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CHAPTER I
THE INTRODUCTION

The research which resulted in this thesis was done for the pur-
pose of determining the place which united military undertakings had
in the Israelite tribal league prior to the establishment of the
monarchy. The 0Old Testament describes a number of wars which toock
pPlace during the era known as "the period of the judges." Although
the victories won in these battles were usually ascribed to "Israel® in
general, there are indications in some cases that the actual partici-
pants in the battles were limited to a small number of the Israelite
trives. This study seeks to discover the tribal participation in each
of the wars; in this way a general conclusion regarding the importance
of united military action in the league of tribes can be reached.

Some scholars have laid a great deal of emphasis on the part
played by common military undertakings in binding the Israelite tribes
together and holding them together subsequently. Wellhausen in fact
called the war-camp "die Wiege der Nation. nl It was in these united
military undertakings, according to von Rad, that the very Yahweh-faith
characteristic of the early Israelite tribal league came into being.2

lsee Gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im alten Israel (Ztrich:
Zwingli-verlag, 1951), Pe 14,

2Ib:l.d., ps 31, Von Rad even says, "Perhaps it was in the Holy Var
more than in the Covenant Festival at Shechem that ancient Israel
really first entered into her grand form"; Gerhard von Rad, Studies in
Deuteronomy, translated by David Stalker (London: S. C. M, Press, Ltd.,

1953), p. 45.
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If this were true, one would expect full participation by the Israelite
tribes in the wars that were fought in the neme of the federation. 1If,
however, it can be demonstrated that concerted militaery undertakings
played only a small role in the life of the tribes, then that which
bound the tribes togsther in the federation must be sought in other
areas,

This early period was a very important period in the history of the
people of Israel, for here the traditions of the mighty acts of Yahweh
80 recently experienced in the exodus, at Sinai, and in the conguest of
the land took definitive shape, During this period the clans and tribes
began their settled life together as a pecple that was to have such a
unique history for the next millenium. Yet the period of the judges was
a very troubled and complex era, and the historical information given by
the 01d Testament is not always camplete with regard to the specific de-
tails of that time. However, this study seeks to show that the histor-
ical information from this period does in fact suffice to demonstrate
that the wars of the league of Israelite tribes were not a major factor
in uniting the tribes or giving them their common faith,

The historical period under discussion in this study is limited
specifically to the era following the settlement of the tribes in Canaan
and preceding the establishment of the monarchy under Saul. The wars
to be discussed are only those for which the account specifies a concern
of Israel as a whole, It is recognized that the wars of conquest are
presented as wars of the tribal league; yet these are omitted from the
present study both because of their different character and because of

the historical problems involved in them. It is further recognized
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that the period of the tribal federation did not suddenly cease when
Saul was proclaimed king, but that there was rather a transitional
period as the tribal league gradually became a kingdom. Therefore
the wars under King Saul are discussed insofar as they pertain to the
subject under discussion. The term used for the tribal league in this
study is "the Israelite amphictyony." The term "amphictyony," taken
over from Greek tribal leagues that were united around a centrzl sanc-
tuary, is used to designate the sacral character of the bond which held
the Israelite tribes together. It is not necessarily assumed that the
expressions "Israel" and "sons of Israel" (b€n€ yisralel), when used in
the accounts of the wars, equal precisely the Israelite amphictyony.
Yet the terms are general designations of the federation as a whole,
rarely used for individual tribes or even groups of tribes.” Therefore
it is assumed, in cases where the term "Israel" is applied to the victors,
that the account wishes to apply the action to the Israelite amphictyony
in general.

The study consists of a discussion of the wars of the amphictiyony,
beginning with four "minor" wars, those which apparently concerned
only a quite limited number of tribes. These wars are those under
Othniel (Judg. 3:7-11), Ehud (3:12-30), Shamgar (3:31) and Jephthah
(10:6=12:7). Next is a discussion of a war of major concern to the
amphictyony, the one against the Canaanites under the leadership of

Deborah and Barak (Judg. 4=5). The prose and poetic accounts are com—

Sgartin Noth, The Histary of Israel, translated from the German
by P. R. Ackroyd taecond edition; New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960),
Pe 5 '
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pared, and the place of each account is discussed. The war against
the iidianites under the leadership of Gideon (Judg. 6~8) comes next
in this study, showing the reaction of the amphictyony to a devas-
tating invasion by camel-riding nomads. The wars of the transitional
period include the first encounters with the rhilistines (1 Sam, 4=T)
and the war against the Ammonites under Saul's leadership (1 Sam. 11);
the early monarchy was still a part of the transitional period, so the
battles of Saul against the Amalekites and Philistines (1 Sam, 13-31)
are likcwise briefly discussed, Several wars of a different character
are presented as wars of the amphictyony: the action against Reuben and
Gad (Josh. 22) and the war against Benjamin (Judg.19-21). These are
discussed especially with reference to their sacral character. The
conclusions drawn from the study of the wars are used in a short dis-
cussion of the nature of the Israelite amphictyony; here especially
the sacral unity in the amphictyony is defined. The study closes with
a discussion of the military organization of the amphictyony and the
concept of a "holy war,"

The primary sources used in this study are the biblical books of
Joshua, Judges, and 1 Samuel. Haterial from the Pentateuch is used where
there are some indications that it could possibly apply to the Israelite
amphictyony; and other books of the Bible are used where some light is
cast on the period of the amphictyony. Scholarly studies on the bibli-
cal material are used where relevant. An attempt is made to present
the biblical evidence objectively and fully. In some cases, due to the
paucity of the material, analogies from similar cases or from extra-

biblical material are introduced to help in the understanding of the
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particular event., Therefore the results of the study must be viewed
as probable, not assured, results,
The study of the amphictyonic wars demonstrates the probability
that in none of the wars against forelgn aggressors did all or even the
majority of the tribes take part; in most cases it was only two or three

tribes which fought the actual battle, However, the victory achieved -

by these few tribes was in every case understood as a victory of the

amphictyony as a whole, made possible by the God of the amphictyony.
Vhen the amphictyony gradually gave way to the kingdom of Israel, the
participation of the tribes in the wars became greater; this, however,
was for political considerations which did not exist during the greater
part of the period of the amphicytony. The two wars fought within the
amphictyony were distinct from the others in that they were fought for
a specific sacral reason: to purge evil from Israel; in these wars the
tribes were bound by the covenant to participate., Therefore this study
shows the probability that the Israelite amphictyony was a sacral group,
united because of its common faith and cultus. Its corporate feeling
allowed victories won by a smaller group of tribes to be applied to the
whole amphictyony. These wars were holy because they were undertakings

of the sacral league.




CHAPTER II

MINOR WARS OF THE AMPHICTYONY

The VWar Under Othniel

A number of the wars during the period of the Israelite amphictyony
apparently concerned only a limited number of the tribes s even though the
report ascribes them to Israel as a whole, These minor wars are those
under Othniel (Judg. 3:7-11), Ehud (Judg. 3:12-30), Shamger (Judg. 3:31
and 5:6) and Jephthah (Judg. 10:6~12:7). This chapter shall attempt to
discover the historic backgrounds of these wars and determine the parti-
cipation of the amphictyonic tribes in them,

The first story concerns Israel's servitude to kusan ristatayim,

king of ?®ram nah®rayim, and its deliverance by the judge Othniel, the
son of Kenaz, Caleb's younger brother. The 'story is clear enough and
conforms well to the framework of the Book of Judges as outlined in
chapter 2:11-3:6, The "people of Israel" did evil in the sight of
Yahweh, and He sold them into the hand of the foreign king. After eight
years of servitude, Yahweh heeded their cries and sent Othniel to deliver
them, Yahweh's spirit made him able to judge Israel, and he defeated
kisan ristatdyim. Missing from the usual scheme is the burial place of
Othnie1.t
There are several difficulties in this story which have led some

]'!et Hertzberg feels Othniel belongs in the list of judges; Hans
Wilhelm Hertzberg, Die Blicher Josua, Richter, Ruth, Vol. IX of Das Alte
Testament Deutsch, edited by Volkmar Herntrich and Artur Veiser
tingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1953), p. 164.
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scholars to discount the historicity of the episode. The main dif-
ficulty concerns the identity of the foreign king who oppressed [srael,
It seems strange that a king from as far away as Mesopotamia (lfggg
nah®rayim) could have subdued Palestine for eight years without being
mentioned in other historical records; and it seems equally strange that
Othniel, of the small tribe of the Kenizzites in Kiriathsepher (Judg.
1:11-15; Josh. 15:15-19), would have been able to defeat the king of
Mesopotamias Taubler concludes that kiiSen is a fictitious personage and
has no place in the era of the judges; he feels
Kusan Eponym der midianitischen Kusaniten ist und das Cognomen
Risathaim in Verbindung mit Aram-Naharaim sich als eine aus be-
stimmten Lotiven entstandene Parallele zu lereg m®ratayim fur
Babylon (Jer: 50:21) erklart.2

Moore likewise would refer kiisan to a Bedouin tribe of Midian; this story

would then refer to the incursion of these people and their expulsion by
the Kenizzites of Debir.3 Garstang sees this story as reminiscences of
a local struggle between the tribes of Cushan and Kenaz, who opposed each
other across the Jordan.*

Another group of scholars feels that )3ram is a mistake for Edom

(2®ddm), as is the case in 2 Kings 16:6. This would then bring the

%Eugen Tgubler, Biblische Studien: Die Epoche der Richter (Tibingen:
J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1958), p. 10.

3Gobrge F. Moore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Judges,
Vol. VII of The International Critical Commentary, edited by Alfred
Plummsr (Edinburgh: T. & T. Cliark, 1895), p. 88. Moore finds little
historicity in the account.

Aonn Garstang, Joshua Judges (London: Constable & Co., Ltd., 1931),
pp. 264-55. Garstang feels that this story was combined with a story of
a conquest of all of Palestine by the Hittite king of the Land of the

Rivers,
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locale of the battle to the neighborhood of the Kenizzites, In support
of this Hertazberg treats nah®rayim as a later addition and supposes
kusan to come from ki, Ethiopia; thus the whole name would mean a
ndoppelbose Neger."5 Lods explains the name as being a corruption of
the name of the third king of Edom mentioned in Genesis 36:3.4-35; he
would reconstruct it as "Hushan rosh teman," "Cushan, prince of Teman,"
or, according to the reading of the Septuagint, "Hushan rosh ittayim,"
#Cushan, prince of the city of Ittaim, nb

All these reconstructions have one thing in common: they presuppose
a localattle which concerned only the clan of the Kenizzites. If this
were the case, one would hardly be justified in calling this an amphicty-
onic war; it would rather belong to the tribal skirmishes during the
period of the settlement, some of which are recorded in Judges 1. There
is evidence, however, against equating kﬁé__an_ ristatayim with either Midian
or Edom. Tnose who champion the ¥idianite tribe take only the name kilSan
and necessarily delete the locale of his kingship, )3ram nah®rayim. Those
who suppose that ?2ram is an error for Edom do not satisfactorily explain
how a far off country like Mesopotamia could be mistaken for the neigh-
boring, familiar Edom.

There are other possibilities which tally better with the biblical
presentation of the story. A district of Qusana-ruma is known in northern

Syria from the list of Ramesses III, so it is possible that the invasion

5Hert5b°rg’ 920 .c_i&-o, ppn 163-&0

6Adolphe Lods, Israel From Its ‘B_eg_i_._ng(igs_ to the liddle of the
Eighth Centur% translated by S. H. Hooke (London: Routledge & Kegan
Pa\ﬂ., Ltdo, 1 2)’ p. 335.
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could have come from that cuarter,’! Or gﬁégg could be connected with the
Cassites, who dominated Babylonia from the seventeenth to the twelfth cen-
tury B. C,, although they probably never approached Palestine.8 Malamat
points to what appears to be the wmost likely historical background of this
story. The mention of Othniel would place the incident at the end of the
conquest, in the latter part of the thirteenth century B. C. Egyptian
history is confused after Merneptah, who ruled from about 1234-122L4 B. C.
But it is clear that the Nineteenth Dynasty ended in anarchy and the rule
of a foreign usurper, called "Irsu a certsin Syrian." Kalamat thinks it

"

is possible that kiSan ristatayim is the same person as this Irsu; he could

have conquered some of the tribes of Israel on his way from Aram to Egypt.
He was expelled from Egypt by Set-Nakht, but Othniel could also have fought
against him, and the Old Testament would be interested only in this phase,
2pam nah®rayim can also refer to the western bank of the river, as is

seen from the Septuagint, syrias potamon.’ Even if the identity of kiiSan

ristatayim with Irsu of Syria could be disproved, still there is no rea-
son Lo doubt that there was a ruler from kesopotamia or Syria who oppressed
Israel at this time, The simultaneous decline of the Near Eastern powers,

before the Twentieth Dynasty and the entry of the Sea Peoples, left Syria

Tjohn Bright, A History of Israel (Philadelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1959), p. 156. Bright considers the name a manufactured one,
meaning "Cushan of Doublewickedness,"

BA. Kalamat, "Cushan Rishathaim and the Decline of the Near East
around 1200 B, C,," Journal of Near Hastern Studies, XIII (October, 1954),
231. Perhaps kus in Gen, 10:8, the father of Nimrod, should be connected
with the Cassites,

9Ibid., ppe 233-35. The reference to Irsu is in the Great Harris

Papyrus, Other suggestions for kiifan include Tusratta of Mitanni and
Suppiluliuma the Hittite; but these antedate the settlement.

e

=
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and Palestine a political vacuum.lo

The biblical account describes this incident as a sacral war of
the Israelite amphictyony. It was the Q:QE x}éfﬁ‘al, the "people of
Israel," who were involved. Yahweh delivered His people to servitude,
and He is also the one who raised up a deliverer (Q§§i§:), placed His
spirit upon him, made him judge over the people of Israel and gave the
enemy into his hand. However, this does not meanrthét all 6r even most
of the tribes took part in the war, The account itself gives no indi-
cation of the number of tribes which took part, although the absence
of a tradition concerning a unifled action would indicate that the
actual participants in the battle were limited to Othniel's own tribe
of the Kenizzites or perhaps the southern amphictyony which later emerged
as the tribe of Judah.l} Yet the battle was of concern to the whole
Israelite amphictyony. The oppressor, whether he was identical with
Irsu or whether he was ruler in some other area of Syria or Nesopotamia,
was a threat to the amphictyony as a whole. Although his defeat was
dealt by the Kenizzites, this could be understood as a victory of the

amphictyony, the "people of Israel."
The War Under Ehud

Judges 3:12-30 contains the account of another battle which is pre-

sented as a war of the Israelite amphictyony. Again it is the b®ne

O1vid., p. 242.

llgee the discussion of the southern tribes and clans and a possible
six tribe southern amphictyony infra, p. 4l.:




11
716ra’sl who are involved (3:12,15,27), and their God Yahweh is the one
who is directing the events (3:12,15,28). The "pecple of Israel® did
evil in the sight of Yahweh, and He strengthened a foreizn ruler against
them, When they cried to Him, He raised up a deliverer and gave their
enemies into their hand.

The facts of the story are generally clear. Eglon, the king of
Koab, with help from the Ammonites and fmalekites, defeated Israel and
took possession of the "city of palms," which is evidently Jericho,12 the
modern g;igg. After Ehud managed to kill Eglon, the people of Israel came
out from the hill country of Ephraim and subdued ¥oab by seizing the fords
of the Jordan and killing ten thousand from the loabite garrison that had
been west of the Jordan. The only difficult geographical locale in the
story is the place of Eglon's residence and, subsequently, his murder.

The biblical account does not make it clear whether Hoab had a secure
enough hold in the land west of the Jordan so that its king could safely
live there, or whether Ehud had to cross the Jordan in order to bring
tribute to him.13 Codex Vaticanus of the Septuagint understood that the
murder took place in Transjordan and adds, after Ehud escaped to Seirah,

kai egeneto henika Slthen Aod eis gen Israel. However, there are indi-

127h3is is seen from Deut. 34:3 and 2 Chron. 28:15; Judg. 1:16 is
somewhat questionable. Auerbach argues that %ir hatt®marim means not
Jericho but Temar on the southern border of Judah; thus Mozb came on the
south end of the Dead Sea against Judah; El%as Auerbach, "Untersuchungen
zum Richterbuch., II. Ehud," Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, LI (1933), 49. To support his contention he must delete
much of the biblical evidence.

1iart in Noth, The History of Israel, translated from the German
by P. R. Ackroyd (second edition: New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960),
p. 156, note 1.

O e s "y Pan i BALE R L e e bRl n L




12
cations in the account which imply that all the events described took
place west of the Jordan, That Moab had a firm grip on the land west of
the Jordan is indicated by verses 13 and 1l4: they "took possession"
(xir‘é'ﬁ)l‘* of Jericho, and the people of Israel served Eglon for eight-
een years, The fact that Ehud went to the E‘s':'[l.:l\.m near GilgallS before
turning back seems to argue against a locale in Trans jordan; that would
have involved several additicnal fordings of the Jordan. Ehud's speedy
escape to the hill country of Ephraim leaves little time for a fording

of the Jordan.16

Likewise, the fact that Israel seized the fords and
killed ten thousand Moabites who tried to escape to Transjordan implies
a considerable part of Eglon's army was stationed west of the Jordan.
Therefore the story seems to indicate that during this period the
Moabites were strong enough in the land west of the Jordan for King
Eglon to make his dwelling there, presumably in the ancient city of
Jericho, :

This episode of Koabite superiority over the Israelite amphictyony
presents historical problems when compared with the 1list of tribal posses-

sions in Joshua 13-19 and elsewhere. The usual territory of Moab was

u'Roehrs points out that, at least in the conquest stories in Joshua,
there appears to be a distinction between taking the land (lgh) by warfare
and actually possessing it (yrS); Walter R. Roehrs, "The Conquest of
Canaan According to Joshua and Judges," Concordia Theological Monthly,
XXXI (December, 1960), 748.

15 i i that Ehud went to the first sanc-

Kraeling interprets this to mean tha

tuary of Benjamin at hand; Kglon apparently thought he was returning with

some message from God which he had received therg; Emil G. Kraeling, "Dif-
ficulties in the Story of khud," Journal of Biblical Literature, LIV

(1935), =06.
16(':ompare Hertzberg, op. cit., Pp. 166.
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on the southeastern end of the Salt Sea, extending northwards as far as

the River Arnon, the modern gel el-mogib, while the area north of the
Arnon was ascribed by the biblical tradition to Reuben and Gad (Josh.,
13:15-28), That Gad at least actually dwelt in this area is confirmed

by the Mesha inscription: wys gd yBb birs ¢trt m'lm wybn lh mlk yérdl

LAy Ltrt, "And the men of Gad dwelled in the land of Ataroth from of old,
and the king of Israel built Ataroth for théem."? However, the king re-
ferred to here must be Omri, and mtlm could simply mean, according to
Tgubler, "etwa vor dem gegenw'a'mtigen Menschehgedenken liegend.,” Thus
the Mesha inscription does not necessarily refer to events that took

place any earlier than David's c:orzc;pest'..]'8

In this story there is not
the slightest suggestion that ioab was occupying territory that really
belonged to Reuben and Gad; on the contrary, Moab dwelt directly across
the Jordan from Jericho, and, when the battle was all over and the
situation restored to normal, Moab remained there. "The possibility of
crossing over tc the eastern side of the Jordan is not envisaged at all
in the story of Ehud."l9 This brings up the question of the existence of

Reuben and Gad in Transjordan at this time. Von Rad construes these facts

to mean that the Ehud-Eglon battle took place before Reuben and Gad pressed

17Lines 10-11. The inscription is reproduced in W. F. Albright, The
Archaeology of Palestine (revised edition; Bungay, Suffolk: Richard Clay
& Co,., Ltd., 19535 » Pe 134, Atﬁroth is probably hirbet _'_g'g.tﬁrﬁs, about
ten miles north of the Arnon; Taubler, op. cit., p. 242.

181pid. s Pe 243. Yet the Pentateuchal narrative in Num. 32:34 re-
ports that Gad built Ataroth, although the time vhen this happened is
not indicated,

19Noth, op. cit., p. 156. See also Martip Noth, "Israelitische
St4mme zwischen Ammon und Moab," Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, LX (1944), 17ff.
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into this territory.20 This view is supported by various Pentateuchal
stories in which Koab occupies this territory. In the Balaam stories

the tarbdt molab, where Israel encountered Balak, are "beyond the

Jordan at Jericho" (Num. 22:1). The incident in Numbers 25:1-5 shows
that Israelites and Moabites met at a shrine at Baal-Peor; at the time
Moabites were living in the immediate vicinity.21 Bright, on the other
hand, feels that Reuben had possessed this land, only to be permanently
crippled when Moab regained this territory at the time of Ehud.22 The
history of this territory is too complex to be unraveled with certainty.
It seems, however, that the tribes of Reuben and Gad were of no signif-
icance in this area at this time. Koab and Ammon had full control east
of the Jordan, and even after the battle the Israelites made no attempt
to drive them out.
Apparently Benjamin was the tribe directly concerned in the

loabite occupation, since Ehud was safe when he escaped to Kount Ephraim

(Judg. 3:26-27).%3 Yet it is characteristic of the amphictyony that

0gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im alten Israel (Zéirich:
Zwingli-Verlag, 1951), pp. 21-22.

21Noth places these incidents during the period of the judges,
thus contemporary with Ehud; Noth, The History of Israel, p. 1555 see
also Noth, "Israelitische Stdmme," op. cit., pp. 17f., 23f. AlL con-
cludes that the kingdom of Heshbon also belongs to this period; Albre?ht
Alt, "Erwagungen uber die Landnahme der Israeliten in Paldstina," Kleine
Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (llnchen: C. H. Beck'sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 159.

2254 ght, op. cit., p. 157. Yet in the Song of Deborah Reuben is
considered to be a tribe capable of sending representatlves: For the
location of Reuben at the time of the Song of Deborah, see infra, p. 35.

23Tiiubler, op. cit., p. 24, locates hasse'irah at the oot of the
mountains of Ephraim.
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Ehud, a Benjaminite, laid claim also to help from the other tribes by
sounding the trumpet in Kount Ephraim (3:27). Judah and Simeon prob-
ably did not respond, because they were separated from Benjamin by a
chain of Canaanite cities,zh or because they had not yet developed
their political independence.25 Most likely it was only the men from
the tribes of Benjamin and Ephraim who killed ten thousand of the
lloabite garrison west of the Jordan. Yet ioab had presented a threat
to the whole amphictyony, and the events had been directed by Yahweh;
thus the people who participated in the battle could bear the common

amphictyonic name, bené yisralel, the "people of Israel,"

The Episode Under Shamgar

Judges 3:31 contains a brief notice about Shamgar ben *2nat, who
killed six nundred Philistines. This episode comes into consideration
here because Shamgar is placed in the series of the judges of Israel,
and it is expressly stated that "he also delivered Israel." A person
by the name of Shamgar is mentioned also in Judges 5:6 in connection
with the lawless days which preceded the war against Sisera and the

Canaanites,

It is impossible to reconstruct the history of this deliverance
of the Israelite amphictyony with any amount of certainty. The fact
that Shamgar killed six hundred Philistines with an oxgoad would seem

to suggest that he was a charismatic figure of some sort. Scholars

2yoore, op. cit., p. 102.

23Garstang, op. Sit., p. 276.
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are generally agreed that the name is Hurrian and that he came from
Beth-anath in Galilee.2® The location of this city is disputed; 27 out
it seems possible that Shamgar was king of this city and perhaps the
leader of an alliance of Canaanite kings who banded together to ward
off the Philistines, In the process of this he saved Israel and was
counted as one of the deliverers of the amphictyony.28 The notice in
Judges 5:6 indicates that perhaps later Shamgar became an oppressor of
Israel. Sisera could have been his successor as head of the Canaanite
alliance, under whom came the battle with the Israclites,??
Therefore the indications are that this episode should not be

counted as a war of the Israelite amphictyony, even though it was con-
sidered to be a deliverance for them. Apparently none of the tribes

took part in this battle.

26Bright., op. cit., p. 157; see also Tgubler, op. cit., p. 170.
Beth-anath is named in the New Kingdom Egyptian texts and is placed
in Galilee in Josh. 19:38. Moore, op. cit., p. 105, supposes Shamgar
is a Hittite name, and he connects him with Shammah ben Age, who
slaughtered the Philistines as described in 2 Sam, 23:11ff.

27Albright places it at el-ba'ne near the border of Asher, while
Alt would rather place it at el-eb‘€ne in Naphtali; cited by T&ubler,
op. cit., p. 170.

28Bright, op. cit., p. 157; Albrecht Alt, "Megiddo im Ubergang vom
Kanaanfischen zum israelitischen Zeitalter," Kleine Schriften zur
Geschichte des Volkes Israel (llnchen: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuch-
‘handlung, 1953), I, 261, 266. Alt sees Shamgar as a fighter for the
old Canaanite "Herrschaftssystems" against its new enemies,

2%, F. Albright, "The Song of Deborah in the Light of Archae-
ology," Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, LXII
(April, 1936), 27. H. H. Rowley, From Joseph to Joshua: Biblical
Traditions in the Light of Archaeology (London: Oxford Unive?sity Press,
1950), p. 80. Ernst Sellin, Geschichte des israelitisch-jlldischen
Volkes (Leipzig: Verlag von Quelle & Meyer, 1924), pp. 102-3. Alt,
"fegiddo im Ubergang," op. cit., pp. 261-62.
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The War Under Jephthah

Another minor war of the amphictyony is found in Judges 10:6-11:7.
It is a minor war in that, although it concerned the amphictyony as a
whole, the actual battle was rather confined. The oppressors in this
case were the Anmonites, whose center vwas in Rabbah, the modern {amman.
The incident is again presented as 2 matter in which the whole émphic-

tyony was involved. The b®n€ yisra’el did evil against Yahweh, znd He

sold them into the hand of the Ammonites for eighteen years (10:6-8).
The Israelites who lived east of the Jordan bore the brunt of the op-
pression, but the Ammonites also crossed the Jordan to distress Judah,
Benjamin and the hcuse of Ephraim (10:8-9).

In spite of the other tribes thal were concerned, the actual
participants in the battle were quite limited, The Ifeud was basically
between the people of Gilead and the Ammonites (Judg. 12:2). Although
the people of Gilead were possibly relatives of Ephraim (l2:h),3° still
Ephraim refused a request for help from Gilead (12:2). Of help from
Judah or Benjamin there is no memtion. Although the "people of Israel"
encamped against the Ammonites in Mizpeh, it was the gar8 of Gilead
who took it upon themselves to look about for somecne to lead the bat-
tle against the Ammonites, apparently after Ephraim had refused to send
help (10:17—18).31 The man they found, Jephthah, had 2 home in ¥izpeh

(11:34) but was an outcast of Gilead because of his illegitimate birth

30Noth, The History of Israel, p. 158; Hertzberg, op. cit., p. 218.

3lmoore, op. cit., p. 307.
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(11:1). He had gathered a band of raiders around himself and roamed
the land of Tob, possibly the high plains southwest of Hermon, between

Z0l3n and lefa down to the Yarmuk.32 Thus Jephthah roamed in the area

of Aramaean domination and perhaps already became known as a fighter
against Ammon.33 It is quite probable that it was not only Jephthah's
personal reputation, but alsc the renown of nis band of raiders, that
prompted the leaders of hard-pressed Gilead to call for him.3%

Despite the circumstances of his call, Jephthah was clearly a
charismatic leader in a sacral war. He "spoke all his words before
Yahweh at Mizpeh" (11:11), and the spirit of Yahweh came upon him
(11:29). No doubt his own band of raiders formed the nucleus of his
army, but Judges 11:29 indicates he also went to and fro in Gilead and
Manasseh, possibly for the purpose of raising the clans for war,3?
That he also recruited men from the land west of the Jordan is seen by
the use of the verb *br (11:32; 12:3); Jephthah "crossed over" to fight
against the Ammonites. Perhaps at this point Ephraim refused to send
men to help in the battle (12:2-3). The battle itself is described in

two verses, Judges 11:32-33; apparently Jephthah made a full circle in

32Tgubler, op. cit., p. 284, places it here on the basis of refer-
ences in 2 Sam. 10:6,8; 2 Mace. 12:17; and the Palestine list of
Thutmosis III.

33At the time of David the Aramaeans and the Ammonites were banded
together (2 Sam. 10:6-8); see THubler, op. gcit., p. 285.

Bhrijido, po 288.

35}£oore, op. cit., p. 298, takes it in this sense. Von Rac}, op.
cit., p. 23, overlooks this in stating that there was no summoning of

the tribes in this story.
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Ammonite territory and destroyed twenty cities.36 Yet the war seems
to have been mainly defensive, and no attempt was made to take posses=
sion of Ammonite territory.37

The anger of the Ephraimites at Jephthah for proceeding to the
battle without them shows that the event was considered to be an affair
of the amphictyony.38 Von Rad's arguments for excluding this from the
holy wars of the awphictyony are not convincing.3? Although Jephthah
and Gilead are the active participants in this war, they are inter-

changeable at every point with the b®n8 yisra’sl.”® Me result of the

battle is that the Ammonites fell before the people of Israel (11:33).
Yahweh, the God of the amphictyony, controlled the events throughout
(10:7,163 11:29;32). 'The actual participants in the battle were only
a fraction of the total federation: Jephthan's band, Gilead, and per-
naps lianasseh. Conspicuous by their absence were Heuben and Gad;
Ephraim definitely refused to take part. TYel it was a wér and a

victory of the "people of Israel."

36Taubler, op. cit., p. 287.

3Tyoth, The History of Israel, p. 158.

38":’0[\ Rad, 220 g__i_t_o, PP 23"211-0

29Ibid. Von Had makes it clear that "die jetztige Darstellung
von Jephta als einem Charismatiker, die geschichtliche Wirklichkeit
zugunsten eines Schemas Ubermalt hat.

hOjuag. 10:6,8,10,15,17; 11l:k,5,13-17,33.




CHAPTER III
THE WAR AGAINST THE CANAANITES
The Historical Background of the War

Judges 4 and 5 present two independent accounts of the war between
the Israelite amphictyony under Deborah and Barak and the northern
Canaanite coalition under Sisera. There are some small problems which
arise in a comparison of the two accounts, but the two basic difficulties
are these: Judges 4 presents Sisera as Jabin's general, while Judges 5
knows only Sisera; and Judges 4 describes the battle with only Naphtali
and Zebulun taking part, while Judges 5 names a considerably larger
group of tribes,

Judges 5, the Song of Deborah, is diifferent from any of the other
accounts of the wars of the amphictyony in that it consists of archaic

poetry;l

its special function shall be considered later in the chapter,
The prose accouﬂt of the war in Judges 4 is set in the same type of theo-
logical framework as the other battle accounts in Judges: the people of
Israel did evil against Yahweh, and He sold them into the hand of Jabin
and his general Siseraj when the people of Israel cried to Him for help,
He raised up Deborah the judge and Barak and routed Sisera before them.

"On that day God subdued Jabin the king of Canaan before the people of

Israel." (Judge 4:23).

IThe archaic character of the song is seen in a comparison of it
with the Ugaritic literature; see, for example, W. F. Albright, "The Song
of Deborah in the Light of Archaeology,™ Bulletin of the American Schools
of Oriental Research, LXII (April, 1936), 26-31.
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It seems that Judges L is a combination of the battle against
Jabin of Hazor (Josh. 11:1-14) and a later battle against Sisera.? The
account in Joshua 1l states expressly that the coalition led by Jabin
was defeated and completely wiped out, that all the kings were killed,
and that Hazor was burned. To be sure, the account in Joshua appears
to be generalized and made to fit into a certain structure; yet its
historical basis is too strong to pass it off as MOhlenbrink does: "Die
Schlacht 'am Wasser von leram' is sicher nur ein Reflex der Debora-
kdmpfe von Jdc. 4 und 5."3 Tdubler likewise sees little historical
worth in Joshua 11; he feels that Jabin and Sisera were contemporaries,
and Jabin was fighting vith Barak and Naphtali while Sisera was battling
some of the other tribes of Israel. In Judges 4, according to him, "die
alte Volkserzghlung, der die fruheren kﬁmpfe Baraks bekannt waren, blickt
durch," thus explaining the references to Jabin* But this reconstruc-
tion is unnecessarily complex and fails to do justice to the biblical
tradition that Jabin and Hazor were destroyed before this time. Ar-

chaeological evidence shows Hazor was destroyed in the thirteenth cen-—

2T'nus, for example, Peter R. Ackroyd, "The Composi%ion of the Song
of Deborzh," Vetus Testamentum, II (1952), 162; Eugen Taubler, Biblische
Studien: Die Epoche der Richter (Tubingen: J. C. B. Mohr [ Paul Siebeck],
19?8), pP. 142; Gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im alten Israel
(zurich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1951), p. 193 H. H. Rowley, From Joseph to
Joshua: Biblical Traditions in the Light of Archaeology (London: Oxford
University Press, 1950), p. 42; George F. Moore, A Critical and Exeget-
jcal Commentary on Judges, Vol. VII of The International Critical Com-
mentary, edited by Alfred Plummer (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1895),
p. 109.

3Kurt kOhlenbrink, "Die Landnahmesagen des Buches Josua," Zeitschrift
£ﬂ£ die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, LVI (1938). 266.

thubler, op. cit., pp. 150-52.
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tury and was not revived until Solomon's time.’

Some scholars explain the second difficulty, the fact that only two
tribes are mentioned in Judges 4, by referring also this part of the
account to the earlier battle with Jabin:

In Jd. 4 the account of a victory over Jabin, king of Hazor, achieved

by the two tribes of Zebulun and Naphtali, is combined with the story

of the victory over Sisera of Harosheth, achieved by a much wider
combination of tribes., . .  That a victory actually won by a united
people under Joshua was later ascribed to Zebulun and Haphtali is

far less probable than that a local victory of these tribes has been

magnified into the exploit of the whole people under Joshua,

However, the prose account in Judges 4 corresponds in so many details

with the Song of Deborah that a more favorable verdict must be given to
the historical reliability ol Judges L4 than the above theories do.7 Judges
4 obviously intends for the ten thousand men from Naphtali and Zebulun
(4:6,10) to be understood as those who routed Sisera and his chariots and
army (4:14-16). loth recognizes that the original tradition of the battle

against Sisera had only Naphtali and Zebulun as participants.8 And Vieiser

points out that Judges 4, wilh its marked tendency to ascribe the events

SFor the archaeological evidence in summary form, see Yigael Yadin,
"The Fourth Season of Excavations at Hazor," The Biblical Archaeologist,
XXIT (February, 1959), 2-20. Alt shows from an Amarna letter that the
prince of Hazor had a leading role in northern Palestine, and the memory
of this may have connected his name with Siseraj Albrecnt Alt, "Heues
Sber Pallstina aus dem Archiv Amenophis! IV," Kleine Schriften zur
Geschichte des Volkes Israel (Mﬁnchen: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhand-

lu.ng, 1959), III’ 135“'380

64, H. Rowley, op. cit., p. 42. See also Hoore, op. eit., po 109,
Ton Rad, op. cit., P. 19.

8yartin Hoth, The History of Israel, translated from the German by
P. R. Ackroyd (se;dﬁaﬂedition; New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960),

p. 150,
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to all Israel (4:1,3,4,23,24), would certainly indicate that more
tribes took part in the battle, if such a tradition were presen.t.9 Thus
the evidence from Judges L seems to indicate tLhat, while Jabin is second-
ary in this stery, the participants in the battle with Sisera were under-
stood to be only Zebulun and Haphtali, Here again a victory achieved by
a limited number of tribes is without further ado made a victory of the
whole amphictyony, the "pcople of Israel."

Although Joshua 11 is the ouly account of an Israelite conquest
of Gelilee, yet at the time of the battle against Sisera this region ap-
pears to be rather strongly Israelite. Bright feels this is an indication
that Israel had absorbed kindred people wino were already present in the
1land.10 In some unknown way tension aroce between these Israelites and
the remaining Canaanite cityastates,ll leading to open conflict. The
Canaanites were leaud by Sisera, possibly the successor of Shamgar,12
who was ruler in Harosheth-hagoiim, probably the modern tell famr at the

13

end of the plain of Jezreel, His name is possibly Iilyrian, and as

such he may have been a weumber of the ruling class oi the "Sea ?eoples,"lh

Yartur Yeiser, "Das Deboralied;—Eine gattungs- und traditionsge-
schichtliche Studie," Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,
LAXI (1959), 67-68.

10john Bright, A History of Israel (Philadelpnia: The Vestminster
Press, 1959), p. 123.

Usee infra, p. 82.
128ugra, p. 16.

Lp1brecht Alt, "Galilﬁiscne Probleme," Kleine Schriften zur
Geschichte des Volkes Israel (Munchen: C. i. Beck'sche Verlagsbuch-
handlung, 1953), II, 372.

Yvoth, op. cit., pp. 150, 162,
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or he may have made an alliance with them.1? The battle itself tock
place "at Taanach, by the waters of Megiddo" (Judg. 5:19), after Barak
waited until the rain would make the position of the enemy army in the

16

plain untenable, Bright reconstructs the battle: "Victory was won

when a torrential rainstorm bogged the Canaanite chariots down, enabling

the Israelite footmen to slaughter their occupants."l'? The results of
the victory are difficult to assess. Kaufmann feels this was the end
of the Canaanites in the territory of Israel,18 while Noth thinks it
unlikely that Israel took possession of the Canaanite cities of the
plain.l9 The excavations at Megiddo prompted Albright to suppose that
the Israelites began dwelling in that city during the break between

strata VII and VI;2O Alt feels that the excavations show Israel did not

154, F. Albright, "The Biblical Period," The Jews, Their History,
Culture, and Religion, edited by Louis Finkelstein (New York: Harper &
rothers, Publishers, 1949), I, 20. Also Albrecht Alt, "Megiddo im
bergang vom kanaanfischen zum israelitischenuzeitalter, " Kleine
Schriften gur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (Munchen: C. H. Beck'sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 266.

16¢4ubler, op. cit., pp. 154=56.
17Brignt, op. cit., p. 158

18yehezkel Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of
Canaan, translated from the Hebrew manuscript by M. Dagut (Jerusalem:
At the Magnes Press, 1953), p. 87.

19oth, op. cit., p. 151

Dpfter a change of mind, Albright went back to his original posi-
tion; see; e.gi, Albright, "The Song of Deborah," op. cit., pp. 27-29;
W. F. Albright, The Archaeology of Palestine (Bungay, Suffolk: Richard
Clay & Co., Ltd., 1956), pp. 117-18; Robert Engberg, "Historical Anal-
ysis of Archaeological Evidence: Megiddo and the Song of Deborah, "
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, LXXVIII (April,
1940), h-9; and finally Albright, "The Biblical Period," op. cit., p.
58, note 52.
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occupy legiddo until the time of Xing Sanl or David, the Canaanites in

the meantime living under the pax Fhilistaea.zl At any rate, effective

Canaanite opposition to the Israelite tribes was ended with this

victory.

The Cultic Character of Judges 5

Although many scholars feel the Song of Deborah belongs to the

literary genre of victory songs,22 there are numerous indications in

the song that it arose in a cultic environment.43 The structure of the

song is not logical or chronological. "Instead, we find a great many

scenes placed side by side with no coherent relationship evident be-

tween them."zh Although the logical sequence of events in Judges 4

requires over forty instances of the waw consecutive imperfect, Judges

5 uses this only in verse 28, Likewise, there is no trace of the reg-

ular use of the tenses in Judges 53 the song moves freely between the

perfect and imperfect.25 The song

aus verschiedenen Gattungen gemischt und in verschiedene Szenen
mit wechselnder Blick- und Gedankenrichtung aufgeteilt ist, deren
dramatischer Charakter durch eine merkwirdige, oft unvermittelte
Abwechslung in den Anrede-, Aufforderungs—, und Aussageformen
zutage tritt.20

2Lait, “gegiddo im Ubergang," op. cit., pp. 268-70.
22 1bright, "The Song of Deborah," op. cit., pp. 30-31.
“3Details in Weiser, op. cit., pp. 67=97.

2hGillis Gerleman, "The Song of Deborah in the Light of Stylis-

tics," Vetus Testamentum, I (1951), pp. 171-72.

2Tbid., p. 178.

26l’ieiser, op. git., p. 69.
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The structure tends to indicate a liturgical composition, composed for
a plurality of voices; this is borne out by the language and concepts
in the song, The root prt in verse two is used as a passive participle
in Exodus 32:25 for cultic ecstasy. Words elsewhere in the 0Old Testament
from the root ndb are overwhelmingly used in a cultic sense, as is also
the incitement to "bless Yahweh," The sentence;, "I to Yahweh, I will
sing, I will make melody to Yahweh, the God of Israel" (Judg. 5:3)
certainly places the song in a cultic situation., The same can be said
of the theophany in 514-5.27 Veiser thinks Judges 5:6-8 is a ritual
of confession of guilt and denouncing of foreign gods, as in Joshua 2&,28
while Sellin feels these verses indicate the acceptance of Yahweh-worship
on the part of the northern tribes after the battle.?? The fact that
Deborah is called "mother in Israel" points out her role in initiating
the assembly after the battle; this could be for the purpose of re-

newing the amphictyony after a period of Unterbrechung,30 The gagega

of verse nine could be the tribal leaders who came as delegates to the

270ther passages which describe a theophany in a cultic situation
include Ps. 18:8ff,; 50:2f,; 68:8f.; T7:17ff.; Deut. 33:2; Micah 1:3f.;
Nahum 1:3; Hab, 3:3ff, See Weiser, op. cit., pp. T4=T5.

281bid., pp. 75-T6.

29¢rnst Sellin, "Seit welcher Zeit verehrten die nordisraelitischen
Stamme Jahwe?," Oriental Studies Published in Commemoration of the
Fortieth Anniversary (1883-1923) of Paul Haupt As Director of the
Oriental Seminary of the Johns Hopkins University, Baltimore, Md.,
edited by Cyrus Adler and Aaron Ember (Baltimore: Ehe Johns Hopkins
Press, 1926), p. 132; Sellin would place "die Begrundung des Jahwe-
bundes mit Israel an das in dem Liede gefeierte Ereignis."

BOWeiser, op. 21&-, Pe 7.
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festival to complete the free-will offering of the people; they came
on asses and sat on garments that were spread out 3L zﬁganda in verse
eleven is the same word used in Judges 11:40 in a cultic situation;
Weiser would translate it, "wiederholen in antiphonischen Vortrag.“32
The g;gggg yhwh to be repeated in this cultic situation would certainly
include the recent victory; quite probably also previous mighty acts
of God would likewise be remembered., Weiser feels that Judges 5:1lc
indicates the close of the cult scene and the beginning of the victory
celebration, consisting of a victory procession by the Sam yawh, with
5:12b being a summons to Barak to open the procession by leading forth
the captive train.33 According to Welser's interpretation, the song
portrays the victors following the captives in the procession, with
representatives from Ephraim, Benjamin, Machir, Zebulun, and Issachar.

After the description of the battle (5:18), the cultic character of

the song is further seen in the act of blessing and cursing (5:23-2h).3h

31Ibid., p. 78. witnadd®biln seems to mean a free-will offering.

32Ibid., p. 79. The Ugaritic texts often use a root iny in the
sense "repeat": Baal I¥* ii 9; II vi 3; vii 30; viii 31; IID* A 8; B 14;
V iii 27,37; vi 22; Keret I i 27; II vi 28, The references are to the
texts in G. R. Driver, Canaanite Myths and Legends (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1956)., The difficulty would be in the change from the Ugaritic
tha to Hebrew tau; usually it would become Hebrew shin.

33‘v‘£eiser compares the scene in Judges 5 with Ps. 68:12ff,, where
a battle seems to be described, and where Yahweh comes from Sinai,
leading captives in His train and receiving gifts among men (Ps, 68:18);
Weiser, op. cit., pp. 8l-83. Tournay feels that these verses of Ps. 68
actually refer to the events in the battle against Sisera; R. Tournay,
nLe Psaume LXVII et le livre des Juges," Revue Biblique, LXVI (1959)3
p. 368.. The similarities are indeed striking, and they help to confirm
the thesis that Judges 5 arose in a cultic situation.

lgeiser, op. cit., p. 89.
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The "Verspottung der Feinde" in 5:28-30 appears
als menschliche Reaktion der Kultteilnehmer auf die g8ttliche
Heilstat, ja geradezu alsﬂmitwirkung an der letzten Vollendung
des gBttlichen Gerichts uber den Feind.32
The last verse of the song likewise fits well into a cultic situation.
lelser sums up the evidence: The Song of Deborah
is not an actual song of victory, but a liturgical composition
which presumably had its place in the framework of a cultic cele-
bration by the tribal union after a victory and it must be under-
stood in this context. With dramatic vivacity and lively alter-
nation of voices and scenes it glorifies the God who appeared
from Sinaij; it outlines the circumstances before the decisive
battle; it is addressed to those who were present at the cele-
bration; it remembers those tribes who were not there as well as
those who took part in the struggle; it represents the battle as
the judgment of God on the enemies; it demands & curse on the city
of Merom [sic] because it did not honor its obligation to help in
the fight, and g blessing on the woman wno struck down the hostile
general, . . 22
The evidence cited above points strongly toward a cultic Sitz im
Leben for the Song of Deborah., Eissfeldt suggests that perhaps the song
arose soon after the battle in the manner of the Philistine festival de-
saribed in Judges 16:23-25.37 Here the "lords of the Philistines" gathered
to celebrate their victory over Samson by sacrificing to Dagon and rejoic~
ing. The people recited, "Our god has given our enemy into our hand, the
ravager of our country, who has slain many of us," and they made sport

of Samson., In perhaps somewhat the same way the leaders of the Israelite

tribes gathered together to celebrate the extremely important victory over

3%1bid., p. 93.

36srtur Weiser, Tne 01ld Testament: Its Formation and Development,
translated from the fourth German edition by Dorothea ii. Barton (New
York: Association Press, 1961), pp. 30-31.

3T0tto Eissfeldt, Einlei in das alte Testament (2. Auflage;
s eitung in das H
Tibingen: Verlag J. C. B, Mohr [Paul Siebeck), 1956), p. 118.
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the Canaanites, and it seems possible that the Song of Deborah was the

product of tnis cultic festival,
The Amphictyony According to the Song of Deborah

The tribes of Lsrael are definitely described as belonging to a
sacral confederation in the Song of Deborah; they are the ‘Zm yhwh (5:11;
13). On the basis of the song tLhe question will be posed whether a dif-
ferent picture of tribal participation in the war is given from Judges L.

Ephraim heads the list of tribes as given in the Xassoretic text in
Judges 5:1ha. migﬁi Jeprayim probably means "some from Ephraim." Thus
it could mean either some Ephraimites who joined in the battle, or the

delegates frow Ephraim at the victory festival,3® 2irfam ba'@rzlesq is dif-

ficult and often emended to Saru $am ba‘@meg, "they set out thither into

the valley." Taubler suggests understanding the Massoretic text in the
sense of a comparison: "die von Ephraim, dessen Sprdsslinge solche wie
die Amalekiter sind."3? However, in view of Judges 12:45, where the "hill
country of the Amalekites" is "in the land of Ephraim," perhaps some rela-
tionship between Ephraim and Amalek is expressed by this verse,

Benjamin is apparently in the lead, ahead of Ephraim, Tgubler uses
this to show that the description of Benjamin as a wiolf in Genesis 49:27

applies to this period.l'0 The description in Judges 5:14, however, would

38‘1’{eiser, "Das Deboralied," op. cit., p. 86.

39Thus they woulg be compared with the people of Amalek, who were
ever ready for war: Taubler, op. cit., pp. 136-37.

LOpor Benjamin, this is "das verbindende kitte}stﬂck in seine
Heldenrolle zwischen Enud and Saul"; THubler, op. cit., pp. 138-40.




R

30

fit a victory procession perhaps better than an advance into battle.
iachir follows next in the list: "Some from Machir marched dovwn, the
commanders." Here those who came are expressly called m®hog®gim, the same
word as is used in Judges 5:9 for those who made free-will offerings.
This verse would tend to indicate that it was a festival they were com-
ing for instead of a battle, where the fighting men also would be men-
tioned (Judg. 4:14). Machir, according to the genealogical lists, was
the son of Manassen and father of Gilead.*l The combination with Gilead
would place itachir's locale in Transjordan, although the connection
with Wanassen would indicate that lachir's original home was in the land
west of the Jordan.hz The mention of Machir in the list following
Ephraim and Benjamin and preceding Zebulun would suggest that, at the
time of Deborah, Jacnir still was living west of the Jordan, in the
northern part of the mountain of Ephraim. The verb yrd would further
support this, Taubler thinks that Machir originally had no relation
at all with Manasseh but was rather a small clan that had been in the
land previously; sometime after the Song of Deborah it migrated to
Trans jordan in order "nicht als kleine Gruppe in die Bildung des neuen
Stammes einbezogen 2zu werden.™3 Alt reconstructs the history of
Machir somewhat differently: after the House of Joseph took the moun-
tains of Ephraim (Judg. 1:22ff.), Hanasseh (lachir) went north to begin

a separate existence, living in contact with the non-Israelite cities

blpor example, Num. 26:28-29 and Josh. 17:1. Moore, op. ¢it., p. 150.
h25ee Noth, op. cit., p. 160.

hplubier, op. cit., pp. 176, 246.
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such as Shechem and Tirzah.* nNoth follows this up by asserting that
Joshua 17:1 indicates that originally Machir and Ephraim mede up the
House of Joseph. Sometime after the battle against Sisera most of
Machir migrated to Transjordan north of the Jabbok, and the people who
remained behind formed the tribe of ¥anasseh, In time "Manasseh" be=-
came greater in importance, and Machir was made the son of Manasseh
and the father of Gilead.h5 There is a good amount of guesswork in such
a reconstruction; but the evidence seems to indicate that Machir was in-
deed an early form of the tribe of Manasseh,h6 living in the mountains
of Ephraim at this time,

Zebulun sent out mo3®kim beéébe§ sapér, "those who bear the mar-

shal's staff," again adding weight to the theory that these verses de-
scribe a procession of the leaders from various tribes in a victory

celebration, Zebulun is mentioned again in 5:18, where obviously its

participetion in the battle against Sisera is remembered; this also would

indicate that mention of this tribe in connection with the other tribes
in 5:14 is for a different purpose than that of describing the battle,
The prose account in Judges 4 azlso mentions Zeobulun as one of the two
tribes that took part in the battle (4:6,10). This is to be expected,

since its border must have been very close to Harosheth, tell %amr

bhﬁlbrecht Alt, "Erwggungen Uer die Landnahme der Israeliten in
Pallstina," Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (slnchen:
C. H., Beck!'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 127-28.

45Noth, op. cit., pp. 61-62, Also Martin Noth, Das System der
zw81lf Stlmme Israels (Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer Verlag, 1930), p. 36.

hbgee also Adolphe Lods, Israel From Its Beginnings to the liiddle
of the Eighth Century, translated by S. H. Hooke (London: Houtledge &
Kegan Paul, Ltd., 1932), p. 338.
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(Josh, 19:10-16). And its border sanctuary with Issachar (Deut. 33:19)
was probably on lount Tabor,h7 which was the point of assembly for the
battle against Sisera (Judg, 4:6,14). The tradition in Genesis 49:13
that Zebulun lived on the coast probably does not mean that the tribe
had to perform compulsory work in the harbours of the northern coastal
plain in payment for its se'c.'t..].emeni'.,z"8 but it can rather be seen as a
result of the victory over Sisera.”?

Issachar likewise sent its leaders as representatives (gégg); this
again conforms to the above interpretation. This was apparently
Deborah's tribe (Judg. 5:15).50 Yet Deborah had left them and was
Judging Israel in the hill country of Ephraim (L:‘j).51 In spite of
Issachar's proximity to the battle, still apparently this tribe did not
take part in the battle itself, although certainly it was affected by
it. The reason for this is perhaps seen in the situation of Issachar
at this time. The towns of Issachar included Shunem (Josh. 19:18),
the modern solem, which was one city in a belt of Canaanite cities that
stretched from Dor to Beth-shan in the Amarna age. An Amarna letter

indicates that this city was destroyed by Labaja, and apparently it

Klrnus Noth, The History of Israel, p. 66; also Tdubler, op. cit.,
pPp. 125-26,

hBAs maintained by Noth, The History of Israel, p. 79.

hgThis is maintained by Tgubler, op. cit., p. 122,

50y00re, op. cit., p. 108, thinks Judg. 4:5 indicates that her
home was in the heart of Mount Ephraim.

STt is interesting that another of the judges, Tola, a%so came
from Issachar but judged Israel in the hill country of Ephraim
(Judg. 10:1).
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was not rebuilt again by the Canaanites.52 Perhaps the people of
Issachar, after settling first in the hill country above the Jordan

va].ley,s3

pressed westward and took over the area of solem, thus
breaking the belt of Canaanite cities and becoming the only Israelite
tribe at this early time to set firm foot in the plain.’# Another of
the Amarna letters, probably from Biridija of Xegiddo to Amenophis III,
casts more light on solem:
Siehe, ich lasse in (dem Gebiet) der Stadt Sunama pflugen (irri¥u
is explained by the Canaanite gloss ihri¥u), und ich fuhre mazza-
Leute hin., Aber siehe, die Fursten, die bei mir sind, handeln
nicht wie ich; sie lassen in (dem Gebiet) der Stadt Sunama nicht
pflligen und fuhren keine mazza-Leute hin.?>
This forced labor at solem was apparently carried over to the settle-
ment there by Issachar; Genesis 49:15 says Issachar saw that the land

was pleasant and becoming a "slave at forced labor" (1%mas 'Bbéd)as6

The name Issachar itself would bear this out; it apparently means "hired

525ee various works by Alt such as Albrecht Alt, "Die Landnahme
der Israeliten in Palastina," Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes
Israel (Kunchen: C. H, Beck!sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 122;
Alt, "Neues Uber Palllstina," op. ecit., pp. 170-73; Alt, "Erwldgungen
Uber die Landnahme," op. cit., p. 167. Also W. F. Albright, "The
Topography of the Tribe of Issachar," Zeitschrift fllr die alttestament-
liche Wissenschaft, XLIV (1926), p. 226.

53Ibid., ps 234s Albright feels Issachar became subject to the
Canaanites after the Song of Deborah, not being freed until the time of
Saul and David; ibid., p. 235.

5bp1t, "Die Landnahme," op. cit., p. 123; Alt, "Nsues Uber Pallstina,n
op. cit., p. 174k; loth, Tne History of Lsrael, p. 79.

55)1t, "Neues Uber Pallistina," op. cit., p. }69; flt, "Erwégungen
Uber die Landnahme," op. cit., p. 167; also see Taubler's discussion
of Alt's material; THubler, op. cit., p. 10l.

5641t feels this took place soon after the Amarna age; glt&b"Erwﬂ-
gungen uber die Landnahme," op. cit., p. 168; Alt, "lMegiddo im Ubergang,
op. cit., pp. 265-67.
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laborer,"7 although Albright seeks to derive it from yistakar el, "God
gives reward.“58 Thus it seems possible that Issachar acquired its ter-
ritory around so6lem by giving up its independence to its Canaanite neigh-
bors, If this condition still prevailed at the time of the battle against
Sisera and the Canaanites, Issachar would have been in no condition to
join in the battle; after the battle, with its independence assured, the
tribe could have sent delegates to the victory festival,

Naphtali is not mentioned in this list of the tribes, although
there is a reference to that tribe's feats in the battle in Judges 5:18,
This is another indication that the list in 5:13-15 is not a list of
tribes that took part in the battle. Taubler concludes from this omis-
sion that Naphtali did not take part in this battle; the mention in 5:18
simply refers to previous battles of this tribe.’? The Latin translation
of 5:18 woula tend to support this: "in regione lierome," which would seem
to refer to Joshua 11:7. However, this is based on an ungrammatical trans-

lation of the Hebrew tal m®rome sade. Some scholars substitute Naphtali

for Issachar in Judges 5:15b.60 This would make sense, since Barak was

>TNoth, The History of Israel, p. 78.

58A1bright, nThe Topography of the Tribe of Issachar," op. cit.,
pe 234, note 4.

5974ubler, op. cit., pp. lh6-49, places Jabin contemporary with
Sisera; Naphtali was busy fighting Jabin at this time, although Barak
could slip away and come against Sisera,

60Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, Die Bicher Josua, Richter, Ruth, Vol., IX
of Das Alte Testament Deutsch, edited by Volkmar Herntrich and Artur
Weiser (GBttingen: Vandennoeck & Ruprecht, 19'3), p. 179. See also
Ernst Sellin, "Zu Jud. 5:15a," 7eitschrift fur die alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, LIX (1942/43), 218.
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from Kedesh in Naphtali, and he naturally would be with his own tribe
(4:7). The Hebrew of 5:15 is very obscure; at least Barak is mentioned
in the place where his tribe would be expected. This could indicate
that he came as the representative of his tribe, just as the other
tribes sent delegates to this festival,

The taunt-song scorning those tribes who stayed away (5:15d-17)
does not mention the leaders of the tribes but rather the tribes as
whole units.61 Reuben is picked out for special taunting; apparently
the clans (p®laggdt) of Heuben were in such a situation at this period
that they could have been represented at the amphictyonic meeting, even

though they lead a shadowy existence otherwise in this period.®?

The
Old Testament usually connects Reuben with Gad and places both in
Transjordan (Hum. 32:1ff.; Josh. 13:15ff.). Yet the Song of Deborah
seems to imply that Reuben was west of the Jordan, for Gilead's home
beyond the Jordan is singled out as something special (Judg. 5:17).
There is some scattered evidence in the 0ld Testament for this state of
affairs: the "stone of Bohan the son of Reuben" (Josh, 15:6; 18:17) is
near Jericho; Hezron is among the clans of Reuben and also a subdivision
of a clan of Judah (Num. 26:6,21); a Reubenite-Gadite altar was built
west of the Jordan (Josh. 22:11); Achan was of the family of Carmi of
Judah (Josh. 7:1,18), which was perhaps a feubenite family (Numn. 26:6)

which later joined Judah; and Reuben's violation of Bjlhah apparently

61Weiser, nDas Deboralied," op. cit., pp. 84=85.

62Noth, The History of Israel, p. 65. See also Moore, op. cit.,
p. 154.
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took place west of the Jordan (Gen. 35:21.-22).63 Thus it seems that
Reuben existed at this time, possibly even west of the Jordan; yet the
tribe showed no interest in a war of the amphictyony, and for this it
was taunted.

Gilead stayed beyond the Jordan. That Gilead was substantially
the same as the tribe of Gad seems to be indicated both by the absence
of Gad elsewhere in the Song of Deborah and by the strong 0ld Testament
tradition regarding Gad's place east of the Jordan.éh Noth uses Judges
12:4 to show that Gilead was of Ephraimitic descent;65 however, the land
designated as "Gilead" seems to have been populated by a variety of
peoples at this time, Bergman counts up Machir, Jair, Nobah, Segub,
and Gilead among the various clans he thinks lived in this territory.66
The name in Judges 5:17 seems to imply such a larger group of clans:

Der Landesname bezeichnet an dieser Stelle die Gesamtheit der in

dem Land sitzenden Sippen, unabhéngig von dem Mass ihres tat-

sachlichen Zusammenschlusses in dem sich weithin erstreckenden
und in seinen Teilen sehr auseinandergerissenen Landstrich.

OBpor this point of view, see Noth, Das System der zwSlf Stimme
Israels, p. 70. Noth, The History of Israel, pp. 63-64; Lods, op. cit.,
pp. 331-32; THubler, op. cit., pp. 226-27; and also L. B. Paton,
"Israel's Conquest of Canaan," Journal of Biblical Literature, XXXII

(1913), p. 16.
Ohrtubler, op. cit., p. 121.

651\I¢:ot.h, The History of Israel, p. 6l. He places the land of
Gilead in a wooded district on the south side of the Jabbok, the modern

nahr ez-zeraga.

66Abraham Bergman, "The Israelite Tribe of Half-Vanasseh," Journal
of the Palestine Oriental Society, XVI (1936), pp. 252=53.

678ubler, op. cit., p. 231; also Bright, op. cit., p. 143.
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The tribe of Dan receives scorn for staying with the ships, This
expression is strange, since neither in its southern nor its northern
position was Dan near the coast. Scholars are evenly divided on the
position of Dan at this time, with no convincing evidence on either
side, Alt feels that Dan's existence in the south had been a nomadic
one, so the report in the Song of Deboran suits its northern location
better.68 Noth thinks that Judges 18:28 establishes some connection
between Laish and Sidon, and, following the example of Issachar, Dan
bougnt its settlement by accepting compulsory labor in the southern

69 Taubler points to a Nuzi tavlel which describes

Phoenician ssaports.
work at a ship lying in harbor and feels Dan could have done such work
at Tyre between the harvest and the beginning of winter seeding.70
Albright feels this refers to a time before the Philistines forced
Dan out of the south,7l and Moore likewise thinks Dan did not migrate
until the Philistines pressed hard upon them. (2 Rowley poiats out the

difficulties involved in either position and suggests that the whole

tribe need not have migrated to the north.73 In support of this latter

68Alt, "Eruigungen uber die Landnahme," op. cit., p. 160, note 5.

69Noth, The History of Israel, p. 3C.

TlAlbright, "The Song of Deborah," op. git., p. 27.
72}’.001‘8, 92. _ci‘_'l_o, ppo 52-'53-

73See his detailed discussion; Rowley, From-Joseph Eg Joshua, ¢
pp. 81-84; also H. H, Rowley, "The Danite Mjgration to Lglsh," Expository
Times, LI (July, 1940), 466~T1. See also R. Kittel, A History of the
Hebrews, translated from the German by Hope W. Hogg and E. B. Speirs
(London: Williams and Norgate, 1896), II, 71-72.
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suggestion would be Dan's designation as mi¥pahd instead of $Zbet
(Judg. 13:2; 18:2,11), the small number of men who went to the north
(lB:ll,lb), and the fact that Dan never seemed to occupy more than
a city and its environs in its northern position, At any rate, it seems
impossible to decide on the meaning of Dan's situation as described in
the Song of Deborah; it was still recognized as a tribe of the amphic-
tyony, but it failed to show interest in this important battle.

Asher likewise had something to do with the sea. Noth again feels
this indicates Asher accepted compulsory labor in the seaports in return
for its settlement.’” Taubler would rather think that the miprasaw

75

of 5:17 refer to ravines leading down to the sea.’? Genesis 49:20 and
Deuteronomy 33:24~25 imply that Asher vwas prospering with dainty food
and oil; perhaps this was a result of some type of business relationship
with the Canaanites and the seaports. The tribe's lack of interest in
the battle against Sisera might have stemmed either from a fear of
antagonizing these people or from a more uniavorable position than the
other tribes, with Harosheth between its area and tne field of battle. 76
The same concerns might alsc account for Dan's absence, if that tribe
was in its northern location &t the time., Asher and Gad were the sons

of the maid Silpa in the usual genealogies, and Dan was the son of the

maid Bilhah; it is possible that this indicates a more distant related-

75Noth, The History of Israel, p. 79
T578ubler, op. cit., p. 118.

764, vheeler Robinson, The History of Israel: Its Facts and
Factors (London: Duckworth, 1938), p. 4h. See also John Garstang,
Joshua Judges (London: Constable & Co., Ltd., 1931), p. 305.
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ness and offers another explanation for the aloofness of these three
tribes from the common concern of the amphictyony.77

While these tribes are merely taunted for staying away, one place
is singled out for a bitter, sacral curse for not coming "to the help
of Yahweh" (Judg. 5:23). The curse on Meroz is apparently part of a
cursing-blessing ritual, the blessing on Jael (5:24) being the other
part. The location of Meroz is uncertain; Eusebius testified to Merrhus
in the vicinity of Dothaim, Abel proposed hirbet marus near Hazor, Alt
feels it was probably in Manasseh, and Weiser prefers a location in
Zebulun or Naphtali.78 It is strange that lieroz received a special
curse while the Israelite tribes who did not participate were not
cursed, Alt feels that lieroz had been a Cgnaanite city incorporated
into Manasseh, since the song names its "inhabitants," an expression
often used in the 01d Testament for the possessors and rulers of the
aristocratic Canaanite cities. Then the lords of keroz, in the time
of battle against the Canaanites, remained neutral; in such circum-
stances neutrality had to be answered by expulsion from the tribes and
possible destruction of the city.79 The analogy of Jabesh-gilead in

Judges 21:5-12 might be introduced; yet this would not explain why the

Tlpdubler, op. cit., p. 122; J. W. Jack, "The Israel Stele of
Merneptah," Expository Times, XXXVI (October, 1924), 43. See also John
Bright, Early Israel in Recent History Writing (London: S. C, M. Press,
Ltd., 1959), pp. 118-19.

78\ 1brecht Alt, "Meros," Kleine Schriften zur Geschicite des Volkes
Israel (Miinchen: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 276=773
Weiser, "Das Deboralied," op. cit., p. 92.

79Alt,"mbrés," op. cit., pp. 274=T6. Weis?r thinks somewhat along
the same lines; Weiser, "Das Deboralied," op. cit., P. 92.
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other tribes also were not cursed in the Song of Deborah, Perhaps the
explanation is that, in contrast with the neutrality of the other tribes,
"eine positive Fehltat" should be ascribed to Meroz. Possibly this city
refused supplies to those engaging in the battle; the curse it received
would be parallel to Nabal's punishment for refusing bread to David
(1 Sam. 25:10ff.) and the destruction of Succoth and Penuel for refusing
bread to Gideon's army (Judg. 8:4ff.).%0

Three of the traditional tribes of Israel are not mentioned in the
Song of Deborah: Judah, Simeon and Levi. It might be possible to read
Judah in 5:13b:81 the old orthography would omit the vowel letter, and
the change from yhwh would be slight: AY23 A in the older
script, or TIINY TTa" in the later script. However, although
5:13a is obscure, it seems impossible to read Simeon here, and the

parallelism would weigh against reading yhdh in the second half of the

verse, The political history of Judah, Simeon and Levi in this early
perisd appears to be extremely complicated, and only its broad outlines

2 :
can be given here.8 There was apparently a close relationship between

80Tgubler, op. cit., pp. 193-94.
8lguggested by Prof, Norman Habel; Concordia Seminary,.St. Louis, Mo,

82The 0ld Testament reports but little concerning the activity of
these three tribes during the period of the amphictyony. Among the
many studies on this subject some of the more useful treatments are
H. H. Rowley, "karly Levite History and the Question of the Exodus,"
Journal of Near Eastern Studies, III (April, 1944), 73-78; Rowley, From
Joseph to Joshua, passim; Noth, The History of Israel, pp. 55-59; I.
Aharoni, "The Negeb of Israel," Israel Exploration Journal, VIII (1958),
26-38; Albrecht Alt, "Bemerkungen zu einigen juddischen Ortslisten des
alten Testaments," Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel
(Minchen: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), II, 289-305.
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ied together
these three tribes. pesides being "Leah" tribes, they are tied tog

T - dah (Josh.
by biblical traditiq,gs! Simeon's territory is in the midst of Ju (

: : 3 ikewi e re-
19:1-9), and the fey pevites that appear in this period likewlse ar

lated to Judah (Judg, 17:9; 19:1). Judah and Simeon are pictured to-

its clans in Num-

83

gether during the cgpquest in Judges 1; and two of Lev
bers 26:58 can be equated with Judah's cities of Libnah and Hebron.
Some very early tragitions show Simeon and Levi as warring tribes fight=-
ing with Shechem (Gen. 34); perhaps they were related to the pabiru in
this area in the Amarna age.84 For this treachery they were condemned
to be scattered in Israel (Gen. 49:5-7).82 Perhaps at this time they
fell back on Judah,86 A number of other clans were also associated with
Judah in this early period: the Kenites, who took the wilderness of
Judah (Judg. 1:16); the Calebites, who took possession of Hebron (Judg.
1:20); the Kenizzites, who took Debir (Judg. 1:11-15); and the
Jerahmeelites, who also lived in this area (1 Sam. 27:10; 30:29).87

The references to a southern invasion of Canaan (Num. 13; 21:1-3) seem

835¢e 5. A. Cook, "Simeon and Levi," American Journal of Theology,
XIII (July, 1909), 375; also Leroy Waterman, "Some Determining Factors in
the Northward Progress of Levi," Journal of the American Oriental Scciety,
LVII (1937), 377.

8l‘°;unong those who think Gen, 34 describes the iribes 31‘ Simeon and
Levi are Bright, A History of Israel, ppe 122-23; Alt, "Erwagungen uber
die Landnzhme," op. cit., p. 143; Noth, The History of Israel, p. 71; and
Rowley, "Early Levite History," op. cit., p. 75.

85Noth, Das System der zwolf Stdnme Israels, p. 25; Rowley, From
Joseph to Joshua, pp. 8, 113-14.

861pid, p. 123,

87For details concerning these clans see Robinson, The History of

: %; Aharoni, "The
Israel, p. 4l; Noth, Tne History of Israel, pp. 56-57, 70;
Negeb ;f Israél," .9_(,2' cit., pp. 27=31; Rowley, From Joseph to Joshua,

pp. 5, 153=54; Moore, op. cit., Pp. 22-23, 29-31.
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to fit this group of clans which later occupied southern Palestine,.88
Perhaps these clans even joined together in a southern amghictyony.89
All these clans appear to make up the later Judah as it emerges under
David.?0 This brief review of the complex history of the southern tribes
suggests that, at the tiuwe of the battle against Sisera, Judah, Simeon
and Levi, together with the other clans related to them, were in their
own political throes, making it impossible for them to send represent-
atives to the battle or victory celebration.’l In addition, the belt
of Canaanite cities separating their territory from the central tribes
may have been another factor in their lack of interest.?2 Perhaps this
situation was the occasion of the prayer in Deuteronomy 33:7.93

In summary of the evidence and indications discussed in this chap-
ter, the batile against Sisera was apparently fought by the tribes of

Zebulun and laghtali, although the victory was ascribed to all Israel.

88mhe entrance by some of these tribes into Palestine frowm the
south is supported, among ot.hersﬂ by Bright, A History of Israel, p. 123;
Alt, "Bemerkungen zu einigen judaischen Ortslisten," op. cit., p. 293;
and Howley, From Joseph to Joshua, p. 1ll.

89nis is supposed by Rowley, From Josepn to Joshua, p. 126; he fol-
lows Mowinckel in enumerating as members the Kenites, Kenizzites,
Jerachmeelites, Simeonites, Levites and Judahites. HNoth, Das System der
zwB1f Sthmme Israels, pp. 107-8, thinks of Judah, Simeon, Celeb, Othniel,
Jerachmeel and Kainj perhaps this amphictyony made David king in Hebron.

90Noth, The History of Israel, p. 58.

9lGarstang, op. cit., p. 305; also Arvid B?uno, Gibeon (Leipzig:
A, Deichertsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1923), P. 4.

9230wley, From Joseph to Joshua, pp. 102-h.

93Ernst Sellin, "Zu dem Judasspruch im Jagobssagen Gen. 49:8-12 und

im Mosesegen Deut. 33:7," Zeitschrift {lr die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,

LX (1944), 65.
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The archaic, cultic Song of Deboruh rehearses the events at the vic—
tory festival, enumerating the tribes which sent delegates and taunting
those which did not.

Geschichtlich gesehen war die Schlacht ein Sieg der beiden Stimme

Sebulon und Naphtali unter charismatischer Flihrung des Barak; in

der Perspektive der Kultiradition, die im Deboralied vorliegt,

wird dieses Geschehen zur Sache des gesamten Stdmmeverbandes in

Rahmen einer weitgespannten heilsgeschichtlichen ﬂ'berlieferung.%f
Ten of the traditional tribes of Israel were members of the amphictyony
at the time, according to the Song of Deborah, while Judah, Simeon and
Levi were not cc-unted.95 The amphictyony was not "a religio-national
entity, a supra-tribal subject of history, action, creation," as
Kaufmann supposes.96 The ties that bound it together were not in the
political but in the cultic and sacral sphere; yet for that reason

the victory achieved by Yahweh, the God of the amphictyony, was a

victory of "the people of Israel."

91'"5‘=’eiser, "Das Deboralied," op. cit., p. &9.

95hu:uure, op. eit., p. 134; also J. VWellhausen, Prolegomena to the
History of Israel: With a Reprint of the Article "Israel" From the
EncyclopEEdia Britannica (New York: The Meridian Library, 1957), p.
232. Veiser feels that the amphictyony consisted of only ten tribes
at this time; Weiser, "Das Deboralied," op. cit., p. 87.

96Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conguest of Canaan, p. 66.
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CHAPTER IV
THE WAR AGAINST THE KIDIANITES

The story of the war against the Kidianites under the leadership
of Gideon is one of the longer accounts of the wars of this period of
the Israelite amphictyony, yet it is one of the least unified. There
are factors within Judges 6-8 which point toward the composite character

of the story as it is extant. The usual framework for the war stories

appears here: the b®né yisradel did evil against Yahweh, and He gave
them into the hand of Midian for seven years. When the people of
Israel were brought low, they cried to Yahweh, and He sent His messen-
ger to call Gideon to deliver Israel from Midian. Once again the situ-
ation is presented as a concern for the "people of Israel" in a gener-
alized way, and it is the God of the Israelite amphictyony, Yahweh, who
remedied the situation.

The composite nature of this story, in:addition to the editori=-
alizing framework, is seen in the account of the call of Gideon, which
is the mein topic in Judges 7. VWnitley attempts to find the classical
Pentateuchal sources in the account and assigns 6:7-10 and 6:25-26 to

E, while 6:11-24 would belong to J. lMaterial of E in a passage like

Exodus 20:2 and material of J in the stories about Abraham in connection
with the angel of Yahweh and the oak at Mamre (Gen. 16:7f.; 18:1-8)

form the basis of Whitley's division.l It is very questionable, however,

1g, F. Vhitley, "The Sources of the Gideon Stories," Vetus
Testamentum, VII (1957), 159.
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whether J and E material can be distinguished with any certainty in
this story.2 Yet the fact that there are at least two different tra-
ditions here is suggested by the two versions of Gideon's call: Judges
6:11-2/ would seem to form one unit, and 6:25-32,36-40 would form the
other unit. In each of these traditions Gideon received a message from
Yahweh and confirmed it by a special sign. Another section in this
story which perhaps shows two different traditions is 6:34-35, which
portrays Gideon both as a local warrior of Abiezer and as a national

3

hero.” 1In 6:14 Gideon is called to deliver Israel, but in 8:18-21

his motive for pursuing Zebah and Zalmunna has a suggestion of blood-
revenge connected with :i.t."+ lMost telling are the two traditions about
the leaders of the Midianites: according to 7:25 and 8:3 they are Oreb
and Zeeb, while according to 8:5 and 8:12 they are Zebah and Zalmunna,?
Already in 1835 Studer called attention to the fact that 8:4ff. is not
a sequel of what precedes; 7:24~8:3 implies that the Lidianites had
been successfully intercepted and the chiefs were killed, while in

8:,4ff. Gideon and his three hundred were still in the battle, with

their prospects of success, according to 8:6, still quite uncertain,

2Aage Bentzen, Introduction to the Old Testament (third editionj
Copenhagen: G. E. C. Gad, 1957), LL, 89=90.

}l'fhitley, ..O.H' E;LL., Pe 158'

Lpentzen, op. cit., p. 88. See also Eugen Tdubler, Biblische
Studien: Die Epoche der Richter (TUbingen: J. C. B. Mohr [Paul Siebeckl],

1958), p. 255.

5Gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im alten Israel (ZUrich:
Zwingli-Verlag, 1951), p. 22.




L6
at least in the eyes of the officials of Succoth.6 Therefore it seenms
that two different sources underlie the present form of the story of
Gideon, and these two sources mzy be characterized as follows; one source
concerns Gideon and a sma2ll band from his own tribe seeking to avenge
the slaying of his kinsmen; the olher saurce pictures Gideon as the
charismatic leader of a united group of tribes in a war to deliver
Israel. Quite naturally the second tradition presents the incident
more as a war of the amphictyony; whether the first tradition is in-
compatible with the second will be discussed below,

The opponents of Israel in this wsr were the Midianites,7 the
most Luportant of the northwestern Arabian group of tribes reckoned
Ly Genesis 25:1-6 with Israel's own race, although they were not rela-
tives of full blood.8 This eruption of camel-riding ncmads into the
Fertile Crescent, later known as the bedouin "razzia,"9 threatened the

fertile plains of Palestine, especially the plain of Jezreel (Judg.

6:33). That the Midianites got as far as lad bo)@ka Cazza, "to the

6George F, Moore, A Critical and Ixegetical Commentary on Judges,
Vol. VII of The International Critical Commentary, edited by Alfred
Pluzmer (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1895), pp. 174-75. See also R. de
Vaux, Les Institutions de L'Ancien Testament (Paris: Les Editions du
Cerf, 1960), 1L, 16.

7Zﬂmnermann explains the statement that the captive§ were
Ishrnaelites (Judg. 8:24) as describing the style the Midianites adopted;
Frank Zimmermann, "Reconstructions in Judges 7:25-8:25," Journal of
Biblical Literature, LXXI (1952), 113.

aﬁoore, op. cit., pp. 177-80, thinks yidian worshipped Yahweh at
Horeb before loses; he finds Midianite clan names in Judah and Reuben,

%. F. Albright, "The Biblical Period," The Jews, Their History,
Culture, and Religion, edited by Louis Finkelstein (New York: Harper

& Brothers, Publishers, 1949), I, 21.
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entrance to Gaza" (6:4), seems to be a general statement showing their
raids took them to the road going south from Carmel. In light of this
statement, Hertzberg thinks they entered the plain of Jezreel from the

coastal plain,i0

Not enough geographical detail is given to explain

how the WMidianites traveled from Arabia to north central Palestine.

Yet it appears that, in addition to the tribes east of the Jordan, the

Israelite tribes most directly affected would be Ephraim, Manasseh,

Zebulun and Issachar, with Naphtali and Asher also close to the events.
The battle itself took place on the border of the plain of Jezreel,

at the northern end of iount Gilboa, The kidianites fled eastward;

Abelmeholah was probably in the vicinity of Beth-shan (1 Kings 4:12),

ten Roman miles south of it according to Eusebius.ll Beth-shittah was

therefore probably §g§§§ on the southern end of gggi gg-gg@i, seven kilo-'

meters east of the spring of Harod and nine kilometers northwest of Beth-

shan, And Tabbath was perhaps ras abu tabat on the other side of the

Jordan.1? This indicates that the Midianites scattered east and southeast,
down the ravines leading toward the Jordan, especially the nahr §§;§g.

Some of them crossed the Jordan and headed down the commerce route aloAg
the east shore to Succoth (Judg. 8:5), while others went down the western

side of the Jordan, with the result that the men of Ephraim could seize

"the waters as far as Beth-barah and also the Jordan"l3 apg cut off

10Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, Die Blcher Josua, Richter, Ruth, Vol., IX
of Das Alte Testament Deutsch, edited by Volkmar Herntrich ang Artur
Veiser (Egttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1953), p. 190,

Llrliubler, op. cit., p. 257,
121bid.
13Beth-barah is not identified with any certainty.
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their escape (7:24-25), Meanwhile, Gideon and the men who were with him
went in pursuit of some of those Midiznites who escaped to the land east
of the Jordan (7:25; 8:4ff,). Tdubler imagines that Gideon probably
went from Harod across the Samarian ridge-way to the wadi far®a and down
this to the Jordan; he then crossed the Jordan at the mouth of the Jab-
bok und went on the Succoth, where he could wait for the escaping
Midianites on the caravan route.l4 A short-cut of this type may have
been involved, if Gideon could pursue and overtake the camel-riding
nomads, However, the account in 8:10-12 seems to show that Gideon pur-
sued the Nidianites for guite a distance and attacked them after they were
far enough away to feel secure, The kiidianites were encamped in gargor,

and Gideon went up by the caravan route which is east of deab and yogb©ha,

nobah was the Israelite name for Kenath (Num. 32:42), which was later one
of the Hellenistic cities of the Decapolis, situated on the western slopes
of the Zebel hauran. The name yogb®ha survives in agbehat, northwest of
tamman. These points secem to be mentioned only to identify the course

of the "road of the tent dwellers." There is a natural gateway between
the southeastern spurs of the Hauran mountain range and the hills in which
the Jabbok originates, and the road through this gateway is known as "the
way of the nomads." The iidisnites could have fled by this road into the
ﬁég; §i§§§g, and gg;gég is perhaps to be found along this great route into

north Arabia at the wells of gerager or gargar, one hundred and eleven
15

miles southeast of ‘ammﬁn, at the junction of important desert routes.

liTaubler, op. cit., p. 258.

15Rand McNally Bible Atlas, edited by Emil G. Kraeling (New York:
Rand lcNally & Company, 1956), p. 157.
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The requirements of suci & trek into the Arabian desert explains the ur-
gency which Gideon 2nd his men felt in getting provisions from Succoth
and Penuel and the seriousness with which their refusal was viewed (Judg.
8:4~9,13-17).

The question of the participation of the Israelite tribes in the
war against the Midianites is particularly involved because of the dif-
ferent sources that seem to be woven into the story. In 6:35 Manasseh,
Asher, Zebulun and Naphtali were called outj; this group was reduced to
three hundred, but after the initial rout only Naphtali, Asher and
Kanasseh were again called out (7:23). Ephraim blocked the escape of
some of the Midianites, yet this tribe upbraided Gideon for not calling
them out earlier (7:24-25; 8:1-3). In spite of all this, Gideon still
had only three hundred men to pursue the ¥idianites east of the Jordan
(8:4£1.).

Gideon himself was from Ophran, of the clan of the Abiezrites of the

tribe of vanasseh (6:11,15). Some scholars place Ophrah at tell el farfah

at the head of a fertile valley leading down to the Jordan, although this
site perhaps fits better for Tirzan.l® Albright would place it on the
edge of the northern plain of Sharon,l7 while Alt thinks g}—@g}éigg half-
way between Tabor and Beth-shan is the best location.l® In view of the
allusion to the slaughter of Gideon's brother at Tabor (8:18-19) et-

taiéibe seems to be preferable as the home of the clan of the Abiezrites.

161bid., p. 154.

175ee Jacob M. ¥yers, "The Book of Judges," The Interpreter!s Bible,
edited by George Arthur Buttrick (New York: Abingdon Cokesbury Press, 1953),
? L] b
18)1brecht Alt, "Erwigungen lber die Landnanme der Israeliten in
Pallistina," Kleine §chriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (klnchen:
C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 135, note 2,
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This would also place Gideon close to the scene of the battle, which
took place at the spring of Harod.,

The question now arises concerning the men who made up Gideon's
army: were they merely members of his own clan, out to get blood-revenge
on the Midianites,l9 or did they represent a larger segment of the
Israelite awphictyony? The reduction of the thirty-two thousand men
of Gideon's first army to three hundred creates problems, in view of the
fact that apparently these same men had to be called back again to com-
plete the rout (7:2-8; 7:23-25). Hertzberg points out that Judges 7:3
recalls Deuteronomy 20:8, which bids the officers of the army to send
home those who are fainthearted. He thiniks that this idea was brought
into the Gideon story because of a "volksetymologische Verbindung": the
name h&rod, the place of Gideon's encampment, has the same consonants
as gg;gg, "o tremble" (Judg. 7:1,3).20 This is. quite speculative; yet
it suggests that perhaps the story of the reduction of Gideon's forces
came from a later interpretation of the events. Mendenhall points out
that the word lelep seems to have been used to designate a military
unit in a tribe during the period of the judges. Thus, for example,
the list in Numbers 1 would give the tribe of Manasseh thirty-two
2813pTm with a total of two hundred fighting men.** lendenhall feels

the thirty-two 1213pim of Gideon's first army (Judg. 7:3) are identical

19Thus THubler, op. cit., p. 255. He feels that all the other
details in the story are legendary.

DHertzberg, op. cit., p. 195.

2lsee the discussion of the military organization of the tribes,
infra, p. $8.
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with the three hundred men who succeed in defeating the Midianites and
who pursue them into Arabia (7:8ff.; 8:4ff.,). Thus Gideon succeeded in
mobilizing all thirty-two Y21@pim of his tribe of Manasseh, with a
total of three hundred fighting men., The folk tradition of the reduc-
tion of the size of Gideon's army would then rest upon a2 misunderstanding
of this old military organization which had long since been discontinued,
but which had been operative during the period of the judges.22 Noth
would concur in believing that it was only the tribe of Manasseh which
made up Gideon's army.23

However, the biblical tradition refuses to allow one to pass off
the incident as a private, blood-revenge affair. It is presented as a
matter of the amphictyony. The threat from the Kidianites was, to be
sure, & threat to Manasseh first of all; more specifically, Gideon's
own clan appears to have borne the brunt of the liidianite raids (e:18).

"Dennoch ist sie [the threaf\ mit Recht als eine ganz Israel betreffende

angesehen warden."z+ loore shows how the personal and the general

strands of the Gideon story can be reconciled:

That Gideon had a wrong of his own to avenge, is not incompatible
with the representation that he was called of God to deliver

Israel from the scourge; the sharp severing of natural and reli-
gious motives is more in the manner of the modern critic than of

the ancient story—teller.25

24, E. liendenhall, "The Census Lists of Numbers 1 and 26,"
Journal of Biblical Literature, LXXVII (1958), 6k.

2yartin Noth, The History of Israel, translated from the German
by P. R. Ackroyd (second edition; New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960),

Pe 162.
2ijertzberg, op. cit., p. 188.

2% 00re, op. cit., p. 176.
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The tradition is inescapably present that other tribes besides Manasseh
were active in this battle. Although the calling of the tribes described
in Judges 6:35b seems to anticipate the summons mentioned after the

initial battle (7:23ff.), still the Kollectivhandeln of three or four

amphictyonic tribes did take place.26 "Wir haben hier also, dhnlich
wie im Deboralied, im wesentlichen den Bestand des west jordanischen
Reiches Israel."?! A parallel might be drawn between the response of
the Israelite tribes in the war against Midian and their response in
the war against the Canaanites. It has been seen that the war against
KMidian was essentially a battle of the )alﬁgim of llanasseh; the men of
the other tribes were called out to join in the victorious pursuit after
the Midianites had been decisively routed, while the more long-range
continuation of the battle was left up to the lalﬁg?m of Manasseh. In
the war against the Canaanites it appears that the battle itself was
fought by Naphtali and Zebulun, while the other interested tribes of
the amphictyony were summoned to participate in a victory celebration
afterwards.

Just as there were conspicuous absences in the ranks of the amphic-
tyony in Judges 5, so also in the Gideon story several of the tribes
were unaccountably not concerned. Issachar in particular, which usually
dwelt in the plain of Esdraelon and its neighborhood, was missing from

the pursuit of the Midianites after the battle. Garstang assumes that

26Von Rad, op. cit., pp. 22-23. See also de Vaux, op. cit., p. 11;
and Moore, op. cit., pp. 196-97.

2THert zberg, Op. Cit., p. 19%4.
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this tribe had been constrained to find a refuge in the highlands, while
he excuses Judah, Simeon and Benjamin on the basis of the pressure of
the Amalekites on their borders.?® The Israelite tribes east of the
Jordan seemed to offer no resistance whatsoever to the Midianites; the
hostility of Succoth and Penuel indicates that the people in this area
did not feel strongly bound to come to the aid of the amphictyony. Yet
one is justified in calling this a war of the Israelite amphictyony.
Gideon himself is described as a deliverer of Israel and one of whom
the spirit of Yahweh took possession (Judg. 6:14,34). That this battle
was considered a sacral war is demonstrated especially by the sounding
of the trumpet to summon the fighting men of Manasseh (6:34-35a)29 and
the battle-cry, "A sword for Yahweh and for Gideon" (7:18,20), &s

Moore remarks concerning this battle-cry:

The cause of the Israelites against the foreign foes is Yahweh's

cause; and he who smites for Gideon, smites for Yahweh. It is

a historical misapprehension, however, to describe the conflict

with the Canaanites (ch. 4~5) or Midianites (ch, 6-8) as a

religious war; and especially to compare it with the wars of

Islam,30
Therefore the war against the Midianites demonstrates the same tendencies
concerning the amphictyonic wars as the wars previously discussed. Histor-
ically seen, this war was a battle of the 32813pTm of Manasseh, with later
help from Naphtali, Asher, Ephraim and perhaps Zebulun. Since, however,

it was a battle for the God of the amphictyony, fought in order to pre-

28John Garstang, Joshua Judges (London: Constable & Co., Ltd.,
1931), p. 319.

29see infra, p. 101.

30Moore, op. cit., p. 210,




I

5k

serve the amphictyony, the summary is fitting: "So Midian was subdued be-

fore the beng yisradel" (8:28).

The sequel to this war should be discussed briefly: "the men of
Israel" asked Gideon to rule (masal) over them, but Gideon rejected this

request on the basis of Yahweh's rulership. If the 138 ,Liér'é'_el actually

represented all the people of Israel, this would have been a remarkable
instance of unified political activity by the tribes, Some scholars feel
that, although Gideon is made to re ject the request, actually he did be-
come a king, His son's nane, ’abimelek, possibly means, "my father is
king"; Judges 9:2 reports that a dynasty of the sons of Gideon (Jerubbaal)
ruled over Shechem; the raising of the ephod in Ophrah seems connected
with the roysl election; and the same is true of Gideon's harem,
the political meaning of which evidently was 1) the securing of the
dynasty, and (2) the establishing of valuable connections, for ex-
ample with Shechem, Gideon's harem is one aspect of the religious
and cultural symbiosis between Israelites and Canaanites, Abimelech's
election with support from Shechem ancther.
Wellhausen would therefore propose, "We see besides from 9:1ff. that
Gideon really was the ruler of Ephraim and Manasseh, 132
The points raised in support of the kingship of Gideon are hardly
convincing. The name )@bimelek could just as well mean "melek (a god)

is my father," or it could be the result of a fanciful dream of Gideon's

concubine in Shechem, Jerubbaal's dynasty merely furnished the leaders

31g, Nielsen, Shechem: 4 Traditio-Historical Investigation
(Copenhagen: G, B. C. Gad, 1955), p. 143, note 1. See also R. Kittel,
A History of the Hebrews, translated from the German by Hope W. Hogg and
E. B. Speirs (London: Williams and Norgate, 1896), II, 82,

278 Wellhausen, Prolegomens to the History of Israel: %ith a Reprint

of the Article "Israel" from the Encyclopaedia Britannica (New York: The
ﬁ;r?.-c-i-i-an Library, 1957), P 239, note 1. See also Myers’ 22' E-l—t" Ps 7"'"8'
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of the people in the area around Shechem (9:2). And the materizl that
went into making the ephod could have been simply the spoil of Gideon's
three hundred men.33 Even if Gideon did become a ruler, his rule could
hardly have comprised more than Manasseh, Succoth and Penuel; Ephraim
was hostile to him (3:1—3).3h Therefore the question of the kingship of
Gideon seems to have no direct bearing on the political state of the
amphictyony a2fter the war against the Midieznites, It does, however,
attest to the kingship of Yahweh in the tribal lesgue, besides showing
that, even after an amphictyonic victory, there were strong temptations

te have 2 king ufter the menner of the Canaanites.

33'oore, op. cit., p. 232. See also John Bright, i History of
Israel (Philadelphia: The Vestminster Press, 1959), p. 158,

’Lﬁdolphe Lods, Israel From Its Beginnings to the iiddle of the
Eighth Century, translated by S. H. Hooke (London Routledge & Eeuan
zalll, Ltdo, l9}2)’ p' j[lv3' AlSO '].] ublEr, _ﬁo Cltu, Dp- 267fo




CHAPTER V
WARS OF THE TRANSITIONAL PERIOD
The First Encounters With the Philistines

The several wars described in the first part of 1 Samuel bring
the period of the Israelite amphictyony to its close: the first battles
with the Philistines (1 Sam. 4-7) and Saul's war against the Ammonites
(1 sam. 11)., Other wars in the remasinder of 1 Samuel will be discussed
with regard to the bearing they have upon the amphictyony.

In an old story about the ark of the covenant (1 Sam. 4-=7) is re-
ported the first known large-scale conflict between the Israelite
amphictyony and the Philistines.l The Philistines gathered at 3&pek

for the battle (1 Sam. 4:1). This was probably tell el-mupmar on the

upper course of the river now called nahr el-‘anga, which flows into the

Mediterranean north of yafa. This was probably at the northern border
of Philistine territory; it was a very suitable position for an attack
on the central mountains of Palestine. "Israel" gathered at haleben
hafegzer, on the edge of the mountains opposite Aphek, roughly on the
site of the modern mejdel éégg.z It is clear that the rhilistines did

not present simply a limited threat that concerned only the adjacent

lpor a convenient summary of the early history of the Philigtines
in Palestine see Martin Noth, The History of Israel, tr%nslated from
the German by P. R. Ackroyd (second edition; New York: Harper &

Brothers, 1960), pp. 35-38.

2Ibid., p. 165.
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tribes, nor one that a tribal rally could deal with at a blow; they aimed
to conquer the whole land and threatened Israel's very existence.3 Noth
attempts to determine the tribal participation in this first battle:
It is impossible to say for certain who actually took part on the
Israelite side. The main participants were probably the militia
of the tribe of Ephraim which was most immediately threatened
from Aphek, But some of the meighbouring tribes of the central
Palestinean mountains will also have been involved in some measure,
and, in view of the enormous danger, reinforcements from other
tribes may also have been present.
Israel was defeated in this first battle rather decisively, losing
four thousand men (1 Sam, 4:2), Although the brief account of the
battle has nothing to say about the sacral side of the undertaking
(unless 4:la is intended for this purpose), the leaders of the people

immediately resolved to place this war into the sacral sphere. The

nelders of Israel," zign8 yisralel, recognized that Yahweh's hand was

operative in their defeai, and decided to bring the ark of the covenant
of Yahweh into the camp from Shiloh, "that He may come among us and
save us from the power of our enemies" (4:3). That the presence of the
ark symbolized the presence of Yahweh Himself at the battle-front is
evident from 4:3-4 and especially from the statement of the Philistines:
"The gods have come into the camp" (4:7). Noth draws a generous deduc-

tion from this concerning the number of Israelite tribes that now took

part in the second battle:

3J0hn Bright, A History of Israel (Pniladelphia: The Westminster
Press, 1959), p. 16k.

’fNoth, _O_El 9_-1-2., pl 166'
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The transporting of the ark to the camp could only mean that the
whole association of Israelite tribes was being deployed against
the Philistines. 8o far as we know from the tradition, it was the
first time the whole tribal confederation had come forward in
defence of Israel, the reason being that this was the first time
the existence of Israel as a whole in Palestine had really been
threatened by the power of the Philistines.?
It does not necessarily follow from the presence of the ark that the
"whole tribal confederation" took part in the second battle (4:10-11),
The wars discussed in previous chapters have shown that a victory won
by a comparatively few number of tribes could easily be considered to
be a victory of the amphictyony., Therefore it is conceivable that,
although the ark was considered to becthe unifying symbol of the amphic-
tyony,6 still it could be uséd by a few of the tribes in the name of
the whole amphictyony. The second part of Noth's statement is more
accurate; the greatness of the threat from the Philistines would lead
one to suppose that most of the available Israelite fighting men were
called out for this battle. The account itself mereiy speaks of
nIsrael" as fighting the battle. Hophni and Phinehas, apparently
Ephraimites from Shiloh, were killed (4:11), and a man from Benjamin
escaped to tell the news to Eli (L4:12); this demonstrates that at least
these two tribes sent fighting men to the battle. The extent of the
defeat of Israel would tend to show that the main backbone of Israel's
army had been broken.

The defeat of Israel was decisive. The Philistines had free access

to the amphictyonic shrine at Sniloh, the modern selun; along with cap-

5Ibid.
6See the discussion of the amphictyony, infra, p. 8%.
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turing the ark they probably also destroyed the shrine at Shiloh, Jeremiah
T7:12,1) and 26:6,9 reports that the "temple" in Shiloh which had housed
the ark was destroyed, and the ruins could still be seen; excavations
there have borne this out.? At this time the Philistines probably in-
stalled garrisons in Israel's territory; 1 Samuel 10:5 and 13:3 speak of
such a gf§i§ in Gibeah, the modern tell el-ful. The Philistines occupied
most of the territory in this way, disarming Israel by allowing no weap-
ons to be made (13:}.9—22).8 Yet the Philistine occupation was not com=-
plete, for in Gelilee and in Transjordan Isfaelite movement was relative—
ly free; in the mountains the people were able to organize resistance,
However, that Philistine domination was fairly complete is shown by the
failure of Israel to restore the ark as the central shrine of the
arphictyony; it lay in neglect at Kirjath-jearim for a generation (1 Sam.
7:1-2; 2 Sam. 6:2).‘9

Another encounter with the Philistines, this time under the
leadership of Samuel, is described in 1 Samuel 7:3-14., The fact that
this account is mainly interested in the sacral side of the incident, in
addition to the obvious difference in outcome when compared with 1 Samuel
L, has lead scholars to doubt the historicity of this particular battle.

Smith thinks it is really an account of what happened later under Saul

7Bright, op. cit., p. 164; also Noth, gg.‘ggg., PP. 166-67.. See
also W, F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity: Monotheism and
the Historical Process: (second edition; New York: Doubleday & Company,

Inc., 1957), P. 290.

8oth, op. cit., p. 167

IThus Bright, op. cit., p. 165. Bright reads "ephcd" with the LXX
in 1 Sam. 14:18.




and David.lo Weiser contends:
Der offene VWiderspruch zu anderen Nachrichten, die von einer
Fortdauer der drlickenden Philister-Herrschaft wissen (1 Samuel
9:163 10355 13:2f., l9ff.)“lasst kaum einen Zweifel dartllber, dass,
historish gesehen, die Erzahlugf von Samuels Philister-Sieg als
Fiktion beurteilt werden muss,
Rather, he thinks,
Wir es nicht mit einem reinen Geschichtsbericht zu tun haben,
sondern mit einer Erzdhlung, in der gottesdienstliche Interessen
und Motive stlirker zu Vorte kommen als die historischen Einzel-
heiten und Ausblicke,
Yet it is possible to conceive of many skirmishes with the Philistines
during this period, and this account may preserve the occasion for one
of these., The fact that "all Israel" gathered at Mizpah (1 Sam. 7:5)
would no aoubt be taken by the Philistines as an attempt to renew the
amphictyony, although the former shrine at Shiloh had been destroyed.
That Israel momentarily threw the Philistines into confusion is likewise
conceivable, The report that the Philistines were subdued and did not
come into Israel's territory @gain, along with the statement that the
cities of the Philistines were returned to Isrzel (7:13-14) seems to re-
flect the time of David, The account of this skirmish with the Pnilistines

is of particular interest in that it describes the sacral character of the

Israelite amphictyony. Even though all political ties between the tribes

loHenry Preserved Smith, A Critical and kxegetical Commentary on the
Books of Samuel, Vol. IX of The International Critical Commentang, edited
by Alfred Plummer (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1899), p. 50.

n &
Ly rtur Weiser, "Samuels tPhilister-Sieg.! Die Uberlieferungen in

1. Sam. 7," Zeitschrift fup Theologie und Kirche, LVI (1959), 257.

121144,, p. 261, See also Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, Die Samuelblicher,
Vol, X of Das Alte Testament Deutsch, edited by Volkmar Herntrich and
Artur Veiser (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960), pp. 52=53.
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had been destroyed, and even though the amphictyonic central shrine
at Shiloh had been destroyed and the ark lay forgotten, still "all Israel"
could gather at another shrine to renew their relationship with Yahweh
by putting away foreign gods, participating in a ritual of pouring out
vwatcr before Yahweh and confessing their sins, and being judged by Samuel
(7:3-6). It vias this common covenant with Yahweh, not any political ties

or enemy pressures, that held the amphictyony together,
The War Against the Ammonites

#hile the Israelite amphictyony was under Philistine domination
in the land west of the Jordan, Nahash the Ammonite saw an opportune time
to gain a victory over the tribes east of the Jordan (1 Sam. 11).
KOhlenbrink has demonstrated that this wes more far-reaching than just
another local battle:
Nun soll aber die Vernichtung von Jabesch nach dem Willen des
Nachasch nicht nur Gilead-Gad, den Stamm, dessen Hauptstadt Jabesch
doch wohl war, treffen, sondern "genz Israel" schidigen.
The fact that the men of Jabesh wanted to make a covenant with Nahash
indicates that the Israelite amphictyony had been disrugted by the
Philistines, and no help could be expected from west of the Jordan,
Perhaps the ammonites even had made some kind of agreement with the

Philistines in the west, making a two-front war for Israel.l4 They oc-

cupied the land of Gilead south of the Jabbok and attacked Jabesh. iloth

gurt u¥hlenbrink, "Sauls Anmoniterieldzug und Samuels Beitrag
zum KBnigtum des Saul," Zeitschrift fur die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft,

LVIII (191&0-41)’ 58. Also Noth’ EE. _c-_i'-.Ec, pw 1680

1i0hlenbrink, op. cit., p. 59. Also Gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige
Krieg im alten Lsrael (ZUrich: Zwingli-Verlag, 1951), p. 20.
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places Jabesh in the land of ‘aflun, in the area of the wadi yibis, on

the site of the modern tell el-maglub; however, Glueck would place it at

the lower end of the wadi yabis in the Jordan valley at tell abu 92325.15
Noth's placement would tally best with Husebius! statement that "Iabisn
was six Roman miles from Pella (g;gggg_ggg;;) on the road to Gerasa
(gera$).16 Either of these two places would be suitable for an attack
started from Bezek, the modern pirbet ibzig.

In view of the relationship between Jabesh and Benjamin (Judg.
21:8-14), perhaps the messengers which the elders of Jabesh sent to find
help went directly to Gibeah,17 It is questionable whether the messengers
knew that Saul had been anoinled; he is described as an unknown farmer.
Wildverger feels:

Was in Xap. 11 berichtet wird, kann sich also Jahre, wenn nicht gar
Jahrzehnte, vor der FErhebung Sauls zum ibnig abgespielt haben,18

Yet Sauil had only been anointed as nagid (1 Sam. 10:1). In 11:6-7 he is
described as a charismatic lcader, on whom the spirit of God came, and

he continued to use what appears to have been the amphictyonic method of
gathering troops for a battle: he divided a yoke of oxen in pieces and
sent them throughcut the territory of Israel witn the vords, "Whoever does

not come out after Saul and Samuel, so shall it be done to his oxen!" (11:7).

Lioth, op. cit., p. 1674

16Rand McNally Bible Atlas, edited by Emil G. Kraeling (New York:
Rand lcNally & Company, 1956), p. 179.

17Hertzberg, ope eit., p. 72,

184ans VWiildberger, "Samuel und die Entstehung des israelitischen
K8nigstums," Theologische Zeitschrift, XIII (Novembex—December, 1957),
l}66"'67| See &lSO Sliiith, 920 &it_‘t’ p. 76‘-
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This same method of summoning the tribes was used in Judges 19:29-30,
where the Levite cul up his concubine and sent the pieces throughout
Israel; there the curse words are missing, but the intent appears to
be the same, A parallel to this has been found in a jiari letier, which
Suggests how a particular bedouin tribe can be made to assermble for a
campaign, The letter states:
Jetzt, wenn es nach dem Belieben meines Herrn ist, soll man einen
Verbrecher im Gefingnis t8ten und sein Haupt abschlagen und in
dem Raum zwischen den Stddten bis nach Hudniq und Appan umher-
tragen, zu dem Zwecke, dass die Leute sich firchten und sich schnell
sammelrn,

The same kind of threat is seemingly behind the use of this gleichnis—

hafte HzamdlungzO in Judges 19 and 1 Samuel 11, The judgment by Noth is

substantiated:

The method of the summons to arms described in 1 Sam. 11:7, with
conjuration expressed in an oath, makes an impression of great
originalit.y.2

Later Saul went over to more effective means of gathering an army
(1 sam. 14:52), but in the battle sgeinst the Ammonites he still acted
within the tradition of thne awphictyony.

Upon receiving the suamons, "the dread of Yahweh fell upon the

people, and they came out as one man" (11:7). Saul assembled them at

19Gerhard Wallis, "Eine Paralle zu Richter 19:29if. und 1. Sam.
11:5ff. aus dem Briefarchiv von Mari," Zeitschrift flir die alttesta-
mentliche Wissenschaft, LXIV (1952), 57-58.

OIbid., p. 59.

2yoth, op. cit., p. 169. Also Albrecht Alt, "Die Staatenbildung
der Israeliten in_ﬁslgstina,“ Kleine Schriften zur‘Geschlchte des
Volkes Israel (Minchen: C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953),

1T, 26.
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Bezek, the modern hirbet ibzig; from this town, on the road between
Shechem and Beth-shan, a ravine leads down to the Jordan, called the

wadi el hadneh.?2 Thus Bezek was an excellent jumping off place for

an attack on the Ammonites, who had surrounded Jabesh, That Saul's
attacking force was not too big is seen in his surprise attack on the
Ammonite camp in the morning watch. The nwubers given for his iroops,
three hundred thousand from Israel and thirty thousand from Judah, seem
to be out of proportion considerably (ll:B).zB The Septuagint shows
the tendency toward increasing these nuubers by reading six hundred
thousend for Israel and seventy thousard for Judah, wnile Josephus goes
up to seven hundred thouaand, 2 Perhaps here again Lhe nwober was in-
tended criginally to give the number of 32lipim, the military units of
the tribes, wiich sent fighting men to this battle.?? 4 total of three
hundred and thirty ?2lapim would compare fairly well with the five
hundred and ninety-eight 1313 T given in Numbers 1 for the wnole people
of Israel, taking into consideration the disruption of the tribes
caused by the Philistines.

Concerning the actual . tribes that took part, ¥Ohlenbrink argues
that Judah and Simeon were cut off by hostile cities, the northern

tribes likewise were cut off by the Philistines, and even lianasseh and

22Noth, op. cite, p. 169. Also Rand McHally Bible Atlas, p. 179.

23These numbers are Phantasiezahlen, according to Hertzberg, op.
cit., p. 73.

2hsmith, op. eit., p. 79.

258ee the discussion supra, p. 50; infra, p. 98.
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Ephraim were so threatened by ithe Philistines that they did not take
part, This leaves only Benjamin, Gad and Reuben to save Jabesh; and
these are precisely the tribes for which Mohlenbrink posits a three-
tribe amphictyony at Gilgal.26 This argument fails to give any weight
to the mention of Bezek as the mustering place for the attack; to reach
this point, the tribe of Benjamin would have had to go through a con-
siderable amount of Philistine territory, according to MOhlenbrink's
theory., Noth rather feels this is an example of "the employment of
the whole tribal association to defend their existence against danger
from outside."27 Three tribes certainly had men at this battle: Saul
was from Benjamin (1 Sam. 9:1-2), Samuel was from Ephraim (1 Sam. 1:1,
20), and Judah is expressly mentioned (11:8). In view of the "dread of
Yahweh" that fell upon the people, it would seem that all the tribes
who were in a position to do so would have sent fighting men in this
desperate attempt to save the remnants of the amphictyony.

The victory seemed to have a psychological effect on the hard-
pressed Israelites. Samuel gathered the people at Gilgal to "renew the

kingdom' (11:14). Here Israel made Saul king, bringing to an end the

era of the amphictyony.

Israel was acting as a "people," no longer as a sacral confederation
of tribes. It was embarking, though to begin with in quite a
modest way, on the road to political power and thereby making a
decision which was to have a quite fundamental determining influ-
ence -n the further course of its history. . « « It is clear that

26y 81 enbrink, op. Sit., pps 60-6ke

2TNoth, op. cit., p. 169.
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the new king, who had proved his worth in the victory over the
Ammonites which had just been won, was expected to deliver Israel
from this threat to its whole existence and to wage a successful
war against the Philistines. . . . Against the Philistines a
permanent and stable military command seemed to be necessary and
the new king was no doubt intended to act primarily as leader of

the levies of Israel, and it was in such a capacity that he did
in fact come forward,<

Wars of the Early Konarchy

Saul's first act as king was to choose three thousand men from
those gathered at Gilgal. He made a successful surprise attack on
the Philistine garrison in Gibeah and destroyed it (1 Sam. 13:1=3).
The Philistines gathered their forces near lMichmash, the modern muhmas
five miles northeast of Gibeah., Saul and Jonathan camped near Geba,

Eebat, separated from Michmash by the wadi eg-suweniy.<’ At this time

Saul's fighting force numbered only six hundred men (13:15). Amid
sacral overtones30 the Philistines were again routed; this time the
"Hebrews" who were with the Philistines deserted to the Israelite side,
and "all the men of Israel" who had hidden themselves in the hills of
Ephraim joined in the pursuit (14:1-23). Although this success was
apparently not over the main body of the Philistines, and although the

results of the victory were short-lived, still Israel began to act as

B1pig 170-71. See also Martin Buber, "Die Erzdhlung von

«s bPp. 170-71. Nz
Sauls Kanigs;ahl," Vetus Testamentum, VI (1956?,,16h. In addition,
see Eduvard Meyer, Geschichte des Altertums (dritte Auflage; Stuttgart:
J. G. Cotta'sche Buchhandiung Nachfolger, 1953), IIL, part 2, 246,

2%oth, op. cit., pp. 173=Th.

30yon Rad, op. cit., p. 21, points out the different phenocmena
which indicate that tnis battle should be placed among the holy wars.
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a united people behind her chosen leader.

Taking advantage of Israel's submission to the Philistines, the
Amalekites from the desert of Kadesh chose this time to make raids
into the Negeb. After his initial success against the Philistines,
Saul summoned two hundred thousand men, plus ten thousand from Judah,31
and he vtterly defeated the Amalekites (1 Sam. 15:1-7). This episode
showed Szul's freedom of movement, and also it "indicates that his
authority and responsibility were national in scOpe."32 Von Rad points
out that this story shows that the tension between the old Yahweh-faith
and the kingship came first in the sphere of the holy‘war.33 Saul's
rash taking of the spoil shows that he had by this time become more a
Xing than a charismatic leader of the amphictyony; it was Samuel who
performed the tesk of slaying Agag (15:8-33).

The notice that Saul reigned over Israel for two years (1 Sam.
13:1) possibly indicates that the Philistines hurriedly went into
action against him in the year following his success against them,3h
They gathered at Aphek again, while Israscl was encamped at Jezreel
(1 Sam. 29:1). The Philistines marched north through the plain of
Esdraelon to the city of Jezreel (29:11), the modern Eggjig; they did
not attack the central mountains directly but marched instead between

the central part of Palestine and Galilee, possibly with the intention

31Again the numbers appear rather high; infra, p. 98.
32pright, op. cit., p. 168.

33Von Rad, op. cit., p. 52.

3hTnis is the suggestion of Noth, op. ¢cit., pp. 176=77.
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of cutting Saul off from the Galilean tribes.3” That they succeeded
is seen from 31:7, where it is stated that "the men of Israel who were
on the other side of the valley and those beyond the Jordan" fled from
their cities after seeing Saul's defeat,
Although Saul became king of Israel and thus brought the period of
the amphictyony to an end, still he did not break with amphictyonic

tradition., He made no change in the structure of the amphictyony; he

had no bureaucracy or harem.’é The nucleus of his forces appears to

have been fellow Benjaminites (22:7), so he can be seen as an extension

of a tribal leader.37
Though he probably never led all Israel in battle (nor had the
judges!), he probably came closer to it than any of his predeces-
sors, if only because the emergency was a national one.3

It was a period of transition from the old amphictyony to the political

kingdom; therefore it was a temporary phase which could not last:

Though temporary charismatic leadership was compatible with the
traditions of a tribal association subject to a divine law, a
secular" monarchy was not; and, on the other hand, it was im-
possible to base the institution of monarchy on the sacral
association of the tribes,>”

35Tbid. Coinciding with this opinion are Bright, op. cit., pp.
173-74; and Albrecht Alt, "Die Landnahme der Israeliten in Paldstina,"
Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (illnchen: C. H.
Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 117.

36Bright, op. cit., p. 169.

37pdolphe Lods, Israel From Its Beginnings to the ¥iddle of the
Eighth Century, translated by S. H. Hooke (London: Routledge & Kegen
Paul, ILtd., 1932), p. 356.

38Bright, op. cit., p. 170.

39oth, op. cit., p. 175, See also Alt, "Die Landnahme," op.
cit., p. 117.
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CHAPTER VI
WARS WITHIN THE AMPHICTYONY
The Treachery of Reuben and Gad

Twice during the period of the Israelite amphictyony occasion
arose for the tribes to join together in a war against one or more
members of the sacral confederation itself. One such action was brought
about by the treachery of Reuben and Gad (Josh. 22:10-34), and the other
was occasioned by the wantonness of the men of Gibeah of Benjamin (Judg.
19-21). Naturally, these wars were somewhat different from the other
wars in which the amphictyony engaged. Yet they also give an oppor-
tunity to see the extent to which the tribes took part in amphictyonic
wars. And, perhaps better than any of the other wars, they demonstrate
the sacral character of such undertakings by the tribal confederation,

The action against Reuben and Gad never came to blows, but prep-
arations were made for war: "And when the people of Israel heard of it,
the whole congregation of the people of Israel gathered at Shiloh, to
make war against them" (Josh., 22:12). It was to be a war of the
amphictyony against some of its own members, Reuben and Gad., But what
was the cause? It is difficult to ascertain from the account of the
incident just what it was that constituted the treachery against the
God of Israel (22:16) that made such an undertaking necessary. As the
story stands, the building of an unauthorized altar of sacrifice seems
to be the treachery against Yahweh (22:16,23-29). Yet such presuppo-

sitions apparently did not exist otherwise during the period of the
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amphictyony, and perhaps even until the time of Josiah's reform local
altars and sanctuaries were condoned.1 This is only one of the knotty
problems connected with this story. The locale of the altar built by
Heuben and Gad, whether on the east or west side of the Jordan, is
uncertains The western position is rather clearly stated in Joshua
22:10; however, a place east of the Jordan seems to be indicated by

22:11 (Yel tsber bend yisra'el,)? and also by 22:15,19,25,32. The

tribes involved in building the altar are Reuben, Gad, and the half
tribe of lianasseh in 22:9,10,11,13,15,21, and the "sons of kanasseh"
are brought in in 22:30-31; but only Reuben and Gad are concerned in
22:25,32,33,34. To add to the difficulty, the decisive name of the
altar in 22:34 is missing.,

From theserconsiderations it would appear that there are several
different sources to be found in this story. It would be impossible
to define the sources with any certainty; yet some of the material
appears to belong to the Pentateuchal P source: the presupposition that
Phinehas the priest was the leader of Israel, while Joshua was com-
pletely forgotten; the description of Israel as the "congregation of
Yahweh" (t2dat yhwh); and the excessive concern about sacrificing burnt

offerings or cereal offerings'or peace offerings upon this altar.> The

lthis reform is reported in 2 Kings 23. See Martin Noth, Das Buch
Josua, Vol. VII of Handbuch zum Alten Testament, edited by Otto Eissfeldt
(TUbingen: Verlag von J. C. B. Mohr[ Paul Siebeck], 1938), p. 103.

®Ibid., p. 105. Also Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, Die Bicher Josua,
Richter, Ruth, Vol. IX of Das Alte Testament Deutsch, edited by Volkmar
Herntrich and Artur Weiser (G8ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1953),
p. 126,

31bid., p. 125. See also Noth, op. cit., p. 103.
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deuteronomistic insistence on the centralization of the cultus would
appear to belong to a later source which used this story to make its
own theological emphasis.h This material so predominates that it ap-
pears to be impossible to understand the sense of the original tradition.?
Yet some suggestions may be offered in an attempt to understand the
concern of the amphictyony in this matter.

Concerning the location of the altar, the lMassoretic text states

it was in g°1313£ hayyarden, usually understood to mean, "in the region

about the Jordan" (Josh. 22:10-11)., Codex Vaticanus of the Septuagint
reads galgala in place of this; and the Syriac also apparently under-
stood the Hebrew text to mean Gilgal, a name which comes from the same
root as gelila « A third possibility suggests itself, The place name
"Gilead" plays an important part in this story (22:9,13,15,32), and the
explanatory words concerning the altar speak about its use as a witness
(22:2h—28,3h). In Genesis 31:45-54, in the covenant between Jacob and
Laban, a heap of stones was set up as witness to the covenant and was
called galted. It is possible that this etymology for Gilead also
played a pari in the story in Joshua 22, So there appear to be three
possibilities for the locale of this altar: in the region about the

Jordan (either east or west), in Gilgal near Jericho, or in Gilead.

Hertzberg suggests that perhaps there were altars on both sides.6 Since

hertzberg, op. cit., p. 126. Hertazberg thinks the basic story
remained known at Gilgal, perhaps at a feast in which the eastern tribes
crossed over the Jordan to celebrate,

sNoth, ap. cit., p. 103..

%ertz'berg’ 920 g_é_‘_b-o, Pe 1260
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the name of the altar is missing, also in the Septuagint (although the

old Syriac translation reads madhbeha desahdutha),7 and since there are

two traditions concerning the number of tribes that took part, it seems
possible to discern two different stories that have been combined here.
One story would concern Reuben and Gad, who built an altar west of the
Jordan; the other would concern an altar in Gilead (perhaps the heap of
stones of Genesis 31), to which the names of all three eastern tribes
would be attached,
If it is supposed, then, that the original incident which brought
on the amphictyonic preparations for war revolved around an altar
built by Reuben and Gad west of the Jordan, the original question still
stands: why was this considered treachery against Yahweh? udhlenbrink
offers a fanciful interpretation which supposes a rivalry between the
cultic centers of Gilgal and Shiloh. He thinks Gilgal was the center
of a three tribe amphictyony consisting of Reuben, Gad and Benjamin,
who arrived in the land earlier than the other tribes.
Wir sehen also die Traditionsgrundlage unseres Textes dann richtig,
wenn wir erkannt haben, dass es hier um die Rivalitit zweier
Amphiktyoniezentren in Israel geht. . « . Solte nicht in dieser
merkwirdigen Altarbaugeschichtg von den Gelilot des Jordan ein
Hinweis auf einen kleineren Stdmmebund und seine Eingliederung in
die Zwdlfergruppe gegeben sein?®

Kraus rightly remarks that the tradition of twelve stones connected

with Gilgal (Josh. 4) scarcely allows for a three tribe amphictyony

Tbid.

8kurt MShlenbrink, "Die Landnahmesagen des Buches Josua," Zeitschrift
f8r die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, LVI (1938), 246-49, 268,
uShlenbrink thinks this story tries to explain the tie between Reuben,
Gad and Benjamin, which originated in the time when Reuben and Gad were
8till west of the Jordan,
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at Gilgal.9 Instead, the occasion for the action of the amphictyony

should perhaps be sought in the reference to the sin at Peor, to which
the treachery (mafal) of Reuben and Gad was likened (Josh., 22:16-18):
"Have we not had enough of the sin at Peor from which even yet we have
not cleansed ourselves, and for which there came a plague upon the con-
gregation of Yahweh?" In their feeling of corporateness the people of
Israel were afraid that the sin of some few would implicate the whole
people; prompt action had to be taken, lest Yahweh do what He did at
Peor (Deut. 4:3). That the treachery of Reuben and Gad was similar

to that at Peor is supported by several other references: Psalm 106:28ff,
says Phineas interposed to stay the plague at Peor, and that is his
position also in Joshua 22. The prophet Hosea has some things to say
about Peor (Hosea 5:12; 9:10); it is possible that the reference in
Hosea 6:7 concerns the incident in Joshua 22:

But at Adam they transgressed the covenant;
There they dealt faithlessly with me,

Kraeling would make this identification, placing Adam at tell ed-damieh
just east of the Jordan at the Jabbok.10

It is not completely clear what the "sin of Peor" was to which the
treachery of Reuben and Gad was compared. It apparently consisted of
some cultic rituals connected with Baal worship, including cult prosti=-

tution, bowing down to pagan gods, and eating sacrifices to the dead.11

9Hans-Joachim Kraus, "Gilgal. Ein Beitrag zur Kultusgeschichte
Israels," Vetus Testamentum, I (1951), 192-93.

10gand McNally Bible Atlas, edited by Emil G. Kraeling (New York:
Rand McNally & Company, 1956), p. 1l42.

Uoe, Num. 25:1-2; Ps. 106:28,
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It would seem that the altar built by Reuben and Gad also had some

connection with the cultus of the agrarian society of Canaan. Such
treachery against the God of the amphictyony would zmount to a trans-
gression of the covenant with Him, and this would bring Yahweh's anger
against the whole amphictyony. As in the incident at Peor (Num, 25:4)
and also the case of Achan (Josh. 7:25-26), the other members of the
confederation took steps to turn Yahweh's anger away by removing the
cause of the offense. Habel has called attention to the probability
that there was a covenant renewal following the incident at Peor,
described in the usual covenant terminology in Deuteronomy k:lff.l2 In
Josuah 22 it seems there was also a kind of covenant renewal: the phrase

koh 1am®ru Ya8dat yhwh (22:16) could be a variant of the more usual Koh

YEmar yhwh (Josh. 24:2); the confession of Reuben and Gad, 'el !'Slohim
yhwh el ?®1ohim yhwh (22:22), appears to indicate they have chosen to
serve Yahweh as their God (as in 24:21); the )im clauses (22:22) and the
use of the altar as "a witness between us that Yahweh is God" (22:34)
likewise suggest a covenant renewal ritual of some sort,13

The incident evoked by the treachery of Reuben and Gad therefore
serves to underscore the sacral character of the amphictyony, including

also the military sphere. The wars against outsiders were fought by

Lyorman ¢. Habel, "Conflict of Religious Cultures: A Study in the
Relevance of Ugaritic Materials for the Early Faith of Israel" (Unpub-
lished Doctor's Thesis, Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, 1962), pp. 35-42.

13The usual formulations of the suzerainty covenants in the ancient
Near East are given by G, E. Mendenhall, Law and Covenant in Israel and
the Ancient Near East (Pittsburg: The Biblical Colloguium, 1955),

passim, ]
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the tribes most directly concerned, and the victories were ascribed
to the amphictyony. But here a breach of the covenant by several tribes

becomes a matter of the amphictyony, "the whole assembly of the b®né

yisralel,n
The Wantonness of the llen of Gibeah

A similar incident is reported in Judges 19-21, The background
of the incident is described in Judges 19: a Levite of Ephraim had a
concubine from Bethlehem of Judah; while spending the night in Gibeah
of Bethlehem, his concubine was abused and killed by the men of the
city. The Levite summoned the tribes of the amphictyony by the old
methodl¥ of cutting up her body and sending the pieces throughout the
territory of Israel., This atrocious act by the Benjaminites of Gibeah
was considered to be zimmd in®balad beyisralél, "abomination and wanton-
ness in Israel" (20:6); and "all the people of Israel came out, from
Dan to Beersheba, including the land of Gilead" (20:1), to "put them to
death and put away evil from Israel" (20:13). The Israelite amphictyony
was at war, not to defend itself against foreign aggression nor to en=-
large its taeiritory, but to purge evil from its midst,

Noth has convincingly shown that n®bald beyiéralel, "wantonness in
Israel," was an expression which stemmed from the period of the

amphictyony, The word "in Israel" shows

n "
fiartin Noth, Das ﬁygi..em der zmolf Siamme ISraels (Stuttgart:
W, Koﬁgmr;er Vgrlég, 1930), p. 102, See the discussion in connection

with 1 Sam. 11:7, supra, pp. 62-63.
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dass die jeweils in Frage stehende nblh die Amphiktyonie nIsrael®
als solche etwas angeht, dass die Amphiktyonie selbst die Ahndung
dieses Vergehens also in die Hand nehmen muss, dass mithin eine be-
stimmte Satzung des allgemein verpflichtenden Amphiktyonenrechtes
verletzt worden ist,
This same formulation is used almost as a technical term in describing
Shechem's affair with Dinah (Gen. 34:7), in the covenant law code (Deut,
22:21}, and in the story of Achan (Josh. 7:15), all of which seem to be
related to amphictyonic times.1® The word itself uvsually refers to sex—
ual perversion. Yet Noth sees a deeper significance to this formula; the
probability is
dass es sich in diesen Fillen nicht um einen eindeutigen Verstoss
gegen zine Satzung des kodifizierten Amphiktyonenrechtes handelt,
sondern um Verletzungen eines ungeschriebenen Gewohnheitsrechtes,
eben wn Dinge, die "man nicht tut in Israel," deren Vorfallen aber
doch ein Eingrelien der Amphlktyonie als solcher herausforderte,
wohl weil sie den Grundsftzen der Amphiktyonie und ihrer Ordnungen
widerstritten.
Deuteronomic theology prescribed the burning of a whole city as "a whole
burnt offering to Yahweh" in cases where the city had committed abomina-
tion (Deut. 13:16); in Judges 20 Gibeah became the whole burnt offering,

and Benjamin received the ban, showing the earnestness with which the

amphictyony purged this evil from its mids‘c..18
Noth points out that incidents similar to the events in Judges 19-20

occurred also in the Greek amphictyonies (where the name "amphictyony"

originated). In the Delphic amphictyony, the best known of the many

15Not.h, Das System der zwOlf Stémme Israels, p. 105.

16Ib:l.d., p. 104-5. Noth feels, however, that only in Judg. 20:1ff,
does this formulation still stand in its Sitz im Leben.

171bid., p. 106.

18yertazberg, op. cit., p. 253.
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amphictyonies in ancient Greece and Italy, the individual tribal
members had a great deal of freedom. War between the members was not
prevented. It was the duty of each member of the amphictyony to pro-
tect the centrai sanctuary irom enemies and also from "ein irevelndes
Mitglied" of the amphictyony itself, against which holy war would be
declared. It was not allowed, in case of war within the amphictyony,
to completely destroy an amphictyonic city or (in war or peace) cut it

off from flowing water.lg

The latter point helps to explain the concern
of the tribes, after the battle, to see that the tribe of Berjamin did
not cease to exist (Judg. 21). There is also a Greek parallel to the
responsibility which was placed on Benjamin to punish the men of Gibeah:
in 339 B. C. the dwellers of the city of Amphissa of the tribe of Lokrer
wrongfully claimed some temple land, The tribe of Lokrer, a member of
the amphictyony, was required to punish the city; when they did not, an
amphictyonic war was declared against them, and they finally were shut
out of the amphictyony.20 In the light of this, the n®bald committed
by the men of Gibeah may be understood as a violation of the sacral,
unwritten laws of the Israelite amphictyony. And since Benjamin refused
to accept the judgment spoken by the "assembly of the people of God"
(20:2,13), the amphictyony was bound to go tc war against Benjamin.

The report indicates that all Israel acted together in this war
against Benjamin, something which did not happen in any of the wars

against outsiders until the time of the monarchy. = Perhaps this unified

19Noth, Das System der zwSlf Stimme Israels, p. 56.

21pid., p. 102.
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action occurred just because of the nature of the incident:
This singular unity, it is to be observed further, is not polit-
ical, but religious; it is not as a nation or a people that
Israel acts, but as a general assembly of the church; the only
officers named are the "elders of the congregation,n
Some scholars think that only kount Ephraim and Benjamin were involved
in this incident, or that "Israel" only designated Ephraim and
Yanasseh,<? However, in view of the corporate feeling in the amphic-
tyony, in which the whole group was responsible for the sin of an
individual or a few,23 it seems preferable to accept the statement of
the biblical account: "Then all the people of Israel came out, from Dan
to Beersheba, including the land of Gilead" (Judg. 20:1). As Hertzberg
comments :
Das geschehene Verbrechen is "an Israel" begangen worden und muss
deswegen von ganz Israel geahndet werden. Diese Hineinflechtung
des Einzelschicksals in die Gesamtverantwortung steht dberhaupt
als selbstverstindliche und wichtige Tatsache hinter der ganzen
Erzahlung.<4
It would appear that all the tribes of the amphictyony did actually take
part; Jabesh-gilead was the only place from which no one came to the

assembly before Yahweh (21:8). Yet the numbers given for the troops

21George F. Moore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Judges,
Vol, VII of The International Critical Commentary, edited by Alfred
Plummer (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1895), pp. 404-5. MNoore admits a
historical basis for Judges 20-21 but states, "in the whole description
of the war there is hardly a semblance of reality."

22pugen Thubler, Biblische Studien: Die Epoche der Richter

(Tﬂbingen: Je C. B. Mohr [ Paul Siebeck], 1958), p. 8. §ee also Arvid
Bruno, Gibeon (Leipzig: A. Deichertsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1923), pp.

111-13, 122-2k.
23cf, Josh. 7:1ff.; Num. 25:1-5; Josh. 22:16-20.

zhﬂertzberg, op. cit., p. 252.
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on both sides seem very high: fourihundred thousand men from Israel

and twenty-six thousand men from Benjamin (20:15-17).25 This meant,
according to 20:10, that no less than forty thousand men would scour
the countryside as foragers to find provisions. In view of this, the
Suggestion of Kendenhall concerning the organization of the tribes

into )®13pIm may perhaps solve some of the difficulty here.2® In 20:2
it seems that the "four hundred thousand men" are actually identical
with the chiefs (pinnGt) of the people, who perhaps formed a type of
council for the amphictyony in this incident. The actual business of
calling up the troops appears to come up first in 20:9-10, where it

is decided to call up ten per cent of the people to fight against
Benjamin,?! In the first two routs by Benjamin, the report states that
twenty-two thousand and eighteen thousand, respectively, were killed;
yet in the third rout (which was, to be sure, a ruse) oh.ly thirty men
were killed (20:21,25,31)., And how would ten thousand men lie unseen
in ambush, rushing in to take Gibeah unawares (20:34)? These consid-
erations might possibly indicate that Israel's fighting force was
actually made up of four hundred units (L‘l’a_ﬁ_m), which were ten per
cent mobilized for the battle; some forty of these units were wiped out

in the first two routs; and ten crack '3lapim hid in ambush to take

25Moore, op. cit., p. 424, points out that in 1870 the Germans
besieged Paris, a city of 1,750,000 people, with only two hundred
forty thousand men.

26G. E. Mendenhall, "The Census Lists of Numbers 1 and 26," Journal
of Biblical Literature, LXXVII (1958), 52=-66.

2Tiyendenhall, ibid., p. 60, gives examples of partial mobilization;
at Sparta there could be either one-third, two-thirds, or complete
mobilization.
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Gibeah, This figure of four hundred units would show a drop from the
five hundred ninety-eight of Numbers 1 or the five hundred ninety-six
of Numbers 26, although it would be somewhat higher than the three
hundred twenty-nine ?215pim listed in 1 Chronicles 12; the drop might
have resulted from a tendency of various units to merge with one anocther.

The figures listed for Benjamin's troops in Judges 20 might be
explained in a similar way., Perhaps 20:15 indicates that Benjamin
mustered twenty-six Jaliézm with a total of seven hundred men. The
report in 20:35 seems to say that twenty-five of these units were routed,
with one hundred men killed; the doublet?8 of the story of the final
victory (20:36b-48) likewise lists a total of twenty-five ’aiaéam which
fell, besides giving the information that six hundred men escaped
(20:44=47). Thus this picture of Benjamin's defeat emerges: from a
total of twenty-six )213pim with seven hundred men, Israel routed
twenty-five of the units and killed one hundred men; the remaining six
hundred men scattered and fled. These figures accord fairly well with
the lists in Numbers l.and 26; there Benjamin had thirty-five Jalapim
with four hundred men (Num. 1:37) or forty-five units with six hundred
men (Num., 26:41).

The seqguel to the battle against Benjamin demonstrates again the
corporate feeling in the amphictyony; the sympathy of the tribes for
Benjamin ccmes from "der gleichen Verantwortung fir die Gesamtheit des

Zwolfstimmesbundes wie die Sbrafhandlungen."29 The lack of women in

28Judggf 20:30-36a and 20:36b-48 tell the same story twice; the
second account resembles the account of the ambush at Ai (Josh. 8:1-23).

2%Hertzberg, op. cit., p. 253.
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Benjamin (apparently the result of the laying waste described in
Judg. 20:48) threatened the existence of one tribe of the amphictyony,

80 the other members took steps to remedy the situation (21:1ff.).

This story is complicated and need not be discussed here, except for

the military action against Jabesh—gilead;30 this shows again the
amphictyonic requirement of participation in the sacral assemblies
(22:5,8), Twelve of the bravest 'alagfm‘were sent to this city, de+
stroying it because of its refusal to "come up to Yahweh to Mizpeh"
(20:5,8).

30see Gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im alten Israel (zldrich:
Zwingli-Verlag, 1951), p. 26. Noth, Das System der zwblf Stimme
Israels, pp. 163-64, feels Judg. 21 is an attempt to explain the
relationship of Jabesh with Gibeah in the time of Saul.




CHAPTER VII
THE NATURE OF THE ISRAELITE AMPHICTYONY
Political Separatism Among the Tribes

The preceding discussion of the wars of the amphictyony has shown
that usually only a small percentage of the tribes actually participated
in any given battle against outsiders, even though the outcome would be
of concern to the federation as a whole. There is much evidence present
in the 0ld Testament which shows that the factors which held the amphic-
tyony together during this period are not to be sought primarily in
political ties or foreign pressure.

Many forces were operating which tended to keep the tribes separate.
"The nature of the land itself was more apt to separate the inhabitants
from one ancther."t The Israelites apparently settled mainly in the
mountainous areas, leaving the plains and cities to the Canaanites,
with their chariots and fortifications (Judg. 1). This meant there
was a chain of Canaanite cities from Dor to Beth-shan, separating the
Galilean tribes from the tribes of central Palestine; and likewise

there was a belt of cities from Gezer and Ajalon to Jerusalem, separating

1Martin Noth, The History of Israel, translated from the German
by P. R. Ackroyd (second edition; New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960),
P. 17. For this point of view see also W. F. Albright, "The Biblical
Period," The Jews, Their History, Culture, and Religion, edited by
Louis Finkelstein (New York: Harper & Brothers, Publishers, 1949),
I, 19. Also John Bright, A History of Israel (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1959), p. 155.
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Judah from the central tribes.? For these reasons » the Israelite
tribes did not develop an organized state for several centuries 3 in the
meantime, the various tribes lived exclusively their own lives, This
Was a period that was characterized politically by an "absolute Zusammen-
hanglosigkeit."> This is borne out by the evidence that the tribes
fought their own individual wars in order to take possession (EI;_) of
their territary.# Thus Simeon (and Judah) took the city of Zephath
(Hormah), while Judah defeated the Canaanites at Bezek and took Jerusalem
(Judg. 1:4-8,17). The House of Joseph took Luz (1:22-26), and Dan
found its possession by defeating Laish (Judg. 17-18), The Calebites
took Kiriath-arba (Hebron), the Kenites took the Negeb near Arad, and
the Othnielites took Kiriath-sepher (Debir) as their possession (Judg.

1:11-20).5 As Vright points out, speaking from archaeological

2}1. Kittel, A History of the Hebrews, translated from the German
by Hope V. Hogg and E. B, Speirs (London: Williams and Norgate, 1896),
P. 63. See also Albrecht Alt, "Die Landnahme der Israeliten in
Palllstina," Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (Mlnchen:
C:tH. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 123. Also Albright, op.
Sit., p. 19.

lartin Noth, Das System der zwdlf Stiume Israels (Stuttgart:
W. Kohlhammer Verlag, 1930), p. 6l. See also R, de Vaux, Les Institu-
tions de L'Ancien Testament (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1980), p. 10;
W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to Christianity: Monotheism and the
Histarical Process (second edition; New York: Doubleday & Company, Inc.,
195'] s P. 283; Albrecht Alt, "Die Staatenbildung der Israeliten in
Paldstina," Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (ifinchen:
C. H. Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), LI, 3if.

hial ter R. Roehrs, "The Conguest of Canaan According to Joshua
and Judges," Concordia Theological Monthly, XXXI (December, 1960), 748,
makes a distinction between lgh and yré in the conguest account.

5See Albrecht Alt, "Erwigungen Uber die Landnahme der Israeliten

in Pallstina," Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel
(Munchen: C, H, Beck'sche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1953), I, 130-31.
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considerationss

The period of the Judges was an exceedingly disturbed age. Every
town containing excavated ruins of the time was destroyed at
least once; yet so far none of the destructions can be correlated
with one another. This suggests that the fighting which went on
was largely local in nature--precisely the picture that the Book
of Judges6 including the present form of its first chapter,

Presents.

It appears that the local struggles of the individual tribes were
not a concern of the federation as a whole. The fact that in almost
every tribal possession Canaanite cities remained (Judg. 1:21,27-34)
Wwas not seen as an occasion to call out other tribes to help, with the
lone exception of the war against Sisera; it was left up to the individ-

ual tribes either to develop a modus vivendi with them or absorb them

into the tribe.7 Even when territory was lost and some of the tribes
vwere reduced to the point of non-existence, as in the cases of Reuben,
Dan, Simeon and Levi (and perhaps Manasseh and Asher),8 the amphictyony
was not called out. Noth sums it up:

It is very characteristic that the struggle for consolidation in
the land which took place with the earlier inhabitants and
neighbouring peoples after the Israelites had occupied the land
was not regarded as a concern affecting Israel as a whole. The
individual tribes had to guard their possessions for themselves
and, where necessary or desirable, to try to extend their settle~
ment on their own. In certain cases neighbouring tribes may
occasionally have combined to protect their common interests.

But in this early period we hear nothing at all of joint under-
takings by the whole association of the twelve tribes for the

6G. Ernest Wright, "The Literary and Historical Problem of Joshua
10 and Judges 1," Journal of Near Eastern Studies, V (April, 1946), 113.

TNoth, The History of lsrael, pp. 145-47; Albright, From the Stone
&Eg 2.9. Christia.nitz, Pe 279; Bright, op. gt'_o, Pe 121.

8)lbright, "The Biblical Period," op. cit., p. 18,
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protection or expansion of their property and life, and evidently

nothing of the kind in fact occurred.?

It is true that the struggle of the Israelites with the surrounding

Peoples, especially with the mighty Philistines, did eventually hammer
them into national political unity.l0 Yet this kind of political
unity came only very late in the period of the amphictyony. It is not
true to say, as Kaufmann says of the period immediately following the
Israelite settlement in Canaan:
The Kingdom of Israel is a completely new creation. It arises
from the will of the tribes for national unification. It appears

as a politico-national unity, in contrast to the political
separatism of the Canaanites.ll

The biblical witness would rather support this statement by Noth:
It does not appear from the tradition that has come down to us
that the twelve~tribe association was a political and military
institution concerned with external affairs except in so far as
a federation of twelve tribes inevitably implied a power complex,
even though the aggressive development of power was not one of
its intrinsic tasks.

It was not political ties, geographical phenomena, or foreign pressure

which formed the tribes into an amphictyony and kept this federation

going for over two centuries. Yet the wars discussed in the preceding

chapters are presented in principle as wars of the amphictyony,13

Noth, The History of Israel, p. 163.
1041 bright, From the Stone Age to Christianity, p. 286.

1lyehezkel Kaufmann, The Biblical Account of the Conquest of
Canaan, translated from the Hebrew manuscript by M. Dagut (Jerusalem:
At the Magnes Press, 1953), p. 90.

12\oth, The History of Israel, p. 105. Also Alt, "Die Staaten-
bildu.ng,“ op. 9.;-!‘." Pe Te

13Gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im alten Israel (zdrich:
Zﬂingli-verlag, 1951) ’ p. 260
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Presupposing a group of tribes with a deep feeling of unity. To under-
stand this feeling of unity in spite of political separatism one mist

turn to the sacral side of the federation,
Sacral Unity in the Amphictyony

It has been recognized by many scholars that the Israelite tribal
league was a federation of distinct tribes, grouped around a central
sanctuary and a common faith.u‘ Greek history of a slightly later
period provides many examples of such bands; the individual states or
cities which were members of the band were called hiktyones, and
the federation was called an amphiktyonia., The word itself is first
found in 380 B. C. in an inscription; however, some of these amphic-
tyonies probably reached back at least to the eighth century B. C.15
Among these Greek amphictyonies were those of Argos, Onchestos, Kalauria
and Corinth; two better known amphictyonies were the Delphic league
and the Pylaean-Delphic federation. The latter possessed two central
sanctuaries, the temple of Demeter on the Pyle and the Delphic sanctuary
of Apollos; most of the other leagues had only one central sanctuary.

An outstanding characteristic of these amphictyonies was the strictly

observed number of twelve tribes (ethneé) which constituted the

U’Albright., "The Biblical Period," op. cit., p. 18, See also

W. F, Albright, Archaeclogy and the Religion of Israel (Baltimore:
Johns Hopkins Press, 191;3? » PP. 102-3,

151b1d See especially the detailed treatment of the Greek

amphictyonies in Cauer, "Amphiktyonia," Paulys Realencyclo adie der
Classischen Altertumswissenschaft, edited by Georg Wissowa ineue
Bearbeitung; Stuttgart: J. C, Metzlersche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1894),

I, part 2, 1904~35.

TyEEEn
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amphictyony.l6 There were also old Italian amphictyonies; Levius
speaks of a band of duodecim populi of the Etruscians with a sanctuary
of the goddess Voltumna in the area of the city Volsinii, Every year
they assembled at a cultic festival with a covenant leader (sacerdos),l?
Among Israel's neighbors in the Near East there appear to have been
Similar bands of tribes: the twelve Aramaean tribes (Gen. 22:20-24),
twelve Ishmaelite tribes (Gen. 25:13-16), and twelve Edomite tribes
(Gen, 36:10-14). There were also six tribe groups among Israel's
neighbors (corresponding to Israel's "Leah" tribes): the six sons of
Keturah possibly designate six Arabic tribes (Gen. 25:2), and there
were apparently six Horite tribes of Mount Seir (Gen. 36:20-28).18
Bright suggests that the constant numbers of twelve and six were prob-
ably dictated by the requirement of a monthly or bimonthly turn at the
maintenance of the central shrine.l9

The Israelite tribal league was similar to the other amphictyonies

of this general era; the difference lay "not in its external form but

in the nature of the God under whose aegis it was formed. . . ."20

_ 16mp44., cols. 19050f. See also Noth, Das System der zwdlf
Stamme Israels, pp. 47-58, who shows that the Greeks occasionally

personified the tribes in the eponymen.

171bid., pp. 51-52.

18Ibid., pPp. 43-443 the Aramaean and Edomite tribes appear with
inner arrangement, like the Israelites, resulting from different wives.

19Bright, op. cit., p. lhk.

134, G. E. Mendenhall, Law and Covenant in Israel and the
Ancient Near East (Pittsburg: The Biblical Colloquium, 1955), P. 37,
feels Israel's federation was similar to previous ones in Palestine and
Syria; it lasted because of the suzerainty treaty with Yahweh,
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Like the Greek and Italian federations, the Israelite amphictyony had
& central sanctuary and a common cultus. As Alt states,
Wipr duf jeden Fall fir die Zeit nach der Landnahme der Israeliten
in Paldstina die wirksame Existenz ihres Zusammenschlusses um
Jahwe in die historische Rechnung einzusetzen haben, und zwar
zunachst und vor allem in der Form der Teilnahme aller zZwdlf
Stdume an dem Kultus eines gemeinsame Jahweheiligtums, also eines
sakralen Bundes nach der Art jener Amphiktionien. . . « Man wird
die Bedeutung dieses Jahwebundes mit seinen regelmﬂasig wieder-
kehrenden Begehungen flir die Erweckung und Erhalt des zusammen-—
gehorigkeltsgefuhls der israelitischen Stimme kaum Uberschitzen
konnen und behaupten dirfen, dass in ihm das israelitische
Nationalbewusstsein seine eigentliche Vurzel hat .21
Although there was religious freedom in the amphictyony in that there
could be local holy places for the worship of Iahweh,zz still there was
one central sanctuary as the focal point of Israel's corporate worship
life:. The 0ld Testament tradition generally places the amphictyonic
central sanctuary at Shiloh, but there are indications that it moved
around to a number of holy places (2 Sam., 7:6-7). Some of these places
were probably Gilgal (Josh. 3-4; 1 Sam. 11:15; 15:12ff,), Shechem (Josh.
24), and Bethel (Judg. 20:26£.).%> The traditions best preserved in
the 0ld Testament concern the central shrine at Shiloh, where it even
possessed a hekal, a temple (1 Sam. 3:3; Jer. 7:1l4; 26:9). Here the
tribes gathered and set up the tent of meeting (Josh. 18:1; Judg. 21:12);

here Eli and Samuel ministered as the people of Israel made annual

2171t, "Die Staatenbildung," op. cit., p. 8.

22\oth, Das System der zwBlf Stimme Israels, p. 113. also Bright,
Ops cit., p. 147.

plbrecht Alt, "Die Wallfahrt von Sichem nach Bethel," Kleine
Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (uunchenz C. H. Beck'sche
Verlagsbuchhandliung, 19537:—I, 85. See also Bright, op. cit., p. 146;
and Noth, The History of Israel, pp. 91-95.

17 WuEssy
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Pilgrimages to worship Yahweh (1 Sam, 1); and it was here that the
amphictyony fell before the Philistines.2

It appears that the ark of the covenant was the essential feature
of the central sanctuary. This was originally conceived of as the
empty throne of the invisible God-King (Num. 10:35f.; Jer. 3:16f£.); it
Was probably originally a travelling shrine, a heritage of Israel's
Primitive desert faith.?’? It must have been connected with the shrine
at Shiloh, at least, for it was taken from there to help Israel in the
battle against the Philistines (1 Sam. 4).

Much stress has been laid on the events described in Joshua 2 as
the founding of the Israelite amphictyony. Noth in particular has
argued that the "Leah" tribes were in Canaan early, and that the Yahweh-
faith was brought in later by the House of Joseph; these two groups26
were united into the twelve tribe amphictyony by the covenant at Shechem.
In support of this Noth points to the joining of the Pylaean and Delphic
amphictyonies in Greece, where the Pylaeans took over the cult and temple
administration of Apollos of Delphi.27 It certainly is probable, since

excavations have shown no destruction of the city of Shechem during this

Period, that hapiru of the same stock as Israel's ancestors were settled

2“Bright, op. cit., p. 146. Noth, The History of Israel, p. 95.

25Ibid., p. 91; also Noth, Das System der zwblf Stimme Israels,
Pe. 95. %

2683e especially ibid., pp. 37-38, 70, and 90.

27Ibid., pp. 88-89. This also involved a doubling of the members
from twelve to twenty-four; the difference would be that the Pylaeans
kept the Demeter cult also, while at Shechem the old gods were put
away,
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there; these, together with the Canaanite population, could have been
absorbed irt o the Israelite amphictyony in the events described in Joshua
24, However, there is evidence from the Old Testament that there were a
humber of covenant renewals during the period of the amphictyony, espe-
¢lally at Beth Peor,28 at Nount Ebal (Josh. 8:30-35), with the Gadites
and Reubenites (Josh. 22),29 in addition to the one described in Joshua
ks Noth's statement that Joshua 24 "refers to a regular observance
which took place before the sacred stone in the oak shrine at Shechem"30
Perhaps correctly reflects the situation during the period of the amphic-
tyony; no doubt there were many covenant renewal ceremonies, especially
at times of crisis.>l This means, however, that the origins of the
Israelite amphictyony must be pushed back into the period preceding the
settlement in Canaan. Bright's conclusion on this matter appears to
agree with the biblical tradition:
le are driven, therefore, to assume that the origins of the amphic-
tyonic system, like those of Yahwism itself, reach back to Sinai,
The amphictyony was a sacral league formed in covenant with Yahweh,
perfectly expressive of primitive Yahwistic faith. If Yahwism
originated in the desert (as it certainly did), we must conclude
that the covenant society did also, for Yahwism and the covenant
are coterminous! . . . To be sure, the community formed at Sinai
was not the Israelite amphictyony in normative form, but a con-
federation of smaller family units, Ve may suppose, however, that
as this nucleus wandered, split and proliferated in the manner

described in the preceding chapter, it gained considerable acces=—
sions of converts till it grew into a formidable union of clans.

28366 Supra, pe. The

29Su2ra, Pe The

BONoth,_Igg History of Israel, p. 92, feels that Deut. 11:29ff.;
27:1-26; and Josh. 8:30-35 all refer to this.

31Perhaps the Song of Deborah arose from such a background; see
Supra, pp. 25ff.
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When this group then thrust its way into Palestine and established

itself there, elements already sedentary were drawn into its struc-

ture, and the amphictyony normatively constituted in the covenant

at Shechem,32

Noth points out that the Israelite amphictyony differed from other
amphictyonies in not being particularly concerned with the obligations
of the individual members toward the central sanctuary, or with their
relations with one another or foreign powers, Rather the Israelite am-
Phictyony was concerned primarily with Israel's relationship to its God,
and the sacral league "was intended to safeguard the inviolability of
this relationship in every respect." And the cultus was not a simple
Process of gathering around the shrine with a common ritual; rather the
great traditions of Yahweh's mighty acts were preserved in their common
tribal cultic tradition.33 Thus it was Lsrael's relationship to Yahweh,
not the tribal political ties or the common danger from foreign foes,
which gave the Israelite confederacy its feeling of unity. In the cove-
nant, each clan became a vassal of Yahweh, and at the same time they were
bound to each other in a sacral truce.

No clan was sovereign, and at the same time, the terms of the cove-

nant left each clan free to regulate its internal affairs so long

as the religious covenant obligations were protected.

The "primitive Pansakralitit"35 of early Israel's life made no sharp

32pright, op. cit., pp. 1h5-46.

33Noth, The History of Israel, p. 110.

3lyendenhall, op. cit., p. 38; other suzrainty covenants show that
the tribes could not have outside political ties, for in rejecting foreign
relations with other gods, they also had to reject other political groups
with their gods.

3S4artin Buber's phrase, quoted in von Rad, op. eit., p. 29.
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distinction, it is true, between the purely sacral side of the amphic=-
tyony and the secular concerns. Thus some of the wars of the amphictyony
can be described as "holy wars," in which Yahweh was seen as a warrior-
God, fighting for His people in battle, Yet this military unity in cer-
tain cases must be seen as a result of, not a constitutive factor in,

the Israelite amphictyony,
The Twelve=Tribe System

Kartin Noth in his basic study on the subject36 has shown that the
list of Israelite tribes in Genesis 49, Numbers 1 and Numbers 26:5-15 are
the most important witnesses for the Israelite twelve-tribe system, which
was seen as the proper organization of the-amphictyony. The basic ques-
tion for the purposes of this paper concerns the extent to which the
twelve-tribe system accurately reflects the make-up of the amphictyony
at any given time. There appear to be three strong traditions concerning
the make-up of early Israel: a six-tribe group, composed of the "Leah"
tribes; a twelve-tribe system including Levi; 2nd a twelve-iribe system
excluding Levi, 37

The tribal lists of the 0ld Testament are very consistent in the
tribes placed in the first six spots; they are always the sons of Leah
(Gen. 29:31ff.), except when Levi drops out to be replaced by Gad
(Num, 26), Since the Leah tribes played virtually no part as a group
in the 0ld Testament tradition, they must be viewed as an older band of

tribes which had ceased to function as a separate unit by the time of the

36yoth, Das System der zwdlf Stimme Israels, pp. 23ff.
371bid. ° | ;
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amphictyony.

If one remembers, finally, that outside Israel six-tribe associ-
ations can be proved to have existed alongside numerous twelve-
tribe associations, one must conclude that the "Leah tribes,n
Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Zebulun and Issachar, had once formed
a six-tribe association at a time when the first named of these
tribes were still in full possession of their original position and
Joseph and Benjamin had not yet completed their occupation, and that
this six-tribe association was the fore-runner and basis of the lat-
er twelve~tribe association.3

This would explain why Reuben, Simeon and Levi were still included as
tribes in the amphictyony, while in actuality they had become scattered
and absorbed into the otier tribes. Thus it would be true that, in any
glven war, one should not expect all traditional twelve tribes to be
active,
The twelve-tribe system which includes Levi (Gen. 49) is apparently
older then the system which excludes this tribe:
Die Entstehung jener ersten, Levi einschliessenden Ferm des Systems
setzt die Existenz des Stammes Levi noch voraus, und es ist weiter
daran zu denken, dass diese einmal geschaffene Form sich noch weiter
in ihrer Geltung behaupten konnte, auch ohne den tatsichlichen
Verhfltnissen in bezug auf Levi noch zu entsprechen, bis man schliess-
lich doch einmal sich dazu entschloss, 3evi im System auszulassen
und diesem so eine neue Form zu geben.3
The twelve-tribe system which excludes Levi (especially Num. 26) shows

both the unalterability of the six-tribe number and also of the twelve=-

tribe number: Gad is brought in to replace Levi in the "Leah" group,

-

while Joseph is split into ¥anasseh and Ephraim to retain the number
twelve, Thus the twelve-tribe system, while basically historical, does

not represent the actual make-up of the amphictyony at any given time,

38Noth, The History of Israel, p. 89.

39Noth, Das System der zwolf Stimme Israels, P. 33.
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nor does it take into consideration any of the other clans which might

have had a claim for full membership in the amphictyony-l‘o

kOguch clans as the Calebites, the Kenites, and the Kenizzites
(Judg. 1); supra, p. 4l.
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CHAPTER VIII
THE AMPHICTYONY AT VAR
The Military Organization

The tribes of the Israelite amphictyony were free to control their
own affairs:

Das Eigentllmliche der St!mme~Epoche . . . besteht in der Autarkie

des Stammes und der aristokratish UberhOhten Gleichheit seiner

rechtlich und wirtschaftlich vollfreien Angehbrlgen.l
Yet it seems inconceivable that the tribes could have maintained their
existence for over two centuries without the emergence of some kind of
"customary military organization" so that troops could be called up in
an emergency. This does not mean there had to be a centralized command;
Kendenhall compares the system described in the Iliad, where each leader
commanded the troops of his own tribe or clan-2 It seems probable that,
in the Israelite amphictyony, the various tribes did have a simple type
of military organization, which could be put into operation either in
defense of that particular tribe or in defense of the whole amphictyony.

In specific emergencies a charismatic leader would sometimes arise
to lead his tribe or a group of tribes in battle. This, by its very
nature, was the exception rather than the rule. It appears that the

leader of a tribe was normally the p&si!, and he likewise seems to have

LEugen Tﬂubler, Biblische Studien: Die Epoche der Richter
(Tibingen: J. C. B. lohr [ Paul Siebeck], 1958), P. l.

G. E. Mendenhall, "The Census Lists of Numbers 1 and 26," Journal
of Biblical Literature, LXXVII (1958), 54=55.
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been the military leader of the tribe's forces. There was a nasi) for
each of the twelve tribes (Num. 2:1ff,; 13:2-15; 34:17-28; Josh. 22:14,
30,32). These n®ilim formed a council or college for the amphictyony
(Nume Y:4k4s; 4:34). And they were connected with the lists of fighting
men of each tribe (Num. 1:2£f.).3 It is probable that the troops of the
tribe rallied around this leader, rather than around a centralized am-
phictyonic commander. The Near East offers other analogies: the Mari
letters show that a certain Iasmah-Addu was instructed to levy armies
from four tribes (subsections of the Banu-Iamina). He left it up to
each individual sagagu to obtain his men. The same situation prevailed
in the Abbasid period of Islamic history; in the time of need the chiefs
roused their tribes for war, ard "it was about its own ralis that each
tribe rallied, marched and fought."k

The basic unit within the tribe appears to have been the "clan,n
migpaba, and this was perhaps further subdivided (Josh. 7:16-18)., The
military organization of the tribe corresponded to its structure; the
fighting men of a mi¥pahd formed a unit called an lelep, "a thousand,"
That the Yelep was identical with the mifpahd is seen from 1 Samuel
10:19 and 21. Gideon's lelep was a subdivision of the tribe of Manasseh

(Judg. 6:15), Saul sought David from among the lalpe y°huds (1 Sam. 23:23),

3Martin Noth, The History of Israel, translated from the German
by P. R. Ackroyd (second edition; New York: Harper & Brothers, 1960),
p. 98, derives nasi) from ns? gol, meaning "speaker." It is interesting
that also the Ishmaelite twelve—t.ritlge system had twelve nesPim, See
also Martin Noth, Das System der zwOlf Stdmme Israels (Stuttgart: W.
Kohlhammer Verlag, 1930), pp. 151-62; and Mendenhall, op. cit., p. 54.

brpid, s PPe 56, 59.
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and Micah placed Bethlehem among the alpé y®hida (Micah 5:2).° In
Numbers 31:3ff., an lelep from each tribe was sent to the battle against
kidian; here me'dt, "hundreds," also appear as subdivisions of the
3%13pim (as in 1 Sam. 22:7; 2 Sam. 18:1,4; and perhaps Judg. 7:16).
One further subdivision sometimes appears: the h®mid¥im, fifty" (1 Sam,
8 =l2).6 From other analogies it seems probable that these units were
based more on territoriality than kinship:
It is certain that the usual Aufhebungsbezirke in the Late Bronze
Age were not kinship groups, but rather villages; in other words,
lineage had largely given way to territoriality so far as military
and administrative functions were concerned. Needless to say, the
two would largely have coincided in ancient Israel; nevertheless,
there can be little doubt that it was the territory (the village),
not kinship which was the dominant factor in the functioning of
the Federation system; on a higher level it was the "tribe" which
must be regarded as an administrative uvnit rather than a lineage,’
It seems highly probable that there were not actually one thousand
fighting men in each Jelep of the tribes; the literal interpretation

of this term makes some of the figures given for the Israelite troops

far out of pro;:rm:-'t,:ton.8 One would expect the Israelite units to

Ibid., p. 60. See also Noth, The History of Israel, pp. 106-8; :
and Gerhard von Rad, Der Heilige Krieg im alten Israel (Zurich: Zwingli-
Verlag, 1951), p. 26.

&yon Rad, ibid., p. 27, explains h3mu$sim of passages like Josh.
1:14 as "gefiinfzigt," ordered for battle. R. de Vaux, Les Institutions
de L'Ancien Testament (Paris: Les Editions du Cerf, 1960), II, 1k, does
not think the expression means fifty men but rather the design for war
in five corps. He compares the Arabic hamis, "five," and thinks the
army was composed of a front-guard, a corps, two wings, and a rear
guard.

7llendenhall, op. cit., pp. 57, 63. He notes that both in England

and Delaware the term "Hundred" survives as a designation of a sul?-
section of the country. Likewise, Alalkh and Ras Shamra census_l:.sts
show the clusters of dwellings formed the basis for their organization.

8supra, pp. 50-51, 6k, 79-80.
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correspond somewhat with similar units in the Near East, on which the
Mari letters cast some light. Among troops stationed at Suprum were
four different groups (gayum) with nine men each; the garrison of Mari
had two hundred twenty-two men from nine gayum, The Alalakh lists
ranged from six to one hundred sixty-five per village; Terqa, a district
capital, had four hundred men for corvee work on a canal and two hun-
dred available for military service. Five hundred men were sent by
Mari to Qatna; and Hammurabi of Babylon requested one hundred to two
hundred men from Zurra. Six hundred men were to be levied from four
tribes of the Banu-Iamina, one hundred fifty from each tribe. In
larger groups, the armies of lari totaled four thousand troops, Shamsi-
Adad of Assyria raised ten thousand, and the kingdom of Eshnunna had
six thousand,?

There is evidence in the 0ld Testament that the number of fighting
men belonging to an average tribe should be figured in the hundreds rath-
er than in the thousands (Judg. 18:11,16; 7:16; 1 Sam. 13:15; 14:2).
With this as a starting-point, Mendenhall argues that the census lists
in Numbers 1 and 26 are lists of the tribal fighting men:

It is here submitted that the census lists of Numbers 1 and 26

are an authentic list from the period of the Federation which

reflects this sort of military organization and mobilization,

probably coming from specific occasions when the federation army

had to be mobilized to meet a common peril.

Other scholars concur in dating these lists from the period of the

IMendenhall, ops Cit., pp. 50-60, 6h. The Mari, Assyrian and
Eshnunna armies totaled twenty thousand, which compares well with
David's twenty-two thousand (2 Sam. 8:5).

101pid., p. 60.
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amphictyony.ll Such lists, common elsewhere in the ancient Near East,
would be for the purpose of registering men in the individual tribes
who were subject to military duty.12 Mendenhall feels that, in the
lists in Numbers 1 and 26 (and also 1 Chron. 12), each tribe is listed
with its number of units (?2l&pim) and ite total number of fighting

men. On that basis, the following picture would emerge :13

TABLE I

CENSUS LISTS OF THE TRIBES

Numbers 1 Numbers 26

units men units men
Reuben 46 500 43 730
Simeon 59 300 22 200
Gad L5 650 40 500
Judah T4 600 76 500
Issachar 5L, 400 6l 300
Zebulun 57 400 60 500
Ephraim 40 500 32 500
Manasseh 32 200 52 700
Benjamin 35 400 45 600
Dan 62 700 6l 400
Asher 41 500 53 400
Naphtali 53 400 ) 400

598 5550 596 5730

The only two big differences in the two lists are the substantial drop
in Simeon's units and the jump in Manasseh's units and men, assuming

that Numbers 26 reflects the state of the amphictyony at a later time

Llyoth, Das System der zwblf Stimme Israels, pp. 30, 126ff. See
also von Rad, op. cit., p. 20.

1% endenhall, op. ¢it., pp. 53=55.

131bid., p. 62; the table is substantially the same as that given
by Mendenhall, who also adds the list in 1 Chron. 12.
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than does Numbers 1.1* 1t may be possible that these lists indicate
at least in general the relative size of Israel's troops during the
Period of the amphictyony. The numbers given for the various battles
should therefore be seen in the light of these lists.l’

The Holy War

The idea of a "holy war" is widespread in the history of religions.
The Greek Delphic amphictyony conducted hieroi polemoi against a member
who violated the sacred sanctuary of Apollos. The war of the Islam
adherents was called a gihad; it was the duty of every Moslem to spread
the faith through the use of arms.l6 Scholars have applied the term
"holy war" to the wars fought by the Israelite amphictyony in an attempt
to show the sacral connotations of these wars. 17

It is not easy to define precisely just what cmstituted a holy
war for the Israelite tribal league. It appears quite certain that
these wars were not "faith-wars" after the analogy of the Islamic gihad.
"Israel ne combat pas pour sa foi, il combat pour son existence.nl8

In none of the wars of the Israelites do they fight explicitly against

u‘uendenhall, ibid., p. 63, explains the smaller number for
Manasseh in Num. 1 by referring this list to the time before the

incorporation of Zelophehad's daughters,
15Supra, pp. 50=51, 6k, 79-80.
16D9 Vaux, op. _ﬂ-‘_h_o’ Pe 73.

17For the most thorough discussion of the Israelite holy war see
von Rad, op. cit., passim.

18pe vaux, op. cit., p. 73
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the gods of the enemy, nor do they fight to protect or spread the
Yahweh-faith:

In den heiligen Kriegen stand nicht Israel zum Schutz des Jahwe-

glauben auf, sondern Janwe trat zum Schutz Israels auf den Flan,

denn seinem Schutz waren die Gleider der Amphiktyonie unterstellt,

Israel war Jahwes Eigentum.19
Since this was the case, there was no incentive for aggressive wars
except for the procuring of new territory. For that reason, it appears
that all the wars of the amphictyony after the conquest were defensive
wars, fought tc keep foreign aggression from destroying the sacral
league.20

The biblical tradition offers certain recurring factors in con-
nection with the wars of t@e Israelites which might be seen as charac-
teristics of the holy war. On certain occasions, there was blowing on
trumpets, sending of cut-up flesh to the tribes, and sacral ordinances
in the camp: The assembled army was called fam yhwh, and the men were
to arm themselves before Yahweh. Yahweh was asked about the battle; it
was His war, and He went before His troops, perhaps symbolized by the
ark (Num. 10:33-36). Israel was to believe, not fear; there was a
battle cry (tSruta); and the enemies were terrified. The Israelites
helped Yahweh in the war; the victory cry was, "Yahweh has given the
enemy into your hand." The ban (herem) played a part at times; and

at the conclusion of the war the ranks were broken and every man returned

19V0n Rad, 920 _c_j;t_lo’ p- 32.
201p3d., p. 26; de Vaux, op. cit., pp. 57, 78; John Bright, A

History of Israel (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1959), pp.
159- ° .
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to the tents.?l However, these factors form no consistent unity; it
1s impossible to say which of them were necessary for the war to be con-
sidered a holy war.
Wir handeln also hier von einer kultischen Institution, die in ihr-
er eigentlichen und intendierten Form geschichtlich nie vollkommen
in Erscheinen getreten ist. . . . eine sacrale Institution wie
diese hat ja ihre Existence wahrlich nicht nur in ihrer dusseren
realen Auswirkung., Sie war als solche doch da. Denn wie partiell
die Unternehmungen auch gewesen sein m8gen, so war in ihnen ideell
das Urbild des heiligen Krieges doch jedes Mal mitenthalten,22
It appears, tnerefore, that there were no definite regulations concerning
a holy war in the Israelite amphictyony. This is not to say that its
wars were not considered to be sacral. Every war of the amphictyony was
by definition a holy war;
precisement a cause de cette relation essentielle entre le peuple
et son Dieu, toutes les institutions d'lIsrael ont revetu un
caractere sacral, la guerre comme la royaute et comme la legislation. 23
Perhaps war was looked on as something especially sacral because of its
critical nature; "Krieg und Kultus waren die Gebiete, in denen man sich
der Gottheit besonders nahe flinite."?4 Yet this does not msan that the
holy war of early Israel actually provided the origin for Israel's faith
in Yahweh, as von Rad seems to contend:
Es ist so gut wie sicher, dase der Glaubensgedanke, d. h. jenes
getroste Vertrauen in das Handeln Jahwes seinen eigentlichen Ursprung

im heiligen Krieg hatte, ung dass er von daher seine eigentimlich
dynamische Prigung erhielt. Z

2lThe elements of the holy war are listed in full by von Red, op.
cit., pp. 6-14; also de Vaux, op. cit., pp. T4-77.

“2Yon Rad, op. cit., p. 29.

?3pe Vaux, op. cit., p. 79.

2hp;chard Fress, "Das Ordal im alten lsrael, II," Zeitschrift fir
die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, LI (1933), 231. e e e

25Yon Rad, op. cit., p. 3l.
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The fact that war was considered sacral to [srael likewise does not
mean that the war-camp was Israel's cradle, as Wellhausen stated:

Das Kriegslager, die Wiege der Nation, war augh das H1teste
Heiligtum, Da war Israel, und da war Jahwe, 2

If this were true, it would be difficult to explain the apparent lack of
interest many of the tribes had in the wars of the amphictyony. If it
Was their participation in a holy war under Yahweh's leading that was
to bind the tribes together into a sacral confederation, that confedera-
tion never would have existed, Rather, the binding element in the
Israelite amphictyony was first of all the common faith in Yahweh and
the participation in a common cultus at a central sanctuary. The results
of the sacral covenant with Yahweh permeated the whole life of the amphic-
tyony, making also the wars of the amphictyony sacral undertakings,

The most consistent element in the accounts of the holy wars of the
Israelite amphictyony is the ascription of the leading role to Yahweh,
In each battle the outcome depended on Yahweh's will for His people. In
the common faith of the amphictyony it was recognized that defeat by
foreigners and servitude to them was a result of sin and rebellion against
Yahweh by the amphictyony. To punish His people and cause them to repent
Yahweh would sell them into the hands of the enemy (Judg. 3:7-8,12;
L:1-23 6:1; 10:6ff.). But the people of Israel also recognized that
when they repented and cried to Yahweh for help, He would take steps to
bring them victory over the enemy. He would raise up a deliverer (Judg.
3:19,15,31; L4:b; 6:1k; 11:29; 1 Sam, 11:6), on whom His spirit would come.

Under the guidance of this charismatic leader the victory would be won

261bid., p. 4.
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for the amphictyony. The people of Israel, in their common faith, be=-
lieved that the God of the amphictyony was also active in the battles
themselves. He was the one who gave the oppressor into the hands of
Israel (Judg. 3:10,28; 4:7; 8:3; 11:32). He went out before them in the
battle (Judg. L4:14), the enemy was His enemy (5:31), and Israel's task
was to come "to the help of Yahweh against the mighty" (5:23). Thus
Israel's covenant with Yahweh meant for them that Yahweh took an active,
leading part in their history, especially in their battles with enemies.
Since Yahweh fought with them, the wars were indeed "holy wars."

There seems to have been no great distinction between the sacral
character of a war fought by one or two tribes and a war fought by a
larger number of tribes in the name of the amphictyony; Judah's conguest
of its territory is presented in a sacral framework (Judg. 1:1,2,4). It
seems justifiable, however, to make a distinction between the wars fought
against outsiders and those within the amphictyony. The wars fought
against outsiders would be sacral because they were undertakings of the
people of Yahweh; the wars against members of the amphictyony (Josh, 22;
Judg. 19-20) were sacral because they were fought to purge the amphictyony
from a sin against Yahweh, Full tribal participation need not be expec-

ted in the former; it would, however, be expected in the latter.




CHAPTER IX
CONCLUSION

The purpose of this study has been to detemmine the place which
unified military undertakings had in the Israelite amphictyony. The
study of the individual wars has shown that tribal participation in the
actual wars was usually quite limited. The war against Cushan-rishathaim
Wwas probably more than just a local struggle between clans; yet the ab-
sence of a tradition conceming other tribes that participated seems to
indicate that Othniel repulsed the invader with his own people of Debir
and perheps the southern clans which later emerged as Judah. The battle
led by Ehud against the Koabites shows that the land of Reuben and Gad
was and remained under full control of the Moabites; they were driven
out of the land west of the Jordan by men from Benjamin and Ephraim,
The battle in which Shamgar delivered Israel was apparently not a war
of the Israelite amphictyony. The war led by Jephthah against the
Ammonites was basically a feud between the people of Gilead and the
Ammonites, Jephthah, with his own band of raiders plus recruits from
Gilead and Kanasseh, drove the Ammonites away and destroyed some of
their cities. Although Judah, Benjamin and Ephraim had also suffered
at the hands of Ammon, there is no indication that these tribes helped
in the battle; Ephraim definitely refused to help.

In the war against the Canaanites, the actual battle appears to
have been fought by two tribes, Naphtali and Zebulun. That this victory
was ascribed to the amphictyony as a whole is seen from what seems to

be a cultic gathering to celebrate the victory. At this festival there
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Were representatives from six tribes of the amphictyony: Ephraim,
Benjamin, Machir (lianasseh), Zebulun, Issachar, and Naphtali, Four
tribes belonging to the amphictyony were taunted for staying away:
Gilead (Gad), Dan, Asher, and Reuben.

In the war against the Midianites, it seems probable that the
Kidianites were first routed by Gideon with his own tribe of Manasseh.
Four other tribes, Naphtali, Asher, Ephraim and Zebulun, joined in the
victorious pursuit of the }iidianites and kept some of them from escap-
ing., However, the long-range pursuit of the Uidianites who fled to
Arabia was left up to Gideon and his men from Manasseh.

The wars of the transitional period, as the amphictyony was giving
viay to the kingdom, are simply described as wars of "all Israel." The
seriousness of the threat from the Philistines, the bringing of the ark
into battle, and Saul's summoning of the tribes by a sacral sign seem
to indicate that the tribal participation in these battles was more com-
plete than previously. Men from Ephraim, Benjamin and Judah are express-
1y mentioaed in the accounts. Still, the scattered information that
Saul had only had six hundred men for one battle, that there were Hebrews
with the Philistines, that some of the men of Israel had hidden themselves
in the hills of Ephraim, and that Saul was cut off from the Galilean and
eastérn tribes in his last battle would demonstrate that even in the
period of the early monarchy all the tribes did not participate in the
wars,

The wars within the amphictyony were expressly fought to purge
Israel from sin. Apparently all ten remaining tribes sent representa-

tives to the assembly that was preparing war on Reuben and Gad, even
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though this "reachery" was purged by a covenant renewal rather than a
war, The war that was fought to purge the evil caused by the wanton-
ness of the men of Gibeah likewise appears to have called forth full
tribal participation: perhaps ten per cent of the fighting men of each
tribe were summoned for the battle against Benjamin, The city of Jabesh-
gilead was the only locality which did not send representatives to the
assembly, and it was severely punished. Thus it appears that these wars,
fought for sacral reasons, were different from the wars fought against
foreign aggressors; all the tribes were bound to participate,

In all of the wars of the amphictyony, a leading role is ascribed
to Yuhweh., He is the one who brings on the foreign aggression as a
chastisement for lsrael, and ie is the one who delivers the enemy into
the hand of the Israelites, It appears that, since the victories oc-
curred under the guidance of the God of the amphictyony, the accounts of
the various wars are very consistent in ascribing the victories achieved
to the amphictyony as a whole. This serves to illustrate the corporate
feeling in the amphictyony: a battle fought by several members becomes
a concern of all the members. This is underscored especially by the inter-
amphictyonic wars: the sin of one member is the responsibility of all,
and action must be taken by all. The difference between the two types
of wars lies not in the corporate character demonstrated, but rather in
the purpose of the undertaking. The wars against aggressors were under-
taken to preserve property and land; the wars against members of the am-
phictyony were for the purpose of purging evil from the sacral league.

The 0ld Testament presents the amphictyony as a twelve-tribe league,

similar to other such leagues in the ancient world. The interchange and
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splitting of members of the league in order to retain the number twelve
suggests that this number was not necessarily a reflection of the actual
state of the amphictyony at a given time, Accordingly, one should not
expect to find all twelve tribes mentioned in connection with any given
war., The greatest number of tribes mentioned in these accounts occurs
in the Song of Deborah, where ten tribes are enumerated, four of which
are taunted for their lack of participation, It appears that the south-
ern tribes, Judah and Simeon, along with Levi, play little part in these
wars, with the possible exception of the war under Othniel, It is pos-
sible that these tribes, plus other clans that settled in that region,
were having their own political difficulties during most of this period,
before emerging as the tribe of Judah under Saul and David, The tribes
east of the Jordan also play little part in these wars. Reuben's only
mention is a taunt for not attending the victory celebration after
Deborah's victory (at this time Reuben might still have bsen dwelling
west of the Jordan); otherwise this tribe fades from the scene., Gad,
if identical with Gilead, is chided for staying away from the same vic-
tory celebration and is otherwise concerned only in the battle with Ammon.
Thus these two tribes appear to have led a rather precarious and separat-
ed life during this period. With the exception of Dan, the main partic-
ipants in the wars of the amphictyony appear to have been the tribes of
central Palestine and Galilee.

Therefore it must be concluded that the wars of the amphictyony were
not a basic factor in unifying the tribes into one band, It is true that
foreign pressure, especially from the Philistines, did finally force the

tribes into political union; yet this spelled the end of the Israelite
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amphictyony. For it was a characteristic of the amphictyony that the
tribes were allowed freedom to conduct their own internal and external
affairs. The political or military actions of one tribe or of several
tribes facing a common peril were not interfered with by the other
tribes; those directly affected by foreign aggression would fight, and
the others would cheer them on, as it were.

The binding element in the Israelite amphictyony was rather its
common faoith in Yahweh as expressed in the covenant with Him, and in
its central shrine and cultus, Thus the tribal unity went back to
religious experiences in the exodus and at Sinai, rather than in any
military undertakings. The wars were indeed considered to be "holy™
vwars, but precisely because the sacral confederation existed in the
first place. The victories achieved in war were victories given to His
people by Yahweh, the God of the covenant; for that reason the battles
vwere coneidered sacral undertakings.

The results of this study have implications for other areas of (ld
Testament research, The wars of the amphictyony serve to demonstirate
especilally the corporate feeling among the members of the tribal league.
Several tribes could act as representatives of the amphictyony, anc the
account could without further explanaticn refer the action to the whole
amphictyony, This same feeling of corporateness could perhaps be found
in the 0ld Testament traditions about still earlier events: the exodus,
the covenant at Sinai, and the concuest of Canaan. John Bright applies
this feeling of corporateness to the exodus:

It is profitless to ask which of the twelve tribes were in Egypt

and participated in the exodus. Although not all of later Israel

was there, we shall never find out which elements were by eliminat-
ing this or that tribe and settling on others. Ve should, indeed,
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not spesk of tribes in fgypt, for there was no tribal system there—

only a conglomeration of slaves of various tribal backgrounds. « s

Nevertheless, since the group that experienced exodus and Sinai was

the true nucleus of Israel, and constitutive of Israel, the Bible is

in a profound sense correct in insisting that all Israel was there.l
Following the analogy of the amphictyonic wars, the wars of concuest
could likewise have been fought by smaller groups of tribes; since the
victories and the land were given by the God of the amphictyony, the nar—
rative would certainly be correct in ascribing these wars to the wiaole
amphi.ct yony.

This feeling of corporateness within the sacral sphere, demonstrated
powerfully at this early period in Israel's history, became a character-
istic element in the later faith of the 0ld Testament and was carriasd
over into the Christian faith, Thus the servant of God described by

Isaiah could be the representative of the whole people, and, even more

profoundly, the Christ Himself could be "Israel."

Liohn Bright, i History of Israel (Philadelphia: The Vestminster
Press’ 1959)’ He 125.
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