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Abstract of the Thesis

'Gibeon and the Gibeonites from the Settlement to Solomon’

The main purpose of this thesis is to study the part played by
the Gibeonites in the history of Usrael from the Settlement

to the end of the United Monarchy. A secondary purpose is to
present, within this context, a hypothesis to exﬁlain the
absence of any mention of Gibeon and the Ark between 1 Sam.,

7,2 and 2 Sam. 5’250

In the first chapter the material available for this study is
surveyed. The occurrence of one or other of the cities in non-
biblical records and the contribution of excavation at el ¥ib
are examined, but in the nature of the case we are dependent
almost entirely on the 0ld Testament. An analysis of the
occurrence of 'Gibeon' and 'Gibeonite' in the 01d Testament
involves us in the textual problems arising out of confusion
between 'Gibeon' and similar forms,especially 'ha-Gibfah'., We
conclude that, while there are only two cases where emendation
of MT is required, some cases of 'ha-Gib€ah' may refer to
Gibeon. The analysis emphasizes the absence of any mention of

Gibeon in Jg. and 1 Sam.

In the second chapter the situation of the four cities is
discussed in the order of Jos. 9,17. The long debate on the
identification of Gibeon is summarized. A situation at el gib
has been confirmed by the recent excavation of that site by
J.B.Pritchard. The important question of the relation between
Gibeon (el ¥ib) and the adjoining nebi samvil is discussed.

Chephirah is to be identified with tell kefireh and Beeroth



very probably with el bireh. Important information about the
inhabitants of Beeroth is found in 2 Sam. 4,2ff and the view
that 2 Sam. 4,3 refers indirectly to hostile action of Saul
against the Gibeonites is defended. Kiriath-jearim raises a
special problem since it occurs in the city-lists of Benjamin
and Judah and is described in 1 Sam. 7,2 as the temporary
residence of the Ark. After a form-critical discussion of the
city—- and boundary-lists it is concluded that the form kiriath-
is original and the identification with Baalah secondary. The
position of Kiriath-jearim (karyet el tenab) on the boundary
of Judah, together with kkron and Beth-shemesh, is seen as
important for the history of the Ark's movements in this
obscure period. An additional note on Benjaminite Mizpeh
concludes with a tentative identification of thiﬁvMiZPah 1

Ag occurring in Jg. and 1 Sam., with nebi samwil.

The Gibeonites are described as both Hivite and Amorite in the
0ld Testament, therefore as having a definite ethnic identity
which is examined in the third chapter . It is argued that
biblical Horite means Hurrian and that Hivite, though not
absolutely identical with Horite,is very closely related to
it. This provides good reason for believing that the Gibeonites
were a basically Hurrian group, and it is shown that the
designation Amorite does not contradict this. The hypothesis
of a basic Hurrian element among the Gibeonites is then tested
by a study of Gibeonite names, including those from el éib.

To these are added the considerable number of Saulite names

on the grounds that the mention of his family burial-place in



2 Sam. 21,13f and the Chronicler's Saulite '"genealogy” in 1 Chr.
8,33ff imply that Saul had Gibeonite connexions. Making due
allowance for names of uncertain derivation, the results of
this onomastic study are held to confirm the Hurrian element in

the Gibeonites and, to a lesser extent, in Saul's family.

In the following chapter an attempt is made to place the
biblical evidence for Hurrians in Palestine, especially in
the region north west of Jerusalem, in the context of our
present kmowledge of Hurrian movements in the second half of
the second millenium. The evidence from sites in Syria points
to a movement towards the south and west and this is
consonant with what we find in the Amarna letters and the
earliest biblical traditions. A possible explanation of the
absence of Gibeon in any inscriptionkr record of the period is
that this city was an appendage of the "land" of Jerusalem
during the Amarna age. This view is defended and the provisional
group of
conclusion is drawn that the (Gibeonite cities, as we meet them
in Jos.9-10, was formed towards the end of or shortly after
the Amarna period, a more exact date depending on the role of
Joshua in the ratification of the treaty and the date assigned

to him. Forrer's hypothesis based on the Pestilence Prayer of

Mursilis is also examined.

The Gibeonite cities are understood as forming a definite
political and ethnic unit under an oligarchic rule, in some
respects similar to the situation at Shechem. Very probably

they worshipped at a central sanctuary which is identified with



nebi samwil,

An evaluation of the historical character of Jos. 9-10, describing
the Israelite-Gibeonite treaty followed by the anti~Gibeonite
Amorite coalition and its defeat, is evidently important for
the Gibeonite question. A literary analysis of Jos.9 reveals
two principal motives behind this composition: to justify
Israelite tolerance of this ethnically non-Israelite group
and to explain the origins of a class of minor cult personnel
known in the post-exilic period as the nethinim. Evidence of
anti-Gibeonite and anti-Benjaminite polemic is also found in
this chapter. The historicity of the treaty is supported by
a close comparison with contemporary or near-contemporary
treaties, especially those of the Hittites. The contracting
parties were Benjamin, and possibly the Joseph tribes, on the

one side, all of the Gibeonite cities acting in solidum on the

other. It is concludeg that the biblical Gibeonites and the
Benjaminites probably arrived at much the same time in Canaan

and concluded an agreement shortly after their arrival.

In chapter six the battle-narrative (Jos.10,10-14) is examined)
from which the conclusion is reached that there is no reason to
doubt the historical connexion between treaty and battle, though
the role of Joshua may be secondary. The hypothesis is advanced
that the verse fragment (vv.12b-13a) was originally addressed to
a solar deity enjoining upon it not to take part in the action.
It is further suggested that a causal comnexion may have existed

in the mind of the redactor between the discomforting of the
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enemy and the presence or proximity of the Ark.

In the following chapter we return to the problem of the almost
complete lack of reference to the Gibeonite cities in the 0ld
Testament tradition covering the period of the Judges and the
reign of Saul. The only exceptions are 1 Sam. 6,21-7,2 and 2 Sam.
6,25-6,3, respectively the account of the transfer of the Ark
from Beth~shemesh and its being taken up to Jerusalem. These

two events are separated by a period of about half a century,

for which period the 0Old Testament historical tradition has left
us no mention of either Gibeon or the Ark. It is argued that this
demands an explanation, and the possibility is investigated that
Judahite and/or Deuteronomist re-editing may have been partially
responsible for this "silence" of the tradition. Indirect
evidence for Gibeon and the Gibeonites during this period is
sought in 2 Sam. 4,2ff and 21,1ff, referring to hostilities of
Saul against the Gibeonites, 1 Kings 3,4 and post-exilic
references to the city and an analysis of the passages in 1 Sam.
dealing with the Philistine war. On this basis a reconstruction

of the part played by the Gibeonites in this period is attempted.

In chapter eight the hypothesis is advanced and tested that

the Gibeonite high place was an Ark-sanctuary for part of the
period between 1 Sam. 7,2 and 2 Sam.6,1. It cannot be supposed
without further question that the Ark was simply neglected
during this period. Older hypotheses of Gibeon as Ark-sanctuary
(especially those of Poels,Schlatter and Bruno) are examined

and found deficient either because of indiscriminate topographical
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assimilation or an insufficiently critical attitude to the
historical traditions in Jg. and Sam. A new approach is
suggested, beginning with an examination of the most relevant
texts which are: 1 Sam.4,1b~-7,1; 2 Sam. 6,1-19; 1 Sam. 6,19-7,1;
1 Sam, 7,2-17; 2 Sam. 5,17-6,4 ~ in the order in which they

are examined in this thesis. The main conclusions are as

follows. 1 Sam, 4,1b=7,1 is a distinct source with clear

thematic and stylistic resemblances with 2 Sam. 6,1-19. Its

last section, 1 Sam. 6,19~7,1, describes the transfer of the

Ark from Ekron to Beth~shemesh and from Betheshemesh to the
"house of Abinadab on the hill" by the people of Kiriath-jearim,
These three cities are associated in different ways in the
border- and city-lists in Jos. The close connexions between

the non-Israelite element in Dan (Beth-shemesh) and Benjamin
(Gibeonite cities) are indicated,and the significance of such
elements for the history of the Ark assessed after a careful

study of 1 Sam. 6,18b~19. Beth~shemesh represents a definite

Ark-stage, of unknown duration, similar to that in Gibeonite
territory. The crucial point is made that in 1 Sam. 6,19-7,1
and 2 Sam. 6,1-19 all we are told of the location of the Ark is
that it was: in the house of Abinadab; on the hill (bag-gibtah).

1 Sam. 7,2-17 cannot confidently be used as a historical source

and this, per sep would apply to the information contained in
it that the Ark was located for twenty years at Kiriath-jearim.

In 2 Sam. 5,17-6,4,the description of events leading to the

final transfer of the Ark to Jerusalem, 1Y 22X is not
emended, IV [N is referred either to 5,25 (the region "from

Gibeon to Gezer") or, less probably to 1 Sam. 7,1 (the house of



Abinadab on the hill).

The hypothesis therefore states that the gibfh of 1 Sam. 7,1
and 2 Sam. 6,3 refers, without emendation, to the Gibeonite
high place. Support for this hypothesis is sought in an analysis
of the term.gigjég in the 01d Testament, a consideration of the
Gibeonite role during the reign of Saul, the fact that Gibeon
not Kiriath—-jearim is a levitical city, the Holy War episodes
examined in chapter six, the simultaneous "silence'" of the 0ld
Testament historical tradition on Gibeon and the Ark, The
iiriath-jearim tradition (1 Sam. 7,2; 1 Chr. 2,50b,perhaps also
Ps.132,6) was due to the situation of this city on the borders
of Judah,Benjamin and Dan, the fact that it alone of the
Gibeonite cities is ascribed to Judah and is ethnically
associated with populations in Judah, and the suspect reputation

of the Gibeonite high place.

It is emphasized that this is presented as & hypothesis which
is, by definition, provisional and subject to modification or
even rejection as a result of the discovery of new facts which do
not support it. It seeks to present a solution to a real problem
whiheh occupied the older historians, while taking account of
the relevant archaeological data and a correcct methodological

approach to the Old Testament historical tradition.

In chapter nine the account of the ritual execution of the
descendants of Saul (2 Sam. 21,1-14) is studied, together with

the events leading up to ity including the encounter at Gibeon



between the armies of Abner and Joab (2 Sam. 2,12-17). The
dialogue between David and the Gibeonites refers to an event

in Saul's reign, his violation of the treaty by attempting to
liquidate the Gibeonites,on which we have no direct information
but which cannot be equated with the massacrel of the priests of
Nob recorded in 1 Sam. 22,17ff. It also shows uwp in sharp relief
the difference between Saul's and David's treatment of the non-
Israelite populations of Canaan. There are some aspects of the
execution which are reminiscent of the enactment of the
fertility-myth, known chiefly through the Ugaritic mythological
texts, and which, added to other indications noted throughout
the study, reveal syncretic religious attitudes and practices
among the Gibeonites. A note at the end of this chapter explores
possible affinities between the L writer in the Pentateuch and

the Gibeonite narratives in Jos. and Sam.

The study is completed in the last chapter which examines
texts in the Chronicler and the Talmud dealing with Gibeon as a
great religious sanctuary in the period prior to the building

of the Temple and the Gibeonites as the ancestors of the nethinim.



CHAPTER ONb

SURVEY OF THE AVAILABLK MATERIAL

Fer a study of Gibeon and the Gibeonites from the Israelite
Settlement te Solomon we have to rely almost entirely en the
0l1d Tedtament. In the nature of the case, the material which
ve find there will be fragmentary and hard to piece together.
The 1ist of Gibeonite cities in Jes. 9,17 warns us that a
history of the Gibeonites during this peried cannet be confined
to a history of the city ef Gibeon,a fact which has been to a
considerable extent neglected in previous studies, With this
methedological prerequisite in mind we may useful%gbegin with
e survey of the incidence of the name ]1¥1A ( J¥12) and
the gentilic 'JY2X,0%1Y2A in the 0ld Testament.

The gentilic occurs in the plural only in the account of
the ritual execution of the Saulites (2 Sam. 21,1-14, five times).
Here it refers not just to the inhabitants of the city of Gibeon
but to these of all four cities and their dependent regions
since all had been affected by the hostility of Saul. This will
emerge more clearly later in this study. Apart frem this passage,
we find reference to three individual Gibeonites in the stricter
sense of the term: Ishmaiah (1 Chr. 12,4), Hananiah ben—Azzur
a prophet (Jer. 28,1) and Melatiah (Neh. 3,7). Only the first
of these belongs te our peried. This type of name appears te
have been cemmen at Gibeon during the divided menarchy since

several ef the same kind have turned up in the excavations of



. 1
el ¥ib (Gibeen,see belew), including two llananiahs.

The place-name ]L)’l/\ occurs some forty times in MT.

These occurrences cover the period from the treaty between

Israelites and Gibeonites to the post-exilic period. We can

divide them as follows:

1.

2e

3.

4,

Se

The account of the treaty and its immediate consequences:
Jos. 9,3.17; 10,1.2.4.5.6.10.12.41; 11,19.

The Benjamin city-list: Jos. 18,25; the list of

levitical cities: Jos. 21,17.

The ritual execution of the Saulites: 2 Sam. 21,6,

As we have just seen, "Gibeonites" occurs here five
times. 21,6 (MT) has .l)\ﬂV AYANL but we shall see in
a later note that this must be emended with LXXBO,

Aquila and Symm. te \l)lkl.

Other references for the reign ef David: 2 Sam. 2,12,
13.16.24, a passage describing the meeting between Abner
and Joab at Gibeon and the ensuing military actiom; 3,30
and 20,8, referring to the assassination of Amasa at "the
great stone which is in Gibeen"; 1 Chr. 14,16, David's
defeat of the Philistines "from Gibeon to Gezer" (cf.

2 Sam. 5,25); Is. 28,21, referring very probably te the
same event; 1 Chr. 12,4, mentioning Ishmaiah of Gibeen,
one of David's warriers,
References for the reign of Solomen: 1 Kings 3,4.5 and
9,2, the inaugural visit to the sanctuary of Gibeon (cf.

2 Chr. 1,3.13).

l. J.B.Pritchard,Hebrew Inscriptions and Stamps from Gibeon,
Philadelphia,1959,pp.1-27,




6. From Zedekiah to the post—exilic period: Jer. 28,1;
41,12.16; Neh. 3,7 (twice); 7,25.
7. 1In the genealogies and "cultic tradition" of the Chronicler:
1 Chr. 8,29 (twice); 9,35 (twice); 16,39; 21,29.

A rapid glance at this survey reveals one rather strange fact
te which we shall have to return often in the course of this
study. Gibeenm is first mentiened in the account of the treaty
shortly after the Settlement and then frem the first part of
David's reign dewn te the building of the Temple. During the long
period of the Judges and the reign of Saul, however, there is not
one occurrence of the name in MT. Yet this is precisely the
period when, as we have reasen to believe, Gibeon played a not
inconsiderable part in the history ef Israel. An important part
of the present study will be dedicated to examining this preblem
of the "silence" of the 0ld Testament historical tradition en
Gibeon at this time,

Before going any further we need te examine mere carefully
the textual problem caused by the frequent confusion between
‘}) yax a.mysimilar forms, netably the place-names ( YA and

Y QA and the substantive (Y QAN (with or without the article).

As a result of possible emendations of MI' we may have to add to or
subtract frem the above list of occurrences. The preblem is further
cemplicated by having te contemplate the pessibility of cemscious
alteration or suppressien of the name resulting frem the pelemical
and ambiguous rele of Gibeom in the histery of Israel during the
period in question. In & field of enquiry which has witnessed such

a welter of hypotheses it is above all necessary to distinguish



carefully what is certain from what is probable or merely possible.
We shall therefore accept emendation only when (a) we have good
support from parallel Old Testament texts (MT) er important
versions or (b) MT is impossible in the context. Only after doing
this will we go on to suggest probable or possible cases of
textual corruptien or alteration.
The possible sources of confusion may be listed as follows:
l. Between Y and {(IYQJA . This occurs frequently and
has sometimes led ¢emmentators to suggest an original
"() Y19 though never on purely textual grounds.
2. Between '\)313 and YO $ 2 Sam. 5,25 and 1 Chr.
8,6. 2 Sam. 5,25 (MT) reads Y2AW but with the
greatl majority of commentators we emend this to 1”1)({\
in keeping with LXX, the parallel 1 Chr. 14,16 and
Is. 28,21, TA 1\‘)3)\3 PNY O ,referring almost
certainly to the same event.2 This is, moreover, fully
in keeping with the context since there follews at once
the narrative of the expedition to bring the Ark teo
Jerusalem from a Gibeonite city where it had been left.
In 1 Chr. 8,6 LXX" has y«fq@Vv but in the
absence of further suppert for this reading MT must
stand.
We may add here 2 Sam. 2,24 (MT),"WJA RPN Y ""\1 ,
which most commentators and geographers have found

difficult to accept since there is ne "desert" at

2. Besides referring te a victory "in the valley of Gibeon",the

text also speaks of Perazim cf. 2 Sam. 5,20.The phrase "Yahweh
will rise up" is reminiscent of Ark-terminology cf. Num.l0,35,



Gibeon and we should not in any case expect the pursuit
to end at Gibeon; hence the tendency to read JaA .
We are only told, however, that the hill of Ammah was
on the way to the wilderness of Gibeon and N2QTW does
not necessarily imply a "desert" in the strict sense.
For these reasens, and in the absence of variant readings,
we should therefore retain MT.
3. Between '\\722 and the place-name (Y2 XA . The

latter is feund in many parts of Palestine and may date
to a definite stage of the Settlement.4 There are Gibeahs
in Ephraim and Judah apart from Benjaminite Gibeah with
which alone we are concerned here.5 Allowing for some
textual uncertainty here and there,Benjaminite Gibeah
occurs some forty four times in MT under the following
designatiens:

a) "Gibeah which belongs to Benjamin",Jg.19,14; 26,4.

b) "Gibeah of Benjamin", Jg. 20,10 (? in LXX);

1 Sam. 13,2.15; 14,16,
c) "Gibeah of Saul", 1 Sam. 11,4; 15,34; 2 Sam.
21,6; Is. 10,29.

d) "Gibeah of Elohim", 1 Sam. 10,5. From the context

3. For further discussion see J.Simens,The Geographical and

Topographical Texts of the 0ld Testament,Leiden,1959,pars.744-6;

M.du Buit,Géqgraphie de la Terre Sainte,Paris,1958,pp.102f.

4, B.S.J.Isserlin,'Israelite and pre-israelite Place-Names in
Palestine', PEQ 89(1957)133ff,
5. In Ephraim,Jes. 24,33,identical with the Gibeah of 1 Chr. 2,49

according te M.Noth,Das Buch Jesua,Tﬁbingen,19532,p.98; in Judah,
Jes.15,57; 2 Chr. 13,2.




this must be the same place as the Gibeah of
10,10 since it was there that Saul was to meet,
and did meet, the band of prephets. We may,
however, with equal probability,translate

"the hill of Ged" (er,possibly,"the mest high
hill"e) and thus consign it te the next
section (4).

e) "Gibeah" tout ceurt in all other cases,

We have in this section two cases where
emendation is pessible on purely textual grounds.
2 Chr. 13,2 (MT) refers to Micaiah mother of the
Judahite king Abijah and daughter of Uriel of
Gibeah, whereas LXXBA have YyapuwV . This,however,
is insufficient suppert for this reading. More
impertant is 2 Sam. 21,6 where MT reads:_\)\md Ayl
(1)1 71 2. This makes good sense in itself since
the place-name is recorded elsewhere (see Jc), and
it would be appropriate to carry out the execution
in Saul's own city. In 21,9, however, the execution
is recorded as taking place ()] "]‘)5 Y1 ,which
would lead us to suspect textual corruption in v.6.
This suspicion is confirmed by LXXBO,Aqnila and Symm,
which read 1Yaa fer 1Y A . The corruption of the
text may have begun with the substitution of Y'C11)

|
C1) T for (LIT ‘195 172 7 er ?yna for

6. Cf. Ps, 80,11,3)(“?'1}( » "most high cedars" (RSV "mighty").

T. S.R.Driver,Notes on the Hebrew Text and Topography of the Books
of Samuel, Oxford,1913°,ad—teopp.351F.




~v$));8 but in any case very good grounds exist for
reading Gibeon rather than Gibeah, and so the great
majority of the cemmentators agree.
We may add the less important Jg. 20,31 where
Kittel suggests an emendation ef Gibeah to Gibeon
witheut, however, any suppert frem the versions.

4, Between \\YQA and T\Y2A (with article) meaning "hill".
Omitting the stereotyped "on every green hill" ( 1Y2A),
which eccurs invariably in a homiletic context,lol Sam.
10,5.10 (see above) and 13,3 (reading YA with
LXXBA,Sam.Targum and follewing the context), 1Y
eccurs eighteen times in MT. In ne case would the rules
of textual criticism oblige or suggest emendation.

For the sake of completeness we may add that Jg.
20,45 (Syr.) presuppeses a reading "\ Yaa for OYIN
but this is insufficient evidence for emending.

Absolutely speaking, therefore, we have enly twe cases in

which the criteria adopted would oblige us to emend: 2 Sam. 5,25
and 21,6. As we shall see, both of these are of great importance
for our interpretation of the Gibeon texts.

It remains te be added that in view of the obscurity

surrounding Gibeen and the Gibeonites during the peried in question

8. As suggested by G.Bressan,Samuele,Turin,1954,688,

9. Biblia Hebraica, Stuttgart,19379,p.402.

10. 1 Kings 14,23; 2 Kings 17,10; Jer. 2,20; Lzek. 6,13; 34,6;
20, 28,



various hypotheses have been advanced which in¥olve the belief
that 1Y A has replaced ‘\’12 in some of these texts. These
will be evaluated singly in the course of this study. Since,
mereover, the former is almest invariably found with the article
- as is natural in view of its etymologyl1 - the possibility has
to be reckoned with that the text refers to a specific hill.
This is true especially of the following three cases:

1. Jg. 19-20, containing the account of the crime of the

in habitants of Gibeah of Benjamin (here the article is

always used).
2. 1 Sam., 10,5.10 and 13,3 (reading {dY2Q2X as we stated
above). All of these refer to a place in Benjamin where
there was a Philistine 1'Y).
3. 1 Sam., 7,1 and 2 Sam. 6,3.4. llere we are told that the
Ark was left 1¥2AQ (RSV, "on the hill").
which will be discussed at the relevant point in this study.
Neither the place-name nor the gentilic eccurs in any extra-
biblical text known to us from the period under consideration.
Gibeon occurs in a city-list of Sheshonk I (945-24) on the wall
of the Amun temple at Karnak commemeorating his invasion of

Palestine.l2

The same event is referred te in 1 Kings 14,25,
About thirty jar-handles bearing the inscription g b € n in the

Phoenician lettering have been recovered from the recent

11, From a verbal root Y2JA ,to swell,te be high, not attested in
MT but found in Aram. €f., ha~ramah, ha-mizpah.,
12. ANET p.240,



excavations at el §ib.13 These have played a decisive part in
identifying the site excavated,as we shall see in the following
chapter,but come from a period somewhere between the beginning
of the seventh century and the Exile, The everall contributien
vhich these excavations have made to eur knowledge of Gibeon
for the period we are discussing will be considered in

subsequent chapters,

13, See J.B.Pritchard,oep.cit.,pp.1-21; id.,'Gibeon's History in
the Light of Excavation', VIS 7(1960)1 and, en a more
popular level, Gibeon Where the Sun Stood Still,Princeton,

1962,p.46. There is some little discrepancy as regards the

number in these publications.
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CHAPTER TWO
TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY OF THE GIBEONITE CITILS

The cities of the Gibeonites (Hivites) are named in Jes. 9,17:
"the people of Israel set out and reached their cities on the
third day. Now their cities were Gibeon, Chephirah, Beeroth and
Kiriath-jearim." We have first to look into the question of
their identification.

We can conclude from the survey of texts in the previous
chapter that Gibeon was in Benjamin (Jos. 18,25), not more than
a night's march frem Gilgal near the Jordan (Jes. 10,9 cf. 9,6f.
16) and not toe distant from the Philistine area, as is clear
from 2 Sam. 5,25 (emended reading). We may further presume that
it was not far from the other livite cities named, nor from the
Ascent of Beth-horon, Azekah, Makkedah (Jos. 10,10) and Aijalon
(10,12). The topographical reference in 2 Sam. 2,24 is uncertain,
as is also the reading ])9213 . Noth deduces from 2 Sam. 20,8
that it must have lain on the northern road from Jerusalem. He
assumes that Abishai and Joab were heading due north to deal with
the rebellion of Sheba and that the meeting with Amasa at Gibeon
was a chance encounter. It is equally possible, however, that the
meeting was arranged to take place there for reasons which the
text dees net state. Te judge by an earlier meeting at Gibeon
described in 2 Sam. 2,12ff, and pessibly alse that referred te in

Jer, 41,12, this city seems to have been favoured as a meceting-

1. M.Noth, 'Lehrkursus'1956', ZDPV 73(1957)10.
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place.

The occurrence of Gibeon in the city-~list of Pharaoh
Sheshonk I, referred to in the previous chapter, is the oldest
non-biblical reference to the city of which we know. The list is
of Palestinian cities captured during the campaign which,
according to 1 Kings 14,25, took place in the fifth year of
Rehoboam, and which initiated a new aggressive policy of Egypt
towards Asia at the beginning of the twenty second dyna.sty.2
The suggestion has been made that the cities are in the
topographical order of Sheshonk's victorious progress northws.rds.3

Despite the plausibility of Mazar's boustrophedon reading of the

text, the reconstruction of such a route remains hypethetical
since the identification of at least two key place-names cannet
be established with any certainty. Rubuti may be the biblical
Rabbah (Jes. 15,60) which was in the Shephelah region of Judsah,
at a site not yet identified. The reading Qiryathaim, which we owe
to Mazar, is hypothetical, being based on the suppesition of
Czerny that the list was copied from an hieratic text, the letters
d and r being interchangeable in cursive hieratic.4

Late Jewish tradition about Gibeon is interested in the city
only as ene of the three loci of the Tent (and therefore the

Shekinah), together with Shiloh and Neb, before the building of

2. For the Karnak inscriptien see J.A.Wilson,ANET pp.242f,263f;
J.Lammeyer,Das Siegesdenkmal des Konigs Scheschonk I zu Karnak,
Neuss—am-Rhein, 1907, pp.29f.

3. A.T.Olmstead,History ef Syria and Palestine,New York,1931,pp.

354-6; B.Mazar,'The Campaign ef Pharaoh Shishak in Palestine',

VIS 4(1957)pp.57-66; Y.Aharoni,The Land of the Bible,London,1966,

pp.283-8; A.Alt, in K1.Schr. II,79f.
4. Mazar,art.cit.,p.60.
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the Temple. The Gibeonites are seen almost exclusively as the

s i ..
ancestors of the nethinim. There seems to be ne Jewish tradition

about the tepographical situation ef Gibeen.s

Josephus informs us that during the Civil War Cestius

pitched his camp at Gibeon which was fifty (or,perhaps,forty)

stadia from Jerusalem.6 This would certainly be consistent with

a2 location at el ¥ib and is confirmed by the fact that nebi

samwil, about one mile from el #ib, has an evident strategic

impertance well illustrated at the time of the Crusades,7 during

the British campaign against the Turks during the first World

War when nebi samwil was an impertant Turkish strong point, and

in the recent Israeli-Arab war on the second day of which (June

6th 1967) it was eccupied by the Israeli forces.

The text which has been mest discussed in the medern

controversy over the site of Gibeon is the Onomasticen eof

Eusebius which states that Gibeon lay on the road leading north

out ef Jerusalem.8 This led Alt to identify Gibeen first with

56
6.

Te
8.

This is dealt with in the last chapter,

War 2 19 1 (Loeb 515f); Ant. 7 11 7 (Loeb 283).The stadium is
about 185 metres; this would approximate to the distance between
Jerusalem and el gib.

See F-M Abel in JPOS 11(1931)pp.141-3.

Onomasticon 66,11ff, See G.Beyer,'Eusebius uber Gibeen und

Beeroth',ZDFV 53(1930)pp.199ff; F-M Abel,'La Question gabaonite
et 1'Onomasticon', RB 43(1934)pp.349ff; M.Noth,'Die topograph-
-ischen Angaben im Unomastiken des Lusebius', ZDPV 66(1943)32ff;
for a general survey of the background C.U.Wolf,'fusebius of
Caesarea and the Onomasticen', BA 27/3(1964)66ff,
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tell en-nagbeh and later, when this was ruled out by Badé's
ex%yations at that site, with el bireh.9 But not only is the

interpretation of the Onomasticon uncertain at this point - Abel

has argued against Alt that it is reconcilable with Josephus10 -
we have ether texts from the Early Christian period which favour

el gib or nearby nebi samwil. Jerome has preserved a statement

of Paula that she saw Gibeon on her right when she was going up

to Jerusalem on pilgrimage. Presuming that she follewed the

normal reute, this would be consistent with a location at el éib.11
Epiphantus refers to a summit about eight miles from Jerusalem,
the only one which can viey with the Mount of Olives in height,
which he calls 4 wpadv .'® This suggests that nebi samvil vas
knewn locally as Gibeen in the fourth century.

Interpretations given in the acceunts of pilgrims frem the
same century te early medern times are not reliable guides since
it is uncertain to what extent, if at all, they derive frem a
traditien independent of a particular interpretation of the
biblical texts. Also, some display a very confused knewledge of
the relevant Old Testament texts as, for example, the testimony

of Peter the Deacon in the Liber de Locis Sacris.13

9. A.Alt, 'Gibeon und Beeroth', PJB 22(1926)pp.1ff; 'Neue
Ervagungen uber die Lage von Mizpa,Ataroth,Beeroth und Gibeon',
ZDPV 69(1953)pp.1-27.

10.art.cit.pp.352f,

11.Epitaphium Sanctae Paulae cap.VIII,

12.Adv.Haereses XLVI 5.

13.See Itinera Hieroselymitana seac.IIII-VIII ed.P.Geyer, Corpus

Script.Eccl.Lat., Vienna,1898,p.39. Peter was evidently thinking

of Gadera, as also Antonius Placentius in his Itinerarium,163,
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On the basis ef an uncertein and disputed interpretation
of the Madaba mesaic map Elliger believed it possible to place
Beeroth at el gib, but we may deubt whether it can be identified
on the map with the degree of precision to justify such a
conclusion.l4

That contreversy has raged for practically a cantury ever
the identificatien ef thqsite of Gibeon, there being at least
three claimants among modern place-names (el gib, el bireh,
tell en-nagbeh), suggests the conclusien that no clear and
unanimeus traditien has survived frem the Early Christian peried.

It is at least clear that even before the excavations at el gib

the Onemasticon could not be appealed to te foreclose the

argument,

Though there may well have been a continuous tradition
identifying Gibeon with either el gib or nebi samwil we are not
now in & position to document it. In the moedern peried, the
identification is propesed from the seventeenth century by
visiters and pilgrims te Palestine. Franz Ferdinand von Treile
states this in 1666 and Richard Pecocke was of the same opinien
after visiting the site in 1738, The first te support this with
arguments was Edward Robinsen from whose visit to Palestine in
1838 the modern,scientific era of Palestinian topography is
generally d&ted.ls Robinson spent only forty minutes at the
site #n May 8th of that year and had probably reached this

conclusion before setting out on his journeysmainly on the basis

14. K.Elliger,'Beeroth und Gibeon',ZDFV 73(1957)pp.1252f; 'Noch
einmal Beeroth',Mélagggg A.Robert,Paris,1957,pp.82ff; R.T.

O'Callaghan, 'Is Beeroth en the Madeba Map?',Bib 32(1951)pp.57£f.

15. E.Robinson,Biblical Researches in Palestine I,Boston,1874,p.456;

ites',
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of the similarity between the names. We should note, however,
that this argument is not without its difficulties, due
principally to the absence of fgzig in the Arabic name and the
leng i in g I'b.16
Even before the excavations at el §ib had begun, this
site was, from the time of Robinsen, the principal contender,
being accepted by many schelars with an excellent knowledge of
Palestinian topegraphy such as Dalman,Abel and de thx.17 Alt
was forced te abandon his identificatien of Gibeon with tell
en-nagbeh after Bade's excavations at that site,18 but since he
died in 1956, the year when digging began at el gib, we do not
known whether he would likewise have abandnmdd his choice of
el bireh, After a long peried of uncertainty both Noth and
Albright accepted the claim of el gib, once the results of the
excavation had begun to come in.19

The excavations of J.B.Pritchard uncovered epigraphical

evidence of names cennected with 0ld Testament Gibeon and some

16, This difficulty is alluded to in an old article of G.
Kampffmeyer,'Alte Namen im heutigen Palastina und Syrien',
ZDPV 16(1893)pp.26f; more recently in Elliger,art.cit.,p.128.

17. G.Dalman,'Die Nordstrasse Jerusalems',PJB 21(1925)pp.58ff;
'Zur "Tradition" von Nebi Samwil,Mizpa und Gibeen',id.,22(1926)
PpP.104f£3140ff; Jerusalem und sein Gelande,Gutersloh,1930,

pp.218££; Abel,art.cit.,pp.341ff; Gographie de la Palestine,

I1I,Paris,1938,p.419; R.de Vaux,Les Livres ge Samuel,Paris,19612,
p.153.
18, The definitive publication in C.C.McCown (ed.),Tell en-Nagbeh,

Berkeley and New Haven,1947 (after a lapse of twelve years).
19. Noth in VIS 7(1960)p.273; Albright,The Archaeology of Palestine,
Harmendsworth,1960,p.48;BAS0R 159(1960) p. 37.
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thirty jar-handles bearing the inscription g b ¢ n in circumstances
which lead us to believe that they come from the same site.
hnnyhw nr 3 en one of the handles corresponds with the
name of the Gibeonite prephet in Jer. 28,1. n r ? which occurs
several times on seals and is, as Pritchard suggests, probably
hypecoristic, is identical with the Neriah of Jer. 36,32 with
which we should compare Ner and Abner in the Gibeonite
"genealogy" of the Chronicler (1 Chr. 12,5 (LXX v.33}). Pritchard
suggests that the puzzling g d r, in the frequently occurring

gb tn gadr, refers to the place-name Gederah (1 Chr. 12,5)
probably te be identified with jedireh about half a mile north
cast v.. 20 : :

wast of el gib. An alternative explanation may, however, be
sought in the personal name Geder which is found immediately
after Ner and Abner in the same "genealogy" (1 Chr. 12,7). That
the jars originated in el gib is established beyond reasonable
doubt by the fact that steppers and funnels were also found which
fit them, suggesting that the bottling was dome at this

"Bordeaux of Palestine".21 Thus, despite ene or twoe dissident

or doubtful voices,‘?'2 we may cenclude that the identificatien ef

Gibeon with el Fib has been settled beyond reasonable doubt.

20, Hebrew Inscriptions and Stamps from Gibeon,p.9.

21, Gibeon Where the Sun Stood Still,p.79.

22, Elliger,art.cit.,p.132; J.Simens,oep.cit.,pp.175f,
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Apart from identifying the site, the four seasons of
excavation at el gib have given us disappointingly little
information on the city for the period covered in the present
study, correspending to the end of Late Bronze and Iron I. The
main problem is the absence of any significant evidence for
the "great city" (Jes. 10,2) which the biblical evidmmce leads
us to suppose existed towards the end of Late Bronze.23 It may
be that the site of the Late Bronze city lies elsewhere on the
tell, only a relatively small area of which was excavated. What
evidence there is suggests that the city may have been enlarged
and possibly resettled at this time; Pritchard dates thjng;ya
wvall net later than 1200 B.C. and the first stage of the vast
hydraulic works connected with defence may have been carried
through at much the same time.24 The archaeological evidence is,
however,unable to bear the weight of any large-scale hypothesis
as to the history of the inhabitants of the city at this peried.

25

It may be, as Albright has stated,”” that this favours the view

of Gibeon as an insignificant settlement attached teo Jerusalem ;

we shall follew up this line of argument in a later chapter, It

23, Pritchard,VIS T7(1960)pp.11f.
24, id.,8ff.H.J.Frenken and C.A.Franken-Battershill, A Primer

of 01d Testament Archaeolegy, Leiden,1963,pp.110-14, have
questioned Pritchard's chronology and suggested further work
needs to be done,especially on the stepped tunnel, towards
determining the date of construction.

25. In a short note in BASOR 178(1965)p.71.
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may alse be that the evidence, exiguous as it is, favours the
thesis of a cultural hiatus at Gibeon about this time which
could be accounted for by the arrival of a new ethnic group
in the Gibeonite region shertly before or during the Amarna
age. We shall in fact prepese this at a later stage though
relying on other data. Until we know definitely whether a Late
Bronze city existed on this site it will be unwise to base
any arguments on the data so far provided. At this time we
cannot even rule out the possibility of a majer destruction at
Gibeon during the period in question.

The strategic impertance of Gibeon, amply attested in
the biblical record, is due not just to its high elevation and
its situation on a major route from the Central Highlands te
the Coastal Plain but to the abundance of its water-supply.
Jer. 41,12 refers to "the great waters which are in Gibeon" and
2 Sam. 2,13 mere specifically to "the poel ( 13 72) of
Gibeon". This can no longer be identified with the reservoir
north east of the mound since this dates only from Roman times.
Pritchard tentatively identified it with the great cylindrical
cistern 8;' in depth discovered and cleared in 1956—7.26
Against this identification we may argue that this could hardly
be called a 1272 and that it is inside the wall, whereas the
single combat in 2 Sam. 2,13-16 must have taken place outside
the city limits since the Philistines were almost certainly in

occupation at this time and the place of the actien was knewn

26, Gibeon Where the Sun Stood Still,pp.1597f,
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as 'Y ap Lﬁ ,suggesting a site outside the ci‘l&y.z7
"The great stone which is in Gibeon", 2 Sam. 20,8, has
sometimes been identified with the altar upon which Solomon
offered sacrifices as recorded in 1 Kings 3,4.28 There are,
however, ne grounds for this at all. What is significant is that
the excavations revealed no trace of a sanctuary er high place
within the city-limits. An altar with massebah from Middle
Bronze IIC was discovered but nothing at all from the Iron Age.29

This does not provide an argumentum e silentio for identifying

the Gibeonite high place with nebi samwil about a mile south ef
el gib but it is in accerd with this view. If, as we shall
propose later, some Gibeonites first served as menial cultic
personnel at the Gibeonite high place, the appropriateness of
the phrase '"hewers of wood and drawers of water" would, in this

hypothesis,be beyond question,

This brings us to one of the most difficult aspects of the
topographical problem and one fundamentally impertant for any
discussien of Gibeonite history at this time: the relation
between the sites of el gib and nebi samwil. As we have just

seen, the latter lies about a mile south of el §ib and has an

27. The same conclusion is drawn by Elliger,art.cit.pp.131f and
K-D Schunck,Benjamin, Berlin,1963,p.133n.123,

28, Pritchard,art.cit.p.6; H.Vincent, 'Nebi Samwil',RB 31(1922)
P«3663 R.Brinker,The Influence of Sanctuaries in Early Israel,
xeadx Manchester,1946,p.157,reads 1 5)TAT 1123 but this is
pure speculation,

29. Pritchard,op.cit.pp.86f; RB 70(1963)p.433,
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elevation above sea level of some 2835', more than 492' higher
than el gib. This in itself would suggest the probability of
some religious associatien between "the great city" (Jes. 10,2)
and the adjoining height, the most imposing in that part of
Palestine, In view of the traditional association of nebi samwil
with the prophet Samuel, apparent in the Arabic name, several
scholars of note, including Alt, Neth and Albright, have
identified it with the Mizpah of 1 Sam. 7,5ff and 10,17f£.°0

We shall argue that this is net inconsistent with the view of
nebi samwil as the central sanctuary ef the Gibeonite city-group.
We may, for the moment, remind the reader that the description
of the Gibeonite sanctuary visited by Solemen as "the great high
place" (1 Kings 3,4) is eminently suited to nebi samwil and

"the mountein" on which the Saulites were executed (2 Sam. 21,9)
applies better te this eminence than te el gib itself. In view
of the fact that all ef the Gibeonites were involved in the
demand for retributien, the choice of the highest and mest

imposing point in the whole regien would be appropriate.31

30, Fer this traditien see H.Vincent,art.cit.; F.M.Savignac and
F-M Abel, 'Neby Samouil', RB 21(1912)pp.267ff; H-W Hertzberg,
'Mizpa', ZAW 6 n.F.(1929)p.191 (the Samuel grave-tradition);
G.Dalman,op.cit.,pp.62f. See also Additional Note on Mizpah,
belew pp.40ff.

31. In addition to the authers mentioned in the preceding note
this is accepted by M-J Lagrange, 'Lettre de Jérusalem'tgg
1(1892)455; de Vaux, op.cit.p.233. It is questioned by J.

Simons,op.cit.p.X¥6 327; most recently by J.A.Soggin, 'Der
offiziell gefdrdete Synkretismus in Israel wahrend des 10
Jahrhunderts', ZAW 78(1966)p.190n.25,
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At this stage we have ne archaeological evidence from the
sige of nebi samwil. Some early attempts to excavate part of the
site were carried out unscientifically, and the presence of a
Moslem mesque has made it impossible to carry out excavations

. . . . .. 32
with the purpese of finally proving or disproving the thesis,

The question whether "the hill" of 1 Sam. 7,1 and 2 Sam.
6,3 may also be identified with the Gibeonite high place will

be discussed at length in a later chapter.

Chephirah ([‘7]')‘ 99 ,"yeung lion") occurs second in the Jos.
9,17 list and in that ef the repatriated exiles in Ezra 2,25 =
Neh. 7,29 where Gibeon does not occur. Together with the other
three it is ascribed to Benjamin in the city-list of that tribe
(Jos. 18,26). That the four are net listed consecutively here
may imply that at the time of compilatien (the date will be
discussed shertly) they were fully integrated politically,
Chephirah is gencrally identified with tell kefireh less than
five miles west of el gib and north north west from Jerusalem.33
Twe of the Amarna letters were written by a certain
Bafalat - Nefe (belit neSe) from a location in Palestine north

of Jerusalem and in the vicinity of a ~i a ~1u - n a (Aijalon)

and s & - a r -~ h a (probably modern Sarfa near Betht:knn—shemesh)34

32. On the early attempts see P.Lohmann,'Archaclogisches von en-
nebi-samwil', ZDPV 41(1918)pp.117ff; L.H.Vincent,RB 31(1922)
PpP.362ff.

33. J.Simons,oep.cit.p.176; Aharoni,op.cit.p.375.

34, J.A.Knudtzon,Die Ll-Amarna Tafeln,Leipzig,1915,N0.273; S2A.B

Mercer, The Tell El-Amarna Tablets,II,Toronte,1939, pp.686£¢,
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H.Bauer suggested that this "lady of the lions" wrote from the
biblical city of Chephirah, NeSe (ideographically UR—MAErMEé)
cerresponding to [1'7?9)>. He further suggested that the
place-name [ 729> of Neh. 6,2 (MT) refers to the Gibeonite

35 1f this hypothesis is correct,

city of the pre-exilic period,
we have here the only reference te any of the Gibeonite cities

in the Amarna letters.

Beeroth ( S1)NX2, equivalent in meaning of the English city
Wells) is third in the list. It is elsewhere ascribed to
Benjamin (Jes. 18,25) and according te Ezra 2,25 = Neh. 7,29
was re-populated after the Exile, It is probably identical with
the Berea mentioned in 1 Macc. 9,4, In 2 Sam. 23,37 ( = 1 Chr.
11,39) a Beerothite named Naharai is the armour-bearer of Joab

and ene of the Thirty,David's corps d'élite. We cannot exclude

the possibility that it is the same city as the BeVer to which
Jotham fled (Jg. 9,21). If se, we would have an interesting
possibility of enquiry inte associations between the twe areas
of greatest Hurrian concentration in Palestine at the time of
transition to monarchy. This kind of place-name is, however, by
no means uncommon (Beer-Sheba, Beeroth bene-Jaaqan etc),
Neither the biblical texts nor the reference to this

city in the Onomasticon point decisively to any one site, The

question of the identification of Beeroth cannot be solved

without taking in the controversy about Gibeon and Mizpah,

35, H.Bauer, 'Die "Lowenherrin" der Amarnabriefe Nrr.273 und 274",
ZIMG 74(1920)pp.210f; A.Alt, in Kl.Schr. I 107n.6.
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Heidet identified Beeroth with el gib, as did Alt some years
later, though using dpuch more scientific approach.36 Until
recent years this conclusion was accepted by a number of
eminent scholars, including Noth, Galling and Elliger, the
last seeking for additional support from the Madaba Map.37

We have seen that this view has been rendered extremely
precarious, if not untenable, by the excavations at el gib,
Albright proposed tell en-nasbeh but this had to be abandoned
after Badé's excavations at that site.38 Kallai-Kleinmann
places it at nebi samwil but this does not seem to take
account of the peculiar relations between el Fib and nebi
samwil which we spoke of a moment ago and to which we shall
return.39 From the beginnings of scientific Palestinian
topography with Robinson, el bireh (or, more precisely, ras
et—tahiine nearby) has been the favourite claimant, '’ This
site, about ten miles north of Jerusalem, is consistent with
the biblical references, is supported by the onomastic
similarity (though this by itself is insufficient and could

be misleading) and has achieved a greater degree of probability

with the elimination of its principal riévals as a result of

36. L.Heidet,'Maspha et les Villes de Benjamin,Gabaa,Gabaon et
Bdroth', RB 3(1894)pp.321ff; Alt, KkxSshxy 'Gibeon und Beeroth',
PJB 22(1926)11£f; ZDPV 69(1953)1ff.

37. Noth,ZDPV 66(1943)32ff; 'Lehrkursus 1956',ZDPV 73(1957)7¢f;
K.Galling,Biblisches Reallexikon,Tubingen,1937,p.195; Elliger,

art.Cit.pp.IZSff.
38, See review notices in JBL 58(1939)p.180; 59(1940)p.541.
39. See Z.Kallai-Kleinmann, in Eretz-Israel 3(1954)pp.111f¢.

40. Robinsen,oep.cit. I 452; Abel,op.cit.II p.262; de Vaux,op.cit.
pP.161; M.Haran, in VT 11(1961)p.160; du Buit,op.cit.pp.163f.
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progress in archaeology.

Discussion of the most impertant and difficult text dealing
with Beeroth has been left over te this point., 2 Sam. 4,2ff
narrates the assassination of Ishbaal by Baanah and Rechab sons
of the Benjaminite Rimmon. Following on the information that
Rimmon came from Beeroth the writer, or perhaps a later
glossator, deemed it necessary to add a note to the effect that
Beeroth was a Benjaminite city and that its inhabitants fled to
Gittaim and were gerim there up to the time of writing. If vv,
2b and 3 originally formed ene consecutive note, the explanation
could be understood in the sense that the city was Benjaminite
because resettled by Israelites of Benjaminite stock after the
flight of the previous Gibeonite inhabitants. If, however, they
wvere originally unconnected, or at least if v.3 is net seen as
causally cennected with v.2b, we would simply have two items
of information: Beeroth is a Benjaminite city; ' its inhabitants
at some unspecified time and for some unspecified reason fled to
Gittaim and stayed there. 42

Before attempting to answer the question why the Beerothites
fled, we have to examine the t#pegraphical problem ef Gittaim.

The name occurs enly here and in Neh. 11,33 where it is listed
as Benjaminite. But Githaim is the dual form of Gath, and in
1 Chr. 7,21 and 8,13 a Gath is mentioned which can only with

great difficulty be identified with the Philistine Gath in view

of the context. 43 The hypothesis has been advanced that this

it necessary
41. Perhaps thxx was thoughtﬁto state this in view of the extreme

nerthern situation of Beeroth. See map epposite p.54.

42, For another explanation see H.P.Smith,Samuel,Edinburgh,1904,p, 285,
43, See J.M.Myers,I Chrenicles,New York,1965,p.55.
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Gath is the same as the Gittaim of 2 Sam. 4,3.44 The questien
would then arise whether this Gath-Gittaim occurs elsewhere,
in particular in 2 Sam. 6,10, the Gath which was the residence
of Obed-edom in whose house the Ark was left before its final
transfer to Jerusalem. This in its turn leads to the
interesting possibility that Obed-edom may have been one of
the Beerothite Gibeonites who fled to Gittaim and was there
in the early years of David's reign. This can only be
suggested not proved; but it is at least more probable that
he was a Gibeonite rather than a Philistine. Having just taken
the Ark from Philistine contrel (see 2 Sam. 6,1ff following
directly on 5,17-25) it is unlikely that :f \:guld have given
it back into the charge of a Philistine., Since the reason for
leaving it for an indeterminate period of time (2 Sam. 6,11
gives three months) in the house of Obed-edom was the fear of
taking it from its former shrine where it had been for about
half a century in a Gibeonite city,45 it would be natural to
leave it in charge of a Gibeonite until it was clear that
Jerusalem had the approval of the Ark-god.

The probability that we have to reckon with at least two

Gaths, the location of none of which is as yet established with

certainty,46 makes it difficult To decide whether the Gittaim

44, See A.Alt,'Gittaim', PJB 35(1939)pp.100~4; B.Mazar,'Gath
and Gittaim', IEJ 4(1954)pp.227¢f.

45. See below pp.

46. B.Mazar,art.cit.227ff, suggests ra¥ abu hamid about one and
@ half miles south east of er-ramleh as the site of Gittaim
and this is accepted by Elliger,art.cit.p.132, The site of

Philistine Gath does net concern us here,
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of 2 Sam. 4,3 occurs in non-biblical sources. An Amarna letter
from the lord of Gezer refers to gam=-ti-e-ti

which is the plural form of the place-name g i ~ i m=t 1
mentioned in the account of Sargon II's campaign against the
Philistines towards the end of the eighth century.47 This

may be seen as evidence of the variability of ferm in this

kind of name. The (904K of the Onomasticen, wrongly

identified with Philistine Gath (which was much better known),
also appears to be different from the [(TTAX of the Madaba
Map and the town of the same name which Justin tells us was
the birthplace of Simon Magus.48 We have therefore reason te
suggest the probable identity of Gittaim in 2 Sam. 4,3 with

Gath of 1 Chr. 7,21 and 8,13 and the identity of this city
with the Gath of Obed-edom in 2 Sam. 6,10. There is,
naturally, no question here of going beyond hypothesis.

The note in 2 Sam. 4,2b gives no reason for the flight
of the Gittites., In view of the fact that Beeroth was a
Gibeonite city, however, we may suggest that it was occasioned
by the hostile policy of Saul towards this alien ethnic group
evidence of which is found in 2 Sam. 21,2, which also has the
appearance of an explanatory note. This suggestion will be
followed up when we come to discuss the execution of the

Saulites and the events which éed up to it.49

47. For the Amarna letter see Knudtzon,op.cit.,Ne.295,verso,line
7« For Sargon's campaign,ANET p.286.The same name also occurs
in Amarna letter No.290. See Knudtzon and ANET p.489,

48. Onemasticon 72,7; Justin,Apol.l 26, identified with djett by

Alt, in K1.Schr. $I,p.200,
49, See below pRe 279,




Kiriath-jearim ([’ )? J*p ,"town of forests"; in LXX

in Vulg. Cariathiarim) is last in the Gibeonite list and first

in the post-exilic list, Ezra 2,25 = Neh. 7,29. Jer. 26,20

mentions a prophet from Kiriath-jearim,Uriah ben~Shemaiah,

who lived during the reign of Jehoiakim (cf. the Gibeonite

prophet Hananiah,Jer.28,1). We may note that he bears the same

name as the Hittite (probably Hurrianso) husband of Bathsheba

(2 sam. 11,2).

The first preblem arising from this place-name which calls

for discussion is its occurrence in both the Benjaminite

(Jos. 18,28) and Judahite (Jos. 15,60) city-lists and the

boundary descriptions of both tribes (Jes. 18,14f; 15,9).

The first step towards a solution is to establish the date of

the redaction of these lists.

Before passing en to this,

however, there are two points of importance to be noted about

the position eof Kiriath-jearim in the boundary-lists.

1. The descriptionsof the*northern boundary of Judah and

the southern boundary of Benjamin are practically

identical as to the topographical names used as points

of reference from the Jordan to Kiriath-jearim. We may

draw them up as follows:

The Judah boundary,Jos.l5,5-9

The

Benjamin boundary,Jos.18,15-20

1. mouth of the Jordan

2,
3.
4.

50, See below p.

Beth~hoglah
Beth-arabah
the stone of Bohan

T5 n. 61,

12,
11.
10,

9.

mouth of the Jordan
Beth-~hoglah
Beth-arabah
the stone of Bohan
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5. Debir

6. Gilgal 8. Geliloth which is opposite

7. The Ascent of Adummim the Ascent of Adwmim

8. En-shemesh 7. En—-shemesh

9. En~rogel 6. En-rogel

10. Valley of ...Hinnom 5. Valley of Hinnom

11, Valley of Rephaim 4, The southern end of the
Valley of Rephaim

12, Nephtoah 3. Nephtoah

13. Mount Ephron 2. Ephron

14, Baalah (that is,Kiriath- 1. Kiriath-jearim
jearim)

This close parallelism suggests that both have drawn

on the same list of fixed border points which must go
back to the time when Benjamin existed independently of
Judah, therefore not later than the Early Monarchy and
probably in the pre-monarchic period.51 These fixed
points are outside the territory of Judah and inside
that of Benjamin.52 The only exceptions are Beth-arabah
and Kiriath-jearim which are in the city-lists of Judah

53

and Benjamin, Since it appears more natural to select
points for fixing a boundary outside of the boundary in
question, it would be more natural to suggest that the

Benjamin boundary-list was redacted secondarily on the

basis of a Judahite list.

51. See A.Alt,'Das System der Stammesgrenzen im Buche Josua', in
Kl.Schr., I pp.193ff; M.Noth, 'Studien zu den historisch-

geographischen Dokumenten des Josuabuches',ZDPV 58(1935)pp.
185ff; Das Buch Josua p.85.110.

52. At least as far as the cities are concerned. From Beth-~hoglah
to Eglon all the points are in Benjamin.
53. Beth-arabah,Jos.15,61 and 18,22; Kiriath-jearim,Jos.15,60 and 18,28.



With respect to Kiriath-jearim the texts read as follows:

Then the boundary bends round to Baalah (that
is, Kiriath-jearim); and the boundary circles
west of Baalah to Mount Seir,passes along to
the northern shoulder of Mount Hearim (that is,

Chesalon), and goes down to Beth—shemesh ...
15,9b-10.

The boundary ... ends at Kiriath-baal (that
is,Kiriath-jearim) a city belonging to the
tribe of Judah. 18,14,

Noth argues that a redactor has wrongly iuentified

Baalah and Kiriath-jearim, as if Kiriath-jearim were a

new name for an old settlement; but in fact names

formed with kiriath- are found in Syria and Palestine
from at least Middle Bronze, and the form k r t

occurs in Ugaritic and Punic inscriptions.54 We would
accept this evidence and add the analogous case of Hebron
the former name of which was Kiriath-arba (Jos. 14,15)
and Debir formerly Kiriath-sepher (Jos. 15,15). Noth

adds that the explanatory gloss in the Benjaminite

boundary-description identifying Kiriath-baal with
Kiriath-jearim is not defensible topographically and

th#t the hybrid form Kiriath-baal was formed at some later

55

redactional stage.

54, Das Buch Josua,pp.89f.
55. 0p.cit.p.110,
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2. Of particular importance for our study is the (literally)
cardinal position of Kiriath-jearim on the Judah -
Benjamin boundary. Jos. 18,14 states that the
boundary ends at Kiriath-jearim. It is not only the
point at which, in the tists, the northern border of
Judah ends and the southern border of Benjamin begins,
it is also the nodal point between the tribes of Judah,
Benjamin and Dan. We may significantly note that the
three stages of the Ark's movement after its capture by
the Philistines occur in the Judah boundary-list in
inverse order:

Then the boundary bends round to Baalah (that

is,Kiraath-jearim); and the boundary circles west

of Baalah to Mount Seir,passes along to the
northern shoulder of Mount Jearim (that is,

Chesalon), and goes down to Beth—shemesh,and

passes along by Timnah; the boundary goes out to

the shoulder of the hill north of Ekron ...
Jos. %5,9b-1la

We shall return to this when we discuss the role of
Kiriath-jearim in the narrative of the taking up of
the Ark in 2 Sam. 6.

Kiriath-jearim is also in both city-lists:

Kiriath-baal (that is, Kiriath-~jearim) and Rabbah:
two cities with their villages. Jos 15,60

Gibeon,Ramah,Beeroth,Mizpah,Chephirah,Mozah,Rekem,
Irpeel,Taralah,Zela,Gibeah and Kiri&th—jearim56 -

fourteen cities with their villages. Jos 18,25-28a

56. In LXXBA| MT has "Kiriath",
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The old view was that these lists were more or less
arbitrary and unreliable creations of P.57 Probably the
first to propose a serious alternative to this view was Alt
vho argued that they derive in substance from an administrative
document the date of which per se could be any time from the
reign of Rehoboam to the end of the S8eouthern Kingdom. As a
result of his investigation into the redactional activity
carried out on the Judahite list (Jos. 15) he defended the view
that it reflected the administrative reforms and expansionist
policy of Josiah towards the end of the seventh century, while
admitting that it could contain older materia1.58 Discrepancies
in the city-lists, especially the ascription of a city to two
tribes,59 were explained by the hypothesis of a twelvefold
administrative division of the Kingdom of Judah (including
territory formerly belonging to Benjamin) in the Josian
document, This list was drawn on for the redaction of both city-
lists in Jos. and in the process two cities were ascribed to
both tribes. The tenth Josian province was that of Jerusalem

which took in Kiriath-jearim and Rabbah (Jos. 15,60). The full

list for this division is, however, to be found in the second

57. See O.Eissfeldt,Einleitung in das Alte Testament, Tubingen,

2 - .
19567, pp.302ff; S.Mowinckel,Zur frage nach doKumetarischen
Quellen in Josua 13-19,1946,

58. 'Judas Gaue unter Josia',PJB 21(1925)pp.l00ff and K1.Schr.
II pp.276ff.

59. kshtaol and Zorah are in Judah (15,33) and Dan (19,41).

Kiriath-jearim and Rabbah are in Judah (15,60) and Benjamin
(18,22.27).
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half of the Benjamin city-list (18,25-28) - hence the repetition
of Kiriath-jearim.6o This explanation agrees substantially with
that of Noth, except that the Jerusalem division is eleventh
not tenth in his analysis.

The great merit of Alt's investigation of the lists was
to bring them within the bounds of historical reality by

insisting on the importance of determining their Sitz im Leben

Israels. His conclusions have not, however, gone unchallenged.
F.M.Cress and G.E.Wright62 begin from the combination of the
Dan list (19,41-46) with those of Judah and Benjamin. They

note that the most surprising thing about the first is the
absence of Beth-shemesh. This can only be explained on the
hypothesis that at the time of compilation Beth-shemesh was

not significantly inhabited. The excavations conducted at Ain
Shems are alleged to demonstrate that the city area, though
large and evidently important during the time of David, was
never fortifie?hfter this time and doe¢s not appear te have been
inhabited during the following century. The Judah city-list,
including Dah, could therefore have been drawn up any time
after the reign of David even though David may well have been
responsible for the first administrative division of the kingdom

embodied in 1 Kings 4,7-19. Biblical evidence would, on the whole,

60. Alt, op.cit.p.278.
61. M.Noth,Das Buch Josua,pp.99.109ff; 'Studien zu den historisch-

geographischen Dokumenten des Josuabuches',ZDPV 58(1935)pp.
185ff; 'Uberlieferungsgeschichtliches zur Zweiten Halfte des
Jesuabuches', in Notscher Festschrift,1950,152ff,

62, 'The Boundary and Province Lists of the Kingdom of Juda',JBL
65(1956) pp.202£f,
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favour a date sometime in the reign of Jehoshaphat (ca.873-49).
This agrees in substance with Albright's dating.
Kallai-Kleinmann, a pupil of Mazar's at the lebrew
University of Jerusalem, has in turn criticized the conclusions
questioned
of Cross and Wright, and in particular,the relevance of their
arguments drawn from the excavations of Ain Shems.64 His view
is that the boundary-lists go back essentially to the census
taken by David while the Judah city-list is from the time of
lHezekiah., He explains the discrepancies by referring to the
different times of composition of the Judah and Benjamin lists.
More to our purpose, he does not accept the identification of
Kiriath-baal (15,60) with J1 ’“IP JIY LA (18,28 MT), The latter
refers to a new Judahite quarter built on to the old city
after Benjamin had been absorbed into Judah; it is this which
is referred to in 18,14 as "the city of the sons of Judah" as
opposed to the older Benjaminite part of the city.

Whatever we may think of his dating, this last theory of
Kallai-Kleinmann's does not take account of the following
factors:

i) as we have seen, Kiriath- is an old pre~Israelite formation,

ii) gib'ath-kiriath is an exceedingly impoobable name to
give to a new city or part of a city.Several of the

versions seem to have felt this difficulty.65

63. 'The Topography of the Tribe of Issachar',ZAW 44(1926)pp.236¢f;
Review of Noth:Das Buch Josua in JBL 57(1938)226.

64. 'The Town-List of Juda,Simeon,Benjamin and Dan',VI 8(1958)134ff;
VT 11(1961)223-7 (his reply to Aharoni's criticism); 'Notes on
tthe Topography of Benjamin(, IEJ 6(1956)p.187.

65. L)(XA reads: r«,sdue IKalt, TTOALS IqP‘f"
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iii) this reading leaves us with only thirteen cities,not
fourteen as the final summary (18,28) states.
We would therefore conclude that he has failed to demonstrate
that Kiriath-jearim is not found in both lists and to disprove
Alt's theory that the lists draw on one administrative
document,

Y.Aharoni,66 while accepting and expanding am®& $his
interpretation of Jos. 18,28 with reference to "the city of the
sons of Judah" (18,14) and the textually uncertain reference to
"the hill" in 1 Sam. 7,1 (this would be another way of describing
the Judahite quarter of the city), rejects the separation of
the Judahite and Benjaminite city~lists. The imponderable
element is recongized to be the extent of Judah and the
positioning of her boundaries at any given period. Reviewing
the history of the relations between North and South during the
Divided Monarchy, he arrives at the conclusion that no
significant change took place in the Northern boundary after the
war between Asa (ca.911-870) and Baasha (909-889) and that
therefore the Judah list probably derives from the
administrative reorganization carried out by Uzziah (ca.781-740).
Kiriath-jearim and Ha-rabbah (probably to be identified with
Beth-shemesh) represent one probince by themselves and are not
to be joined on to the Benjaminite cities in 18,21-28.

As we shall see later, the identification of Beth-shemesh

with Ha-rabbah, if accepted, would provide a further valuable

66. 'The Province List of Judah', VT 9(1959)pp.225¢Ff,
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indication of close association between Kiriath-jearim and

Beth-shemesh, This may well be relevant for our understanding

of some aspects of the history of the Ark's movements in 1-2

Sam.

While the discussion on the date of these lists 1is still

in progress it would be rash to opt for a definitive

explanation. We may cogtent ourselves with summarizing the

conclusions we have reached with regard to Kiriath—jearim:

1.

2e

3.

4.

It is in both lists (15,60 and 18,28).

The form kiriath- is original not secondary.

The two lists derive from an administrative document
redacted at a time when Kiriath-jearim was identified,
perhaps not correctly, with a certain Baal(ah),Jos.
15,60; 2 Sam. 6,2 (?)

It was originally in Benjamin and, together with other
cities which were originally Benjaminite - either
Ha~rabbah alone or, more probably, those listed in
Jos. 18,21-28 - came to form a separate province of
the Kingdom of Judah. This is in agreement with the

67 In this list one of

province-list of 1 Kings 4,7-19.
the provinces is that of Benjamin under Shimei ben-Ela
(v.18, a Benjaminite name, cf. Shimei in 2 Sam. 16,5).
The capital of this province was Jerusalem (the tenth

province of Alt and the eleventh of Noth) which took in

most if not all of the Gibeonite region originally

67. See W.F.Albright,Archaeelogy and the Religion of Israel,
Baltimore,19533,14l; JPOS 5(1925)pp.16£f.
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annexed to Benjamin. This is in agreement with the close
ethnic,cultural and political association between
Gibeon and Jerusalem in the pre-monarchic period which

will be discussed at a later point in this study.

Kiriath-jearim is also mentioned in Jg. 18,12 as the site
of the Danite encampment on their way to the north. This was
known at the time of writing as "the camp of Dan".68 We may
well have here yet another indication of association between
Danites and Benjaminites (Gibeonites) during the immediate pre-—
monarchic period.

The toé?raphical "genealogy" of Kiriath-jearim in 1 Chr.
2,50-3 and the ethnic associations between this city and
the Bethlehem (Ephrathah) region will come up fér discussion
at a later point.

The best-known references to the city are, ofcourse,
those which occur in 1 Sam. 6,21; 7,1.2; 1 Chr. 13,5f (cf.

2 Chr. 1,4) with reference to the history of the Ark. The

Chronicler evidently interpreted Fl"l:.ﬂ’ ’5)':1 of 2 Sam. 6,2
as an alternative form of the name of the city. This too will
be discussed at the relevant place. Ps. 132,6, referring to
the transfer of the Ark to Jerusalem by David,69 has 7Y* My
in apposition to LEphrathah. This agrees with the post-exilic

genealogical tradition in 1 Chr., 2,50b:

68. Discussed by E.Taubler,Biblische Studien:Die Lpoche der

Richter, Tubingen,1958,p.65, with further bibliography,
69. H-J Kraus, Psalmen II,Neukirchen,19612,pp.876ff; A.Weiser,
Die Psalmen,Gottingen,1963,pp.538¢ff,
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Ephrathah
|
Hur
T J 7
Shobal Salmah
l I
Kiriath-jearim Bethlehem

and is further elucidated by the explanatory gloss in Mic.
4,15:
But you, O Bethlehem (Ephrathah),
Who are little to be among the clans of Judah ...
Mazar and Aharoni claim to find Kiriath-jearim in the
account of Sheshonk's Asian campaign, But the qd t m of
the inscription seems to be situated between Aijalon and
Beth-horon which hardly fits the site of Kiriath-jearim (see
map opposite p.54‘).70
The city does not occur in the Amarna letters.
There is fortunately little doubt about the identification
of this Gibeonite city. It lay in the neighbourhood of
karyet el €enababout fourteen miles west of

Jerusalem on the old Jaffa road. This was the site chosen by

Robinson and accepted by Dalman, Abel,Alt and many others.71

70. B.Mazar,'The Campaign of Pharaoh Shishak', VIS 4(1957)p.61;
Aharoni,op.cit.p.287.

71l. Robinson,op.cit.I p.446; Dalman,op.cit.pp.214,224 (sce air-
photograph of site); Abel,op.cit. II p.56; 'La Question
gabaonite et 1'Onomasticon', RB 43(1934)p.349; Alt,PJB 21
(1925),p.57; Kl.Schr. I p.152; Simons, op.cit.p.151;
N.Vincent, 'Lglise Byzantine et Inscription Romaine % Abou-
Ghoch',RB n.s.4(1907)pp.414£f; S.Lauffs, 'Zur Lage und
Geschichte des Ortes Kirjat-jearim', ZDFV 38(1915)pp.249ff;
P.T.Cooke, 'The Site of Kiriath-jearim',AASOR 5(1923/4)pp.105¢s.
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More precisely, the site of the ancient settlement is at d e r
el €azhar, the hill on the other side of the road,
which name may have preserved the memory of Eleazar priest
of the Ark during its stay in the "house" of Abinadab (1 Sam.
7,1), though a limited excavation has revealed no trace of a
sanctuary from this early period.72
Jos. 15,60 refers to Kiriath—jearim with its dependent
villages. Lauffs compared this notice with the modern e 1 -
ker je with its twenty three villages as it was fifty years
ago.73 Dalman suggests that Kiriath-jearim was an administrative
centre for the surrounding area. He writes:
Vielleicht hatte Kirjath wie das heutige el
kerje eine Vorherrschaft uber die Ortschaften

dieses Gelandes, welche auch deshalb eine

Trennung desselben von judaischen Gebiet

74

unmoglich erscheinen liess.
This may have been the case at thetime of the redaction of the
list, but we know nothing of this for the pre-monarchic and
early monarchic period.
We may deduce from Jos. 15,60 ("Kiriath-baal (}hat is,
Kiriath—jeariqﬂ and Rabbah: two cities with their villages")
that it was not far from Rabbah which is probably to be

identified with the r u bu t e of the cuneifpom inscriptions,

72. R.de Vaux and M.Steve, Feuilles de Qiryat el-—inab,Paris,
1951, pp.10f.

73. art.cit.p.265.

74. op.cit.p.225.
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Amarna in particular, and the r b t+ of Egyptian topographical
lists, If Aharoni is right in identifying it with Beth—-shemesh,75
we would have a confirmation of its highly strategic position
as key border-post between Dan, Benjamin and Judah . This
would further elucidate the part played by both Beth—shemesh
and Kiriath-jearim in the history ef the Ark's movements in
1 Sam. and the close relations then existing between the
populations of the Danite and Gibeonite cities.

The order in which the cities are listed in Jos. 9,17
does not seem to have any special significance, Hertzberg76

suggested an ordering according to an east to west direction

but this is not pessible with the identifications proposed

above.

75. op.cit.pp.286f; art.cit.p.229.
76. ZAW n.F.6(1929)p.184,
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AUDITIONAL NOTE ON MIZPAH

Though not listed among the Gibeonite cities, lMizpah of
Benjamin must be taken into account in our study since the
problem of its identification has been inseparable from that
of the identification of Gibeon and its sanctuary.

The name derives from 1] 9¥ and is cognate with the
substantive (194N, "watch—tower","loo%out post™ (2 Chr. 20,
24; Is. 21,8) and pessibly also with '9Y ,Lam. 4,17.
Wellhausen suggested a derivation from d2¥n( 1Y) rather
than nf?S,l but the generally accepted derivation seems
the more obvious and likely. Its suitability as designating
a prominent and elevated local feature is therefore easily
understood, as also the fact that it is found, with only one
exception (Hos. 5,1), with the article. The forms Mizpah
and Mizpeh seem to be interchangeable: the Mizpah of Jos.
11,3 is identical with liizpeh of v.82 and the Gilaad Mizpeh
(Jg. 11,29) appears to be the same as the Mizpah of Jg. 10,
17; 11,11.34 .

The name is found in many parts of Syria and Palestine:
in Judah (Jos. 15,38), Gilaad (Jg. 11,29; Gen. 31,49), Moab

(1 Sam. 22,3), Gad (Jos. 13,26, Ramath ha-Mizpeh) and East of

l. Die Composition des Hexateuchs,Berlin,1885,p.44.
2. See Noth, Das Buch Josua,p.69.
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the Jordan (Jg. 10,17; 11,11.34; these, however, may refer to

the Mizpah of Gilaad). The "land of Mizpah" in the Beqa (Jos.

11,3) appears to be identical with "the valley of Mizpeh" of

v.8. This was a region inhabited by Hivites (ve3). There is,

finally,

at least one Mizpah in Benjamin and it is with

Benjamin that we are alone concerned.

Ha—Mizp%h is one of fourteen cities in the second half

of the Benjamin city-list (Jos 18,26). In all of the other 34

occurrences of the Benjaminite city the form is ha-Mizpah, and

we cannot assume a prieri that all refer to the same place. We

shall suggest that it is precisely this assumption which has

for so long confused the issue and made it more difficult to

solve the problem of identification.

We can list the occurrences as follows:

1.

2e

The punishment of the crime of the Benjaminites of
Gibeah, Jg. 20-21, According to one narrative-strand,
the Israelites came together at the religious sanctuary
of Mizpah (20,1.3; 21,1.5.8). The context provides no
the writer
clue as to its situation and; does not appear to be
interested in where it was. It seems to be thought of
as a central sanctuary: "all the people of Israel",
"the congregation" (20,1), "the assembly of the people
of Ged" (20,2) and the official décision to punish
Jabesh Gilaad for absentkeism (21,8ff).
Place of tribal convocation by Samuel in 1 Sam,

He walls together all Israel at Mizpah for a liturgy of

repentance and re—dedication after the return of the Ark
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(1 Sam. 7,5ff). This ended with a Philistine attack
which was routedp the people going out from Mizpah
and pursuing the enemy "as far as below Beth-car"
(7,11). After this Samuel set up a commemorative
stone Eben-ezer between Mizpah and ha-Shen (7,12).

The situation of Beth-car is unknown; hence the
tendency of commentators to substitute Beth—-horon.3
MT ha~Shen may be identical with be it shenmna
below Beth-horon in the valley of Aijalon, but this

is no more than a guess.4 In the mind of the writer
Mizpah was certainly easily reached by the Philistines
and in the region hotly contested between them and the
Israelites.

According to one tradition (in 1 Sam. 10,17)
Samuel chose Saul as king by lot at Mizpah. Again we
hhve no indication of its situation except that it was
in Benjamin,

3. In the war between Baasha and the Judah~Syria coalition
the former was unable to proceed with his plan of
fortifying Ramah (er ram) and material from the site was
used by Asa to fortify Geba of Benjamin and Mizpah (1
Kings 15,22 = 2 Chr. 16,6). Per se, all this implies
with regard to the situation of Mizpah is that it was
not too far from Ramah.We shall examine the text more

closely in a moment.

3. See Abel,op.cit.II pp.269.309; A.Klostermann,Die Bicher Samuelis

und der Kanigg, Nordlingen,1887,

4, See de Vaux, Les Livres de Samuel, pP.48.
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Presuming that Hos. 5,1 refers to a Mizpah in Gilaad,
there is no further mention until we come to the account
of thejassassination of Gedaliah with the events leading
up to and following frem it (2 Kings 25,22ff; Mizpah in
vv.23.25). This event is told at greater length in Jer.
40-41 (Mizpah mentioned 14 times) where we learn that
certain Israelites came to Mizpah on their way to the
Temple of Jerusalem (41,5) and that the cistern made by
Asa as part of his defensive arrangements against Baasha
was also there (41,9). Mizpah is evidently the
administrative centre of Judah and a place of consider-
-able importance. It is distinct from Gibeon though not
far from it, as is implied in 41,12,

Mizpah and Gibeon are again mentioned together in Neh,
35T« Men from these cities workedtogether in repairing
the walls of Jerusalem under the supervision of the
governor of the province 'Beyond the River ', Later (v.
15) Shallum ruler of the district of Mizpah occurs. This
again emphasizes the importance of the city in the exilic
and immediate post-exilic period.

1 Macc., 3,46 speaks of an assembly for prayer and
penitential rites convoked by Judas which took place at
Mizpahg "for there was in former days a place of prayer at
Mizpah for Israel". Of its situation we learn that it was
Ky TE V(TS (élwfﬁ;{;‘ and this much-discussed phrase would
in itself imply that Mizpah was only a short distance from

Jerusalem and normally visible from it.
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These are thehbiblical references to Benjaminite lMizpah.
A certain Simon of Mizpah is mentioned in the Ta.lmud5 but no
light is thrown on the location of his ¥irthplace. Mizpah is

net on the Madaba Map and the Onomasticon is so confused on the

subject of the various Mizpahs that we cannot safely use it.
We are therefore thrown back on the 0ld Testament, with the
proviso that the situation of Mizpah can be solved only within
the total context of Benjaminite topography, especially the
identification of Gibeon and Beeroth.

We have, finally, to take account of the results of Bade's
excavation of tell en-nasbeh situated about eight miles north of
Jerusalem near the main road to Nablus. This excavation,
concluded in 1935,6 provided valuable new material for the
discussion which had been in progress since the time of
Edward Robinson and, together with the results of Pritchard's
work at el §ib, at least had the effect of eliminating some
identifications and sharpening the issue,

It will not be necessary for us to trace in detail the
history of the debate. After earlier surveys by Albright and
Hertzberg,8 the period down to 1946 was exhaustively covered by

Muilenburg in the official record of the excavations.9 In the

5 Pes.II 66; Yoma 14b.

6. See Ch.0One n.18; also W.F.Badé,'The Tell en-Nasbeh Excavations
of 1929',PLQ 1930,8ff; 'New Dmscoveries at Tell en-Nasbeh',
BZAW 66(1936)30ff; E.W.G.Masterman,'kxcavations at Tell en-
Nasbeh 1926-T7', PLQ 1929,pp.56f; W.F.Albright,Review of C.C.
McCown:Tell en-Nasbeh, JNES 7(1948)8p.202ff.

7. Among identifications eliminated were Sha‘afat proposed by
Guerin, el bireh proposed by Heidet and khirbet batn es—sa‘fdeh.

8. Albright,AASOR 4(1924)90ff; llert
. H zberg,ZAW n.F.6(1929)6
9. McCown,op.cit.pp.3ff; Studia Theol.Lu;d,S/l(l95§)pp?%5i£f.
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earliest stage nebi samwil was favoured as the site of Benjaminite
Mizpah, no doubt principally because of the tradition associating
Samuel with\ﬁhis site, a tradition which was presumed to go
back to 1 Sam. 7,5 and 10,17.10 With théwork of Robinson,
however, the candidature of tell en-nasbeh came to the fore, and
was supported by some of the leading experts in Palestinian
topography at that time, including Vincent, Dalman and Alt.ll
Their view was confirmed by the excavations of Badé’ and even
Albright, who had opposed tell en-nasbeh so long, admitted in
1948 that "the odds now favor the identification of Tell en-
Nasbeh with Mizpah".12 As we ghall see, however, the question
cannot at this time be considered settled in the favour of
either of the two identifications, tell en-nasbeh or nebi
sanwil.

The argumenis in favour of tell en-nasbeh are easily
rehearsed. Unomastic similarity had been argued long before the

excavations bega.n,l3

and the most we can say is that it is
philologically possible but by no means conclusive., Bade's

excavations revealed a city uninhabited during Late Bronze but

defended with an imposing fortification-system during the Iron

10. Argued by Alt, ZDPV 69(1953)pp.1ff.

11. See documentation in Albright,art.cit.pp.40f?f,
12. JNES 7(1948)p.203,

13. See Muilenburg, in McOemn,op.cit.pp.l5f.
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Age (from about 1200 B.C.). This eliminated Alt's identification
with Gibeon but would not in itself compel us to accept the
claim of Mizpa.h.14 The discovery of a jug-handle on the site
inscribed with m 8 p (later read as m S h)15 and of an agate seal
in a Middle or Late Iron Age tomb inscribed with the name
Jaazaniah, a name borne by one of the Israelite delegates who
came to Gedaliah at Mizpah (2 Kings 25,23),16 seemed to settle
the question for Bade, though the first is not without its
difficulties and the second could be a coincidence,

Crucial to the whole question is the interpretation of
1 Kings 15,22 ( = 2 Chr. 16,6): "king Asa made a proclamation
to all Judah, none was exempt, and they carried away the stones
of Ramah and its timber, with which Baasha had been building,
and with them king Asa built Geba of Benljamin and Mizpah". The view of
Bade, Muilenburg and the many others who accepted their
conclu&ﬁ\lz is that tell en-nasbeh has the best situation to
qualify as the site of the Mizpah referred to here since it lies
on or near the northern boundary of Judah in a pesitiom well
suited for defence against Asa's hostile neighbour to e north.

However, as Myers has pointed out,l8 it is important to lmow

15, For Alt's arguments which, of course, antedate Pritchard's
excavation of el gib,see art.cit.pp.1ff,

16. See Masterman,art.cit.p.56 and, for the interpretation of
the inscription,Alt,PJB 25(1929)pp.12ff and A.Barrois, 'Fouilles
en Palestine', RB 38(1929)pp.318¢f (reading m o z a ).

17. For example, A.Knschke,'Mizpa.',RGG3 Iv,1960,c01.1065; K.
Galling,Bibs'gpallexikon,Tﬁbingen,1937,c01.385f; J.Gray,
I & II Kings,london,1964,pp.321f.G.E.Wright,BA 10/4(1947)pp.
69ff remained undecided.

18. J.J.Myers,IlI Chronicles,New York,1965,p.94.
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vhether Asa's action was thought of as offensive or defensive,
If the former, a positien well forward on the northern frontier
would be indicated and the claim of tell en-nagbeh, taken with
the considerations advanced above, would be practically
irresistible. But this is by no means certain. The dedfeat

of Baasha, who had initiated hostile proceedings (1 Kings 15,17),
would have been thought of as temporary and the emergency
character of the operation,involving all the manpower of Judah,
gives the impression of an attempt to use the time gained by the
intervention of Syria to strengthen the defensive capacity of
the Southern Kingdem. This is stated as explicitly as we could
desire in Jer. 41,9.

We also have to note that Baasha had been fortifying Ramah
which is some distance to the south of tell en-nasbeh, indicating
that it was not merely a question of erecting or strengthening
border strong points. But the most serious difficulty against
tell en-nasbeh is thépiscevery made by Badé that the city-
gate faced north not soutqas wve would expect in defensive

Planning against the north.19

Until these difficulties are
satisfactorily disposed of we cannot accept unconditionally this
identification.

Further difficulties await us when we turn to the texts

dealing with the Mizpah of the period immediately following the

19. See Albright,Review of Abel: Geographie de la Palestine, in
JBL 58(1939)p.180, though this difficulty is not pressed in
the review of McCown,op.cit.,JNES 7(1948)p.203,
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fall of Jerusalem and the deportation of the population of

Judah by the Babylonians. Jer. 41,9, which states that the

cistern into which Ishmae#cast the bodies of the men he had murdered
was part of the defensive arrangements of king Asa, makes it clear
that this Mizpah was considered to be the same as that referred 1o
in 1 Kings 15,22. Albright has sought support for this in the

fact that tell en-nasbeh was one of the very few sites in this

part of Palestine which remained undisturbed in this period.
According to Badé the city had been destroyed by Sheshonk (Shishak),
then rebuilt by Asa, then destroyed again by Sennacherib in 701
B.C., after which no further traces of destruction could be
discerned.21 Despite this, the literary evidence from 2 Kings
25,22ff and Jer. 40-41 proves refractory in some important

respects. As Albright again pointed out, more than forty years

ago, in Jer. 40,5 the prophet is told to return from Ramah to
Mizpah, and this verb would hardly be appropriate for a journey
northward.22 More important, in Jer. 41,10ff we read that

Ishmael, who had set out from Mizpah in the direction of Amman,

was met by Johanan and his army at Gibeon, that is, SSW of tell

en-nasbeh, and it is difficult to believe that Ishmael,

20. The Archaeology of Palestine,pp.l41f.

21. See his articles in ZAW 51(1933)pp.150ff; BZAW 66(1936)pp.30ff.
22, AASCR 4(1922/3)p.93.
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de{?rately in need of time to escape after the assassination,
would have gone in practically the opposite direction.23 To
suppose that this was a circuitous route known only to lshmael
or, even less likely, that the meeting was planned at Gibeon
(as was the one some four hundred years earlier between Abner
and Joab, 2 Sam. 2,12ff), seems a desperate expedient., If, however,
Mizpah is identified with nebi samwil, the difficulty would not
occur since Ishmael, proceeding from there, would have passed
Gibeon on his way eastward.
An argument advanced by the defenders of tell en-nasbeh
is that the men on their way to the Temple-site at Jerusalem
who had set out from Shechem, Shiloh and Samaria (Jer. 41,5)
would naturally travel along the main north-south road on or near
which tell en-nagbeh is situated. This, however, ignores the
possibility that they may have had to obtein permission from
Gedaliah at Mizpah to go there and that therefore they had to
visit Mizpah before proceeding to Jerusalem. 24
A further difficulty for the tell en-nasbeh thesis is
1 Macc. 3,46 (see above under 4.) referring to a Mizpah which
was formerly a "place of prayer" and which was situated WKaTevavTL
i.e. opposite or facing Jerusalem. A survey of the use of this

preposition in the Greek versions confirms that it normally

implies proximity and Yisibility,which is eminently true of

23. This is well stated by J.Bright,Jeremiah (Anchor Bible),New
York,1965’p0255.
24, See Albright,AASOR 4(1922/3)p.93.
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nebi samwil with respect to Jermsalem and very much less so

of tell en—nagbeh.25 Jos. 3,16, proposed by Dalman to illustrate
a wider use of this preposition, is hardly conclusive since
Jericho (tell es-sultan) is rather less than six miles from

the Jordan and, in any case, the preposition here is «réevavTL
not KaTéEVVTL .20 Like many other scholars at that time,
Dalman did not contemplate the possibility of more than one
Mizpah in Benjamin,

We may add that the name ha-mizpah ("the watch-tower")
is not particularly well suited to tell en-nasbeh which has not
a strikingly high elevation and is surrounded by hills some of
which are higher than it. Une may argue, of course, that name-
giving follows psychological rather than logical rules, but it
is true nevertheless that such a name would be more suited to
nebi samwil which dominates the skyline north west of Jerusalem
and provides an unobstructed view covering a great distance in
all directions,

Finally, Neh. 3,7, and possibly also the account of the
flight of Ishmael in Jer. 41,11ff, suggests a close connexion
between Mizpah and Gibeon which would be more easily explained
on the hypothesis that Mizpah is identical with nebi samwil
about a mile from Gibeon,

These difficulties we encounter in interpreting the

relevant texts show us that the tell en-nasbeh thesis, despite

25, There is nothing higher than nebi samwil between this hill
and the Temple area. See H.Vincent,RB 31(1922)pp.360ff. For
263 the use of N(TEWVTL see Hatch and Redpath,A Concordance to the

Septuagint and the Other Greek Versions of the 0ld Testament,
OXford’ 1895-7, II ,Po7490
26. PJB 7(1911)pp.14f,
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the strong support it received from the excavations, cannot yet
be accepted with any confidence.

We must, however, go on to state that the arguments in
favour of nebi samwil are not decisive either. Despite the
greater appropriateness of the name to that site, the crucial
but obscure 1 Macc. 3,46, the association between Mizpah and
Gibeon in exilic and post—exilic texts and the Arabic name
(understood to reflect a Samued-tradition going back to 1 Sam.
7,5£f and 10,17ff) we cannot arrive at a definite conclusion.

It may be suggested that the basic cause of the confusion
is the name itself, designating a topographical feature wide-
spread in Palestine. It is not impossible that both sites
acquired this name. In different ways both Alt and Albright
arrived at the conclusion that tell en-nasbeh was the site
of biblical Ataroth and yet was also known as Mizpah from the
time of Asa.27 We would suggest that, in a somewhat similar way,
nebi samwil was known in an earlier period as ha~Gib'ah, later
as ha~Mizpah. This would be appropriate especially since the
former is probably a pre-Israelite, the latter an Israelite
form.28 We would further suggest that the confusion between the
two sites may have already been widespread at the time when 2 Kings

25,22ff and Jer. 40-41 were redacted -~ a fortiori at the time of

the composition of 1 Macc. This would imply that we can have no

27. A.Alt,'Neue LErwidgungen uber die Lage von Mizpa,Beeroth und
Gibeon',ZDPV 69(1953)pp.1£f; W.F.Albright,AASOR 4(1922/3)pp.33¢f.
28, See Isserlin,PEQ 89(1957)pp.133ff.
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guarantee that the crucial v.9 of Jer.41l, on the basis of
vhich alone the exilic Mizpah is identified with that of Asa,
is historically trustworthy. Failure to make allowance for the
possibility that the texts may refer to more than one placezg
has made it more difficult to clarify the problem and arrive at
a conclusion.

Taking all the evidence into account we would suggest the
following tentative and provisional conclusion. The sanctuary
of Mizpah referred to in Jg. 20-21 and 1 Sam. 7,5ff;10,17ff
is nebi samwil which we have identified as the central sanctuary
of the Gibeonite cities. This goes some way to meeting the
difficulty referred to at the beginning of this study that
nowhere in the texts dealing with the Judges and the reign of
Saul is Gibeon ever mentioned. We find additional support
for this in the fact that another centre of Hivite population,
situated in the Beqa, is described as "the land of Mizpah"
(Jos. 11,3). It has often been noted that in Jg. and 1 Sam.

literary
!lizpah occurs in g late strand of the complex;history of the

tradition here set forth.BO More in particular, certain

similarities in style and religious Weltanschauung between

these passages and writing of the time of Jeremiah make it

29. VWith the exception of Alt who argues that the Mizpah of Jg.
and 1 Sam. is nebi samwil, that of the later texts tell en-
nasbeh.

30. See Muilenburg, 'Mizpah of Benjamin',Studia Theol.Lund 8
1(1954),pp.37ff. For 1 Sam. see below pp.ad4ft
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reasonable to suggest that this late strand dates from that
time or shortly afterwa.rds.31 During the half millenium which
elapsed between the reign of Saul and the events described in
2 Kings 25,22ff and Jer. 40-41 the importance of this early
feligious sanctuary fell into oblivion, no doubt partially
due to an anti-Gibeonite bias traces of which can be detected
without great difficulty in the 0ld Testament historical
tradition.32 In these circumstances confusion with another
Mizpah, that fortified by Asa, could easily have occurred.
In the present state of our knowledge the only Mizpah text which
can be referred to tell en-nasbeh with any confidence is 1
Kings 15,22 and even this is not free of difficulties as we
have scen,

We have, finally, no means of knowing the location of

the ha-Mizpeh of the Benjamin city-list (Jos. 18,26).

31. See Muilenburg,art.cit.pp.37ff. Alt places it a generation

after the fall of Jerusalem; see reference in Muilenburg,
p.30.

32, See below pp. |35.152 .189FF,
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CHAPTER THREE

THE ETHNIC IDENTITY OF THE GIBLONITES

In Jos. 9,7 and 11,17 the Gibeonites are described as Hivite
( 2101) and in @ Sam. 21,2 as non-Israelite, "part of the
residue of the Amorites". In the present chapter we will try
to establish the meaning of these terms in biblical usage
and then in the wider context of populations in Canaan about
the time of the Israelite Settlement.

The Old Testament contains twenty one lists, of a more
or less stereotype n&ture, of six or more peoples in Canaan
wvhen the Israelites arrived.1 The Hivites occur in eighteen
of these, generally (fourteen times) second-last followed by
the Jebusites. They are regarded as distinct from Amorites
and Hittites since these occur in all the lists. Horites do
not occur., We may anticipate what we shall study more closely
later in drawing attention to their position in the lists next
to Jebusites, For ' LXX have €¢VwlolL with the one exception
of Jos. 11,3 where ve find yerTelovS a reading which Meyer
accepted as original.2 In LXX the order of peoples in the

lists is sometimes diffetent from MT,

1. Gen. 10,155 15,19-21; Ex. 3,8,17; 13,5; 23,235 33,2; 34,11;
Dt. 7,1; 20,17; Jos. 3,105 9,1; 11,3; 12,8; 24,11; Jga. 3,53
1 Kings 9,205 1 Chr. 1,13-16; 2 Chr. 8,7; Lzra 9,1; Neh, 9,8

2. E.Meyer,Israel und ihre Nachbarstﬁmme,ﬂalle,1906,pp.334f.
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Apart from the lists, the references to Hivites fall

into three groups:

1. In Shechem and the surrounding region. Gen. 34,2

speaks of Shechem ben-Hamor the Hivite. Here and in
Jos. 9,7 LXX has Xbppacosoﬂ) which presumes ’70{1,
the double £E£E4>representing hurr - leading to

tone-long 6 before guttural.

2. In the Beqa. Jg. 3,3 numbers among the nations left

to test the Israelites "the Hivites who dwelt on Mount
Lebanon, from Mount Baal-Hermon as far as the Bntrance
of Hamath", Here LXX have Tov EuxtoV  as in the lists.
In Jos. 11,3 there are Hivites "in the land of Mizpah"
(cf. v.8,"the valley of Mizpeh") under Hermon, and the
account of David's census-commission describes how they
"came to the fortress of Tyre and to all the cities of
the Hivites and Canaanites™ (2 Sam. 24,7). This clearly
refers to the same region.

3, In Edem. Gen. 36 contains lists of ldomite rulers and
chieftains., One of the latter is Zibeon "one of the
chiefs of the Horites" (v.29),son of Seir the Horite
(v.20). In v.2 he is described as Hivite. The presence

of Horites in kdom is attested also in Gen. 14,6
("the Horites on their Mount Seir") and Dt. 2,12,22,
two learned glosses on the Ldomite Horites before the
establishment of the monarchy,

The fact that Zibeon is described in Gen. 36 as both

Horite and Hivite raises at once the problem of the relation
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between these two terms. In the first place, it is hardly
necessary to prove that the biblieval Horites are identical with
the Hurrians of the cuneiform and hieroglyphic inscriptions.

As we have seen, the two words are phonetically identical and
the evidence which we now possess of Hurrian movements in
Western Asia fits in well with the biblical evidence for

W)delﬂ
Horites. This has been simest—universally recognized since the

time of kdward Meyer}aWe find no such unanimity when we come

to the relation between Horite and Hivite, The references to
Zibeon in Gen. 36 would lead us to suppose that the terms uni:e
interchangeable: his father is a Horite and he is a Hivite.
Albright, however, has proposed to eliminate '7)[] from this
chapter.4' He denies that Edom was ever a centre of Hurrian
(Horite) concentration principally on two grounds: first, that
surface investigation carried out there by Nelson Glueck has
revealed no trace of any settled population in Middle and Late
Bronze (ca. 1800-1300 B.C.); second, that the personal names in
Gen. 36 are mostly Semitic, without one clear case of a Hurrian

derivate. He concludes that the Hivites should be located here

and here only and therefore logically rejects MT in Gen. 34,2

3. Meyer,op.cit.pp.328ff; R.T.0'Callaghan,Aram~Naharaim, Rome,

1948,pp.54f; L.A.Speiser,'Ethnic Movements in the Near Last
in the Second lillenium', AASOR 13(1933)pp.27ff; W.F.Albright
From the Stone Age to Christianity, New York,19572,pp,152f.

’

4. 'The Horites in Palestine', in From the Pyramids to Paul ed.
L.G.Leary, New York,1935,pp.21ff,




- 57 =

and Jos. 9,7 in favour of LXX. ’MN1 derives from a Semitic,
probably Arabic root, perhaps Arab. h a w w ot - "camp" (cf.
hiwa ¢n = "agroup of tents") or the early Arabic tribal

5

name h v y. E.A.Speiser, one of the ost eminent scholars
in the field of Hurrian studies, is also impressed by the lack
of any archaeological or epigraphical evidence for Hurrians in
pre-monarchic Edom. He suggests, however, a different solution
from that of Albright. ’7 (1 should not be eliminated from
Gen. 36. '"Horite" and "Hivite" are virtually synonymous, as the
example of Zibeon shows, but these Edomite Horites are quite
different from the Horites on the other side of the Jordan.
The former are Semitic ( 701 - "cavedweller"), the latter
genuinely Hurrian. The term, therefore, is ambivalent.6
On these two views we make the following comments:
1. Albright completely reverses the evidence contained in
MT since all occurrences of 71, with the exception
of the textuelly doubtful Num. 13,5,7 refer to Edom
and kEdomites. Besides Gen. 36, we have also Gen. 14,6
and Dt. 2,12.22,as wve have scen,
2. The archaeological evidence deriving from Nelson

Glueck's surface explora,tion8 would oblige us, at the

most, to conclude that whatever ethnic elements were in

5. op.cit.p.24. The last suggestion is due to B.Moritz,
'domitische Genealogien', ZAW 44(1926)p.93.

6. See n.l1 and,most recently,'Horite',IDB II,New York,1962,p.
645; Genesis (The Anchor Bible),New York,1964,pp.279ff.

7. MT refers to § Hori a Simeonite; LxxS has‘ZbufeL, Lo EEOU?L,

xx Zovdpe,
8. AASOR 15(1935)p.138.
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the region before the Hdomite conquest had adopted a
nomadic or semi-nomadic way of life in keeping with
environmental factors%bii addition, negative conclusions
of this kind drawn from archaeological premisses are
notoriously subject to revision, and in fact some signs
of revision in this particular case have already
appeared.9 In view of the widespread movement of
Hurrians during Late Bronze in the direction of south
and west, a movement which would have been intensified
by the expansionist policy of Shuppiluliumas and the
break up of the Mitanni empire in the middle of the
fourteenth century,10 wve would expect to find Hurrians
on both sides of the Jordan at this time. We shall go
on to see that there was a considerable Hurrian (Horite)
element among the Israelites shortly after the
Settlement; and the close association between Israelites
and lidomites presupposed by the cycle of stories about
Jacob and Esau (Gen. 25,19ff) would make it reasonable
to suppose that the llurrian element was present in both
groups.

3. Study of the seventy six names in the Gen. 36 lists

may lead us to have some reservations about the studies

of Meyer and Moritz (and the conclusions of Albright in

9. lbsspecially the discovery of a Middle Bronze tomb at Amman,
see G.Lankester Harding,PLFA 6(1953)pp.14-26; 0.Tufnell, PEY
1958,p.150. See MGluveck, op. <‘/‘f.)-/9. 443f.
10. See below pp.109F.
Ebis. This /u;ib/‘/"{‘f is aduitted 117 N.Glueck, ArCAaea/ojfj
and_old Testamentstudy (ed.D.Wunton Thowmas), dxfyrd,
1967, pp- 44 3¢F.
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part based upon these) carried out against an exclusively
Arabic background. The Arabic comparative material comes
from a very late date - in some parallels adduced as late
as the immediate pre-Islamic period - and in no case
earlier than 500 B.C. This was long after the complete
assimilation of the Hurrian element on the west bank of
the Jordan. A useful comparison is available in the

typically Israelite and Yahwist names found at el gib
from no more than two centuries earlier,

4) Later in this chapter we shall see that there are nine
Gibeonite or Saulite names which are identical or
practically identical with names occurring in the Gen.36
kdomite lists, If it is accepted that the Gibeonites
were basically Hurrian, or even simply contained a
significant Hurrian element, the hypothesis of Hurrian

presence in Edom would thereby be strengthened.

While certainty is rarely attainable in onomastic study of
this kind, especially due to the paucity of Hurrien meaterial at
our disposal, we may at least submit that the absolute exclusion
of the Hurrian element in idom goes too far. We suggest that the

following names in the Gen. 36 lists may have a Hurrian derivatioN;

1. Aiah, {1°N, 36,24; 1 Chr. 1,40 cf. 2 Sam. 3,7;
21,8.10. Cf, Hurrian a y a ( = "god").liiah,

more¢over, is son of the Horite Zibeon (v.20).

11, W.Feiler,'Hurritische Namen im Alten Testament',éé 45(1939)

P.219; H.L.Ginsberg and B.Maisler (Mazar), 'Semiticized Hurrians
in Syria and Palestine', JPOS 14(1934)p.257.
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2. Alvan, ‘[)Ly y 36,23, susceptible of derivation

from a Hurrian form with the typical termination

12
=WaIl& .

3. Anah,{JY,v.2; 1 Chr. 1,38 han-aya c:t’.hetnia,.13

4. Dishan, Dishon, 107, ]U"T ,36,21.25.26;
1 Chr. 1,28.41. lMoritz regards these as quite
distinct on the basis of the forms PéLswV , P(éwv
found in LXX for the former. A Hurrian derivation
tai - Senni has been suggested for both.l4 Ct.
Todi in 2 Sam. 8,9. A r i S e n of the TuSratta
letter, the first lurrian name discovered,
derives froma r i = "god" and § e nn i =
"brother" (cf. the Israelite Al}iyya).ls

5. Kliphaz, ?f_)’_()}{ y36,4, A connexion between this
name and e]y&;; sy a word only used in the 0ld
Testament in an Edomite context (Gen. 36,19.40;

Ex. 15,15) has been suggested. "])Sﬂ ,rather than >

7&}{ = 1000, may have a Hurrian deriva.tion.l6

12.

13.
14.
15.

16.

Feiler,art.cit.p.221. Cf. the proposed derivation of Arauna
from ari-wana, Feiler,p.225 and H.B.Kosén, 'Arawna — Nom
Hittite?', VI 5(1955)pp.319f.

Feiler,p.221; Ginsberg-tiaisler,p.257.

Feiler,p.220; Ginsberg-Maisler,p.257.

Moritz,art.cit.p.90; Meyer,op.cit.p.341 and Gunkel ,Genesis,
thtingen,l9646,p.393 suggest an alternative Semitic derivation
of these two names.

See R, de Vaux,La GenEse,Paris,l953,p.163. The "Arabic school"

does not consider the possibility of a Hurrian derivation for

this woed
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6. Hori, 'M(1, 36,22 cf. 1 Chr. 2,50b: Hur father of
Shobal (see below) father of Kiriath-jearim.”

7. Kenaz, (")P s 36,11.42, a name which can hardly
be dissociated from the tribal name kenizzi cf.
perizzi which is typically Hurrian.18 Cf. the
tribal name k a n a i from Nuzi.19

8. Samlah, thw »36,36 cf. Bu.4,20.21. We may
compare this with Hurrian s a - i l1lm a.ZO

9. Shepho, 19 ,36,23; 1 Chr. 1,40 (with variant
form in LXXB). In the absence of a satisfactory
Semitic derivation, Hurrian s u - a P & may be
suggested.2l

10. Shobal, 5.1)(// 936,20,29; 1 Chr. 2,50ff and else-
where. DBoth this personal name and the place-name
Sobala in N.lddom may be derived from Hurrian
$abil-ié.??

11.Timna, ((JNf, 36,12.22.40 (here masc.); 1 Chr.
T435. A derivation from Hurrian t i mn & u s,

tamnaus has been suggested.23

17. Moritz,art.cit.p.90, suggests an Arabic derivation.

18. Cf. a ~k i -1i 2z -z i king of Hurrianized Qatna.See A.Gustavs,
'Die Personennamen in den Tontafeln von Tell-Ta'&nnek',ZQEz 50
(1927)p.14; also t r g z z > tarhu, name of a Hurrian deity,
Ginsberg-Maisler,pp.243.253, See also Perizzi a Hurrian envey i an

19. Ginsberg-Maisler,p.258. Amarna letter, Knudtzen,p.28

20, id.,p.262.

21. id.,p.257.

22, Meyer,op.cit.340; Moritz,art.eit.p.90; Ginsberg-Maisler,p.257.

23, Ginsberg~Maisler,p.257.
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These comments on the conclusions reached by Albright and
Speiser are advanced with the modest purpose of suggesting that
we do not reject too rapidly the view, supported by the bibliwal
evidence,of a Horite = Hurrian presence in Edom in the Late Bronze
and Iron ages.ZZbig

As we have seen, MT attests to Hivites but not Horites in
Palestine proper. This raises the problem of the relation between
Horite and Hivite in the 0ld Testament. That they are not absolutely
identical is suggested by the mmmmastie fact that they have different
correspondents in the Greek versions. Nor do the cases of textual
confusion (Gen. 34,2 and Jos. 9,7) justify us in getting rid of
one or the other. At the same time they are evidently closely
related. In Gen. 36,29 Seir ( = Edom) the Horite has two sons one
of whom is Zibeon earlier (v.2) described as Hivite. In Gen. 34,2
the prince of Shechem is called a Hivite and we have good grounds
for believing that during the Amarna period there was a Hurrian
population in and around that city.24 The references to Hivites
in the Beqa would also fit in well with what we know of a
Hurrian movement southward shortly before the time referred to in
the biblical passages. The LXX reading XOHMLOS for MT "Ml in
Gen., 34,2 and Jos. 9,7 could also be taken as confirmation of
this close relationship. On the basis of our present knowledge of
25

Hurrian movements from about the middle of the second millenium

we should expect to find Hurrians in Palestine during the earliest

23 bis. see most receatly € I Mullo Werr,in Archaelegy and bld Testament Study, ed. D tintsu
24, The name Birassena attested at Shechem suggests a Hurrian Thomas, ¢ x ferd ,
(9677, Pp §0F

population under Indo-aryan rulers.See Albright,'A Teacher to

a Man of Shechem about 1400 BC',BASOR 86(1942)pp.28ff.See also BASER
E.A.Speiser, 1DB IT,1962, p. (45, c
25. See below pp. 10iFF. 9419440 pp 125F,
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biblical perioed down to and shortly after the Settlement. The

evidence from sites such as Qatna on the Orontes, Alalakh,

Ta'anak,Ras Shamra snd Shechem’’ agrees with the biblical

evidence for Hurrian presence in Palestine, including Hurrian

names.>! We have scen that '701 is identical with hurri

(cf. Bg. huru, Uge b r y and Acce h ur r i). From the time

of the eighteenth dynasty (ca.l500 B.C.) Syro-Palestine is

known as Khuru in Egyptian inscriptions and less than three

hundred years later the same term is used in parallelism with

28

"Israel" on the Merneptah stele.

If we accept the biblical evidence for Hivites in regions

as distant as the Beqa, Shechem and the Gibeonite region, an

Arabic derivation does not scem probable. The suggested

comparison with a Hyksos group called ? a ww i m,29 or with

certain transcriptions of the name of the great Hurrian goddess

Hepat,BO though interesting, remain in the realm of conjecture,

26. For Qatna see I.Gelb,Hurrians and Subarians,Chicago,1944,pp.69f;

28.

29.
30.

and articles in Syria 10(1929)pp.90ff; 11(1930)pp.311f£f. For
Alala.klﬁllbsrgitbe@l.&l pazgl';iq;) T/a,. /?z'r}%k’ see A.Gustavs,art.cit.
pp.7ff;(Ras Shamra, B. Hrozny,'Uhe Inscription de Ra§-Samra en
Langue Churrite', ArchOrient 4(1932)pp.118ff; Syria 15(1934)pp.
144ff, For Shechem see Albright,art.cit.; A.Gustavs,ZDPV 50
(1927)pp.1£f; Gelb,op.cit.p.59; 0'Callaghen,op.cit.p.65. The

typically Hurrian brachycephalic type has been found at

Megiddo,0'Callaghan,p.54,and the name of this city may be Hurrian,
B.S.J.Isserlin,PiQ 88(1956)pp.141¢ff.,

A Hurrian derivation has been suggested for Uriah,Araunah,Toi,
Shamgar,Agee,Aiah inter alia.

See below p. 103,

L.A. Spelser Cahiers d'Histoire Mondiale I/2(1953)p.30.
Hrozny,art.cit.pp.121f.He gives the Punic form as J1)1M and

compares with Hawwa of Gen. 3,20.See also J.Helle sArch.Urient
(1958) pp.636££. ’ eryArch.Orient 30
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In the present*state of our knowledge the most probable hypothesis
is that either h i w w i (Hivite) is the form under which the
Hurrian element was known in certain localities at some
particular period or that the Hivitesiformed one of several
subdivisions of the Hurrian ethnic group in Syria, Canaan and
surrounding areas. We have no means of determining the relation
between the Horites-Hurrians of Syria and Palestine on the one
hand and the Horites of Edom on the other. But, as we have seen,
it is not necessary to suppose that they were distinct ethnically.
We may conclude that the Bibeonites were known at that time
as a basically Hurrian group, whether we accept the reading of
MT or LXXC in Jos. 9,7 (LXXB has no name corresponding to
Hivite in Jos. 11,19). Support for this will béFought in a
personal
study of the names associated with the Gibeonite cities and

other elements of the 0ld Testament historical tradition seen in

the light of our present knowledge of Hurrian movements.

We turn now to the description of the Gibeonites in 2 Sam. 21,2
as "of the remnant of the Amorites",’TNNd VJ’D | For the
purposes of this study it will not be necessary to enter into
an exhaustive analysis of the use of the term "Amorite" in the
01d Testament. We find it applied to populations on both sides

of the Jordan and in a way which is far from univoca.l.31 Thus

31. See Albright,From the Stone Age to Christianity,pp.151ff;

K.Kényon,Amorites and Canaanites,lLondon,1966. It is used of
peoples east of the Jordan in Num. 21,13ff; Jos. 2,10; 9,10;
24,8; Dt. 1,4; 3,2ff; Jg. 10,8.11; 11,19ff,etc. West of the
Jordan in Jos. 10,5ff; 24,15.18.0ther examples will be seen

in what follows.
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it occurs side by side with Hittite,Canaanite etc. =s one of
several ethnic groups in pre-Israelite Palestine in the
stereotype lists. According to Gen. 10,16 (the so~called "Table
of the Nationd", cf. 1 Chr. 1,14) the Amorites are descended from
Canaan. In other texts it is used as a package-term for the pre-
and non-Israelite populations in general.32 Sometimes "Amorite"
is used with "Hittite" to divide up all the early ethnic groups
in Palestine, as in Is. 17,9 and the well-known allegory of Lzek.
16,3ff, a division roughly corresponding to Semitic and non-
Semitic.

With regard to the use of the term "Hittite" in the 0Uld
Testament, we recall that from the first half of the second
millenium there had existed a close cultural symbiosis between
Hittites and Hurrians,33 one consequence of which is that
"Hittite" in the 0ld Testament may be not just political but
ethnic in connotation; in fact, it will generally be ethnic since
the Hittite Empire ceased to exist about 1200 B.C. This is

particularly clear in Lkzekiel's allegory and in such texts as

Gen. 10,15 where Heth is described as son of Canaan.

32, Gen. 15,16; Jos. 24,15.18; Jg. 6,10; 2 Kings 21,11; Am,
2,9.10.

33. See A.Goetze,Hethiter,Churriter und Assyrer, 0slo,1936,pv.
T70ff; E.O.Forrer,'The Hittites in Palestine',Pud,1936,pp.
190ff; G.Couteneau, 'Hourites', DBS 4(1949)0015.128ff;

J.lt.Kupper, 'Northern Mesopotamia and Syria', CAH,Cambridge,
19632, vols,I-11,38ff (fascicle ed.).
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The allegory of Ezekiel illustrates the fact that Canuan
was one of several regions in North-West Asia which witnessed
a symbiosis of some kind between Semitic and non-Semitic
elements., A specially instructive parallel is the situation
at Nuzi where the population was basically Ilurrian with Semitic
elements., Uf the more than thirty names of habiru preserved on
contracts from Nuzi, at least four are Amorite and a greater
but not exactly defined number Hurrian. In general, at least a4
half of the more or less 3000 personal names discovered there
ag; Hurrian.34 The list of Hurrian deities in a Ras Shamra

tablet (presuming the correctness of Hrozny's interpretation)
Hurrian element also

points to a semewhet—similar—er net—eompletely dissimilar

35 Much the same at tell 'atshaneh (Alalakh).-?

sttuation there.
The biblical evidence, read in the context of the cultural and
political history of the ancient Near Iiast at that time,
suggests that a similar situation existed around Shechem, in
the Central Highlands of Judaea (corresponding to the territory

of Judah,Benjamin and Dan) and in the south around Hebron. Here

ve are especially endebted to the Amarna tablets for our knowledge

34, E.Chiera, 'Habiru and Hebrews', AJSL 49(1933)p.115.

35. Hrozn&,art.cit.pp.llef; see also articles in JCS 1(1947)p.
25; ZA 49(1949)pp.336-9.

36. I.Gelb, op.cit.p.64 and below pp. 101F,
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of the ethnic and political situation in Canaan during the
century preceding the Settlement.37

That there need be no incompatibility between '"Hivite"
and "Amorite" as used of the Gibeonites can be shown by analogy
with other areas where a strong non-Semitic element was present
and which nevertheless are described as "Amorite". Shechem,
eponymous founderzihe city, is Hivite (Gen. 34,2) but Jacob
affirms that he captured the city from the Amorites (Gen. 48,22).38
Mamre is Amorite (Gen. 14,13), yet "the people of the land" are
Hittite (Gen. 23,3ff; 49,29f; 50,13). In both cases there is
extra-biblical evidence for non-Semitic elements in the local
populations of both areas in the pre-Israelite period. We
referred above to Birassena of Shechem., Shuwardata, prince in
the Hebron region, occurs in the Amarna letters. Like

39

Birassena, his name is Indo-aryan., Of the three Hebronite

names in Jg. 1,10 one at least appears to be Hurrian, that of '
Yo brs

Talmai. A0 Js. 15,14 may also atlest Hurri-tfype names near Hebren.

We have no lack of evidence for an ethnically mixed
population in the Central Highlands around Jerusalem in this

period. In Num. 13,29 the spies' report on the area speaks of

37. See W.F.Albright,ANET pp.483ff; CAH Chapter XX,Cambridge,1966
(fascicle ed.No.51); O'Callaghan,op.cit.p.59; P.Dhorme,'Les
Pays bibliques au Temps d'El Amarna',RB 6(1909)pp.50ff; E.F.

Campbell, 'The Amarna Letters and the Amarna Period',BA 23.1
(1960) pp. 2ff.

38. See Gunkel,op.cit.474; de Vaux,op.cit.p.210.

39. ANET pp.486f; 0'Callaghan,op.cit.pp.60ff} A.Gustavs,ZA n.F,.2
(1925)pp.297£ff; art.cit.p.12,

40, Practically identical with Hurrian t & 1 m a = "great".See
Feiler,art.cit.pp.225~7.

Lobis. See R.de Vaux, RB §6(1948)p 326n.1; Mulle-Wer,cp.cit . p. &/
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Hittites, Jebusites and Amorites. [Lzekiel's allegory on
Jerusalem, whose father was an Amorite and mother a Hittite,
points in the same direction (Ezek. 16,3.45). As is generally
recognized, the Jebusites were not fully Semitic and may have
been predominantly non-Semitic. One indication is the name of
the Jebusite Atauna which is very probably Hurrian.41 Yet they
are comprised within the Amorites since the king of Jebusite
Jerusalem (see Jos. 15,63) leads the Amorite alliance against
Gibeon and Joshua in Jos. 10,5. This could not have been long
distant in time from the reign of Abdi-hepat ruler of Jerusalem
during the Amarna period, who bears the name of the great
Hurrian goddess.

In the early document on the Settlement contained in Jg.
1 the Amorites settle in what will later be the territory of
Dan and control a good part of that region.4t They drive the
Danites back into the Uentral Highlands in the direction of
the territory of Benjamin before being defeated by the Joseph
tribes and put to forced labour. This is almost exactly
parallel to the fate of the Gibeonites in Benjaminite territory,

since they too preserved their independent status for some time

41, See A J Sayce,'The Hittite Name Araunah', JTS 22(1921)pp.267f;
id.,29(1928)p.401; H.B.Rosén,art.cit.pp.219ff, 5pe13er,AA509 20(1941)p.218.
42. See Abel, op.cit. II pp.282.343; Aharoni, op.cit. pp.216f.
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before being reduced to servitude as "hewers of wood and drawers

of water" (Jos. 9,21.23.27).

The context of 2 Sam. 7,2ff would lead us to suppose that
the "Amorites" with whom there was peace during the judgeship
of Samuel were, or at least included, the Gibeonites described
in 2 Sam. 21,2 as "of the remmant of the Amorites".

We do not know for certain what the glossator in 2 Sam.
21,2 meant by describing the Gibeonites as "of the remmant
of the Amorites", Since his mai@n point was that they were not
ethnically Israelite, he probbbly intended to designate them
quite generically as part of the pre-~Israelite population
left over after the Conquest. They are, in any caseg clearly
differentiated from the other Amorite cities which leagued
against them since Jos. 9,7 and 11,17 describe them, and them,
alone, as Hivites. We shall see later that this difference
was also reflected in their political organization which was
unlike that of the small "kingships" found throughout Canaan
at that time,

We feel justified, therefore, in drawing the conclusion
that at the time of the Settlement the Gibeonite cities were
inhabited by & population containing a significant Hurrian

Perhaps
element, peeeibly predominantly Hurrian. We pass on to test

this conclusion by & study of the Gibeonite personal names

known to us.
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Confirmation of the Hurrian element from

Onomastic Study

The study of Hurrian personal and place-names in Syria and
Palestine has not yielded abundant fruits, but the results
which have emerged so far confirm that Hurrian penetration
must have been widespread by the Amarna period and that for
some centuries afterwards the Hurrian ethnic element remained
only partially assimilated.43 The evidence for Hurrian
presence consists directly in llurrian names (where a Hurrian
derivation can be established with certainty or strong
probability), indirectly in Indo-aryan names, since the Indo-
aryan element was politically dominant though numerically
inferior in the Mitanni kmpire and in Hurrian centres of
population after that empire had broken up. In what follows
our object will be to assemble and study Gibeonite names known
to us from the 0ld Testament, to which we may add the personal
names discovered in the excavation of el Fib, to see whether
they shed any light on the cultural,political and ethnic
character of the Gibeonites during the period in question.
Assuming a strong Hurrian element in the Gibeonite region, it
should be possible in principle to test this assumption by
comparing Gibeonite names wiith Hurrian names known to us from

other sources. We may at least discover what percentage of these

43, See above n.26.
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names is of demonstrably Semitic and Israelite origin. We will

have to bear in mind the uncertainties inseparable from this

due

kind of study (especially&to our imperfect acquaintance with

Hurrian) andkthe fact that the names occur in sources widely

differing in date of composition and quality. A special problem

is set by the many that we find in the work of the Chronicler.

If we include the Gibeonite "genealogy" in 1 Chr, 8,29-32

the 0Old Testament contains thirty names assocmated with the

Gibeonite cities. They are:

i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

vi)

vii)

ABINADAB in whose house "on the hill" the Ark was

kept, and his son ELEAZAR (1 Sam. 7,1).

BAANAH and RECHAB, sons of RIMMON from Beeroth (2 Sam.
4,2); NAHARAI of Beeroth (2 Sam. 23,37).

URIAH ben-SHEMAIAH of Kiriath-jearim (Jer. 26,20).
HANANIAH ben-AZZUR of Gibeon (Jer. 28,1).

MELATIAH the Gibeonite (Neh. 3,7); ISHMAIAH the Gibeonite
(1 Chr. 12,4),

From the list of Caleb and his son HUR in which Kiriath-
jearim occurs (1 Chr., 2,50b-53): SHOBAL "father" of
Kiriath-jearim; ITHRI,PUTHI,SHUMATHI ,MISHRAI, names of
Kiriath-jearim clans.

From the Gibeonite "genealogy" (1 Chr. 8,29-32): YuIEL
"father!" of Gibeon; MAACAH "wife" of Gibeon; his sons:
ABDON, ZUR, KISH, BAAL, NiR (with 1 Chr. 9,36 and Lxx®),
NADAB, GisDOR, AHIO, ZECH:R, MIKLOTH, SHIMEAH (cf. 9,38,

Shimeam and Gen. 36,13, Shammah),
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We shall comment on these in turn.

i) ABINADAB (LXXAAFNWJO((A ,L}DCB Awwxé‘qp ) occurs also
in 2 Sam. 6,3.4 and 1 Chr. 13,7 cf. the son of Issai,
1 Sam. 16,8 and of Saul, 1 Sam. 13,2 (but cf. 14,49
which has Ishvi Ishyo ). It is also present in the
Saulite "genealogy", 1 Chr. 8,33; 9,39. The suspicion
that these two names, as occurring in the narrative of
the Ark are not authentic44 derives from the fact that
A 73 (hith.) can mean "to offer onself / a gift for divine
service" - either in cult or in the Holy War and that
therefore a name like Abinadab could easily have been
thought up by a later redactor for cultic functionaries
of the Ark.45 Moreover, Nadab and Lleazar are the names
of sons of Aaron, which led Noldeke to conjecture that
the names of these two sons originally stood here.46
We also find a Nadab son of Abi-Gibeon in the Gibeonite
"genealogy" (1 Chr. 8,30; 9,36) and there are other
names formed with -nadab which are associated with the

s . 47 . .
levitical cult-service, of evident relevance here since

Gibeon was a levitical city. LELEAZAR occurs in two forms:

45.

46,
47.

See K.Budde, Die Bucher Samuel,Tubingen,1902,p.47.

For this veeb used of cultic service see 1 Chr. 29,5, of the
Holy War, Jg. 5,1. For the cultic function of the Gibeonites
see Jos. 9,21.23.27.

Referred to in Budde,op.cit.p.47.

Amminadab,l Chr. 6,7; Ahinadab, 1 Kings 4,14.



- 73 -

R TYBH as here and WTY’BN . The former is the name
of Aaron's son and his (Eleazar's) son was Pinhas whom
P and the Chronicler associate with the Tent, located
according to the latter at Gibeon.48 There is also a
Davidic levite, brother of Kish, who bears this name
(1 Chr. 23,21; 8,30; 9,36). Bearing the name in the
longer form are: a Benjaminite (1 Chr. 7,8), a priest
who officiates before the Ark (1 Chr. 15,24) and a
levitical chief (Ex. 8,16 and 10,23). Both names,
therefore, have very clear levitical connexions.

Both names are Semitic and have parallels in the
languages cognate to Hebrew: Acc. a bu-nadihb,
ili-haziri or-aziri; Ug. gentilic

49 The form in which these

ndbn, bn ndbn.
occur has given rise to the view that Abinadab is
theophoric, as is very probably Ubed-edom in whose house
the Ark was placed (2 Sam. 6,11) but whom we meet in the
Chronicler's account of the same incident as a minor
cultic functionary in atgendance on the Ark (1 Chr.

).50

15,21 We have no means at the present of establishing

the identity of such a deity.

49, For the Accadian parallels see P.Dhorme,Les Livres de Samuel,

Paris,1910,p.63; W.Nowack,Die Bucher Samuelis, Gottingen,1902,

pp.30f. For the Ugaritic see C.Gordon,Ugaritic pianual, Rome,
1955,sub voce.
50. For the name Abinzdab see T.Noldeke,ZDMG 42(1888)p.480.
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ii) The etymology of BAANAH is obscure. A derivation from

nJy }]seems only a faute de mieux.51 The name
however occurs in an bdomite list (Gen. 36,2) and a
Hurrian derivation has been suggested for it.sz The
Baanah of 1 Kings 4,12 is in charge of the region

near Ta'anak and liegiddo for both of which Hurrian
presence in the pre-Israelite period is attested.s3

In 2 Sam. 23,29 a warrior of David bearing this name
occurs originating in Netophah. This place is mentioned
near Kiriath-jearim in the Calebite (predominantly
Hurrian) “"genealogy" of the Chronicler.’” In 1 Kings
4,16 we find a Baanah ben-Hushai and the latter name

is practically identical with the Husham of the kdomite
king-list (Gen. 36,34). RECHAB could be derived from
AD("rider", "charioteer"). According to 1 Chr. 2,55
the Rechabites are closely related to the Kenites a
group which contained a stromg Hurrian element.55
RIMMON, the father of these two, bears the name of a
deity worshipped in Syria,Assyria,the neighbourhood of
Megiddo and probably the Negeb. He was identified with

first

51.
52.
53.

54.

55.

By analogy with 1Y ] ,the namejgiven to Benjamin (Gen.
35,18), suggested by G.Bressan,Samuele,Turin,1954,p.497.

See above p.60 (Anah).

See n.26.

1 Chr. 2,54. For the Hurrian element in Kenites / Kenizzites
see below under vi).

See below under vi).
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the storm-god Hadad, as is clear from Zech. 12,11 and
the name of Tab-rimmon's son Ben-bhadad (1 Kings 15,18).56
Though Rimmon was not, to oyr knowledge, worshipped by
Hurriansc*irectly, Teshub is identified with Hadad-
Rimmon and we find Hepat associated with him.57 Moreover,
Hadad occurs as a hq?iru personal-name at Nuzi and is
found in the Ldomite lists.58 In view of the fact that
the Hurrians were the purveyors of Assyro-Babylonian
culture to the west, it is not without interest to note
that the storm-god, standing on a bull and holding the
lituus, or being drawn in a chariot through the sky, is

>8 In this guise he

well attested in Hurrian art.
corresponds to Hadad described in the Ugaritic texts as
rkb ©Cr p+t, and in fact the name of the Hurrian
storm—-god Hamani has turned up at has Shamra.60

iii) URIAH, )1')'N, is practically identical with the name
of the Hittite husband of Bathsheba (2 Sam. 11,3), and a

Hurrian derivation has been proposed for this name.

SHEMAIAH is close to Ishmaiah (1 Chr. 12,4) and Shimeah

56, See 1 Kings 15,18 referring to Tab-rimmon and 2 Kings 5,18,
the temmple of Rimmon at Damascus. r a m m anuis the

Aasyrian storm-god (cf.r a m &m u, "roar" and Y7, "thunder").

See W.Muss-Arndt,JBL 11(1892)p.172; H.Zimmern,Die Keilinschriften
und das Alte Testament,Berlin,19033,pp.442ff.F0r the Negeb see
Jg. 20,45.47; 21,13.

57. See Kupper,op.cit.p.43.

58, The Nuzi names are: (d) adad-ma-ilu, (d)adad-r&bi,
(d) adad-mi~i-1u,see i.Chiera,AJSL 49(1933)pp.117f.

59, See P.Dhorme,in ed. R.Dussaud,Les Religcions des littites et

des Hourites,Paris,l945,pp.3%6ff.
60. ? en () hmmd.See Hrozny,art.cit.p.118.Also&d:Ahdakh,seehhannan,oppit4m

61. A.Gustavs,ZAW 33(1913)pp.201ff; O.Schrdder,ZAW 35(1915)pp.247¢F; 13 (below
A.T.Clay,JPOS 1(1920)p.30; A.H.Sayce,JTS 29(1928)p.401; L. p.201 n.2)

Delaporte,RHA 4(1938)p.295; W.Feiler,ZA 45(1939)p.219; M.Vicyra,
RHA 5(1938)pp.113£f,
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(1 Chr. 8,32), both Gibeonite names.
iv) We find the name HANANIAH belonging to another
Benjaminite (1 Chr. 8,24). Most significantly, it
among the .
occurs XmxthexXxixtxmf names discovered at el gib as
h nny h. AZZUi occurs elsewhere only in Ezek. 11,1
and Neh. 10,18,

v) MLLATIAH is hapax legomenon. ISHMAIAH (cf. Shemaiah,

Shimeah above) is a type which occurs often among
Gibeonite names in the later period both in the 01d
Testament and at el fib.

vi) This Calebite list contains much pre—exilic material,
quite possibly from the time of the United Monarchy.62
The Calebites were Kenizzites who settled in the south
around Hebron and had some racial affinities with the
early population of Edom.63 Significantly, Manahathites
(2 Chr. 2,54) are found near Kiriath-jearim and in early
Ldom, Ginsberg and Maisler comment on this as follows:

He (Shobal) is made the ancestor of 'a half of the
Manahathites' and of a number of families of Kiryat
Yearim to whom the ancestors of Sor’ah and Estalol
also traced their descent. It is quite impossible to
dissociate this 'half of the Manahtites' in the
territory of Dan, whose epynom was Sobal the Hurite,
from the Manahtites of Mount Seir whose heros
eponymos was Sobal the Horite; and consequently the

62, See J.M.Myers, 1 Chronicles,New York,1965,p.16 and further

bibliography referred to there.
63. According to Num. 23,22 and Gen. 36,32 Kenizzites [ormed part
of the pre-monarchic idomite population. Korah and Shasmai

occur in an earlier rdomite list (1 Chr. 1,35.37; 2,42.44).
See W.Glveck, ep.cib.p. 43¢4.
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population around Kiryat Yearim,Sor’ah and istalol
must be regarded as of very much the same esscntially

Hurrian stock as that of lMount Seir.
The lineal descent

kphrathah

I

Hur

Shobal

Kiriath~jearim

suggests that the population around Kiriath-jearim, or
part of it, had some affinities with groups settled

in the Negeb or in the area south and south-east of
Jerusalen, especially with the population around
Bethlehem = Ephrathah (cf. Ps. 132,6 where "the fields

of Jaar" is in parallelism with iﬂphrathah).65 This
strongly suggests that some part of the canaanized
Hivites of the Gibeonite tetrapolis originated in the
Negeb, though unfoitunately we do not know at what time
took place.
this asseeietionorigineted.
Hori of the Edomile lists (Gen. 36,22) would be

the natural gentilic of HUR (cf. h u r r i). There is a
Hur associated with Aaron (Ex. 17,10 etc), different from
the Judahite Hur mentioned here, who is elsewhere
described as father of Uri (cf. Uriah) father of Bezalel.

Two points of some importance for our study should be

mentioned here. This genealogical tradition represents

64. art.cit.p.260,

65. "Les éléments de Benjamin qui avaieint pu pénétrer dans cette
ville gabaonite durent se fondre avec les Judéens lorsque ceux-
ci eurent peuple {iryat-Yearim revendiqué par eux",Abel,oo.cit.ll pPe56.
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the population of Kiriath-jearim as deriving from what

vas later to be the territory of the tribe of Judah.

This is consistent with the listing of Kiriath~jearim as

a Judahite city and with the importance accorded to it

in the Judahite and Jerusalemite Ark-tradition. Bezalel,

"grandson" of Hur, is known to later tradition as the maker

of the Tent and its furniture, including the bronze altar.

The Chronicler places both Tent and bronze altar at Gibeon
(2 Chr. 1,5).

Both of these points will be taken up and discussed
later on in this study.

SHOBAL, ancestor of Kiriath-jearim, occurs in the
Edomite list (Gen. 36,20.29) and, as we saw earlier, a
Hurrian derivation has been suggested for it. We may
suggest that the § b ? 1 of the el gib inscriptions may
possibly be another form of the same name, ITHRI, gent-
-ilic, is close to ]'UP of the Edomite list and to
1 W1? father-in-law of Moses who must be the same person
as Hobab who was a Kenite (Num. 23,211’).66 In 2 Sam.
23,28 = 1 Chr. 11,40 two Ithrites occur between Naharai
of Beeroth and Uriah the "Hittite". This may indicate
that the warriors in this part of the list were of

Gibeonite origin. PUTHI is hapax legomenon; in the

absence of any satisfactory Semitic derivation we may

66. The Kenites are brothers of the Rechabites (1 Chr. 2,55) and

closely related to the Kenizzites.,
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suggest Hurrian pu t i ( = "servant of a god ") as in

puti-heba (Abdi-Hepat) of the Amarna letters from
67

Jerusalem.

SHUMATHI and MISHRAI are both hapax legomena and

of unknown derivation.

vii) We do not know to what extent this list contains
genuinely ancient onomastic material, but the parallels
adduced below suggest that to a considerable extent it
does., It may represent the way in which the ex~-exilés
who settled at Gibeon traced back their ancestry to
the Gibeonites of the pre-monarchic and early monarchic
period (see Neh. 7,25). YEIKL, supplied from 1 Chr.

9,35 and LXXL, has an alternative form Yeuel with which
we can compare the Reuel of the idomite list (Gen. 36,4).
MAACAH, "wife" of Gibeon may be a way of representing
racial symbiesis. 2 Chr. 13,2 (MT), differently from

the parallel 1 Kings 15,1 and the LXX readings, makes
Maacah daughter of Uriel of Gibeah, therefore Benjaminite.
ABDON is also the name of & Benjaminite in 1 Chr. 8,23.
For the Abdon of 2 Chr. 34,20 the parallel 2 Kings 22,12
reads "Achbor" with which we may again compare the an

tdomite name (Gen. 36,38). ZUR is also borne by a Midianite

67. See A.Gustavs,ZDPFV 50(1927)p.10. He addresses six letters to
the Egyptian court (Knudtzon Nos.285-~290) and is mentioned in

others.,
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prince (Num. 25,15; 31,8; Jos. 13,21). KISH,BAAL and
NER provide the link with the Saulite genealogy which
follows and will be discussed under that heading. We
have already treated of NADAB under Abinadab. With
GiDER we can compare the Geder of the Hur list (1 Chr.
4,4) and g d r of the el gib inscriptions where,
hovever, it may be a place-name, referring to el
jedireh about half a mile north east of el §ib.68
AHIO occurs also in the Benjaminite list (1 Chr. 8,14).
In 2 Sam. 6,3.4 Ahio and Uzzah carry the Ark, but the
name here may be a corruption of )'(14,"his brother".69'
Curiously, personal names formed with ah-, ahi- are met
with frequently among Gibeonites, Saulites and cultic

personnel connected with the Ark.70

LIICHIR is essentially
identical with Zichri which is levitical (Lkx. 6,21; 1 Chr.
26,25) and Benjaminite (1 Chr. 8,19ff; Neh. 11,9) and

similar to Zachur, a name borne by a levite (1 Chr. 24,27).
It may have some connexion with ) )JJused in the liturgical

sense of "recite", "proclaim in the cult". MIKLOTH is

found only here and in 1 Chr. 27,4 (an officer of David).

68. See Pritchard,Hebrew Inscriptions and Stamps from Gibeon,p.9
and Abel, op.cit. II,p.330.
69. See below pp.J58fF.

70. Saulite names: Ahinoam,Ahimaaz (1 Sam. 14,50), Ahiezer (1

Chr. 12,3); Ark-personnel: Ahijah,Ahitub (1 Sam. 14,3),
Ahimelech ( = Ahijah) (1 Sam. 22,9), Ahio (2 Sam. 6,3);
Ahishahar a Benjaminite (1 Chr. 7,1C).
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With SHIMZAH (cf. 9,38, Shimeam) we may compare the
Ldomite Shammah (Gen. 36,13), though the latter does

not have the aleph.

Bef'ore we take this onom:stic survey any further and
attempt to draw some conclusions we have to deal with the
relation between Saul and Gibeon and justify the inclusion
of Saulite names in the survey. Scattered throughout 1-2 Sam.
we find twenty eight Saulite personal names. There are twenty
four in the Saulite "genealogy" of 1 Chr. 8,33-4C (with some
alternative forms in 9,39-44) and twenty three of the "brethren
of Saul" are listed in 1 Chr. 12,1-7. Though the preposition
here suggests that "Benjaminites' and "brothers" are not in
apposition, we cannot be certain that in the context 0'MK
refers to blood-relations in the strict sense. Despite this we
are methodologically justified in taking them into account,
in which case we have, throughout the 0ld Testament record,
seventy five Saulite names in all.

The association between Saul and Giveon has to be
determined by (i) traditions which associate the family of
Saul with a particular locality, and (ii) onomastic study of
the Saulite names preserved in the tradition. We shall deal

with these in turn.
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(i) Traditions which associate Saul and his family with a

particular locality.

In studying any aspect of the reign of Saul, we must bear
in mind that the traditions in 1 Sam. represent all that has
been allowed to survive. It is a fact worthy of mention that
nowhere in the Hebrew 0ld Testament outside of 1-2 Sam. and 1
Chr. is the name of Saul ever mentioned, with the exception
of some psalm-titles and the indirect reference (to Gibeah of
Saul) in Is. 10,29, It is absent in Ben Sira's review of
Israel's past history; conspicuously at the point where he
speaks of the achievements of Samuel (Sir. 46,13ff). The
references to the institution of monarchy in the anti-monarchist
Hosea are always indirect and avoid the name of Israel's first
king: "the days of Gibeah" (9,9; 10,9), perhaps also the allusion
to Gilgal where Yahweh began to hate his people (9,15). The
possibility also has to be reckoned withh that some of the
material which has survived has been redacted polemjcally to
testify against Saul.

According to 1 Sam. 9,1, Saul was the son of a fifth
generation Benjaminite. It must occasion some surprise that
there is no mention here of the family place of origin - this
is given in the case of much less distinguished figures at this
time. The fact that we find him later on established at Gibeah,

which was at least for a time his capita1,71 would not by any

71. Identified with tell el-ffil. See Albright,AASOR 4(1922/3)pp.
1£f; BASOR 52(1933)pp.6ff; L.Sinclair,'An Archaeological
Study of Gibeah', BA 27(1964)pp.52ff; AASOR 34(1954/5)pp.10ff;
K.Kenyon,Archaeology in the Holy Land, London,19652, Pp.2371f.
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means imply that this was the family place of origin. A surer
indication of this is the family burial-place and this was
situated "in the land of Benjamin,in Zela" where the tomb of
Kish his father was located (2 Sam. 21,13f).72 Zela is
probably to be identified with the city of the same name in

the Benjaminive city-list (Jos. 18,28) situated at khirbet
salah less than a mile from nebi samwil.73 Such a situation
would fit in admirably with the tradition preserved in the
Chronicler's work associating Saul with Gibeon. If Gibeah (or,
the hill) of Elohim (1 Sam. 10,5.10) - which is the same as

the Gibeah (hill) of 13,3 where there was a Philistine '] -
is identified with Gibeon or its high place (and we have scen
that this is possible74), the case wopmld be strengthened even &
further. Sayl was certainly well known there (see 1 Sam. 1U,11)

75

and it was there that his unele Abner lived.

(ii) Onomastic 8tudy of Saulite Names.

The following tradi‘ions about Saul's family -~ using the

term in the widest sense - have been preserved in 1-2 Sam:

72. For a discussion with further bibliography see Schunck,op.cit.
Pp.89.118f.
73. See M.Noth,Das Buch Josua,p.113; Alt,Kl.Schr. II p.31l; de

Vaux, Les Livres de Samuel, p.234.

74. See above pp.5.8.

75. D.R.Ap-Thomas, 'Saul's "Uncle"',Xz_ll(l961)pp.24lff, argues
that 117 means "one who takes the place of a father" or
"deputy", "deputy-ruler,governor"; in this case the Philistine
1'Y3 or garrison-coimander to whom Saul had*to report and from
?gg;”naturally he withheld the information about his kingship.
We agrce with Ap-Thomas in the possibility of locating "Gibeah

of God" at Gibeon but find the interpretation of 1 unconvincing.
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1 Sam. 9,1 Aphiah, Becorath, Zeror, Abiel, Kish.
1 Sam. 10,21 of the clan of Matri

1 Sam, 14,49-51

Abiel
i
I {
Nfr Klsh Ahimaaz
76 | o
Abner Saul = Ahinoam
f 1} 77 l 1 T 1
Jonathan Ishvi Malchishua Merab DMichal

1 Sam. 25,44 liichal = Paltimx (Paltiel,2 Sam. 3,15)

daughter of Laish.

1 Sam. 31,2
Saul
[
Y T ]
Jonathan Abinadab Malchishua

2 Sam. 2,8

Saul

!
Ishbosheth (Ishba'al cf.Ishvi,Ishyo)

2 Samo 3,7

Aiah

l

Rizpah a concubine of Saul

76. According to 1 Chr. 8,33 Ner is the father of Kish, not his
brother as here. For the view that "son of Ner" has dropped
out after Kish see Myers,op.cit.p.62.

77. The Greek vcersions have Ishyo which could correspond to
Ishba'al (1 Chr. §,33; 9,39) cf. Ishbosheth (2 Sam. 2,8).
There may be confusion between this son and the Abinadab of

1 Sam. 31,2.
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2 Sam. 9,2 Jonathan
f
Mephiba'al
’.

Mica

2 Sam. 21,8 Rizpah

Armoni tephiba'al

Merab daughter of Saul = Adriel

l

5 sons

1 Chr. 8,33-40 contains a Saulite genealogy traced from
Ner, grandfather of Saul, through eighteen generations,presumably
to the time of writing. If we place the first link near the
beginning of the eleventh century this would bring us down to
the immediate post—-exilic period, and therefore the list could
be interpreted as representing the cfforts of a group after the
kExile to trace their ancestry back to the Benjaminite king.

1 Chr, 8,33-34 follows the tradition in Sam. The remaining
names are found only here and in the parallel genealogy in
9,39-44 with some variations which will be noted. The all-
important link with Gibeon is ostensibly the occurrence of Kish
(and Ner with LXX) in the latter; but this in itself is
insuflicient to explain the association. Whether some tradition
independent of 1-2 Sam., had survived into the post-—exilic period
we do not know. The essential fact is that the Chronicler's
genealogy, set within a Gibeonite context, confirms the indirect
evidence for an association with Gibeon found in the earlier

traditions. We can set out the names genealogically as follows:
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Ner

|

Kish
Saul
l
t ] I ]
Jonathan Malchishua Abinadab Eshba'al
|

Meriba'al
I
Micg
]
T T ] B
Pithon Melech Tarea Ahaz

Jehoaddah
|
! i 1
Alemeth Azmaveth Zimri
l

Moza
|
Binea
l
Raphah
l
Eleasah
. ]
T 1
Azel Eshek

g T 1 T T ~
Azrikan Bocheru Ishmael Sheariah Obadiah Hanan

i 1 1
Ulam Yeush kliphelet

|

150 sons and

grandsons

The parallel genealogy in 9,39-44 gives us the following
alternative forms: Zechariah for Zecher (9,37), Shimeam for
Shimea (9,38) -~ both in the Gibeonite genealogy; then Tahrea for

Tarea (9,41), Jarah for Jehoaddah (9,42), Rehaiah for Raphah

(9,43).
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The list of Saul's "brethren" in 1 Chr. 12,3-=7 gives us
the following twenty three names: Ahiezer and Joash sons of
Shemaah of Gibeah, Jeziel and Pelet sons of Azmaveth, Beracah,
Jehu of Anathoth, Ishmaiah of Gibeon, Jeremiah, Jahaziel, Johanan,
Jozabad of Gederah, Kluzai, Jerimoth, Bealiah, Shemariah,
Shephetiah, the Haruphite, Elkanah, Ishiah, Azarel, Joezer,
and Jashobeam of Korah, Joelah and Zebadiah sons of Jercham of
Gedor.

We pass on to a discussion of some of these names which
ve judge to be of significance for our study with a view to
testing the hypothesis of a connexion between Saul's family and

Gibeon.

SAUL occurs as a personal name in the Ldomite king-list

(Gen. 36,37 = 1 Chr. 1,48f, and is the name of a levite

in 1 Chr. 6,9 (Shaul ben-Uzziah). As gentilic, it refers
to a Simeonite clan in the Negeb78 and one which contains
a strong admixture of Canaanite (that is, non-Israelite)
blood ("born of a Canaanitish woman",{ﬁen. 46,10). The name
therefore is found in two areas where we have reason to
believe Hurrians settled. If we discount the possibility
that 1 Sam. 1,20 (cf.vv.27.28) referred originally to Saul
not Samuel and that !))KW is a technical rather than personal

. 79 .
name with refercnce to a vow, we will have to scek a

78. Gen., 46,10; Ex. 6,15; Num. 26,13; 1 Chr. 4,24,

79. See Noth,Die israelitische Personennamen im Rahmen der Gemein-—

-semitischen Namengebung, Stuttgart,1926,5.136 and commentaries

ad loc.
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derivation of the name elsewhere. Whether or not we accept
the various suggestions made for an Arabic derivation80
the absence of a theophoric element calls for commentg

(as with David and,possibly,Solomon). We cannot excluce
the possibility that a non-Israelite name has been given a
form which makes it susceptible of a new and orthodox
meaning. In Hurrian there exists a type of personal name
formed with p a 1 - (from the verb "to ask for") e.g.
pa-al-1t1tiin the Nuzi ‘bablets81 with which we can
compare Palti (Paltiel) husband of Michal, Saul's daughter.
This would give an exact correspondent to Saul (passive

part. of 5”“’) with the name of the deity émitted.Bz

APHIAH end ZiEROR are hapax legomena and of unknown derivation.

BECORATH is a typical Benjaminite formation cf. Becher son of
Benjamin (Gen. 46,21)?3 Bichri the Benjaminite (2 Sam. 20,1
cf. Bichrites, 20,14), Bocheru (1 Chr. 8,38 = 9,44)., The

only other occurrence of ABI:L is in the list of David's

80. See B.Moritz,'Die Konige von Edom', luseon 1(1937)p.116;

81.
82,
83.

J.R.Bartlett, 'The Ldomite King-List of Genesis xxxvi.31-39

and 1 Chron. i.43-50', JTS 16(1965)p.308.
E.Chiera,art.cit.p.117.

See below Additional Note on Saul and the Hdomites,pp. 9 7FF.

we may note in passing that the first son of Benjamin (Gen. 46,
21 and 1 Chr. 8,1) bears the same name as Bela of the Ldomite
king-list (Gen. 36,32), see Meyer,op.cit.pp.376ff.
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warriors (1 Chr. 11,32) many of whom were either Benjaiinite
or bearers of non-Israielite names. KISH, like Saul, is

a levitical name.84 The only other biblical occurrence

of the name is in ust. 2,5, an ancestor of Mordechai.

Its derivation is a matter of conjecture, Noldeke

compared it with HW‘P of the Higr inscription, the bearer
of which, hc¢ suggested, may have been the biblical Kish.85
He further suggested that it may h:.ve been the name of an
Arabic deity from the late pre-Islamic period found in the
tribal name b a n‘& - q a i s and the personal name

€Cabd al gqais. Wellhausen also suggested an

Arabic derivation, comparing it with Arabic and iidomite
aus(gausgabar,gausmalakin Assyrian
inscriptions).86 Noth puts forward an Accadian cognate of
the name.s7 In view of the relatively late date of the
Arabic material we would tentatively suggest the possibility
of a Hurrian cognate since a Hurrian pame k i - i § occurs

in the Nuzi tablets.88

MATRI, the name of Saul's clan, (1 Sam. 10,21) is hapax

legomenon but Matred occurs in the cdomite lists (Gen. 36,39),

84, 1 Chr. 23,21f; 24,29; 2 Chr. 29,12.
85. See ZDMG 40(1886)pp.166f.
86. Reste Arabischen Heidentums, Berlin,18972,p.67.

87. op.cit.p.171ln3.

88, Chiera,art.cit.p.117. We may also recall the name of the liurrian
hunter-god k e S § i of the Boghazkoi tablets,J.Friedrich, LA
49(1949)p.235.
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a similarity all the more striking in view of Lia

ndqrrupe!rin 1 Sam. 10,21.

NER, as component of a personal name, was discovered on

several seals at el é’ib.89

The Hebrew correspondent would
be either Neriyyah or Neriyahu (Jer. 36,32; 43,6 etc). The
suspicion that Ner is non-lebrew has been sitrengthened by
the discovery of the word in a Hurrian text at Ras Sharma
and in a liurrian personal name formed with the common

dwr (= "lord").90 We shall take up at a laser stage the
question whether the names Saul gave his children may reflect
in some way his own religious evolution. JONATHAN is, of
course, Yahwist and is borne by many people in the Uld
Testament including levites and priests (e.g. 2 Chr. 17,8;
Neh. 12,35). ISIVI (Ishyes, Ishba'al) is more probably to

be explained by l)yl ¥ rather than Lyl ¢'H, implying an
affirmation of the reality (efficacy) of Ba'al and Yo (Yah)
resPectively.91 Presuming that the original form was
Ishba'al, we would have three baalist names in the Gibeonite

and Saulite genecalogies (see also 1 Chr. 8,31 and 8,34).

While MERAB and NICHAL are hapax legomena and of unknown

89. Pritchard,llebrew Inscriptions and Stamps from Gibeon,pp.ll.22f.

96. C.Gordon,Ugaritic Manual,sub voce; I'.Thureau Dangin,Syria 12
(1931)234ff; 15(1934)pp.137£f,

91. Albright,Archaeology and the Religion of Israel,Baltimore,19564,
p.113.
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derivation, the theophoric element in MALCIHISHUA is found
also in Bakhshua (alternative form of Bathsheba (Gen. 38,
2.12; 1 Chr. 2,3), Elishua (2 Sam. 5,15; 1 Chr. 14,5),
and Abishua (1 Chr. 5,30f; 6,35; 8,4; izra 7,5). These
forms presuppose a deity Shua of unknown but certainly
non-Israelite origin, as conjectured long ago by Gunkel.92
Bathshua is the daughter of a Canaanite (Gen. 38,2) and
one of her children, Onan, bears a name which is very
sinilar to the Onam of the Idonite lists.93 Bathsheba =

Bathshua was the wife of a "Hittite" whose name, as we

have secn, is very probably Hurrian.

PALTI (alternative form Paltiel) is borne only by the
second husband of Michal and a Benjaminite (Num. 13,9).

It occurs as gentilic in the list of David's warriors

(2 Sam. 23,26) shortly after a certain Shanmah, a name
which occurs also in the LEdomite lists (Gen. 36,13).

As we have seen, Palti also occurs in the Nuzi habiru list

) ) . 93bus
and is alinost certainly IHurrian.

92, Genesis,p.412.

93. The hypothesis of a Hurrian origin of this deity might be
strengthened by the fact that the fratriarchdte and levirate,
with which the story of Bathshua's sons is essentially
concerned, are of Hurrian origin, see Albright,in From the
Pyramids to }Yaul, ed.Leary,New York,1935,p.18; F.Koschaker,
'Fratriarchat',ZA 41(1933)pp.1ff; Speiser, 'The Iurrian

Participation' p.323; C.H.Gordon, 'Bible Customs and the Nuzu
Tablets', BA 3.1(1940)pp.1-12.

93hss. R-H.Pfeiffer and E-A Sperser, e Hondred New Selecled Vuz!
Texts, AASOR 16(1935/36) p./57. CF. pal-LesSuvb.
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AJAH, father of Rizpah, occurs only here and in Gen. 36,24
=1 Chr. 1,40, son of the Horite Zibeon. Hurrian a y a =
"god" is identical and therefore a Hurrian derivation is

94 RIZPAH occurs only in 2 Sam. 3,7 and

strongly suggested.
21,8ff. No Hebrew derivation is unknown. If Aiah is Hurrian
we would expect this name to be also, but no Hurrian
parallel is known. ARMUNI son of Rizpah is found only here.
We do not know whether it derives from ])V)']M or some

unknown non-Semitic word.95

In the Saulite genealogy in 1 Chr. 8,33ff the names fall in
increasingly with the normal formation of Israelite personal
names the further we progress from the time of Saul. Some are
similar in formation to the el fib names, reflecting no doubt
the gradual assimilation of the Gibeonite population. Nearer
to the time of Saul are some names which do not easily admit
of a Hebrew derivation, such as PITHON, TARiA, PuLLT is
virtually identical with Palti discussed above. There also
occur names identical with or similar to the kdomite names in

9 ALMETH and

Gen. 36, especially YLUSH,ISHMAZL and HANAN,
AZMAVETH are MOT-names (cf. the BRAL-names above) and may be

taken as indicating the survival of Canaanite or syncretic

94, Feiler,art.cit.p.219; Ginsberg-taisler,art.cit.p.257.

95. See BDB p.74 sub voce. If Gordon's reading u r m n is correct,
there is an identical form in Ug. though of uncertain meaning,
See Ugaritic lianual sub voce.

96. Gen. 36,3.5.18.38.
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religious ideas and practice in Benjamin and the Gibeonite

o7

area in particular.

We have, finally, fifteen names from el §ib all of which,
with the possible exception of the first, appear to be
personal names:
gdr, ¢zryh, mryh, dml? §b?1,
hnnyh, nr?” msp, nhm hslyhuvw,
tnhm nghb, m S1m 1lntn, tn hm wmgn,
mrts mn, nyhw bn hryhw,
hzzlgh, hr thn w.98
We discussed gdr, $b?1 and nr? in connexion with one
or other of the Gibeonite or Saulite names. We find several
of these names in texts from the time of Jeremiah; most come
from a period not earlier than the seventh century to judge by
the archaeological evidence, andftherefore are of limited
interest for our enquiry. Only d m 1 ? has provided a serious

difficulty of interpretation.g9 h r can be compared with

Hori and Hur.l(}o

We may note, finally, that one or two
levitical names feature in this list: Azariah, Amariah and

Shebuel; while one other, Hananiah, is found only in Judah

and Benjamin.

97. Presuming a derivation from JI)IN DBS and J)N TY respectively.
On religious syncretism in Benjamin see J.Dug,'Der Beitrag des
benjaminitischen Heidentums zur Religion Israels',CommViat 6(1963)
pp.61£ff,

98. Pritchard, Hebrew lnscriptions and Stamps from Gibeon,

Yhiladelphia,1959,passim.
99, id.,p.9.
100. See above p.77.
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Taking the onomastic study of the Gibconite, Saulitc and el Zib
names together we have the following results:

i) Names which are certainly or very probably non-Hebrew:
Baanah,Rechab,Rimmon,Uriah,Shobal,Ithri,Puthi,Shumathi,
Mishrai,Maacah,Zur,Kish,Baal,Ner ,Matri,Merab,Michal,
Palti,Aiah,Rizpah,Pithon,Tarea,Pelet.

ii) Names with a non-Israelite theophoric elmment: Abinadab,
Nadab (?),Rimmon,Kish (?), Malchishua,Palti,Pelet
(presuming the name of the deity missing), Ishba'al,

Meribba'al,Mephiba'al, Alemeth,Azmaveth.
iii) Names susceptible of a liurrian derivation: Baanah,Uriah,
Shobal,Puthi,Kish,Palti,Pelet,Aiah.

iv) Names found in the kdomite lists (Gen.36): Baanah (cf.
Ben-anah), Shobal,Ithri,(cf.Ithran), Saul, Matri (cf.
Matred),Aiah,Jeush,Ishmael ,Hanan.

v) Gibeonite / Saulite names found at el Fib: Hananiah, Ner,
Gedor (?), Shobal (?).

vi) levitical names: Abinadab,kleazar,Ahio,Zecher,Saul,Kish,

Jonathan; from el gib: Azariah, Amariah,Shebuel.

Making all due allowance for the wide margin of uncertainty
in this kind of study (especially in view of scant evidence of
Hurrian names) and taking account of the fact that many of these
120 names come from a period when assimilation of Gibeonite with
Israelite was complete, this gives us impressive indirect evidence
for the non-Israelite element and religious syncretism among the
Gibeonites and Saulites. It also supports the thesis of a besteally

glement ameny
Hurrian cempesitiem—of the Gibeonites. That several Saulite names
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do not easily allow for an Israelite derivation and some have
Hurrian associations (either directly or by comparison with the
kdomite lists) supports the view that his familizs had close
connexions with Gibeon. lis partiality to the Kenites (see 1 Sam.
15,6), a group which had Hurrian affinities, points in the same
direction. We have, unfortunately, no means of determining

the nature of these connexions. According to 1 Sam. 9,1 he was

a sixth generation Benjaminite. This would presumably place Abiah,
first in the line, in the first or second quarter of the thirteenth
century. As we shall see, this would probably be shortly after the
establishment of the Hurrian Gibeonites north-west of Jerusalem

as an identifiable political unit. There is also the possibility
of connexions with partly Hurrian groups further south, especially
if an Arabic derivation of the name Saul is upheld. This would

appear to be true also of the population of Kiriath-jearim.
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ADDITIONAL NOTE ON SAUL AND THi DOMITES

The study of the Saulite names revealed that not only the name
of Saul himself features in the Lidomite king~list (Gen. 36,37)
but also Bela, Hanan (cf.Baal-Hanan,Gen. 36,38) and bMatri (cf.
Matred,Gen.36,39) of the Gibeonite / Saulite genealogies.
The date of the idomite king-list depends on the interpretation
of v.31: "these are the kings who reigned in all the land of
Lidom, before any king reigned in Israel". If it refers to the
beginning of the Israelite monarchy it will go up to the time of
Saul, but if - and this view is more generslly accepted - it refers
to the beginning of Israelite rule in w«dom it would reach the
time of David.l The bdomite Saul is sixth and antepenultimate
in the list; if the last king Hadar (Hadad?)® was contemporary with

the kdomite Saul
Davidgwould have flourished either shortly before or contemporaneously
with Israelite Saul,

Some indications in the list, liowever, suggest that it is

not a case of dynastic succession. bach king reigns in a different

region and there is no father-son succession. V.39 suggests that

Hadar's claim to the throne came through the distaff side. The

1. See Gunkel,op.cit.393f; von Rad,Das Erste Buch Mose, Gottingen,
2. See 2 Sam. 8,13f, David's victory over Ldom. Another Hadad of

the royal house of kdom occurs in 1 Kings 11,14ff during the

reign of Solomon.
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view has therefore been put for.ard that we have in this list

a number of loeal dynasts, all roughly contemporary, not unlike
the Israelite "judges".3 These would be roughly contemporary with
Suul.4 This is an attractive theory but the repetition of JIAA
suggests some kind of succession. Moritz dated the series from

ca, 1200-10405

and Albright, synchronizing the é?eat of Midian,
v.35, with Jg. 6,2ff, dates Hadad I ca.l080-60. The last (Hadar or
Hadad II) is contemporary with David.6 lloneyman actually
identifies the LEdomite with the Israelite Saul and his successor
Baal~hanan with David whose personal name was il-hanan (another
form,see 2 Sam. 21,19).7

Our knowledge of pre-monarchic kdom is too slight to allow
of any confident conclusions, but we may suggest that the mention
of e}) B K , a word used, as we have seen, only in an kdomite
context, appears to favour an oligarchic type of government in

Edom similar to that among the Gibeonites at the time of the

8
treaty (see Jos. 9,11 "our elders"). The same development towards

3, Bartlett,art.cit.pp.301ff; Speiser,Genesis p.282; B.loritz,
'Die Konige von tdom', Muséon 1(1937)p.101ff.

4, Bartlett,pp.311f.

5. art.cit.p.102.

6. Archaeology and the Religion of Israel,p.206n.58.

7. A.M.Honeyman, 'The iividence for Ilegnal Names among the Hebrews',
JBL 67(1948)pp.23f.
8., See Meyer,op.cit.pp.329ff,
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monarchy would then have taken place in lidom and Israel (Benjamin).

Of Saul's relations with Zdom we read only that he fought
successfully against them. (1 Sam. 14,47). It was left to David

to subdue them and annex Edom temporarily to Israel (2 Sam. 8,12ff;
Ps. 60,1), But Israelite~Idomite relations remained stormy right
down to the :txile when they were regarded as the enemy par

excellence (see Ps. 137,7-9).

An interesting and in some respects puzzling episode is
the betrayal of Ahimelech by Doeg the idomite at Nob and the
subsequent slaughter of the priests of the sanctuary. Doeg is
described as: a certain man of the servants of Saul (1 Sam. 21,7a);
detained before Yahweh (13’ ‘395 7YY7T) at Nob (7a); O'INA QK
5)wa -W/'Kg (7b); -‘me T3y BV 193(22,9), either "standing
by" or "placed over" the servants of Saul.10
There has been much speculation es to what an idomite was
doing at the sanctuary of Nob.11 It is not probable that he just
happened to be there either in fulfilment of a vow12 or requesting

an oracle, He is in the pcrmanent service of Saul as the leader

(1iterally,strong one) of his herdsman.

9, LXX has VEPWV ToS wlIOWUS; Driver,Budde,Kittel et al. suggest we
read 0¥ 27K ,see H.P.Smith,op.cit.p.200, making Doeg
the chief of Saul's couriers,

10.The latter is more probable in view of 21,7; if‘}yis translated
"with", "alongside", it would imply that Doeg was not one of

these servants.

11.See W.Caspari,Die Samuelbucher,Leipzig,1926,p.269.

12.A.Médebie11e,Les Livres des Rois, Paris,1949,p.435.
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This may, if we retain MT, imply an agricultural function and no
more (we recall that the ambassadors from Jabesh Gilead found
Saul ploughing,l Sam. 11,5). But there are example throughout the
ancient Near ~ast of temple-herds, chiefly for sacrifice, looked
after by officials who had some importance in the temple hierarchy.
Kapelrud suggests that Amos,described as 1P}, may have had this
function.l3 The colophon &f one Ugaritic text refers to
rb khnm. rbd n q dm (chief of priests, chief of
herdsmen) and another text numbers n q d m among other temple-
offices, preceded by doorkeepers and singerd.14 It would not be
unreasonable to su_.gest that Doeg, though detained at the sanctuary
( 1YY implies real servitude), had been given charge of the
herds of Saul, perhaps with reference to sacrifices carried out
at this importance sanctuary. He would therefore have been in
much the same category as the Gibeonite "hewers of wood and drawers
were

of water" since wood and water fer also required for sacrificial
rites,

The question whether Nob was an Ark-sanctuary and its part
in the religious history of the reign of Saul will be discussed in

a later chaptler.

13, A.S.Kapelrud,Central Ideas in Amos, 0slo,1961,pp.5ff.

14, 62:VI:53=7 and 300 in Gordon's numeration. See Kapelrud,op.
cit.p.6.
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CHAPTER TOUR
THE POLITICAL AND SOCIOLOGICAL SITUATION OF THiw GIBEONITwS
AT THe TIME OF THh SSTTLaMENT
partrally

The existence of a basieally Hurrian population inhabiting the
four cities listed in Jos. 9,17 has to be taken as part of the whole
question of Hurrian presence in Syria and Palestine in the second
half of the second millenium. This wider context will first
occupy our attention in this chapter.

The main source of our knowledge of conditions in Palestine
at the beginning of the second millenium is the Egyptian
bExecration texts from the twelfth and thirteenth dynasties.

With few examptions, perhaps only one, all the Palestinian names
in these texts are Semitic.1 This is what we would expect in
view of the Amorite migration to the west some short time before.
Between one and two centuries later, however, we have considerable

2 C . .
evidence of Hurrian presence in Syria, the incidence of which

1. See ANET pp.328f; Albright,'Palestine in the tLarliest Historical
Period',JPOS 2(1922)pp.110ff; 'The Lgyptian Empire in Asia in
the Twenty First €entury B.C.', id.,8(1928)pp.223ff; 'The Role
of the Canaanites in the History of Civilization', The Bible and
the Ancient Near bBast ed. G.L.Wright,London,1961,pp.333f; Alt,
ZDPV 64(1941)pp.21ff; Noth,'Die syrisch-palistinische Bewdlkerung

des zweiten Jahrtausends vor Chr. im Lichte neuer Quellen',ZDFV
65(1942)pp.9ff, giving a detailed analysis of the names with the
only possible non-Semitic name t ?* h »r s, art.cit.p.27.

2. 0'Callaghan,op.cit.p.46; Gelb,op.cit.pp.64f; for Alalakh sce
L.Woolley,A Forgotten Kingdom,Harmondsworth,1953; Alalakh,

Am Account of the lixcavations at Tell Atchana in the Hatay,
Oxford,1955; A.Goetze and W.F.Albright,BASOR 146(1957)pp.2uff;

A.Goetze, 'On the Chronology of the Second Millenium 5.C.',

Jcs 11(1957)PP-53fﬁK See also above p. 63n,26.
D.JWiseman, Archaeology and 01d Testament Study, (ed.
D.Winkon Thomas), Oxferd, 1967, pp. 1195¢.
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fits the hypothesis of a widcspread movement of Hurrians south-
-wvards through Syria and Canaan in the direction of Lgypt.

A steadily increasing hurrianization took place in Syria
as from about 1700 B.C. The Klalakh tablets from level VII
(ca.1700) have only & few Hurrian personal names but those from
level IV, between two and three centuries later, show an almost
complete hurrianization.3 At some time not later than the
beginning of the fifteenth century, the chain of Hurrian states
in the basin of the Upper Luphrates and in Northern Syria
coaljesced to form the Kingdom of Mitanni., This kingdom lasted
until its dissolution or destruction as a result of the
expansionist policy of Shuppiluliumas about one hundred and
forty years later. This would unddubtedly have led to an
increase in Hurrian presence in the southern part of Syria and
to a lesser extent in Canaan about the time of the Amarna letters.

Apart from this, however, we have insufficient data for
establishing even a rough chronology for this southward movement.
At the time of Alalakh VII we have to date no parallel evidence
for Hurrians in Lower Syria. We know that,at the?ime of the First
Dynasty of Babylon, Aleppo and (atna were predominantly West
Semitic and that less than two centuries later, ca. 1500, they
had become predominantly Hurria.n.4 Similarly, a Hurrian presence

at Ugarit does not seem to go beyond this time.g Towards the

3. See Kupper,op.cit.pp.24f and bibliog.p.46.
4, Kupper,op.cit.pp.25f.
5. See above pp.63f.
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end of the first half of the millenium the "land of Amurru"
south of Qatna ( = tell el mishrifeh) is decidedly West Semitic,
yet bg the time of the Israelite Settlement we find a strong
Hurrian concentration precisely in this area.6 The evidence
from sites such as Ta'anak and Shechem, which we have already
considered, leads on to the Amarna letters with their evidence
for some Hurrian presence in Canaan. Albright7 finds sixty one
non-Egyptian names in the letters of which twenty are Indo-aryan
and three Hurrian. Despite his statement (on the same page)
that no letter from Palestine shows any evidence for the kind of
Hurrian substratum found further north, the name-analysis points
to a typical Mit#nnian sy%giigis of Indo-aryan and Hurrian since,
in the nature of the case, the names of rulers would be bound to
predominate.8

As we have seen, Palestine is referred to in kgyptian

inscriptions as khuru from about 1900, the time of the eighteenth

dynasty. This implies a considerable Hurrian presence there.

6. Jos. 11,3.8; Jg. 3,3; 2 Sam. 24,7.

7. CAH Vol.II,ch.XX (fascicle ed.),p.13.

8. See also Alt, Kl1l.Schr. I,p.98; P.Dhorme, 'Les Pays bibliques
au Temps d'El Amarna'y RB 5(1908)pp.500£f; id.,691909)pp.50ff;
pp.368£F; W.Riedel,OLZ 42(1939)cols.145-8.



- 104 -

Despite decades of controversy, much uncertainty still
sorrounds tthrigins and composition of the Hikksos. Since the
Hyksos movement was roughly contemporary with the westward and
southward thrust of the Hurrians, some comnnexion has generally
been seen to exist between the two, and consequently the
political rule of the Hyksos in Egypt and Lgyptian territories
from ca. 1700 to ca. 1560 could possibly help to explain the
origins of groups such as the Gibeonites in the Central
Highlands of Palestine. Since, however, we know of few clearly
Hurrian names among the Hyksos, who appear to have been
predominantly Semitic,9 this must be left out of account in
our enquiry into Gibeonite origins.

On the basis of the evidence available to date, we can
at least state that the biblical evidence, either direct or
indirect, for Hurrian elements in the regions of Shechem and
Gibeon is consonant with non-biblical evidence for the period
from about 1700 to the time of the Seytlement. This is

particularly true of the Amarna letters.

9. For the lyksos see K.Sethe,gg§ 65(1930)pp.85ff; R.M.ingberg,
The Hyksos Reconsidered, Chicago,1939; T.Save-Soderbergh,
JiA 37(1951)pp.53£ff; 0'Callaghan, op.cit.pp.45.75f;
Albright, 'The Role of the Canaanites', The Bible and the
Ancient Near Last,p.335 especially n.7 (but see Alt,in Kl.

Schr. 1,pp.94ff). The view that the Hyksos were predominantly
Semitic is held widely since the studies of W.Wolf, ZUMG 8(1929)
pp.67ff; R.Dussaud,RHR 109(1934)pp.113ff and other scholars

of that time.Albright,JPOS 2(1922)pp.121f,traces them to the
Eurasian Plain, J.Leibovitch,IEJ 3(1953)pp.99f,t0 Phoenicia.
Kupper,op.cit.pp.37f,concludes that Syria played no part in

the Hyksos movement.
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Our main difficulty with Gibeon is that it is not mentionoed
in any inscription from the second millenium. It is absent from
the Execration texts, the Thutmoses city-list (ca. 1480) which
contains 117 place-names fxig Palestine,lo the Palestinian
records of Amenophis II and III and the latter's successor
Akhnaten,'! and those from the time of Sethos I (1301-1290) and
down to Merneptah (+ ca. 1214).12 Since at the time of the
Israelite Settlement it is described as "a great city, like one
of the royal cities" (Jos. 10,2) and seemed to be a force to be
reckoned with (10,2b, "all its men were mighty")13 this absence
in the inscriptions would seem to demand an explanation.

We have seen, in addition, that excavation at el gib has not to

date revealed any significant trace of a Late Bronze settlement.l4

10. See ANET pp.234ff; M.Noth,ZDPV 61(1938)pp.26ff; 66(1943)pp.
156ff; P.O.Munch, ZDMG 18(1939)p.248; A.Alt, Kl.Schr. I pp.
102f. Beeroth occurs in this list, ANGT p.242.

11. Alt, Kl.Schr. I p.98; Leibovitch,art.cit.pp.106f; B.Maisler,
B.Maisler,'Canaan and the Canaanites',BASOR 102(1946)p.9;

A.Badawi,AnnServAntd'Eg 42(1943)p.21; ANET p.241. There is also

a provisions list of Amenophis II, sec Alt,Kl.Schr. I p.99n4.
A

12. For the Beth-Shean stele of Sethos I see Alt,id.,p.98n.2 ; 251ff;

Kenyon, op.cit.,p.219; A.Rowe, The Topography and History of
Beth-shan,1930, pp.29f.

13,

14,

Though this may be thought to ill accord with their acceptance
of servitude. J.Craviotti,'Gabaon y su Problema racial', RevBibl
25(1963)pp.137ff, gives an imaginative and somewhat far-"etched
explanation of this attitude.

See above pp.l7f.
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One possibility of explaining this failure of Gibeon to
show up in the inscriptions in the second half of the millenium,
especially in the Amarna letters, and in the excavations, is
that Gibeon during this period was an insignificant appendage
of Jerusalem. The close proximity of Gibeon to Jerusalem
and the cultural associations between them certainly suggest
this strongly. Both had a mixed population: the Gibeonites are
described as Hivites and Amorites, Jerusalem was at the head of
an Amorite alliance against Joshua and Gibeon (Jos. 10,1.5)
and the pre-Israelite city was inhabited by Jebusites. That
these contained a Hurrian element is suggested by the name of
Araunah, almost certainly Hurrian,15 and the fact that ihe
Hivites and Jebusites occur together in thirteen of the
0ld Testament lists of indigenous populations of Canaan, being
second-last and%ast respectively.16 In the Amarna letters
puti- (abdi—)yepa(t), king of Jerusalem, bears a name which is
formed with that of the great Hurrian goddess and we learn from

letter 286 that he was born in Jerusalem.17 The allegory of

15, See above p.60n.l2 and p.68n.41.

16. For the lists see J.Blenkinsopp,CBY 28(1966)p.207. That the
Jebusites are illurrian is proposed by s.A.Speiser,'The Hurrian
Participation in the Civilizations of Mesoptomia,Syria and

Palestine', Cahiers d'Hist.Mondiale,I/2(1953)p.321; A.Jirku,

'ine hethitische Ansiedlung in Jerusalem zur Zeit von kl-
Amarna', ZDPV 43(1920)pp.58£f; Albright,JPOS 2(1922)p.127 takes
them to be of Cappadocian or Nesic descent.
17. Knudtzon,op.cit.No.286; Mercer,op.cit.II pp,706ff; Jirku,art.
cit. p.59.
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Ezekiel (16,3.45) points in the same direction since "Hittite"
must be an ethnic not political designation and refers to, or

at least includes,Hurrian. We have a more or less parallel case
at Hebron. In Gen. 23,7 the "people of the land" around Hebron
are described as Hittites. Hebron itself does not occur in the
Amarna letters but the king in that region has an Indo-aryan name,
Shuwardata. As we saw earlier, the names of the pre-~Judahite
rulers of Bebron in Num, 13,22 are not Israelite and one, Talmai,
may well be Hurrian.18 Hebron is given to a Kenizzi tribe after
the Conquest and this name, as we have seen, is almost certainly ¢f
Hurrimnybypﬁ.

Indirect confirmation is found in the ethnic association
between the people of Kiriath-jearim and Bethlehem. The latter
occurs in the Amarna letters as a "city of the land of Jerusalem".19
kphrathah, parallel with "the fields of Ja'ar" in Ps. 132,6,
is identified with Bethlehem in Mic. 5,1 and Ru. 4,11, ané;the
"genealogy" of Lphrathah in 1 Chr. 2,50bff Kiriath-jearim and
Bethlehem are collaterally related, both descended from Hur (cf.
Hurri). A further confirmation of the association between Kiriath-
jearim and Bethlehem, which has so far gone undetected, is the
fact that El-hanan of Bethlehem, the slayer of Goliath according

to 2 Sam. 21,19, is the son of Jair, consonantically identical

Oin .
with Ps. 132,6, Ja'ar? This can hardly be a mere coincidence,

18. See above p.67.

19. See Mercer,op.cit.p.722.

20, MT has D’A A¥'but DYAVK is due to dittography,from Lthe
same word on the following line cf. 1 Chr. 20,5 (Jair) and

2 Sam. 23,24 where the father of Elhanan is Dodo.
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If Gibeon, and with it the other Gibeonite citics, aXk
belonged to the land (m & t u) of Jerusalem at the time of the
Amarna letters the hostile reaction of Adonizedek in placing
himself at the head of a punitive expedition (Jos. 10,1ff)
would be fully intelligible since the alliance of the
Gibeonites with Israelites would have constituted a
renunciation of allegiance of the kind frequently met with in
the letters.

This hypothesis, and it is no more than that, is
supported not only by the absence of Gibeon from the Amarna
letters but by the overall picture which they give us of the
political situation in the Central Highlands of Palestine
towards the beginning of the fourteenth century. Shechem,
ruled for a time by Lab%;ya and his sons, Jerusalem under
puti- (abdi—)éep‘(t) and the Hebron region under Shuwardata
appear to be the only important political centres along the
central uplands of the country. Amarna Jerusalem took in
Bethlehem and was contiguous with the kingdom of Shuwardata
to the south and Gezer to the north-west. Apart foom this,
however, we have no positive means of establishing its extent.
Beth-shemesh appears very probably to have been within the
jurisdiction of Jerusalem at this time,21 which greatly

increases the probability that Gibeon was also.

21, See Mercer,op.cit.722; G.Dalman,Jerusalem und sein Gelande,
p.224; Noth,ZDPV 65(1942)pp.64£f; Maisler,JPOS 10(1930)pp.
181£f; A.Mallon,JPOS 8(1928)pp.1ff; Jirku,ZDPV 43(1920) pp.581f,
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The view that Gibeon, which lies only six miles from the
Temple area, belonged politically to Jerusalem during the
Amarna period makes it easier to understand the close
associations between the two cities in later biblical tradition,
especially the cultic tradition of the Ark and the Tent.22 We
may add finally that ksth Urijah and Arauna, both of whose names

are vory probgbly Hurrian, lived in Jerusalen.23

If there is no evidence in the Amarna letters for a well-defined
group of Gibeonite cities north~west of Jerusalem, we would

be led naturally to investigate the possibility that this group,
as we find it in the 0l1d Testament historical tradition (Jos.
9-10), originated, or at least achieved the identity which it
had at the time of the Settlement, during or after the Amarma
period.

We have seen that there was a large-scale Hurrian movement
southward and westward from about the eighteenth century B.C.
which would have resulted in Hurrian settlements in Syria and,
to a lesser extent, in Canaan. Whether this was intensified by
the expulsion of the Hyksos from Lgypt about 1560 B.C. we do
not know, but this event must have had political and social
repercussions in Canaan.24 The break-up of the Kingdom of

Mitanni two centuries later would have resulted in a further

22. Sce below pp. 204FF.302fF,

23, 2 Sam. 11,3.8.11~13 and 24,18ff. For Arauna see p.60n.12
and p.68n.41l; for Urijah p. 75n.61.

24, See Albright,JPOS 15(1935)pp.229ff; From the Pyramids to

Paul, p.2l; Kenyon,Amorites and Canaanites,pp.65.73.
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significant movement of Hurrians (and of course other races in
the Mitennian kingdom) into Syria and Palestine. There would
be nothing improbable in the supposition that some of these
elements came together to form a new political unity in the
Central Highlands near Jerusalem at this most fluid time in
the political history of Palestine. The paxmkx five Philistine
cities provide a useful parallel to the Gibeonitec cities in
this respect. Though individually they enjoyed a degree of
independence, they are regularly described as operating in

25

unity. Neither Gibeonites nor Philistines had a monarchy;

the former speak of their "elders" (Jos. 9,11) and the latger

vere ruled by O0'3J7p 26

The attempt to probe deeper into the origins of the Gibeonite
tetrapolis would not be complete without a reference to an
incident which occurred in the immediate post—~Amarna period.
The so-~called Pestilence Prayer of the Hittite king lursilis II
(ca. 1339-1306) refers to a plaguc vwhich had been raging in
his territory since the time of his father, the great
Shuppiluliumas (ca. 1380-1340) and during the reign of his
brother Arnuwandas II (1340-39) who immediately preceded him. 2"
An oracle had drawn his attention to two tablets which weare

held to contain the explanation of the outbreak. One of these

concerned a city in Northern Anatolia called Kurustamma the

25. See Alt, Kl.Schr. I pp.113f; B.D.Rahtjen,'Philistine and
Hebrew Amphictyonies', JNIS 24(1965)pp.100ff.
26, which may be the equivalent of TUpavvoL ,see Noth,The liistory

of Israel, Edinburgh,19602,p.36.
27. ANET pp.394-6; O.R.Gurney,The<Hjttites,Harmondsworth,19542,pp.59ff.




- 111 -

inhabitants of which had been transferred by the Hittites or,
perhaps, had emigrated of their own choice, to kgyptian
territory. They were the subject of a treaty made with the
Egyptians under the auspices of the Hittite, originally
Hurrian, storm-god Teshub. This treaty was violated by the
Hittites, the violation consisting in an invasion of Amfqa
(the Beqa) then paxtxmf Egyptian territory. This military
action was successful, but the prisoners of war brought back
from the campaign were responsible for the outbreak of the
epidemic.

Forrer has suggested that this settlement of an
Anatolian population in territory under the jurisdiction of
Egypt may explain the presence of "Hittite" elements in the
Central lighlands of Palestine as witnessed by the biblical
tradition.28 Palestine was certainly regarded as Egyptian
territory at the time when this event took place (about 1350),
but none of the texts in which the incident is narrated
states precisely where the people of Kurustamma settled.
Sincethe Hittites broke the treaty with kEgypt, made a propos
of the transfercnce of this group to LEgyptian territory,
by invading "the country of Amqa"?g we would be inclinded to

think of this as the region where these people settled

28. E.O.Forrer,'The Hittites in Palestine', PEQ 1936,pp.190ff;
1937,pp.100£f,
29. ANET p.395. Y.Aharoni, 'The Land of 'Amqi', ILJ 3(1953)pp.153ff.
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refer to
especially since Jg. 3,3 and Jos. 11,3.8 wibtmess—to the same
region as an area of Hivite (i.e. Hurrian) concentration.

Of further interest in this question is the parallelism
which Malamat has pointed out betwcen the treaties between
Hittites and Egyptians on the one hand and Gibeonites and
Israelites on the other and the consequences which flowed
from their violation. In both cases the violation leads to a
public calamity in the following reign. Both David and Mursilis
seek amxsxagie enlightenment from an oracle on the cause of the
calamity and are referred back to a treaty-violation which took
place in t;t preceding reign. The fact that the demand of the
Gibeonites (2 Sam. 21,5f) is in keeping with the retribution
clause in Hittite treaties, according to which the whole group or
family is held responsible in solidum, makes this parallelism

) |
even more striking.

We note that two Hivite areas are mentioned in the 0Old
Testamenﬁpoth of which have a principal city which at some
stage was called Mizpah.32 It would be natural to suppose that
there was some relation between these two areas. In his

Géqgraphie de la Palestine Abel comments on this as follows:

30, A.Malamat, 'Doctrinespf Causality and Biblical Historiography:
a Parallel', VI 5(1955)pp.1£f.

31, Malamat,art.cit.pp.8f; V.Koro¥ec,Hethitische Staatsvertrage,
Leipzig,1931,pp.102ff.

32, FFor the identity of the Mizpah of Jg. and 1 Sam. with nebi

samwil see above pp.5lff,
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Le clan hiwite, du pays de tiigpa, entre Hermon et Liban,
paragt bien avoir eu une Mispa pour capitale, detail

qui est de nature a éclairer les origines de Tell en-
Nagbé. Serait-il surprenant que le clan hiwite Gtabli
au nord-ouest de Jérusalem ait eu aussi une capitale
appelée Mispa et que celle~ci ait succombé & une
attaque par des bandes en des conjectures que nous
ignorons<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>