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Prelude Reconstruction of the Hıstorical Manassıc Judah!

Ehudäen Z vı nt9{

The reign of Manasseh (ca. 696-647 BCE) stretches VeT slıghtly ILL1OTEC than half of the
eventh BCE and 15 turnıng point for both bıblıcal Israel, and for the hıstorıical,
monarchıc al though for dıfferent reasons.? Thıs focuses, of COUTSC, historical
Judah. ome consıderations concerning bıblıcal Israel, however, ıll be unavoı1dable.

hıs represents wriıtten and enlarged) vVversion of presented al the Hebrew
ıble, Hıstory and Archaeology Sess10N organızed by Prof. Dıana elman, and dedicated to the
INCINOTLY of (jösta ström, at San Franc1sco, November 28 992 The proceedings of thıs sess1io0n
WeTITC sSuppose: O be publıshed In separate volume. Unexpected Circumstances, however, made thıs
ımpossıble. May thıs be trıbute 08 Prof. ström, who had grea| interest ın the per10d here, and
also be consıdered token of apprecılatıon tO Prof. Edelman, for all her work In thıs respectT.
The term ıDblıca. Israel refers theologıcal/lıterary construction, namely Israel AN described In 1D11Ca:
exXiIs. The term hıstorical, monarchıc pomnts to the hıstorical kıngdom of ese [WO erms
hould NOL be confused. On thıs and :elated 1SSUeSs SCC Davıes, In Search of Ancient Israel
up 148; Sheffield JSOT Press, Fa  S
The reign of Manasseh 18 explıcıtly mentioned turnıng pomt (for 1D11Ca| srael) in Kgs 23:26-27;

3-4:; Jer 15  S The Casons for considering the Manassıc per10d turnıng poıint for monarchiıc
wıll become evident later In thıs
As for Manasseh AS monarch, ıt has been propose: that he W dad>s the Junior CO-Tegent irom 696/95 O 685
See Na’aman, "Hıstorical and Chronologıcal Notes the ıngdoms of Israel and in the Eıghth
Century BG 36 (1986) /1-92; Thıiele, The Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Ings (3rd
ed., (jrand Rapıds, ıch Zondervan, 3-74, Da According o Kgs Z Manasseh became

kıng when he Was twelve old.
As tO the reference (8) h1s regnal per10d AS Y  ca 696-642 Aı rather than -642n there 1S
CONSCHNSU:! concerning the prec1se of Manasseh's reign. has een proposed, for instance, that he
eıgned from: (a) 697 fOo 642 BCE (e.g. Miıller and ayes, History of Ancient Israel and

|Phıladelphıia: Westminster, 363; Jones, and Ings NCB; TAanı Rapıds, ıch
Eerdmans/ London arsha! Morgan Scott, 1984| L, 28). cf. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers,
—_  B
(b) 698 642 BCE (6:2.; ogan and Tadmor, II Ings (AB E1 Garden Cıty, Doubleday,

341;
(c) 699 644 BCE (sO ayes and Hooker, New Chronology for the Ings of Israel and

Atlanta KnOX, ö0, 09-1 1);
(d) 694-640 BCE (so Hughes, Secrets I imes E  up 66; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 223);
and (e) 696/95 18 (so Na’'aman, "Hıstorical and Chronological Notes," 90-9
An analysıs of these chronologıc suggestions and the set of hıstorical proposals ONn which they rely (such

the change from Al ante-dating to post-dating system ın the chronological note about Manasseh's reign)
18 beyond the of thıs Concerning the mentioned change of chronologıc Systems, SCC
OT, Chronology of the Fırst Temple 'enro0| Presentation and Evaluatıon of the Sources,"

Soggin, History Of Israe: From the Beginnings 0O the Bar Kochba Revolt, FAr London SC  Z
Press, 380
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From hıstorıical po1n of VIeW, the reign of Manasseh Was per10d of ecanomıc and
polıtıcal integration into the gene! aIca under neo-Assyrıan egemony. hıs integration
brought about several elated effects such d5,
(1) flourıshing ade together wıth intensive designed Support it;
(2) 0Ca Centers channelıng humanpower, production, and mıiılıtary rTeESOUTCES, ıncluding the
uıldıng and strengthenıing of fortresses* and walled urban centers* mee| the needs of thıs
rade; and
(3) correlated development of the Sservice-sector In soclety, together ıth increasıng
endency centralızatıon and urbanızatıon, 1C 15 ell atteste: ın Jerusalem.>

hıs integration led Iso eater varlety in the atteste: materıal culture® and
increased ontact between Judahıtes and non-Judahıtes, In which nOot only the Judahıte elıte
o0k par'

The combıned effect of the destruction of IMNOS of Judah--except erusalem--at the end
of the eıghth TUury and the integration into the neo-Assyrıan system In the eventh Century
resulte| In the creatıon of A  NeEW a quıte dıfferent TOm the ONEC that xısted before 701
BCE

Shıifts in the geographical pattern of settlement represent ONC ımportant aspect of thıs
change. These chıfts AIcC discussed engt by Finkelstein.® 15 important stress,

Such d Hurvat CUza, Tel Arad, and Kadesh Barnea.
Such A Tel CIra and CAroer.
The tendency o centralızatıon and urbanızation 1S congruent wıth well-known Assyrıan polıcıes, ASs

Oppenheim has wriıtten:
had always een the polıcy of Babylonıan well Assyrıan Ings tO organıze iınto

settlements those elements of the populatıon who 1Vel outsıde the cıtıes. Complete
urbanızatıon realm Wds ONC of the chıe! a1ms of roya: polıcy throughout the Near ast
untıl the Koman per10d. N1S polıcy avored the ascent of the ‚apıtal al the
the other cıtıes ın the realm. Forced urbanızatıon of outlyıng sect1ons lowed the safe
aSSagc f Caravans ngaged in overland trade Furthermore, such endeavors,
increased agrıcultural production and proviıde: the admınıstration wıth tax Income, Corvee
workers, and soldiers."
See Oppenheım, Ancient Mesopotamia (Chicago London: Unıv. of Chicago Press, —— — 18; cf.

Postgate, e Economıic Structure of the Assyrıan Empıire, Larsen ed.) Power and
Propaganda (Mesopotamıa openhagen Akademiısk Forlag, 193-22]1, CSD. 7-98, 1617
As ll be shown elow, Oppenheim's remarks AdIc also relevant tO the sıtuatıon In seventh century
On the polıcıes of urbanızatıon In Ancıent Palestine, SCC Ahlströhm, 0ya Administration and
National eligion In Ancient Palestine Leıden Till,
Dee, for instance, Zımhon1i, Ceramıiıc Assemblages from Lachısh Levels 111 and B: 17 (1990)
3-52, CSP. 48-49; Bıran, el CIra and CAroer ın the Latter Days of the Kıngdom of udah," athedra

(1986) 26-33
Serving the needs of traders, COrvee work, and the ıke hardly the 1N! of Occupatıon that NC INaYy
attrıbute to the Jerusalemuite elıte. Sıgnıficantly, the non-Judahıte ın thıs interaction constiıtute
relatıvely heterogeneous TOUD, 1C MOSL lıkely ncluded, others, Assyrıans, Aramean-Assyrıans,
Philıstines, Edomiutes, Phoenicıans, Arabıans, and Egyptians. As diverse thıs Inay SCCH,
chared feature unılıed them, amely hey all 1vel and partıcıpated In the neo-Assyrıan polıtıcal and
eCONOMmMIC system.



however, that Jerusalem NOL only remaıned the urban, soc10-polıtical and econNOomıc center, but
Iso its chare in the Judahıte urban populatıon SICW substantıally.? hıs fact reflects both the
1C  S SOCI0O-eCONOMIC system ıth its centralızıng tendencıes and the SUCCESS of Sennacherib's
polıcy of integrating 0CAa| lıte/s into the Assyrıan hegemonic System. hıs polıcy not only
saved Assyrıa the COsts of creating DNCW and effective 0CAa! Centers of but Iso secured
the Ssupport of the old-tradıtional 0Ca elıte/s, who had NO much gaın TOmM the 11C  S STatus-

(qUO and much lose ın ‚ASC of rejecting ıt.10
er dıfferences between eıghth century and eventh TUrYy AIc INOTC subtle,

and perhaps INOTEC dıfficult track, but nonetheless, sıgnıfıcant. Halpern, for instance, noticed
dıfference in the AaVCIABC SI7e of cookıng DOLS and ell in chıft In urı1a! CusSstoms

oth changes ave lear implıcatıons for OUT understandıng of the socıal hıstory of Judah
Sıgnıficantly, both po1n' sımılar endency smaller socıal unıts, 16 15 Iso MOST lıkely
elated the 1ICW patterns of ecCcONOMmMIC actıvıty and of settlement.!!

In SU: the eCONOmIC and polıtıcal ıntegration of into the general neo-Assyrıan
hegemonıc 1Ca had, In fact, Man Yy and far reachıng effects. Internatıona! and transnatıonal
trends strongly influenced NO the geographıcal and occupatıonal dıstrıbution of the udahnıte
populatıon. Correlated socılal, cultural, and polıtıco-administrative developments took place at
that time. Ihe "break" between the |loldn Judah of the eıghth century and the '  NeW  A Judah of
the seventh LUrYy Was Ven sharper than hat miıght ave been, because much of the former
dıd not evolve into the latter, but Was violently destroyed ın 701 BCE

The hıstorical OVErVIEW Manassıc per10d skeichnhe: above relhıes miıinımally in the
bıblıcal aACCOUNfTS of Manasseh's reign. Is ıt possıble sharpen thıs image of the hıstorical
Manassıc per10d by resorting the bıblıcal ACCOUNTS of Manasseh's reign In Kgs 1-18
and Chr 321207

TIhe account in Kıngs anchors Manasseh in the 1st of the kıngs of that follow
the interregnum of alıa)l Iso provıdes chronology that 15 corroborated 1ts maın

Finkelsteın, Days of Manasseh: The Archaeologıcal ackground,  N PapcI presented at the
Hebrew e- Hıstory and Archaeology ess1ion dedicated the IMCINOTY of GöÖösta

Ahlström, at San Franc1sco, November 23, 9972
See Finkelsteın, "Days of Manasseh.

10 On thıs polıcy, SCcC, for instance, Gane, e Role of Assyrıa in the Ancıent Near .ast duriıng the e1gn
of Manasseh,” presented al the Hebrew 1}  B, Hıstory and Archaeology Sess10N
dedicated o the of Gösta Ahlström, al San Franc1sco, November en 992 The upport
the 0CA| dynasty, OI of Ocal, tradıtional and hereditary rulıng elıtes SCIVC also the PDUTIDOSC
legıtımızatıon of the integration of the 0Ca|l state ınto the imper1a: system, and therefore, stabılızes
(See, Eısenstadt, The Political Systems of Empires London: ollıer-Macmullan, p.19.)
See Halpern, "Jerusalem and the Lineages ın the en! Kınshıp and the Rıse of Indıvidual oral
Jabılıty,” Halpern and Hobson (ed.), Law and Ideology In Monarchic Israel up 124:
Sheffheld: JSOT Press, PP. - 73.
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Iınes by external evidence.!? In addıtıon, ıt peaceful SucCCession of between
Hezekıah and Manasseh !®

Most of the aCCOuntTt ın ıngs CONCETINS ıtself ıth the cultıc innovatıons and practices
(or mispractices) of Manasseh. Thıs 15 central pIeCce in theologıca and ıterary
SITrTUCLUreEe that shapes the books of Kıngs, and especılally the AaCCOUNTS of Hezekıah, Manasseh,
and Josıah Sıgnificantly, networks f sımılar eXpress1ons relate ese ACCOUNTIS ON the
er and O0SeE of hab and Ahaz, and Deuteronomy eıther by cComparıson
contrast.14 hıs being the CasC, ıt 1S hıghly questionable whether the deuteronomistic acCCoun({,

natter of fact, an Yy of ıts redactiona levels, !> reflects pre-composıtional wriıtten SOUTCCS,
and ıf it does, hat extent.

Doubts concerning the rellance (or the egree of relıance) of the deuteronomuıistıc
wrıters of Kıngs hıstorıcally-oriente wriıtten SOUTCOCS increase because of the fact that
Manasseh's cultıc polıcıes ATC described return the practices of people who WEIC

vanquıshed from the and long AYO because of Just ese practices. Thıs desceription certainly
hınts at the esults that thıs polıcy 15 aDOu 118 bring. Moreover, it 15 orth noting that

12 According (8 thıs chronology Manasseh became kıng of when he Was twelve old and reigned
fifty-five YCaIrs. In ıts eneral outlıne, the deuteronomıistic chronology of the Judean Kıngs from Ahaz to
Zedekıah 18 corroborated Dy external SOUTCECS.: The does not hold TuE, however, for ıts etaıls Sınce
thıs chronologıcal system assıgns twenty-nıne LO ezekıah, ın order [O Keep ıt wıthın the constraıints
of the extra-bıbliıca) evıdence, ONe has tO eıther reject the hıstoricıty of the reference the fourteenth yYCar
ezekı1a!] ın Kgs 8:13 OT ASSUume that Manasseh Was only Junı10r Co-regent of hıs er for thırteen

(Ca. 698-686; SCC note 1) Neıther of these options 1S supported by the [EXT tself, and both iımply, at
least, the existence of deuteronomıistıc cırcles ıIn which the etaıls of the chronology for these Kings

WETC eiıther unknown ÖT consıdered ırrelevant. (It 15 worth noting that Chronicles, despite all its
dıyergences from 1ngs, consistently ollows the MT regnal chronology of Kıngs. study f thıs feature
and ıts potential ımplıcatıons AIC beyond the of thıs plan to wriıte separate artıcle thıs
1SSUE.)

13 See Kgs 20°20-21 One INa Yy ASSUINC that had the author of the report known about dl "ırregular”
SUCCESSION, the wrıter WOU| have ıkely mentioned it after Ü aa and before d See,
for instance, Kgs 12:20-22; 21:23-26; 23:28-30
See Ben Zv1,; "The Account of the eign of Manasseh In Reg 1,1-18 and the Redactional Hıstory
the Book of Kıngs, 103 (1991) 55-/4, and the bıblıography mentioned there.

15 As it 1s well Known, the redactional history of Kgs 1T 15 InOo0Ot pomnt in modern research. Among
those scholars who accept the iıdea of, at least, (I1IC monarchıc edıtiıon of the Book of Kıngs, Provan
(Hezekiah and the Book of ings Z 1988, Berlın de Gruyter, 145-47) claıms that the
entire ACCOUN! of Manasseh 15 post-monarchic, whereas CToss (Canaanite Myth anı Hebrew Epic
[Cambriıdge, AarVar« Uniıiv. Press, 285-87) claiıms that INOS! of the ACCOUN! (2 Kgs 21:2-15)
elongs o a postmonarchic Ditr2 Nelson The Double Redaction of the Deuteronomistic Hıstory
{  up 18, Sheffield JSOT Press; 65-6' that Kgs ad9. 16-18 elongs to the
pre-exıilic edition of ings, and McKenzıie The Trouble with Ings, SVT 42, Leiden: I1

ollows Friedman and claıms that Kgs D7 18 part and parcel of the Josianıc edıtion.
COUTSC, those scholars who hınk that there Was NO monarchıc edıtion f ıngs (e.g. Dietrich,
Prophetie und Geschichte FRLANT 108, Göttingen: Vandenhoeck uprecht, Hoffmann,
Reform und Reformen (ATANT 66, Zürich: Theologischer Verlag, wıll consıder the entire per1cope,

Kgs 11 post-monarchic, but IMay disagree concering ıts redactional 1StOry. rgued elsewhere
certain understandıng of the composıtional and redactional hıstory of Kgs 1-18, SCC Ben Zv1,

"The Account.”"”



Manasseh's cultıic actıons dIC esCrNMTDE! in Kıings personal decısıon unrelated the SOcC1a|l
and polıtıcal Circumstances of hI1s tıme, includıng Assyrıan suzeramnty. !®

One InNay claım that despıite ıts lear theologıcal agenda, and despıte the Oou
concermiıng Ifs relhlance wrıtten, hıstorically-relable SOUTCCES, the work of the
deuteronomıistıic wrıters MaYy reflect SOIl1: knowledge of the cultıic past of monarchıc Judah, al
least TOmM Hezekıjah edek1ıa| But, Vecn in such CasSc, 455055 the relatıon between theır
deserıption of the past and the actual hıstorıical sıtuation ON must understand/decode theır
discourse. 10 achleve thıs goal, ONC MUStT deal wıth the Dasıc CONCEPILS that shaped eIr
discourse--and perhaps theır image of the past--and theır lıkely hıstorical referents. Thus,
egın 455655 the hıstorıcıty of the aCCount of Manasseh's cultıic deeds In Kıngs, ONe must
deal ıth questions such

What dıd they INCal Dy n and hat Was the hıstorıical referent of thıs term?
Was Baal, separate, "alıen" de1ity ıth 1fs OWN eatures and OW)] sancta, Was ıt OMNC

of the WaYyS in which the E{ Was SCCM be manıfested and worshıpped in NON-

deuteronomuistic circles? !7
Was the solar cult eXpress10n of solarızed Yahwısm?!® If S! WEeETIC the

deuteronomıistic wriıters and e1Ir audıence of
Was the cult of the Ashera incommpatıble ıth the cult of the LO part of 1t219

If5 for whom”? What Was the hıstorical referent of Ashera ıIn Manassıc Judah? Was
only ONC sıngle hıstorical referent for Ashera at that tiıme? What dıd the

16 Thıs sıtuatıon led scholars {O wonder about the personal otiıves that Manasseh Inay ave had. See,
for instance, Kaufman, Toldot aEmund.: halsraelit (4 vols.; Tel Avıv: ebır, H1, 234 (cf.
San. 10 b). sıgnıfıcant number of cholars ave laımed the existence of close relatıon between
polıtical vassaldom LO Assyrıa and Manasseh's cultic practices (e.g. Noth, The History of Israel
London: am and Charles aC. 8-69; for qualified expression of thıs posıtion, SCS

S5o0ggın, History, 240) But neıther the worshiıp described ın the account 15 Assyrıan NOT did Assyrıa
compel vassal states O worshıp its gods See cKay, The eligion INn under the Assyrians
London SCM Press, and Cogan, Imperialism and eligion: Assyria, anı Israel In the
Eighth an Seventh Centuries BCE (SBLMS 19; Missoula, ontana: Ccholars, but cf.
Spieckerman, Juda unter Assur In der Sargonidenzeit FRLANT 129 307-362 SCCI1N5 that the
"strongest evıdence" marshaled In ‚upport of the idea that the Assyrıan compelled the people of the vassal
states {O worshıp Assyrıan gods 1S the setting up of '  sa-lam ılanı rabü-tı belı-ı1a sa-lam sarru-ti-1a" Dy
Tiglath-Pileser 111 In the palace of Hanun, Kıng of Gaza, ın /734, but thıs 06€es NOT necessarıly ımpIiy the
establıshment ofa forced Gjazan worshıp of the Assyrıan gods, Or--for the sake of the CasSc, of the Assyrıan
King. AIl o Na'aman who several YCar ApO drew attention tO thıs text.) For 'eren!
approac) SCcCC pleckerman, Juda unler Assur, CS5D. Da

ET See Sam 5: 2U: cf. Hos 218
18 See, for instance, ark m1 Near Kastern Background of Olar anguage for ahweh," JBL 109

(1990) 29-39
19 See Deut 6:21 and, f COUTSC, the 'X{IS of Kuntillet CAjrud and Khıiırbet el-Qom. On Ashera SCC, for

instance, Emerton, EW 1g! ÖN Israelıte elıgıon: The Implications of the Inscriptions irom
Kuntıillet C Ajrud," Z  = 94 (1982) 2-20; Miıller JIT:; Absence of the Goddess In Israelıte
elıgıon," HAR 10 (1986) 9-48; argalıt, Meanıng and Sıgnıfiıcance of shera,  n 40 (1990)
4-97, and the bıblıography mentioned in these artıcles.



deuteronomıistıic wriıters 111Call Dy Ashera In both theır polemical discourse and in theır

implıed Visıon of the pas

Due the complexıty of the 1SSUEeS involved in these questions, ONC INa y safely
ASSUTTNC that in the 1Ccal future ere 111 be scholarly CONSCHSUS sef of "most ıkely
AaNSWOIS Certamly, ‚VEn attempt ese and sımılar questi0ons 15 beyond the

of SUMIMNAL'Yy aDCI, such thıs (OTIC But, for the PDUrDOSC of thıs artıcle, ıt 111 suffice
indıcate that ese 1n of questions severely undermiıne the crıtical value of

reconstructions of the Judahıte cult that dAd1iC based plaın readıng of the account in Kıngs
Z and the assumptıon that such readıng etflects the hıstorıical sıtuatıon durıng
Manasseh's days

It INa y be laımed that whereas the detaıls of Manasseh's actıons reported in Kıngs
cannot be en historically rehable materıal, the Sd1I11Cc 0€eSs the Sd1I1L1lCc hold irue for the

general ımage of Manasseh, especılally the leader of sıgnıfıcant contra-reform In cultıc
1SSUeS.

But, 15 self-evıdent, only if ere WdaS reform be undone, MmMaYy ONEC consıder
Manasseh the leader of contra-reform, tradıtionalıst who fought agaınst the legacy of hıs
"unorthodox" father.2% 1S orth stressing that the emphasıs the ast sentence mMust be
the word "reform," in the of intentional change In cultıc OTINS and practices. FOor

instance, ıf Hezekıah sımply gathered Jerusalem the Sanclia TOom dıfferent cultıic centers

they WOU a(0)1 be en Dy Sennacherıb*! (Just Merodach Baladan 11 dıd in and the

Babylonıan rulers of S1ıppar in 625)* then a return of the Sancla theır or1gınal places when
Was restored 1S certamly expected, and Canno' be consıdered counter-reform.

Moreover, gıven the tendencıles that shaped Kıngs, HG Can reasonably ou whether thıs
"restoration" took place durıng Manasseh's re1gn--as narrated in Kıngs--rather than in
Hezekıah's days, sometime after 701 B(  m

Sımıiularly, ıt 15 reasonable ASSUILC that the bulldıng of LECW settilements urıng
Manasseh's days INa y ave led the establıshment of mC  S cultıc centers Such actıon,
however, Cannot be construed "contra-reform" step, unless ONC the ex1istence of

centralızıng "deuteronomıist" reform ın Hezekı1ah's days In fact, such actıon CannoOo' be
construed Ven act of traditionalism, unless 0)91> rTeCONSTIruCct the per10d ONC of
confrontatıon between deuteronomıiıc deuteronomıistıc MoOovement and

"orchodox/traditionalist" movemen(T, represented by Manasseh. If thıs hıstorical confrontatıon

20 S0 Ahlström, 0ya Administration,
See Handy, A  ezekıah' nlıkely Reform, ZAW 100 (1988) 1E andy suggests that
Hezekıah's removal of cultıic ımplements W d> nOoL ully accomplıshed, at least in Lachish.

D The even! 1S discussed in Cogan, Imperialism and eligion, 20031 Followıiıng ViCtorYy, Sargon
restores the gods to theır cultıc centers, they continued LO be worshıpped before.

23 Before attack irom Sın-sar-ıskun; 5CcC Na’aman, "Chronology and Hiıstory ın the ate Assyrıan
Empıre 631-619 (1991) 43-6/7, CSP. 0-6  S



ex1isted, ıf the deuteronomiıc deuteronomıistıc thought and mMoOovemen:! postdates
Manasseh, then the erection of 0CAa| cultıic centers In SOTIIC of the Ne  Z settlements (and

extent, NC  S 1Cas of settlements) 15 nothıng but quıte expected actıon, which
'adıcal meanıngs Cal be attached.

In SUN, nNnOtL only Cannot be assumed that the reported detaıls of Manasseh's actıons dIC

rei1able hıstorical materı1al, but ven the general image of Manasseh Canno:! be accepte: unless
OMNC follows the deuteronomistic wrıters of ings, and ASSummes ıth them that
deuteronomıiıstıc ideas, and most lıkely deuteronomistic movement, exıisted already the
days of ezekK1a| Whether thıs 1S the ASCcC not deserves specıal study of ıts OW] For the
DUTDOSC of thıs PapcCI, ıt ll ‚uffice pomt OuUt that unless convıncıng CasSı 15 made for ‚a>

Hezekı1anıc deuteronomiıc/deuteronomist-drıven reform, the hıstoricıty of the general image of
Manasseh in Kıngs 11l remaın doubtful.

An attempt TeCONSIruCct the hıstory of the relıgı0n relıg10ns of u  al of ıts
elıte, durıng the Hezekı1anıc and Manassıc per10ds 1S certamly beyond the of thıs
But, in an y CasSc, gıven the plethora of Droblems involved in the USC of the acCcount in Kıngs, ıt

I1MNOIC reasonable for such attempt take its startıng poIn' archaeologiıcal,
ep1graphic, and hıstorıcal-comparatıve materıal rather than elusıve, supposed hıstorical kernels
underlyıng the deuteronomistic ACCOUNLFL--even ıf they INaYy ell exıst. In addıtıon, such
attempt cshould Iso take into aCcCCount that soclety 15 monolıthıc, and therefore, distinctions
between "officıal" and '  popular'  M A  establıshment" and "non-conformist" relıgıon and cult
unavoıdable.*4 In an Yy CasSC, equatıng the hıstorical Judahıte cult in the Manassıc CIid ıth the

in Kıngs 15 sımplıstıc, and MOoOStT lıkely misleadıng.“>
The deuteronomistic aCCOunt Iso ACCUSES Manasseh of she'  ıng  D much innocent 00

62 Kgs The language of thıs reference 15 general and quıte stereotypıcal.“®

Among recent contrıibutions tO the study of the hıstorical relıgıon (Or relıgions?) of late monarchıc Judah
whose startıng point 15 archaeological, epigraphic, and hıstorıcal-comparatıve materı1al;, NC MaYy ention

oOlladay, JE: "Relıgıion In srael and Judah er the Monarchy: An explıcıt Archaeological
pproach," Miıller, M Hanson, and McBride el  S Ancient Israelite eligion ESSAYyS
In Honor of (‚rO0ss (Phıladelphıia: Fortress, 49-99; and Tıggay, YOou Have
er (G0ds. Israelite eligion In the 127 of Hebrew Inscriptions (HSM 34 Atlanta: Ccholars,
For the categories of "establıshment" and on-conformıist,” SCcCC Holladay, "Relıgion."

25 Of COUISC, the iTrue for attempts take deuteronomistıc remarks Ouft of ıts OW theologıcal and
ıterary CONnNtiext 116 buttress A certam hıstorical reconstruction of the DEeTIO| To ıllustrate, ıt has
suggested that Manasseh sacrıfıced hıs OW| SOI (2 Kgs 21:6) because of "extreme natıonal anger.  n Thıs
suggestion 15 offered possıble Ssupport for the historicıty of the account of Manasseh's captıvıty ın
Chronicles--on hıs 1SSuUe SCC eIi0W. See Nelson, "Realpolıti! ın Judah 687-609 BCE)" Hallo,

eyer, Perdue (eds.), Scripture In Context II (Wınona Lake, Eısenbrauns, 182,

26 See Deut ES.410: Kgs 24:4:; Jer 7 D L also cf. Isa 59: 7, TOV DL Lam 4: 13 Ps mMay
represent il ancıent lıne of interpretation of the ıng of much innocent 00| mentioned ın Kgs
21:16. Another lıne of interpretation, namely that Manasseh murdered the aıthful prophets of the Lord, 18
probably based eadıng of the text In 16, agaınst the ackgroun« of 10-15 Thıs lıne
interpretatiıon 15 ell attested in later SOUTCCS, such Mart. Isa. 5:1-16; Lives of the rophets
Ant. 10.38; San. 103b; Yeb 49b Perhaps, the Omi1ss1on of an y reference to the reign of Manasseh ın
the superscr1pt10ns of the prophetic 00| 1S due {O the belıef that thıs kıng executed all prophets (cf. AÄAnt.

S



Accordingly, thıs reference 0€eSs not constıtute solıd evidence pomtıng tO the ex1istence of

strong opposıtıon, unknown TOmM anı y er SUOUICC, Manasseh's polıcıes, and certaınliy o0€s
NOLT OW anı y historico-eritical character1ızatıon of thıs proposed opposıtıon in rel1g10us
polıtıcal terms.?/

Fınally, it should be estressed that the ook of Kıngs 0€eSs not recognıze Assyrıan
egemonYy VeOT Judah In Manasseh's day According thıs book, Judah 15 independent
COUNIIY and Manasseh independent kıng. In thıs regard, the ack of correspondence
between the hıstorical events and the acCcCount of Judah's past reported In Kıngs 1S
remarkable Moreover, ıt chould be noted that thıs ack of correspondence 15 NOLT unıque
Kıngs Z the description of the esults of Hezekıjah's revolt in Kıngs clearly chows 28
ese VCIYyY s1gnıficant examples concerning the ate monarchıic per10d INa y SCTIVC

warnıng agaınst the uncrıtical acceptance of the .  plaın testiımonYy of Kıngs hıstorically
rehable SUOUICE for the ate monarchıc per10d In anı y instance in which it 15 nOot clearly
contradıcted by unambıguous xternal data (such in these examples).

Turning Chronicles, thıs book aCCepIs MmMoOSst of the deuteronomıistıc image of
Manasseh's reign but claıms that ıt reflects only ON per10d in hıs long re1gn. According
Chronicles, Manasseh W das en captıve by the Assyrıans, then he returned the Lord, who
In returned hım the throne (2 Chr 33:1 1-13) Thıs Was the beginnıng of second, and
VeCIY dıfferent per10d in Manasseh's re1gn, OTIC characterized by relig10us/cultic PI1OUS reform
(vvV-and mıilıtary-related bulldıng actıvıtles (v 14) Accordıing Chronicles, Manasseh's
reform W dasS ater followed Dy Amon’'s contra-reform, 1C in fact SEeis the for the great
reform in the 12th yCar of 0OS1ah's reign (2 34:3)

If the that Manasseh Was taken captıve Dy the Assyrıans 15 hıstorıcally relhable,
ON INaYy assume--thoug; the Chronicler o0€Ss nOot SaYy so--that he reDelel plan re!l
agaınst Assyrıa. iınce (a) the Chronicle:  T'S AaCCOUNLT of the captıvıty 1S part and parce]l of the
larger theological discourse of the book;*? (b) the style and language of the ACCOUNT

The general deuteronomistic of the expression 16, namely
I £) D, poımnts, however, (8 unlawful admınıstration of Justice and socıal Oppression (see Deut
19 Kgs 24:4 Jer O: and ct. Cogan, Imperialism anı eligion, 90-91

7 SOo, for instance, Kaufman, Toldot AaLEmund.: halsraelit IL, 253. 268; Soggın, History, 8-39
28 On the latter 1SSUGE, SCcCC Ben Zv1, 15  TYy and Prophetic LeXis. Graham, Kuan, and

Brown e  S History and Interpretation: ESSAYyS In Honor of John ayes up, Sheffijeld: JSOT
Press, 6-2

29 The acCcount 18 important NOL only N explanatıon of Manasseh's longevıty, but also demonstration
of the of repentance, of the ımportance of warnıng eiore punıshment, and d 3 pre-figuration of the
history of Israel. TOmM the pomnt of VIEW of the Chronicler, both Manasseh and STrae| WeIC warned but dıd
not lısten, and because of theır SINS both WEIC taken into captıvıty to Babylon, where both repented and
then WEeIC restored Jerusalem.



consıstent ıth oOse of the Chronicler;* and (C) SOMNC of the aCCOuUunNntTsS in Chronicles
unlıkely mMurror the actua events of the monarchiıic per10d;}' ON has conclude that thıs
aCCOUNLT, by ıtself, 0€S NOT provıde reilable informatıon whether Manasseh Wäas ken
captıve, NO hıs Assyrıan polıcy.**

Hıstorical consıiderations strongly suggest that udahıte rebellıon agaınst the Assyrıan
overrule 1S unlıkely in Manasseh's days.“
Fırst, sımple geographical consıderations cshould be en into ACCOUNL. Was surrounded
by Assyrıan in the North, West €.g., Gezer), and Southwest (e.g., Tel Sera®, Tel
emmenNn). Sıgnıificantly, the "heart" of the Judahıte kıngdom, Jerusalem, Was less than OIMC

day marchıng from the Assyrıan border.
Second, » rebellıon agaınst Assyrıa would ave een unrealıstic endeavor wıthout

Egyptian SUppOTT. Thus, such revolt 15 unlıkely durıng the per10ds of and „  CO-

operatıon" between £Zyp and Assyrıa.*

3() 7 E ın 33:11 ‚ecalls the text of.  NI Kgs 25:]7 and Jer S2011 But notice that the
Chronicler hanged from u“n 2} tO 15 i} and cf 36°6 Concerning Q° H elated the
actıon of bringing udahıte Kıng nto exıle, SC Ezek 19:4;' cf. Kgs 9:28
D.i; the invasıon of Zerah the Cushıte In - 1  D and Abı)yah's of eth-el ın 13  u

32 The methodological princıple 'ollower ere--and the discussıon concerning the deuteronomistic aCCOUN!
of Manasseh--1s asel the prem1se that the hıstorıcal information gıven by certaın has been
DIOVECN unrel:;able In certaın instances, then ON sımple SSUMNC the hıistoricıty of thıs ınformatıon in
other instances only because it Cannof be led OutL. (In fact, Bentzen already notiıced, Imay nNOL be ın

sıtuatıon {0O completely rule Out even the claım of Bat 15a hat eremıah Was the author of ıngs
Of COUTSC, hıs does not INCanNn that Oone should accept such claım). In general terms, the methodologıca!
1ssue at stake 15 (JI of ad verecundiam, LE.; ıt CONCEITNS wıth the eritical uUSC, abuse, of appe: to
authorıty. In thıs CasSc, appeal tO the uthorıty of the wrıters of Ings Chronicles. As ın anı y AS5C
d1) appeal {O authorıty, the weıght of the appeal depends both COrTeECL interpretation of the emen!
the authorıty and the competence of the authority the subject under discussion. Thus, ın OUT CasSC,
the strength of the appeal to the authorıty of these authors of ings and Chronicles concerming the hıstory
of monarchıc Judah in Manasseh's days ‚ertaımly depends theır expertise these 1SSues and
understandıng of theır narratı ves pomting monarchiıc hıistorıical referents. eır expertise
18 clearly not beyond ‚OuU! RBut SCVCN ıt WEIC beyond Ou! the assumptıion that they pointed
historical referents from the monarchıc peri0d 18 extremely ubıi0us. Thıs eing the Cas-, the force of the
appeal the authorıty of ings Chronicles (ın fact, that of theır authors and redactors)
insufthicıent crntically decıde the 1SSues at stake concerning the hıstory of monarchic Judah. Thıs
conclusıon 06€S 8(0)1 INCAaN that all the on-the-surface historical informatıon In these 00| should
summarıly disregarded. Instead, ıt InNnecans that the plausıbilıty of such informatıon must be ceritically
evaluated. Thıs evaluatıon INa y be made, in D: by analysıs of the degree of consıstency between the
claıms of thıs informatıion and historical reconstructions of the per10d asel SUUTGCES.

33 The present CONCEINS only wıth the Manassıc per10d, but wrote elsewhere that
rebelle« agaınst Assyrıa after the ‘aılure of the Hezekıjanıc foreign polıcy 1n 701 BC  T7 'esse| thıs
1SSsue ın INYy 1StOry and Prophetic Texts."
Sıgnıficantly, durıng the decade from 650 640 BCE (the last of Assui'banipal's annals 1S from 639 BCE),
the Assyrıans WEeIcCc quıte actıve in the West. They put Own the revolt ın Usu andz in 644, oughi
agaınst abıans gTrOuDS, eiende!‘ Moab, eic. T0Oom 647-627 BCE and economıc prosperıity seemed

ave reigned ın Babylon, d sıtuatıon that 18 inconsistent wıth the ıdea that the neo-Assyrıan empiıre
eıther losıng control Was SCCH losing control of ıts realm. these 1SSueS, sSCcCC Na’aman,
Kıngdom of Judah under osıah," 18 (1991) 3-71, CS 34-36, and the bıblıography cıted there; cf.
Na’aman, "Chronology and Hıstory ın the ate ssyrıan Empıire 631-619 ® (1992) 36  \
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Thırd, ere 15 evidence that Manasseh supporte: the antı-Assyrıan sıde in the
decade of the Assyrıan-Nubijan/Egyptian WAals (673-664/3), its immediate prelude.*>
S1gnıificantliy, [0)41> of the centers of the regıon that be compared acte:
agaınst Assyrıa durıng these per10ds.>®

Fourth, there 1S evıdence that Manasseh supported the Sıde of Shamash-shum-ukın
(652-648 BCE) durıng hıs rebellıon agaınst hI1is brother Assurbanıpal, 19(0)8 that 2Z2Yyp
regjıonal DOWCIS sımılar Judah dıd so.2/

Fıfth, the few pleces of evidence that Can be assembled descrıibe Manasseh loyal
vassa|l of the legıtımate kıng of Assyrıa,8 and NONC of them refers 1m rebel.>? Sımıilar

35 The four maın campaıgns WOIC in 673, 671, 669 and BCE:; sıgnıfıcantly eCc fSals fought--and
1ed--for the Assyrıan sıde In 665/64 Tension between Sssyrla and the 25th dynasty preceded the fhirst
campa1gn, AS the ampaı1gn agaınst (679 BCE) suggests. Abdımilkı f ıdon, eheade: Dy the
Assyrıans in 6777 BCE INnaYy ave enjoyed the support of Taharga. On these 1SSUES, K Spalınger,
"Esarhaddon and £Yp' An nalysıs of the Fırst Invasıon of gypt," Or 4 3 (1974) 295-326; ıdem,
"Assurbanıpal and ‚ZYp! SOurce udy JAOS (1974) 16-28

36 Not only 15 there evıdence that and comparable reglıonal PDOWCIS Suc. 4S Edom, Moab, Ammon,
‚kron supported the Egyptian sıde during these cCampa1gns, but also there 18 clear evıdence that these
countries collaborated wıth the Assyrlans. The Phoenicıan cıtıes and, fo SUOINC extient, SOITNC of the
Philıstine cCenters represent different geopolıtical They ‚epended, al least partıally, marıtıme
roufes and trade. In addıtıon, SOINC Phıiılıistine centers, and CSD. elon INa y ave been under ‚gyptıan
control for short per10ds of time In thıs decade. C Spalınger, "Esarhaddon and Egypt,  “ CS5D. 301;
ıdem, "Ihe Foreign Policy of Egypt Preceding the Assyrıan Conquest," Chronicles d’Egypt 53 (1978) D
47, C5SD. 42 Elisewhere suggested that the absence of kıng of (jaza from the lıst of kıngs ayıng trıbute LO
Sennacher1 In the plaın of Usu In 701 BCE Was due sımılar instance of gyptian control. See Ben
Zy1, "Juda| In the Days Assyrıan egemony Hıstory and 1stor1ography" (MA Thesıs; Univ. Tel
AVIV, 286

37 Only SOINC Arabıan trıbes supported Shamash-shum-ukın.
38 See Borger, Die Inschriften Asarhaddons Königs VonNn Assyrien (Afo Beıiheift, Graz,

6() 53° ogan and Tadmor, II King (AB E New York Doubleday, 339; NET 291
Manasseh 1S mentioned there ONC enty-Iwo ings (includiıng ten from Cyprus/Iladnana) who
o commanded to transport ulldıng materıals tO Nıineveh sımılar ıst 15 found ın ylınder
Assurbanıpal Borger Die Inschriften, 48 30-82; ANEI 294) According O thıs teXT, Manasseh and the
other Kıngs Joıned Assurbanıpal ın hıs fırst ampaı1gn agaınst ZYp' The fact that [wenty Out of [y.
[WO Kings AIC mentioned ın both Inscr1ptions suggests that by the time of the composıtıon of ‚ylınder
(646 BCE), the lıst (or ımılar one) became stereotypical lıst of aıthful vassal. thıs 15 the CasScl, then
the posıtıon that Manasseh Was ındeed aıthful vassals 15 certamly reinforced. For other Assyrıan
materı1al, InNOS: lıkely referring the Manassıc CTa and clearly showıing aSs Assyrıan vassal state,
w Gane, e Role of Assyrıa."

39 Sometimes ıt 15 laımed that Since Assurbanıpa. llowed eC| to urn Aa1s and o his throne, he INa Yy
have Jowed Manasseh fo to hıs throne, following h1s rebellion and captıvıty. Irue, eCc
taken captıve along wıth other ings from the elta because of theır cooperatıon wıth Tarhaga and agalnst
Assyrıa, and Was sent back Al1s Kıng. But, itrom the fact that eC| Was taken captıve and sent
free 0es nOT follow that the appene« tOo Manasseh, OTr LO An y other CONteEMPOrTaNEOUS King. best,
the WaYy ın 1C Assurbanıpal ea] wıth ecC| (but not the WaYy he treated thers) IMay Support the
Iıkelıhood that had Manasseh rebelled, he May ave been lNowed rTeiurn [O hıs throne, but it SdyS
nothing concer ıng the question ofwhether Manasseh rebelle: OI nNOL.

1S worth noting that the claım of eneral owledge of precedent of Assyrıan ings pardoning rebels
has een used AS an ul that "reinforces rather than dımınıshes the Iıkelihood that the fact
Manasseh's OW] arrest 15 earned by the Chronicler by theologıcal inference rather than from the materıals
ın 11S ‚OUTCES 0)8 In hıstorıical realıty." NSee orth, "Does Archaeology Prove Chronicles Sources?"

Bream, Heım and Moore 127 unto My Path Old Testament Studies In Honor
f Jacob yers (Philadelphıia: Temple Unıv. Press, 385



fragmentary evidence 15 generally understood pomting 118 unınterrupted sıtuatıon of
alıthful vassaldom, whenever it deals ıth Judah's ne1ghbors, such Ammon, Moab, Edom
and the Phıiılıstine cıtles. The [CasON behind thıs posıtıon 15 VE sımple and persuasıve,
namely: f the few pIECES of clear evidence pomt exıstent sıtuatiıon of vassaldom at
certaın pomints in tıme, then accordıng the princıple of consistency and sımplıcıty, ıt 1S INOTC

reasonable ASSUuInNe ongomg sıtuatiıon of vassaldom than aSSume SUCCESSION of
rebellıons and defeats The burden of proof, in thıs Casc, 1S the shoulders of ose
proposing faıled revolts.40 Applyıng the SadIine rules the study of Judah's polıtıca. record,
ONC has conclude that Was most lıkely loyal Assyrıan vassal durıng the Manassıc
per10d.“'

As mentioned above, accordıng Chronicles, the release of Manasseh from captıvıty inıtıated
1Cc  S per10d in hıs reign. Ihe VeErYy questionable hıstorıicıty of the aCCOunNtT of the captıvıty

heavıly looms VeT the hıstoricıty of the related aCcCCcounts of the Manassıc (and Amon's)
reform and of Manasseh's bulldıng actıvıties.44 Yet 0)41% mMaYy claım that the er reflect in
SOTINC WaY hıstorıcally rehable SOUTCES known the Chronicler, ven if theır present form
these aCCOUNfTS Arec integrated into narratıve that includes questionable hıstorıcal informatıion.

COUTSC, buttress such ‚dAS5C ON mMust fınd SOTIIIC evidence supporting the existence of
ese assumed hıstoriıcally relhable pre-chronistic SOUTCES Is ere such evidence?

As Manasseh's reform,
(a) ere 15 ther independent SOUTCE that mentions h1ıs DIOUS reform,
Amon’'’s contra-reform .“

4() See INYy artıcle, "Hıstory and Hıstorical texts.” ere firom Tadmor's classıcal artıcle Phıiılıstia
under Assyrıan rule, who ummarizes Gaza'’  s polıtıcal record after the deportatiıon ofHanun In 720 RCE
ollows:

(Gaza) seemed tO ave learned her lesson well, and enCceIO:| despiıte the unrest 1C] continued to
revaıl in Palestine during the reigns of Sargon and hıs SUCCCSSOTIS, remaıned Oya| Assyrıa,
‚OT, x  ılıstıa under Assyrıan rule,  n 29 [1966] 86-102, quotatıion 91) also ention In thıs

that ımılar evidence has led Bartlett and Haak, IManYy others, O the conclusıon that Ammon,
Moab, and Edom WC]  7 athful vassals; and Gıtın, and INany others to the conclusıon that Ekron
Was Ooyal vassal (see, for ınstance, Bartlett, Edom and the Edomites, 7-40; Haak, x  rophets
and Hıstory: Zephanıah," forthcoming; Gıtın, "Urban Growth.”
(FE Miıller and Hayes, History, 4-7

42 The 'ast majorıty of scholars who accept the hıstoricıty of these aCCOUNIS, a1sSO accept that of Manasseh's
captıvıty. See, for instance, cKay, The eligion, AD Conversely, Cholars who do NnOT accept the
hıstoricıty of the acCCcount of the captıvıty, tend o reject the hıstoricıty of the 'elated COunfts, and
especıially that concerng the Manassıc reform. See, for instance, Miıller and ayes,
History, 4-7

43 Of COUISC, the report Manasseh's reform In Chr 33:15-16 stands In ension wıth Kgs 1-18; 734
28; Jer 15:4 and Chr 34772 For qualıifiet attempt LO uggest hıstorical background tOo the anassıc
reform that 15 compatıble wıth reconstruction of hıs reign based the acceplance the historicity of the
aCcCCount ofManasseh's captıvıty and the premise of strong Phoenicıan and abıan influence durıng the
fırst Manassıc per10d, SCcCC cKay, The eligion, 24-27, and Wıllıiamson, and Chronicles,
(NCB Tan! Rapıds, ıch Eerdmans/ London: Marshall, organ and Scott; 4-9:
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(b) ere 15 indıcatıon, Iıngulstic of ally other kınd, that the Chronicler 1S
dependent in A anı y wriıtten pre-chronistic SOUITCC, whether hıstorıcally-
rehable 191018

(C) ıthın the theologıcal discourse of Chronicles, it would ave een impossıble
claım the OMNC hand hat Manasseh humbled hımself and recognized "the Lord

15 the A and G0d accepte: HIS repentance, and the er that Manasseh eft
the cultıc sıtuatiıon exactly it 1S reported in B

In 12 of ese consıderations, ONC has conclude that ere 15 cConvincıng
evıdence supporting, diırectly iındırectly, the claım hat the Chronicler relıed rece1ved, and
relıable, hıstorıical SOUTCCS when wrıting the aCCount of Manasseh's cultıc reform.44

As the concerning the buıldıng actıvıtlıes of Manasseh:
(a) 1S ell known that buılldıng actıyvıtles AIc COIMNINOMN topo1 in the lıterary-
theologıcal characterizations of ıngs who behaved pı0usly accordıng the
Chronicler.“
(b) Manasseh's actıvıtiles outsıde Jerusalem ATC described only in VE general
erms (see Chr 33:14b); 9 the text Shows ex1ıcal lınguistic
indıcatıon of relyıng an Yy monarchıc wriıtten SOUTCC (D°n > » "army officers"
OCCUTS only In Neh Z  , concerning i DD SCcCC Chr 32:1)
(C) The descrıiption of h1s actıvıtıes in Jerusalem 15 INOTC CONcrete. Thıs fact INaYy
be understood eıther reflection of hıstorical SOUTCE rhetorical

enhance the verisımılıtude of the aACCOUNLT. Sıgnificantly, the geographiıcal
CONCcepLS and terminology sed In thıs description dIiC all atteste: In the so-called
Late Bıblıcal Lıterature. ote the USC of the word „ D, quıte frequent ın materı1al
found In Chronicles wıthout anı y parallel In Kıngs (see Chr 26 9 Ti28:
LE3 2030° (r 420 Both Ka and 42733 M ATICc atteste: in
Chronicles and Neheminah (see Chr D3 33:14 for - 5 1) and passım for
4121 HA SGo Neh A DE An and Neh 2627° LLIZE: respectively). '}

- 15 Iso attested in ehem13a. (Neh 35 F2:39 cf. Zeph R1O)

44 Of COUISC, the sımple fact that the Chronicler ‚eported such reform, and that (IIC Cannot rule« ıt Ouf,
Cannot be consıdered cConvıincıng evidence by ıtself. FOT the methodologıical of thıs posıtıon, SCC

45 In Chronicles, mıilıtary-related ul  ıng actıvıtiıes d1IC considered be an expression of the dıvine essing
that generally ollows rıghteous behavıor, RO Chr LISS: Chr 9-10; 27:3-4; AD  Un (In these tOpol1,
SCC Welten, Geschichte und Geschichtsdarstellung In den Chronli:  uchern (WMANT 42; Neukiırchen-
uyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 9-/8 For h1s etaıle! analysıs of 33:14; SCC PP. D:



Thus, ere 1S eed AdSSUumMme that the Chronicler Was relyıng wriıtten
document TOmM the monarchıc tiımes, and therefore, following Ockham's 9 ONC should not

the existence of ONGC.

1S orth noting that archaeologıcal data pomtıng ulldıng actıvıties durıng the
eventh tury AICc irrelevant the question of the historicıty of the acCcCount In Chronicles.
Irue, EXHECiE of per10d of eCONOMIC development, and because of [CasONs mentioned at
the beginnıng of hıs artıcle, 11C  Z seiftilements WEeETIC establıshed and Jerusalem BICW larger, and
the built ICa ın Judah BICW consıistently throughout the eventh tury, from ıts nadır in the
aftermath of Sennacherıib's campaıgn. ese developments certaınly characteriızed the re1gns
of Manasseh, Amon, and Josıah But hat do these developments tell OU! the existence

non-existence of hıstorically rehable SUUTCCS underlyıng the Chronicler's aCcCCcount of
Manasseh? An appeal the archaeological data answer thıs question 1S reasonable only ıf
ON aCCepfts beforehand the existence of SOUTCOS connecting between bulldıng actıvıtiıes that
took place in the monarchiıc aCCOUNT and the Chronicler' aCCOUNL. hıs being the Casl, such
appeal represents clear ‚ASC of cırcular thınkıng, because it AaSSUmMmes hat it IS

Sıgnificantiy, if connection between actua| bulldıng actıvıtiıes In ate
monarchıc and the buildıng aCCOUNTS in Chronicles 1S noOot assumed, neıther the of
Manasseh's ulldıng actıvıtıes 1OTr the ack of such in Osı1ah's account elevant for
the reconstruction of hıstorıical Judah.%6

To SU)} the esults of thıs general OVEerVIEW of Manassıc and of the SOUTCES

that INaYy be sed recCconstiruct I the MOStT lıkely hıstorıcal image of during the
Manassıc per10d 15 ONC characterızed by ıntegration in the ssyrıan regıon, by relatıvely
specıfic kınd of eCONOMIC development, DYy profoun SOC10-e@CONOMIC changes, and DYy
unınterruptedal vassaldom Assyrıa and ıts kıngs, ıth all ıts ımplıcatıons.
Sıgnificantiy, sımılar eatures characterize all the regional DOWCIS of the A1CA. Therefore, it

that the sıtuatıon in Judah 1S not be understood reflection of 1ıd1ıosyncratic
ideology theology of its kıng and hıs elıte, but reflection of certaın seft of hıstorical and

46 Pace, for instance, Tatum, "From ext tOo Tell. Kıng Manasseh In the 1DIl1Ca| and Archaeological
Record" (Ph.D dıss; Duke Univ., cf. Na’'aman, egeV,  ‚0 Os]1: eıgned thırty-one (ca.
639-609 BCE), MoOost of 1C| WeIC PITOSDCIOUS ONCS. Are Suppose: {O elıeve that Josjah ul
nothing duriıng his reign because there 18 ention of uildıng actıviıtıes in the Chronicler' account”
Certamly nOTL, but ıf the ACCOUuUNT of Osıah 15 nOoTt relable In thıs respectT, what does ıt ell IN concemıng
Manasseh's account? Ssee the methodologica! 1SSUES discussed in ofe
In the past there Was tendency assıgn the development of Judah In the seventh Century to osıah.

that thıs tendency Was influenced by the posıtıve description of Josıah in both ings and
Chronicles--along wıth the negatıve pıcture of the "ıdolator" Manasseh. Thıs eendency reflected the
Chronicler' eneral approach, namely that g00d Kıng 18 ullder of the natıon, in an Yy possıble meanıng
of the word "builder.  A Recent references to Manasseh the almost only uullder In seventh Century
1C| SCCII to rely, at least partıally, the ack of ulldıng In Josjah's account, n} another
readıng of Chronicles. In INY opınıon both readıngs awed, because they A5SUI111C6 that theologıcal-
ıterary work from Persian necessarıly reflects the hıstorical Circumstances of late monarchic
On these and :elated 1SSUES, SCC Davıes, In Search. 1- 7:  D
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regıonal circumstances.47 As the bıblıcal ACCOUNTS of Manasseh's re1gn, attempt
sharpen the historical image of the per10d the basıs of these AaCCOUNTIS has led
cConvıncıng conclusıons. Thıs "faiılure" INaYy be ımportant conclusıon nOTt only for the
reconstruction of the hıstorıical Manasseh, but Iso for that of the 1DI1Ca Manassehs 48

47 Thıs eing 5  P ONC of the most promiısıng WdYyS advance OUT understandıng of hıstorıical Judah iın
Manasseh's day 1S focus the (systemi1Cc) Circumstances and possıble roles of vassals states ın the
Assyrıan empire, and especlally that of the southwestern vassals Snal Ekron, .08| Models of
the empires, OT specıfically of core-periphery SOC10-e@CONOMIC and polıtıcal Systems INnaYy be helpful 1n
thıs endeavor. Dee, for instance, Stantley and Alexander, Polıitical Economy of Core-
erıphery ystems,  n Schortman and rıban el  S, Resources, Power and Interregional
Interaction (Interdisciplinay Contributions to chaelogy, New York and London: Plenum Press,
DpP. 23-49 An analysıs of such models and theır potential SCS for the understandıng of Manassıc h
deserves separate d1isCuss10n. (Notice the recent publıcatıon of. J.P.  — Olıvıer, Money Matters; ‚ ome
Remarks the Economıic Sıtuation In the Kıngdom of durıng the eventh century Dlr GLE

DPD. 90-98, 1C. Inay exemplıfy the potential and the lımıtatıons of works ase: ON these
nodels. In addıtion, ıt 15 worth stressing that also the underlyıng that led fO the replacement of
regıonal "ınterstate" system--which exıisted In the aAICcCa Ssınce the collapse of the greal empires of the ate
ronze--by NC  < regional mper1al system--whıch, of COUISC, led the unavoıdable ıntegration of Judah
wıthın the ımperial system--are substantıally unrelated to allıy possıble polıcy of udahıte kıing. As such
;hey cshould be tudıed In regıonal terms, and lıkely wıth the heurıstic help of systemi1Cc approaches. In thıs
especk, SCC, for instance, aagpera, Sıze and Duratıon of Empıires Growth-Decline Curves, 3000 to
600 BG Social Science Research (1978) 0-9

48 AIn gratefu Dr. Patrıck Graham, Emory University, for hıs areful eadıng of earlıer draft of thıs
and hıs helpful suggesti0ns.
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