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Editors’ Foreword 

The International Exegetical Commentary on the Old Testament (IECOT) offers a multi-perspectival interpretation of the books of the Old Testament to a broad, international audience of scholars, laypeople and pastors. Biblical commentaries too often reflect the fragmented character of contemporary biblical scholarship, where different geographical or methodological sub-groups of scholars pursue specific methodologies and/or theories with little engagement of alternative approaches. This series, published in English and German editions, brings together editors and authors from North America, Europe, and Israel with multiple exegetical perspectives. 

From the outset the goal has been to publish a series that was “international, ecumenical and contemporary.” The international character is reflected in the composition of an editorial board with members from six countries and commentators representing a yet broader diversity of scholarly contexts. 

The ecumenical dimension is reflected in at least two ways. First, both the editorial board and the list of authors includes scholars with a variety of religious perspectives, both Christian and Jewish. Second, the commentary series not only includes volumes on books in the Jewish Tanach/Protestant Old Testament, but also other books recognized as canonical parts of the Old Testament by diverse Christian confessions (thus including the Deuterocanonical Old Testament books). 

When it comes to “contemporary,” one central distinguishing feature of this series is its attempt to bring together two broad families of perspectives in analysis of biblical books, perspectives often described as “synchronic” and “diachronic” and all too often understood as incompatible with each other. Historically, diachronic studies arose in Europe, while some of the better known early synchronic studies originated in North America and Israel. Nevertheless, historical studies have continued to be pursued around the world, and focused synchronic work has been done in an ever greater variety of settings. Building on these developments, we aim in this series to bring synchronic and diachronic methods into closer alignment, allowing these approaches to work in a complementary and mutually-informative rather than antagonistic manner. 

Since these terms are used in varying ways within biblical studies, it makes sense to specify how they are understood in this series. Within IECOT we understand “synchronic” to embrace a variety of types of study of a biblical text in one given stage of its development, particularly its final stage(s) of development in existing manuscripts. “Synchronic” studies embrace non-historical narratological, reader-response and other approaches along with historically-informed exegesis of a particular stage of a biblical text. In contrast, we understand “diachronic” to embrace the full variety of modes of study of a biblical text over time.

This diachronic analysis may include use of manuscript evidence (where available) to identify documented pre-stages of a biblical text, judicious use of clues within the biblical text to reconstruct its formation over time, and also an examination of the ways in which a biblical text may be in dialogue with earlier biblical (and non-biblical) motifs, traditions, themes, etc. In other words, diachronic study focuses on what might be termed a “depth dimension” of a given text – how a text (and its parts) has journeyed over time up to its present form, making the text part of a broader history of traditions, motifs and/or prior compositions. Synchronic analysis focuses on a particular moment (or moments) of that journey, with a particular focus on the final, canonized form (or forms) of the text. Together they represent, in our view, complementary ways of building a textual interpretation. 

Of course, each biblical book is different, and each author or team of authors has different ideas of how to incorporate these perspectives into the commentary. The authors will present their ideas in the introduction to each volume. In addition, each author or team of authors will highlight specific contemporary methodological and hermeneutical perspectives – e.g. gender-critical, liberation-theological, reception-historical, social-historical – appropriate to their own strengths and to the biblical book being interpreted. The result, we hope and expect, will be a series of volumes that display a range of ways that various methodologies and discourses can be integrated into the interpretation of the diverse books of the Old Testament. 

Fall 2012 The Editors
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Introduction


1.  Content and Structure

The book of Kings falls into three sections: the reign of Solomon (1 Kgs 1–11), the divided monarchy (1 Kgs 12–2 Kgs 17), and the kingdom of Judah alone (2 Kgs 18–25). The contents of the second section, the bulk of which is the subject of this present volume, are represented in the following table.




	
TextsThe contents of 1 Kings 12 – 2 Kings 17 in the Masoretic Text 

	
	Kings of Israel
	Kings of Judah
	Prophets





	1 Kgs 12–14
	
	
	Rehoboam
	Shemaiah, unnamed older and younger prophets



	
House of Jeroboam12:16–14:20
	
	Jeroboam
	
	



	15:1-8
	
	
	Abijam
	



	15:9-24
	
	
	Asa
	



	15:25-32
	
	Nadab
	
	



	
House of Baasha15:33–16:7
	
	Baasha
	
	Jehu ben Hanani



	16:8-14
	
	Elah
	
	



	16:15-20
	
	Zimri
	
	



	16:21-22
	
	Tibni (interregnum)
	
	



	
House of Omri16:23-28
	
	Omri
	
	



	16:29–22:39
	
	Ahab
	
	Elijah (17–19; 21)
nameless (ch. 20)
Micaiah (ch. 22)



	22:40, 51–2 Kgs 1:18
	
	Ahaziah
	
	



	1 Kgs 22:41-50
	
	
	Jehoshaphat
	



	2 Kgs 2
	
	
	
	Elijah and Elisha



	3:1–8:26
	
	Jehoram
	
	Elisha (3:1–8:15)



	8:16-24
	
	
	Joram
	



	8:25–9:29
	
	
	Ahaziah
	Elisha and a disciple



	
House of Jehu10
	
	Jehu
	
	



	11
	
	
	Athaliah
	



	12
	
	
	Joash
	



	13:1-9
	
	Jehoahaz
	
	



	13:10–14:16
	
	Jehoash
	
	



	13:14-25
	
	
	
	Elisha



	14:1-22
	
	
	Amaziah
	



	14:23-29
	
	Jeroboam II
	
	



	15:1-7
	
	
	Azariah/Uzziah
	



	15:8-12
	
	Zechariah
	
	



	15:13-16
	
	Shallum
	
	



	15:17-22
	
	Menahem
	
	



	15:23-26
	
	Pekahiah
	
	



	15:27-31
	
	Pekah
	
	



	15:32-38
	
	
	Jotham
	



	16
	
	
	Ahaz
	






The stories of the two kingdoms of Israel and Judah are recounted simultaneously. They are interwoven in dentate fashion, with the kings of each kingdom being dated over against those of the other. This system of cross-dating forms the backbone of this section of Kings. Driver aptly described the overall pattern:1

In the arrangement of the reigns of the two series of kings a definite principle is followed by the compiler. When the narrative of a reign (in either series) has once begun, it is continued to its close—even the contemporary incidents of a prophet’s career, which stand in no immediate relation to public events, being included in it; when it is ended, the reign or reigns of the other series, which are synchronized with it, are dealt with; the reign overlapping it at the end having been completed, the compiler resumes his narrative of the first series with the reign next following, and so on.

Regnal formulae The discrete account of a king’s reign typically consists of three parts: opening formulae, materials set during the reign, and closing formulae. 

Opening formulae The elements of the opening formulae are:2


1. synchronism of the accession year with the regnal year of the king from the other country;

2. king’s age at accession (lacking for kings of Israel);

3. length of reign;

4. name of Queen Mother (lacking for kings of Israel);

5. theological evaluation.



Closing formulae The elements of the closing formulae, all of which rarely occur together, include:


1. source notice;

2. brief supplemental details about the reign, if any;

3. death and burial notices;

4. succession notice.



The observation of this pattern is significant for reconstructing the composition of the books of Kings. When a king’s account or his formulae vary from these patterns, an explanation is required. For instance, when an anecdote is not incorporated within the regnal formulae for any king, it may be an indication that the anecdote has come into that location secondarily either as a displacement or as an addition. Synchronically, such a situation directs the reader’s attention to some particular feature or connection in the narrative.

Like a backbone, the frame formed by the interlocking regnal accounts is flexible enough to allow for other structural features.3 There are opportunities to draw comparisons and analogies between kings, especially with the earlier, more idealized figures of David and Solomon. The repeated evaluation of the kings along religious lines gives rise to patterns of apostasy and reform.4 The foregoing table shows that the central section of Kings is dominated by prophetic stories, especially those of Elijah and Elisha, in 1 Kings 17–2 Kings 13. Hence prophecy and fulfillment comprise another very important component to the book that is at once structural and thematic. 

Pattern in the arrangement of Israelite kings A pattern that has often been overlooked but may be highly significant for the book is perceptible in the list of the kings of Israel.5 The sixth king following Jeroboam I is Ahab (Nadab, Baasha, Elah, Zimri, Omri, Ahab), who is portrayed as Israel’s worst king. The sixth king after Ahab is Jeroboam II (Ahaziah, Jehoram, Jehu, Jehoahaz, Jehoash, Jeroboam II). The sixth after Jeroboam II is Hoshea (Zechariah, Shallum, Menahem, Pekahiah, Pekah, Hoshea), in whose reign the kingdom comes to an end. The story of the kingdom of Israel, all of whose kings are evaluated as having done what Yhwh considered evil, thus forms a pattern of six-six-six in its narrative recounting and assessment. As one short of seven, six is the quintessential number of imperfection.




2.  Text

A distinctive feature of this commentary is its focus on textual criticism. The reason is the importance of textual criticism in the history of critical scholarship on the book of Kings on the one hand and, on the other, the tendency of commentaries on Kings to ignore the topic for the most part. Dead Sea Scrolls The discovery, beginning in 1947, of the “Dead Sea Scrolls” has revolutionized our understanding of the text of the HB and its development. Not that the Qumran caves yielded significant quantities of materials related directly to Kings. On the contrary, there were only fragments, most quite small, of three manuscripts, each from a different cave, and of these only a handful contain passages covered in this volume.6 But the Qumran finds demonstrate the value of the Greek texts, particularly Codex Vaticanus (GB) and the Lucianic manuscripts (GL), as independent witnesses to an early Greek translation Old Greek (“Old Greek” = OG) of a pre-Masoretic Hebrew text. It has long been recognized that these Greek texts betray stages of recension toward the developing Masoretic Text (MT).7 In Kings, the OG is preserved in GB only in 1 Kgs 2:12–21:29. Otherwise GB reflects an early recension known as kaige after its idiosyncratic translation of the Hebrew וגם. In the rest of Kings, GL is the closest witness to the OG.8 In addition, the “Old Latin” (OL), the collective of extant Latin manuscripts translated from Greek before the Vulgate in the fourth century CE, frequently safeguards OG readings.

The value of the OG through its various attestations as a witness to both the content of the text of Kings and the process by which it was composed has been richly explored by Julio Trebolle Julio Trebolle in a series of publications beginning in the 1980s. While Trebolle’s insights have achieved high regard among his peers in biblical studies and textual criticism, much of his earlier work has been overlooked and underutilized because it was written in Spanish. It is hoped that the obvious influence of his ideas on this commentary will lead to greater appreciation and consideration of them in the interpretation of Kings. Nevertheless, there are two important types of textual differences between the MT and OG where I differ with Trebolle’s prioritization of the OG. These relate to chronology and to extended “supplements” in the Greek witnesses.


2.1  The MT and OG Chronologies

Since the regnal formulae with their interlocking chronological references are the backbone for the book of Kings, the frequent differences in chronological data are disconcerting. 

Shenkel’s argument for the priority of the Greek chronology In his 1968 monograph Shenkel sought to counter previous explanations for these chronological differences that resorted rather arbitrarily to postulations of coregencies and separate and alternating systems of reckoning; instead, Shenkel offered a text-critical explanation.9 He pointed out that the MT and OG operate under two different chronological systems, and he argued that the OG’s chronology was more primitive and the MT’s a secondary development.10 Though not without its critics,11 Shenkel’s explanation has been very influential over the past five decades.

Hendel on 1 Kings 16:21 Hendel has recently criticized Shenkel for basing his conclusions on redactional and historical considerations and proffered his own argument on text-critical grounds.12 He shows how the MT and OG construe the starting point of Omri’s reign differently. The difference becomes clear in 1 Kgs 16:29, where MT dates Ahab’s accession to the 38th year of Asa of Judah, while the OG dates it to the second year of Asa’s son, Jehoshaphat, a difference of five years. The reason for this difference is that the MT construes the beginning of Omri’s twelve-year reign from the point in v. 21 when half of the people followed Omri and half Tibni or, more accurately, from v. 16 when all Israel made Omri king. This was, according to v. 15, the 27th year of Asa of Judah. The OG, on the other hand, dates Omri’s reign from the 31st year of Asa, after Tibni had died. Its phrase after Tibni at the end of v. 22 makes its dating clear. Hendel argues that from a text-critical standpoint the MT’s construal of v. 23, which is idiosyncratic and therefore a kind of lectio difficilior, is more likely to have been altered by the OG’s more “literal” construal than the other way around.13 That “literal” interpretation in turn led to (hyper)correction of the chronology in the OG in a manner typical of Second-Temple hermeneutics. Contrary to Shenkel’s assessment, therefore, the MT chronology is primitive and the OG revisionist.

2 Kings 8:16 Additional text-critical evidence for the primacy of the MT chronology is found in 2 Kgs 8:16.14 The OG is not extant here, but based on its previous numbers it had Jehoram of Judah taking the throne in the second year of Ahaziah of Israel and reigning eleven years.15 Since Ahaziah’s reign spans the end of Jehoshaphat’s and the beginning of Jehoram’s in the OG, the proper place for the account of Jehoram’s reign according to the OG chronology would have been immediately before the beginning of Joram of Israel’s reign, i.e., between 2 Kgs 1:17 and 1:18. Not coincidentally, this is where the single instance of OG chronology in the MT is found, what Shenkel calls “a precious witness to the OG chronology in a Hebrew text”16 However, there is no evidence in the Greek tradition for the account of Jehoram ever having been present here.17 The OG account of Jehoram was always in 2 Kings 8, where the MT has it, as shown by the occurrence of two historical presents—distinguishing features of the OG—in 8:22, 24, as Shenkel points out. This means that the OG placement and the OG numbers are at odds. The OG account of the reign of Jehoram is in the wrong place according to the “rules” of the composition of Kings. The only way this could have happened is if the MT chronology was in fact the older one. The OG introduced its revised figures into the MT’s placement.

2 Kings 3 Yet another indication of the MT’s primacy comes from the story in 2 Kings 3, though the evidence here is mainly literary rather than text-critical. Shenkel argued that the king of Judah in the story was originally anonymous. The reason for Elisha’s response to the kings’ appeal for help (v. 14) was part of DtrH’s polemic against Israel: Yhwh had regard for Judah because of the promise to David but was opposed to Israel because of the sin of Jeroboam. MT’s identification of the king of Judah as Jehoshaphat was based on similarities with 1 Kings 22 and led to a shift in the entire chronology of the period, while the OG’s identification with Ahaziah preserved the older chronology and may have retained the tradition about the identity of the king of Judah in the original story.18 If, however, this story is a post-DtrH addition that drew from the start on 1 Kings 22, as I contend, then it was righteous Jehoshaphat for whom Yhwh had regard (v. 14), and the identification of Ahaziah undermines the point of the story and must be secondary—part of the OG’s programmatic revision of the chronology.




2.2  OG “Supplements”

Overlapping with the matter of the OG’s different chronology is that of its “supplements” or “miscellanies.” These are multi-verse pluses attached at the following locations in the OG: 1 Kgs 2:35; 2:46; 5:14; 6:1; 8:53; 10:22; 12:24; 16:28; 2 Kgs 1:18; 10:36. Some of them are doublets of material in the MT. Thus 1 Kgs 16:28+ contains the account of the reign of Jehoshaphat found in the MT at 1 Kgs 22:41-51. Like the minor plus after Tibni at the end of 1 Kgs 16:22, 1 Kgs 16:28+ reflects a chronological variance. The OG dates Jehoshaphat’s accession to Omri’s eleventh year (1 Kgs 16:28a GL) in contrast to the MT’s date of his accession to Ahab’s fourth year (22:41). Similarly, 2 Kgs 1:18+ effectively duplicates 2 Kgs 3:1-3 MT. Another kind of plus is represented by 2 Kgs 10:36+ (a more extensive example is 1 Kgs 12:24+). It consists of materials mostly found in the MT but dispersed there rather than gathered as in the OG plus.

The debate that has raged among critical scholars concerns the origin of these “supplements” in relation to the MT and their value for textual criticism.19 There is general recognition that these passages are not Greek inventions but are derived from Hebrew Vorlagen. Each of the pluses within the scope of this commentary is treated at the appropriate location. It is already clear, though, that the pluses are part of the same process of Second-Temple scribal revision as the OG chronology. In 1 Kgs 16:28+ there is a causal relationship. The chronological adjustment in the OG placed Jehoshaphat’s accession in the reign of Omri, leading in turn to the transfer of the account of Jehoshaphat’s reign to an earlier point in the narrative. The movement of Joram of Israel’s opening formulae to 2 Kgs 1:18+ accommodated the stories in ch. 2, enclosing them within the reign of Joram of Israel rather than between the reigns of Ahaziah and Joram, where they had been interpolated into the text represented by the MT. As for 2 Kgs 10:36+, close reading shows that the material collected in it cannot stand on its own but can only be understood in light of the MT account in 2 Kings 8–9.




2.3  Textual Reconstruction

These indications of revision in the OG do not necessarily compromise its value for textual criticism where individual readings are concerned. Each case must be considered on its own merits, and it often comes down to a judgment call, particularly where the MT is difficult. Is the easier or more fitting reading in such a case the OG’s retention of the more primitive text that has suffered corruption in the MT? Or is the OG reading due to second-hand smoothing of the troublesome MT? There are no hard and fast rules. General principles are only rough guidelines that are not applicable in every instance. Preference for the shorter reading should be invoked when no other explanation for the variants is evident. One must weigh the dictum lectio difficilior praeferenda est (“the more difficult reading is to be preferred”) against making sense of the text. One must also consider such matters as the degree of certainty in the Hebrew reconstruction from the Greek text. My judgment that there are many instances where the Greek reading is superior is based on the premise that there is usually (though not always!) less at stake than for an issue like chronology and therefore less motive to make detailed alterations.20

The text that is reconstructed for each pericope treated in this commentary is an eclectic one, the “earliest inferable text,” based on my assessment of the MT and the witnesses to the OG just described. The approach and its theoretical underpinning are well articulated by Troxel in describing his work with Isaiah 1–39: 


My sole affirmation is that the eclectic text of Isaiah 1–39 I propose will comprise those readings with the best claim to priority, based on my evaluation of evidence from the witnesses and the literary contexts in which they stand. There is no escaping the subjectivity of these judgments, for there is no Archimedean point from which to assay them. And yet, the evident genetic relationship between many variants compels such an assessment.21



While it may not always come across in the course of an argument, all text-critical decisions in this commentary are made with humility and trepidation. Many have been changed more than once. It is a matter of considerable comfort to find a text-critical judgment by Trebolle or by one of the eminent figures of the past, such as Burney, Klostermann, or Stade, with which I agree or to whom I can appeal. There is certainly room for disagreement. My main hope is that the spotlight on the text in this volume influences future commentators to incorporate textual criticism more fully into the interpretive process.

Because this is a commentary and not a critical edition of the text, the space devoted to textual notes is limited.22 The focus is on textual differences that have significance for content or meaning, recognizing that even small differences can fall into this category.Ignored variants The Textual Notes will generally ignore the following variants unless there is some other reason for comment: stylistic differences, such as G’s supplying of personal names for clarity, where MT has pronouns; the absence or presence of the conjunction except when it alters meaning; minor pluses, such as titles (e.g., “king of Israel,” the repetition of patronymics, the presence/absence of the definite object, and the word “all”); the absence/presence of the indirect object (“to him/them”) after verbs like “said,” “spoke”; the different order of words/phrases where order seems unimportant; different prepositions where there is little difference in meaning (e.g., εν/επι vs. ב/על). MT as copy textThe copy-text that breaks the tie, so to speak, between equivalent variants in the MT and OG and which is followed in most matters of spelling and other “accidentals,” is the MT represented in Codex Leningradensis.23






3.  Composition

On more than one occasion in considering the process of composition behind 1 Kings 16–2 Kings 16 I thought of Festus’s words to Paul in Acts 26:24: “You are out of your mind, Paul! Too much learning is driving you insane!” (NRSV). It is not the great learning portion of these words that struck a chord in me but being driven to the edge of madness by the complicated and sometimes contradictory indications regarding how the material in Kings came about. Walter Dietrich, the editor of this series and a man of great learning, writes about 1 Kgs 16:7 that it hat viel Kopfzerbrechung gemacht.24 The same could be said about the book of Kings as a whole, or at least of 1 Kings 16–2 Kings 16.25 What makes my obsession with this issue bearable, aside from knowing I am in good company, is the hope that the model I propose goes some distance toward solving the most bedeviling compositional problems in this section of Kings. Compositional model This model finds two principal levels of composition in Kings: a primary Deuteronomistic one and a secondary prophetic one. Each was the work of a distinct author/editor who each made use of different kinds of sources. Each also received later glosses and additions. These different levels of composition are signaled in the translation by the use of different fonts:


DtrH’s sources, including regnal formulae

DtrH




Glosses and additions (other than PN) to DtrH

Glosses and additions to secondary material



Prophetic and battle stories used by PN. (For different sources within the same lemma, normal, italic and bold text is used.)


Prophetic Narrative/Narrator (PN)




Glosses and additions to PN

Glosses and additions to secondary material




3.1  Pre-DtrH Sources


3.1.1  Regnal Formulae


A constant refrain in the closing regnal formulae is the statement that more information about the individual king is available in the book or scroll of the chronicles of the kings of Israel or Judah. There are reasons for taking this “source notice” seriously as pointing to a real document. These include the existence of annals and similar official records from other ancient Near Eastern countries, the presence of historically accurate information (e.g., names, approximate time frame, and the like) within the biblical accounts in Kings, and differences in the information proffered for the kings of Israel and those of Judah, i.e., the king’s age at accession and the name of the Queen Mother in the formulae for kings of Judah but not for those of Israel.26 The exact nature of the “chronicles” remains elusive. The usual assumption that they were annals is based mainly on Assyrian and Babylonian parallels and is far from certain. They are probably more accurately designated king lists.27 The differences in the information they contain indicate that there were separate lists for Israel and Judah. Indeed, since Israel and Judah were separate countries, there was no reason for the kings in one to date themselves over against those in the other.28 An integrated king list The synchronistic or integrated list reflected in Kings, therefore, was a compilation rather than a primary source.29 Noth built his theory in Kings around his view that the compiler was DtrH himself. However, there are reasons to think it more likely that the compilation was done before DtrH and served as a source for him.30 One such reason is the distinction between the data about accession and succession, which would have belonged to the integrated king list, and the religious evaluations of the kings, which come from DtrH.31 Another reason relates to Israel and Judah as separate kingdoms. Very recent scholarship has stressed their distinctiveness historically, socially, and politically and the artificiality as a whole of their treatment as a single, albeit divided, entity in Samuel–Kings.32 One must then ask why DtrH, clearly writing from a Southern perspective and advocating Yhwh’s choice of David and Judah, bothers to treat Israel at all—especially since his treatment is entirely negative. The two monarchies must already have been linked, and the integrated king list provided the closest such link.

By way of delineating more precisely the content of the information found in the integrated king list, we should say that it probably did not include most of the items in the closing formulae (see the list provided above).33 That is, it would not have included the source notice referring to itself. It may have contained supplemental details, but these are not always supplied as a distinct element in the formulae. The death and burial notices are likely DtrH’s invention, since they are used to express approval/disapproval of the kings. The succession notice reiterates information in the opening formulae. Hence the integrated king list probably contained only the material in the opening formulae, absent the theological evaluation, and occasional supplemental details. For kings of Israel this means that the information regularly available from this source was limited to the synchronistic accession notice and length of reign.34




3.1.2  Narratives

Aside from the supplemental details in the integrated king list, DtrH may have derived some brief notices—such as those about Zimri, Tibni, and Omri’s purchase of Samaria in 1 Kings 16—from inscriptions or oral traditions. However, he evidently had access to virtually no narrative material about Israel for his account in 1 Kings 16–2 Kings 16. The one exception is the account of Jehu’s putsch in 2 Kings 9–10*. Even here, though, the story has received significant elaboration, some of it by DtrH. The nature and origin of the underlying narrative are not known. It appears to be of Northern provenance. Surprisingly, there is also not much for Judah. The story of Athaliah’s overthrow in 2 Kings 11* is exceptional. While it attests DtrH’s interest in the survival of the Davidic dynasty, its language is not typically Deuteronomistic. Its origin is uncertain.






3.2  DtrH

The history of research on the Deuteronomistic History is too voluminous to be rehearsed here. Fortunately, it is also well known, at least in its broad contours.35 The questions that surround its composition are complex, and many remain open (or have been reopened). I confine myself here to laying out the position reflected in this commentary.

By DtrH(istory/istorian) I mean the author/editor of the fundamental Deuteronomistic work behind 1 Kings 16–2 Kings 16 and presumably the rest of the book of Kings. This is essentially Noth’s Dtr. I assume that this same author/editor was responsible for the fundamental Dtr level of the other books in the Former Prophets as well. I find no compelling evidence of subsequent Dtr editors in this central section of Kings. Whether such evidence exists in the “bookends” sections (1 Kgs 1–15; 2 Kgs 17–25), I leave to the commentator(s) on those chapters. This will affect the date of DtrH, about which I am ambivalent—whether to place it at the time of Josiah or of the exile. I lean toward the latter in part because of the integrated king list, which precedes DtrH and seems to come from the time of Josiah.36 I use the abbreviation DtrH because of its familiarity to scholars and to distinguish this Dtr from potential later ones. The use of “DtrH” is also prompted by the prophetic stories, some of which attest diametrically different theological viewpoints. To call them “post-Dtr” is not entirely accurate, because they are included in the Deuteronomistic History to the extent that it is identified with the Former Prophets and because they often make use of classically Dtr terminology. Above all, the inclusion of the H is intended to avoid the pitfall of a term that is used with vastly differing understandings of what it connotes.37

Content of DtrH The content of 1 Kings 16–2 Kings 16 at the DtrH level was significantly less without the prophetic stories that presently dominate this section. DtrH consisted of 1 Kgs 15:33–16:6, 8-30; [probably a version of the Naboth story replaced by 21:1-16]; 21:17, 20bβ-22, 24, 27-29; 22:39-54; 2 Kgs 1:1-2, 5-8, 17-18; 3:1-3; 8:16-29bα; 9:17-28*; 10:1-14*, 17, 31b-36*; 11–12*; 13:1-6a, 22, 24-25a; 14–16*. DtrH worked the integrated king list into a theological explanation (etiology) of the history of Israel and Judah that was particularly interested, especially in 1 Kings 16–2 Kings 16, in accounting for Israel’s fall and Judah’s survival. This was accomplished by means of two sets of related themes.


3.2.1  The Sin of Jeroboam and the Dynastic Promise to David

The sin of Jeroboam As Cross showed, these two themes work together in Kings to explain the contrasting fates of Israel and Judah.38 The two are closely entwined. The theme of Jeroboam’s sin presupposes the promise to David, though it harks back to Deuteronomy’s covenant theology with its doctrine that apostasy leads to destruction. Ahijah’s oracle (1 Kgs 11:31-39) explains that Yhwh is about to tear the kingdom away from Solomon because of his apostasies and to hand it over to Jeroboam. If Jeroboam exhibits the same faithfulness as David, he will also receive a “sure house” (בית נאמן) like David’s. But as the theme unfolds, Jeroboam is a signal failure. The shrines at Dan and Bethel He quickly commits apostasy as egregious as Solomon’s by building the shrines with their golden calves at Dan and Bethel (1 Kgs 12:26-33). “This thing became a sin” (12:30)—the sin that would bring about Israel’s fall as an independent kingdom. That was because all the kings of Israel would follow suit and perpetuate the same sin. From a historical perspective this is perfectly reasonable, since Jeroboam’s shrines were the official royal shrines of the Northern Kingdom. They were probably not newly founded—certainly not in the case of Bethel, whose antiquity as the location of a shrine is betrayed by its very name (“temple of El”). This explains, furthermore, why Jeroboam chose to locate the national shrines where he did rather than next to the king’s residence in Tirzah. As they were the official shrines of the kingdom, all of Israel’s monarchs would have maintained them—would have felt constrained to do so, in fact, for their domain’s well-being.

Anachronism The notion that these shrines were sinful was a patent anachronism in DtrH., which considers them acts of apostasy on two grounds. First, they violated the principle of centralization, the idea that Yhwh could only be properly worshiped in the temple in Jerusalem. This principle, however, was conceived under Josiah in the late seventh century, long after Jeroboam had built the shrines, indeed after the kingdom of Israel had ceased to exist. The same is true for DtrH’s second and more serious concern—that the shrines were idolatrous because of the golden calves. The repudiation of images for Yhwh was also a late development in Israel’s history and may likewise have originated in the seventh century.39 Besides, the calves or young bulls may not have been representations of Yhwh at all but rather a pedestal upon which he was thought to be standing or enthroned.40 In any case the shrines were certainly used for Yhwh rather than some other god as implied in 1 Kgs 12:28. It is clear, after all, from the names of the Israelite kings that they were worshipers of Yhwh. Ironically, their maintenance of the shrines at Dan and Bethel illustrated as much.

DtrH found in the continued presence of the shrines at Dan and Bethel a sin that permeated that monarchy and eventually caused its downfall. Hence every king of Israel, including Zimri who reigned only a week, “walked in the sin of Jeroboam.”41 By doing so they “made Israel sin,” and their failure to depart from this sin brought about their destruction as a kingdom (2 Kgs 17:21-23). The “sin of Jeroboam,” then, is key to understanding DtrH’s view of the Northern Kingdom. It was representative for him of Israel’s disobedience. It illustrated the devastating impact that wicked leadership could have for its nation. As initially committed by Jeroboam it might be thought of as sealing Israel’s fate from the start. However, every king of Israel participated in the sin. When that is taken into consideration, the fact that Israel lasted through five royal houses (including Menahem’s) and four additional kings (including Zimri) could be seen as demonstrating Yhwh’s patience and mercy.

The promise to David The theme of the Davidic promise begins with Nathan’s oracle awarding David a dynasty in 2 Samuel 7. It is intimately connected with the temple, since David’s request to build a temple occasioned Yhwh’s response through Nathan, and with Jerusalem, as the site of David’s domain. The tie with Jerusalem again draws on Deuteronomy and its motif of the place Yhwh would choose to set his name (Deut 12:5, 11, 14, 18, 21, 26; 14:23-25; 15:20; 16:2, 6-7, 11, 15-16; 16:8, 10; 18:6; 26:2; 31:11). It is because of Yhwh’s promise and David’s faithfulness that the Davidic line retains a kingdom in Judah despite Solomon’s apostasy (1 Kgs 11:12-13). In the narrative about the divided monarchy (1 Kings 12–2 Kings 17), which covers more kings of Israel than kings of Judah, the theme of the Davidic promise has a more subtle role than the sin of Jeroboam. Nevertheless, it is present in several forms. First, at two strategic points Yhwh’s promise to David is recalled as the reason that Judah and the Davidic dynasty continued despite some wicked kings. The first of these is with Abijam, the son and successor of Rehoboam and contemporary of Jeroboam. 1 Kings 15:4-5 The mention of the promise to David (1 Kgs 15:4-5) follows shortly after Ahijah’s oracle forecasting the downfall of Jeroboam’s house (14:7-10). Between them is the end of Jeroboam’s reign (14:19-20) and the account of Rehoboam’s (14:21-31). Both of them did evil; so did Abijam. The mention of the promise to David in 15:4-5 explains why David’s house continues to rule while Jeroboam’s is doomed to destruction. 

2 Kings 8:19 The other explicit reminder of the Davidic promise comes with the introduction of Jehoram, son of Jehoshaphat, of Judah (2 Kgs 8:19). The account of Jehoram’s reign is brief, encompassing only nine verses (8:16-24), but it makes clear that he has close ties with the Omrids through his wife, who is Ahab’s daughter. These ties were initiated by Jehoram’s father, Jehoshaphat; the difference is that Jehoram is not basically righteous like his father but “walked in the way of the kings of Israel, as the house of Ahab had done” (v. 18). His contemporary in Israel is Joram, the last of the Omrids. Judah has come under Israel’s evil influence on the eve of the destruction of the most wicked northern dynasty. The mention of the Davidic promise reminds the reader why Judah will continue under Davidid reign, even in its sinful state, while the Omrids will fall. It may also provide reassurance that the Davidic line will continue on the other side of Athaliah’s proximate rule.

David as the standard In addition to these two explicit references to the Davidic promise, David is often the standard against which his heirs are measured. The kings of Judah do not, of course, maintain the Northern shrines and are not therefore automatically judged apostate for participating in the sin of Jeroboam. Hence the assessments of them vary; some were righteous and others were wicked. Abijam’s heart was not true to Yhwh as was David’s (1 Kgs 15:3). Asa, on the other hand, did what was right, as David had done (15:11), and Jehoshaphat walked in Asa’s way (16:28b[G] = 22:43). Amaziah, like his father Joash, did right, but not as David had done (2 Kgs 14:3). Ahaz did not do right as David had done (2 Kgs 16:2). Then, after Israel’s demise, Hezekiah and Josiah were especially faithful, doing right according to all that David had done (18:3), walking in all his way (22:2). These references show that David is the yardstick, at least in name, against which the kings of Judah are assessed.42

Burial notices A third, more subtle way in which the Davidic promise surfaces in the story of the divided monarchy is in the burial notices for the kings of Judah. The standard notice states that the deceased king “was buried with his fathers in the city of David.” Such is the case for Rehoboam (1 Kgs 14:31), Asa (15:24), Jehoshaphat (22:50), J(eh)oram (2 Kgs 8:24), Amaziah (14:20), Jotham (15:38), and Ahaz (16:20). The same notice occurs with slight variations in wording for Abijam (1 Kgs 15:8), Ahaziah (2 Kgs 9:28), Joash (12:21), and Azariah (15:7). Thus every king of Judah up to Hezekiah is said to have been buried in the city of David, but the same is not reported for any king from Hezekiah on. This phenomenon has been observed by others, and it has been taken as a change either in royal burial practice or in DtrH’s official sources.43 It may be, though, that the notice was intended as a reminder of the fiefdom promised to David and his heirs in Jerusalem in contrast to Israel’s inability to install a lasting dynasty because of its kings’ persistence in the sin of Jeroboam. The contrast disappeared with the fall of the North, which occurred during Hezekiah’s reign, so that there was no need for the notice of burial in the city of David for Hezekiah or any king of Judah after him.

Athaliah and Joash Yet a fourth way in which the theme of the Davidic promise appears in DtrH’s divided kingdom narrative—and it may be the most important of the four—is in the accounts of Athaliah and Joash (2 Kings 11–12). Athaliah is presented as an interloper who threatens to derail the Davidic promise (and may have succeeded). There are no regnal formulae for her because DtrH does not consider her a legitimate monarch. There is nothing said about her seven years of rule (perhaps a round number) other than her seizure of power and her overthrow. DtrH focuses on the latter. Despite her best effort she does not kill all the royal heirs; the loyalists save one, Joash, and place him on the throne at the age of seven, which they must have considered their earliest realistic opportunity. The account shows Yhwh’s faithfulness to his promise, all the more since it was priests who rescued and reared the boy, engineered the coup that crowned him, and no doubt guided his early decisions. Athaliah’s reign is a brief pause in the fulfillment of the Davidic promise but not a break. However, it might also be considered a warning about the freedom of Yhwh to allow such a pause—maybe even a much longer one—while still keeping the promise alive.




3.2.2  The Oracles against the Northern Royal Houses


The oracles of Nathan in 2 Samuel 7 and of Ahijah in 1 Kings 11 show DtrH’s use of prophecy and fulfillment for conveying the themes of the sin of Jeroboam and the promise to David. A further series of oracles against the ruling houses of Israel (1 Kgs 14:7-11; 16:1-4; 21:20-24) serves as a structural device for working out the sin of Jeroboam.44 These are directed at the head of the current ruling house rather than the head of the dynasty, as the instance of Ahab (rather than Omri) shows, but they are anti-dynastic to the extent that they prophesy the annilation of all the male kin and supporters of the ruling house. All three oracles are matched by fulfillment notices (1 Kgs 15:27-30; 16:11-13; 2 Kgs 10:10, 17) in conjunction with accounts of coups de état. Together these prophecy-fulfillment pairs function etiologically to explain not only the ultimate demise of Israel but its series of royal houses in contrast to the single dynasty of David in Judah. Etiological This etiological function is apparent in 2 Kgs 10:30, 31b with its explanation for Jehu’s house lasting through five kings over four generations. The sin-of-Jeroboam theme continues into 2 Kings 17, where it has its climax as the principal reason for Israel’s fall (vv. 21-23). There is one more father-son royal house—Menahem overthrows Shallum only a month after Shallum has overthrown Zechariah, the last Jehuid king, and Menahem is succeeded by his son Pekah. There was no need, though, to reiterate the anti-dynastic oracle for Menahem because the point had been made; the contrast with Judah was clear. Jehu’s house was the longest-lasting in Israel as a special reward for his obliteration of the Omrids/Ahabids.

The three oracles share the form of a judgment oracle. They all begin with an indictment introduced by יען (14:7aβ; 16:2) or יען אשר (21:20bβ) and move to a pronouncement of sentence introduced by הנני (16:3; 21:21) or לכן הנני (14:10). The observation is important because there is a fourth oracle, 2 Kgs 9:6b-10a, that is different. It lacks both the indictment and the sentence and is not a judgment oracle. Its genre is determined by the order to strike down the house of Ahab (9:7a) and might best be designated a commission. The form-critical difference is one of several reasons for considering this oracle imitative that will be explained in the commentary. 




	1 Kgs 14:7aγ-11a
	1 Kgs 16:2-4
	1 Kgs 21:20bβ-22, 24





	
יַעַן אֲשֶׁ֥ר הֲרִימֹתִ֖יךָ מִתּ֣וֹךְ הָעָ֑ם וָאֶתֶּנְךָ֣ 
:נָגִ֔יד עַ֖ל עַמִּ֥י יִשְׂרָאֵֽל
וָאֶקְרַ֤ע אֶת־הַמַּמְלָכָה֙ מִבֵּ֣ית דָּוִ֔ד 8  
וָאֶתְּנֶ֖הָ לָ֑ךְ וְלֹֽא־הָיִ֜יתָ כְּעַבְדִּ֣י דָוִ֗ד 
אֲשֶׁר֩ שָׁמַ֙ר מִצְוֹתַ֜י וַאֲשֶׁר־הָלַ֤ךְ אַחֲרַי֙ 
:בְּכָל־לְבָב֔וֹ לַעֲשׂ֕וֹת רַ֖ק הַיָּשָׁ֥ר בְּעֵינָֽי
וַתָּ֣רַע לַעֲשׂ֔וֹת מִכֹּ֖ל אֲשֶׁר־הָי֣וּ לְפָנֶ֑יךָ 9  
וַתֵּ֡לֶךְ וַתַּעֲשֶׂה־לְּךָ֩ אֱלֹהִ֙ים אֲחֵרִ֤ים 
וּמַסֵּכוֹת֙ לְהַכְעִיסֵ֔נִי וְאֹתִ֥י הִשְׁלַ֖כְתָּ 
:ס אַחֲרֵ֥י גַוֶּֽךָ
לָכֵ֗ן הִנְנִ֙י מֵבִ֤יא רָעָה֙ אֶל־בֵּ֣ית 10  
יָרָבְעָ֔ם וְהִכְרַתִּ֤י לְיָֽרָבְעָם֙ מַשְׁתִּ֣ין בְּקִ֔יר 
עָצ֥וּר וְעָז֖וּב בְּיִשְׂרָאֵ֑ל וּבִֽעַרְתִּי֙ אַחֲרֵ֣י 
בֵית־יָרָבְעָ֔ם כַּאֲשֶׁ֛ר יְבַעֵ֥ר הַגָּלָ֖ל 
:עַד־תֻּמּֽוֹ



הַמֵּ֙ת לְיָֽרָבְעָ֤ם בָּעִיר֙ יֹאכְל֣וּ 11  
הַכְּלָבִ֔ים וְהַמֵּת֙ בַּשָּׂדֶ֔ה יֹאכְל֖וּ ע֣וֹף הַשָּׁמָ֑יִם

	
יַ֗עַן אֲשֶׁ֤ר הֲרִימֹתִ֙יךָ֙ מִן־הֶ֣עָפָ֔ר 2  
וָאֶתֶּנְךָ֣ נָגִ֔יד עַ֖ל עַמִּ֣י יִשְׂרָאֵ֑ל




וַתֵּ֣לֶךְ׀ בְּדֶ֣רֶךְ יָרָבְעָ֗ם וַֽתַּחֲטִא֙ אֶת־עַמִּ֣י 
:יִשְׂרָאֵ֔ל לְהַכְעִיסֵ֖נִי בְּחַטֹּאתָֽם


הִנְנִ֥י מַבְעִ֛יר אַחֲרֵ֥י בַעְשָׁ֖א וְאַחֲרֵ֣י 3 
בֵית֑וֹ וְנָֽתַתִּי֙ אֶת־בֵּ֣יתְךָ֔ כְּבֵ֖ית יָרָבְעָ֥ם 
:בֶּן־נְבָֽט



הַמֵּ֤ת לְבַעְשָׁא֙ בָּעִ֔יר יֹֽאכְל֖וּ 4  
הַכְּלָבִ֑ים וְהַמֵּ֥ת לוֹ֙ בַּשָּׂדֶ֔ה יֹאכְל֖וּ ע֥וֹף 
:הַשָּׁמָֽיִם

	
יַ֚עַן הִתְמַכֶּרְךָ֔ לַעֲשׂ֥וֹת הָרַ֖ע בְּעֵינֵ֥י 
:יְהוָֽה








רָעָ֔ה אֵלֶ֙יךָ֙ [מֵבִ֤יא] (מֵבִי) הִנְנִ֙י 21 
וּבִעַרְתִּ֖י אַחֲרֶ֑יךָ וְהִכְרַתִּ֤י לְאַחְאָב֙ 
:מַשְׁתִּ֣ין בְּקִ֔יר וְעָצ֥וּר וְעָז֖וּב בְּיִשְׂרָאֵֽל

וְנָתַתִּ֣י אֶת־בֵּיתְךָ֗ כְּבֵית֙ יָרָבְעָ֣ם 22  
בֶּן־נְבָ֔ט וּכְבֵ֖ית בַּעְשָׁ֣א בֶן־אֲחִיָּ֑ה 
אֶל־הַכַּ֙עַס֙ אֲשֶׁ֣ר הִכְעַ֔סְתָּ וַֽתַּחֲטִ֖א 
:אֶת־יִשְׂרָאֵֽל
הַמֵּ֤ת לְאַחְאָב֙ בָּעִ֔יר יֹאכְל֖וּ 24  
הַכְּלָבִ֑ים וְהַמֵּת֙ בַּשָּׂדֶ֔ה יֹאכְל֖וּ ע֥וֹף 
:הַשָּׁמָֽיִם







In addition to those already mentioned, there are several terms and expressions that are important in these oracles. The only term that all three have in common is כעס (Hip‛îl) “to provoke” (14:9; 16:2; 21:22). Thus, while the oracles are obviously similar and related to each other, they also evince flexibility in addressing different settings. כעס also occurs in the fulfillment notices in 15:30 and 16:13, as does “cause Israel to sin” (16:3; 21:22). The latter, along with the expression “make like the house of Jeroboam” is related to the DtrH theme of the sin of Jeroboam. כעס is a favorite term of DtrH. The same is true of נגיד in the expression “I raised you up and made you ruler over my people Israel” (14:7; 16:2). To “do evil (in Yhwh’s eyes)” (14:9; 21:20bβ) is reminiscent of the DtrH evaluations in the regnal formulae. These terms and expressions show that the oracles against the Northern ruling houses were a creation or adaptation by DtrH. Other expressions shared by the oracles that are less commonly recognized as DtrH are “bring (Hip‛îl of בוא) evil upon” (14:10; 21:21) and “burn, consume” אחר בער (16:3; 21:21). Despite this litany of DtrH terminology, these oracles are really built around three peculiar expressions that merit further analysis. These three are משתין בקיר, commonly translated “one who urinates on a/the wall,” which is found in all but the oracle against Baasha’s house (16:2-4) but does occur in the fulfillment notice for it in 16:11; the accompanying phrase עזוב [ו] עצור, often rendered “bond or free,” which also occurs in all but the oracle against Baasha and is replaced in its fulfillment notice with וגאליו ורעהו; and the sentence “the one belonging to X who dies in the city the dogs will eat, and the one [of his] who dies in the country the birds of the air will eat” (14:11; 16:4; 21:24).


3.2.2.1  משתין בקיר


Outside of the oracles against the Northern ruling houses, משתין בקיר occurs only twice in the Hebrew Bible, both in the Abigail story in 1 Sam 25:22, 34. All six occurrences are in contexts threatening the annihilation of a royal household. While Nabal is not a king per se, he is a figure of Saul and is cast as a king. Hence all six passages concern the slaughter of the ruling line. It is usually rendered one who urinates on a wall and understood as a figure of speech for males.45 The first word, משתין, is clear enough. It is a rare Gt (i.e., Qal with infixed –t-) participle from the root שין, “urinate.”46 The meaning of קיר is less certain.47 Talmon and Fields Talmon and Fields relate it to עלית המקרה in Judg 3:20, deriving both from √קרה, and see it as referring to an upstairs bathroom reserved for the upper echelon of society.48 A משתין בקיר, therefore, was a class designation for a member of royalty who had the privilege of access to such a facility. This explanation is attractive for the way it relates to the social level of the males to whom it refers, which in turn accounts for why this expression is used rather than a more mundane term for male (איש or זכר).49




3.2.2.2  עצור ועזוב


Well characterized by Noth as an uns nicht mehr sicher verständliche stereotype Redewendung (a stereotypical expression whose meaning is no longer comprehensible to us), this is another expression that is virtually limited to the oracles against the northern ruling houses.50 It occurs once more in Deut 32:36 (preceded by אפס), and 2 Kgs 14:26 attests ואפס עצור ואפס עזוב. It obviously qualifies משתין בקיר in some way, but the two expressions are also independent of one another. The qualifier בישראל is an additional factor in adjudicating between the different proposals for עצור ועזוב; it is part of the expression used in the oracles but is absent from Deut 32:36 and 2 Kgs 14:26, suggesting that it was not original to the topos.51

The basic meanings of the two principal roots seem clear at first glance. Both appear to be passive participles. עצר has the basic sense of “restrain,” while עזב means “leave, abandon.” Hence the common rendering, “bond or free.” Even so, the precise nuance and Sitz im Leben of the expression are debated. Its two main elements have been treated both as opposites and as synonyms.52 Interpretations as opposites As opposites the two terms are typically taken as a merism and have been interpreted as categories within various facets of life—social (slaves or serfs vs. freemen53 or those under the protection of a tribe/clan vs. unprotected strangers54), military (those deterred at home vs. those released for war, i.e., civilians vs. military,55 or the opposite—conscripts vs. those released from duty, i.e., military vs. civilians56), and cultic (based on Jer 36:5, those under taboo vs. the ritually pure57). None of these interpretations is well suited to the royal heirs who are the targets of the oracles since they would not include serfs or be concerned about military conscription; there are also fixed terms for ritual purity/impurity that one would expect to find here if such were the issue.58 Hence Kutsch’s proposal that the two terms highlight a man’s coming of age when he is no longer “restrained” under parental control but “released,” having come of age = minors and adults, is attractive.59 Its one possible drawback is that it does not relate at all to the social status of the royal heirs.

Interpretations as synonyms An entirely different approach is to consider עצור and עזוב not as opposites but as equivalents. Saydon has been the leading advocate of this view, arguing that the two terms together (“derelict” and “helpless”) refer to the most destitute of the population and are a way of denoting the universality of the event, from which not even the most miserable could escape.60 Cogan and Tadmor opt for a similar strategy with their translation “the restricted and the abandoned,” as does Hobbs with “those locked up and forsaken.”61 Nonetheless, it is hard to see how a reference to the most destitute, incapacitated, or forgotten could apply to the ruling house. It is also somewhat counterintuitive in that the lowest element of the population is not the class who typically escape such fates as the wholesale slaughter described in these oracles. Talmon and Fields also advocate the synonymous meaning of עצור and עזוב, which they take as a nominal hendiadys referring to a ruler-deliverer, largely because of the parallel expression his kinsmen and friends (גאליו ורעהו) in 1 Kgs 16:11.62 Thus, like משתין בקיר, this is also a technical expression for a “specific social stratum … designating ranking members of the royal houses in Israel.”63




3.2.2.3  The Curse of Dogs and Birds

The refrain about being consumed by dogs and birds has to do with non-burial (cf. 2 Kgs 9:10a). Its likely origin as a treaty curse is suggested by Deut 28:16, 26 and in vassal treaties from the ancient Near East.64 It was pressed into new service by DtrH in the anti-dynastic oracles. Thus the male descendants of the royal house, in addition to being murdered, were to have their corpses strewn about to rot and be fed upon by animals both domestic and wild. The threat here is twofold. First, they would not be memorialized in a marked tomb and thus the implication was that every memory of their existence would be lost—all the more since their line of descendants was obliterated. Ironically, the account in Kings would prove to be the only record of them. Second, the destruction of one’s line had implications for the afterlife. The king or the dynastic head was responsible to his ancestors for the continuation of their heritage. Non-burial and non-memorialization meant that any sustenance he and they might otherwise have anticipated in funerary rites or ancestor cults would be cut off. They would fade in the underworld.65 The curse of non-burial plays out especially in DtrH’s account of the end of the house of Omri/Ahab, where Jehoram is slain in the country (2 Kgs 9:17-24*) and the rest of Ahab’s heirs die in the city (2 Kgs 10:1-9*).








3.3  Prophetic Legenda


Alexander Rofé An important step for understanding the development of prophetic stories in Kings was Rofé’s identification of their genre as legenda.66 He borrowed the term (“things to be read”) from stories about early Christian saints that were read on designated occasions and were popular for their miraculous content.67 Rofé distinguished the basic or simple legenda from the elaborated variety. 

Simple legenda The former is a brief story of two to seven verses with a simple plot in which there is typically a crisis requiring supernatural intervention that leads to a plea to the man of god for help, which induces him to perform a miracle that resolves the crisis. The story contains a single miracle and is independent, with no effort made to link it with its surroundings. The characters are ordinary people who are anonymous and whose significance lies in the roles they play. The story lacks any real moral value and might even be considered immoral from a modern standpoint. It illustrates fear and respect for the holy man on the part of the characters in the story and perhaps seeks to inculcate these feelings in the hearers or readers of the tale. The miracle is performed by the holy man alone, using sympathetic magic and without explicit resort to the deity.68

Elaborated legenda Elaborated legenda, as the name suggests, are stories that have undergone literary elaboration. They are longer and may recount more than one miracle. Their characters are more fully developed and may be named. They are of a more ideological bent and may address theological, ethical, or political issues. The prime examples are the Shunammite tale (2 Kgs 4:8-37), the Naaman story (ch. 5), and Elisha’s defeat of the Aramaean raiders (6:8-23).

I accept Rofé’s characterization of the legenda with two provisos. Elaborated by PN First, I would ascribe much of the elaboration of the legenda to the Prophetic Narrator (see below). This is not to deny the distinction between basic and elaborated legenda as PN’s sources. The basic legenda, however, often attest light elaboration primarily shifting the credit for the miracle to Yhwh or his word rather than the man of god and his magic, though without denying the role of the latter (2 Kgs 2:20-22; 4:1-7, 42-44). Elaborated legenda have their miracles further enhanced by PN or are supplemented by him with new characters and new episodes with additional moral lessons. 

Originally about Elisha The second proviso is that I regard the legenda as the property of Elisha. It is possible that the man of god was originally nameless in some of the legenda, but this is impossible to prove because as they now stand Elisha’s name and the title “man of god” are used interchangeably.69 There are legenda about Elijah. However, in two cases (1 Kgs 17:10-16; 17-24) they are revisions of Elisha legenda in 2 Kings 4. Other legenda about Elijah give evidence of having been originally about Elisha or borrowed from stories about him (2 Kgs 1:9-15; 2:1-18). This suggests that the Elisha legenda had been gathered into a collection from which the Elijah stories were adapted. The existence of such a collection is also indicated by the stories about Elisha’s succession to Elijah in 1 Kgs 19:19-21; 2 Kgs 2:1-18*, which anticipate Elisha’s career.

Collections of Elisha tales? It is common to posit different older collections of Elisha stories based on theme or content, such as those dealing with Elisha’s succession to Elijah (1 Kgs 19:15-18, 19-21; 2 Kgs 2:1-18), the “sons of the prophets” (2 Kgs 4:1-7, 38-41, 42-44; 6:1-7; 13:20-21), Elisha as an itinerant holy man (2 Kgs 2:19-22, 23-24; 4:8-37; 8:1-7), and with Israel’s wars, especially with the Aramaeans (3:4-27; 5:1-27; 6:8-23; 6:24-7:20; 13:14-19).70 Such divisions, however, are problematized upon scrutiny; 1 Kgs 19:15-18 assumes the complete Elisha collection and is not an old tradition; the war in 2 Kgs 3:4-27 is with Moab, not Aram, and Elisha is not original to the story; Elisha is also secondary in 2 Kgs 6:24–7:20; the “sons of the prophets” are not named in 2 Kgs 4:42-44 or 13:20-21, and they have been added in other texts (1 Kgs 20:35; 2 Kgs 5:22; 9:1). Add to these considerations the fact that Elisha seems in different stories to reside in Abel Meholah, Gilgal, Mount Carmel, Samaria, and Dothan. If there were separate collections of legenda, therefore—and there may well have been—scholars have not yet successfully identified them. The legenda are also virtually impossible to date. Some may have originated as oral tales in the ninth century during or shortly after the life of the prophet, assuming there was such a figure; others probably developed much later.71

The reason for the present arrangement of the legenda in Kings is unknown, though different explanations have been offered, at least for specific texts. De Vaux, for instance, suggested that 4:38–7:20, which begins and concludes with a famine, was inserted between 4:37 and 8:1-6 in order to represent the seven-year famine mentioned in 8:1.72 But this does not account for the arrangement of the other Elisha materials. To that end Long observes that, beginning with 2 Kgs 3:1, the Elisha stories alternate between those dealing with his activities on the international stage and those about his local deeds.73 The explanation is not fully satisfying, though, as Long sometimes has to lump separate stories together (e.g., 2 Kgs 4) in order to make it work. He also does not include the stories about Elisha in 2 Kings 2 or 13.




3.4  The Prophetic Narrator

The theory of a distinct level of prophetic writing in Kings is not new. Walter Dietrich’s dissertation postulated a prophetic Deuteronomist (DtrP) who followed DtrH by about a decade.74 But Dietrich did not deal in any detail with the Elijah-Elisha materials. Schmitt’s influential study of the Elisha stories, which appeared the same year, distanced these materials from deuteronomism and postulated a series of independent collections (Jehu’s revolt, Aramaean wars, wonder stories, other battle stories, Elijah-Elisha succession) that experienced different apologetic and theological redactions and were brought into the book of Kings in stages.75 The process covered some 400 years, from the late ninth to the fifth centuries. Campbell advanced a more coherent process, arguing for a ninth-century “Prophetic Record” that covered the period from the beginning of the monarchy to Jehu’s extermination of the Baal cult in Israel.76 He included most of the Elijah stories but very little of the Elisha materials, except to suggest that the PR had arisen in circles associated with the latter.77

Differences from Dietrich, Schmitt, and Campbell The “Prophetic Narrative” that I reconstruct in this commentary has elements in common, as well as differences, with each of these foregoing proposals. Like Dietrich and Campbell, but unlike Schmitt, I see PN as a distinct layer in Kings by a single author/editor. Unlike Campbell, I do not regard PN as a source for DtrH but as a post-DtrH addition. But I would not, pace Dietrich, label PN a Deuteronomist.


3.4.1  The Elijah and Elisha Stories

Post-DtrH Prophetic stories dominate the Kings narrative from 1 Kings 17 to 2 Kings 13. These fall into three blocks according to their main prophetic character: stories about Elijah (1 Kings 17–19; 21; 2 Kings 1; 2:1-11); stories about Elisha (2 Kings 2–8; 9:1-12; 13:14-21), and stories about other prophets (1 Kings 20; 22). The issue of their place in Kings has focused on the Elijah materials in 1 Kings 17–19. The idea that these stories were added to Kings at a secondary, post-DtrH editorial stage was suppressed by the popularity of Noth’s theory of the Deuteronomistic History in his Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien of 1943.78. Noth agreed with his predecessors about the non-deuteronomistic nature of the Elijah stories. But instead of taking them as secondary to the DtrH, as he did for other extensive materials (e.g., the tribal lists in Joshua 13–21 and the Samson stories in Judges 13–16), Noth instead viewed the Elijah tales as a source that had been compiled into a collection before the composition of the DtrH and then incorporated verbatim (in ihrem überlieferten Wortlaut) by DtrH.79 His Deuteronomistic History thesis was so influential that most scholars have assumed ever since that the Elijah (and Elisha) stories are part of it.80

Fohrer’s criteria The evidence for DtrH editing of the Elijah stories, though, is weak. The only systematic argument for it was put forward in 1957 by Fohrer, who built his case on six expressions that he took to be characteristic of DtrH.81 Yet Fohrer himself showed that these expressions are attested in late prophetic literature in general, especially Jeremiah and Ezekiel, and in some cases in P and Chronicles; none is exclusively or distinctly DtrH.82 Thus while the Elijah stories are riddled with late expressions, there is a notable absence of distinctly DtrH language in them.

Differences with Dtr’s prophets Conversely, there are several reasons for regarding 1 Kings 17–19 as a post-DtrH addition. First, Elijah appears unexpectedly in the narrative in 1 Kgs 17:1, and the stories about him interrupt the account of Ahab’s reign. Elijah receives no introduction apart from his title, “the Tishbite,” and there is nothing in the preceding introduction of Ahab to prepare for Elijah’s advent. There is also a change in style from the foregoing series of succinct accounts of kings’ reigns bracketed by introductory and concluding regnal formulae to tales about Elijah and the prophets. In one instance (2 Kgs 2), the story even lies outside of the DtrH structural framework of the book of Kings furnished by the regnal formulae.83 Second, these stories are very different from those about prophets encountered previously in Kings. They do not mention the sin of Jeroboam, which is the principal concern of those earlier prophetic interventions. Rather, the stories of Elijah in 1 Kings 17–19, and even more so those of Elisha in 2 Kings, are legendary tales about the miraculous exploits of their heroes. They tend to be of two kinds—personal anecdotes involving the miraculous deeds of the men of god interacting with ordinary people, and political tales, including war stories, involving interactions with kings of Israel and other nations. Thus while the rest of 1 Kings is essentially set during Ahab’s reign, he here plays a minor role for the most part, giving way to Elijah. He is mentioned in 1 Kings 17, for instance, only in v. 1. The other facet of this difference concerns the view of prophecy. Elijah in 1 Kings 17–19 (and Elisha even more so) is a miracle-working man of god rather than a messenger with a divine word like Ahijah (1 Kgs 14:7-11) or Jehu ben Hanani (1 Kgs 16:2-4). This points to a third difference: There are striking tensions in these stories with DtrH theology. Elijah’s construction of an altar on Mount Carmel is a flagrant violation of the DtrH doctrine of cultic centralization. Elijah also complains about the people having torn down Yhwh’s altars (1 Kgs 19:10, 14).84 These considerations suggest that the stories about Elijah and Elisha were basically added to Kings at a post-DtrH level. There are two exceptions—the DtrH anti-dynastic oracle in 1 Kgs 21:20-24* and Elijah’s prophecy of Ahaziah’s death in 2 Kgs 1:2-8*.




3.4.2  1 Kings 20; 22:1-38


Linked accounts Textual, literary, and historical considerations tie 1 Kings 20 and 22 together. The Old Greek places them together with its order (vis-à-vis MT) 21, 20, 22. The statement in 22:1 that there was a three-year hiatus without war between Aram and Israel continues the narrative of the Aramaean-Israelite wars from ch. 20. The apparent reason for the change of order in MT was to link Elijah’s denunciation of Ahab in ch. 21 more closely to the story of his death in ch. 22. Distinct from Elijah and Elisha Literarily, the stories 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 contain are not related to either Elijah or Elisha but come in the period of transition between them, as the replacement of Elijah is heralded at the end of 1 Kings 19 but is not completed until 2 Kings 2. 

Pertaining to Jehu dynasty Historically, 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 belong in the reign of one of the kings of the later Jehu dynasty rather than with Ahab.85 Inscriptional and archaeological evidence contradicts the portrait in these two chapters of Ahab as a weakling dominated by the Aramaeans, with whom he is constantly at war; elsewhere the reigns of Omri and Ahab appear as a time of military strength for Israel when it also enjoyed significant international ties and a prosperous and ambitious building program. Kurkh monolith Of particular importance is the Kurkh Monolith Inscription of Shalmaneser III, which describes his battle with a coalition of Syro-Palestinian kings in 853 BCE at Qarqar on the Orontes. Ahab is named as a key member of the coalition, contributing the largest contingent of chariotry (2000) plus 10,000 troops.86 Mesha stela The Mesha stela also indicates Israel’s strength under Ahab when it dominated Moab.87 Further corroboration is found in certain summative biblical texts (1 Kgs 16:24, 31; 22:39; 2 Kgs 3:4) and in archaeological evidence indicating energetic and prosperous construction activity in ninth-century Israel.88 These separate pieces of evidence combine to form a picture of the reigns of Omri and Ahab as the apex of the kingdom of Israel in terms of military, political, and administrative prowess. This picture contrasts with 1 Kings 20; 22:1-38, where Israel can field only a pitifully small army (20:15) that is vastly outnumbered by the Aramaeans (20:27) and must have virtually no chariotry, since the Aramaeans expect an easy victory on the plain (20:23-25).89 First Kings 20:34 is all the more untenable in implying that Ahab’s father Omri was also weak and dominated by Aram. The Monolith’s mention of Ahab’s participation in the coalition of 853 shows that Israel under Ahab was not the constant enemy of Aram depicted in 1 Kings 20; 22:1-38. Ramoth-Gilead The premise of 22:1-38, that Ramoth-Gilead was held by Aram and needed to be restored to Israel (vv. 3-4) is contradicted in 2 Kgs 8:28-29; 9:1-14, where Jehu is “on guard” (שמר) at Ramoth and launches his coup d’etat from there. The fact that Yhwh begins to cut off parts of Israel in Gilead during the reign of Jehu (2 Kgs 10:32-33) hints at the original setting of the stories in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 in the Jehu dynasty.

Additional indications that 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 originally pertained to a later king of Israel and not to Ahab are manifold in the texts themselves. For one thing, Ahab’s name is rather rare in these stories—occurring in the MT only three times in ch. 20 (vv. 2, 13, 14) and only once in 22:1-38 (v. 20); most of the time the king is designated by title, the king of Israel. The Greek witnesses add to this evidence by their variation from the MT in the placement of the name,90 giving the impression that the identification of the king of Israel with Ahab in these chapters is tentative and secondary.91

The perspective of these chapters and the issues they deal with are radically different from those of the Elijah stories and much closer to those in the Elisha collection. For instance, 20:35 contains the first reference to the “sons of the prophets” who are mentioned often in the Elisha stories. The animosity between the prophets of Yhwh and Ahab that existed in the Elijah tales is ameliorated here; the prophets are often on good terms with the king and even serve as his advisors against the Aramaeans. The king is not a worshiper of Baal but a Yahwist. In ch. 22 the conflict between Yhwh and Baal and their prophets is replaced by conflict among Yahwistic prophets, and the hitherto unknown Micaiah steps into a role previously played by Elijah.92 While the stories in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 fit poorly with Ahab, they are quite appropriate to the reigns of Jehu’s son Joahaz and grandson Joash, whose reigns overlap with the career of Elisha. The key text here is 2 Kings 13. The Israelites under Joahaz in particular have a paltry army (13:7) and are dominated by Aram (13:3-4). Furthermore, an oracle by the dying Elisha (13:14-19) predicts a threefold victory for Joash over Aram that is said to be fulfilled and to include the recovery of cities (13:25).93 The similarity of this text to the three battles in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 and the mention of the recovery of cities in 20:34 led Jepsen and Whitley to identify the king in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 as Joash.94 Miller argued for Joash’s father Joahaz.95 For the present the point is that he was a member of the later Jehu dynasty and not an Omrid at all; the identification with Ahab is secondary; the stories 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 are out of place historically.


The commentaries by Cogan and Sweeney offer counterarguments in favor of the placement of 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 and the identification of these stories with Ahab. Cogan’s counter­arguments Cogan asserts that the identification of Jehoshaphat as the king of Judah in 1 Kings 22 necessitates the identification of Ahab as the king of Israel and that the denunciation in 20:35-43 would be inappropriate for Joash if he was remembered for his victories over Aram as indicated in 2 Kgs 13:25.96 The first point ignores the complications surrounding the presence of the king of Judah in 1 Kings 22 and his identification as Jehoshaphat.97 The second carries no weight since, however he is identified, the king of Israel in these stories is credited with defeating Aram and is punished for leniency toward its king. The problem is addressed on the compositional level by recognizing 20:35-42 as an addition. Moreover, anonymity of the king of Israel in these stories and the complications surrounding 2 Kgs 13:14-19 indicate that there was confusion in the memory of just which king was responsible for the victories over Aram. In his further effort to accommodate 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 within Ahab’s reign Cogan’s defense is faulty on at least two scores. First, he goes on to argue that ch. 20 reflects an earlier point of military weakness in Ahab’s reign, undercutting his view that the chapter must be associated with the Omrids because of the identification of the king of Judah as Jehoshaphat, who is only mentioned in 22:1-38. He overlooks the references to Ramoth-Gilead (2 Kgs 8:28-29; 9:1, 4, 14) indicating that it was held by Israel until the end of Jehu’s reign (2 Kgs 10:32-33) and did not need to be “restored” (1 Kgs 22:3). Cogan also discounts the indications of Omri’s strength when he claims that Israel under Ahab “emerged from its underdog position vis-à-vis Damascus.”98 It is hardly conceivable that the Aramaeans penetrated all the way to Samaria to besiege it during Ahab’s reign as per 20:1.

Sweeney’s counter­arguments Sweeney claims that Aram’s oppression of Israel under Ahab as portrayed in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 is historically viable because the border between the two countries was a frequent “flashpoint of conflict.”99 While this may hold for Ramoth, the penetration to Samaria is much more than a border conflict. Sweeney adds two other arguments. First, the Aramaean king in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 can no longer be identified with Ben-Hadad son of Hazael, who is mentioned in the Elisha stories. This argument is founded on Pitard’s identification of Bir-Hadad in the Melqart inscription as a non-Damascene unrelated to Ben-Hadad in the biblical stories.100 But Sweeney misses Pitard’s larger point. Pitard believes the stories in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 to be from the reign of Joash in the Jehu dynasty, and he identifies the Ben-Hadad in them as the son of Hazael.101 But since this Ben-Hadad did not overlap with the Omri dynasty, the king of Israel here must be a member of Jehu’s house rather than Ahab’s. Sweeney’s second argument is that the conflict between Israel and Aram depicted in 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 would not necessarily obviate their alliance against Shalmaneser III. Sweeney proposes that Aram compelled Israel to join the coalition against Shalmaneser III to keep Ahab from allying with Assyria. Then Ahab capitalized on his defeat of Aram (1 Kgs 20) with treaty terms that favored Israel and used Aram as a buffer against Assyria. Ahab’s loss in his substantial contribution to the coalition shifted the power balance between the two states back in Aram’s favor. This scenario, though, raises more questions than it solves. For instance, why would Ahab not have sought an alliance with Assyria when Samaria was besieged or when he faced the overwhelming numbers of Aramaeans? And why would he have contributed so heavily to the coalition if he was just using Aram as a buffer? 


















The failed attempts of Cogan and Sweeney to uphold the historicity of 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 vis-à-vis Ahab serve rather to reinforce the arguments for their being out of place and about a different king of Israel.




3.4.3  PN’s Editorial Activity and Coherence

It is often assumed that the blocks of prophetic stories—those about Elijah, those about Elisha, and 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38—or even their constituent parts (1 Kgs 17–18; 19; 21:1-16; the subcategories of Elisha stories) entered Kings separately. Certainly these materials evince a good deal of diversity and even tension among themselves, which is attributable at least in part to their different origins. The possibility that they were the work of a single editorial hand, which is suggested here, is sparked by the observations of Blum102 and is based on my perception of similarities in editorial technique and the coherence of an overarching ideological agenda. As a whole these prophetic stories provide a paradigm in Elijah for judgment prophecy. They add precedents to DtrH’s mention of prophets sent by Yhwh to warn Israel in 2 Kgs 17:13, 23. The graphically recounted deaths of Ahab (1 Kgs 22:34-38) and Jezebel (2 Kgs 9:30-37) show the working out of Elijah’s judgments on them (1 Kgs 21:20-26). The Elisha legenda as elaborated by PN attest the power of Yhwh’s word through the prophet to control the forces of nature even to life and death.

PN began with the Elisha legenda, which he elaborated especially by attributing many of the wonders in them explicitly to the word and power of Yhwh. He composed the Elijah stories in 1 Kings as an introduction to the Elisha legenda and as the model of a judgment prophet.103 He made use of sources—including some stories about Elijah, but above all the Elisha legenda themselves—to fashion his account of Elijah. It helped that those legenda already related Elisha’s succession to Elijah. He made frequent use of Wiederaufnahme as an editorial device for interpolating prophetic material. He also used the order-compliance motif. He used the stories in 1 Kings 17–19 in particular as a forum for presenting the prophetic word as a source of divine power and revelation. He built much of the subsequent account around the DtrH oracle in 1 Kgs 21:20*-22, 24. PN shifted three stories of Israel’s victories over Aram from the end of 2 Kings 13 to 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 in order to provide retribution upon Ahab so that he did not personally escape judgment as he had in DtrH. PN also added the Naboth story in 1 Kgs 21:1-16, perhaps replacing a previous version of the story (2 Kgs 9:25-26a). He portrayed Jezebel as the main culprit and inserted v. 23 into Elijah’s oracle, so that her grisly end in 2 Kgs 9:30-37 was also a fulfillment of Yhwh’s word of judgment. PN is probably best dated to the Persian period, as indicated by certain expressions and terms, not least in the Naboth story (1 Kgs 21:1-16), and he had access to the books of Jeremiah and Ezekiel. His theological outlook as evinced especially in 1 Kings 18 and 2 Kings 5 is close to that of 2 Isaiah as pragmatic, if not fully ontological monotheism.








4.  History and Chronology

Historical issues The foregoing discussion of composition shows that the book of Kings is not history writing in a modern sense. As is evident from the themes discussed above, DtrH’s interests are primarily etiological and theological; PN’s are theological and sociological in promoting prophets over kings and other classes.104 Kings reflects the use of historical data such as the integrated king list, as well as stories and traditions from the past, and it purports to pass on historical information and to offer explanations about why things happened as they did. However, DtrH’s evaluations of kings and PN’s displacement of 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 make clear that historical accuracy was not the paramount concern. The setting of 1 Kgs 20; 22:1-38 is one of several historical problems presented in Kings, often as a result of tensions with other biblical passages and/or data and documents from elsewhere in the ancient Near East. Such problems include the number and identities of the Ben-Hadad(s), whether the Ahaziahs who ruled Israel and Judah at roughly the same time were in fact a single individual, and similarly whether the two J(eh)orams were one and the same, whether it was Jehu or the Aramaean king (Hazael?) who assassinated the kings of Israel and Judah, and issues surrounding the reign of Joash of Judah, such as whether he truly was a Davidid and whether his regnal years incorporated the rule of Athaliah. These and other historical issues will be discussed in the context of the biblical passages for which they are most pertinent.

Chronological issues The question of the overlap of Athaliah’s and Joash’s reigns raises the general historical problem of chronology. There are chronological disagreements throughout the book of Kings. The problem is most acute in the final three chapters covered by this commentary, 2 Kings 14–16. There are discrepancies within the regnal formulae about the accession years for some kings, and the totals for the kings of Judah and kings of Israel during the same period are not even close. The OG chronology is not extant here, and we have seen that it is derivative anyway. These problems and others, as well as the proposals advanced to address them, will be probed in the analyses of these chapters. However, some of the problems are not resolvable, and the precise chronology of the period cannot be reconstructed in more detail than the broad parameters established by Assyrian evidence. For this reason I do not try to reconstruct the absolute chronology (i.e., dates) of the period covered in this commentary. The chronological chart that follows is for heuristic purposes only. That is, it is intended to give the reader a basic chronological structure rather than to establish definitive dates for the kings. The dates are those of Galil.105 The places where his reconstructions are open to question are discussed in the contexts of the relevant chapters in Kings.
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	Menahem 749–38 
	Ahaz 742/1–726
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5.  Format

The present commentary follows a five-part format, according to series protocol, in the discussion of each lemma: Translation, Textual Notes, Synchronic Analysis, Diachronic Analysis, and Synthesis.

The Translation aims to present a coherent rendering of the reconstructed text that is at once fluid and relatively idiomatic while being accurate and consistent in its conversion of vocabulary and expressions. The reconstructed text reflects both text-critical judgments and literary-(source-)critical ones. The latter are conveyed by the different fonts, as explained earlier.

The Textual Notes explain the reasons for text-critical decisions as well as the meanings of and translations adopted for various terms and expressions. They also discuss technical points of grammar and syntax, the etymologies of personal and place names, and matters of topography and geography, including the locations of sites mentioned in the text.

The Synchronic Analysis treats the finished product of the MT and seeks to understand it as a coherent whole along with its interpretational possibilities for ancient and modern readers. The focus on the MT in its final form is intentional; it is the usual object of synchronic study. It would be possible theoretically to conduct a synchronic analysis of another text (e.g., the LXX) or even a stage in the text’s development, such as DtrH. However, the MT is an agreed-upon stage rather than a reconstruction, and it is the typical object of a commentary. Moreover, adherence to the MT compels one (me) to wrestle with the text as it is rather than resorting too readily to textual variants or compositional theories, and this is often a useful discipline for perceiving the sophistication and artistry of the narrative. Thus phenomena such as gaps and tensions in the narrative can be valuable clues for discerning aesthetics as well as ideology behind a text. Synchronic analysis pays attention to the narrative’s structure and its use of literary devices. The present commentary makes use of relatively recent approaches in biblical scholarship such as narrative criticism, reader response, rhetorical criticism, intertextuality, and ideological approaches (e.g., feminist and ecological readings) in synchronic analysis.

The Diachronic Analysis, by contrast, focuses on more traditional (in biblical studies) concerns and approaches in order to study the development of the text and its contents over time. It attempts to determine the historical basis, if any, behind biblical accounts and/or how they have been shaped by other literary, social, and historical influences in the ancient Near East. It is interested in the archaeology of the earth as well as the archaeology of the text. Its other leading tools include textual criticism, literary (source) criticism, form criticism, tradition-historical and redaction criticism, comparative studies, and sociological analysis. It attempts to trace how the text took shape over time, to identify the authors and editors who composed it as well as its transmission through processes of copying, translation, and recension to produce different versions and witnesses. An important consequence of these facets of study is that the line between composition and transmission has become increasingly blurred. The results of diachronic analysis often agree with those of synchronic analysis, but sometimes they contrast sharply and in interesting and instructive ways. Thus, the reader should expect to find such disagreements reflected between the Synchronic and Diachronic Analysis sections on given lemmas in this commentary.

The Synthesis is the most uneven of the sections. I have chosen to use it to articulate the “take-away” of analysis for each lemma. Sometimes this is a genuine synthesis or reiteration of the main results. Such syntheses may focus more on either the synchronic or diachronic results. Sometimes it is more along the lines of a reflection on the possible enduring significance of the lemma for modern readers. At times it also raises questions about the relevance or usefulness of the lemma for today. The main purpose in all cases is the same—to leave the reader with something further to ponder about the fascinating data and marvelous stories that comprise the book of Kings.







The Reign of Baasha (1 Kings 15:33–16:7)


Text


[DtrH’s sources; DtrH; Additions to DtrH; Additions to additions]

33 In the third year of Asa king of Judah, Baasha son of Ahijah became king over Israel in Tirzah, reigning for twenty-four years. 34 He did what Yhwh considered evil, following Jeroboam and his sin which he made Israel commit. 16:1 Yhwh’s word came to Jehu son of Hanani against Baasha, 2 “Because I raised you up from the dust and made you king designate over my people Israel but you have followed Jeroboam, causing my people Israel to sin, provoking me with their idols, 3 I am going to incinerate Baasha and his house, leaving his house like the house of Jeroboam son of Nebat; 4 anyone belonging to Baasha who dies in the city the dogs will eat, and anyone of his who dies in the country the birds of the sky will eat.” 5 The rest of Baasha’s affairs, including what he accomplished and his power, are of course written on the scroll of the chronicles of the kings of Israel. 6 Baasha lay down with his forebears and was buried in Tirzah, and his son Elah reigned in his stead. 7 Moreover, Yhwh‘s word came through Jehu son of Hanani against Baasha and his house because of all the evil which he had done in Yhwh’s view, provoking him with the work of his hands, to become like Jeroboam’s house, and because he had destroyed it.




Textual Notes



15:33 Baasha: An abbreviated form (hypocoristicon) of a theophoric personal name with Baal as the first element. The second element is uncertain; the longer form of the name may have meant “Baal hears” (שמע בעל) or “Baal acts” (עשה בעל). The name appears in Neo-Punic and might be of Phoenician origin.1 “Baal,” meaning “lord, master,” could also be used as an epithet of Yhwh, so the name does not necessarily mean that Baasha was not a Yahwist.

Israel: So GBL. MT: all Israel.

Tirzah: Identified with Tell el-Far‛ah, north (vs. Tell el-Far‛ah, south, in the Negeb), Tirzah was an attractive site for a capital because of its scenery (the name means “beauty, pleasure,” Song 6:4) and its strategic location.2 It sat eleven km north of Shechem, between it and Beth Shan on a major route from the central hill country to the Jordan Valley. It was, therefore, more or less centrally located on a north-south axis and represented a good site from which to rule the Northern kingdom. “Foundations of unfinished structures built over a level with burned debris have been interpreted to mean that Omri started to rebuild the city after its destruction but then aborted the plan, presumably when he turned attention to Samaria.”3 It is listed as one of the cities whose king was killed by Joshua and the invading Israelites (Josh 12:24) and as one of the clans referred to as the daughters of Zelophehad in the territory of Manasseh (Josh 17:3-13; cf. Num 26:33; 27:1; 36:11). The mention of Tirzah in 1 Kgs 14:17 suggests that it served as Jeroboam’s capital in lieu of or in addition to Shechem (1 Kgs 12:25). Baasha, though, is the first king explicitly stated to have reigned in Tirzah.

34 sin: So MT. G, Syr: sins. With Stade4 I take the singular as more primitive, referring to a specific sin of Jeroboam, and reconstruct it throughout Kings.

which he made Israel commit: אשר refers to Jeroboam’s sin, not to Jeroboam. See Joüon 139a, 158i.

16:1 to: So MT (אל), GL (πρὸς); GB: ἐν χειρὶ = ביד, by the hand of. Either is possible, though ביד may reflect harmonization with v. 7. OL lacks the reference to Jehu ben Hanani as the result of haplography in its Vorlage (ל[ע]א…אל).

Jehu: A sentence name meaning “Yhwh is he,” i.e., “Yhwh (alone) is god.”5 Jehu ben Hanani is mentioned elsewhere only in 2 Chr 19:2-3; 2 Chr 20:34.

Hanani: An abbreviated form of Hananiah, “Yhwh is gracious.”

against: MT (על); GBL: to (πρὸς = אל). While the two prepositions are often interchangeable, the change to אל here might have come about as a result of the second-person address in v. 2.

Baasha: So MT, which continues with לאמר, which introduces a quotation and need not be translated. GB lacks it, perhaps for Greek style. GL + king of Israel.

2 king designate: The term nāgîd is an old passive form referring to someone who is singled out for a particular office. It may refer to one who has been designated but has not yet assumed the office or to an incumbent who holds the office, though the use of the term in the latter sense for kings is rare in the HB.6

with their idols: So G: ἐν τοῖς ματαίοις αὐτῶν = בהבליהם, as in vv. 13, 26; MT: with their sins (בחטאתם), under the influence of the use of ותחטא. הבל “vanity” in the sense of something empty or useless is used for idols in Deut 32:21 and Jeremiah (8:19; 10:8; 14:22). It occurs in this sense in the expression הבלי־שׁוא “false idols” in Ps 31:7 and Jonah 2:9. Outside of the present chapter it occurs in Kings only in 2 Kgs 17:15, where it refers to the ways of the surrounding nations. In 1 Kings 16, though, it is used three times (vv. 2, 13, 26) in reference to the calves at Dan and Bethel.

3 incinerate: Reading מבער vocalized as a Pi‛el participle with some Hebrew mss (cf. BHS). For the idiom with אחרי (“after”) see 1 Kgs 21:21. GBL: ἐξεγείρω (“I will raise up”) probably = מעיר reflecting the loss of ב. Cogan defines the verb as “light, kindle, burn, consume completely” and points out that it is commonly used in the Pi‛el in Deuteronomy (13:6; 17:7, 12; 19:13, 19; 21:21, 22, 24; 24:7) for eliminating evil(doers) from Israel, hence the nuance “stamp/root/sweep out.”7

his house: So GBL, OL, Syr. MT: your house influenced by the previous verse.

5 are of course written: Based on Joüon’s rendering of the rhetorical question (161c): “they are written, as is well known.” The formula consistently appears in a variant form in G as οὐκ ἰδοὺ ταῦτα γεγραμμένα [B]/γέγραπται [L], with “behold” (הלא הנם כתובים).

6 Elah: The noun means “terebinth.” But as a name it is most likely a theophoric with the divine element El.8 In 1 Kgs 4:18 it occurs uniquely with final א. It is not certain, though, that the two names have the same etymology, since they are shortened at the predicate.

in his stead: GBL, OL, Syr + in the 20th year of King Asa. See on v. 8.

7 This verse is found at different places in GB (= OG) and MT, i.e., after and before the opening line of Asa’s regnal formula in v. 8. See the Diachronic Analysis.

Yhwh’s word came: So MT (דבר יהוה היה). GBL: ἐλάλησεν κύριος = דבר יהוה. The verb היה was lost by haplography following the divine name and then דבר was read as a verb.

Jehu son of Hanani: MT + the prophet. GB lacks son of due to Greek haplography (Εἰοὺ – υἱοῦ).

against Baasha and his house: So GBL (ἐπὶ … καὶ ἐπὶ = ועל … על). MT: ואל … אל = to. MT’s reading is less likely, since Jehu could not have spoken directly to all of Baasha’s house.

destroyed it: GL + ἐν τῷ Ασα βασιλεῖ Ιουδα, a remnant of the opening of v. 8 that was disrupted by the interpolation of v. 7. See on 16:8.










Synchronic Analysis

Length of the account After eleven chapters covering Solomon’s reign and three for those of Jeroboam and Rehoboam, the narrative pace quickens to treat seven kings (or eight, depending on Tibni’s status) in the space of two chapters (15–16). This accelerated coverage is due in part to the brevity of the reigns of some of these kings—Nadab and Elah reign only two years each and Zimri a mere seven days. But Baasha’s twenty-four-year reign (compare Jeroboam’s 22 years) shows that there is not necessarily a correspondence between the length of a king’s reign and the length of the account devoted to him. Also, the total number of years covered in chs. 15–16 is more than the number covered in chs. 1–14. It is the significance of events and characters to the narrator that determines the quantity of coverage devoted to them. Baasha, therefore, is not presented as a particularly important king despite the length of his reign and the allusion to his power and accomplishments (16:5). The only event recorded for his reign, apart from his regnal formulae (15:33-34; 16:5-6) is the denunciation of him and his house by Jehu (16:1-4). This relative neglect may reflect an effort to discredit Baasha. But then there is a great amount of space devoted to Ahab, indicating that the narrative employs different techniques for disparaging wicked kings.

Pace of the narrative The quickened pace and the narrative’s “staccato” treatment of kings one after another can give a sense of incoherence.9 This sense is countered by the regnal formulae, which remind the reader that the kings are not the final word in determining or evaluating Israel’s history.10 For all their importance the kings are only part of a much larger whole. For all their power they are not ultimately in control. The staccato is also countered by two themes that play a major role in Kings: prophecy-fulfillment and the sin of Jeroboam.11

Baasha’s sin The sin contrasts with the theme of the promise to David in the accounts of the kings of Judah. Both are under the umbrella of prophecy and fulfillment. The two themes work together, stretching back to 2 Samuel 7 and even to Deuteronomy and its covenant theology of destruction as an inevitable consequence of apostasy. In the wake of Solomon’s apostasy Jeroboam had the chance to receive a “sure house” (בית נאמן) like David’s (1 Kgs 11:38), but his construction of the shrines at Dan and Bethel with their golden calves “became a sin” (12:30) to which every king of Israel would adhere. The offer of a sure house is not explicit for Baasha, but the prophecy against his house implies that it was understood. He has a chance to reverse Jeroboam’s course, but instead he continues in it.

16:1-4: The oracle of Jehu ben Hanani Although he is not called a prophet until v. 7, Jehu son of Hanani is recognized as such by the Wortereignisformel (“word event formula,” in Heb: the word of Yhwh came) in v. 1. Jehu’s oracle has two parts: indictment (v. 2) and judgment (vv. 3-4). These are customarily connected with לכן (therefore), which is lacking here. The indictment falls into two parts describing what Yhwh did for Baasha in v. 2a and Baasha’s crimes against Yhwh in v. 2b.12 It begins with a causal clause, because I raised you up, pointing out Yhwh’s elevation of Baasha to kingship. This beginning recalls Ahijah’s oracle to Jeroboam in 14:7-11 and suggests that Jehu is prophesying the destruction of Baasha’s line as Ahijah did Jeroboam’s.

16:2: “I raised you up from the dust” The expression “raise from the dust” occurs in 1 Sam 2:8 (the “Song of Hannah”) and Ps 113:7, both with the root קום (Hip‛îl) instead of רום as here, both in poetic contexts, and both referring to the elevation of the poor (דל) and needy (אביון) to royalty.13 Jeroboam is said to have been exalted from the people (14:7), suggesting that Baasha’s origins were lowlier, so that his debt to Yhwh is greater. The implication of the statement that Yhwh made Baasha nāgîd is that Yhwh raised Baasha to replace Jeroboam in the hope that Baasha would reverse course. But Baasha has proven to be a profound disappointment. Yhwh indicts Baasha for walking in the way of Jeroboam, that is, continuing the same behavior for which Jeroboam had been replaced—this despite what happened to Jeroboam and despite what Yhwh had hoped for Baasha. The irony of Baasha’s reign Such is the irony of Baasha’s reign.14

The sin of Jeroboam The sin of Jeroboam is worship of idols at the shrines of Dan and Bethel as described in 12:26-33. Built as national sanctuaries, they were where the people of Israel, or at least its kings, went to worship. They competed with and essentially replaced Jerusalem, which had been designated by Yhwh as the only place where he could be worshiped legitimately. Moreover, the calves at Dan and Bethel were idolatrous and thus sinful. By perpetuating the worship there Baasha, like Jeroboam before him, was leading the people to sin. Thus the punishment for Baasha is the same as for Jeroboam. His “house,” i.e., his line will be obliterated. The metaphor is that of utter consumption by fire (מבעיר, v. 3). The pronoun is first person; it is Yhwh himself who will do the burning and clear away Baasha’s legacy like so much refuse. The reality involves the slaughter of Baasha’s heirs and supporters, whose corpses will be left unburied for scavengers (v. 4).

16:5-6: Baasha’s closing formulae The closing regnal formulae (vv. 5-6) have implications for understanding the nature of the intended audience of Kings.15 The source citations indicate that the book’s main audience is literate or expected to be so and aware of the genre of royal chronicles. This is not the population at large but elites associated with royal and cultic institutions. The narrator seeks the assent of these readers, as is indicated by the use of a rhetorical question in the source citation: “they are written … are they not?” The question does double duty as a citation and a referral. The invitation to check out the source is really an invitation to acknowledge the validity of the information presented in the narrative and its judgments.

The reiteration in v. 7 Verse 7 follows Baasha’s closing regnal formulae in vv. 5-6 as a postscript to the account of his reign. It reiterates Jehu’s denunciation in vv. 1-4, reaffirming its message and reinforcing the certainty of its threat against Baasha. Given the fast pace of the narrative, this pause for reiteration is significant. Its location between the reigns of Baasha and Elah highlights the relevance of Jehu’s oracle to the whole house of Baasha.16 It offers some new and different information beyond what is in vv. 1-4. The designation of Jehu as a prophet confirms what the reader deduces from the Wortereignisformel in v. 1. The reference to all the evil that Baasha did raises the suspicion that he went beyond the sin of Jeroboam and was worse in some ways than his predecessor. The phrase to become like Jeroboam’s house is ambivalent. In the first instance it indicates that Baasha did not learn from Jeroboam’s mistake, despite being his replacement and the instrument of his removal, but imitated Jeroboam in the commission of sin. Appropriately, therefore, it also means that Baasha’s house will become like Jeroboam’s in being removed from power and obliterated.

Verse 7b And because he had destroyed it in v. 7b offers a new rationale for the condemnation of Baasha’s house—namely, the violence that he perpetrated against Jeroboam’s house. This seems contradictory to the implication in vv. 1-4 that as nāgîd he was designated by Yhwh to destroy Jeroboam’s line and to replace them on the throne. How can he be condemned for doing what Yhwh chose him to do? The condemnation of Baasha for the blood of his revolt brings to mind Jehu ben-Nimshi, whose violence in overthrowing the Omri dynasty is denounced by Hosea (1:4-5). The Jehu alluded to by v. 7b complements the Jehu of v. 1, bookending the larger account of Baasha’s reign. At the same time the allusion to Jehu ben-Nimshi invites comparison of the revolt he led with that of Baasha, and the indictment in v. 7b hints at a significant contrast between the two kings. Unlike Jehu (2 Kgs 9:1-10), there is no mention of Baasha receiving a prophetic commission to lead his coup d’etat. His initiative and motives in demolishing Jeroboam’s line are open to the criticism that v. 7b articulates. The fact that he failed to alter Jeroboam’s sinful course makes the charge of unnecessary violence all the more pressing. His murderous overthrow of Jeroboam’s dynasty was all for naught because he did not alter the religious occasion for it. Baasha’s continuation in Jeroboam’s sin shows that his motive in leading the revolt was selfish rather than righteous, so he must bear the guilt for his bloodshed. Jehu ben-Hanani informs him that his own family will be the subject of bloody slaughter of the sort that he perpetrated upon Jeroboam’s house.




Diachronic Analysis

The account of Baasha’s reign is basically a DtrH product. Possible sources The information derived from the integrated king list amounts to 15:33: the name and patronymic of Baasha, his synchronism with Asa of Judah, the location of his capital at Tirzah, and the length of his reign. The information about Baasha’s death and burial in Tirzah and the name of his son and successor, Elah, in 16:6 may also derive from sources, although these data were discernible from the king list, since the expression “to lie with one’s forebears” refers to dynastic succession.17 A treaty curse of non-burial probably lies behind 16:4 and its parallel in the other oracles against the northern ruling houses, but the source cannot be reconstructed. While Jehu ben Hanani’s name may have been known from some previous tradition, it is also possible that DtrH simply adopted the name for his prophet based on its meaning, “Yhwh is he” (= Yhwh is god). There is no indication of an older story or oracle behind DtrH in 16:1-4, and the absence of any independent reference to this Jehu in the Bible recommends skepticism about his derivation from source material.18 Thus, in contrast to 1 Kings 14, where DtrH used a previous story about the consultation of the prophet Ahijah concerning Jeroboam’s sick son for the setting of the anti-dynastic oracle, no such story was evidently available for Baasha, so DtrH conveyed a version of the anti-dynastic oracle by itself.

The basis of the indictment here and in the other anti-dynastic oracles is what Yhwh did for the accused, raising him up from obscurity to become king of Israel. The indictments differ slightly because circumstances differed for each king. Thus there is no need to mention tearing the kingdom from David in the indictment against Baasha as there was for Jeroboam (14:8). Nor is the comparison of Baasha with David germane as it is for Jeroboam. It is sufficient to point out that Baasha followed in the footsteps of Jeroboam. Yhwh is thus seen as directing the rise and fall of Israel’s rulers (I made you king designate, ואתנך נגיד). This is a fundamental principle in the book of Kings and the DtrH.

Cultic centralization Yhwh’s deeds on behalf of these kings bring with them the responsibility to behave according to standards articulated in Deuteronomic tôrāh. The imposition of these standards is anachronistic, because neither Deuteronomy nor the principle of cultic centralization existed at the time of Jeroboam or Baasha; they arose no earlier than the late seventh century. Hence, not surprisingly, both are found in violation. The purpose is etiological—to explain Israel’s demise and Judah’s survival beyond it. Historically, the shrines at Dan and Bethel were installations for Israel’s royal cult, dedicated to the worship of the national god, Yhwh. The allegation that they were illegitimate because Yhwh could only be worshiped in Jerusalem betrays DtrH’s southern roots. Nor were they idolatrous. DtrH calls them “vanities, useless things” (הבלים). But this is a caricature. The calves were not representations of Yhwh but parts of a pedestal upon which Yhwh was thought to stand or sit, even if the two were not always cleanly distinguished.19 Ironically, then, DtrH indicts the Israelite kings for showing piety and devotion to Yhwh by maintaining those shrines. He casts loyalty to the shrines on the part of Israelite kings as provocation (√כעס), a characteristic term for him (14:90; 15:30; 16:13; 21:22). DtrH ties this cultic behavior to the sequence of royal houses by assassination and overthrow in Israel in contrast to the single Davidic dynasty in Judah, and uses this as a theological explanation for the eventual destruction of the kingdom. Israel’s larger fate was sealed from the start. The more its kings sought to appease Yhwh through cultic service at the royal shrines, the more they provoked Yhwh’s anger expressed in the form of expulsion and exile.20

The usual announcement about Yhwh cutting off every “royal member” (משתין בקיר) in the royal house (e.g., 14:10a) has no correspondence in the oracle against Baasha.21 Still, it is clear by comparison with the other oracles that those who are threatened are the males in Baasha’s family, especially those in his direct line. It was common practice in a coup d’état to kill the male heirs, who might seek revenge and try to restore the fallen dynasty. 

The curse of non-burial Not only will Baasha’s heirs be assassinated, but their corpses will be left as food for scavenging animals. Dogs in ancient Israel were not pets but feral creatures that survived around humans by scavenging.22 This would also have important implications for the afterlife according to Israelite conception. Without heirs to remember him or to sustain him with funerary offerings an unburied individual would fade in the underworld, as would his ancestors.

16:5-6 The account of Baasha’s reign closes with the standard set of DtrH regnal formulae (vv. 5-6). Included in them is the referral to a source that furnished some of the information in the account and that may be consulted for further details. The phrase ספר דברי הימים means “the scroll of the daily affairs.” This is probably the integrated king list used by DtrH, which may also have incorporated some information from inscriptions and the like.23 There is no reason to deny that DtrH had access to valid historical information, albeit mostly in secondary form. At the same time the source citations have a rhetorical function—legitimating the claims of the account—and for that reason are assigned to DtrH.

The problem of 16:7 The main diachronic problem of the passage is v. 16:7.24 The text-critical evidence has typically been ignored but points rather decisively to its being secondary: it is found at different places in the OG and MT, and in both cases it is intrusive; in the OG it interrupts the accession formulae of Elah; in the MT it stands between the closing formulae for Baasha and the opening formulae for Elah and thus falls “in the crack” between the regnal formulae that mark the discrete accounts of two different kings. It is effectively a doublet of vv. 1-4 in that it reiterates an indictment against Baasha. Its identification of Jehu as a prophet is a deduction based on the Wortereignisformel in v. 1 and the tenor of Jehu’s message in vv. 1-4. Its use of the verb כעס (Hip‘îl) does not necessarily signal DtrH authorship but could be imitative. It is unlikely, then, that the verse is an earlier or independent version of the oracle.25 Its language and phrasing point to a different, less skillful hand than the one responsible for vv. 1-4. It begins with וגם, as is typical of additions. The MT is awkward in its statement that Jehu spoke to (אל) Baasha and his house, that being impossible; in the OG the awkwardness is evident in the reflection of על three times in a row but in two different senses (“about Baasha and about his house because of all the evil”).26 The awkwardness comes from the author of v. 7 under the influence of v. 3, including Baasha’s house in the audience of Jehu’s oracle.

Verse 7 was added in stages. The motive for the initial addition in v. 7a may have been to clarify vv. 1-4. The idiom work of his hands is used with the verb כעס for idol worship in v. 7 instead of “vanities” as in v. 2 (Deut 31:29; 2 Kgs 22:17; Jer 25:6-7; 32:30.; cf. 2 Kgs 19:18; 2 Chr 32:19; Ps 115:4; 135:15; Isa 2:8; 37:19; Jer 10:9; Hos 14:4; Mic 5:12). As suggested in the Synchronic Analysis, v. 7 may offer a broadening of the indictment against Baasha to include all the evil that he did and the suggestion that Baasha’s house would become like Jeroboam’s. To become like Jeroboam’s house is ambiguous. Does it refer to sin, i.e., Baasha’s provocations of Yhwh resembling Jeroboam’s, or to destruction of his house because of such provocations? The other oracles against the Northern dynasties, which announce that Yhwh will make a given ruling house like the house of Jeroboam, suggest the latter.

In the final phrase of the verse (and because he had destroyed it) the object pronoun אתו could refer to Jeroboam (“him”) or his house (“it”). If Jeroboam, he is viewed as the personification of his house, so that the meaning is essentially the same. In either case the clause is in tension with vv. 1-4: Why should Baasha be condemned for striking Jeroboam’s house if he was carrying out Yhwh’s threat (14:7-11)? The tension has led to the proposal that ועל be understood as adversative or concessive rather than causative: “even though/despite the fact that he smote it.”27 Seebass rightly objects to this interpretation on the grounds that it takes two identical constructions differently: “because of all the evil he had done … even though he had smitten it.”28 If, however, the previous phrase about becoming like Jeroboam’s house refers not to Baasha’s sin but to the demise of his house, then the ועל cannot be concessive but is, rather, a gloss, a Nachtrag zum Nachtrag, as Noth put it.29




Synthesis

Baasha’s failure The account of Baasha’s reign well illustrates DtrH’s view of history as the arena of Yhwh’s activity. The transitions of royal houses were determined by the kings’ disobedience to Yhwh rather than political, social, and military factors. Moreover, they were announced beforehand by Yhwh’s messengers the prophets. Hence Baasha owed his royal position to Yhwh’s elevation of him. As king he was vested with weighty responsibility and there were severe consequences for his failure to correct Jeroboam’s apostasy. Overall, his reign is a sad irony. He could have been the remedy to the sin instituted by Jeroboam; instead, he continued in that sin, adding the charge of murder to that of the sin of Jeroboam. Despite the length of his reign, which exceeds that of Jeroboam, DtrH spends less time with Baasha, offering a brief glance at what might have been, and then a sketch of the reality. The anachronism of cultic centralization The historical Baasha, however, would not have seen the shrines at Dan and Bethel as apostasy. Like any ancient Near Eastern king he would have regarded the maintenance of his kingdom’s national shrines as piety. Failure to maintain such shrines would have been seen by people and king alike as jeopardizing the nation by inviting divine wrath upon them. The notion of centralization and the sole legitimacy of the Jerusalem temple had not yet been conceived at the time of Baasha, even in Judah. It could not really have originated before the end of the Northern Kingdom. The anachronism was irrelevant to DtrH, if he was even aware of it. It was the explanation that suggested itself to him from his observation of history and his belief that it was directed by Yhwh, as well as his subscription to the law in Deuteronomy. In spite of the brevity of the account about him, Baasha’s reign is an important one in Kings because it affirms the trajectory begun by Jeroboam that will end in tragedy for Israel.







The Reigns of Elah, Zimri, and Omri (1 Kings 16:8-28)


Text


[DtrH’s sources; DtrH]

16:8 In the twenty-sixth year of Asa king of Judah, Elah son of Baasha became king over Israel and reigned in Tirzah two years. 9 Zimri, commander of half of his chariotry, conspired against him while he was in Tirzah drinking himself drunk in the house of Arza who was over the house in Tirzah. 10 Zimri came in and struck him down, killing him in the twenty-seventh year of Asa king of Judah, and then reigned in his stead. 11 When he began to reign, as soon as he sat on his throne, he killed all of Baasha’s house, not leaving him any royal member, including his kinsmen and friends. 12 So Zimri exterminated all of Baasha’s house, according to the word that Yhwh had spoken against Baasha through Jehu the prophet 13 because of all the sins of Baasha and Elah his son which they committed and made Israel commit, provoking Yhwh with their idols. 14 The rest of Elah’s affairs, including all that he accomplished, are of course written on the scroll of the chronicles of the kings of Israel. 15 In the twenty-seventh year of Asa king of Judah, Zimri reigned seven days in Tirzah. While the army was besieging Gibbethon, which belonged to the Philistines, 16 the troops in the camp heard it said, “Zimri has led a conspiracy and has also killed the king.” So the troops made Omri, commander of the army, king over Israel on that day in the camp. 17 Then Omri and all Israel went up from Gibbethon and laid siege to Tirzah. 18 When Zimri saw that the city had been captured he came to the citadel of the king’s house and burned the king’s house on himself so that he died 19 because of his sin that he committed, doing what Yhwh considered evil, walking in the path of Jeroboam and in his sin which he made Israel commit. 20 The rest of Zimri’s affairs, including the conspiracy that he led, are of course written on the scroll of the chronicles of the kings of Israel. 21 It was then that the army became divided; half following Tibni son of Ginath intending to make him king, and half following Omri. 22 The troops following Omri defeated the troops following Tibni son of Ginath with the result that Tibni died—and Joram his brother—at that time, so that Omri became king. 23 In the thirty-first year of King Asa, Omri began to reign over Israel twelve years, six of which he reigned in Tirzah. 24 He purchased the hill of Samaria from Shemer for two talents of silver and built up the hill, naming the city he had built Samaria after Shemer, the hill’s former owner. 25 Omri did what Yhwh considered evil; he did more evil than all who preceded him. 26He walked in all the way of Jeroboam the son of Nebat and in his sin which he made Israel commit, provoking Yhwh with their idols. 27 The rest of Omri’s affairs, including what he accomplished and his power, are of course written on the scroll of the chronicles of the kings of Israel. 28 Omri lay down with his forebears and was buried in Samaria, and Ahab his son reigned in his stead.




Textual Notes



8 In the twenty-sixth year of Asa king of Judah: So MT. At the end of v. 6 GBL, OL, and Syr have in the twentieth year of King Asa, which betrays the beginning of Elah’s accession formula. The formula has been disrupted by the secondary insertion of v. 7. It is continued in v. 8 GBL, but the use of the aorist ἐβασίλευσεν indicates that it is not OG. In the MT the intrusiveness of v. 7 is evinced by the placement of Jehu’s judgment against Baasha after the notice of the accession of his son Elah. The Hebrew idiom with the repetition of “year” (שנה ל X בשנת) as here in the MT, is predominant, occurring this way in the MT for all Israelite kings whose synchronisms begin with בשנת except Baasha and Hoshea. On the construction, see GKC §134o; Joüon §142o. The GB rendering repeats “year” only in 2 Kgs 13:1, 10 (Jehoahaz and Jehoash). The different accession year in the Greek text may also be a corruption resulting from the insertion of v. 7. It does not affect the subsequent chronology.

in Tirzah two years: So MT, according to the order with place first that is the norm for Israelite kings where both data are included (Baasha, Elah, Ahab, Jehoahaz, Jehoash, Jeroboam II, Zechariah, Pekahiah, Pekah). GBL have two years in Tirzah. On Tirzah as the capital see on 15:33.

9 Zimri: So GBL. MT: his servant Zimri. The name is comparable to that of Zimri-Lim of Mari and is probably an abbreviated or hypocoristic form with the root *dmr, “protection.”1 It means “Yhwh has protected.” A Hebrew seal attests the full form zmryhw,2 and Samaria ostracon 12 has the similar b‛lzmr, “Baal protects.”3 GBL have Ζαμβρει and Josephus Ζαμβριας reflecting the common confusion of the labials m and b and vocalization with a in the first syllable. The latter is probably original, MT’s vocalization reflecting assimilation.

Arza: Noth regards this as an example of a Semitic animal name meaning “woodworm.”4 But a hypocoristic employing the root רצה (“to be pleased, favorably disposed toward”) seems more likely.5

10 in the twenty-seventh year of Asa king of Judah: So MT. The phrase is omitted in GBL in accord with its different figure for Zimri’s accession in v. 15.

11 as soon as he sat on his throne: On the sense as soon as see Joüon §166l.

he killed: Reading with GB: καὶ ἐπάταξεν = ויך, which is better Hebrew style than MT’s perfect הכה.

not leaving …: GBL lack the rest of the verse as part of a haplography that continues into v. 12 and was occasioned by the repetition of the phrase all of Baasha’s house.

royal member: On this rendering of משתין בקיר see the Introduction.

including his kinsmen and friends: The final word (ורעהו) appears to be singular in the MT, though it may be an instance of a plural with the yod omitted (GKC 91k; cf. 1 Sam 30:26; Job 42:10); in any case I read it as plural with OL, Syr, Tar and ad sensum. The word appears to be a title for a royal official in 2 Sam 15:37; 16:16, perhaps “best man,”6 and that may be its sense here as well. The first waw in the phrase is epexegetical, “connecting an exhaustive category to a previous more general statement.”7

12 So Zimri exterminated the whole house of Baasha: Lacking in G as part of the haplography in the previous verse.

against … through: See the Note on 16:1.

Baasha: So MT. GBL: house of Baasha, probably an expansion, although haplography occasioned by the repetition of ב is also possible.

Jehu the prophet: GL + Jehu’s patronymic.

13 because of: Reading על with GBL (περὶ) for sense in preference to MT’s אל.

and Elah: So G. MT: and the sins of Elah.

which they committed and made Israel commit: So MT: אשר חטאו ואשר החטיאו את־ישראל. GBL lack חטאו ואשר because of haplography. They also reflect the singular החטיא.

provoking Yhwh: This reading is suggested by the OL, which reflects the name Yhwh alone but lacks the infinitive provoking. GL has provoking him, but there is quite a distance between the suffix and the last occurrence of Yhwh’s name. MT and GB have provoking Yhwh the god of Israel, which seems expansionistic. On the nuance of the infinitive here, viz., in such a way as to provoke, cf. Joüon §124l.

with their idols: See the Note on 16:2.

14 The rest of Elah’s affairs including all that he accomplished: So GB (καὶ τὰ λοιπὰ τῶν λόγων Ηλα ἃ ἐποίησεν = ויתר דברי אלה וכל־אשר עשה) the short form of the formula, as in 2 Kgs 1:18; 14:15; 16:19; 21:25 (all MT). OL inexplicably has Baasha for Elah.

are of course written: See the Note on 16:5.

15 In the twenty-seventh year of Asa king of Judah: So MT. GB lacks the phrase. GL (= OG) has twenty-second. The reason for the difference is unclear, but it does not affect the subsequent chronology.

seven days: GB: seven years, an error.

While the army was besieging: So MT, OL (exercitus castra posuit): והעם חנים; GBL: καὶ ἡ παρεμβολὴ Ισραηλ = ומחנה ישראל = and the camp of Israel. Burney suggests that the G Vorlage came about as the result of the loss of ע, leading to המחנה, to which Israel was added for explanatory reasons.8 For עם in the sense of army cf. 20:15; 2 Kgs 8:21; 13:7.

Gibbethon: GB: Gibeon. See the Diachronic Analysis.

16 the troops in the camp: So GBL (ὁ λαὸς ἐν τῇ παρεμβολῇ = העם במחנה); the repetition of העם החנים in MT is suspicious.

heard it said: Burney explains the construction here as follows: “The use of לאמר with a subj. different from that of the preceding clause is idiomatic after the verb שמע. … The new subj. is really the implied obj. of the preceding וישמע, e.g., את־השמע ‘the report.’”9 He cites Gen 31:1; 1 Sam 24:10; 2 Kgs 5:6.

the king: GL + Elah.

the troops (2): Lit.: “the people.” So GL (ὁ λαὸς = העם). MT: all Israel; GB: in Israel, both of which make less sense and may have come in under the influence of Israel later in the verse.

made … king: MT, GB have the plural while GL, OL reflect the singular; either is possible given the collective nature of ‛am/Israel.

Omri: GAB inexplicably reflect Zimri for Omri’s name here and through the rest of the chapter. The name Omri is unique in the Bible, and its etymology uncertain. Three main explanations have been offered:10 (1) from √‛mr not elsewhere attested in Hebrew but found in Arabic ‛amara “to live,” and in the name Omar; Noth took it as a foreign, i.e., Arab name, but Gray posited a hypocoristic of ‛omriyāhû meaning “the life that Yahweh (has given);”11 (2) from the Amorite hamr- attested in the names Hamrurapi, Hamru, Humranu referring to pilgrim status, hence meaning “pilgrim (to the temple) of Yahweh;”12 (3) related to Hebrew ‛omer “sheaf” and meaning in a derisory sense “man of the sheaf” as a complement to Tibni, “man of straw.”13 To these must be added the possibility that the name is Phoenician, based on the occurrence of the root ‛mr in Phoenician/Punic names.14 The occurrence of the name in Neo-Assyrian sources in the phrase “house of Omri” (bit Humri) makes the third possibility unlikely. The possible foreign origin of the name has led to considerable speculation about Omri’s ethnic origins (see the Diachronic Analysis).

commander of the army: without the article in Hebrew (שר צבא), perhaps indicating an official title.15

17 all Israel: MT, G: + with him (עמו); omit with OL.

went up: OL reflects a plural, while MT, G have the singular; either is possible.

from: So MT, GL. GB: εν = ב, which is nonsensical in view of the siege of Tirzah that follows.

18 he came: So MT, GL, OL. GB: they came.

citadel: Here and in 2 Kgs 15:25 the term ארמון refers to a specific fortified section of the palace, perhaps the king’s living quarters, since elsewhere, especially in the Latter Prophets, it is used for the fortified and luxurious dwellings of kings and other elites (cf. Isa 23:13; 32:14; Jer 6:5; 9:20; 17:27; 30:18; 49:27; Hos 8:14).16

on himself: So GB. MT, GL + with fire.

19 his sin: So MT (ketiv). GB: his sins. GL: the sins. The sin is specified as the sin of Jeroboam, hence singular. GL’s reading may have arisen from a dittography of the initial ח, which was then taken as the article (ה), leading to the loss of the suffix.

in his sin: So MT. GBL, OL have the plural, and OL and some Greek miniscules precede with all.

which he made Israel commit: Reading the Hip‛îl perfect (החטיא) as reflected in GBL. MT: עשה להחטיא, with which OL agrees, though it reads the people for Israel at the end.

20 the conspiracy: Lit. his conspiracy. So MT, GB. GL: plural.

are of course written: See the Note on 16:5.

21 It was then that: The particle אז with the imperfect denotes approximate time or circumstances in the past rather than signaling sequence as does אז with the perfect. It is also frequently a device for the interpolation of an independent anecdote into a standing narrative.17

the army: MT reads העם ישראל. The construction is ungrammatical and probably conflates two variants.

became divided: Omitting לחצי, which is not reflected in the other witnesses and is likely a dittography.

Tibni: Ostensibly “man of straw,” that is, the noun תבן with a nisbe ending. Perhaps associated with the Phoenician name tbnt.18 However, its application remains uncertain. Suggestions include a name given to a frail child, a nickname, and a short form of a longer name no longer preserved.19

Ginath: Apparently originally a place name meaning “enclosure,” from the root גנן, that was secondarily adopted as a personal name.20 If Cogan’s identification with Beth-haggan is correct,21 Tibni may have been from Manasseh (2 Kgs 9:27).

and half following Omri: So MT. GBL repeat τοῦ λαοῦ γίνεται (of the people was) from earlier in the verse, but SyrH marks them as Hexaplaric. GL + to make him king.

22 the troops … the troops: So MT, GL. GB reflects a haplography occasioned by repetition of the troops following (העם אשר אחרי).

defeated: So MT (ויחזק), GL (ὑπερεκράτησε); lost from GB after the haplography just described when it no longer made sense. This is the only place in the HB where חזק occurs with the direct object marker את, leading to the suggestion that the latter be emended to מן or על.22 However, the verb does occur with the objective suffix in Jer 20:7; 2 Chr 28:20, so there is no need to emend.

and Joram his brother at that time: Reading ויורם אחיו בעת ההיא based on GBL. “The genuineness of this text is favoured by the fact that the additional words supply a detail unessential to the narrative, and thus not to be explained as a later invention.”23

became king: So MT. GBL + after Tibni. The plus shows that the OG dated Omri’s accession from this point, i.e., the death of Tibni in Asa’s thirty-first year (v. 23). MT dates Omri’s accession from Zimri’s death in Asa’s twenty-seventh year (vv. 15-16). The discrepancy shows up in v. 29, where the MT dates the start of Ahab’s reign to Asa’s thirty-eighth year (of 41), while the OG dates Ahab’s start to the second year of Asa’s successor Jehoshaphat. The same discrepancy is then leveled through the witnesses such that the MT and OG contain distinct chronologies for the period from Omri to Jehu, when the deaths of the kings of Israel and Judah at essentially the same time place the chronologies on even ground again.

23 of King Asa: So GB (τοῦ βασιλέως Ασα = המלך אסא). MT, GL: of Asa king of Judah. The longer reading appears to be shared also by a Hexaplaric text and by an OL text, indicating that it is a Hexaplaric reading derived from MT.24

six of which he reigned in Tirzah: OL has and before this final clause, suggesting an additional six years of reign for Omri as assumed by Josephus (Ant 8.312).25

24 the hill of Samaria: Lit: the hill Samaria (את־ההר שמרון), may be appositional26 or reflect a dittography (cf. Amos 4:1; 6:1). The modern site is Sebastiyeh, ca. seven miles NW of Shechem. Visited by repeated archaeological expeditions, the site has yielded evidence of impressive fortifications and foundations of monumental buildings with dressed masonry as well as ivory inlays and the furnishings that held them—all discoveries that correlate well with various descriptions in the Bible of Omrid Samaria as a prosperous venue, at least for elites (1 Kgs 22:39; Amos 3:15; 4:1; 6:4). The Hebrew vocalization šōmrôn attests the -on ending common on place-, especially mountain, names (Hermon, Lebanon, Zion). The rendering in other languages—Aramaic (shamrin), Assyrian (samerina), Greek (samareia)—attests a variant place ending (-ain/-ên/-în). More intriguing is the vocalization of the first syllable. The short a reflected in other languages indicates an original i in the first syllable, and there is ample evidence of clan names with this vocalization (shimrî, shimrôn, shimrāt, shemer).27 šōmrôn would not have derived from such a name but only from a name with ā in the first syllable. It seems likely, therefore, that the hill was originally named after the clan that possessed it (probably Issacharite, see below). The name šōmrôn was either an ancient alternate (Judg 10:1 has šāmîr perhaps in reference to the same place) or a later development introducing the designation “hill of watching,” i.e., observation point.28 The hill of Samaria, though isolated, is “not distinguished by its elevation”29 and does not stand as high as some of the other nearby hills. Nor is there evidence that it was strongly fortified before the time of Omri, as one would expect for a site known as a “guardian” (šōmēr). Another possibility is that the first ō may be assimilation to the second one.

from Shemer: So MT (מאת שמר). GBL, SyrH (sub ÷) + the owner of the hill. The name Shemer is likely an etiological explanation of the name Samaria, perhaps influenced by the name Shimrîn/Shimron of an Issacharite clan in the vicinity (Gen 46:13; Num 26:24; 1 Chr 7:1). See the Diachronic Analysis.

for two talents: This is an example of the beth pretii used to express exchange or purchase.30 The vocalization of בככרים is what Joüon (§91b) calls a lectio mixta—written as a dual but vocalized as a construct form (kikkerayim < kikkerê) instead of kikkārayim;31 in the latter case silver would be in apposition or an accusative. A talent was equal to 3000 shekels, in the neighborhood of 34 kg or approximately seventy-five pounds.

naming … built: GB has plurals.

the city: So MT (העיר). G: the hill = ההר, perhaps under the influence of the three other occurrences of the word in this verse.

26 in his sin: So MT (qere’). G, MT (ketiv): in his sins. OL: + which he sinned against the Lord. See the Notes on 15:34; 16:19.

which he made Israel commit: See the Note on 15:34.

Yahweh: So OL. MT, GL + god of Israel. GB lacks the reference to Yhwh, leaving the infinitive provoke without an object.

their idols: GL reflects a singular suffix: his idols. On the term הבלים as a reference to idols, see the Note on 16:2.

27 including what he accomplished and his power: Reading ואשר עשה וגבורתו. The waw before אשר matches 16:5. MT lacks all, which is an expansion in GBL. GL and OL have plurals for power, apparently referring to acts of power. MT repeats אשר עשה after וגבורתו, a dittography that is to be omitted with GBL.

are of course written: See the Notes on 16:5, 14.

28 Ahab: See the Note on 16:29.

At the end of 16:28 GBL have a lengthy plus that is equivalent to MT 22:41-51, where it is treated.










Synchronic Analysis

The rapid pace of the narrative The quickened pace of the narrative in this chapter is especially evident in the present pericope where four kings are treated in addition to a lengthy civil war. The kings receive roughly the same depth of treatment, relegating them to the same level of importance. Thus while Zimri and Omri are opposites in overall significance in the book of Kings, the same number of verses is devoted to each of them. The pace leaves the impression that the narrative is in a hurry to get somewhere with the story and that Israel is in an uncontrolled downward spiral. Ahab will halt the spiral but not its downward direction.

16:8-14: Elah’s ineptness and overthrow The account of Elah (vv. 8-14) lacks the usual evaluation in his opening regnal formulae. The account is cut short, as is his reign, by Zimri. The glimpse of Elah in v. 9 is of an ineffective king with no redeeming personal qualities. Elah reigns just long enough for his subjects to see what kind of king he will be and to prove his incompetence. His two years invite comparison with Nadab’s similar tenure (15:25). Elah’s ineptness is suggested by his army besieging (still? again?) the city where his father Baasha led the coup that brought him to power (15:27). Instead of leading the attack Elah stays behind and proceeds to drink himself drunk (v. 9). He is out of touch not only with his military but also with his staff; his chief steward is the one getting him drunk and is evidently involved in, perhaps even the architect of, the assassination. Elah’s drinking is like Ben-Hadad’s in 20:12, 16 and similarly leads to his defeat. Elah makes himself an easy target for assassination—by his own chariot commander, Zimri. The description of the conspiracy and assassination is similar to that of Baasha’s conspiracy against Nadab in 15:27-28: “What goes around comes around.” The reader is not drawn to either individual. Elah is an inept fool, Zimri an opportunistic assassin. The resulting impression is one of chaos and instability.

The narrative’s primary concern is the fulfillment of prophecy. Zimri’s first act as king is to exterminate Baasha’s line (v. 11) in fulfillment of Jehu’s oracle (vv. 1-4). The sin of Jeroboam is not mentioned but is implied by the similarity of language between vv. 2 and 13, particularly causing Israel to sin and provoking Yhwh with idols. The same terminology, except for idols, occurs in the explanation of Baasha’s annihilation of Jeroboam’s house (15:30). This and the other parallels with Jeroboam’s house highlight the efficacy of the message of Yhwh’s prophets as exhibited in fulfillments.32 The fate of Baasha’s house is the same as that of Jeroboam’s and is also brought about by adherence to Jeroboam’s sin.

Elah’s similarity to Nadab As with the evaluation formula and in parallel to Nadab (15:31), the usual notices about death, burial, and successor are missing from Elah’s closing regnal formulae in 16:13-14. Not only is this a sign of disrespect, it is also in line with the oracle against Baasha’s house. Elah, and the other male members of that house, like Nadab of Jeroboam’s line, were not buried because their corpses were left to be eaten by dogs and birds according to prophetic prediction.

16:15-16: Zimri’s reign It is indicative of Zimri’s poor character and reputation that when word of the overthrow reaches the troops besieging Gibbethon they declare their own commander, Omri, king rather than following Zimri (v. 16). This further suggests the futility of Zimri’s revolt and the accompanying bloodshed. Zimri’s kingship was never undisputed; he was never king over “all Israel.” Indeed, all Israel made Omri king, so that he emerged as the final victor. He is the first king since Jeroboam to have popular support and the first king of Israel to found a real dynasty beyond the probationary first years of his successor.33

16:17-20: Zimri’s end With the army at his command, Omri marches on Tirzah and besieges it (vv. 17-19). The brevity of Zimri’s seven-day reign means that the city falls almost immediately. His support is minimal. Isolated and without hope of escape, he holes up in the king’s residence and sets it on fire. Even his means of suicide is self-centered—if he can’t have the palace, no one will. The real cause of his death, though, is the sin of Jeroboam (v. 19). This is formulaic, yet the charge of sin is real. Zimri’s week was enough to see that he would stay on the idolatrous path begun by Jeroboam. In only seven days and without any real following, Zimri still succeeded in causing Israel to sin. The absence of a burial notice in Zimri’s closing regnal formulae (v. 20) is fitting for a man whose tribal affiliation, father’s name, and the like are undisclosed. He is a blip on the screen of Israel’s story. His only legacy is treason, for which his name becomes synonymous (2 Kgs 9:31).

16:21-22: The Tibni interlude Mystery also surrounds Tibni’s appearance and role. It is not clear whether his rivalry with Omri took place before or after Zimri’s reign. The position of vv. 21-22 suggest that they were after, but the insistence that all Israel made Omri king (v. 16) and the use of אז with the imperfect may mean that he defeated Tibni before Zimri claimed power.34 Nothing is known of Tibni beyond his patronymic—not where he came from, what position he held, or even his manner of death. Nor is it clear whether he actually became king. The statement in v. 21 that half of the people followed him to make him king is ambiguous. Does it express intent and imply failure: they wanted to make him king (but failed to do so)? Even if they succeeded, it was still only half of the people, and the weaker half at that. There are no regnal formulae for Tibni. For all the success that half of the people implies, Tibni does not attain even Zimri’s position of being king unambiguously. His name, “man of straw,” alludes to failure.

16:23-28: Omri’s reign The lack of clarity about whether Tibni was considered king contrasts with Omri, who achieves kingship two or three times in the narrative. He is made king by the army and all Israel in v. 16, and his accession formula is given in v. 23. In v. 21 the other half of the people who do not support Tibni favor Omri. Omri’s success is unambiguous. In answer to the question raised by v. 23b about where Omri’s capital was after Tirzah (and especially Zimri’s burning of the palace),35 v. 24 describes his move to Samaria. For a reader familiar with geography and the trade routes the shift in capital to Samaria signals increased intercourse with the Phoenicians and forebodes Jezebel’s advent.36 This may explain another non-formulaic element of Omri’s account—the notice that he did more evil than his predecessors (v. 25b). The reasons for this notice are otherwise unstated. The offenses named in v. 26, committing the sin of Jeroboam and provoking Yhwh with idols, are identical to those of Baasha and Elah (15:33; 16:2b, 13), so it is not clear what Omri did that was worse. Perhaps the treaty with Phoenicia, which led to Ahab’s marriage to Jezebel, was Omri’s doing, though the text does not say this, and Ahab is blamed in v. 31. Maybe it is just that Omri was Ahab’s father and the founder of Israel’s most important dynasty. There is a grudging admission of his greatness as king in the mention of his power in v. 27.37 Since all the kings of Israel were evil, and Omri was the founder of the most prominent dynasty and father of the worst king, he must have been worse than his predecessors.




Diachronic Analysis

This passage is DtrH’s composition based on sources and traditions available to him. The recognition of source material in v. 8 shows it to have been an integrated list, perhaps with other details, of the kings of Israel and Judah. That is, the kings of one kingdom are already dated by the reigns of their counterparts in the other kingdom.

16:8: Absence of evaluation There may already have been some discontent with Baasha’s policies, and when Elah showed his intent to follow in his father’s footsteps discontent led to conspiracy.38 The usual negative evaluation that one expects to find after v. 8 is lacking for Elah—not because he is judged righteous; it is clear from v. 13 that he was considered an evildoer like his father and every other king of Israel—but perhaps as a way of implying Elah’s overall insignificance: he is so incidental that he does not merit a word of evaluation. Still, Zimri, who reigns only seven days, has a full evaluation. DtrH may be suggesting that Elah was merely an extension of his father and did not require an independent evaluation. The absence of an evaluation could also be due to oversight or accidental loss.

16:9-10: Zimri’s conspiracy The account of Zimri’s coup d’état in vv. 9-10 follows a pattern used to report such episodes, consisting of (1) a notice of conspiracy (קשר) identifying the conspirator (v. 9); (2) a statement that the conspirator struck down (נכה) and killed (מות) the king (v. 10a); and (3) the statement that the conspirator reigned in the former king’s place (v. 10b). There is variation especially in the first element (15:27-28; 2 Kgs 15:14, 25, 30). The motive for Zimri’s conspiracy is not explained. It may have been driven by Elah’s (and Baasha’s?) military ineffectiveness against the Philistines and against Judah.39 Elah’s army was besieging the Philistine city of Gibbethon (v. 15), where his father assassinated Nadab (15:27), implying that Israel had lost ground under Elah. Of course, one should not discount Zimri’s personal ambition. The conspiracy seems to have been a relatively limited affair. No one besides Zimri is mentioned as having a part in it, although Arza, in whose home Elah was killed, is suspect. The exact nature of Arza’s position (who was over the house) remains elusive, in part because of the ambiguity of the term “house.” The duties might have been limited to the palace or included all the royal estates in Tirzah and perhaps beyond. In either case the position is best considered that of a “chief steward.”40 Zimri may have taken leave of his post in Gibbethon to return to Tirzah, or his part of the chariot force may have been stationed near Tirzah.41 Taking advantage of the absence of the rest of the army, he used his military position to gain access to the king,42 who was vulnerable due to inebriation, and murdered him. What role Arza may have played is not spelled out.

16:11-13: Zimri’s coup Using the soldiers under his command in Tirzah, Zimri exterminates Baasha’s line as his first royal act—at least according to DtrH’s presentation (vv. 11-13). The phrase when he sat on his throne in v. 11 has sometimes been seen as a gloss on the grounds that it is superfluous, especially in comparison with 15:29, where when he began to reign (במלכו) stands alone.43 On the other hand, the stress on the immediacy of Zimri’s deed makes sense here. Yhwh’s word through Jehu in vv. 1-4 was fulfilled even in Zimri’s very brief reign, in accord with DtrH’s themes of prophecy-fulfillment and punishment for the sin of Jeroboam. Obliteration of the previous royal house solidified the usurper’s hold on the throne. In this case, though, ideological theme supersedes historical fact, since Zimri was otherwise occupied and did not have the time or resources to track down and dispatch each and every one of Elah’s kinsmen and friends.44 This collocation is unique among the anti-dynastic oracles and fulfillments. Those assassinated were the males in the royal household who were threats as potential rulers and avengers of the assassinated king. While the focus was on the direct heirs of the king who might succeed him, other family members and supporters who could pose a threat to the usurper were no doubt executed as well. This is especially true of the “kinsman” or “redeemer” (gō’ēl) whose duty it was to avenge the deaths of family members.45 Thus kinsmen and friends may be equivalent to עצור ועזוב, the more common expression in the anti-dynastic oracles (1 Kgs 14:10; 21:21; 2 Kgs 9:8; cf. 14:26), which probably refers to leaders.46 Kinsmen and friends expresses inclusiveness in relation to the royal household—i.e., both those affiliated by blood and those who were dignitaries and supporters. What was a standard political expediency for securing power is, in DtrH’s presentation, the prophetic word of Yhwh coming to fruition. It was part of a larger tragic pattern in Israel effected by one man whose sin led his people astray and was reiterated until it brought the nation to an end. Jeroboam’s name is not present, but the terminology and the repeated prophecy-fulfillment scheme keep the finger pointed at him.

Zimri’s isolation from the army as a whole is apparent from their reaction to the news that he has initiated a putsch (v. 16). They do not rally to his support but instead declare their own commander, Omri, king. This could reflect a division between the chariotry, the smaller and more elite segment of the military consisting of professional soldiers, and the larger, non-professional עם. It is the first of three references to Omri being made king (vv. 22, 23). The repetition results from the unusual historical circumstances that brought Omri to power through a protracted civil war.

“All Israel” in 16:16-17 Commentators have puzzled over the statement in v. 16 MT that “all Israel” made Omri king. While text-critical analysis suggests that “all Israel” is not the best reading here, the phrase occurs in v. 17. A variety of explanations have been offered: it is a term for Israel’s fighting force;47 it means the tribal assembly as in ch. 12;48 it portends Omri as the first king since Jeroboam to have popular support and the first to found a real dynasty;49 it refers to the unanimity of the force in Gibbethon in contrast to the division in Israel as a whole (v. 21).50 There is something of value in all of these explanations. “All Israel” does refer to the unanimity of the fighting force under Omri’s command, also known as the עם, “people.” It is the term for the popular “army” or “troops,” in contrast to the professional soldiers in the chariotry commanded in part by Zimri. The עם probably consisted of landowning citizens with a military obligation and political entitlement.51 In that sense it constituted the popular assembly and represented the nation as a whole. In refusing to recognize Zimri as king and rallying instead behind their own general, Omri, the “people” may have been drawing on a tradition asserting their right to choose the king (2 Sam 2:4; 5:3; 1 Kings 12). In any case, Zimri’s reign was recognized only in Tirzah, and apparently tepidly there.

Gibbethon (v. 17) is usually identified with Tell el-Melat, ca. three miles west of Gezer on the boundary between Israelite and Philistine territory. Baasha probably defeated the Philistines at the beginning of his reign (1 Kgs 15:27), and they then revolted when he died, forcing Elah to repeat the siege.52 Omri’s origins Nothing is said about Omri’s origins except that he was “commander of the army” at Gibbethon. The possible foreign origin of the name (see the Note on v. 16) has fostered speculation about his ethnicity. Gray and Würthwein raise the possibility that Omri was a foreign mercenary, though both admit that it would have been irregular for the army to choose a non-Israelite as king.53 Würthwein suggests that Omri’s ethnicity was an issue behind the war with Tibni and that Omri overcame this liability by virtue of his forceful personality. Gray posits that Omri’s family was Canaanite and had been absorbed within Israel. He also suggests that the family came from Jezreel, thus accounting for Ahab’s interest in that city.54 Kuan posits a Phoenician origin.55 These conjectures, though, make too much of Omri’s name. If, as Gray proposes, Omri is an abbreviated Yahwistic name he may not have been foreign at all. First Chronicles 7:1-3, which refers to Shimron as one of the main clans of Issachar, and 1 Chr 27:18, which mentions an Omri from Issachar, might indicate that King Omri was from this tribe,56 and this in turn could account for the Omrid interest in both Samaria and Jezreel.57

16:18: Zimri’s death Zimri’s seven days as king mean that he had virtually no military support within Tirzah, which was captured almost immediately (v. 18). He fled to the citadel, the best fortified portion of the city and probably the place where the king’s residence was. It is possible that the citadel was burned in the course of the assault on the city. The narrative attributes the fire to Zimri, but his isolation suggests there were no eyewitnesses. It is unlikely that this is seen as a heroic end.58 Zimri is hardly treated as a hero. He was probably motivated by the desire to avoid capture and torture ahead of execution.

16:19: Zimri’s guilt in DtrH’s scheme The explanation that Zimri died because of his sins and the sin of Jeroboam (v. 19) has been thought peculiar because of the brevity of his reign. It is not an evaluation of his overall life since it occurs as part of the formulae evaluating his reign.59 It is seen as a later addition by some scholars.60 However, there is no real reason to deny it to DtrH, as it fits with his theme. From a strictly historical perspective Zimri’s seven-day rule was insufficient time for him to do a great deal of evil. But we have already seen how DtrH overrides historical considerations for his theological program and his prophecy-fulfillment scheme (vv. 11-12). L’automatisme des formules l’emporte sur la vraisemblance historique!61 The shrines at Dan and Bethel continued to operate during Zimri’s reign, so that he is considered as guilty of following Jeroboam’s lead as every other king of Israel.

16:20: Missing burial notice The absence of a burial notice does double duty in the account of Zimri’s reign. The fire left no remains to be buried, and this fits nicely with the curse of non-burial leveled against each of the royal houses, even though there is no prophecy specifically against Zimri’s house because of the brevity of his reign. The absence of a burial notice also showed disrespect. There was no memorial for Zimri or tomb to bring his name to remembrance. In this way he resembled Nadab and Elah. The story that disparages them is, ironically, the only thing that keeps their memory alive.

16:21-22: The Tibni interregnum Verses 21-22 form a distinct unit, as indicated by their introduction with ’az plus imperfect, their framing with pĕtûḥôt, and their location between the regnal formulae of Zimri (v. 20) and Omri (v. 23).62 This last feature means that they lie outside the DtrH structural framework, yet the discrepancy between the twenty-seventh and thirty-first year of Asa in vv. 15 and 23 shows that DtrH was aware of the gap caused by Tibni’s insurgence and must have incorporated the anecdote about him. Thus DtrH presents Tibni’s insurgence as a true interregnum, one that led to different interpretations of the chronology for the Omri dynasty.63 There is no background information for Tibni aside from his patronymic, nor are the details about his death supplied. There is more information about Zimri’s seven-day reign than about Tibni’s five-year struggle for power. This paucity of information has occasioned a good bit of speculation about the circumstances of these events. Some have guessed that Tibni was an ally or supporter of Zimri.64 Aside from the depiction of Tibni as having more support than Zimri, this proposal may be ruled out by the אז-plus-imperfect construction in v. 21, which indicates that Tibni’s war with Omri took place before Zimri’s rise.65 The most influential theory sees Tibni as the last king chosen by popular assembly, while Omri was supported by the professional army and mercenaries, a watershed moment in Israel’s socio-political history.66 However, vv. 21-22 are not clear about the exact makeup of the constituencies of Omri and Tibni or the means by which the latter was chosen. The עם, probably the non-professional army, is divided. More serious, the ascription of professional troops to Omri and the popular militia to Tibni reverses what appears to be the situation in v. 16, where Omri receives the support of the עם over against Zimri and the chariotry. It is just as possible that the division between Omri and Tibni arose from tribal disputes, personal rivalry, or the like.67 The absence of regnal formulae for Tibni suggests that DtrH did not regard him as a king but as an interloper who ultimately failed. Yet the five-year gap between vv. 15 and 23 leaves the question of Tibni’s status open. The Greek chronology, which does treat Tibni as a king (after Tibni, v. 22) reflects an attempt to correct and clarify.68

Omri’s historical significance Omri was arguably the most important king in Israel’s history. His significance is indicated by archaeological evidence of extensive building activity on large public structures especially in Samaria, Jezreel, Megiddo, and Hazor.69 It is further attested by references to Omri and his dynasty in contemporary ancient Near Eastern texts. Israel comes to be known as the “house of Omri” in Neo-Assyrian inscriptions until the end of its existence as a kingdom.70 Additionally, according to the Mesha stela Omri subjugated Moab (ANET 320–21; COS 2.23). He or Ahab also appears to have made a vassal of Judah.71 They also took back territory previously lost to Aram Damascus72 before joining Aram in opposition to the Assyrians. His reign, together with Ahab’s, marked the zenith of the kingdom of Israel.73

16:23-28: Omri’s reign Given his historical importance, the account of Omri’s reign is remarkably brief. The six verses devoted to it (vv. 23-28) consist of regnal formulae with two exceptions—the notice of his purchase and construction of Samaria (v. 24) and the extension of his evaluation to state that he did more evil than all his predecessors (v. 25b). The reason for the condemnation of Omri as worse than his predecessors (v. 25b) is unclear, since the named offenses (v. 26) are identical to those of Baasha and Elah (15:33; 16:2b, 13). Perhaps it was driven by Omri’s identity as the founder of the dynasty that included Ahab. Since Ahab was the worst king of Israel, Omri, who founded the dynasty, must have been nearly as bad. There is a backhanded compliment here. Omri and Ahab set the high mark for Israel’s international status and power; there must be something bad about Israelite kings with so many links to other nations. The evaluation also betrays a political agenda. Denouncing the wealth, power, and international prestige of the most important Northern kings through a religious assessment makes the smaller, weaker Judah appear more on a par with Israel.74

16:24: The placement of the notice about Samaria The notice about Samaria in v. 24 interrupts the usual arrangement of the regnal formulae in which the evaluation of a king immediately follows his chronological data. Additional information normally follows the end of the opening regnal formulae (v. 26). However, the burial notice in v. 28 presupposes Omri’s acquisition of Samaria, precluding the possibility that v. 24 is post-Dtr. The Deuteronomist evidently viewed v. 24 as a continuation of the matter of the location of Omri’s capital raised in v. 23 and so did not consider it new information per se but an extension of the notice concerning where Omri reigned.

Alt’s theory of personal union Omri’s purchase of Samaria (v. 24) has been of pivotal significance in the discussion of state formation in Israel and in the interpretation of the archaeology of the site of Samaria. Alt proposed that, like David’s Jerusalem, Samaria was the property of the crown, unaffiliated with any tribe and politically neutral.75 This was part of a larger agenda involving Alt’s view of state formation in Syria-Palestine. He believed that Omri, following David’s model, acquired Samaria as his personal property in order to set up a dynastic monarchy in contrast to the charismatic tradition that had existed in Israel before him. He then held the city-state of Samaria and the kingdom of Israel together by “personal union” as David had done with Jerusalem, Judah, and Israel previously. Alt’s views were rebuffed by Buccellati, who pointed inter alia to evidence in the biblical account for the principle of dynastic succession being assumed before Omri.76 Still, recent commentaries continue to assert that Omri acquired Samaria as personal property that was politically neutral.77 But without the theoretical underpinning in the notion that Israel’s monarchy was not dynastic there is no reason to view Samaria as anything other than the capital of the kingdom.

Advantages of Samaria The choice of Samaria as a capital was a good one for reasons of both political and military strategy. Centrally located and eminently defensible by virtue of its isolation from the surrounding terrain,78 it was relatively close to the Mediterranean coast and the main commercial route between Egypt and Phoenicia. It sat upon both the best east-west route between the Mediterranean and the interior and the best north-south route connecting Shechem with the Jezreel Valley and access to the Transjordan, Damascus, and beyond. The move to Samaria from Tirzah represented a shift in orientation for Omri and his dynasty. The trade advantages offered by Samaria and its greater orientation toward the Mediterranean and Phoenicia were exploited by Omri and Ahab and helped to account for the prosperity of their reigns. Phoenician influence is apparent in the archaeological discoveries at Samaria, especially the style of the dressed ashlar blocks and the motifs on ivory plaques.

Omri’s purchase of Samaria Major excavations were conducted at Samaria in 1908–1910 and again in the early 1930s. On the basis particularly of the latter expedition Kenyon concluded that there was an occupational gap between the Early Bronze Age and its Iron Age II settlement under Omri.79 She thus understood 16:24 to mean that the site purchased by Omri was previously uninhabited. The evidence has recently been reinterpreted, however, as indicating the presence of a significant oilery from the Iron I period that must have belonged to an extended family or clan.80 The value of the site is reflected in the high price that Omri paid for it.81 An alternate and probably older form of the name Samaria probably derives from a clan known as “Shimrîn” or the like (see the Note). Hence there may be something to v. 24’s account of how Omri acquired the hill of “Samaria,” although the name Shemer is a secondary etiology. Since Omri bought the site and did not originate from there, his ancestors would not have been buried there, making clear that lay down with his forebears (v. 28) was not a euphemism for burial.




Synthesis

DtrH’s ideological presentation of history There may be no better example of the ideological nature of Kings’ presentation of history than the present passage. Despite the great difference between them in historical significance, Zimri and Omri receive about the same narrative space (six verses), with more details actually provided for Zimri. Their respective evaluations are also much the same: both made Israel sin by walking in the way of Jeroboam. From DtrH’s standpoint both were kings of Israel and hence were wicked by virtue of their perpetuation of the Northern royal shrines. Yet Zimri barely had time to sit on the throne, much less to commit grave offenses. Omri’s impact on Israel’s history and monarchy, which was so great that it can hardly be overstated, is largely ignored. The only recognition he receives is for founding the capital of Samaria and being assessed, on theological grounds, as the worst of the Israelite kings so far. DtrH’s theological program and his prophecy-fulfillment scheme outweigh historical reality.

DtrH’s cursory account of Omri’s reign The episode that stands out in the narrative is that of the civil war between Tibni and Omri (vv. 21-22). Unfortunately, the paucity of information about Tibni and the lack of detail about this war raise more questions than answers when it comes to historical reconstruction. The civil war undercuts any claim of divine designation for the Omrid dynasty as far as DtrH is concerned, all the more since there is no oracle against the house of Zimri that Omri might be seen as fulfilling. All in all, the DtrH account of Omri is cursory. This may be due to the lack of information, although that seems unusual for a king of Omri’s historical significance. More likely it is for theological reasons, i.e., speeding toward Ahab (and Jezebel), who will shortly snatch the title of worst king (in DtrH’s view) from Omri.
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