
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 
Vol 30.3 (2006): 259-285 
© 2006 Sage Publications (London, Thousand Oaks, CA, and New Delhi) 
DOI: 10.1177/0309089206063428 
http://JSOT.sagepub.com 

Temple and Dynasty: 
Hezekiah, the Remaking of Judah 
and the Rise of the Pan-Israelite Ideology 

ISRAEL FINKELSTEIN AND NEIL ASHER SILBERMAN 

The Sonia and Marco Nadler Institute of Archaeology, Tel Aviv University, Tel Aviv 
69978, Israel 

Ename Center for Public Archaeology and Heritage Presentation, Abdijstraat 13-15, 
B9700 Oudenaarde, Belgium 

Abstract 

This article deals with the momentous events that took place in Judah in the short period 
of time between 732 (and mainly 722) and 701 BCE. A torrent of refugees from the North, 
mostly from the areas bordering on Judah, dramatically changed the demographic struc­
ture in the Southern Kingdom. The population seems to have at least doubled and included 
significant north Israelite communities. This situation created, in fact, a pan-Israelite state. 
Hezekiah reacted to this challenge in two ways, both aimed at strengthening the authority 
of the central government. Countryside shrines were abolished and the cult was central­
ized in the Jerusalem Temple, probably in an attempt to prevent the new immigrants from 
visiting the Bethel temple in their old homeland. In the same short period of time, the 
story of the early days of the Davidide dynasty was first put in writing, combining 
southern and northern traditions in a single national narrative. 

The incorporation of Judah into the Assyrian world system and the fall of 
the Northern Kingdom in the late eighth century BCE stimulated momen­
tous economic and demographic events that are crucial for understanding 

http://JSOT.sagepub.com
jzhuang
螢光標示



260 Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 30.3 (2006) 

the early development of the biblical tradition. They shed light on the 
centralization of the cult in Jerusalem and on the background for the 
compilation of the early history of the Davidic dynasty. 

The rise of the kingdom of Judah has been a major theme in archaeo­
logical and historical research in recent years (Jamieson-Drake 1991; 
Finkelstein 1999, 2001; Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001; Herzog and 
Singer-Avitz 2004). The accumulation of archaeological data points to 
three major phases in state formation in Judah: 

1. A formative phase in the Iron I (mid-twelfth to late tenth centu­
ries BCE—for the chronology see Finkelstein 1996) and possibly 
the early Iron IIA (late tenth or c. 900 BCE—see Herzog and 
Singer-Avitz 2004; Finkelstein 2001). At that time the situation in 
Jerusalem in particular and the southern hill country in general 
continued that of the Late Bronze Age (Na'aman 1996): Jerusa­
lem was a small highland village, covering a limited area of c. 2 
hectares in the center of the City of David ridge,1 and the southern 
hill country was sparsely inhabited, with the number of sites— 
most of them small—not exceeding twenty, probably fewer (Ofer 
1994: 102; Finkelstein 2001). 

2. A middle phase, characterized by the late Iron IIA pottery of 
Level IV at Lachish and its contemporary sites (Herzog and 
Singer-Avitz 2004). First signs of more fully articulated state 
formation appear in Judah in the ninth century BCE. This can be 
seen at four sites: Lachish and Beth-shemesh in the Shephelah 
and Beer-sheba and Arad in the Beer-sheba Valley. They feature 
the earliest fortification systems and other significant public 
building activities (Finkelstein 2001). 

3. A full-blown state phase, characterized by the Lachish Level III 
pottery horizon. This phase, which dates to the late eighth cen­
tury, features an advanced bureaucratic apparatus, a fully devel­
oped settlement hierarchy, monumental building activities and 
mass production of secondary agricultural products (Jamieson-
Drake 1991; Finkelstein 1999). 

The above-mentioned studies concentrated mainly on identifying the 
successive state-formation phases with their most obvious archaeological 

1 Knaufs proposal (2000), that the heart of the Late Bronze and Late Iron I city was 
located on the hill of the 'Temple Mount', is difficult to accept, as its slopes (especially on 
the south and west where intensive archaeological research has been conducted) have not 
produced any significant number of finds from these periods 
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manifestations. However, the specific historical context of the rise of 
Judah into full statehood in the late eighth century BCE has been men­
tioned only in passing. In what follows we wish to present additional 
archaeological data, re-evaluate old data, and deal with the international 
background, demographic developments and socio-political changes 
related to this process that contributed to a dramatic transformation of 
Judah's collective identity. 

The Great Leap Forward: 732-701 

In assessing Judah's state formation, the determination of a date for the 
transition from Phase 2 to Phase 3 (above) is crucial for our discussion. 
In ceramic (and stratigraphie) terms we refer to two different and gener­
ally easy to identify phases in the pottery sequence of Judah, which have 
been thoroughly discussed in the last few years: namely, the assemblages 
of Levels IV and III at Lachish and their contemporary strata (Zimhoni 
1997; Herzog and Singer-Avitz 20042). The first assemblage (for the best 
collection of vessels, from Tell es-Safi in the Shephelah, see Maeir 2001) 
represents the late Iron HA, that is, the period covering the ninth century 
(mainly the second part of it) and possibly the early eighth century BCE. 
The second assemblage represents the late eighth century BCE, until the 
Sennacherib destructions of 701. BCE (and probably the early seventh 
century which is difficult to identify for the lack of destruction layers— 
see Finkelstein 1994; Finkelstein and Na'aman 2004). The transition 
between the two should probably be put some time in the first half-to-the 
middle of the eighth century. Ussishkin (1977:52), Zimhoni (1997:172-
73) and Herzog and Singer-Avitz (2004) suggested that the stratigraphie 
transition from the Lachish IV to the Lachish III horizon should be related 
to the earthquake in the days of Uzziah and Jeroboam II, which is men­
tioned in Amos 1.1 and which is usually dated to c. 760 BCE. A ceramic 
date at that time or even a bit later around the middle of the eighth 
century BCE seems reasonable (Zimhoni 1997: 173). 

Let us first take a close look at Judah's transition from the cultural 
phase of Lachish IV to the succeeding phase of Lachish III. 

In the early eighth century BCE Judah was living in the shadow of the 
great Northern Kingdom, which at that time reached its peak economic 
prosperity, territorial expansion and diplomatic dominance. The economic 

2 Note that on this matter the two chronology-debate camps are not far from each 
other (compare Mazar and Pamtz-Cohen 2001* 274-76 to Finkelstein 2002* 122-24) 
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prosperity is manifested by the Samaria ostraca which attest to a highly 
organized, bureaucratic economy; the Samaria ivories; the Megiddo 
horse-breeding and training industry (Cantrell and Finkelstein: in press); 
as well as by the, elaborate Hazor and Megiddo water systems. It is also 
revealed by social criticism of the eighth-century northern prophets Amos 
(5.11; 6.4-6) and Hosea (12.1). The superiority of Israel over Judah is 
accepted by the Judahite Deuteronomistic Historian in the fable about the 
relationship between Amaziah King of Judah and Joash King of Israel 
(2 Kgs 14.9-10). 

At this time Jerusalem was still restricted to the ridge of the City of 
David. It seems reasonable to assume that it already covered the entire 
ridge—an area of c. 6 hectares (including the eastern slope—Shiloh 1984: 
3)—though this is difficult to prove in the current state of archaeological 
research. Excavations on both the eastern and western slopes of the ridge 
failed to produce evidence for a pre-late eighth-century defense system 
and there is good reason to argue that the city had not yet been fortified 
(Ussishkin 2003a).3 In fact, the entire territory of Judah in the highlands 
failed to produce evidence for a single major urban center; the hill coun­
try to the south of Jerusalem was still relatively sparsely settled. It. is 
difficult to estimate the number of sites there, but it was far smaller than 
that of the late eighth century.4 The same holds true for the Beer-sheba 
Valley. Beer-sheba and Arad feature ninth- and early eighth-century forti­
fication systems,5 but most other sites were not yet inhabited (e.g. Aroer), 
or were small in size (e.g. Tel Ira—Beit-Arieh 1999: 170). Lachish and 

3 The Stepped-Stone Structure on the eastern slope has been descnbed as a tenth-
century BCE public work, manifesting the power and prosperity of the United Monarchy 
(e g A Mazar 1997 164, Canili 2003). Yet, the support systems on the eastern slope of 
the City of David had been constructed for the first time earlier than the tenth century and 
were then renovated and extended during subsequent centimes (Finkelstein 2001, R C 
Sterner 2003) Pottery dating to the ninth if not eighth century BCE was found between the 
surface courses of the Stepped-Stone Structure (M Sterner 1994 19) The elaborate 
building excavated in the summer of 2005 m the City of David above the Stepped-Stone 
Structure and preliminarily dated by the excavator to the 10th century (E Mazar 2006), 
should be assigned to a later penod, as ninth-century BCE pottery was found in a fill 
unearthed below its walls (personal visit to the site IF, June 2005, and see, e g , the 'Black 
on Red'juglet in E Mazar 2006 25) 

4 Ofer ( 1994) tried to distinguish phases in the settlement history of Judah according 
to the pottery collected in his survey For many reasons, which have to do with survey 
methods (e g the limited number of sherds collected in most sites), we find it highly 
difficult to accept his result -

5 Possibly also Tel Malnata (Beit-Aneh 1998 32-33) 
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Beth-shemesh seem to have been the most important sites in the Shephe-
lah, both having been fortified before the mid-eighth century (Ussishkin 
1983: 171-73; Bunimovitz and Lederman 2001 respectively). But the 
number of sites in the Shephelah—including fortified centers—was still 
limited (Dagan 1992: 253-56 for the survey results). 

The most common preconditions for a fully formed state apparatus— 
literacy and a centralized economy—are lacking in the archaeological 
record. There is no evidence anywhere in Judah for meaningful scribal 
activity in the ninth or early eighth century. Very few inscriptions, seals 
and seal impressions can be assigned to the Phase 2 period; notable 
among them are the two Uzziah seals (Avigad and Sass 1997: 50-51); 
almost no ostraca can safely be ascribed to this period of time (see 
below). There is no evidence for a developed economy specializing in the 
mass manufacture of secondary products such as olive oil. Standardized 
weights had not yet appeared (Kletter 1998). Pottery was not mass 
produced until the time of the Lachish III phase (Zimhoni 1997:170-72). 
In short, in the first half of the eighth century Judah was still in an interim 
phase between the 'Amarna-like' conditions of the Iron I and early Iron 
IIA (Phase 1 above) and the full-blown statehood of the late eighth 
century (Phase 3). This interim phase lasted for about a century, or a 
century and a half, between some time in the late tenth or early-to-mid-
ninth and the mid-eighth centuries BCE. 

Several decades later, during the Lachish III phase in the history of 
Judah, the socio-economic character of the Southern Kingdom was utterly 
revolutionized. Jerusalem grew to be the largest city in the entire country, 
covering an area of c. 60 hectares (Broshi 1974; Avigad 1983: 54-60; 
Reich and Shukron 2003; Geva 2003), with an estimated population of up 
to 10-12,000 inhabitants. The city was surrounded by a system of mas­
sive fortifications: two walls on the eastern slope of the City of David 
(Shiloh 1984; Reich and Shukron 2003) and a seven-meter thick wall to 
the west, on the Western Hill (Avigad 1983: 46-53; Geva 2003). Water 
was supplied to the fortified city by the Siloam Tunnel which led from the 
Gihon spring to a pool in the southern tip of the valley separating between 
the ridge of the City of David and the Western Hill—a location more 
accessible for the many inhabitants of the new quarters in the west. 
Elaborate, rock-cut tombs began to be hewn around the city,6 testifying to 
the existence of affluent elite. 

6 The precise date of appearance of monumental rock-cut tombs m Jerusalem is 
difficult to establish, as most tombs were found empty of finds. But the distribution of the 

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示

jzhuang
螢光標示



264 Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 30.3 (2006) 

In the southern hill country, as well as on the plateau to the north of 
Jerusalem, the number of settlements and the total built-up area grew 
dramatically (Ofer 1994; Finkelstein 1994). This was also the case in the 
Shephelah (Dagan 1992) and the Beer-sheba Valley (Singer-Avitz 1999). 
There is good reason to suggest that in the years before the Sennacherib 
campaign (701 BCE) Judah attained its maximal territorial expansion and 
unprecedented population density (Finkelstein 1994). Well-planned 
countryside towns, such as Beer-sheba II and Tell Beit Mirsim A, 
represent a highly organized state. Beer-sheba features a system of well-
built storehouses and an elaborate water system (which had already been 
built before—Herzog 2002a). At Lachish, the gate, the podium of the 
fortress and the system of stables first built in Level IV were extended 
(Ussishkin 1983: 147-54). 

The high level of organization of the Judahite state at that time is indi­
cated in additional archaeological phenomena. Monumental inscrip­
tions—in the Siloam tunnel and on the facades of the Siloam tombs— 
appear at that time and the number of seals, seal impressions and ostraca 
grow dramatically (Naveh 1982; Sass 1993; Renz 1995:38-39). Standard­
ized weights also appear for the first time (Kletter 1998). The Imlk jars, 
and seal impressions of officials found on some of the jars, also attest to 
an advanced bureaucratic apparatus, though not necessarily representing a 
sudden preparation for the revolt against Assyria. It seems due, rather, to 
the considerable growth and increasing complexity of the economy of 
Judah; for the first time pottery is mass-produced (Zimhoni 1997:170-72) 
and Judah engages in large-scale, state-controlled olive oil production in 
the Shephelah—at Tell Beit Mirsim and Beth-shemesh (Eitan-Katz 1994; 
Finkelstein and Na'aman 2004). 

To sum-up, in a very short period in the second half of the eighth cen­
tury BCE Judah developed into a highly bureaucratic state with a rapidly 
developing economy. In order to identify the specific stimuli that may 
have encouraged and accelerated this process, we must be more precise 
chronologically. In other words, we need to go beyond archaeologically 
derived dates, based on the Lachish IV and Lachish III pottery assem­
blages, and turn to history. 

Two momentous events seem to have shaped the history of Judah in 
the second half of the eighth century BCE. The first was the incorporation 

tombs around the maximal size of the city hints at the late Iron II—from the late eighth 
century onward (Barkay 2000 247, for other arguments for this dating see Ussishkin 
1993 325-28) 
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of the kingdom into the Assyrian global economy, which must have 
started in the days of Tiglath-pileser III of Assyria and King Ahaz of 
Judah in the 730s. Beginning in 732 BCE, Judah's participation in the 
Assyrian-dominated Arabian trade was the apparent main reason for the 
prosperity in the Beer-sheba Valley, along the routes that led from Arabia 
via Edom to the Mediterranean ports, which were turned into Assyrian 
emporia (Finkelstein 1992; Singer-Avitz 1999; Na'aman 2001). Some­
what later, apparently after the destruction of Ashdod and the rise of 
Ekron in the days of Sargon II, Judahite olive oil must have been traded 
to Assyria and other clients, possibly through Ekron (Finkelstein and 
Na'aman 2004). The second major event was the fall of the Northern 
Kingdom in 722-720 BCE. 

Demographic Upheaval in Judah 

A key phenomenon—which cannot be explained against the background 
of economic prosperity alone—is the sudden growth of the population of 
Jerusalem in particular and Judah in general in the late eighth century. 
Assuming that the 'broad wall' in the Western Hill of Jerusalem was 
constructed before 701 BCE (after 701 Judah was a tame vassal of Assyria 
and one can hardly imagine it fortifying its capital with a huge city-wall), 
in a few decades in the late eighth century Jerusalem grew in size from 
c. 6 to c. 60 hectares and in population from around 1000 inhabitants to 
over 10,000 (estimated according to 200 inhabitants per hectare). The 
population of the Judahite countryside also grew dramatically in the 
transition from the Lachish IV to the Lachish III horizons (Phases 2 and 3 
above). The number of settlements in the hill country to the south of 
Jerusalem swelled from perhaps 34 in the Iron IIA to 122 in the late 
eighth century (Ofer 1994: 104-105). In the Shephelah, the number 
increased from 21 in the Iron IIA to 276 in the late eighth century (Dagan 
1992; for a somewhat different way of counting, see Dagan 2000: lists in 
Volume 2). Beyond the increase in the number of sites, one needs also to 
consider that they grew bigger and were more densely inhabited. All in 
all, the assumption that in the late eighth century, in a matter of a few 
decades, the population of Judah doubled would be a modest—and 
probably underestimated—evaluation. 

This dramatic increase in the population of Judah in the transition from 
the Lachish IV to the Lachish III horizons cannot be explained as the 
result of natural demographic growth or of a gradual and peaceful 
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migration into Judah from neighboring areas. From a strictly economic 
point of view, the Judahite hill country had always been less attractive 
than the lowlands or even the more fertile and well-watered northern 
areas of the central hill country. The only reasonable way to explain this 
sudden and unprecedented demographic growth is as a result of a flow of 
refugees from the North into Judah following the conquest of Israel by 
Assyria. The growth probably continued in Jerusalem and the southern 
hill country with another torrent of refugees, who arrived after the devas­
tation of the Judahite Shephelah and the Beer-sheba Valley by Sennach­
erib in 701 BCE (the first to point out these processes was Broshi 1974). 

All this means that the economic 'great leap forward' and the major 
demographic expansion of Judah took place in a very short period of 
time, between 732 (but mainly 722) and 700 BCE (or a few years later). In 
a few decades, Judahite demography, economy and society were totally 
revolutionized. Judah was transformed from an isolated, formative tribal 
state into a developed state, fully incorporated into the Assyrian global 
economy. No less important, the population dramatically changed from 
'purely' Judahite to a mix of Judahites and ex-Israelites, who had appar­
ently fled from the direct Assyrian control that was now imposed on the 
territories of the conquered Kingdom of Israel. Indeed,' in light of the 
extent of the population growth in this short period, an assumption that up 
to half of the Judahite population in the late eighth/early seventh century 
BCE was of North Israelite origin cannot be too far from reality.7 Likewise 
in Jerusalem a substantial proportion of the population—though not 
necessarily the ruling groups—may well have been ex-Israelite. 

Though one might have expected to find clear confirmation in the 
material culture for the presence of Northern Israelites in Judah in the late 
eighth century, the evidence is meager (e.g. Brandi: in press).8 The reason 
may be that many of the refugees came from the southern part of the 
highlands of Israel (see below), where the material culture was quite simi­
lar to that of Judah. Yet one significant item typical of southern Samaria 
does appear in Judah in the late eighth century. We refer to the stone-cut 

7 The questions of the original social and economic status of the people who left their 
homes m the North, why they left and why of all places they fled to Judah are, in the 
absence of written material, elusive questions that are beyond the scope of this paper 

8 In the cognitive sphere, the question of whether at least some Deuteronomistic ideas 
came to Judah with (urban?) refugees from the north (on Deuteronomy and northern pro­
phetic circles see, e g, Nicholson 1967 58-82 and bibliography m ρ 58 η 1) is beyond 
the scope of this article 
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olive-oil presses, which are found in several concentrations in ninth-
eighth-century rural sites in that region (Eitam 1987). Similar installations 
appear in Judah in the late eighth century (Katz 2001: 46, 50), most of 
them in two sites in the Shephelah—Tell Beit-Mirsim and Beth-shemesh 
(Finkelstein and Na'aman 2004). 

Can we speculate on the exact places of origin within the territory of 
the ex-Northern Kingdom of the presumed wave of refugees? The answer 
may be at least partially positive, and it comes mainly from survey-
derived data. Pottery collected in surveys is limited in quantity and vari­
ety and therefore allows only rough chronological distinctions. In the case 
dealt with here, regarding the territory of the Northern Kingdom in the 
highlands, it is relatively easy to set apart 'late Iron- ΙΓ and 'Persian' 
period types, but very difficult—if at all possible—to distinguish chrono­
logical phases in the late Iron II survey collections (see n. 9 below). In 
other words, the only way to trace demographic changes in the period 
under discussion is to compare the situation during the peak settlement 
activity in Iron II, most probably representing the mid-eighth century 
BCE, with the period of peak prosperity of the Persian period in the fifth-
fourth century BCE. Though we are dealing with a very long period of 
time which could have experienced periodic oscillations that cannot be 
traced in survey material, the data are nevertheless of great significance. 

In the area of northern Samaria (between Shechem and the Jezreel 
Valley) the number of sites did not change dramatically between the late 
Iron II and the Persian periods—238 and 247 respectively (Zertal 1993). 
Zertal has not provided the total built-up area for the Iron II sites, but 
comparing Broshi and Finkelstein's (1992) estimate for the Iron II—260 
hectares—to ZertaPs numbers for the Persian period (170 hectares— 
1989b: 11), one can get a sense of a moderate decline. The assumption of 
overall occupation stability in this area is corroborated by the evidence 
from the Shechem syncline—probably the most fertile niche in the entire 
region of northern Samaria—where the number of sites actually grew 
from the Iron II to the Persian period (Zertal 1992: 54-56). Thus the 
change between the two periods is more in the distribution of the 
settlements in the different sub-regions (Zertal 1989b; 1996: 86-87) than 
in the total number of sites. Deploying the broadly accepted density 
coefficient of 200 people per built-up hectare, these numbers translate 
into a decline (of c. 35 per cent) from c. 52,000 people in the eighth 
century to 34,000 in the Persian period. In other words, even if several 
thousand Israelites were deported in the late eighth century to 
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Mesopotamia and foreign groups settled by the Assyrians in their stead, 
this area did not suffer a major demographic crisis in the late Iron II.9 

The situation is utterly different in southern Samaria—the area 
between Shechem and Bethel. The number of sites there decreased from 
238 in the eighth century to 127 in the Persian period and the total built-
up area shrank even more spectacularly, from c. 170 to 45 hectares (75 
per cent; Finkelstein, Lederman and Bunimovitz 1997:898-906, for sites 
size legend see p. 20 of that volume). Translating these figures into 
estimated population, we face a striking reduction from 34,000 to 9000 
people. Even if the long period between these two datum points saw 
several oscillations, it is clear that southern Samaria suffered a major, 
long-term demographic blow in the wake of the conquest of the Northern 
Kingdom. 

This is also hinted by the fragmentary evidence on the locations where 
the Assyrians settled the Mesopotamian deportees. The Gezer and Tel 
Hadid cuneiform tablets attest to the presence of Babylonian deportees in 
the early seventh century BCE (Na'aman and Zadok 1988; 2000). The 
name Awim, which appears in the list of late seventh-century towns 
(Josh. 18.23—on the list see Na'aman 1991) seems to have originated 
from the name Awa—one of the places of origin of the Mesopotamian 
deportees (2 Kgs 17.24); Awim is located in the northern group of towns 
in the highlands of Benjamin, together with Bethel, Zermaraim and 
Ophrah, that is, in the area around Bethel. Papyrus Amherst 63 mentions 
deportees who were probably settled in Bethel itself (Steiner 1991). 

All these archaeological and textual clues relating to the southern part 
of the Northern Kingdom and the vicinity of Bethel suggest that many 
Israelites may have fled this area in fear of deportation and foreign groups 
were settled in their stead. In the eighth century BCE southern Samaria 
was an important oil producing region (Eitam 1987); by settling foreign 
deportees there, the Assyrians may have attempted to help recover its 

9. Zertal (2003) tried to reconstruct the settlement pattern of the seventh century BCE 
(to differ from the eighth) in northern Samaria accordmg to a few pottery types (2003* 
396) and argued for a significant decime in the number of sites after the fall of the North 
Yet, most of these types can also be found in the eighth century BCE HIS mam—probably 
only—cntenon was therefore the wedge-decorated bowl (Zertal 1996 84), which he 
linked to the Cuthean deportees who were settled by the Assynans in the region (Zertal 
1989a). Without dealing with the question of whether this identification is valid, the 
presence or absence of a smgle pottery type in survey sites (some of which produce a 
limited number of sherds) can be random and misleading Zertal's interpretation of the 
situation m the seventh century is therefore based on very shaky grounds 
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economic output. Settling loyal population near the border of the vassal 
kingdom of Judah must have been intentional—as a measure of caution 
against future unrest. In short, it is reasonable to suggest that many 
(though certainly not all) of the North Israelite refugees who settled in 
Judah after 722 BCE came from southern Samaria. These people must 
have come to Judah with their own local traditions. Most significantly, the 
Bethel sanctuary must have played an important role in their cult prac­
tices, and the memories and myths of the Saulide dynasty—which origi­
nated in this area—could have played an essential role in their under­
standing of their history and identity. 

The presence of substantial numbers of northern immigrants in Judah 
—and the new demographic situation it created—must have presented a 
challenge to the southern leadership and created an urgent need to unite 
the two segments of the new Judahite society—Judahites and Israelites— 
into a single national entity. In other words, there must have been a 
necessity to re-format Judah into a new nation. And the main problems 
that needed to be addressed were ideological: particularly the different— 
not to say alien and hostile—cult and royal traditions of the northerners 
who came to settle in Judah. 

In the following sections we wish to suggest two important ways by 
which King Hezekiah and his Jerusalem elite attempted to forge a sense 
of common identity among the diverse population of Judah in the late 
eighth century BCE: by focusing the new nation around the Jerusalem 
Temple and celebrating the early members of the Davidic dynasty as the 
founding Kings of All Israel. 

Centralization of the Cult 

One of the most extensively discussed events in 2 Kings' account of the 
reign of Hezekiah is his cult reform (2 Kgs 18.3-4). Scholars have 
debated the historicity of this description, some accepting it as reliable 
(e.g. Weinfeld 1964; McKay 1973:15-17; Haran 1978: 132-42; Halpern 
1991; Lowery 1991; Rainey 1994; Swanson 2002), while others raise 
doubts or reject it altogether (Handy 1988; Na'aman 1995; Fried 2002). 
The literary arguments—regarding the reliability of the Chronicler's 
description of the same event, the relationship of Hezekiah's cult reform 
to that of Josiah, and its connection to the Deuteronomic law of extirpat­
ing Canaanite cult objects among many other issues—have not led to a 
decisive answer regarding the historical nature of this event. The primary 
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evidence provided by archaeology, which comes from the two southern 
Judahite sites of Arad and Beer-sheba, has also been debated. Other rele­
vant data come from the site of Lachish in the Shephelah. A re-examina­
tion of this material offers new insights about the historicity and nature of 
Hezekiah's cult reform. 

Arad 
The construction of the sanctuary at the fort of Arad was assigned by 
Aharoni to Stratum XI, which he dated to the tenth century BCE. Aharoni 
argued that it underwent a major alteration before going out of use: the 
large altar in the courtyard was dismantled in the late eighth century 
(Stratum VIII), in the course of Hezekiah's cult reform, while the shrine 
itself was demolished in the late seventh century (Stratum VI), in the 
course of the cult reform of King Josiah (Aharoni 1968). After Aharoni's 
death, the Arad team revised his conclusions, suggesting that both the 
altar and the shrine were removed in the days of Hezekiah (Herzog, 
Aharoni, Rainey and Moshkovitz 1984: 19-22). Ussishkin (1988) chal­
lenged these archaeological interpretations and biblical associations. In 
his opinion the sanctuary had been built after the destruction of Stratum 
VIII and was destroyed together with the entire fort at the end of Stratum 
VI. Therefore according to his understanding, the demise of the sanctuary 
had nothing to do with either the Hezekianic or the Josianic cult reforms 
described in the Bible. 

In the course of the preparation of the Arad finds for final publication, 
Herzog (2001 ; 2002b: 35,40,69-72) reworked the stratigraphy and chro­
nology of the Arad sanctuary. In his opinion the sanctuary had functioned 
for only a short period of time, in the days of Strata X and IX, both dated 
within the eighth century BCE (Singer-Avitz 2002: 114-19). The shrine, 
together with its altar, were dismantled at the same time and buried under 
a one-meter fill at the end of Stratum IX. The incense altars of the 
sanctuary were laid intact on their sides and intentionally buried. Stratum 
VIII, which represents the fort of the very late eighth century—the one 
that was attacked by Sennacherib in 701 BCE—did not have a sanctuary. 

Herzog (2001; 2002b: 35, 40, 69-72) presented clear stratigraphie 
evidence for his interpretation: walls and floors of Stratum VIII were built 
over the sanctuary, after it had gone out of use; the pottery on the floors 
date to the eighth, rather than the seventh century (Singer-Avitz 2002 
contra Ussishkin 1988), and the Strata VII-VI floors in the vicinity of the 
sanctuary are two meters higher than the floor of the debir of the shrine. 
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Herzog—like Aharoni—interpreted the Arad finds as evidence for the 
eradication of the sanctuary in the late eighth century in the course of the 
cult reform of Hezekiah. 

Herzog dismissed Ussishkin's (1988) seventh-century dating of the 
sanctuary and answered much of Na'aman's criticism (1999: 405-408; 
2002a: 585-92), according to which the sanctuary survived until the final 
demise of Stratum VIII in 701 BCE, though its incense altars went out of 
use.10 Without ignoring the methodological problems related to the 
excavation of Arad (Ussishkin 1988; Herzog 2002b: 7) and the immense 
difficulties in interpreting the stratigraphy of the site, it seems to us that 
Herzog's reconstruction, based on a meticulous study of the excavation 
records, is the most convincing: the sanctuary had been built in Stratum X 
and continued to function in the days of Stratum IX. It then went out of 
use and was buried under a thick fill. The Stratum VIII fort of the last 
years of the eighth century BCE therefore did not have a shrine. 

The finds from Beer-sheba and Lachish present a clear parallel to this 
phenomenon. 

Beer-sheba 
At Beer-sheba, a large horned altar built of ashlar blocks was dismantled, 
with some of its stones buried in the Stratum II glacis and others reused in 
the Stratum II pillared store houses (Aharoni 1974; 1975a: 154-56). 
Aharoni suggested that the altar originally stood in a sanctuary. Since no 
such building was discovered at the site, he proposed that it had been 
completely and intentionally demolished when the large Building 32 was 
constructed (1975a: 154-56; see also Herzog, Rainey and Moshkovitz 
1977; Rainey 1994). Aharoni interpreted this evidence as supporting the 
biblical description of Hezekiah's cult reform: when Stratum II was built 
early in Hezekiah's days the sanctuary was destroyed and the stones of its 
altar were either discarded or reused. 

Na'aman (1995:185-87; 2002a: 593-95) raised three objections against 
Aharoni's interpretation: (1) the altar could have stood in an open place, 
rather than in a sanctuary; (2) building 32 served a military-administrative 
purpose and there is no need for 'farfetched theories' to interpret its 

10 Na'aman (2002a. 592) argued for sigas of destruction in the cella of the sanctuary, 
while Herzog (2002b 64-66) saw no such signs The Assyrian-style lion weight found 
near the sacnficial altar (Na'aman 1999 406-407) belongs to Stratum IX and hence could 
have reached the site in the 730s BCE, therefore it cannot be used to decide the dispute 
between Herzog and Na'aman 

user
螢光標示

user
螢光標示

user
螢光標示

user
螢光標示

user
螢光標示



272 Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 30.3 (2006) 

function; (3) there is no way to determine the original date of the altar in 
pre-Stratum II Beer-sheba. Na'aman concluded that 'in the present state 
of our knowledge, we should best leave the Tel Beer-sheba altar outside 
the discussion of Hezekiah's religious policy' (Na'aman 1995: 187). 

We do not find Na'aman's criticism to be convincing for a number of 
reasons: (1) whether the altar stood in an open space or in a courtyard of a 
sanctuary is irrelevant; (2) the original location of the altar cannot be 
determined and is therefore also irrelevant;11 (3) the stones of the altar 
were found in only two places; the most likely explanation—if not the 
only logical one—is that the altar was dismantled a short time before the 
construction of Stratum II. We find it highly unlikely that an altar of, say, 
Stratum V had been dismantled, its blocks dumped or reused in Strata IV 
and III, and then found and reused m only two places in Stratum II. 
Without engaging in pure speculation about the original location of the 
altar, the most straightforward explanation would be that an altar which 
had still functioned in Stratum III was dismantled and buried in the fortifi­
cation and buildings of Stratum II. Every other interpretation would need 
to explain away this simple logic. Stratum II was built in the very late 
eighth century BCE and was most probably destroyed by Sennacherib.12 

Lachish 
In 1968, Aharoni unearthed several fragmentary remains near the Persian-
Hellenistic 'Solar Shrine', which he interpreted as a Judahite sanctuary 
from the days of Level V—the tenth century according to his dating. He 
described the sanctuary as a small, rectangular broad-room, with benches 
along its walls. A stone altar and a few cult vessels were found inside it, 
surrounding what he identified as a bamah. Aharoni proposed that the 
shrine was destroyed by fire at the end of Level V (1975b: 26-32 Pis. 3r6, 
60). 

Ussishkin (2003b) has recently re-examined the results of Aharom's 
, excavations and come to different conclusions. According to his analysis, 
which seems to us convincing, the elements connected by Aharoni with 
the Level V sanctuary actually belong to several strata in the habitation 
sequence of the site. Ussishkin also noted that no traces of a real destruc­
tion by fire had been distinguished in the excavation. He concluded that 

11 The idea that an altar, which stood outside of the town, was removed by the 
Assyrians (Na'aman 2002a 593) has no factual basis 

12 Knauf (2002) proposed that Stratum II survived the Sennachenb assault on Judah 
and continued into the early seventh century Pottery analysis cannot distinguish between 
701 or 20 years later, his other arguments are not convincing 

user
螢光標示

user
螢光標示



FINKELSTEIN AND SILBERMAN Temple and Dynasty 273 

the whole idea of a Level V sanctuary destroyed in a conflagration 
stemmed from the impression left by the pile of restorable cult objects. 
Ussishkin proposed that the objects were lying in a pit which was 
probably sealed by the constructional fill laid under the floor of the Level 
III palace-fort courtyard. He therefore dated the vessels and the pit to the 
days of Level IV in the late Iron IIA (ninth and early eighth century 
BCE—Herzog and Singer-Avitz 2004). Ussishkin suggested that these cult 
vessels came from a sanctuary which had gone out of use and were 
dumped into a pit and covered by the Level III fill. 

The cult vessels found in the pit are difficult to date typologically 
(Zimhoni 1997:62). The fact that the pit was covered by the fill and floor 
of the palace-fort courtyard of Level III does not necessarily imply that 
the pit itself predates that level. Since we have no idea when exactly 
within the time period represented by Level III the floor of the courtyard 
was laid, it is entirely possible that a pre-existing shrine (of Level IV) was 
dismantled during the Level III era, and its cult objects were buried in a 
pit that was then covered by the newly laid palace-fort courtyard of 
Palace C (for the latter see Ussishkin 1996: 33-37). 

The finds at Arad, Beer-sheba and Lachish therefore seem to be 
consistent: all three present evidence for the existence of sanctuaries in 
the eighth century BCE, but in all three sites, the sanctuaries were disman­
tled or fell into disuse before the end of the eighth century. In other 
words, in all three, the city which was destroyed by Sennacherib in 701 
did not have a shrine.13 It is also noteworthy that none of the large number 
of seventh and early sixth-century sites excavated around Judah produced 
evidence for the existence of a sanctuary. In sum, these data provide 
strong evidence for the systematic removal of countryside sanctuaries in 
the late eighth century BCE. 

In terms of historical context, this activity must have been connected 
with the policies of either Ahaz or Hezekiah—the two kings who ruled in 
Judah in the late eighth century BCE. Archaeology cannot provide an 
exact date within this timeframe for the removal of the countryside 
shrines, but an examination of the broader events (see below)—and the 

13 The only piece of evidence which can be interpreted otherwise is the depiction of 
several objects in the Sennacherib Lachish relief, which may be identified as cult vessels. 
Na'aman (1995 191-93, 1999 404-405) interpreted them as evidence that at Lachish a 
Judahite shrine survived until the Sennacherib campaign in 701 BCE Yet, the identifica­
tion of the objects in the relief is far from being clear and Ussishkin (1982 105, 107) 
explained them as ceremonial symbols of state which were taken as booty from the local 
Judahite governor's palace 
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testimony of 1 Kgs 18.3-4—point clearly to the days of Hezekiah. The 
archaeological evidence for the elimination of countryside shrines seems 
to mesh with the biblical report that in his days Judah went through* a 
sweeping cult 'reform'. Yet this process should be evaluated from socio­
economic and political—rather than strictly religious—perspectives, 
probably as part of an effort to centralize the state cult in the capital 
Jerusalem.14 Such a policy would have been aimed at strengthening the 
unifying elements of the state—the central authority of the king and the 
elite in the capital—and at weakening the old, somewhat autonomous, 
clan-based leadership in the Judahite countryside (Halpern 1991:26-27). 

No less important in centralizing the authority of the state through the 
establishment of a single, national cult center was averting the threat 
posed by the temple of Bethel, in the territory of the former northern 
kingdom of Israel, located only 17 km north of Jerusalem. As we have 
suggested, a significant sector of the population of Judah in the late eighth 
century—up to half if not more—was of North Israelite origin. These 
people—many of whom lived in Jerusalem and the area surrounding it— 
may have maintained their northern cult traditions even after their 
resettlement in Judah. And since many originated from southern Samaria, 
it seems logical to assume that their most important cult place was the 
temple at Bethel. Indeed it is probable that ex-Israelites living in Judah 
continued to visit this important cult place. Being located in the province 
of Samaria, Bethel was under direct Assyrian rule, while Judah was an 
Assyrian vassal; there thus should have been no political or military 
impediment to conducting pilgrimages from Jerusalem to Bethel, at least 
not until 705 BCE. This situation was likely considered intolerable by the 
Judahite authorities, especially in view of the new demographic situation, 
which called for an attempt to bind together the two sectors of the 
Judahite population: Judahites and Israelites.15 

Thus an obvious solution was to ban all sanctuaries—countryside 
shrines in Judah and the Bethel temple alike—except for the royal Tem­
ple in Jerusalem. The centralization of the cult in the Jerusalem Temple 
was a step taken to strengthen the central authority of the emerging state 
over the local, clan-base power hubs, which must have necessarily been 

14 For a possible similar process in the Northern Kingdom in the transition from the 
ninth to the eighth century strata, see Na'aman 2002a 595-97 

15 Rainey explained the centralization of the cult in the days of Hezekiah as an 
attempt to reach-out to the Israelite population of the north (that is, m their northern 
territories), after the fall of Israel (Herzog, Aharom, Ramey, and Moshkovitz 1984 21) 
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connected to countryside shrines. This may be the economic and demo­
graphic background for the biblical descriptions of a cult reform in the 
days of Hezekiah, and possibly even the reference in 2 Chron. 30.1 that 
Hezekiah called on the people of the North to accept the dominance of the 
Jerusalem Temple (on the possibility that Chronicles does include 
genuine memories on the days of Hezekiah that do not appear in the 
Deuteronomistic History, see, e.g., Halpern 1981; Japhet 1985; 1993:18-
23; Rainey 1997; Vaughn 1999). 

In short, the cult 'reform' in the days of Hezekiah, rather then repre­
senting a puritan religious enthusiasm (possibly related to cleansing Judah 
of Assyrian religious influence; e.g. Rowley 1962; McKay 1973:15-17), 
an act of rebellion against Assyria (Lowery 1991:151), the organization 
of the state before the Sennacherib assault (Handy 1988), or capitulation 
to Assyria (Swanson 2002), was actually a domestic political endeavor. It 
was an important step in the increasing power of the Davidic king and his 
entourage in Jerusalem, in the remaking of Judah in time of a demo­
graphic upheaval, and in the rise of Judah to full statehood. 

In Chronicles, Hezekiah is portrayed as a second Solomon (Williamson 
1977: 119-25), mainly because all members of the nation—southerners 
and northerners alike—are called to worship in one Temple—in Jerusa­
lem.16 The Temple is the focus of the plan for the reunification of Israel 
(Williamson 1991). This may very well reflect the ideology of the Chron­
icler, mainly his attitude toward the North (e.g. Braun 1977; Williamson 
1977; Japhet 1989). Yet, as we have already mentioned, a number of 
scholars have proposed that some of the Hezekiah material in Chronicles 
which does not appear in the Deuteronomistic History could have origi­
nated from a genuine late-monarchic source (see references above). In 
fact, one may wonder if the original kernel of the description of the 
construction of the Temple by Solomon in 1 Kings was not related to the 
reorganization of the Judahite cult by Hezekiah in the late eighth century 
BCE. 

Compilation of the Early History of the Dynasty 

The biblical narrative of the early days of the Davidic dynasty and the 
establishment of the United Monarchy of Israel (1 Sam. 16 through 1 Kgs 

16 For a slightly different point of view, seeing Hezekiah as both a second David and 
a second Solomon, and interpreting this as a revival of the great United Monarchy 
ideology, see Throntveit 2003 
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2) has been divided by scholars into two main texts: the 'History of 
David's Rise to Power' (HDR, 1 Sam. 16.14-2 Sam. 5) and the Court, or 
'Succession History' (SH, 2 Sam. 9-20 + 1 Kgs 1-2; see, e.g., Rost 1982 
[originally 1926]; von Rad 1966:176-204 [originally published in 1944]; 
Keys 1996; de Pury and Römer 2000). The two stories (in which more 
than one source may be identified—e.g. Halpern 2001:15-18) were sup­
plemented by additional material and combined into a single narrative, 
which was then redacted, possibly more than once. Both stories contain 
information about the Saulides—the first Northern dynasty. And neither is 
entirely complimentary to King David. They include hinted allegations 
against the founder of the Jerusalem dynasty, for cooperating with the 
Philistines; betraying his fellow Israelites; being responsible for the death 
of the first king of Israel; being liable for the death of other key figures 
related to Saul: his son Ishbaal, his other descendants and Abner, the 
commander of the northern army; being responsible for other murders and 
wrongdoing in the cases of Absalom, Amasa and Uriah, among others. It 
is significant that many of the most serious accusations deal with themes 
related to the Saulides and the North. 

Two related questions have been raised regarding these epic stories: 
their date and motivation. Regarding the date, most scholars opted for the 
tenth century BCE or immediately thereafter and argued that the HDR and 
the SH were put in writing during the reign of the early Davidides or 
immediately thereafter, in order to legitimize David and Solomon: they 
aimed at explaining how David came to power and why Solomon, who 
was not the first in line to the throne, succeeded him in Jerusalem (e.g. 
Rost 1982; von Rad 1966; McCarter 1980:495; Halpern 2001:100-102; 
for a variety of other opinions see de Pury and Römer 2000). Regarding 
the motivation, if these literary works were intended as pro-Davidic 
legitimacy, the question can be raised why the authors and later redactor/s 
would leave the negative stories and accusations against King David in 
the text. McCarter (1980) and Halpern (2001) suggested that much of the 
material was written as an apologia—to counter the bitter northern 
allegations against King David, to vindicate him of any wrongdoing, and 
to explain 'what really happened' according to the point of view of the 
Davidic dynasty. 

The idea of a tenth-century compilation comes from a broader percep­
tion, that the reign of Solomon was a period of exceptional enlighten­
ment, during which great historical works were written in Jerusalem (e.g. 
Rost 1982; von Rad 1966: 176-204). And this theory was founded, in 
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turn, on the biblical description of a great Solomonic empire—full circu­
lar reasoning in clear conflict with the archaeological reality. 

It is obvious that the stories under discussion contain some early 
memories, such as the portrayal of Gath as the most important city in 
Philistia. Gath was destroyed in the second half of the ninth century BCE 
and did not recover later (Maeir and Ehrlich 2001); indeed, it is not 
mentioned in late monarchic biblical sources and in seventh-century 
Assyrian records (Schniedewind 1998). In addition, the description of 
David's wars discloses ninth-century realities (Na'aman 2002b), quite 
incompatible to the tenth-century BCE scene. In any event, most important 
of all is the fact that the HDR and the SH could not have been put in 
writing before the dramatic expansion of literacy in Judah in the second 
half of the eighth century BCE. 

As we have stressed above, this is closely connected with the rise of 
full-blown statehood in Judah, as indicated by a wide range of archaeo­
logical evidence. This includes the growth of Jerusalem into a major 
urban center, the dramatic expansion of the Judahite population, and the 
establishment of a centralized bureaucracy which required extensive 
literacy and scribal activity. None of this is apparent before the late eighth 
century BCE. Over a century of archaeological excavations in Jerusalem 
and at virtually every important mound in the countryside of Judah has 
failed to find any meaningful quantity of inscribed material before this 
period. And even the scribal activity and widespread literacy that began in 
Judah in the late eighth century spread significantly only in the seventh 
century BCE (Jamieson-Drake 1991; Schniedewind 2004). Hence the 
dating of the appearance of historical literature in Israel and the beginning 
of historiography in the western tradition (thus von Rad 1966: 176-204) 
to the tenth century BCE in Jerusalem should be dismissed out of hand. In 
the tenth century BCE, there is no sign of significant scribal activity; 
Jerusalem was no more than a remote, small village with a population of a 
few hundred people; and Judah had no more than a few villages with a 
population of a few thousand people (Finkelstein 2001 ; Ussishkin 2003a). 

The apologia theory is also problematic on motivational as well as 
chronological grounds. It fails to deal with a key question: Most accusa­
tions against David deal with northern figures, not necessarily with people 
directly related to the Davidic dynasty or to Judahite circles, so why 
should the author deal with them at all? In a great Davidic/Solomonic 
empire, why should anyone be preoccupied with allegations relating to 
the small territory of the Saulides? In other words, why did the author 
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include this material in his story? Why was it not simply eliminated, as it 
was in the books of Chronicles centuries later? The fundamental criterion 
in dating the story of the early Davidides should therefore be: What is the 
period that best fits a compilation of a saga which takes into account 
negative northern traditions about the founder of the Jerusalem dynasty? 
What is the period in which the author, certainly a Judahite, needed to 
counter these traditions with an apologia, without being able to ignore 
them? 

These texts cannot be dated too late, because it is quite obvious that 
they went through a Deuteronomistic redaction in the late seventh century 
(for the pre-Deuteronomistic date of much of the material in Samuel, see 
Halpern 2001: 57-72). The only chronological span left for their initial 
composition is therefore the second half of the eighth century and the first 
half of the seventh century BCE. When we consider the broader historical 
situation, the most reasonable period for the initial written composition of 
HDR and the SH is the late eighth century BCE, after the fall of the North, 
when the population of Judah swelled dramatically, to include a large 
number of Israelite refugees.17 Parallel to the centralization of the Judahite 
cult in Jerusalem, which included the rejection of the Bethel temple, the 
Judahite royal family and its entourage had a significant interest in a 
project of strengthening the power of the dynasty by uniting southerners 
and northerners around the Davidic king. To that end, they needed to 
reconcile two conflicting traditions regarding the early days of the Jerusa­
lem dynasty: on the one hand, the upbeat southern traditions about David, 
the founder of their dynasty, and about Solomon, the builder of their 
temple, and on the other hand, the critical northern traditions, which pre­
served memories of the same early period, but from a distinctly Saulide 
perspective.18 

As we have seen above, there is good reason to suggest that many of 
the northerners who lived in Judah came from southern Samaria. This was 
precisely the area where the first northern chiefdom emerged and where 
the Saulide traditions most probably retained their power. So an attempt 
was made to reconcile the traditions brought to Judah by a significant 
immigrant population with the local royal traditions of the Davidic 
dynasty. The HDR and the SH were put in writing in order to justify the 

17 On the late eighth century as a crucial date in the compilation of biblical literature, 
see Schmedewind 2004 

18 The collection of the books of the four eighth-century prophets—two southern and 
two northern—may have also taken place at that time (Schmedewind 2004 85) 
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rule of a royal house that was established by David and continued through 
the line of his son Solomon. The author(s) did not eliminate the northern 
traditions because they could not; they had to cater to the large northern 
population in Judah (for the need to respect the traditions of the northern 
refugees, see also Schniedewind 2004: 78,191). Instead of ignoring the 
northern accusations, the author(s) included them in the story, but at the 
same time answered them in order to vindicate David from almost all of 
his serious wrongdoings. The great apologia was therefore an instrument 
for reconciliation between South and North within Judah, and a vehicle 
for the rise of pan-Israelite ideology. This was the moment when the 
concept of the United Monarchy took on unprecedented importance and 
its centrality was retrojected into the distant past. But its motivation was 
the creation of a United Monarchy within the borders of Judah, certainly 
not in all ex-Israelite territories, which were under direct Assyrian rule. 

Conclusion 

In the late eighth century Judah experienced a dramatic transformation 
from a sparsely settled tribal territory ruled from a small highland village, 
into a bureaucratic state, with a dense population and a large, fortified and 
elaborate capital. This transformation was accompanied and advanced by 
the first widespread appearance of literacy and a dramatic rise in scribal 
activity. The momentous change in Judah was brought about by two 
processes: the incorporation of the kingdom into the Assyrian global 
economy and the fall of the Northern Kingdom, which sent a torrent of 
refugees to the South. The demography, society and economy of Judah 
were altered forever, as its population now included a very significant 
number of Israelites, a large urban center and a prosperous economy 
strongly linked to regional trade networks. Facing these new challenges, 
the Davidic dynasty sought to 'remake' the nation by uniting the two 
main population groups—Judahites and North Israelites—into a single 
Israelite society. This—rather than a suggested appeal to the Israelites 
living in the Assyrian province of Samaria—must have been the main 
stimulus behind the rise of the pan-Israelite idea in Judah. 

In order to remake the nation and strengthen the authority and prestige 
of the royal family, the Jerusalem court engaged in two ideological pro­
jects centered on the concepts of Temple and Dynasty. The king, his 
entourage and priestly allies eliminated the countryside shrines and cen­
tralized the cult in the Jerusalem Temple, weakening the legitimacy and 
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religious authority of the rural aristocracy. At the same time, the Davidic 
court sponsored the authorship of the early 'history' of the Davidic 
dynasty, merging formerly conflicting southern and northern traditions 
into a single narrative of the United Monarchy of Israel. 

Bibliography 

Aharoni, Y 
1968 'Arad Its Inscriptions and Temple', BA 31 18-32 
1974 'The Horned Altar at Beersheba', BA 37 2-23 
1975a 'Excavations at Tel Beer-sheba, Preliminary Report of the Fifth and Sixth 

Seasons, 1973-1974', Tel Aviv 2 146-68 
1975b Investigations atLachish The Sanctuary and Residency (Lachish V) (Tel Aviv 

Institute of Archaeology) 
Avigad, Ν 

1983 Discovering Jerusalem (Nashville Thomas Nelson) 
Avigad, Ν, and Β Sass 

1997 Corpus of West Semitic Stamp Seals (Jerusalem The Israel Academy of 
Sciences and Humanities) 

Barkay, G 
2000 'The Necropoli of Jerusalem in the First Temple Period', m S Ahituv and A 

Mazar (eds ), The History of Jerusalem The Biblical Period (Jerusalem Yad 
BenZvi) 233-70 (Hebrew) 

Beit-Aneh; I 
1998 'The Excavations at Tel Malnata—An Interim Report', Qadmomot 31 30-39 

(Hebrew) 
1999 Tel Ira A Stronghold in the Biblical Negev (Tel Aviv Institute of Archae­

ology) 
Brandi, Β. 

m press 'Two Stamped Jar-Handles', m Finkelstein, Ussishkin and Halpern (in press) 
Braun, R L 

1977 Ά Reconsideration of the Chronicler's Attitude Toward the North', JBL 96 
59-62 

Broshi, M 
1974 'The Expansion of Jerusalem in the Reigns of Hezekiah and Manasseh', IE J 

24 21-26 
Broshi, Μ, and I Finkelstein 

1992 'The Population of Palestine in Iron Age ΙΓ, BASOR 287 47-60 
Bummovitz, S , and Z. Lederman 

2001 'The Iron Age Fortifications of Tel Beth Shemesh A1990-2000 Perspective', 
IEJ 51 121-47 

Canili, J M 
2003 'Jerusalem at the Time of the Umted Monarchy The Archaeological Evi­

dence', in Vaughn and Killebrew 2003 13-80 
Cantrell, D, and I Finkelstein 

in press Ά Kingdom for a Horse The Megiddo Stables and 8th Century BCE Israel', m 
Finkelstein, Ussishkin and Halpern (in press) 

Coogan, MD,J Cheryl Exum and L E Stager (eds) 
1994 Scripture and Other Artifacts Essays on the Bible and Archaeology in Honor of 

Philip J King (Louisville, KY Westminster/John Knox Press) 



FINKELSTEIN AND SILBERMAN Temple and Dynasty 281 

Dagan, Y 

1992 'The Shephelah during the Period of the Monarchy in Light of Archaeological 
Excavations and Surveys' (unpublished MA thesis, Tel Aviv University 
[Hebrew]) 

2000 'The Settlement in the Judean Shephela in the Second and First Millennia Β C 
A Test Case of Settlement Processes m a Geographical Region' (unpublished 
PhD thesis, Tel Aviv University [Hebrew]) 

Eitam,D 
1987 Olive Oil Production during the Biblical Period', in M Heltzer and D Eitam 

(eds ), Olive Oil in Antiquity Israel and Neighbouring Countries from Neo­
lithic to Early Arab Period (Haifa University of Haifa) 16-36 

Eitan-Katz, H 
1994 'Specialized Economy of Judah m the 8th-7th Centimes BCE' (unpublished 

MA thesis, Tel Aviv University [Hebrew]) 
Finkelstein, I 

1992 'Horvat Qitmit and the Southern Trade m the Late Iron Age IF, ZDPV108 
156-70 

1994 'The Archaeology of the Days of Manasseh', m Coogan, Exum and Stager 
1994 169-87 

1996 'The Archaeology of the United Monarchy An Alternative View', Levant 28 
177-87 

1999 'State Formation m Israel and Judah A Contrast in Context, A Contrast in 
Trajectory', Near Eastern Archaeology 62 1 35-52 

2001 'The Rise of Jerusalem and Judah The Missmg Link', Levant 33 105-15 
2002 'Chronology Rejoinders', Ρ £ β 134 118-29 

Finkelstein, I, Ζ LedermanandS Bunimovitz 
1997 Highlands of Many Cultures The Southern Samaria Survey, The Sites (Tel 

Aviv Institute of Archaeology) 
Finkelstein, I, and Ν Na'aman 

2004 'The Judahite Shephelah m the Late 8th and Early 7th Centuries BCE', Tel Aviv 
31 60-79 

Finkelstein, I, D Ussishkin and Β Halpern(eds) 
m press MegiddoIV The 1998-2002 Seasons (Tel Aviv Institute of Archaeology) 

Fried, L 
2002 'The High Places (Bamôi) and the Reforms of Hezekiah and Josiah An 

Archaeological Investigation', JAOS122 1-29 
Geva, H 

2003 'Western Jerusalem at the End of the First Temple Period m Light of the 
Excavations in the Jewish Quarter', in Vaughn and Killebrew 2003 183-208 

Halpern, Β 
1981 'Sacred History and Ideology Chronicles' Thematic Structure—Identification 

of an Earlier Source', in R E Friedman (ed ), The Creation of Sacred Litera­
ture Composition and Redaction of the Biblical Text (Berkeley University of 
California Press) 35-54 

1991 'Jerusalem and the Lmeages m the Seventh Century BCE Kinship and the Rise 
of Individual Moral Liability', m Β Halpern and D W Hobson (eds ), Law and 
Ideology in Monarchic Israel(JSOTSup, 124, Sheffield JSOTPress) 11-107 

2001 David's Secret Demons Messiah, Murderer, Traitor, King (Grand Rapids 
Eerdmans) 

Handy, L 
1988 'Hezekiah's Unlikely Reform', ZAW100 111-15 



282 Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 30.3 (2006) 

Harán, M 
1978 

Herzog, Ζ 
2001 

Temples and Temple-Service in Ancient Israel An Inquiry into the Character 
of Cult Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the PnestlySchool (Oxford 
Clarendon Press) 

'The Date of the Temple at Arad Reassessment of the Stratigraphy and the 
Implications for the History of Religion in Judah', m A Mazar (ed ), Studies in 
the Archaeology of the Iron Age in Israel and Jordan (JSOTSup, 331, Shef­
field Sheffield Academic Press) 156-78 

2002a 'Water Supply at Tel Beersheba', Qadmomot 35 87-101 (Hebrew) 
2002b 'The Fortress Mound at Tel Arad An Interim Report', Tel Aviv 29 3-109 

Herzog, Ζ, M Aharom, A F RaineyandS Moshkovitz 
1984 'The Israelite Fortress of Aiad*, BASOR 254 1-34 

Herzog, Z, A F RaineyandS Moshkovitz 
1977 'Stratigraphy at Beersheba and the Location of the Sanctuary', BASOR 225 

49-58 
Herzog, Ζ, and L Singer-Avitz 

2004 'Redefining the Center The Emergence of the State m Judah', Tel Aviv 31 
209-44 

Jamieson-Drake, D W 
1991 Scribes and Schools in Monarchic Judah (JSOTSup, 109, Sheffield Almond 

Japhet, S 
1985 

1989 

1993 

Katz,H 
2001 

Keys, G 
1996 

Kletter, R 
1998 

Knauf, E A 
2000 

2003 

'The Histoncal Reliability of Chronicles The History of the Problem and its 
Place m Biblical Research', JSOT33 83-107 
The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and its Place in Biblical Thought 
(Frankfurt Peter Lang) 
I &II Chronicles A Commentary (Louisville, KY Westminster/John Knox 

Lowery, R H 
1991 

'Main Aspects m the Economy of Judah during the 9th-Beginning of the 6th 
Centuries BCE' (unpublished PhD thesis, Bar Ilan University [Hebrew]) 

The Wages of Sin A Reappraisal of the "Succession Narrative' (JSOTSup, 
221, Sheffield Sheffield Academic Press) 

Economic Keystones The Weight System of the Kingdom of Judah (JSOTSup, 
276, Sheffield Sheffield Academic Press) 

'Jerusalem in the Late Bronze and Early Iron Ages A Proposal', Tel Aviv 27 
75-90 
'Who Destroyed Beersheba IP', in U Hubner and E A Knauf (eds ), Kein 
Land fur sich allein, Studien zum Kulturkontakt in Kanaan, Israel/Palastina 
undEbirnarifur Manfred Weippertzum 65 (Orbis bibhcus et onentalis, 186, 
(Freiburg Umversitatsverlag) 181-95 

The Reforming Kings Cults and Society in First Temple Judah (JSOTSup, 
120, Sheffield JSOT Press) 



FINKELSTEIN AND SILBERMAN Temple and Dynasty 283 

Maeir, A M 
2001 'The Philistine Culture in Transformation A Current Perspective Based on 

the Results of the First Seasons of Excavations at Tell es-Safi/Gath', in A M 
Maeir and E Baruch (eds), Settlement, Civilization andCulture Proceedings 
of the Conference in Memory of David Alon (Ramat Gan Bar Ilan University) 
111-29 (Hebrew) 

Maeir, A M , and C S Ehrlich 

2001 'Excavating Philistine Gatti', BAR 27 22-31 
Mazar, A 

1997 'Iron Age Chronology A Reply to I Finkelstem', Zevarwi 29 155-65 
Mazar, A , and Ν Panitz-Cohen 

2001 Timnah (Tel Batash) II The Findsfrom the First Millennium 5Œ(Qedem, 42, 
Jerusalem The Hebrew University) 

Mazar, E 
2006 'Did I Find King David's Palace?', BAR 32 1 16-27,70 

McCarter,KP 
1980 'The Apology of David', JBL 99 489-504 

McKay, J 
1973 Religion in Judah under the Assyrians (Naperville, IL Allenson) 

Na'aman, Ν 
1991 'The Kingdom of Judah under Josiah', Tel Aviv 18 3-71 
1995 'The Debated Historicity of Hezekiah's Reform in the Light of Historical and 

Archaeological Research', ZAW107 179-95 
1996 'The Contribution of the Amarna Letters to the Debate on Jerusalem's Political 

Position m the Tenth Century Β C E ', BASOR 304 17-27 
1999 'No Anthropomorphic Graven Image', UF 31 391-415 
2001 'An Assyrian Residence at Ramat RaheP', Tel Aviv 28 260-80 
2002a 'The Abandonment of Cult Places m the Kingdoms of Israel and Judah as Acts 

of Cult Reform', UF 34 585-602 
2002b 'In Search of Reality Behmd the Account of David's Wars with Israel's 

Neighbours', IEJ 52 200-24 
Na'aman, Ν , and R Zadok 

1988 'Sargon IPs Deportations to Israel and Phihstia', JCS 40 36-46 
2000 ' Assyrian Deportations to the Province of Samaria in the Light of the Two 

Cuneiform Tablets from Tel Hadid', Tel Aviv 27 159-88 
Naveh, J 

1982 The Early History of the Alphabet (Jerusalem Magnes Press) 
Nicholson, E W 

1967 Deuteronomy and Tradition (Oxford Basil Blackwell) 
Ofer, A 

1994 ' "All the Hill Country of Judah" From a Settlement Fringe to a Prosperous 
Monarchy', in I Finkelstein and Ν Na'aman (eds ), From Nomadism to Mon­
archy Archaeological and Historical Aspects of Early Israel (Jerusalem Yad 
Ben-Zvi) 92-121 

Pury, A de, and Τ Romer 

2000 Die Sogenannte Thronfolgegeschichte Davids neue Einsichten und Anfragen 
(Freiburg Umversitatsverlag) 

Rad, G von 
1966 'The Beginnings of Histoncal Writing m Ancient Israel', m The Problem of the 

Hexateuch and Other Essays (Edinburgh Oliver & Boyd) 176-204 (published 
originally m German as 'Der Anfang der Geschichtsschreibung im alten 
Israel', Archivfitr Kulturgeschichte 32 [1944] 1-42) 



284 Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 30.3 (2006) 

Rainey, A F 
1994 'Hezekiah's Reform and the Altars at Beer-sheba and Arad', in Coogan, Exum 

and Stager 1994 333-54 
1997 'The Chronicles of the Kings of Judah A Source Used by the Chronicler', in 

M.P Graham (ed ), The Chronicler as Historian (JSOTSup, 238, Sheffield 
Sheffield Academic Press) 30-72 

Reich, R, and E Shukron 
2003 'The Urban Development of Jerusalem in the Late Eight Century Β C E ', in 

Vaughn and Killebrew 2003 209-18 
Renz, J 

1995 Die Althebraischen Inschriften I Text und Kommentar (Darmstadt Wissen-
schaflische Buchgesellschaft) 

Rost, L 
1982 The Succession to the Throne of David (Histonc Texts and Interpreters m 

Biblical Scholarship, 1, Sheffield Almond Press) (first published m German as 
Die Überlieferung von der Thronachfolge Davids [Stuttgart W Kohlhammer, 
1926]) 

Rowley, H.H 
1962 'Hezekiah's Reform and Rebellion', BJRL 44 395-431 

Sass, Β 
1993 'The Pre-Exihc Hebrew Seals Icomsmvs Aniconism', in Β Sass and C Ueh-

linger (eds ), Studies in the Iconography ofNorthwest Semitic Inscribed Seals 
(Freiburg Freiburg University Press) 194-256 

Schniedewmd, W M 
1998 'The Geopolitical History of Philistine Gath', BASOR 309 69-77 
2004 How the Bible Became a Book The Textualization of Ancient Israel (Cam­

bridge Cambridge University Press) 
Shiloh, Y 

1984 Excavations at the City of David (Qedem, 19, Jerusalem The Hebrew Uni­
versity) 

Singer-Avitz, L 
1999 'Beersheba—A Gateway Community m Southern Arabian Long-Distance 

Trade m the Eight Century Β C E ', Tel Aviv 26 3-74 
2002 'Arad The Iron Age Pottery Assemblages', Tel Aviv 29 110-214 

Sterner, M 
1994 'Re-datmg the Terraces of Jerusalem', IEJ 44 13-20 

Steiner, R.C 
1991 'The Aramaic Text m Demotic Script The Liturgy of a New Year's Festival 

Imported from Bethel to Syene by Exiles from Rash', JAOS111 362-63 
2003 'The Evidence from Kenyon's Excavations in Jerusalem A Response Essay', 

in Vaughn and Killebrew 2003* 347-64 
Swanson, Κ A 

2002 Ά Reassessment of Hezekiah's Reform m Light of Jar Handles and Icono­
graphie Evidence', CBQ 64 460-69 

Throntveit, M A 
2003 'The Relationship of Hezekiah to David and Solomon in the Books of Chroni­

cles', m MP Graham, SL McKenzie and G.N Knoppers (eds.), The 
Chronicler as Theologian Essays in Honor of Ralph W Klein (JSOTSup, 371; 
London. T&T Clark International) 105-21 

Ussishkin, D 
1977 'The Destruction of Lachish by Sennacherib and the Dating of the Royal 

Judean Storage Jars', Tel Aviv 4 28-60 



FINKELSTEIN AND SILBERMAN Temple and Dynasty 285 

1982 
1983 

1988 
1993 

1996 

2003a 

2003b 

Vaughn, A G 
1999 

Vaughn, A G, 
2003 

Wemfeld, M 
1964 

Williamson, H 
1977 
1991 

Zertal,A 
1989a 

1989b 

1992 

1993 

1996 

2003 

Zimhom, O 
1997 

The Conquest ofLachish by Sennacherib (Tel Aviv Institute of Archaeology) 
'Excavations at Tel Lachish 1978-1983 Second Preliminary Report', Tel Aviv 
10 97-175 
'The Date of the Judaean Shrine at Arad', IEJ3S 142-57 
The Village ofSilwan The Necropolis from the Period of the Judean Kingdom 
(Jerusalem Israel Exploration Society) 
'Excavations and Restoration Work at Tel Lachish 1985-1994 Third 
Preliminary Report', Tel Aviv 23 3-60 
'Solomon's Jerusalem The Text and the Facts on the Ground', in Vaughn and 
Killebrew2003 103-15 
'The Level V "Sanctuary" and "High Place" at Lachish', in C G den Hertog, 
U Hubner and S Munger (eds ), Saxa Loquentur Studien zur Archäologie 
Palästinas/Israels, Festschrift fur Volkmar Fritz (Munster Ugant-Verlag) 
205-11 

Theology, History, and Archaeology in the Chronicler's Account ofHezekiah 
(Atlanta Scholars Press) 
and A E Killebrew (eds ) 
Jerusalem in Bible and Archaeology The First Temple Period (Atlanta 
Society of Biblical Literature) 

'Cult Centralization in Israel m the Light of a Neo-Babyloman Analogy', JNES 
23 202-12 
GM 
Israel in the Books of Chronicles (Cambodge Cambridge University Press) 
'The Temple in the Books of Chronicles', m W Horbury (ed ), Templum amici-
tiae Essays on the Second Temple Presented to Ernst Bammel (JSNTSup, 48, 
Sheffield JSOT Press) 15-31 

'The Wedge-Shaped Decorated Bowl and the Ongm of the Samaritans', 
BASOR216 77-84 
'The Pahwah of Samaria (Northern Israel) during the Persian Penod Types of 
Settlement, Economy, History and New Discoveries', Transeuphratène 2 9-30 
The Manasseh Hill Country Survey The Shechem Synchne (Haifa Haifa 
University [Hebrew]) 
'The Mount Manasseh (Northern Samaria Hills) Survey', The New Encyclope­
dia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land 4 1311-12 
The Manasseh Hill Country Survey The Eastern Valleys and the Fringes of the 
Desert (Haifa Haifa University [Hebrew]) 
'The Province of Samaria (Assyrian Samenna) m the Late Iron Age (Iron Age 
III)', m O Lipschits and J Blenkinsopp (eds ), Judah and the Judeans in the 
Neo-Babyloman Period (Winona Lake, IN Eisenbrauns) 377-412 

Studies in the Iron Age Pottery of Israel Typological, Archaeological and 
Chronological Aspects (Tel Aviv Institute of Archaeology) 



^ s 

Copyright and Use: 

As an ATLAS user, you may print, download, or send articles for individual use 
according to fair use as defined by U.S. and international copyright law and as 
otherwise authorized under your respective ATLAS subscriber agreement. 

No content may be copied or emailed to multiple sites or publicly posted without the 
copyright holder(s)' express written permission. Any use, decompiling, 
reproduction, or distribution of this journal in excess of fair use provisions may be a 
violation of copyright law. 

This journal is made available to you through the ATLAS collection with permission 
from the copyright holder(s). The copyright holder for an entire issue of a journal 
typically is the journal owner, who also may own the copyright in each article. However, 
for certain articles, the author of the article may maintain the copyright in the article. 
Please contact the copyright holder(s) to request permission to use an article or specific 
work for any use not covered by the fair use provisions of the copyright laws or covered 
by your respective ATLAS subscriber agreement. For information regarding the 
copyright holder(s), please refer to the copyright information in the journal, if available, 
or contact ATLA to request contact information for the copyright holder(s). 

About ATLAS: 

The ATLA Serials (ATLAS®) collection contains electronic versions of previously 
published religion and theology journals reproduced with permission. The ATLAS 
collection is owned and managed by the American Theological Library Association 
(ATLA) and received initial funding from Lilly Endowment Inc. 

The design and final form of this electronic document is the property of the American 
Theological Library Association. 




