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«THE PEOPLE OF THE LAND” AND THE POLITICAL -
CRISES IN JUDAH*

Tomoo I[shida

In his basic treatment of “the people of the land” (‘am\ha’dreg), E.
Wiirthwein defined the expression as “die =u einem. bestimmten
Territorium gehorige Vollbiirgerschaft” ie. the full citizens of a
given territory.! He further maintained that the expression “people of
the land” of Judah is synonymous with “the people of Judah” (am
yohada or 'anse yohuda) as the desigaation of the Judeans in the
monarchic period, excluding the inhabitants of Jerusalem?® This point
was confirmed by R. de Vaux by distinguishing “the people of the
land” from the king or the ruler, his servants, the nobles, the priests,
and the prophets, ie., the monarchic and religious functionaries.® This
thesis -seems acceptable as a working hypothesis, although it is

* The nucleus of the present paper has been dealt with in my doctoral thesis,
which was carried out under the supervision of Prof. A. Malamat and Prof.
B. Mazar: The Royal Dynastics in Ancient Isracel, Jerusalem, 1974, pp. 177 ff.

1 Wirthwein, Der ‘amm  hd'arez im Alten Testament, (BWANT IV 17),

Stuttgart, 1936, p. 14, (hereafter cited as ‘amm ha'arez); cf. L. Rost, “Die

Bezeichnungen {iir Land und Volk im Alten Testament,” (1934], in Duas kleine

Credo und andere Studien zum Alten Testament, Heidelberg, 1965, p. 92

Wiirthwein, ‘amm ha’arez, pp. 5 ff.

Prof. B. Mazar suggested to me in his letier of March 8, 1974, that we may

assume that both the Hittites in the story of Abraham’s purchase of Machphelah

(Gen xxiii 7, 12-13) and the inhabitants of the land which Moses made spy

out (Num xiv 9) are anachronistically called “the people of the land,” since

they were also the inhabitants of “the land of Judah.”

de Vaux, Ancient Israel, London, 1961, p. 71; idem, “Le sens de lexpression

‘peuple du pays’ dans I’Ancien Testament et le role politique du peuple en

Israél,, RA LVIIL, 1964, p. 168; of. J. L. McKenzie, “The ‘People of the Land’

in the Old Testament,” in Akten des vierundzwanzigsten Internationalen

Ovricentalisten-Kongresses Miinchens 28. Aug. bis 4. Sept. 1957, Wiesbaden,

1959, pp 27 f.; H. Tadmor, “The People and the Kingship in Ancient Israel:

the Role of Political Institutions in the Biblical Period,” Cahicrs Histoire

Mondiale XI, 1968, p. 67.
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24 TOMOO ISHIDA

disputed by some scholars.! It is not our intention tO seek another
definition of the expression “people of the land:” jather, we shall re-

examine each historical situation of the pol'mcal crises in Judah, in
order to clarily the role of “the people of the land”

The expression “people of the land” appears, for the first time, in
the account of the rebellion against Athaliah and the enthronement of
Jehoash (2 Kings xiy 2 Chren xxiii) The origin of this political
crisis can be traced back to ]ehoshaphat’s alliance with the Omrides (1
Kings xxii 2 ., 44; 2 Chron xviii 1 ff.). which was sealed by the
marriage of Jehoram, his som, and Athaliah, Omri’s daughter.? By
making peace with the Northern Kingdom, with which Judah had
been in a state of war for half a centary since the division of the
United Kingdom, jehoshaphat brought prosperity 10 his kingdom (2
Chron xvii)- His foreign policy. however. was not completely accepted

(xix 2)- .

We learn of the critical condition in the last years of Jehoshaphat's
reign by his treatment of his sons. He bequeathed the property 0 his
sons. “but gave the kingdom to Jehoram, because he was the first-born”

T

1 E W Nicholson, “The Meaning O the Expression ‘am ha'ires in the Old

Testamcm,” JSS X, 1965, pp- 56-66, rejecs to regard “the people of the land”
“as a technical term designating 2 specific class of group within the population
of Judah” and concludes that “the term has no fixed and rigid meaning but is
used rather in @ purely general and fluid manner and varies in meaning from
context 10 context.” On the other hand, S Talmon, “The ludean ‘Am Ha-
‘ares in Historical Perspective,” in Fourth World Congress of Jewish Studies,
1, Jerusalem, 1967, pP- 71-76, argues that “the ‘am hd'ares of Judah cannot
be viewed as 2@ democratic  Of otherwise const'\lutional\y circumscribed
jnstitution. Rather is it @ body of Judeans in Jerusalem that rose to some
power and importance which was ultimately derived from ‘heir loyalty to the
Davidic dynasty;” of. also idem, in En:yclopacdio Biblica, V1, Jerusalem, 1971.
cols. 229-242, (Hebrew).

2 According to one tradition (2 Kings vii 26; 2 Chron xxii 2), Athaliah  was
Omii's daughter. while the other tradiion (2 Kings vii 18; 2 Chron xxi 6)
regards her as Ahab’s daughter. But chronological studies show that she could
not be Ahab’s daughter, sc¢ J. Begrich, «Athaliia, die Tochter Omris,” ZAW
L111, 1935, pp- 78-79; H. L. Katzenstein, “Who were the Parents of Athaliah?”

IEJ V, 1955. pp- 194-197.
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(2 Chron xxi 3). This note on Jehoram's designation is conspicuous.
It is absolutely superflous, because the first-born was usually tht;.
successor to the throne in Judah! This reveals, therefore, that
Jehoshaphat had a special reason in defending his designation of
Jehoram. It is likely that Jeheshaphat could appoint Jekoram as his
successor only by suppressing the oppcsing power.

We can assume that Jehoram’s purge of his brothers after Jehosha-
phat'’s death (2 Chron xxi 4) was caused by the confrontation between
his regime and the opposing power with which his brothers were
connected.? Undoubtedly, Athaliah, his wife, actively participated in
the oppression (cf. 2 Kings viil 18; 2 Chron xxi 6). When he died
Ahaziah, the only surviving son of Jehoram and Athaliah (2 Chror;
xxi 17), ascended the throne with the backing of “the inhabitants of
Jerusalem” (xxii 1). The description of Ahaziah's enthronement is also
remarkable because of the special mention of his supporters. Since we
never hear of supporters of the new king at the normal accession it
must be cssumed that there existed a conflict between the reg'x,me
supported by “the inhabitants of Jerusalem” and the other Judeans.

Ahaziah’s monarchy was actually Athaliah’s regime, since this young
king, who was twenty-two at his enthronement (2 Kings viii 26),°

-

1 When the principle of primogeniture was overruled, we frequently hea h

and why the irregular succession toolk place. This kind of additional ex 1:n t‘ow
can b.e ‘ound concerning the succession of the following kings: So{:)m:nlo(r;
Sam Ax.-'xx', 1 Kings i-i), Abijam (2 Chron xi 21-22), Ahaziah (2 Chron x i
17;Wxx11 1), Azariah (2 Kings xiv 21; 2 Chron xxvi 1), Jehoahaz (2 K'\‘ o

\ E};m Iio;’l? ghron xxxvi 1), and Zedekiah (2 Kings xxiv 17; 2 Chron xxxvi ;‘08)5
(I_ieb“;w)'a mor, in Encyclopaedia Biblica, 111, Jerusalem, 1958, col. 539,

3 Aq?ording to 2 Chron xxii 2, he ascerded the throne at the age of forty-t
This figure is clearly corrupted, since Jehoram, his father, died at the e “"0&
forty (@ Kings viii 17; 2 Caron xxi 5. In the main texis 'of LXX standzg}ex .
the number “twenty,” while “twenty-two” in minor texts. J. M Meyers erIeI
Chronicles, (The Anchor Bible), Gardencity & New York, i965, yp '125

assumes that the number “forty-two” result
. - ed from the conflati
traditions. cnflation of the two
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26 : TOMOOQ ISHIDA

was under the strong influence of the ambitious “Great Lady” (gabtra)?
(cf. 2 Kings viii 26-27; 2 Chron xxii 9-4). However, Jehu's revolution
against the Omrides deprived Athaliah of all her support at one blow.
The house of Omri, from which she originated, was completely
destroyed (2 Kings ix 21-26, 30-37; x 1-11, 17). Moreover, Ahaziah,
her son. was killed during his involvment in the revolution (2 Kings
27-28; 2 Chron xxii 7-9). Naturally. she had to prepare to defend
herself and her regime from the counterattack of the opponents before
they rose up under the impact of the Yahwistic revolution in the
Northern Kingdom. She immediately annihilated all the pretenders’ to
the Davidic throne and usurped it (2 Kings xi 1-3; 2 Chron xxii
10-12). This was her pre-emptive attack against the opposing power
which had a long confrontation with the regime since Jehoshaphat
allied himself with the Omrides.

Did she really seek the life of Jehoash, her infant grandson, as the
biblical source relates? H. L. Ginsberg maintains that it is difficult to
assume that she sought to destroy Jehoash, who “constitutes the sole
claim of her rule to legitimzcy.”? It seems that she only eliminated
some adult members of the house of David who might seek the throne
as rivals to the infant Jehoash. It is likely that the biblical writer,
out of his hatred for this foreign queen, distorted the account present-
ing her as a ruthless ruler who seeks even the life of her own
grandson. In developing this thesis, H. Reviv argued that Jehoash was
actually put in the custody of Jehosheba at Athaliah’s request. This
meant that Athaliah became the queen regent, although never usurp-
ing the throne? It is clear that she could not establish her rule with-
out some compromise with the priests of Yahweh headed by Jehoiada.

1 About the office of king’s mother (gobira) see G. Molin, “Dic Stellung der
Gebira im Staate Juda,” TZ X, 1954, pp. 161-175; H. Donner, “Art und
Herkunft des Amtes der Koniginmutter im Alten Testament,” in Iriedrich
Festschrift, Heidelberg, 1959, pp. 105-145; de Vaux, Ancient Isracl, pp. 11 ff.

2 Ginsberg, “The Omrid-Davidid Alliance and its Consequences,” in Fourth
World Congress of Jewish Studies, 1, Jerusalem, 1967, p. 92.

3 Reviv, ‘al yame ‘ataliya wayy'as,” Beth Mikra XLVII, 1970/71, pp. 541 ff,
(Hebrew).
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It is also probable that Jehoash was fostered by Jehosheba, Jehoram’s
daughter and Jehoiada’s wife (2 Chron xxii 11), with Athaliah’s
consent. However, judging from the fact that Jehoiada eventually
plotted against Athaliah claiming that the throne should belong to
the house of David (2 Chron xxiii 3), we can hardly accept the view
that she actually did not assume the throne.

The redellion against Athaliah was organized by Jehoiada the priest
and was carried out by the royal mercenaries and gua:zds. In addition,
“the people of the land” participated in it.'! Who were “the people of the
land,” who were differenciated from captains, the royal mercenaries,
guards (2 Kings xi 19), nobles, and governors (2 Chron xxiii 20)?
From the course of history sketched above we can assume that they
were those who were allied with the group which opposed the regime
because of its alliance with the Omrides. We can also assume that the
designation “people of the land” (‘am ha'ares), stemmed from classifying
them as the opponents to “the inhabitants of Jerusalem” (yé5be
yaruSalaym), the supporters of the regime (2 Chron xxii 1).

However, it is misleading to regard these designations as a sign of
the antagonism between Jerusalem and Judah. Among the opponents to
the regime are mentioned such people as a seer (2 Chron xix 2),
Jehoram’s brothers, some nobles (xxi 4), and the royal family (2 Kings
xi 1;2 Chron xxii 10). From the geographical point of view, most of
them belonged to Jerusalem. Moreover, it seems that those Jerusale-
mites who were suppressed by the regime acted as the leaders of “the

1 Since B. Stade, “Zu I Ké. 11,” ZAW V, 1885, pp. 280 ff,, it has been widely
held that 2 Kings xi is resolved into two sources, ie., a priestly source (vv.
1-12, 18b-20) and a popular source (vv. 13-18a); cf. J. A. Montgomery, The
Books of Kings, (ICC), Edinburgh, 1951, pp. 417 f.; J. Gray, [ & 1l Kings,
(OTL), London, 1970% pp. 566 ff. Against this view, W. Rudolph, “Die
Einheitlichkeit der Erzihlung vom Sturz der Athalija (2 Kén, 11), ” in Bertholet
Festschrift, Tibingen, 1950, pp. 473-473, argues for the unity of the chapter.
In his view, all references to ‘am ha'ares before v. 20 are secondary (p. 477).
However, the participation ¢f “the people of the land” in the revolt can be
disputed neither by two-source theory nor by Rudolph’s argument.
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28 TOMOO ISHIDA

238

people of the land.
The rebellion against Athaliah confirms this situation. It was
Jehoiada the priest who took the initiative. Furthermore, he relied
mainly on the royal mercenaries and guards to carry out his plot. By
contrast, “the people of the land” played only passive role in the
rebellion such as the attendance at the ceremony of Jehoash’s
enthronement (2 Kings xi 14, 19; 2 Chron xxiii 13, 20) and the
participétion in the covenant-making between Yahweh, the king, and
the people through Jehoiada’s mediation {2 Kings xi 17; 2 Chron xx1il
16). It is true that they destroyed the temple of Baal and slew its
priest (2 Kings xi 18; 2 Chron xxiii 17). Yet, undoubtedly :]eho'lada’s
initiative was behind the banishment of Baalism from Jerusalem.
Therefore, we cannot agree with the view that Athaliah’s regime was
overthrown by “a national revolution.” It was 3 court rebellion
supported by the people. Nor can we find any contrast between “the
rejoicing people of the land” and “the quiet city” after the rebellion (2
Kings xi 205 2 Chron xxiii 21), as Wirthwein and Alt maintained? It
seems that the implication o: the sentence, “pa'ir Sagota,” s simply
that “the city became peaceful” after the rebelion successfully. came
to an end.'

It must be pointed out that “the people of the land” played an
important role, though it was passive. The main purpose of the
rebellion was the restoration of the Davidic line. From the ideological
point of view, it was inseparably connected with the purge of Baalism,
since the restoration of the Davidic throne could be legitimatized solely

-

1 According to R. Gordis, “Gectional Rivalry in the Kingdom of Judah,” JQR

XXV, 1934/35, pp. 237-259, there was always friction concerning the high
places between the Jerusalemites and “the people of the land,” who were the
represcntatives of country; the coalition between them came into being only
at the rebellion against Athaliah under the leadership of the Jerusalemites.

2 Wiirthwein, ‘amn hd'arez, pp. 24 f.; de Vaux, Ancient Israel, p- 71; Nicholson,
JSS X, 1965, p. 62.

3 Wiirthwein, camm ha'arez, ¢ 25; Alt, “Das Konigtum in den Reichen Israel
und Juda,” (1951), in Kleine Schriften, 11, 1953, p. 127.

4 Cf. de Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 7115 G- Buccellati, Cities and Nations of Aucient
Syria, Rome, 1967, pp. 168 £
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by Yahweh who made a covenant with David by promising the eternal
rule of the house of David over Israel (2 Sam vii 5-16; 1 Chron xvii
4-14).! On the other hand, the house of David was acknowledged as
the ruling dynasty over Judah by the covenant which David made
with the men of Judah when he established the kingdom of Judah at
Hebron (2 Sam ii 4) .2 This ideological structure of the Davidic rule
compelled Jehoiada to perform the renewal ceremony of both covenants
in the midst of the rebellion.? Therefore, the Davidic rule over Judah

[

1 Despite the lack of the word “covenant” (borit) in Nathan’s prophecy, this
divine promise of the Davidic dynasty is mentioned as a “covenant” in b;blical
references to it (2 Sam xxiii 5; 1 Kings viii 23; Is v 3; Jer xxxiii 20-22; Ps
lxxxix 4, 29, 35, 40; cxxxii 12; 2 Chron vi 14; vii 18, xiii 9 xxi' 7)
Moreovcr'. we can find in the same chapter (2 Sam vii) terminologic;
representing the covenant relationship such as “the father-son relationship” (v
14), “the steadfast love” (hesed) (v. 15), “the promise” (dabar) (vv. 21 25.
28), and “the good thing” (i6ba) (v. 28); about the hesed in the fathe;-sor;
relationship between Yahweh and David’s descendants as a covenant see N
Glueck, Hesed in the Bible, Cincinnati, 1967, pp- 75 {f.; the toba in this chaptcr'
was first recognized as a synonym for “covenant” by A. Iv{alnmat, “QOrgans of
;tatzcrzftni;x ;};;0 Ism;l)ite ivlgarchy," (1965), in The Biblical Archacologist

cader, , , p. 197; ct. . R. Hi “ove The His sibli
Reader omore, 1;69, T Hillers, Covenant. The History of a Biblical

2 The term “covenant” is missing from the text, but we can hardly doubt that
a covenant was established between David and the men of Judah at that time
just as-between David and the people of Israel, when they offered the kingshi ,
to David at Hebron (2 Sam v 3), see Alt, “Die Staatenbildung der Israglitei
in Palistina,” (1930), in Kleine Schriften, 11, 1953, p. 41; cf. also G .Fohrer
"ID;:rtVertralg ]ZWiSd"I?;I ﬁ(anig und Volk in Israel,” (1959), in Stu-dicn :ur"
alttestementlichen eologic  und Geschichte -1966 {

et 2 £ chte  (1949-1965), (BZAW CXV),

3 ‘Opinicns are variously divided on the parties between whom Jehoiada made
t}?e covenant. A single covenant between Yahweh on the one side and th
king and the people on the other is maintained by G. von Rad, Studies i:
Deuteronomy, London, 1953, pp. 65 f., while M. Noth, “Old’ Testament
Coverant-Making in the Light of a Text from Mari,” (1933), in The Laws in

the Pentateuch and Other Lssays, Edinburgh & London, 1J66, pp. 115 f., holds

a single covenant between the king and the pecople only. According to D. ]
McCarthy, Treaty and Covenant, Rome, 1963, pp. 142 f, n. 4 thescovcn'a t
was tyo(old, i.e, one between Yahweh and the people n;d the, other bctwe;l
the king and the people. A double covenant between Yahweh and the kin o:
the one side and between the king and the people on the other is sugg(g:slcd
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30 TOMCO ISHIDA

could not have been restored without the support end participation of

“the people of the land.” .
We must conclude that “the people of the land” who took part in
the rebellion against Athaliah were norme other than the people of
Judah. Judging from the situation, it is reasonable to supposeé that
only a part of the people pz\rticipated in it. We do not know whether
they were the formal representatives OF pot.! In any case, they. acted
under the name of the whole people. Out of loyalty to Yahwism as
well as the house of David they opposec the regime under the foreign
queen supported by “the inhabitants of Jerusalem.” The initiative for,
this revolt was taken by Jehoiada the priest of the temple of Yahweh

in Jerusalem. ‘ .
Jehoash, who was enthroned by Jehoiada with the help of “the

people of the land,” met 2 viclent end as 3 result of a sonspiracy of
his servants (2 Kings xil 90-21). This was the revenge of the priests

who were enraged at the king's violence against Zechariah the son of

Jehoiada (¢ Chron xxiv 25), which was the culmination of the conflict
between the king and the priests caused by the king’s intervention in
repairing of the temple (2 Kings xii 4-16; 2 Chron xxiv 4-14) and

/ .

by K. Baltzer, The Covenant Formulary in Old Testament, Jc‘fvzsh,‘ and Ea{-ly

Christian Writings Oxford, 1971, PP- 78 {i,, and Malamat, in The Biblical
Archacologist Reader, 111, p- 166. A triple covenant betwee'n Yahweh and the
king, between Yahweh and the people, and between thf kmg‘and t\f y:)e(‘)’p!e
is argued by Gray, I & 11 Kings, p. 425 and Masar, hamaleka bayisrd 2l” in
Types of Leadership in the Biblical Period, Jerusclem, 1973, p- 32, (HebreYv).
It scems to us that this was a double covenant between Yahweh :End- the king
and between the king and the people, since the covenant of Da.vn'd gave the
position of mediator between Yahweh nd the people to th_e Davidic .k\ngs. '

1 M. Sulzberger, Am Ha-Arctz. The Ancient I—Iebrc’u{ Parlianent, .Plu\adelphxa',
1909, argues that “the people of the land” were nothing .but the na.u.onal council
which served as the representative body of the people in .the political as well
as the judicial spheres; of. idem, “The Polity of the Ancient Hebrews, JOR
111, 1912/13, pp- 1-81; N Sloush, “Representative Government among the
Hebrews and Phocnicians,” JOR IV, 1913/14, pp- 303-310. On the other haﬂnd,
de Vaux, RA LVI1II, 1964, p. 171, is of the opinion that the elders (zogenin)
acted as the representatives of “the people of the land.”
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his plundering of the temple treasury (2 Kings xii 18). Amaziah,
however, succeeded Jehoash in the normal way (2 Kings xiv 1; 2 Chron
#xiv 27b). There was no Judean king but Amaziah, whose father died
an unnatural death, however, he ascended the throne without any
intervention. A. Malamat suggested that the intervention of “the
people of the land” was not mentioned on this occasion due to the
fact that Amaziah was already an adult, i€, twenty-five years old, at
his accession (2 Kings xiv 2; 2 Chron xxv' 1).2 But Jehoahaz was also
an adult of twenty-three, when “the. people of the lard” helped him
ascend the throne (2 Kings xxiil 30-31; 2 Chron xxxvi 1-2) . Therefore,
Malamat regards Jehoahaz's case as exceptional on the basis of his
assumption that a coup d’é:at had been carried out by “the people of
the land.”

We mey assume, however, building on this ‘suggestion, that Amaziah
had been designated as the heir apparent long before Jehoash was
murdered, so that his succession left no room for a question which
would bring about intervention.'On the other hand, the intervention
of “the people of the land” in Jehoahaz's succession to Josiah was
caused by lack of the official designation of the successor at Josiah’s
unexpeced death. josiah was still a young, ambitious king of thirty-
nine, when killed in battle (2 Kings xxii 1; 2 Chron xxxiv 1). Apart
from his relatively young age, it appears that the political antagonism
at the court between the pro-Egyptian party and the anti-Egyptian
faction postponed his decision about the appointment of the heir
apparent.’® '

It must be mentioned, however, that “the people of the land”
perhaps felt no need to intervene in Amaziah's succession because this
political crisis (which resulted from the conflict beiween the Davidic

king and the priests of Yahweh) did not affect either Davidic
.

1 Cf. de Vaux, Ancient Isracl, p. 377; Gray, 1 & II Kings, p- 590; Reviv, Betl *

Mikra XLVII, 1970/71, pp. 545 f.
2 Malamat, “The Last Kings of Judah and the Tall of Jerusalem,” 1EJ XVIIL,
1968, p. 140, n. 6. :

3 About the political conflict at Josiah's court see Malamat, [EJ XVIIL, 1968, p.
140.
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succession or Yahwism. Moreover,

“the people of the land,” whose

power was mot strong enough to take the initiative in the political
change at that period, could not intervene in Amaziah’s succession

without an invitation from one of the parties in the capitel city.
Amaziah also fell a victim to a conspiracy (2 Kings xiv 19; 2 Chron

xxv 27). Owing to lack of direct

conspiracy s Very obscure. Some

information, the motive of this
scholars assume that the same

conflict between the royal and the sacerdotal authorities caused . the
conspiracy.! A closer examination of the biblical sources indicates a
different situation. Amaziah tcok revenge for his {ather’s death upon
the conspirators, when he consolidated his rule (2 Kings xiv 5; 2
Chron xxv 3). Yet, we do not hear of this sort of revenge taken by
Azariah, who succeeded Amaziah, his [ather. It has been suggested,
on the grounds of chronological studies. that Azariah ascended the
throne not after Amaziah was killed but when Amaziah was taken

captive by Jehoash king of Israel at

Beth-shemesh (2 Kings xiv 13; 2

Chron xxv 23). This took place at least fifteen years before Amaziah’s

assassination (cf. 2 Kings xiv 17; 2
these observations we may suppose

Chron xxv 25).%2 On the basis of
as H. Frumstein (Tadmor) has

,

suggested, that Amaziah’s assassination was caused by a conflict
between Azariah, the regent, and Amaziah, the deposed king.®

If this is the case, we should rec
people of Judah” (kol ‘am-yohada)

onsider the identity of “all the
who helped Azariah ascend the*

throne instead of Amaziah (2 Kings xiv 215 2 Chron xxvi 1). It has
been widely held that “a1] the people of Judah,” who intervened in

Azariah’s enthroncment, werc nonc

other than “the people of the

-
1 See de Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 377 Reviv, Peth Mikra XLVIL, 1970/71. p.
548. However, Gray, I & II Kings, p- 613, prefcrs a military rising.

2 See J. Lewy, Die Chronologic der Kon

ige von Isrecl und Juda, Giessen, 1927,

pp. 11 {3 T Frumstein (Tadmor), in Encyclopecdia Biblica. 1, Jerusalem,
1950, col. 439, (Hebrew); idem, Encydopacdia Biblica, 1V, Jerusalem, 1962,

col. 282, (Hebrew); E. R. Thiele, The
Kings, Grand Rapids, 1965% pp- 84 ff.
3 Frumstein (Tadmor), in Encylopacdia

Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew

Biblica, 1, col. 439, (Hebrew).
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land.”t However, if Azariah was made king to fill the vacant throne
left by the defeated king who was taken captive, those who elevated
him to the throne must have been ttose who were fighting against the
enemy. Thus, we must assume that “all the people of Judah,” who
supported Azariah, included not only “the people of the land” but
also the royal officials, the noble men, the military people, and other
men of rank and influence. We can conclude, therefore, that the
designation “people of Judah” does rot always signify “the people of
the land,” but it was used in the wider sense as the designation of
the whole nation of Judah including the officials in Jerusalem.

When Azariah became a leper, Jotham, his son, administ.ered public
affairs as thes regent. His ofice is described as “over the palace and
governing the people of the land” (2 Kings xv 5. 2 Chron xxvi 21).
“The people of the land” are contrasted here with “the palace.” In a
similar way, the offering of “the people of the land” is distinguished
from that of king Ahaz (2 Kings xvi 15). In both cases, it appears
that the expression “people of the land” is used simply as a synonym
for the people of Judah under the monarchic rule. Accord'mglyv. it is
difficult to deduce from these passages any specifc political role
assigned to “the people of the land” in that period? This means we
have virtually no information at all on the political activity of “the
people cof the land” during the two hundred year period from
Athaljxah’s overthrow to Josiah’s enthronement.

The long reign of Manasseh was followed by Amon’s short-lived
rule. When Amon was murdered by his servants in the second year
of his reign, “the people of the land” slew all the conspirators and
elevated Josiah to the threne (2 Kings xxi 19, 23-24; 2 Chron xxxiii
21, 24-25). Since we have only this terse report, it is extremely

1 Wiirthwein, ‘amm hd'arez, p. 15; de Vaux, Ancient Israel, p. 715 Alt, in
Kioine Schriften, 11, p. 127, Malamat, IEJ XVII, 1968, p. 140; " Tadmor
Cahiers d’Histoire Mondiale X1, 1968, p. 66. According to Talmon ’in Fourt/;
World Congress of Jewish Studies, I, 1967, p. 74, the expressions,‘um ha'ares
and ‘am yshtda are two diflerent abbreviations of the same full designation of
a political body: ‘am hd'ares libne yahada.

2 Cf. Nicholson, JSS X, 1965, pp. 62 f.
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difficult to clarify the situation.!

Both international and domestic corditions must be considered as
the background of this political chenge. As for the international
political sphere, it was the time of dramatic changes. About 656 B.C.
the Egyptians succeeded in expelling the Assyrians from Egypt.? This
was the beginning of the rapid decline of the Assyrian empire. At
the same time, the Egyptians, as an zmbitious heir to the Assyrians,
began to influence Syria-Palestine. This situation seems to be reflected
in Manasseh’s change of religious policy and his fortification of the
city of David and the citadels in Judah (2 Ckron xxxiii 14-16). This
was an attempt to recover the sovereignty from the Assyrian rule. The

time, however, was not yet ripe. Because of this rebellious attempt, ’

Manasseh was punished by the Assyrians (xxxiii 11) 3 We can assume
that the Judean king was caught between the anti- Assyrian movement
supported by the awakening people znd the Assyrian pressure in the
last years of his reign.

Twenty years ago, A. Malmat argied that Amon was assassinated
by an anti-Assyrian party, but a counter-revolution was achieved by
“the people of the land,” who were afraid of Assyrian punitive

1 Scholars once regarded the conspirators as the priests of Yshweh who tried
to reform the foreign cult supported by Manasseh and Amon, see E. Sellin,
Geschichie des israclitisch- jidischen Volkes, 1, Leipzig, 1924, p. 282; R. Kittel,
Geschichie des Volkes Isracl, 11, Stuttgart, 19257, pp. 401 f. But it is difficult
to assume that “the people of the land,” who opposed the conspirators, were
anti- Yahwist.

2 About the historical vicissitude in this period see F. K. Kieritz, Die politische
Geschichte Agyptens vom 7. bis zum 4. Jahrhundert vor der Zeitwende,
Berlin, 1953, pp. 11 ff.; idem, in Fischer Weltgescaichte, 1V, Frankfurt a/M. &
Hamburg, 1967, pp. 256 ff., 265 f.; K. A. Kitchen, The Third Intermediate
Period in Egypt (1100-650 B. C.), Warminster, 1973, pp- 400 ff.

3 See J. Liver, in Encyclopacdia Biblica, V, Jerusalem, 1968, col. 43, (Hebrew);
of. Y. Aharoni. The Land of the Bible, London, 1966, p. 316. However, some
scholars argue that the fortification was made against Egypt with the Assyrian
consent, see W. Rudolph, Clronikbiicher, (HAT), Tiibingen. 1955, p. 317; J.
Bright, A History of Isracl, London, 13722, p. 313.
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action.! Recently, by slightly modifying this theory, he has put the
stress on the Egyptian instigation behind the courtiers’ revolt against
Amon? It is very likely that zround 640 B. C., when Amon’s
assassination took place, there was a conflict between a pro-Assyrian
group and a pro-Egyptian party a: the Judean court, because in
that period the Egyptians tried to take over - the Assyrian
domination in Western Asia® On the other hand, Amon’s yielding
to the foreign cult (2 Kings xxi 20-22; 2 Chron xxxiii 22-23) would
show his submissiveness to the Assyrian rule. Therefore, it is possible
to assume that the Egyptians urged conspirators to murdre their pro-
Assyrian king.

It seers, however, that this political conflict was interwoven with
domestic antagonism. Wher Manasseh died at sixty-seven, Amon was
a young prince of twenty-two (2 Kings xxi 1, 19; 2 Chron xxxiii 1,
21). Amen was born to Manasseh when he was forty-five. Judging
from the fact that almost ell the Judean kings were born when their

1 Malamat, “The Historical Background of the Assassination of Amon, King of
Judah,” IEJ 111, 1953, pp. 26-29; cf. idem, “The Last Wars of the Kingdom
of Judah,” JNES IX, 1950, p. 218; cf. also Noth, The History of Israel,
London, 1960%, p. 272; F. M. Cross & D. N. Freedman, “Josiah’s Revolt
against Assyria,” JNES XII, 1953, p. 56; Bright, A History of Isracl, p. 315.
According to K. Galling, Die israclitische Staatsverfassung in ihrer vorderorien-
talischer Umuwelt, (AO XXVIII 3/4), Leipzig, 1924, pp. 33 f, pp. 59 f., an
ultra-pro-Assyrian party, which doubted Amon’s pro-Assyrian stance and tried
to replace him by a foreigne:, was responsible for his assassination.

Malama;, “Josiah’s Bid for Armageddon. The Background of the Judean-

nN

Egyptian Encounter in 609 B. C.,” in The Gaster Festschrift, JANES V, 1973, .

p. 271. The identity of Amon’s assissins with Egyptian agents had been
suggested by N. M. Nicolsky, “Pascha im Kulte des jerusalemischen Tempels,”
ZAW XLV, 1927, pp. 241 ff.; E. Auerbach, Wiiste und Gelobies Land, 11, Berli;
1936, p. 159; cf. also Gray, | & II Kings, pp. 711 £ ’

3 According to the study of Malamat, in The Gaster Festschrift, JANES V, 1973
pp. 270 fi., esp. p. 273, whilz expulsion of the Assyrian rule from Egypt took
place between 656 and 652 B. C., the alliance between Egypt and Assyria
against the Chaldeans came into being between 622 and 617 B. C.; thus, the
Egyptian activity of taking cver the Assyrian rule in Palestine must have been
limited to the years between 652 and 622 B. C. i

!
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fathers were about twenty,' it is likely that Amon was neither the
first-born nor the eldest surviving son. If this is the case we can
assume tha: some court intrigue helped Amon ascend the throne, as
is usually the case when the principle of primogeniture is overruled.?
On the other hand, the biblical source testifies to a bloody antagonism
among the inhabitants of Jerusalem under Manasseh (2 Kings xxi 163
of. xxiv 4). Although we are not informed of the situation, it is not
unlikely that it was the beginning of the clash between the pro-
Assyrian party and the pro-Egyptian faction. The former backed
Manasseh's rule and Amon’s succession, while the latter tried to
overthrow the pro-Assyrian regime by supporting Amon’s elder
brothers under Egyptian instigation.

It appears that “the people of the land” avoided this struggle in
Jerusalem. Judging from the political development under Josiah and
his successors, it is clear that “thz people of the land” belonged
neither to the pro-Assyrian party nor 1O the pro-Egyptian faction.
But when Jerusalem fell into chaos at Amon’s assassination, they
intervened in the conflict on their own accord. By teking advantage
of the confusion among the ruling people in the capital city, they
were able to carry out “a national revolution,” in order to bring
about nationalistic reform under 3 Davidic king.

In contrast to the rebellion agairnst Athaliab, it is remarkable that
“the people of the land” played the leading tole in this political
change. We do not know exactly how they came to dominate in this
period. Possibly, the collapse of the military power as 2 result of the
Assyrian invasion at Hezekiah’s time weakened the authority of the
central govemment.“ The severe domestic struggle in Jerusalem under
Manasseh and Amon also undermined the control of the central
authority. In addition, we can assame that the northern tribes, who

-

1 Cf. Tadmor, in Em:‘\'clo[.uwdia Biblica, 1V, cols. 303 f., (Hebrew); Thicle, The
Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, p. 206.

2 See above p. 25, n.1.

2 Cf. E. Junge, Der Wicderaufoau des Heerwesats des Reiches Juda unter Josia,
(BWANT IV 23), Stuttgart, 1937, pp. 24 {f.

ey

«THE PEOPLE OF THE LAND” AND THE POLITICAL CRISES (N JUDAH 37

took refuge in Judah from the catastrophe of Samaria in 722 B. C.
and the subsequent disturbances, brought with them the strong
tradition of the popular sovereignty and strengthened the people’s
voice in pelitical affairs. In any case, “the people of the land” are
mentioned most frequently in the Old Testament in the last days of
Judah. Moreover, the fact that they are mentioned side by side with
people of the ruling class, such as the kings, the royal servants, the
nobles, the priests, and the prophets (Jer 1 18; xxxiv 19; xxxvil 23
<liv 21; Ez vii 27; xxii 24-29), testifies to the influential position they
occupied in this period.

Evidently, “the people of the tand” acted as the driving force of
Josiah’s policy of national indepencence from foreign rule in the
political as well as religious spheres. «All the men of Judah” mentioned
first together with the inhabitants of Jerusalem and the religious
functionacies, who participated in the covenant-making of Josiah’s
reform (2 Kings xxiii 2; 2 Chron xxxiv 30), were doubtless the same
“people of the land” who enthroned Josiah.! When Josiah was killed
during a battle at Megiddo in 609 B. C., “the people of the land”
intervened again in the question of the succession to the throne and
elevated Jehoahaz, the second son of Josiah, to the throne by overruling
the principle of primogeniture (2 Kings xxiii 30; 2 Chron xxxvi 1).
Apparently, Jehoahaz was connected with the nationalistic party
supported by «the people of the land,” while Jehoiakim, his elder
brother, was backed by the pro-Egyptian faction. It is clear that by
this intervention “the people of the land” attempted :0 continue their
nationalistic policy which started with their enthronement of Josiah.?

However, Neco, ‘the Egyptian king, who killed Josiah, deposed
Jehoahaz and appointed Jehoiakim as his puppet kirg (2 Kings xxiil
33-34; 2 Chron xxxvi 3-4). As Neco’s royal vassal, Jehoiakim imposed

- —

1 A close relationship between “the people of the land” and the Deuteronomic

reform under Josiah is argued by von Rad. Studies in Deuteronomy, pp. 60
ff.; cf. J. A Soggin, “Der judaische ‘am ha'ares und das Kénigtum in Juda,”
VT XIII, 1963, pp 187-195.

2 Cf. Malamat, JEJ XVIII, 1968, pp- 139 1.
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a heavy tax on “the people of the land” to send tribute to Egypt (2
Kings xxiii 35). Naturally, “the people of the land” refused to co-
operate with this Egyptian puppet regime. Even wher Jehoiakim
rebelled against Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylor, most of “the people
of the land” stayed away from besieged Jerusalem, except “the poorest
people of the land” (2 Kings xxiv 14). Under Zedekiah, “tae people of*
the land” changed this negative attitude towards the regime into
the positive support.!

Nebuchadnezzar designated Zedekiah, the third son of Josiah, as the
king of Judah (2 Kings =xxiv 17; 2 Chron xxxvi 10). He was
Jehoahaz's brother by blood (cf. 2 Kings xxiii 81; xxiv 18), whom
“the people of the land” once vainly supported. Although- Zedekiah
was Nebuchadnezzar’s appointee, it is understandable that “the people
of the land” set their hope on him to restore their nationalistic policy
which was irustrated by Neco. We leamn of this situation from the
impressive presence of “the people of the land” in Jerusalem, when it
was besieged again by the Babylonians in the time of Zedekiah (2
Kings xxv 3, 19; Jer xxxiv 19; cf. 2 Kings xxv 12).

Ezekiel also mentions the gathering of “the people of the land” in
Jerusalem at that time. However, according to his view, they were
gathered to Jerusalem by Ychweh to be punished (xxii 19-22). His
equation of “the people of the land” with “the inhabitants of Jerusalem”
(xii 19) shows that “the people of the land” became the dominant
power in the capital city at last. Bu: both Jeremiah (xxxvii 2) and
Ezekiel (vii 27; xxii 23-31) directed their severest attacks against
“the people of the land” as well as the other national leaders. These
prophetic words testify to the tragic fact that the fanatical pursuit of
nationalism by “the people of the land” in the last days of the
kingdom of Judah only cerved to contribute to the disastrous end of
their country.

1 M. Sekine, “Beobachtungen zu der Josianschen Reform,” V7T XXIL 1972, pp.
367 f., regards the co-operation of “the people of the land” with Zedekiah’s
regime as a sign of the decadence of their ethos, which took place after the
frustration of Josiah’s reform

LITERATURSOZIOLOGISCHE BEOBACHTUNGEN
ZU DEN ELISAERZAHLUNGEN

Masao Sekine

1. Zum Methodologischen

Die Litera:ursoziologie besteht aus zwei Elementen, nimlich “Literatur”
und “Soziologie”. Da die literatursoziologische Methods, soviel ich
sehe, ganz reu in die Bibelwissenschaf: eingefithrt worden ist, ist es
wohl angebracht, im voraus einige Worte zum Methodclogischen zu
sagen. Es ist gewiss, dass die Bibelwissenschaft sich zur Hauptsache
mit der Bibzl als Literatur beschiftigen muss. Deshalb ist es wohl
begriindet, dass man sich nun bemiiht, die biblischen Schriften vom
sprach-und literaturwissenschaftlichen Standpunkt aus ernmeut zu
betrachten. Dabei fillt mir auf, dass sich der Alttestamentler W.
Richter und der Neutestamentler E. Gilittgemanns in ihren beachtens-
werten Arbeiten als verdienstlich erwiesen haben. Richter hat nimlich
in dem Aufsatz “Formgeschichte und Sprachwissenschaft”  seinen
wissenschafilichen Entwurf skizziert und in dem Buch “Excgese als
Literaturwissenschaft”® seine Literaturtheorie und-methodologie ausfiihr-
lich entwickelt, wihrend Gittgemanns in seinem geistvollen Buch
“Offene Fragen zur Formgeschichte des Fvangeliums™ picht nur die
Wichtigkeit der sprach- und literaturwissenschaftlichen Seite in der
Bibelwissenschaft hervorgehoben, sondern auch die Relevanz der
soziologischen Methode m. E. ganz mit Recht betont hat Es ist auch
beachtenswert, dass der letztere als der Wortfiihrer der sog. “Linguis-
tischen Theologie” interessante Thesen zur “Generativen Poetik”
aufgestellt hat’.

1 Richter, Formgeschichte und Sprachwissershaft, ZAW, 1970, S. 216ff.

2 Richter, Eregese als Literaturwissenschaft (Géttingen, 1971).

3 Giittgemanns, Offene Fragen zur Formgeschichte des  Evangeliums (Minchen,
1971). Vgl§3. Dic Soziologie als Methodolegische Grundlage der Formgeschichte
und der allgemeinen Sprach-und Literaturwissenschaft; 5. Die Zusammenge-
hérigkeit von Formgeschichte und Literatursoziologie.

4 Giittgemanns, “Text” und “Geschichte” als Grundkategorien der Generativen
Poctik (“Linguistische Theologic” 1972, S. 38fL.).




