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3. ASSYRIAN IMPOSITIONS IN PROVINCES AND
VASSAL STATES

THROUGHOUT A. T. Olmstead’s History of Assyria, one can rcad state-

ments based upon the audnr's @ priori assumption that conquered nations
were obliged to serve Assyrian gods. Thus, for example:

, t
When kings are set free they are forced to swear the oath of the great gf)ds for servan
hood forever, and a captive king on whom Tiglath-pileser has mercy is sent home to
3 (=

be a worshipper of the great gods (p. 67).

. . s o Wall® were
Dur Tukulti-apal-csharra was built, and the captives scttled in his \Vla'll w C‘
commanded to worship the royal image which his lod Ashur had ordered him to s
up “as asign of victory and might” (p. 177).

Close study of the pertinent texts, however, wil not con‘firm Qllmstc;d 5[1(55
sumption. The following survey will show t}}at Assyn.nn imperia a;;t oriti
did not follew a thoroughgoing policy of religious coercion. thlc.a. .natmlnls
were obliged to acknowledge Assyr.ia’s god, th? extent of this obligation dc
pended upon the extent of subjugatlon.to Assy.rla. . ‘ A

Late Neo-Assyrian documents provide a fairly detailed picture o “'S:; E(;r
imperial organization, which distinguished ‘between vassal states, ie, a }evinca
eign countries which paid tribute but were independent; and Aslsyrlzn pxo 1 I.{.
ie, formerly independent countries annexed to anf‘] governf&d by sf)rm. W
W. F. Saggs refines these categories to include an‘mtermedmte s:agei ()]cq.\n(t);m
ally, Assyria “would intervenc n the internal affa:.rs of"the »state to 'xcp acc”.' ‘
unreliable ruler” who had rebelled, by another prince “acceptable to ASSyU.d.
This pro-Assyrian ruler “woulc now be bound by oath . .. [and]v.a;.‘/\]‘s\is:rtxél:
official, prodably backed by a small military force, would be left within h
ritory.”?

Adt — Political Daths of Loyalty

This inquiry into the obligations demanded by Assyria of its sul?Jects wmli
begin with the adiz documents. The very name and nature of th-ls widely 1llS(l?.(
category of pacts have been the subject of renewed debate ever since the publi-

! Cf. Mcissner, BuA 1, p. 138.

*H. W. F. Saggs, Greatness, p. 242,
zur Geschichte des Staates Moab in der zwditen
(1957), 162f.

Cf. the remarks of H. Donner, "Neue Quc[]c?
Hilfte des 8. Jahr. v. Chr,,” MIO 35

A2

lord over us”
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cation of the Esarhaddon «d7 texts, the longest examples of #d% unearthed to
date in Mesopotamia.® The term adi was introduced in the NA period,* en-
tering Akkadian, it seems, from the then current Aramaic usage.®  Ad# were not
“vassal treaties,” in the sense thar they established vasslage, for the inferior
status of the hound party was neither stressed nor indicated in the texts. Duting
the NA era no party or power was equal 1o Assyria, and so every adi was by
definition an imposition from above  Turthermore, it needs o be emphasized
administrative arcas of the empire.  Individuals
and states? hoth within Assyria and its provincial system und without, undertook
ad7 obligations of loyalty. 0 the sovercign® Most often, recognition of the

that wdz were imposed upon all

'D. T Wiseman, Vaed Treaior of Esurhaddon [=VTE] (originally published as Iraq
20/1 [1958]).  Texts of other adi include: Shamshi-adad — AfO 8 (1932-33), 28;
Ashurnirri— AfO g (1932-33), 24(f; Najia ~— ABL 1105, 1239, Esarhaddon — Borger,
Asarbaddos, $ 607 and Ashirbag ipal — Or 37 (1968), 4641,

CPhe tvo items listed by ATl 1,

by CAD A 1L 1340, s Allw cnory indicates MB usage, no citations of
such are given. Lambere, A1O 18 ¢ 1957-581, 18, would interpreta-de-e in the fragmentary
BAM 98731, rev. 8, as “oath,” bt throughout this rexe “oarh” is rendered mamitn (obv.
B 33; rev. B 29, 38, and 40) as expected ina MB text.

® Fitzmyer, JAOS 81 (1961 ). 187
DY t0 aii (“we normall

an vidence for MA usage bave been re-inteepreted
Althoush he

. reviews ctymological difficulties in relating Aramaic
v oexpeet the e-vowel 1o shift to ¢ because of the Cayin in Ac-
adian”), axd so proposcs a “lownword from Northwest Semitic” To Fitzmyer's bibli-
ography citd there, add D, B Nisherg, Guild Structure and Political Allegiance in
Early Achacnicnid Mesepotaniio  New Havn: Yale University Press, 1967), pp. 32-40;

and T A. Vizmyer, The Aran i Iusciiptions of Scfire (Biblica et Orientalia 19; Rome,
1967), pp. 23-24.

N T .
Instracive in this regard e the

Hnrque passage in Ash, Rm.1.123/f,, containing the
message sens by he pchel Pavpoan princes 1o Tarqu:

i "Targi iar mit K ava alin
ade u saltire umd' crii LG rakbéfun wnma
celummu ing Lirinni lifsakinma

They seat their messengers to Tarqu,
king of Fthiopia to esiablish an 47

of friendship: “Let friendly relations
be estblished between us.  Let us agree
to divide the country among oursclves.

No forcigner should be lord over us.”

ninduggara abimei miate abenna wi

ay ihbaii i hivinni Janinima bélam

Inorder 1o make the inprent of the rebels clar, the Assyrian seribe had to gloss the term

ad#, which ordinarily significd implicit lordship, by the phrase “No foreigner should be

This was not to be a real adi agreement, for the Egyptian princes meant

o remain cqual, independent ruless. (This approach to the problun was suggested to me

by Profl. 11 Tadmor of the Felrew University, ]
November, 1968.)

Cf idenrcat terminology in Ash, BVIIS0

“to csabliish an s

crusalem, in an oral communication in

wna lakdn ade ulumme opés arditiya,
v oot fricadship 1o do cheisance to me tiv, Ashurbanipal].”

TABL 35: ol private persons, as well as state officials,
obliged to @i, Boraci, Aerheddon, 2T, eps 2, 501 80; Asb. Rm.1.18-22; and the
comments by Kiaubor, Avarches e amitontanm, 1SS 5/3 (1910), pp. 44-45; and Weid-
atr, AO 17 (1950705, 4.

SSreciied Loy

3 and 1239 conman listings

1 T A NN AAd A T AR TN RTINS oVt 140



44 COGAN: IMPERIALISM AND RELIGION

Assyrian monarch as sole ruler and active sapport and coopera'tion with. him m}]ld
his descendants against all acts of treason, sedition, and rebellion constituted the
stipulations of the adz. ' . .
Assyria on its part may have undertaken to protect certain site interests of its
subjects — e.g, defending threatened loyal rulers. After his capture of 'Um;u:n
fugitives hiding in Shupria, Esathaddon asserts tI'lat as regar.ds Urz_irtlan Iucx-
tives, I'did not keep (even) one; a single person did not remain E bChl_l’lc‘l). ri;
turned them to their country in keeping with the adi ({af]5u ‘zdfa ?za;czrm‘mm»). !
These “pacts of loyalty,” as I. J. Gelb termed the adz,'? specxfxéd obhgatui)r.ls
of a wholly political nature. Nowhere do the ad# docufnents ever mc'lude fu. tui
impositions. NA historical inscriptions, as well, mention ad# only in politica
contexts. While the inscriptions never detail the terms of the pacts, we can
reconstruct these terms by collecting the historical references to ad# violations.
Table 2 sets out a catalog of adi violations, all of them considered treasonable
acts which invariably prompted Assyrian military xeprisals.l.1 o .
This survey of ad# violations as reported in NA historical inscriptions, in
. complement with the ad# texts themselves, provides amplf: ev@ence of 'the
political loyalties expected of Assyrian subjects. No‘whe‘re in this survey is '11:
sacrilegious act mentioned, for specific religious olblxgau:ms were not part 0
these loyalty oaths. Nonetheless, D. J. Wiseman Opm?d: Occasionally, the rcle]lx—
gious obligations accompanying a treaty are detailed ina tal?let c.),rlkqler than that
in which the main agreement berween the two parties is outlined.”*? The proof
text cited by Wiseman, however, is not zn #d% document, l:.ut an .OB Alalakh
- text, containing otherwise unknown ritual instructions.’® It is of little purport
in a discussion of NA ad# oath stipulations. Since ad# wete solely concerned
with political matters, we neither expect nor find any NA ad# or adi-related
texts specifying religious obligations. . o ‘
Yet one might argue that even though the ad# texts sPea'fy no r.el‘xt gious o_bh-
gations, the very fact that they are termed adé "Aﬁzf # tlani mbu{z, the ad# of
Ashur and the great gods,” implies obligatory recogaition of {&ssyrxan gods. NO_
such claim, however, can be made simply on the basis of this expression. Adé
§a DN, “the ad# of DN,” indicates that divine sancdon‘had been invoked _to
back adz obligations. Non-performance would immediately move the wit-

® Borger, Asarbaddon, § 68, 111, 32ff. Cf. Sefiré treaty III, 19, for similar stipulation
of mutual return of refugees (sce Fitzmyer, CBQ 20 [1958], 448). Other cxampl_cs of
obligations binding Assyria to action arc unavailable from the present corpus of ad# (cf.
above, n. 3).

* Gelb, BiOr 19 (1962), 162.

1 See below, pp. 122-25.

¥ Wiseman, VTE, p. 27 and n. 211. .

¥See D. ). Wiseman, The Alalabh Tablets (London British Insmut'c of Archeology
at Ankara, 1953), text 126. In the original publication of AT 126, Wiseman held that
Yarimlim undertook, in solemn oath (#if *IM [Adad] « “ISDAR [If[aam ?]),'to dclnfer
specified sacrifices upon “his installation as kirg of Alalakh (p. 63).” This still remains
the most reasonable explanation of the text.
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nessing gods to punish. Thus, for example, the gods moved against the Arab
Uate” anc his troops:

ina arriti mala ina adétunn Satra ina pitts iSimiriuniiti®

As many curses as were written in their loyalty oaths, they (i.c.,

the gods) suddenly visited
upon them.

The Assyrians regarded the acceptance by their subjects of the terms of #ds
oaths as mntamount to submission to Ashur. Ashurbanipal twice refers to the
oaths of allegiance he imposed on Abiate, another Arab king. In a letter to the
god Ashur,' he says:

Abiate mar “Teri ana Ninwa illibamma nnaifiq §é
Abiate, son of Teri, came to Nineveh anc
reverence of your great diviniy.

peya adé epéi ilitiba rabiti itiiiu afhun'®
kisscd my fcet. T had him take an oath in

While in the anoal literature we read:

ana Ninna illikamma wnaisiq féléya ade cpi

i ardiitiya ittifn aibunt
He came to Nincveh and kissed my feet.

1 had him take an oath in obcisance to me.

In an add-ess to the gods, one expects phraseology which glorifies them; in the
royal annels, the power and might of the king are streessed. The interchange-
ability of terms points to functional equivalence. Swearing to serve the king
was at the same time acknowledging :he rule of the Assyrian god.

In like manner Esarhaddon describes the plea of th
Shupria, who, hoping to save his life, admits 1o
Assyrian monarch.
letter to the gods:

e recalictrant king of

improprieties toward the
Here are the Shuorian's words as related in Esarhaddon’s

ana napiati muifirannima tanitti

CASinr lusapa ladlnla gurdika ja ana

YAifur far ilani egu amat Afiur-apu-iding
Sar ki5iati biliin 1a isemmn balgn munnabin
Sa mat AiSur ana beliin 1 utarry ina

qatéya lemur . .. hittu dannn ana *Afinr
abtima amai farri béliya nl aime®

Spare my life so that I may proclaim the
praisc of Ashur and glorify your valor. He
who is neglectful toward Ashur, king of the
gods, does not obey the order of Esarhad-
don, king of the universe; he who does not
retarn Assyrian ruraway slaves and refugees
to their owners, should lcarn by my ex-
ample . . . . I have committed a great
wrong against Ashur, when I did not obey
the order of the king, my lord.

" Asb. Rm.IX.60.

®Text K.2802 (=Streck, VAB 7,
according to Bauer, IWA, p. 66, 4h
referral of this texe to Ishear, p. 197
out.

®Streck VAB 7, 202, 5. Gff. /ds
202 n. {.

Y Ash. BVIILA3(. Cf Bauer. WA, ¢

pp. 197ff.) has been restored and reconstructed
» and Borger, Or 26 (1957), 1. Therefore, Streck's
n. 3, needs correction. “Aifur is addressed through-

¢pés is written a-di e-paf; cf. Streck’s comment, 75,

I8N (broken!) for € prism.
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In this instance, according to Esarhaddon, the subject recognized his obligation to
obey the royal word out of reverence for Ashur.

One wonders, however, whether this statement, reported in a letter to the
gods, was in fact spoken by the Shuprian king. His words might be only the
reverent musing of an Assyrian court scribe; and upon close reading of another
Esarhaddon text, the ad# with his eastern subjects, they turn out to be just that.
That section of the ad# document specifying the terms of support for Ashurbani-
pal’s successior. to the throne of Assyria speaks of Affnr tliknnu, " Ashur, your
god,” and Afsar-bani-apli mar fari rabi fa bit rédii belkuna, “ Ashurbani pal,
the crown prince, your lord,” often in juxtaposition.’® The use of such locutions,
which present the recognition of the king and his god in a siagle breath, sup-
ports our view that by upholding the rule of the Assyrian king one automatically
manifested acceptance of his god, Ashur. But, significantly, at the conclusion of
this same ad# document, in that section which purportedly contains a transcript
of the oath ceremonies, the subjects themselves do not voice their submission to
Ashur.  Their first-person declaration makes no mertion of Ashur or any As-
syrian god.*® Only a summary of the ad#z demands are sworn to.

Turning from questions of political loyalty, we note that three recent studies
have examined the choice of deities called upon by Assyria to sanction adz
oaths. Matitiahu Tsevat suggests that a dual policy was in effect; the oaths of
eastern territories were enforced exclusively by Assyrian gods, while western
territories were bound both by their native gods and those of Assyria.®t  This
distinction, according to Tsevat, wes determined by the extent of the Hittite rule,
some five hundred years earlier. Since the Hittites recognized national deities
other than their own in their treaty relations, Assyrian imperialism, in deference
to this practice, followed the by-tien ‘standard procedure in western, one-time
Hittite territories. Elsewhere, only Assyro-Babylonian gods were i..voked.

McCarthy, on the other hand, hesitates to draw conclusions from the small
amount of Assyrian material, where the evidence of o1e item, in a total body of
three or four items, represents a deceptively significant percentage.?”> He notes
in addition thar even within its own culturzl and chronological sphere, a single
Hittite treaty pattern “"did not impose itself rigidly,”®* and omissions and varia-
tions are much in evidence. The general restriction of the god lists in the As-
syrian «d# is not the result “of simply arrogance or confidence in the universal
sway of Ashur,” but the belief thar the gods of the enemy had abandoned their
clients to join the Assyrian side.2!

® Wiseman, VTE, 393-394, cf. 40).

* Wiseman, VTE, 494-512.

 Tsevat, “The Neco-Assyrian and Nco-Babylonian Vassal Oaths and the Prophct
Ezekiel,” JBL 78 (1959), 199ff., especially n. 7.

“ Dennis McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant ( AnBib 21, 1963), p. 79 n. 36.

B 1bid., p. 29.

1bid., p. 93 n. 50.
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Frankena follows this line of reasoning and thinks that “in all likelihood,
also the vassal treaties [of Esathaddon] list native gods in their curse section.”25
Furthermore, he feels that “Assyrian scrbes must have been often at a loss when
they had to attribute curses tc unknown gods of vassals,” and so substituted fa-
milar gods in suitable sections of the ureaty.?®

What has been overlooked is the distinction which might be made between
provinces sdministered directly by Assyria and independent vassal states. As
will become evident®™ provinees were considered to be Assyrian in all matters,
and it may not have been in place for their national deities to be accorded an
official position. It has long been recognized thar the indusion of gods in in-
dividual lisis was directly dependent upon the relative strength of the contracting
parties; herce, e.g, the prominence given to the Babylonian Marduk to the seem-
ing degradation of Ashur in the treaty of Shamshi-adad V with Marduk-zakic-
shumi of Babylon* In the Isarhaddon adi. of the seven cxtant names of ter-
ritories with whom oaths were taken, :hree were provinces, one had recently
surrendered to Esarhaddon, and che remaining three are otherwise unknown.2?
We suggest that these adz be viewed as having been concluded with provincial
areas, and o no foreign gods need be mentioned. Those adi which include in-
vocation of local gods, i.e., the Ashurnirari V and Esarhaddon-Ba’al oaths, wete
all executed with vassal states still mainining a degree of independence.?® So,
t00, the recently published, but very fragmentary, ad# between Ashurbanipal and

Uate', king of the Arabs, scems to include mention of the gods of Assyria and
Qedar.?!

“R. Frankena, “The Vassal Treatics of Esarhaddon and the Dating of Deuteronomy,”
OTS 14 (1965), 130, pointing to the broken lines in Wiscman, VIE, 466-471.

® Frankena, op. cit., p. 131.

7 Sec below, pp. SOff.

®Rm.2427 originally published by Peiser, MVAG 3/6 (1898), 240-43; re-edited
by Weidner, “Der Staatsvertrag ASurniriris VI von Assyricn mit Mati’ilu von Bi:-
Agusi,” AfO 8 (1932), 27if. Al scholars remark the prime place given to Marduk in
the curse section, but fail to mention that the extant portion of the text does not include
Afur ac all. Weidner's speculation, that this #d# text was a Babylonian copy of the
treaty which made changes to accommodate Babylonian feclings, remains just that; for we
have no eviduice of two versions of a single 7d# ever being issued. Brinkman, in AnOr
43, pp. 204-205, treats the historical circumstances behind  this treaty through which
Marduk-zakirshumi extended aid t the tottering Assyrian king.

®On identifications, sce VTE, p. 82, Zamua, Elpa, and Sikrisu were all provinces.
Urakazabana is noted among: other tribute-bearing arcas in Media in Borger, Asarbaddon,
§ 27, ep. 15, 321f.

* Bit-Agus, with whom Ashumirari conduded his «di, was not incorporated until
after the castern campaigns of Tiglath-pileser III (cf. Forrer, Provinzeinteilung, S6f.).
The Esarhaddon trcaty with Ba'al probably reflects the mutually beneficial relations estab.
lished betweea Tyre and Assyria, after Assyria's victory over Abdimilkutti of Sidon (cf.
Borger, Asarbaddon, § 27, cp. s, 15-19) in ca. 677 B.C.E. Sce discussion in Weidner, AfQ
8 (1932-33), 33f. Ba'al later joined Egypt in revolt and was conquered in 671 B.C.E.

* Deller and Parpola, “Fin Verrag Assuchanipals mit dem arab'schen Stamm Qcdar,’
Mo 27 /710y o ° N Tt
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Support for the suggestion of wide Assyrian use of local gods in adi comlcs
from the letter of one Kabtia o Ashurbanipal. Kabtia, reporting fr(]n.n the
Babylonian front, explains his failure to take the ozth of loyalty to the king at
the designated time; others, in the meanwhile, were to proceed according to
schedule:
sabé maréiunn u aititilunu adi
dlaniiunn ana libbi adé a jarri
béliya lirbi*

The men, their sons ard their wives, along
with their gods, should take the oaths of
loyalty of the king, my Jord.

Who exactly these people are — whether families of Nippur_and. Uruk,*® from
the district of Rashu,3! or soldiers within the Assyrian army®®— is unclear. At
any rate, the expression “their gods” suggests non-Assyrian personal deiries.36
Are we to suppose that they were witnesses to the oaths, 'whose names were
actually inscribed in the documents presented to both pam@?. Or was the_xr
mere presence sufficient to add their sanction to the solemnizing (?f the adz?
We are not told whether their participation was freely accepted or imposed l?y
Assyrian authorities. But one thing emerges clearly: foreign gods haf/e a ro%e in
the ad# in all areas of Assyrian domination, irrespective of geographic consider-
ations,?” and in vassal states the vassal’s gods were formally invoked. .

This Assytian resort to a vassal’s native gods is 'mambizgmou_sly set forth in
the following episode from Sargon’s eighth campaign. After a victorious march
through eastern Urartu, Sargon rewards his vassal Ullusunu for handsomely re-
ceiving the Assyrian host.

Ja Ullusunn farri béliiunu
pasiur takbitti mabarin arbussuma
eli $a Iranzi abi alidiiu uaqqi kussiin

As for King Ullusunu, their lord, 1 set a
rich table before him. 1 ele.ated his throne
higher than that of Iranzi, his father and

* ABL 202, rev. 10-13.

®S0 A. J. Delattre, PSBA 23 (1901), 33s.

* Note that Kabtia had just returncd from Rashu (cf. Streck, VAB 7, p. 804). If so,
the men may have been Elamites, still independent; for the Elamites of Rashu were not
subdued until the first Elamite war, when they and their gods were aptured (Asb. Rm.
V.591f.). ' . _

® Pfeiffer, in State Letters of Assyria (AOS 6, 1935), 212, transhted “soldicrs with
their . . . .”  Induction of skilled unis from conquered territories into the Assyrian army
is well attested (cf. Lic, Sargon, 75; Asb. Rm.VILS; Borger, Asarbaddon, § 68, 111, 15).
This would account for a possible foreign elemeat spoken of in our text. Sce above, p.
» ® Note the contrast in rev. 5-7 of the forcign gods with Zianika, “your (ic., the king’s)
gods.” ‘

“In passing, we note that in diplomatic correspondence, as well as in contractual
agreements, national deities were not slighted. In a letter sent by Esarhaddor'x to the
Elamite king Urtaku, the Elamite god Manzinir is mentioned at the end of a listing of
Assyrian gods, all credited with rendeting an oracular (?) dccisl(?n (ABL 918, ?~11;. on
*Manzinir, cf. Streck, VAB 7, p. clxviiin. 1). Similarly, Tammarit, a later Elamitc king,
greeted the Assyrian Ashurbanipal in the name of the gods of both countries (ABL 1400,
obv, 4-5).
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Safunw iti wiic mar Aiir na paiiur
bidati wiiibiungii mabar Affnr o
Hani matiiunn ikrubg farviifi*s

begetter.  They, together with the so'diers
of Assyria, I scated at a festive table, and

before Ashur and the gods of their country,
they blessed my rule,

Present ar the state banquet, confirming the solemnity of the occasion and wi-

nessing the reaffirmation of Sargon’s rule — herein suggestive of ad oath cere-

monies — were the Urartian 8ods. who had been accorded a place of honor
beside the imperial Ashur.

Crltic Dues and § ervices

Though no trace of relig
allegiance, it could be
committed t0 writing.

ious obligation can be found in the ads oaths of
argued thac such obligation may have never been formally

Assy-ian imperial administrators may have, as a matcer
of course, demanded compliance with Assyrian religious patterns.  After all, NA
historical inscriptions do refe- to the payment of “the tribute of the god Ashur,”
and the dedication of “Ashur’s v ‘eapon” in conquered citjes. Olmstead, once again,
saw these items as evidence of Assyrian religious coercion,

It is Ashur who commands that the boundary of his Ja
tax and tribute are of the lord Ashur, when the heavy
is placed on newly conquered peoples, it is in reality
made sabject, to him they

nd should be extended, the
yoke of the king’s lordship
to the lord Ashur they are

were not submissive, and when subdued they are num.-
bered with those subject before the lord Ashur.®

But a re-cxamination of the available evidence shows that the facts ought to e
otherwise construcd. Only the populations of those lands permanently annexed

to Assyria as provinces experienced partial religious dictation; residents of vas-

sal states were free of any religious obligations toward their Assyrian master.

Proviucial Territories .- ~The e

aunent of Samaria illusirates the administra-
tive policies in provincial territor

ies. The defeat of Ispael in 722 BC.E. by
Shalmaneser V was followed, wo years later, by Sargon’s reconquest of jts re-

bellious capital, Samarja 10 It was Sargon who annexed Samaria to Assyria and

made it the capital of a newly created provinee, Sargon’s policies in Samaria can

be wholly rcconstrucred from several inscriprions, cach of which contains excerpts
from a larger account no longer extant ¥

®TCL 3, 63-64.

® Assyria, p. 614,

“On this dating and other deails of Samaria’s fall, Sce Tadmor, JCS 12 (1958),
37-38; and our discussion below, pp. 99,

““The following is bascd upon Lic, Sargon, 15-17; Gadd, Irag 16 (1954), 179, col

IV 35.36; and Winckler, Sargon, 100.24 (¢f. the partial text reconstructed by Tadmor,
JCS 12 {1958, 33-35). €ina are represented in full only

The words sittatifunn to Sam
in the Gadd Prigm. Sovariant statistics: 27,280 captives; 200

This same prism record
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27,290 nifé b libbisu ailula S0 27,290 inhabitants, who live there, T took
narkabati kisir farrditiya ina libbifunu captive. From among them, I organized 50
aksurma | sittatiiunu ina qereb mas Affur  chariots as a royal unit, and the rest of them
usasbit 3l Samerina | wtirma eli ia pana I rescttled within Assyria.  The city of
uiéme niie matati kiiitti qatéya ina libbi Samaria, I rebuilt and made it larger thaa
uierib LU ia ré5iya LU faknu before; and brought people there from the
eliun askunma lands which I had conquered. 1 placed my
biltu maddain ki ta ASinri émidsuninilma  functionary as jaknu® over them, and im-
#) [ indSunn usabiz / posed tax and tribute upon them, just as if
they were Assyrian. 1 also had them trained

in proper conduct.®

This text records the standard procedure for reorganizing a territory into 1
province. The native population was deported to distant cities and replaced
with captives from other areas of the empire.*! The new residents of Samariy
were regarded in every way as Assyrian; the phrase used to describe this status is
in no way unique to this account:

ki ja Affuri . . . émidsuniti®
I imposed upon them . . . just as if they were Assyrian.

In other inscriptions a parallel expression interchanges with this onc with no
change in meaning;:

itti nisé mat ASiur amnuiuniti®
I counted them with the people of Assyria.

Considering the diverse backgrounds of the new provincials, governmental
concern was directed toward training them in “proper conduct.” The particulass

chariots imgressed into royal service (IV 31.33). The final twe words arc represented
only in the Winckler Pruakinschrift.

“The term Jaknu has been left untranslated, due to difficulty in determining the cxact
function of this official within the Assyrian hierarchy. The most recent treatment is by
R. A. Henshaw, “The Office of Saknz in Neo-Assyrian Times,” JAOS 87 (1967), 517-
24; JAOS 83 (1968), 461-82.

“ Inx is translated by CAD I, 152 as “knowledge, technical lore,” and AHw 383 as
“Berufsarbeit.” But such translitions would involve the supposition of an Assyrian
program of job-retraining of dcportees, not at all the intent of Sargon's order. We lcarn
from the Diur-Sharruken text (cf. n. 49) that the masters of #z« instruct in matters of
behavior becoming to Assyrian dtizens. Cf. renditiors of Landsberger, City Invincible,
ed. by Kracling and Adams (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1960), p. 177, “culuire,
crudition,” and Oppenheim in ANET, p. 285 (and n. 1), "(social) positions.”

“ Saggs (Irag 18 [1956], 55) «calls attention to the concern evidenced by the Assyrian
burcaucracy for the needs of relocated populations, so as to foresull the confusion of dis-
lodgement. Cf. texts ND.2449, 2643, and 2725 published by Saggs, ibid., pp. 40-43;
and Greatness, pp. 245f. 2 Kgs 17.0, 24 preserves record of Samaria transfers.  Sce below,
p. 101 n. 23.

% E.g., Lic, Sargon, 329-330.

‘€ Citations in AHw 604, s.v. mani,
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of such behavior are specific i imi

ch bdx:n wr are specified more fully in a similar account relating the settle
ment of Dir-Sharruken. -
mare Asiur madite ini Falama
ana $abuz sibitte palih i u farei
akli u {aviri wmairinmipsi®

I commissioned natives of Assyria, as over-
scers and supervisors, versed in all lore,

to teach them correét behavior® — to 1evere
god and king.

For ihe citizens ¢ i
ens of Assyri; rever : | i
Y, to revere god and king meane bearing the burden
1

()lv ((l,\‘lll’()[l [U‘ b()i I royal UC E > (0AY 1 resi ts w
) ‘ Li tem l 1(, I)C((IS ore i g
: S, inci l €S den
no I“(.‘I(.‘“[. Il(“CC Sﬂl £01 (I.l“llb (’.&‘ ‘ ’ e
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. .
mir CAsiur boliya emidsunii

Limposed the yoke of Ashur, my lord, upen them

nir béliittya émidsuniini

Limposed my royal yoke upon chem.

The obligations incumbent upon ¢

he bearers of the i
e someimes s the yokes of Ashur and the king

iku tupiithu b a Afinr; emidsuniil i

I impose i ics™ :
posed feudal duties™ and corvée upon them as if they were Assyrian

But corvee, ¢
and shrires,?*
cults.

en if termed K "
n dlmcd Ashurs yoke” and used to construct Assyrian temples
1ardly equivalent to coercion of provincials to adopt Assyrian

“The translation of
I, 152.

“On ghittn, sce CAD S, 157.
73 n. 3) derives 1. from sabdm

s passage follows CAD A 1, 278, rather than the carlier CAD

"_I. J. Finklestein apud Shalem Paul (JBL 88 [1969]
; ' to teach” (CAD S, 34 s.». ;
scmfxpnnc pﬂmlllcl ihzu-abazn (CAD A 1, 180f; 1, 47) ’
m]:}:n Kcz/}x/,?rz/t/exlc Sargon’s (Leipeig: J. C. Hinrichs 1883), 12.74
. v, 7?1&, v niru; CAD A 1, 65, 5o, abiann. ’ T
Ibid. Since the usual expression s
heim (ANET, p. 285 n.
Assyrian”
Ashur”

nsse) and compares its

"T imposed my royal yok
; ‘ J yoke upon them,” QOppen-
e o 9) takes the “yoke of Ashur” to refer to a "special, smt?: of
sranted by Sargon to the settlars of Carchemish, B
. : i . s : . ut the phrase “yok
o arml-s, onlry one of several interchangeable phrases used to describe th}g strsen tz;Oke IOf
e Sa::gol ;1;@ ;;(())L(i) and the king alike. Eg., ummanir * Afnr “the troops (i As‘]?uor
s rgon, G2; ) and mandapsiya, “my warriors” i s 5
babki AL, L my wartiors . (Lie, Sar, : ; ;
akki /f;r.r{]r,. weapon of Ashur’ (Lie, Sargon, 122) and #ak,é;yaglzz;ﬂglisf;n& 4'0?1),
weapon L1¢ g ) ' ) ’ o
impiscdS Oxt cl([ §ﬂ’g;)’]) 280, b 50, 13} 52, 6; 380). Morcover, the “yoke of Xshurg" :Y
oped ¢ lkf ?[ 1er than Carchemish, without apparcnt distinction (cf. Lie, Sgr ;
:h, J k;)p. /?,_\ 4, ]3); We conclude that all colonists were treated alike, re . dl ‘o
where t ¢y originated. K. Tallqvist, Der Assyrische Gorr (StOr 4/3 1932)’ B of
howr the king and the god are cquated in war contexts ’ P96,
*L.g., TCL 3, 410; Lic, Sar 1; 2 ;
X » f , gon, 204, 205. See CAD E, 142
SCE CAD I, 736f; Ablw, 3711 ¢ e
" E.g., lic, Sargon, p. 74, 8-11.

shows
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Out of the entitre corpus of NA historical inscriptions, oaly three texts ex-
plicitly tell of cultic imposts:

(1) After capturing Hirimmy, on the Assyro-Babylonian border, Sennacherib
specifies:

1 reorganized that distirct, and established
one ox, ten sheep, ten homers of wing,
twenty homers of its choicest dates as regu-
lar offerings for the gods of Assyria, my
lords, for all times.

nagi Sudtu ane eiiili asbat iftén alps
10 immeré 10 imer karana 20 imér

suluppi réictéiu ana giné ilani mat

Abiur béléya ukin darifam™

(2) Having subdued the Shamash-shum-ukin-led rebellion, Ashurbanipal
reimposed upon Babylon

the finest regular sacrificial offerings for

attukki giné reiwits CAfiur u *Ninlil :
; ¥ Ashur, Ninlil, and the gods of Assyria.

u tlani mar Afiur™
(3) Esathaddon’s reorganization and annexation of Egypt concludes with
the statement:

1 established regular sacrificial offerings for
Ashur and the great gods, my lords, for all
imes.

sattukki gini ina ASfur u ilani
rabati béleya wkin dari(-fam)™

Payments probably varied from area to area; the I;Iirhmu schedule may have
been a daily due,3 while in Egypt there is reason to believe that demands were
‘more elaborate.5? The central authorities in Nineveh are know= to have kept
watch over these provincial incomes; administrative documents ifl the Harper
collection, dated to Esarhaddon, report no less than sixteen di.smc.c governor.s,
including two from provinces on the north Syrian coast, as being in arrears in
remittance of sacrificial dues.% .

The paucity of the sources, 10wever, leaves several key questions unanswer-
able. We cannot tell whether all or part of the cultic dues weze transferred to es-

% OIP 2, 55.59.

% Asb. Rm.IV.106-107. . .

5 Borger, Asarbaddon, § 65, rev. 48-49. This same phrz}s.eology is used in the sum-
mary, Borger, Asarbaddon, § 57, obv. 15-16, without an identifiable refere.nt‘., .

® Cf. H. Tadmor, “Temple City and Royal City in Babylonia and Assyria” {Hebrew], in
City and Community (Jerusalem: Historical Society of Isra?l, 1968), p. 185.

® Sce ANET, pp. 293-294 for suggested list of dues imposed on Egypt; cf. Borger,
Asarbaddon, § 80. . . '

® e, giné fa Affur, ABL 43, obv. 5, 24-25. (Collated text is now available in
AOAT 5/1, mo. 309.) Cf. ABL 724, 5-8. ABL 532 notes the non-d'cllvery of the bamussu-
tax from Barhalza, occasioning interruption in the Ashur temple.nmal. .

Van Driel is of the opinion that these payments were contributions expected of A'ssynan
high officialdom, whether “on account of the offices thar thgse persons were hSIdmg, or
on account of the fact that they were possessors of vast estates in their own right.” See his
Cult of Assur (Assen: Van Gorcun. 1969) pp. 189f.
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tablished Assyrian sanctuarics or if they were rendered at new cult places founded
in the provinces.! Were payments made directly to cult installations, earmarked
as their perquisites, or disbursed from general revenues as a permanent draft on
local treasuries?%? In all, the actual role required of provincial residents in As-
syrian cults is unspecified, save perhaps what is inferable from the suggestive
presence of "Ashur’s weapon” in the province center.

To concretize the induction of new populations into Assyrian citizenship, the
kakki “Afirr, “the weapon of Ashur,” was crected in the province center. There
scems litde question that the weapon was the official military emblem of As-
syria.“T'he palace reliefs show it 1o have been present in the army camp during
campaigns.® It was located beside the alrar cable upon which sacrificial meals
were laid out.”! Tts form was that of a pointed lance topped by the symbolic
representation of Ashur,s and is styled a maulmully parzilli, “iron(-tipped)
arrow,”%% or perhaps even a patar parzilli, “iron dagger.” 66

As the symbol of Ashur, the weapon is known to have been set up only in
territories reorganized into Assyrian provinces by Tiglath-pileser 11157 Sargon,®
and Sennacherib.®  During the reigns of Esarbaddon and Ashurbanipal, on the
other hand, scribes limited mention of the weapon to its portrayal as the effective
agent in battle, leading both monarchs tc victory,” thus neglecting, for example,

to tell whether the weapon was deposited in Egypt after the final conquest of
that country by Esarhaddon.

*The oprning lines of Esarhaddon’s Samal text (Borger, Asarbaddon, § G5, obv.
18-27), which seem to bear on this problem, are too fragmentary 1o be of help.

* Sargon appears to have levied direct payments upon the subdued Aramaean tribes
in the Gambulu region of Babylonia for the upkeep of Marduk and Nabu: $ibit alp&iunu
sénifunu ana “BEl (1) mar ‘Bal wkin fattiiam (Lie, Sargon, 331-332), I established a
ax on their cattle and flocks for Bet (and) the son of Bel annually.” But in this instance,
the levy was for local Babylonian, not Assyrian, cult needs. (Some time later, an Assyrian
governor in Babylonia is known to have exacted a gbtu-tax on flocks consecrated to Marduk.
See ABL 464, rev. 1ff.)

* See Barnett and Falkner, Sculptures of Tiglath-Pileser 111, plate LX; Paterson, Palace
of Sinacherib, plates 38, 76, 85, 95; Botta, Monument de Ninive 2 (Paris: Imprimerie
nationale, 1849), platc 146. Sce figure 1. Inscription rcads: wimanwn ia “LUGAL
[GLNA] “Canp of Sargon.”

* ANEP, 625.

% Sce fig. 2 and other materials in F. Sarre, Klio 3 (1903), 333ff.; E. D. VanBuren,
Symbols of the Gods in Ancient Mesopotamian Art ( AnOr 23, 1945), 162-65. Oan the
winged disk occasionally associared with Ashur, cf. H. Frankfort, The Art and Architecture
of the Ancient Orient (Baltimore: Penguin Books, 1963 ), pp. 6O6f.

® Compare Rost, Tigl. 111, 160-61 and Thontafel, obv. 36.

“" Cf. ABL 292, 6; 350, rev. 6. E. Salonen, StOr 33 (1965), pp. 49-55, cites several
passages in wkich patrn might be better rendered “a dagger-shaped knife/sword;” see now,
AHw 848, s.v. patru.

7 Rost, Tigl. 111, 10, 22 [180]; Thontafcl, obv. 36, 44,

® Lic, Sargon, 94, 99.

™QOIP 2, (2:89-91,

® Borger, dsarbaddon, § 68, 1, 32 Ach. Rm.JIL20-21: VIS3ff VIL119ff; 1X.90ff.
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Ashur’s weapon may have been more thdn an "outward sign of political 40-
minion.””*  The iron arrow erected in the Median district of Balvuzfnnu was in-
scribed, ncted Tiglath-pileser 11, with the tale of litfzx “Af5ur béliya "the v1ctor1{es
of Ashur, my lord.”"!* Sparsc statements in Sargon’s annals allude indeed to the
weapon’s religious significance, but only in general terms.

ilani alikiir mabriya ina qerbiiu uiéiibma' S
The gods, who march in front of me, I settled in it (i.c., Kishesim).

kakke *Asinr béliya ana iliitiinn oib[nn]™ . ‘
The weapor. of Ashur, my lord, T cstablished as cheir god (i.c., in Jarhar).

More information is available from older texts. As 2 divine c.mblem, the
patrum a Aifur, “the dagger of Ashur,” is known to have been .uscd in Icgtql con-
texts in the Old Assyrian period. Assyrian colonists in Anatolia gave testimony,
undertook obligations, dispensed judgments, and scaled doc':uments in the pres-
ence of this weapon.™ A kakki fa Aiinr, also mentioned in thc? OA tei(t.s, ”was
resorted to in ordeals. The defendant seems to have beer. Fequllred to “lift” or
“draw out” the weapon of the god from its sheath — the culprit being unable to.dvo
so because of divine refusal to cooperate.” In these ordeal contexts the kakki Su
Affur is mentioned along with other divine symbcls, the patrum 5a Affur, and the
Jugarrium fa AiSur, “the spear (?) of Ashur.”?® ' .

The use of weapons in OA ordeals is suggestive for the NA pervlod. Qppcm
heim bas identified several ordeals in the Harper corres'pondence mw:lvmg the
“lifting of the kalappu-weapon.”™ Furthermore, a deified kalappu (‘kalappi)
and a deified kakkn (‘kakku) were among twelve other gods who would accom-
pany the NA king to the Dagan temple during sacrificia.l ri'cuals.78 1 '

Since these weapons played a part in the legal and culticlife of the NA period,

™ So, Meissner, BuA 1, p. 141. .
“* His MA predecessor, Tiglath-pileser I, had made use of an cr?gravcd bronze t
(birqi siparri) to warn against rebuilding and resettling a site consigned to permanent
desolation. See AKA, 79, 6.15-21. '
" 1Lie, Sargon, 94. The variznt in Sargon’s Iraniaa stele reads:
[ ] 8istar béliya alikdt paniya u| 1 ina qerbifu usarme ' o
[ ] Lihtar, my lords who march before me, [ ] I deposited within it.
See Levine, Two Neo-Assyrian Stelae from Iran, p. 38, line 39.
% Lie, Sargon, 99. .
" See H. Hirsch, Altassyrische Religion, AfO Beiheft 13/14 (1?61) 64-65. Usc of d.x-
vine weapons in legal proceedings during the Old Babylonian peu.o<% can be com"paredwm
Walther, LSS 6/4-6, 192ff.; and R. Harris, “The Journey of the Divine Weapon,” AS 16,
217-224. ( ' ' fen” ATO
" Oppenheim, “Lexikalische Untersuchuagen zu den ‘Kappadokischen' Briefen,
12 (1937-39), 342-46.
*1bid. . § el
™ Oppeaheim, “Deux notes de lexicographie accadieane,” Or 9 (1940), 219-21; Deller,
Or 32 (1963), 474.
 Cf. Ebeling, “Kultische Texte aus Assur,” Or 21 (1952), 139, 24; AHw 424a.
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their display in new provinces probably served as more than just a reminder of
reverence due Assyrian gods; a cult in their honor was likely institured.™ Once
again, however, the role deaanded of provincials in such a cult remains unkaown.

At the same time, this installation of Assyrian cults within the provinces did
not preclude the continued practice of local, native cults. Although outright
statements to this effect are unavailble in the extant NA corpus, we may infer
that such a policy was in fo-ce by juxaposing two Sargonid texts discussed earlier.
Sargon’s postconquest dealings in the Harbar region of Media (ca. 716 BC.E,)
are deseribed Both in his annals and on (he newly recovered Iranian stele, The
annals repore the establishient "of the weapon of Ashur, my lord, as their god”
(see above, n. 73). The stele, at this point, omits all mention of Ashur’s
weapon, substituting instead a repere of Assyria’s rebuilding of temples and
the return of Harharite gods o their shrines (sce above, p- 38, n. 101). While
the reason for these disparate historical cntries s unclear, their juxaposition
wargants the conclusion thar the intreduction of imperial cults into the provinces
in no way supplanted local cults. Incecd, Sargon’s actior abetted their continued
observance.

Vassal States.— Assyrian treatment of independent vassal states was markedly
different from that of the provinces.  Such states were able to maintain a certain
autonomy, although usually 2 pro-Assyrian force was in control. The circumspect
ruler prevented the destruction and take-over of his homeland by appearing ar the
Assyrian court, along with other tribute-bearers, to proclaim his allegiance
publicly. Tribute payments included fixed sums (biltu 4 maddatta) B0 occasion-

K. Galling, Der Altar in den Kulimien des alten Orient: Line archiologische Siudie
(Berlin: Curtius, 1925), p. 41, finds a cu't honoring these weasons “casy to understznd,”
but preseats no evidence for one. He seems to follow H. Schifer, “Assyrische und
gyptische Feldzeichen,” Klio 6 (19006), 396ff., who paralleled Assyrian pictoral material
to late Roman practice.  On Roman standard worship, see, C. H. Kracling, “The Episode
of the Roman Standards at Jerusalem,” TR 35 (1942), 263-c0.

I have lefe out of consideration the fragmentary passage in the Tiglath-pileser 111
Prism III R 10, no. 2, 10-11, because the references are insufficiently clear. The text,
partially restored by ND. 4301 + 4305 =Iraq 18 [1956], pl. 23, rev. 14°) and ND.
400 (=Ireg 13 {1951], pl. 11,16), reads

{salam ilani rabiiti belilya u salam
Sartfitiya [ia hurasi . . . éplus ina
qereb ckal 5a al balzutu . . g ox
ilaniiunn amniima

[the image of the great gods,] my
flords] and my royal image [of gold . .. I
malde, and in the palace of Galza .. ] x
their gods, I appointed.

A divine symbol of some sort appointed as/with the gods of Gaza would not be out of
place, since there is some suggestion that provincial status (?) may have been granted the
ciry. Note that ND. 400, 18 reads: [itti niié mat) Afsur amnu. CE. the remarks of Wise-
man, Irag 13 (1951), 22.

A full treaunent of tribute collection and distribution procedures is found in Wm.
J. Martin, Tribut und Tributlcistungen bei den Assyren, ($tOr 8/1, 1936). A convenient
review of all taxes pavable to Assyria is given by Tadmor in “Temple City,” pp. 185.88

fsee above, o S,
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ally enhanced by special gifts in honor of state even:s (tamartu/ nd.murm, igi.ré). AL
At times, vassal states had to supply a quota of men for the Assyrian army during
campaigns in their region. Insum, wholly political demands were their }o}t}. f

NA sources tell of no religious impositions mrade upon va‘ssals——.next er ¢
sacrificial dues nor of religious symbols erected in thei.r territories. It is conceiy-
able, howerver, that in the interest of gocd relations with the Assyrian sElz,emm, a
vassal's occasional gifts might have induded donations tO‘tl'le suzetain’s gods.
An interesting glimpse into the impornnce actached to rchgu‘)us gifts is found
in ABL 268, a report by an official of Ashurbanipal. He las intercepted

three white horses . . . and their silver
. o « 83
3 sisé pisiti . . . u 1illifunu ia kaspi trappings.® .On the brqnzc . tuchr]
(ina) mubbi siparri muné’e [$a) nildi of the tappings was written: [r(;;? f
Satir (it ? Talmmariti (x)-il teppir Tammarita [. . .] the zeppir-official® o
tar mdar Elamti [alna *L5tar Urak® the king of Elam to Ishtar of Uruk.

Delivery of the horses sent by enemy Elamites o the goddess of Uruk was d?layed,
pending further instructions from Nineveh. Gifts to a god other than‘ one’s owg
apparently carried political overtones, and so the careful bc?rder guard intercepte
the offensive horses and thei: trappings. Gifts to Assyria’s gods, on the other
hand, must have been warmly welcomed. But no speci‘ic demands for such
gifts are known to have been made. . . _

Vassal states were not without their symbolic reminders of Assyrian rule. In
every land through which the Assyrian army marched, steles were set up to m:.er
the limits of Assyrian domination.8¢ The ubiquitout; stel'e was not an innovation
of Assyriz, but was widely used by her to boast of victories and conquests. .

It has been claimed that in the NA cmpire the stele belonged to the cult of
a deified king 57 In the palaces and temples of defeated stetes steles were erected,
and the residents “commanded to worship the royal image . . . Ashur had
ordered . . . set up ‘as a sign of victory and might. 88

S On @martu/namurtn, spedal gifts seat to curry favor with the overlord, sce Martin,
Tribut p. 24; and cf. AHw 730. ‘

8 Qn iillu, sec Borger, Asarbaddon, p. 59 n. 43, and the works -cncd. )

s Cf. AHw 673a. Our trasslation follows that of Oppenheim in Letters from Meso-

s (Chi : i i i 67), p. 157.
otamia (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1967 ), p- 157 . o
f 8 Oppenheim reads: “[Property (2) of] Tammariti, |a gift] of the reppir-offical.
On the Elamite teppir, sce the remarks of Sollberger, JCS 22 (1968), 32, and the references
i : I3 - 1t i oS-
cited there. Older translations parsed #lteppir as a 1/3 of fapar, “to send. ‘But Jabaru
docs not otherwise exhibit this tendency towards vowel harmony. Cf 11v15nklcr, Zn:l'
Babylonischen und Assyrischen Grammatik, 188 5/6 (1912), p. 33, for cxamples, an
GAG, 9.

s ABL 268, obv. 13-rev. 1. ’ )

8 Meissner, BuA 1, p. 141, spoke of both “Ashur's weapon” and the stele “as outward
signs of dominion.” He was followed by Lie, Sargon, p. 17 n. §, and Schrade, Verborgene
Gott, p. 76. But since the weapon did convey religious significance (cf. above, pp.

5y *me be qualified.

53.55), such broad statements must ; .
5" See Olmstead, American Political Sdence Review 12 (1918), 67-72.
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At first glance, the evidence supporting this view seems incontrovertible.
Olmstead comments at some length on the activity depicted upon the engraved
bronze gates of Balawat (reproduced in ANEP 364):

A sculptor works in the water, malict on chisel, at a representation of the king
which is complcte save that the surrounding cartouche is still to be incised. So
petfect is the royal figure that an official already has taken his position on a
plazform crected among the rocks and adores his master's cffigy.  Other Assyrians

lead up aram for the sacrifices and deg on his back a rductane bull destined to
meet the same end ™

Furthermore, when excavarions at Nimrud recovered the now famous stele of
Ashurnasirpal, before it stoad a “low triangular altar resting on lions feet and with
a circular hollowed top.” "We are in the presence of the central fact of the empire,
the worship of the deified ruler.”?

Additional data to support this view were supplied by mid-seventh cencury
B.C.E. documents from the province of Guzana (Tell-Halaf), which show that
private oaths were sometimes taken before the gods and the “salam Sarri, “the
statue cf the king,” to which divine honor was due®' Ungnad noted thac per-
sonal names of the type Salam-farri-iqhi “can only be trenslated “the king's image
has ordered,”” obviously crediting the statue with oracular powers.”?

Hayim Tadmor has sought to circumscribe the extent to which worship of

steles was practiced. In his discussion of Tiglath-pileser 1II's Philistine cam-
paigns, he wrote:

The clearest sign of cnslavement was the royal Assyrian cult which was intro-
duced there, i.e., the service of the stele of the king of Assyria in the central shrine
of Gaza. Only those vassal states which were not annexed to Assyria were forced

to practice this cult, whereas the people of Assyria proper and residents of As-
syrian provinces were absolved from it.®

But these commonly held views have not met with universal acceptance, and
with good reason. Kurt Galling raised several objections. His typological study
of the zltars found in proximity to steles— both those found 71 sitz and those
represented on palace reliefs —- differentiared at Ieast two distinct architectural
styles: (1) peaked incensz (?) altars, and (2) round table altars®* Peaked
altars ate usually shown stationed at temple gateways and entrances; their location

" Olmstead, Assyria, p. 115.

™ 1bid., pp. 103-104; cf. also p. 87. Sce figure 3 for Layard's record of the original

find-site of the stele and altar. Cf. also Lavard, A Second Series of the Monuments of
Nineveh (London, 1853), pl. 4.

® A. Ungnad, AfO Beiheft 6 (1940) 63 n. 5.
» 1bid., p. 58 n. 21.
" H. Tadmor, “The Assvrian Campaigns to Philista” in Military History of the Land

of Isracl in Biblical Times [Hebrew], ed. by J. Liver (Jerusalem: Maarachoth, 1964), p.
264.
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documentary evidence cited by Ungnad from the Guzana province is enough to
undermine Tadmor’s suggestion that only nonannexed vassal territories were
forced to practice the royal cult.

In sum, we note that steles were placed throughout the Assyrian realm, as
well as exported to vassal territories. They served to matk the farthest reaches
of Assyrian influence and reminded all onlookers of the political loyalties ex-
pected of them. No textual statements are available which tell of demands for
their worship or describe ritual instituted upon their erection. Within Assyria
and its provinces the steles did :ake on a quasi-religious significance. But, again,
this is far from deification or imposition of a cult of the king. The concluding
lines of Sargon’s Cyprus stele favor this interpretation. The words of this for-
mulaic text, directing future rededication of the stele, are not wholly unique;
they do, however, set forth the stele’s unmistakable purpose — glorification of
the gods, to whom all honor was due:

[ina arlkat Gmi rubu arkd
[musardlya limurma liltasi
[. . ] élani rabiti lista''idma
[famni] lip5as niqa liqqi™

In the future, when a later prince comes
upon my [inscription}, let him read it
Let him praise the [. . .] of the great gods.
Let him anoint it, and offer a sacrifice.

Conclusions
Our re-examination of Assyrian imperial organization finds that we must
reject conventional statements which view “the whole organization centered
around the worship of Ashur, the deified state and the reigning king'®® fanati-

"cally imposing active worship of Assyrian gods upon defeated populations.1of

Assyria distinguished between territories annexed as provinces directly under
her control and vassal lands under native rule. Ths latter were free of any cultic
obligations toward their master. Only within annexed provinces was the cult of
Ashur and the great gods seemingly required, inasmuch as their residents were
counted as Assyrian citizens. But considering the inconclusiveness of Assyrian
historical sources, we hesitate 0 specify those rituals imposed upon provincials
beyond the rendering of taxes to palace and temple; the only sure sign of an

Frankfort's full discussion in Kingship and the Gods (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1948), pp. 295-312.

WVAS 1, rev. 59-61. At the end, CAD S, 83 rcads “(to it).” But cven if the sac-
rifices were offered “to the stele” (an unexampled notion), they scem clearly directed to
the gods whose valor is praised, a0t to the king. Note that on the Sargon stele from
Asharné (RA 30 [1933], 55), the concluding formula, similar to the one we have quoted,
continues: [#flqa liqqi ®Afiur. . . ‘Thureau-Dangin's suggested rendition was: “qu'il
offre un safcrifice]: Assur [exancera sa priere.]” Cf. the Sennacherib inscriptions, OI?
2, 147.35 and 148.26, which rcad: "Afiur (2 %Iitar) tkribiin ifemmi.

18 A. T. Olmstead, "Oriental Impcerialism,” American Historical Review 23 (1917-18),
758.

37 S, Sidney Smith, CAH 3, p. 91.
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Assyrian cult in the provinces is
weapon.”
In the final analysis, Landsl

the oft-mentioned installation of “Ashur’s

. : berger’s suspicion may prove correct: Assyria
never forced conquered peoples to revere Ashur,” bue remained content to show
Ashur’s superiority to their own £0ds. 108
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FIG. 3 Stele of Ashurnasirpal and altar at Calah

(See page 57)

4. JUDAH IN THE ORBIT OF ASSYRIA

AVING established that Assyrian administrative policies distinguished be-
H tween provincial and vassal tetritories, we are now prepared to re-examine
the nature and source of those religious innovations within Judah and Israel often
seen as impositions of Assyrian imperialism. Inasmuch as political status within
the empire determined the degree of subserviance to the Assyrian master, we
begin by tracing Judah's political history as currently reconstructable from biblical
and Assyrian sources.

Judah — an Autonomous Vassal State

Throughout the entire century of Assyrian domination of Syria-Palestire
(ca. 740-640 B.CE.), Judah succeeded in retaining its nominal independence by
consistently submitting to the political will of Assyria. It was never annexed to
the empire, and so was spared the disastrous fate of northern Israel.

As early as 738, following his defeat at the head of the twelve-state Syrian
coalition, Azaryahu of Judah recognized Assyrian suzerainty.! His grandson,
Ahaz, later undertook tribute payments as vassal of Tiglath-pileser I1I, frightened,
it seems, by the immediate presence of Assyrian forces engaged in their first
Philistian campaign (734).2 Despite direct military pressure to join the “Syrc-

*Tadmor, "Azriyau of Yaudi,” SH 8 (1961), 270f., suspects that the rout of Judah's
armies probably ended with the payment of a separate war indemnity, thus explaining the
absence of Judah from the list of tributary states in the Tiglath-pileser III annals.

*See M. Noth, History, pp. 258-59; Cf. Tadmor, “Azriyau,” p. 265, and E. R. Thiele,
The Mysterions Num bers of the Hebrew King: (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964),
p. 130.  Judah’s weak military position, as evidenced by the attacks of Philistines and
Edomites (cf. 2 Chr 28.16-18; 2 Kgs 16.6 [read according to the text as emended by
Montgomery, Kings, pp. 458 and 462]), accounts for the ready acceptance by Ahaz of

Assyrian authority. * Cf. Tadmor, “Campaigns,” pp. 263f. The letter ND. 2773 (=—Saggs,

Irag 17 [1955], 131-33 and 151f) may describe this period of disturbance in Trans.
Jordan (2?) prior to the Assyrian arrival. See the discussion of Hallo, Bib Arch Reader
2, p. 172; and B. Mazar, 1IEJ 7 (1957), 237¢.

Just how close to Judah Assyria moved is shown by the Nimrud relief depicting the
capture of Gezer, taken by Tiglath-pileser “to secure his flank while he moved south into
Philistia”  See H. D. Lance, BibArch 30 (1967), 44; cf. Hallo, BibArch Reader 2, p
172; Kallai, VT 8 (1958), 153 n. 3; and the objections of W. F. Albright, BASOR 92
(1943), 17 n. 6. Tadmor, BibArch 29 (1966), 89, would date this event to the close of
the 733/32 BC.E. campaigns. The most recent publication of the Gezer relief is in Barnett
and Falkner, Sculptures of Tiglath-Pileser 11, pl. LXII, and p. 24.
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Ephramite” League in rebellion? Ahaz remained loyal to Assyria.4. In 732 he
personally g-eeted the victorious Tiglath-pileser III after the Assyrian conquest

of Damascus.® . . . o
This posture of submissiveness contiaued into the reign of the succeeding

king, Hezekiah; the results of the summary treatment of Sarrllarla6 at ;;hli hgr:d; ;)zf
Sargon (720 B.C.E.) were apparently not ilost cn Jerusalem. o A)Sthd
Hezekiah became involved in cebellion against Szrgon at the side o he.
Aftor he loss of the border foriress, Azekah, “Judah averted by somf meanje;ed
" central’ Assyrian attack,”” resuming its vassal status® A _Ietter recent ﬂ recobdued
at Ninirud notes the receipt of horses as part of -he tribute from the su

inci in this rebellion.? o
prm{}ﬁ(?f iie death of Sargor, Hezekiah orgz_mized the southemv Pales:g:;
states in further revolt, occasioning a most serious thrfrat © Judah sdtirrxlc e
integrity. In a single campaign (701 B,_C.E.) _Senm'cherxnbmsmpped ]u ah o .
walled cities and countless small towns in their environs to force its C(zmp ¢
surrender. Apparently willing to accede to the continued auton(})lr};‘y 0 12”:;:1
Judah, Assyria withdrew.!? The lost cities were annexed to Philistia,

% See 2 Kgs 16.5; Isa 7.1, 5-6. On the basis of ND. 4301‘ + 4395 (:Imqkii {195tg;

pl. XXII), rev. 5', it seems that Hiram of Tyre joingi with Rezin and Pe in

i- i 1l . Cf. Tadmo:, “Azriyay,” pp. 264i n. g. o .
amlézsevf;a;; ‘136“;59 The Ahaz declaration: 1 am your vassal, your son dxsassocmteld
Judah fr(;m the rebel cause, and reminded Assyria of its obligation to protect lgs'al'vassz;;

(cf. above, p. 44). On the formula of submission, sece Loewenstamm, Léfonénu
148, o . L
(19562)11(5”5 16:10. The mention of Ahaz (laxbazi) among Assynas. vassals. in I}E b;;k%
ing inscripticn 11 R 67 (= Rost, Tigl. LI, pp. 54ff.; ANET ?EZ) 1s.asso,<51;teciG4y) woitf:

; i f 732 B.CE., by Tadmor (“Campaigns,” p. 26
(History, p. 261) with the events o . " ) wie

7 imor’ ing i ferred. The absence of Samaria, g
hose of 734 B.CE. Tadmor's dating is to be pre ; nari: :
ivi(ifle the continued reference to Mitinti of Ashkelon, would indeed be peculiar in a List

d after the 732 B.C.E. victcrics. o o
pre}zasf:e Nimrud Inscription (= Winckler, Sargon, 168.8,‘ m.u:ak‘nz:A mat laudi ‘m zmirZJg
ragu, *(He, Sargon,) who subjugates far-off Judah.” This inscription is dated ca. 7
Chc 1958), 38 n. 146.
B.C.E. Cf. comment by Tadmor, JC§ 12 ( ,

7 Tadmor, JCS 12, 83. Sec his full discussion of the Azckah batde, pp- 8~0-}814;:1 f Od(:ﬁ
holds that Azekah belonged to Ashdod (not Judah)_ in 712 B.C.E, since 1tS ?e ;’e‘zjlm}i
cupied during the Philistine penctration reported in _2 Chr 22?18. See _elr. o
(Jerusalem: Kiryat Sefer, 1970), 84 n. 19. Resolution of this geographxc‘a .lssue67"
carlier offered by Kallai, The Tribes of Israel [Hebrew] (Jerusalem: Mosad Bialik, 19671,
314;1566'8 Nireveh Prism A (= Winckler, Sargon, 188) 29-30 and comments by Tadmor,
JCS 12, pp. 79ff. . _ .

® Text ND. 2765 is presented in full in Appendix I1.

»Cf. 2 Kgs 18.7-8, 13; OIP 2, 32.18ff. ‘ N .

1 Brevard gChilds‘ monograph, Isaiah and the Assyrian Crisis gSBT 3, 1967), revievs
the vast literature which has engulfed historical study of Sennacherib’s 701 B.C.E. camp'a‘lgt;
to Judah (cf. pp. 11-19 and bibliographic citations) and presents a fresh form-critical

i -veral biblical witnesses.
anal}“s’ll"shsfr:zniczzggcstion by M. Eilat ("On the Pclitical Statss of Judah after Sen-

JUDAH IN THE ORBIT OF ASSYRIA 67

Jerusalem alone was left to pay the oppressive war indemnity and the increased
annual tribure’® A tax record from Nineveh reflects the impoverished cordi-
tions which must have prevailed for the next decades: Moab and Ammon de-
livered sums greater than the “ten minas of silver frcm the inhabitants of
Judah."

Manasseh, son of Hezekiah, ruled over the diminutive Judahite state for a
lengthy fifty-five years. Throughout, he remained a loyal subject of Assy-ia,
except for the short and questionable interval of his incarceration, 2 Chr 33.11-
13 tells of the capture of Manasseh and his forced appearance before an Assyrian
monarch in Babylon.’® Had the incident been reported in Assyrian annals, it

nacherib’s Conquest of Lachish” [Hebrew], Y¢dior 31 [1967], 140-56) that
governor and garrison” were stationed at Lachish to ke
Palestine isuntenable. As proof, Filat rites ABL

“an Assyrian
¢p warch over affairs in southern
218, which mentions a Philistine regiment
located at URU lu-ga-3e. This otherwise unknown town cannot be identified with biblical
Lachish, which appears in Assysian transcription as la-Ei-su (OIP 2, 156.XXV, 3; cf.
Amarna lati-sif5i/fa - VAB 2, 287, 288, 328, 329 and 335). Besides, the Sennacherib
annals clearly state that captured Judahite territory was parcelled our between Ashod,
Eqron, Gaz, and Ashkelon (OIP 2,33.33-34; 70.29). A recollecion of this expropriation
was found in Ezek 16.26-27, by O. Eissfeldr, See “Ezechiel als Zeuge fiir Sanheribs
Eingriff in Palistina,” PIB 27 (1931), 58-66.

Likewise, the presence at Lachish of a latge public building patterned on Assyrian
blueprints in and of itself proves little concerning the political organization of the city
(Aharoni, Y*dior 31 [1967], 8091; quoted by Filat, Y*dior 31, p- 145). Cf A. Al,
“Die Terriworialgeschichtliche Bedeutung von Sanheribs Eingriff in Palistina, in Kleme
Schriften [= KS] zur Geschichte des Volbes Israel 2 (Minchen: C. H. Beck, 1953), pp.
245-58. On incorporation of native regiments into the Assyrian army, specifically with
reference to Lachish, see R. D. Barnett, “The Siege of Lachish,” IEJ 8 (1958), 161-¢4.

®Cf. 2 Kgs 18.14-16; OIP 2, 33.35-49.

" ABL 624. Translation of the text is given in ANET, p. 201. See discussions by
R. H. Pfeifler, JBL 47 (1928), 185-86, and Wm. Martin, Tribas, pp. 49-50.

®The original skepticism concerning the historicity of the Chronicles’ account of
Manasseh’s imprisonment has now all but been forgotten.
verses an invention of the Chronicler, so that Manassch “does not escape punishment,
while on the other hand the length of his reign (55 years} is nevertheless explained”
(Prolegomena, p. 207). The sclfsame evauation had been advanced earlier by K. H.
Graf, “Die Gefangenschaft vnd Bekehrung Manasse’s, 2 Chr. 33, ThStKr 32 (1859),
467-94. Later commentators were less harsy in their judgment: they regarded only the
framework story of Manasseh’s repentance as fictional; the capture, historical (e.g., Curti,
Chromicles [ICC, 1910], p. 498; Myers, Chronicles [AB, 1965], p. 199).

What hes been left unexplained by thess later writers is the
the historical “fact” of Manassch's revolt and capture.
Kings omitted from his work any cvent which might be interpreted as punishment, if
only in some small way, of that king blamed for the loss of the kingdom (see 2 Kgs
23.26). Nete that mention of Manassch's building activities at Jerusalem was similarly
overlooked ‘c¢f. 2 Chr 33.14). For the Chronicler, however, the story of Manasseh's
capture conf.rmed a basic theological premise: each individual was adjudged during his
own lifetime.  Besides, the Chronicler did net make Manasseh out to be the sole cause of
Judah’s downfall, as had the editor of Kings before him (cf. 2 Kgs 24.3; 2 Chr 33.17, 23,
36.14-15). Cf. observations of E. L. Ebrlich, “Der Aufe
Babylon,” TZ 21 (1965), 285f.

Wellhausen considered tae

absence from Kings of
We assume that the editor of

nthalt des Konigs Manasse in
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would have indicated that he had been suspected of active rebellion. But the
annals only mention Manasseh as a loyal vassal. He, “Manasseh, king of the
city of Judah” (Menasi far al landi), was among the twenty-two western kings
summoned to the court of Esarhaddon to deliver materials for the reconstruction
of the royal storehouse at Nineveh.!® With minor variations in their ranks, these
same rulers presented gifts to Ashurbanipal, who then proceeded with their help
to conquer Egypt.”” Neither Assyrian report can be connected with the Chron-
icles passage, lacking, as they do, any indication of arrest!®

Ever since E. Schrader’s original suggestion,'? most writers have found the
appropriate occasion for Manasseh’s zevolt to be the civil war led by Shamash-
shum-ukin against Ashurbanipal. The uprising in Babylon reportedly stirred
revolt in other territories. With the main insurrection in hand by 648 B.CE,
Ashurbanipal moved to make reprisals as far west as Edom and Moab,?¢ at which
time he may have brought Manasseh into line “for possible involvement on the

side of Babylon.”?!

 Borger, Asarbaddon, § 27, ep. 21, 55. Esarhaddon’s Nineveh inscriptions do not
specify the year of Manasseh’s tribute. Olmstead ( Assyria, p. 368) supposed that the
building projects were undertaken by Esarhaddon "at the begianing of his reign;” while
Tadmor (En. Miq. 4, cols. 259. n. 9) associates the incident with the events of 677 B.CE.;
viz., the defeat of Sidon and the building of Kar-Esarhaddon. See Borger, Asarbaddon
§ 27, ep. 5, 80-81. Cf. also, Tadmor, BibArch 29 (1966), 98.

7 Ash. C.1.24-47. Only the “C” editon of the Ashurbanipal annals, compiled in ca.
647 B.CE., saw fit to include by name the full list of 22 kings in its description of the
events of 668/67 E.C.E.; while the contemporanecous accounts of the Egyptian campaign
simply state that kings from “Trans-Euphrates” countries (farrani eber mari; on eber
nari, see CAD E, 8 AHw 181) came to Assyria's aid (cf. K. 228 4 [= Streck, VAB
7, pp. 158££.], obv. 25; Asb. EIL10). The "C" lising would be of little historical value
were we to assume that it was compiled by the “C” editors, reflecting conditons in their
own days; for it is unlikely that 20 out of 22 kings, who ruled in the days of Esarhaddon
(cz. 676 B.C.E.), still ruled in 647 B.CE. Nor would it be of value if the list was indiscrimi-
nately borrowed from the Esarhaddon inscriptions. A source, no longer extant, which
listed western monarchs in 668/67 B.C.E., must have dcen available to the “C" editors, for in
cwo cases the Esarhaddon list shows evidence of having been up-dated. Cf. Borger,
Asarbaddon, § 27, ep. 21, 60-62; Asb. C.132-34 — under kings of Arwad and Bit-Ammon.

B Cf. the contrary view of John Gy, Kings® pp. 709f  Accordiag to his novel
interpretation, the western kings “were either in command of units of their own nationals”
in service to the Assyrian overlord “or were hostages for the loyalty of their subjects in the
Assyrian rear.” Neither suggestion, however, finds support i1 any Assyrian text. Kurt
Galling (Chronik [ATD, 1954}, p. 168) is able to synchronize 2 Chr 33 with the Esarhad-
don reference only by assuming the present biblical account has been “re-written” by the
Chronicler.

® Schrader, Die Keilinschriften und das Alte Testament [=KAT? (2nd ed; Giessen:
J. Ricker, 1883), pp. 366-72.

= Asb. Rm.VIL.108-116.

nx\y. F. Albright, The Biblical Period from Abrabam to Ezra (New York: Harper

Torchbooks, 1963), p. 79; Bright, Histery, p. 292; Hallo, BibArch Reader 2, p. 185 n.
153; MacLean, IDB 3, 254-55; Mryers, Chronicles, pp. 189f.; Landersdorfer, Kénige (HS,
1927), p. 224. Cf. also, early bibliography in Stieck, VAB 7, pp. ccxcivf., and ccclxiii.
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Ser.ious objection to this reconstruction must be raised. Ashurbanipal’s
campfzxgn to the west was concerned with maintaining control over the mi'or
Arabian t'rade routes. Action was, therefore, limited to territories east of tJhe
Jorc.lan River. Moreover, the list of defeated towns and districts in the Ashur-
banipal cylind@ Rm.VIL108-116 shows neither geographical nor chronological
order, suggesting that it is a late compilation of sporadic local army reports.2?

Judah was in no way impli : :
y implicated, being situated as she was, outsi
’ uts
concern. 8 » ide the area of

kg s S, L A o M
Gon8 umsel upon A 87{‘ r attention.®? He nor:.ed tha't'Esarhad-
o Phoenli:d :n ol gti/l}:tt Il)r;d n mc»luded punitive actions against cities along

ed themselves with the Egyptian rebel, Tarqu.
Tyre and Ashkelon are known to have corie under serious atack. In a,ddition
one very frag_mentary inscription, in summary fashion, seems to record the’
p"ac1f1catxon or all twenty-two western monarchs on this same occasion.* These
cxrcumstances. account well not only for the “capture” of Manasseh-who had
presumably sided with the anti-Assyrian coalition, but provide the l::ackground

fOI the add Ie‘ €ES ‘H tlle Sillllﬁ]l rovincee Iep()fted in
1“‘3[]31 Settle] 1ent Of Ug
a

. XVC }fan only imagine the terms under which Esarhaddon reinstalled Manasseh
n ) o

1 :1 et 1crone, bur if similar repor:s from the annals are any indication, a renewed
pledge of loyalty and increased tribute headed the list.28 Not even at this junc-

Rassagnzn(;falthfcifr:?t 1;1‘,(;1;:}:1011:5 _(;f It;le }false hilstorifcal impression created by the Asb.
Rass : z — telt the result of intense editorial reworking — i
its inclusion of Moab among the punished. The earlier “B” editi Catother
report of the initial battles, in which Kamashelta, king of b (s Pfesef"_es 3“0&“31:
epor . g of Moab (read: mit Ma’a-

&}in:i;l;lzzfsg [};2’41(1)1,4932; )37)Iiubdut;d the marauding Qedar tribes, sending prisoners f;
‘ . B. . ). An early attempt to date ¢ rabi i i
nge: b}r Streck, VAB 7, pp. cclxxxiiiff. Scepnow, Eph':le 332211:1? »ab‘a?oga‘f;’ e

.leschberg, Studien zur Geschichte Esarbaddons, pp,. 62-66; ,(;fc)).r e S-m'.th Th
Assyrian Tponym Canon (London, [1875], p. 169.) Cf. also (Slm t i A i :
380;84; and idem, Palestine-Syria, p. 486. ’ T Aone e

;Sec’ Borger,'Amrh.addon, § 67, 30-35, and Weidner, OLZ 27 (1924), 647f.
' That Samaria received new settlers need not neccssarily mean that it ha,d participated
in rfzvc.ﬂt nor even suffered deportation itself. The very act of re-settlement must h Phed
a dxscxplmary. effect upon the residents of the reception center. E.g., Ashu bave' zli’
removal of Kirbitians to Egypt was not followed by transfers from ghe S‘ox.x’th (Aslra aI;;I\);‘lf
10 now resored by Irag 30 [1968], BM 134481 iis 128305 i), CF. discussions of
Somaria ;ett ements cited below, p. 101 n. 23. On the suggested co-ordination of Ezra
2 the gloss in Isa 7.8, sec G. B. Gray, Liaich (ICC, 1912), pp. 119f.

Cf. Asb. Rr.11.8-19, cited regularly in the commentaries ever since Schrader’s original
work (see n. 19}. Note, as well, Sargon’s pardon of Ullusunu (Lie, Sargon, 87-89 1gmad
d:? fezTr cx'pressed by Babylon’s residents during their revolt against’ Ashurb’ani . I'> o
aifa nittekiruf ara biltini itarra, "Now because we have rebelled against hi i -v_;’””“
charged against us (lit. “rcrurned/addzd to our burdens”),” (ABL 301 revm’] ISt)V\Il .
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ture is there any ground for supposing a chenge in Judah's autonomous vassal
status.?”

Manasseh remained constrained for the next quarter century. But by the
close of his reign Assyria seems to have permitted the building of-]erusalem's
outer defenses and the restationing of Judahite forces in the counrrys1de,. perhaps
to counter the increasingly hostile position of Pssametichus I ia Egypt.?®

Manasseh’s san, Amon, ruled for but two short years (642-640 B.CE.), assas’-‘
sinated by a court plot of unknown motivation. ".Fhe "pe.ople of the lagd
promptly executed the conspirators and installed the minor Josiah, thus upholding
the Davidic line of succession (2 Kgs 21.19-26) .29 .

Current opinion favors viewing this episode as an attempt at re:rolt against
Ashurbanipal by anti-Assyrian elements, with the “people of the land represent-
ing “those forces in Judah who wished to prevent a military encounter with
Assyria.”®®  Burt the facts might be construed otherw:se The last record (3>1f
Assyrian intervention in the affairs of southern Palestine dates to 643 B.C.E.

Y. Aharoni presumes that following the Manasseh revolt the royal store-cities, organ-
ized by Hezekiah to co-ordinate administrative effors within Judah (.cf. 2 Chr 32.27-29),
were “finally disbanded by the Assyrian authorities who may have c0n51de1:§d ita c:langerous
source of power” (The Land of the Bible: A Histcrical Geography [Pl‘f{,addphl?.: West-
minster Press, 1967], p. 346). This suggestion is based upon 'Aharoms a.naly.'sls of the
royal (Mmlk) stamp seals from seventh century B.C.E. Judahite sxt?s. But his view would
have us suppose the survival of Hezekiah's districting after the dxsfnembtfrment of Judah
which followed the 701 B.C.E. defeat (see above, p. 656). Further eplgrap‘l‘ncal and archaeo-
logical criticism of Aharoni’s lmlk thesis can be found in P. W. Lapp. I:’ate Royal Seals
from Judah,” BASOR 158 (1960), 11-22; F. M. Cross, “Judean Stamps, 'EI”9 (1969),
20-23; and H. D. Lance, “The Royal Stamps and the Kingdom of Jesiah,” HTR 64
(19'3312) ’C?},1153232.14. Cf. Sellin, Geschichte des israelitisch-jidische Vol'/ze.r.l (Leipzig:
Quelle and Meyer, 1924), p. 281; followed by W. Rudolph, Cbromébfkcber (HAT,
1955), p. 317; and Myers, Chronicles, p. 199. DeVaux noted that the defefxse work
undertaken at Jerusalem by Ezechia (2 Chr 32.5; cf. Isa 229-11) was continued by
Manasseh™ (Ancient Israel [New York: McGraw-Hill, 1961], p. 230). See the. archaceo-
logical evidence now collected by E. Vogt, “Das Wachstum des alten Sadtgebietes von
Jerusalem,” Biblica 48 (1967), 338-43. Cf. below, n. .152' .

*The “people of the land” as “a fairly loosely censtituted power groul’) R ch’ampxofx-
ing . . . the house of David” is discussed by S. Talimon, “The Judaean An? Ha aretz in
Historical Perspective,” Proceedings of the Fourth World Corgress of Jewish Studies 1
(Jerusalem, 1967), pp. 71-76. See also, H. Tadmor, JWH I.l (_1968), 65-68. .

8o, A. Malamat, “The Historical Background of the Assassination o.f Amon., King of
Judah,” IEJ 3 (1953), 27 (= Tarbiz 21 [1951], 126); foll(?wcd by Bright, History, Ep.
294f.; Myers, Chronicles, p. 200; cf. Noth, History, p. 272 (md.ep.endem of Malamat ?).

' Malamat reconstructed a Palestine-wide revolt against Assyria in §4O B.C. by synchro-
nizing Amon’s assassination with the revolis of Tyre and Acre reported in Asb Rm. IX. 115-
128, assuming “'these events took place during the great revolt of 'Elam between the yez.irs
641-639 B.CE.” (“Assassination,” 27 n. 3; following Streck’s dating, VAB 7, p. ceclxi).
But the Rassam cylinder edition of the annals must now be d'fltcd to 64? ILC'E. (cf. Tadmor,
The Proceedings of the Twenty-fifth Iﬂté’f}‘miioﬂa% Convention of Orientalists 1 [Moscow,
1962], p. 240), thus upsetting any possikle coincidence.
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Nomadic invasions, perhaps Scythian, kept Assyrian military forces occupied on
the northern -eaches of the empite, it now seems, as early as (640,32 Consequently,
at the time of Amon’s assassination, fear of Assyrian reprisal would have been a
minimal factor in Judahite politics,

Moreover, the political assertiveness of the “people of the Jand” had anything
but restraining effects. As representatives of traditional Judahite values? the
“people of the land” must have planned and nurtured Josiah’s regency, which
ended in the overthrow of Judal's foreign alignments and far-reaching cultic
reforms.  Assyrian non-intervention in this nationalistic activity suggests that
Judah, as early as 640, had begun to free itself of vassal restraints, long before
the final disintegration of the empire which set in with the death of Ashurbanipal
in 627.34

Beginning in his twelfth year, little more than a century after the first ap-
pearance of Tiglath-pileser IIf in Palestine, Josiah extended Judahy’s jurisdictional
authority into northern Israel — ie, the Assyrian province of Samaria —a move
which earlier would have signaled open rebellion against Assyria.® Thar he

was able to proceed unhindered implies that Nineveh had lost all effective
control over its Palestinian provinces.?6

*New detail; on the “Scythian” troubles waich developed for Assyria in the four
years between 643-639 p.c.g. are now available in additional fragments of the “H” prism,
dated 639 B.C.E., published by Millard, Irag 29 (1967), 106-10. H. Cazelles, “Sophonie,
Jérémie, et les Scythes en Palestine,” RB 74 (1967), 24-44, would emove the earliest

battles with the aortherners to 655 BC.E.  See especially, p. 32 n. 3] (contra Tadmor,
above, n. 31).

BCt Talmon, “Am Ha'aretz,” p. 76.

* Joan Oates’ study, “Assyrian Chronology, 631-612 B.C,” Iraq 27 (1965), 135-59,
contains the lates: review of the chromological uncertainties of the close of the NA era.
Cf. Borger’s differing solutions in WZKM 55 (1959), 63-76; JjC§ 19 (1965), 59-78.

®Cf. 2 Kgs 22.15-20; 2 Chr 34.1-7. J. Liver, En. Migq. 3, col. 420, found the inclusion
in the Fzra census lists of returnces f:om north Israel evidence of Josianic expansion.
But, of. Aharoni, The Land of the Bibie, pp. 356 and 362ff., and on Josiah, pp. 349ff,
A new challenge o the theorists of a Josianic “empire” is now offered by H. D. Lance,
HTR 64 (1971), 331f.: “If the [{mik] stamps are Josianic in date, then the total absence
of the stamps in the north can only mean that in the time of Josiah not even trade Was
carried on with the territory of the former northern kingdom” (italics séc). Lance
correctly notes that the Biblical account lays claim to activity within north Israel only of a
religious nature.

# It has become a commonplace among scholars to connect Josiah's cultic reforms with
the wave of rebellion which swept the Assyrian empire after the death of Ashurbanipal
(cf., e.g., Cross and Freedman, JNES 12 [1953], 57). But while Kings knows of revolts
against Assyria and Babylonia by Hezekiah (2 Kgs 18.7 — among other pious acts 1),
Jehoiakim (2 Kgs 24.1), and Zedekiah (2 Kgs 24.20), no such act is credited Josiah.
This absence may be due, not to an oversight on tke part of the Kings cditor, but to his
accurate reflection of the by-then non-existent Assyrian control in Palesine. Cf. T. H.
Robinson, History, p. 417,

According to W. F. Albright (The Biblical Period, p. 80), Josiah may have remained
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The course of Assyria’s century-long domination emerges clearly: Judah was
permitted to retain its national sovereignty in return for loyal submission to
Assyrian political wiil. One is impressed by Assyria’s apparent -eluctance and/or
inability to expend efforts on incorporation of Jerusalem — implying, thereby,
the city’s insignificance for imperial goals. Accordingly, as an independent
vassal state Judah suffered none of the religious impositions known to Assyrian
provinces. The genesis of foreigy innovations in the Judahitz cult during the
NA era, often seen as impositions of the Assyrian empire, must now be sought
in other areas.

Foreign Cults in Judab

Modern hiscorians may still find occasion to debate the sources of Judahite
idolatries during the Neo-Assyrian age, but for the biblical author the source
was quite clear. Ahaz “followed the ways of Israel’s kings” (2 Kgs 16.3), and
Manasseh “erected aitars for Baal and made an Asherah, as Ahab king of Israel
had done” (2 Kgs 21.3).

This sin of “following the weys of Israel's kings” is not the usual Judahite
royal sin reported in Kings, viz., continued worship at rural sancruaries after the
completion of the Jerusalem temple.3? It cannot be identified with “the sin of
Jeroboam, son of Nebat,” Israel’s first king, who broke away from the Jerusalem
temple and the Davidic house. Ahaz and Manasseh were guilty of reverting to
those pagan practices against which the Ismelites had been forewarned prior to
their entry into Canaan. Note that Manasseh paganized Judah by imitating the
nations round abou, in flagrant distegard for Mosaic law (cf. 2 Kgs 21.6, some-
what abbreviated from Deut 18.10-11).

This descr:ption of late Judahite idolatry as a reversion to Canaanite practice
is not to be judged mere schematic and non-historical rhetoric, the product of
Deuteronomisiic historiography.3® Only twice in Judah's eardy history, during
the reigns of Solomon-Rehoboam (1 Kgs 11.2ff.; 1424) and Jehoram (2 Kgs
8.18) are Canaanite cults reported to have flourished. Moreover, certain of the
pagan cults embraced by Ahaz and Manasseh were decidedly new. Ahaz was
the first to “pass his son through fire” (2 Kgs 16.3). Manasseh, in addition to
restoring Baal and Asherah, intrcduced the worship of the “hzavenly host” into
the Jerusalem temple (2 Kgs 21.3; cf. 23.12). Even if we assume that the

a “nominal vassal of the Assyrians,” assuming the obligations of caretaker of norch-Pales-
tinian provinces during this period of uphcaval (cf. Myers, Chronicles, p. 205).

Still to be considercd by historiaas is the estent of Egyptian interest in Syrian affairs
at this juncture. Might the Egyptian military assistance to Assyria in 516 B.C.E. have been
procecded by a ceding of Assyrian rights in Syria-Palestine? See provisionally, S. Smirin,
Josiab and His Age, 21-22; Freedy ard Redford, JAOS 90 (1970) 477f.; and J. Milgrom,
Beth Mikra 44 (1971) 25, esp. n. 13.

7"Eg 1 Kes 15.14; 22.44; 2 Kgs 12.4; 144; 154, 35.

2 Quch is the assessment which emerges from M. Noth's discussion in Uberlieferungs-
geschichiliche Studien (Tibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1967), pp. 85f.
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description of events from the reigns of Hezekiah through Josiah was “a matter
of personal reminiscence and interest within the Deuteronomic circle” — thus
the r§ady availability of detailed items—no schema is discernible which will
explain the sporadic reference to early monarchic idolatry. N

. It_may be supposed, therefore, that the Kings historiographer did record
hxstoilcally accurate information as to the period of public imuguration of certain
C'ults, % even though he viewed all foreign cults under the general rubic Canaanite
zdolﬂn*y.. Properly, only those foreign cults which can be is:kted as late intrusion
zre .of s:gnifi.cance in assessing the Assyrian influence upon Judahite reliwio;

uring the eighth and seventh centuries B.C.E. Thus, the following inqcfliry

focu : i i
ses on hree select pagan innovations: the altar reform of Abhaz, the cult of
Molech, and the astral cults.

. ﬁf:ri{:fzi'm of Abaz. — During a Y;sit to Damascus to greet Tiglath-pileser

1€ Assyrian conquest of that city (732 B.CE.), Ahaz observed an alta-
whose_desxgn he sent back to Jerusalem. The priest Uriah had an altar buil;
according to the imported model, ready for use by the time the king returned-
The new alar replaced the old Solomonic bronze altar, which was s:t aside f :
use by the king in his own private worship.*! ] "

Opinion is divid t is i
o p 1\11011 is dnxded‘as to the ground for this innovation The statement of
tin Noth may be cited as typical of a majority of scholars.

[\;(Lhi: ku-':g Ah]e.lz.of _?udah surrendered to Tiglath-Pileser, he had to make room for
the ssl))man religion in the official sanctzary in Jerusalem. An altar .. . modelled
0 doubt on an Assyrian altar which stood in the new provincial capital of Damascus

*J. Gray, Kings®, p. 34.

40 w7 s:
- thWe canrotvposltx.vely fule out the presence of popular, unofficial pagan cults through-
oue eTm;zax‘chlc period simply on the basis of the Kings report alone (as would Kauf-
m its,foo 0i 3, pp. 220:23; ?33-36). Kings, rarely, if ever, tells of popular practice
o cu;;:pon !I?OFlé.erth guilt. (On 1 Kgs 14.22-24; 2 Kgs 17.19, cf. commentaries:
earlvoc(i) A € possibility must be considered that certain idolatries were known from an
cOm,mealte, bult only later became a matter of concern to official YHWHism. Sce further
generalmzeeerWj P 89Dn: 153. ’ On the historicity of the cultic notices in Kings in
, - Jepsen, Die Quellen des Koni ; : i
o5t o T es Kénigsbuches (Halle: Max Niemeyer Verlag,
41 4 H ;
161f)2 Kgs 1¢.10-18. jo}:n. Bright (History, p. 259, following W. F. Albright, ARI® PP
o iS)CfinteBr@s t}}at the tfme-honored" bronze altar “continued it ritual use as bc’zfore'
in.v 15. th nik}zlts corc;stmdmg the text in this manner disregards the explicit statement
. at Ahaz ordered the regular offerings transferred to "
/ ' the new “lar Itar,”
leaving the old altar solely for his visitations (I*bagger — cf. Ps 27.4) g

According to some, the scrvice at the bronze altar henceforth included

of the sacrifice for omens . . © ot o

. the intrusi Z loni

sacrifices” (Montgomery, Kings, p. 461; c;).nal(:f) t?}era;asj\’i}iik;z@;ag%;}"Stsem'Tlf 3(_“_10“‘

(1B, 1254], rp.r\277; DeVaux, dwcient Isracl, p. 410, z;nd E;r{ich; Aiié’ré I.Z'f;’ée.rp;:if;

iZm[Ber!ln: M. r:o},?pclauer, 1’900], p.‘368._) But this view caa only be sustained through
porting a meamng tor the verb [fbagqer (v. 15) and a method of divination ot} i

unattested for the reign of Abaz or any other king. e
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... [and] the official Assyrian religion had a place alongside the traditional worship
of Yahweh in the state sanctuary in Jerusalem.*?

According 1o Olmstead, the impositions included “a throne for the new divine
king, . . . set up in the house where once Yahweh had reigned in power, and the
royal entry . . . turned about by Ahaz from before the face of -he statue of the

Assyrian king”*®

Other commentators suppose that the model for the altar was Sysian, its
importation prompted by “aesthetic reasons, intending to earch the ritual of
the Jerusalem temple.** Sanda noted that the account as related in 2 Kings
contains no criticism of Ahaz*** epparently having found nothing wrong with

2 Noth, History, p. 266. Cf. Bright, History, p. 259; Montgomery, Kings, pp- 4591f.;
Gray, Kings®, p. 5635; IDB 1, 64-66, s.r. “Ahaz;” and the previous studies quoted by them.

@ Assyria, p. 198. Cf. Olmstead’s later comment, Palestine-Syria, p. 452, in which he
was somewhat less decided: “A throne for the divine king was built in the temple and
the outer royal entry was turned to the house of Yahweh fram before the face of the king
of Assyria, presumably represented in stele form.”

Olmstead’s suggestion seems to be based, in part, on the Septuagint reading of the
obscure wording in 2 Kgs 16.17-18. There, Ahaz stripped the temple of certain furnish-
ings and altered two of its architectural features: the msk bibt — the “Sabbath canopy”
(cf. Montgomers, Kings, p. 464; otherwise Gray, Kings®, p. 635, n.") or “dais” (Jerusalem
Bible, cf. LXX) and the king’s entranceway. All this was done mippni melek > Aiidr, ie.,
“because of’ (KHAT, ICC) /“at the instance of” (OTL)/"in deference to” (Jerusalem
Bible) Jor “before” (Olmstead) the king of Assyria.

“There is no indication whatsoever that any further innovations beyond the new altar
were made at this juncture. Had a royal stele of Tiglath-pieser been erected, as Olmstead
thought, we should cxpect a notice of it. Moreover, there is no reascn to think that the
Assyrian king would have taken offense at the continued display of royal prerogatives in
Judah (i.e., a special entranceway for Abhaz symbolizing his sovercigny, cf. Gray, Kings®,
p. 638). Often loyal vassal kings were treated with hosor — evidently no offense to
Assyria’s rule. See TCL 3, 62-63, for Sargen's treatment of Ullusunu.

Only Hugo Winckler's observation docs justice to thke sense and structure of this
entire section. Comparing 2 Kgs 167-9 + 17-18 with 2 Kgs 18.13.15 + 16, he noted
the same editing, with concluding verses that tell of remcving precious metals to pay a
heavy Assyrian tribute (Alttestamentliche Untersuchungen [Leipzig: Pfeiffer, 1892], pp.
48f). Cf. the earlier remarks of Q. Thenius, Die Biicker der Konige (Kurzgefasstes
exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Testament; Leipzig: Weidemann, 1849), p. 362.

The rich adornment of the Sabbath covering and the king's private entranceway were
apparently removed (béséb = 2 Kgs 16.18; cf. 2 Sam 20.12), and, along with the bronze
oxen (16.17), sent as gifts to the king of Assyda. Cf. A. Sanda Die Biicher der Kénige
(Miinster in West.: Aschendorffsche Verlag, 1911), ad lo:. Bull figurines were received
as tribute by Ashurnasirpal, cf. AKA, p. 366, 66.

+ Spaith, Kings, p. 275; DeVaux, dncient Lrael, pp. 410f.; and Landersdorfer, Konige,
pp. 198f. Similarly, Thenius, Kénige.

“a §anda, Kénige 2, p. 207. The ncutrality of 2 Kgs 16.10-18 with respect to the
Temple alterations is especially pateat when we consider that Ahaz’ encroachment upon
the priestly prerogatives at the altar (2 Kgs 16.12) is noted without comment. Contrast
the fate of Uzzah in 2 Chr 26.16-21. On the term gqdrab (%al/?el), “to encroach,” see
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the new 45 i i i
o 8a12tar.. The priest Uriah, a loyal Yahwist according to Isaiah’s testimony
- 1sa 8.2), is not said to have resisted the installation order.46

N Thflslsecond view finds support in the altar’s subsequent history. 2 Kgs 16.15
gare. ; to note that. the new altar served only a legitimate YHWH cult, unlike
(;; g(r) t1h o}l;t:x(;s. practiced by Ahaz..“ Accordingly, it survived the cultic ;eforms
Soh ezekiah and ]o.smh, whfch pusged Judah of foreign practices.*8 The
altar must have still been in place during Jerusalem's last days, for th
prophet Ezekiel reports seeing the original bronze altar by the temple?; ’northen:

gate, where it had b i i i
ot Butk o314 een moved by Ahaz in making room for his Damascene import

fron'll'l;{a:uihé :;Eir was of Sym‘an, not As§yrian, provenance emerges most clearly
g's comparattve typological study of Near Eastern altars. Holo-

caust al(;ars were wholly gnknown in Mesopotamia; table altars, set with the
f;:eflzrreusra;on; of the dlv%ne repast (not }m]ike royal banquets),’® were in
g e. s Oppenheim explains; ancient Israelite concepts of "burning

Of the Offel'ed fOOd” and y' p
the aCCOmPaﬂ mng "b] d i ”
- S 00d consciousness” ar € no ara
leled mn MeSOpO[amia:

the exhausti : / i ;
exhaustive treatment by Jacob Milgrom, Stadies in Levitical Terminology 1(Near

Ea:lﬁn Studies 14; Berkeley: University of California Press, 1970) pp. 5-56
ont, r Ings, ¢ moralizin
o iox:fi;e v, Kn;g., pp. 459f,, thought that the “objective non-moralizing narrative”
s due 0. grandeur Of. the new altar (which) made greater popular impression than
s ont ictien to the native cult”  Gray’s suggestion, Kings® p. 631, to see in the
s eonomlc m-troductlo.n‘ va. 3f.)” condemning Ahaz sufficient r;ason for “the
obs dc 0{ supfessxpﬂ of criticism of the king in vv. 10-18,” is inadequate. For, at b
mix:dlti?; ps utx!xzatxo? c: aknon-critical account of the altar reform leaves t.he rea,der w?i;’
ressions of the king: A i i
e ipaeessor g: Ahaz, the outright idolator, yet attends to the needs of
“Not so the editor of Ki
ngs. He must have quoted — verbatim? i
" : _ e ? —this ¢ 1 -
portmto e:ltampl,. Ahaz’ apostasy, i.e., Ahaz dared modify traditional temp! .
Snaith, Kings, p. 275. 7 paerms
4TS
O,M,'d:c, ;ZzeL:lizfiirzeld Lie;na(r;s.gf R.é..Thompson, Penitence and Sarifice in Early Israel
2 ciden: 2 i j
e en: Brill, 1963), pp. 132-34, on the ritual enjoined by
emi](;tle the centrasting VC‘.l'b_al forms of gt in 2 Kgs 16.4, 13. Non-Israclite censing i
1gle ?by re_pr.esented b}’ qettér, Israelite censing by bigrir (cf. BDB 882-83). O glr:S
f(jmi)in zlqtsu 1n2Chron1cles, see S: Jephet, VT 18 (1968), 350¢.; anZi on~ the ;namr;lc;ue
o in, am 2.16, sce S. R. Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Topograph ;
eds ooks of Semuel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913), p. 31 sreen o
ev;denzc Kgfs 18-.,4; 23.6, 11f. Km.lfmann, Tol*der 2, p. 234 n. 4, refers to 2 Kgs 23.12 a
¥ ) private pagan altars introduced by Ahaz after 732 B.C.E Y. Yadin . llS
2;:2» cozmllsct t?hxs verse and the evidence of sun worship in vs. 11 with the ’“iaDSiav;,e f’
: (195;) 9g75f'0‘11 ), part of a “special structure with cultic character.”  See Yadin EI
> ,f 2f. ,”’ic altars d'cstroycd by Josiah were located “on the roof of the u ;
r::ser oC Akhaz, but there is no irdication that Ahaz built them pper
ce Cooke, Ezekiel (ICC, 1936) ; el
N C, , b. 105; and Fohrer, Ez L (1
™ Cf. ANEP 451 with 624, 625, and 626. ohect, Brechiel CIAT, 19220 %31
™ Galling, Altar, pp. 43, 44, and S4ff.
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Deep-seated differences between the West — represented best by the Old Testament —
and Mesopotamia with regard to the concept of sacrifice . . . scparates the two
sacrificial rituals in the two cultures.™

These considerations alone should have been enough to discourage any suggestion
that Assyria influenced Ahaz to introduce a new altar for Israelite worship.53

Most recertly, Saggs took note of the sacrificial cissimilarides which existed
between Israel and Assyria and argued that the new altar is to be traced to
Phoenicia. It was introduced by Ahaz in an “attempt to strengthen links with
Tyre, the chief port of Phoenicia” thus breaking through the ring of enemies
which had landlocked Judah* But this reconstruction of events is patently
erroneous. It goes against the textual evidence which sets the altar in Damascus.
Moreover, Judah’s enemies in 733-732 B.CE. included Tyre, a participant, along
with Aram and Israel, in the revolt against Tiglath-pileser.5

Finally, Judah’s political status in 732 speaks against the liklihood of Assyrian
cult imposicions. The trip of Ahaz to Damascus was not Judah's first act of
submission as a vassal kingdom to Assyria. Azaryzhu, the king’s grandfather,
had paid an indemnity to Tiglath-pileser IIT in 738, and Ahaz himself had de-
livered tribute to Tiglath-pileser in 734.5% As noted above, vassalage did not

® Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia, p. 192; cf. pp. 186-92 for fuller description of
temple ritual. Also, BibArch Reader 1, pp. 161-65. The absence of bloody sacrifice in
Mesopotamia is noted by Meissner, BuA 2, p. 84; Blome, Die Opfermaterie in Babylonian
und Isracl (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1934), p. 172; and Oppenheim, Ancient
Mesopotamia, p. 365 n. 18, who observes: “The references to blood collected in CAD
sub damz show clearly that blood was of no importance ir Mesopotamian cult or magic.”
Sec further D. J. McCarthy, “The Symbolism of Blood and Sacrifice,” JBL 88 (1969)
166-76, and idem, JBL 92 (1973) 205-10.

% Attempts at relating Ezekiel's visionary altar projected for the rebuilt sanctuary
(Ezek 43.13-17) to the Ahaz “Assyrian” altar should be likewise abandoned. The Assyrian
altar mentioned in Cooke’s Ezekiel, . 468 (cf. Haran, En. Miq. 4, ccls. 774f; reproduced
in ANEP, 576, 577) is in rcality not an altar at all, but a2 némedn, “‘support,” as the
inscription it bears indicates. Upon such “sockets” or “pedestals” cult objects were often
displayed (cf. Opitz, AfO 7 [1931], 83-90). The style end dimensions of the pedestals
resemble those of more mundane “footstools,” also termed némeds. A. Salonen, Die
Mébel des Aben Mesopotamien (AASF B 127, 1963), pp. 144ff., generally renders
“divan;” cf. AHw, 776.

“Round-topped altars” of the type represented in ANEP 580 may also have served
némedu-functicns. The antecella of Khorsabad's Sibitti temple was lined with no less than
fourteen such “altars” (cf. above, p. 58), suggesting their use as cult socles (that is,
if this site was not the temple storeroom). Sce Safar, Swmer 13 (1957), fig. 3 (Arabic
section ).

SH. W. F. Saggs, Assyriology and the Study of the Old Testamens (Cardiff: University
of Wales Press, 1969), pp. 19-22. Saggs did not deny the Assyrian practice of enforcing
a vassal's recognition of the overlord’s gods (p. 21 n. 2); rather in this instance, he was
led to seek political motives outside the Assyrian sphere.

% See abovz, p. 66 n. 3.

% These ch-onological facts cxpose yet anotker incongruency in the usual reconstruction
(cf. n. 42 above); no one bothers to explain why cult impositions began only in 732 B.CE.
and not at the start of Judah’s vassalage some years earlier.
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entail the introduction of Assyrian culis in place of or alongside native cults
The Ahaz altar, fashioned after Syrizn models and located in the ]erusaIDm'
temple —itself styled after Phoenician prototypes® — must have been a VOh;I]-
tary adoption, part of a general pattern of cultural accommodation, the full
dimensions of which will emerge below. ,
' Cult of Molech.— One of the most vexing problems of late Judahite religion
is the nf)toriou.s cult of Molech. Due o the inconsistent biblical accounts of the
cu_lt, opinion is divided as to ‘ts nature and extent. It is well to begin, therefore
with an analysis of the separate legal, historical, and prophetic texts. ’ ’
' Legal rexts are unequivocal in their descriptions of the prohibited cult. The
prxeﬂsetl)_r ‘:Holiness Code” outlaws “dedicating” (nitan) and “transferring”
(he"bir)™® offspring to the god Molech, without indications of the proceduie
(Lev 1821; 20.1-5). 'The context implies that the Molech rite was sexuall
and/or mzgically offensive. Deuteroncmic law, oo, emplaying analogous termsy
proh%'birs the “transfer by fire/passing through fire”s® of sons or daughters (no’
god is mentioned ) — this in a list of traditional Canaanite divinato ‘
(Deut 18.10).6¢
The terms of Deur 12.31, enjoining Israel from “burning (fdrap) their sons
and 'theiridaughters in fire” in service of YHWH as do the Canaanite nations in
service ot,their gods, are entitely different. Not only is Molech absent, but the
usage of firap conirasts with priestly :echnical terminology, which ne,ver uses
Fhat verb in sacrificial contexts. In priestly texts, §arap is always extra-ritual:
it refers to disposal of refuse and invariably takes place outside the cam 2
These ver!:al distinctions, coupled with contextual considerations point to fx;'o
separate ri:uals identifiable within legal literature: (1) a divinat(;ry fire cult of
Molech thet did not involve child sacrifice, and (2) a common Canaanite cult f
child sacrifice. . "
Historical accounts record similar distinctions. Of both kings Ahaz and
Manasseh it is said: “He passed his son through fire” (2 Kgs 16.3; 21.6). An
end w© this royal observance of Molech ritual came with -he Josiainic 4ref.orrn5'
according to 2 Kgs 23.10, the Molech cult site~— Tophet®2 — in the ben-Hinnorr;

ry practices

"See G. E. Wright, Biblical Archaeology (Phila.: W
136-42, and the bibliography cited there, p. 145.

58 el cals. ¢ -
) The verb / ./m bir in Exod 13.12 is used as a semantic parallel to qaddés
in 1%.2. AS.ce Driver, Exodis (Camb, B., 1953), ad 13.12; BDB, 718. Thc’
f.or sacrifice” of dedicated creatures, zdbhab
from Lev 18 and 20. '

*Cf. usage in Num 31.23.

* Note taat soothsaying (64, yidd<oni) as described in Deut 1
Molech text in Lev 20.1.5, ie., 20.6.

“ Citations are gathered in BDB, 977.
Book According to \5_6’_ R. Smith, The Religion of the Scmires (repr. New York: Meridian
00! S’; 195.6), p. 377 n. 2 (adopted in BDB, 1075), Tophet “'is properly an Aramaic
name for firzplace, or for the framework set on the fire to support the victim.” Cf. the
reservations of Gray, Kings®, pp. 735-36. . -

Older rabbinic etymologics conncct Tophet with the Hebrew patah

estminster Press, 1957), pp.

“consecrate,”
priestly term
(cf. Exod 13.15), is conspicuously absent

8.11, also adjoins the

“ PP
€ntice,” sce



78 COGAN: IMPERIALISM AND RELIGION

valley was defiled at that time. On the other hand, child sacrifice is reported
among the foreign Sepharvites, settled in Samaria after the Assyrian annexation:
“They burned (iarap) their children in fire to Adrammelek and Anammelek,
gods of Sepharvaim” (2 Kgs 17.31).

It is in the denunciations of Jeremiah and Ezekiel that the terminological
distinctions are lost. ‘The verbs ‘ransfer/pass through fire” and “burn” are
freely interchanged, and new vocables— “sacrifice” [z#bah) and “slaughter”
($3hat) — are introduced (cf. Ezek 16.20-21; 23.29) %  Jeremiah accuses the
Jerusalemites of child sacrifice to Baal and Molech, which the people seem to
regard as legitimate dedications to Israel's YHWH (e.g., Jer 7.31; 19.5; 32.35).
These broad denunciations clearly do not discriminate between the burning of
children as “offerings to Baal” (19.5) and the “transfer to Molech” of sons and
daughters at "Beal cult sites in the ben-Hinnom valley” (32.35].%*

The thrust of prophetic polemics resulted in a literary fusing of the two
separate rituals distinguished in legal contexts.% At the same time, items
common to both the divinatory Molech and the child sacrifice cults advanced
this prophetic amalgam. Both cults ritually employed fire, and both were at
some time associated with the Tophet site.®® Defiled by Josiah, the Tophet
may have been rededicated after his death to serve a popular sacrificial cult in
which royalty no longer had a part® Finally, both cults addressed deities who

T. B. Erubin 19a; and fapap, “drum, play the tmbrel,” scc Abarbanel at Lev 20.1ff.:
“The children, as they expired, cried out Joudly due to the irtensity of the fire. In order
not to arouse the compassion of father znd mother at the wailing and crying of their sons,
the pagan priests sounded the ‘tophet,’ 0 confuse the listeners and prevent the screams of
the children from being heard.” Cf. also Rashi at Jer 7.31, and Radax at 2 Kgs 23.10.

(On the attesiation of 2 Kgs 17.17, and late Israelite cult in Samaria in general, see
below, pp. 105ff.)

 Are these terms part of the prophetic rhetoric or was the victim “first slain and then
burnt?”  So, Cooxe, Ezekiel, p. 169; Sanda, Konige 2, p. 195. Note the singular reading
in 2 Chr 28.3, with reference to Ahaz: “He buint (bi6%r) his sons” If the verb in
question is the Chronicler’s own explication, and not a late scribal product, then it may
have originated with the prophetic remarks on Molech. Cf. Rudolph, Chronik, ad loc.

" Cf. now the analysis by M. Weinfeld, indcoendent of the one presented here, also
touching upon the literary distinctiveness of the several Molech traditiors, in “The Cult of
Molech and Its Background” [Hebrew|, Fifth World Congress of Jeuish Studies (Jeru-
salem, 1972) 45-47.

% Further examples of Jercmiah's tendency to generalize in his judgment of Judahite
morality are discussed by Kaufmann, Tol*dot 3, pp. 448f.

“ The expansive note of the Chronicler at 2 Chr 28.3, “He {i.c., Ahaz] censed in the
ben-Hinnom valley,” must certainly mean that the Chronicler visualized the Tophet as the
site of rituals other than just child sacrifice.

" Consider that the threat leveled at the Tophet site (Jer 7.32f.; 19.11f.) can only
have had substance if the prophet’s audience still held the Tophet sacred. The Jeremiah
passages on child sacrifice are here understood to include eye-witness accounts of late
unofficial cults. Kaufmann, on the other hand, argued (T'cl°dot 3, pp. 388f.) that their
context suggests description of “past sin” from Manasseh’s age. But inasmuch as the
passages in question are undated, ou: interpreting them as evidence of aberrant post-
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shared the common epithet melek, “king” —all in all, circumstances noxious to
prophetic teachings.%®

The inaccuracies of the prophetic picture have been maintained in nearly all
subsequent scholarly studies. The one difference which separates investigators

is the question, Which of the two rituals, the divinatory or the sacrificial, is to
be read into all texts?6?

John Gray argues the case of a sacrificial Molech ritual. The god name
Molech derived from the divine title melek, “king” and was associated through-
out the entire Canaanite cultural sphere with various manifestations of the astral
god of desert origin *Attr.” From early times, Molech was worshiped in Judah;
note the presence of a cult to the Ammonite god Milcom in Solomon’s ]erusalerﬁ
(1 Kgs 117).""  Samaritan children were sacrificed to gods whose names
exhibit the same melek element (2 Kgs 17.31).72 Still open to question, notes
Gray, is the possibility that certain biblical passages which mention Molech in
reality descr:be a “votive offering,” just as late Punic inscriptions studied by Otto

:]:osianic revivals is also tenable. Note that Kaufmann did admit 1o Ezekiel’s witnessing
decadent wild roots” in Jerusalem during this same period (sce pp. 502, and 447f.).
®If the Jeremiah texts in question prove to be the product of Deuteronomistic annota-
tors, then our construction might ke re-worded: The literary fusing in prophetic texts of
t}'le two scparate Molech rites derives from Exilic conditions, when specific points of
ritual were no longer remembered or considered important.
. ® Nachmaaides at Lev 18.21 does menton an anonymous attempt at separating
sorcery” (i.e, passing through fire) from “sacrifice of little ones” to Molech.

™ J. Gray, “The Desert God 'Atir in the Literature and Religion of Canaan,” JNES 8
(1949), 72-83; idem, IDB 3, s.v. “Molech.”

™ Gray (JNES 8 [1949], 79) identifies the Ammonite Milcom with the Moabite god
Kemosh-Ishtar (cf. Mesha Inscripticn 17 in KAI 181) on the basis of Judg 11.24, where
Fhe god of Ammon is named Kemosh. Ibn Ezra and Nachmanides anticipated Gray's
identification, cf. ad Lev 18.21. But the collocation of 2 Kgs 25.10 and 13 militates
against this icentification; the author of this narrative evidently considered Molech and
Milcom as two separate deitics.

"The identification of Adrammelek and Anammelek with gods known in Syrian
and/or Assyrc-Babylonian pantheors remains disputed. The Hebsew text, unemended
takes the element *4r as a divine epithet meaning "mighty.” For examples, cf. Harris’
A Grammar cf the Phoenician Language (ACS 8, 1936), p. 75; KAI 258, 2 (?); and’
Montgomery, Kings, p. 476. Ungnad’s original suggestion (AfQ Beiheft 6, p. 58)
t_:mending *dr to °dd (Adad) on the basis of Assyrian personal names (e.g., Adad-miléi-’
ilaya) attested in the Tell-Halaf archive, is wicely accepted. See A. Pohl’s popularization
in Biblica 22 (1941), 35; and W. F. Albrigh:, ARP, pp. 157f. CL the earlier remarks,
Eb. Schrader, KAT?, p. 84 nn. 2 and 3. '

Deller’s involuted recovery of Assyrian names types which translate Hebrew *DN-
mik as *DN-larrn (Or 34 [1965], 382-83) is wholly gratuitous. The writing *Adad-
mlk shows that the Hebrew is not a translation but a transliteration of an Assyrian name;
for the Hebrew form of “Adad would have appeared as Hadad. Conscquently, we do no;
have, nor do we expect lexical evidence supporting Deller’s equation MAN/farrz —

UMUN = milki. See Mazar, En. Miq. 1, cols. 117f. On Anammelek, see Montgomery
Kings, p. 476. ’
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7 i : ik, “king,” ot its
Eissfeldc use mlk as a sacrificial term.”® Albright agreed: Malzk,n y f(;ws o
’ . " O
derivative Mzlnk, “kingship,” ought to be rega.rded as \Ehe patfh of vows and
solemn promises and children might be sacrificed to him as the
; ice T
most binding pledge of the sanctity of a promise. o eanaiti
Pedersen affirms that the Israclites adopted the Canaamtcza e B the
cation of the first-born” by sacrifice to God (cf. E)fod)’zﬂ.z démand o e
same time, biblical religion “shrank from fully accepting” this mend for bo
’ . . .
ness by restricting human sacrifice to times of disaster; normZ 2}8) i
children could be redeemed through animal subsmut:o‘n. (Exod 3' . ; .rimarﬂy ¢
regular staff or site, says Kaufmann, the child sacrifice rerna;ne pf panly ¢
1 i our o
proivate devotion.”® Not until the days of Manasseh, in an Rt
istress, did people publicly sacrifice children to appease an ang HW '
e ey discouraged by Judah’s
i T B ch gruesomeness was soon :
o nced this i idolatrous abomination (cf. Jer
prophets, who denounced this >ractice as an idolat
: 8
7.30; Ezek 20.25). _ e be
'1,“he several non-sacrificial conceptions of .the Molechlcu']t rnTalmuCl o
surveyed. According to an account recorded in the Ba:y o_mand " “,hiCh
‘ ‘ i tion during w
" " refers to a ceremony of induc '
term “transfer to Molech” re: : , ' : uring whie
youthful initiates were delivered by their parents tc pagan priests, inCEd, o the,
passed them between two large bonfires.™ S. R. Driver was conv

o " und
® QOriginally published by Otto Eissfeldt, Molk als O[errbegr_z/f im 5:3;;5[79{1935).
Hebraischen und das Ende des Gottes Moloch (Halle%l\hlax}Nex;niZZr ol og),( 230
i i i ight, Yabweb an
e :nic studies are summarized in Albright, _ ¢ e
SUbseccililmCtitP%%i:bleday Anchor, 1969), pp. 226-44. The sc‘>rnewhat cavahler zﬁf;v;lciﬂed
k()'Gb?'r ;nevidzxice exhibited by the propenents of Eissfeldt's view was reﬁenz)};d emplified
b1 11&3 Noth’s- note on Lev 20.5: "We should see in nzl/z.ve-ver: 1;(; emedl e
Zsa .es a sacrificial term, and translate [milk “as a mlé-sacnﬂce.hp n;of ayéod 205
v ldg b,e agaiast this, for . . . bam-molek must be understood as the nam e
‘:‘?uzbé certa;inly contain secondary detailed ad.d.ition[so.T.L. 1(9\721';1](%1; r&ss) & horouel
i i he expression lmik” (Leviticus s » p- 148. r -
;nﬁunderzzgj:yg \;/f ;(grrcx;eljld “Der Moloch, eine Untersuchung zur Theorie O. Eissfeldts’,
ully mus . s
M 51 (1948-1952), 287-313. )
WZ,rI‘{j\leriglft, ARF, p. 157; DeVaux, Ancient Israel, pp. 444—416{. © 1926 pp. 318.22.
% Pedersen, Israel: Its Life and Culture 3-4 (London: H. .Ml or ,f ,;ml, bp. 318-22
" Kauf an’n Tol'dot 2, pp. 267f. Lev 20.5 threatens punishment for only
© Kautm s Lot 2, .
R i b of his firstborn son during the
= Cf ifice by the king of Moab o . . e
U" o (fieksxim;[;ir:cr(z Kgs 3.27). A novel attempt to interpret thxsllsactr;;c;skj
g S;egcet”odcsigned to p1;t a curse upon Isrzel is offered by Kaufmann, Collec
“magical a g -
, -Aviv: Dvir, 1966), pp. 205-207. _ ‘ \ '
[Hezm“] f(TL:nA‘;Z/edot loc. cit. Cf. Bright, jeremiab (AB; 1965), p. 57.q1\f1. Gicgtél[ib)eri
g ann, A y . ’ ‘ ) , .
03 Llfgz;il:l' Studies Presented to David Ben-Gurion, (]cr\1§a?e.m. Kfiry;tld :aiiiﬁce ) >
1%27 n 3 n();es that the juxaposition of the Deaut 12.31 IZ:OhlPlt;OﬂI\o[O:ail e e o e
commanc “nei ke away from” the
c ; i .1: “neither to add to nor to @ osai st e
command in 17?“;' in certain circles that YHWH demanded such sacn.fxc'cs of Israc' ) g
Massores 'Orda'f'c' of the text after 13.1 was apparently based on thxsh interpretatio ~.ed by
Mas'so';egc Qh:z?i[:in 643» This account and othcr Midrashic expansions were trac 7
*T.B. Sanhe .
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“peculiar and characteristic expression 'to cause to pass through the fire’” meunt
that the rite in question was a kind of ordeal, in which
derived from observing whether the victim passed throug
not, or which was resorted 10 for the purpose of securing

for instance, an omen was
h the flames unscathed or
good fortune®

Basing himself on classical examples, T. H. Gaster wrote:
It is possible also that the Israclite writers have

more innocuous practice, videly
flame as a means of absorbing im

confused with human sacrifice a
attested, of passing children rapidly through a
mortality or giving them extra strength.5!
Finally, N. H. Snaith, in a recent note r
that since Lev 18.21 is embedded in a
have forbidden culic prostitution in

These two opposing scholarly vie
be considered mutually exclusive,
does in fact exist between the legal-historical and prophetic traditions. Priestly
law prohibiting Molech divination in ro way discredits Jeremiah's eye-witness
report of child sacrifice. Bur neither can the prophet’s sweeping denunciation
invalidate the legal evidence of Molech divination, unfortunately only paralleled
in extra-biblical observations.

One question remains: If Israclite religion frowned upon the adoption of
Canaanite cults, especially immolation, how is the public revival of diverse
Molech culss in eighth century BCE. Judah to be explained? Other critical
moments had passed without

stimulating interest in child sacrifice 8¢
Albright's widely accepted explanation is this:

eviving the Talmudic account,%* argued
list of illicit sex relationships, the law must
tke name of Molech 8%

ws of the Molech cult need not necessari
For, as we have demonstrated, a distincti

ly
on

A new Aramaic culture, composed of Canaanite and

latter dominant, was spreadin
military power.

Neo-Assyzian elements with the
& rapidly over the West, strongly supported by Assyriar

While child sacrifice seems to have been discontinued ;

n Phoenicia by the seventh
century B.C.E. at the lacest,5

in Aramaic-speaking areas it lingered on.

G. F. Moore 1o classical reports of Carthaginian ritual ("The Image of Moloch,” JBL 16
{1897], 161-65). .

* Deuteroromy (ICC, 1902), p 222.

* Gaster, IDB 4, p. 154; cf. Barnett, EI O (1969), 8.

# Snaith, “The Cult of Molech,” VT 16 (1966), 123-24.

* Contrast M. Noth, Leviticus, pp. 136 and 146, for whom the verses in question are
“very loosely fitted in with the list of sexual transgressions;” cf. Eissfeldt, The 0ld Testa.
ment: An Introdaction (New York: Harper & Row, 1965), p. 234.

B4 Alternately, the absence of an attested Molech cult befo
biblical writer; regarded such practice, where present,
unreported.

* Albright, ARP, p. 156.

®1bid., p. 158; sec O. Eissfeldt, Ras Schanira
meyer Verlag, 1939), pp. 69-71,

re Ahaz may mean that carly
as insignificant, and so, left it

und Sanchunjaton (Halle: Max Nei-
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Human sacrifice to the god Adad is attested among the Aramaeans of Gozan at the
source of the Khabur in northern Mesopotamia (late tenh century), in Late-Assyrian
economic texts under Aramaean influence, and in the North-Syrian cult of Sephar-

vaim . . ., where children were sacrificed (JI Kings 17:31) to the god Adram-

melech.®

This broad attribution of Molech-type sacrifices to Aramaic culture must be
modified, for the extra-biblical documentation is at best inconclusive regarding
the actual or intended performance of sacrifice. In a tenth century B.C.E. dedica-
tory text from Gozan, the Aramaean prince Kzpara warrns the violator of his stele:

7 marésu mabar Adad lifirupu™ 7 maritéin ana *Iitar barimitn luramm e
May he burn seven of his sons before Adad. May he release seven of his daughters to be

cule prostitutes for Ishtar.

The schematic formulation of this imprecation suggests that old t-aditional terms

of divine sanction have been preserved.
Likewise, a small number of late NA economic rexts specify sacrifice of

children as a penalty for initiating future litigation of contracts.

mariu rabi ina (Dbamri ja *Adad ijarrap®
He will burn his eldest son in the sacred precinct of Adad.

mariu ana Sin ifarrap marassu rabite itii 2 sitw dem eréni ana Bélet-séri ifarrap™
He will burn his son to Sin”® He will burn his eldest daughter with 20 silas of cedar

balsam to Beélet-sési.

i mariu rabii 17 marassu rabitu itti 2 imér riqqé 1abite ana Bélatu-séri iflarrap]®
He will bfurn] cither his eldest son or his eldest danghter with 2 homers of sweet-smelling

spices to Bélet-séri.

In addition -0 human sacrifice, some of these same contracts specify the

*" Albright, Yabweh and the Gods of Canaan, pp. 240-41

®Ye., livf-ru-pn = bLirupu (cf. CAD H, 101). Albright (AnSt 6 [1956], 81f.)
suggested reading lit-tas!-ru-pu (a 1V/2 verbal form — cf. GAG 81e¢) o as to eliminate
the unique /4 reading. But another Gozan text reads the verb Ji-fi-ru-bu (AfO Beiheft

1, p. 75, 5).

# AfO Beiheft 1, p. 72, 1L4-7.

“ ARU 41.18; cf. bid. 161.2, 160.8. On hamrz, see CAD H, 70. On the reading
mary for DUMU.US, rather than aplu, see CAD A 2, 176.

" ARU 163.20-22; cf. ibid. 96a.17-18 (which contains only the secend clause of this
unit). Our reading, where different from ARU, is based on CAD E, 278.

"ND. 496, 25 (=lIraq 13 [1951], pl. 16) reads: mariu rabi ina pan °Sin, “his
cldest son before Sin.” In this Nimrud text, GIBIL = jarapr is written AS; which must
Deller, Or 34 (1965), 383f., maintains this unusual A$

be a scribal or copyist's error.
Deller also suggests that GIBIL-# be read

reading, though it gives no verbal equivalent.
iqallu, synonymous with farrap.
* ARU 158.27-30 (cf. CAD I, 114). On the lacuna, see below, n. 98.
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presentatx/oa of gifts ( eg., —White horses 9t large bow, hierodules) to sundr
8ods and/or strange ordeals®s 45 further penalties. In the vast majority of Y
how};ver, monetary fines replace ricualistic punishments,*¢ O s
it Z?:Ss§yli;ﬁbcontracts unreahstxcally‘heap up pen‘alty causes, together with
‘ e .eyond the means of the average citizen, most Assyriolooi
(.OﬂCUF with Meissner’s assertion that these penalties cmld neve ff ESCS
actualized. .They were intended as solemn formulae — "z ktind of orathalve tiﬂf
t%le c<’),fx’17tractmg party fulfilled in fear of the gods as avengers of concra;:tv \.ziolz:
z(s)t‘ls.' Nevertheless, 'the very utilization of these clauses is evidence of Neo-
syrian esteem for ancient ceremonial, and suggests thar upder certain circum-

stances a deiendant might | .
egally claim ljc . .
penalties.# 82y eral reprisal, even of sometimes harsh

* Cf. below, pp. 8Gf.
* The descriptions of

});Toseldni relﬁ:ively cleai. The acaised js forced to ear one mina of “plucked 1
o €d by a “quick gulp” of water or beer, apparently intended to cause el
;SI;Fgmich. Cf. von Soden, Or 26 (1957), 135-36; CAD A 1, 143
id these sums represent cquivalent values Nuzi . '
) ¢ the A 5, as at Nuzi where ce i i
payzbj& in kmd;3 iee E. A. Speiser, “Nuzi Marginalia,” Or 25 (1956;620?;31 fines were
eissner, BuA 1, p. 182, A v of  discusei i
Opfermanmns RS summary of carly discussion is tound in Fr. Blome,
*In the original publicac ‘
‘ 3 publication of these contracts, ADD 3
1 blic cts, 3, pp. 345.56, Joh vas i
Icqmed o suppose” that faripsu merely meant “to dedicate” 2 child to the ]O " of 2 g0
we based himself on a2 reading of ARU 158 30 = e o
gxsa;raf.s A’{hff Ia(unaJ was subsequently read in ARU, i-f[ar-rap], by Deller, Or 34 (1965)
, i-SAL- - Overlooked by Johns we-e the ¢ f icati ,
; L : N - erms of dedication of
emple service: Sardku, “present (ARU 44.9); $ala, “devote” (ARU 45 60) PCIIISIO‘:;;O
.6). se

texts rakasz is used solcly f “biadi :
y tor the “biading” of Z i
other dedication term, nadinn.) § o ores. (ND. 4965 now provides an-

n-
god.

No less speaalative is Deller’s suggestion (op. cat 385f
spared sacrifice hy becoming cult personnel, and only tll;epg; ins
pert’o_rm«?d, His entire argument rests on the collocation”r;m
prostitution penalties in several contracts; e.g., the ’
No textual evidence is available for either the’
or tge substitution of punishments.
saily ’It';edf\;e}:zri;x;ce; w1tl? w,thh J§‘,remiah' :'md Ezekicl atcack “Molech” does not neces-
his vapoy o the r:gut]x;ccy;ltoflzcl’;luj S’;C;lflc(:‘. B(t)rh prophets would have seized upon

. . . , wever nfr > i i 1 i
2};@6;;501655 of.YH\?(/H's decision to destroy Judah, Szzulzzzfrir?anbnolséeo??if[{mr o to-

- for a discussion of prophetic theodicy from the days of juda’h's fell > pp 38

) ‘hat children were
g of spices was actually
child sacrifice and cult
; Gf>zan text quoted above (cf. p. 89).
figarative interpretation of the verb faripu
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That such feelings were indeed known in Judah can be §h0wn. ZIKis liii
preserves a negative evaluation of Hezekiah:s reform as delx.vetcd by the ssy‘v(,e
Rabshakeh, in his challenge to Jerusalem's defenders: But if you say to me, Ry
trust in YHWH our God, is it not he whose cglt 51te§ and altars Heze :11
removed, ordering Judah and Jerusalem, ‘Beforfz thx.s altar.x.n ]erusalegl lZohu alze}z:,s
worship’?” It would seem that the Kings hlStOrlaT} utnlgﬁed the ads o
remarks — reflective of a “blatant pagan point of view™!10 —to bIOfi cast :
evaluation of Manasseh’s restoration of rural cult sites: alg_llful rejection o
YHWHistic tradition as interpreted by the Deuteronomlsfs. . sl and

This unprecedented demoralization threatex.led Juadah’s ur'léque cu t}lllircah :v <
religious identity; only with the return of natxonal.se.lf-cpnﬁ fenI\c/If:, w h was
to follow upoa the decline of Assyria, could the assimilation of Manasseh’s ag
be halted.

¥ So, B. Childs in Isaiah and the Assyrian Crisis, p. $2: "iny,r someone comp‘letzlly;
removed,from the Hebrew religion could have interpreted Hezekiah'’s reforn;] T{s ;‘m mssa .
to Isracl’s deity.” M. Weinfeld, JNES 23 (1963), 208ff., conne”cts the szs'ta(ﬁsa;);iovil

i i i rho, in this “'veiled protest” expressed its

vith the prophctic school of Isaiah, who, in t : ; '
zfl I—llezekiih'f reform. But it is hard to conceive of Isaiah supposting the r'ural sanctu;;xtzz,
laced as they were with vestigal pagan accouterments (cf. 2 I:;gse18.4); albel; zaé;omzrgg el
by some within YHWHism (on which, see, Kaufmann, Tol’dot ?, pPp- of., re, ond
266). Rabshakeh’s remarks, if not “genuinely historical” (so, Chxlfls, loc x:;t,), a1 then
likcly- the veiled Deuteronomic polemic against those who would reinstate the rura

ies in the name of YHWHism. .
mari’e‘ss;earheacing the opposition to the Hezekian reforms may we}l haveh ~;eev[:it:;:

ie i f he centralization of worshi
1 of the rural sanctuaries, displaced by t .
?E:Zj:lr;fn It has been argued that Manassch carly came c\;millerdthe }nfhi;nceco(;fo;:;i
: i i t the e
ite 2 d” and the rural priesthood, who had allied agains
D e ety ot (Note that 2 Chr 31.19 records the
ligious monopoly of the Jerusalem sanctaary. ccorcs

?i:de;Z;it status of the “Aaronide priests [who lived] on the pasture laads of :helr cxt:;sitai1
Tlﬁs speculation is contained in the discussion on the rise cti Jé.:rusaler'n as a ’;f)smopf tan
and hieropolitaa” center in M. H. Ben-Shalosh [pseud.], Hlstﬂ)ty in the ml:ls;:l the
First Temple” [Hebrew), Sepber Yerushalayim, ed. by M. Avi-Yorah (Jerusale
Tel-Aviv: Mosad Bialik and Dvir, 1956), pp. 120-31.

5. ISRAEL UNDER ASSYRIAN RULE

From Vassal State to Province

P ’ ORTH Israel’s political history contrasts markedly with Judah’s successful
avoidance of Assyrian annexation. The main routes to Egypt and Arabia,
connecting with the port cities on the Philistian coast, traversed Israelite territory,
so that Assyria’s ambitions at economic hegemony over Mediterranean commerce
inevitably encroached upon the Israelite territories. Contact with the revitalized
Neo-Assyrian empire of Tigleth-pileser III proved fatal almost from the stait,

and within just twelve years of the first outhreak of hosilities, Israel lost irs
independerce.

The brief period of anarcky which followed the lengthy and successful rule
of Jeroboam II (789-748 B.CE.) ended with the emergence of Menahem the
Gadite as king in Samaria (2 Kgs 158-15).1 He did rot join the ill-fated
Azaryahu rebellion of 738,% bit chose t secure his throme by paying a heavy

tribute to Pul, ie, Tiglath-pileser II1.3 Payment was met by a levy upon “all
gibbire hahayil* — 50 silver shekels per man.”s

* According to Thiele, "a rival reign of Pekah in Gilead which began the same year

that Menahen slew Shallum” explains the lengthy 20 years of Pekah noted in 2 Kgs 15:27
(Mysterions Numbers, pp. 124ff.) This difficult chronology notwithstanding, M. Haran
considers Mcnahem's carly years (ca. 748-738 B.C.E.) to have been free of internal strife
and Assyrian interference, evidence the Israelie attack on distant Tipsah on the Euphrates
—2 Kgs 15:16 (see VT 17 [19671, 284-90; and J. Liver, En. Miq. 5 cols. 31-32).
Tadmor (see “Azriyau,” P- 249) observed that Assyrian sources uniquely refer to Menahem
as "Menibimme al Sameriniya, “Menahem, the Samaritan” (Rost, Tigl. I, 150), rather
than the “Omride,” reflecting perhaps the weakening internal conditions after the ap.
pearance of Tiglath-pileser III in the West (post-743 B.C.E.). But the term “Samerina”
may be no more than a variant designation for Israel, as is now evident from the Adad.
nirari I stele from Tell-Rimah, wherein Joash is named ™Iusu mar Sameriniya. See
Irag 30 (1963), 142, 8.

*Probably a sign of continued weakne
“Azriyau,” pp. 248ff.

* Rost, Tigl. III, 150; 2 Kgs 15:19. The widely accepted view that Pul was Tiglath-
pileser’s Babylonian throne name is newly disputed by J. A. Brinkman on the basis of a
source distribution study, which produced “no evidence that Puld’ was ever used as a
contemporary name for the king in Babylonia or anywhere else.” See his full treatment
in AnOr 43, pp. 61-62 and n. 1544.  As Biinkman conjectures, perbaps Pul “was his
name in Assyria before he came to the throne or . . . it was employed as a quasi-
hypocoristic for the second clement of the name Tiglath-pileser” (n. 317).

“*Best interpreted as a technical term indicating Israelite freeholders, owing military
service to the crown. Cf. §. E. Loewenstamm, En. Migq. 2, cols. 387f.; Tadmor, JWH 11
(1968), 63 n. 33, Montgomery, Kings, p- 451, considered this “ancient military expression

ss, rather than political astuteness.  So, Tadmor,
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Anti-Assyrian forces in Israel, led by Pekah, soon rf:*newed the c;nfrosr;t;:;)ir;
with Assyria by assassinating Menahem'’s son, Pek:?hya, in .order to align S i
with Damascus in revolt.® Tiglath-pileser retaliated leth tvo campaigns
Damascus in 733 and 732 B.C.E, at the same time wresting extensive terlrlltor.les
from Israel.” From these, he carved out three Assyman prov1m.:§s, fo 'Zmr;i
traditional geopolitical lines:® Du'ru, on the Mediterranean coast;? Magidu,

—lit. ‘men of valour’ — had changed its meaning to one of economic significance,” and
dered it “magnates of wealth.” '
“ ”le Kgs 13:2gO. Wiseman, Iraq 15 (1953), 135 n. 1, conjectures th.at thel 50 fhc(];e;
levy corresponded to the worth of each man “as a slave at current styrxzn vahlrzso.logical
i eri ymbols, the paleography and arc
b of a new study of the numerical symbols, the '
tcll;eta a;;lSYadin dates the Samaria ostiaca to Menahem’s ninth .and tenth' yeats, stffglfest'mgt
that’thc; Assyrian tax was payable in naturalia assessed at silver vzlue. Seclz 60)ncxcn
Judaean Weights and the Date of the Samaria Ostraca,” SH 8 (Jerusalen;, h9 » ;ni]:e.
17-25; cf. the concurring remarks of F. M. Cross, BASOR 16)'(1962), 3;,;:; tf L;}:Le ;ible
propo;al of Y. Aharoni, BASOR 184 (1966), 16-19; gnd idem, The Land o N
. 31541, . ) . .
v ‘?C? 2 Kgs 15:23-26. On the participants in the Syro-EphreHmtewLeague, sjehakf)ov;,
66 n 3. An interpretation of these hostilities as an atempt “to cislodge qu }:: Sro i
;.ransjo;da.nia" is now set out by B. Oded in "The Histcrical Background of the Syro
imi i d,” CBQ 34 (1972), 153-65. ]
Eph:zlmthe I\?/s: 11;?;‘;"‘511‘15&9}11 S:G,QZS-ZG. The most recent treatments of the Assyr;a.m
marchetehrougi "th(; la;xd of Naphtali” are by Y. Aharoni, The Settlemeni o{) tbéaﬁlr:: 1;;
] 7 Tadmor, “The Congquest of the
12 Upper Galilee, pp. 129-32, and H. " ’ : /
;;;;:hfgileszf [II, King of Assyria” [Hebrew] Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth Con
vention of the Israel Exploration Society (Jerusalem, 1967), pp. 62-67. o deced a
Israclite hodings in northern Trans-Jordan had alrealdy been great,y e sl
result of Aramacan incursions prior to 733 B.C.L., according 'Eo Tadmors1 rgg(;nsrlnllli.zz
of Assyrian border lists; sce “The Southern Border ofl Ar:m, 'H;J li}r(()v?nzeﬁ?auf dem;
i int is stressed by A. Alt in "“Das System der ! ssyrischen Pro
B da Thé;plzlenitl:;slr:rael" 125 2, pp. 188-205. Cf. Forrer, Provinzeinteilung, pp. GOff.,
oacn s >
and“G:. Alt claims that Tiglath-pileser had already anncx.ed part of [srael‘chtl):stal 1;1::2
durin, .the 734 B.C.E. Philistine campaign ("Tig?ath-plleser I1I. Erster Fe zfuim <
P l'dstfna ” KS 2, pp. 150-62; adopted by Notk, Hmory,.p. 258). He arguzsoor n o
s;nt inf,ormatiox’l related on the rxcently recovered Nimrud annal ND. ,

(=Iragq 13 [1951], 23), which reads:

. . ith th
(kima urlqiti tagré mun|dab)sésunu umalla 1 filled thc. [stcppfz like gr%;SSa:;;: Otf;J:
[séri . . ) [marsitisunu alpéiunu sénifumu  corpses of his warriors . . . [I ¢

immerifunu | | ina gereb ekallisu  his flocks: cattle, goats, a\?clI sheel?. dIr:;xj;:
i o ; i i > d J I receive
i Sundi matsuny  his palace [l crected . .
[[ ]x-]gitmrzu amburiunfitima b Pl e T 1 )
uix

: i i i i hern
This victory over an unknown territory is sandwiched in between b‘attles in :::;t en
Phls icia, by the city of Sifmirra) and the Philistian Gaza. If Al is corzr;c)t nd_ dhis
cnicia, ! ¢
brooken section does refer to Israel (cf. already Wlserx;anélfnq 13 []z)ii]gcomp;hh e
ian i i Israelite hinterland in order :

e an Assyrian invasion of ( : Jome
mu-SKnas(s(‘:: ercction of a stele ?) in the palace of Samaria. Such a detoylx.' is hxg:r)irtil:ne
ic}fi‘(l)y in view of the goals of the 734 B.C.E. campaign — the control of Philistian m
ik
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the Galilee and Jezreel valley; and Gal'aza, in Gilead.1?

This first Assyrian annexation did not include widespread population ex-

changes, typical of imperial incorporation. Prisoners taken from Galilean towas
were not replaced by foreign settlers, thus leaving many areas substantially
Israelite.!t It seems that Assyria was ready to accede to the continued existence
of a vassal Israelite state, confined to the Ephramite hills around its capital,
Samaria, as long as that state would not become burdensome to the empire. So,
the rebel king Pekah having already been ousted, Tiglat
the pro-Assyrian Hoshea as Israel’s last king.1?
Sometime after 725, Hoshea broke faith with his Assyrian overlord, Shal-
maneser V, by concluding a rekellious alliance with the Egyptian court.

h-pileser III confirmed

4 Despite

centers.  Tadmor, “Campaigns,” p. 264, reasons that these lines relate a further attack in
the vicinity of Simirra. If 5o, then in 734 B.CE, Tiglath-pileser marched unmolestingly
through Israel’s coastal holdings, directly to Gaza. (A new conjectare on the involvement
of Hiram of Tyre in these battles was put forward by this writer in JCS 25 [1973], 97
n. 11.)

A new study by B. Oded, “Observations on Methods of Assyrian Rule in Transjor-
dania after the Palestine Campaign of Tigleth-pileser I11,” JNES 29 (1970), 177-86,
posits the division of Gilead into “four Assvrian administrative units:” Gal'aza, Tab'e],
Gidir, and Hamat (pp. 179ff.). This idez, an claboration of Forrer’s suggestion in
Provinzeinteiiung, pp. G4f., of a split-up of “the enlarged Gal'aza province” after 690
B.C.E., appears tenuous both textually and geographically. No “province of Tab'el” o:
“territorial acministrative unit” named Gidir is known from Assyrian sources, Nimrud
letter ND. 2773 notwithstanding. This undated document speaks of Tab’el and Gidir in
the most general terms; both locaticns are defiaed merely by the logographic determinative
KUR matn, “land.” Besides, Oded’s geographic deliniations would have us draw over-
lapping borders, especially with reference o Hamart and  Gidir.
roughly the same arca as Solomon’s district of Mahanaim”
included both Gidir and Tab'el. See Kallai, Tribes of Israel, pp. 5f.

It seems better to maintain the traditional view of Assyrian administration in Israelite
Trans-Jordan: onc province, Gal'aza, with its capital at Ramoth-Gilead or Hamath, Cf.
Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, p. 331 n. 114 and especially the critique of A. Alt, KS
2, p. 204.

1 Cf. works of Aharoni and Tadmor, cited in n. 7, for claboration.

¥Cf. 2 Kgs 15:30; Rost, Tigl. 11, 111 R 10, 2, 17-18; ND. 4301 +, rev. 10°-12°
(=Irag 18 [1956], 126.) Oppenheim, ANET, p- 283b, incorrectly supplies the name
[Menahem] in this Assyrian inscription, rather than that of Hanno, the Gazaite. Cf. Tad-
mor, “Campaizns,” p. 264, and- Wiscman in D. Winton Thomas, Documents from 0Old
Testament Times (London: Thomas Nelson and Sons, 1958), p. 55

** The chronology in this section follows that of H.
of the fall of Samaria in JCS 12 (1958) 33.40.

"2 Kgs 17:4 tells of messengers sent by Hoshea to “So, king of Egypt.” The identifi-
cation of So with Sib'u, the Egyptian military commander mentioned in inscriptions from
Sargon's reign, long acknowledged by historians (e.g., Noth, History, 262 n. 3; Bright,
History, 258; Tadmor, in JCS 12 [1958] 38 n. 144, summarized the pe
has been recen:ly subject to criticism.

If Hamat “covered
(p. 181), then it would have

Tadmor in his comprehensive study

rtinent literature),

Borger, JNES 19 (1960) 49-53, proved that the name Sib'u should be read Re'e
(=SIB-’¢), the logographic writing reflecting a scribal pun on the commander’s behavior
in battle. We are told that: 47 ré'y (LUSIB) i sénasu babia édinuiin ippariidma (Lie.
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Hoshea’s early capture during the ensuing Assyriar.l relifisals, Samaria dlc(l‘l nok:
surrender unti. the fall of 722, after a three-year siege.'® Shalmanese‘rs kt?at
shortly thereafter left matters in Samaria uns_eftled. .Th'e new Assyr.w.n16 mlfi
Sargon 1I, determined to put an end to Sam.amas Fomm;;mg xnsurrecuf)n.d .
720 he retook the city, deported 27,290 of its residents,’” and reorganized it as
al provincial center.?® .

’ Ioénl)lfD scattered details are known of Samariz.i’s history under Assyrslan rrl;ile;
Assyria’s holdings in Israel may have been c?nsolxdated 'fit(.)und th;new axgeﬂmx
province,'? from which foreign governors*® and ad:r?mlstrators exacte '
and tribute™? from the mixed population resettled in Israel ~After Sargon’s

Sargon, 55), “Ike a shepherd whose flock had been stolen, he fled zlone.” 6Cf. AGZIEG’E,
p. 285 n. 7. Following this demise of Sib'u, Goedicke, BASOR 171 (19 -i{) -06,
identified the Egyptian conspirator who aided Hoshea as Tefnakﬁ:e., ;:'hose resxd ence( }:7:;\2
i is, 1 i i brew So>. W. F. Albright wrapped up
the city of Sais, in Egyptian § 3 w and in He ; .
discussions in a small note, BASOR 171 (1963) 66, in which he :Cfonstructs the ?et}){renw
text behind the present one: 2 Kgs 17:4 — 21 5> <2I> mik mgrym, “to So <to>> the king
f Egypt.” ’ '
° fyCl; 2 Kgs 17:4-5, 18:9-10. According to Tadmor {En. Miq. 4, cols. 287-89, s.v.
“Chronology” ), the seige lasted two calendar yezrs. . 5 )
 Samaria, “governed by the generals of the army or by :}?e city el.ders ~between 572~4/~3
720 B.C.E. (so, Tadmor, JCS 12 [1958] 37), joined the Assyrian provinces in north [yrxa 112
rebellion upon Sargon’s accession.  Sce Nimrud Prism D, col. 4:25-25 (= Gadd, Iraq
[1954] 179).
¥ Variant: 27,280. o
18 The full text of Sargon’s re-organization is discussed abc.)ve, PP 49-51.. e 720
1y Aharoni thinks that the Du'ru-Dor province was re-united with Samaria after
B.CE s'ince no independent eponym from Dor s known. .Moreover, a fragme_ma.ry Es?rl;
h;a.(id;;n inscription (Borger, Asarbaddon, § 76, 16) associates the coa.stal territories fw-lt
Samaria, as was the case in pre-Assyrian times. The mention of Dor in a late list of u::(i
perial c’enters ‘cf. Forrer, Provinzeinteilung, pp. 52tf.) may mean .that D(?r com’lrx';nue <
to serve as a secondary administrative district within the largcrblSameanfxa p’;kolvxrlxacse. ese
i i i d of the Bible, 334. e Esar
lations are developed in Aharcni, The .Ldﬂ / & 3 ; addor
:gitcuat the base of Aharoni’s study, reads, it Borger’s edition: @ Apqu Sa 'pa.tt m:z)t
Sam,en[a + x (?)], “Aphek, which belongs to the territory of Samen[a. _] (Slmecm't;a.l
Samaria ??)” The designation Simzon must be excluded from consxdcragon;b t:ebtn .
i of Si i distance from Aphek) was absorbed by the
territory of Simcon in the Negev (at some.
]e\:crl;}(l) :,ribe at an carly date (cf. Kallai, Tribes of Lsrael, p. 295). Tadmor ‘collat.cd thh'e
line in question (November, 1963} and kincly informs me tha; thje reading, in this
“badly written draft of an inscriptior,” is definitely: m-fne~<n-> .m. ¢ RLA
2 Two Samaritan governors appcar as cponyms: Nabu-kma'ng.r in 690 B.C.E. (cf. R
2, 451) and Nabi-far-ahh&u in 646 B.CE. (cf. M. Falkner, “Die Eponymen der spatas-
i it 1954- -14, 118).
srischen Zeit,” AfO 17 [1954-55] 113-14, : ‘
K %y addition to the faknu-official appointed by Sargon. '(scc above," p- :Oé;“;
Samarian LU.GALURU.MES, rab dlani, “overscer of scveral cities or estates (c. .
Al 32‘39f ) named Aya-ahhé is known from a mblet fragment discovered at Sax'nana, Sec,
G },\ Rei'sner C. S. Fisk;er, and D. G. Lyon, Harvard Excavations at Samaria 1 (Cam-
br.idg.G' Harvat’d University Press, 1924), p. 247, and vol 2,' pl. 56'b. Alt speculated (?n}:hc
na'{ute.of the transaction recorded on this payment note in “Briefe aus der assyrischen

ic in Samaria,” PJB 37 (1941) 103f. . . .
KOlZﬂ’l“eh:nﬂnrmn annals record: hilty mandattn ki §a A$iuri émidsuniti (Lie, Sargon, 17;
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initial colonization in 720, new refugees were periodically transferred to Samar-
ia,?® either in replacement of men impressed into military service* or in an
attempt to discipline restive colonists.2’ The upshot of these incessant transfers
was a shift in the ethnic make-up of north Israel in favor of the foreign settlers.
While our sources do not tell of a systematic Assyrian depopulation of the
Ephraimite hill country, it seems clear that the native Israclites lefe on the land
were not, as Noth contended, “numerically much greater” than the “foreign upper
class” settlers®® The opposite was the case. Sargon’s exile of 27,290 Israelites
from Samaia was but the final stage in a bitter four-year siruggle to subdue the
rebellious city.?” This extended engagement of the Assyrian army, meanwhile,
must have had a devastating effect on the Samarian countryside —a fact inferable
from the annal report of Sennacherib’s campaign, of shorter duration, against

cf. above, p. 50), I imposed tax and tribute upon them just as if they were Assyrians”
The Sargon Display Inscription -efers to tae impost as biltn Sarri mabré emidsuniti
(Winckler, Sargon, 100.24-25), 1 imposed the tax of the(ir) former king upon them.”
Of the two formulaic expressions, the former annal remark is no doubt historically mote
reliable.  Reorganization of Sammaria must have included revision of the former tax
structure, so as to assess both new and foreign settlers and those Israclites not deported.

™ Assyriaa annals tell of one additional deportation to Samara in Sargon’s seventh
year of “Tamudi, Ibadidi, Marsimani, and Hayapa — distant, steppe-dwelling Arabs”

(Lie, Sargon, 120-123).

Biblical sources record that both Esarhadcon (Ezra 4:2) and Asnappar—Ashurbanipal
(4:9f) brouzht additional settlers (on the identification of Asnappar, sec B. Mazar, Er.
Miq. 1, cols. 480-81). Likewise, an anonymous “king of Assyria” settled people from
Babylon, Cutaa, Avva, Hamath and Sepharvaim in Samaria (cf. 2 Kgs 17:24). This king
cannot be identified with Sargon, considering that Sargon styled himself a patron of
Babylonian calture. See Tadmor, in History of the Jewish People 1 (Tel-Aviv: Dvir,
1969), p. 137. Either Sennacherib (so, Tadmor, loc. cit.) or Ashurbanipal (so, Winckler,
Alstestamentliche Untersuchungen, 98-101; Olmstead, Western Asia, 73 n. 39; and Streck,
VAB 7, ceclxiv and ceclxviii) may be the Biblical “king of Assyria,” both monarchs having
exiled Babylonians in large numbers after their respective conquests in 689 B.C.E. and 648
B.C.B. Other views are given by Burney, Notes on the Hebrew Text of the Books of King:
(reprint; New York: KTAV, 1970) 333ff.; and Montgomery, Kings, 472.

That settlers were brought to Samaria from scattered locations throughout Assyria’s
domain, including southern Babyloaia, Elam {?) (cf. G. R. Driver, EI 5 [1958] 19%£f,
and En. Miq. 5, col. 739, s.. “Nibhaz”), and Syria (on the identification of Sepharvaim
with Sibra’in in Ezek 47:16, cf. Aloright, ARP, 222 n. 116; Mazar, Y*dior 12 [1945] 99
n. 63), suggests that the deportations listed in 2 Kgs 17:24 resulted from several Assyrian
campaigns during the reigns of more than ore monarch. On other signs of this listing
being part of a late composition, sce discussion below, p. 109 n. 75.

# ABL 1009, in what looks to be an Assyrian army personnel report, mentions: 4
LU.BAN Semernaya ™| ] 1 LO.BAN Samerniya . . . (rev. 3f.}, “4 Samarian archers
- -« 1 Samarian archer” among the army units.

*® See our remarks above, p. 69 n. 25.

® Noth, History, 262. Noth followed, in part, Alt’s formulation (KS 2, 320-23) : the
Samarian community, a closed political, social and cconomic uni
foreign upper class elements.

% See Kauimann's earlier observations, to smilar cffect, Tol’dos 4, 187 n. 43.

t, was composed solely of
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Judah, which claims over 200,150 (!) persons displaced.?® Furthermore, that
the Samarian province served as the reception center for countless deportees —
including persons other than “foreign upper classes,” as, e.g, Arab tribesmen®®
— means that areas outside the capital city were availible for resettlement, ie.,
cleared of their former residents3®

With the last stage of its inccrporation into the Assyrian empire accomplished
in 720 B.C.E, Israel perished as an independent state, not to be restored even
after the withdrawal of Assyria a century later. Whether Istaelite territory was
actually annexed to Judah during Josiah's rule or not,3! the impress of Assyria’s
long rule in Samaria persisted; a Samarian satrapy was established in the territory
of the old Neo-Assyrian Samerina province during the Neo-Babylonian and
Persian periods.??

Accordingly, two distinct phases in Israel’s political relations with Assyria
are distinguishable: (1) a short period of vassalage, 745-720 B.C.E., during which
Israel suffered substantial territorial Josses, followed by (2) a century of pro-
vincial incorporation which effected the demise of the Israelite polity. If the
policies of Assyrian administration executed in Judah were followed in Israel,
then vassal Israel should have been free from imperial interference in its cultic

B OIP 2, 23:24-27. This remarsable number of exiles was explained away by Ungnad
as an attempt by an Assyrian scribe to express ©2,150.” This smaller number, in turn,
supported Ungnad’s contention that Sennacherib’s campaign to Judah was “seemingly un-
successful.”  See, “Die Zahl der von Sanherib deportierten Judider,” ZAW 18 (1942-43),
199-202. But this fails to cxplain the occasion for such unusual numcrical notation, unex-
ampled in other Assyrian annals. While some exaggeration may be suspected at this point,
that Sennacherib deported vast numbers of people to perform forced labor on his new capi-
tal at Ninevch is creditable. Sce the remarks of D. Oates, Studies in the Ancient History of
Northern Irag (London: British Academy, 19¢8), 57.

® Lie, Sargom, 120-123. Cf. zbove, n. 23. Eph’al doubts that this transfer was
accomplished by means of an extessive campaign to the desert reaches, a feat nowhere
claimed by Sa:gon. Rather, a mutually beneficial agreement, re-routing part of the Arabian
spice trade to the inner-mountain roads of Palestine, brought nomadic tribesmen to settle
the new Assyrian colony. See, Nomads, 77f., for the detailed case.

® Note that in the Sargon cylinder inscription, the arcz of rescttlement is not limited to
the city of Samaria alone (see above, n. 23); mat bit Hemria, “Omriland” in its entirety
was open to the nomads. See Lyon, Sargos, p. 4, lire 20. See further Kaufmann's
thoroughgoing critique of both Alt and Noth, Tol’dot 4, 172-74. Alt had failed to con-
sider the Assyrian reports of mass exiles, from sundry locations, sct to constructing new
ports and citics, often for their own resettlement. Cf. von Soden’s remarks, AO 37 (1938)
38, attributing the eventual downfall of the empire to this extensive deportation policy.

* Sce above, p. 71.

¥ Neo-Babylonian administration in Palesiine -as discussed by A. Alt, in “Die Rolle
Samarias .bei der Entstehung des Judentums,” KS 2, 327-31, posits Samarian control of

large areas of Judah, so as to explain the fricion between Samaria and Jerusalem in the
Persian period.  Cf. also Noth, History, 288f.; and Bright, History, 324 and 347; and the
criticism of Y. Kaufmann, Tol’dot 4, 177ff. Samaria under Persian rule may have experi-
enced some revisions in its local autonomy; see K. Galling, “Syrien in der Politik der

Achimeniden,” AO 36/3-4 (1937), 9-27.

ISRAEL UNDER ASSYRIAN RULE 103

life, Whll(j provincial Samaria should have experienced the introduction of foreign
cults.  We proceed to Investigate these suppositions.

Religion in North Israel

Litde information concening Israelite religion during the quarter centary

of Isra?l’s Assyrian vassalage is available from the data reported in 2 Kings
The edlt(?[‘ of Kings relentlessly rehearsed the historic “sins of Jeroboam son%)f.
Nebat,” ie., rebellion against the Davidic dynasty and abandonment’of the
Jerusalem sanctuary (cf. 1 Kgs 12.25-33), as the sin of all of Israel’s kings, save
d_le last one, Hoshea, son of Elah. Of him alone are we told: “He did wkgla)t was
displeasing to YHWH, but not as the kings of Israel who preceded him (2 Kgs
17.2?." "fhe basis for this lenient evaluation of Hoshea can no longer be dﬁ-
termined;*® information on Hoshea’s religious activities has apparently been
;l{lp};tessed by the .edito1r.3'1 Significantly, however, tradition did tecoryd that
ho();e‘c;z,r dr;seilstsrzlclﬁnecuon to the Assyrian aegis, exhibited YHW Histic loyalties,
There is no evidence of Assyrian interference in the Israelite cult prior to tae
720 B.CE. annexation of Samaria. John Gray claims that the service of the
heavenly host recorded in 2 Kgs 17.16 is an Assyrian astral cult imposed upon
Menahem and Hoshea as a token of Ismel’s subjection to Assyria.?® Buc 17P16
part of an exhaustive Deuteronomistic indictment of Israel (2 Kgs 17 7-2.3)’
cannot be considered a true reflection of Israelite practice prior to anne;cation’
The catalog of offenses bears little relation to what is narrated about nord;
I§rael »throughout Kings. Several of Israel’s sins (e.g, 17.17) appear here for th
first time aad resemble the offenses of Judah’s Ahaz and Manasseh. The aralle‘;
developments in Judah ( 17.13), leading to its destruction {17.19-20) ari cited
as another example of YHWH's justifiable wrath, Finally, ;.lﬂlike othe’r sectiors
of Fhe Deuteronomistic history in which the monarchy beats exclusive res ons:
blht.y ~for Israel’s doom, these verses denounce popular faithlessness in P\ton;
rem‘u.nscent of late prophecies. In all, this long passage stands out as an exih’z
addition to Kings,3 questionasle evidence for pre-720 B.CE. Israelite practice

33 b LT T .
According to T. B. Gittin 68a, "Hoshca abolished those guard-posts which Jeroboam

](( 1 )fhad plawdﬂ on the roads (Fo Jerusalem) to prevent Israel from making pilgrimage.”
m?l,l mana, Tol’dot 2, 266, conjectures that the verse refers to the removal of the Beth~;fl
ves, since they were absent from their shrines at the time of the Josianic reforms (cf

2 Kgs 23:15). On th
2 Ke i n the whereabouts of the calves, cf. our alternate suggestions below, pp.

, .‘“.Cf. Montgomery, Kings, 464i. Gray’s su
criticism” stems from Hoshea's neglect of cul
Politics, can hardly be correct (Kings®, 641).
inattention to religious duties,

% J. Gray, Kings®, 648.
* Similar conclusions arc reached by Montgomer 73 ; j 7
&geschichiliche Studien, 6 and 85; Eisszeldt, Iflroduit,ij:,ﬂis(;l?7;);0}\12;1:;01&(?;1;?{8’225’;

pposition that this “mitigation of regular
tc matters due to his over-involvement in
641) The Kings historian would not have excused
one of his criteria for evaluating a monarch’s reign
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But even if we were to allow that the allusion to astral cults in Israel (2 Kgs
17.16) derived from reliable information, Assyrian imposition would still not
be its source. Prior to Assyria’s move into Syria-Palestine under Tiglath-pileser
II, the prophet Amos had already inveighed against Israelite veneration of
Mesopotamian stellar deities, Sakkut and Kaiwan (Amos 5.26).3"7 The Amos
citation has been unjustly suspect of being “either very late, ie., after 722 B.C,
or a late redaction of an earlier text which had become unintelligible.”38 Israel’s
reassertion of political dominion over Damascus and Hamath during the final
years of Jeroboam II (cf. 2 Kgs 14.28)3° exposed Israel anew?® to mid-eighth
century B.C.E. Aramaean culture, a cultute suffused with Mesopotamian ele-
ments.*! 'We suspect that astral cults popular in north Syria penetrated Israelite
practice through Aramaean mediation,*? as was the case a century later in
Judah.*®  Consequently, as an independen: vassal state, Israel was free of any
cultic obligations.
© The first direct cultic influence exerted by Assyra upon Israel can be noted
after Samaria’s capture and occupation. As with other localities, Sargon reports
that in Samaria:
ilani siklzsun jalaltif] amnu®
I counted the gods in whom they trusted as spoil.

Gadd, in his publication of the Nimrud annal text, found these words to be
“interesting evidence for the polytheism of Israel”® One need not wonder,
however, at Sargon’s presuming that some of the imzges removed from Samaria
were gods of the city. Certainly the prized calves of the Beth-el sanctuary,
considered by Israel to be “the visible pedestal on which the invisible Yahweh

It would appcar that in formulating this passage on Isracl’s sins, the exilic editor was in-
spired by his own description of Judah’s (i.e., Manasseh's) sins.

* Early discussion on the identification of these gods is summarized in Harper, dmos
and Hoshea (ICC, 1905) 139-41; cf. also E. A. Speiscr, “A Note on Amos 5:25,” BASOR
108 (1947) 5-6; and T. L. Fenton, En. Miq. §, col. 1037, s.o. “Sikkut” The earliest
identification of Kaiwan as an astral deity is found in Ibn Ezra's comment, 44 loc.

® Harper, Amos-Hosea, 138; similar cvaluations in Fenton (sce preceeding note) ; and
Kaufmann, Tol°dot 3, 73 n. 27.

®On dating this event, see M. Ha-an, “Rise and Fall of the Empire of Jeroboam Ben
Joash,” VT 17 (1967), 278-84.

“*Benjamin Mazar briefly touches upon “the influence of the eclectic culture of the
Armacan empirc” in Isracl during the last half of the ninth century B.C.E. in Bib Arch
Reader 2, 143; see his citations in n. 30.

**E.g., the parties to the Aramaic Scfiré treaty invoke at least five pairs of Mesopotamian
deitics, along with other West-Semitic deitics. Cf. KAI 222 A, 8-10; J. A. Fitzmyer,
Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefire, 33-38, for identifications of d-ities and literature.

“*Sce H. Tadmor, En. Miq. 3, col. 777.

“Cf. above, p. 87. As in Judah, Israel’s sewly-imported star-gods were probably
incorporated into native astral cults. See above, pp. 85f.

“Irag 16 (1954) 179, col. 4:32-33.

¥ 1bid., p. 181.
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stood,”™6 could easily have been mistaken by the Assyrians for Israelite gods.t7

The routfne .Assyrmn annal remark might be better interpreted as the realization
of Hosea’s dire prediction:

The dwellers of Samaria will fear for
the calves of Beth-aven. . . .
Even as it is carried off as tribute
to Assyria, to the “great” king.

(.Zulnc caanges, beyond the pillage of the Beth-e] sanctuary, were especially
fele m»Istael v{xth Sargon’s reorganization of Samaria as a royal center. Exper:
Supervisors :rained the new provincials in the duties of Assyrian citizenship —
the payment of tax and tribute and the “reverence of 8od and king.™® Byt est
e suppose that the Samaritans henceforth undertook the exclusive worship of

Ash_ur' and the grear gods,” the biblical narrative in 2 Kgs 17.24ff. shows
Othervwsc:. Even though the account exhibits a late Judahite disdain for Sammi-
tan practice, we have no reason 1o doupt that its description cf the religious situ-
ation in the Samarian province is “essentially correct,”50

Now the. king of Assyria brought people from Babylon, Cuthz, Avva, Hamath and
Sepharvaim, and settled them in the towns of Samaria in place of’the Israelites
They took possession of Samaria and lived in its towns. At the start of their settle-.
ment there, they did not revere YHWH, s0 YHWH sent lions against them, killin

a number of them. They seat word™ to the king of Assyria: The ' .
have deported and settled in the towns of Samaria are not acquaicted with the customs
of the local god.® So, he sent lions agains: them, and now they are killing a number
of them; kecause they are not acquainted with the customs of the local god.

nations whom you

“See W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity (Garden City: Doubleda
Anc‘}:or, 1957), 299 and discussion there; cf. also, Kaufmann, Tol*do: 2 260:61 !
Inasmucl} as cxcavations at Beth-cl have uncovered no eighth md’ sevcntl; centur
B.C.E. destruction, the city must have peacefully surrendered to Sargen. Cf. Kelso "Thz
SeC(?nd Campaign at Bethel, BASOR 137 (1955) 5.9, and IDB 1, 392 .Nonet,heless
carlicr statements concerning the violent Assyrian takcover of Beth-cl ,e.g. .Albri It ARI",
165f., are now incorporated in the final excavation report.  See AA,SOR’39 (1896é) 37"
cf. }; 51. The afchaeological evidence is apparently capable of equivocl interpretation )
Hos 10:5-6. Ogp Beth-aven as a pejorative for Beth-el, cf. Meci ‘
ad loc. a.nd Harper, Amos-Hosea, 263, On rendering milk yrb as * ‘Great’ king,” a title
of‘Assynan royalty, cf. Harper, 277f,; and H. V. Wolff, Hosea (BK 1961) %22 whi
points to mlk rb in Sefiré. See Fitzmyer, Sefiré Inscriptions, 61. ’ P
© ©® ’I,‘hc fL.IH Sargon text concerning Samaria is presented and discussed above, pp. 49-51
¢ erni : , PD. .

fou:;y isnrz;r;s;dt;zi(rlckr:;ry Kings®, 644, still presents the dated translation of this passage
¥ So James D. Purvis, The Samaritan Pentaten:,
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1968),
hensive survey of the conflicting Samaritan and J
See, especially, pp. 8 n. 12, and 88-118, For

17:24ff,, cf. n. 75 below.

S Lit. “they said;” cf. Burney, Notes on Kings, p. 336,

B2T e vond L.

b and The Origin of the Samaritan Sect
P 94. Purvis’ study contains a compre-
ewish claims relating to the sect’s origins.
suggested date of composition of 2 Kgs

“Impersonal; ‘it was told.” "
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from there. Let him™® go and live there, and instruct them in tie ways of themlzc:i
god Acco.rdingly onc of the priests who had been dc%;x;{cd from Samaria ca
in B ® YHWH.
ive in Beth-el; he instructed® them how to revere ‘ .
hvel\llr:)w L:x.lch nation made its own gods. They set .( :hefn) up in the ‘shrm;isc }(,)ft:::,
cult sites which the Samaritans had built, each nation in 1the ftocwn; 1;:56 st
i Succotbenot; the people of Cutha ;
lived. The people of Babylon made ) : Jrade Tlersals
Avvites made Nibhaz an H
le of Hamath made Ashema. The !
I:z gecgﬁarvites burn their children in fire to Adre;mmelel; and ,tnzfx[rllleelierk,niz;'l;e;‘
i d YHWH; so they made som
e o e i f the cult sites. Thus, they tevered
i ho sacrificed for them at the shrines of the .
I?;—;%I;Hwast (at the same time) wosshiped their own gods after the custom of the
countries ‘rom where they had been deported.

Early in the Assyrian occupation of north Israel,® the fcl)reign settlersi dl:
i . f wild beasts in the desolated countryside,
Samaria, made fearful by the ravages o : councryside,
’ i 1 god, set out to adopt the cule
ich they ascribed to the anger of the local god, ; . :
;:?';gﬁt; ?”I—?WH. Under royal mandate, a former [sraelite pnes.t re-estat;}slshjexd
the sanctuary at Beth-el,*7 which was to survive Assyria's tule‘ in Isrla;el.B . T
Paul recently pointed out, the language of the royal order repatriating td ”e zetK eS
riest— “let him go . . . and instruct them in the ways of _the local god” ( if
I1)7 27) —is strikingly reminiscent of the original Assyrian desrf:e C?nci:,eri
thé city’s resettlement — “I had them trained in properbc'c;?dulct, ie, to59 rexe
ing” for the credibility of the biblical narrative. 1
e e e i ' ion that the biblical
i i i imilari t Paul’s suggestion
this terminological similarity will not suppor P n ¢ ool
b i ligious homogenization 0
order shows that Sargon was “effecting a re ion of the o
e” d upon “the correct cult of the :
arate elements of the populace” base .
I‘;ods”60 If anything, it was the original Assyrian resettlement order charging

% Hebrew: “them.” On the alternation in numbers in the Hebrew text and the ver-
i igomery, Kings, 473 and 479. . .
5‘°“::ch- 1}/[(;);050 Gr:mmﬂire de Vhébren biblique (Rome:. Pontifical Bxb121;:113;ns;l‘g'tut(eai
1923) § 121, gN for the paraphrastic verbal constructions in vss. 25, 28, 29, 32,
f late Hebrew). ) ) ~
fean:"r;(?: this rendering of migsétam, cf. Gen 47:2; and E. A. Speiscr, Genesis (AB, 1964)
.; A. Ehrlich, Mikrd 1, 125. ) . ) :
«d l;cAs};oimrcc; out above, n. 23, the list of deportees in 2 Kgs 17:24 is ?bcompc;;;;;:;c;:);
reflecting the activities of several Assyrian kings. SIn th; post-Sen;gc?;n I;g:}:e -
ibi ‘cular toleration for foreign cults. See above, pp. -39. : :
j’i(hlbfzt;dklx?ig ;:‘elf:rrrez to in 2 Kgs 17:26 be Esarhaddon, then 'thc mdetermmatzsv:)o;dénég
:ts};}r:e start of their settlement” (17:25) would refer to th.e perxoc-l between 689t-he Calv.es.).
¥ Did this restoration at Beth-el include the return of pillaged 1mabges (e.g, e e i;
as was the practice of Assyrian kings in so many.instances? Cf. xa o‘vel;aﬁp.the l;een >
certain that Josiah, a half-century later, did not encounter the ca ves,k . %'V o
lace, a notice in 2 Kgs 23:19 would have been in order. Cf. the rem‘ar s O : .t”l.ﬂiﬂ ﬁ”,
ED ,Ende des Heiligtums in Bethel,” in Archiologic und Altes Tesiament, Fes.
as 3
Kurt Galling (Tiibingen, J. C. B. Mohr: 1970), 289.
= Kgs 23:15. ) ' -
“geeMz Paﬁi “Sargon’s Administrative Diction in 2 Kings 17:27,” JBL 88 (1969),

73.
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disciplined Assyrian citizenship (i.e., “proper conduct”) which attempted this
kind of homogeneity.%t Rather, the biblical passage accords with liberal Assyrian
religious policies, which demanded of deportees acknowledgment of the supet-

iority of Ashur but which, all the while, took little or no offense at private or
public worship of other deitjes,62

Once granted leave by the Nineveh authorities, a modey of Assyrian, Ara-

maean, and Israelite culcs Sprang up among the settlers in Samaria 03 though

only the activities of strict YHWHists merit the attention of the biblical his-
torians from this point on. We hear of north Israelites from the Galilean tribes
of Asher, Manasseh, Zebulun, and Issachar — “the remnant that has escaped
from the hands of the Assyrian kings” — accepting Hezekizh’s invitation to join

in the passover ceremonies in Jerusalem (2 Chr 30.1-11, 18).%*  Ephramite

of the Jewish People 1, 137. We have dealt with the problem of identifying the “Assyrian
king” in 2 Kgs 17:24, assumed by Paul to be Sargon, above in n. 23,

* Paul’s discussion overlooked the Assyrian text concerning Samaria altogether, relying
solely upon the Dir-Sharruken passage; sec above, pp. 49ff.

Our interpretation of 2 Kgs 17:24ff. obviates Albright’s suggestion (AR, 166) thzt
the Assyrians saw the restored Beth-el sanctuary “as a check” to revived interest in the
Jerusalem Temple. Cf, Albright, Biblical Period, 77 and 80; and adoptions by Brigh,
History, 266; J. Myers, I Chronicles, xxf. This view would have us assume that Assyria
-considered Hezekiah's cultic reforms (2 Kgs 18:3-6) a threat to its rule in Samaria. But

ian texts evidence no antagonism towarcs foreign cults, and political activity hostile
to the empire was always countered with military force, not religious activism, Besides, in
2 Kgs 17:24ff., the initiative for a YHWH cult proceeded from the local residents, not the
king.

® Perhaps we should include local Canaanite cults in this listing; note the reported
bresence of ar. Asherah pole in Beth-cl, 2 Kgs 23:15.

Porten summarizes the scholarly attempts at identification of the
Samaria in Archives from Elephantine, 171-73.
“Geographical Problems,” EI 5 (1958) 18*-20%; J. T. Milik, Biblicz 48 (1967) 556ff.

“ Myers, I! Chronicles, 177f., pcints to Sargon’s breoccupation with rebels to the north
and east as providing the opportune time for Hezekiah’s appeal to Isracl. E. W. Todd, in
“The Reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah,” SJTh 9 (1956) 288f., justifies
into Israel by reviving T. H. Robir.
Sargon had ceded parts of Israel’s so
“the fidelity of Ahaz” to the empire.

Explications of this sort labor under the assumption that Assytia would have taken
offense at native religious activities. On the contrary, so long as Hezekiah remained a
loyal vassal and with Samaria firmly under Assyrian control (note the settlement of Arab
tribes in Samaria in Sargon’s seventh year; Lie, Sargon, 120), there is no reason to suppose
that Assyria. would have shown concern.  Morcover, Robinson’s conjecture in unfounded.
He found evidence for Judah’s northern expansion in the large number of cities — 46 —
taken by Sennacherib from Hezckiah in 701 B.CE. But we know little concerning the tally
procedures of Assyrian scribes. The number of cities captured in Uart during Sargon’s
eighth campaign are no less startling. E.g., cf. TCL 3, 239, 272, 286,305. Cf. additional
remarks of Thiele, Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings®, 150-52.

On the unusual onc-month postronement in celebrating the passover, sce Talmon'’s

suggestive remarks concerning Hezekiah's “concession” to north Istaclite cule traditions in
“Divergencies i1 CalendarRorlaninn in Tt -, Ve e e -

8ods worshipped at
To his bibliography add, G. R. Driver,

Hezekiah’s move
son's earlier suggestion (History, 380 and 398) that
uthern territory to Judah after 720 B.C.E, as reward for
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contributions count in the financing of the temple' repairs. und‘ertake.n mf]osmh s
eighteenth year (2 Chr 34.9; cf. 2 Kgs 22.4). Josiah carries his C\éitxc re orrn; to
Samaria and its towns (cf. 2 Kgs 23.15, 19-20; 2 Chs .34.6). Even.a ter
Jerusalem’s fall, eighty mourning men from Shechem, Shiloh, and Sam;na 1\;et
out to offer gifts at the site of the destroyed YHWH temple (Jer 4f1.5 ).. 1(25
where is the suggestion made that the Israelite remnant z.xdopted oreign cuh
during the Assyrian occupation, %7 por dc we hear anything further as to the
syncretistic Samaritanism. .

devfll'?u}i):n sei?etn[c)i i: astonishing considering the fri.ction .which deve1‘0ped in .the
fifth century B.C.E. between the returning Judahite ‘exllles and .thelr Islamarstag’i
neighbors. ‘The Samaritans present themselves as rel{g19usly akin to the Ju 9.1
ites, but are rebuffed in their efforts to join in rebuilding tkvne YHWH temple
(cf. Ezra 4.1-3). Scholars explain this rejection of- the Samar:tans as based 1;1:2211
the returnees’ religious antagonism toward the “mixed breed” (cf. ‘2 ths 1 . 1 -
41) who were “not true worshipers of Yahweh."88  Passages in C romcllcis
critical of northern Israel before the exile allegedly reflect the same P.OStCXIf ic
antagonism.® But the foreign cults of 2 Kings 17 never bec"ome an"m;;.ll?w (;;
rejection in the Ezra-Nehemiah documents; that the Sa.mantans look to o
as their God is never disputed. Moreover, the Chronicler addresses nf)tth sraeci
ites as “brothers” of the Judahites (cf. 2 Chr 11.4; 28.8), who, having straylciI
from “the god of their fathers” (30.7), are ce'xlled u[ion t9 retFrn to dY(Ii-I?V .
‘How can fifth century B.C.E. Samaritans, considered outstdets. ex’du e r(;r;
Istael’s community, be thought o be lurking behind the Chronicler’s account.11

Martin Noth’s explanation for the Samaritan sepulse proves to be equally
unfounded. Noth postulated:

The old antithesis between north (Israel) and souta (Juc.lah) continued below tgz
surface (throughout the exilic period) and broke oat again when plans were ma

o 11 W. Wolff would see 2 Kgs 23:4 as evidence for the desecration of the B'?h-el alt?r
among the earlicst acts of Josiah in the Nosth. See Wolff, Das Er,dg d.e': He; zftum:4;;
Bethel, 289f. But Wolff pays insufficicnt attention to the verbal pccuharmes‘m clause (i
on wh,ich see GKC § 112 pp. and n. 3, and the comments of Montgcmery, Kings, 529 an

Ki 2’ 732. . . ..
Gra"y“,Mtqg;h obscrves (The Laws in The Fentateuch and Other Studies [Philadelphia:
Fortress Press, 1967] 264) that this passage “‘surely implies .tl'.nat even before the"cz:;a:;
trophe” Israclites considered “the Jerusalem sanctuary as the official central sanctuary, s

henticating the Chronicler’s information. ‘ ) -
aut u?};;aah’sg purge in Samaria was directed at established Isra.c,xtc' hetcrodoxles,u e.g.r
Jeroboam's altar (2 Kgs 23:15); rural cult sites. “built by Israel’s kings (23:19),” not
ly-imported cults. . ) )
ne‘vuzso 1} Myers, Ezra-Nebemiah (AB, 1965) 35; cf. also Gz}llmg,ﬁCbmfztk, é9.4.B -

““Cf,‘ for example, Rudolph, Chronikbiicher, 300; Galling, ub»romk, 1 0,. ngha:
History ,266- and von Rad, OT Theology 1, 348 n. 3: “Itis a very obv1o}x‘15 gssumytmn t i

ic as i i imitati he community from the Samaritans, a

hronicles was interested in the delimitation of ‘t
ﬁmf:)?tl wanted to prove that the caltic community at the Jerusalem Temple was the true

Israel.”
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for the rebuilding of the sanztuary in Jerusalem. . . . The inhabitants of the ncighbos-
ing provinces, in which the forcign upper classes had gradually been absorbed or
were in the process of being absorbed by the local Israelite population, were regarded

by the Judacans, who had had no forelgn upper class imposed on them, as cultically
unclean.™

But the Samaritans did not present themselves to Zerubbabel as descendants of
the old indigenous Israelite populacion. By their own admission, they were
foreigners (cf. Ezra 4.2). The Samaritan sect ultimately did lay claim to an
ancient pedigree dating back to premonarchic Israel; but nothing in Samaritan
tradition points to its acquaintance with or development from pre-exilic nosth
Israelite traditions.™  After all, Israel’s majority status, along with the hegemony
of the Israclite cult, effectively had come to an end with the Assyrian occupation,™
leaving the hodge-podge of foreign settlers in Samaria™ to come upon YHWH-
ism in a most unconventional manner.

Yehezkel Kaufmann explains the disappearance of pegan Samaritanism as
the effect of two hundred years of settlement in the land of Israel which led to
the “Judaization” of the Assyrian deportees’ formal cultic practices. That they
were nonetheless rejected by the returnees Kaufmann accounts for by the fact
that with respect to their national-historical identity, the Samaritans remained
non-Israelites (cf. Ezra 4.2). As religious converts, the Samaritans appeared
on the scene with their demand for equal recognition within the Jerusalem cult
community prior to Israel’s systemization of a procedure for religious conver-
sion.™  Alternatively, M. Weinfeld™® has argued that the rejection of the Samar-

™ Noth, History, 353, cf. 291-92.

™8ee the independent, complementary analyses of Kaufmann, Tol*dot 4, 188, and
Purvis, The Samaritan Pentatench and the Origin of the Samaritan Sect, 92-94.

™ The hoestile reception Hezekiah's Passover call received in Ephraim (cf. 2 Chr 30:10-
11) may reflect the predominantly foreign ethnic make-up of the Samarian province. The
Galilean Isrzelites, left intact by Tiglath-pileser II (cf. above, p. 99), looked to Jerusalem
to provide the cultic continuity upset by the loss of Beth-el; while the Israelite minority
left in Samaria responded with scarn to the Judahite invitation —apparently an indication
of their prompt absorption by the more numerous colonists.

™Cf. our remarks above, p. 101. Alr's attempt to identify the “em h@ires in the
post-exilic documents as foreign “ruling classes” (KS 2, 321 n. 2; followed by Brigkt,
History, 349 and 354; and Myers, Ezra-Nebemiah, xxvii), is refuted by Kaufmann, Tol*dos
4, 184f., 519f,; and now, Tadmor, JWH 11 (1968) 66-68.

" Kaufmann, Tol'dot 4, 197-207. At this point, we would venture a date for the 2 Kgs
17:24-33 account. The last Assyrian settlement noted is that of Ashurbanipal, ca. 643 B.C.E.
(sce above, p. 101 n. 23); while the latest date for the presence of a syncretistic cult in
Samaria must be set prior to the return of the exiles, ca. 38 B.C.E. Only one occasion during
this hundred-year period seems appropriate for expressing the animus towards Samaritanism
as found in 2 Kgs 17:24ff. — the reforms of Josiah. The exceptional slaughter of north
Israclite rural priests (contrast 2 Kgs 23:5 and 19) may indicate an intemperate handling
of pagan Samaritans after the manner of the berem extirpation of the aboriginal Cannanites.
2 Kgs 17:24ff. precedes Josiah's purge, but not by much. On 2 Kgs 23:19, cf. Mont-
gomery, Kings, p. 534; and Kaufmann, Collected Works, pp. 165f

M. Weinfeld, “Universalism and Particularism in the Period of Exile and Restora-
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itans (and Eza’s later expulsion of foreign wives)™? ster{lrfled' not from Israe'l’s
unpreparedness to receive converts, but from the exc1u51v1st’1dfology of strj;t;
“Torahists,” who laid stress upon Israel’'s election as YHWH’s h01.y people.
For our purposes, the adopticn by the Samaritans of thé Is_me_hfe cultus to
the ultimate exclusion of both private and state pagan cults' is sxg'n{flcant, ff)x: it
indirectly confirms what we have described as liberal Assyrl'an religious pohcxf.:s.
Samaria’s provincial annexation and century-long occupation successfully d1.5-
membered the Israelite body politic, so that Israel as an independent state did
not reappear even after the withdrawal of Assyrian troops a.md the col%apsesof
the empite. The rump Israelite cult, on the other hand, reintroduced into Sa-
maria to serve the needs of the Assyrian colonists ard unhafIlpered by xmpen_:ﬂ
structures, endured the occupation, eventuaily supplanting diverse pagan cults.™

T Cf. Ezra 9-10; Neh 13:1-3. ) )

™ Weinfeld, “Universalism,” 237-38. Weinfeld identified a second xdeologlcal. party
within post-Exilic Judaism: prophetic universalists, who anx'io‘usly announceé salvaflon to
all pagan converts. But the demarcation betweea the exclu‘sxvxsrs and the .umversallsts ap-
parently was not as sharp as Weinfeld would have us believe. Some priests and levites
did not hesitate marrying foreign women (cf. Ezra 9:1, 10:18ff.), and at lcast one piophct,
Malachi, urged their expulsion (cf. Mal 2:11; see the remarks of Keufmann, Tol'dos 4,
3701;11(1)1‘)6-, too, that the exclusivist derands all issued from tecent repatriates .tc? Judah,‘ eg.,
Zerubbabel (Ezta 4:3), Ezra and Nchemiah. Perhaps .the rigcfrs o.f the exilic experience
engendered a degree of cthnicism among these early “Zionists,” which, however, seems to
have dissipated once restoration was accomplished. o -

™ No small part in converting the Samarians to YHWHIS’IH is due to the continue:
presence of the Jerusalem sanctuary and Judah's royal interest in the zffairs of the former

Teranlitn cfntn

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

new picture of Neo-Assyrian imperial policy concerning religion and cule
A emerges from this investigation, superseding the older one drawn from the
juxtaposition of Assyria and the manner of imperial Rome: cwius regio eins
religio (“as to the master, 50 to his religion”) (see above, pp- 2-4).

“Ashur and the grear gods” were not the only divine authors of Assyria’s vic-
tories; the Assyrian conquercr acknowledged that local fcreign gods, in control
of the destinies of their adherents, were also active in Assyria’s behalf. The
traditional Mesopotamian literary motif of divine abandonment was incorporated
in annalistic boasts that disaffected gods of the enemy had stopped protecting
their devotees, thus exposing them to the onslaught of Assyrian armies.! Rather
than vaunt the impotence of foreign gods before the might of Ashur—to the
additional discomfiture of defeated populations — Assyria was satisfied with the
political submission of its subjects; it did not interfere with the continued pet-
formance of local cults (see above, pp. 11-21).

The literary motif of divine abandenment was translated into reality by the
transfer of the divine images of defeated nations to Assyria.?  Such transfer did
not effect an abrogation of local cults; for once the native priesthood managed to
rationalize the destruction and take-over of jts homeland, the interrupted cult
was resumed, with or without the exiled cule statue (sec above, pp. 33-34).
Public recognition of Assyria’s political suzerainty by the vanquished, which took
the form of ceremonious surrender and the avowal of subject status, was usually
sufficient to obtain the restoration of the exiled statues :0 their shrines (see
above, pp. 34-37).

! Biblical tradition recounts a striking illustration of the Assyrian utilization of the
abandonment motif in the first of Rabshakeh’s speeches to the men of Jerusalem (2 Kgs
18:25): “Moreover, is it withour YHWH that I have come up against this place to de-
stroy it? YHWH said to me: Go up against this land and destroy it.” Childs, Isaiah and
the Assyrian Crisis, 84, finds the Rabshakeh’s argument reflective of a theology “'so peculiar
to Isaiah and so foreign to any Near-Eastern pattern that the issue of dependency upon
Isaianic tradition cannot be avoided.” However, our identification of Assyrian propa-
gandistic use of native rationalizations of defeat furnishes an adequate Assyrian background
to this speech.

The biblical citation is the only example known so far of the abandonment motif em-
ployed in Assyrian diplomatic disputation. But then, our knowledge of the disputation
pattern is limited to a single cunciform reference; cf. Saggs, Irag 17 (1955) 23ff. (cited
by Childs, o¢. ciz., pp. 80-81).

*8See above, pp. 22-25. Capture of statucs was cevidently selective, affecting only the
enemy’s principal shrines.
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There is £o evidence, textual or pictorial, to suggest that Assyria subjected
native cults tc regulation or that it interfered in any way with customary rites.
On the contrary, Esarhaddon boasted of housing numerous divine statues in
comfortable quarters “befitting their divinity,” until he could complete plans for
their repatriation. Only in the case of the Arab statues did we find cuneiform
inscriptions, proclaiming the might of Assyria’s god and king, engraved on for-
eign cult objects (above, pp. 35-37). But these very same Arab gods were the
beneficiaries of handsome gifts from both Essarhaddon and Ashurbanipal —
“studded red-gzold stars” sent in gratitude to the Arabian Ishtar, Atarsamain.
There are even suggestions that Assyria’s rulers endowed sacrifices to non-
Assyrian gods, to be offered by local rulers in the name of the overlord, in all
likelihood accompanied by invocations of divine blessing upon Assyria (see
above, pp. 39-40).

- While Nineveh extended official recognition to foreign gods (above, pp.
46-49, esp. nn. 37-38), it also required subject peoples to acknowledge the
majesty of Assyria’s “great gods.” However, only in territories formally annexed
as provinces was an Assyrian cult introduced, the planting of “Ashur’s weapon”
in the provincial center serving as its focal point (above, pp. 53-55). Provincials
were expected to bear the tax burdens for the upkeep of palace and temple, just
as if they were native-born Assyrians. Unfortunately, our sources give no indi-
cation of the role provincials played in the imported Assyrian calts; though what-
ever that role may have been, native cults seem to have remained unaffected
(above, pp. 55, 105-107). We may suppose that with the expansion of the
Assyrian empire, Ashur’s domain expanded as well, so that in areas “made over
into Assyria,” Ashur became the recognized head of a pantheon that now encom-
passed new foreign gods.?

Such cultic impositions obtained only within the territorial confines of the
Assyrian state; vassal states bore no cultic obligations whatsoever (see above, pp.
55-56). Alliance with Assyria demanded of vassals unwavering loyalty in poli-
tica] and economic matters, and any trespass of loyalty oaths (#d%) incurred im-
mediate punishment. But there s no record of the imposition of Assyrian cults
upon vassal states. The occasional presence of the royal stele in these territories
merely served to mark the outer reaches of Assyria’s political influence and did
not signify the inauguration of a royal cult, an idea i:self foreign to Assyria (see
above, pp. 56-60).

® Whether forcign gods were identified as manifestations of Assyrian gods is not cer-
tain. See our remarks above, p. 20 n. 52 and p. 40 n. 110.

Eaclier, New Kingdom Egypt had not only experienced the penctration of cults of
Syrian gods who had “supported” its Asiatic conquests, but also identified Asiatic gods
with their Egyotian counterparts. After several centuries of contact, even mythical con-
cepts freely cross-fertilized the two distinct divine realms. Sce the lawest survey discussion
by Rainer Stadelmann, Syrisch-Palastinensische Goutheiten in Agypten, Probleme der
Agyprologie 5 (Leiden: E. 1. Brill, 1967).

The Neo-Assyrian empire, on the other hand, may have becn too short-lived for such

divine fusion to have fallv develoned
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Biblical narratives of the Neo-Assyrian age provide complementary evidence
of the tclerant Assyrian religious policies, both in the provinces and in vassal
states.  Judah, for the better part of a century (ca. 740-640 B.C.E.), bore the
onerous yoke of Assyrian vassalage (ses above, pp. 65-72), but never experienced
the imposition of Assyrian cults. The foreign innovations reported of the reigns
of_.Ahaz and Manasseh are attributable to the voluntary adoption by Judah's
ruling clesses of the prevailing Assyro-Aramaean culture. Pagan cults, whether
of Mesopotamian origin (as, e.g., horse dedications to tae sun; see above pp-
86-87) or of Aramaean der'vation (as, e.g., Molech child sacrifice; above, PP
77-83), seem to have reached Palestne through Aramaean mediation, v;here
they were then wedded to local pagan practice. In Judak, disenchantment with
YHWHistic tradition, which apparently could not accoun: for the grievous state
of affairs after Hezekiah’s defeat in 701, abetted the assimilation of such foreign
ritual (see above, pp. 94-96).

North Israel was not much different. As with Judah, Israel’s short term as
an As.syri:m vassal passed without the imposition of foreign cults. Even before
Assyria’s arrival in Palestine, Mesopotamian deities had found their way to Israel’s
shn:nes, following upon renewed Israciite contact with the Aramaeans of north
Syria during the early eighth century B.CE. (above, pp. 103-104).

‘ All this changed with the annexation of Samaria in 720 and its transforma-
tion i.nto an Assyrian province. The penetration of foreign cults was accelerated
thlS' time at the hands of the Assyrian wlonists resettled in Samaria, though oncé
again we found evidence of the non-coercive imperial policy. In addition to dis-
playing the habits of good Assyrian citizenship — “reverence of god and king” —
the Samaritans continued tc worship their native gods alongside the local
YHWH (see above, pp- 105-110).

Once the contention that Assyrian imposition of state cults was the source of
Israelite idolatry falls, then several other popular notions are likewise discredited:

(1) The cult reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah can no longer be thought of
as expressons of political redellion directed against Assyrian rule! Nor can
Manasseh’s reform, according to the Chronicler’s report (in itself spurious), be
c}.xa.racterized as a “nationalistic revolt . . . accompanied by nationalistic t,eli-
gion.™"  We may, therefore, reconsider their stated intent as “religious reform,”
and look for their motivation in what Kaufmann has termed “the spirit of r:e-

pentance and soulsearching” which took hold in Judah during the recurring crises
of the eighth century B.C.ES

o ‘Cf.ée.g, the remarks of M. Noth, quoted above, p. 4, and the earlier observations of
mstead, Assyria, 214 and 632; Palestine-Syria, 464 and S00: i ]
oY 500; and Bright, History, 265
. in ‘So Olmstcad, Palejf..ine-s.‘yria, 485. Olmstcad paid no attention to the literary and
historical problems of this episode (2 Chr 33.15-16), and, by inverting the given order
of events, re-wrote his source to serve his case. Cf. above, p. 67 a. 15
vents, > e. , . . 15.
Sec ]\aufn?afln, Tol'dot 2, 265-67. 'This is not to deny that political events had an
effect upon religious movements. E.g, Samaria’s fall served as an object lesson for the
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(2) The assumption of Neo-Babylonian cultic impositions on the analogy
of supposed Assyrian models® is no longer tenable. A cursory reading of NB
historical documents turned up no evidence of such impositions, but a separate
study is in order.

Finally, our investigation calls into question critical discounting of the Deu-
teronomist’s charge that Manassea alone was responsible for Judah’s fall. Von
Rad, following the earlier formulations of Martin Ncth, put it succinctly:

The Deutcronomist’s sole concern is a theological interpretation of the catastrophes
which befell the two kingdoms Consequently, he examined past history page by
page with that in view, and the result was quite upambiguous: the fault was not
Jahweh's; but for generations Israel had been piling up an ever-increasing burden of
guilt and faithlessness, so that in the end Jahweh had had to reject his people.t

Manasseh appears, therefore, as merely that Judahite king who, culminating “an
almost unbroken series of breaches of the revealed will of God,” tipped the scales
in favor of the “long-due judgment.”®

Frank M. Cross rejects this view of the Deuteronomistic h:storian:

Before the pericope of Manasseh there is no hint in the Deuteronomic history that
hope in the Davidic house and in ultimate salvation is futile. The very persistence of
this theme of hope in the promises to David and his house requires that . . . the
Deuteronamist . . . was writing a sermon to rally God's people to the new possibility
of salvation, obedience to the andient covenant of Yahweh, and hope in the new David,
Josiah.®

Cross contends (p. 18) that “the attribution of Judih’s demise to the unforgiv-
able sins of Manasseh” is the product of an exilic editor (cz. 550 B.CE.), “tacked
on and not integral to the originel structure of the [Kings] history.”

But are the passages condemning Manasseh really “tacked on?” Or was
Manasseh merely the most recent and therefore the best remembered idolator in
Judah’s past? I think not. The Deuteronomistic historian viewed the age of
Manasseh as unprecedented both in the narure and scope of its “apostasy.” Our
literary and archaeological study has confirmed this evaluation; it was indeed an
age of unprecedented abandonment of Istaelite tradition. Heretofore royal
“apostates” had been blamed for straying from the Mosaic law for known causes;

reform-minded Hezekiah (cf. 2 Chr 30:7); and the dedine of Assyria during Josiah's
regency must tave certainly encouraged a national revival.

SE.g., A. Weciser, Jeremia (ATD, 1956), 75, has claimed tha: the astral cults in
Jeremiah refer to the honoring of “Babylonian . ... state gods” introduced after the 605
B.C.E. Babylonian take-over of Judah. (On the non-official, popular character of these cults,
sce our discussion, pp. 84-86).

"Von Rad, Studies in Deuteronomy (SBT 9, 1961) 77.

8 Von Rad, OT Theology 1, 3401.

®Cross, “The Structure of the Deuteroncmic History,” in Perspectives in Jewish
Learning 3 (Chicago: College of Jewish Studies Press, 1967), 17.

state of affairs after 609 B.C.E., see now M.
Psendo-Frckicl and the Ovieind Plont ... ,
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foreign wives instigated both Solomon and Jehoram to idolatry.1® Buc all previ

ous idola:ors had been punished.!! Only Manasseh’s apcstasy was “groundless”

and unexpiated. The feeling that such enormities as described in 2 Kgs 21:1-16
cogld Ofﬂy.be expiated cthrough destruction and exile need not be glst , 11

rationalization. After Israels collapse in 720 B.C.E,, the threat of exile haufl over
]udah.y When the hopes for YHWHs grace were dashed by Josiah’s ung' Ofo
dea’th in §09, the presentiment of doom may have set in (cf. Jer 15:4) I\t/tIm]e d
seh’s dubxou§ distinction, therefore, need not be ascribed to scilemaciz;ed };i a?as—
raphy, nor is it peripheral o the Deuteronomistic history. It expressst;n?hgt;

resignati . .
Pgatlon of those Judahites who, having sponsored the Josianic reforms, now
anticipated YHWH's final judgment.1: ’ >

18
- gi 1'K'gs 115‘?-5; 2 Kgs 8:18, and our comments above,
¢ juxtaposition of the acccunts of idolatry during the reigas of Solomon (1 Kg;
5

1111-6 ( M
), Jehoram (2 Kgs 8:18), and Ahaz (2 Kgs 16:1-4) and the accounts of the suc

cessive dlmlﬂ. 1tion of the David empire (Cf 1 Kgs 11:11- 3.2 Kgs 8:2 )-22 |6-6) points
to their causal rclanouslup, vzz., trespass leads to YHW H’s punis ent. .
hm"nt Note the Chroni

cler’lsa ;};prcfss linking of two of these events;.cf. 2 Chr 21:10, 28:19
e formulaic critcism levelled at ail ianic kings (s

. post-Josianic k
24:9, 19) may be the Deuteronomist’ ! o e
stave off the civine sentence. On the

p- 84 n. 103, and p. 91.

. gs (see 2 Kgs 23:32, 37:
s way of saying that no justification could be found tc

question of the witness of these verses to the religious

Grfenbcrg, “Prolegomenon” to C. C. Torrey



