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    Preface


     


    This volume takes its place in the well-established series of IVP dictionaries which have been proving to be so helpful to students of the Bible at all levels. It is our hope that the present volume will be found equally valuable.


    There are, however, some particular problems that arise in treating the Historical Books of the Old Testament, so we should make our position on these clear to prospective readers.


    First, here probably to a greater extent than elsewhere in the Bible it is necessary to be clear that history is a multifaceted word and that different people hear it to mean different things. The most obvious distinction is between history as what actually happened in the past and history as a written record of that past. While the two meanings naturally overlap, they are equally clearly not the same thing. No record of the past could hope to be fully comprehensive, for instance, so any written account is bound to be heavily selective in what it chooses to include. Furthermore, the record may be written with one or more of many possible purposes in view, and this too will affect the presentation.


    In this dictionary we have tried to keep both points in view, and we hope that our readers will do the same as they approach each entry. On the one hand, for example, there are substantial articles that offer the best approximation the authors can achieve at a scholarly reconstruction of the past history of Israel in the various phases of its existence from Joshua to Nehemiah. For this, many sources besides the Bible need to be used, so often, as might be expected, the reconstruction may have a very different feel from the biblical account taken on its own. On the other hand, the entries on the books themselves generally tend to focus more on literary and theological issues and less on the historical events that they refer to in order to convey their message. Both approaches are legitimate and necessary for a full understanding of this part of the Bible, and we hope that the right balance has been struck in order for readers to have all the resources they need for answering the different questions that they will be bringing to the text.


    Second, however, it is no secret that in some cases (particularly regarding the premonarchic period and the time of the united monarchy) there is at present a fierce scholarly debate about whether the gulf between history as a record of the past and the biblical material which relates to it is not so great as to be unbridgeable. On this we have had to take a clear and firm editorial line which will be fair both to our authors and to the texts. Clearly on the one hand it would not have been right to ask our scholarly colleagues to change their minds on issues they have pondered deeply and on which they have come to a decision after weighing all the relevant evidence. Equally, however, we have been sensitive all along to the unavoidable fact that not all our readers will agree on these matters. As a result, we have naturally allowed our contributors complete freedom to express their own point of view, but at the same time we have insisted (often requesting significant revision of preliminary drafts) that all other major points of view, whether more conservative or more radical, be summarized in an evenhanded manner. In this way, we hope that readers (and students in particular) will have material at hand that will guide them in their own thinking on these difficult issues.


    Finally, the Historical Books of the Old Testament contain so many names of people and places that a Bible dictionary faces the danger of becoming little more than a list of entries which add little, if anything, to what could already be known by a straightforward reading of the text. To overcome this, and in line with the policy adopted for previous dictionaries in this series, we have limited our choice of entries to those topics that require more extended evaluation. At the same time, we have sought to group many of the sorts of subject that might otherwise claim a short entry on their own into coherent topics (e.g., David’s family; Omri dynasty), and we have been pleasurably surprised to find how often this policy has resulted in fresh insights which would not have emerged had each family member or each king in a dynasty been treated separately. Similarly, the substantial entry for “God,” which brings into a single article treatment of the many divine names, appellatives and attributes, results in a much richer theological discussion than would each of these if taken in isolation. This policy made the initial listing of entries into a challenging and thought-provoking task in itself, and we can only hope that our readers will not disagree too much with the choice of topics that were eventually selected for inclusion and exclusion.


    We were saddened to learn during the preparation of this dictionary of the untimely death of one of our contributors, Martin J. Selman. Martin undertook distinguished research under the guidance of Professor D. J. Wiseman on the social and legal background of the patriarchal period as known to us from Mesopotamian sources. He then gave himself untiringly to his teaching ministry at Spurgeon’s College, London. He will be best remembered in the wider church for his valuable two-volume commentary on Chronicles in the Tyndale Old Testament Commentary series. His entry on the “Chronicler’s History” in the present volume, one of the last pieces he wrote, thus serves as a fitting memorial.


    As we conclude our editorial task, we should be remiss if we did not offer our personal thanks to all who have contributed to this work: our contributors, of course, who patiently endured our constant requests for sometimes substantial revision as we sought to bring all into conformity with our vision for this volume; our patient copyeditor, Robert Maccini, who coaxed diverse material into a pleasing unity of presentation; and above all Dan Reid, who has overseen the whole project at the administrative level but also, much more, as an Old Testament scholar in his own right, has always been quick with sound guidance and advice on all sorts of issues. Working relationships between publishers and authors do not always run smoothly, but with Dan at the helm the voyage has been not only trouble free but a richly rewarding experience, and we are grateful.


    It is said of Ezra that he “set his heart to study the law of the Lord, to do it, and to teach” (Ezra 7:10). Those three ambitions seem to us to be listed in the right order, and we hope that this volume will be found helpful to many as they in turn seek to follow Ezra’s example.


     


    Bill T. Arnold


    H. G. M. Williamson

  


  
    How to Use This Dictionary


     


     


    Abbreviations


    Comprehensive tables of abbreviations for general matters as well as for scholarly, biblical and ancient literature may be found on pages xiv-xix.


     


    Authorship of Articles


    The authors of articles are indicated by their first initials and last name at the end of each article. A full list of contributors may be found on pages xxi-xxiii, in alphabetical order by their last name. The contribution of each author is listed following their identification.


     


    Bibliographies


    A bibliography will be found at the end of each article. The bibliographies include works cited in the articles and other significant related works. Bibliographical entries are listed in alphabetical order by the author’s name, and where an author has more than one work cited, they are listed alphabetically by title. In articles focused on the Historical Books, the bibliographies are divided into the categories “Commentaries” and “Studies.”


    


     


    Cross-References


    This dictionary has been extensively cross-referenced in order to aid readers in making the most of material appearing throughout the volume. Five types of cross-referencing will be found:


     1. One-line entries appearing in alphabetical order throughout the dictionary direct readers to articles where a topic is discussed, often as a subdivision of an article:


     ANAT. See Canaanite Gods and Religion.


     2. An asterisk before a word in the body of an article indicates that an article by that title (or closely worded title) appears in the dictionary. For example, “*David” directs the reader to an article titled “David.” Asterisks typically are found only at the first occurrence of a word in an article.


     3. A cross-reference appearing within parentheses in the body of an article directs the reader to an article by that title. For example, (see God) directs the reader to an article by that title.


     4. Cross-references have been appended to the end of articles, immediately preceding the bibliography, to direct readers to articles significantly related to the subject:


     See also History of Israel 5: Assyrian Period; Omri Dynasty.


     5. Occasionally references are made to articles in the companion volumes, primarily the Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch (DOTP). Others include Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels (DJG), Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (DPL), Dictionary of the Later New Testament and Its Developments (DLNTD) and Dictionary of New Testament Background (DNTB). These references are found within the body of the text of articles. For example, a reference such as (see DOTP, Law) refers to the article on “Law” in the Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch.


    


     


    Indexes


    Since most of the dictionary articles cover broad topics in some depth, the subject index is intended to assist readers in finding relevant information on narrower topics that might, for instance, appear in a standard Bible dictionary. For example, while there is no article titled “Calendar,” the subject index might direct the reader to pages where calendrical issues are discussed in the articles on “Agriculture,” “Chronology” or elsewhere.


     A Scripture index is provided to assist readers in gaining quick access to the numerous Scripture texts referred to throughout the dictionary.


     An articles index found at the end of the dictionary allows readers to review quickly the breadth of topics covered and select the ones most apt to serve their interests or needs. Those who wish to identify the articles written by specific contributors should consult the list of contributors, where the articles are listed under the name of each contributor.


     


    Maps and Figures


    A map of Arabia appears in the article “Arabia, Arabians.” Small maps sketching the geographical boundaries of Israel may be found in the article “Geographical Extent of Israel.” General maps of Palestine and the ancient Near East appear on pages 1027-28.


     


    Transliteration


    Hebrew has been transliterated according to the system set out on page xx.


    

  


  Abbreviations


   


   


  
    General Abbreviations

  


   


  
    
      	
        /

      

      	
        parallel text (e.g., 2 Kings 18—19/Is 36—37)

      
    


    
      	
        § or §§

      

      	
        section or paragraph number(s)

      
    


    
      	
        Akk

      

      	
        Akkadian

      
    


    
      	
        augm.

      

      	
        augmented

      
    


    
      	
        BCE

      

      	
        Before the Common Era

      
    


    
      	
        c.

      

      	
        circa

      
    


    
      	
        CE

      

      	
        Common Era

      
    


    
      	
        cf.

      

      	
        confer, compare

      
    


    
      	
        chap(s).

      

      	
        chapter(s)

      
    


    
      	
        col(s).

      

      	
        column(s)

      
    


    
      	
        DSS

      

      	
        Dead Sea Scrolls

      
    


    
      	
        Egyp

      

      	
        Egyptian

      
    


    
      	
        Eng

      

      	
        English

      
    


    
      	
        e.g.

      

      	
        exempli gratia, for example

      
    


    
      	
        esp.

      

      	
        especially

      
    


    
      	
        ET

      

      	
        English translation

      
    


    
      	
        fem.

      

      	
        feminine

      
    


    
      	
        fig.

      

      	
        figure

      
    


    
      	
        Gk

      

      	
        Greek

      
    


    
      	
        Heb

      

      	
        Hebrew

      
    


    
      	
        i.e.

      

      	
        id est, that is

      
    


    
      	
        lit.

      

      	
        literally

      
    


    
      	
        masc.

      

      	
        masculine

      
    


    
      	
        mg.

      

      	
        margin

      
    


    
      	
        M.R.

      

      	
        Map Reference

      
    


    
      	
        no(s).

      

      	
        number(s)

      
    


    
      	
        NT

      

      	
        New Testament

      
    


    
      	
        obv.

      

      	
        obverse (front) of a tablet

      
    


    
      	
        OT

      

      	
        Old Testament

      
    


    
      	
        pers. comm.

      

      	
        personal communication

      
    


    
      	
        pl.

      

      	
        plural

      
    


    
      	
        p(p).

      

      	
        page(s)

      
    


    
      	
        repr.

      

      	
        reprint

      
    


    
      	
        rev.

      

      	
        reverse (back) of a tablet

      
    


    
      	
        rev. ed.

      

      	
        revised edition

      
    


    
      	
        sg.

      

      	
        singular

      
    


    
      	
        Sum

      

      	
        Sumerian

      
    


    
      	
        Ugar

      

      	
        Ugaritic

      
    


    
      	
        v(v).

      

      	
        verse(s)

      
    


    
      	
        vol(s).

      

      	
        volume(s)

      
    


    
      	
        x times

      

      	
        (e.g., 2x = two times)

      
    

  


  
    Texts and Translations of the Bible

  


  
    
      	
        ESV

      

      	
        English Standard Version

      
    


    
      	
        JB

      

      	
        Jerusalem Bible

      
    


    
      	
        LXX

      

      	
        Septuagint

      
    


    
      	
        MT

      

      	
        Masoretic Text

      
    


    
      	
        NAB

      

      	
        New American Bible

      
    


    
      	
        NIV

      

      	
        New International Version

      
    


    
      	
        NJB

      

      	
        New Jerusalem Bible

      
    


    
      	
        NKJV

      

      	
        New King James Version

      
    


    
      	
        NRSV

      

      	
        New Revised Standard Version

      
    


    
      	
        REB

      

      	
        Revised English Bible

      
    

  


  
    



    
      Books of the Bible

    


    


    Old Testament


    Gen


    Ex


    Lev


    Num


    Deut


    Josh


    Judg


    Ruth


    1-2 Sam


    1-2 Kings


    1-2 Chron


    Ezra


    Neh


    Esther


    Job


    Ps


    Prov


    Eccles


    Song


    Is


    Jer


    Lam


    Ezek


    Dan


    Hos


    Joel


    Amos


    Obad


    Jon


    Mic


    Nahum


    Hab


    Zeph


    Hag


    Zech


    Mal


    



    New Testament


    Mt


    Mk


    Lk


    Jn


    Acts


    Rom


    1-2 Cor


    Gal


    Eph


    Phil


    Col


    1-2 Thess


    1-2 Tim


    Tit


    Philem


    Heb


    Jas


    1-2 Pet


    1-2-3 Jn


    Jude


    Rev


    



    
      Ancient Near Eastern and Later Jewish Literature

    


    
      
        	
          1 En.

        

        	
          1 Enoch (Ethiopic Apocalypse)

        
      


      
        	
          1-2 Esdr

        

        	
          1-2 Esdras

        
      


      
        	
          1-4 Kgdms

        

        	
          1-4 Kingdoms

        
      


      
        	
          1-4 Macc

        

        	
          1-4 Maccabees

        
      


      
        	
          2 Bar.

        

        	
          2 Baruch (Syriac Apocalyspe)

        
      


      
        	
          Ag. Ap.

        

        	
          Josephus, Against Apion

        
      


      
        	
          Ant.

        

        	
          Josephus, Jewish Antiquities

        
      


      
        	
          B. Bat.

        

        	
          Baba Batra

        
      


      
        	
          b.

        

        	
          Babylonian Talmud

        
      


      
        	
          CD

        

        	
          Cairo Genizah copy of the Damascus Document

        
      


      
        	
          Contemp.

        

        	
          Philo, De vita contemplativa

        
      


      
        	
          J.W.

        

        	
          Josephus, Jewish War

        
      


      
        	
          Jdt

        

        	
          Judith

        
      


      
        	
          L.A.B.

        

        	
          Liber antiquitatum biblicarum (Pseudo-Philo)

        
      


      
        	
          Meg.

        

        	
          Megillah

        
      


      
        	
          Mos. 1,2

        

        	
          Philo, De vita Mosis I, II

        
      


      
        	
          P.Oxy

        

        	
          Oxyrhyncus Papyrus

        
      


      
        	
          Rab.

        

        	
          Rabbah

        
      


      
        	
          Roš Haš

        

        	
          Roš Haššanah

        
      


      
        	
          RS

        

        	
          Ras Shamra tablet (Field identification of tablets excavated at Ras Shamra [Ugarit] are identified by RS followed by number.)

        
      


      
        	
          Sanh.

        

        	
          Sanhedrin

        
      


      
        	
          Sir

        

        	
          Sirah

        
      


      
        	
          t.

        

        	
          Tosefta

        
      


      
        	
          y.

        

        	
          Jerusalem Talmud

        
      


      
        	
          Yad.

        

        	
          Yadayim

        
      

    


    
       

      Classical and Early Christian Literature

    


    
      
        	
          Arrian

        
      


      
        	
          Anab.

        

        	
          Anabasis

        
      


      
        	
          Diodorus Siculus

        
      


      
        	
          Bib. Hist.

        

        	
          Bibliotheca Historica

        
      


      
        	
          Eusebius

        
      


      
        	
          Hist. eccl.

        

        	
          Historia ecclesiastica

        
      


      
        	
          Praep. ev.

        

        	
          Praeparatio evangelica

        
      


      
        	
          Herodotus

        
      


      
        	
          Hist.

        

        	
          Historiae

        
      


      
        	
          Irenaeus

        
      


      
        	
          Frag.

        

        	
          Fragmenta

        
      


      
        	
          Justin

        
      


      
        	
          Dial.

        

        	
          Dialogue with Trypho

        
      


      
        	
          Plato

        
      


      
        	
          Phaedr.

        

        	
          Phaedrus

        
      


      
        	
          Plutarch

        
      


      
        	
          Art.

        

        	
          Artaxerxes

        
      


      
        	
          Strabo

        
      


      
        	
          Geogr.

        

        	
          Geographica

        
      


      
        	
          Tacitus

        
      


      
        	
          Hist.

        

        	
          Historiae

        
      


      
        	
          Xenophon

        
      


      
        	
          Anab.

        

        	
          Anabasis

        
      


      
        	
          Cyr.

        

        	
          Cyropaedia

        
      


      
        	
          Hell.

        

        	
          Hellenica

        
      

    


     


    
      Periodicals, Reference Works and Serials

    


    
      
        	
          AASF

        

        	
          Annales Academiae scientiarum fennicae

        
      


      
        	
          AASOR

        

        	
          Annual of the American Schools of Oriental Research

        
      


      
        	
          ÄAT

        

        	
          Ägypten und Altes Testament

        
      


      
        	
          AB

        

        	
          Anchor Bible

        
      


      
        	
          ABD

        

        	
          Anchor Bible Dictionary, ed. D. N. Freeman (6 vols.; New York: Doubleday, 1992)

        
      


      
        	
          ABG

        

        	
          Arbeiten zur Bibel und ihrer Geschichte

        
      


      
        	
          ABRL

        

        	
          Anchor Bible Reference Library

        
      


      
        	
          ABS

        

        	
          Archaeology and Biblical Studies

        
      


      
        	
          ADAJ

        

        	
          Annual of the Department of Antiquities of Jordan

        
      


      
        	
          ADP

        

        	
          Abhandlungen des Deutschen Palästinavereins

        
      


      
        	
          AfO

        

        	
          Archiv für Orientforschung

        
      


      
        	
          AfOB

        

        	
          Archiv für Orientforschung: Beiheft

        
      


      
        	
          AJA

        

        	
          American Journal of Archaeology

        
      


      
        	
          AJSL

        

        	
          American Journal of Semitic Languages and Literature

        
      


      
        	
          ALASP

        

        	
          Abhandlungen zur Literatur Alt-Syrien-Palästinas und Mesopotamiens

        
      


      
        	
          ANEP

        

        	
          The Ancient Near East in Pictures Relating to the Old Testament, ed. J. B. Pritchard (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1954)

        
      


      
        	
          ANESSup

        

        	
          Ancient Near Eastern Studies Supplements

        
      


      
        	
          ANET

        

        	
          Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament, ed. J. B. Pritchard (3d ed.; Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1969)

        
      


      
        	
          AnOr

        

        	
          Analecta orientalia

        
      


      
        	
          ANRW

        

        	
          Aufstieg und Niedergang der römischen Welt: Geschichte und Kultur Roms im Spiegel der neueren Forschung, ed. H. Temporini and W. Haase (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1972-)

        
      


      
        	
          AOAT

        

        	
          Alter Orient und Altes Testament

        
      


      
        	
          AOS

        

        	
          American Oriental Series

        
      


      
        	
          AOTC

        

        	
          Abingdon Old Testament Commentaries

        
      


      
        	
          ArOr

        

        	
          Archiv Orientální

        
      


      
        	
          AS

        

        	
          Assyriological Studies

        
      


      
        	
          ASORAR

        

        	
          American Schools of Oriental Research Archaeological Reports

        
      


      
        	
          ASORDS

        

        	
          American Schools of Oriental Research Dissertation Series

        
      


      
        	
          ASTI

        

        	
          Annual of the Swedish Theological Institute

        
      


      
        	
          AsTJ

        

        	
          Asbury Theological Journal

        
      


      
        	
          AT

        

        	
          The Alalakh Texts, ed. D. J. Wiseman (London: British Institute of Archaeology, 1953)

        
      


      
        	
          ATANT

        

        	
          Abhandlungen zur Theologie des Alten und Neuen Testaments

        
      


      
        	
          AUSS

        

        	
          Andrews University Seminary Studies

        
      


      
        	
          BA

        

        	
          Biblical Archaeologist

        
      


      
        	
          BAIAS

        

        	
          Bulletin of the Anglo-Israel Archaeological Society

        
      


      
        	
          BAMA

        

        	
          British Academy Monographs in Archaeology

        
      


      
        	
          BAR

        

        	
          Biblical Archaeology Review

        
      


      
        	
          BARIS

        

        	
          Biblical Archaeology Review International Series

        
      


      
        	
          BASOR

        

        	
          Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research

        
      


      
        	
          BBB

        

        	
          Bonner biblische Beiträge

        
      


      
        	
          BCC

        

        	
          Believers Church Commentary

        
      


      
        	
          BDB

        

        	
          F. Brown, S. R. Driver and C. A. Briggs, A Hebrew and English Lexicon of the Old Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1907)

        
      


      
        	
          BE

        

        	
          Biblische Enzyklopädie

        
      


      
        	
          BEAM

        

        	
          Beiträge zur Erforschung der antiken Moabitis

        
      


      
        	
          BEATAJ

        

        	
          Beiträge zur Erforschung des Alten Testaments und des antiken Judentum

        
      


      
        	
          BETL

        

        	
          Bibliotheca ephemeridum theologicarum lovaniensium

        
      


      
        	
          BEvT

        

        	
          Beiträge zur evangelischen Theologie

        
      


      
        	
          BHT

        

        	
          Beiträge zur historischen Theologie

        
      


      
        	
          BI

        

        	
          Beiträge zur Iranistik

        
      


      
        	
          Bib

        

        	
          Biblica

        
      


      
        	
          BibInt

        

        	
          Biblical Interpretation

        
      


      
        	
          BibJS

        

        	
          Biblical and Judaic Studies

        
      


      
        	
          BibOr

        

        	
          Biblica et orientalia

        
      


      
        	
          BibSem

        

        	
          Biblical Seminar

        
      


      
        	
          BIFAO

        

        	
          Bulletin de l’Institut français d’archélogie orientale

        
      


      
        	
          BIOSCS

        

        	
          Bulletin of the International Organization for Septuagint and Cognate Studies

        
      


      
        	
          BIS

        

        	
          Biblical Interpretation Series

        
      


      
        	
          BJRL

        

        	
          Bulletin of the John Rylands University Library of Manchester

        
      


      
        	
          BJS

        

        	
          Brown Judaic Studies

        
      


      
        	
          BLS

        

        	
          Bible and Literature Series

        
      


      
        	
          BN

        

        	
          Biblische Notizen

        
      


      
        	
          BO

        

        	
          Bibliotheca orientalis

        
      


      
        	
          BRev

        

        	
          Bible Review

        
      


      
        	
          BSac

        

        	
          Bibliotheca sacra

        
      


      
        	
          BSFE

        

        	
          Bulletin de la Société française en Égypte

        
      


      
        	
          BSOAS

        

        	
          Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies

        
      


      
        	
          BTAVO

        

        	
          Beihefte zum Tübinger Atlas des Vorderen Orients

        
      


      
        	
          BTB

        

        	
          Biblical Theology Bulletin

        
      


      
        	
          BUS

        

        	
          Brown University Studies

        
      


      
        	
          BWA(N)T

        

        	
          Beiträge zur Wissenschaft vom Alten (und Neuen) Testament

        
      


      
        	
          BZ

        

        	
          Biblische Zeitschrift

        
      


      
        	
          BZAW

        

        	
          Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft

        
      


      
        	
          CAD

        

        	
          The Assyrian Dictionary of the Oriental Institute of the University of Chicago, ed. A. L. Oppenheim et al. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1956-)

        
      


      
        	
          CAH

        

        	
          Cambridge Ancient History

        
      


      
        	
          CahRB

        

        	
          Cahiers de la Revue biblique

        
      


      
        	
          CANE

        

        	
          Civilizations of the Ancient Near East, ed. J. Sasson (4 vols.; New York: Scribner, 1995)

        
      


      
        	
          CBET

        

        	
          Contributions to Biblical Exegesis and Theology

        
      


      
        	
          CBQ

        

        	
          Catholic Biblical Quarterly

        
      


      
        	
          CBQMS

        

        	
          Catholic Biblical Quarterly Monograph Series

        
      


      
        	
          CBW

        

        	
          Cities of the Biblical World

        
      


      
        	
          CDAFI

        

        	
          Cahiers de la Délégation archéologique française en Iran

        
      


      
        	
          CHANE

        

        	
          Culture and History of the Ancient Near East

        
      


      
        	
          ChrEg

        

        	
          Chronique d’Égypte

        
      


      
        	
          CIA

        

        	
          Corpus inscriptionum iranicarum

        
      


      
        	
          ConBOT

        

        	
          Coniectanea biblica: Old Testament Series

        
      


      
        	
          COS
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    Consonants


    א = ʾ


    ב = b


    ג = g


    ד = d


    ה = h


    ו = w


    ז = z


    ח = ḥ


    ט = ṭ


    י = y


    כ, ך = k


    ל = l


    מ, ם = m


    נ, ן = n


    ס = s


    ע = ʿ


    פ, ף = p


    צ, ץ = ṣ


    ק = q


    ר = r


    ׂש = ś


    ׁש = š


    ת = t


    Short Vowels


    ַ   = a


    ֶ   = e


    ִ   = i


    ָ   = o


    ֻ   = u


    


    Very Short Vowels


    ֲ   = ă


    ֱ   = ĕ


    ְ   = ĕ (if vocal)


    ֳ   = ŏ


    Long Vowels


    (ה) ָ   = â


    ֵי   = ê


    ִי   = î


    ֺו   = ô


    ּו   = û


    ָ   = ā


    ֵ   = ē


    ֺ    = ō
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    AGRICULTURE AND ANIMAL HUSBANDRY


    Ancient Israelite society was predominantly a nonurban, agriculturally based society whose economy was mostly pastoral or agrarian oriented (Borowski 2003, 25-26) and whose foundational elements were the extended family (bêt ʾāb) and the village (Blenkinsopp, 49-57; Tsumura, 60-62). In order to systematize the present article, a basic threefold division has been adopted: First, the available sources and the methodology for a discussion of agriculture and animal husbandry in the period depicted in the Historical Books of the OT are briefly discussed. Second, following these important methodological prolegomena, the relevant biblical data pertaining to the discussion of agriculture and animal husbandry in the Historical Books are presented in two sections and seek to interact with other data from auxiliary disciplines such as archaeology or iconography. Third, a succinct conclusion sketches the broader picture of this important facet of ancient Israelite life.


    1. Sources and Methodology


    2. Agriculture in the Historical Books


    3. Animal Husbandry in the Historical Books


    4. Conclusions


    1. Sources and Methodology.


    The reconstruction of crucial human activities connected to animal husbandry and agriculture in a particular portion of the OT faces several methodological issues. First, in a book such as the Bible, which has a strong theological agenda and seeks to describe the interaction of the covenant deity Yahweh with his people Israel, what kind of information about mundane and commonplace activities such as the tilling of soil or the care of animals can be found? Second, how does this information gleaned from the biblical text compare with data originating outside the Bible? Third, is it possible to develop a valid methodology that helps to reconstruct their daily life adequately?


    In order to find convincing answers to these three crucial issues, recent scholarship has advocated a multidisciplinary approach by looking at textual (both biblical and extrabiblical), archaeological (including paleobotanical and paleozoological), iconographical and, sometimes, ethnographical data (Klingbeil 2003c, 401-3; King and Stager, 1-4). It must be stated from the outset that most scholars have a preferred angle, which in itself is not a bad thing if duly recognized. For example, some focus predominantly on one particular element, as can be seen in D. C. Snell, who argues that social and economic factors represent the most important influences in ancient daily life. Unfortunately, many volumes dealing with agriculture or animal husbandry or, in the larger context, daily life are more illustrative than interpretive and lack an important section dealing with crucial methodological questions.


    Textual data (biblical and extrabiblical) have always played an important role in the reconstruction of history or cultural realities. Work with textual sources requires genre recognition, such as the broad distinction between “official” and “private” texts (Klingbeil 2003c, 406). However, over the past decades the biblical textual data often have been characterized as “fictitious” or “ideological” (for a review of the present discussion about the Solomonic period, see Knoppers; for the patriarchal period, Lemche, 19-47; more generally, Halpern, 68) and in consequence has been relegated to the status of unhistorical. In this sense, is it feasible to draw information concerning mundane efforts such as agriculture and animal husbandry from this text? And furthermore, does the literary artistry and nature of the biblical text preclude per se its historical reliability? The situation does not change particularly when one includes extrabiblical epigraphical material from the same historic stream and area. Although most of these texts are easily datable by their archaeological context, their content often is fragmentary and does not go beyond the odd list, simple accounts or incidental messages that on their own provide insufficient information to reconstruct satisfactorily economic, cultural and religious realities from a time long past. Relevant information from epigraphical sources includes the Samaria ostraca dating to the later part of the eighth century BCE (Kaufman, 923), the Arad ostraca (both in Hebrew and Aramaic) from the eighth and fifth/fourth centuries BCE respectively (Aharoni and Naveh, 9), the Lachish ostraca dated to the early part of the sixth century BCE (Davies, 282; J. C. L. Gibson, 32-49), the Gezer calendar thought to be one of the earliest Hebrew inscriptions and dated to the tenth century BCE (Jaroš, 37-38; Davies, 273), the Siloam inscription found in Hezekiah’s tunnel in Jerusalem dated to the eighth century BCE (J. C. L. Gibson, 21; Davies, 279) and some funerary inscriptions from the Silwan tomb in Jerusalem (J. C. L. Gibson, 23-24). Smaller *Hebrew inscriptions include the important stamp seal corpus from Palestine (Avigad and Sass) and graffiti inscribed on jar handles whose presence suggests an intricate system of royal tariffs and regional organization for the later part of the Israelite and Judean monarchies (Kletter). Other important epigraphical data pertaining to the historical period depicted in the Historical Books of the OT (roughly equated with Iron Age I and II, the Neo-Babylonian period and the early Persian period) come from the other side of the Jordan River, generally known as Transjordan, and include Ammonite, Moabite and Edomite inscriptions (Lemaire). The most significant for our present interest are undoubtedly the Mesha inscription, dated to the ninth century BCE (Davies, 274-75; J. C. L. Gibson, 71-83), and to a lesser degree the Heshbon ostraca IV and XI, dated to around 600 and 525 BCE respectively, which contain important agricultural references (Cross 1975, 1-14; 1976).


    While epigraphical material is often very fragmentary or simply irrelevant, the biblical material was not necessarily intended as a manual on agriculture and animal husbandry, but includes relevant snippets of information in the larger context of historical reports and theological constructs that focus upon the visible interaction of the covenant deity Yahweh with his people Israel. There are, however, other important sources of information that need to be tapped if a more complete picture is to emerge. The study of the material culture is one of these, and archaeological research focusing upon paleoethnobotany or paleozoology provides helpful additional data. Paleoethnobotany studies the interaction between humans and plants through time and examines material unearthed in archaeological excavations of ancient tells such as carbonized plant remains, seeds, wood, roots, fibers, starches, oils and juices (Warnock, 27; Rosen, 203; Hansen). The resulting data provide a welcome window on the environment of Iron Age Palestine, including diet, disease, cultural practices, domestication and trade. Another useful source of information on ancient animal husbandry comes from paleozoology, which is the systematic recovery and study of faunal remains from archaeological sites. The majority of these involve bone, dental or skin remains and provide important data concerning the process of domestication, food production, and economic, social and religious realities (Wapnish; Hesse and Wapnish; Wapnish and Hesse). Unfortunately, both paleoethnobotany and paleozoology are relatively recent methodological advances, and the systematic collection of the relevant data has been undertaken only during the past few decades. None of the major sites of Palestine (such as *Hazor, *Megiddo, Beth Shean, *Samaria) that were excavated before that period of time included this research strategy, and thus there exist significant lacunae in our knowledge of ancient faunal and floral realities. One should also remember the often limited surface area unearthed by modern excavations, which obviously results in the partial recovery of the relevant data. In many instances the paleozoologist can assign a specific bone fragment only to a general taxonomic category, such as equid, and is unable to identify it further as “horse” or “donkey” or “hinney” or “mule” (Hesse 1995, 216).


    Another important source of information for the reconstruction of animal husbandry and agriculture in ancient Israel during the period of Iron Age I-II (including the Neo-Babylonian and the Persian periods, which corresponds roughly to the internal chronology of the Historical Books, c. 1250-450 BCE) is the iconographical data gleaned from ancient images. While ancient Near Eastern iconography is not always a useful tool to pinpoint the individual person or the particular historical event, it is quite suitable to illustrate the typical and the institutional (Keel, ABD 3.361). Iconographical research has been integrated into studies illustrating the biblical text (Keel 1996), into historical research (Pitard; Uehlinger; Rainey), as well as into the study of the religious cosmos of the ancients (Keel and Uehlinger; van der Toorn; Ornan). Recent iconographical research (often combined with archaeological and historical data) has also focused on more general sociocultural elements such as the function of seals in ancient societies (Collon), the importance of technological innovation in cultural process of the ancient Near East (Wilde), and the interaction of animals in daily life (Klingbeil 2003b; 2003c). The iconographical study of the *Lachish relief has yielded invaluable information concerning the agricultural realia of Palestine during the late eighth century BCE (Amar). In addition, the publication of the first two volumes of the stamp seal corpus from Palestine by O. Keel (1995; 1997) has also opened a window upon the “worldview” of ancient miniature art, which was used predominantly in private contexts, as contrasted to the more ideologically tinted monumental art. In this sense, the naive illustrative use of iconography, so characteristic of earlier studies, has been replaced by a more systematic and critical analysis of the ancient art in its particular context of presentation. Furthermore, it should be remembered that the very act of producing an image in ancient times was a laborious and costly process that involved specialized artists and required a certain socio-economic level (Klingbeil 2003c, 411), thus limiting to a certain degree its value for the reconstruction of mundane aspects of daily life such as agriculture and animal husbandry.


    2. Agriculture in the Historical Books.


    Agriculture involves the varied array of activities and knowledge employed by humans to exploit plants to produce food and other crops (Hopkins, 22). Crop cultivation (together with animal domestication) marked an important advance in human society and was connected to social organization. Geography and climate influenced the development of agriculture and often determined the particular type of specialization. For example, dry semidesert conditions prompted inhabitants to opt for a mix of sedentary and nomadic lifestyles, a feature still observable in modern Arabic societies such as Jordan, where entire clans move around with their livestock during six to eight months of the year, returning to their fully constructed houses for the colder and wetter winter months (Baird). This social phenomenon has been described as “subsistence pastoralism,” involving the adaptation of people groups to changing climatic or sociopolitical conditions (LaBianca). By the time during which the Historical Books of the OT originated (c. 1250-450 BCE), the major elements of the Mediterranean mixed economy, involving the interaction of urbanized centers, subsistence pastoralists, nomads and small villages, had already been in place for several millennia (Hopkins, 25-28). In fact, “the Iron Age in Palestine marks a particularly sharp and well-documented spike in the course of Levantine and Near Eastern agricultural history” (Hopkins, 28) and is characterized by changes in regional settlement patterns that in turn influence agricultural strategies. Geographical realities as well as sociopolitical changes played an important role in this regard, particularly considering the fall or decline of many international major players, such as the Hittites, the influence of the Mitanni kingdoms, the Middle Assyrian Empire and the Egyptian Empire at the end of the Late Bronze Age (Strange; Leonard; Akkermans and Schwartz, 358-59). Some of these international ups and downs can be seen in the sociohistorical realities reflected in the biblical books of Joshua, Judges and the first part of 1 Samuel.


    Geographically, Palestine is marked by seven geomorphological regions: (1) the coastal plain, (2) the hill country, (3) the Dead Sea rift, (4) the Transjordanian Plateau, (5) the semiarid Negev steppe, (6) the Sinai Peninsula, and (7) the Jezreel Valley to the north of Palestine. Each of these regions has its own set of particular soil types, climate patterns, and *water resources and systems that in turn require distinct strategies for human survival and utilization of the ground (Raphael). For example, someone living in the semiarid Negev would be required to adopt a mixed farming strategy, including as many different products/animal types as possible in order to absorb and compensate for climate changes (such as droughts). Subsistence pastoralism would be an adequate response to this geographic and climatic challenge. Interestingly, land use innovations during the Iron Age included runoff farming, which provided another way to cope with the particular climatic conditions of the Negev (Borowski 1987, 6).


    Some of the agricultural products mentioned in the Historical Books include flax (pēšet), different types of grain, figs, grapes (or in dried form, raisins), dates, olives and, without particulars, vegetables. The two Israelite spies who visit Jericho prior to its destruction are hidden beneath a bunch of flax stalks by Rahab on the roof of her house (Josh 2:6). The messenger for King *David on his way to report on the movement of the rebel Absalom is hidden under some improvised grain-drying design over an empty cistern (2 Sam 17:19). Flax (Linum usitatissimum) is a winter crop, a fact that interestingly coincides with the particular historical description of the settlement of Palestine by the Israelites contained in the book of Joshua involving the celebration of the Passover (Josh 5:10-12), as well as the description of the high water level of the Jordan typical for the period at the end of the winter (Josh 4:18). It was used to produce oil or as the basis for weaving and is considered one of the world’s oldest textiles (Jacob and Jacob, 815). Flax seeds have been found at Tell el-ʿAreini in the Early Bronze Age Stratum IV (Borowski 1987, 98).


    Different types of grains played a major role in the life of Israel. The author of the book of Joshua connects the eating of the produce of the land (ʿābûr hāʾāreṣ), including roasted grains and unleavened bread (Josh 5:11-12), with the significant cultic event of the first celebration of the Passover ritual on Canaanite soil. Although the MT reads only wĕqālûy, “and roasted” or “and parched,” most versions add for clarification the noun grain (NRSV, NASB, NKJV).


    Gideon threshes wheat (ḥiṭṭâ [Triticum durum]) in a wine press in order to save it from the Midianites (Judg 6:11). Wheat was the major field crop in Israel throughout the biblical period (Miller, 296), and Gideon’s clandestine action underlines the desperate need of Gideon’s clan to assure sufficient supplies of the most important staple food. After all, threshing inside the village compounds—as suggested by the use of Hebrew gat, “wine press,” instead of yeqeb, “wine vat/press,” which appears more in rural settings and is generally hewn from rock outside of a city (Is 5:2; 16:10) (see Borowski 1987, 63)—produced lots of irritating stalks and husks, which are unpleasant for the thresher. Together with the earlier mentioned “flax,” the term wheat also appears in the Gezer calendar (J. C. L. Gibson, 2). The important Arad ostraca contain additional relevant references to this staple (Arad 3:7; 31:1; 33:1-4, 6-8), indicating its importance in the Israelite economy.


    The destruction of harvests has always been a strategic weapon in warfare, as can be seen in the conflict between Samson (representing Israel) and the *Philistines (Judg 15:4-5) as well as in the destruction of trees and orchards during the time of Jehoshaphat (2 Kings 3:19). This later line of attack was also employed by the Israelites in their war against the Moabites. Additionally, the earth was to be burned, every spring of water was to be stopped, and every good piece of arable land was to be impoverished by adding stones. Similar strategies have also been observed in Egyptian military activity of the Late Bronze Age (Hasel 1998, 75-83, 251-52; 2002). In other instances, particularly in the context of the conquest/settlement, the tribes are admonished to secure arable land by felling trees and clearing woods (Josh 17:15-18).


    Both wheat and barley (śĕʿōrâ [Hordeum vulgare]) are used to pay tribute, as can be seen in the case of the Ammonites who paid ten thousand cors of wheat and ten thousand cors of barley every year to King Jotham of Judah (2 Chron 27:5). There is no unanimous consensus position for the metrical value of the Hebrew unit “cor,” with estimates ranging from about 150 liters (King and Stager, 200) to about 360 liters (Powell, 904). In both cases, the amount is significant and demonstrates the economic incentives for an overlord in the ancient Near East.


    Technology played (and still plays) an important role in the evolution of society. The traditional chronological system employed in archaeological research is primarily based on technological advances, particularly the dominion of metals (e.g., Stone Age, Bronze Age, Iron Age) (see Wilde, 1-6). The absolute validity of this system has been questioned (Finkelstein 1996), but the overall importance of technology per se in agriculture is undeniable. The knowledge and mastery of certain techniques also enabled people to dominate others, as can be seen in 1 Samuel 13:19-21, detailing the fact that in the time of the last judge, *Samuel, there were no blacksmiths (ḥārāš; lit., “engraver, artificer”) in Israel, which affected not only the military arsenal, but also the agricultural tools, such as plows (maḥărēšâ). The apparent technological monopoly of the Philistine artisans enabled them not only to dominate Israel militarily, but also to determine the market value of the job, which cost two-thirds of a shekel (pîm) (see Powell, 906-7), a price that is quite high, particularly when one considers that the legislated yearly contribution of an Israelite to the sanctuary was to be half a shekel (Ex 30:13, 30). The ancient plow consisted of a pole made from hard wood, a stick for the handle, a blade with a metal tip and a horizontal yoke (King and Stager, 92). The basic technology of the scratch plow had not changed from biblical times until the beginning of the twentieth century, as can be seen in pictorial representations or archaeological finds (Borowski 1987, 48). *Elijah calls *Elisha while the latter was plowing the fields of his father (1 Kings 19:19-20) together with a significant number of workers totaling twelve plow units pulled by double-yoked oxen. After Elijah covered him with his mantle, a legal act indicating election and transference of power (Viberg, 127-35), Elisha likewise reacted in a ritual way when he sacrificed the pair of oxen that he had worked with, utilizing the wood of his plow as the necessary elements for the fire. After giving the boiled meat to his coworkers, Elisha follows Elijah and ministers (šārat) to him, thus beginning his prophetic apprenticeship. The symbolic act of Elijah together with the ritual response of Elisha, resulting in the complete destruction and transformation of his prior tools of trade and livelihood, mark Elisha’s complete separation from his previous life.


    Other agricultural products mentioned in the Historical Books include the fruits of figs, grapes (and raisins) and dates. The common fig (tĕʾēnâ [Ficus carica]) is indigenous to the region and has been documented from Neolithic, Chalcolithic and Bronze Age Jericho (Borowski 1987, 114) as well as on pictorial remains of the ancient Near East such as the Lachish relief of Sennacherib in the palace of Nineveh (Amar, 1). Figs were dried and made into cakes, constituting an extremely effective energy booster that could be carried during military expeditions. When David and his four hundred men pursue the marauding Amalekites who had plundered Ziklag, they give dried fig and raisin cakes to revive a left-behind Egyptian slave who helps them find the enemy (1 Sam 30:12). King Hezekiah’s malignant swelling is treated by a poultice of pounded figs (2 Kings 20:7). The fig tree also appears in Jotham’s parable (Judg 9:10-11) as one of the trees (albeit not the first!) asked to reign over the others. For the biblical authors, the scenario of a carefree, safe and blessed environment is depicted by “each man living under his own vine and fig tree,” as during the time of *Solomon’s reign (1 Kings 4:25). Interestingly, the Assyrian Rabshakeh (chief butler [Cogan and Tadmor, 230]) employs the same imagery when he seeks to entice the listening Jerusalemites to surrender (2 Kings 18:31/Is 36:16). The tree motif also appears in the context of special divine blessings. After all, the Israelites settled in a land, lived in cities, and ate from trees that they did not plant (Josh 24:13; Neh 9:25). On the other hand, rampant idolatry—mostly described in terms of licentious marital infidelity—is also connected to trees. Ritual behavior deviant from the Jerusalem-centered worship of Yahweh takes place on the “high places” and “under every green tree” (2 Kings 16:4; 17:10; 2 Chron 28:4), and thus is closely related to nature.


    Vineyards and their fruits are also mentioned many times in the Historical Books. The vineyard (kerem) of Naboth the Jezreelite, right next to the royal palace of King Ahab, becomes an object of desire for the king, who wants to acquire it from its owner in order to make a conveniently located vegetable garden (lĕgan yārāq; lit., “for a garden of herbs”) for the royal household (1 Kings 21:1-2). Although Ahab offers financial benefits or a more ideally located vineyard, he does not reckon with the strong land-inheritance concept (see Land), which considers the preservation of the patrimonial property (naḥălat ʾăbōtay), one of the most important duties to the ancestors as well as to the future generations of a family (2 Kings 21:3) (see Habel, 33-35; Brueggemann, 90-106). In this sense, the narrative depicts not just a greedy king, a cunning wife and a helpless peasant, but rather the confrontation of two land ideologies. Ahab and Jezebel represent the idea of royal control over the land, a concept that is also reflected in the short narrative of 2 Kings 8:1-6, where the Shunammite woman, after a prolonged absence from her land due to a severe drought, receives back her land (as well as all of the benefits from the produce of the land) after a special intervention of Gehazi, the former servant of the prophet Elijah. On the other side, Naboth is faithful to the principle of the ancestral household concept based upon the divinely designated tribal allotments (Num 36:7-9). The violent resolution of this conflict, resulting in the death of Naboth, the taking over of the property by the royal household and the subsequent condemnation of the royal house of Ahab by the prophet Elisha (1 Kings 21:18-26), illustrates the importance of this principle in ancient Israel. It is this conflict over land and divinely established legal principles that Samuel describes in his passionate plea to the people of Israel to reconsider their request for a king in 1 Samuel 8:10-18 (also 1 Sam 12:3). “A king,” admonishes Samuel, “will affect all aspects of your life: your land, your time [as visible later in the institution of the mas, “tribute, tax, compulsory labor” (see Klingbeil 1997, 992-95)], your crops and also your animals.”


    Grapes (ʿēnāb), both in their fresh and dried forms, appear several times. In Nehemiah 13:15 they are among the fresh produce offered—to the dismay of Nehemiah—to the inhabitants of Jerusalem during the sabbath day. Due to their particular vow, Nazirites are not to eat any produce connected to the vine (Judg 13:14), and in 1 Kings 4:25 the idyllic depiction of peace and safety involves Israelites sitting under their vines and fig trees. Raisin cakes often are connected to festal occasions. When David successfully brings the ark of the covenant to Jerusalem, the celebrations involve the distribution of free bread, date and raisin cakes to the Israelites (2 Sam 6:19/1 Chron 16:3). The earliest remains of the grapevine (gepen [Vitis vinifera]) in Palestine date to the beginning of the third millennium BCE and were found in Early Bronze Jericho and Arad, as well as Lachish, Taʿanach, Bab edh-Dhraʿ and Numeiri (Borowski 1987, 102). It is also present in the Lachish relief of the palace of Sennacherib (Amar, 1), and is mentioned in the Gezer calendar (J. C. L. Gibson, 1) as well as in the Samaria ostraca. The data gleaned from these important epigraphical finds suggest small farm production of wine and oil and emphasize the domestic locus of agricultural production as opposed to centrally administered production (Walsh, 51-59).


    There is only one tentative mention of dates, the fruit of the date palm (Phoenix dactylifera), in the Historical Books: 2 Samuel 6:19, during the celebration of the arrival of the ark of the covenant. The existence of date palms has been documented archaeologically from the Chalcolithic site of Teleilat Ghassul in Transjordan and from the Cave of the Treasure at Nahal Mishmar (Borowski 1987, 127). The date palm grew in Palestine along the northern seacoast, south of Jaffa and around Gaza and in the Jordan Valley. It also is depicted on the Lachish relief and is easily identified by its straight, rugged trunk, the characteristic shapes of the palm leaves and the clusters of dates (Amar, 2). Branches of the date palm, together with branches from olive trees, myrtle trees and other leafy trees, are used to build the temporary shelters for the Feast of Tabernacles (Neh 8:15).


    Another important element of Israelite agricultural economy is the olive tree. The olive (zayit [Olea europaea]) is one of the most important fruit trees in the economy of the ancient Near East. It is native to the eastern Mediterranean basin, and its domesticated version has been found from the Chalcolithic period onward (Borowski 1987, 117; Jacob and Jacob, 807-8). In Judges 15:5 the destruction of the livelihood of the Philistines is marked when Samson burns the grain fields and the vineyards and olive groves. Samuel admonishes the Israelites that a future king will take from the best fields, vineyards and olive groves and will give them to his courtiers (1 Sam 8:14). To own an olive grove was considered a sign of prosperity (2 Kings 5:26). In Jotham’s parable in Judges 9:8-15 it was the olive tree that was first asked to be the king of the trees, a fact that underlines its status in Israelite economy and folklore.


    During the early part of the united monarchy David initiates an administrative structure that includes supervision of royal fieldworkers, field supplies, vineyards, wine supplies, olive trees, mulberry trees (which thrive in the Shephelah region) and oil supplies (1 Chron 27:25-28), a fact challenged by recent historical and archaeological studies on the size and reach of the united monarchy of David and Solomon (Lehmann, 156-62; Finkelstein 2003). Some of these assertions are based upon survey data, which generally represent an incomplete and thus tendentious data set (Klingbeil 2003a). Others center upon historical notions that appear to be slightly out of date (Kitchen; Millard) or base themselves upon the tentative interpretation of archaeological data that is at best questionable or at least open to different interpretations (see Mazar, and references there).


    Interestingly, a couple of centuries later King Uzziah of Judah is said to have been a champion of agriculture, excavating many cisterns, organizing his workers supervising his livestock, both in the Shephelah and in the plains, as well as the farmers and vinedressers in the hill country, because “he loved the soil” (2 Chron 26:10). From the perspective of the biblical author, this organizational work does not appear to have been innovative but may be a conscious reflex to mold Uzziah after the ideal king, David, and his administrative work, as described in 1 Chronicles 27:25-28.


    In ancient Israel agriculture is not the mere interaction between technology, geography and human being but rather is embedded in the larger context of human-divine interaction. Yahweh is responsible for sufficient rain and growth, and lack of rain is mostly understood in terms of divine wrath or human guilt. Hunger, pest, drought—everything affecting the land—can be remedied by God (2 Chron 6:26-31; 20:9); and these are always caused by idolatry—the illegitimate relationship of the people (or individuals) with other gods—as can be seen in the conflict between Elijah and the priests and prophets of Baal on Mount Carmel (1 Kings 18). Another area of interaction between agriculture and religion involved the festival calendar of Israel, which is closely connected to the agricultural calendar (Weisman, 253-57). Spring is connected to the Feast of Unleavened Bread and the Passover (Ex 12), which is the first feast celebrated when Israel enters the Promised Land (Josh 5:10-12). A harvest festival is celebrated in the narrative of Abimelech during the time of the judges (Judg 9:27), and in the time of *Hezekiah the tithing and offering system involving wheat, new wine, oil, honey and produce of the field is reintroduced (2 Chron 31:5), as can be seen during the time of *Nehemiah’s reform some 250 years later (Neh 10:36-38; 13:5, 12). It appears that revival in Israel is always connected with a renewal of the pentateuchal offering and tithing system that seems to have been forgotten or neglected with the passing of time. Another interesting transformation of Israelite cult can be seen in the metamorphosis from a nomadic God who dwells in a tent to a settled deity whose temple is the central focal point of religious activity (Weisman, 260). This transformation represents an echo of the change in socioeconomic realities from a nomadic ideal to fixed settlements with predominant agricultural activities. This growing focus upon agricultural activities is reflected also in the metaphors indicating the relationship between Yahweh and his people, generally known as the covenant. In 2 Samuel 7:10 Yahweh not only has appointed a place for Israel but also has planted (nāṭaʿ) them so that they can truly take roots. The verbal form employed here clearly belongs to the semantic field of agricultural terminology (Abegg, 94-96).


    3. Animal Husbandry in the Historical Books.


    The integration of living animals into human society, generally known as domestication, has had tremendous effects upon human society and is part and parcel of a major cultural process (Clutton-Brock, 28-35). Six main reasons for the domestication of animals should be considered: (1) the need for reliable meat provision, (2) the need for significant cultic offerings, (3) as social indicators, (4) as beasts of burden, (5) as draft animals, (6) as provider of secondary (recyclable) benefits such as fiber, wool, milk and dung [Klingbeil 2003c, 411-12; Ryder 1993]). Particularly the last factor, also known as “secondary products revolution” (Hesse, OEANE 1.142; Firmage, 1115-16), needs to be considered in our present context since it represents one of the most significant motivators for animal husbandry, given its recyclable nature. Animal husbandry, like agriculture, is highly dependent upon geographical and climatic factors. Vegetation and climatic cycles determined the grazing patterns, the type of animals and the quantity of stock that a particular region could support. Areas that depended highly upon animal husbandry included the desert fringe (steppe) and the highland valleys (Miller, 298). Another factor determining the ecological realities of a particular location concerns the human intervention. The Mediterranean climate of Palestine is characterized by two seasons: a dry summer (May through October) and a wet winter (November through April); and the normal annual rainfall may be as much as 1,000 mm or more (Firmage, 1110; Frick, 119-26). The flora of this zone originally were dominated by oak forests. However, increasing human intervention, beginning during the Early Bronze Age, has changed tremendously the natural flora and fauna of Palestine. Forests were cleared for cultivation (see Josh 17:15-18), and new flora (such as the vine and olive) were introduced. Although it is methodologically rather difficult to estimate accurately the level of deforestation, the results involving washed off soil, subtle climatic changes and a changing distribution of undomesticated animals can be gleaned from archaeology (particularly paleozoology and paleobotany).


    In the following section a closer look at the predominant domesticated species, such as sheep, goat, cattle, pigs and equids, is undertaken, always in relation to the textual evidence found in the Historical Books of the OT. At the outset one must note the close relationship between animal and human being in the worldview of the biblical authors (Simkins, 15-40; Stipp 1999; Riede 2002). Animals are created similar to humanity (Gen 1—2), and both are nepeš ḥayyâ, “living being” (Gen 2:7, 19), sharing common physiological and environmental elements. When Yahweh decides to destroy humanity, animals are destroyed as well (Gen 6:7). When Yahweh makes a plan to preserve humanity, the plan also includes the preservation of animals (Gen 6:14-20). However, sometimes animals are also included in the execution of the ban (ḥērem), and they, together with the human inhabitants of cities or members of a particular clan, are destroyed (Josh 6:21; 7:24; 1 Sam 15:3; 22:19). In other cases the animals are taken over by the Israelites while the inhabitants of the particular city are executed (Josh 8:27; 11:14).


    The most common domesticated animal species in Israel is the sheep (Ovis aries)—more precisely, the fat-tailed Awassi (Borowski 1998, 66-71). The central place of sheep in the life of the Israelites can be demonstrated by reviewing the different Hebrew terms for them employed in the OT (Firmage, 1152-53; Riede, 291-305) that appear in the Historical Books, including ʾayil, “ram” (1 Sam 15:22; 1 Chron 15:26); kebeś, “lamb” (1 Chron 29:21; Ezra 8:35); kibśâ, “ewe lamb” (2 Sam 12:3, 4, 6); ṭāleh, “suckling lamb” (1 Sam 7:9); kār, “lamb” (1 Sam 15:9; 2 Kings 3:4); ṣōʾn, “sheep/goats” (collective term) (Josh 7:24; 1 Sam 8:17); śeh, “sheep” (Josh 6:21; Judg 6:4). Individual references or combinations of these seven terms appear in eighty verses in the Historical Books. In 1 Samuel, 24 verses of the 811 (2.95%) refer to sheep, while at the other end of the spectrum the book of Judges includes in only one of its 611 verses (0.16%) a reference to sheep. These ratios suggest that the authors of the Historical Books did not pay particular attention to issues of animal husbandry. In contrast to typical administrative cuneiform tablets that appear so often in the archives of the surrounding cultures (Syria, Mesopotamia), the biblical material pays only marginal attention to these issues. The biblical texts are not administrative ledgers that contain detailed accounts of animal ownership or copies of sale documents or animal transfers, but rather are predominantly concerned with Israel’s political and religious history, focusing upon crucial events and personalities, and evaluating their particular relevance from Yahweh’s perspective. A discussion of the specific textual data illustrates this point: due to the evil practices of Israel, Yahweh gives his people for seven years into the hand of the Midianites, who raid Israel repeatedly, leaving no foodstuff, no sheep, no oxen and no donkeys (Judg 6:1-4). It seems that the biblical author has employed the technique of exaggeration (or hyperbole) to communicate the complete lack of perspective and hope for Israel.


    Another member of the caprine family of domesticated animals involves the goat family (Capra hircus). In the Historical Books there are five Hebrew terms indicating goats, including ʿēz, “goat” (Judg 6:19; 13:15); śāʿîr, “he-goat” (2 Chron 11:15; 29:23); tayiš, “he-goat” (once in 2 Chron 17:11); ṣāpîr, “he-goat” (2 Chron 29:21; Ezra 8:35); gĕdî, “young he-goat” (Judg 6:19; 13:15; 14:6). Gideon offers a young he-goat to the divine visitor (Judg 6:19), as does Manoah, the father of Samson (Judg 13:15). Rich man Nabal owns three thousand sheep and one thousand goats (1 Sam 25:2), while the daily rations of the court of Solomon include one hundred sheep, together with ten fat oxen and twenty pasture-fed oxen (1 Kings 4:23). Often, the collective term ṣōʾn seems to have included both sheep and goats (1 Chron 27:31), as can be deduced from the description of David’s royal administrative organization of the natural resources of his kingdom, including supervisors over the grazing cattle in the Sharon plain, the cattle in the valleys, the camels, the donkeys and the flocks (1 Chron 27:29-31). Again, geographical and climatic realities are reflected in the type of animals associated with a particular region. Interestingly, the tribute of the Arabs (hāʿarbîʾîm)—most probably nomadic tribes living in the desert border regions adjoining Palestine, which should not be confused with the modern ethnic marker “Arab” (Staubli, 156-58)—pay King Jehoshaphat 7,700 rams and 7,700 goats (2 Chron 17:11). The lack of cattle in this list perfectly reflects the living conditions of nomads during Iron Age II and their preferred stock (Staubli, 177-78).


    Another important domesticated animal includes the bovine family. While not exhibiting the same variety of terminology as do the caprines, bovines played an increasingly important role in Israelite economy and animal husbandry. In the Historical Books the following Hebrew terms are employed to indicate bovines: the collective bāqār, “cattle” (1 Sam 11:5; 14:32); šôr, “a head of cattle” (Josh 6:21; 7:24; 1 Sam 22:19); par, “bull” (Judg 6:25; 1 Sam 1:24); ʿegel, “calf” (1 Sam 28:24; 1 Kings 7:23). Cattle (Bos taurus) initially were domesticated for milk, meat, hide, bone and dung, and only later did they become draft animals (Borowski 1998, 73-74). During the Iron Age cattle were raised primarily for traction and for their milk and dung, since their use as a source of meat represented a major investment in terms of monetary value and replacement costs. Thus, offerings involving a large number of cattle should be considered highly significant in terms of the value of the sacrifice. The Philistines, desperate to get rid of the Israelite ark of the covenant, use two milk cows to transport it back to Israel (1 Sam 6:7-12). When the transport arrives in Beth-Shemesh, its inhabitants offer the cows in sacrifice to Yahweh (1 Sam 6:14). When David imitates this means of transportation in his misguided attempt to bring the ark to his newly established capital Jerusalem, Uzzah dies in front of Yahweh when he attempts to safeguard the cart and its precious cargo (2 Sam 6:6/1 Chron 13:9). Clearly, whereas the Philistines cannot be supposed to know the correct procedure to move the ark of the covenant, Israel should know better (see Ex 25:12-15; Num 4:15; 7:9; Deut 10:8) and transport the ark by authorized personnel and in the proper way (Gordon, 231), a point already made by the later Chronicler (1 Chron 15:13). Another interesting reference to cattle or, more precisely, to calves is seen in the narrative of Jeroboam I’s founding of two major cult centers in Bethel and Dan, where two golden calves (reminiscent for every reader of Scripture of the famous episode of the golden calf during the desert journey [Ex 32]) were erected in representation of Yahweh himself or Yahweh in the guise of the Canaanite deity El (1 Kings 12:28/2 Chron 13:8). It is widely known in the iconography of the ancient Near East that animals often functioned as cult stands for the deity, who was not always shown. At times, the deity appears in human form astride the back of its animal servants (Cogan, 358; for images see ANEP, 470-74, 486, 599-501, 522, 531, 534, 537). However, in light of the close connection to the Exodus tradition in terms of time (a cult-founding moment) and type of animal (a calf instead of a bull), it is highly probable that Jeroboam I recognized this crucial founding moment of Israelite religion, while at the same time avoiding direct identification of Yahweh with the calves (Fleming).


    Numerous times caprines and bovines appear in religious contexts, predominantly in the context of sacrifices (1 Sam 7:9-10; 14:34; 1 Kings 1:9, 19, 25; 8:5, 63). The huge amount of sacrifices offered during the dedication of the temple include 120,000 sheep and 22,000 oxen (1 Kings 8:63/2 Chron 7:5); meanwhile, the sacrifice of thanksgiving that King Asa of Judah offers during a covenant-renewal ceremony (Dillard, 212) some time after his victory over Ethiopian invaders includes 700 oxen and 7,000 sheep (2 Chron 15:11). The renovation of the temple during the time of King Hezekiah is celebrated with the offering of 7 bulls, 7 rams, 7 sheep and 7 goats as sin offerings for the king and the sanctuary (2 Chron 29:21); meanwhile the congregation gives as burnt offerings 70 bulls, 100 rams and 200 lambs (2 Chron 29:32), and 600 bulls and 3,000 sheep as gifts—most probably for the sanctuary, although the biblical text provides no further indications (2 Chron 29:33). During the Passover celebrations in the time of King Hezekiah the king donates 1,000 bulls and 7,000 sheep, while the nobility gives 1,000 bulls and 10,000 sheep (2 Chron 30:23-24). The figures for the same event during the reign of King Josiah are similar: the king offered 30,000 lambs and goats and 3,000 bulls, the nobility donated 2,600 lambs and goats together with 300 bulls, while the Levitical leadership gave 5,000 lambs and goats and 500 bulls (2 Chron 35:7-9). After the return from the exile the returnees offered 12 bulls, 96 rams, 77 lambs and 12 goats (Ezra 8:35), and a simple comparison of these figures with the earlier ones found in Chronicles gives one an appreciation of the postexilic decline and may represent a conscious theological strategy of the author of Ezra-Nehemiah.


    Table 1. Ratio of Caprines/Bovines in Religious Contexts in the Historical Books


    


    
      
        	
          Reference

        

        	
          Event

        

        	
          Caprines

        

        	
          Bovines

        

        	
          Ratio

        
      


      
        	
          Judg 6:19

        

        	
          Gideon offers a sacrifice for Yahweh.

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          1:0

        
      


      
        	
          Judg 6:25-28

        

        	
          Gideon pulls down altar of Baal and offers a bull on new altar.

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0:1

        
      


      
        	
          Judg 13:19

        

        	
          Manoah offers a goat to Yahweh.

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          1:0

        
      


      
        	
          1 Sam 1:24-25

        

        	
          Samuel’s family offer a bull before Yahweh in Shiloh.

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          1

        

        	
          0:1

        
      


      
        	
          1 Sam 6:14

        

        	
          People of Beth-Shemesh offer sacrifice to Yahweh after the return of the ark of the covenant.

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0:2

        
      


      
        	
          2 Sam 24:22-24/


          1 Chron 21:18-26

        

        	
          David buys threshing floor and oxen from Araunah and offers sacrifices.

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          2 (?)

        

        	
          0:2

        
      


      
        	
          1 Kings 1:9, 19, 25

        

        	
          Adonijah prepares a great feast with cultic undertones.

        

        	
          Not specified

        

        	
          Not specified

        

        	
          —

        
      


      
        	
          1 Kings 8:63/


          2 Chron 7:5

        

        	
          Solomon’s peace offerings during dedication of temple.

        

        	
          120,000

        

        	
          22,000

        

        	
          5.45:1

        
      


      
        	
          1 Kings 18:23

        

        	
          Conflict between prophets of Baal and Yahweh: two altars.

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          2

        

        	
          0:2

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 15:11

        

        	
          Thanksgiving sacrifice of Asa after victory over Ethiopians.

        

        	
          7,000

        

        	
          700

        

        	
          10:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 29:21

        

        	
          Temple renovation during time of Hezekiah.

        

        	
          21

        

        	
          7

        

        	
          3:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 29:32

        

        	
          Thank offerings of people during rededication ceremony.

        

        	
          300

        

        	
          70

        

        	
          4.28:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 29:33

        

        	
          Offerings for temple (no further explanation).

        

        	
          3,000

        

        	
          600

        

        	
          5:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 30:23

        

        	
          Hezekiah’s Passover celebrations: king’s offering.

        

        	
          7,000

        

        	
          1,000

        

        	
          7:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 30:24

        

        	
          Hezekiah’s Passover celebrations: nobility’s offering.

        

        	
          10,000

        

        	
          1,000

        

        	
          10:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 35:7

        

        	
          Josiah’s Passover celebrations: king’s offering.

        

        	
          30,000

        

        	
          3,000

        

        	
          10:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 35:8

        

        	
          Josiah’s Passover celebrations: nobility’s offering.

        

        	
          2,600

        

        	
          300

        

        	
          8.66:1

        
      


      
        	
          2 Chron 35:9

        

        	
          Josiah’s Passover celebrations: offering from Levitical leaders.

        

        	
          5,000

        

        	
          500

        

        	
          10:1

        
      


      
        	
          Ezra 8:35

        

        	
          Sin offering of returnees.

        

        	
          185

        

        	
          12

        

        	
          15.4:1

        
      

    


    Space limitations here do not permit a discussion of some of the large numbers in Chronicles (see Numbers, Large Numbers), but the difference in numbers between the preexilic and post-exilic periods is quite marked, as can be seen in Table 1.


    Table 1 provides some interesting clues in terms of socioeconomic developments as well as hierarchical considerations. During the premonarchical period there are no recorded major sacrificial communal events. Most offerings are presented to the deity by individuals (e.g., Gideon, Manoah) whose socioeconomic resources clearly are limited. This emphasizes the more private nature of Israelite worship (Albertz 1978; 2002, 91-92) during this particular period and reflects the tribal and clan sociopolitical structure. The biblical authors describing this period often emphasize the unorthodox nature of worship (“All the people did what was right in their own eyes” [Judg 17:6; 21:25]). Due to the lack of a central administrative force, the economy involving animal husbandry and agriculture is primarily geared toward survival. Frequent wars, droughts and uncertain political conditions did not allow for surplus production, and thus subsistence farming prevailed. Breeding technologies and agricultural techniques (including iron implements and water management) were not yet highly developed. Agricultural terracing, though not necessarily an Israelite innovation, was done, but it became a widespread practice only during the later Iron Age II period, including also climatically marginal lands in the Judean desert and the Negev (S. Gibson, 137-38). Most probably this was due to the lack of economic stability and the lack of strong organizational authority. Beginning in the united monarchy there are instances of offerings that affect the community, as can be seen in the case of the bringing of the ark of the covenant to the newly chosen capital Jerusalem. Interestingly, there are two instances (to be repeated also in the conflict between Yahweh and Baal on Mount Carmel) where the ratio involves exclusively cattle instead of the more economical caprines. Beginning with the dedication of the temple during the reign of Solomon, the absolute numbers of offerings increase dramatically and the ratio changes. While Solomon’s offerings involve roughly five caprines to one head of cattle, in later contexts this number increases to a ratio of 10:1, and reaches approximately 15:1 after the exile. Again this seems to be an indication of the impoverished state of the returnees, in terms of both absolute numbers and ratios.


    Table 2 presents a sample of the paleozoological data concerning both caprines and bovines in Palestine during the Iron Age. It should be noted that the data are given in terms of the percentages of the bone fragments.


    The average ratio between caprines and bovines is approximately 4.5:1, not considering the extremely small sample from the Hebrew Union College excavation of Tel ‘Ira. It is also interesting to note the high ratio from Ḥorvat Qitmit (13.2:1), which should be explained in terms of the particular nature of the site: an Edomite cult site involving sacrifices that apparently did not include a high percentage of cattle. The extremely high bovine percentage at Tel Nov, resulting in a 1.1:1 ratio, should be explained in terms of the limited data sample of the site as well as its geographical location in the fertile Golan Heights, where the raising of cattle is much more feasible than in the less fertile central highlands. It is also interesting to note the development in some sites where data exist from both Iron Age I and Iron Age II of increasing the percentage of bovines during Iron Age II (e.g., Jerusalem), while other sites (e.g., Tel Masos or Lachish in the border region of the Negev) show a decrease in bovines in Iron Age II as compared to Iron Age I. This may be due to changing climatic conditions.


    Table 2. Faunal Remains of Caprines and Bovines from Palestine during Iron Age I-II


    
      
        	
          Location

        

        	
          Caprines (%)

        

        	
          Bovines (%)

        

        	
          Ratio C:B

        

        	
          Source

        
      


      
        	
          Beersheba

        

        	
          77.5%

        

        	
          12.5%

        

        	
          6.2:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Dan

        

        	
          52.0%

        

        	
          33.0%

        

        	
          1.6:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Heshbon

        

        	
          82.3%

        

        	
          7.7%

        

        	
          10.7:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Ḥorvat Qitmit

        

        	
          93.0%

        

        	
          7.0%

        

        	
          13.2:1

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz and Raphael, 298

        
      


      
        	
          ʿIzbet Ṣarṭah

        

        	
          52.7%

        

        	
          34.4%

        

        	
          1.5:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Jerusalem (city of David excavations 1978-1985) (IA I)

        

        	
          88.0%

        

        	
          10.0%

        

        	
          8.8:1

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 1996, 313

        
      


      
        	
          Jerusalem (City of David excavations 1978-1985) (IA II)

        

        	
          77.4%

        

        	
          19.6%

        

        	
          3.9:1

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 1996, 313

        
      


      
        	
          Lachish (IA I)

        

        	
          46.9%

        

        	
          48.3%

        

        	
          1:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Lachish (IA II)

        

        	
          67.5%

        

        	
          17.5%

        

        	
          3.9:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Mount Ebal (IA I)

        

        	
          68.0%

        

        	
          22.0%

        

        	
          3:1

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 1986-1987, 185

        
      


      
        	
          Shiloh (IA I)

        

        	
          75%

        

        	
          22.9%

        

        	
          3.3:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Shiloh (IA II)

        

        	
          66.8%

        

        	
          27.7%

        

        	
          2.4:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Tel ʿIra (Tel Aviv excavations)

        

        	
          83.0%

        

        	
          12.0%

        

        	
          6.9:1

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 1999, 491

        
      


      
        	
          Tel ʿIra (HUC excavations)

        

        	
          94.0%

        

        	
          1.0%

        

        	
          94:1

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 1999, 491

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Masos (IA I)

        

        	
          65.8%

        

        	
          25.8%

        

        	
          2.6:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Masos (IA II)

        

        	
          42.8%

        

        	
          7.3%

        

        	
          5.9:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Michal (IA II)

        

        	
          58.8%

        

        	
          30.2%

        

        	
          1.9:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Nov (IA II)

        

        	
          35.0%

        

        	
          30.0%

        

        	
          1.1:1

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 2000, 123

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Qiri

        

        	
          81.6%

        

        	
          14.6%

        

        	
          5.6:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      


      
        	
          Tel es-Saʿidiyeh (IA II)

        

        	
          50.0%

        

        	
          24.0%

        

        	
          2.1:1

        

        	
          Firmage, 1122

        
      

    


    Another important subgroup of domesticated animals, generally known as equids, includes the horse (sûs or sûsâ [fem.]; pārāš, “chariot horse”), donkey (ḥămôr; also ʿayir, “stallion of ass”; ʾātôn, “she-ass”), mule/hinny (pered, or pirdâ [fem.]) and the special-purpose horse (rekeš) that may have indicated a fast express service during the Persian period (Klingbeil 1995). As shown in a detailed study of the textual data from 1-2 Kings (Klingbeil 2003b), a functional analysis of equids in Israelite society provides some interesting data. Approximately 50 percent of the references to equids in 1-2 Kings involve the military use of the animals, mostly referring to chariot or cavalry warfare (e.g., 1 Kings 4:26, 28; 20:21; 2 Kings 3:7), while some 28.5 percent indicate transportation use (e.g., 1 Kings 2:40; 13:13; 2 Kings 4:22), and in 20.6 percent of the cases equids functioned as social-status marker, involving the use of donkeys (2 Kings 6:25), mules/hinnies (1 Kings 1:33, 38, 44; 10:25; 18:5; 2 Kings 5:17), horses (1 Kings 10:25, 28, 29; 18:5; 2 Kings 5:9) and chariot horses (1 Kings 1:5). The social-status function in particular requires further comment, especially when viewed from a diachronic perspective. More than 60 percent of the social-status references are to be dated to the tenth century BCE, which generally is viewed as the formative period of the monarchy in Israel. Socially, this was a time of great change, with the monarchy still trying to establish itself (Tadmor). Interestingly, and far removed from our present perception, the hybrid mule represented in the tenth century BCE a highly prized commodity indicating social status (Klingbeil 2003c, 413-21). Absalom, in his unsuccessful bid for the crown, is caught on a mule (2 Sam 18:9). King David’s sons all use mules as their preferred means of transportation (2 Sam 13:29), and Solomon is led to the place of coronation on the hinny of his father, David (1 Kings 1:33, 38, 44). Later on, when the entire world is paying homage to the wisdom of King Solomon, they bring mules among the choicest presents (1 Kings 10:25/Chron 9:24). A century later, during the ninth century BCE, Ahab demands that his captain Obadiah water the royal horses and mules during a time of extreme drought (1 Kings 18:5). Also outside the realm of Palestine the mule was understood as a royal means of transportation at Mari (Sasson; Kupper, 191). At Ebla mules were the highest-priced animals, their average selling price being 60 shekels; the highest bid ever found is 300 shekels (Zarins, 185-87), a staggering figure in light of the fact that a sheep could be had for 1 shekel, while an oxen cost 10 shekels, and a horse 20 shekels. Similar prices have been documented in Hittite sources (Dent, 62). Later usage of the mule suggests a change, inasmuch as it was used more for transportation purposes, which is reflected also in the biblical data (Ezek 27:14; Ezra 2:66; Neh 7:68) and in Neo-Assyrian sources (Klingbeil 2003c, 420-21). The elevated status of the mule most probably was due to the fact that as a hybrid it was among the costliest animals to breed, was unable to reproduce (and thus was dead capital) and had to be imported because of the prohibition of breeding hybrids found in Leviticus 19:19.


    1 Kings 10:25-29 describes Solomon’s tremendous riches, the gifts he received from other royalty and his trade in chariots and horses. This international trade in status animals with important military connotations constituted an important element in the “internationalization” of tastes and affairs of the Israelite monarchy (Ikeda). However, by far the highest use of equids should be related to their military function. When one analyzes the time distribution (in rough divisions according the centuries) of the military use of equids, an interesting pattern arises: only 19 percent should be attributed to the tenth century BCE, followed by 13 percent connected to the ninth century BCE, compared to 68 percent appearing in the context of the eighth century BCE (Klingbeil 2003b). The usage seems to correlate with the general historical picture of the tenth to eighth centuries BCE: a tenth century (which begins in 1 Kings at the end of David’s reign) with little challenge or interference from outside powers, followed by a ninth century with even less large-scale military activity but plenty of small-scale state problems, and an eighth century that testifies to a tremendous surge in the military use of equids (at least from the angle of the author[s] of Kings), most probably connected to the reawakened Neo-Assyrian Empire and its hunger for land, resources, people and power (Kuhrt, 2.416, 473).


    Another relevant function of equids involves general transportation, often employing donkeys (1 Sam 25:18-19, 23, 42; 2 Sam 16:1-2; 17:23; 1 Kings 2:40; 13:13, 23, 24, 28, 29) or horses (2 Kings 5:9; 9:17-20). During the late premonarchical period it seems that in some cases the biblical text hints at a seminomadic lifestyle. When Saul and a servant look for lost family donkeys, they pass through fairly extensive terrain, which may suggest that the donkeys were grazing semi-independently (1 Sam 9:1-4). Perhaps this involved communal herds that were managed by several families or clans together. The indication of sheepfolds along the way in 1 Samuel 24:3 (gĕdērâ, “wall, hedge” [MT 1 Sam 24:4]) may suggest this, at least for caprines. The job of shepherd often was assigned to the youngest family member, as can be seen in the case of David before his anointing by Samuel (1 Sam 16:11). A flock without a shepherd is lost and will be scattered. The same pastoral imagery is applied to Israel, which after the death of Ahab will be scattered without a shepherd (i.e., a king) (1 Kings 22:17/2 Chron 18:16).


    Table 3. Faunal Remains of Equids from Palestine During Iron Age I-II


    
      
        	
          Location

        

        	
          Strata/Period

        

        	
          Equids (%)

        

        	
          Source

        
      


      
        	
          Khirbet Seilun

        

        	
          Stratum IV


          (8th-7th centuries BCE)

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          Hellwing, Sade and Kishon

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Michal

        

        	
          Strata XIV-XII


          (10th-8th centuries BCE)

        

        	
          0.49%

        

        	
          Hellwing and Feig

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Dan

        

        	
          Area B (1974 season)


          (Israelite period)

        

        	
          0.65%

        

        	
          Wapnish, Hesse and Ogilvy

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Nov

        

        	
          Only one stratum

        

        	
          2.50%

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 2000

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Qiri, Yokneʿam Regional Project

        

        	
          1975-1977 seasons

        

        	
          0.20%

        

        	
          Davis

        
      


      
        	
          ʿIzbet Ṣarṭah

        

        	
          Stratum I


          (early 10th century BCE)

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          Hellwing and Adjeman

        
      


      
        	
          Tel Masos

        

        	
          IA II

        

        	
          0.26%

        

        	
          Tchernov and Drori

        
      


      
        	
          Ḥorvat Qitmit

        

        	
          IA II

        

        	
          —

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz and Raphael

        
      


      
        	
          Jerusalem (city of David excavations 1978-1985)

        

        	
          Area D1, Stratum XIV


          Area D2, Stratum XII

        

        	
          0.25%

        

        	
          Kolska Horwitz 1996

        
      


      
        	
          Hesban

        

        	
          Strata XVIII-XVI


          (12th-6th centuries BCE)

        

        	
          1.57%

        

        	
          LaBianca and von den Driesch, 35-44

        
      

    


    Numbers play an important role in the communication strategy of the Historical Books. Solomon has 1,400 chariots and 12,000 horsemen that were stationed in the chariot cities (1 Kings 10:26/2 Chron 1:14). In 1 Kings 4:26 (MT 5:6) Solomon is said to have had 40,000 stalls for horses and 12,000 horsemen. The first number may represent a scribal error, seeing that LXXB and also the parallel verse in 2 Chronicles 9:25 mention only 4,000 horse stalls, a figure also more in harmony with the number of chariots referred to in 1 Kings 10:26 (Mulder, 193-94). These numbers are purposefully high and rounded in order to express the military prowess of Solomon. A similar tendency has already been shown in regard to the immense number of sacrifices offered during the dedication of the temple (22,000 oxen and 120,000 sheep/goats), which underlines Solomon’s loyalty to Yahweh. Great victories are highlighted by great numbers: David subdues the king of Zoba in Syria and takes 1,000 chariots and 7,000 horsemen, leaving the king only sufficient chariot horses to run 100 chariots (1 Chron 18:4). The Ammonites contract 32,000 chariots to fight David and are defeated. An Aramaean force of 7,000 chariots and 40,000 infantry is destroyed by David (1 Chron 19:18). By means of these high numbers the Chronicler emphasizes David’s victories and underlines the tendency to take David as the model of all later monarchs (Fouts, 387; Japhet, 48-49).


    Ascertaining the presence or absence of equids in Palestine during the period covering the Historical Books is difficult, particularly in view of the fact that systematic recovery of paleozoological data was not common practice during the first sixty to seventy years of twentieth-century archaeological fieldwork in Palestine, when most major sites (such as Hazor, Megiddo, Lachish, Beth-Shean) were being excavated. Table 3 provides some raw data, although it should be noted that most major (i.e., royal) cities are not included in the list due to lack of data.


    The paleozoological data from selected (and published) Iron Age II sites suggest that the standard ratio of equids to total identifiable faunal remains generally is way below the 1 percent mark and thus should be considered fairly insignificant. Most sites (including the published data from Jerusalem) exhibit the typical Iron Age II paleozoological profile of a high percentage (generally in the region of 70 to 80 percent) of sheep/goats with a decreasing number of cattle (exception: Tel Nov) and a few other nondomesticated species (deer, gazelle, etc.). Equids are way down the line, which probably indicates their costliness and may point to their status function. In the published data (which does not claim completeness) there is no evidence for the use of equids in military contexts. In addition to the previously mentioned limitation of the lack of systematic recovery of faunal data in the major digs during the first part of the twentieth century, this perhaps is due to the fact that only a limited percentage of each site has been uncovered, and only a limited percentage of the faunal remains have survived and can be interpreted.


    The iconographical data concerning equids provide another interesting angle from which to understand the function and use of these animals in Israelite society. In many instances it is not entirely clear whether the ancient artist intended to describe a donkey, a mule or a horse, although general trends are perceivable. The iconographical data include also representational art, or figurines, including the more recently published horse/rider figurines from Jerusalem (Gilbert-Peretz). Of the over 1,300 ceramic figurines belonging to Iron Age II, 73 percent correspond to animal representations, and of these, 82 percent are horse figurines (Gilbert-Peretz, 39). It should be noted that the majority of these figurines date between the eighth and the sixth centuries BCE, although the figurine type developed earlier, during the first part of Iron Age II. Among the stamp seals published in the first volume of Keel’s (1997) catalog, eleven stamp seals contain equids and should be dated to Iron Age II (Klingbeil 2003b).


    Before this section is drawn to a close, some other domesticated species need to be mentioned. Although generally these species did not play a major role in Israelite animal husbandry (or at least did not leave a significant impression in the OT text), they were present, and they include camels, pigs, chicken, dogs and cats.


    Camels (gāmāl) are not frequently mentioned in the Historical Books, although they had been domesticated and are documented in the paleozoological data from Syro-Palestinian sites. Camel bones have been found in three different levels at Kadesh-Barnea, at ʿIzbet Ṣarṭah, and also in large quantities at Tel Jemmeh, as well as numerous Nabatean sites in the Negeb (Firmage, 1139-40). In the OT camels are associated predominantly with nomadic people or groups living outside Palestine, and often they are associated with exotic products (Staubli, 199-202). When the Aramean king Ben-hadad, who is ill, sends Hazael to inquire from the prophet Elisha whether he will recover from his sickness, he sends along forty camel loads of goods to repay the prophet for his trouble (2 Kings 8:9). The Midianites oppressing Israel, together with the Amalekites and “sons of the East,” come to Israel on their camels in numbers so great as to be compared to a swarm of locusts (Judg 6:5; 7:12). David’s raids into neighboring regions result in the destruction of settlements, while at the same time taking livestock as spoil of war (1 Sam 27:9). When David recovers his loved ones from the Amalekites, only four hundred young men of the enemy can flee on their camels (1 Sam 30:17). The Queen of Sheba comes to Solomon’s court with a long train of camels, carrying spices, gold and precious stones (1 Kings 10:2/2 Chron 9:1). During the initial conquest the Gadites make war against the Hagrites and acquire 50,000 camels, 250,000 sheep and 2,000 donkeys (1 Chron 5:21). Camels, together with donkeys, were mainly used for transportation purposes (1 Chron 12:40). The returnees from the Babylonian exile bring 435 camels with them (Ezra 2:67/Neh 7:68), which again represents a small number compared to the earlier figures, and which underlines the sorry state of the returnees.


    The pig (ḥăzîr) appears only seven times in the OT (Lev 11:7; Deut 14:8; Ps 80:14; Prov 11:22; Is 65:4; 66:3, 17), none of which are in the Historical Books. Its absence is to be explained by the categorical prohibition against Israelites eating the meat of pigs (Lev 11:7; Deut 14:8), which obviously would not encourage its breeding. Pigs are by nature omnivorous and thrive on foraging in forests. They are not well adapted to cellulose diets (e.g., grass), and they do not provide important secondary products such as milk, wool or dung. For these reasons pigs generally are not found in communities where pastoral nomadism is the dominant way of life (Firmage, 1130). Many different explanations for the stringent prohibition of pig meat consumption in the OT have been offered (Borowski 1998, 142), including (1) the political/cultural need to preserve a specific group identity, (2) a religious response to cultic practices of another group (e.g., the Hittite practice of pig sacrifice [Moyer, 29-33]), (3) particular environmental and social conditions favoring or discouraging the raising of pigs, (4) health considerations, especially the fear of trichinosis, (5) economic and political conditions that encourage or discourage the raising of pigs. Faunal pig remains are rare in Iron Age sites in the hill country and the Negev (Borowski 1998, 143). While pig remains generally represent less than 1 percent of the faunal remains in sites from these regions (e.g., Hazorea, 2.0%; Tel Dan, 2.0%; Beersheba, 0.02%; Tel Masos, 0.2%; Tel Michal, 0.7%; Shiloh, 0.7%; ʿIzbet Ṣarṭah, 0.4% [see Kolska Horwitz 1986-1987, 185]), larger percentages have been found at sites generally associated with the Philistines or other ethnic groups (e.g., Tel Miqne/Ekron, 18.0% [Firmage, 1134]; Tel Qasile, 1.0% [Kolska Horwitz 1986-1987, 185]; Tel Nov, 25.0% [Kolska Horwitz 2000, 123]; Tel es-Saʿidiyeh, 13.0% [Firmage, 1134]).


    Biblical Hebrew has no term denoting “chicken” or “rooster,” although the species must have been known in ancient Israel, as iconographical depictions on stamp seals dating to Iron Age II demonstrate. During the excavation of Tel en-Naṣbeh in 1932 a stamp seal including the Hebrew inscription “Belonging to Yaʾazanyahu, servant of the king” as well as the image of an aggressive fighting cock walking toward the left (or right in the impression) was found in tomb 19 (seal 8 in Avigad and Sass, 52). Another seal with a similar image, bought on the antiquity market in Jerusalem, contains the inscription “Belonging to Yehoʾaḥaz, son of the king” (seal 13 in Avigad and Sass, 54), although its authenticity has been questioned. Another unprovenanced seal, possibly of Phoenician origin and dating to the eighth century BCE, depicts two roosters facing each other and ready to fight (Aufrecht). The earliest attestation in Palestine comes from the Late Bronze Age at Tel Michal, where it represented 1.8 percent of the total faunal remains. During the following periods this figure was more or less stable (e.g., Iron Age, 1.2%; Persian period, 1.5%; Hellenistic period, 3.6% [Hellwing and Feig, 245]). Other sites including faunal remains of chicken during the Iron Age and later include Lachish and Tel Hesban (Borowski 1998, 158).


    Dogs (keleb) appear mostly in negative contexts in the Historical Books. Goliath’s mocking of David when David faces him with a stick hints at the bad treatment of dogs in society (1 Sam 17:43). David compares himself to a dead dog or an insignificant flea when he laments Saul’s persecution of him (1 Sam 24:14). A similar sentiment is expressed by Jonathan’s descendant Mephibosheth when he faces David (2 Sam 9:8), and it is also echoed in Hazael’s response to Elisha (2 Kings 8:13). Abishai compares the cursing Shimei, who needs to be silenced, with a “dead dog” (2 Sam 16:9). Complete annihilation of an enemy often involves the licking of blood and the eating of the carcass by dogs, resulting in no future for the deceased (1 Kings 14:11; 16:4; 21:19, 23; 22:38; 2 Kings 9:10, 36). It is possible that this involved bands of unmanaged dogs, which apparently were common (Borowski 1998, 135).


    The cat is not mentioned in the OT, although it was highly important in Egyptian culture, where it was a sacred animal (Osborn and Osbornová, 108-10). It is also mentioned in the Mishnah. Faunal remains of cats have been discovered in Ashdod and Vered Jericho (Borowski 1998, 145). More recently, a rare Persian-period mold of a terra-cotta cat from Beth Gan has been discovered, and the analysis of the materials from which it was made, as well as a similar cat figurine from Akziv, suggests that the figurine was produced at a site along the coastal plain of Palestine (Liebowitz and Dehnisch 1998).


    4. Conclusions.


    Agriculture and animal husbandry played a central role in Israelite society and religion. After all, it was Yahweh who had given the land as ancestral property to his chosen people Israel. It was also Yahweh who supplied the precipitation and sun necessary to raise crops and maintain herds of domesticated animals. The OT sacrificial system depended heavily upon offerings of sheep, goats, bulls or oxen (and to a lesser degree on doves or pigeons) and distinguished between “clean” animals and “unclean” animals that were unfit for consumption or sacrifice. In many instances loyalty to Yahweh is expressed by means of great numbers of sacrifices. An interesting exercise is to compare the ratios of these sacrificial lists with the ratios of excavated faunal remains from different sites. In some instances the ratios reflect accurately the typical mix of caprines and bovines during the Iron Age and Persian periods. However, in some cases, particularly concerning offerings by individuals, the ratio suggests a very significant sacrifice (e.g., when a bull/oxen was offered) that corresponded to a high economic value. Other important elements connecting religious practice and agricultural activities (including animal husbandry) involve the festal calendar of the OT, which connects particular events in the salvation history of Israel with agricultural realities. Throughout the entire period depicted in the Historical Books of the OT there exists a recognizable tension between the true worship of Yahweh, based upon sound theology, and the idolatrous Baal worship prevalent in Syria-Palestine.


    Geographical realities also played an important role in the shaping of Israelite agricultural and sociocultural patterns. In many instances the interaction between plains and highlands, as well as the adaptation to particular seasonal climatic changes, led to highly adapted lifestyles, such as subsistence pastoralism. The introduction of the monarchy marks a turning point in Israelite agriculture and animal husbandry. Besides the technological advances of the particular period at the beginning of Iron Age II, the organizational and also ideological changes brought on by a centralized administration based upon dynastic rule tremendously affected the production and distribution of foodstuffs. The biblical text provides interesting glimpses into these changes. During the formative period of the monarchy one can note an increase in status animals (such as mules and chariot horses), which did not appear earlier in the more tribal reality of premonarchical times. These elements are not always easily perceivable, and disciplines such as iconography, paleozoology and paleobotany provide welcome insights to help the exegete understand the biblical text in its true cultural, historical and religious dimensions. After all, while the biblical writers thought in theological patterns involving Yahweh in all the components of their lives, they lived in actual human history, with genuine links to their neighbors and in concrete places, climates and material cultures. The study of their agricultural realities and their practices of animal husbandry has illuminated these material realities, which in turn shed light upon their important theological perceptions.


    See also Archaeology, Syro-Palestinian; Cities and Villages; Israelite Society; Trade and Travel; Water and Water Systems.
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    AI


    A city in the central hill country associated with Abram’s early years in *Canaan (Gen 12—13) and with the later conquest under *Joshua (Josh 7—8).


    1. Biblical Data


    2. Location and History


    1. Biblical Data.


    Both the city’s name (hāʿay, “the ruin”) and biblical comments regard Ai as a prominent landmark east of *Bethel. Just west of Ai Abram camped, built an altar (Gen 12:8), and later returned (Gen 13:3). The Historical Books know it as the site of the disastrous defeat that exposed Achan’s hidden sin (Josh 7) and of the still visible “heap of ruins” left by Joshua after its capture (Josh 8:28; cf. Josh 12:9). The only other mention of Ai occurs in postexilic lists of reoccupied towns (Ezra 2:28; Neh 7:32; cf. Is 10:28 [“Aiath” is a variant of “Ai”]). Jeremiah 49:3 laments an Ammonite city named Ai (ʿay, “ruin”).


    1.1. Joshua 7—8: Victory Follows Defeat. After victory at *Jericho, Joshua sends spies to reconnoiter Ai, presumably as Israel’s next conquest (Josh 7:2). Their report advises against sending the whole army against Ai (some thirteen miles uphill); they deem a small attack force of two or three units (here ʾelep means “unit” not “thousand”) sufficient to take the city because its defenders “are so few” (Josh 7:3). Joshua concurs, but Ai’s defenders deal Israel a disastrous defeat, leaving about thirty-six dead (Josh 7:4-5). The defeat shatters Israel’s courage, and a grieving Joshua accuses God of treachery (Josh 7:6-9). What Joshua does not know (but the reader does) is the root of the disaster: Yahweh is angry at Israel because Achan had sinned by secretly keeping booty from Jericho (Josh 7:1). The casting of lots publicly identifies him (Josh 7:10-18); he confesses and is executed, and God’s anger ends (Josh 7:19-26).


    Yahweh takes charge of the second assault on Ai. He reassures Joshua of victory, commands the entire army (thirty units) to go, permits Israel to keep any booty taken, and orders a tactical ambush from behind the city (Josh 8:1-2). Joshua obeys, hiding the ambush force of five units west of the city and positioning his main force to its north (Josh 8:3-8, 12-13). The next morning, when the king of Ai and his army attack Israel east of the city, Israel feigns a hurried retreat, thus drawing out the city’s remaining defenders and also troops from nearby Bethel (Josh 8:14-17). At Yahweh’s command, Joshua raises his scimitar, symbol of his authority, toward Ai. The ambushers enter and burn it (Josh 8:18-19), then head east to trap and slaughter Ai’s forces in open country between them and Joshua’s force (Josh 8:20-22). Ai’s casualties total twelve units (Josh 8:24-26), including the king, whom Joshua hangs and has buried under a symbolic pile of rocks at the city gate still visible in the writer’s day (cf. Josh 12:9). Israel reduces the city to ruins but keeps its livestock and booty (Josh 8:27-29). Strategically, the city’s fall gives Israel access to central Canaan and sends shockwaves of fear among the Hivites of nearby *Gibeon (Josh 9:3). Pretending to be foreign visitors, they trick Israel into making a nonaggression treaty (Josh 9:15). More important, the twin shocks of Ai’s fall and the treaty with Gibeon caused King Adoni-zedek of Jerusalem to rally four other southern Canaanite kings to attack Gibeon (Josh 10:1-5). Joshua honors the treaty with Gibeon, leads Israel to save the city, and ends up conquering southern Canaan (Josh 10:6-43).


    1.2. Postexilic Ai. Ezra and Nehemiah list Ai with Bethel among the hometowns to which Judah returned after the exile (Ezra 2:28; Neh 7:32). Scholars believe that the list in Ezra 2 probably draws on that of Nehemiah 7, so its tally of 223 (LXX: 423) returnees—exactly one hundred more than in Nehemiah 7—probably reflects a textual corruption. The list marks the only biblical evidence of Ai’s possible occupation after its fall to Joshua.


    2. Location and History.


    Biblical data place Ai just east of Bethel (“next to Bethel” [Josh 12:9]) and near Beth-aven (Josh 7:2). That soldiers from Bethel joined Ai’s defenders in chasing Joshua’s main force suggests close proximity between the two cities (Josh 8:17; but LXX omits “and Bethel”). The location of Beth-aven remains uncertain, although it may lie somewhere west of Michmash (1 Sam 13:5; 14:23) and north or northeast of Bethel (Josh 18:12-13). But two indicators suggest that its mention may even be a superfluous gloss. The LXX of Joshua 7:2 omits it completely, but most modern translations follow MT in retaining the reference to Beth-aven. (In Hosea, Beth-aven marks a derogatory name for Bethel [Hos 4:15; 5:8; 10:5, 6].) A strong scholarly consensus regards the identification of Bethel with modern Beitin as certain (but see below), and three sites around modern Deir Dibwan (two miles east of Beitin) commend consideration as biblical Ai: Khirbet Haiyan (south), Khirbet Khudriya (east), and et-Tell (southeast). Excavations reveal the first two to be Byzantine settlements, perhaps monasteries (323-636 CE), but extensive excavations at et-Tell led most recently by J. A. Callaway yielded evidence of four Early Bronze Age settlements (c. 3100-2400 BCE) and one in Iron Age I (1200-1050 BCE).


    2.1. Et-Tell as Ai. Most scholars accept the identification of et-Tell (a huge site covering 27.5 acres) as biblical Ai. Its Arabic name (“ruin heap”) may render the ancient Hebrew one (“the ruin”), and its location on the southern ridge of the Wadi el-Jaya that runs east to Jericho comports well with biblical details that a ravine lay between the city and Joshua’s camp north of it (Josh 8:11, 13; but cf. LXX). The Iron Age settlement stood just east of the ruin’s acropolis and accommodated a small population (perhaps 150-300). It had no fortifications, but its streets were paved with cobblestones. Two technological innovations sustained its residents: the digging of cisterns to store captured rainwater, and the terracing of hillsides for farming. Material remains (e.g., stone saddles, mortars, sheep and goat bones) imply that they were both shepherds and farmers. According to Callaway, two phases of occupation are evident: one c. 1200 BCE by settlers (perhaps extended families) fleeing the Sea Peoples’ arrival along the Canaanite coast; and a second c. 1125 BCE that saw an increase in population, less orderly designs of houses and streets, and the use of underground silos (not large clay jars) for grain storage. Callaway interprets the latter settlers as “proto-Israelites,” the people portrayed in the book of Judges and from whom (in his view) Israel emerges. Sling stones found on residence floors suggest that an attack may have ended their small settlement at “the Ruin” (c. 1050 BCE).


    2.2. The Difficulty and Proposed Alternate Sites. The identification of biblical Ai with et-Tell creates a historical problem. This is especially true for those who hold an “early” date for the exodus and conquest (e.g., c. 1450-1400 BCE), but it also would trouble holders of a “late” date (e.g., c. 1280-1230 BCE). The city shows no evidence of occupation from 2700 BCE to 1200 BCE, the very time when the events of Joshua 7—8 would have occurred. For that reason, some scholars reckon the narrative as an unhistorical, etiological legend told to explain the ruins of Ai. Alternatively, W. F. Albright suggested that the biblical writer confused an original account about the fall of Bethel (which was destroyed) as being about Ai instead. But this seems unlikely because the topographical details of Joshua 7—8 seem to fit the terrain of et-Tell better than that of Bethel. Some also argue that the text’s mention of Bethel is a later expansion (LXX omits it). On the other hand, biblical references to Ai commonly pair it with Bethel, so the latter’s mention may in fact imply the conquest of both cities. (Note that Josh 12:16 celebrates the conquest of Bethel, but Joshua nowhere details it.) Another approach is to propose an alternative location for Ai (e.g., Khirbet Nisya or Khirbet el-Maqatir) and even for Bethel (e.g., el-Bireh), but three decades of vigorous discussion apparently have not weakened the consensus favoring the traditional identifications of both cities. Finally, some scholars who accept et-Tell as Ai argue that details in Joshua 7—8 suggest that the then extant ruins of Ai may actually have served as a temporary defensive outpost for Bethel. This view is consistent with the fact that the spies initially found “so few” at Ai (Josh 7:3), that defenders from Bethel joined Ai’s forces against Israel, and that only twelve “units” of Ai perished. Such an ad hoc defensive force probably would leave few, if any, archaeological traces. One must also concede that two millennia of erosion may have washed away some evidence of occupations at Ai.


    See also Jericho.
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    AMMON, AMMONITES


    The Ammonites, known from both biblical and ancient Mesopotamian sources, were an ancient people who inhabited the central Transjordanian Plateau from about the middle of the second millennium until the middle of the first millennium BCE. Their country was known as Ammon, and their capital was called Rabbah-ammon or Amman. They are best known for their numerous encounters with the biblical Israelites.


    1. Ammonites in Biblical Tradition


    2. Recent Archaeology in Ammon


    3. Biblical Ammon and Ammonites in Archaeological Perspective


    1. Ammonites in Biblical Tradition.


    According to Genesis 19:36-38, the ancestor of the Ammonites was Ben-ammi, the son of an incestuous relationship between Lot and his younger daughter. Many scholars assume that the name Ben-ammi, which means “son of my people” or “son of my paternal father,” was a popular etymology that developed in support of a tradition of a kindred relationship between Ammon and Israel. However, G. M. Landes (1956, 4-6) shows from Ugaritic texts that “Ben-ammi” was a genuine clan name as well as a personal name. D. I. Block (1984) further shows that bĕnê ʿammôn (the Hebrew expression for the Ammonite people) cannot be interpreted in the same way as bĕnê yiśrāʾēl (“sons of Israel”), even though they appear to be analogous. Rather, the prefixed element bn or bny was an integral part of the full name, similar to the well-known Semitic name “Benjamin.” Thus the proper designation for the land of the Ammonites was not “Ammon,” but “Bene-ammon.” Similarly, the full and proper form of the name for the eponymous ancestor of the Ammonites is “Ben-ammi.” Therefore, while it is highly unlikely that the existence of Lot’s son could be historically established apart from the biblical record, the idea that the Ammonites had an ancestor with such a name is not at all impossible.


    The biblical tradition views the Ammonites as an indigenous people who descended directly from Lot. According to Deuteronomy 2:20-21, the Ammonites eventually grew strong enough to displace an ancient people known as the Rephaim (called the Zamzummim by the Ammonites) from the headwaters of the Jabbok. There the Ammonites established their capital, Rabbah-ammon (2 Sam 12:27). Thus the biblical record indicates that the Ammonites occupied the central Transjordanian Plateau for some time before the Israelites arrived on the scene (Gen 19:38; Num 21:24; Deut 2:19). From a purely scientific perspective, it is presently impossible either to prove or to disprove the Bible’s view of Ammonite origins. Critical scholarship tends to view the biblical account of Ammonite origins as an Israelite attempt to disparage their long-time enemies, and it generally prefers to look for an exogenous origin for the Ammonites (Younker 2003).


    2. Recent Archaeology in Ammon.


    Recent archaeological survey and excavation within the territory of Ammon as described in biblical sources indicate a Late Bronze Age population that was more pastoral and less sedentary as compared with the earlier Middle Bronze Age and later Iron Age populations (see Younker 1999; 2003). It is possible that the Late Bronze population, for which we have no indigenous written sources at present, was included among the people whom the Egyptians called the Shasu. Their social organization had not reached the level that could be called a “state” in sociopolitical terms; rather, they were organized along kin-based or tribal lines (in some classification schemes they would be called a chiefdom). At the time of the transition from the Late Bronze Age to Iron Age I, this same population appears to undergo a significant increase in sedentarization and intensifies its agricultural production—numerous villages and farmsteads “sprout up” throughout Ammon during this time. The number of farms, villages and urban centers continues to increase and grow throughout Iron Ages I-II. By the peak of Iron Age II (seventh century BCE) there is enough evidence to suggest that the social organizational complexity had increased to the level of a small, secondary “state,” although the kin-based elements remained strong enough throughout society to suggest that the term “tribal state” might be more appropriate. The evidence for this increased complexity includes a three-tiered settlement hierarchy, as well as a variety of substantial public works (fortifications, water systems, etc.). These technical sociopolitical designations should not be understood to contradict the designations that contemporary or later biblical writers would have assigned, such as “king” and “kingdom,” although we need to be careful not to retroject our contemporary ideas of what those terms mean onto ancient times.


    There is some change within the material culture of this population between the latter part of the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age II, but there is no evidence at present of any significant intrusive elements in the population—that is, they appear to be the same basic people group that occupies this region throughout this entire period. Since we have in situ indigenous epigraphical evidence as well as textual sources from Assyria that these people were identified as Ammonites, it seems reasonable to suggest that the Late Bronze Age people are indeed the ancestors of the Iron Age II Ammonites, regardless of how they were identified by the Egyptians or how they identified themselves in the Late Bronze Age.


    3. Biblical Ammon and Ammonites in Archaeological Perspective.


    In regard to the historical background of the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I settlement process in Ammon, it is interesting to note that according to the biblical tradition, Ammon was settled prior to Israel (see Gen 19:38; Num 21:24-26; Deut 2:19). At present, it appears that the initial phase of early Israelite settlement coincided with the diminishment of Egyptian control in Canaan that occurred during the twenty-five year period following the reign of Merneptah (c. 1213-1203 BCE), but prior to the initial arrival of the *Philistines along the southwest coast of Canaan around 1180 BCE (Younker 2003, 168). Ammon, which was more distant from the harassment by Egyptian and Canaanite city-state authorities to the west, appears to have begun settling a little earlier. Indeed, recent work at ʿUmayri (south of the capital city, Amman) suggests that the Iron Age I site indeed was settled prior to sites west of the Jordan, based on the ceramic assemblage that includes the earliest Iron Age I forms and a higher percentage of Late Bronze Age forms than is typical of parallel sites in the west. Whether this has anything to do with the Israelite tradition is hard to say at present. However, the currently available archaeological data do not contradict this possibility.


    According to Judges 3:12-14, the Ammonites’ initial hostile action against Israel occurred when the former joined a coalition of *Moabites and Amalekites. As a result of the conflict, Israel became subject to King Eglon of Moab for eighteen years. The domination was broken when Ehud, the son of Gera the Benjamite, assassinated Eglon at Jericho and led Israel in a successful campaign against Moab that resulted in Moab’s subjection for some eighty years (see Judges). How Ammon benefited from its initial alliance with Moab against Israel is uncertain, but present archaeological evidence for this period suggests a time of growth and stability for Ammon.


    Judges 11 records a confrontation between the Israelite judge Jephthah and an unnamed Ammonite king. The first Ammonite king whose name is recorded is Nahash, noted for his conquest of Israelite territories bordering Ammon, especially his invasion across the Jabbok and the siege of Jabesh-gilead (1 Sam 11:1-11), only to be pushed back by Israel’s king *Saul. Although there is no direct archaeological evidence for these events, there is a distinct increase in the number of Ammonite sites during Iron Ages IA-IB.


    When David’s envoys were humiliated by Nahash’s successor, Hanun, war broke out between Israel and Ammon. In spite of help from several Aramaean city states, the Ammonites were defeated by David’s generals, Joab and Abishai (2 Sam 10; 1 Chron 19). The Ammonites eventually became tributary to *David when he captured their capital city, Rabbah (2 Sam 11:12; 1 Chron 20:1-3). David is said to have placed the Ammonite crown upon his head. Samples of such a crown have been found on numerous stone busts of Ammonite kings found in the Ammon area.


    During the reign of *Solomon (tenth century BCE), the Ammonites relationship with Israel seems to have improved, with Solomon taking wives from the princesses of the Ammonites (1 Kings 11:1). However, they attempted another invasion of Judah in the time of *Jehoshaphat (2 Chron 20: 1-30) and were again forced to pay tribute. Tribute continued to be paid by Ammon to Israel during the times of Uzziah (Azariah) (2 Chron 26:8) and Jotham (2 Chron 27:5).


    During Iron Age II (ninth through sixth centuries BCE) the Ammonites appear to have reached the zenith of their power, in spite of the fact that they were mostly under *Assyrian domination during that time. Indeed, it was at this time, some scholars suggest, that Ammon truly reached the sociopolitical level of a small-scale secondary (tribal) state (Younker 2003, 168-70). When Ammon was conquered by the Assyrians, the tribute that the former had paid to Judah was now redirected to Assyria. Assyrian texts first mention the Ammonites during the reign of Shalmaneser III (Battle of Qarqar in 853 BCE). Tiglath-pileser III’s (745-727 BCE) records claim that he received tribute from Sanipu of the house of Ammon. Similarly, Esarhaddon (681-669 BCE) received payments from Pusuil and Ashurbanipal (c. 669-627 BCE) from Amminadbi. The relatively high amount of tribute paid by the Ammonites has led some scholars to conclude that Ammon was among the wealthy kingdoms of Syria-Palestine during the time of Assyrian domination. Archaeological survey work confirms the presence of many well-planned agricultural farmsteads throughout Ammon during this time, which would have provided the foundation for Ammon’s wealth during Iron Age II.


    After the fall of the Assyrian Empire, the Ammonites became vassals of the *Babylonians. When Jehoiakim of Judah rebelled against Nebuchadnezzar, the Ammonites took up their overlord’s cause by harassing Judah (2 Kings 24:2). After Jerusalem fell, the Ammonite king Baalis hired Ishmael, a former general of Judah, to assassinate Gedaliah, the Babylonian appointed governor of Judah (2 Kings 25:23; Jer 40:14; 41:1, 2). Baalis’s name recently has been found on both a seal and a bulla; the latter was found at Tall al-ʿUmayri (sometimes spelled “Tell el-ʿUmeiri”), a major Ammonite site south of Amman (see Herr 1998). It appears that the prosperity that Ammon enjoyed under the Assyrians continued under the Babylonians. This success may be reflected in Jeremiah 49:4, where the prophet rebukes the Ammonites for taking advantage of Judah’s misfortunes by moving into the territory of Gad: “Why do you boast of your valleys, boast of your valleys so fruitful? O unfaithful daughter, you trust in your riches and say, ‘Who will attack me?’” Again, survey work by the Madaba Plains Project throughout the Ammonite hinterland has uncovered numerous farmsteads and agricultural installations providing the economic foundation that Jeremiah describes (Younker 1994, 312-13).


    The transition from the period of Babylonian dominance to that of the *Persians (sixth century BCE) is difficult to discern archaeologically. Although it is possible that some sites exhibit some destruction from the Babylonian period, it now seems clear that general occupation throughout Ammon was unbroken and the region continued as a province during the Persian period and even into Hellenistic times. Jar handles with the name “’Ammon” stamped on them parallel the “Yehud” (Judah) stamps found in Cis-Jordan and represent Persian provincial seals (Herr 1993). Important biblical references for later Ammon are found in Nehemiah 2:10, 19; 4:3, 7; 6:1, 12, 14; 13:4-8, where the activities of a certain Ammonite, Tobiah, are described. Tobiah was seen as attempting to resist Nehemiah’s restoration work in Jerusalem. Evidence for the later Tobiads in Ammon has been found in Jordan at Iraq el-Amir, a large Hellenistic palace west of Ammon. The name “Tobiah” is actually carved in Old Hebrew characters on the entrances to two caves, not far from the palace, on the north side of the wadi.


    See also Edom, Edomites; Moab, Moabites.
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    AMPHICTYONY, QUESTION OF


    Amphictyony was not always a question. Over much of the twentieth century amphictyony and covenant were two parts of a shared answer widely given to two key questions: How should historians describe the structure of ancient Israel before the monarchy? What was the nature of Israel’s twelve-tribe system? The story of this classic answer, itself now become question, can be told as part of the account of a remarkable German academic succession, almost a family: A. Alt (1883-1956), M. Noth (1902-1968), R. Smend (1932-), C. Levin (1950-), each at some stage the student or assistant of the one before.


    1. M. Noth’s Early Israelite Amphictyony


    2. R. Smend and Criticisms of the Amphictyony Hypothesis


    3. C. Levin: A Postmonarchical Origin of Twelve Tribes?


    1. M. Noth’s Early Israelite Amphictyony.


    M. Noth was far from the first scholar to compare aspects of early Israel with amphictyonies in classical Greece and similar leagues in early Italy before Roman dominion. H. Ewald’s history of the people Israel (1864) had already noted links with Greek and Italian groupings; then E. Szanto, in his treatment of the Greek tribes (1901), moved in the opposite direction and mentioned the Israelite system as analogous. H. Gunkel’s commentary on Genesis used Szanto in his discussion of Genesis 29:31—30:24. O. Weber had also made the link in the second edition of Die Religion in Geschichte und Gegenwart (vol. 3 [1929], col. 438). Alt’s own use of the term amphictyony in connection with early Israel appears to have started in the same period. However, it is Noth’s 1930 monograph on Israel’s twelve-tribe system, at the same time both cautious and bold, that is rightly recognized as fundamental to subsequent discussion. Smend (1969, 146) recalls Alt commending it in 1952 as the most important publication of recent times in the field.


    To clarify his method, Noth insisted that the task of exploring the history of Israel’s traditions is not at an end when the written sources of the biblical books have been critically analyzed. Some elements of the biblical tradition had their own traceable history before they were adopted into the written sources used in the composition of the books. Tradition history should seek to identify the historical time and place from which the origin of any element of tradition could be satisfactorily explained in whole and in part. Noth starts by probing the two systems found in the OT for listing Israel’s twelve tribes. Three texts—the blessing of Jacob (Gen 49), the census after the plague (Num 26) and the list of tribal heads (Num 1:5-15)—provide the only evidence of once-independent traditions about a complete people of Israel in twelve tribes. All other references result from written developments of one or the other.


    The lists in Numbers 1 and Numbers 26 are close to each other: neither includes Levi, and both list Ephraim and Manasseh rather than Joseph. But Noth holds Genesis 49 to be older than either. Landless Levi could not have achieved third place among the twelve (as Gad did in the later form) had it not been an original member of the twelve. It is only the earlier form that is used to list both tribes and their eponymous leaders (Jacob’s sons); the later is used only in connection with the tribes. Noth insists that the origins of the system can be properly understood only in a period in which the tribes could still claim for themselves an interest, while they did still form the historically given individual members of the Israelite people. The second form must reflect a change in historical circumstances. Another early text, the Song of Deborah (Judg 5), illustrates a stage intermediate between the two more familiar listings of the twelve, for it still knows of Machir (and not yet the classical Manasseh) as paired with Ephraim.


    The origin of the tradition could be understood only from the historical situation of the so-called period of the *judges; and its continuance, after the formation of the state had made it less relevant, had depended on written memories. Classical Greece and Italy knew several sacral leagues of twelve (or six) members responsible for the care of a common sanctuary, of which the best known was the amphictyony (from a Greek term meaning “next neighbours”) centered on Delphi. And Noth set himself to explore whether such an institution was at all conceivable in the judges period. Shared religion must have meant more than each tribe worshiping Yahweh in its own way at its own local sanctuary. He drew on E. Sellin’s work depicting the *Shechem “covenant” (Josh 24) as the occasion when the Rachel tribes, which recently had entered the land with Joshua, united with the Leah tribes already there: that group of six had preceded the full group of twelve. “Israel” was the name of this union, and Yahweh was its common god.


    Noth ventured the claim that the title “Yahweh, the god of Israel” belonged with the *ark of the covenant: in the cult of the twelve-tribe amphictyony, it was the ark (though movable) that served as central sanctuary. Yet he admitted that this combination could not be proved; it only had a certain likelihood. Then there was so much legal material in the OT that it would hardly be surprising if it still contained remnants of the early Israelite amphictyonic law: perhaps the mišpaṭîm (ordinances) of the book of the covenant. Its Hebrew name may have been ʿēdâ (gathering) or qāhāl (assembly), and nāśîʾ had been the title of each tribe’s delegate. It should cause no surprise, he claimed, that words such as these, which had an intimate connection with a sacral institution, should appear in only two OT contexts: first the few passages that had an immediate connection with the early tradition of the amphictyony (such as Judg 19—21), and then the extended but much later priestly corpus. Noth found the thesis helpful in explaining the unity under the first king: *Saul (1 Sam 11) was able to base himself on a unity already demonstrated in the call-up in Judges 19. The ark had a very special meaning for the history of the cult of Yahweh in Israel: *David used it to give the sanctuary in his new residence the status, or at least the aura, of the amphictyonic central sanctuary.


    Noth added four substantial appendices to his main discussion. The first concerned Numbers 26, which he placed between the Song of Deborah and the rise of David. He argued that both Joshua 17:1-3 and Genesis 46:8-25 were extracts from it—this against both B. Baentsch and O. Procksch, who surprisingly had reversed the link between Genesis 46 and Numbers 26. The second offered a literary analysis of a group of related passages: Joshua 24; Deuteronomy 11:29, 30; 27:1-13; Joshua 8:30-35. The third discussed the usage and meaning of nāśîʾ. The fourth, on Judges 19—21, argued that these chapters must be either (1) illustrated by the amphictyony, transmitted at the central shrine, and even a report of an actual amphictyonic event, or (2) a late invention without historical basis. If the latter, then they would display a bias or intention, and they lack such; and so they do illustrate the early amphictyony, in which they have their origin.


    In 1930 Noth held that the nĕśîʾîm corresponded to the Greek hieromnēmonēs, the representatives sent by the individual states to the amphictyonic council. Twenty years later he was to observe that it was the “minor judges” listed in Judges 10:1-5 and Judges 12:7-15 who were the only officials reported in that book as having an Israel-wide responsibility. He now found it significant—perhaps in light of his major study of the laws in the Pentateuch (1940)—that this unique early leadership had a legal not a cultic role. And it was with this important supplement that his twelve-tribe thesis became much more familiar through his own Geschichte Israels (1950). In 1960 this History of Israel was issued in a reliable English translation (see esp. pp. 85-109).


    In that same year, J. Bright’s widely used History of Israel was published. He had already (1956) offered a respectful but critical review of the work of Alt and Noth, and now he was able to draw on G. Mendenhall’s work (1955), which offered Near Eastern and not just classical Mediterranean parallels for elements in Israel’s traditions. Bright adopted with great enthusiasm, but with much less nuance, what had remained for Noth simply an analogy from classical history for the tribal system of early Israel. He described early Israel variously, repeatedly and promiscuously, as “tribal league,” “confederation,” “amphictyony” and “covenant society.” Put briefly: “Yahwism and covenant are coterminous!” (Bright 1960, 146).


    2. R. Smend and Criticisms of the Amphictyony Hypothesis.


    R. Smend’s 1963 study of Yahweh-war and tribal covenant sought to link together the contribution of Alt and his two best-known students, Noth and G. von Rad, while insisting on the hypothetical nature of the enterprise. Alt’s work on the formation of Israelite states (1930) had drawn attention to some institutional continuities between monarchy and what had gone before; Noth’s study of the twelve-tribe system (1930) had described one of these in some detail, and von Rad’s account of holy war in ancient Israel another (1951). Smend began by reviewing the evidence for “tribal activity and a league of twelve” in the Song of Deborah, widely reckoned the most authentic, even the only authentic, source for the period of the judges; then he moved to consider “warlike event and cultic institution.” “Major and minor judges,” “ark and central sanctuary,” “Rachel tribes and Leah tribes” and “Exodus from Egypt and covenant-making at Sinai” continued the series of paired topics through which he sought to probe Israel’s earliest traditions; and the seventh and last was “Moses at Exodus and Sinai.” He concluded that the decisive expressions of the relationship between Yahweh and Israel may have been the wars conducted neither by the amphictyonic institution nor by the totality of the tribes. Yet, without the institution, perhaps there would never have been the statement “Yahweh the god of Israel, Israel the people of Yahweh.” The book was reprinted in 1966 with some supplements, and Smend returned to the theme in a short article (1971) responding to criticism of an early Israelite amphictyony from three sides: (1) that the twelve-tribe system had not yet come into existence by the judges period (Herrmann and Mowinckel); (2) that the twelve-tribe system had nothing to do with an amphictyony (Fohrer); (3) that no proofs existed of the amphictyony’s arrangements or actions (Eissfeldt).


    2.1. G. Anderson. G. Anderson commented on many of the key issues in an essay probing “the nature of Israel’s self-understanding” (1970). He recalled Fohrer’s reminder (1966) of five different forms of the amphictyony hypothesis—(1) the duodecimal parallels adduced by H. G. A. Ewald and H. Gunkel, (2) J. Wellhausen’s “warlike confederacy,” (3) Noth’s system, (4) ten-member versions of the thesis, (5) theories of smaller amphictyonies earlier than or even contemporaneous with the twelve-tribe confederacy—and he went on to discuss four points. He accepted Noth’s argument that the twelve-tribe system was pre-Davidic: “it includes tribes which had ceased to exist as such by David’s reign.” He was less persuaded that the historical happening that had brought the confederacy into existence was the invasion of Canaan by the house of Joseph leading to the formation of a twelve-tribe system at Shechem. He was sympathetic to the observation by B. D. Rahtjen that the five-city structure of the Philistines, Israel’s closest neighbors of all, offered a closer analogy to the leagues of classical Greece and Italy than Israel’s twelve tribes (which could have seven, ten, and eleven members as well as twelve). And he found that H. Orlinsky, in his “vigorous assault” (1962), had misunderstood Noth’s position on the ark as central sanctuary but had rightly noted the absence of evidence in the judges period that tribal representatives had met regularly at the center. Anderson concluded with the suggestion that the Hebrew terms ʿam, qāhāl and ʿēdâ, while having “no necessary reference to an amphictyony,” did “merit much fuller discussion as expressions of Israel’s self-understanding as the people of Yahweh.” Given “the divisive influence of the period of the judges,” he preferred to locate the ideal in an earlier Sinaitic covenant.


    Anderson’s essay drew with approval on the Edinburgh doctoral dissertation of A. Mayes, “Amphictyony and Covenant.” This was reworked for publication as Israel in the Period of the Judges. Several features of Israel’s early activities could readily fit an amphictyonic hypothesis, but could be interpreted quite as well without it. To explain the link between Judah and the rest of Israel, Mayes looked to the traditions underlying Numbers 13—14 of all parts of the later Israel together at Kadesh, before Judah and Simeon moved due north to southern Palestine and the rest entered the center and north via Transjordan and a Jordan crossing. In a volume of essays celebrating H. G. May, Anderson’s contribution immediately followed one by R. de Vaux anticipating his own Early History of Israel (vol. 2 [1973]). He was equally doubtful about the theory of a twelve-tribe amphictyony at the time of the judges (“seriously questioned today”) and of a six-tribe amphictyony in the south that had included Judah. His conclusion was that “the constituted tribe of Judah is to be identified with the first kingdom of David at Hebron.”


    2.2. N. Gottwald. N. Gottwald’s massive study of The Tribes of Yahweh (916 pages) has enjoyed even greater popularity outside than inside biblical studies. One explanation he offered himself: “It is not easy to shift from thinking of cultural and social realities deriving from beliefs about God to thinking of cultural and social realities as the matrices for spawning correlative beliefs about God” (Gottwald 1979, 912). Yet it is also true that while Gottwald was wrestling with that methodological shift, several biblical scholars were departing from Noth’s basic source-analysis of the texts, to which Gottwald remained very broadly committed. His socio-literary introduction to the Hebrew Bible (1985, 280-81) continues to present a literary history of the Pentateuch and Former Prophets almost indistinguishable from Noth’s, down to his common basis G before the familiar sources J and E, and respect for E. Sellin’s 1926 discussion of the crucial assembly at Shechem. Gottwald located the origins of the familiar twelve-tribe structure in the administrative units created by David and *Solomon for their united kingdom, and he rejected the amphictyony model. But he rejected it as providing too weak an analogy for what had existed before the monarchy: in Greece, such leagues provided simply “a limited way for autonomous city-states to achieve certain specific purposes.” In fact, the Israelite confederacy in the (same) period of premonarchical “liberated Israel” (1250-1050 BCE) “was a consciously contrived ‘substitute state’ for its peoples, indeed a veritable anti-state” (Gottwald 1985, 282).


    2.3. N. P. Lemche. If Noth’s model was not strong enough for the historical reality pictured by Gottwald, it was being criticized in Danish from the opposite direction by N. P. Lemche (as early as 1968 according to T. L. Thompson [1993]). However, it was not until 1984 that Lemche provided in English a summary and updating of his 1972 Danish monograph on Israel in the time of the judges. Noth should not be blamed for the use (or abuse) of his thesis by Bright and H.-J. Kraus; yet the term “amphictyony” should be given up because the classical analogy was imperfect. The absence of clear evidence for a center (not just a central sanctuary) removed a vital element, not just of a sacral league, but of a political league as well. Neither Levites nor judges nor the nāśîʾ provided credible personnel for a league. Even Smend’s separation of “holy war” from the institution of the amphictyony, where von Rad had located it, could not save the amphictyony. As for the two forms of the tribal list, Lemche argued that neither should be detached from its Pentateuch setting: the form with Levi is found only before the report in Exodus 32 of that tribe’s priestly “ordination,” and the form without Levi only after. Neither list was premonarchical; list B (without Levi) might derive from Solomon’s economic district division. “Now, the amphictyony gone, the basis of the formation of the historical tradition at such an early date has also disappeared” (Lemche 1984, 22).


    2.4. G. Ahlström. G. Ahlström’s History of Ancient Palestine (1993) is crisply dismissive of the amphictyonic hypothesis, and he rightly notes that those who have preferred to talk of a “tribal league” have neither spelled out the difference nor proved the existence of the latter. The Song of Deborah is a poet’s celebration of a past, not a present, event and need imply no more than a temporary association of tribes. The same J. Bright as wrote of Samuel that he “more than any other labored to keep the amphictyonic tradition alive” also maintained that “we know almost nothing of what occurred during the years of Philistine occupation”! Ahlström is scathing about the proposal to describe as amphictyonic the Late Bronze Age temple found in Transjordan, at the airport in Amman. Indeed, one wonders (pace Dever 2003, 130) exactly what would constitute archaeological support for an amphictyony.


    In his 1992 overview article in the Anchor Bible Dictionary, A. D. H. Mayes noted how attention had shifted away from amphictyony, “both towards other possible analyses for understanding the totality ‘Israel’ and toward the study of the basic social units of which any possible Israelite federation was composed.” This shift was nicely illustrated in the volume that he himself edited for the Society for Old Testament Study in 2000: it was not mentioned at all in K. Whitelam’s essay on the “Foundations of Israel,” and there was only a passing comment in J. Day’s discussion of “The Religion of Israel” (in Mayes 2000, 430).


    Both of the studies by Smend noted above were reprinted in the second volume of his collected studies (1987). Although the dust jacket insisted that the author wanted thereby to indicate his adherence to the now vigorously disputed twelve-tribe theory, his own brief introduction made particularly warm mention of the critique by de Vaux and by Lemche. He even declared himself skeptically interested in any attempt, provided it were open-eyed, to locate the origins of the system in the post- rather than premonarchical period (but certainly not monarchical). It was precisely this challenge that his former student and assistant took up.


    3. C. Levin: A Postmonarchical Origin of Twelve Tribes?


    C. Levin has done the debate great service by questioning a large number of Noth’s (often tentative) answers in three linked papers delivered first in 1992, 1996 and 2001, and republished in 2003. The first of them closes with an explicit citation of Smend’s challenge. He quotes C. H. J. de Geus (1976) with approval: “really relevant criticism must . . . begin with Noth’s own argumentation.” If the witnesses on which Noth supported himself cannot be made probable as early tradition, then the debate on whether the extra-Israelite analogies may or may not be adduced for a hypothetical early Israelite amphictyony ends before it has begun (Bächli 1977). The same reservation holds for the question of the institutions of the tribal league from the social-historical point of view (where Levin presumably has Gottwald in mind).


    It was not for nothing that Noth, like his teacher Alt, bestowed the greatest attention on the weighing of the sources. The history of “the amphictyony question” has also been since 1930 the history of the interpretation of a few key texts. Levin finds Noth’s placing of Numbers 26:5-51 firmly in the second half of the judges period a particular surprise, in that it did not belong to the basic stock of P, and so could better be part of the final redaction of the Pentateuch. Its links with Genesis 46:8-25 do imply literary dependence. Levin argues, against Noth’s detailed excursus in critique of Baentsch and Procksch (see 1 above), that the heading in Numbers 26:4b depends on Genesis 46:8b; that mention in Numbers 26 of Er and Onan is secondary, down to their replacement by sons of Perez; and that Noth’s third pillar, Genesis 49, is not old in its entirety—parts of the blessing of Jacob depend on late elements in Genesis. In the documentary analysis of the Pentateuch, its principal source (Gen 35:22b-26) is attributed to P; and so, since it synthesizes P style and JE material, Genesis 49 also presupposes the final redaction. Despite the late dating implied, Levin insists that this is the earliest text to comprehend the twelve sons of Jacob in the sense of a “system.” The analysis of Genesis 29—30 confirms that the tradition of Genesis right into the latest period knew only six sons of Jacob: Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Benjamin and Joseph. It is only the presentation of the settlement that is aligned with the tribes, and the fact that the number “twelve” must be explained at the few places that add this symbolism into the historical presentation says enough. Levin concludes that the system of the twelve tribes of Israel belongs, pretty much from the beginning, in the genealogical entrance hall of Chronicles.


    Beside the system of the twelve tribes, it is the Song of Deborah that has helped make pre-state Israel pass for an institutional entity. Yet this poem takes over postexilic overworkings and glosses from Psalm 68, down to the very letter. Like other poems in Deuteronomy through 2 Kings, it may belong to the most recent texts of the narrative books (see Poetry). Wellhausen had described the Song of Deborah as the earliest monument of Hebrew literature, belonging clearly to an early stage in a people’s history, over against the prose report in Judges 4 that had stripped the deity of mystery. Levin cites a letter of von Rad, when Smend had sent him a copy of his 1963 study, stating that von Rad and Noth were not so sure about early dating of the Song of Deborah, but kept their doubts quiet. The view was widespread, from classical antiquity down to Herder, that poetry is older than prose. Yet a study by Vernes, too early for its time (1892), had dated the Song of Deborah to the postexilic restoration, and not to the earlier years of that period, but rather to the fourth or even the third century BCE. His main ground was linguistic: the song contained lexical, morphological and syntactical Aramaisms in considerable number and had contacts with the vocabulary of the late psalms and Chronicles.


    Levin complements Vernes’s case, arguing that the narrative main part of the Song of Deborah (Judg 5:6-30) is a poetic variant to the Deborah-Barak narrative in Judges 4, which reckons at every point on the reader or hearer knowing the prose model. It is not firmly anchored in the book of Judges, but is one of the biblical “songs for the text” (Diebner): psalms included in the text at particular places, composed on the texts of the Torah and the Prophets read in the cult. Judges 5:16-17 is intrusive in the song: the supplementer had recourse to the blessing of Jacob because it was important to comprehend the twelve-tribe-people in its totality. The ballad in Judges 5:6-27(-30) is framed by a kind of psalm in Judges 5:3-5 and 5:31a. Freed from the assumption that Judges 5 is from the earliest Israelite period, everything speaks for Psalm 68 being the older of the linked texts (Judg 5:4-5 is from the start a double citation of Ps 68:8-9 and Is 64:1 (MT 63:19).


    Introducing the English translation of Noth’s collected essays, N. Porteous repeated the ancient claim that not “the monarchical system of government,” but rather “the continuing religious confederation of the tribes” corresponded “to the abiding reality of Israel.” Levin insists that kingship did not run counter to Israel’s nature: “Israel” in fact followed the Iron Age kingdom onto the stage of history. That is shown by evidence gathered outside of the OT that does, however, on closer examination tally with OT sources. Hypotheses concerning an Israel prior to the rise of the nation-state, which hitherto have shaped our view of Israel’s history, will not stand up to critical scrutiny. The biblical depiction of Israel prior to its becoming a nation-state reflects the situation and the hopes of postexilic Judaism. In a discussion of “Globalization in Biblical Studies,” D. Jobling observed that “while the great German tradition appears to have receded in importance, the terms developed in that tradition . . . tend to remain alive and well in recent discussion” (Jobling 1993, 107). Levin’s three studies demonstrate that “that tradition”—including that part of the tradition in which he himself stands—remains able to be radically self-critical.


    Levin’s results converge with G. Auld’s work, although he seems prepared to allow greater historicity than does the latter (Auld 2004) to the traditions in Samuel of the beginnings of monarchy. Comparing the different ancient texts of Joshua (Hebrew and Greek) led Auld (1987) to conclude that interest in tribes increased in the later stages of the development of that book. Gottwald’s use of the traditional rendering of Psalm 122 in the title of his large-scale study had been unfortunate: the double mention of “thrones” in Psalm 122:5 suggests that “scepters” may be more appropriate a rendering of šbṭym in Psalm 122:4 than “tribes” (Auld 1998, 72). Indeed, the development in the sense of šbṭ (or mṭh) from “scepter” or “staff” to “tribe” is symbolic of the shift in later biblical texts from monarchy to a tribal perception of the reality of Israel. The tribal system, especially as presented in Joshua, finds many echoes in Chronicles; however, it is in (the Pentateuch and) Joshua that twelveness is made an explicit issue, and never in Chronicles, where both the number “twelve” and lists of exactly twelve names remain resolutely elusive (Auld 1998, 115-16). Thus in Auld’s view, either the Chronicler is surprisingly careless with a conclusion so recently achieved, or he was not aware of it. It may have been his assemblage of the tribal traditions that led to their “systematization” within (later strata of) Joshua and the Pentateuch.


    See also History of Israel 1: Settlement Period; History of Israel 2: Premonarchic Period; Israel; Tribes of Israel and Land Allotments/borders.
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    ANOINTING


    In the Historical Books of the Hebrew Bible anointing is almost entirely a matter of choosing and legitimizing kings. The texts have a story to tell about the fortunes of the people whom Yahweh chose to be identified with himself, and anointing appears only when it serves that story. We have no systematic record of who was anointed and for what purpose, nor do we find any attempt to establish universal definitions. Exodus and Leviticus recount the anointing of Aaron and his sons as *priests with what might be understood as a model for future practice, if not as legislation. There is no such pentateuchal tradition for anointing *kings, who were not essential for the leadership of Yahweh’s people. In our exploration of the biblical evidence generalization is unavoidable, but it must be undertaken cautiously. Royal anointing tends to be treated as essentially a single phenomenon, albeit with varied expressions. In fact, the Bible shows two separate anointing customs, one by *prophets before the people have even considered the man a potential monarch, and the other in the company of cheering crowds at actual coronation. This distinction has important historical implications, and prophetic anointing was a particular adaptation of the political collective called *“Israel” (see 2 below) to new leadership by kings. By its very nature, the practice was not appropriate to the dynastic legitimation of kings in Judah, where it was sufficient to be descended from *David.


    1. Applying Oil to People or Objects


    2. The Israelite Tradition of Anointing by Prophets


    3. Israelite and Judahite Anointing at Coronation


    1. Applying Oil to People or Objects.


    The act usually translated as “anointing” involves the application of oil to people or objects. This oil could consist of any variety of greasy substances, from vegetable, animal or even mineral origin. In Israel olive oils were particularly common, and Exodus 30:22-25 describes the anointing oil for the priests and the tabernacle as a blend of olive oil with four fragrant spices: myrrh, cinnamon, fragrant cane or grass, and cassia, all of which would had to have been imported at considerable cost. The idea in Exodus is that the recipe is unique, so that everything and everyone belonging to Yahweh will share the same distinctive scent, but this offers a rough notion of the oil for anointing kings. The effect of anointing oil was not just symbolic. Anointing oil was a pungent and durable perfume. Its fragrance persisted, and its oil produced a permanent stain on clothes, as when Aaron and his sons were sprinkled with oil and blood at their installation (Ex 29:21; Lev 8:30). Oil could be applied in different ways, including sprinkling, rubbing with hands and pouring over the head. Among the priests, only Aaron has oil poured over his head as high priest, and this rite also marks him permanently by saturating his official turban (Ex 29:6-7; Lev 8:9, 12). Both *Saul and *Jehu are anointed to be future kings by prophets who pour an entire bottle of oil over their heads (1 Sam 10:1; 2 Kings 9:3, 6). No headdress is mentioned, but given the importance of the lasting stain and scent, perhaps we should imagine that both men were wearing some kind of cloth headgear that carried the mark and fragrance of their anointing for a long time to come.


    Anointing was such a specialized act that it merited a verb of its own (mšḥ), although accounts of anointing do not require its use. Both the anointing of priests and of kings was associated with the beginning of their work, and both priests and kings were set apart by being doused with perfumed oil. Just as much as priests, kings were considered to perform a special service for God, and their anointing marked them for this divine service. Nevertheless, the two rites were conceived to have different impacts, however much the nature of the difference eludes us. The priests, the tabernacle and all its sacred contents were marked by anointing to live with God at his sacred shrine. Both the anointing and its oil were bound to the idea of “holiness” (verbal root qdš [Ex 30:29-33]). Kings, by contrast, were not “consecrated” (made holy), neither by their anointing nor otherwise. They were chosen by Yahweh for a special office, but this did not somehow involve direct divine contact as understood in the circles of priests. So far as kings were set apart by their anointing, they were not made “holy.” A provocative fable about trees choosing a king offers another terminology. The olive tree is made first choice because of its oil, by which “they honor gods and men” (verb kbd [Judg 9:9]), where some may be distinguished for special “honor,” not defined by “holiness.”


    2. The Israelite Tradition of Anointing by Prophets.


    Two separate customs for anointing kings are found in the Historical Books, distinguished above all by their times of performance. Saul, David and Jehu are anointed before they actually become kings (1 Sam 9:15-16; 10:1; 16:1-13; 2 Kings 9:1-6). Long after his initial anointing by *Samuel, however, David is anointed king, first by the people of Judah (2 Sam 2:4) and then seven years later by the leadership of a separate “Israel” (2 Sam 5:3). These events represent the public proclamation of a new king, whose reign begins with the anointing ceremony. The reign of *Solomon likewise begins when he is publicly anointed (1 Kings 1:34, 39), as do those of Joash and Jehoahaz, two later rulers of Judah (2 Kings 11:12; 23:30). Other features distinguish these two anointing customs, and they must be understood to reflect two sharply different political and ritual traditions.


    All three anointings that take place before accession to the throne are performed by prophets in the context of the political entity called Israel. Yahweh instructs the prophet Samuel to anoint Saul to lead “my people Israel” (1 Sam 9:16), using the title nāgîd to define this designated ruler, rather than the word “king” (melek). Samuel’s mission to anoint David begins only after Yahweh has rejected Saul as king “over Israel” (1 Sam 15:35; 16:1). By the time Jehu comes on the scene, about 150 years later, the tribe of Judah has broken away from “Israel” in order to keep a king from David’s line on a much diminished throne at Jerusalem. Jehu is anointed by an unnamed prophet from the company of *Elisha, likewise as king “over the people of Yahweh, over Israel” (2 Kings 9:6).


    In political terms, “Israel” is not simply the name of a people to be passed from king to king, eventually to be claimed by a renegade northern state. “Israel” represents the collective identity of a coalition of tribes that appears to have functioned without kings through most of Iron Age I (c. 1200-1000 BCE). The biblical books of Moses certainly portray Israel as a coalition, but it is difficult to demonstrate an early date for this tradition. While no one tribe is attested outside the Bible before the ninth century BCE, Israel appears in a monument celebrating the accomplishments of Egypt’s king Merneptah (c. 1207 BCE). In the Bible itself, the Song of Deborah (Judg 5) offers a view of Israel as a loose coalition having obligations for mutual defense and sharing worship of Yahweh, the god who goes to war on their behalf. The list of tribes in Judges 5 overlaps with the standard pentateuchal lists, but certain names do not match these, so that the Song of Deborah is shown to represent an independent text, remembering Israel directly from its existence without kings.


    The entire tradition of prophets anointing kings before they take the throne comes from this framework of tribal Israel. The books of Samuel and Kings show that until the reign of Jehu, “Israel” still represented a collective political entity having the ability to offer or refuse its support. Kings had to persuade Israel to go to war, as in the days of Deborah, and Israel could set up or depose its rulers. According to the biblical story, the separate decision-making power of collective Israel could bestow surprising influence on religious leaders called “prophets,” who could operate outside the institutions of temples or palaces, and whose claims to speak directly for Yahweh could be granted real authority. It seems that this authority had a special role in collective Israel that never applied to the dynastic monarchy of David’s line in Judah.


    At least in the cases of Saul, David and Jehu, Israel attributed the authority of a new royal house to explicit selection by its god, Yahweh, communicated through a prophet. Anointing by the prophet gave the designated man the very mark of divine choice, as if Yahweh himself had set him apart, and no one could assassinate “Yahweh’s anointed” in order to replace him (1 Sam 24:6, 10; 26:9-10, 16, 23; cf. 2 Sam 1:14). None of the three Israelite kings who is said to have been anointed this way dies at Israelite hands. We cannot assume that such advance anointing by prophets was standard for all Israelite kings. In fact, there is no reason to suppose that it was associated with the other founders of Israelite royal houses: *Jeroboam, Baasha and Omri (see Omri Dynasty). According to the books of Kings, Jeroboam did receive prophetic authorization to rule (1 Kings 11:29-40), and both Jeroboam and Baasha are warned by prophets that Yahweh has decreed their removal (1 Kings 14:6-11; 16:1-4). Of all the northern kings who founded new Israelite royal houses before Jehu (see Jehu Dynasty), only Omri has no association with prophets. Somehow, Omri is overshadowed in the books of Kings by his son Ahab, who is remembered to have endured a persistent conflict with the prophet *Elijah.


    This tradition of prophetic involvement with the selection and rejection of kings, including special instances of divine designation by anointing, is central to the whole political framework of an Israelite tribal kingdom that survived until the arrival of Jehu. This king began a centralization of decision making into the palace administration that the book of 2 Kings treats as a success. In this record, collective Israel, represented by regional and tribal leaders, is removed from major activities such as choosing a king or going to war. Before Jehu, prophetic legitimation, including anointing, served as one part of a nondynastic monarchy. Israelite royal houses were not assumed to rule by simple right of paternity. An effective individual leader would be acknowledged by collective Israel as king. His son would have first right to rule in his place, but without a strong dynastic obligation. For over 150 years, from Saul to Jehu, only two royal houses ruled Israel with two successful monarchs, David and Solomon, and Omri and Ahab. Israel was set up for frequent turnover of kings, not because it was unstable, but because this tradition preserved the power of broad-based, decentralized leadership that reflected old tribal and local categories. One essential feature of royal legitimation in this political setting was the need to persuade all to follow. Before kings, Israelite leadership is presented as depending on “the spirit of Yahweh,” which would fill the person in question with unstoppable power (Othniel [Judg 3:10]; Gideon [Judg 6:34]; Jephthah [Judg 11:29]; Samson [Judg 13:25; 14:6-19; 15:14]) (see Judges). Both Saul and David are anointed by prophets with the expectation that Yahweh’s Spirit will come over them to demonstrate his power in them (1 Sam 10:6; 16:13). The effect of the Spirit is a sign of divine selection that will persuade the people to follow, when the king has no automatic institutional authority.


    The custom of special anointing by prophets is never joined to the language of “covenant” that comes to be associated with David and his heirs (see Davidic Covenant). David’s anointing by Samuel (1 Sam 16:1-13) has nothing to do with Yahweh’s covenant, which does not emerge until David has become king (see 2 Sam 7, which makes no reference to anointing). When two psalms recall the covenant of David’s dynasty and identify a royal “anointed one,” this language should derive not from the Israelite anointing by prophets but from Judah’s anointing at coronation (e.g., Ps 89:3, 20; 132:10-12). The entire idea of a lasting royal covenant pertains only to the dynastic legitimation that characterized the southern kingdom of Judah.


    3. Israelite and Judahite Anointing at Coronation.


    According to the Bible, King David was anointed three times. Besides his designation by the prophet Samuel, David was anointed by the collective leadership of the tribe called Judah to rule them separately after the death of Saul (2 Sam 2:4). This willingness to stand apart from the main body of Israel anticipates the later secession of Judah from Israel after Solomon. Meanwhile, Israel acknowledged a son of Saul named Ishbosheth, but his leadership was weak, and Israel was ready to accept a new royal house by the time David had proven his strength. The tribes of Israel come to David at his southern base in Hebron and declare kinship with David, and their senior leadership anoints him their king (2 Sam 5:3). In the cases of both Judah and Israel, David is anointed at the moment of coronation in a grand public event by collective leadership that agrees to support a new royal house.


    It is not clear what happened to the practice of anointing at coronation in the kingdom of Israel after David. The tribes of Israel, as distinct from Judah, are said to have anointed Absalom as their king, much as they had done with his father, David (2 Sam 19:9-10). Solomon does not receive any advance prophetic anointing, which is mentioned only for new royal houses. Instead, the public anointing of Solomon by *Zadok the priest marks his secure taking of the throne after Adonijah’s abortive attempt (1 Kings 1:39). The prophet Nathan is said to join Zadok, perhaps to lend some of the authority of the Israelite tradition (1 Kings 1:34). Solomon’s anointing anticipates what seems to become a particularly Judahite custom, as seen in the accession to the throne of the boy Joash in the ninth century BCE. The high priest Jehoiada brings out Joash, puts a crown on his head, gives him a copy of “the covenant” (hāʿēdût), evidently associated with David, and the people acclaim him by shouting, “Long live the king!” (2 Kings 11:12). This combination of rites, including the supervising priest, is much like the anointing of Solomon, also at the moment of enthronement. In the end, prophets have nothing to do with the ceremony and they need not, because selection of the king is based on dynastic succession within David’s house, not on fresh divine choice. Anointing is associated with covenant only in this restricted framework. Jehoahaz, son of Josiah, is anointed in what appears to be the same Davidic and Judahite tradition (2 Kings 23:30). We cannot tell whether the biblical stories reflect a practice integrated into every coronation. All the preserved accounts include the anointing as an indication of legitimacy, where the circumstances required affirmation of this. It seems likely that anointing at coronation was a regular event, and that the selective references reflect this literary focus.


    The language of “the anointed one,” or “messiah,” seems to have become attached to the dynasty of David in a way that transferred its ritual point of reference, at least in the biblical writings. David called Saul “the anointed of Yahweh” (1 Sam 24:6, 10; 26:9, 10, 16, 23), based on his anointing by Samuel, who speaks of “Yahweh and his anointed one” (1 Sam 12:3, 5). Especially in confrontations between David and Saul, the phrase seems to recall the notion that through the prophet, Yahweh himself has anointed the king as a sign of divine choice (cf. 1 Sam 10:1). The references to “the anointed one” in Psalms 89 and 132, however, have translated the title into a blanket legitimation for every king from David’s line (see also 2 Chron 6:42, quoting Ps 132:8-10). The anointing has then become the rite at coronation, from a strikingly different royal ideology, with an entirely different idea of how kings are chosen. After the demise of the Judahite state, with its Davidic dynasty, the idea of restoration under a future “anointed” king naturally inherited the coronation and covenant framework of the dynastic tradition. At the same time, however, this anticipated messiah became more and more removed from selection directly from an active royal house. In the end, any messiah would have to be identified by something more like the Israelite anointing by prophets, even if with eventual reference to the covenant with David.


    See also Kings and Kingship; Priests and Levites; Prophets and Prophecy.
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    ARABIA, ARABIANS


    Arabia is the large peninsula (and Arabians its peoples) between the Red Sea and Arabo-Persian Gulf on west and east, its south washed by the Arabian Sea, while northward it merges into the deserts of Jordan, Syria and also Mesopotamia along the Euphrates. Most of it is sandy desert with scattered oases; in the southwest and along to the southeast, mountainous terrain collects rainfall of the annual monsoons that courses down the watercourses (wadis), enabling good vegetation at higher levels and irrigation agriculture from prehistoric times onward lower down and along the desert margins. Major land routes ran from the ancient kingdoms in the southwest: one, northward (parallel to the Red Sea) through Midian, with one branch north to Damascus, and the other across southern Canaan to Gaza. From this long route, but nearer its southern end, a side route crossed eastward via Qaryat al-Faw to the gulf near Bahrain. Further north, from Yathrib (now Medina) via Hail, and from Tema via Dumah, two roughly parallel routes thrust northeastward to reach Mesopotamia at various points along the Euphrates, from Ur up to Hindanu (just southeast from Mari). Camel caravans from the south brought various products northward, including aromatics, gold and gems, which added to the wealth of the basically agricultural/pastoral southern kingdoms of Sheba and its neighbors.


    1. Ancient Arabia: Historical Background


    2. Ancient Arabia and the Bible (First Millennium BCE)


    1. Ancient Arabia: Historical Background.


    The vast central deserts divide ancient Arabia into eastern and western zones. In the east, along the gulf from Kuwait to Oman, arose the kingdoms of Dilmun (in east Arabia and Bahrain island) and of Magan (in much of the United Arab Emirates and Oman), the latter becoming Qade by the seventh century BCE, with an archaeology extending from the eighth millennium BCE to the sixth century CE (for a detailed account see Potts; for a wider, well-illustrated account, especially on Dilmun, see Crawford and Rice).


    In the west, oasis-based chiefdoms and kingdoms arose in the northwest oases. Assyrian and local records mention Qedar from the eighth to fifth centuries BCE; it probably covered the area east of Edom, down the Wadi Sirhan to Dumah (Dumat al-Jandal), south to Tema (Tayma), and west and north back up to Tabuk and Maan (on the south of Edom). South from Qedar, Dedan was based in the lush Wadi al-Ula, between Tabuk and Medina; local inscriptions exist from the sixth century BCE. The prehistoric archaeology runs from the eighth millennium to c. 1000 CE.
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    Figure 1. Ancient Arabia and environs


     


    After an equally long prehistory, there arose in southwest Arabia four major kingdoms (and some minor ones) during at least the tenth through the seventh centuries BCE. Preeminent was Saba (biblical Sheba), whose kings early on adopted the title mukarrib, or “paramount ruler,” marking ascendancy over all the southwest kingdoms. In the fifth century BCE, just eastward, Qataban’s kings broke away and took that title briefly, as did fleetingly the kings of Hadramaut (biblical Hazermaveth) still further east, who ruled over the incense-producing terrain in Dhofar. North of Saba, from the Madhabian princedoms, arose the merchant kingdom of Main. Main and Qataban were taken over by Saba by the second/first centuries BCE and second century CE respectively. After Saba became the realm of Himyar, it finally took over the Hadramaut kingdom c. 280 CE, lasting until outside intervention by the sixth/seventh centuries BCE. The period c. 1000 BCE to 570 CE has left some six thousand local inscriptions in the Old South Arabian alphabet and dialects (for a comprehensive bibliography see Kitchen 2000). There is a rich archaeology of towns, forts, cemeteries, art and objects of daily life (for a splendidly illustrated survey see Simpson). Major monuments include the huge end piers of the fabled Marib Dam, which served the irrigation system of the Sabean capital, Marib, for over a thousand years prior to its final fall in the sixth century CE, and the great temples Bar’an and Awwam in Marib’s south zone. Further north in Main still stands the buried city of Yathill (now Baraqish), with its encircling walls and towers still intact in places, some fifty feet high, with the temple of Naqrah excavated within, intact up to roof level.


    2. Ancient Arabia and the Bible (First Millennium BCE).


    2.1. Solomon, Sheba and Others. The text of 1 Kings 10:1-13 (cf. 2 Chron 9:1-12) narrates a queen of Sheba’s visit to *Solomon at the time when he and Hiram I of Tyre opened up exploration for gold and timber in Ophir by sea. The latter was most likely in western Arabia (centering on the great gold-bearing zone of Madhab al-Dhahab), directly athwart the incense caravan route from Sheba to the Levant. So, urgent economic issues may have engaged the two royals. The queen’s gift to Solomon of only 120 talents of gold is not out of line by ancient standards; only a couple of centuries later, Metten II of Tyre had to pay 150 talents in tribute to Assyria (see Kitchen 1997). It was not the practice for ancient Near Eastern kings to carry on diplomacy face to face; only vassals usually came in person to their overlords. Thus, despite a common assumption to the contrary, it is most likely that the queen came as the highest-level emissary from her husband, the ruling mukarrib of Saba; during the period c. 970-930 BCE, he could have been any one of three or four such rulers. Long-distance travel by rulers and their relatives in *war and peace was commonplace in antiquity (see Trade and Travel). Assyrian sources document the caravan trade explicitly from the eighth, and implicitly from the ninth, centuries BCE (Liverani); hence, it most likely existed in the tenth—and beginning from the twelfth, when the Old South Arabian alphabet was created for trade reasons, based on the Late Canaanite alphabet. Solomon’s other Arabian kings in 1 Kings 10:14 probably were the more “local” northern rulers of Qedar and Dedan (for lists of all the main rulers in early Arabia see Kitchen 1994, with updates in Kitchen 2000).


    2.2. Ancient Arabia and the Divided Monarchy. During the ninth to seventh centuries BCE, the Assyrian royal annals preserve mentions of at least eight rulers of northwest Arabia, and specifically of Qedar; from them were taken camels and other livestock, spices, gold and so on; a text of one Kabaril son of Mati-il, king of Dedan is known, probably sixth century BCE. Both kingdoms recur in the oracles of the Hebrew prophets, including mention of their caravan trade, livestock and other products and possessions: so with Isaiah (Is 21:13-17 [along with Tema oasis; and Dumah in 21:11-12]; 42:11 [settlements]; 60:7 [flocks]); later also by Jeremiah (Jer 2:10; 25:23-24; 49:8, 28); and finally by Ezekiel (Ezek 27:20-24 [as trading with Tyre]). An Assyrian document of the eighth century BCE tells of a Sabaean caravan of two hundred camels that (with their cargoes) was confiscated for not paying dues to the ruler of Hindanu on the Middle Euphrates (see Liverani). The Assyrian kings Sargon II and Sennacherib mention two Sabean rulers in 705 and 685 BCE, as Itamru and Karibil, who most likely are the Yitha’amar Bayyin I and Karibil Watar I of the Sabean monumental inscriptions; the latter was a noted warrior who led eight campaigns against neighboring peoples. The land of Buz, whence hailed Elihu, disputant with Job (Job 32:2, 6), sometimes is identified with the Bazu of cuneiform sources (disputed in Eph’al 1982, but compare how Apum becomes Upi, for a/u interchange), but its location is uncertain (near the head of the gulf?). Sheba, too, continues to appear as a trading land (cf. the preceding references to Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekiel, plus Ps 72:10, 15; Job 6:19).


    2.3. Arabia and Postexilic Judea. Alongside *Sanballat of *Samaria and Tobiah from *Ammon, there stood against *Nehemiah the shadowy figure of Geshem (or Gashmu) the Arab (Neh 2:19; 6:1-2, 6). It is highly likely that he was the father of Qaynu, son of Geshem king of Qedar, who dedicated a silver bowl in an east delta shrine in Egypt, about the mid-fifth century BCE, and quite probably he is named in a graffito in Dedan as Gashm or Jasm (for these see Porten). The objection that there were many Gashmus is invalid; none but he of the silver bowl was a ruler, as in Nehemiah 2 and 6. It appears that Qedar had extended its rule into southern *Edom and across Sinai, such that its rulers could dedicate precious objects in the Egyptian delta and exercise power in what had been southern Judah as far as Lachish (for references see Kitchen 2000, 722).


    See also Ammon, Ammonites; Aram, Damascus and Syria; Edom, Edomites; Moab, Moabites.
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    K. A. Kitchen


     



    ARAD


    Situated at the eastern edge of the Beersheba Valley (22 mi. east-northeast of Beersheba), Arad (ʿărād) sits prominently in the rolling hills of the northeastern Negev. According to Numbers 21:1-3, a *Canaanite “king of Arad” (who remains anonymous) ambushed the Israelites as they began their journey toward Transjordan. The Israelites retaliated, and the Canaanites suffered a crushing defeat (cf. Num 33:40). As first fruit of the conquest, the place was named Hormah (cf. ḥērem, “devoted to destruction”). Thus in the Numbers narrative the victory of the second generation stands in contrast to the defeat of the first generation (Num 14:44-45; Deut 1:44). In the tribal list of Joshua, Arad comes under the jurisdiction of Simeon (Josh 12:14; 15:21 [LXX]; cf. Josh 19:2-6; 1 Chron 4:28-31). However, Judges 1:16 indicates that Kenites (a tribal group related to the Midianites) also settled the “Negev of Arad.” Shishak’s campaign in Palestine (925 BCE [see 1 Kings 14:25-26]) lists “Great Arad” and “Arad of Jehoram” among the seventy settlements conquered in the Negev (Kitchen, 440). During the divided monarchy, as a gateway to *Edom and the lucrative *Arabian trade, Arad gained military, economic and religious importance in this contested region. Famous finds at the site include a temple and an archive of preexilic Hebrew letters. Questions of relevance to the OT Historical Books include whether the biblical conquest narratives can be reconciled with the archaeology of Arad, the nature of the settlement during the time of Solomon and how the Arad sanctuary fits into the chronology of the kings of Judah.


    1. Arad in the Conquest Narratives


    2. Arad during the Iron Age


    1. Arad in the Conquest Narratives.


    Excavations at Tel Arad and other sites in the eastern Negev have failed to uncover Late Bronze Age levels, which, according to biblical chronology, would correspond to the events of the conquest. Y. Aharoni, aware of the problem, looked instead to the Middle Bronze Age fortified settlements of Tel Masos (Hormah?) and Tel Malhata (Arad of Jehoram?), both of which are located in the region of Arad (Aharoni, 71-74). This view has the advantage of supplying evidence of permanent settlements in the region. However, many questions remain as to how Middle Bronze Age sites could relate to events situated in the Late Bronze Age in the biblical text. Another, more radical, solution to this problem is to dismiss the biblical story as legendary (Mazar, 329-30). No actual battle took place when the Israelites came through the region. In this perspective, the value of the account is limited to providing a literary explanation for the origins of the town Hormah/“devoted to destruction” (see Noth, 154).


    Although no solution is likely to solve all the problems involved, another look at the ecology of the region provides some helpful context. In transitional frontier zones, settlement patterns among tribal populations vary according to their shifting subsistence strategies (Labianca and Younker, 403-4). The Beersheba Valley, with long gaps in its settlement history, clearly belongs to the ecological margins (Herzog, 8). Thus the lack of permanent settlements during the Late Bronze Age may indicate a switch to pastoral nomadism among the local populations (see LaBianca and Younker, 406). This fluid setting would explain why the king of Arad (probably a tribal head [Glueck, 114]) dwelt “in the Negev” as opposed to a permanent town (Num 21:1; Judg 1:17; 1 Sam 30:29). In this context the mention of destroyed “cities” (ʿārîm [Num 21:3; cf. Josh 15:21]) perhaps alludes to encampments (Num 13:19) rather than fortified settlements.


    2. Arad During the Iron Age.


    Since the excavations of Iron Age Arad in the 1960s, the stratigraphy and the history of the fortress complex have been the subject of several reappraisals (see Herzog et al.; Mazar and Netzer; Herzog). These have resulted in significant changes in our understanding of the site during the monarchy.


    2.1. The Solomonic Enclosure. After the end of the Early Bronze Age II city, Tel Arad went into a long hiatus until the Iron Age. The first Iron Age settlers established a small enclosure on the upper mound. They apparently reused Early Bronze Age domestic houses and dug new storage pits and stone-lined granaries. Y. Aharoni, the original excavator, dated the village to the period of the Judges (Iron Age I) and identified a small paved area inside the enclosure as a Kenite shrine (Herzog et al., 2-6; cf. Judg 1:16). Following this village, a fortress with casemate walls (parallel walls with cross sections) was built. Aharoni attributed this development to the building program of *Solomon in the tenth century BCE. The destruction of the fortress was linked to Shishak’s campaign of 925 BCE (Herzog et al., 6-8).


    However, on account of the pottery assemblage (red-slipped hand-burnished ware), it is the enclosure, not the casemate fortress, that should be dated to the tenth century BCE (Singer-Avitz, 111-17). As for the alleged Kenite installation, it now has been identified as a curved wall belonging to a subsequent and unrelated phase (Herzog, 20). Thus the Solomonic southward expansion was more modest than initially thought and stands in contrast to his building projects elsewhere in the country (cf. 1 Kings 9:15-19) (see History of Israel 3: United Monarchy). The date of the end of the Solomonic enclosure is still a matter of debate, but probably it was phased out shortly after Shishak’s campaign of 925 BCE (Singer-Avitz, 114).


    2.2. The Judean Fortress. Tel Arad’s depositional history clearly reflects the vicissitudes of life on the frontier. In the course of the Iron Age II the square fortress was destroyed six times. Although it is difficult to pinpoint when the transition from village to fortress took place, the casemate structure (see 2.1 above) usually is dated to the ninth century BCE (Mazar and Netzer). Perhaps Edomite threats motivated the Judean royal administration to maintain this strong outpost (2 Chron 20; 2 Kings 8:16-24).


    After the destruction of the casemate fort (the earthquake of c. 760 BCE? [Herzog, 97]), a solid wall fortress was built (52 x 52 m). A sanctuary was erected inside the fortress (see 2.3 below), along with a new gate and an earthen glacis around the walls. With other eighth-century fortified settlements in the Beersheba Valley (see Beersheba), Arad became part of a major effort to build a strong line of defense in that contested region (Herzog, 99). Water storage inside the fort consisted of three underground plastered cisterns hewn into the bedrock. The spring was situated in the Early Bronze II city on the lower part of the tel. In peace time, inhabitants carried water into the fortress from the well. During a siege, water supplies were provided by a concealed channel that passed under the city wall.


    In the course of the eighth century BCE the fortress was destroyed on three occasions. As background to these unstable times, the biblical record mentions persistent problems with Edom, particularly during the reigns of Amaziah (c. 796-767 BCE [2 Chron 25:5-13]) and Ahaz (c. 735-716 BCE [2 Kings 16:6]). Sennacherib’s campaign of 701 BCE probably claimed Arad as well. Rapidly rebuilt in the seventh century BCE, but now without a temple (see 2.3 below), the fortress continued its role as trade and distribution center. Arad’s final demise came as a result of the Babylonian conquest in 586 BCE. The Arad inscriptions open the possibility that it was perhaps the Edomites who took advantage of the Babylonian crisis and destroyed the fortress (Herzog et al., 29; cf. Obad 10-14).


    2.3. The Sanctuary. Tel Arad’s outstanding and unique contribution comes in the form of a Yahwistic temple excavated in the northwestern quadrant of the fort. Erected when the first solid-wall fortress was built, the temple’s lifespan is connected to two consecutive stratigraphic phases. This view stands in contrast to Y. Aharoni’s initial idea that the Arad temple lasted throughout the Judean monarchy (cf. Herzog). Significant features include a tripartite layout with a rectangular courtyard, a central hall (“the holy place”) and a square cultic niche, “the holy of holies” (1.2 m x 1.2. m). In contrast to the Solomonic North Syrian long-room plan, the Arad temple was quite small and followed a local broad-room layout. The main altar (2.2 m x 2.4 m) was located in the courtyard. In its second phase, the altar was constructed with unhewn stones (cf. Ex 27:1). Excavators discovered several artifacts related to the cult, among which were an incense burner, priestly vessels and a stela (maṣṣēbâ, “standing-stone” [cf. Ex 24:4]) inside the holy of holies. Epigraphic data also suggest that Arad’s temple officials were related to Jerusalem priestly families (Herzog et al., 32).


    Pottery analysis seems to favor an eighth-century context for both phases of the temple (Singer-Avitz, 159-76). In this general historical context the identity of the Judean king(s) responsible for the two consecutive sanctuaries cannot be established with certainty. Possibilities include Amaziah (796-767 BCE), Uzziah (792-740 BCE), Jotham (750-732 BCE) and Ahaz (735-716 BCE). Perhaps the kingdom of Judah felt the need to establish a counterpart to its border temple in Jerusalem on its southern border (also perhaps at Beersheba). In this respect, Judah might have emulated Israel’s practice of setting up centers of worship at both ends of its territory (cf. 1 Kings 12) (see Dan).


    After two building phases, evidence points to an intentional cancellation of the temple. The stratigraphic layer in which the second phase of the temple was found ended in destruction. The temple itself, however, did not show signs of destruction. Instead, it was deliberately hidden (with the hope of future use?). Two incense altars at the entrance of the holy of holies were laid on their sides and covered with a protective earth layer. Also in the cultic niche the standing-stone was found on the floor, lying on its flat side. To complete the process, after the dismantling of the top of the walls, both the hall and the niche also were covered with a protective layer of earth (Herzog, 39-40).


    The cessation of the temple has been interpreted in light of the religious reforms of *Hezekiah (c. 714 BCE [2 Kings 18]). In his effort to eradicate competing cult structures, Hezekiah ordered the termination of religious rituals at Arad, along with the dismantling of a horned altar at nearby Beersheba (cf. 2 Chron 31:1). Whether this scenario is correct or not cannot be established with certainty. Ultimately, Arad’s real contribution may lie in its telling picture of Judah’s wayward commitment to orthodox worship (cf. the book of Amos).


    See also History of Israel 1: Settlement Period.
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    ARAD OSTRACA. See Hebrew Inscriptions.


     



    ARAM, DAMASCUS AND SYRIA


    “Aram” designates a territory or city-state ruled by an Aramaean king or kings in Syria, Lebanon and upper Mesopotamia. It often was joined to another name in compound, such as “Aram-naharayim,” whence came the oppressor of Israel Cushan-Rishathayim and later Aramaean auxiliaries who fought against Israel, and Aram-Zobah, the most powerful Aramaean city-state during the time of King *David. Damascus was the most prominent Aramaean city-state in the ninth and eighth centuries BCE, the full name of which was “Aram-Damascus.” The translators of the Old Greek version of the OT rendered Hebrew Aram as “Syria” and Hebrew Aramaean as “Syrian,” reflecting a contemporary Greek designation for the area. This essay focuses on the Aramaean kingdoms of Lebanon and Syria during the Iron Age.


    1. Meaning of the Words Aram, Damascus and Syria


    2. Aram, Damascus and Syria in the Bible


    3. Aram, Damascus and Syria in Extrabiblical Literary Sources


    4. Archaeology


    5. Economy


    6. Religion


    7. Script and Language


    1. Meaning of the Words Aram, Damascus and Syria.


    1.1. Aram. There is no consensus on the meaning of the noun Aram (ʾărām). Some have suggested an etymology on the basis of the root r-w-m, “to be high,” explicating the form as “highland.” Lipiński (2000, 51-54) explains the form as a broken plural, the existence of which is dubious in *Aramaic (one could argue that internal plurals are attested at Sikan [see Kaufman, 148-49]), from the noun raym, “wild bull, buffalo,” and believes the term describes the people as “wild bulls.”


    1.2. Damascus. Inasmuch as no convincing Semitic etymology has been offered for “Damascus,” the name is probably non-Semitic in origin (Pitard 1987, 7-10).


    Three spellings of Damascus appear in the Hebrew Bible: dammeśeq (Gen, 2 Sam, 1 Kings, 2 Kings, Is, Jer, Ezek, Amos, Zech, Song), darmeśeq (only in Chronicles: 1 Chron 18:5, 6; 2 Chron 16:2; 24:23; 28:5, 23), dummeśeq (only 2 Kings 16:10).


    1.3. Syria. The word Syria comes from Greek. Probably, the Greeks took the term from *Assyria itself as defined by the boundaries of the neo-Assyrian Empire, which included Syria and northern Mesopotamia. The normal form for “Assyria” in Neo-Assyrian was Assūr, but the shorter form Sūr [Neo-Assyrian regularly dropped unstressed vowels at the beginning of words] also was used. By the seventh century BCE Aram had become part of Assyria, and Assyrians spoke and wrote Aramaic. At the time of the translation of the Old Greek version of the OT the Seleucids ruled Syria and northern Mesopotamia, roughly the territory of the northern and western parts of the Neo-Assyrian Empire. The use of Syria for “Aram” may have entered Greek via Demotic as early as the Persian period (Steiner, 82 n. 15).


    2. Aram, Damascus and Syria in the Bible.


    The Bible sheds light on the origins of the Aramaeans of Damascus, on the territories of various Aramaean states, on the histories of these states and on individual Aramaeans, especially Damascenes.


    2.1. Origins. With the collapse of the Hittite Empire, Aramaeans took control of much of Lebanon and Syria beginning sometime around 1200 BCE The place of their origin is unknown. What is clear, however, is that their entrance into Syria and Lebanon came from the upper and middle Euphrates.


    The prophet Amos announced that God would reverse the history of the Aramaeans of Damascus by sending them back to Kir (Qîr), whence they emigrated (Amos 1:5; 9:7). Tiglath-pileser III, the king of Assyria, carried this out (2 Kings 16:9). The location of Kir is unknown, although Lipiński (2000, 40-45) makes a good case for its being located in the middle Euphrates area.


    2.2. Territory. The OT Historical Books mention several Aramaean states, the two most prominent of which, Aram-Zobah and Aram-Damascus, will be presented here in chronological order, followed by the others in alphabetical order.


    2.2.1. Aram-Zobah = Zobah. Aram-Zobah (ʾăram ṣôbāʾ and ʾărām ṣôbāh) or Zobah (ṣôbāh) was located in the central part of the Lebanon Valley (the modern Beqa Valley) lying between the Lebanon and Anti-Lebanon mountain ranges, although its exact location is not known (Lipiński 2000, 319-20). Since it had the Hittite city of Hamath as an adversary (2 Sam 8:9-10; 1 Chron 18:9-10), it certainly was located south of Lebo-Hamath, which is located on the southernmost part of the Orontes River. The locations of the two cities belonging to Zobah that David plundered are unknown (called bĕṭaḥ and bērotay in 2 Sam 8:8, but ṭibḥat and kûn in 1 Chron 18:8), but probably they were on the Litanni River in the central part of the Lebanon Valley (Lipiński 2000, 322-26). Lipiński (2000, 333-34) believes that Zobah and Beth-Rehob are one and the same place, arguing that “Rehob” was the name of a tribal chieftain from Zobah and that his dynasty was called Beth-Rehob, “the house of Rehob,” and that the terms were made into two place names by a process of textual conflation.


    2.2.2. Aram-Damascus = Damascus. The Abana or Amana River (2 Kings 5:12: Kethib ʾăbānâ, Qere ʾămānâ [the modern Barada River]) and the Pharpar River (2 Kings 5:12: parpar [probably the modern Awaj River, south of Damascus) made Damascus a fertile oasis on the edge of the Syrian Desert, just east of the Anti-Lebanon mountain range. The extent of the kingdom of Aram-Damascus is uncertain, but the Anti-Lebanon Mountains may have limited it on its west; certainly the Lebanon Mountains did. Northward, it probably extended to the oasis of Tadmor, on the trade route to Mesopotamia. Its dominion extended southward toward the northern kingdom of Israel at the time of the divided monarchy. Because of its location, Damascus served as a hub for trade routes leading north-south and east-west.


    2.2.3. Aram-naharayim. Aram-naharayim (Heb ʾăram nahărayim [Judg 3:8]) means “Aram of the Two Rivers”—that is, the Euphrates and probably the Habur, in northern Mesopotamia. Traditionally, the two rivers have been identified with the Tigris and the Euphrates. By contrast, Lipiński (2000, 252) proposes that Naharayim means “river-land,” not “two rivers,” arguing (Lipiński 1997, 228 §29.54) that the afformative-ayim is an archaic locative morpheme rather than a dual morpheme. According to Lipiński(1997, 573 §67.16), “Aram of the River-land” refers to the region of the middle Euphrates.


    Aram-naharayim was also called “Aram which is across the (Euphrates) river” (ʾărām ʾăšer mēʿēber hannāhār [2 Sam 10:16]). On the basis of later Assyrian terminology, Lipiński (2000, 374) suggests that the term “beyond the river” (ʿēber hannāhār) refers only to lands west of the Euphrates and thus that the text of 2 Samuel 10 describes a war waged by Hadadezer of Damascus against Israel during the reign of Omri, not one waged by Hadadezer of Zobah against Israel during the reign of David. However, elsewhere in the Historical Books “beyond” (ʿēber) refers to that opposite the standpoint of the speaker/narrator and can refer to lands east of the Euphrates. For example, the Lord says that he took Abraham “from beyond the river” (mēʿēber hannāhār [Josh 24:3]), a clear reference to lands east of the Euphrates (Josh 24:2; cf. 1 Kings 14:15). In describing the extent of the rule of *Solomon, the narrator uses “beyond the river” (ʿēber hannāhār [1 Kings 4:24 = 5:4 MT]) to refer to lands west of the Euphrates.


    Outside the Historical Books this area was also called Paddan-Aram (paddan ʾărām [Gen 25:20]) or “the field of Aram” (śĕdēh ʾărām [Hos 12:12]).


    2.2.4. Beth-Rehob = Rehob. Beth-Rehob or Rehob was situated in the southern Beqa Valley, north of Laish (*Dan). Under the rule of Hada-dezer it was united with its northern neighbor Zobah. The NRSV emends the MT ʾādām, “ man,” to ʾărām, “Aram,” in Judges 18:7, 28, making the term Aram refer to the Aramaean kingdom of Beth Rehob. According to Numbers 13:21, Rehob marked the northern limits of *Canaan, being situated near Lebo-hamath. Lipiński (2000, 234) believes that “Rehob” was not a place name but rather a dynastic name.


    2.2.5. Geshur. Geshur was located in the Golan Heights south of Maacah.


    2.2.6. Maacah = Aram-Maacah. Maacah was a small Aramaean city-state located in the Golan Heights (Josh 12:5; 13:11), south of Mount Hermon, north of Geshur, west of the Bashan.


    2.2.7. Tob. Tob was a small Aramaean city-state located in the north of the Transjordan, apparently east of Gilead (Judg 11:3, 5).


    2.3. History of Aramaean Kingdoms. The presentation of the history here corresponds to the sequence of the presentation of the territory: Aram-Zobah, Aram-Damascus, Aram-naharayim, Beth-Rehob, Geshur, Maacah, Tob.


    2.3.1. Aram-Zobah = Zobah. Prominent among the Aramaean city-states in the eleventh and tenth centuries BCE was Aram-Zobah, listed among the enemies of Saul (1 Sam 14:47). King Hadadezer brought Aram-Zobah to the pinnacle of its power, subjugating many vassal states even to the east of the Euphrates (2 Sam 10:16) and strong enough to wage war with the Hittite city-state of Hamath over a long period of time (2 Sam 8:10). King David eventually defeated him in battle (2 Sam 8:3).


    The Historical Books do not present the material about Zobah in chronological order, but rather subordinate the presentation to their telling the story of David; that is, 2 Samuel 8:3-8/1 Chronicles 18:3-8 and 2 Samuel 10/1 Chronicles 19 do not appear in chronological order, but rather are included as they shed light on King David. The story contained in 2 Samuel 8:3-8/1 Chronicles 18:3-8 belongs to a summary of David’s victories over Israel’s enemies, which demonstrate the Lord’s blessing on David as king. The material in 2 Samuel 10/1 Chronicles 19 provides background to the story of Bathsheba and Uriah, part of the court history of David.


    Zobah’s conflict with Israel can be divided into three episodes: military conflict in the wake of the Ammonite war, the battle of Helam and the battle near Hamath.


    The Ammonites brought the Aramaeans of Zobah and Beth-Rehob, probably united under Hadadezer, into their conflict with David. The Bible says that the Ammonites “hired” them (2 Sam 10:6). While hire could refer to the hiring of mercenaries, it may refer to the payment of a vassal to his overlord for protection. In other words, it may be that Hadadezer was in fact the overlord of his vassal Ammon and welcomed the opportunity to put upstart Israel in its place (Pitard 1987, 92). As David’s general Joab marched against Ammon, he encountered an Aramaean army as well as an Ammonite army (2 Sam 10:8). Joab routed the Aramaeans (2 Sam 10:13), while his brother Abishai forced the Ammonites to retreat to their city.


    Hadadezer regrouped his forces at Helam under the command of Shobach (= Shophach), adding soldiers from his vassal states beyond the Euphrates (2 Sam 10:16). David engaged them in battle, defeating them and killing Shobach. Minor Aramaean kings, who had been subject to Hadadezer, now made peace with Israel (2 Sam 10:19).


    Hadadezer apparently still held on to Zobah. On an expedition to the Euphrates, near Hamath (1 Chron 18:3), David struck down Hadadezer, taking many cavalry and infantry captive, hamstringing most of the chariot horses, and carrying away gold and bronze. At this time the Aramaeans of Damascus came as an auxiliary force to Hadadezer’s aid, only to be defeated too (2 Sam 8:5-6). In celebration, the neo-Hittite king of Hamath presented David with many gifts.


    Others consider the episode in 2 Samuel 10 to be a retelling of that in 2 Samuel 8, but the details differ considerably.


    2.3.2. Aram-Damascus = Damascus. Damascus provided soldiers to help Aram-Zobah against Israel. Whether Damascus was a vassal state of Zobah or an ally at that time remains unclear. However, it did not gain dominance among the Aramaean kingdoms until the mid-ninth century BCE, after the death of Solomon.


    King David took control of Damascus after he defeated Zobah. In the days of King Solomon, Rezon son of Eliada wrested Damascus from the control of Israel and founded the kingdom of Aram-Damascus (1 Kings 11:23-25). This must have occurred toward the end of Solomon’s reign because he apparently controlled central Syria up to Tadmor in his twentieth year (2 Chron 8:4). Aram-Damascus would remain a powerful kingdom throughout the ninth and eighth centuries BCE.


    Hazyan (Heb Hezion) and Tabramman (Heb Tabrimmon) followed Rezon as kings of Damascus.


    Bar-Hadad I (Heb Ben-Hadad), after receiving a large sum from Asa of Judah, broke his treaty with Baasha of Israel and captured some northern Israelite towns (1 Kings 15:16-20).


    Assyrian annals record that Hadadezer (Assyrian Adad-idri) of Damascus led a twelve-state coalition, which included Ahab of Israel, against Shalmaneser III at Qarqar in 853 BCE. This Hadadezer is never mentioned in the Bible, though Lipiński (2000, 337-38, 374-75) thinks differently. Shalmaneser led three subsequent campaigns against Hadadezer in 849, 848 and 845 BCE.


    The identity of the Bar-Hadad of 1 Kings 20 and 22 remains a matter of debate. Some believe that he was the grandson or son of Bar-Hadad I and so label him Bar-Hadad II. Others claim that “Bar-Hadad” served as a throne name for the Hadadezer of the Assyrian annals. Still others maintain that the author of 1 Kings uses this reference anachronistically, identifying the Israelite king incorrectly as Ahab of the house of Omri. Instead, in this view, the Israelite king should have been from the *Jehu dynasty, of a later period, probably Joash (798-782/781 BCE) or possibly his father, Joahaz (814/813-798 BCE) (Pitard 1987, 118-25; Lipiński 2000, 397).


    At the death of Bar-Hadad II, Hazael usurped the throne of Damascus about 843 BCE. Joram (= Jehoram) son of Ahaz, king of Israel (852-841 BCE), in confederation with Ahaziah son of Jehoram, king of Judah (841 BCE), waged war against Hazael at Ramoth-Gilead. Joram was wounded (2 Kings 8:28-29; 2 Chron 22:5). The Tel Dan stela apparently recounts this victory of Hazael over “the king of Israel” and “the king of the house of David”—that is, Judah (Lipiński 2000, 378). Upon ascending the throne in Israel in 841 BCE, Jehu (Yamada, 192) brought tribute to Shalmaneser III, who then moved against Hazael. Hazael was forced to defend himself against the Assyrian king and to retreat from northern Israel.


    Bar-Hadad III (others: Bar-Hadad II) ruled Damascus after the death of his father, Hazael. He ceded territory to Jehoash (798-782/781 BCE) of Israel (2 Kings 13:25), had Zakkur of Hamath and Luash as an enemy, and was attacked by the Assyrian king Adad-nirari III (810-783 BCE), to whom he paid tribute, if Marʾî (“my lord”) of the Assyrian inscriptions refers to him.


    A certain Ḥadyān, known only from Assyrian sources, followed Bar-Hadad III. During his reign Damascus was subject to Jeroboam II (782/781-753 BCE; co-regent from 793/792 BCE) of Israel.


    In the days of the prophet *Isaiah, King Rezin of Aram-Damascus and King Pekah son of Remaliah of Israel (740/739-732/731 BCE) attempted to coerce King Ahaz of Judah (732/731-716/715 BCE; co-regent from 744/743 BCE; senior partner from 735 BCE) into an anti-Assyrian alliance (2 Kings 16:5), even trying to replace him with their puppet Ben Tabeal (son of a “good for nothing,” a deformation from “Tabeel,” “God is good” [HALOT, 367]) (Isa 7:6). Tiglath-Pileser III of Assyria (744-727 BCE) crushed Aram-Damascus in his campaigns of 733 and 732 BCE, breaking the kingdom up into a number of Assyrian provinces.


    Damascus existed as a city before its domination by the Aramaeans (cf. Gen 14:15; 15:2).


    2.3.3. Aram-naharayim. Cushan-rishathayim from Aram-naharayim oppressed Israel in the days of the *judges (Judg 3:8). In the days of King David Aramaeans from Aram-naharayim came to fight with Aram-Zobah against Israel (1 Chron 19:6; cf. heading to Ps 60).


    According to the Bible, kinfolk of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob lived in Aram-naharayim, whence came the wives of Isaac and Jacob. The sons of Jacob, except for Benjamin, were born there. The profiteering prophet Balaam came from Pethor in Aram-naharayim (Deut 23:5).


    2.3.4. Beth-Rehob = Rehob. United with Zobah under the rule of Hadadezer, Beth-Rehob provided auxiliaries to aid the *Ammonites in their war against King David (Judg 18:28; 2 Sam 10:6).


    2.3.5. Geshur. Geshur seems to have been a non-Aramaean city (contra HALOT, 205), probably Hurrian to judge by the royal name “Talmai” (HALOT, 1740), the father-in-law of David and grandfather of Absalom through his daughter Maacah (2 Sam 3:3; 13:37; 1 Chron 3:2). However, it was closely allied with the Aramaean city-state of Maacah (Josh 13:13; 1 Chron 2:23) and in fact may have been annexed by an Aramaean state, as it is called “Geshur in Aram” (2 Sam 15:8).


    2.3.6. Maacah = Aram-Maacah. The Aramaean city-state of Maacah or Aram-Maacah, as the Chronicler calls it, provided auxiliaries for the Ammonites in their war against David (2 Sam 10:6; 1 Chron 19:6).


    2.3.7. Tob. Jephthah fled to Tob to escape his brothers who lived in Gilead (Judg 11:3, 5). Men of Tob and Maacah, along with Aramaeans from Beth-Rehob and Zobah, served as auxiliaries for the Ammonites in their war against King David (2 Sam 10:6, 8).


    2.4. Individuals. The Historical Books mention several Aramaeans and Damascenes (listed in alphabetical order here).


    2.4.1. Ben-Hadad. The Historical Books mention two or three kings having the name Ben-Hadad, which is the equivalent of Bar-Hadad in Aramaic. Aramaic Bar-Hadad means “the son of (the god) Hadad,” the chief deity in the Aramaean pantheon.


    2.4.1.1. Bar-Hadad I. Bar-Hadad I was the son of Tabrimmon and king of Damascus (1 Kings 15:18), who ruled at the time of Asa of Judah (911/910-870/869 BCE) and Baasha of Israel (909/908-886/885 BCE). Asa sent tribute to Bar-Hadad to break his treaty with Baasha and pressure Baasha to ease up on Judah (1 Kings 15:16-22/2 Chron 16:1-6). Some believe that Bar-Hadad I had a reign of close to fifty years, being the king who engaged Ahab of Israel in 1 Kings 20 and 22.


    2.4.1.2. Bar-Hadad II (?). The identity of the Bar-Hadad of 1 Kings 20 and 22 is enigmatic. He could be a son or grandson of Bar-Hadad I and so is referred to as Bar-Hadad II instead of being the same person as Bar-Hadad I. Alternatively, “Bar-Hadad” could be the throne name for Hadadezer of Damascus, known from Assyrian sources.


    This Bar-Hadad was the king of Damascus who attacked King Ahab of Israel (874/873-853 BCE) at his capital of *Samaria with a coalition of thirty-two kings. He was fond of drinking (1 Kings 20 [contrast the wisdom taught to King Lemuel by his mother in Prov 31:4-5]) and rode a horse. A year later he made a treaty with Ahab after another defeat.


    At a time of critical illness the prophet *Elisha went to visit him (2 Kings 6:24; 8:7, 9). Hazael was his servant, who would usurp the throne of Damascus.


    2.4.1.3. Bar-Hadad III. Bar-Hadad III was the son of the usurper Hazael (2 Kings 13:25; cf. Amos 1:4), who took towns from Jehoahaz of Israel (814/813-798 BCE). Jehoash of Israel (798-782/781 BCE), son of Jehoahaz, defeated Bar-Hadad three times and so recovered the towns for the northern kingdom Israel (2 Kings 13:25). Scholars who do not accept the existence of Bar-Hadad II as described here (see 2.4.1.2 above) identify this Bar-Hadad as Bar-Hadad II.


    2.4.2. Cushan-rishathayim. Cushan-rishathayim (kûšan rišʿātayim, “Cushan of double wickedness”), a pun that deliberately disfigures the name of a king of Aram-naharayim, was the first oppressor of Israel mentioned in the book of Judges (Judg 3:8).


    2.4.3. Eliada. Eliada (ʾelyādāʿ, “God knows”) was the father of Rezon (1 Kings 11:23).


    2.4.4. Hadadezer.


    2.4.4.1. Hadadezer of Zobah. Hadadezer (Heb hădadʿezer, retroverted to Aramaic as hadad-ʿidr, “[the god] Hadad is help”) was the king of the united Aramaean kingdom of Zobah and Beth-Rehob, whom David defeated (2 Sam 8:5-6). His epithet “son of Rehob” may refer to his place of origin and so be rendered “Rehobite,” rather than refer to his father.


    2.4.4.2. Hadadezer of Damascus. The Assyrian annals of Shalmaneser III mention Hadadezer of Damascus as the adversary of the Assyrian king. According to the annals, he was a contemporary of Ahab of Israel. This Hadadezer does not appear in the Bible, at least under this name. Some think that “Bar-Hadad II” is the throne name of this Hadadezer.


    2.4.5. Hazael. Hazael (ḥăzāʾēl, “God has seen,” explicated as “God has looked [at the misery]” in HALOT, 300) was a usurper who brought Damascus to its zenith politically.


    2.4.6. Hezion. Hezion (MT ḥezyôn, a short form from the Aramaic root ḥzy, “to see,” probably to be retroverted as ḥazyān in Aramaic) was the father of Tabrimmon and grandfather of Ben-Hadad I (1 Kings 15:18). He probably was a king of Damascus. Pitard (1987, 104-7) properly rejects the Arabic etymology “lop-eared” (HALOT, 302) and the theory that Hezion is equivalent to Rezon. Ḥazyān appears to be a hypocorism of the type ḥzy + divine name.


    2.4.7. Naaman. Naaman (naʿămān, “delightful”) was an Aramaean general, who in the days of the prophet Elisha came from Aram-Damascus to Israel for healing (2 Kings 5:20).


    2.4.8. Rehob. Rehob (rĕhôb) was the father of Hadadezer, unless the epithet “son of Rehob” (2 Sam 8:3) refers to the land of Hadadezer’s origin rather than to his father. In the latter case, Rehob would refer to the city Beth-Rehob in the southern Beqa Valley.


    2.4.9. Rezon. Rezon (Heb rĕzôn), son of Eliada and servant of King Hadadezer of Zobah, seized Damascus after the demise of his master Hadadezer (1 Kings 11:23-24). There is no compelling reason to equate Rezon and Hezion as has been done in the past (Pitard 1987, 100-104).


    2.4.10. Rezin. Rezin (Heb rĕṣîn, probably to be retroverted as raʿyān in Aramaic, from the Semitic root rʿy, meaning “pleasure, delight”) was the king of Damascus, who pressed Judah to join its anti-Assyrian coalition in the days of Isaiah the prophet.


    The king of Assyria, Tiglath-Pileser III (744-727 BCE), killed Rezin for his insurrection (2 Kings 16:9).


    2.4.11. Shobach = Shophach. Shobach (šôbak 2 Sam 10:16, 18) = Shophach (šôpak, 1 Chron 19:16, 18) commanded the army of King Hadadezer of Aram-Zobah and was killed at the battle of Helam against Israel. The beth/pe interchange is insignificant, being merely phonological.


    2.4.12. Tabrimmon. Tabrimmon (MT ṭabrimmôn, to be retroverted in Aramaic as ṭābrammān, “Ramman [‘the thunderer’ = the god Hadad] is good”) was the father of Ben-Hadad and son of Hezion (1 Kings 15:18). In all likelihood he was king of Damascus before his son.


    3. Aram, Damascus and Syria in Extrabiblical Literary Sources.


    3.1. Old Aramaic Sources.


    3.1.1. From Syria. Aramaic commemorative stelae and inscriptions recording international treaties have been found in Syria, some referring to Aramaean kingdoms found in the Historical Books, and others to Aramaean kingdoms not found in the Historical Books.


    3.1.1.1. Sefire. Three texts found at modern Sefire pertain to treaties made by the ancient Aramaean kingdom of Arpad, located in northern Syria. Arpad was better known as Bet Gush or Bet Agush (Lipiński 2000, 199). Stela I contains the geographical terms “Aram all of it” or “all Aram” (ʾrm klh [I.A.5]) and “all the upper part of Aram and its lower part,” commonly rendered “all upper and lower Aram” (kl ʿly ʾrm wtḥth [I.A.6]). Aram in this context probably refers to Arpad, not to Damascus.


    3.1.1.2. The Melqart Stela. A certain Bar-Hadad, “king of Aram,” offered this stela to the god Melqart, the patron deity of the *Phoenician city of Tyre and apparently of this king. Based on the script, scholars date the inscription to late ninth or early eighth century BCE. The Bar-Hadad in this stela apparently refers to a king of Arpad, not to a king of Damascus.


    3.1.1.3. Zakkur Memorial Stela. In his memorial stela set up before the weather god Elwer in Apish, Zakkur, king of Hamath and Luʿash, mentions “Bar-Hadad, son of Hazael, king of Aram,” who organized a coalition against him. The mention of Bar-Hadad, son of Hazael, places the inscription firmly into the early eighth century BCE. The use of Aram to refer to Aram-Damascus is the same use as in the books of 1 and 2 Kings, where Aram always refers to the Aramaean kingdom of Damascus. Largely on the basis of this inscription, Lipiński (2000, 254) posits an Aramaean kingdom of Hammath from about 807 BCE.


    Zakkur also mentions another Aramaean king by name: Bar-Gush. Gush or Agush had founded the Aramaean dynasty Bet Agush based at Arpad and had fought against the Assyrian king Ashurbanipal about 877 BCE.


    3.1.1.4. Hamath Bricks. Danish archaeologists unearthed bricks inscribed with Semitic personal names, presumably from the ninth or eighth century BCE. Some interpret the form ṣbh, appearing on a number of bricks, as the geographic term “Zobah.”


    3.1.1.5. Nerab Funerary Texts. An early seventh-century BCE funerary relief of a priest named Šʾgbr, vocalized as Seʾgabbar on the basis of Assyrian Sēʾgabbāri (Parpola, 149, text no. 189), meaning “Sehr (Sin) is a warrior,” found at Nerab southeast of Aleppo, honors the god Sehr, the Aramaic equivalent of the Assyrian deity Sin. The relief depicts the priest Seʾgabbar sitting and offering a libation to Sehr before an altar. In addition to Sehr, this relief mentions two other deities: Nikkal (= Assyrian Ningal, the consort of Sin) and Nusk.


    The other funerary relief found at Nerab depicts Sin-zer-ibni (šnzrbn, “Sin has created a seed”), priest of Sehr (šhr = Sin) at Nerab, lifting his hands in prayer. The inscription mentions the deity Shamash (the sun god) in addition to Sehr, Nikkal and Nusk.


    3.1.2. From Israel.


    3.1.2.1. Tel Dan Stela. This stela commemorates the victory that the god Hadad gave the Aramaean king, probably Hazael, over “the king of Israel” and “the house of David,” a reference to the southern kingdom of Judah. The king states that Hadad had made him king and had given him booty in war. Apparently, it is a memorial stela in which the king is remembered before the god. Lacunae make the exact historical reference a matter of debate, with “[Jeho]ram son of [Ahab] king of Israel” and “[Ahaza]yah” (of Judah) being the most appealing restorations.


    3.1.3. From Jordan.


    3.1.3.1. Deir Alla Plaster Text. At modern Deir Alla (biblical Sukkoth) an inscription on wall plaster recounts a vision of “Balaam, son of Beor,” known from Numbers 22—24. The plaster is broken in pieces, and different reconstructions have been offered. The inscription demonstrates that a legendary figure Balaam was known in literature of the eighth and seventh centuries BCE, the probable time of the text. It seems probable that the legendary Balaam of Deir Alla lived centuries before the use of his name here.


    3.1.4. From Turkey.


    3.1.4.1. Samʾal. Two dynasties, one Aramaean and the other Neo-Hittite, can be identified as rulers of Sam’al (“North”; modern Zincirli). Kilamuwa, who received an Anatolian name from his father, Hayya, in deference to the largely Neo-Hittite population, descended from the Aramaean dynasty of Gabbar but wrote in Phoenician.


    The Neo-Hittite dynasty of Qrl, on the other hand, produced two inscriptions in a highly idiosyncratic form of Aramaic and one in Standard Old Syrian. Panamu I not only wrote in Aramaic, but also gave his son the Aramaic name Barsur (brṣr, “son of the rock”), testifying to the importance of Aramaeans in his realm. Barrakkab erected a monument to his father, Panamu II, in the guise of a votive gift to the god Hadad. In a relief depicting Barrakkab in Assyrian dress, the scribe, on behalf of Barrakkab, writes in Standard Old Syrian. Barrakkab calls himself “the servant of Tiglathpileser [III].”


    The alternative name of Samʾal, Yʾdy, may be a Semitic tribal name, as no known Anatolian language can explain its meaning (Lipiński 2000, 235).


    3.1.5. From Upper Mesopotamia.


    3.1.5.1. Sikan Statue. A bilingual inscription (Aramaic and Neo-Assyrian) was found on a statue of the Assyrian vassal Had-yithʿi (spelled in Aramaic hdysʿy, “Had[ad] is my salvation”; Assyrian adad-idʾ ī), “king” (Aramaic mlk; Assyrian šakin, “governor”) of Guzan (biblical Gozan, modern Tell Halaf), Sikan (Tell Fekheriye) and Azran (unknown location), on the upper Habur River, set up before the god Hadad of Sikan. Had-yithʿi was the son of Sas-nuri (“Sas [= Shamash] is my light”; Assyrian sassu-nūrī), who was the eponym of the year 866 BCE (Millard, 105), which indicates a date in the mid-ninth century BCE for the inscription.


    3.2. Assyrian Sources.


    3.2.1. Middle-Assyrian Sources. Inscriptions of the Middle Assyrian rulers Tiglath-pileser I (1114-1076 BCE) and Ashur-bel-kala (1073-1056 BCE) refer to “the Aramaeans” encountered along the middle Euphrates and west of the Euphrates as the arch enemies of Assyria (see Grayson 1991, 43, A.0.87.4, lines 34-36, 101-3, A.0.89.7).


    3.2.2. Neo-Assyrian Sources. Annals of Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 BCE), Shalmaneser III (859-824 BCE) and Adad-nirari III (811-783 BCE) record campaigns into the Aramaean territories west of the Euphrates reaching even to the Mediterranean Sea (see Grayson 1991; 1996; Yamada). These rulers established and maintained an Assyrian corridor via the Aramaean kingdom of Arpad to the Mediterranean. In 856 BCE Shalmaneser III captured the Aramaean kingdom of Bit-Adini (= Heb be<t ʿeden [Amos 1:5]), the capital of which was Til-Barsip on the Euphrates, and made it a province of Assyria (Grayson 1996, 35). The Aramaean kingdom of Damascus checked the Assyrian expansion westward in the eighth century BCE until the ascendancy of Tiglath-pileser III.


    After merging Assyria and *Babylonia, Tiglath-pileser III (744-727 BCE), whose Babylonian throne name was “Pul” (2 Kings 15:19), subjugated Syria, beginning with the annexation of Arpad, followed by the conquest of the north Syrian states of Unqi, Hadrach and Simirra. At the end of the campaigns of 734-732 BCE Assyria subjugated Damascus and made it an Assyrian province. His annals refer to Aram-Damascus by its dynastic name, bit hazaʾili, “the house of Hazael,” and Israel by the dynastic name bit humria, “the house of Omri.”


    By the time of Sargon II (722-705 BCE) Assyria had thoroughly integrated the western Syrian states of Damascus, Hamath and Zobah, as is attested by correspondence of their Assyrian governors (Parpola, 133-43).


    4. Archaeology.


    No large-scale excavations of Damascus have yet been carried out (Lipiński 2000, 348). Zobah remains unexcavated, as its location is unknown. In short, much archaeological work remains to be done in Syria and Lebanon. Of course, all the inscriptions are archaeological finds, some of which had been reused as building materials of later periods (e.g., the Melqart stela).


    5. Economy.


    In the north Syrian kingdom of Samʾal in the eighth century BCE the economy was based on agriculture, including grains (wheat and barley), vineyards, cattle and sheep (see Sam’al inscriptions).


    The area of Damascus is suitable for agriculture. Its location brought caravans through it, which provided income to the Damascenes.


    6. Religion.


    The Aramaeans were polytheists, while holding to belief in personal deities, dynastic deities and deities that patronized certain cities.


    The patron deity of the city of Damascus and the head of the Aramaean pantheon was Hadad, the storm god, also called by the epithet rammān, “the thunderer.” Hadad Ramman had a temple in Damascus (2 Kings 5:18). The Hebrew Bible vocalizes the epithet rammān incorrectly as rimmôn (“pomegranate” [2 Kings 5:18; Zech 12:11]). Whether or not this was deliberate on the part of the Masoretes is a moot point. As the storm god, Hadad brought fertility and prosperity to the land (cf. Sikan stela). The Aramaean kings believed that Hadad had installed them in their position as king and that he gave them victory in war. Some kings were called “Bar-Hadad” (Heb “Ben-Hadad”), “son of Hadad” (see 2.4.1 above).


    As exemplified by Naaman, worship of Hadad involved prostration and prayer (2 Kings 5:18; cf. Sikan stela). Later, King Ahaz had the priest Uriah copy the altar found at Damascus, probably in the temple of Hadad, and build a model of it in the temple in Jerusalem. Ahaz used that altar to offer a burnt offering with its grain and drink offerings and to sprinkle blood from his peace offering on it, which probably indicates that the original was used for expiatory sacrifices in the temple of Hadad (2 Kings 16:10-15).


    In earlier times Hadad had another epithet, Baal (“lord”), which by the ninth century BCE had become a separate deity worshiped by the Canaanites.


    According to the inscription found at ancient Sikan on the Habur River, there was a localized Hadad revered there called “Hadad of Sikan,” who was “lord of the Habur (River)” (Aramaic mrʾ ḥbwr; Assyrian bēl ḥabur). Perhaps, Hadad manifested himself in different ways at different locations and was known variously as “Hadad of [place name],” much like Baal of the Canaanites. At Sikan, Hadad had a consort, the lady Sul (Aramaic, instead of wsl [error by metathesis], read swl; Assyrian šala). The Aramaean king had the name Had-yithʿi (“Had[ad] is my salvation”), while his father bore a name containing that of the sun-god Shamash: “Sas-nuri” (Assyrian sassu-nūrī, “Sassu [= Shamash] is my light”).


    Zakkur credits the god Bʿelshamayin, “Lord of Heaven,” with establishing him as king over Hazrach (Heb ḥadrāk [Zech 9:1]). Zakkur “raised” his “hands” in prayer to Bʿelshamayin, and Bʿelshamayin answered him through seers (ḥzyn) and diviners (ʿddn). Zakkur mentions the divine pairs Bʿelshamayin and Elwer, and Shamash and Sehr.


    7. Script and Language.


    Aramaic has an alphabetic script, which led to its being used alongside Akkadian as a language of communication in the Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian Empires. The *Persian Empire adopted Aramaic as its official language of communication within its empire after it conquered Babylon. Long after the Aramaeans assimilated into the surrounding cultures, their language lived on.


    Aramaic belongs to the Northwest Semitic subgroup of the Semitic languages. The further back one goes, the closer Aramaic is to Hebrew. This is evident from the waw-consecutive (wʾšʾ ydy, “and I lifted my hands [in prayer]” [Zakkur A.11]; wyškb ʾby, “and my father lay down [died]” [Tel Dan Stela, line 3]) and in the use of the infinitive absolute (rqh trqhm, “you must in fact placate them” [Sefire III.6]; nkh tkwh, “you must in fact strike it” [Sefire III.12-13]). Although later Aramaic dialects continue the use of the infinitive absolute, they do not continue the use of the waw-consecutive. The narrative tense in subsequent dialects is either the active participle or the perfect (suffix conjugation).


    See also Aramaic Language; Assyria, Assyrians; Lebanon; Non-Israelite Written Sources: Syro-Palestinian.
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    ARAMAIC LANGUAGE


    The Aramaic language of *Ezra, contained in copies of official letters, memoranda and narrative, represents the literary Aramaic of the Achaemenid period. While the official letters preserved in Ezra came from a Persian chancellery, the author of Ezra rewrote them in a literary dialect of the same period as he incorporated them into his composition. The Aramaic language of Ezra dates close to the time that it purports to reflect, the fifth century BCE.


    1. An Overview of Aramaic


    2. The Importance of Aramaic in the World of Ancient Israel


    3. The Aramaic of Ezra


    1. An Overview of Aramaic.


    1.1. Aramaic Is a Semitic Language. Aramaic is a Semitic language. Traditionally, scholars divide the Semitic languages geographically into East Semitic and West Semitic. Scholars further divide the West Semitic group into Northwest Semitic and South Semitic. Geographically, Aramaic belongs to the Northwest Semitic subgroup, which includes Hebrew (see Hebrew Language), Phoenician, Moabite, Ammonite and Ugaritic. Other Semitic languages include the East Semitic language Akkadian, an umbrella term covering both Babylonian and Assyrian, and the South Semitic languages Arabic, Ancient South Arabian and Geez (classical Ethiopic).


    1.2. History of Aramaic. Aramaic has an almost three-thousand-year datable history, with the earliest texts dating to the mid-ninth century BCE and with dialects spoken yet today. S. A. Kaufman (1997) divides the history of Aramaic into periods: Old Aramaic (c. 850-612 BCE, that is, to the end of the Neo-Assyrian Empire), Imperial or Official Aramaic (c. 600-200 BCE, used throughout the Neo-Babylonian and Persian Empires), Middle Aramaic (c. 200 BCE-250 CE, during the Hellenistic and Roman periods), Classical Aramaic (c. 200-1200 CE), Modern Aramaic. The dates are approximate, with overlap.


    The Aramaic of Ezra belongs to Official Aramaic. According to Kaufman (1997, 115), Official Aramaic gave birth to a Standard Literary Aramaic, which continued in use throughout the Ancient Near East after the Greek conquest. Literary texts produced in Greek and Roman times, then, were written in this literary dialect, with any given text coming under the influence of local languages or local coloring. Thus the Aramaic texts from Qumran were written in a Jewish form of this literary standard, called Jewish Literary Aramaic, and not in the Jewish Palestinian spoken dialect, though they may contain Hebraisms.


    In his study of the Northwest Semitic form of the letter, D. Schwiderski argues that the first four Aramaic letters contained in the book of Ezra (Ezra 4:11-16; 4:17-22; 5:7-17; 6:6-12) are not authentic Achaemenid period letters, but are forgeries from the Hellenistic-Roman times. He is less dogmatic about the fifth Aramaic letter (Ezra 7:12-26). His argument focuses largely on the “prescript” of the letters. A letter prescript contains the name of the sender, the name of the recipient and a greeting, and it precedes the body of a letter. He alleges that the omission of part (Ezra 4:11-16 lacks the greeting) or all (Ezra 6:6-12) of the prescript points to a fabrication by the author of Ezra. Furthermore, he contends, this forgery belongs to the Hellenistic period, based on his evaluation of the greetings found, šĕlām (“peace” [Ezra 4:17]) and šĕlāmāʾ kollāʾ (“all peace” [Ezra 5:7]), and the use of lamad to mark the recipient (lĕdāryāweš, “To Darius” [Ezra 5:7]) instead of the expected ʿal (“to”) or ʾel (“to”). He regards the use of the transition markers ûkeʿĕnet (“and now” [Ezra 4:11; cf. 7:12]) and ûkĕʿet (“and now” [Ezra 4:17]), both attested in Official Aramaic but not in Middle Aramaic, as the result of the fabricator being historically accurate in using Aramaic.


    Besides rejecting the authentic transition markers, Schwiderski suppresses other evidence from Achaemenid Aramaic texts that is contrary to his thesis. Thus a letter in which the preposition lamad introduces the addressee he dismisses as “unproductive” or “no longer unambiguously recognizable as a letter” (Schwiderski, 98)—lqly ʾḥy kʿnt . . . , “To Qallay, my brother. Now . . . ” (TAD D 7.33)—which letter Yardeni dates to the fifth century BCE. He also rejects the relevance of following text that contradicts his thesis: [sn]yʾ šdr lrmn[ʾ]lm snyʾ lrmnʾ, “The bramble dispatched to the pomegranate as follows: ‘The bramble to the pomegranate’ ” (TAD C 1.1:101). He also ignores the use of lamad with the verb šlḥ (“to send”), which though commonly governing the preposition ʿl (“to”), also governs the preposition lamad in letters: hʾ šlḥt lnbwntn, “here I sent (word) to Nabûnĕtan” (TAD A 3.1 R2-3); šlḥw lnbwntn, “send (word) to Nabûnĕtan” (TAD A 3.1 V6); wšlḥ ʾgrh ʿldbrkn lṣʾ, “and he sent a letter regarding this matter to Djeo” (TAD 3.6 R4). The introductory formula “PN [= Personal Name] to PN” must be short for “PN sends a letter to PN,” so that these examples are relevant to the discussion. Furthermore, he deems as irrelevant evidence of the greeting šĕlām (“peace”) in fifth-century BCE letters found on ostraca, such as [š]lm ʾḥwṭb wkʿnt . . . , “Peace, ʾAḥuṭab. And now . . . ” (TAD D 7.3); šlm ʾwryh kʿn . . . , “Peace, ʾUriyah. Now . . . ” (TAD D 7.8); šlm yslḥ kʿnt . . . , “Peace, Yislaḥ. Now . . . ” (TAD D 7.16). More importantly, the bodies of the letters themselves contain Persian words, which are telltale markers of Achaemenid composition, especially the adverbs ʾaptōm (“surely” [Ezra 4:13]) and ʾosparnāʾ (“exactly” [Ezra 5:8; 6:8, 12, 13; cf. 7:17, 21, 26]) and the adjective ʾărîk (“fitting” [Ezra 4:14]), which are not found in Middle Aramaic. Compare the adverb ʾadrazdāʾ (“correctly” [Ezra 7:23]).


    2. The Importance of Aramaic in the World of Ancient Israel.


    2.1. The Patriarchs of Israel. The book of Genesis connects the patriarchs of Israel with an Aramean tribe of Aram-naharayim (ʾăram nahărayim, “Aram of the Two Rivers,” probably Aram situated between the Euphrates and Habur Rivers in northern Mesopotamia rather than between the Euphrates and Tigris Rivers, that is, all of Mesopotamia). Abraham sent his servant to Aram-naharayim to fetch a wife for his son Isaac from the clan of Nahor his brother. Isaac married Rebekah the daughter of Bethuel “the Aramean” from Paddan Aram (Gen 25:20; paddan ʾărām, “Field of Aram,” so correctly Hos 12:13: śĕdēh ʾărām), who was the son of Nahor (Gen 22:20-23). Isaac also sent his son Jacob to Paddan Aram to find a wife (Gen 28:1-5). There, Jacob married Leah and Rachel, daughters of Laban “the Aramean” (Gen 25:20; 31:20, 24). All the sons of Jacob, except Benjamin (Gen 35:16-18), were born in Paddan Aram (Gen 29:31—30:24; 46:15; 48:7). When Jacob and Laban make an agreement after Jacob’s unannounced departure, they heap up a pile of stones as a witness to that agreement. This “heap of witness” Jacob calls galʿēd, which is Hebrew, while Laban calls it yĕgar sāhădûtāʾ, which is Aramaic (Gen 31:47). Aramaic phraseology also colors the Hebrew that comes from Laban’s mouth when he says, “You did not let me kiss my sons and daughters goodbye” (Gen 31:28). The verb “to let,” nāṭaš, which normally means “to leave, abandon, forsake” in Hebrew, is a calque of the Aramaic verb šĕbaq in the meaning “to let, allow.” When Jacob speaks with his “Aramean” wives, he says, “God has taken your father’s possessions and given them to me” (Gen 31:9). The sequence of verbs, hnṣl (hipʿil of nṣl, “to take”) + ntn (“to give”) echoes Aramaic; the normal Hebrew verb “to take” would be lāqaḥ. The narration, too, contains an Aramaism. When Laban pursues Jacob and overtakes him, the narration uses the Aramaic calque wayyadbēq, “to overtake” (Gen 31:23), in place of the expected Hebrew wayaśśēg, which is used later in the same narrative (Gen 31:25). An alert hearer or reader would not miss this local Aramaic coloring. It is no wonder that Deuteronomy describes Jacob as ʾărammî ʾōbēd, “a wandering Aramean” (Deut 26:5). The Chronicler records that Manasseh had an Aramean concubine who bore him Machir (1 Chron 7:14), from whom would emerge the strongest clan of the Menassite tribe.


    2.2. Arameans and Aramean Kingdoms in the History of Biblical Israel.


    2.2.1. Balaam the Son of Beor. As Israel camped on the plains of Moab before entering Canaan, Balak, the king of Moab, brought the seer Balaam from Pethor in Aram-naharaim to curse Israel, but instead he blessed Israel (Num 23:7; Deut 23:5).


    2.2.2. Cushan-rishathayim, Oppressor of Israel. Cushan-rishathayim (“Cushan of Double Wickedness”), king of Aram-naharayim, was the first oppressor of Israel mentioned in the book of Judges (Judg 3:8).


    2.2.3. The Aramean Kingdom of Aram-Zobah. Prominent among the Aramean city-states in the eleventh-tenth centuries BCE was Aram-Zobah (ʾăram ṣôbāh), listed among the enemies of Saul (1 Sam 14:47). King Hadadezer brought Aram-Zobah to its zenith of power, but King *David defeated him (2 Sam 8:3). The Arameans of Damascus came as an auxiliary force to Hada-dezer’s aid, only to be defeated too (2 Sam 8:5-6).


    Some time later, the *Ammonites hired the Arameans of Bet-Rehob, of Zobah, and of Maacah as mercenaries to fight against David (2 Sam 10:6). David’s general Joab routed the Arameans. Hadadezer regrouped the troops and fought another and decisive battle against David, which he lost (2 Sam 10:18). Minor Aramean kings, who had been subject to Hada-dezer, now made peace with Israel (2 Sam 10:19).


    2.2.4. The Aramean Kingdom of Aram-Damascus. In the latter days of King *Solomon, Rezon son of Eliada wrested Damascus from the control of Israel and founded the kingdom of Aram-Damascus (ʾăram dammeśeq [1 Kings 11:23-25]). Aram-Damascus would remain a powerful kingdom throughout the ninth-eighth centuries BCE.


    In the days of the prophet *Elisha, Naaman “the Aramean” came from Aram-Damascus to Israel for healing (2 Kings 5:20).


    Joram (= Jehoram) son of Ahaz, king of Israel, in confederation with Ahaziah son of Jehoram, king of Judah, waged war against Hazael, king of Aram-Damascus, at Ramoth-Gilead. Joram was wounded (2 Kings 8:28-29; 2 Chron 22:5). The Tel Dan stela apparently recounts the victory of Hazael over “the king of Israel” and “the king of the house of David,” namely, Judah.


    In the days of the prophet Isaiah, King Rezin of Aram-Damascus and King Pekah son of Remaliah of Israel attempted to coerce King Ahaz of Judah into an anti-Assyrian alliance (2 Kings 16:5), even trying to replace him with their puppet Ben Tabeal (Is 7:6). Tiglath-Pileser III of Assyria crushed Aram-Damascus in his campaigns of 733 and 732 BCE, breaking the kingdom up into a number of Assyrian provinces. He later did the same to Israel, capturing *Samaria in 722 BCE.


    2.2.5. A Word to the Nations from Jeremiah the Prophet. In denouncing the nations for their idolatry, *Jeremiah instructs his fellow Judeans in Aramaic (“Thus you shall say to them”) to declare to their foreign neighbors in Aramaic, “The gods . . . will perish!” (Jer 10:11).


    2.3. Aramaic as the Lingua Franca of the Empires of Assyria, Babylon and Persia.


    2.3.1. Neo-Assyrian Empire (746-609 BCE). As the *Assyrian Empire expanded westward, so did its use of Aramaic as a language of diplomatic correspondence and communication. From the time of Tiglath Pileser III (746-727 BCE), the founder of the Neo-Assyrian Empire, Aramean scribes are mentioned in texts and depicted in art along with Assyrian scribes. During a campaign by Sennacherib (705-681 BCE) against Judah in 701 BCE, the Bible records the diplomatic use of Aramaic (2 Kings 18:26).


    2.3.2. Neo-Babylonian Empire (625-539 BCE). In 625 BCE the Chaldean prince Nabopolassar founded the Neo-Babylonian Empire, which continued the use of Aramaic as a lingua franca. By this period Aramaic had replaced Babylonian as the most widely spoken language in Babylonia itself. Nebuchadnezzar II (605-562 BCE), while still a general, put Judah under vassalage after defeating Pharaoh Neco II of Egypt at the battle of Carchemish in 605 BCE (Jer 46:2; 2 Kings 24:1). In the same year he carried off members of the royal family and nobility from Jerusalem, including Daniel, Hananiah, Mishael and Azariah, to *Babylon (Dan 1:1-3, 6). After Judah rebelled, Nebuchadnezzar laid siege to Jerusalem, captured it in 597 BCE, and led away Jehoiachin and other leading Jerusalemites, including the prophet Ezekiel (Ezek 1:1-2), while installing Zedekiah as king (2 Kings 24:10-17). When Zedekiah rebelled, Nebuchadnezzar once more marched against Jerusalem, capturing and destroying it in 586 BCE. This marks the beginning of the Babylonian exile (2 Kings 25:11, 21), during which time the Judean exiles apparently adopted Aramaic as the language of everyday use.


    2.3.3. Persian Empire (539-330 BCE). The *Persian Empire likewise adopted Aramaic as the “official” language of communication from one end of the empire to the other. In 538 BCE Cyrus the Great issued a decree to rebuild the temple in Jerusalem (Ezra 1:1-4). Within a year the Judeans began rebuilding the temple, but soon they stopped. In 520 BCE, during the reign of Darius I, at the urging of the prophets Haggai and Zechariah, and under the leadership of Zerubbabel the Persian-appointed governor of Yehud (Judah) and Yeshua the high priest, they resumed the work of rebuilding the temple, which they completed in 515 BCE (see Postexilic Temple). Later, under the rule of Xerxes (485-465 BCE), called Ahasuerus in Ezra 4:6, and Artaxerxes I (464-424 BCE) (Ezra 7:7), opposition arose against the refortification of the city of Jerusalem (Ezra 4:6-7). This is the setting of the book of Ezra.


    The Assyrian form egurru, “temple,” appears in Achaemenid (Persian) period texts found in Egypt, spelled ʾgwrʾ, and not the Babylonian form ekurru. This suggests that the neo-Assyrian, Aramean scribes and scribal schools were taken over without change by the neo-Babylonians and subsequently by the Persians.


    3. The Aramaic of Ezra.


    In this section distinctive features that characterize the Aramaic of Ezra (Ezra 4:8—6:18; 7:12-26) are described with respect to vocabulary, orthography and phonology, morphology, syntax and other issues.


    3.1. Bilingualism in Ezra. The author of Ezra used both Hebrew and Aramaic in his composition to express point of view (Arnold). After the Lord rouses King Cyrus of Persia to issue a decree to rebuild the Lord’s temple in Jerusalem and the builders subsequently lay its foundation, opposition is raised. At this point of transition and change in point of view from that of an ideologue (Ezra 1:1-4:7) to one of detached observer (Ezra 4:8-6:18), the author switches from Hebrew to Aramaic. He continues his use of Aramaic until he switches back to being an ideologue, with focus on the Passover (Ezra 6:19-7:10). The author switches back to Aramaic to record the Persian king’s support of Ezra’s mission by quoting an official letter written in Aramaic (Ezra 7:11-26). Immediately following the letter, the author inserts a psalm of praise to God for his intervention (Ezra 7:27). This marks a return to ideological concerns and so also to Hebrew (Ezra 7:27—10:44). Both the author and his audience were bilingual, at home in both Hebrew and Aramaic.


    3.2. Vocabulary of the Aramaic of Ezra.


    3.2.1. Persian Words. The Aramaic of Ezra contains a number of Persian loanwords, primarily to do with administration and official correspondence: ginzayyāʾ (“treasures”) in the collocation bêt ginzayyāʾ (“treasury” [Ezra 5:1]), gizzabrayyāʾ (“treasurers” [Ezra 7:21]; written gedābĕrayyāʾ in Dan 3:2-3, i.e., with dalath instead of zayin), ʾăparsatkāyēʾ (“messengers” [Ezra 4:9]), dātāʾ (“law” [Ezra 7:12]), ništĕwānāʾ (“written order” [Ezra 4:18]), paršegen (“copy” [Ezra 4:11]), pitgāmāʾ (“message” [Ezra 4:17]), ʾosparnāʾ (“exactly” [Ezra 5:8]), ʾadrazdāʾ (“diligently” [Ezra 7:23]), ʾaptōm (“surely” [Ezra 4:13]). The hapax legomenon ʾărîk (“fitting” [Ezra 4:14]) has an Old Persian etymology, not a Semitic one (i.e., it is not a passive participle from the Semitic root ʾrk, “to be long”). The geographic terms yĕhûd (“Yehud” [Ezra 7:14]) and ʿăbar nahărāh (“Across-the-River [Euphrates]” [Ezra 4:10]) reflect Persian administration.


    3.2.2. Akkadian Words. The Aramaic of Ezra contains Akkadian words: bĕʿēl ṭĕʿēm (“commander” [Ezra 4:8, 9, 17]); bîrtāʾ (“citadel” [Ezra 6:2]); three types of taxes: hălāk (Ezra 4:13, 20, 24), bĕlô (Ezra 4:13, 20, 24) and mindāh (Ezra 4:13, 24) = middāh (Ezra 4:20; 6:8); ʾuššayyāʾ (“foundations” [Ezra 5:16]). The month name ʾădār (“Adar” [Ezra 6:15]) is Babylonian.


    3.2.3. Possible Updated Vocabulary. In contrast to the Elephantine documents, which use both baytāʾ and the Assyrian egurru (Aramaic ʾgwrʾ) for “temple,” Ezra uses only baytāʾ. It is possible that the author of Ezra rewrote the official Aramaic ʾēgûrāʾ zēk (“this temple,” as found in the official letter of the Yedanyah archive TAD 4.7:13 = TAD 4.8:12) as bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ dēk (“this house of God” [Ezra 6:7-8]). The zayin/dalath interchange in the (masculine) deictic pronoun—zēk over against dēk—could also reflect rewriting.


    Yet the scribe Peṭeese bar Nabûnĕtan, whose first name is Egyptian and whose patronymic is Aramaic, uses the (feminine) deictic pronouns dkʾ and dky spelled with dalath: bmwmʾh dkʾ (“with that oath” [TAD B 2.8:6]) and bšm mwmʾh dky (“regarding that oath” [TAD 2.8:9]) in a document found in Egypt and dated 440 BCE. This stands in contrast to the more widely attested form zky in the Aramaic documents found in Egypt. (On this issue see 3.3.1 below.)


    3.2.4. Other Words. The collocation ʾeben gĕlāl (Ezra 5:8; 6:4) means either “large stone block,” which was moved on rollers because it was too heavy to transport by other means (traditional view), or “specially selected stone” (Williamson), but not “round stones”—that is, cobble or rubble fill.


    The paʿel infinitive lĕbaqqārāʾ means “to investigate a situation,” not “to exercise the office of overseer” (Ezra 7:14). Elsewhere in Ezra the verb means “to make an investigation” (Ezra 4:15, 19; 5:17; 6:1). In a customs account from Egypt (TAD C 3.7), an Achaemenid Aramaic text dating to about 475 BCE, the verb appears often, meaning “to inspect” (the cargo of a ship).


    The form yaḥîṭû (Ezra 4:12) is a paʿel suffix conjugation from the root yḥṭ, which is related to the middle weak root ḥwṭ. The meaning may be “to examine” (the foundations) based on an Akkadian cognate rather than “to repair” (the foundations) based on the regular meaning “to sew.”


    The phrase mĕlaḥ hêklāʾ mĕlaḥnāʾ, “we have salted (eaten?) the salt of the palace” (Ezra 4:14), refers to a covenant of salt, whereby one puts oneself under obligation to the king.


    The participle mĕpāraš means “simultaneously translated” (Ezra 4:18) and reflects the Persian practice of reading in one language with simultaneous translation into another language. Thus the phrase ništĕwānāʾ . . . mĕpāraš qĕrî qādāmāy means “the document . . . was read before me (in Aramaic) while being simultaneously translated (to Persian).”


    The verb ntn (“to give”) appears in the peʿal imperfect and infinitive (Ezra 4:13; 7:20), while the verb yhb appears in the peʿal perfect, both active and passive (Ezra 5:12, 14, 16), and in the hitpeʿel (Ezra 4:20; 6:4, 8, 9; 7:19). This pairing is common throughout the various Aramaic dialects.


    3.3. Orthography and Phonology of the Aramaic of Ezra.


    3.3.1. The Consonant d Represents */ḏ /. Extrabiblical fifth- and fourth-century BCE corpora, namely the Achaemenid Aramaic documents found in Egypt, the Samaritan Aramaic legal documents from Wadi Daliyeh and the Idumean Ostraca, have zî (“of, who, which, that”) with few exceptions. This fact has led many to conclude that dî in Ezra reflects a later updating of the language, perhaps dating to the third century BCE. Nevertheless, there is some extrabiblical attestation of dî, along with zî, in the Egyptian corpus, which fact prevents one from being overly dogmatic on the issue. The scribe Haggai bar Shemayah used dî alongside of zî in two letters dated 437 BCE (TAD B 3.4) and 402 BCE (TAD B 3.12). In two personal letters to family members (TAD A 2.3 and A 2.4), Makkibanit uses kdy (“as”) instead of the widely attested kzy. It is possible that the official correspondence cited in Ezra originally had the spelling zî and that the author himself altered the language for inclusion in his literary work.


    3.3.2. The Consonant ʿ  Represents */ḍ/. The Aramaic of Ezra reads ʾarʿāʾ (“the earth” [Ezra 5:11]), not the chronologically earlier form ʾarqāʾ (Jer 10:11) < *ʾarḍ. The Aramaic of Ezra attests ʾāʿ (“beam” [Ezra 5:8; 6:4, 11]; cf. “wood” [Dan 5:4, 23]) over against the spelling ʿq (“wood”), appearing consistently in the Aramaic documents found in Egypt and the Samaritan papyri from Wadi Daliyeh.


    3.3.3. The Consonant ś Does Not Change to s as in Later Dialects. The Aramaic of Ezra retains the spelling with /ś/, whereas later Aramaic dialects replace it with /s/: śābê (“the elders of” [Ezra 5:5]), śaggîʾān (“many [years]” [Ezra 5:11]).


    3.3.4. Nondissimilation of Emphatic Consonants. Initial /q/, preceding /ṣ/, is not dissimilated, as in qṣp, “rage” (Ezra 7:23). This agrees with the form qṣt (“part”) found in a letter of Makkibanit from Hermopolis (TAD A 2.2), a draft petition from the communal archive of Yedanyah (TAD A 4.5), a bequest from the Anani Archive (TAD B 3.10) and documents of obligation (TAD B 4.5, 4.6). Contrast the forms kṣph (“his rage”), hkṣr (“reap”) and kṣyr (“harvest”) found in the proverbs of Ahiqar (TAD C 1.1), the form krṣy (“slander of”) in the Carpentras funerary stela (TAD D 20.5) and the form kṣt (“part” [TAD C 3.11, D 4.15), in which initial */q/ followed by /ṣ/ dissimilates to /k/.


    3.3.5. Dissimilation by Nun. The progressively assimilated form from the root ydʿ (“know”) producing gemination is dissimilated by nun: *tiddaʿ > tindaʿ (Ezra 4:15). The Aramaic of Daniel does the same: *maddaʿ > mandaʿ (“intelligence,” Dan 5:12).


    3.3.6. Representation of Final Long /ā/. Final long /ā/ can be indicated by an alaf or a he, as demonstrated by ʾănaḥnāʾ (“we” [Ezra 5:11]) = ʾănaḥnāh (Ezra 4:16), lĕmāʾ (“why” [Ezra 6:8]) = lĕmāh (Ezra 4:22), kāhănāʾ (“the priest” [Ezra 7:12]) = kāhănāh (Ezra 7:21). Nevertheless, there is a strong preference for use of alaf.


    Final long /ā/ is not closed with a nun as in later Aramaic dialects: tammā (“there”), not tammān; ʾănaḥnāʾ or ʾănaḥnāh (“we”), not ʾănaḥnān; šĕʾēlnāʾ (“we asked” [Ezra 6:10]), not šĕʾēlnān. As in the last example, the suffix -nāʾ denotes “we” in verbs in the suffix conjugation; later Aramaic dialects have -nān.


    3.3.7. Vocalization of the Noun šm (“Name”). The word šum (“name”) has the vowel /u/ (Ezra 5:1, 10), not /e/ as in the later dialect of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic.


    3.3.8. Spelling of the Causative Conjugation with and without /h/. Within Aramaic the hapʿel conjugation predates the apʿel conjugation, in which the primitive h has been elided. In Ezra forms of the verb in which h is initial—the suffix conjugation (as in haglî, “he exiled” [Ezra 4:10]) and the infinitive (e.g., lĕhôdāʿûtāk, “to make you known to you” [Ezra 5:10])—retain the primitive h. Where h is intervocalic, forms with h are preferred, although forms without h also appear. Ezra contains six cases of the prefix conjugation spelled with h (tĕhôdĕʿûn, “you should inform” [Ezra 7:25]; tĕhanziq, “it will damage” [Ezra 4:13]; tĕhaškaḥ, “you will find” [Ezra 4:15, 7:16]; yĕhašnēʾ, “[who] should alter” [Ezra 6:11]; yahătîbûn, “they should return” [Ezra 6:5]) over against two cases spelled without h (taḥēt, “you shall deposit” [Ezra 6:5]; yĕtîbûn, “they should return [the letter]” [Ezra 5:5]), and five cases of the participle spelled with h (mĕhôdĕʿîn, “make known” [Ezra 4:16, 7:24]; mĕhanzĕqat, “harmful” [Ezra 4:15]; mĕhaḥătîn, “deposited” [Ezra 6:1]; mĕhaqrĕbîn, “offer” [Ezra 6:10]) over against two cases spelled without h (maṣlaḥ, “prospers” [Ezra 5:8]; maṣlĕḥin, “prospering” [Ezra 6:14]). Forms of the imperative also present a mixed result: hašlêm (“deliver” [Ezra 7:19]) and ʾăḥêt (“deposit” [Ezra 5:15]).


    3.3.9. Hapʿel Conjugation of Initial Yod Verbs. The diphthong ay contracts to ê in the hapʿel conjugation of the verb ybl: wĕhêbēl (“and he brought” [Ezra 6:5]), ûlĕhêbālāh (“and to bring” [Ezra 6:5]). Where the initial yod represents historical waw, the waw appears, as in the verbs ydʿ (e.g., mĕhôdĕʿîn, “make known” [Ezra 4:16]) and ytb (wĕhôtēb, “and he made settle” [Ezra 4:10]).


    3.3.10. Phonology of Initial Nun Verbs. With the verbs nzq (“to damage”), npq (“to go out”) and ntn (“to give”), the nun remains, as in mĕhanzĕqat (“harmful” [Ezra 4:15]), hanpēq (“[Nebuchadnezzar] took out” [Ezra 5:14]) and tintên (“you shall give” [Ezra 7:20]). In the only case of the verb npl (“to fall”), assimilation occurs: *yinpel > yippel (“[whatever] is required” [Ezra 7:20]). With regard to the verb nḥt (“to go down”), in the causative conjugation the nun disappears: imperative ʾăḥēt (“deposit” [Ezra 5:15]), participle mĕhaḥătîn (“deposited” [Ezra 6:1]) and prefix conjugation wĕtaḥēt (“and you shall deposit” [Ezra 6:5]). In the imperative of nśʾ (“to go away”) the nun is elided: śēʾ (“take” [Ezra 5:15]).


    3.3.11. The Forms yittĕśām and mittĕśām. The forms yittĕśām (Ezra 4:21) and mittĕśām (Ezra 5:8) are in the hitpeʿel conjugation (passive of the peʿal), not the hittapʿel (passive of the hapʿel).


    3.4. Morphology of the Aramaic of Ezra.


    3.4.1. Pronouns.


    3.4.1.1. Independent Personal Pronouns. ʾănāh (“I” [Ezra 6:12]), ʾant (masc. sg., “you” [Ezra 7:25]), hûʾ (“he” [Ezra 5:8]), hîʾ (“she” [Ezra 6:15]), ʾănaḥnāʾ = ʾănaḥnāh (“we” [Ezra 5:11 and 4:16 respectively]), ʾinnûn (“they” [Ezra 5:4]), himmô (“they, them” [Ezra 4:10]; by contrast, Daniel has himmôn, where nun closes a final long syllable).


    3.4.1.2. Suffixed Personal Pronominal Elements. Both the more primitive forms -km (second person masc. pl.) and -hm (third person masc. pl.) and the chronologically later form -hwn (third person masc. pl.) are attested, as is the case in other Achaemenid texts. Attestations of -km: lĕkom (“to you” [Ezra 5:3, 9; 7:24]), ʾĕlāhăkom (“your God” [Ezra 7:17-18]). Examples of -hm: lĕhom (“to them” [Ezra 5:3]), bĕyedhom (“in their hand” [Ezra 5:8]), ʿălêhôm (“upon them” [Ezra 7:24]), ʾĕlāhăhom (“their God” [Ezra 7:16]), bĕrāʾšêhom (“at their head” [Ezra 5:10]), šemāhāthom (“their names” [Ezra 5:10]). Examples of -hwn: lĕhôn (“to them” [Ezra 4:20; 5:2]), ʿălêhôn (“to them” [Ezra 5:1, 3]), wĕʿimĕhôn (“and with them” [Ezra 5:2]), kĕnāwāthôn (“their colleagues” [Ezra 4:9]), bipĕlugāthôn (“in their divisions” [Ezra 6:18]), bĕmaḥlĕqāthôn (“in their courses” [Ezra 6:18]), ûminḥāthôn (“and their grain offerings” [Ezra 7:17]), wĕniskêhôn (“and their libations” [Ezra 7:17]).


    3.4.1.3. Demonstrative Pronouns. dĕnāh (masc. sg., “this” [Ezra 4:11]), dēk (masc. sg., “that” [Ezra 5:16]), dāk (fem. sg., “that” [Ezra 4:13]), ʾēl = ʾēlleh (“these” [Ezra 5:15]), ʾillēk (“those” [Ezra 4:21]).


    3.4.1.4. Interrogative Pronouns: māh (“what” [Ezra 6:9]), man (“who” [Ezra 5:3]).


    3.4.2. Morphology of the Noun.


    3.4.2.1. The masculine plural emphatic phoneme is -ayyāʾ, as in kāhănayyāʾ (“the priests” [Ezra 6:9]), tārāʿayyāʾ (“the gatekeepers” [Ezra 7:24]).


    3.4.2.2. The plural construct of yôm, “day,” is yômat, not yômê (Ezra 4:15, 19).


    3.4.3. Morphology of the Verb.


    3.4.3.1. Infinitive. While the infinitive of the peʿal has a mem preformans, as in lĕmibnēʾ (“to build” [Ezra 5:2, 17; 6:8]), the infinitives of the derived stems do not have a mem preformans, as in the paʿel lĕbaṭṭālā) (“to make cease” [Ezra 4:21]) and in the hapʿel ulĕhêbālāh (“and to bring” [Ezra 7:15]). The form libbĕnēʾ (“to build” [Ezra 5:3, 13]) reflects a more primitive form.


    The infinitive of the derived conjugations appears with both -at and -ût endings: lĕhanzāqat malĕkîn (“to cause harm to kings” [Ezra 4:22]), hitnaddābût ʿammāʾ (“contributing of the people” [Ezra 7:16]), lĕhôdāʿûtāk (“to inform you” [Ezra 5:10]).


    3.4.3.2. Internal Passive. As in the Achaemenid Aramaic texts found in Egypt, which date to the fifth and fourth centuries BCE, so also the Aramaic of Ezra attests an internal passive.


    3.4.3.2.1. peʿil: śîm (“[an order] was given” [Ezra 4:19; cf. 5:17; 6:8, 11; 7:13, 21]).


    3.4.3.2.2. hopʿal: hoḥorbat (“[this city] was destroyed” [Ezra 4:15]).


    3.4.3.3. Prefix Conjugation of the Verb hĕwāh. The prefix conjugation of the verb hĕwāh takes a lamad preformative to indicate third person masculine, whether subjunctive or jussive in function: dî lehĕwôn mĕhaqrĕbîn nîḥôḥîn (“so that they might offer pleasing sacrifices” [Ezra 6:10]), šāpĕtîn wĕdayyānîn dî lehĕwôn dāʾnîn (“magistrates and judges who might judge” [Ezra 7:25]), yĕdîa ʿ lehĕwēʾ lĕmalkāʾ (“may it be known to the king” [Ezra 4:12]), lehĕwēʾ mityĕhēb lĕhom (“let it be given to them” [Ezra 6:9]). In the Aramaic of Daniel this form also functions indicatively: ûmin niṣbĕtāʾ dî parzĕlāʾ lehĕwēʾ bah (“and some of the hardness of iron will be in it [the kingdom]” [Dan 2:41]).


    3.4.4. Morphology of the Adjective. The adjectival pattern kattîb is well represented: yaqqîr (“noble” [Ezra 4:10]), raḥîq (“distant” [Ezra 6:6]), śaggîʾ (pl., “many” [Ezra 5:11]), šallîṭ (“lawful” [Ezra 7:24]), and taqqîp (“mighty” [Ezra 4:20]). The form mārād (“rebellious” [Ezra 4:12, 15]) apparently derives from the agentive pattern kattāb, that is, *marrād. Some adjectives are peʿal passive participles: gĕmîr (“perfect” [Ezra 7:12]) and zĕhîr (“cautious” [Ezra 4:22]). The following adjectives also appear: bʾîš (“evil” [Ezra 4:12]), ṭāb (“good” [Ezra 5:17]), ḥădat (“new” [Ezra 6:4], but perhaps emend to ḥad, “one”).


    3.5. Syntax of the Aramaic of Ezra.


    3.5.1. Function of the Definite Article. In general, the definite article (/ā/ suffixed to the base form of the noun) expresses definiteness, as in sāprāʾ (“the scribe” [Ezra 4:9]) and ʾiggartāʾ (“the letter” [Ezra 4:11, 5:6]). By contrast, the absolute state expresses indefiniteness, as in ûmĕrad (“and rebellion” [Ezra 4:19]) and šālû (“negligence” [Ezra 4:22]). Some foreign words do not take determination when they are definite, like bĕʿēl ṭĕʿēm (“the commander” [Ezra 4:8]). The numeral one at times functions as the indefinite article with the head noun in the absolute state, as in ʾiggĕrâ ḥădâ (“a letter” [Ezra 4:8]).


    3.5.2. Expressions of the Genitive Relationship.


    3.5.2.1. Simple Construct. The nouns bar (“son”) and bêt (“house”) always appear in simple construct in Ezra: PN bar PN (Ezra 5:1-2; 6:14), bĕnê gālûtāʾ (“exiles” [Ezra 6:16]), bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ (“temple” [Ezra 4:24]), bêt ginzayyāʾ (“treasury” [Ezra 5:17]), bêt malkāʾ (“royal treasury” [Ezra 6:4]), bêt siprayyāʾ (“archive” [Ezra 6:1]). The simple construct also functions to express ordinals with the nominal head “year” followed by a cardinal number: bišĕnat ḥădāh (“in the first year” [Ezra 5:13, 6:3]), šĕnat tartên (“the second year” [Ezra 4:24]), šĕnat šēt (“the sixth year” [Ezra 6:15]). Other simple construct chains with a geographic name as the genitive noun include melek bābel (“king of Babylon” [Ezra 5:12]), bĕkōl mĕdînat bābel (“in the whole province of Babylon” [Ezra 7:16]). The geographic name also appears as genitive noun in constructions with dî. Other examples of simple construct include kĕmēʾmar kāhănayyāʾ (“according to the request of the priests” [Ezra 6:9]), ḥănukkat bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ (“the dedication of the temple” [Ezra 6:16]), sāpar dātāʾ (“the scribe of the law” [Ezra 7:21]), malkût malkāʾ ûbĕnôhî (“the realm of the king and his descendants” [Ezra 7:23]). In simple construct chains the genitive noun appears in the absolute state when the chain is indefinite: bĕnê tôrîn (“bulls” [Ezra 6:9]), ṣĕpîrê ʿizzîn (“male goats” [Ezra 6:17]).


    3.5.2.2. Constructions with dî. The use of dî as genitive (“of”), which does not appear in the Old Aramaic texts of the tenth through eighth centuries BCE, reflects the influence of Akkadian on Official Aramaic.


    3.5.2.2.1. The syntagm noun determined by definite article + dî + geographic name: malkāʾ dî bābel (“king of Babylon” [Ezra 5:13]), hêklāʾ dî bābel (“temple of Babylon” [Ezra 5:14]).


    3.5.2.2.2. The syntagm noun determined by definite article + dî + noun determined by definite article: wĕdātāʾ dî malkāʾ (“and the law of the king” [Ezra 7:26]).


    3.5.2.2.3. The syntagm noun determined by proleptic pronominal suffix + dî + noun determined by definite article: ʿabdôhî dî ʾĕlāh šĕmayyāʾ (“servants of the God of heaven” [Ezra 5:11]).


    3.5.2.2.4. The syntagm noun in absolute form + dî + noun in absolute form: nidbākîn dî ʾeben gĕlāl . . . wĕnidbāk dî ʾāʿ (“courses of dressed stone . . . a course of wood” [Ezra 6:4]); cf. ṣĕlēm dî dĕhab (“a statue of gold” [Dan 3:1]), nĕhar dî nûr (“a river of fire” [Dan 7:10]). The genitive noun in this syntagm expresses the substance out of which the head noun is made.


    3.5.2.3. Constructions with Lamad. Lamad can introduce the genitive noun: šĕnat tartên lĕmalkût dāryāweš (“the second year of the rule of Darius” [Ezra 4:24]); ûmelek lĕyiśrāʾēl rab (“and a great king of Israel” [Ezra 5:11]).


    3.5.3. Quantification of “Hundreds.” In expressions of counting by hundreds the word hundred follows the “digit” and is in the singular, as in ʾarbaʿ mĕʾāh (“four hundred” [Ezra 6:17]). By contrast, the word hundred is in plural in Hebrew: ʾarbaʿ mĕʾôt. The later Palestinian Aramaic dialects—Jewish Palestinian Aramaic, Christian Palestinian Aramaic and Samaritan Aramaic—have the syntagm ʾarbaʿ māʾwān, under the influence of Hebrew.


    3.5.4. Order of the Constituents Subject (= S), Verb (= V), Direct Object (= O).


    3.5.4.1. Verb = Suffix Conjugation. When only S and V are present, the order SV appears in main clauses where V is in the passive voice: ništĕwānāʾ . . . qĕrî (“the letter . . . has been read” [Ezra 4:18]); paršegen ništĕwānaʾ . . . qĕrî (“the copy of the letter . . . was read” [Ezra 4:23]). The order SV also appears in relative clauses: dî nĕbûkadneṣṣar hanpēq (“which Nebuchadnezzar took out” [Ezra 5:14; 6:5]). The order VS appears both in main clauses: bĕṭēlat ʿăbîdat (“the work stopped” [Ezra 4:24]); wĕhitnabbî ḥaggay (“and Haggai prophesied” [Ezra 5:1]); qāmû zĕrubbābel . . . wĕyēšûaʿ (“Zerubabel and Yeshua arose” [Ezra 5:2]); śîm ṭĕʿēm (“a decree was made” [Ezra 4:19; 5:17; 7:13]); wĕhištĕkaḥ . . . mĕgillāh ḥădāh (“and a scroll was found” [Ezra 6:2]); and in relative clauses: dî šĕlaḥ tatnay (“that Tatnai sent” [Ezra 5:6]); dî šĕlaḥ dāryāweš (“that Darius sent” [Ezra 6:13]).


    When only V and O are present, the order VO always appears when O = a personal pronoun: wĕhôtêb himmô (“and settled them” [Ezra 4:10; cf. 4:23; 5:5, 12, 14]); or when O = a dî clause: wĕhaškaḥû dî . . . (“and they found that . . .” [Ezra 4:19]). The order VO also appears in narrative after a waw: wĕhaqribû . . . tôrîn (“and they offered . . . bulls” [Ezra 6:17; cf. 6:15, 18]); and in the relative clause: dî šakkin šĕmēh (“who made his name dwell” [Ezra 6:12]).


    The order OV appears in narrative clauses: wĕʿammāh haglî (“and the people he exiled” [Ezra 5:12; cf. 4:12]); pitgāmāʾ hătîbûnāʾ (“they returned us the word,” i.e., “they replied to us” [Ezra 5:11; cf. 5:7]); wĕʾap šĕmāthom šĕʾēlnāʾ (“and also their names we asked” [Ezra 5:10]); and in a causal clause introduced by kol qŏbēl dî: kol qŏbēl dî mĕlaḥ hêklāʾmĕlaḥnāʾ (“because the salt of the palace we salted” [Ezra 4:14]).


    With all three constituents the order SVO appears in main clauses: rĕhûm bĕʿēl ṭĕʿēm wĕšimšay sāprāʾ kĕtābû ʾiggĕrāh ḥădāh (“Rehum the commander and Shimshai the scribe wrote a letter” [Ezra 4:8]); kôreš malkāʾ śām ṭĕʿēm (“Cyrus the king gave a command” [Ezra 5:13; 6:3]), ʾănāh dāryāweš śāmet ṭĕʿēm (“I, Darius, gave a command” [Ezra 6:12]); ûmelek . . . bĕnāhî wĕšaklĕlēh (“and a king . . . built it and completed it” [Ezra 5:11]).


    When both S and O follow V, the order VSO appears when O = a substantive, but the order VOS appears when O = a personal pronoun. Contrast min dî hargizû ʾăbāhātanāʾ leʾĕlāh šĕmayyāʾ (“after our fathers had angered the God of heaven” [Ezra 5:12]) and waʿăbadû bĕnê yiśrāʾēl kāhănayyāʾ wĕlēwāyēʾ ûšĕʾār bĕnê gālûtāʾ ḥănukkat bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ (“and the children of Israel, the priests, the Levites, and the rest of the exiles made a dedication of the temple” [Ezra 6:16]) with hanpēq himmô kôreš malkāʾ (“Cyrus the king brought them out” [Ezra 5:14]).


    The order OVS appears only when O = the word pitgāmāʾ and when the constituents constitute a main clause: pitgāmāʾ šĕlaḥ malkāʾ (“the king sent the report” [Ezra 4:17; cf. Ezra 5:7, 11]).


    3.5.4.2. Verb = Prefix Conjugation. When only S and V appear, the sequence SV appears when V is passive or active in statements: hēn qiryĕtāʾ dāk titbĕnēʾ (“if that city is built” [Ezra 4:13]); nipqĕtāʾ tehĕwēʾ mityahăbāʾ (“the expense shall be given” [Ezra 6:8]); kol mitnaddab . . . yĕhāk (“every volunteer . . . should go” [Ezra 7:13]). By contrast, the order VS appears in a question: lĕmāh yiśgēʾ ḥăbālāʾ (“why should damage increase?” [Ezra 4:22]).


    When only V and O are present, the order OV appears in direct discourse: mindāh bĕlô wahălāk lāʾ yintĕnûn (“they will not pay taxes” [Ezra 4:13]); ûrʿût malkāʾ . . . yišlaḥ (“and may he send the will of the king” [Ezra 5:17]); māʾnê bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ . . . yahătîbûn (“and may they return the vessels of the temple” [Ezra 6:5]). By contrast, the order VO appears in dî clauses: dî niktub šum gubrayyāʾ (“that we might write the names of the men” [Ezra 5:10]); kol ʾĕnāš dî yĕhašnēʾ pitgāmāʾ dĕnāh (“everyone who shall alter this word” [Ezra 6:11]). The order VO also appears when O = a dî clause: wĕtindaʿ dî . . . (“and you know that . . . ” [Ezra 4:15]). The order VO also appears in this sentence: tiqnēʾ . . . tôrîn . . . ûtĕqārēb himmô (“you should buy . . . bulls . . . and you should offer them” [Ezra 7:17]).


    The order SVO appears in a main clause: wēʾlāhāʾ . . . yĕmaggar kol melek wĕʿam (“and may the God . . . destroy any king or people” [Ezra 6:12]). The order VOS appears in a relative clause with the object being a personal pronoun: kol dî yišʾălenkôn ʿezrāʾ (“everything that Ezra asks you” [Ezra 7:21]). The sequence SOV is also attested: paḥat yĕhûdāyēʾ [ûl] < wĕ > śābê yĕhûdāyēʾ bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ dēk yibnôn (“and the governor of the Jews and the elders of the Jews should build this temple” [Ezra 6:7]).


    3.5.4.3. Verb = Imperative. When O = a substantive, both the orders VO and OV are attested. VO: śîmû ṭĕʿēm (“give an order” [Ezra 4:21]); mennî šāpĕtîn wĕdayyānîn (“appoint magistrates and judges” [Ezra 7:25]); šĕbuqû laʿăbîdat bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ dēk (“leave the work on this temple alone” [Ezra 6:7]). OV: ʾēlleh māʾnayyāʾ śēʾ (“these vessels take” [Ezra 5:15]); ûmāʾnayyāʾ . . . hašlēm (“and the vessels . . . deliver” [Ezra 7:19]).


    But when O = a personal pronoun, only the order VO is attested: ʾăḥēt himmô (“deposit them” [Ezra 5:15]).


    3.5.4.4. Verb = Active Participle. The order VO appears in the continuation of a narrative: ʾănaḥnāʾ himmô ʿabdôhî . . . ûbānayin baytāʾ (“we are servants [of the God of heaven and earth] and are building the temple” [Ezra 5:11]). This order also appears when the O = dî clause: ûlĕkom mĕhôdĕʿîn dî . . . (“and to you [we] make known that . . . ” [Ezra 7:24]). It also appears in relative and purpose clauses introduced by dî: ʾătar dî dābĕḥîn dibḥîn (“the place where they could offer sacrifices” [Ezra 6:3]); dî lehĕwôn mĕhaqrĕbîn niḥôḥîn (“that they may offer sweet aromas” [Ezra 6:10]); dî lehĕwôn dāʾănîn lĕkol ʿammāh (“that they might judge all the people” [Ezra 7:25]); wĕkol dî lāʾ lehĕwēʾ ʿābēd dātāʾ (“and whoever will not do the law” [Ezra 7:26]).


    The order OV appears in main and relative clauses where the focus is on O: qiryĕtāʾ mārādtāʾ ûbʾîštāʾ bānayin (“that rebellious and evil city they are building” [Ezra 4:12]); wĕʾeštaddûr ʿābĕdîn bĕgawwah (“and sedition they were making in her midst” [Ezra 4:15]); dî dĕnāh binyānāʾ bānayin (“who this building are building” [Ezra 5:4]).


    When S = an independent personal pronoun and O = a sentence introduced by dî, the order VSO is attested: mĕhôdĕʿîn ʾănaḥnāh lĕmalkāʾ dî . . . (“we make known to the king that . . . ” [Ezra 4:16]).


    3.5.4.5. Verb with the Infinitive as Its Complement. With the infinitive (= I), the Aramaic of Ezra attests three sequences: VIO (seven cases), VOI (five cases), OVI (one case). Example of VIO: wĕšāriyw lĕmibnēʾ bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ (“and they began building the temple” [Ezra 5:2]). Example of VOI: man śām lĕkom ṭĕʿēm baytāʾ dĕnāh libbĕnēʾ wĕʾuššarnāʾ dĕnāh lĕšaklālāh (“who gave you the order this temple to build and this carpentry work to complete?” [Ezra 5:3]). The case of OVI: wĕʿarwat malkāʾ lāʾ ʾărîk lanāʾ lĕmeḥĕzēʾ (“and the shame of the king it is not proper for us to see” [Ezra 4:14]). The fronting of the object before infinitive reflects the syntax of Old Persian.


    3.5.5. Government of the Verb.


    3.5.5.1. Marking of the Direct Object. The direct object does not need a marker: wahăqîmû kāhănayyāʾ . . . wĕlēwāyēʾ (“and they installed the priests . . . and the Levites” [Ezra 6:18]). However, lamad can mark the direct object: har-gizû ʾăbāhātanāʾ leʾĕlāh šĕmayyāʾ (“our fathers angered the God of heaven” [Ezra 5:12]); šĕbuqû laʿăbîdat bêt ʾĕlāhāʾ dēk (“leave the work on this temple alone” [Ezra 6:7]); mennî šāpĕtîn wĕdayyānîn dî lehĕwôn dāʾnîn lĕkol ʿammāʾ (“appoint magistrates and judges who should judge all the people” [Ezra 7:25]).


    3.5.5.2. “Send to (a Person).” The verb šĕlaḥ (“to send”) governs the preposition ʿal (“to”) + person (Ezra 4:17-18; 5:7, 17).


    3.5.6. The Position of the Verb hĕwāh in Relation to Its Participial or Adjectival Complement. When a peʿal passive participle or an adjective appears with the verb hĕwāh, the verb hĕwāh comes after that peʿal passive participle or adjective, except in a relative clause. Contrast yĕdîaʿ lehĕwēʾ . . . dî . . . (“may it be known . . . that . . . ” [Ezra 4:12, 13; 5:8]); ûzĕhirîn hĕwô (“and be cautious” [Ezra 4:22]); and rāḥîqîn hāwô (“be far” [Ezra 6:6]) with baytāʾ dî hăwāʾ bĕnēh (“the temple which was built” [Ezra 5:11]). The active participle and participles of the hitpeʿel conjugation appear after the verb hĕwāh: wahăwāt bāṭĕlaʾ (“and it ceased” [Ezra 4:24]); nipqĕtaʾ tehĕwēʾ mityahăbāʾ (“the expense shall be given” [Ezra 6:8]); dî lehĕwôn mĕhaqrĕbîn nîḥôḥîn (“that they may offer appeasing smells” [Ezra 6:10]).


    
3.6. Functions of the Qĕrê in Relation to the Kĕtîb.


    3.6.1. To Correct Faulty Word Division. The qĕrê, wĕšûrayyāʾ šaklilû (“and the walls they have completed”), corrects the faulty word division of the kĕtîb, wšwry ʾškllw, in Ezra 4:12.


    3.6.2. To Record Alternate Phonology.


    3.6.2.1. The Historical Alaf. The qĕrê preserves the historical alaf, while the kĕtîb updates the language: nĕbîʾāh and nĕbîʾayyāh are written, nĕbîyāʾ and nĕbîyayyāʾ are read (“the prophet” and “the prophets” respectively [Ezra 5:1]).


    3.6.2.2. The Masculine Plural Morpheme with Attached Second Person Singular Pronoun. The kĕtîb preserves the ending -ayik, while the qĕrê reads -āk: ʿabdayik is written, ʿadbāk is read (“your servants” [Ezra 4:11]).


    3.6.2.3. Gentilic. The kĕtîb reads kaśdāyāʾ, while the qĕrê reads kaśdāʾāh (“the Chaldean” [Ezra 5:12]).


    3.6.2.4. Middle Weak Participle with Medial Yod in the Root. The kĕtîb reads dāʾănîn, while the qĕrê reads dāyĕnîn (Ezra 7:25).


    3.6.3. To Record a Different Word.


    3.6.3.1. In a list of different peoples found in Ezra 4:9, dihûʾ (“that is”) is written, dehāyēʾ (“the Dehites”) is read. The problem with the reading dihûʾ (“that is”) is that the conjunctive dî is always written separately from the word that follows in all Achaemenid period Aramaic texts, including biblical Aramaic; it is never conjoined. The closest parallel example in Ezra is found in Ezra 6:15: dî hîʾ (“which is”), using the feminine pronoun. The problem with the reading dehāyēʾ (“the Dehites”) is that such a people group is difficult to identify.


    3.6.3.2. Two words with the same meaning, “banishment” (“rooting out”), and from the same root (šrš), appear: šĕrôšû is written, šĕrôšî is read (Ezra 7:26).


    3.7. Suggested Emendations for Critical Evaluation. Readers should critically evaluate for themselves the following emendations adopted in some Bible translations.


    3.7.1. Emend dînāyēʾ (“the Dinites”) to dayyānayyāʾ (“judges”) in Ezra 4:9. Some have suggested emending the gentilic dînāyēʾ (“the Dinites”) to dayyānayyāʾ (“the judges”) on the basis of 3 Esdras 2:13, the Greek of which reads hoi kritai, “the judges.”


    3.7.2. Emend ʾămarnāʾ (“we asked”) to ʾămarû (“they asked”) in Ezra 5:4. The context requires a change of person in the verb.


    3.7.3. Emend yĕbaqqar (paʿel, “let one investigate”) to yitbaqqar (hitpaʿal, “let it be investigated”) in Ezra 4:15 in light of Ezra 5:17. Left as written, the form yĕbaqqar, third person masculine singular, should be interpreted as an indefinite subject, where the active (paʿel) takes place of the passive (hitpaʿal).


    3.7.4. Emend ʾuššôhî (“its foundations”) to ʾiššayyāʾ (“burnt offerings”) in Ezra 6:3. The NRSV reads “and burnt offerings are brought,” emending the MT from ʾuššôhî (“its foundations”) to ʾiššayyāʾ (“burnt offerings”) and interpreting the verbal form mĕsôbĕlîn as a sapʿel from the root ybl. Nowhere else in Achaemenid Aramaic texts is a sapʿel of this verb attested, nor is the verb ever used of offering sacrifices. The only support for *ʾeššāʾ meaning “offering by fire” comes from Hebrew ʾeššāh (see Lev 2:3), not from Aramaic. The NIV retains the MT by reading “and let its foundations be laid,” interpreting the verbal mĕsôbĕlîn as a poʿel passive participle from the root sbl. Support for retaining the MT may be found in Ezra 3:10.


    3.7.5. Emend the measurements of the second temple in Ezra 6:3 to correspond to those of the first temple (1 Kings 6:2). According to a memorandum (dikrōnāh) of Cyrus recorded in Ezra 6:3, the height (rûmēh) of the second temple was to be sixty cubits, and its width (pĕtāyēh) sixty cubits; the length is omitted. A comparison of these measurements with those of the first temple—length (ʾorkô) sixty cubits, width (roḥbô) twenty cubits, height (qômātô) thirty cubits (1 Kings 6:2)—together with the fact that the second temple presumably was to be built on the site of the first temple, leads some to suggest that the Ezra text was corrupted in transmission and that it too originally had identical measurements with the first temple. If so, emend the height from sixty to thirty, the width from sixty to twenty, and possibly add the length sixty.


    3.7.6. Emend ḥădat (“new”) to ḥad (“one”) in Ezra 6:4. Two parallel phrases describe materials used in rebuilding the temple in Jerusalem: nidbākîn dî ʾeben gĕlāl tĕlātāʾ wĕnidbāk dî ʾāʿ ḥădat, “courses of dressed stone—three; a course of wood—new.” In light of the first phrase and typical scribal practice in lists of commodities in other Achaemenid Aramaic texts, some suggest emending ḥădat (“new”) to ḥad (“one”).


    3.7.7. Delete the preposition lamad in the form ûlĕsābê (“and the elders”) in Ezra 6:7, thus making sābê part of the subject of the sentence. The context dictates this small change.


    3.7.8. Emend the singular wĕšêṣîʾ (kĕt|>b) / wĕšêṣî (qĕrê) to the plural wĕšêṣîʾû (“and they finished”) in Ezra 6:15 with the Greek. Against the proposed emendation, the singular may function as an indefinite plural.


    3.7.9. Emend gĕmîr (“perfect”) to šĕlām (“peace”) in Ezra 7:12. This unusual use of gĕmîr (“perfect”) should not be easily dismissed, as there is no graphic similarity between it and šĕlām (“peace”).


    See also Aram, Damascus and Syria; Ezra and Nehemiah, Books of; Hebrew Language; Linguistics; Non-Israelite Written Sources: Egyptian Aramaic Papyri.
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    ARCHAEOLOGY, SYRO-PALESTINIAN


    The Iron Age period in Syro-Palestinian archaeology has perhaps been the most extensively studied period in the discipline of biblical archaeology. This pattern of research interest is due to the use of archaeology to support the historicity of the biblical text and the establishment of the modern state of Israel. Various trends and issues have dominated the research of the Iron Age, specifically the use of archaeology as a means to validate or invalidate the biblical record. The biblical narrative has influenced archaeological research in that scholars have overemphasized the search for ethnic markers such as the identification of Israelite material culture.


    This article surveys the issues and trends within Iron Age research of Syria-Palestine and provides an overview of the reconstruction of the history and archaeology of the southern Levant associated with the events described in the narratives of the Historical Books. The article may be viewed as having two parts. The first part (1-3) addresses theoretical trends and provides an overview of the history of the discipline focusing on archaeological research as it relates to biblical history. The second part (4-5) presents a synthesis of the archaeological material culture of the Iron Age and Persian periods.


    1. History of Research


    2. Current Issues


    3. Archaeological Method and Theory


    4. Overview of Iron Age (I and II) Archaeological Data


    5. Overview of Later Iron Age (III) and Persian Period Archaeological Data


    1. History of Research.


    The history of Iron Age research corresponds to developments within biblical archaeology. Based on recent histories of the discipline (Silberman 1982; Moorey; King; Davis), generally, three major periods can be isolated within the history of research.


    1.1. Early Period. The development of biblical archaeology finds its roots in the exploration of the Holy Land. The exploration of the Holy Land has a long history. Western fascination with the ancient world, popular interest in the antiquity of humankind, and the various ancient monuments fueled popular interest in the ancient Near East during the nineteenth century. This fascination led explorers to bring new treasures back to national museums. The decipherment of cuneiform texts and Egyptian hieroglyphs enhanced the scholarly pursuit of the biblical world. There were no comprehensive attempts to write a history of the area based on archaeological discoveries until the middle of this century. The archaeology of the southern Levant, and more specifically of ancient Israel, was not initiated until the following period. As with the broader discipline of anthropology developing in academia, the emphasis was on a cultural-historical approach to classifying and reconstructing society in the ancient Near Eastern world.


    1.2. Biblical Archaeology as an Academic Discipline. The synthesis of the archaeology of Israelite history, the cornerstone of biblical archaeology, is to be attributed to W. F. Albright. Albright and his contemporaries inaugurated the current paradigm of the coalescing of the archaeological record and the biblical text. Albright’s excavations of Tell Beit Mirsim were a watershed for the discipline of biblical archaeology. It was these excavations that set the template for the correlation of ceramic analysis with biblical periods and the integration of archaeology, history of the ancient Near East and biblical studies. Albright wrote the first comprehensive and synthetic work that incorporated the archaeological and biblical data, The Archaeology of Palestine (1949). Albright’s work and breadth of knowledge led him to construct the conquest model of Israelite settlement, which basically proposed that the cities recorded in the campaign of *Joshua were destroyed in the singular event of a new ethnic group’s migration into and conquest of the western highlands.


    This paradigm was adopted by Albright’s Israeli contemporary Y. Yadin. Yadin excavated at *Hazor and associated a destruction level with the battle of Joshua (Josh 11:11, 13). However, it was the excavation of a monumental gate system and its correlation with gates at *Megiddo and *Gezer that became the classic case study and impetus for associating actual archaeological remains with a historical figure and event in the biblical text. Yadin postulated that these gates represent the Solomonic building projects recorded in 1 Kings 9:15. Yadin was instrumental in the establishment of the Israeli school, but also he was influential during this period as he inaugurated the archaeology of the united monarchy. During this period biblical archaeology was seen as one of many methods within biblical studies. This was the paradigm for most of biblical archaeology in the 1950s and 1960s, and it is still a dominant enterprise among biblical archaeologists today. The paradigm continued under Albright’s student G. E. Wright, who attempted to unite archaeology with theology in the biblical theology movement. This trend was short-lived and was strictly an American phenomenon. Concurrent with the development of the Albrightian paradigm of archaeology and biblical studies, K. Kenyon, of the British school, was introducing new field methodologies with her excavations at *Jericho, *Jerusalem and *Samaria.


    This period in biblical archaeology is considered the heyday, when it appeared that archaeological research was continuously supporting the accounts found in the biblical text. Thus Iron Age archaeological research focused on documenting the destructions left in Joshua’s wake as he conquered the Promised Land. In addition, the archaeology of *David and *Solomon also dominated Iron Age research. This initial euphoria regarding the verification of the biblical text as an accurate historical document was short-lived as the archaeological record grew and the earlier confirmations were not supported. Albright and Yadin’s conquest model was brought into question.


    1.3. Processual Approaches. The next major period of Syro-Palestinian archaeology can be characterized by the adoption and utilization of methodologies from other disciplines. Perhaps the two most dominant approaches were landscape archaeology, in terms of research focus, and the adoption of the processual paradigm, in relation to research strategy. In Israel the publication and translation into English of Y. Aharoni’s The Land of the Bible (1967) represents the shift and emphasis on studying settlement patterns and survey work in addition to the excavation of major tells. This coincided with the creation of the Institute of Archaeology at Tel Aviv University in 1969. Also during this period the Department of Antiquities (now the Israel Antiquities Authority) carried out extensive survey and reconaissance work throughout the country. In Jordan survey work was also being conducted by many national schools working cooperatively with the Jordanian Department of Antiquities. This emphasis on regional patterns also led to consideration of settlement and demographic shifts, adaptations to the environment over long periods of time (e.g., longue durée) from the prehistoric to the modern period, rather than documenting historical events or political history.


    In addition to the emphasis on landscape archaeology and the explosion of settlement studies, W. G. Dever was introducing the paradigm shift of the “New Archaeology” within biblical archaeology. New Archaeology, better defined as processual archaeology, was becoming the dominant paradigm in New World archaeology, while in biblical archaeology it remained a unique emphasis among North American biblical archaeologists. Dever was the dominant voice in the incorporation of processual approaches into Syro-Palestinian archaeology. Dever did not fully adopt the paradigm of the new archaeology in terms of developing general laws of human behavior; his programmatic goal was to differentiate the research aims of biblical studies and archaeology, producing a separation between the two disciplines. This was valuable in that it expanded biblical archaeology’s focus beyond correlating the archaeological record with the biblical textual account to a larger framework of the historical and social processes of the ancient world. For example, research shifted from finding Joshua’s conquest cities to documenting the process of sedentarization and tribalism. Hence, research designs emphasized anthropological models rather than historical correlations between the texts and artifacts. One of the major changes in terms of field methodology was a multidisciplinary emphasis. The result was an incorporation of various specialists (geologists, osteologists, archaeobotanists, etc.) to excavate and interpret the data. This led to research designs focused on all aspects of human culture—rural settlements and the common people were as valuable as royal cities and kings.


    Concurrent with these theoretical trends has been the reevaluation of the Israelite conquest and settlement as recorded in the book of Joshua. Initially, it was assumed that discrepancies between the archaeological data and the biblical account would disappear with further archaeological research. As the conquest model was tested and new data were accumulated, it became apparent that the hypothesis produced more problems than it solved in the coalescing of the archaeological and biblical data. This led to the search for new models of Israelite settlement and the adoption of anthropological theory and model building to address questions of the origin of ancient Israel.


    This shift from historical to anthropological models has set the foundation for the current paradigm for understanding the archaeological and textual data. Perhaps the most noteworthy change in terms of scholarship is the realization that just as biblical historians are attempting to reconstruct the past, archaeologists are attempting to reconstruct it using different data sets. Biblical archaeologists did not stop asking the questions of biblical scholarship, but they more clearly defined the differences between archaeological data and textual data and the different hermeneutical methods used for each data set. Today there is a more complex and refined approach to the use of the archaeological and textual data in reconstructing ancient society.


    2. Current Issues.


    With the growth of archaeological excavations and research paradigm shifts, archaeologists are now proposing models to explain the archaeological record based primarily on the archaeological data and secondarily on the biblical text and ancillary ancient Near Eastern texts and inscriptions. There are currently four main research focuses in Iron Age archaeological research in the southern Levant: the Israelite settlement/conquest, *ethnicity, the rise of the state and, most recently, postprocessual critiques.


    2.1. Israelite Settlement/Conquest. The period of the settlement/conquest is one of the major research emphases of Iron Age archaeological investigations, just as it was one of the major emphases of the discipline of biblical archaeology. The understanding of the Iron Age has greatly increased, with various regional studies allowing for a variety of syntheses of data and regional analyses. Initially the two dominant models were the conquest model and the peaceful-infiltration model. These early models were influenced by current trends that viewed social change as outward. The next phase of model development was influenced by Marxist social theory, and the peasant-revolt model was proposed. These three models and their many variations became the major models for explaining the nature of the Israelite settlement. They continued to be supported as the major historical reconstructions in biblical studies, while archaeologists were focusing on processual archaeological theory and models with a more complex approach to synthesizing the archaeological and textual data. These latter models place an emphasis on defining social processes and developing general laws of culture. Processual models that have been introduced to explain the cultural change between the Late Bronze Age and Iron Age I have focused on different processes: collapse and center-and-periphery theory, sedentarization (ruralization, retribalization, resedentarization) theory, techno-functionalist theory, ecological determinist theory, economic theory and paleodemographic theory. The most prominent and influential model is the sedentarization model proposed by I. Finkelstein (1988) that suggested a gradual migration over time from east to west as nomadic tribes settled into agricultural communities and slowly moved from Transjordan to the western highlands. Finkelstein later developed his model into an ecological-determinist approach that postulated a long history of cyclical periods of growth and degeneration, with the Iron Age I being one of these periods of abatement between the Early Bronze Age and the later Iron Age II period. This group of processual models has a common denominator: they reconstruct the Iron Age settlement pattern from indigenous people of the Late Bronze Age.


    A developing trend is to view the Israelite settlement and rise of the state as a convergence of various trajectories. This development is influenced by postprocessual trends. The present paradigm for the Israelite settlement can best be summarized as a complex, or synthesis, model. The general consensus is that there was not a single trajectory or event (e.g., revolution, ecological adaptation) that caused the settlement patterns, but that the process of Israelite settlement, as well as settlement patterns throughout the Levant during Iron Age I, consisted of a multitude of events and processes. It is apparent that the Israelite settlement did not consist of only a singular mass migration and conquest from without. Dever proposed a symbiotic model that uses state-collapse theory to explain the social processes and defines the Iron Age I settlers of the hill country as “proto-Israelites.” The issue in terms of reconstructing ancient Israel is when and if the Iron Age I settlers defined themselves as Israelite. The question now has focused on the ethnic identity of the Israelites instead of on their origin.


    Scholars who view the biblical text as historical have approached the issue of Israelite settlement and conquest in a variety of ways. Most fall under one of two research approaches. The first approach is taken by those who propose that the Albright model misdated the Israelite conquest to the thirteenth century BCE. Their solution is to search for the Israelite conquest in the fifteenth century BCE, and their research has emphasized reevaluating stratigraphical sequences. This approach is illustrated by the work of J. Bimson and B. Wood.


    The second approach employs the symbiotic model. This can be termed a Neo-Albrightian approach using linguistic, textual and archaeological data to reconstruct biblical history. These scholars view the accounts in the books of *Joshua and *Judges as reflecting a particular period in Israelite history, from the exodus event to the rise of the Israelite state. Each account focuses on various aspects of the Israelite conquest and settlement. One account, that in Joshua, records major campaigns or regional battles, while the book of Judges recounts the settlement of Israelites among *Canaanites in the tribal allotments and the commingling of the Israelite tribal groups with the local Canaanite population. The emphasis of research has been to isolate the structure of the books and reconstruct the historical events as reflected in both accounts. The approach takes the biblical accounts at face value as a collection of historical accounts that has been placed into a literary structure. This approach to biblical history—reading the texts alongside the archaeological record—provides a more accurate synthesis of the biblical text in relation to the archaeological data. The conquest and settlement of the Israelite tribes as recorded in the books of Joshua and Judges reflects the archaeological data that show destructions and gradual settlement processes occurring concurrently.


    2.2. Ethnicity in the Archaeological Record. During the 1990s the debate shifted from the origin of ancient Israel and the nature of the Israelite settlement to ethnicity. Biblical archaeologists were trying to determine how to distinguish Israelite material culture from Canaanite material culture. If the Israelite conquest and settlement was a complex process and represents a transition between Canaanite and Israelite settlement processes, then archaeologists needed to be able to differentiate and define the material correlates of ethnicity. The question of whether ethnicity can be distinguished in the archaeological record became important at this time.


    One of the difficult yet common classification systems in archaeology is the definition of ethnic and national groups. Archaeologists working on the Iron Age Period have attempted to define these distinctions. Many Near Eastern texts of the Late Bronze Age and the Iron Age document the presence of several ethnocultural groups in Palestine, such as *Egyptians, Hurrians, Canaanites, *Philistines, and Israelites. The name “Israel” in the Merneptah Stela has been debated as to whether it is a national or tribal reference. In the early stages of biblical archaeology it was common to distinguish between Canaanite, Israelite and Philistine material culture. Problems arose when these patterns were not as clear or easily definable in the archaeological record. If a Canaanite storage jar is found in an Israelite settlement, does it reflect evidence of trade, or is the site a Canaanite one? Is there a mixed ethnic population at the site, or is the jar actually an Israelite storage jar? These distinctions are particularly important in the attempt to define the process of Israelite settlement. When did a Canaanite settlement become an Israelite settlement? How did the inhabitants of that site define themselves: as a tribal entity, such as Ephraimite, or by a national identity, such as Israelite? The biblical and ancient texts demonstrate that people differentiated and defined themselves and others using ethnic and national terms. Biblical archaeologists shifted their research to address the theoretical and methodological issues of distinguishing ethnicity in the archaeological record.


    Archaeologists and biblical historians have realized that connecting ethnic and national terms found in the biblical text with the archaeological data is not a simple process, because ethnicity and identity are fluid within human society. One of the research shifts resulting from this factor is the study of the processes of ethnicity. An illustration of this research trend is the model that Dever has proposed, labeling the Iron Age I settlements in the western highlands as “proto-Israelite.” He proposes a term to reflect the process of multiethnic tribal groups coalescing into the ancient Israelite state because the material culture of these settlements reflects Late Bronze Age Canaanite affinities that become part of the Israelite state in the later Iron Age II.


    In spite of the paradigm shift that views ethnicity as a process, there have been major advances in defining the various people groups in the Iron Age archaeological record. Biblical archaeologists recognize the methodological and theoretical pitfalls of associating pots with people and that any definition of classification or ethnic association of material culture will be debated. Most agree that these boundaries and borders are definable in the material culture. The Philistine material culture has been studied and refined by T. Dothan and M. Dothan. In addition, Jordanian archaeology has advanced, and experts have now defined geo-ethnic variations in the material culture such as *Ammonite, *Edomite and *Moabite material culture and regional boundaries. In addition, archaeologists are able to isolate ethnic and national material correlates that can be associated with the *Phoenicians and Arameans as well as the *Assyrians, Egyptians, and the Aegean world.


    2.3. State Formation. During the 1990s two trends dominated the research of the united monarchy. The first was an attempt to define the Israelite state in the archaeological record, and the second was a shift in the theoretical framework to view state formation as part of a long historical process.


    The first trend focused on isolating the archaeological evidence for David and Solomon dated to the tenth century BCE. Although this date was originally determined by syncretism between the biblical and other ancient Near Eastern texts, most archaeologists find collaborative evidence for this date based on ceramic seriation, stratigraphy and carbon dating. The archaeological strata associated with the tenth century BCE demonstrate a drastic shift in settlement and *architecture suggesting a state level of society. To a majority of biblical archaeologists this coincides with the united monarchy and centralized authority, and this view and interpretation have become dominant. Research has emphasized the association of the archaeological data with David and Solomon—for example, the Solomonic monumental gate systems, red-slip burnished pottery and proto-aeolic capitals.


    The second trend was to view the rise of the Israelite state as part of the sociopolitical process in the Levant rather than finding archaeological data that match the account of David and Solomon in the Hebrew Bible. Archaeologists realized that while the development of any state will have common elements (e.g., complexity, centralization), it will look different in each region of the world. This trend of adopting anthropological models to explain cultural change rather than the documentation of historical events is evident in the essay collection From Nomadism to Monarchy (Finkelstein and Naʾaman 1994). This volume of essays documents the shift in research to examine the rise of the Israelite state within a larger social development. Most scholars have adapted models from anthropological theory, particularly the neo-evolutionary model of the growth of social organization from band to tribe to chiefdom to state. Other issues include the application of modern concepts or terms to ancient society. Archaeologists have attempted to develop trait lists for definitions of social complexity based on material culture (e.g., monumental architecture, writing/court records), but also they acknowledge that even modern states are complex and do not fit into easy definitions.


    Recently, some have challenged the traditional date of the rise of the Israelite state, shifting it from the tenth century to the ninth century BCE (see 2.4 below) because of the limited archaeological evidence for traits of statehood (e.g., writing and monumental inscriptions). The question is whether the evidence for state development suggests that it occurred in the Davidic and Solomonic period or in the divided kingdom of Israel and Judah. This has led some scholars to debate whether the united monarchy was a chiefdom, a polity, a nation, a kingdom or a state in transition, such as client state, a dimorphic chiefdom or a mature state.


    Although these revisionist trends are popular in biblical studies and have influenced the archaeological reconstructions and interpretations, the majority of archaeologists postulate that there was an entity of centralized authority in the tenth century BCE that can be attributed to the Davidic kingdom in the biblical texts. The debate is not on the existence but on the nature of this kingdom, and most research in the past decade has focused on the process of state formation.


    2.4. Postprocessual Critiques. Another trend in current Iron Age research is the adoption of postprocessual trends common within the larger discipline of archaeology. Postprocessual archaeology is difficult to define because all critiques of the processual paradigm (e.g., functionalist and materialist approach, linear evolution, positivism) are considered part of this trend. One dominant theme is that there is no metanarrative, and so there needs to be multivocality in the interpretation of data. This self-evaluation was necessary to correct the positivism of the processual paradigm, but it also brought critical and revisionist trends along with new approaches (e.g., world archaeology, gender and ethnic archaeology, cognitive studies). Within biblical archaeology, N. Silberman’s work on the history of archaeology and the Bible and the use of archaeology for the modern political nation-building policies within the region is an example of this trend (Silberman 1982; 1989). Silberman has pointed out how archaeology has been used to support national agendas. This is particularly relevant with regard to the use of the archaeology of David and Solomon to support the territorial integrity and expansion of the modern state of Israel. An extreme example of the use of archaeology as political practice is seen in K. Whitelam’s 1996 monograph The Invention of Ancient Israel: The Silencing of Palestinian History.


    While the aforementioned trends focused on method and theory within the practice of biblical archaeology, the postprocessual critique of the interpretation of the archaeological record is perhaps best illustrated by the “low chronology” proposal of I. Finkelstein, who defined it in several articles in the mid 1990s. His first article postulated that sites with locally made monochrome pottery should be redated nearly one hundred years to the end of the twelfth century BCE or beginning of the eleventh century BCE. This redating creates a domino effect, lowering all Iron Age strata of the Philistine countryside. A second article, written a year later, postulated that all evidence of a state level of society currently dated to the tenth century BCE should be lowered to the ninth century BCE. Thus all the archaeological evidence of a state level of society (monumental architecture, gate systems, palaces, etc.) that was associated with David and Solomon now gets placed in the ninth century BCE. The proposal of a low chronology by Finkelstein is based on the *Lachish and *Jezreel ceramic corpuses and a ceramic-distribution model that states that contemporaneous sites must exhibit the same ceramic patterning. Most archaeologists have not adopted this revisionist model, although it has been influential, and the model of the low chronology is slowly gaining adherents, particularly within biblical studies.


    3. Archaeological Method and Theory.


    Originally, biblical archaeology was defined as one method within the field of biblical studies. Now that biblical archaeology stands alone as a separate discipline, there is a need to articulate its own method and theory apart from biblical studies. Although the endeavor of biblical archaeology to coalesce archaeological data with the textual data is still dominant, there is a nuanced difference in the paradigm shift. This is apparent in the research goals and methodologies of archaeological research. There are two basic types of biblical archaeologists: those who consider themselves archaeologists who specialize in the southern Levant, and those who consider themselves biblical historians who use textual and archaeological data to reconstruct the biblical world. Each uses the same data; however, their methodologies are different because they are addressing different questions.


    3.1. The Archaeological Record. Inherent to archaeological method and theory is the nature of the archaeological record. There are many data sets used to study human behavior. The material record of a society represents only a fragment of human behavior; that is, the archaeological record is only a fragment of the data available to study the past. Of this data set, the archaeological record is a small subset of the material correlates. For example, examination of a temple and the objects found within it might help determine the components of religious practice and to some extent provide information on religious beliefs. But this alone, without texts or information gathered from those who used the temple, will inform the scholar little about the users’ complex theology. This information is available to historians and anthropologists; thus they focus more on the analysis of writings and ethnographic research.


    The archaeological record is fragmentary; it does not represent the complete record of the material correlates of society. This is due to forces that transform the archaeological record. In the past the archaeological record was changed and acted upon by people and by natural processes such as erosion and deterioration. These same forces act upon the archaeological record today. The archaeological record is also fragmentary in the sense that only a small percentage is actually excavated. Rarely are most major tells of the biblical world excavated more than five to ten percent. This is a small percentage of a site on which to make inferences about the past.


    In addition, archaeologists realize that research and model building are not based solely on objective data but on data that are usually interpreted with many levels of reconstruction. Archaeologists do not find Solomonic gate systems; rather, they find contemporary monumental gate houses that are evidence of centralized authority. Based on a historical correlation with a text found in the Hebrew Bible, the structures are identified as Solomonic.


    3.2. The Nature of Archaeological Research: Domains of Archaeological Inquiry. Archaeological inquiry is unique because it is a subset of many disciplines (e.g., classics, anthropology, history, economics, material science, art history, biblical studies), which has led many to debate whether archaeology is a hard science or part of the humanities. This debate has never affected the archaeology of the southern Levant, as most archaeologists working in this field continue to view the material data and textual data as equally important in their work. They realize that with the growth of the field, they must specialize in the archaeological data but still be conversant within another discipline.


    The domains of archaeological inquiry correspond to three major arenas of inquiry within a multidisciplinary context: material culture studies, history and anthropology. These arenas also correspond to the debates concerning the nature of archaeology. Does archaeology belong to the hard sciences? Is it a subdiscipline of anthropology? Or of history? The domains of inquiry are the types of questions asked and answered by the archaeological enterprise. Although most disciplines are now fully integrated, and it is getting more difficult to draw research boundary lines, there are some generalizations that can be offered to illustrate the complexity of the archaeological enterprise.


    The first arena is material culture studies. Since the data of the archaeologist are the material correlates of society, it makes sense that archaeologists emphasize the study of the material culture. The central material correlate of biblical archaeology is the potsherd, but other material remnants of society are also studied. Hence, the archaeological enterprise is focused on researching and comparing the material culture. A major research focus is the development of classification systems and typology. Correlating disciplines are art history, museum studies and material science. Iron Age archaeology has emphasized defining chronological and geographical classification systems of ceramics. A cultural-historical framework has dominated material culture studies as Iron Age archaeologists focus on defining what is Israelite material culture versus Philistine or Canaanite.


    The second arena of inquiry is historical reconstruction, and this is perhaps where Iron Age archaeology has spent most of its research. The questions of the historian are addressed using the archaeological data. The main emphasis has been on correlating the history of ancient Israel with its broader context (e.g., Egypt and Assyria) and on writing a history of ancient Israel. Besides placing an emphasis on political history, biblical archaeologists have attempted to address and write a history of those elements of society that do not survive the historical record: peasants and women. Archaeological research has attempted to go beyond a rewriting or support of the history of ancient Israel as found in the biblical text to studying the history of the southern Levant. Questions are now asked by archaeologists that deal with the hinterland and the daily life of the people.


    The third arena is the study of processes, particularly questions of anthropology. This research domain asks broader questions about human society. Such inquiries focus on the rise and collapse of states, plant and animal domestication, social stratification, and the nature of ruralism and urbanism. This is the current domain of inquiry among Syro-Palestinian archaeologists working in the Iron Age period. No longer are archaeologists focusing on proving or defining the conquest and settlement, but rather on defining processes of the Iron Age period.


    3.3. Archaeological Dating. In addition to major domains of inquiry, at the core of any archaeological interpretation is how archaeologists date the material culture. This is the basic methodology or building block for archaeological inquiry. Reconstructions and interpretations cannot be correct if the dates do not correspond. There are four controlling factors in the dating of archaeological data: material culture (specifically, pottery sequencing), relative stratigraphy, historical collaboration and, more recently, the use of scientific dating methods (i.e., carbon 14). Ceramic analysis is the basic mode of inquiry of biblical archaeology because it is central to all reconstructions, interpretations and study. This is especially true of the Bronze and Iron Ages. Although other material correlates of ancient society also are key to documenting chronological change (e.g., metal artifacts, figurines, architecture), none is as plentiful and durable in the archaeological record as pottery. Thus the most basic analysis of the archaeological data is the development of ceramic typologies. This is the most common dating technique of the majority of archaeological strata in the Iron Age. Ceramic typologies were the main goal of archaeologists during the early stage of the development of the discipline.


    An inherent assumption of the development of ceramic typologies is that chronological patterning is consistent throughout Syria-Palestine. Archaeologists realized that there is regional as well as chronological patterning in the ceramic record; also, changes in material culture do not neatly correspond to historical events. In addition, each site and region experienced different processes and influences on the change of the material correlates; therefore, relative chronology becomes a defining framework for intrasite stratigraphical correlations. Hence, there is a level of interpretive process in the development of ceramic typologies. Another factor is that relative chronology only documents chronological changes and patterning among the material culture; it does not provide absolute dates.


    Historical correlations provide the absolute datum points for the material culture. Most historical correlations in biblical archaeology are military campaigns. The most important historical correlations for the Iron Age period are the collapse of the Late Bronze Age and Aegean migrations; Shishak’s campaign in 925 BCE; Assyrian campaigns of the eighth century BCE; the Babylonian campaigns of the early sixth century BCE. But even these correlations are debated within the archaeological record. A site might have multiple destruction layers, thus making it difficult to assign each one to a foreign campaign. While military campaigns might provide absolute dates, other historical correlations use events and descriptions in the biblical text (e.g., battles between the Israelites and their neighbors, such as the Philistines and the Transjordanian kingdoms; boundary lists; specific deeds of Israelite and Judean kings). This type of research, usually the domain of historical geography, offers useful reconstructions from the archaeological and textual records, but it does not provide absolute dates, only approximations.


    Other attempts at historical correlations are artifacts that can be associated with a person, usually a ruler. Examples are the hundreds of Egyptian cartouches, scarabs and seals. One of the best examples is the lmlk stamped jars associated with *Hezekiah. These types of artifacts, although associated with absolute dates, do not allow for precision in dating stratigraphy because of the reuse or the long time span of use for the artifact. These usually only provide terminus a quo or terminus ad quem dates.


    Recently, archaeologists working on the Iron Age period have attempted to use carbon 14 as a means to obtain absolute dates without relying on biblical or extrabiblical texts. This focus on carbon 14 dates is associated with the debate over the low chronology; most of the carbon 14 dates come from sites currently being excavated in the north of Israel. The use of scientific dating provides a range of absolute dates. Its contribution to Iron Age archaeology will serve as a corrective or help date isolated strata.


    4. Overview of Iron Age (I and II) Archaeological Data.


    Although there have been numerous research trends and issues, a consensus of the historical and cultural development in the southern Levant has developed within the past decade. This is evidenced A. Mazar and E. Stern’s two-volume Archaeology of the Land of the Bible; A. Ben Tor, ed., The Archaeology of Ancient Israel; T. Levy, The Archaeology of Society in the Holy Land; and by two major multivolume encyclopedias: E. Stern, ed., The New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land (NEAEHL) and E. Meyers, ed., The Oxford Encyclopedia of Archaeology in the Near East (OEANE). In addition to these works there are some that specifically deal with the Iron Age: I. Finkelstein, The Archaeology of the Israelite Settlement; I. Finkelstein and N. Naʾaman, From Nomadism to Monarchy; S. Gitin, A. Mazar and E. Stern (eds.) Mediterranean Peoples in Transition.


    4.1. Iron Age I (1200-1000 BCE). Iron Age I is a period in which the Late Bronze Age balance of power between Egypt and the Hittites ended with the decline and collapse of the eastern Mediterranean. There are many theories as to why this collapse happened. Whichever collapse model is proposed, the outcome was the same. The geopolitical nature of the Levant changed with the disruption of societies across the eastern Mediterranean. With the dissolution of Hittite and Egyptian hegemony and the migration of displaced peoples from the east, the Levant becomes a staging ground for smaller states to develop (e.g., Phoenicia, Philistia, Israel/Judah, Edom, Moab, Ammon, Aramean states). Along with the disruption of the geopolitical situation, international trade is disrupted, as evidenced by the complete cessation of imports.


    The southern Levant is characterized by the collapse and destruction of the major city-states (Egyptian controlled) and a shift in settlement patterns. The coastal plain is developed by the arrival of the Sea Peoples, and new settlements are exploiting the hill country. The first half of the twelfth century BCE demonstrates the Egyptian Twentieth Dynasty’s attempt to establish control in its Canaanite urban centers of the previous period, but these are destroyed again.


    In spite of the drastic changes in geopolitics and international trade, the ethnic composition and the material culture of the period reflect strong affinities with the previous Late Bronze period. Iron Age I is characterized by remnants of Canaanite Bronze Age cultures that are overlapped by new cultures. Toward the end of the period, as new states are created and formed in the Levant, the material culture begins to reflect this regionalization. This period is associated with the biblical period of Joshua and Judges and the interactions between the developing Davidic monarchy and the Philistines. The economic subsistence consisted of herding and a gradual transformation into *agriculture in the hill country. Along the coast, the fertile valleys were exploited. There appears to have been little trade internationally or regionally.


    4.1.1. Chronology. The Albright/Wright chronological framework, commonly called American, designates the dates 1200-950 BCE as the Iron Age I Period. This is based on Egyptian and biblical chronology associating this period with the Twentieth and Twenty-first Dynasties and the period of the *judges and the united monarchy. Albright divided the Iron Age I period into three subdivisions: IA (1200-1150 BCE), IB (1150-1000 BCE), IC (1000-950 BCE). R. Amiran and Y. Aharoni dated the Iron Age I period between 1200 and 1000 BCE based on the material culture rather than the historical reconstruction of the Albright division. The Hazor excavations played a major role in the Israeli chronology scheme. They maintained the twofold division of Albright, dividing the period at 1150 BCE but ending at 1000 BCE. This division is used in the New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land and has been adopted by most archaeologists. D. Ussishkin, using the results of his excavations at Lachish and evidence in the south of ancient Israel, concludes that the Egyptian Twentieth Dynasty’s influence and dominance continued into the twelfth century BCE. Thus he designates the period 1200-1150 BCE as part of the Late Bronze Age; Iron Age IA does not start until the mid-twelfth century BCE.


    4.1.2. History/People. Although archaeologists have begun to delineate cultural diversity in the Bronze Age, it is in the Iron Age I period that clear demarcations between sociopolitical and ethnic identities begin to emerge. Ancient Palestine was divided into three major sociopolitical groups: (1) the Philistines (Sea Peoples) along the coast, (2) Canaanite cities in the central, northern and inland valleys that still retained some Egyptian dominance or influence, and (3) sedentary tribal polities in the hills of Cisjordan and Transjordan—Israelites, Ammonites, Moabites, Edomites. Current archaeological research has also focused on defining socioeconomic groups such as pastoralists and agriculturalists, and social transformations between the regions.


    4.1.3. Settlement Patterning/Architecture. There are two major patterns in settlement planning and architecture during the Iron Age I period. The first is the start of regional variation between the coastal plain and inland valleys, and the western highlands. Palestine enters a phase of regionalism that will eventually develop into the small states of the Iron Age II period. These regions are western highlands (hill country), southern coastal plain (Philistine), Jezreel Valley, Phoenician coast and Transjordan. The Philistine coast and major Canaanite centers contain public architecture (e.g., city walls, monumental temples, fortifications, defenses, gates), while the settlements in the hill country are small towns and villages. The second pattern is the last attempt by Egypt in the first half of the twelfth century BCE (Iron Age IA) to retain control of the region. This is particularly evident in Canaanite centers that were reoccupied after the thirteenth-century BCE collapse.


    4.1.3.1. Canaan. Most sites along the coast and the inland valleys (e.g., Jezreel Valley, Shephelah) continue from the Late Bronze Age II period, although there are destructions at many sites (c. 1200 BCE), such as Hazor XIII, Beth-Shan VII, Megiddo VIIB, Aphek, Beth Shemesh IV, Gezer XV, Lachish VII, *Ashdod XIV, *Ekron VIII and Tell Beit Mirsim C. These destructions are associated with the collapse of the eastern Mediterranean. The most striking phenomenon in the material culture is the absence of the Aegean imported pottery common in the earlier Late Bronze Age. In spite of these destructions and cessation of trade, it appears that Egypt regained some regional pockets of control until the mid-twelfth century BCE (Iron Age IIB). The continuation of Canaanite culture and the strong Egyptian presence in the country during this time are evident at several key sites (Beth Shan, Megiddo, Lachish, Tel Mor, Tel Seraʿ, Shechem, Gezer, Tell el-Farʿah [S]).


    4.1.3.2. Philistia. Along the southern coastal plain, Philistine occupation is evident by the destruction of Ashdod and Ekron, Late Bronze Age cities. The next occupational levels contain Mycenaean IIIC:1b pottery, identical with forms found at Cyprus, implying settlements of Aegean migrants. There are two major stages of Philistine settlement patterns. The first stage is the establishment of a beachhead with key cities built on destroyed Late Bronze Age Canaanite sites. This phase is congruent with the reestablished Egyptian control in the Iron Age IB and is characterized by Mycenaean IIIC:1b pottery, locally made but with forms and decoration of the Aegean. The second phase dates from the mid-twelfth century BCE until the mid-eleventh century BCE and is a period of growth and expansion. This period is characterized by the hallmark Philistine bichrome pottery. A third stage of development is defined in the archaeological record but does not represent any major settlement shifts. It is a period defined by a continued acculturation process of red-slip burnished pottery replacing the Philistine bi-chrome ware.


    The city plans for Iron Age I Philistine sites (Ashdod, Ekron) show well-defined and organized zones (acropolis, temple, domestic, industrial zones, etc.) as well as perimeter city walls for defense and gates. At Ekron the initial settlement of the Philistines witnessed the expansion of the city from ten acres to over fifty acres in Iron Age IA. Unique features of the Philistine material culture include large circular hearths in the middle of main rooms in public buildings (a Megaron temple was built at Ekron).


    4.1.3.3. Hill Country. Several extensive surface surveys have revealed a new settlement pattern in the mountains of Cisjordan and Galilee. Over 250 sites have been identified in the hill country of Judah and Samaria. Most of these sites range from two to five acres, while the largest are ten to twenty acres. There is no monumental public architecture and city planning. Most of the sites in the western highlands were newly founded, with only a few having earlier Late Bronze Age occupation (e.g., Tell Beit Mirsim, Beth Shemesh, *Bethel, Tell el-Farah [N]). The typical Iron Age I settlements are hamlets or small villages laid out in oval-shaped plans with a large open space in the center and a ring of buildings around the settlement. These settlements reflect social units based on groups of extended families (tribal) that were self-sustaining agricultural and pastoral economies. The typical hill-country residence was the “pillared” or “four-room” house (see Architecture). This is a rectangular structure with a rear broadroom and a front courtyard with one or two side rooms separated from the courtyard by rows of pillars. There is evidence of a partial second story for living and sleeping space. This house type supports an agricultural/pastoral family-centered subsistence. The sites that contain an earlier Late Bronze Age occupation and were rebuilt in Iron Age I tend to have buildings twice the size of typical highland sites. Most sites contain cisterns, storage pits and silos, and agricultural terracing. No major city planning or public architecture is evident. One of the settlement patterns is that in the hill country of Ephraim and Manasseh there is a 4 to 1 density of settlements over against the Judean hills to the south.


    During the eleventh century BCE several fortresses were constructed that hint at the developing social organization of the hill-country settlers (e.g., Giloh, Tel el-Ful, Har Adir, several sites in the Benjamin plateau). These were square fortresses surrounded by casemate walls in the midst of a group of small villages. The Giloh fortress consisted of a solid square foundation (11.2 x 11.2 m) for a tower with inner rooms (see Judg 9:46-49, 50-52).


    4.1.4. Ceramics. The pottery of the Iron Age I period, unlike the earlier Late Bronze Age corpus, is a poor repertoire limited to types essential for basic subsistence. In terms of general forms, the Late Bronze repertoire continues into the twelfth century BCE (especially pithoi, kraters, bowls [degenerate platter, carinated, simple], flasks, cooking pots, pyxides, etc.). The Early Iron I wares are also in the Late Bronze Age tradition, but they lack the decorative elements, with the exception of red-banded monochrome paint with geometric and animal motifs. New features that appear in the twelfth century BCE include storejars with single-grooved rim and four handles, cooking pots with longer-flanged rim, simple-footed chalices, and “collar-rim” storejars. Cypriot and Mycenaean imported pottery ceases during the Iron Age I period. Toward the end of the eleventh century BCE, red-slipped burnished pottery appears in the assemblages, initially on the coast and in the Negev.


    New regional and ethnic ceramic corpuses that are evident in the Iron Age I period are the Philistine pottery and Midianite pottery (southern Arabah). Common Philistine forms are the pyxides, cooking jugs and jugs with strainer spouts. The pyxis (a small, usually cylindrical container), originally an Aegean form, becomes popular in the following Iron Age II period. The Philistine pottery has a distinct chronological development from the Mycenaean IIIC:1b pottery from their initial settlement, to the hallmark bichrome pottery in Iron Age IB, to degenerate forms and the replacement of bichrome decoration with red-slip burnished pottery that becomes common in Iron Age II.


    4.1.5. Metallurgy. The term Iron Age evokes a transition from bronze to iron, but iron usage does not become the dominant metal until the tenth century BCE (iron first appears in the twelfth century BCE). Bronze is still the main metal in Iron Age I. The transition from bronze to iron may have been motivated by a shortage of tin (required for bronze), perhaps due to the disruption of the Late Bronze Age trade network. Iron can be produced from readily available ore. Earliest iron implements found in ancient Palestine are a sword from Tell el-Farʿah and a knife and from Tell Qasile.


    The Bronze weapons of the Iron Age I period continue the Canaanite traditions from the Late Bronze Age. This continuity is illustrated in the axes, arrowheads and javelin heads. There are also Aegean and Cypriot influences in the repertoire: double axes, hammer axes, long socketed javelin heads. Weapons are found at Megiddo, Tell Qasile, Tel Zeror and Akhziv. Bronze tableware sets have been found in Iron Age I contexts, perhaps a remnant of the international nature of the Late Bronze Age. The basic set, commonly called “wine sets,” consists of a bowl, jug and strainer. Bronze tableware has been found mainly at northern sites: Megiddo, Beth Shean and Tell es Saʿidiyeh in the Jordan Valley. Other metal artifacts are bronze tripods (Tell es-Saʿidiyeh, Megiddo). Metal workshops were found at Tel Dan, Tel Harashim, Tell Deir ʿAlla, Tell Qasile, *Ai, Beth Shemesh, Tel Mor and Tel Masos. Raw materials probably came from Cyprus or the Timna Valley.


    4.1.6. Burials. Iron Age I burials continue Late Bronze Age traditions, and some scholars suggest that all the elements of Iron Age II bench-type tombs were already present in Iron Age I. One of the unique patterns of Iron Age I archaeology is that no burials have been found in the western highlands. This pattern probably is due to the use of simple, shallow graves outside of settlements or the use of natural caves lacking grave goods, indicating a relatively poor society with simple stratification.


    4.1.7. Religion (Belief and Practice). The material correlates of religious belief and practice can be found in architecture and religious artifacts. There will always be debates on the inferences and interpretations of artifacts, but there is widespread consensus on the religious nature of several finds such as cult vessels used for libations (chalices, zoomorphic vessels) and anthropomorphic and zoomorphic figurines. One unique find is an 18 cm bronze bull statuette associated with an open-air cult site. This is the only evidence of religious iconography. Major temples/cultic sites are the Bull site and Mount Ebal in the western highlands; the Philistine temples found at Ekron and Tel Qasile; and Canaanite-Egyptian temples found at Megiddo, Bethshean and Lachish.


    There are several temples that date to the Iron Age I period. There is a distinctive pattern in regard to settlement. Most are located in major Canaanite centers in the Jezreel Valley. These temples are Megiddo VIIIA, Beth Shean (VIB, lower V/VIA), Tell Abu-Hawam Temple 30, Tell es-Saʿidiyeh XIA and Tell Qasile (XII-VIII).


    There are secondary shrines that are either public cult rooms associated with other buildings (Hazor XI, Ai, Tel Miqne Field I, Lachish Room 49, perhaps Taanach), and domestic cult corners (Tel Qiri Area D, possibly Megiddo 2081 and Tell Irbid). Other cult structures are associated with industry (*Dan, Tell el-Hammah, Tell Amal, possibly Tell Mazar). In addition to cultic structures found in settlements there are open-air, outdoor cult places, such as the bull site and the structure on Mount Ebal, and extramural shrines (Tel Michal-Makmish, Tel Michal Area C).


    4.2. Iron Age II (1000-586 BCE). This period can be characterized by secondary state formation found throughout the southern Levant. This period corresponds to the development and creation of the Israelite monarchy: from the regionalism of the Iron Age I (tribal and chiefdoms) to the territorial state. This state level of society is seen in the monumental buildings and evidence of centralization. In the eighth century BCE we see extensive literary activity in Syria-Palestine.


    4.2.1. Chronology/Periodization. The Iron Age II period has been subdivided in various schemes by archaeologists. Most have subdivided the system based on historical events and persons: united and divided monarchy, campaign of Shishak (925 BCE), fall of Samaria (721 BCE) and the fall of Jerusalem (586 BCE). Although these events can be defined in the archaeological record, they reflect political and biblical history and not necessarily cultural history. Although military campaigns assist in the comparison of intrasite stratigraphy, changes in material culture over time are influenced by many more variables than political events (e.g., trade patterns, technological innovations). The first scheme was proposed by G. E. Wright, who divided Iron Ages I and II at the divided monarchy, designating the period of the united monarchy as part of the Iron Age I period. The ninth century BCE was assigned to Iron Age IIA, and the period from 800-586 BCE was the Iron Age IIB period. Aharoni (1978) associated the Iron Age II period with the united monarchy (tenth century BCE)—Iron Age IIA. The period from Shishak’s campaign to the fall of Samaria was Iron Age IIB (925-721 BCE), and the Iron Age IIC was 720-586 BCE. This has been the dominant subdivision among biblical archaeologists, but recently scholars are dividing the period based on the changes in material culture. G. Barkay subdivides the Iron Age into IIA (tenth to ninth centuries BCE), IIB (eighth century BCE ), IIIA (seventh to early sixth centuries BCE), IIIB (sixth century BCE); L. Herr subdivides the Iron Age into IA (tenth century BCE), IIB (ninth to late eighth centuries BCE), IIC (late eighth to mid-sixth centuries BCE).


    Periodization is based on variations in the continuity and discontinuity of the material culture, and therefore the adoption of subdivisions is subjective among archaeologists. There is general agreement on relative chronology of the material culture of the Iron Age, but biblical scholars need to be mindful of the scheme used by each individual archaeologist.


    4.2.2. Written Sources. Perhaps one of the most dramatic differences between the Iron Age I and II periods in the archaeological record is the dramatic increase in the amount of written sources. This phenomenon is twofold. First, with the resumption of the expansion and resource acquisition by Egypt and Assyria, the mention of sites and persons in the southern Levant are documented since these nations mount several campaigns. These events naturally allow for chronological synchronization, particularly eighth- and seventh-century BCE destructions. Second, in addition to sources from without, the southern Levant sees an increase in written materials (see Hebrew Inscriptions). There are monumental inscriptions—for example, Tel Dan, Mesha, Siloam Tunnel, Royal Steward and Ekron. Other written artifacts include ostraca, religious texts and amulets, seals, arrowheads, and bullae. The texts of the Hebrew Bible also correspond to this expansion in writing, since most were arguably written during this period, but those key to the reconstruction of the history of ancient Israel are the Prophets.


    There are also several groups of ostraca, as well as hundreds of isolated ostraca. Some of the best caches of ostraca are from the sites of Samaria, Horvat Uza, *Arad and Lachish. Several key single-find ostraca are from ʿIzbet Sartah, Mezad Hashavyahu, Kadesh Barnea, Tel Beersheba and Tel ʿIra.


    For Iron Age II, evidence of religious texts is found. The silver amulet from Ketef Hinnom is the earliest biblical text discovered (Num 6:24-26). The Kuntillet ʿAjrud inscription mentioning Yaweh and “his asherah” along with graffiti, Deir ʿAlla, and perhaps the unprovenanced and suspect pomegranate scepter inscription.


    This period contains hundreds of seal and seal impressions, bullae, and arrowheads providing biblical scholars with a large corpus of onomastic evidence. From the eighth century BCE, hundreds of lmlk jar handles bearing the statement “belonging to the king” provide evidence of a thriving administrative system (see Hebrew Inscriptions).


    4.2.3. History and People. The identification of people groups, nations and ethnicity in the archaeological record is a debated topic. Nevertheless, archaeologists and historians acknowledge that at some level these distinctions are encoded on the material correlates of society. For the Iron Age II period, archaeologists have started to define these distinctions in the archaeological record, and while archaeologists acknowledge that there can be no simple equation “pots = people,” most are comfortable with the postulate that although an Assyrian bowl found in an eighth-century BCE site can represent any reconstruction—from an Assyrian presence to merely trade—the average Israelite would know that it is an Assyrian bowl, not an Israelite one. Archaeologists must always be cautious of connecting ethnic or national markers to the archaeological record in the Iron Age II period, but there are some generally accepted patterns in the association of the material correlates of society with broader types of definitions such as nations, ethnicity and geographical regions. Hence, for this period, archaeologists are defining the boundaries and making inferences based on material-culture studies of Egyptians, Assyrians, Aramean states of southern and central Syria, national states of Transjordan (Ammonites, Moabites, Edomites), Neo-Hittite states of northern Syria and eastern Anatolia, the Phoenician state in the Syrian-Lebanese littoral, and the united and divided monarchies of Israel.


    For the Iron Age II period, the archaeological data allow for the reconstruction and assignment of political events and social developments. The key social developments are the formation of nations (secondary states)—particularly the Israelite united monarchy—Aramean states and the Transjordan tribal states. Other dynamics defined in the archaeological record are the expansion of trade and dominance of the Phoenicians as intermediaries in the renewed trade in the eastern Mediterranean. In addition to associating the archaeological record with historical developments, there are some events that can be defined, such as Shishak’s invasion (c. 925 BCE), the Assyrian campaigns of the eighth century BCE (Tiglath-pileser, Shalmaneser, Sargon II, Sennacherib, Esharhaddon) and the Babylonian campaigns (c. 605, 587/6 BCE).


    4.2.4. Settlement Patterning and Architecture. Generally, the Iron Age II settlement patterns, compared to those of Iron Age I, are characterized by hierarchy of settlements, greater population growth, considerable increase in settlements and size, and centralization and urbanization. The pattern of Iron Age II settlements is defined by emerging nations and ethnic groups. The archaeological record reflects small national entities developing in geopolitical spheres: the Israelite state in the hill country, Philistines and Phoenicians along the coast, Arameans in the Syrian desert, and the Transjordanian states of Edom, Moab and Ammon.


    In addition to social hierarchical systems in settlement patterns, variation and stratification are now evidenced in architecture. Domestic architecture continues to be the four-room house, but there are various zones of occupation in the western highland sites. Public architecture consists of fortifications such as casemate and offset-inset city walls, multichambered gate systems (four to six chambers) that open to large plazas, and double-ringed city-wall systems with glacis between the outer and inner lines and double gate systems with outer gate houses. Several palaces and administrative structures are built, as well as elaborate water systems (see Water and Water Systems).


    The beginnings of centralized authority and monumental architecture in the western highlands occurs in Iron Age IIA (tenth century BCE). The first elaborate gate systems were utilized; the most well-known is the six-chamber, four-entry gate found at Hazor, Megiddo and Gezer. Initially, these were associated only with Solomonic administrative activity. They have been found in later periods and at non-Israelite sites. Although no longer singularly a reference to the Israelite united monarchy, the correlation with the aforementioned gates still reflects a unified administrative policy of a central authority that can be postulated as the reign of Solomon. Two administrative structures appear in the archaeological record: the palace and the pillared building. The palace is adapted from Syrian bit hilani palaces comprised of a central court surrounded by rectangular rooms, stairwell and a pillared entryway. These palaces have been found at northern sites: Megiddo (Buildings 1723, 6000) and Bethsaida. Pillared storage buildings (also identified as stables by some archaeologists) were found at Tell Abu Hawam, Tel Hadar, Tel Qasile, Tell el-Hesi, Tel Malhata and Tel Masos. In the central Negev highlands there are several fortified enclosures and many additional small settlements and isolated farmsteads that were close to water sources that could support some agriculture. They were located on hills within sight of each other; most were 25-70 m in diameter and circular, oval, rectangular or amorphic in shape with rows of casemate rooms surrounding a large central courtyard with a narrow entrance. There are several theories regarding the context of these settlements, but most archaeologists associate them with the Israelites, although some think that they could be Amalekite in origin.


    Perhaps the greatest change in Iron Age IIB (ninth and eighth centuries BCE) is the discernable settlement hierarchy. Naturally, the two capitals of the kingdoms, Samaria and Jerusalem, were at the top of the hierarchy, but there were “royal” cities such as at Megiddo IV and Lachish IV-III. Tripartite pillared buildings were constructed throughout the kingdoms as part of tertiary provincial distribution centers. Multichambered city gates continue in use: the earlier four-chambered gate from the tenth century BCE and now a new two-chambered type.


    Defensive systems now include monumental water systems (e.g., Megiddo, Hazor, Jerusalem), and a double city-wall system consisting of two parallel walls. The lower wall was further down the slope of the city, and usually there was a stone-covered glacis between the lower and upper walls. Several cities had an additional gate house associated with the second wall. The seventh century BCE was influenced by the Assyrian conquest. Assyrian palaces were constructed at Hazor V, Megiddo III-II, Gezer, Buseireh, Tel Jemmeh, Tel Sera and Sheikh Zuweid. Fortresses were built throughout Judah in the Judean hills and wilderness and in the Negev (e.g., Vered Jericho, Khirbet Abu et-Twein).


    4.2.5. Ceramics. Iron Age pottery continues to exhibit regional variations due to production centers, trade and geopolitical variables, but the overall corpus becomes standardized. During the tenth century BCE imports begin to appear, especially Cypro-Phoenician ware and forms such as the black-on-red ware. Most forms continue from the Iron Age I period with few major additions, except for the adoption of coastal forms such as strainer jugs and decanters.


    4.2.6. Burials. There are a variety of burial practices in the Iron Age II period. The most common forms are the simple graves, the cave and the bench/arcosolia tombs. Simple graves dug into the ground, sometimes with stones covering the grave, have been found at Tell el-Ajjul, Akhzib, Tel Amal, Azor, Tel Bira, Dhiban, Tell el-Farah, Joya, Khalde, Lachish, Tell er-Ruqeish and Khirbet Silm. Cave, shaft and chamber tomb types have been excavated in the western highlands, Transjordan and the Jezreel Valley. Bench and arcosolia tombs have been found at Aitun, Akhzib, Amman [Jebel Jofeh], Tell Beit Mirsim, Beth Shemesh, Tel Bira, Dhiban, Gezer, Haifa, Halif, Tel Ira, Irbed, Lachish, Tell en-Nasbeh, Ramot, Sahab, Samaria, Tubas, Khirbet Zaʾaq and Jerusalem (old city walls, Silwan, and St. Ettiene). In addition to these types there are cist graves and simple interments.


    Other, less common burial practices include jar burials (Amman [Jebel el-Qusur and the royal palace], Azor, Dhiban, Dothan, Megiddo, Mount Nebo, Sahab); anthropoid, wooden or stone coffin burials (Amman [Jebel el-Qusur and the royal palace], Dhiban, Jerusalem [Old City walls and Silwan], Mount Nebo, Sahab); bathtub coffin burials (Tell el-Faʿrah [N], Tell en Nasbeh); above-ground monolithic tombs in the Kidron Valley of Jerusalem; and cremation burials (Tell el-ʿAjjul, Akhzib, ʿAtlit, Tel el-Faʿrah [S], Joya, Khalde, Lachish, Megiddo, Mount Nebo, Qasmieh, Tell er-Ruqeish, Khirbet Silm).


    4.2.7. Religion (Belief and Practice). In the Iron Age II period a plethora of archaeological evidence associated with cultic practice has been defined. As with other aspects of the Iron Age II material culture, ethnic/national markers are distinguished in the archaeological record of cultic activity. A major Philistine temple complex has been excavated at Tel Miqne-Ekron, an Edomite cult complex at Horvat Qitmit, and an Aramean cult corner has been found in the gate complex at Bethsaida. Although there are no remains of the Jerusalem temple, several Israelite cult places have been found at Ai, Arad, *Beersheba, Lachish, Ein Gev, Samaria, Taanach, Tirzeh and Tel Dan.


    In addition to regional and national cultic practices, public cultic practices, particularly associated with urban centers, are well documented in the Iron Age II archaeological record. Tel Dan was the site of major cultic activity, as evidenced by a large cult center found there dating from the tenth century BCE (Stratum IV) to the ninth/eighth century BCE (Stratum III). This room has a large altar with horns. In addition to this cult center in the heart of the city, at the lower gate of the city there was a cult corner with pillars (maṣṣēbôt), and a standing stone or altar. In the environs west of Jerusalem several tumuli have been surveyed. These served as cult complexes and probably represent the funeral fires and rituals associated with the deaths of the Judean kings.


    In addition to temples, several artifacts can be associated with religious practice, such as figurines, large and small altars, ceramic stands (fenestrated and plain) and model shrines, amulets, scarabs and seals. The large altars provide evidence for public religious centers outside of the capital cities. Large altars have been found at Arad, Beersheba, Dan and Megiddo. There are also several sites with inscriptions that refer to religious belief, such as the Judean desert cave (near En-Gedi), Khirbet El-Qom, Kuntillet ʿAjrud, an inscribed tomb at Khirbet Beit Lei and the Ketef Hinnom inscriptions.


    5. Overview of Later Iron Age (III) and Persian Period Archaeological Data.


    The archaeology of the Babylonian and Persian periods in the southern Levant has been neglected by archaeologists of Syria-Palestine. This period has not been important for the historiographical issues associated with the development of biblical archaeology, nor is it a period that has been studied to address issues in Iron Age archaeology. In addition to this period not being on the radar of many scholars, it is difficult to isolate and define material culture that belongs to this period. Most archaeologists acknowledge that this period exists, but in most reports or surveys it is common to refer to material culture as Iron Age II-Persian or Persian-Hellenistic. Unfortunately, there is a paucity of archaeological data in comparison to that of other periods, and in regard to the data that have been excavated there is a bias among archaeologists to focus research and analysis on the earlier periods. Another problem is that it is difficult to isolate sixth-century material culture from that of the seventh century, and fourth-century material culture from that of the third century. Most sites do not have well-stratified material culture to define the archaeology of this period. Recent trends in biblical studies and archaeology have brought a renewed interest in this neglected period.


    5.1. History of Research, Chronology and Nomenclature. The first comprehensive study of material culture of Syria-Palestine from the Persian period came in the early 1980s with the publication of E. Stern’s Material Culture of the Land of the Bible in the Persian Period, 538-332 B.C. Ironically, the next major publication of Persian-period archaeology was Stern’s The Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian Periods (732-332 B.C.E.), published in 2001, which is the second volume of the two-volume Archaeology of the Land of the Bible in the Anchor Bible Reference Library. The interest in the archaeology of the Persian period is starting to pick up as several scholars are now addressing broader sociocultural developments during the Persian Empire (see Carter; Edelmen; Lipschits and Blenkinsopp).


    In addition to the scholarly interest in the Persian period, another trend in the archaeology of Syria-Palestine is to question the historically arbitrary end of the Iron Age period with the Babylonian conquest of Jerusalem (586 BCE). Most scholars acknowledge that this date is based solely on a historical event, not any changes in the material culture. The archaeological material of the sixth century BCE is similar to the seventh-century BCE Iron Age material data, and therefore there is a tacit understanding that based on the archaeological data, the Iron Age should continue into the sixth century BCE.


    Research designs of the archaeology of the Persian period have focused on addressing the question of the nature of the settlement and demographics associated with the nature of the Babylonian deportations and the Jewish migrations as recorded in the biblical text. This debate has commonly been referred to as the “myth of the empty land.” In addition, research has focused on the nature of the administrative policies of the Babylonian and Persian Empires, specifically on the administrative districts in Syria-Palestine (e.g., the borders of Yehud and Idumea) and international trade, particularly with the Phoenicians.


    For the first time we see an emphasis on placing the material culture within a historical framework; no longer are the periodizations based dominantly on material culture, but now the archaeological periods match with historical periodization (e.g., Persian, Hellenistic, Roman, Byzantine). Hence, only recently have archaeologists attempted to create subdivisions incorporating changes in the archaeological record. Several archaeologists who specialize in the Iron Age are proposing that the Iron Age should extend to the end of the sixth century BCE—for example, 539 BCE with the title “Iron Age III” or “Iron Age IIC” (Barkay; Herr; Zertal). A. Zertal proposes that the fall of Samaria in 722/723 BCE should be the start of the Iron Age III period. This timeframe is still divided by historical periods such as the Babylonian (604-539 BCE) and the Persian (539-332 BCE) (Stern 2001). Recently, C. Carter has suggested dividing up the period as Iron Age IIC (605-539 BCE), Persian I (539-450 BCE) and Persian II (450-332 BCE).


    5.2. Settlement Patterns and Architecture. One of the questions in the archaeology of the Babylonian period (sixth century BCE) is whether or not the archaeological data support the notion that there was complete devastation and abandonment of Palestine. This is the view among most archaeologists because of the evidence of widespread Babylonian destructions at major sites and the archaeological vacuum found at all sites, especially when compared to the previous Assyrian period in Palestine. Unfortunately, this has created a caricature in historical reconstructions of complete abandonment and depopulation. Recent reevaluations of the data suggest that although this was a period of collapse in the historical cycles of this region, there was not a complete abandonment by the local population.


    There is no clearly defined period that can be associated with the sixth century BCE, but two clearly defined regions can be identified in the archaeological record: north of Jerusalem in the Benjamin territory, with Tell en-Nasbeh as the main center, and the Ammonite territory. The sixth-century BCE strata are elusive, but what is clear is the total destruction of Iron Age IIB sites throughout Palestine. The Babylonian destruction is well documented in the archaeological record of major tells such as Lachish II, Jerusalem, Hazor IV, Megiddo III, Acco, Tell Keisan Stratum 4, Ashdod VI, Ekron IB, Timnah II, *Ashkelon, Tell el-Hesi, Tel Seraʿ, Tel Haror, Tell Jemmeh, Ruqeish, Dothan I, Samaria VIIA, Shechem VI, Tell el-Farʿah [N], Gezer V, Bethel, *Gibeon, Tell el-Ful, Jericho, En-Gedi and Ramat Rahel. At some of these sites there is evidence of a small occupation immediately after this destruction (e.g., Hazor, Megiddo, Ekron), but at other sites there is evidence that settlement was not renewed until the Persian period.


    During the Persian period the settlement pattern is very similar to that of the Neo-Babylonian Period, although denser. The main sites are along the major highways and road systems (see Roads and Highways). In the coastal area the main cities were settled, particularly the Acco Plain, which was influenced by Tyre and the Carmel Coast and the Sharon Plain. In these regions were densely built settlements such as Achzib, Kabri, Nahariya, Acco, Khirbet Usa, Tell Bireh, Tell Keisan, Gilʿam, Tell Abu Hawam, Dor and Shiqmona. In the north settlements are found at Hazor, Megiddo, Tel Abu Shusha, Tel Qiri, Jokneam, Beth Shan and Taanach, as well as several other sites. In the southern coastal Plain sites are Ashdod, Nebi Yunis, Tel Zippor, Tel ʿErani, Ashkelon, Tel el Hesi, Gaza, Tell Jemmeh, Tel el-Farʿah (S), Tel Haro and Tel Seraʿ.


    The western highlands (provinces of Samaria and Yehud) in the Persian period have been studied by Zertal and by Carter (2003b). Zertal analyzed the settlement as part of a larger study on the territory of Manasseh, and Carter’s research has focused on a sociocultural study of Yehud based on historical and archaeological data. Carter’s study notes that twenty-two sites have been excavated within the province of Yehud and date to the Babylonian and Persian periods; eighteen of these sites are settlements. Adding survey data, Carter (2004) estimates that there were 86 settlements that date to the Persian I period, and 125 sites to the Persian II period. The most densely populated area is along the central spur from Bethel to *Hebron. Zertal’s study is based on survey data where he defined the Iron Age III period as 722-535 BCE. He has delineated a pattern where there is a stark demographic shift due to Assyrian deportation policies. Comparing sites during the Iron Age II-III periods, Zertal notes a 53 percent decline in the Shechem syncline, 71 percent in the eastern valleys, and 85 percent in the Iron-Shechem subregion. Parts of eastern Samaria were emptied and replaced by Cutheans, who brought a new wedge-shaped decoration of local Iron Age III bowls originating from Mesopotamia. In addition, several new forts and administrative centers were built. For the following Persian period, strata are found at Samaria VIII and Shechem V.


    5.3. Ceramics. There are no diagnostic Babylonian (Iron III) pottery types. Most are either continuations of Iron II forms or vessel types that also appear in the Persian period. Thus it is difficult to date a corpus or stratum unless both types are found demonstrating that the pottery group exhibits this transitional nature between the earlier Iron II period and the later Persian period. Vessel types typical of the sixth century BCE are “carrot-shaped” bottles, clay alabastra, round black pyxides and “sack-shaped shoulder” decanters. A type that illustrates the transitional nature is the lamp. Three types are common: the Judean high-footed lamp of the late Iron Age II, the rare closed Babylonian lamp with a long nozzle, and a large, flat open lamp that becomes common in the Persian period.


    The pottery corpus of the Persian period tends to be local, with very few imports from Persia. Most ceramic forms continue the Iron Age II tradition, particularly the cooking pots, storage jars, bowls, flasks, oil lamps, jugs/juglets and kraters. Several Greek and Cypriot imports are found, such as lekythoi (flasks for perfumed oil), bowls, jars, lamps and Attic black-and-red ware. Decorative motifs include painted bands and geometric designs on burnished and glaze vessels. Other local decorative techniques are the “wedge-shaped and reed impression” combination.


    5.4. Other Material Culture. Most of the artifacts attributed to the Babylonian period were found in tombs. As with the ceramic vessels, a majority also occur in the early Iron Age and the later Persian Period. One pattern is that in the Babylonian period many new metal vessels begin to appear quite suddenly, some originating in Mesopotamia, but the majority being local imitations (Stern 2001, 345). Metal artifacts include bowls, some with leaf decoration, strainers and dippers, mirrors, jewelry, toggle pins, toilet vessels, and kohl sticks. Weapons include both local and Babylonian arrowheads (Irano-Scythian type). Glass and bronze bottles as well as alabaster vessels are found. Other finds include Babylonian seals and seal impressions, the majority being nonepigraphical. Most are conical chalcedony stamp seals with octagonal base, while a couple of the seals are cylinder seals.


    The archaeological data of the Persian period contains large assemblages of metalware, alabaster, bone and glass, evidence of an increase in the standard of living and the commercial stimulus of luxury articles. Household metalware items are common, such as bowls, dishes, jugs, chalices and ladles. Several alabaster vessels have been discovered in Persian-period strata, as well as chalk vessels discovered in Jerusalem, apparently local imitations of the alabaster vessel forms. Metal objects include jewelry and weapons. Arrowheads consist of Irano-Scythian, Greek and local types.


    5.5. Burial and Burial Practices. One of the most important sites for the Babylonian period is Ketef Hinnom. This is a series of Iron Age rock-cut tombs on the western slope of the Hinnom Valley just outside the city of Jerusalem. Tomb 25 contained over 250 vessels dating to the late Iron Age II-Hellenistic period. This illustrates that this family tomb was in use throughout the Babylonian period, implying that there was cultural continuity between the seventh and sixth centuries BCE. Tombs attributed to the sixth century BCE are Horvat ʿAlmit, Tell en-Nasbeh, Tell el-Ful, Ketef Hinnom, Abu Ghosh and Tomb 14 at Beth Shemesh. Tombs in the Ammonite territory were found at Meqabelein, Umm Uthainah, Khilda and Tell Mazar. All these tombs have similar ceramic vessels, and all are part of larger cemeteries.


    Burials from the Persian period have been found in all regions of ancient Palestine: in Galilee and the Jezreel Valley (Hazor, Khirbet Ibsan, ʿEn ha-Naziv, Mishmar ha-ʿEmeq); along the coast (Achzib, Shavei Zion, Acco, Beth ha-Emeq, Lohamei ha-Getaʾot, Yasʿour, ʿAtlit, Dor, Tel Michal, Azor, Bat-Yam, Ashkelon, Tell el-Hesi, Tell el-Farʿah [S], Gaza); in the western highlands (Shechem, Nahshonim, Tell el-Ful, Abu Ghosh, Beth Shemesh, Gezer, Lachish, Horvat Beth Loyah, Eshtemoa, ʿAin ʿArrub); and in Transjordan and the Jordan Valley (Meqabelein, Umm Uthainah, Khilda, Tell el-Mazar, ʿIraq el-Emir, Yafit). Persian-period tombs belong to three distinct types: cist graves, shaft tombs and pit graves. Mesopotamian influence is evident by the sarcophagi-style clay coffins (originating in Palestine in the Assyrian period), and two Phoenician stone anthropoid sarcophagi were found in shaft tombs at Gaza and in the Acco region. These are common farther up the coast in Phoenicia.


    5.6. Trade and Economics. The growth of international trade resumed in the Persian period. Coins were used in Palestine in the Babylonian period, but they do not become common until the end of the fifth century BCE and especially the fourth century BCE. It is apparent from papyri documents that the Persian period was in a transition from weighted precious metal to the use of coins. The coins in circulation in Palestine include Greek coins, Phoenician city coins, royal Persian coins (daric gold coin and a silver coin) and Palestinian coins. Of the Palestinian coins, there are city coins from the southern coastal strip: Ashdod, Ashkelon and Gaza. Other Palestinian coins are the yehud coins of the province of Judah and the Samaritan coins.


    Ostraca from the Persian period provide evidence that there were two units of liquid measure, the kur and the bat, and two units of dry measure, the seah and the qav. These names are similar to those of earlier periods. It appears that by the Persian period there was a different uniform standard of weights that differed from the Judean standard of the late Iron Age. Evidence of weights from Palestine is lacking in the excavated archaeological record.


    5.7. Religion. No cultic buildings or objects can stratigraphically be attributed to the Babylonian period. One pattern is the disappearance of the typical Iron Age II clay figurines. Perhaps the only structure is at Bethel, where an earlier sanctuary continued in use. This pattern changes in the Persian period, from which several cultic buildings and artifacts have been excavated. There are three types of cultic buildings: large city temples, medium-sized sanctuaries and small cultic niches.


    Cultic buildings in the Persian period correlate in plan and dimensions to previous periods—evidence of close connections with older traditions. Two patterns emerge from the archaeological data: close homogeneity among the contents of each building, and the lack of pagan cult temples in the western highlands. Only one large city temple has been discovered—the so-called solar shrine at Lachish. This building (27 x 17 m) consists of a square courtyard with a row of small chambers to the east and a rectangular antechamber in the back containing incense altars and other cultic vessels. This building was plastered with a vaulted roof. Medium-sized sanctuaries were uncovered at Sarepta, Tel Michal (Makmish and another eastern shrine) and Mizpe Yammim. Other structures have been partially excavated at Dan and Acco. Although these are the only cult structures excavated, there are more temples represented in the archaeological record by various dedicatory inscriptions, temple statuettes and several favissae (repositories of discarded cult objects) all hinting at the existence of Persian-period temples. A unique cultic practice dating to the Persian period is sacred dog burials. The largest and most well-known cemetery was found at Ashkelon, but others have been found at Berytus, Dor and Ashdod.


    Perhaps the most ubiquitous find of the Persian period are the figurines. Several hundred have been found in favissae, temples and graves distributed throughout Galilee, the coast, the Shephelah and Idumaea. Most are either hollow mold-made or solid handmade figurines, plaques and masks. These figurines contain features of Phoenician, Persian, Egyptian, Canaanite, Cypriot and Greek influences. Other cultic artifacts are bronze figurines, bronze incense stands and the cuboid limestone or clay incense altars.


    See also Ai; Ammon, Ammonites; Arad; Ashdod; Ashkelon; Beersheba; Bethel; Dan; Edom, Edomites; Ekron; Ethnicity; Ezion-Geber; Gath; Gaza; Gibeah, Geba; Gibeon; Gilgal; Hazor; Hebrew Inscriptions; Hebron; High Places; History of Israel 1-8; Israel; Jericho; Jezreel; Lachish; Megiddo; Mizpah; Moab, Moabites; Philistines; Phoenicia, Phoenicians; Samaria; Shechem; Shiloh; Social-Scientific Approaches; Tirzah.
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    ARCHITECTURE


    As long as people were able to live in natural caves, there was no need to engage in building activity. Only with the transition to permanent settlement did there arise the necessity of constructing a permanent habitation. The development of architecture thus coincided with the transition from a hunter-gatherer culture to one of *agriculture; the first buildings constructed derive from the final phase of the Mesolithic Period. With the Neolithic Period (8000-4000 BCE), building activity began on a large scale. Architecture belongs among the achievements of the Neolithic revolution, during which the rectangular building form soon developed and replaced the round style of building. A decisive contribution here was the production of special bricks for the various forms of building. Although there are no great differences in the building materials used in the Holy Land from the beginnings of architecture onward, the building forms show a marked development over the course of the millennia. The time span covered by the Historical Books of the OT corresponds more or less to the so-called Iron Age, which divides into three periods: Iron Age I (1200-1000 BCE), Iron Age II (1000-587 BCE) and Iron Age III (587-337 BCE). The greatest break occurs between Iron Ages I and II because the transition to the monarchy from the community of tribes was completed c. 1000 BCE.


    1. Building Materials


    2. Construction Method


    3. Building Forms


    1. Building Materials.


    During the whole of the Iron Age the use of hitherto favored materials continued; these include stones, mud-brick, wood and plaster. In the case of stone, differentiation can be made between the various types and the method of working; in addition to the varieties of local limestone, basalt occasionally was used. Since the latter differs markedly from limestone in its hardness and durability, it was used mainly in locations where particular wear was indicated—for instance, thresholds, doorjambs and stairways. In the case of limestone, a differentiation is to be made between fieldstone and quarry stone. Fieldstones were used in building exactly as they had been found in the fields, whereas quarry stones were obtained in rectangular blocks from quarries. They were further hewn and worked with hammer and chisel. The use of such worked stones increased during Iron Age II.


    For millennia, mud-bricks had been made from a mixture of mud, chopped straw and water, and air dried. Although originally formed by hand, they were made in wooden molds from Early Bronze Age II (3000-2650 BCE) onward; hence their rectangular shape. In the hill country, where stones were available, they usually were put on stone foundations. The wood needed for building was obtained from the forests with which the country was once extensively covered. Various types of wood were used from trees that are still found in the land: cypress, tamarisk and acacia. Since air-dried mud-brick is strongly affected by water, it had to be protected by a layer of plaster. The latter was made from a mixture of calcined lime (obtained from limestone) and water; it could be applied directly onto the mud-brick in a thin layer to afford protection.


    2. Construction Method.


    The method of building with the aforementioned materials also underwent little change during the course of the various periods down into the Iron Age. A stone foundation was laid, and the wall above it built of mud-brick. The roof consisted of beams laid horizontally on top of the walls or several supports, with a filling in between them that was also sealed with a layer of plaster. Accordingly, only flat roofs existed, which had to be repaired after every period of rain. As a rule, the fabric of the wall consisted of two parallel rows of stones and a core, the so-called Schalenmauerwerk. Walls built with only one row of stones and no core are rare. For the upper courses of mud-bricks, the binder technique of headers and stretchers was employed. Pillars (used as roof supports) consisted of stones laid on top of each other, or they were monoliths specially produced in the stone quarries. The pillared house as a building form is typical for Israel during the Iron Age.


    3. Building Forms.


    Since in archaeological excavations only lower walls or foundations are uncovered, little can be said about the upper courses of the walls. Accordingly, the differentiation between (open) courts and (covered) rooms is often subject to an uncertainty that itself gives rise to differences in the reconstruction of buildings. Various types of buildings can be discerned for the Iron Age according to their uses.
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    3.1. The Residential House. During the Iron Age, one building type predominates, which differs in a characteristic way from the widely distributed courtyard house of the second millennium BCE. In accordance with its layout, it is designated the four-room house (fig. 1). Along both of the long sides of a rectangular unit, two further units are separated off, often through supporting pillars. On the short side there is another (fourth) unit, which extends over the whole width of the building. The entrance, situated on the other short side, where no additional unit has been added, usually leads into the middle unit. In the three-room type of house, one of the units on the long sides is missing. As a rule, the central unit is somewhat wider and has a floor of compacted earth, while the two units along the long sides normally have a floor of paving stones.


    The origin of this type of building is as disputed as its construction. On the one hand, the presence of ovens in the central unit indicates that this part was not roofed over but left open, and therefore can be designated a court; on the other hand, stairways indicate the existence of an upper story above the ground floor. It is probable in the case of this type, which was already widely distributed in Iron Age I, that a differentiation is to be made between one- and two-story houses. In the one-story house the central unit was not roofed over, and thus served as a court; the stone pillars guaranteed the light and ventilation of the rooms on the long side. In the case of the two-story house the whole of the ground floor was roofed over, including the central space, which, in the upper story, simply constituted an open court with adjacent rooms. All the rooms on the ground floor served as stalls for animals. The living space for the human inhabitants was on the upper floor, or on the ground floor in a one-story house. In neither case can it be assumed that light and ventilation were provided by windows. Although no walls are preserved to window height, the construction of this type of building in rows excludes the presence of windows, since the individual houses abutted each other along their long sides. Light and ventilation could have been provided only through the door or via the inner court. In addition, where a stairway is absent, an upper floor could have been reached by means of a wooden ladder. Nevertheless, it seems that in the settlements this type of building usually had only one floor.


    As open as the question of the construction of the house is that of its origin. The four-room house is not found so far during the periods of the Middle and Late Bronze Ages, which preceded Iron Age I in the second millennium BCE. It was rather the courtyard house that constituted the predominant building form here: rooms bordered a courtyard, often nearly square, on two, three or four sides. Thus the question of whether the four-room house is an “invention” of the newly arrived Israelites (Shiloh 1970) or follows the Canaanite building tradition (Ahlström) must remain open.


    3.2. Palaces. The residences of the rulers are designated as palaces, although individual rooms of this type of building could also be used for administrative purposes. Palaces normally are differentiated from residential houses through their particular size, which necessitated the layout of the rooms around several courts. It is evidenced from the Early Bronze Age onward that the palaces could reach a size of 60 x 40 m.


    During Iron Age I, Building 2072 was constructed to the west of the gate in Stratum VI A at *Megiddo (fig. 2). In Stratum VI B there had been residential houses in this location, while in the Late Bronze Age from Stratum VII A to Stratum VIII the area was occupied by a palatial building (2041). The external walls of Building 2072 in Megiddo had suffered great destruction; however, the remaining sections permit a reconstruction of the complete building. In the northern part there is a rectangular court; its western, short side is abutted by a stairwell, of which a few steps have been preserved, and two more small rooms. The rooms in the southern part of Building 2072 are arranged in a way that three rooms, each adjacent to the other, can be reached via a rectangular court. A door connects the north and west courts, while the east court could be reached only through the external wall. The point of access could not be established. At any rate, the two-story building permits recognition of a clear arrangement into courts, stairwell and rooms. The adjacent position of various courts is noteworthy. A similar arrangement is observed in the case of Building 1482 in Megiddo Stratum V A. Both building complexes demonstrate the enlargement of simple courtyard houses with the addition of an external court. Building 2072 thus may be attributed to the Canaanite building tradition, but in this context the question of whether Megiddo Stratum VI A was (still) a Canaanite or (already) an Israelite city can be left open.


    The Early Iron Age Building 906 on Tell eš-Šeriʿa Stratum IX was rightly interpreted by E. Oren as the residence of an Egyptian governor. It finds its parallels in Building 480 on Ḫirbet el-Mšāš, the “residency” on Tell el-Fārʿa (South), and House 1500 in Bet-Shean. All four buildings exhibit a strong Egyptian influence; apparently,
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    Figure 2. Palace (Building 2072, Megiddo, Stratum VI A)


     


    houses of the Egyptian residential type occasionally were built in Canaan during the time of the New Kingdom. Even if this type of building does not exactly correspond in all details to the Egyptian residential house with its central living space, a strong Egyptian influence can be discerned for the twelfth century BCE, which is due to Egyptian hegemony.


    No new type of palace was developed during Iron Age I. On the one hand, Canaanite building tradition was perpetuated during this period, and on the other hand, Egyptian influence is discernible. This is not surprising, given the Egyptian domination that lasted until the second half of the twelfth century BCE.


    Three types of palace can be differentiated in Iron Age II: (1) the palace with a central court, (2) the palace without a court, and (3) the Bit Hilani (a style originating in Syria).


    A new type of palace appears under Assyrian influence in Iron Age II, in the form of the Assyrian open-court building (Amiran and Dunayevsky). This primarily served the administration of the country during Iron Age III in the area of the former states of Israel and Judah.
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    Figure 3. Palace (Building 1723, Megiddo, Stratum V A)


    Palaces 1723 and 6000 in Megiddo Stratum V A, and the palace situated in the south of the acropolis of *Samaria, dated to the ninth century BCE, are counted among the examples with a central court. Palace 1723 at Megiddo (fig. 3) measures 23 x 26.5 m, thus being almost square. The rooms are arranged around the central court (A), whereby Room G probably served as a corridor. Palace 1723 in no way belongs to the type of building designated as a Bit Hilani, as D. Ussishkin assumed. The entrance to the building probably was on the eastern side. Palace 6000 in Megiddo (fig. 4) is situated at the northern edge of the city of Stratum V A. It was discovered only in 1960 by Y. Yadin and was not completely excavated. All the rooms are located around a central courtyard. The central unit could have served only as a court, since it is too wide to be roofed over. But Yadin interpreted this building as a Bit Hilani. Against this interpretation the understanding of the building as a palace with an inner court seems more probable, since at a Bit Hilani the entrance hall never has the same length as the main room (see Fritz 1983). Another palace in which the rooms are grouped around a court is located on the acropolis of Samaria (Sebastia). The acropolis was surrounded by an enclosing wall, and in addition to the palace it contained other buildings that had been built to serve the administration of the kingdom. The palace probably was laid out under the direction of *Omri after the purchase of the city hill of Samaria (1 Kings 16:24). It is situated on the southern side of the  acropolis and is in a bad state of preservation.
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    Figure 4. Palace (Building 6000, Megiddo, Stratum V A)


    Remains of the southwestern part have mainly been uncovered, but it may be assumed that it extended further northward and eastward. Another court can be reconstructed in the north. This building probably served all the kings of the northern kingdom from Omri onward until the conquest of the city by the Assyrians in 722 BCE. Given its layout, it most likely follows the Canaanite tradition.
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    Figure 5. “Citadel” at Hazor


    The “citadel” of *Hazor (fig. 5) and Palace 338 in Megiddo exhibit no trace of a central court. Only the lower floor of the “citadel” of Hazor is preserved. Nothing can be said about the function of the individual rooms. The “citadel” is a structure measuring 25 x 21.5 m, situated on the western tip of the Tell. The external walls and some of the partition walls inside the building are between 1.9 and 2 m thick, with corners and doorways of hewn stone set in position with particular care. The excavated parts represent the lower floor, but the same ground plan can be assumed for the upper floor. The assumption that the two long rooms in the middle of the upper floor formed a court is a highly unlikely one, given the impossibility of making such a court both waterproof and accessible at the same time. The building has a quite regular layout. Smaller rooms are arranged around the two long rooms on three sides. Y. Yadin was the first to point out that the passageways demarcated an inner area; the latter is accessible only via a door, and otherwise constitutes a closed entity, while the rooms situated on two sides around this block are all accessible from one another. Since no court is discernible, the question of the light and ventilation of the individual rooms remains unsolved, unless the existence of windows on the outer walls is assumed. In the east a four-cornered projecting structure, subdivided by a wall, was added to the building. The relatively thin walls argue against the identification of the projecting structure as a tower, since they exclude the possibility that it may have reached any great height. It is probable that the entrance into the corridor that ran along the northern wall was especially constructed with pillars, on top of which the volute capitals found in the vicinity had been placed. Since one of the two capitals had been worked on each side, it can be assumed that there was a pillar arrangement in the middle of the entrance. Both the lower and upper floors were accessible via the corridor on the northern side. An entrance led through the northeastern corner room into the lower floor. The upper floor was reached by a stairway, of which nine steps were preserved, at the western end of the north wall. It can also be assumed that there was a staircase inside the building made of wood, although no signs of its location have been found.


    The building was constructed in Stratum VIII during the ninth century BCE, and it existed without modifications through Strata VII, VI and V B until the middle of the eighth century BCE. In Stratum V A the whole area was altered inasmuch as the city wall was continued around the building, to the detriment of other buildings, in order to give greater protection to this part of the city. In addition, as a substitute for the partial loss of the adjacent buildings, two large houses of the four-room type (3169 and 3148) were newly constructed. The “citadel” is surrounded by an open space. To date, a typological assignment of the building has not been possible; its form, apart from the similarity with Building 338 in Megiddo, has until now been designated as singular for Iron Age II.


    Building 338 in Megiddo clearly consists of two parts. In the southern part a further room (340) lies at an oblique angle to two elongated rooms, 338 and 339. There is greater differentiation in the arrangement in the northern part, inasmuch as to the north of two elongated rooms (333 and 337) there are three square rooms (334-336); the room situated in an oblique position to the latter is subdivided by a wall (331 and 332). None of these rooms is clearly identifiable as a court, since their dimensions would have allowed them to be roofed over without difficulty. From its position, Room 340 could possibly have been a court. Whether there was interconnection between the rooms is also unknown, except for an entry found between Rooms 333 and 337. Access to Rooms 333 and 337 was via Room 332 and into Rooms 338 and 339 via Room 340. The building is partly built with hewn stones.


    The extension to the building includes the projecting structure adjoining Room 332 in the east with Rooms 346-348, while further rooms (342-344) that abut the substructure of the external stairway project out at the northeastern corner. The stairway, of which three steps are preserved, leads through Room 342 either into Room 331 or into the projecting structure and from there into Room 332. The exact relationship cannot be established from what has been found. Another court adjoined the building to the west and north and was separated by a wall from the streets that ran past it. The volute capitals found in this area of the building probably originated from it, as did those pieces that had been incorporated into building works in the later strata. The circumstances of the finds permit no conclusions as to their original location, but indicate the particular embellishment of the building. Although the building is not particularly large, the organization of the rooms, additional buildings with the external stairway and the special way in which it was constructed suggest that it served an official function that justifies its classification as a palace. The purpose of the individual rooms cannot be more closely discerned in view of the lack of criteria. A certain analogy with the Iron Age “citadel” of Hazor is suggested by the ground plan. Despite the differences in detail, a broad correspondence regarding the organization of the rooms in the northern part can be discerned: next to two elongated rooms, which are interconnected, there are three square units. More rooms adjoin on the short side of the complex thus formed. There is a possibility that this section was located at the heart of the palace of Megiddo and of the “citadel” at Hazor, with various extensions added. A further point of correspondence is the construction of an additional square building that was used in Megiddo as a stairway, although in Hazor the external stairway leading to the upper floor is located at a different point and not in the area of the additional structure.


    It is probable that the palace of *Lachish also had no inner court, but this building belongs together with a large external court, which extends in the east along the whole long side of the building. In accordance with the stratigraphy of the Iron Age city in Strata V to III, the palace exhibited three building phases, designated A, B, C. The state of preservation is extremely bad, since the whole platform once constructed for the palace was cleared for the building of the so-called residency in the Persian period; accordingly, it is impossible to establish even a roughly comprehensive plan of the palace complex.


    Palace A in Stratum V forms almost a square with a side of about 32 m. The positioning of the rooms exhibits a clear arrangement. On both of the long sides there are three smaller rooms; the remaining rooms are arranged along the external walls. Nothing can be said about their individual function. D. Ussishkin presumed that the entrance led through the almost square room on the eastern side; therefore a stairway or ramp must also have existed at this location. Palace B in Stratum IV is an extension of Palace A, which continued to be in use. To begin with, a platform was also laid down for the new part and filled in with rubble from the surrounding Iron Age and Late Bronze Age levels. Both parts certainly were interconnected with one another. The arrangement of the rooms is not discernible, and their closer differentiation is impossible. The palace was extended in the north by means of three elongated storerooms, and on the southwestern corner by two pillared houses.


    For Palace C in Stratum III the existing platform was extended by means of a new wall on the eastern side. A new stairway and a large external court were added on this side. In addition, modifications were made during the last phase to the division of rooms.


    Excavations on the mound et-Tell, identified as Bet Zaida to the north of Lake Gennesaret, revealed a building that on the basis of its layout is clearly a Bit Hilani (Arav and Bernett). Excluding later intrusions, it consisted of an entrance hall, main room and eight other rooms, each of which was accessible from the main room. The building most probably belonged only to the last Iron Age II Stratum of the city and was destroyed by Tiglath-Pileser III between 734 and 732 BCE. Arav and Bernett cite only Building 6000 in Megiddo and the so-called Bit Hilani in *Jericho as parallels. Of these, Building 6000 in Megiddo has already been interpreted as a palace with a central court, while the building in Jericho (Tell es-Sulṭān) has already been designated a Bit Hilani by the excavators. Given its layout, the building in Jericho certainly could have been a Bit Hilani.


    Thus the building form of the Bit Hilani is known only from two places west of the Jordan for Iron Age II: et-Tell and Jericho (Tell es-Sulṭān). This foreign type of building had its origins in Syria and was widely distributed there during the Late Bronze Age and the Iron Age (Fritz 1983). At any rate, the Bit Hilani constitutes a type of building that was developed elsewhere and permeated into Israel only in Iron Age II.


    With the conquest of the northern kingdom of Israel by the *Assyrians in the second half of the eighth century BCE, a new type of palace building evolved that clearly bears the stamp of the Assyrian overlords. To date, no complete palace in Assyrian style has been excavated in Palestine, but parts of such buildings have been uncovered at Hazor, on Tell Ǧemme and also at Šēḫ Zuwēyid (Sinai) (Kempinski and Reich, 214-22).


    The presence of a governor charged with the administration of the Assyrian provinces brought about the adoption of the building form of the Assyrian open-court building in Iron Age III (Amiran and Dunayevsky). Buildings 1052 and 1369 in Megiddo Stratum III (fig. 6) constitute the first examples of this new type of palace; later on they were interconnected. Characteristic of these types of building is a central inner court, the arrangement of the rooms along the external wall, access near to a corner, and the location of the main room in the south, so that their entrances open toward the north (Fritz 1979). This type of palace is clearly attributable to Assyrian influence, which in turn draws on southern Mesopotamian building tradition.
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    Figure 6. Palaces showing Assyrian influence (Buildings 1052 and 1369, Megiddo, Stratum III)


    Even after the Assyrian conquest, when Palestine was a part of the new *Babylonian and *Persian Empires, the Assyrian open-court-building type served high officials as a seat of authority. This presupposes that the administration of this province and its subdistricts was taken over and further carried on each time. A series of buildings of the same type exists from Iron Age III, although their exact dating is not always certain due to the lack of finds: (1) the buildings in Stratum III in Hazor, (2) Building 737 on the slope at Kinneret, (3) the so-called residence on Tell ed-Duwēr, (4) Building A on Tell Ǧemme, and (5) Building A in Buṣērā.


    Since the classification of these buildings is clear (see Fritz 1979), an individual description is unnecessary here. It is probable that southern Mesopotamian building tradition was adopted for this type of palace. At any rate, the dissemination of the building form can be traced to the foreign powers that ruled in the country after the end of the kingdom of Israel in 722 BCE and Judah in 587 BCE.


    3.3. Cultic Buildings. Apart from the temple at *Jerusalem, which is known only through the biblical tradition (see 1 Kings 6), only one sanctuary has been found for Iron Age II: the temple of *Arad (fig. 7). The latter was built in the northwestern corner of the fortress. In contrast to former opinions (see Aharoni 1968), a new investigation of the stratigraphy had the result that the temple existed only in Strata X and IX. Z. Herzog (2001) dates these two strata to the eighth century BCE. Thus the temple of Arad was erected and destroyed in the eighth century BCE and had nothing to do with the cultic reforms of *Hezekiah and *Josiah mentioned in the Bible. The temple comprises a broad room with a court in front of it in which the altar is situated. It therefore is clear that the building plan differs from that of the temple at Jerusalem, which, according to its description, can be reconstructed as consisting of a long room. Whereas the long-room temple goes back to Canaanite tradition, the broad-room temple at Arad may represent a genuine Israelite tradition. It is apparent that at least two different traditions of cultic building are to be reckoned within Israel: the long-room and the broad-room. That the broad-room temple at Arad followed a genuine tradition of temple building in Israel is also shown by the two sanctuaries dating from the Hellenistic period on Tell ed-Duwēr (see Aharoni 1968) and Tell es-Sebaʿ. The origin of this building tradition has not yet been clarified, but by no means can it be derived from the broad-room temple of the Early Bronze Age, since the interval of time between the two of more than a millennium is too great. Although originally in the third millennium BCE there was a correspondence between the temple and the residential house, temple and house construction had drifted far apart since the second millennium BCE; each had gone a separate way. There were no temple buildings at any of the other cultic sites. The so-called sanctuary discovered on Mount Ebal probably was a farmstead; the so-called bull-site on Mount Ephraim, with its round structure, can just possibly be interpreted as a bāmâh (*“high place”). The temples in Strata XII to X on Tell Qasīle evidently are of Philistine type, and the cultic sites at Qitmit and Havzeba are just as clearly *Edomite; each follows its own traditions.


    3.4. Administrative Buildings. Buildings that had an evident official function are represented by the so-called pillared house. They take their name from the subdivision of a large rectangular construction through two rows of supporting pillars along its length. This type of building is found in rows as well as in individual instances. To date, they have been identified in both Iron Age I and II at the following places (see Kochavi): Hazor, Kinneret, Šeḫ Ḫoḍor (Tel Hadar), Ḫirbet el-Āšeq, Megiddo, Tell Abū Ḥuwām, Tell Qasīle, Bet Shemesh, Tell el-Ḥesi, Tell es-Sebaʿ, Tell el-Milḥ. The origin of this building form is as unclear as its purpose. Suggestions for the latter have included its use as a stall, a storehouse, a barracks, a market hall. It may be the case that the pillared house was employed as a standard building form for various purposes; the determination of the use to which each building was put follows from the position of the building within the city and from the related finds. On grounds of building form and the finds, the interpretations as a stall or a storehouse can be eliminated. The fact that in a society of self-providers there was no need to sell or store produce in a central place argues against the designation as a market hall. The designation as a barracks is a possibility. At any rate, this was a building constructed on military or administrative grounds within the city, at the behest of the central government.
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    Figure 7. Temple at Arad


    The existence of other public buildings during the Iron Age is attested by the construction of storehouses. These took the form of one-room long-houses, as those built north of the palace in Lachish. I recognize more storerooms in the building that has been identified as the palace of the governor on Tell es-Sebaʿ. Otherwise, the number of public buildings in the Israelite cities is strongly reduced compared with the period of the Bronze Age. Above all, these afforded the inhabitants behind the walls protection from attack. The building of the city walls certainly was carried out by the central government. The city wall meant that the country would not have to face an attacker without any protection. Entrance to a city surrounded by a wall was via the city gate, which was developed only during the course of the second millennium BCE and taken from the Canaanite tradition into the Iron Age (see Herzog 1986). It consisted of six, four or two chambers, which were situated opposite one another and formed through pincer walls. In addition to its defensive role, the city gate also served civil purposes; thus it was an important structure for each city. As a rule, the gateway building was situated inside the city, with an open space behind it. This area was not built upon and probably served traders as a market place. Apart from the gate construction, pillared houses and palaces, the Israelite city in general contained only residential houses. Thus it should be designated a residential city, although administrative measures could also be implemented by the authorities.


    See also Archaeology, Syro-Palestinian; Cities and Villages; Solomon’s Temple.
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    ARK OF THE COVENANT


    The fullest depiction of the ark of the covenant is found in the Pentateuch, where it is described as a portable gold-plated wooden chest containing holy objects and covered with a lid adorned with two cherubim. Placed within the most holy place of the tabernacle, it represented the throne of Yahweh. By contrast, in the Historical Books the ark is not described in such elaborate terms. The diversity of images and traditions regarding the ark has intrigued interpreters and inspired attempts to reconstruct the historical development of the ark and its significance.


    1. Priestly Images of the Ark


    2. History of the Ark


    3. The Ark in the Deuteronomistic History and in Chronicles


    4. The Ark at War


    5. Conclusions


    1. Priestly Images of the Ark.


    The Hebrew Scriptures rarely use the term “box” or “chest” (ʾărôn) in a casual sense, but more often with reference to a holy cult object that contained Israel’s law from God: the ark of the covenant. Our images of the ark generally mirror the Bible’s most detailed descriptions of it, which are found in the priestly lore of the Pentateuch (see Ex 25:10-22; 26:33-34). According to these texts, the ark was a small, gold-plated wooden chest measuring 2.5 x 1.5 x 1 cubits (i.e., about 1.25 x .75 x .5 m). Attached to the ark were four gold rings, one on each foot, through which two staves could be placed to allow for easy transportation without human contact. The ark’s lid, often called a “mercy seat,” was yet more elaborate, being entirely of gold and adorned by two winged cherubim. Iconographical evidence from the Near East suggests that cherubim signaled the throne of a king or god, which conforms well to the Israelite notion that God was “enthroned on/above the cherubim” (e.g., 1 Sam 4:4; Ps 80:1; cf. Ex 25:22). Within the ark was a copy of God’s ʿēdût with Israel, a term that translates best as “covenant” even though most translations render it as “testimony.” The primary reason for this substitution has been to leave room for bĕrît, another Hebrew term that denotes Israel’s “covenant” with Yahweh.


    According to priestly tradition, the ark was placed within the holy precinct of the tabernacle, a mobile tent shrine (also known as the “tent of meeting”) that accompanied the Israelites on their postexodus journeys through the wilderness and into Palestine. Tent shrines of this sort were familiar in the ancient world (Fleming), as was the practice of housing deities in the holy celas of temples. The primary distinction of the tabernacle in comparison with other ancient shrines was that its cela contained God’s “throne” (the ark) but no divine statue. This reflected Israel’s strong aniconic tradition, so vividly expressed in the Decalogue: “You shall not make for yourself a graven image” (Ex 20:4; Deut 5:8). During its desert travels, Israel frequently would have disassembled the tabernacle and removed the ark for transport, but this could be done only after God’s glory (kābôd) had departed from the holy precinct. The exception to this rule was Israel’s Day of Atonement.


    According to priestly tradition, once each year, on the tenth day of the first civil month, rites were performed to cleanse Yahweh’s cela of its uncleanness (see Lev 16). The primary rituals included the scapegoat rite, which transferred uncleanness from the temple via an animal, and the kipper ritual, from which Yom Kippur (“Day of Atonement”) took its name. During the kipper, the blood of sacrificial animals was applied to the temple and sprinkled on the ark’s “mercy seat” (kappōret) as a kind of holy detergent, whose purpose was to remove pollution in God’s dwelling place. It is commonly assumed that the kipper was designed to mimic a very similar Mesopotamian expiation rite known as the kuppuru (see ANET, 331-34), which was also observed during the New Year season. A primary difference between the two rites was that Mesopotamian kuppuru removed demonic pollution from the temple, while the Israelite kipper removed impurities caused by human sin. This reflects the more general preoccupation of Israel’s priestly legislation, which was to protect Yahweh’s temple from the uncleanness generated by cultic and moral failures of human beings.


    Apart from the kipper ritual, the ark’s use and function as understood in priestly tradition is not easy to discern. Some postexilic texts may suggest that it was publicly displayed during certain festivals and on other special occasions (e.g., Ps 132), but little is known about these ritual processions. If we may judge from other biblical depictions of the ark, it is also possible that the priestly tradition conceived of the ark accompanying the Israelites during military campaigns (see 2 below).


    Like all religious institutions, the nature and role of Israel’s ark underwent various changes during the course of its history. Although our portrait of the priestly ark is presently nested in the old Mosaic tradition, there is a widely held scholarly opinion that this portrait actually represents an overlay of postexilic interpretation of the ark’s development. For this reason, it is valuable to consider earlier conceptions of the ark that may have influenced the writers of Israel’s histories.


    2. History of the Ark.


    The biblical sources that scholars use to reconstruct the ark’s history are difficult to date with confidence. For this reason, a critical construal of the ark’s chronological development can proceed only cautiously and in the most general terms, focusing on the preexilic, exilic and post-exilic notions of the institution.


    In its preexilic form the ark appears to have been a simple wooden chest that contained Israel’s written covenant (bĕrît) with Yahweh (Deut 10:1-8). Because Yahweh’s presence was believed to accompany this ark, the chest was highly valued in times of war and accompanied the Israelites during military campaigns (Josh 6; 1 Sam 4—6). This unadorned ark contrasted sharply with the more elaborate priestly ark described above, and the two institutions also differed in other respects. In the preexilic traditions the tent that housed the ark and the “tent of meeting” were two different institutions (Haran 1960). Later priestly conceptions fused these two traditions into one, so that the ark became the deity’s dwelling place and throne. By what historical process could this change have arisen?


    Tradition connects the early ark with various sites, but especially with a tent shrine at *Shiloh, where Israel’s northern tribes apparently worshiped Yahweh before the rise of the Judean monarchy (Josh 18:1; 1 Sam 1—3). The ark eventually was taken from Shiloh and was moved from one place to another until King *David took an interest in it after defeating Saul’s regime (cf. 1 Sam 4—6; 2 Sam 6). David attempted to consolidate his support among those living north of Judah by bringing their ark to his new capital in *Jerusalem. His son *Solomon in turn placed the ark in his newly constructed Yahweh temple (1 Kings 6—9). Because of Israel’s aniconic tendencies, it was natural for this wooden cult object to be regarded as a kind of divine footstool for the invisible God dwelling in Jerusalem; perhaps this idea already had taken hold at Shiloh. At any rate, the fact that Solomon stationed large wooden cherubim in the temple cela, and carved them into its walls (1 Kings 6), would have reinforced the iconographic image that the ark marked the dwelling place of God. The power of this ark-throne imagery undoubtedly strengthened during the course of the monarchy.


    A decisive moment in the conceptual development of the ark appears in the theology of Ezekiel. Ezekiel, a priestly prophet sensitive to matters of ritual purity, faced the imminent destruction of the Jerusalem temple. How could he maintain that the desecration and destruction of Yahweh’s temple by Babylonian hordes would not occasion the defeat of his deity? Ezekiel’s answer was to disassociate Yahweh from the physical temple itself by averring that Yahweh would abandon his temple in Jerusalem before it was destroyed (Ezek 10). Ezekiel’s vision fused together images of the ark, cherubim and divine throne to render a movable ark that followed Yahweh’s glory wherever it traveled (cf. Ezek 1; 10; 43). Because this mobile, spiritual ark represented the genuine presence of Yahweh, it was much more elaborate than the physical wooden chest still lying in the temple.


    Ezekiel’s theology and imagery bring us very close to the priestly ark, and often it is conjectured that the prophet’s ideas inspired it. However, while Ezekiel’s vision came during the early exile, scholars surmise that the priestly ark was conceived somewhat later, toward the end of the exile or during the postexilic period. As a result, the priestly ark is thought to reflect greater influences from the Jewish stay in Babylon. Rather than containing a copy of the Deuteronomic bĕrît (“covenant”), the priestly ark contained the ʿēdût, a term for “covenant” that reflects Aramaic influences from the exile. Mesopotamian influence is also suggested by the priestly ark’s kappōret (“mercy seat”) and kipper cleansing ritual, which find their parallels in the annual kuppuru rites of Babylon (de Tarragon). Consequently, a simplified critical history of the ark’s imagery and significance can be divided into three periods: the simple preexilic ark, the elaborate ark vision of Ezekiel and the exilic/postexilic priestly ark.


    We should be cautious about assuming that these conceptions of the ark reflected concrete realities in every case. The ark seems to have disappeared toward the end of the Judean monarchy, and there is little evidence that it was either returned to the temple or rebuilt by postexilic Jews (note, in this connection, Jeremiah’s vision of an Israel without the ark in Jer 3:16). It is therefore possible that the very elaborate priestly ark existed, like Ezekiel’s ark, only in the minds of its creators.


    3. The Ark in the Deuteronomistic History and in Chronicles.


    Generally speaking, the simple preexilic ark was the one featured in the *Deuteronomistic History, but a close reading will easily discern a complexity in the institution as understood by the Deuteronomistic History. Prior to the construction of Yahweh’s temple, the Deuteronomistic History demanded no inflexible connection between the ark, Yahweh’s house and sacrifices to Yahweh. For this reason, Solomon could offer almost simultaneous sacrifices at a *“high place” in *Gibeon (1 Kings 3:4-14) and at the ark’s location in Jerusalem (1 Kings 3:15) without occasioning theological difficulties. However, from the construction of *Solomon’s temple onward, the Deuteronomistic History demanded that sacrifices be observed only at the temple site where the ark stood. In fact, according to the Deuteronomistic History, Israel’s propensity to sacrifice elsewhere was an important reason for its punishment in the Babylonian exile. (Readers should note, however, that a few postexilic additions to the history reflect the later and more ornate priestly ark [e.g., 1 Kings 8:1-13].)


    By way of contrast, the *Chronicler’s History presumed the priestly institutions of the postexilic era, wherein the ark, the tent of meeting and all sacrifices had been inseparably linked since the tabernacle of the Mosaic era. For this reason, the Chronicler made no allowances for legitimate sacrifices at various sites. Whereas the Deuteronomistic History countenanced Solomon’s sacrifices at both Gibeon and at the ark in Jerusalem, the Chronicler seems to have assumed that this was impossible. He corrected the problem by rendering Gibeon’s “high place” as the tent of meeting and by removing all references to Solomon’s sacrifice at the ark in Jerusalem (2 Chron 1:3-13). The Chronicler’s terminology reflects influences from both priestly and nonpriestly traditions. Its “tent of meeting” reflects priestly influence (used seven times), but the Chronicler’s terminology for the covenant favored the term bĕrît (“covenant”) over the priestly ʿēdût. In sum, the ark’s history as depicted in the Deuteronomistic History and in the Chronicler’s History was shaped by the theologies of the respective historians.


    4. The Ark at War.


    During the twentieth century the theory emerged that early Israel was an *amphictyony, akin to the Greek sacral leagues, in which various tribes were united in a military alliance around a common cultic shrine, of which the centerpiece would have been the ark of the covenant (Alt; Noth; Smend). The tribes would rally together to protect the shrine or to protect each other, and in the resulting battles the ark would have accompanied the tribes because its mere presence guaranteed divine assistance. This modern sketch of Israel and its ark is not very different from the biblical portrait of early Israel. However, in recent years the amphictyonic theory has fallen into disfavor because it is based largely on what have come to be regarded as late and tenuous sources, especially the Deuteronomistic narrative of Joshua (de Geus). We should be cautious with our sources in such cases, but it is important to note that the association of the Israelite tribes with the ark at Shiloh appears to have been very early, and the so-called Song of Deborah (Judg 5), another early source, clearly presupposes an Israelite military league composed of various tribal groups. Hence, although many of our sources may be late, there are reasons to regard positively the basic reliability of the amphictyonic portrait of early Israel and its ark.


    Israel’s theological perspective on the ark and war is well illustrated by the “Ark Narrative” in 1 Sam 4—6 and 2 Sam 6. According to this section of 1 Samuel, Israel removed the ark from its shrine in Shiloh so that it could accompany them into battle against the *Philistines. Unfortunately, the Philistines subsequently captured the ark, which was returned to Israelite hands only because of Yahweh’s miraculous intervention. Many scholars believe that this story reflects an old source that eventually was incorporated into the story of David’s rise or into the later Deuteronomistic History. On this reading, although the original focus of the Ark Narrative would have been on the cult object itself and would have paralleled other Near Eastern tales about the capture and return of divine images, in its present literary context the cult legend serves the somewhat different purpose of explaining why the ark was removed from Shiloh and how the priestly family of Shiloh—the house of Eli—came to be disqualified from temple service (cf. 1 Sam 2; 1 Kings 2:26-27) (see McCarter; Hertzberg).


    There is an ongoing debate about whether the Ark Narrative reflects actual historical events or whether it was composed for theological purposes, either to illustrate the consequences of a naive confidence in the ark, or to provide the basis for rejecting the Shiloh priesthood, or for some other purpose (e.g., Gitay; Ahlström; Davies). Some scholars view the story as a late composition by the Deuteronomistic Historian, for whom the ark served as the conceptual link between his history of Moses/Joshua and the story of David/Solomon (Van Seters). The compositional questions posed by the Ark Narrative have made it difficult for many scholars to employ the story as a source for reconstructing the ark’s history.


    5. Conclusions.


    Despite the ambiguities that continue to envelop the early history, development and eventual disappearance of the ark, most critical scholars have concluded that the ark underwent a pattern of development from the simple to complex. Generally, this trajectory is described as moving from an unadorned wooden chest to an elaborate gold icon, and from an object associated with the divine presence to the very throne of God. Because the biblical historians, notably the Deuteronomistic Historian and the Chronicler, wrote at different times and to different audiences, the particular conceptions of the ark that influenced them varied considerably. In neither case, however, were these historians merely purveyors of tradition. Each writer provided theological insights by shaping his portrait of the ark’s history, and the results in turn shaped Israel’s memory of the ark of the covenant.


    See also Priests and Levites; Solomon’s Temple; War and Peace.
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    ASHDOD


    Throughout biblical history Ashdod was an important commercial city on the international coastal highway. Although the city is best known as one of the five primary Philistine cities (Josh 13:3), Ashdod played an important role in each era of Israel’s history in Palestine.


    1. Site Identification


    2. Geography


    3. History


    1. Site Identification.


    The location of Ashdod (Tel Ashdod) has never been in doubt, as the site has maintained its name in various forms (e.g., Gk Azōtos, “Azotus” [see Acts 8:40]) throughout history. Eusebius (Onomasticon), Jerome and the Crusaders all made the proper identification, as did Condor, who, visiting the site on behalf of the Survey of Western Palestine in 1875, noted that the Arab village of Esdud, adjacent to the tel, preserved the ancient name. Tel Ashdod was excavated by M. Dothan from 1962 to 1972.


    2. Geography.


    Tel Ashdod is located three miles from the Mediterranean shore between *Ashkelon and Joppa on the route of the historic international highway that connected Egypt with Mesopotamia. As this route crossed the *Philistine coastal plain in the southern Levant, it, like the modern coastal highway today, tracked just behind a wide sheet of sand dunes that extend three to five miles inland. Ashdod, together with Ashkelon and *Gaza to the south, was situated where this coastal route crossed the international route connecting *Arabia to the Mediterranean. Clearly, any power seeking to control the economy of the southeastern Mediterranean basin had to maintain a strong presence in this region.


    The strategic importance of Ashdod can also be described locally in terms of its proximity to Nahal Lachish. Ashdod’s control of the western end of the Nahal Lachish drainage system (which includes the Nahal Guvrin and the Nahal Elah) gave it access into the valleys of the mid-Shephelah and hence the all-important western approaches to Judah.


    Ashdod, although inland, maintained an anchorage on the coast. The unsheltered, straight-line sandy shore of the southern Levant makes landing and launching boats difficult, and no artificial breakwaters are known to have existed in the area prior to the end of the Judean monarchy. For this reason, Ashdod’s earliest harbor apparently was located at Tel Mor, a site six miles northwest of the ancient city in the estuary of Nahal Lachish (now adjacent to Ashdod’s busy modern seaport). The archaeological profile of Tel Mor parallels that of early Ashdod (Middle Bronze II through the Iron Age). By the late eighth century BCE, Tel Mor’s role as Ashdod’s anchorage appears to have been eclipsed by Ashdod-Yam (Minet Esdud, today part of an Ashdod municipal beach), just three miles from the ancient city. Ashdod-Yam grew in importance from the Persian through Byzantine periods, and it served as the port of NT Azotus.


    Ancient Ashdod, on the edge of the dune sheet, faced the fertile alluvial coastal plain to the east, and a number of wells in the vicinity gave access to the high water table below. This mix of arable soil and plentiful water provided the inhabitants of the Philistine coastal plain a real advantage in agriculture, and hence a relatively stable local economic base, compared to the Judeans living in the hill country farther east (see 2 Kings 8:1-6).


    Today the ancient site of Ashdod is tightly enclosed on three sides by a major north-south highway and on the fourth by a railroad, and is overshadowed on the northwest by a large industrial zone that lies on the outskirts of the modern city of Ashdod. This situation fittingly preserves the role of Ashdod as a center of commerce and trade in antiquity.


    3. History.


    3.1. Middle and Late Bronze Ages. There is scant archaeological evidence for settlement on Tel Ashdod prior to Middle Bronze IIC (c. 1650-1600 BCE), when the acropolis of the tel was first fortified. Ashdod first appears in written documents from Late Bronze Age Ugarit, indicating that by that time the city was a center of export for dyed woolen purple fabric and garments. Ashdod apparently played an important role in Levantine maritime trade during the Late Bronze Age along with cities such as Ugarit, Arvad, Byblos, Tyre, Acco, Dor, Joppa and Ashkelon. Archaeological remains from the Late Bronze Age include strong walls (either fortifications or buildings), one complex of which resembles the so-called Egyptian residencies common to the plains and large valleys of the southern Levant at this time. The presence of Cypriot and Mycenaean ware found in Late Bronze contexts at Ashdod also suggests cultural and commercial ties with the larger eastern Mediterranean world.


    3.2. Philistine Ashdod. A thick conflagration layer attests to the destruction of Late Bronze Age Ashdod in the late thirteenth century BCE, and *Philistine remains abound from when the city was rebuilt in the early twelfth century BCE after a short transitional phase. The archaeological record generally coincides with the historical account of Rameses III’s battle against the Sea Peoples in the eighth year of his reign, although it must no longer be supposed that Rameses allowed the Philistines to settle the south Levantine coast after the battle to serve Egyptian military interests. Rather, the archaeological record and historical common sense point to a gradual incursion of Sea Peoples (including the Philistines) in the region throughout the late thirteenth and early twelfth centuries BCE, resulting in a clear Philistine dominance at Ashdod by the middle of the twelfth century BCE. Archaeological evidence includes locally decorated Philistine pottery as well as imported pottery (primarily Mycenaean IIIC).


    The biblical record makes much of the Philistine presence on the coastal plain, including Ashdod, at this time. The book of Joshua indicates that even though the Philistine coastal plain was apportioned to lie within the tribal inheritance of Judah (Josh 15:45-47), Israel was not able to occupy the region (Josh 11:22; 13:1; cf. Judg 1:18 LXX: “Judah did not capture . . . ”). The Philistines were governed by a confederation of five “tyrants” (Heb seren, related to Gk tyrannos), each ruling a separate city: Gaza, Ashkelon, Ashdod, *Ekron and *Gath (Josh 13:3; 1 Sam 6:16-18). Archaeological evidence suggests that the Philistine presence in the region was more extensive than just these five cities together with their outlying territories, and it is likely that the emphasis placed on them in the Bible reflects the importance of their role in Judean history.


    After defeating Israel on the battlefield at Ebenezer in the waning days of the priesthood of Eli, the Philistines took their trophy of war, the *ark of the covenant, to the temple of Dagan at Ashdod (1 Sam 5:1-6). From Ashdod the ark was moved to Gath and then Ekron, each progressively closer to Judah (1 Sam 5:7—6:16). This narrative is part of a larger sequence that reflects the uneasy military, religious, economic and social dynamic that existed between the Philistines and Israel in the days leading up to the establishment of the Israelite monarchy.


    3.3. Ashdod during the Judean Monarchy. Although having some success against the Philistines militarily (see 2 Sam 5:17-25; 8:1), *David apparently was unable to fully incorporate Philistia into his realm. The region largely lay outside immediate Judean control until the mid-eighth century BCE when, for a brief time, Uzziah was able to exert his influence over Ashdod, Gath and Jabneh (2 Chron 26:6-8). It is possible that the Judean administrative district that includes Ekron, Ashdod and Gaza that is preserved in Joshua 15:45-47 dates to this time. Archaeological evidence shows that by the early part of Iron II, Ashdod had expanded off the acropolis of the tel to include a large lower city and become a wealthy and influential urban center, and as such it provides an adequate indicator of the success of Uzziah’s achievements on the coast. The prophetic invectives hurled against Ashdod and the other Philistine cities (Amos 1:6-8; 3:9; Jer 25:20; Zeph 2:4-7; Zech 9:5-7) reflect the hostility that continued to fester between Philistia and Judah throughout the time of the monarchy.


    Because of its importance and location on the international highway, Ashdod became a target for the *Assyrian imperial advance into the southern Levant in the late eighth century BCE. A rebellion against Assyria led by Azuri, king of Ashdod, which was inspired by the Egyptian pharaoh Shabako, prompted Sargon II to campaign against the city in 713 BCE; Ashdod was defeated, and its king was deposed. The next year the city revolted again, this time under the popular leadership of Iamani (a Cypriot Greek?) and in league with Judah (against the advice of Isaiah [see Is 20:1-6]), *Edom and *Moab. Sargon II responded quickly by sacking Ashdod and capturing Gath and Ashdod-Yam, cities within its territorial influence. He then reorganized the territory of Ashdod into an Assyrian province. Because Sennacherib’s annals report that land conquered from *Hezekiah was turned over to Ashdod’s king Mitinti and the kings of Ekron and Gaza, we can assume that these cities remained loyal to the Assyrians in the face of the Judean revolt of 701 BCE. The region remained securely in the hands of Assyria until the mid-seventh century BCE.


    Judean territorial expansion under *Josiah in the wake of the collapse of the Assyrian Empire in the late seventh century BCE reached the international coastal highway (see 2 Kings 23:29). An ostracon containing a letter found at Mezad Hashavyahu, a Judean fortress between Ashdod and Jabneh, indicates that Josiah posted a military garrison in the region. Judean nationalistic aspirations were dealt a blow with Josiah’s death at Megiddo, and by the end of the seventh century (probably 604 BCE) Nebuchadnezzar had incorporated the Philistine plain, including the region of Ashdod, into the *Babylonian Empire.


    3.4. Ashdod after the Return from Exile. The residents of Ashdod, together with *Sanballat, Tobiah, the Arabs and the Ammonites, opposed the return of Judean control in Jerusalem under *Nehemiah (Neh 4:7). In the end, everyday cultural assimilation proved to be even stronger than political force, as Jewish men married women from Ashdod and raised their children in the local language (Neh 13:23-24). Indeed, for the next four centuries, until Jonathan the Maccabee pushed the limit of Judaean political control to Ashkelon, Ekron and Ashdod (now Azotus [1 Macc 10:77-84]), Ashdod remained firmly within the political and cultural sphere of foreigners: Persia, the Ptolemies and the Seleucid Greeks.


    See also Ashkelon; Ekron; Gath; Gaza; Philistines.
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    ASHKELON


    The ancient mound of Ashkelon is located on the southern coast of Israel about 63 km (39 mi) south of Tel Aviv and 16 km (10 mi) north of Gaza. The site is adjacent to the sea and sits above an underground fresh water river. This rare geological confluence allowed Ashkelon to become an important oasis on the ancient maritime route between Egypt and the ports of Lebanon and Syria. Ashkelon became a major city in the Early Bronze Age and continued as a port until Salidin destroyed the fortifications and filled the harbor in 1191 CE.


    1. Ashkelon in the Bible


    2. Excavations


    1. Ashkelon in the Bible.


    The biblical writers refer to Ashkelon in two ways. The books of Joshua, Judges and Samuel mention Ashkelon in conjunction with other Philistine cities and emphasize the territorial conflict between the *Philistines and Israelites. The book of Joshua notes that neither Ashkelon nor any other Philistine city was conquered by the Israelites (Josh 13:3); in Judges, Samson kills thirty Philistines at Ashkelon to pay off Philistines elsewhere (Judg 14:19); in Samuel, *David laments Ashkelon’s exultation over the death of *Saul at Philistine hands (2 Sam 1:20). Jeremiah and Amos, however, have a very different focus. These writers portray Ashkelon as part of the “remnant” of the Philistines; to them, the power of Ashkelon rests not in its territorial ambition but in its connection with the merchants of *Phoenicia (Jer 47:1-7; Amos 1:6-8). Recent excavations at Ashkelon illustrate both the Deuteronomistic and prophetic perspectives.


    2. Excavations.


    Small-scale excavations were conducted at Ashkelon beginning in 1815 under H. Stanhope, and more digging was done in the early twentieth century by D. Mackenzie, J. Garstang and W. J. Phythian-Adams for the Palestine Exploration Fund. Unfortunately, none of these efforts were able to excavate to the depth necessary to reach substantial remains from any of the biblical periods. The only excavation to explore the period of the OT writers with any breadth is the Leon Levy Expedition to Ashkelon (1985 to the present), directed by L. E. Stager of Harvard University.


    2.1. Iron Age I. In the early twelfth century BCE Ramesses III described devastation around the Mediterranean caused by the arrival of “Sea Peoples” from the west. At the same time, new inhabitants arrived at Ashkelon. In Ashkelon these new arrivals constructed houses with Aegean-style hearths in the center of every room. They practiced weaving on looms with Aegean-style loom weights. They ate sheep, goats and cattle but, distinct from their highland neighbors, also ate pigs and dogs. They worshiped Aegean-style deities in the shape of a woman with her hands clasped to her head as if in mourning or of a woman seated in a chair (often called Ashdoda). Their pottery brought Aegean-style forms and designs into the local repertoire of the Levant. When they pictured themselves or were pictured by others, the men had long, spiked hair in the Aegean tradition. Because of all of these distinctive cultural traits, excavators at Ashkelon link the new inhabitants to the Mycenaeans of the Aegean Late Bronze Age, to the Sea Peoples who attacked the Egyptians, and to the group referred to in the Bible as the *Philistines.


    The Philistines retained Aegean cultural traits for some time, but in the eleventh and tenth centuries BCE they also began to absorb ways of life that mirrored the groups among whom they were now living. Their pottery forms, for instance, lost their vibrant emblematic decoration. Aegean- and Cypriot-style hearths were increasingly replaced by Levantine tabuns (ovens). The historical irony is that this acculturation, visible in the excavations at Ashkelon, came at a time when the Philistines and surrounding groups such as the Israelites were, according the biblical writers, mortal enemies.


    2.2. Iron Age II. In the late eleventh or the early tenth century BCE the inhabitants at Ashkelon refortified the abandoned Middle Bronze Age ramparts and built substantial mud-brick houses to line their city streets. They adopted pottery similar to the red slipped pottery found throughout the region and appeared to be thriving. At some point in the tenth century BCE, however, much of the city was abandoned. In some areas the ninth- and eighth-century remains are entirely absent, and in the areas where they have been found, the artifacts are poorly preserved. Among the finds, eighth-century Phoenician storage jars demonstrate that Ashkelon’s inhabitants were beginning to participate again in the commerce of the Mediterranean.


    Ashkelon did not reemerge as a power in the region until the end of the eighth century BCE. The conquest of the region by Tiglath Pileser III in 734 BCE changed the geopolitical balance, and the new order provided the opportunity for Ashkelon to establish some economic power in the region. In 701 BCE the *Assyrians took away several tributaries of Ashkelon along the coast to the north, but, at least as far as the economy of Ashkelon was concerned, this economic loss was more than offset by new freedom from Judahite power and the destruction of competitors in the Judahite lowlands.


    The rulers of seventh-century Ashkelon were confident enough to build new large-scale production facilities. One excavation area revealed a beautiful winery, complete with extensive ashlar masonry and a regular layout that placed winepresses in every room. The quality and organization of the construction make it unlikely to be merely an example of household production. Rather, the people of Ashkelon were using new methods to meet a new demand from new markets. The Assyrian conquest had eliminated all competitors in the immediate area, and the merchants of Phoenicia served as willing buyers for anything that could be efficiently produced. For Tel Miqne/*Ekron this development encouraged the increased production of olive oil; at Ashkelon it involved the increased production of wine.


    Even when the *Phoenicians were not buying all of Ashkelon’s produce and production diminished, the commercial die had been cast. As the seventh century BCE progressed, the inhabitants of Ashkelon built a marketplace by the sea. The market contained shops of all varieties, including a wine shop, a butcher shop and a counting house for transactions. Ashkelon was now part of the commercial Mediterranean world. Now new merchants arrived from the Aegean, the very area from which the Philistines had originally emigrated. These Greeks came not to settle, but to sell delicate drinking cups and finely made crockery. The market at Ashkelon had become an international trading center, and Ashkelon itself was developing into a cosmopolitan city. The finds suggest that even a contingent of *Egyptians made their home in the city.


    This thriving port, so focused on the west, could not escape the powerful military machines farther to the east. While the Assyrians left Ashkelon unscathed, the triumphant *Babylonians did not pass by this independent port. The Babylonian Chronicle records that in December of 604 BCE Nebuchadnezzar made Ashkelon into a “ruin forever” (Grayson, 100, chronicle 5, obverse 18-19; Glassner, 229). Every house was completely burned to the ground; even the soil itself was vitrified by the heat of the blaze. People had no time to stop and retrieve even the most precious objects. Instead, many of the inhabitants were trapped and killed where they stood, witness to the power of Babylon.


    See also Ashdod; Ekron; Gath; Gaza; Philistines.
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    ASSYRIA, ASSYRIANS


    Assyria and Assyrians are frequently referred to in the Historical Books of the OT, and often these references can be fitted into the larger context of Assyrian history. In the Bible there are several references to Asshur, and these are always to the land, people and kings of Assyria, as well as to their patronymic, Asshur. In Genesis 10:22 and 1 Chronicles 1:17 Asshur is said to have been a son of Shem. The god Asshur is never mentioned in the Bible.


    1. Geography and Ethnicity


    2. The Discovery of Ancient Assyria


    3. Economic and Social Patterns


    4. Political and Military History


    5. Culture


    6. Religion and Magic


    7. Monarchy


    1. Geography and Ethnicity.


    Assyria, in geographical terms, encompasses the northern part of Mesopotamia, “the land between two rivers” (Tigris and Euphrates), principally modern day Iraq. The geopolitical shape of Assyria is roughly a triangle, with the city Asshur on the Tigris its southern point, Nineveh, also on the Tigris, its northwestern point, and Arbela, near the upper Zab River, its northeastern point. As to the people in this region and their history before 2000 BCE, little is known apart from occasional political and military contacts with southern Mesopotamia, Sumer and Babylonia. However, trading caravans certainly were traveling to and fro across Assyria long before that time and continued to do so afterward.


    The ethnic identity of the people in this area in early times, before 2000 BCE, is hard to define, but certainly there were people who could speak, and some who could read and write, Sumerian and Akkadian, the latter being a Semitic language. The “Assyrians,” as they came to be called, spoke one of the two major dialects of Akkadian, the other main dialect being Babylonian. Both dialects were written in the cuneiform script, the first *writing system invented in world history.


    2. The Discovery of Ancient Assyria.


    Virtually all that is described in this section has been discovered only within the last century and a half. The great breakthrough in the nineteenth century was the decipherment of a trilingual inscription, written in Old Persian, Akkadian and Elamite (all in the cuneiform script), that Darius I (521-486 BCE) of Persia had had carved on the side of the cliff at Bisitun in western Iran. H. Rawlinson, a colonel in the British army, with the aid of a Kurdish boy and at the risk of both their lives on the precipitous rocks, studied and deciphered this monumental text. Rawlinson began with the Old Persian version, which, since it was an Indo-European language, he deciphered in a reasonable length of time. With this momentous step forward he turned his attention to the Akkadian version. The decipherment of this language (c. 1850 CE) was the key that the study of ancient Mesopotamian, including Assyrian, civilization needed, for it immediately opened up the secrets of thousands of Assyrian documents found in the sands of Mesopotamia. Rawlinson was by no means the only person who tried to decipher cuneiform. G. F. Grotefend of Germany, with whom Rawlinson exchanged information, and E. Hincks of Ireland were just two more of several contemporaries who worked on the decipherment of cuneiform. The third version of the Bisitun inscription, which was in Elamite, was deciphered some years later.


    Rawlinson was not an isolated discoverer. H. Layard, another Briton, began excavations in Assyria, chiefly at Calah (Nimrud) at approximately the same time as Rawlinson was working on decipherment (c. 1850 CE). Layard discovered palaces and temples containing monumental human-headed bulls, walls lined with stone reliefs bearing scenes of Assyrian soldiers in action, and inscriptions describing Assyrian military conquests and building projects. The work of these two pioneers of Assyriology was contemporary with the work of many others of various nationalities, and that work, finding and deciphering ancient Assyrian inscriptions and unearthing numerous artifacts and buildings at ancient Assyrian sites, continues today.


    3. Economic and Social Patterns.


    Unlike Egypt, Mesopotamia, including Assyria, is not an easily defined area in terms of historical culture. While Egypt presents a rather unilateral development throughout ancient history, with foreign invasions and influences being more the exception than the rule, Assyria’s development is a kaleidoscope of peoples, languages and cultures. We can divide the history of Assyria into chronological units (see 4 below), but first let us look at the broad pattern. It was relatively easy for migrant peoples to move long distances into Assyria because physical geography provided few natural barriers that could easily be defended. Cultural, economic and social interchanges of both a warlike and peaceful sort were commonplace in Assyria.


    The peaceful interchanges had to do with *trade because from prehistoric times well-established trade routes crossed Assyria. These routes stretched eastward as far as India and possibly China, south as far as southern Arabia, west to Israel, Egypt and Europe, and north to the steppes of central Asia. The trade often was intensive. Assyria, for example, established a colony of merchants in Anatolia (in present-day Turkey) at Kanesh (modern Kultepe) to trade in tin c. 2000 BCE.


    The most dramatic of these interchanges was the mass movement of peoples—a characteristic of the history of the region. Throughout the ancient period there were peoples on the fringes of Assyria watching and waiting for an opportunity to penetrate the richer area of Assyria. Whenever there was any sign of political weakness in the fertile area, large groups began to push in, sometimes peacefully and other times forcefully, and to settle down.


    The most important of these migrations were the four penetrations by Semitic-speaking peoples from *Arabia: the Akkadians in the early third millennium BCE, the Amorites about 2000 BCE, the Arameans toward the end of the second millennium BCE, and the Arabs at the beginning of the first millennium BCE. In addition, Indo-European-speaking people from the east pushed into the neighborhood of Assyria in the first half of the second millennium BCE, as well as the Hurrians and Kassites, who came probably from central Asia.


    The migrations of peoples and the conduct of trade across the extent of Assyria involved cultural exchanges of all kinds. Thus the ethnic composition and language of Assyria were altered from time to time—mainly Akkadian to Amorite to Aramaic. Over the centuries the steady incursions and alterations gave rise to an Assyrian militaristic state ruled by an absolute monarch.


    One social phenomenon that remained constant throughout Assyria’s long history was loyalty to the family and the tribe. Trade was, as far as we can tell, never seriously disrupted for any long period of time, nor did the other economic patterns, *agriculture and animal husbandry, change. These two ways of life were the basic elements in the socioeconomic structure of Assyria. Agriculture involved grain (mainly barley), vegetable oil, and vines for grapes and wine. Animal husbandry was concerned largely with sheep and goats, which supported a large and profitable textile industry. Cattle were also bred. But very early on, just after 2000 BCE, booty from military conquests also became a major economic factor in Assyria.


    The urbanization of Assyria began in prehistoric times and was a natural development from the agricultural economy of the area, which required a central authority to control irrigation. From this development arose the most important city-states of Assyria: Asshur, Nineveh and Arbela. Calah became a major city only early in the first millennium BCE. Gradually this urbanized and militaristic state under an absolute sovereign became the dominant political power, not only in Mesopotamia, but also throughout western Asia.


    4. Political and Military History.


    4.1. The Rise of Assyria (to 1076 BCE). Assyrian history traditionally is divided into three periods: Old Assyrian (to c. 1365 BCE), Middle Assyrian (1364-935 BCE), and Neo-Assyrian (934-612 BCE). Little is known of the Old Assyrian period. As mentioned earlier, an Assyrian merchant colony was established at Kanesh in Anatolia about 2000 BCE, and tens of thousands of cuneiform tablets concerning the trading that went on there have been recovered, and still more are being excavated. The preeminent king of this period was Shamshi-Adad I (c. 1813-1781 BCE), who ruled first from Asshur on the Tigris, later from Shubat-Enlil, and created a proto-empire in northern Mesopotamia that included the great city Mari on the Euphrates. Shamshi-Adad was able to fend off attacks from the south by Hammurabi (c. 1792-1750 BCE), king of Babylonia, until the Assyrian’s death and the decline of Assyria until the Middle Assyrian period.


    The first great Middle Assyrian king, after a long dark period, was Asshur-uballit I (1364-1329 BCE). He not only assured Assyrian independence from Mitanni, a state west of Assyria, but also ruled Babylonia to the south as a vassal state. During the three-quarters of a century after his death, his successors capitalized on his successes in that they gained control of Mitanni. But they were considerably troubled by the Babylonians, who were ruled by vigorous kings of the Kassite dynasty. This was the situation that Tukulti-Ninurta I (1243-1207 BCE) inherited. With Tukulti-Ninurta I we encounter the most ambitious imperial expansion yet of any Assyrian monarch.


    Tukulti-Ninurta campaigned in every possible direction with considerable success. To the west his armies defeated a Hittite bid to seize Mitanni from the Assyrians. The Hittites presumably were emboldened to attempt this because a few decades earlier they had checked the Egyptians at Kadesh (1286 BCE), and now a peace treaty existed between them and Egypt. To the north and east Tukulti-Ninurta marched into the mountains and successfully subdued numerous groups of people that had been a threat to the civilized areas. But his most important military achievement was his conquest of Babylonia to the south. The history of Assyria is permeated with the influence of Babylonia, and whenever Babylonia was independent and hostile, Assyria’s military ambitions were seriously inhibited. Tukulti-Ninurta, in conquering Babylonia, gave great impetus to Assyria’s rise to power. It also, incidentally, made Babylonian influence on Assyrian culture much more pronounced. His success was short-lived, however. A palace revolt, led by his son, brought an untimely end to his life and was followed by a brief decline of Assyrian power.


    The decline was prompted by the mass movements of a variety of people in considerable numbers (c. 1200 BCE): the Dorians’ and Ionians’ movement into the Greek peninsula and Anatolia, the latter pushing the Hittites into Syria; the Sea Peoples traveling down the Syrian coast, where they troubled the Egyptians in the delta, and some of them, the Philistines, settled on the Palestinian coast; the appearance of the Phrygians (the Mushku, as the Assyrians called them) in Anatolia; the entrance of the Medes and Persians in western Iran; and the spread of the Aramaeans from the Arabian peninsula all over the Fertile Crescent.


    Toward the end of the twelfth century BCE, under Tiglath-pileser I (1114-1076 BCE), Assyria again strode confidently forth and became a power of unrivaled strength and size in the Near East. In the military sphere there were three pressing problems with which Tiglath-pileser dealt successfully. These problems were the Mushku (Phrygians), the Aramaeans and the Babylonians. Tiglath-pileser campaigned against the Mushku early in his reign. By conquering and plundering their cities, he effectively reduced this potential danger. The Aramaeans were a large body of Semitic-speaking peoples that, like the Amorites before them, had established themselves in Syria and were now trying to penetrate Mesopotamia. In Syria Tiglath-pileser boasts of having defeated them, and then, according to his account, he proceeded at the head of his army to the coast of the Mediterranean.


    The third dangerous opponent was Babylonia. The Kassite dynasty had come to an end a few years before (c. 1156 BCE), and the young and energetic line now in control of the Babylonian throne renewed rivalry with its Assyrian neighbor. Tiglath-pileser emerged the winner from this conflict, and emulating his forefather, Tukulti-Ninurta I, he marched into Babylonia and captured the city Babylon. The Assyrian Empire under this mighty king stretched from the Mediterranean Sea and Anatolia in the west to the Zagros Mountains and the Arabian Gulf in the east. No Asiatic power had ever controlled so much or been so prosperous. Yet Assyria was to rise to even greater heights in the first millennium BCE.


    4.2. The Neo-Assyrian Empire (1075-612 BCE). After the death of Tiglath-pileser I, internal difficulties, coupled with increasing pressure from the Aramaeans, had brought a period of darkness. The Aramaeans remained a thorn in the Assyrian side in the first millennium BCE, and they left an indelible stamp not only on Assyria, but also on all of western Asia. Their language and alphabetic writing system, which was written on papyrus, gradually became the means of international communication, replacing most of the indigenous tongues and modes of writing, including Akkadian and the cuneiform script. This is unfortunate from the point of view of the modern historian, for their chosen writing material, papyrus, disintegrates in the Assyrian climate, unlike cuneiform on clay, which is durable.


    A fact that made the Aramaean problem pressing for Assyria at the beginning of the first millennium BCE was that these people were on both sides of Assyria. They were established not only in Syria, but also in Babylonia. In the latter area a curious mixture of native Babylonians and freshly arrived Aramaeans managed, on occasion, to unite and present a formidable front to their northern neighbors, the Assyrians. Successive Assyrian kings in the tenth century BCE came face to face with the task of defeating these people. At times their task was made easier by new incursions of Aramaeans, as well as of other nomadic groups, into Babylonia, which resulted in internecine warfare with the dread results of plague and famine. If Assyria had a hard struggle in the tenth century BCE to reassert itself, Babylonia had an even harder one simply trying to remain a state in its own right.


    The fortunes of Assyria improved in the ninth century BCE, and the Neo-Assyrian Empire became a reality. There are in fact two phases in the history of the Neo-Assyrian Empire, separated by a brief period of eclipse. The first phase can be conveniently called the Calah period, named after the new capital of the Assyrian Empire; it covers one century (883-783 BCE). The two most important monarchs of this period were Ashurnasirpal II (883-859 BCE) and his son Shalmaneser III (858-824 BCE).


    Shalmaneser III was the first Assyrian king to concentrate an exceptional amount of energy on the west, and this brought him into contact with Israel. Beginning in 853 BCE, he crossed the Euphrates and marched south along the Levantine coast. On this occasion he encountered the Damascus Coalition. This alliance consisted of Adad-idri (called Hadad-ezer in the Bible) of Damascus, Irhuleni of Hamath (these two cities being the leaders), Ahab of Israel, Gindibu the Arab, Byblos, Egypt, Matinu-baʾal of Arvad, Irqantu, Usanatu, Adunu-baʾal of Shianu, Baʾasa of Bit-Ruhubi and “the Ammonite.” The coalition made its stand at Qarqar on the Orontes. Shalmaneser claims to have beaten them and to have slaughtered and plundered as the enemy fled the scene of battle. One must always be skeptical of Assyrian claims, and the real outcome of the battle at Qarqar is debatable. Unfortunately, we have no other source for this event. It is not mentioned in the Bible, despite the Assyrian record that Ahab of Israel was there. Whatever the outcome, the Damascus Coalition again made a stand against Shalmaneser in the following years of 849, 848 and 845 BCE. On all of these occasions the Assyrian claimed a victory, but if that had been so, why did Shalmaneser have to return to fight the coalition again and again? It is known, however, that Israel volunteered submission to Shalmaneser III, presumably in 841 BCE; on the Black Obelisk, Jehu (called Yaua in the Assyrian inscription) is portrayed kneeling before the king.


    Superficially, the military conquests of Ashurnasirpal II and Shalmaneser III appear to be the same as those of their eminent forefather, Tiglath-pileser I, for the Assyrian Empire in both periods stretched from Anatolia and Syria to the Zagros Mountains and the Arabian Gulf. But there was significant difference in that beginning with Ashurnasirpal, the military was more systematically organized and therefore more effective. Campaigns were conducted annually rather than sporadically, and archery, chariots and siege engines were used with devastating effect. The cruelty for which the Assyrians were to become notorious, especially in the Bible, was also more pronounced, with the calculated result that numerous small states were intimidated into voluntary submission. The Assyrian army combined efficiency with bloodthirsty methods to gain for itself the doubtful honor of being the best military machine the world had yet seen.


    Scarcely had Assyria regained its former preeminence, however, when it almost lost it. The reasons were internal and external. An endemic weakness in the Assyrian state was the absolute position of the monarch, whose office was hereditary. As long as there was a forceful character on the Assyrian throne, Assyria could assert itself, but as soon as the royal arm was weak, Assyria was in serious trouble. This happened in the latter part of the reign of Shalmaneser III (858-824 BCE). As time went by, the aging monarch entrusted more and more of his powers to subordinates. This led to friction, rivalry and eventually civil war. Out of the chaos emerged Shamshi-Adad V (823-811 BCE), but in the process of gaining the throne he had been forced to make an ignominious treaty with the Babylonians, and Babylonian influence on Assyrian monarchs was to prevail for some decades. But even more disturbing for Assyria, the period of confusion had allowed an entirely new power, Urartu, to flex its muscles and, from its base in the Armenian mountains to the north of Assyria, make serious inroads into the Assyrian heartland. For over a century (c. 823-714 BCE) Urartu remained poised on the borders of Assyria, and for a portion of that time the extent of its control, from Syria and the Taurus range east as far as Lake Urmia, exceeded that of Assyria. The Urartian Empire spread like an umbrella over the Neo-Assyrian Empire.


    The final phase of the Neo-Assyrian Empire is the one that won it eternal fame, and is the one in which it was most in contact with biblical lands. The period encompassed a little over a century (744-612 BCE), but during this time the five most important Assyrian monarchs, Tiglath-pileser III (744-727), Shalmaneser V (726-722), Sargon II (721-705), Sennacherib (704-681), Esarhaddon (680-669) and Ashurbanipal (668-631), conquered western Iran, Urartu, Babylonia, Syria, Israel and Judah, eastern Anatolia, and Egypt (see History of Israel 5: Assyrian Period).


    There is a theory (see Cogan) that Assyrian expansion went through various phases, with exile being the final resort. Before the land was actually incorporated into Assyria proper, it went from vassaldom to an intermediate sort of client kingdom, and finally to provincial annexation. For some, this hypothesis explains events of the Syro-Ephraimite crisis (735-732 BCE) quite well, when the northern kingdom of Israel went into the second level of imperial control, and Judah went at the same time into the first level, vassaldom.


    It was Shalmaneser V who laid siege to *Samaria, capital of Israel, as narrated in 2 Kings 17:1-41; 18:1-12 (cf. 2 Esdr 13:40). The Israelites were carried off to live in exile in Assyria and Media. In their place the king of Assyria settled in Israel people from various cities such as Hamat in Syria, and Babylon and Cutha in Babylonia. Samaria fell in 722 BCE, the year of Shalmaneser V’s death and the accession of Sargon II. Thus the leading of the Israelites into exile by the Assyrians was carried out probably during the reign of Sargon.


    Another deed noteworthy for its biblical connection is the third campaign (701 BCE) of Sennacherib, which was directed against Syria and Palestine. One of the most important events on this campaign was the battle of Eltekeh, in which the Assyrian fought against a coalition including *Ekron (called Amqarruna by Sennacherib), Egypt and Nubia. The Assyrians, naturally, claimed a victory. The Assyrians then went on to lay siege to *Jerusalem, which was ruled by *Hezekiah. This much is clear from Assyrian and biblical sources (2 Kings 18:13—19:37; 2 Chron 32:1-21). The Bible adds that while the Assyrian army was besieging Jerusalem, Sennacherib, who was at Libnah, sent his rab-shākeh (“chief cupbearer,” a senior officer in the Assyrian army) to harangue the people of Jerusalem who were sitting on the wall, urging them to abandon their reliance on Egypt and surrender. But Hezekiah refused to give in. The biblical narrative continues: “That night the angel of the Lord went forth and slew a hundred and eighty-five thousand in the camp of the Assyrians.” It goes on to say that Sennacherib returned to Nineveh, where he was slain by his sons. Sennacherib’s account, however, has none of this; after saying that he laid siege to Jerusalem, he abruptly states that he received extensive booty from Hezekiah in Nineveh. Surprisingly, he says nothing about the outcome of the siege. This great disparity between the biblical and Assyrian accounts has been a conundrum in Assyrian history for a long time. Some scholars try to resolve it by attempting to blend the accounts together, while other scholars argue that there must have been a second campaign late in Sennacherib’s reign. The latter scholars assign the successful siege of Lachish, known from the famous reliefs found at Nineveh, to this second campaign.


    The political success of these Neo-Assyrian kings is to be attributed mainly to further improvement of the military machine and a serious concern with the administration of the empire. Moreover, to eliminate the possibility of revolt in their conquered territories, the Assyrians resorted to extensive transportation of conquered peoples. This practice had been known before, but it was used sparingly, as, for example, by Tukulti-Ninurta I, Tiglath-pileser I and Ashurnasirpal II. The later Neo-Assyrian kings regularly removed refractory groups from their homelands and settled them in undeveloped regions where they were put to work farming or near cities where they performed forced labor on great building projects. The most famous example of this practice is known from the later period of the Neo-Babylonian Empire when Nebuchadnezzar II (604-562 BCE), following the example of the Assyrians, transported large numbers of Judeans to Babylonia. In administration the Neo-Assyrians were responsible for forming provinces with governors and resident garrisons. Such organization was far superior to the previous custom of annual razzias (raids) to collect tribute. Although the Assyrian provincial administration was fairly rudimentary, it provided the foundation for the later Persian, Hellenistic and Roman systems.


    As the power of Assyria grew during the seventh century BCE, and as it more and more victimized its neighbors, the more these suppressed people began to draw together to form a united front against the giant. Such alliances usually were tenuous and short-lived, but occasionally they were sufficient to check Assyrian expansion, and one alliance (Babylonians, Medes and probably the Scythians) finally brought about Assyria’s downfall. In the west, Egypt, before it was conquered by Assyria, stirred up trouble in Palestine to try to keep Assyria occupied there. The disastrous results of this policy for the Judeans, who were caught in the middle, led the prophet Isaiah to warn his compatriots, “Egypt’s help is worthless and empty” (Is 30:7). Nevertheless, the policy saved the Egyptians for a time, and it was only with Esarhaddon (680-669 BCE) that the first Assyrian inroads into Egypt were made. In the east the Elamites and the Medes at various times allied themselves with the Babylonians, to the great distress of the Assyrians. Indeed, the Assyrians never did devise a satisfactory method of administering Babylonia, and the Assyrian military presence in southern Mesopotamia was generally high during the seventh century BCE. It is interesting to note that at one point the Babylonians, led by a certain Merodach-baladan II, actually attempted to weld a grand alliance between east and west that included making overtures to the Judeans to join them against the Assyrians (2 Kings 20:12-19; Is 39:1-8). This maneuver caused Sennacherib (704-681 BCE), Assyria’s king at the time, no end of trouble. Toward the end of the seventh century BCE, Assyria, weakened by the mounting resistance and drain on its resources, finally succumbed to a coalition with amazing rapidity. The forces of Babylonia, Media and the Scythians combined and destroyed the Assyrian Empire within less than two decades. The highlight of this swift downfall was the capture and sack of Nineveh, the Assyrian capital, in 612 BCE. The ancient world, which had suffered under the might of Assyria for so long, reverberated with the joyous news. The prophet Nahum proclaimed, “And all who look on you will shrink from you and say, ‘Wasted is Nineveh; who will bemoan her?’” (Nahum 3:7). But their cause for celebration was to be short-lived; Babylonia soon moved in and took over the former territories of the Neo-Assyrian Empire and created the Neo-Babylonian Empire.


    5. Culture.


    Assyrian culture was, apart from a few distinctive features, intertwined with Babylonian culture. The most distinctive characteristic of the Assyrians was their attitude about *war. For the Assyrians, war was a way of life, and their whole state, from the monarch down to the lowest peasant, was molded along military lines. For the Babylonians war was a necessity of survival but not a subject to dwell on. While the Assyrians boast constantly in their inscriptions of military accomplishments, the Babylonians rarely mention them and instead describe in detail their religious and building activities. Since the Assyrians devoted the majority of their time and energy to war and building, they had little opportunity to develop themselves culturally in the narrower sense of that word. Instead, the Assyrians were prone to borrow from the Babylonians, particularly in the realm of literature. The term literature is used here in a broad sense to include scientific, religious and other written treatises. Thus, as curious as it may be, the greatest repository of Babylonian literature was not in Babylonia but in Assyria. The last great Assyrian monarch, Ashurbanipal (668-631 BCE), sent emissaries throughout Babylonia to collect every scrap of Babylonian literary material that they could find. These tablets, or copies of them, were brought back to the capital at Nineveh, where they were carefully kept as a library. Here they remained until c. 1850 CE, when they were discovered by the English and gradually removed to the British Museum. This collection, created by Assyrians, is, ironically, still the major source for our knowledge of Babylonian culture.


    A brief description of the contents of Ashurbanipal’s library will provide an excellent survey of the most important aspects of Assyro-Babylonian culture. The largest group of texts concerns divination. The Assyrians and Babylonians believed that signs of coming events surrounded them, and to predict the future one needed to learn how to read these signs. The signs could take innumerable forms, and so the diviners looked for them in the movement of the stars, the activities of animals, dreams, cloud formations, unusual births, etc. The most popular forms of divination were extispicy (the examination of a sheep’s entrails, especially the liver) and astrology. Extispicy spread from Assyria and Babylonia throughout the Near East, and its influence is found even among the ancient Etruscans in Italy. Astrology went even farther, for, by means of the Greeks, it found its way into the mainstream of Western civilization, and its popularity today is evident from the horoscopes published in daily newspapers. A voluminous amount of inscribed tablets in Ashurbanipal’s library are treatises drawn up to serve as reference works for those who practiced divination.


    The next most important group in Ashurbanipal’s magnificent collection is lexical material. From the earliest days of cuneiform writing, scribes compiled lists of words. These lists were in fact dictionaries written to aid the scribe in his everyday work. There are lists of names of professions, plants, stones, animals, legal terms, grammatical terms, divine names, etc. There are also dictionaries giving the meanings of Sumerian words in Akkadian, as well as lists of cuneiform signs with possible readings. These lists, drawn up for the use of the ancient scribes, are invaluable tools for the modern scholar.


    In Ashurbanipal’s library, after omen and lexical texts, there is no single group that is particularly large. The remaining texts fall into many different categories: literary, historical, scientific, religious, magical, etc. Assyrian literary compositions—literary in the narrow sense of the word—are rare, but there are many types of Babylonian literary compositions: myths (such as the creation of the world), legends (such as the flood stories), epics (such as the Gilgamesh Epic), hymns, prayers, etc.


    Only limited quantities of historical works are known from Ashurbanipal’s library, but many texts of a historical nature are known outside of the confines of his library. The Assyrians wrote a vast number of royal inscriptions that were essentially commemorative inscriptions composed in connection with military and building (temples and palaces) activities. Also the Assyrians compiled a few chronicles, but the Babylonians were responsible for writing many more important chronicles.


    6. Religion and Magic.


    Assyrian religion, like Assyrian culture, was strongly influenced by Babylonian religion. An outstanding feature is polytheism: the Assyrians, like the Babylonians, had numerous gods, but not all were identical between the two civilizations. Lists of gods in hierarchical order were compiled, and some of them provide the Assyrian equivalent of Babylonian or Sumerian deities. The religion was cultic, and the temple was the focal point. The chief Assyrian god was Asshur, and his main temple was at the city of Asshur. Under him there were a number of important deities, such as Ishtar, Nergal, Ninurta, Shamash and Adad. Assyrian religion also embraced some Babylonian deities, such as Marduk and Nabu. The most important religious festival in Assyria was the Tākultu (lit., “banquet”), which included the New Year’s celebration (Akītu) and the gods’ granting the power to rule for another year to the reigning monarch. The god Asshur, the national god of Assyria, is never mentioned in the Bible, although there are a few rare references to Assyrian religion.


    Witchcraft and *magic were endemic, and although much of such lore would have been oral rather than written, a considerable amount of textual material has been recovered. This is because there was a strong element of magic and ritual in the great state cults, where there were scribes to record these things. There was a variety of priests and incantation experts, their activities ranging from performing rituals in the temples to casting out evil spirits from an afflicted individual. Regular offerings of food and drink to the gods in their shrines were an essential part of the cult.


    7. Monarchy.


    The monarch in Assyria had absolute power, and this institution was an indigenous development in the early years of Assyrian history; there were no foreign influences that brought this about. The only authority to whom the Assyrian sovereign was responsible was the god Asshur, and this is evident already in the early period, when a major title of the king is “viceregent of the god Asshur.” There were, nevertheless, some natural checks to his power. Under no circumstances could he do anything that appeared to go against the god Asshur’s will, and thus a common phrase in Assyrian royal inscriptions is “By the command of the god Asshur I did . . .” Another natural check was the Assyrian nobility; the king had to be careful not to offend the ancient influential and wealthy families and tribes of Assyria. Indeed, during one period in Assyrian history (c. 782-745 BCE) a few leading members of the nobility achieved extensive power and had only a tenuous respect for the Assyrian king. For example, Shamshi-ilu, the “field marshal” (turtannu; called tartān in the Bible), gained such influence in the state that he personally led Assyrian military campaigns, including the capture of Damascus, while paying only lip service to the king, Adad-nirari III (810-783 BCE). Yet another check was legal precedent, such as the traditional rights of individuals, property ownership, and traditional tax exemptions granted to privileged cities.


    The Assyrian monarch was not regarded as a god, although the theory of a divine monarch had had some vogue in earlier cultures in southern Mesopotamia among the Sumerians and Babylonians. There is some evidence that in the last centuries of Assyrian history an attempt was being made to deify the king, but it never came to fruition. Under the absolute monarch were a number of levels, in diminishing authority, of state officials who usually held both a civil role and a military role, as Assyria was a militaristic state. An important feature of Assyrian thought about the monarchy is that the sovereignty passed on from father to eldest son, and that there was never a break in this descent. It is well known, however, from recovered records, that this was not always the case. There were rebellions from time to time that put someone on the throne who was not the eldest son of the king, and occasionally only distantly related to him.


    The Assyrian king was commander-in-chief of the armed forces and often led them in person on campaign. He lived the life of a soldier and ruled his people with the might of his weapon. He was supreme legislator, legislation being issued by royal decree, and he was the high priest. In theory he also owned all the land of Assyria, although, as mentioned before, he had to respect traditional land ownership by individuals and institutions such as temples.


    Today there is a large population group living in the area of ancient Assyria that speaks *Aramaic, the language spoken by the ancient Assyrians sometime before the fall of Nineveh. The modern group believes that they are the descendants of the ancient Assyrians, and they call themselves Assyrians. They are Christians with ancient churches and monasteries, and they revere Thomas as their patron saint.


    In conclusion, a dominant characteristic of Assyrian civilization, in addition to militarism, is conservatism. Some new ideas, some innovations, appear throughout Assyria’s long history, but these are all the more noteworthy because of their rarity. In general, the Assyrians preferred to preserve, even if in a modified form, the traditions and practices of the past. The modern world owes a great debt to the Assyrians for preserving this heritage, some important parts of which have been passed on through subsequent civilizations to the present day.


    See also Babylonia, Babylonians; History of Israel 5: Assyrian Period; Non-Israelite Written Sources: Assyrian; Persia, Persians.
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    A. K. Grayson


     


    ASSYRIAN EPONYM CHRONICLES. See Non-Israelite Written Sources: Assyrian.


     


    ASSYRIAN EPONYM LISTS. See Non-Israelite Written Sources: Assyrian.


     


    ASSYRIAN KING LISTS. See Non-Israelite Written Sources: Assyrian.


     


    ATHALIAH. See History of Israel 5: Assyrian Period; Omri Dynasty.


     


    ATHIRAT. See Canaanite Gods and Religion.


     


    ATONEMENT. See Forgiveness.


     


    AZATIWADA. See Non-Israelite Written Sources: Syro-Palestinian.
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