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CHAPTER ONE

THE NOMADIC BACKGROUND




F?/f“”

THE NOMADIC BACKGROUND

Albright‘has pointed out the need for a more preéise
understanding of the function of nomadism in the formative
stage of Israelite history, and has issued a warning against
the simple equation of the type of nomadism characteristic of
camel-riding Bedouin with the very different variety typical
of ass-nomads. Albright has noted that in the 13th century
B.C. the domestication of the camel had not progressed to a
point of completeness where it could exercise any decisive
influence upon nomadism, and that it is not until the 11lth
century that camel-riding nomads first appear in the documentary
sources. The fundamental difference which the entry of the
camel on the nomadic scene made was that it enlarged the
boundaries of nomadic life by making possible longer Jjourneys
and the covering of greater disbtances. The ass-nomad could not
exceed a day's Journey of twenty miles from water, and where
sheep and goats were present, the degree of dependence on
pasturage and water was greater than that imposédﬁ by domesticatbe
asses. The Bedouin, on the other hand, could range over a much
vaster beat, his camel feeding on desert shrubs, unaéceptable
to sheep or goats.

Albright further distinguishes between thé true Bedawi and
the semi-nomadic Arab% noting that the beat of the latter and

the sphere of tribal territory is more sharply delimited than



with the former. At the semi-nomadic stage the tending of
sheep, goats and camels goes hand in hand with the growing of
grain and, sometimes, the cultivation of vegetable gardens;
the 'razzia' which is a typical feature of Bedouin 1life proper
tends to recede from the scene. The ekeing out of an
existence through agriculture may be aided by engaging in the
caravan trade or in freight transport. Albright discerns this
pattern of semi-nomadic existence in the recorded traditions
of the movements of the early Hebrew tribes of the Negeb,
forced to abandon their country in pre-Israelite times, both
during the dry season and during long arid periods. He thinks
this stape of society is reflected by the Paﬁriardhal stories
of Genesis in which the ancestors of Israel are depicted as
alternating in movement between the Negeb and the hill country
of Central Palestine in what must have been a seasonal movement.
Finally Albright states that the travelling smiths and
tinkers of modern Arab Asia, whether Sleib or Nawar (Gypsies),
who follow more or less regular trade routes, should be
regarded as the modern representatives of an ancient component
part of nomadic life, and that it is probable that the Kenites
of the Bible, with a name derived from ‘'qain' "smith", resembled
these groups somewhat in their mode of living, In confirmation
of this is the fact that Cain's descendant Lamech had three sons
each of whom is credited with one of the three specialised

functions of this class: tents and herds, musical instruments,



and cépper and iron working. It is probable that the group

of Asiatics depicted on a tomb at Beni Hasan, belonging to the
19th century B.C., represents such a functional group, for the
asses, weapons, musical instruments, and portable bellows for
use in WOrking copper are all in character. Albright thinks
that travelling craftsmen had a place in the ancestral Hebrew
groupings, and that they were closely associated with the
Mosaic movement, holding a recognised place in Hebrew society
until much later times.

Albright has performed a valuable service in pointing out
that the Israelites of the period preceding the Conquest are nob
to be regarded as a homogeneous society, but rather as the
amalgam of heterogeneous and diverse elements, not having an
identical background in experience or a common cultural
denominator. There are three main strands which must be
distinguished as coming together to form the nation Israel, and
there is general agreement about this??gée%he same time, great
disagreement in detail, as to the manner and circumstances of
the fusion?i There were the groups and clans which escaped
from the Egyptian corvée, and these cannot be regarded as
typical ass-nomads, neither can they be considered apart from
the formative pressure of special historical experiences. We

have to take into account that there is something unusual in the

impetus which drives a group of Egyptian corvée slaves into the
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desert, and that their subsequent coherence and history is more
remérkable than their original exodus. We are not to expect
that the social organisation or econonic pattern of this
group during their desert sojourn will be that of normal ass-
nomads. Albright thinks that the Negebite tribes of Caleb
and Kenaz who are a contributory strand of the Israelite
confederacy are, on the other hand, to be regarded as ass-
nomads of a more normal character. The third strand is supplied
by the groups of Hebrews who were already in Canaan when the
Exodus tribes arrived, who associated themselves with the
Mosaic movement, and whose way of life ranged from semi-nomadic
to more settled agricultural conditions.

If the picture is at least as complex as this, we do well
to be guided by Albright's warning that parallels between
early Israelite society and pre-Islamic Arabic society are not
to be pursued too figorously. Leaving aside‘the special
historical pressures associated with the inchoate nation
Israel, there is the other fact that nomadism prior to the
domestication of the camel wag subject to severe disgualification
and debarred Trom that degree of development and expansion which
the camel made possible. With the new mobility afforded by the
camel, movement between the desert aﬁd the sown was beguns. on a
large scale, whether it was the irruption of nomadic hordes bent

on spoil or conquest, or the more peaceful penetration of



caravans along the trade routes. The desert was no longer
sealed off from the sown as was previously the case when
infiltratioh could involve only a mere trickle, and when the
desert was a no-man's land, the prison-house of disoriented
groups and individual fugitives, where semi-nomadic Arab tribes
alternated with the flotsam and'jetsam of sedentary society,
with runaway slaves, bandits and their descendants%ﬂ With
this account given by Albright of nomadism prior to the
domestication of the camel, the picture painted of David and

_ his band agrees well. As when we are told (1 Samuel 22: 1,2)
that David is Joined at Abdullam by a group of disaffected of
different kinds, some discontented with the life of more normal
gociety, some in distress and some in debté Further there is
the statement of Nabal who appears to equate David and his men
with "the flotsam and jetsam of sedentary society;%;ith his
dark allusion to slaves breaking awsy from masters and finding
an exercise for their villainy in the polite blackmail of
affluent sheep mastersf (1 Samuel 25: 7,8) David had, it
appears, undertaken the, perhaps, self-appointed task of
protecting the flocks of Nabal, and, when the latter refuses

to give hospitality or will not bow to demands which may have
amounted to more than this, David speaks up in the character of
a degperado and threatens wholesale slaughter. It is clear too

that Abigail anticipated exactly what the consequences of her
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husband's refusal would be, and acted with initiative in order
to avert violence.

Is there any point then in comparing nomads who are '"the
flotsam and Jetsam of sedentary society™ with pre-~Islamic
Bedouin who are the heirs of centuries of camel homadism and
have a highly developed pride of race and family? To this
question Albright tends to give a negative answer and the
differences between the one kind of nomad and the other are so
great that a negative answer seems to be called for. These
differences doubtless extend to constitubtional, social and
economid structure, but the most marked and unique feature of
pre-Islamic Bedouin society was the emergence of a culture
which enthroned ‘muruwwah', and which gave expression to its
conception of chivalry and courtly ideals in boetry characteriged
by ornate literary expression and rigid conventionality of
form. Difficult of comprehension though this poetry be, as
belonging to a culture and a framework of ideals and aspirations
with which we have little common ground in our own eXxperience,
yet it conveys to us the impresgsion of culbtural attainment -
of ideals positive and constructive, notwithstanding their
martial ferocity and ethical limitations.7

Yet we would still contend that there are features of
nomadic 1life of so general and universal a kind as to serve as

a common denominator of nomadism, and thalt these general



characteristics afford real points of cbntact between two
brands of nomadism so different as the Israelite and the pre-
-Islamic Arabian. What then are these general :f.‘eaﬂ:m:*es?Zg
Nomadic society in general knows nothing of centralised
authority, for it is ideally an association of kinsmén, and
the voluntary recognition of certain kinship obligations as
sacred 1s the concession which makes possible the advance from
absolutely unbridled individualism to a very loose kind of
corporate society. Thus Brookelmannq has shown‘ﬁhat in pre-
Islamic Arabia where we f£ind a type of society which exemplifies
the sanctions of kinship in undimipished vigour; we find also,
as a factor strictly complementary, the repugnance towards any
recognition of subbrdination by lawe. The congtitutional
expression of this is the absence of any true conception of
executive power, the éaig never being more than a primus inter
pares, and it is reflected Jjudicially in the absence 6f any
Judicial authority whose verdicts are enforceable, as also in
the absence of anything resembling a police force charged with
keeping order and bringing culprits to law. In such a society
corporate life is possible only because the sanctions of kin
are powerful and are accepted and enforced as a point of
individual and family honour. The point of view from which
these obligations are accepted and met is not that of the

limitation of individual liberty by law in the interests of a



corporate social entity; this would have the taint of a
subordination quite unthought of. Society is not founded on
anything so rational as law, and the apparent contradiction
betwéen unbridled individualism and the intense consciousness
of kinship obligations is met by recognizing the operation of
the quasi-physical, nystical belief that the blood of kinsmen
was an indivisible entity, and that consequently the life of
the individual was inseparable from that of his kin. From this
'standpoint, the fulfilment of kinship obligations is a necessary
condition of the preservation of individual honour, and only

as he treats them as sacred and binds himself to meet them can
the individual grow to full stature.

Outside the circle of kin, however, there is no basis for
corporate life, no recognized law by which the life of society
may be ordered, and The door is opened to amarchy and violence.
The ethical and civilizing value of kinship obligabtions hold,
by definition, only within the circle of kin; hence the often-
noticed tendency among nomads towards inter-tribal strife, and
the centrifugal characteristics of a society which has a back-
ground of nomadic tribalisn.

That kin is a basic factor in Israelite socieby has been
shown by Pedersenjg who has undertaken a linguistic examination
of The terms whioh denote units of Israelite social organisation.

He has demonstrated that Israelite socieby ig organised in
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expanding circles of kinship, with the consciousness of kinship
most intense in the narrowest circle and most attenuated in the
widest. Between are the intermediate areas where the felt
intensity progressively decreases on the way to the outer
circumference. Thus in the narrowest circle of the bet &b the
feeling of kinship ig most intense and in the widest circle,
the Qam:[ kinship, while none the less real, loses in intensity,
because of the extensiveness of its field. Between these two
poles are the varying degrees of kinship intensity created by
membership in mifpaHah and Sebet (or matteh). Pedersen
points out that kinship is no less real between members of
the “am than it is between the members of a b&§ »¥b or a midpahar
or a Eegey. The consciousness of a difference in quality emerges
only with the question of competing loyalties, and in this case
the kinship of +the ég@g@ has more compulsion than that of the
“am, the kinship of the mi%pﬁ@éh constrains more than that of
the éegey, and the kinghip of the bet *@b prevalls over that of
the miSpahdh. This is a conception which we shall make use of
later, because it affords a way of approach to an understanding
of the tensions and divided loyalties of Israelite society.

We had also noted that the indivisibility of the individual
and his kin was a mark of nomadic society. In the 0ld Testament
we find references which indicate that here too the destiny of

the individual was closely interwoven with that of his kin., We
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read in 1 Samuel 17: 25 that the king proposed to reward with
great riches the man who killed Goliath, that he would give
him his daughter and make his father's house free in Israel,
i.e. the destiny of the man's family is wedded to his own.
Again in 1 Samuel 22: 1, 2 we are told thalt the fortunes of
David at Adullam are shared by his kin. Further there is the
difficult passage 1 Samuel 20: 14~16fz In v. 16 the rendering
"And Jonathan made (a covenant) with the house of David™ might
be justified in isolation, but it does not easily connect
- grammatically either with what precedes or with what comes
after, and we should be inclined to emend the text. What is
more significant is that there appears to be no dubiety that in
v.l5 Jonathan indicates that the covenant between himself and
Davwid is in effect a covenant which comprehends the House of
Jonathan. This taken in coubination with the other fact that
in v.16 mention is made of the "House of David" would appear
to Jjustify the conclusgion that the covenant was thought of as
extending to the respective kins of David and Jonathan. Nor
should 1 Samuel 20: 42 be overlooked, for here the covenant
obligations between David and Jonathan are extended to their
posterity. The evidence admits of some uncertainty but, on
the strength of it, we would suggest that it implies that
individuals could not involve themselves in such a covenant as
David_and Jonathan contracted without, at the same time,

involving their regpective kins. There would seem to be the
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further implication that the circle 6f kin was still the area
where the strongest obligations were acknowledged,and, as such,
was The basic factor of corporate life. Thus in covenanting
to knit together their kins David and Jonathan seek to forge
between themselves an indissoluble bond, and to contract
mutual obligations the most sacred and urgent. |

Cognizance must also be taken of the links with nomadic
usage discernible in the legal principles of'the Book of the
Oovenantjg It is the case, of course, that the material provision
of this code envisage an agricultural community simple in strucbr
but, as Robertson Sﬁith”%has pointed out, the principles of
éivil and criminal Jjustice in the Code are those current among
the Arabs of the desert. These are two in number, retaliation
through self-help and pecuniary compensation. That kinship
obligationlgis still a foundation of corporate life is shown
by the fact that murder aqd certain other‘offences are dealt
with by the law of blood revenge, the duty of revenge in the
case of murder falling upon the nearest kinsman of the man
murdered. Smith/énotes that the degree of personal freedom and
individualism typical of a loosely knit society, which coheres
by voluntary acquiescence in kinship obligation rather than by
recognition of a firm executive power or subordination to law,
is reXlected by the fact that personal injuries fall uunder the

law of retaliation Jjust as murder does, and by the recognition
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that it is the right and duty of the injured party to secure .-
redregs through self-help. Within such a framework of
constitutional and legal ideas the concept of punishment
(as something legally contrived) has properly no place, since
it impliies the presence of a centralised power which restrains
lawlessness, passes Jjudgment upon the lawless, and enforces its
verdict. The nearest approach there is to this is the principle
of retaliation through self-help. Otherwise there is only
compensation which, in some cases, is at the discretion of the
injured party (who has the alternative of direct revenge), but
generally is defined by law. This degree of definition and
limitation of the arbitrary action of the individual indicates,
as Driverl7has noted, some progress in civilisation and an
advance beyond pure nomadic usage. .On the other hand that
degrading punishments such as imprisonment and flogging are
unknown, is in keeping with the sturdy equalitarianism of
nomadic society and the value placed upon the dignity of the

individual.

It goes without saying that the material provisgions of
the Book of the Covenant, which legislate for life under
agricultural conditions, must be studied in their relation to
Canzanite, Babylonian and Hittite Lawsfg It is also true that

the recognition of Israelite slaves in a community of kinsmen
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is a departure from and contradiction of nomadic values. In
the Book of the Covenant Israel stands oubt as an interesting
case, because she is portrayed in é setting of simple::
sedentary life, while she has a pre-hisbtory which links her
with the desert. What we find as a consequence is the
presence of provisions which could have had no place or
meaning prior to the settlement in Canaan, belonging as they
do with the new civilisation into which Israel has entered,
and side by side with these, regulating corporate life,
constitutional and legal principles which offer us firm points
of contact with the foundations of nomadic society. Smith
sums up well: "The Israelites directly contemplated in
these laws are evidently men of independent bearing and personal
dignity such as are still found in secluded parts of the
Semitic world under a half-patriarchal constitution, where
every freeman is a small landholder. But there is no strong
central authority. The tribunal of the sanctuary is
arbitrator not executive. No man is secure without his own
aild, and the widow or orphan looks for help not to man but
to Jehovah himgelf. But if the executive is weak, a strict
regard for Jjustice is inculcated. Jehovah is behind the law
and He will vindicate the right. He requires of Israel
hunanity as well as ju.stice."/é7 This further aspect of
religious motivation is of considerable sgignificance, but we

RO
reserve the discussion of it for another place.
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Smith's phrase "a half-patriarchal constitution of
society where every freeman is a small landholder" offers a
sultable point of departure for the discusgsion of the Hebrew
word hopsi. Albrighty originated a discussion of this word
by suggesting that in one of the Amarna Letters (the second
letter of Abi Milkifg’the ideogram ZAG has the meaning of
'emﬁqu' "oower", and that Qab%i is a gloss for ¢ina dun(n)i
emﬁqi added to fix the meaning of the circumlocution exactly
and o avoid misinterpretation. Albright suggests that
tina dun(n)i emﬁqi means '‘in one's own strength®™, and that
it is an attempt 0 render "free from oppression', a meaning
which is fixed precisely by the gloss habfi. ‘Albrightﬁg
subsequently retracted this suggestion and connected gap(b)§i
with the Egyptian g&peg, giving another interpretation to the\
passage in question. It is, however, with the by-products of
the discussion originated in this way that we have to do, since
they have focussed attention on the meaning of the Hebrew
word hop§i.

Pedersen mobed that the word hubsu was well known in the
Amerna Letters, and that the 'amelilt hub$i', "the people of the
hubsu", are mentiloned eleven times in the letters of Rib-Addi.
The references show this people to have been a principal part

of the subjects of Rib-Addi, they are possessors of houses,

and they are not to be regarded as an unsteady element in the
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population, intermediary between the nomad and the inhebitant
of the towmQ&g Pedersen thought that the explanation of the
importance attached to the 'amlélﬁt }:mbé'i' in the letters of
Rib~Addi was that they were landed proprietors i.e. freemen
who owned their own farms and whose fawilies constituted'the
fundamental stotk of the populatiqn. Hence Pedersen suggested
that 'habsSu' corresponded to Hebrew *hayil! and 'hubsu' to
Hebrew 'gibbdré hayil!. The word hubsu, according to Pedersen,
is a collective desgignating a species, and the single instance
of the species must be denoted by a formation with a final
'it. So we get hub(p)8i > hopsi which is the Hebrew word for
a freeman. In the 0ld Testament hop$i occurs seventeen timesgé
and_the word generally means the opposite of slave. This,
Pedersen thinks, may represent a slight degradation of the
word, if the original meaning is thought to be not simply
tfree!', but also towning land!. TIn 1 Samuel 17: 25 Pedersen
takes the word to mean an aristocratg7raised by the king
above the people, and therefore above the gibboré hayil.
Pedersen recognizes that this treatment leaves certain
problems unsolved and adds significantly: "We are not able
to point out the history and real meaning of such names, but
it is obvious that the Hebrew word is to be closely connected

with the old thubsu'®.

R
Albright in a further note takes cognizance of Pedersen's
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contribution and offers a solution along different lines.
Albright notes that the word hubsu as found in ILate Assyrian
textsgqhas the meaning "serfdom", "corvée", and a sab yubéi
is a serf, a person subject to corvde. Albright suggests
that the phrase Lawil hubgi, plural, awilutb gubéi (Pedersen,
hmglat) in the Amarna Letters has a meaning similar to the
Asgyrian one. The awglat gubéi are subjects (in a pejoratiwe
sense) of the king. Albright points out that since Canaanite
society was organised into patricians and serfs, and there
was no yeoman population until such was creabted by the
Israelites, Pedersen's suggestion that the 'gubéﬁ' of the
Amarns Letters were freeholders is intrinsically improbable.
Albright would give '@ubéuf the abstract meaning of bondage;§Q
conceding, however, that the 'awgl Qubéi’ of Rib-Addi was on
a higher level of independence than the Assyrian 'gab gubgi'
who was a true serf. Albright accepts Pedersen's combining
of 'Qubéu' with Hebrew 'pgggi', and observes that the nisbeh
'pqgéi' would correspond formally with 'awgl Qubéi' and 'sab
Qub§i'. The change in meaning from "“serf!" or ''peon®™ or
"neasant™ to "landholder'" and then "freeholder" (as distinct
from "serf" or "slave") Albright would connect with the time
of the Hebrew Conquest, when the Hebrews may have adopted the
word peasant from the Canaanites snd given it a new connotation

S
in keeping with the transformation in social conditions. /
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Albright cites the dase of the word "manufacture" which
underwent such an evolution in meaning consequent upon
changed industrial conditions in the nineteenth century.

There is a further contribution to this discussion
by I.Mendelsohnggwho examineg the occurrences of the term
hub(p)&u in the Amarna Letters, Assyrisn Law Code, ILate
Assyrien Texts, in Ugaritic literature and in the 0ld
Testament.; Whereas both Pedersen and Albright in different
ways envisaged a change in meaning of the term as between one
field and anoﬁher, Mendelsohn seeks to show that it has a
consistency of usage in all the different areas where it is
found, and that its meaning spproximates most nearly to
'colonus' in the sense in which this term wag used in the
BEarly Roman Empire, where the 'coloni! constituted a clasg of
free—-born tenant farmers. Mendelsohn notes, as Pedersenﬁghad
done, that in the 014 Tegtament, with the exception of 1 Samuel
17: 25, 'pqgﬁf' means the opposite of slave. (Mendelsohn
does not offer any elucidation of 1 Samuel 17: 25). The
released Hebrew slave is called 'pqg%i' as being legally
free but landless, and having only one recourse in order
to earn a livelihood -~ to hire himself out as a day labourer
or settle on a rich man's estate as a tenant farmer. According

to Mendelsohn the laws in Exodus 2l: 5,6 and Deubteronomy 15: 16,
17 suggest that these possibilities did not always exist, and
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that, as a consequence, some of the pqg%im chose bondage
with economic security, rather than liberty with the hazards
of economic i?security.

Albrightémin an editorial footnote acknowledges the value
of lMendelsohn's enquiry, but warns against over-gystematisation,
and adheres to his already expressed view that the sense of
Qup(b)éu may have altered considerably in different regions in
the course of time, pointing out the very great shift in the
status of coloni between The first and sixth centuries A.D.

Mendelsohn's assertion that 'pqgéﬁ' has the specialised
meaning in the 01ld Testament of a landless fﬁeeman'as'oppesed to
a freeholder may be questioned. The 0ld Testament evidence
does not appear to permit the fixing of a meaping more precise
than that of a freeman as opposed to a slave?ﬁ The question then
is whether in 0ld Israelite society the typical freeman was a
tenant farmer or day labourer working on the large estate of a
rich farmer, or whether we ought not rather to think of a
nation of freemen each with his holding. That the situation
did deterioratg by the eighth century B.C. in such a way as to
create a landless clags of peasants, some day labourers and
some debt slaves, does not constitute support for Mendelsohn's
view that this was an accepted feature of Israelite social

structure and agrarian policy.from the beginning of settled

life. On the contrary the situation as it existed in the eighth
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century was deplored as un-Israelite and abnormal and as .
destructive of traditional Israelite sanctlons attaching to
land tenure. We shall deal With this question below, and shall
adduce considerations which support the conclusion that the
traditional Israelite understanding of a freeman comprehended
the ancestral plot which was properly inalienable from the
family whose freehold it Wasfé

Albright's attempt to associate the change in meaning of
'hqg%i' with the Hebrew Conguest and the kind of social structure
which they created on entering upon settled agricultural life
is attractive, because it would illustrate how the Israelites
sought Yo secure and perpetuate the nomadic values of freedom
and independence under new conditions by constitubting every
freeman a small landholder.

This tentative assertion, however, that the nomadic
background of the Israelites expressed itself in the kind of
soclety they created on entering Canaan, need not, and indeed
ought not, to rest upon this interpretabtion of pgg%? which, at
the best, is no more than a probability. Albright§7£as brought
into connection with his interpretation of pqgéf certain
afcheological data which confirm our sketch of the social
organisation created by the incoming Israelites. He has pointed

out that excavations show an abrupt break between the culbture

of the Canaanite Late Bronze Age and that of the Israelite Barly
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Iron Age in the hill country of Palestine. Xarly Israelite
strata offer no evidence of the concentration of power and
wealth in the hands of a few. He observes that the palaces of
Canaanite towns are replaced by "large and small rustic
enclosures and huts' and that Canaanite fortifications are
replacedp@y thin walls of the new casemate type. HIlsewhere
Albrightgghas described the difference between the massive
Canaanite Bronze Age walls at Tell Beit Mirsim which were |
elight to fifteen feet in thickness and the Israelite Iron Age
wall which was only five feet thick - a thickness which he
states was characteristic of Igraelite city walls. He goes on:
"The change in the strength of the walls is not due to any
parallel development in surrounding lands nor to the increase
of public security (in the time of the Judges!), but evidently
to a complete alteration in soclial organisation, Under the
loose, patriarchal form of Israelite society there was no
systematic coercion of the individual .... the corvée was
unknown. It was, therefore, as a rule, manifestly impossible
to induce the inhabitants of an early Israelite town to submit
to the prolonged and difficult labour of constructing a massive
city wall. The Israelite wall of Jerusalem was not bullt until
the tenth century, when captives were available for the corvée.

Solomon introduced the corvée into Israel, but even he

apparently was very circumspect in his use of free-born
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Israelites for forced labour"fW'In another place Albrightéﬁ;
speaks of the contrast between the well-constructed Canaanite |
foundations and drainage systems of the thirteenth century and
the crude piles of stones, without the amenities of drainage,
which replaced them at Bethel. The reasons for this decline
in the material arts of life were that the invaders were a
semi-nomadic horde at a lower cultural level, and with a
quasi~democratib, patriarchal type of soclal organisation
which erased the o¢ld difference between patrician and half-free
peasant Ttypical of Canaanite society. Albright notes that
when the Israelites occupied a Canaanite patrician house,
as at Bethel and Tell Beit Mirsim, they lived on the ground
floor instead of patrician~fashion in the upper story, with
the ground floor left for store-rooms and slaves.

We may conclude therefore that the archeological evidence
added to considerations of a more general kind supports the
conclusion that nomadic constitutional ideas and social values
influenced the social structure which the Israelites created on

settling down in Canaan.
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TRIBALISM TO THE DIVISION OF THE KINGDOM

If the arguments of the preceding chapter are valid, the
Israelite community is compounded of tribal unitsland there
is consequently the possibility of tension or even incompatibilitfy
between the narrower tribal demands and loyalties and the
wider allegiance demanded by the new inter-tribal entity.
When an attempt to widen the basis of community is undertaken
by a confederation of tribes who hitherto have owned no
allegiance or admitted no demands outside the sphere of the
tribe, it is to be expected that within the new confederacyv
tribal sensibilities will be easily wounded and tribal
Jealousies easily aroused. Thus there is the danger that the
bond will not prove strong enough to counteract these powerful
centrifugal tendencies which derive from old ways of thought
and a particularistic pattern of action. Albrightb has regarded
the Israelite tribes after the settlement in this light,
pointing out that, however much the importance of the religious
bond uniting the tribes may be emphasised, it would be misleading
to speak of Israel as a theocratic state. The Israelitss,
he observes, were still fond of freedom and particularistic,
i.e. tribal in their outlook, and it was only in times of danger
or emergency that the tribal head ocould extend his Jurisdiction

and authority beyond the borders of his own tribe.



————— — = -

25

Such an occasion is that described in the Song of Deborah,
when the pressure of an outside danger stimulates the Israelite
tribes to common action. The core of the Israelite forces on
this occasion was made up of the tribes of Napthali (who
supplied the commander Barak, who in turn was ingpired by a
prophetess dwelling in Ephraim) and Zebulon, and the others
who are commended as having honourably responded at the call
of danger aré Ephraim, Machir, Issachar and Benjamin. Reuben,

I
Gilead and Dan are mentioned with reproach as absentees,

5
- while Meroz is cursed for its faithlessness. The absence of

any menbtion of Judah has been construed in different ways, butb
we are inclined, with Rowleyf to attribute it to the fact of
geographical isolation. T.H. Robinson7 explains the non-mention
of the tribe of Judah by asserting that Judsh was a Canaanite
tribe established in Hebron district and subject bto pressure
from the Kenites and Kenizzites, until the two groups were
forced into a unity in the face of the Philistine menace, and
took the Canaanite name of Judah. Rowley has pointed out that
this theory does not account for the origin of Simeon and ILevi
who are also unmentioned in the Song of Deborash, and he has
adduced considerations which militate against Robinson's view.
Rowley holds to the position that the tribe of Judah was =z
mixed tribe with Calebite, Kenite and Kenizzite components

&
but with genuine Israelite elements. It thus seems better
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to‘interpret the absence of Judéh in terms of geographical
isolation, and this throws up the question as to the part
played by geographical separateness in encouraging the
Israelite tribes to go their several ways and in making
difficult the practical reaiisation of concerted action. We

g

know' that there was a belt of Canaanite cities in the Vale of

Esdraelon stretching from Bethshanlgto the coast which Israel
could not reduce,and it was in order to break down this obstacle
to their effective co-operation that the tribes north and south
of that belt assembled under the leadership of Deborah and
Barak to do battle with the Canaanite army under Sisera. Up

to this point the Israelites had not been able to break through
these Canaanite defences and part of the reason for their
failure was that the Canaanites possessed iron chariots while
the Israelites were without themfl Until such a time as the
chain of fortresses in the Vale of Esdraelon was penetrated, the
Israelites in Cansan were split into three isolated groups.

The second barrier was constituted by the Jebusite stronghold
of Jerusalemﬁ%hich effectively cut off Judah from the tribes

in the central hill country. We also read that Gezerhiemained
in Canaanite hands in the days of the Judges, and Rowley has
argued that with this belt of unconquered country separating
Judah from the northern tribes it would have been impracticable

for Judah to march against Sisera, since it would have meant
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leaving hostile cities between themselves and their homes,
and would have invited attack on these homes in their absence.
In assessing the failure of the Israelites to sink tribal
differenceg and abandon tribal allegiances in the interests
of a wider community and a plan of common action, this fact of
physical separateness has to be borne in mind, because it
meant that the tribes Were.constrained by circumstances to fend
for themselves and to work out their own salvation. A larger
unity which remains ideal but ig incapable of practical
attainment through unpropitious circumstances is a tenuous
thing in comparison with the tribal virtues which enabled the
isolated Israelites to survive in these perilous days and it
would not be surprising, if under such conditions, the narrower
and more deeply rooted tribal allegiance seemed more real than
an imperfectly realised community of tribes. |

Even so we must not minimise the degree of concerted
action realised by the Israelites in spite of the above-mentioned
handicaps. The troublous nature of the times and the presence
of threats from outside revealed the presence of a feeling of
belonging together to each other among the Israelite tribes
and the recognition of the principle of common responsibility
in the waging of War?% We have already noted the confederacy

under Deborsh and Barak and there is also the case of Gideon

who, in the face of the Midianite menace, assumes command of a
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confederate force of Israelite tribes. Gideon protests that
he has no title to leadership, his clan being poor in Manasseh,
but with elements from Manasseh, Asher, Zebulon gnd Napthali,
he successfully disposes of the WMidiarite threatig The men of
Ephraim express their resentment that they were not called upon
to fight against Midian at the outset,and Gideon with smooth
words (Judges 8: 2) appears to acknowledge their title! to
hegemony. - |

Jépthah/bis portrayed as a bastard son denied a place in
his father's household and trying his hand as a freebooter. He
is invited by the elders to return and command the warriors of
Gilead at a time when the Ammonites press hard on thenm.
Jepthah, mindful of his former bitter experiences, requires
the guarantee that his leadership will be a permanency and will
not be wrested from him once the present emergency is past,
and having received this he successfully conducts operations
againgt Ammon but incurs the displeasure of the men of Ephrain
on the same grounds as Gideon had. When the Ephraimites
complain that he went against Ammon without asking their aid,
Jepthah in counter-recrimination accuses them of not responding
to his call for help, and feeling runs so high that an inter-
tribal feud breaks out between Gilead and Ephraim.

The behaviour of " EHphraim on bobth these occasions would

suggest that it laid claim to hegemony over the northern tribes,
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and that it felt that its prerogatives had been flouted and
acted out of a sense of wounded pride and offended amour~propre.
Thus within the confederacy we see the fabric of unity
threatened by the desire of one tribe for pre-eminence and we
see how the strength of tribal pretensions and inter-~tribal
Jjealousies may lead to inter-tribal warfare within the
confederacy!“

We may sum up by saying that the degree of geographical
isolation to which the tribes were subject meant that in the
face of an immediate threat the tribe nearest to the seat of
denger was mbst seriously involved, since its interests were
most immediately threatened. Thus Samson, a soubthern Danite,
fights against the adjoining Philistines:g and the elders of
Gilead believe that the countering of the Ammonite threat is in
the first plade btheir responsibility. But there were dangers
which were not so localised, where matters of vital importance
to the confederacy of Israelite tribes were at stake, and there
was a sufficient awareness and recognition of common interests
and common welfare to constrain the tribes to transcend the
boundaries of their particularistic loyalties and to make the
concessions and sacrifices which permitted common action.

Hence ‘the Bong of Deborah celebrates those who honour their
confederate responsibilities and reproaches those who repudiate

them, and the hurt pride of Hphraim derives from a belief that
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it must always take the lead in confederate action and that this
right has not been conceded. The case of Fphraim is interesting
because it illustrates the clash between tribal selfnesfeem
and confederate responsibilities. Ephraim seeks to preserve
both by acknowledging confederate claims and, at the same time,
asserting headship in confederate affairs.

It can also be seen that times of danger are propitious
for throwing up leaders who in more peacefil and quieter
conditions would have no title to leadership and would hardly
gain recognition. Gideon protests that he has no foundation
for leadership in the wealth or power of his clan, and, when
the people of Israel propose to vest rule in Gideon and his
posterity, he declines. Jepthah, on the other hand, knowing
that authority and leadership offered in time of danger may be
taken away when the danger recedes, seeks assurance that the
role to which he is called will be a permanent one. In
different ways both these instances illustrate how, in timesof
emergency, prowess and valouf outweighed more normal considera-
tions of material wealth and influential family connections in
the selection of a leader, but that both Jepthah and Gideon
in different ways gave expression to the view that in guieter
and more peaceful times the more normal social and economic
criteria are liable to re-assume their preponderant influence.

Jepthah voiceg the fear that in more peaceful times the
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leadership will be decided by more normal economic and social
criteria; while Gideon expresses the view that leadership must
depend on the personal qualities of the leader and that the
time is not ripe for dynastic rule. It can be observed too
that in times of danger to the confederacy a war leader finds
recognition and is obeyed beyond the boundaries of his own
tribe, as with Deborah and Barak and also Gideon.

We come now to consider the relation of the account of
Absalom's revolt to tribalism in Isrsel. There are several
difficulties in this account and one ig an apparent ambiguity
in the meaning of the word'Israel’, In 2 Samuel 19: 44 'Israel!
certainly meahs all the nation exclusive of Judahfq If, however,
we were to take the word to refer to the northern part of the
United Kingdom elsewhere in the account of the Absalom revolt,
we'shoqld be at a loés to understand why Absalom should have
made Hebron in the south the focus of revolt, if he were counting
on the support of the northern tribes. Thus 2 Semuel 15: 10("But
Absalom sent secret messengers throughout all the tribes of
Israel saying, 'As soon as you hear the sound of the brumpet,
then say, “"Absalom is king in Hebron') would suggest that
'Tsrael! is co-extensive with the United Kingdom. In 2 Samuel
17: 11 there can be no doubt that 'Israel! does mean the entire
United Kingdom since it is defined by the words "From Dan to

Beersheba." This would be supported by clear indications in the
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narrative that Judah no less than the north has come out in
favour of Absalom e.g. 2 Samuel 19: 12 f£., 15, 44. Further the
place of Hebron in the revolt is inexplicable unless there was
support in the south. In this connection it should be
remembered that, according to thhf@ Hebron was the focus of
the six~tribe amphictyony of which Judah was a member and that
David was first raised to kingship in Hebron. What seems
probable ig that Absalom was working on a dlscontent with the
centralised Jerusalem regime felt equally by the northern tribes
and. the southern. In other words,the tribes of the old Hebron
amphictyony were tending to be alieniited from the pattern of
monarchy in Jerusalem in the same way as were the Shilah
interests. Hence Absalom couid imake his appeal in the name of
old and popular values to both the northern and the southern
tribeg. One is consequently forced to the conclusion that this
is not an aiignment of the north against the south according
to the pattern of conflicting interests which subsequently led
to the divigion of the kingdom. The clash seems rather to be
between David and his entourage, and the rank and file of the
nation. The evidence for this view is very impressive. David
in his flight from Jerusalem and in his fugitive wanderings
is sald to have been accompanied by his "servants" (ﬂaﬁﬁéim)%/
€.8e. 2 Samuel 15: 14, 18; 16: 6, 1ll; 18: 7,9. BSee especially
18: 7: "And the men of Israel were defeated by the servants of
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David." These servants are royal officials, the priests
Zadok and Abiathar, the army commanders Joab, Abishai, Ittail the
Gittite, and an army which on all accounts was preponderantly
mercenary consisting of Cherethites, Pelethites and six-hundred
Gittites. The words which are Jjuxtaposed with "servants of the
king",describing the elements upon which Absalom drew for
support, in addition to 'Israel! which we have already noted,
are "men of Israel™ 16: 15, 17: 14, 18: 7 and "elders of
Israel®™ 17: 4. It has also to be noted that prior to the
rebellion Absalom had set himself up as an upholder of popular
rights who had deplored the passing away of the close contbact
between the king and his people at the gate,where in hearing
their suits and giving his decigions he could keep his finger
on the pulse of national life and maintain himself firmly in
popular esteem.g2 The implication is that the king is out of
touch with his people and cares not #io hear their grievances oxr
to redress them. Between him and his people there is a bureau-
crabtic barrier, and the king's rule rests no longer on popular
support and general acclaim but on the pillars of state which
he himsgelf has constructed and especially on his mercenary
soldiers. All this adds up To the conclusion that what
Absalom led was a popular upriging, and that David drew his
support from the bureaucratic machine which he had crested,

through which, rather than through popular support, he now ruled.
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The revolt would be an expression of repugnance at the pattern
of oriental déspotism whikch David had wovén into the Israelite
state. He now ruled through a body of professionals who were
technically his slaves and who provided the power element to
subdue those over whom he had formerly ruled as a primus inter
pares. The equalitarian ingtincts of Israel had recoiled from
the new regime. There is one other small point. In 2 Samuel
18: 25 there is the unusually phrased statement, "Now Absalom
had set Amasa over the army instead of Joab", which at least
suggests that Joab had gone one way and the army the other;
that Joab had stayed by David's side, while the armyzg(possibly
the native Israelite militia) had espoused the popular cause.

It is also possgible to discern that representatives of

the House of Saul availed themselves of this occasion of David's
discomfiture fiin order to strike a blow back at the usurper who
had wrested kingship from their midst. The cése of Mephibosheth
is not straightforward, since he is first represented (2 Samuel
16: 3) as staying in Jerusalem at the moment of David's flight
anticipating that the time was ripe for Israel to give back
to him the crown of his father. It {urns out, however, that
this testimony of Ziba, his servant, is false and that
Mephibosheth was forestalled by trickery from making common
cause with David in his retreat from the capital (2 Samuel 19:

that
25f.). Yet it is antecedently probable/this crisis in the rule
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Qf David would be an occasion for an attempt to revive the
house of Baul, and we find other evidences that loyalists of
the older royal house were anxious to rub salt into David's
wounds. As he was leaving Jerusalem a certain Shimei cursed
him and stoned him and generally gloated over his present
misfortune, and after the Abaalom incident was closed, Sheba
who was a Benjamite,i.e. of Saul's clan, incited the north to
secession from Judah. These references lead to the conclusion
that the Benjamites had not easily recounciled themselves to
the snatching of the throne from their tribe and that David's
usupation of kingkhip and its establishment in Judah continued
to fester as a deadly wound to tribal dignity and prestige,
and as a cause for gtrife between Benjamin and Judah when the
occasion presented itself.

From another point of view the Sheba incident marks the
inauguration of a new alignment in this felt incompatibility
between the demands of a larger corporate entity and the
preservation of the older narrower loyalties and jealously
prized tribal dignities. The line of division now runs between
Judah and the remainder of Israel, and the beginnings of this
cleavage are seen in 2 Samuel 19: 42. Here the "men of Israel”,
as opposed to Judah,are displeased with the arrangeméﬁts for
Davidt!s return after the Absalom revolt and charge the men of

Judah with having made it a tribal monopoly instead of recognizing
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it as a matter of common national moment. This regentment finds
its expression in the revolt of Sheba (2 Samuel 20: 1 f,) who
incites the northern tribes to leave Judah to their tribal king
and to be bound no more by the constraints of the United
Kingdom. Appropriately enough Sheba expresses himself in a
phrase (2 Samuel 20: 1) which breathes a calculated nostalgia
for the 0ld days of unfettered nomadic or semi-nomadic freedom.
The grievance was that Judah dominated the king and claimed so
much in the way of special treatment and tribal privileges
that he was a tribal possession rather than, as he ought to
have been, a national figure. Such seems to have been the
complaint. This is consequently an appropriate place for
enquiring whether there are any good grounds for believing that
David meted out preferential btreatment to Judah.

David's words in 2 Samuel 19: 12f. imply bthat he himself
acknowledged a specially close:.relationship to Judah ovér and
above his relationship to all the tribes as their king. He says
of Judah that they are his kinsmen, his bone and flesh. There
are powerful links of kinship between himself and Judah which
do not operate in the case of the other tribes, so that the
faithlessness of Judah is the more inexcusable. There is also
the point that David was first accepted by Judah as king and
anointed over the House of Judah?ﬁka Samuel 2: 4), so that his

kingship over Judah preceded hig assumption of a larger sway
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over the rest of Israel and beyond. It should further be
remarked that in 1 Kings 1l: 13, 32, 56 the writer's point of
view i1s that Judah is a tribal community: '"However I will no¥
tear away all the kingdom, but I will give one tribe to your son.
From this point of view it is understandable that the kingship
of David over Judah should have been difficult to harmonise with
his rule over a larger kingdom whose component parts, themselves
having tribal susceptibilities, were suspicious lest the
burdens of the kingdom were unequally distributed and they made
to carry heavy burdens, while the king's tribe occupied a
privileged position.

There is also the notice in 1 Kings 4: 7f. about the
adminigtrative districts of Solomon, where it is said that
twelve officers were appointed aver all Israel, each responsible
in hig month (vv. 27-28) for supplying the king's table and
bringing barley and straw for the king's horses to focal points.
It 1s also stated in v. 19 that one officer was appointed for
Judah, but it is at least arguable that Judah could not have
had a place in the general taxation plan, since it was complete
without Judah, and that the demands on Judah may have been less
onerous than those made on the rest of the land. Albrightff
however, dissents from the view of Alt&éthat Judah was excluded
from the system of twelve administrative districts into which

all Israel was divided. Albmight seys: "If David and Solomon
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really wanted to give Judah a privileged place in the state,
why did they select a new capital which, as Alt himself has
so convincingly pointed out, was entirely outside the o0ld tribal
system? Moreover why did Solomon undertake to attach the
northern distriot-offipers s0 closely to himself by ties of
marriage?"27Albrightzﬁholds that the list in 1 Kings 4: 7-19!is
not albtogether intact. The upper right edge of the document,
from which the redactor of Kings or a predecessor copied it, was
torn off. This, Albright holds, is demonstrated by the absence
of the personal names of the first four officers whose
patronymica only survive. Further, Albright believes that
verses 1% and 19 should be treated as doublets. He finds the
explanation of the apparent exclusion of Judah from the general
scheme in the conjecture that the name of the district officer
of Judah has somehow been lost, perhaps through the bottom of
the document having been torn off, and has been replaced, in
order to restore the total of twelve, by the variant doublet
in v.19. What follows after this doublet, "and a district
officer who was in the land of Judah', Albright describes as a
"gignificant addition". By this Albright means that he takes
it to lend further support to his view that verse 19 is a
variant doublet of verse 13. The addition is "“significant"

because it represents the partial preservation of a notice

concerning the district officer of Judah which originally made
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up the contents of verse 19. This reconstruction is attractive
and it has to be acknowledged that something does appear to have
gone wrong with verse 19 as it stands.

Albright's argument from the site of Jerusalem is nob,
however, equally convinging. The fact that the establishment
of Jerusalem as capital is to be attribubted to the deliberate
attempt of David to centre national loyalbty on a place not pre-
Judiced through its previous association with any one tribe, is
not.inconsistent with the existence of a special relationship
between himself and Judah. That David was intent on creating
a kingdom, upon which a larger loyalty transcending tribal
boundaries would be focussed, is certain. The esbablishment
of Jerusalem was a tactical move in this direction,as was also
the other fact mentioned by Albright - the marriage of two
northern governors to daughters of Solomon. This should
doubtless be interpreted as an attempt by Solomon to cement
together in loyalty to himself those parts of his kingdom over
which the governors in question were set and Albright has noted
the possible significance of the fact that these were the most
remote from the centre of affairs at Jerusalem and so most
subject to defection. But the possibility must still be
reckoned with that the particularity of the atlachment between
David and Judah, founded upon a relationship and experience

which were prior to David's kingship over all Israel, may have
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been a hard fact which not all the political astuteness or far-
gseeing staltesmanship of David could have dissolved, even if he
had so desired. Snaith%qemphasises (perhaps exaggerates) this
aspect of the situation, when he says: "It is not generally
realised that for seventy-three years, during the time of

David and Solomon, Israel was squect to and not the willing
ally of Judah. There are no Messianic hopes of a united king-
dom under a Davidic king, either from the old Israel or from
the Samaritans.... All such dreams belong to the sauth, the
dominant partner in the glory that was Davidts."

There are thus reasons for and against concurring in the
view that Judah received preferential treatment under the
administrations of David and Solomon. The biblical evidence
itself is not all of a piece, since there are passages adduced
above which seem to state that David was bound to Judah by
special ties, while, on the other hand, our reading of the
Absalom incident leaves no room for any special treatment of
Judah in relation to teaxation and corvée demands, since Judah,
equally with the north, rebels against the heavy hand of David's
bureavcratic regime. The next question which then suggests
itself is:: why then, if Judah and the remainder of Israel were

all on a par in relation to the Jerusalem regime, did Judah go

pne way and the remainder of Israel the other at the division of
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the kingdom? If-iwe cannot derive Judaht's choice from the fact
of preferential treatment, must we conclude that Judah was held
in a vice-like grip from which it could not escape? Or is it
possible to hold that these alternatives are not exhaustive?

We might then suggest that, while our reading of the Absalom
incident would tend to scotch the idea of preferential treatment,
it is not incompatible with an awareness on the part of Judah
that its history linked it with special intimacy to the House
of David. The acquiesdence in the rebellion of Absalom did not
then principally imply disloyalty to the House of David, but a
repugnance to the oppressiveness of a despotic regime and
dislike of a king who held aloof from hig people and ruled
through an army of officials. Absalom promised that he would
go in and out among his people as David had once done, and
would hear their suits at the gate. Hence we might explain
the choice of Judsh at the division of the kingdom by acknow-
ledging its close ties with the Davidic dynasty and its
atbachment to the royal house. The victory of Absalom would
not have entailed the overthrow of the House of Dgvid, but it
was otherwise with the programme of the northern tribes at the
divieion of the kingdom. They identified the oppressive regime
so completely with the Davidic dynasty as to equate their
liberation from tyranny with the disavowal of all allegiance

to the House of David and the discarding of its yoke. Judah was



4.0
not prepared to associate itself with these new objectives,
feeling too strongly the pull of old loyalties.

The discontent of Ephraim is expressed by Ahijah
(1 Kings 11: 30), a prophet of Shiloh:ﬂywho symbolically tears
a garment into twelve pieces - the tribal constituents of the
United Kingdom,and allocates ten pieces to Jeroboam in token
of his future rule over ten of the tribes. It should be
remarked that, while I Kings 11: 13 declares that one tribe
will remain to Solomon's son for the sake of David, Ahijah's
division leaves two tribes to be accounted for. TYet the
prophecy is (I Kings 11: 32) that one tribe will remain to
Solomon's son for the sake of David. On the other hand, in
I Kings 12: 21, 23 Rehoboam's kingdom is said to be compounded
of the tribes of Judah and Benjamin. That Benjamin should
have remained with Judah rather than throwing in its lot with
the northern tribes is antecedently improbable. The overthrow
of the House of Saul was an old sore, not yet healed, and
infliéted by Judah in the person of David. We have discussed
the notices which record the hostility of the House of Saul to
David around the period of the Absalom revolt, and we have seen
how a Benjamite Sheba was in the vanguard of the movement of
the northern tribes to shake off the shackles of the despotic
Jerusalem regime. It is the case that these events liei in the

reign of bavid, while the divigion of the kingdom takes place
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at the end of the reign of Solomon, but since it is generally
agreed that Solomon's reign was an essay in oriental despotism
on a grander scale than anything preceding it in Israel, the
natural supposition is that it would have brought about in
Benjamin an increase of the resentment earlier expressed by
sheba, and that they would have found common ground in an
alignment with the Ahijah/Jeroboam movemené?&

Jeroboam, at the time when he was the subject of the
Ahijah prophecy,was in the employ of Solomon, as. officer over
the corvée battalions of his own tribe Joseph. Jeroboam thus
became involved in a movement of rebellion centred in Ephraim
and backed by a spokesman of the former amphictyonic sanctuary,
and when Solomon became apprised of these manoeuvres in which
he was implicated, he found it necessaryvﬁo get out and find
asylum in Hgypt. On the occasion of the accession of Rehoboam,
Jeroboam returns to become the spokesman of the north, and his
main request is for the lightening of the corvée. That this
was the feature of Solomon's administration which aroused the
bitterest indignation and the fiercest resentment is shown by
the singling out of Adoram Tor savage treatment when the request
is contemptuously thrown aside by Rehoboam. Rehoboam had
threatened to increase the burden of the corvée and, when he
sent Adoram to implement his new policy of heavier oppression,

the nofthern tribes (especially Joseph) reacted savagely -
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and stoned him to death. A curious feature of the whole story

is that Jeroboam, appointed to lead the movement of liberation,

-should have formerly been the tool of Solomon in organising

the exaction of corvée in his own tribe. Since repugnance %o
corvée is the main article of the revolt, one would have
thought that Jeroboam would have been regarded by his brethren
a8 beneath contempt and the least likely candidate for the
task of liberation. At any rate it is indubitable, as Altﬁg
has pointed out, that the division of the kingdom is the
culmination of felt friction and incompatibility between the
despotic trends and oppressive demands of the royal regime
centred on Jerusalem, and the retention by the north of a
pattern of tribal separatism, within which tribal interests are
not obliterated and which will not ride roughshod over the
dignities and liberties of freemen. That David was conscious
of the great difficulty of submerging the parbticularistic
tribal loyalties in the unity of a larger national loyalty has
been pointed out by Albrightfs and the selection of Jerusalem
has been viewed as a move of political astuteness made with an
eye togsecuring a capital which would give the appearance
neither of favour nor offence to any tribe. In choosing
Jerusalem, David picked on a town near the geographical centre

of Israel which had been Jebusite till he conquered it, and which

consequently had never formed part of the territory of any tribe.
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One may also see, as Ambrightgkhas done, in the choice of Saul
the operation of similar considerations and the regognition of
the difficulty and delicacy of welding a collection of tribal
communities into a nation. Thug there is the emphasis on
prowess and stature - qualities which, as we have seen, ranked
high as qualifications for leadership during the period of the
Judges, and especially when danger threatened. Saul was thus
the kind of warrior king who could appeal to the pattern of
tribal usage. Turther Saul belonged to the most central and
weakest tribe, and Albright thinks this was a deliberate poliry
which sought to obviate the flaring up of btribal jealousy
within the confedéracy; it was an abtempt to ensure that the
new king should not excite particularistic friction from the
first. The strength of tribal scruples is also illustrated by
the resentment evoked by David's census?ﬁ‘ This numbering of
heads was thought to be anvatbtack on individual liberty or
perhaps on tribal autonomy,threatened by the closing tentacles
of a centraliged administration. David's census was probably
ordered with a view to the administrative reorganisation of the
Israelite confederacyfé and its obJjective was to £ix correct
Ttribal boundaries and to ascerbtain the population within these
boundaries?7 Albrightggholds that, when Solomon came to under-

take an administrative reorganisation of Israel, he benefited

from Davidts experience with the centrifugal tendencies of the
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tribes. The coincidence between the administrative districts
of David and the older tribal divisions had been a weakness,
since it harnessed the strength of tribalism against this
attempt at central control. Hence under the Solombnic reorgani-
sation we find that at least half of the twelve new admini-
strative digtricts diverge from the old tribal boundaries.
Albright notes that these changes were partly forced upon the
king %y the addition to Israel proper of extensive new territory,
such as the Mediterranean coast from south of Joppa to Carmel,
much of the Plain of HEsdraelon, and tracts in Trans-~Jordan,
but he adds, " it was partly a deliberate attempt to break up
larger unité in Northern Israel. TFor example, the tribe of
Manasseh was divided into three parts -~ or four if we count the
district of Dor (included in Menasseh according to the
tradition of Josghua 17: 11). Since the earlier Israelite king
was a Manassite 'and since Manasseh later became the focus of
Jeroboam's rebellion and the digtrict in which the latter's
three successive capitals were located, this arrangement was
evidently a sound move politically.dgq

In these devious ways it is possible to trace the conflict
between the kind of political and social structure which commendd
itself to tribal ways of thinking, with the emphasis on the
pregervation of individual liberty and tribal prerogatives, and

the centralized state which David and Solomon created, based on
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a totally different political philosophy and dependent for

its effectiveness on centralised power.
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THE RELIGIOUS BOND OF COMMUNITY

thh'has argued that the organisation of the Israelite
tribes after the Conquest was amphictyonic, i.e. a system of
twelve tribes grouped around a central shrine. Noth& has sought
to emphasise the cloge parallelism between this institution
and the amphictyony which was a feature of other Mediterranean
landsg. Albrig;h:b”g observes that numerous amphictyonies and
groupings of amphictyonic character are reported by classical
writers from both Greece and Italy, and that a number of them
are explicitly gtated to have twelve tribes. The best known is
the Pylaean or Delphic amphictyony whidh can be traced back to
the eighth century B.C., but which may have been several
centuries older. The fundamental characteristic of these
systemns was the function of the central sanctuary as a bond
holding together the political structure of the member tribes.

Noth ¥ has rightly claimed that the bare proof of the
existence of such an institution among the Israelite tribes
during the period of the Judges would be of considerable
importance, since it would account for the existence of a bond
between them and would provide machinery for the keeplng alive
of the consciousness of belonging to each other. Noth concedes
that contemporary reference to the life of this old Israelite

confederacy is to be found in only a few portions of the 01d
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Testament tradition, but he holds that these should be regarded
as notlces only of especially prominent and unusual features in
its history. The implication would appear to be that what was
normal and unexceptional in the amphictyonic practice and.
procedure was not "registered by the tradition.

Noth has thus sought to establish that Yahweh was the
focus of the alliance of the Israelite tribes and that the
nachinery of the confederacy was an amphictyonic organisation.
According to Nothf‘ there was an older sigx—tribe amphictyony,
compoged of the Leah Hribes (who occupied the leading role)
‘together with Naphtali, Dan, Asher and Gad (or Gilead), centred
on Shechen. The Israel twelve~tribe amphictyony is a develop-
ment from this older amphictyony, and its formation is to be
associated with'the entry into Canaan of the Joseph tribes who
had become worshippers of Yahweh, because of the experiences
of the Hxodus and the residence at Sinai. Thus Noth has it
that with the eantry of the Joseph tribes came the worship of
Yahweh; the recognition of Yahweh as the exclusive God of the
new confederacy followed, in the first @lace, in connection
with the enlarging and reorientation of the older amphictyony
85 the convention of Shechem (Joshua 24), under the influence
of the tribe of Joseph and the tribe of Benjamin (already
allied with Joseph in the'Rachel group). It was this communal

recognition of Yahweh, and the communal obligations of the



48
amphictyonic cult inseparable from it, which created the bond
by which the Israelite tribes were bound to each other. Noth
contends that, $ince Shechem was the centre of the 0ld six-tribe
amphictyony, and since the Leah tribes were in the reign of
Shechem at the time when that area was falling within the
sphere of influence of the Joseph tribes, it is antecedently
probable that at the self-same place also the centme of the new
twelve-tribe amphictyony is to be sought. Noth further
supports this view by reference to the Abimelech stony (Judges 9)
which has its focus in Shechem, and he also notices the
connections between Shechem and Manasseh in Numbers 26: 31.
He is of the opinion that the removal of the central sanctuary
from Shechem to Shiloh may have taken place by way of inter—
mediate stations.& This attempt by Noth to substitute Shechem
for Shiloh @s the original amphictyonic sanctuary is unacceptable
to Albright? who in this and other details disagrees with Noth,
but who in general accepts his work as standard. Albright
notes that the uniform biblical tradition places the central
sanctuary of Israel at Shiloh, and discusses the archaeological
evidence? Rowleyq holds that the story of Joshua 24 (what Noth
called the convention of Shechem) represents the transfer to
Joshua of an older tradition of a covenant between Israelites
and Canaanites, but in an appropriately altered form. The older
tradition referred to a covenant between the Canaanites of

Shechem and the Israelite tribeg of Simeon and Levi in the
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Amarna Age, and in its altered form it has been given relevance
to all the Israelite tribes and has been brought into association
with the God Yahweh whom Moses had given them. Rowley further
notes that the evidence is scanty for the view that Shechem
was an amphictyonic centre in the time of Joshua, since its
capture by the Israelites is unrecorded and long after Joshua's
death the city is still in Camaanite hands. Rowley consequently
thinks it is unlikely that Shechem was the centre of an
Isreelite amphictyony at that time.

At ‘the central Sanctuary, where the ark/ﬁwas the most
important cult object, there was an annual amphictyonic festival
whose most important item was the offering of the amphictyonic
sacrifice. Here the delegates of the several members of the
amphictyony assembled in order to deliberate on affairs of
COMMoON CONCEern. thhH holds that the Israelite amphictyony
must have had its amphictyonic law, regulating the communal
cult and perhaps legislating also in order to define the mutual
relations of the member tribes. UWoth notes the weight of legal
material which the 014 Westament contains, and thinks it would
not be surprising if it preserved a residue of ancient Isreeclite
amphictyonic law. In this connection the Book of the Covenant
would spring to mind or, at any rate a part of the corpus of
this law. Noth rules out the mmiSpayimL%n the ground that their

contents do not suggest that they are amphictyonic law, and also
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the cultic regulations of the Book of the Covenant, since these
presuppose not a central sanctuary bubt local sanctuaries.

Noth, however, thinks it worthy of consideration that the
religious and ethical prohibitions given in the form of priestly
torot stem from the law of the old Tsraelite amphictyony. He
believes that the occurrence of the term 'nd@ET! in Exodus 22,

27 lends support to his view, and he holds that thisis a
technical term denoting a man with special amphictyonic
functions. He also refers to the provisions for the ger as a
probable example of amphictyonic legislation. The gérﬁgs,
according to Nobh, to be primarily understood as the Israelite
who 1is separated from his kin and his tribe, and who lives in
association with another tribe. This would make the definition
of the status of the ger a matter affecting the mutual

relations of the member tribes of the amphictyony. The origin
of the Book of the Covenant itself (i.e. as an enbity,
irrespective of the ultimate provenance of its constituent parts)
ig, in Noth's estimation, illumined and made intelligible if one
imagines it to have been consupmated within the framework of
amphictyony. Noth is of the opinion that the acceptance of a
date at the close of the period of the Judges for the origin of
the Book of the Covenant squares with the facts. The difficulty
of conceiving the posgsibility of a single system of law at that

time is met by recognizing that the Israelite tribes had a
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central amphictyonic structure through which the unification
could have been effected.

Nothﬂ%observes that the peculiarity of the Book of the
Covenant is the combination of Israelite and non-Israelite
elements, and he cousiders it probable that the latter derive
from the city-state polity of pre-Israclite Canaan. His
contention is that the old Israelite amphictyony was the soil
on which the Canaanite city-stateg first met with the Israelite
tribes in regulated intercourse.ﬁ» As these city-states
recognized the law of the amphictyony, so the Canaanite law
must have found an entrance into the Israelite polity through
the Israeclite tribes which had become sedentary in Canaan.

The amphictyony must have been the locus of this adjustment,
since such elements in the Book of the Covenant as the law of
persons and things are not amphictyonic iaW'proper,and are to
be regarded as the Canaanite contribution. In this way Noth
seeks to establish that the Book of the Covenant was consumnmated
within the framework of amphictyony. The cultic regulations
which presuppose local sanctuaries and not a central sanctuary
are something of an embarrassment to Noth, and he proposeg to
overcone this by suggesting that these cultic regulations go
back to the local traditions of one or other of the central
sanctuaries which, in addition o its significance as the

central sanctuary of the amphictyony, or prior to its elevation
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to this distinction, had played the role of a local cult place.

thhm7reckons with unwritten, consuetudinary laws,
obligatory upon the members of the confederacy, in addition to
the written amphictyonic law. He takes the incident recorded
in Judges 19, 20 to be an instance of an amphictyonic war
undertaken against a member of the amphictyony, the tribe of
Benjamin, in default of its willingness or ability to punish
those of its tribe responsible for the outrage in qu?stion.ly

Since the amphictyonic organisation which Nothﬂ%as sought
to reconstruct was an association of twelve tribes, it took
in the southern tribes of Judah and Simeon. Noth dissents
from the view that until the time of the monarchy these southern
tribes lived in complete isolation from the others. He admits
that They did stand in a certain relation of aparbness, bubt he
explains this by asserting that Judah and Simeon belonged to
two amphictyonies. Noth holds that David was not first head
of the tribe Judah, before he became head of Greabter Judah,
and that it was because he was head of the wider community that
his elevation to kingship is associated with the non-Israelite
and Calebite city of Hebron. Hebron was the centre of a six-
tribe amphictyony made up of Judah, Simeon, Kaleb, Othniel,
Jerachmeel and Kain. Noth notes that the tree sanctuary of

Mamre, with the associated Abrahamic traditions, is located in

the plain of Hebron, and that such a sanctuary may be considered
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as an gppropriate centre for an amphictyonic confederation of
tribes, . Judah and Simeon Belonged to this Hebron amphictyony of
six tribes, and also to the Israelite twelve-~tribe amphictyony.
Noth maintains that such an overlapping of the spheres of
digtinct amphictyonies has nothing against it. This would mean
that the influence of the Igraelite twelve-~tribe amphictyony
extended to the Judaean mountainss and the relation of apartness
attaching to Judah and Simeon vis-d-vis the other members of
the Israelite amphictyony is explained by their closer involve-
ment in a six~tribe amphictyony, also Yahweh~worshipping but
partially Non-Israelite, which had to do with their special
sphere ofm£erritorial influence. Through the amphictyony of
Hebron, Judah and Simeon felt a firmer bond with the adjoining
non~Israelite tribes than, through the twelve-~tribe amphictyony,
with the larger whole of the Israelite tribes distributed over
Canaan. '

We have already attempted to explain the rift between
north and south in terms of the recrudescence of tribal
particularism. Noth makes the interesting suggestion that it
may also be considered as having its ground in the emergence of
circumstances which worked for the dissolution of the twin-
amphictyonic affiliation of Judah and Simeon. According to théi

20
the secession of the two soubhern tribes from the all-Israelite

amphictyony followed upon the death of Saul, and had its
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ultimate ground in the allegiance of Judah with the old-
established Hebron amphictyony. Noth contends that, in the
absence of any tradition with regard to succession, David was
a candidate for the throne riot simply within the bounds of
the special Hebron group but also beyond it.  Bubt when the
other Israelite tribes chose Ishbaal the son of Saul as king-
(according to Noth, he was the tool of Abner), the Hebron
group elevated David as king in Hebron. The aspirations of
David and Judah had become incompatible with their maintaining
a double amphictyonic affiliation. The all-Israelite
amphictyony had repudiated the claims of David and Judsah, while
the Hebron amphictyony had acknowledged them. In these circum-
stances Judah severed its bond with the all-Israelite
amphictyony. So, according to Noth, fell out the contraction
of the name 'Israel® bto the ten tribes, and the antithesis of
'Israel! and 'Judah'. After the division of the kingdom,
'Tsrael' and 'Judah' became the names of two states separated
from each other, while, before the time of the monarchy, they
were the names of two amphictyonic confederacies whose spheres
overlapped. Noth maintains that something of the old usage of
'Israel' (i.e. its meaning of an all-Israelite amphictyony)
persists even with the advent of the new political usage, in
which 'Israel' stands in antithesis to 'Judah'. According to

the o0ld usage, Israel still comprises all the amphictyonic
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tribes and is characterized as worshipper and subject of
Yahweh, the covenant God of the community. The origin of the
wider significance of the word in an amphictyonic institution
makes it easily intelligible that Jjust this religious meaning
clung to it, when in a political context the word had assumed
a special narrow sense. In spite of political division, the
consciousness of belonging to one and the same God persisted.
Pedersen'sglooncept of Israelite soclety as organised
in expanding circles of kinship has, according to Noth, its
parallel in religious forms. thhz&has argued that the Yahweh
cult laid claim to exclusiveness only as a covenant cult, i.e.
only on the basis of amphictyony. A grest meaénre of freedon
thus remained to the constituent tribes, notwithstanding btheir
amphictyonic bond. The amphictyonic sanctions only operated
for the covenanlt cult as such and for proper amphictyonic, comn-
munal statutes, but otherwise in cultic and other mabtters the
individual tribes could order their private affairs with a free
hand. Alongside the amphictyonic cult for the entire confederacy,
there remained room for the well-esgstablished obligations of
tribal and kin cults, and the amphictyonic central sanctuary
in no way proscribed the existence of other local sanctuaries.
Noth contends that side by side with the national Yahweh religion
there were other forms 6f religion among the Israelite tribes

23
in Canaan, tribal, sib and family cults, as well as local cul¥bs,
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and that the role played by them must not be under-rated. The
inability of the Yahweh cult to suppress or absorb these
religious forms concurrent with it is explicable when we bear

in mind how closely intertwined were these with the life of

the individual tribes. Noth asserts that the co-existence of
the Yahweh cult and these other religious forms is a co-existence
of forms pot merely distinguishable but different in kind.
Neither should this co-existence be regarded simply as a trans-—
ition phenomenon which ought not to have been, abttribubtable to
the observable slowness of the formation of larger groupings

in religious matters. Rather it indicates that after the
appearance of the newer religious configurations the older

forms are not obliged to capitulate. Moreover, according to
Noth, the Yahweh cult recognized these other phenomena as things
of quite a different kind, and admitted their value so long as
its own exclusive worth as the covenant cult was not infringed.
Noth includes among the particular cults which flourished
alongside Yahwism, Alt'sz$'god of the fathers'. Alt had held
that this type of worship arrived in Palestine with the
Israelite tribes and lived simultaneously with Yahweh worship.
According to him it had to do with a special kind of tribal

or sib cult. Further; Noth is sympathetically disposed to Alt's
other thesis that, when the tribes and sibs who were the bearers

of the cult became settled in Canaan, the cult established
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itself at primitive local sancbtuaries, and thereby the 'gods of
the fathers! came into connection with the local dieties
worshipped at these sanctuaries. In the case of both these
religious forms (i.e. 'gods of the fathers' and local dieties)
we are dealing with particular cults which could establish a
reciprocal relationship, because they were of the same kind,
whille the Yahweh cult as an amphictyonic and covenant affair
lay on a different level. Noth .contends that there was no
reason to begin with why the sphere of interest of the Yahweh
cult should interact with those of the particular cults, until
a point was reached where the Yahweh cult through its own pre-
ponderance was able to absorb the particular cults.

Given the existence of these particular éults described
above, our special task is to enquire how these wolld react
upon the formation of a national community, the religious
gsymbol of which was the Yahweh cult. From this point of view
1t does not seem to us that their co-exisbtence with the
covenant cult Yahwism can have been so devoid of friction as
Noth's account would suggest, for these other cults were
religious symbols of communities within the national community,.
and, when there was a clash between tribal and national interests,
the tribal god would be employed to support and legitimate
particularism. Noth's confident assumption that the spheres

of interest were separate, and that each could pursue its own
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goal unmolested by the other, does not appear likely from this
point of view. Noth's own hypothesis has it that Judah
ultimately found her double amphictyonic affilistion
incompatible with the preservation of her particular interests
and aspirations. If a clash were possible on the level of
amphictyony, where both .amphictyonies were presided over by the
same God Yahweh, much more could it arise between covenant
interests and tribal interests, where the religious symbol of
the one was Yahweh and of the other a {ribal god. It may be
conceded that there were many nrespects in which the spheres of
the covenant God and his cult, and the obher cults, would
remain separate, as dealing with spheres which need not interact,
but in so far as these other gods were the foci of tribal, sib
and family interests and loyalties, they must have tended +to
offset the potency of Yahwism as the symbol of Israelite
nationhood. Ffor in this case not only was bThere a religious
symbol of nationhood and a Covenant God who authorised and
demanded such submerging of particular interests as was
indispensable to the creation of a larger corporate entity,
there were other religious symbols which might be employed to
legitimate and sanction disintegrating forces, and tribal
particularism might find its religious authorisation to counter
the claims of nationhood authorised by Yahweh. Thus it seems

probable to us that, in so far as the centrifugal forces in
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ITsraelite soclety, whether upholders of t¥ibal, sib or family
interests, could attach a religious sanction and give religious
expression to their claims, the absolute efficacy of Yahwism as
a symbol creative of nationhood was impaired.

The importance of the religious bond for the creation of
community does not chiefly depend on the newness of législation
which it may inspire. Of more significance perhaps is the
powerful legitimation and solidarity of sanction which it
super-adds to cusbomary mazims.of corporate life. This is
illustrated well by the case of anammaq as a législator at
Medinafg striving to create an inter-tribal society by invoking
the authority of Allah as the ultimate reason for obedience to
what he demanded. The problem which faced Muhammad was. that of
creating a community which extended beyond the border of the
tribe, and of extending to inter-tribal relationships the code
which had hitherto been deemed inapplicable outside tribal
boundaries. The significant thing is that Muhammad understood
that the structure of use and wont which had régulated tribal
life might through religious legitimation hold sway over a
larger corporate entity and thus become a practical basis of
nationhood. Muhammad was a shrewd legislator and he sought to
legislate for a real community; he knew that well-established
usage cannot be discarded in a day and some entirely novel and

idealistic corpus of law substituted for it. He intended to
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create a real community, and his primary aim was thus to
incorporate customary tribal procedure and to use the new note
of religious authority in order to escape from what up till
then had been the impasse of Arabian society - the tribal
boundary. In the name of Allah he demanded that there should
be a community of believers bound to each other by the
obligations which had hitherto stopped short at the boundary
of the tribe. The real nature of his triumph as the creator
of a new community was that he destroyed tribalism by mubtually
obligating the members of that community with the intensity
of regérd which until then had been marred by the narrowness
of its tribal sphere, but which now was co-extensive with the

comnunity of Allah. In these circumstances the content of

communal ilife might remain much as before, but the reasons for

acquieécence had undergone a revolution. Thig would have been
impossible without the note of religious imperative which the
prophet sounded. Communal obligatinn was no longer defined
by blood or commasnded by kinship; it was the demand of Allah
and its province was co-extensive with the faithful. It btook
the note of religious authority énd the claim on religious
devobtion to overcome the chronic tribalism of Arabic society.
If Allah commanded, then His servants must obey, and through

this obedience a unified community came into being. As the

prophet of Allah and by His authority Muhammad bound the Arabian
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tribes into a nation as no leader prior to him had been able
durably to do, and he employed the dynamic of the new Faith to
destroy the chronic disposition towards internecine warfare
by creating through it a religious basis for nationhood. It was
in virtue of the discovery of this basis for corporate life of
national scope that the Arablan tribes were equipped for their
advance into sedentary life, and the Islamic state was able to
advance towards civilisation and culture. The same consideration
also holds good in the case of the Israelites,who likewise
passed over from nomadic or semi-nomadic conditions to a settled
way of llfe at the behest of a formative religious dynamlé¥"

Noth has noticed that this fact of the rellglous‘*
legitimation of what is old or what may have its origin in a
sphere outside that of positive Yahwistic inspiration, has to
be bbrne in mind in congidering the case of the Israelites.
Thus he has suggested that the origin of the Book of the
Covenant (as an entity irrespective of the ultimate provenance
of its constituent parts) is made intelligible, if one regards
it as consummated within the framework of the amphictyony. In
the Book of the Covenant Noth has looked for legislation which
might be regarded as enacted by amphictyonic decree and so might'
be described as positive amphictyonic législation. But he also
recognizes non-Israelite elements in the Book of the Covenant,

which have been appropriated and made obligatory upon the
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members of the amphictyony. Noth thinks that these non-Israelite
elements stem from the polity of the Canaanite city state, and
we shall have reason to examine this assertion more closely
presently%7 At present we shall say that they are proximately
derived from Cansanite law and more ultimately they may have
Babylonian and Hittite derivations%g But they are presented as
Yahweh's demands and it is this religious authorisation which
secures obedlence for thenm.

In the case of Israel there is also redeployment of the
old in the name of Yahweh. We may speak more particularly of
this by considering the case of the gqgé? in Tsraelite society.
The %¥opet has clearly a point of contact with the nomadic Saih,
both in his constitutional and Jjudicial functions. We can
usually discern that, as a ruler, the Sopet is particularly
linked with one tribe, although his rule sometimes extends
beyond the limits of his tribe and his leadership is accepted
by other tribes. This occurs where there is united action
against some outside threat?qand would be described by Noth as
the setting in motion of the machinery of amphictyony. The
same machinery may also operate against a member tribe who has
offended against amphictyonic obligations‘%D In these terms one
would have to regard the ¥0petim, who are depicted as holding
inter-tribal military Commands in the Book of Judges, as in

some way commissioned by the amphictyony and supported by its
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sanctions and authority. This new factor of religious
authorisation would make intelligible the possibility of the
extension of leadership and the submerging of tribal jealousies
in the interests of common actbion. We have here an analogous
situation to that described in relation to Muhammad, where an
inter-tribal society was created by the compulsion of a
religious obligation. So with the EQQE@ there is the point of
contact with the limited nature of the rule of & nomadic Saih,
tribal in extent and subject to the consent of the ruled.
Super-added to this, however, there is the special factor of
religious legitimabtion and authority, and this secures an
extension of the sphere of rule and an intensifying of authority.
The result of the entrance of the religious factor is that it
is creative of anotion of executive power, for which there is
otherwise no room in a tribal society. The transcending of
tribalism and the embarking upon a wider corporate society
becomes possible through covenant with Yahweh and the bond
between the several tribes which is thereby constituted?!
Wellhausen makes the penetrating remark about b®rit that it was
the nearest approximation to the notion of Law which the
Hebrews had. He says: "The ancient Hebrews had no other con-
ception of law nor any other designation of it than that of a
breaty¢ A law only obtained force by the fact of those to whom

32
it was given binding themselves to keep it". Thus the
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conception of Yahweh as a Covenant God, to whom the Israelite
tribes were bound ih obedience as a matter of religious devotion,
created a kind of constitubtional law and served to lay the
foundations of a more comprehensive corporate society, where
previously no mundane notion of subordination to law or
voluntary limitation 6f individual or tribal rights by contract
In the interests of a larger corporate entity called a 'state®
had been regarded as acdcepbtable, or had even been conceived.

The é@géﬁ also had Jjudiclal functions, and here again we
must take account of the tribal and nomadic background as well
as the contribubtion of the element of religious authorisation.
The Eai@.presided over the disputes of tribesmen as an arbitrator
rather than a judge, and not as one who could pronounce a verdicht
which was binding or enforceable on the litigants. The weight
of the §aig's ruling was not attributable to its being backed
by the authority of a well-articulated body of law or a powerful
machinery for pénal enforcement. These notions were foreign
and abstract; the éa;?'s authority as a Jjudge rested upon his
own. personal power and prestige. There was 1o question of his
being backed by any abstract notion of authority; he must
command authority in his own person and thereby win obediencgg
His verdicts would be given in accordance with a body of
customary practice firmly established on the basis of precedent.

In pre-Islamic Arsbian society the word sunnah,meaning the beaten
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track, referred to this well-worn path of customary procedure
by which 1ife was regulated. We have asserted that Muhammad

appropriated this and made it more binding by backing it with

1

T

the note of religious authority. It seems equally cerbtain

to us that the 50petim must also have decided cases through
applying the criteria of customary practice, although this had
now become Yahweh's word for his community and the §§Be?im were
invested with this fresh authority. These remarks would apply
to the "able men' (’an®ie @ayil) whonm Moses chose from among
the people to assist him in the large number of cases which

came to him for decision. The account in Exodus 18 tells how
Moses was busied at his Jjudicial tasks from morning to evening.
Mdses describes his tasks to his father-in-law Jethro: '"Because
the people come to me to enguire of God, when they have a
dispute tThey come to me, and I decide between a man and his
neighbour, and I make them know the statutes of God and His
decisions. "To enquire of God" points to the employment of
the oracle, and the remainder of the description with its
setting in the desert is in line with the Jjudicial functions of
a Eaig, plus The reinforcement of prophetic authority. dJethro
tells Moses that he must delegate some of his judicial authority.
He will preside over the great matters, but the smaller affairs
are to become the province of the "able men" who are appointed.

These men are "rulers' as well as "judges"; they are said to be
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heads over the people, "rulers of thousands, pf hundreds, of
fifties, and of tens", and in addition they are the magistrates
in all ordinary cases. Pedersen%iakes the view that the details
of this scheme are "an abstraction of the late period.” Blders
were the representatives of the people ix the cities and
villages, after Israel had settled down in Canaan, and the
state of affairs described in Exodus 18 is artificially foisted
upon the desert period by a late writer. Elsewhere Pedersenﬁé
suggests that the scheme outlined in Exodus presupposes the
existence of the Deuberonomic legislation, and its adaptation
through pious imagination To the conditions of the desert period.
Pedersen does concede, however, the possibility that the story
of Jethro may contain relics of an old tradition. We would hold
no more than that the functions of Moses and the appointed
officers, as outlined in Exodus 18, are not incongruous with
what might be expected to have obtained in the Israelite
community during the period of the wanderings.

Albrighfgiﬁs pointed out +that "é@g@@" is an old Canaanite
word which is later found among the Carthaginians with the
senge of "magistrate" or "civic leader™, but this is without
prejudice to the above discussion, since we must expect that
the function which it described in Israelite society during the
period of the Judges would be determined by the kind of societly

it was, and not by the role of the §6p€§ in Canaanite society.
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In his treatment of the term pqgéf;Albrighﬁ%Las indicated his
acceptance o@%his principle and has warned us that we must nob
conclude that philogical equivalence is a guarantee of
equivalence of meaning in different societies. But the Israelite
§§§§? must be considered in relationship to Canaanite society,
for Israel was a soclety in transition moving forWard to new
conditions of life, and in these circumstances there are lifié=
situations for which the customary guidance of the past makes
no provision. It can hardly be regarded as accidental thatthe
appropriations from Canaanite law are termed miéﬁﬁ?ﬁm, for this
certainly suggests that it was the business of the %@gﬁp Ho
apply them. Thus Altﬁghas suggested that the institution of
the Judges (especially the Minor Judgesfﬁ;as the medium by
which the casuistic law of the Canaanites, best known from the
fragments preserved in the Book of the Covenant, reached Israel.
This should be taken in conjunction with Noth's@/suggestion
that the diverse elements of the Book of the Covenant were
fashioned into a corpus of laws within the framework of the
Israelite amphictyony. Both these suggestions taken together
remind ug, on fhe one hand, that the legislation which was
promulgated in the nasme of Yahweh had to deal practicall& with
the actual life-situation of a real community, and, on the other,
That it had to be issued as Yahweh's command, it had to become

part of amphictyonic sanction before it could compel obedience




68
and so become a real factor in the regulation of communal life.
Further, if the S6pét had to do with the appropriation and
application of Canaanite law to the needs of Israelite society,
and if this adjustment took place within the framework of the
amphictyonic institution, the conclusion that the éagé? was,
in some sense, commissioned and authorised by the Covenant
God would follow as a matter of course.

Yahweh, we have argued, was the support of national life
and, since fhe earliest expressions of a corporate feeling
transcending tribal limits are particularly associated with times
of danger aund the resort to arms, we should expect that the
sense of Yahweh's presence would be imminent on occasions of
warringfﬁ' This raises the question of the nature of the
religious experience characteristic of the Israelites at this
stage. Albright43has argued that it is proper to associate
with Moses a well-articulated statement of theological belief.
Wellhausen, on the other hand, has held that it is a mistake
to imagine that the religious interest of the Israelites was
of this kind. "For Moses to have given the Israelites 'an
enlightened conception of God' would have been to give them a
stone instead of bread; it is in the highest degree probable
that, with regard to the essential nature of Yahweh, as distinct
from His relation to men, He allowed them to continue in the

same way of thinking as their fathers. With theoretical truths
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which were not at all in demand, he did not occupy himself,
but purely with practical questions which were put and urged
by the pressure of the times .... Whatever Yahweh may have
been conceived to be in His eséential nature - God of the
thunderstorm or the like - this fell more and more into the
background as mysterious and transcendental; +the subject was
nof one for enquiry. All stress was laid upon His activity
within the world of mankind, whose ends he m;de one with His
own.ﬂuﬂﬁe accept this, in so far as it means that it was in
the process of sbtriving towards nationhood, and in the
confidence that Yahweh was involved with them.in these events
and was directing them towards fruition, that the hold of the
Israelites on Yahweh was actualised. As they confronted events
and wrested from them those results which were demanded by the
aspirations of nascent nationhood and the dictates of national
destiny, their persuasion grew that Yaﬁweh was with them in
the midst of their strivings. Now it was ih - times of military
enterprise that this feeling of exaltation was most marked and
the consciousness of a corporate interest most deeply inprinted
upon the Israelites. TIf in times of peace the fact of the
geographical separation of the several tribes somewhat weakened
the bond which was the basis of their march towardg nationhood,
in a time of danger and emergency the tribes rediscovered their

common interegt and their semnse of belonging to each other, by
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their united response towards the alarm of danger which had
been raised. The revival of national feeling and the revival
of Yahwism went hand in hand. When in times of peace the bond
grew somewhat slack, the awareness of the Covenant God was not
so intense. When danger demanded a drawing together and the
embarking on a common enterprise, Yahweh was in the midst of
Israel. It follows that in the early period, the aspirastions
towards the expression of a larger corporate life were best
realized  1in the sharing of common military btasks in the face
of outside threats to the well-being of Israel. So that when
we gpeak of the religious bond of community, we have to acknow-
ledge ‘that this bond was most effectual when common action was
congtrained by danger. In the fray of battle and in the success®
Tul outcome Israel was, at one and fhe same time, most fully
aware of its God and its nationhood. This is fully borne out
by considerations which we have already raised and which we have
ebill o raise.  Tn the period of the Judges we catch a
glimpse of a corporate entity larger than the tribe, especially
when TITsrael unites under Deborah and Barak against the Canaanite -
confederacy, and there too we are in the presence of resurgent
Yahwism; bto a lesser degree we have the same thing in the
united action under Gideon and Jepthah. If it is once admitted
that the foundation on which Israel's sense of national unity

rested was religious in character, it cannolt be denied thabt in
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the early period the consciousness of this was most fully
realised in war. Wellhausen expregsed this well: "It was most
especlally in the graver moments of its history that Israel
awoke to a full consciousness of itself and of Yahweh. Now,
at that time and for centuries afterwards, the high water marks
of history were indicated by the wars it recorded. The name
'Terael' means 'Hl does battle' and Yahweh was the warrior EL,
after whom the nation styled itself. The camp was, so to speak,
at once the cradle in which the nation was nursed, and the
smithy in which it was welded into unity; it was also the
“primitive sar.m’c;uax';,r.”H’6

This point is a suitable one to consider the place of the
Ark of the Covenant in relation to the corporate life of Israel.
In the phrase quoted sbove Wellhausen has advanced the view that
the camp was the primitive sanctuary, and elsewhere he makes
clear that he takes the camp to have been the home of the ark
during the period of Conquest. It was a standard adapted
primarily to the requirements of a wandering and warlike life;
brought back from the field, it became the symbol of Yahweh's
presence and the central seat of His worship. We do at any rate

have conclusive evidence that the ark was carried into battle

57

I
against the Philistines; that great significance was attached
&
to its presence, and that its loss was in the nature of a major

11 .
calamity.” There is a reference in Judges 20: 27 which suggests
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that, at that time, the ark was stationed at Bethel and that
the Israelite army had to go there in order to consult the
oracle; but Shilohg%s given as its normal resting place.
The original character of the arkf/however, is favourable to
the view that it was portable before it became static, and it
s possible to see ils developing significance through desert
conditions, to the conditions of conquest (where its natural
locus would bé the'camp), to settled conditions when it would
find a lodgment in the amphictyonic sanctuary, whence it would
be carried into war with the army of Tsrael. Thus Noth ~ has
noted that the connection between the ark and the amphictyony
is especially suggested by I Samuel 4, where the Israelites
rely on the ark for help on the occasion of a war with the
Philistines. Noth expresses tThe view that the significance wﬁich
the ark had for the Israelites at the close of the period of
the Judges is explicable only if it stood in relationship
with the central amphidtyonic sanctuary. Noth is of the
opinion that the .ark in origin is the portable sanctuary of
the desert period, and that it belonged originally to the House
of Joseph. Noth hazards the assertion that Yahweh the God of
Israel belonged together with the ark and that, in the amphic-
tyonic cult, the ark was properly the locus of the Divine »7
Noth in this respect attaches more significance to the ark

than to the location of the amphictyonic sanctuary, for he
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argues that the latter was originally at Shechem and was
ultimately removed to Shiloh by way of intermediate stations.
What validated the claim of a place to be the amphictyonic
cult centre was the presence of the ark. While we do not
follow Noth in his assertion that Shechem was the original
amphictyonic sanctuary, we would point out that it is credible
that, in agreement with the account we have given of the
religious and nation-building significance of the military
enterprises of the time of the Conguest, the ark may have
enhanced its religious gignificance as embodying the presence
of Yahweh in the cémp. . We have argued that Israel's strivings
after nationhood and its grasp of Yahweh were most truly felt
in the shared experiemces of the camp. The ark was the symbol
of Yahweh's presence in these timeg of danger and high
adventure; how then could it fail to have the most ultimate
religious value for Israel? We would thué add, to what Noth
has said, that the central place of the ark in the camp of
Israel in times of stirring corporate underbtakings and pulsating
religious excitement would explain the veneration with which
it is regarded in the subsequent history.

We also notice as a minor point that the charismatic
figures of the Judges period, as well as the first two kings of
Israel, are men whose leadership isespecially associated with

war and warlike accomplishments. It is in connection with
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military enterprise that the %ﬁgeﬁfm stand out as leaders with
accredited Divine powers. The physique and the warlike prowess
of Saul are important qualifications for the role of king, and
the ceremony of anointing points to the special religious
‘character of +the office{# The talk in the market place of the
feats of David in war, whereby even the prowess of Saul is
dwarfed, constitute an especial threat to the throne, because
the 'anointed' is a warrior king and his feabts in battle are a
typical expression of his Divine endowments and are an important
part of his title to his office.

There is yet another reason why the experience of common
military operations in the face of danger or in the march of
conquest should have tended at once towards the growth of
nationhood and the revival of Yahwism. The Istaelites in the
process of settling down in Canaan were encountering a type of
civilisation and a pattern of life of which they had no previous
experience, and which was removed from the conditions and
experiences of their wilderness wanderings._ It will be agreed
that the group which came oub of HEgypt under the leadership of
Yoses was especially bthe bearer:: of Yahwism, and we shall confine
our remarks to it. The kind of communal life which the
Israelites knew during the period of wandering must, if we bear
in mind the origin of the groqpfwrbe conceded to have been of

a special and unusual character. It was a group simple in
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structure, but the consciousness of community was intense, and
the focal place of Yahweh as creative of every aspect of
communal life was marked. In this setting the religion of
Yahweh was given to them, and it bore an intimate and realistic
relationship td all the details of their corporate life. But
the daily round and the common task in Canaan (particularly
agricultural Canaan) would assume a very different shape from
what they had previously known, and it would not be an easy
task, or one speedily to be accomplished, to integrate Yahweh
into this new communal setting in the tobtal way in which He had
been integrated into the 1life of the wilderness community. The
acclimatisation of Yahweh would be a delicate task, and along
these lines we may understand why,when danger receded and the
high enterprise of war was not at hand,there was a definite

| tendency for Yahwistic fervour to cool and for national feeling
to disintegrate?n It was much easgier to find a religious
expression for the daily round in agricultural Canaan in terms
of Baal than in terms of Yahweh. Indeed the integration with

’ Baalism was already fully worked out by the pre-Israelite
population, and, in entering into agricultural life, the
Israelites inevitably became involved in the religious aspect

7
of the new pattern. The difficulty of expressing the religious -

side of agricultural life in terms of Yahweh rather than Baal is

sufficiently demonstrated by recalling that as late as the eighth!

J—
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century we find Hosea trying to impress the lesson that it is
Yahweh and not Baal who is Lord of the crops:&g Normality thus
spelled danger for the Israelites in this new cultural setting,
because it bore little resemblance to the 0ld corporate
experience with which Yahweh had been thoroughly integrated.
It is comsequently the more intelligible that war should have
had the significance for Yahwism and for Israelite nationhood
which we have ascribed to it. Here was a sphere where Yahweh
was at home, at the centre of national consciousness, in the
midst of an experience which nourished national agpirations.
The reality of Yahweh might be difficult to discover amid +the
operations of agriculture and the pattern of life associated
with them, but Yahweh's position in time of battle, whether at
the call of dangex‘or at the call of conquest, was firmly fixed
in the centre of the camp, and Israel was one again because the
unifying grip of Yahweh was strongfq

The national community which the Israelites moved towards,
through the unifying bond of Yahwism, was a form of corporate
life larger in scope than that attained by their predecessors
upon the soil of Canaanf@ The typical unit in pre-Israelite
Canaan was the city-state, as exemplified by the 'Mother City!
with its agricultural environs or gebul, dependent upo? the

o/

urban centre and subject to its administrative control. Holdingi

a recognized place within the city-state was its god, and the
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rule and social organisation thus received iilteir Peligious
expregsion and legitimation. It may indeed be an over-
gimplification to regard the Baal of the city—-state as a local
godf&whose sphere of influence was co-extensive with the borders
of the city which it served and whose interests coincided
absolutely with those of the ruling caste of the city.
Albrighﬁaghas protested that Baal is a cosmic and not a local
god. However this may be, it is undeniable that the significance
of Baal as a factor creative of corporate life did not in
Canaan exceed the bounds of the city-state, and this is the
only aspect of the question with which we are concerned. It is
hard to escape the conclusion that, within the political setting
of rival city states, the political rivalries would be reflected
on a religious level, and the Baal of each city identified with
the interests of that city. From this point of view the Baal
of a city-state is a local god, in the sense that it offers no
inspiration for a form of corporate life transcending particular
rivalries, but rather absolutises the city-state polity by
lending to it a religious sanctianf4

We should thus say that, while Yahwisn could supply the
inspiration and dynamic for a corporate life, national in scope,
the Baal, as a religious symbol of a corporate entity, could
not create a larger loyalty than the city-state; +the Baal was

imprisoned within the boundaries of the city-state, and could do




78
no more than reflect and legitimate the existing state of
political rivalries between neighbouring city-states each of

which had its Baal.




CHAPTER FOUR

THE GIBBOR HAYIL IN THE COMMUNITY
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The Gibbor Hayil in the Community

The occurrences of gibbor and gibbTr hayil in the 0l1d

Testament admit of the following classification:

1. Physical prowess and martial valour: Genegis 6:4, 10:8,9;
Joghua 1l:14, 6:2, 8:5%, 10:2, 10:7: Judges 5:15,25, 6:12, 1l:1;:
1 Samuel 2:4, 14:52, 16:18, 17:513; 2 Samuel 1:19,25,27, 10:7,
17:8,10, 20:7, 2%:8,9,16,17,22; 1 Kings 1:8,9; 2 Kings 5:1,
24:165 1 Chronicles 7:5,7,11,40, 11:10,12,12,19,24, 12:1,4,9,
21,26,29,3%1, 19:8, 29:243 2 Chronicles 13%:5, 14:7, 17:16,17,
25:6, 26:12, 28:7; Psalms 19:6, 33:16, 45:4, 120:4, 127:4,
Proverbs 16252, 21:223 Canticles 3:7, 4:43 Isalah 3:2, 13:3,
21:17, 49:255 Jeremiah 5:16, 46:6,9,12, 48:14,41, 49:22,
50:9,%6, 51:30,56; Bzekiel 32:12,21,27, %9:20; Hosea 1.0:13;
Joel 2:7, 4:9,10,11; Amos 2:14,16; Zechariah 9:13, 10:5.

For the most part the context is a martial one but there
are one or two examples of a more general meaning. Genesis 10:9,
for example, refers to prowess in the hunt, and Psalm 19:16
to prowess in running. Briggsi however, would connect tThis
latter example with military prowess, by asserting that fleet-
ness of foot was part of the qualifications of an ancient
warrior.

But the setting in which the term is found is predominantly
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martial. In 1 Samuel 16:18, for example, Saul is called a
gibbdr hayil, and this is coupled with I milh#méh (men of war).
In Joel 4:9 the parallel of haggibbdrim is san®$& hammilhBnEh,
while in Jeremiah 48:14 gibborim is paralleled by 2an®E8 hayil.
In Zecharish 9:13% gibbor is coupled with hereb (sword). So
also Jeremiah 50:%0.

What 1s the status of this werrior gibbdr? Is he a rank
and file soldier, or does he occupy a position of leadership,
or is he otherwise marked out for his special qualities?

Joshua 8:3 reads: "So Joshua rose,with all the fighting men,

to go up to Alj; and Joshua chose thirty thousand mighty men of
valour (is gibbdrE hahayil) and sent them forth by night'.

This carries the suggestion of picked troops, of men outstanding
in the arts of war. Similarly in Joshua 10:7 a distinction

is drewn between "all the people of war" (kol cam hammilhZm3ah)
and "the mighty men of valour" (gibboré hehayil). Such texts
as 1 Samuel 16:18, Hzekiel 39:20, Isaiah 3:2, might also be
mentioned as draﬁing a distinction between the "mighty men of
valour" and the "men of war™, although the intention of these
texts is not so unmistakably clear as that of the fifst two
examples cited. Further, in Judges 6:12 and 1¥?f,}333§§2h and
Gideon, chosen for their prowess and valour,. are called 53@?@3&
and gibbore hayil. 1In 2 Samuel 17:8 David is described as a

gibbBr hayil, and in 2 Kings 5:1 Naaman, a commander of the army
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of the King of Syria, is described as a gibbor hayil. Also in
1 Chronicles 12:21, and 2 Chronicles 26:12,13, those desgignated
gibbdré hayil have military commands. 2 Chronicles 13:3 brings
éut the meaning of a corps d'élite, describing the army of
"valiant men of war" (gibbdré milh@m8h) as "picked men" (L
bEhir); and against them Jereboam drew'up "picked mighty
warriors™ (i€ bahir gibbor hayil). The reference to a corps
d'élite, and not to a rank and file army, should also be seen
in 1 Chronicles 19:8, 2 Samuel 10:7, 2 Samuel 17:8. "The army
of the mighty men"zare to be equated with the body of soldiers
of fortune and mercenaries, renowned for outstanding feabts of
valour and closely bound to the person of the king, and having
an assoclation with David which went back to his freebooting and
fugitive days.

This brings us easily to the developed and specisligéd
meaning of "mercenary" which gibbor carries in the 01d Testament.
In 2 Samuel 23:8 to the end (parallel passage: 1 Chronicles 11:
10-41), thé roll of David's gibborim is given. There are two
degrees of honour: +those who belong to the Three, and those
who beong to the Thirty. The chief of the Threégis Josheb-
Basshebeth a Tachmonite, and the other two are (in order of
merit) Bleazar son of Dodo, son of Ahohi, and Shammah the son
of Agee the Hararite. They both covered themselves with glory
in the fighting with the Philistines, and it is further told
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how the three broke through the camp of the Philistines to
procure water for David from the well of Bethlehem. At the
head of the Thirty stood Abishai the brother of Joab, the son
of Zeruish. His feabts are described, he is named as the most
renowned of the Thirty, but it is stated that he did not attain
to the Three. Benaiah, the son of Jehoiada, likewise renowned
among the Thirty, was head of the king's bodyguard, but he did
not attain to the Three. Thirty-one more names follow in the
Samuel passage and these comprise the remainder of the "Thirty'™.
They include the name of at least one foreign mercenary, Urish
the Hittite, and, taken together, the contents of this chapter
would seem to refer to a group of professional soldiers gifted
in the arts of war and noted for prodigious feats of courage
and strength; in the case of some of them, at least, the
association with David goes back to the days of warfare against
the Philisfines or even beyond, to the days when he was hunted
by Saul or when he was in Philistine employment at Ziklagft The
titles "Three'and "Thirty" suggest that they are specially
bound to the king's household and his person.

It should be observed that the name of Joab, the commander—~
in~chief, does not find an explicit place in the roll of honour.
It seems to us, however, that the omigssion is apparent and not

real, and that it is tacitly assumed that he occupies the topmost

point of the pyramid. The reasons for this may be set down as
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follows. Although Joab is not singled out explicitly for pre-
eminence, he is alluded to indirectly in a way that bears
witness to his position of lone supremacy. Thus Abishai,
who himself is no mean person as the first in precedence among
the Thirty, is degignated not only as the son of Zeruiah but also
ags the brother of Joabé Similarly in verse 26 Asahel is
designated "brother of Joab". The usual designation»of Joab
is "son of Zeruiah" and never '"brother of Abishai'. We take

this to mean that Joab was a more considerable person in the

. kingdom than Abishai, and that his place in this roll of honour

and hig precedence over Abishal is taken for granted. Again,
it is recorded that Naharai of Beeroth, one of the Thirty, was
the armour-bearer of Joab, the son of Zeruiah? and this again
points to the elevated position of Joab, as one having an
armour-bearer from out of the ranks of the Thirty - men who
themselves had been marked out for honour and advancement.

The office of Joab, as described elsewhere, was that of
commander of the g&ba: But Joab is also spoken of as the
leader of David's gibborim. 2 Samuel 3:22 reads: "Just then
the gservants of David arrived with Joab from a raid, bringing
much spoil with them. But Abner was not with David at Hebron,
for he had sent him away and he had gone in peace. When Joab

and all the army (saba) that was with him came ...." "Servants"

(cabadim) describes the king's personal professional corps
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(i.e. his gibborim), and Joab is depicted alb their head. "gﬁgﬁﬁ
here is probably to be equated with the g&ba of the gibborim
which is mentioned in 2 Samuel 10:7, where it is said that
David sent Joab and all the "5%pa> haggibbSrim". "ghat
haggibbtrimn" would then be equivalent to the corps of
professional speclalists considered above?T Cf. 1 Chronicles
19:8, 2 Samuel 20:7.

What seems to clinch the matter is the reference to the
total number in the roll of honour in 2 Samuel 2%:39. There
stand the words "thirty-seven in all". It has been noted as
a possible minor inconsistency that the numbers of the “Thirty"
exceed thirty?. More curious, however, is the discrepancy of
one between Tthe total number of names listed in Samuel, and
the figure given in verse 39. Thirty-six names are listed and
the total is given as thirty-seven. H.P. Smithﬂ%otes this
discrepancy, and it has also been noticed by Curbtis and Madsonf/
who'make the suggestion that Zabad (taken as the first of the
additional names in Chronicles) may have belonged with the
list in Samuel, and, for some neason have fallen from the texb.
This seems to us most improbable. Smith has all the elements
of the solution before him but he does not stumble upon it.

He remarks: "First mentioned is Ishbaal, the Hachmonite chief
of the three, i.e. of the distinguished band which ranked above

2
all, except the commasnder-in-chief". We have noted the
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indications that Joab is tacitly if not explicitly - included
in the list, and his inclusion is confirmed by the fact that
the total number is gilven as thirty-seven. This is made up of
Joab, the commander-in-chief, thé Three, the two leaders of the
Thirty plus thirty one others, yielding a total of thirty-seven.
So that the degrees of honour are really three in number, the
One, the Three, and the Thirty. Joab's place at the pinnacle
of the pyramid is taken for granted. |

Another question is that of the identity of the "gapa

over which Joab had commsnd. §3ba’can be used with the general
meaning of a military force or an army. Thus, as we have \
noticed, the corps of gibbdorim is designated §ega> haggibbﬁrﬁhhﬁg»
The same word is used for the army of Sisera (Judges 4:7), the
army of Hadadezer (2 Samuel 10:16), and the army of the king of
Syria (2 Kings 5:1). PFurther gabu, plural §£bé, is a common
word (mostly in the plural with the meaning “soldiers®) in the
Tell-el-Amarna Letbers.” §b occurs in Ugaribic with the
meaning “army" or “soldiers“.g In Arabic, saba’a (eala) means
6o lead a troop against™. Yet in spite of this widespread
general usage of sabac, we still have the impression that. the
gaba’over which Joab is aaid to have command should be regarded
as a well-defined Israelite institution. (See 2 Samuel 3:23,
8:165 T Kings 11:15,213 I Chronicles 20:1, 27:34.) It is not

"a. sabas"but "the ggba®, and what is meant is a parbticular
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Israelite military institution, the saba’of Israel. Now we have
already argued ab length“%hat the revolt of Absalom was a
popular movement Based on the support of the people, while
David relied on the corps of speclalist mercenaries who, within
the bureaucratic framework which he had created, were hiscagﬁgim7
2 Samuel 17:25 states that Abasalom set Amasa over the gap§°
instead of Joab, and this appears to mean that bthe §§E§=had
declared for Absalom. Since other evidence, previously adduced,
leads us to conclude:.that Absalom headed a popular revolt
against bureaucratic exaction and tyramny, it is probable that
the s2ba’should be regarded as a broadly based, representative
force - a kind of national militiafg. This would explain why,
while David had the support of his mercenary power group, the
gibborim, the §a§§>which was a popular force, the successor of
the peasant confederacy which fought under Deborah and Barak,
should espouse the democrabic cause. dJoab remained faithful to
the person of the king, in company with the gibborim of which
he was the titular head. Absalom had an army without a commander
and so he appointed Amasa.

Interesting also are the rival alignments described in
I Kings 1:8f., where Joab and the gibborim part company and are

in conflict. It is stated that Joab, commander of the sgibac,

and Abisthar the priest aupported the pretensions of Adonijah,

but that David's gibborim were nobt with Adonijah. In view of
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the faet that it was Adonijah's rival, Solomon, who grasped
the throne, it is not surprising that Joab was replaced by
Abiathar. It is interesting, however, that Joab and the
gibbdrIm should have been on different sides in the Adonijah/
Solomon conflict. It is perhaps significant that in mentioning
Joab's support of Adonijah, menbtion is also made of his command
of the gdba>. Was it {he pull of the s&bA> which had
eventually re-orientated his interests against those of the
other gibborim? At the Absalom revolt, Joab had remained
with the body of the gibborim faithful to David, while his
géba> went over Lo Absalom. When the strife arose over the
succession between Adonijah and Solomon, was it that the sdba’
favoured Adonijah, and Joab was carried over with it, while
the mercenary power group chose to prop up the claims of
Solomon? If this interpretation be possible (more than
possibility cannot be,claiméd for it), the s&ba’> would once
again be in conflict wi%h the gibborim, i.e. the citizen aray
against the mercenary group of specialists who are the
military prop of bureaucratic exaction, and who are ca@ﬁgfm

of the king.

2. The problem of the s8ba’, however, must be considered further .
in relation to another 0.T. usage of gibbor, namely, as an
attribute of God. Thus we have: Bl gibbGr in Isaiah 9:5 and
10:21, Deuteronomy 10:17, Jeremiah 32:18, Nehemiah 9:32;
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HZYel haggibbor in Isaiah 42:13; in Jeremish 20:11 (cf. Psaln
78:65, Job 16:14), Yahweh is "like a warrior' (ke_gibbﬁr);
in Zephanish 3:17, He is "the gibbor who saves™ (gibbor yosiat);
cf. Jeremiah 14:9, Psalm 118:15,16 ("Yahweh doing hsyil"),
Psalm 59:12 (payil = "power of God").

We would suggest that the primary meaning of gibbor payil
in Isréelite socieby is that which holds in the period of the
Conquest, and that the concept E1l Gibbor belongs to the same
historical context. The conjunction of gibbor hayil and °El
gibbﬁr!qhas to be read in the light of our remarks in the |
previous chaptac%@ God's presence was especially bto be discernea
in the camp, and the coherence of the nation Israel under the
direction of a God who foughtéﬁin their midst was best realised
in the common enterprise of war. Fach enterprise and victory
were at once a further cementing of nationhood and a powerful
reassurance that God fought by.the side of Israel in its march
towards its destiny, Those upon whom the nation relied
supremely at these times of high endeavour were the gibbdre
hayil (Joshua 1:14, 8:3, 10:7), and these especially were the
henchmen of °BLl Gibbor in bringing éach cause to victoxry.

Thus, if this relationship gibbor payil/‘ﬁl Gibbor is regarded
as established, it follows that the prestige and status of the

picked warriors of the Israelite confederacy havearmeligilous

significance. They are the elect of EL Gibbor, and His presence

|
t

i
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in the midst of his people, guaranteeing them victory as they
fight for their heritage, is realised in the valour and strength
of His gibborim. The charismatic endowment of gibborim is
more clearly seen in a case like that of Gideon, who is both
a %59@? and a gibbor hayil. Gideon was thus a charismatic
leader, whose powers wére most visible and whose authority was
mogt secure in war, even as the presence of Yahweh was most
easily enbertained and most fully experienced then as ‘El Gibbor.
The authority of the §§Ee?§m was most supreme in war, and it was
the ability to command and to lead in battle which constituted
the most powerful title to leadership. For as long as this was
true - and we see it continued in the idéal of the warrior king
in Saul and David - military prowess and valour in battle were
the highest possible qualifications, and those who possessed
them were marked out for honour in the community, and afforded
the appropriate status. We should thus explain the martial
meaning of gibbﬁr in terms of the hisbtorical circumstances which
produced it. Tﬁe martial meaning comes first, because it was
by wars that Israel established herself in Canaan, and there
was a period when victory in war was the route along which the
progress to nationhood lay, and in which conseguently the main
energies of the nation were spent. Hence the God of TIsrael was
"Bl Gibbor, and those especially associated with him in the

strivings of Israel were gibborim; and these, as the men upon
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whom the destiny of Israel depended, were marked out for honour

- and status in the community.

We would suggest that the relationship saba’ /Yahweh 5?@5*
ngkshould then be regarded as parallel to that of °El gibbor/
gibborim, and that it belongs to Israel's interpretation of
the same hisborical context. Yahweh was over the entire
Taraelite confederate force, and was the Lord of the hosts of
Israel. The especially gifted warriors were gibborim and He
was °*EL Gibbor, but all of Israel's gﬁﬁa’was enlisted under His
banner; it was the gaba® of Yahweh (Joghua 5:14), and He was
Yahweh of the §°ba*ot of Israel. We regard this as lending
some support to the view that the gdba of Israel was properly
the peasant militia - the army which fought under Deborah and
Barak inspired by Yahweh S°bar0ot, and later the citizen army
which offered resisbance to the btyranny and exactions of a

despotic monarchy.

3. There is another kind of usage of gibbor hayil in the 0.T.
where it has the meaning of material substance and social
status. Thus Kish is a man of wealth and a gibbor hayil, and
the latter epithel would appear to derive from economic strength é
and to have no martial connections. In I Kings 11:28 Jeroboam
is described as a gibbor @ayil, although, as Kennettﬁghas noted,

his occupation is a civil rather than a military one. The

reference is probably bto the status which he derives from his
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position in the king's service, and to his general ability.
It is recorded in 2 Kings 15:20 that Menahem exacted a tax of
Tifty shekels from the gibblore hayil of the land; this connects
the term with the possession of wealth and suggests a social
station based on wealth. The gibbore gayil were a social class
and were in a position to meet a financial exaction. Boaz is
described as a gibbor hayil in Ruth 2:1, and the context is such
that the epithet must be interpreted in terms of wealth (he was
a landlord) and social standing, and not of martial valour.
The text of Psalm 52:35 is disputed by Kittel%m He would emend
haggibbor to haggeber, or titgabbar (with transposition of
*atngh), and he thinks the whole verse is corrupt. It is,
however, possible to translate the verse, provided we emend the
words hesed °El to’el hasid (compare the Syriac Version). ®ith
this one emendation, the verse reads: "Why do you boast, O
mighty man (gibbdr), of evil done against the godly?" It
would then be clear from verse 9b that gibbor refers to one
who trusted in the abundance of his richeg and sought refuge
in his wealth (reading hono with Syriac and Targum for hawwalbo
(destruction) of the Massorebtic Text). The portréit would then
be that of a rich person who employed the power which wealth
brought to him to evil ends, and in particular to oppress the

godly. HMinally, there are a seriesg of references in Chronicles

(I Chronicles 26:6,778,9.30,51,32) where the gibbor hayil means




92
a man of great ability and hence one able to occupy a position
of responsibility and trust in the community, whether in the
service of the temple (6,7,8,9) or in other éervice for the
king (30,31,32).

We should also note at this point that hayil by itself or
in combinations other than gibbor/e hayil has the shift of
meaning from a martial to a social and economic context, which
we have noted for gibbdr/im and gibbor/é hayil. The facts are
these.

(a) In combinations other than gibbor/e heyil, with the meaning
of "warlike prowess and valour'": Numbers 24:18, Deuteronomy 3:1§
Judges 3:29, 20:44,46, 21:10; I Semuel 14:48, 16:18, 18:7, 3L:12j
2 Samuel 2:7, 11:16, 22:40, 25:20, 24:93; I Chronicles 5:24,
7:2,9, 8:40, 10:12, 12:223 2 Chronicles 17:13,14, 26317, 28:6,
523313 Psalms 60:14, 76:6, 108:143 Isaiah 5:223 Nahum 2:4.

(b) Hayil with the meaning"strength™: 2 Kings 2:163 2 Chronicles
26:13 (where the phrase koah hayil occurs - literally, "stfength
of power™); Job 31:25; Psalm 33:17 (strength of a war-horse),
Psalm 3%:16 (parallel to kBa@); Psalm 18:3%,40; Psalm 59:12
(power of God); Proverbs 5&;3 (strength or physical pith);
Ecclesiastes 10:10; :Habakkuk %:19; Nahum %:8: Zechariah 4:6
(parallel to koah).

(c) Hayil with the meaning of army (the embodiment of strength):
Bxodus 14:4,9,28, 15:435 Numbers 351:14; Deuteronomy 11:
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I Samuel 17:20; 2 Samuel 8:9, 24:2,4; I Kings 15:20 (2 Chronicles
16:4), 20:1,19,25; 2 Kings 6:14, 11:15, 18:17 (Isaiah 36:2),
25:1,5,10,23,26; Jevemiah 32:2, 34:1,7,21, 35:11, 37:5,7,10,11,
%8:3%, %9:1,5, 40:7,13, 41:11,13,16, 42:1,8, 43:4,5, 52:4,8,14;
Bzekiel 17:17, 27310, 29:18,19, 32:351, 38:4,15; Joel 2:11,25;
Psalms 110:%; 136:15; Esther 8:11, Daniel 11:7,10,1%,25;
Nehemiah 3:24; I Chronicles 11:26, 18:9, 20:1, 24:23,24, 26:13;
2 Chronicles 14:8, 16:7,8, 23:14.
Hayil is used indiscriﬁinately for:

(1) Israelibte army, 2 Samuel 24:2,4.

(ii) Pharaoh's army, Exodus 14:9; Psalm 136:15.
(1ii) Nebuchudnezzar's army, 2 Kings 25:1; Jeremiah 34:1.

(iv) Ben Hadad's army, I Kings 15:20, 20:1.

(a) Hayil with the meaning of material wealth (strength through
possessionsf?ghGenesis 34293 Numbers 31:9; Deuberonomy 8:17,18,
33:11; Isaiah 8:4 (coupled with $3lsal, spoil), 10:14, 30:6,
60:5,11, 61:6; Jeremiah 15:13 (coupled with -0s®rot, treasures),
17:3 (hayil and :3s®rot to be given for baz); Hzekiel 26:11
(Tyrisn wealth derived from merchandise, and associated with
pleasant houses, il.e. having an economic and social setting),
Bzekiel 28:4,5 (note the connection with trade and foresight in
trade, cf. Proverbs 31:29); Joel 2:22 (produce of the fig and
vine); Obadiah 11:13; Micah 4:13 (parallel with besac); Psalms
4937 (parallel to °6§er), 49:11; Job 5:5; Proverbs 13:22.
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(¢) Hayil with the meaning of ability, status and character:
Genesis 47: 6 (Pharaoh speaking to Joseph asks that able men,
>an® 8 hayil, be put over his catbtle); Exodus 18: 21:27 (those
given positions of leadership under Moses are to be an® &8
hayil)s; I Kings 1:42 (Jonathan, son of Abiathar, is an ig -
Hayil.s; +the reference may be to his reputable family
connections or to his personal characlter or probably Lo both:
he is a worthy or reliable fellow and his father is a man of
rank); I Kings 1:52 (hayil here has an ethical qualiby and
" is conbrasted with rac<ah, wickedness); Proverbs 12:4, 31:10,
29 (Proverbs 31:10-30 describe in detail what is meant by
the epithet hayil: <there is an economic reference, thrift,
industry and foresight, but there are also ethical qualities
in the °i88ah hayil; she is charitable, wise, virtuous and
dependable, cf. Ruth 3:11).

The question then arises whether any account can be given
of the range of meaning from martial connections to a social
and economic context, which we find in gibbor, gibbor/e hayil
and hayil itself%é Why should the term gibbor hayil be
capable of application equally to a warrior of prowess, and
a man of wealth and station or a man of ability and worth?
Why should the tefm hayil mean an army and also mean wealth,
standing and worth? We shall.  nolt speak of a transition in

meaning, because this would be to beg the guestion, but it is
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curious that the above terms embrace the same range of nob
obviously related meanings. ‘What is the explanation of this?

Weberezas sought to explain how it is that the martial
and economic and sécial meanings coalesce in the term gibbor
hayil. He holds that the term gibborim refers regularly bo
the bene hayil, the "sons of property™, who are the possessors
of inherited land and who by reason of wealth and status
qualify as a military caste. The expengiveness .of the armour
of the gibbor is shown, Weber maintaing, by the Goliath tale.
He required a shield-bearer and Saul is also mentioned as
having one. 8o only a wealthy man could equip himself as a
gibbor, and the gibborim, the warnior caste, were also those
with wealth in land and of superior social station. Hence
the coverage of meaning which we have noted. The practice of
arms, wealth, status, all converge upon the gibboré hayil.

The background against which Weber is interpreting the term
gibbdr/€ hayil, as it appears in the 0ld Tesbament, is that

of the Canaanite city state, and he holds that the armed
patriciate of These city statbtes are typical examples of
gibborim. The relation between wealth, social position and

the practice of arms, which Weber discerns there, he transfers
to the 01ld Tesbtament and uses as a key to unlock the apparently
diverse 0ld Tesbtament meanings of gibb%r/§‘@ayil and. payil.

state, .
From what we know of the social structure of the Canaanite city/
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the existence of an armed patriciate after the manner of Weber's
description would appear Lo be very likely. We have already
traced the lines of the Canaanite city according to Albright's
descriptioﬁfg and into it can be fitted a patriciate equipped
with chariots and other expensgive equipment, a warrior
aristocracy economically predominant and socially pre-eminent,
sharply divided from the serf or slave element of the communit{?
There is thus no difficulty in identifying thé Canaanite
patrician with Weber's portrait of the gibbdr hayil. The first
serious objection, however, is that there is no evidence that
this warrior-patrician was ever called a gibbor hayil. In other
words, there is no evidence to show that the term itself was
originally applied within the milieu of the Canaanite city
state and was appropriated thereafter by Israel. It is true
that in Joshua 5:13 (emended), 5:23, 6:2, the Canaanite armies
are gald to be made up of gibborim, bubt this is an Israelite
description and thus proves nothing. So far as we have been
able to discover, the root gbr has no history in Accadian which
would support Weber's interpretationig In the Tell-El~Amarna
correspondencéf/which is between the city states of Canaan and
the Pharaoh, there is no mention of the gibbor hayil, although,
if it were the word descriptive of the Canaanite patrician class,

we should have thought that it might have been expected to

/
appear in this correspondence. In Ugaritic there is a root gzr
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32
which Gordon, in one place, equates with Hebrew gbr; he

suggests that ézr with the meaning of ‘warrior,.héro,.is.
equivalent to Hebrew gibbor. In’nt, 11, 22 ézrm (as a parallel
term of gbim and mhr) is found with the meaning of soldiers,
troop§¥ Philologically, however, the case for the correspondence
of ézr with gbr is dubious, since only one radical is common to
both and it is difficult to see how g can be related to g and z
to b.

Moreovef, even if it could be proved that the Canaanite
patrician was called a gibbor payif, it would not simply follow .
that we should use Canaanite categories to interpret the 0ld
Tesbament term gibbor @ayil. We should then have a situation
similar to that which prevails in the case of pqg§§, and we have
already expressed our adherence to Albright's principlé&%that
the same term may undergo a development or change of meaning
as it is applied in different sociebies at different times.
Indeed, as Albiight himself recognizes, this development of
meaning may take place within one society, due among other
factors to historical conditioning, and to changes in social |
and economic structure%f It is along these lines that we shall
endeavour to account for the range of meaning possessed by
gibbor hayil and hayil, asnd we shall hold that it is. a question
of transition from a primary martial conbtext to an economic

and social. one,under the influence of historical circumstances
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and changes in the social structure of Israelite society.gé

Before proceeding to this task, however, it should be
pointed out that there is a more fundamental objection to
Weber's view than any we have yet raised. Weber's account
cannot be integrated with the actual historical circumstances
which surround the earliest appearance of gibbor hayil in the
01d Testament literature. Weber® himself concedes this when
he gays: '"The Song.of Deborah indicates that the ancient
Israelite confederacy was, indeed, largely a peasant organi-
sation ... Laber,in the time of Kings, there is no more talk
of peasants in the armies; at least,they are no longer the
backbone of the army." Again, referring to his theory of
economic disqualification, by which peasants were excluded from
bearing érms, and discussing its operation outside Israel, he %
says: "In Israel the development was definitely similar, after
the great Cansanite cities had been integrated into the con-
federacy."ﬂg The operative words are: "after the great Canaanite
cities had been inbtegrated into the confederacy." This means
that Weber admits that his interprebtation of gibbor hayil does
not in any case apply in the event of the non-fulfilment of
this stipulation. We have pointed out that during the period
of the Judges the encounter between the Israelites and the

urban civilisation of the Canaanite city states had hardly begun.

At this point Israel must be regarded as a simple agricultural
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society, whose structure is reflected by the property laws of
the Book of the Covenant ,39 still confined to the central hill
country and not yel prepared to pit its strength against the
cities, which were the centres of the kind of social organi-
sation which Weber has describedJ$Q But it is while the
Israelites were, as Weber admits, a peasant army, that we
encounter the earliest usages of gibbor hayil in the 0ld
Testament. During the period of the conguest, those who are in
the vanguard of the gaba’ of Yshweh are gibbdre hayil, and the
war leaders (Gideon) are gibbore hayil. We have tried to
elucidate the significance of the term in this setting, but we
observe now that Weber's treatment of it offers no explanation
of its appearance in a historical setting prior to the integra-
tion of the Cansanite city states into the Israelite community,
when the categories which he applies are incongruous and
irrelevant.

In accounting for the transition in meaning of the term
gibbor/é hayil, the following factors should be kept to the
front:

1. When a nation is involved in wars of conquest, the position
of the warrior in public esteem is assured, and honour and
dignity and public acclaim are his portions. His profession is
the one which grips the imagination of the community, and it is

engaged in as the highest form of service and as offering the
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mogt spectacular rewards. These remarks apply even in modern
times; when it is a case of war and nabtional emergency, the
soldiers and especially the generals are the men of the hour.
During the period of the settlement in Cansan, the main
occupation of the nascent Israelite state was fighting,and those
who were in the vanguard of the fray were the outstanding men
of the community. The fate of Israel was in their hands, and
because their prowess and valour were at that moment more
highly prized than any other kind of virtue or distinction, a
speclal standing in the community was granted them. Something
of an analogy is Tthe warrior aristocracy of the Arabs which was
the top social layer of the Muslim community during the period
of'the conquests and up to Ummeyad times?J

2. There are the special circumstances attaching to the
accession of David to the throne of Israel. David had had his
years in the wilderness, when his activities were a mixbture of
freebooting'and professgional soldiering, and in this role he
had gathered around him numbers of soldiers of fortune, some of
them non—Israelite%z Whatever were the reasons which prompted
these men to flee the centres of civilized life and seek
asylum in the desert or near-desert, they are described as
expert in the arts of war and prodigious in their courage. The

intensity of their devotion To the person of David is also

underlined. When David won through to kingship, these men
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followed him into his inheritance and became the nucleus of the
military strength which supported hig rule. They were called
gibborim, and this represented a twist in the hitherto prevailing
signification of the word. Bubt their arrival on the scene may
have meanlt that henceforth they would be the aristocratic
military caste and competition with them would be impossible.
They were gibborim, men of professional competence and of oub-
standing personal valour, and they stood near to the king. It
would. hardly be possible now to use the term gibborim with its
old meaning of martial pre-eminence, without specialising its
application in David's gibborim. We suggest then that the
advent of David's gibborim upon the stage of Israeclite history
may have modified the meaning of the term gibbor/e hayil.

3. The earlier martial meaning of gibbor/e bajil is not only
related to the strife of conquest, buf also to the social
structure of the Israelite community at that time. We have
already argued that the army of Israel was the Waapon.of the
amphictyonic organisation through which the Isrgelite tribes
were bound in unity, and by whose sanctions they discovered a
religious bagis for common actionfﬂ The amphictyonic community
and its army were dominated by Yahweh; he was the Covenant God,
that is to say, the community inhered in him and the army was
led by him. The element of ;eligious inspiration looms large,

and community is basically a religicus brotherhood. This meant
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also an aversion o social or economic inequality, and an
unwillingnessvthat any human figure should dominate the scene
to the prejudice of Yahweh. Those who were leaders in the
community must be so by virtue of commission from Yahweh and
charismatic endowment.. Along these lines we may understand
Samuel's aveféion to kingship?ﬁi With the advent of David,
however, there are shanges in the social structure of the
Israelite community, and the interésts of the king no longer
coalesce with those of the community. The experience of
brotherhood is threatened, and rule is by constraint rather
than by consent. The power element on which the king relies is
composed of his gibborim and other mercenary elements. On the
civil side, a bureaucratic organisation comes into being, and
the king rules through paid officials and is detached from
living contact with his pe0ple?§A He constrains them as serfs,
rather than leading them as a brother among brethren. With the
emergence of this patterﬁ of despotic monarchy the old signi-
ficance of gibborim could not survive, because it presupposed
an amphictyonic community without glaring social inequalities
or marked economic differentiation and with a real identity of
interests; where warfare was a popular cause, because it was a
religious duty. Thus the gibbdrim were popular champions,
because they were the gifted members of a religious brotherhood

and the upholders of national aspirations. The transference of
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the term from the primitive context to that of David's gibborim
is a reflection of the change from an amphictyonic community
to a despotic monarchy.&é

4, The thread of continuity in the meaning of gibbor and
hayil is supplied by the idea of statusfqﬂWheﬁher we are
considering the gibborim of the Judges' period, or the gibborim
of David, or the gibborim described in terms of wealth or
ability or ethical distinction, there is the common idea of
status, of the'right to distinction and title in the community.
Such title and distinction is won and asserted in different
ways, according to historical circumstance, the degree of social
development and the extent of economic opportunity. At the
period of the conquest, the title of the warrior heroes to
distinctive haqour and rank was inconbtestable; +the hour called
for martial virtues, and they were the men of the hour. The
path to glory was the practice of arms, and there above all
other carecers the recognition of the community might be won.
But.in the history of Israel war was followed by comparative
peacefﬁgand in the reign of Solomon the accent is upon social
and economic development. There are new ways by which a man .
may aspire to status in the community, either by wealth in lanva
or wealth in trade. Those who engage in trade are the agents
of the crownfband in a changed atmosphere from the days when

martial valour was abt a premium, we can understand how skill
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and foresight in royal trading operations would qualify a man
as a gibbor hayil. In a new historical situation a revaluation
of skills may become necessary, and where the soldier may not
matter so much, thé merchant may come into his own. Moreover
with elaboration of the social structure and increasing dconomic
differentiation, there are created new ways of expressing social
distinctions, and a man may sbtake his claim to belong to an
aristocratic caste by building a residencej?in.keeping with
his pretensions and by adopting the appropriste social pattern.
ilore generally, the term gibbor/e payil ig applied to men of
ability who can hold positions of responsibility in the
community, and heyil is applied in reference to ethical worth -
although here too, as we have noted, in connection with those
virtues which make for success in the management of affairs,

P
i.e., not detached from the acquisition of wealth.2
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CHAPTER TTVE

PROPERTY AND THE COMMUNITY




105

Property and the Community

It has been pointed out! that property in wabter is older
and more importvtant than property in land, and that in nomadic
Arabia, where there was no property strictly so-called, certain
tribes or families, by virtue of their possession of watering-
places, controlled the exploitation of the adjacent pasture
lands. If a man has dug a well, he has a preferential right
to water his camels at it before other camels are admitted,
and he has an absolubte pight to prevent others from using the
water for agricultural purposes, unless they buy it from hinm.
This is Muslim law, but it agrees with o0ld Arabian custom and,

A
ag appears from certain 01ld Testament passages, with general

Semitic cusbtom. |

It is not difficult o discern a natural bond between
this priority of property in wabter and the social structure
and economic arrangements of a nomadic or semi-nomadic society.
Pasture land is the common property of the tribe which claims
it as its beat, and the flocks and herds themselves are
properly to be regarded as the property of the tribe, that is,
communal 1y owned. No &oubt, however, allowance must be made

for the emergence of more powerful families within the tribe

and the expression of their predominance in wealths; <that is to
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say, bthey will own their own Fflocks and herds and will be
economically differentiated from families less affluent within
the tribe. Yet, even if it be left an open question to what
extent livestock is owned by the tribe and to what extent it
is vested in the affluent families of the tribe, it remains
true that the pattern of nomadic life and, to a lesser exbtent,
of semi-nomadic 1life is such that the tribe is the natural
family unit, so that there is a genuine solidarity of interest
as between its constituent members. Geographically, the tribe
is a vnit and its members face ooﬁmon perilss socially and
economically, . there is an actual unification and identity of
interests. The tribe thinks and acts collectively. Hence it
is expedient and a reflection of social and economic realities
that the pastures should belong to the tribe, and it would be
a waakness and an inconvenience if there were a division of
land into so many private lots among the smaller family units
of the tribe. From the economic point of view of the tribe,
the key to the exploitation of the pastures to which it stakes
a claim is the possession of the conveniently situated watering-
places and wells. Without access to Tthese, the pastures are
of little economic value, so that, in securing possesgssion of
the water and claiming priority in its use, the tribe ensures
- for itself the practical exploitation of the pastures. The

water is the key bto the situation and, in establishing a kind
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of propepty right to it, the tribe secures the pastures safely.
Bven where a family within the tribe acquires particular
economic interests, the situation is not greatly altered. The
important consideration is to have some kind of title to Waterf
since the vlility of any pasture land depends on this.

It is only at the agricultural stage of culbtural
development that property in land assumes a place of prime
importance in the life of a societyf'and this was one of the
fundamental adjustments in the social and economic pattern of
life which the settlement in Canaan must have forced upon
Israel. The nature of the ownership of land after the settle-
ment of TIsrael in Canaan - to what exbtent individual and to
what extent communal - ig a difficult question whose resolution
is hampered by paucity of evidence. Some kind of answer,
however, is péssible, but it must be attempbted in an indirect
WaY »

The Book of the Covenant is usually dated in the eighth
or ninth centuryf, and it gives us certain information about
the Israelite community at an early sbtage of its development as
an agricultural society.

1. It witnesses to the private ownership of livestock (Exodus
213:28-37) associated with agriculture and the operatbions of

agriculture, as it also wiltnesses to the private ownership of

land, since it legislates against a man's responsibility for an
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uncovered pit in his field (Exodus 21:3%). It may not be
‘legitimate to read too much into the formula .#if a man}yé SO
as to conclude that ownership of livestock must have been
individuals; but certainly ownership is private. Further, it
seemg likely that under the conditions for which the code
legislates the kin unit must have been contracted from the
tribe into something smaller; butbt we shall leave it open at
present whether this would be a family as we understand‘it, or
a larger unit. We would, however, suggest that there is
independent evidence from the custom of the levirate7 that
the homegltead did 5ecome a family as we undersbtand the term;
and in such circumstances it would be legitimate to speak of
individual ownership, that is, the property.of the master of
the. household. More generally, it can be confidently affirmed
that the property enactments of the coﬁe are meaningless
without the assumption that livestock and land are privabely
owned, for they aim at defining liability and fiéing adjustments
in a society where land and livestock are in private hands
(since it is precisely for this reason that it is necessary to
define liability, and fix a scale of adjustments between a man
and his neighbour')F
2. There is social differentiation even at this simple

agricultural level of society, and the legislation takes into

account the presence of Israelite slaves; and, if there were
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Israelite slaves, no doubt we must assume that there would be,
a_fortiori, non-Israelite slaves. A class of non-Israelites

e

called gérimﬁ are also mentioned. It is, however, the provision

for Israelite slavesg to which we would call attenbion, since
it is an early indication of the loosening of the ties of the
Israelite community and the partial surrender of the ideal of
religious brotherhood and closely-knit solidarity, under the
impact of powerful new economic forces making for social
reorientation. The clear impression is gained from the code
that it is debt that brings Igraelites down to slavery. Thus
there is legislation to cover the case of the man who sells
his daughter into slavery:O presumably as a way of escape from
pecuniary embarrassment. .Other provisions tell of the presence
of poverty in the community; interest is not to be exacted
from the destitube borrower, and the poor man's pledge, his
security for borrowing, is to be returned to him before sundown
(Exodus 22: 24.,25).

Can we geb behind this situation which the Covenant Code
portrays, and reconstruct the developments leading up to it?
We must begin by asking: what was the system of land tenure
adopted by the Israelites oh sebtling down in Canaan? Kennettf;
holds that there are three bterms applicable to the ownership
of land: y®rus$ah, ’chuzzdh end nah®l8h. The first need not

necesgarily spply to land, denoting property in general
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acquired by inheritance or otherwise appropriated. ’ehuzzah,
according to Kennett, is equivalent to freehold, but not
necessarily the freehold of an individual owner. Nahal, he
notes, is a verb in frequent use in its different conjugations:
the causative, in the sense of apportioning land (Deuteronomy
I:38, 19:3, 31:7; Joshua I1:6); the reflexive, both in the
primary nipeal and the intensive hitpac¢el (Exodus 23:30, 32:13;
Numbers 183203 Deuteronomy 19:14), where it means to receive
land as apportioned. Kennett maintains that the common
renderings "inherit® and "cause to inherit' are misleading, and
he cites Deuteronomy 21:16, contending thalt bthe apportionment'
there envisaged takes place in the father's lifetime, and
that there is nothing to show that the reference is toA
inheritance after his death. Kennebtt observes that the
apportionment of land after the Israelite conguest of Canaan
is said to have been effected by the casting of lots (Numbers
26:55,56, 33:54, 34:13; Joshua 18:6, et al.); and he holds
that the same method was in conbtinuous use in the cenbturies
succeeding the conquest, citing Micah 2:5, Joshua 18:6, Proverbs
16:33, According to Kennett, land so apportioned was napmréh,
and each of the parts into which it was sub-divided was a helek.
Kennett admits that hélek originally meant a portion or share
of anything (e.g. Genesis 4:24, booty of war ;% but he claims

that it had the specialised meaning of a share of land (Hosea
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5:7, Wicah 2:4).

Kennett bases important conclusions upon the metaphorical
use of nahal and nah™lgh in relation to Yahweh and Israel. He
takes Deuteronomy 52:8;9 to be the locus classicus of the
metaphor, and he prefers the reading of the Greek in verse 8
(suggesting the reading of b°ne °Elohim) to that of the
Massoretic text (b®ne Yisra el), on the ground that it harmonises
better with verse 9. The meaning of verse 8, according to the
Massoretic text, is that, when the Mogt High allobtted to the
various nations their regpective territories, He made the
division in such a way as Lo reserve adequate land for Israel.
The reading of the Greek, Kennett would interpret to mean that
the Most High set the boundaries of the peoples according to
the number of their gods (b®né >Eldhim = gods?j. Verse 9 then
develops this idea by saying that Israel is Yahweh's portion
(helek), and Jacob the measure (hebel), literally line, of His

nap@lah. That is, Yahweh has allotted to each nation a nah*lah,

and has reserved Israel as His own nah*18h. This interpretation
requires the doubtful equabtion of ben€ °E1ohim with "gods®;
’B1lohIm cah8rim is the btypical Deuberonomic expression for gods
other than Yahweh. |

Kennett further argues that, since Deuberonomy is not
earlier than the eighth century B.C., it is sufficiently far

removed from the first allotment of land after the conquest of
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Canaan to make it improbable that this was the source of the
metaphor in this passage; and so he concludes that apportion-
ment of land was a recurring practioe in Israelite 1life. e
says : "A ﬁetaphorioal expression may indeed be used proverbially
after the usage which originally suggested it has become
obsolete; it will, however, scarcely survive indefinitely.
Accordingly, when we find mebtaphors derived from the allotment

of land used at a very labe period, we may fairly conclude

that at such a period the usege on which the metaphor was

founded had not very long passed away. The poet of Psalm 16,
whose language, by the way, shows Aramaic influencejg sSays

(verse 5) 'Thou holdest my lot' - that is, Thou insurest that

the lot which represents my claim comes out of the garment into
which the various lobts are cast in such order that I éet a good
share of ground (Proverbs 16:3%, Isaish 34:17) - and he goes on
" to say: '"The cords (viz. those used in measuring, cf. Micah 2:5)%
have fallen to me in pleasant places, yea I am pleased with my
nah“lah'. The frequent references to apportionment of l=nd by
lot, in a document as late as the Priestly Code, certainly make
it probahle that such allotment was the regular usage at least
as late as bthe end of the Jewish monarchy.”{H From this Kennett
draws the final conclusion that thg village communities of

Israelite Canaan held land in common, and that such land (nah™ah)

'was periodically divided into sebt portions and allotted to those
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freemen of the village who had a right to cultivate it and
enjoy its fruitsjf He hazards the guess that the reallotment
took place after the septennial year of fallow, and he cites
the casge of Jeremisah (57:12) who, while leaving Jerusalem to
"receive his portion in the city of Anathoth", was arrested on
a charge of deserting to the Chaldaeans. Kennett associates
the incident with a reallotment of land in the township of
Anathoth, in which Jeremiah had an interest, because he was
-entitled to a share. The year of release for Israelite slaves
fell at the same time, and was a source of embarrassment to
Zedekiah who tried to set aside the ancient custom (Jeremiszh
54:8). But the threat of the Chaldaean army oubtside Jerusaiem
had extracted from him a promise of compliance, which he did not
honour once there had been a temporary slackening of the pressure
on Jerusalem, so that.those who released slaves reclaimed them
(Jeremiah 37:5, 11). TFrom the first appearance of the
Chaldaean army in Palegtine to the temporary raising of the
siege of dJerusalem was apparently less than a year, and hence
Kennett makes the point that the refusal To release the slaves,
the freeing of them under pressure, and the re-allotment of the
land at Anathoth, may all have occurred within a twelvemonth.
Thus Kennett holds that the year of release was also the
septennial year of fallow and‘the year of re-allétment.

Kennett's argument is not convincing. If we take the late
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usage of the metaphor as established, and overlook the doubt
which might be feltas to the accuracy of his dating of
Deuteronomy %2:8,9 and Psalm 16, we come to his fundamental
premise that the metaphor based on allotting land and measuring
it, could not continue to be employed in Israelite literature
long after the usage on which it was based had ceased to be
a living article of Israelite land tenure. It is possible to
deny this, and argue that an original allobtment, chosen as the
means of land settlement at the time of the conguest of Canaan,
might be so deeply prninted on the memory and imagination as to
furnish a metaphor for the succeeding generations. Especially
is this understandable, when the religious aspect of the
settlement in Canaan is taken into the reckoning. Canaan was
a Promised fand, and the recurring Deuteronomic formula tells
the Israelites that Yahweh had sworn to their fathers to give
it to them. The apportionment was the seal of this promise,
the material proof that Isrdel had entered into her heritage,
that Yahweh had given her a land. The gpportionment is thus a
part of the total complex of the Exodus tradition: lMoses, the
Bxodus, the Conquest, and the apportionment of the Promised.
Lend. We do not then think it strange that the metaphor based
on the allotment of land4and the measuring line, should persist
in Hebrew literature, nor that its persistence should support

the conclusion that there was a periodic re-allotment of
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communally-owned land,‘and that this was a standing feature of
the Israelite system of land tenure.

Cdﬁcerning Jeremiah 3%2:6 f.,(37:12), on which Kennett had
placed some sgstress, Weberjﬁsays that it is the one important
passage adduced in support of the view that the open-field
system (i.e. the re-allotment of communal lands described by
Kennett) was the central feature of Israelite land tenure.
Weber, however, thinks that the meaning of'Jeremiah 32:6 f£.,
(37:12) s uncertain, and he suggests that it may refer to the
fact that the more powerful sibs (mispahot) had, in certain
circumstances, disposition over land - either because it was
land held in permanence Jointly by bthe sib and periodically
repartitioned, or because it was the heirless land of a sib
member. Weber adds that, in any case, Jeremiah was not a
peasant; abt the most he would concede that the passage may
refer to a re-allotment of land in special circumstances and
applying within narrow limits, but he is not prepared Lo draw
any conclusions from it as to the system of land tenure holding
for the Isreelite peasant in general. Of Micah 2:5, Weber says
that it shows that landlots were measured with cords during the
period of the settlement, but that it proves nothing for the
periodic redistribution of land. With regard to the septennial
fallow year or Sabbatic year, Weberﬁ;otes the absence of any

specific reference to this in the Deuberonomic Code which
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legislates for a year of releasefg (that is, the remission of
debts on the seventh year), but which makes no mention of a
Sabbatical year for the land. Weber inclines to the view that
the Sabbatical year was an interpolation from the Priestly Code
into the Covenant Code; otherwise, if its genuinenegs in the
Covenant Code is to bhe assumed, and it should indeed be part
of ancient custom, he offers two possible explanations:

1. It belongs to a setlbing of occasional agriculture practised
by semi-nomadic stock-raisers, and represents the time 1limit
in the holding of land as private property, after which it must
revert to the community and be subject to redistribution.
2. It represents a contractual arrangement between semi-nomadic
flock owners and a settled agricultural community, regarding
the rights of the former to pasturage on the fields of the lattéﬁ
Jeremiah 32:6 f£.1is also discussed by Pedersen:g who |
suggests that the prophet was exercising the right of redemption
in respect of the property purchased, in order to prevent it
from passing out of the family. Pedersen takes the view that
Jeremiah's cousin had become poor and unable bto maintain the
propertys and, since property "follows exactly the same line as
kindred", and, since it is shameful that it should pass out of
the family whose heritage it is, Jeremiah hastens to fulfil the
duty of redemption. |

The view that land was communally owned and periodically
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re-allocated, conflicts with different strands of evidence from
the 01ld Testament, which combine to show that the land worked
by the Israelite peasant was anceatral and was bound to the
family by the closest possible ties, being propérly inalienable.
This is well seen in the case of Naboth (1 Kings 21), whose
fears do not reside in the envisaging of a bad bargain, but who
1s shocked at the very suggestion of Ahab that his plot of land
could possibly be the subject of a business transaction. In
fact, the king leaves. it to Naboth to fix his own price, butb,
in so doing, he does not touch the real core of the objection
felt by Naboth to the proposal. Nahoth canndt entertain the
proposition that the property which he has inherited from his
fathers should be drawn into the sphere of a commercial bargain.
This would be a breach of a sacred trust and a crime against
his kindred, because the kindred and the ancestral land belong
together. It is clear that we are meant Lo understand that the
king, by making the suggestion, spurned ancient custom and trans—
gressed all propriety; he proposed the unthinkable, and
compliance would have involved Naboth in the betrayal of a trust
whose conservation was counted an axliomabic obligation. The
king threatened a value which the community believed to be at
the very basis of 1life and so the peasant retorts: '"Yahweh
forbid that I should give the inheritance of my fathers unto

thee" (1 Kings 21:3).
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Similarly, the main reason why bthe prophets pilloried
those who "joined house to house and field to field™ (Isaiah
5:8), was not primarily because they took advantage of poverty
and debt in order to acquire land at prices which bore no
correspondence to its real value, although that was one of
the counts in the indictment. The main charge, however, was
that, in bringing land within the sphere of commercial
categories and dealing in real estate, they were repudiating
a fundamental value of Israelite socieby and striking
destructively at its roots. It was sacrilegious that family
property should be bought and sold and treated like a commodity
on the market, for a family and its property belong together
indissolubly, and land is inseparable from its ancestral owners.é
The coherence of the family and its property is again well
seen in the custom of the levirate. Its primary object is to
get progeny for the dead man, but it also entaills the taking
over of his propertyﬁgg According to the Deuteronomic code
(Deuteronomy 25:5-~10), "If brethren dwell together and one of
them die and have no son; the wife of the dead shall nobt marry
without (i.e. outside her husband's family) to a stranger; her
husband's brother shall go into her. And it shell be that the
first—-born that she beareth shall succeed in the name of his
brother which is dead, that his name be not blotted oulbt of

Israel (Deuteronony 25:5-6). That is to say, the son is
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regarded as the child of The dead uncle, and succeeds Tto the
share in his name. Mileszjnotes that in this Deuteronomic
passage the obligation is limited to the case where brothers
dwell together, and also that there is no mention of the
extension of the duty to the father-in-law (the dead man's
father). In Genesis 38, however, the father-in-law is involved
in the duty of the lévirate. Judah took a wife named Tamar
for his first-born Fr, who died childless. Thereupon, Judah
commanded his second son Onan to fulfil for Tamar the duty
which fell on a husband's brother in these circumstances; bub
he evaded the duby, "and the thing which he did was evil in
the sight of the Lord and the Lord slew him.,"® This shows that
the duty of the levirabe was here regarded as obligatory.

Judah then instructed Tamar to remain a widow in her father's
house and to wait for Shelah, his youngest son, to grow up;

but when Shelah did attain to age he was not given by Judah to
Tamar. As a consequence she made up her mind to play the harlot,
velling herself to hide her identity, and so enticed Judah to
have intercourse with her. When Judah learns afterwards that

she is with child, he orders her to be burned for playing the
harlot. The charge brought against her is not so much that she
has committed whoredom, as that she has been guilty of a breach
of the custom of the levirate, inasmuch as she was reserved for

the levir (Deuteronomy 25:5). Hence she was able to vindicate
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herself by proving that the father of the child was Judah,
upon whom the ultimate obligation of the levirate lay. It was
for this reason that she was acéuitted, and not because Judah
was a "parbiceps criminis'. Consequently, when Judah discovered
the truth, his words were: "She is more righteous than I, in
that I gave her not to Shelah my son"™, for in the event of the
non-fulfilment of the duty of the levirate by his sons, Tamar
had, as a last resort, the right to obtain fulfilwment by hin.
Mileszgsuggests that in the Deuteronomic Fformulation, the
Tather-in-~law is assumed to be deceased, since the brothers
are sharing the inhéritance. He further notes that neither
in the Tamar passage nor in the Deutberonomic one (as opposged to
the Rubh passage) does the levir marry his brother's wife,
although in the Rabbinical tradition the connection was regarded%
as marriage, even though no formalibty was required and con-
cubinitus alone sufficed?%%'The question also arises why, in the
Deuterononic passage, the duby of the levirate is limited to
the case of brothers living under the same roof. This has been
taken as confirmation of the theory that the levirate is a
relic of polyandryfg i.e. the residue of an bld custom whereby
a woman was mated or married by several brothers at the same
time. Wiles offers another explanation and suggests that the
compiler was copying old material and that he allowed these

words to stand, so that the law as formulated in Deuteronomy
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points to a time when it was the general practice for brothers
to dwell together, because the typical kin unit was larger than
the family of one man. According to Miles, the Deuteronomic
compiler has permitted the phrase to stand either "per incuriam",
or because he wished to restrict the custom as far as possible%@

The duty falling on the levir (yabam), as understood in
Deuteronomy, was not absolubely obligatoryfﬂﬁ%ut he could not
evade its fulfilment without submitting to a ceremony called
the loosening of the shoe (@“Iﬁ%&h), and this involved him in
oppobrium. This is described in Deuteronomy and, in great
detail, in the Misn&h?ﬁj In the Deuteronomic description,
the man is brought before the elders who remongtrate with him
and urge him to fulfil his duty. If he persists in hisg refusal,
the widow takes off his shoe and spits in (or before) his face,
and "his name shall be called in Israel the house of him that
hath his shoe loosed" (Deuteronomy 25:10). The procedure as
degcribed in the book of Ruth is different. The widow does not
take part in the ceremony, neither is the oppobrious name
heaped upon the unwilling kinsman. He simply draws off the
shoe and gives it Lo Boaz, in token of the surrender of his
prior right to redeem the prOperﬁy?ﬁ&‘ Thereby he conveys the
right of redemption to Boaz; and this, Milesaguggests, must also
be the meaning of the p“l§§3h in the Deuteronomic passage.

2 E
o &

In his consideration of the custom of the levirate, Burrows.
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proceeds differently from Miles. He argues that only the law
given in Deuteronomy -is a source for the normal procedure in

levirate marriage. He notes that Deuteronomy 25:5-10 conforms

lexactly to the style of a miépay; and, on this account, he

suggests that the levirate may be a Canasanite law which has
undergone Israelite revision. He drawg attention to Al‘c's2
observation that Exodus 21:22f. 1ig an apodeictic Israelite law,
ingerted into the framework of a casuistic Canaanite law.
Burrows argues that levirate marriage cannot be subsumed under
the concept of inheritance, because the law as stabted in
Deuteronomy does not have to do with the inheriting of d widow
as part of her husband's estate, but with the pfeserving of the
name and property of the dead man by securing for him a son and
heir. As Burrows remarks, there is inevitably some conneclbion
between levirate marriage and inheritance, but "a property right .
in a widow is one thing and the obligation to preserve the name
of the dead is another:?g? Burrows suggests that ﬁhe Israelites
may have'changed the purpose of the levirate: +the Canaanites
like other peoplesof Western Asia probably regarded the marriage
of the widow as a form of inheritance, whereas from the earliegt
times the motive of preserving the dead man's name was a distinct
ive element of the Israelite custom. He offers a conjectural
reconstruction of the Canaanite law, according to which the lewvir

takes off his shoe, indicabting that he is surrendering a property
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right, and suggests that it is Thus fhe Canaanite form of the
p“li?ﬁh ceremonysowhich is preserved in Ruth 4:1-8. According
to Burrows the Israelite adgptation involved two changes:

1. Levirate marriage was taken out of the category of inheritance
and made a means of carrying on the name of the dead.

2. This made it a dubty rather than a right, and so the b@lﬁgah
cerenmony was altbtered accordingly; in takiﬁg off the levir's
shoe, the widow was demanding fulfilment of an obligation,
refusal to comply with which involved disgrace.

We come now to consider in detall the passage in Ruth
which concernsg Naomi, Ruth her daughter-in-law, the widow of
Mahlon, and Boaz, who undertakes the duty of a go6°€l (the word
used for the levir in Deuteronomy is yabam). Blimelech and
his two sons had died while the family was resident in Moab,
and he had left a parcel of ground in Bethlehem. There is what
is surely a preliminary allusion to the custom of the levirate,
in Naomi's words to Ruth and Orpsh (Ruth 1:11-13): “Turn back
my daughters, why will you go with me? Have I yet sons in my
womb that they may become your husbandé? If I should say that
I have hope, even if I should have an husband this night andh
should bear sons, would you therefore refrain from marrying;#
Ruth, however, refuses to be dissuaded from her resolve, and

Naomi takes steps to bring her to the notice of Boaz, a kingman

of Elimelech. Boaz is willing to fulfil the duty of g6*€l, but
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he tells her that there is a nearer kinsman than himself who
must be consulted and given the opportunity of undertsking the
duty. Boaz then goes to the gate of the town and brings together
the elders and the go’el. Boaz informs him that Naomi is
selling the parcel of land, and asks him to redeem it. When he
agrees to do this, Boaz adds: "The day you buy the field from
the hand of Naomi you are also buyinggﬁRuth, the Moabitess, the
widow of the dead, in order to restore the name of the dead to
his inheritance.”" Then the go*el declines to go on with the
duty, and gives as his reason the fear thalt he will impair his
own inheritance, for he would be bound to reckon the land as
belonging to the son borne by Ruth, so that to undertake the duty
of the levirate would be all burden and no profit. So Boasz
marries Ruth and she bears a son who is called by the women
"the son of Naomi“fﬁ

The Tollowing difficulties have been detected in Tthis

account:

1. Neither Boaz nor the nearer kinsman is Rubth's brother-in-law,

and the duty of the levirate is restricted to the brother of

the deceased. Moreover, in the account each appears as a go-el

and not as a yabam. Nowhere else is There any indication that

the duty of the levirate might fall to a relative other than ?
A,

the brother-in-law. This objection, which is raised by Burrows,

assumes that Genesis 38:1-26 does not deal with levirate marrisge
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gince, 1f it does, we have an example of the father-in-law .
playing the role of the levir. We have noted above that Miles
counts this a genuine case of levirate marriage. Of Genesis
19:30-38 Burrows says that the procedure ig irregular and not
sanctioned by law or custom.
2. It is agreed that the marriage of Boaz and Ruth has the
purpose of levirate marriage, namely, to raise up a son for The
dead (Ruth 4:5,6, cf. Deuteronomy 25:6f.), but it is remarked
that the child is not described as the son of the dead. Not
much weight is put on 4:21, where Obed ig named the son of

Boaz, because thefe is general agreement that the genealogy is
g

o
4:3 =

secondary. But in 4:14 the child ig called "Naomi's go:el',
and in verse 17 a son is said to be born to Naomi; and the
irregularity of these descriptions in relation to levirate
marriage, where the child was counted the son of the deceased,
is thought to create a difficulty. Burrowsgéthinks that we have
a éombination of the institutions of levirate marriage and
redemption. _

5. But bthere are thought to be further difficulties in the
position of the gorel. The go*él is the heir; how then, it
is asked, can he be made to buy the property of his deceased
kinsman? Pederseﬁ§7further objects that Boaz should be

represented as buying the field, and retorts that the field will

not belong to Boaz, but will remain in the possession of the one
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who is dead, through the son whom Ruth will bear. Again,
Pedersen objects to the distinction which is made between the
buying of the field and the buying of Ruth, because he main-
tains that in the levirate law the two things, the maintenance
of the propebty and the taking over of the widow, are inseparable,
4. There is thought to be a difficulty in understanding how
Naomi can have come to pogssess the field of her dead husband,
since in no Israelite law is there any suggestion of a widow
being able to inherit her dead husband's property; such a
proceeding, Pederseﬁéghﬂlds, would conflict with the general
Israelite concepbion of the constitution of the family. It is
held that, according to the old law of inheritance, property
follows the normal way of the formation of the family through

the kindred of the ﬁusband; if. there are no brothers, then it
passes to the father's brother and so on, but it remains in the
family.

The difficulties fellt by Pedersen and Burrows seem To us
to rest largely on the interpretation which is put on the terms
"buying™ and "selling" and can, for the most part, be disposed
of by placing on these terms a construction other than that
which they choose. We would hold thet the proper point of
departure for the understanding of the incident is the distress
of Naomi, and that this must, at all costg, be kept to the fTore-

350..
front. Once this is appreciated, some of the questions raised
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have a somewhalt artificial aﬁpearancej§ Indeed, we should hold
that unless the financial distress of Naomi is assumed, the Total
situation portrayed becomes unreal and unconvincing. What must
be meant by the statement that she is selling property, is
gimply that it is passing out of the possession of Hlimelech's
houge because of debt (a mortgage) which cannot be redeemed.

And so "buy'" means "redeem"., Thisg is a likely conclusion, when
we bear in-mind that the one on whom the duty fell was a géJEl,
and thaf the verb-g*l is used of the operation. Boaz says: "Buy
it in the presence of those sitting here and in the presence of
the elders of my people. If you will redeem (g>1l) if, redeen
(g21l) ity but if you‘will not, tell me that I may know, for
there is no one besides you to redéem (g2l) it, and I come

after you"™ (Rubthi:4). It was for the very reason that the gorel
was not buying it on his own account, and that the operation
involved financial outlay for the benefit of the dead man's
family, that he withdrew. He Tfelt that his own immediate family
responsibilities were sufficlently onerous, and thatthis act of
beneficence was beyond his resources and would cripple him.

Thus it seemg to us to be a case of Elimelech's property laden
with deblt, so that the near kinsman has not only to assume bthe
responsibility o%/the lévir, that is,“preserve the name of the
dead man and his property, but he has also to fulfil the dubty of

a go*el by rescuing it from debt. The reason, then, for the
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linkage of the functions of levir and gov&l is in the situation
itself, and it is not necessary to assume with Burrows and Peder-
sen that the account in Ruth derives from a conflation of the
levirate proper with Leviticus 25:25. Wherever there was a
mortgage on the property for which the levir was responsgible,

. he would also be a gorel.

It has to be conceded that the alternation of gnh with g-°1
is curious?p Qnh occurs in verses 4,5,8,9,10. But it is
further defined in a way which suggests that it is used
inexactly for g»1l, e.g. verse 4 where Boaz says to the gd-el:
"Buy it", and then changes the verb and says, "if you will

~ redeem it, redeem its; bub, if you will not, tell me that I may
know, for there is no one besides you to redeem it, and I come
after you." In verses 5,10 "buying Ruth the Moabitess™ is
furtther defined as "perpetuating the name of the dead in his
inheritance." We do not thus think that Pedersen's objection
that Boaz is represented as buying the field for himself, is
supported by the substance of the passage. We see some support
for our position in the direction which Burrows‘QJargument takes.
He sets off by asserting that Boaz receives the property as a
purchaser, and that he redeems the land by purchase. He then
states that the usual meaning of gnh is "buy™, and that mkr can
mean nothing else bubt "sell™. Bubt he goes on to say thereafter

_that the transaction may have been a purchase only nominally
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and formally. He adds: "Just as in our laws the transfer of
title in real estate, even Though it be actually a gift, requires
some mention of pajment in, ordef to meke the deed valid, so here
it may be that the transfer of the property to Boaz had Lo be
made in the form of a sale to be legal.ﬁ%& But why had the
property to be transferred to Boaz? As we have indicated above,
it is our view that Boaz was reclaiming the property from debt,
in order that the name of the dead might be restored to his
inheritance. In other words, bthe property would bhelong to the
son borne by Rubth; why then should he transfer bthe title to
himself (Ruth 4:5,10)2 We disagree with the interpretation
which Burrows puts on g2l here and in ILeviticus 25:25f. (Qur
disagreement with Pedersen on the same count wé discuss in
detail below.) Burrows appears to say that, in redeeming The
field, Boaz bought it for himself; while we hold that, in
redeeming it, he reéclaimed it from debt on behalf of the geceased
kinsman and for the benefit of hig house. Hence Burrowé%;ays
that Leviticus 25:25f. deals with the duty of redemption coming
into operation after property has béen sold to someone outside
the family, and that it would be perfectly natural for Boaz
to prevent such a sale by direct purchase from the impoverished
relative. But Bufrows from this point.proceeds to a position

which seems To presuppose our interpretation of g*l, and is not

easily reconcilable with his own. He acknowledges that the
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nearer kinsman refused to act, because it would have been
burdensome for him; and this must imply that it was not a
straightforward business transaction. He admits that the purpose
of the narrative is to portray the public-gpirited action of
Boaz, in contrast with the selfish attitude of the nearer king-
man. He makes a statement with which we entirely agree: 'The
redeemer?!s obligation to buy the property, to assume suppord
of the widow and also, when possible, to raise up a son to
preserve the name of the dead relative, was a duty imposed by
custom and public opinion in the interest of the family, in
spite of its conflict with the individual's own interests.ﬁ%

We should thus insist thalt the marriage of Boaz and Ruth
is a genuine example of levirate marriage?ﬁ, Some of the
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