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Goncealed cniticism OT KING Solomon n FXOdUS

Pekka Särk1ö, Fıiınland

Introduction

Solomon, the famous KINg of srael's double monarchYy n the 10th centurYy
has the reputation have DOSsessed 'aDUulous riches and ntelligence. hıs

Dicture of Solomon IS ase the OT the O0K of Ings, wnere the
deuteronomıistic writer SU'NNS "King Solomon Was greater In riches and wisdom
than all the er Ings of the earth” (1 KIS 10,23 During the centuries after XiIe
Jewish and siamıiıc tradıtions have developed ese magnificent ealiures OT
Solomon, in the WaYy Of orlientalistic s_torytelling‚ far beyond the niıstoriıcal
startingpoint. '

IT nas Deen often assumed, tnat the depiction of Solomon in the IrS Ings,
chapters 3-10, IS intende: glorıfy the KINg In thıs DUFrDOSE HIS wealth has been
exaggerated. ÄAccording the general opinıon the critique of Solomon doesn’t
appear unti! the end OT the history Of Solomon, namely n Ings 1 ere
Solomon IS criticızed Decause OT HIS ManYy roreign Wives, Wwho led hım ul altars
for er gods and worship before them

In opinıon the critique of Solomon exyxists already in the former Dart of tnhe
Solomonic history. But the critique IS indirect, partıy nhıdden and OCCUres Detitween
the ines $ According the IrsS' writer f the Deuteronomistic SCNHNO0O| DtrH),
Solomon’s sIn Was the IUXUrIOUS festyle IC| he achıeve at the GCXDENSEC of NIS
people The Deuteronomistic Hıstorian describes, NOW the provinces had deliver
ally arge amounts OT food Solomon KIs 5:2-3,6-8)“ and NOW Solomon
forced the Israelites Dberform compulsory abour (5,27-32).°

In .addition, the Deuteronomistic Hıstorian eX  atles the number f
Olomon’s horses, chariots, Wives and the amount f HIS gold and silver (9,26-

Watt 1974, 85-1 O3 en 1974, 104-114:; Sılberman 1974, 65-84 Also the ÖOld Testament
Yseudepigraphy, Testament Solomon (1.-3. century A.C.) nas given Solomon liegendary features.
In the collection Of Judaic stories, retold DYy ahe!l and Fmanuel Hin Gorion (Vom en Fden Insel
Taschenbuch 1189 rankiu aln ere ATe Iso legends Solomon (S.
6-8'

urthweın 1985, { O’Brien 989, 143; Jobling 1991, 5/-76) FriSch 1991, 1 Niemann 1993,
E noppers 1993, 5971

This opinıon ave Iso Jetric| 1986, 7-16; slinger 1989, 123-1/76; Newing 1994, 252:
Sweeney 1995, 5-691; 'als!| 1995, 482-493 See ISO Särkiö ‚83-8:
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113 In MOST the Deuteronomist nas earlıer tradıtion NIS mailieria
Vorlage for hIs editing ork AIs exaggeration should De interpreted the
editor’s criticism OT Solomon, especlally viewed in Of the KINg EW n
Deuteronomy (Din 17,14-20). In ihe KINg'S EW it IS exhorted, that the KINg sShould
NOl gather OO IManYy horses, WIVeEeS OT LOO uch gold and silver tor himself, that he
WOul NOl consider himself er than NIS people and WOU not forget NIS God.©

NIs Deuteronomistic critique of Solomon In the IrsS' KINOS, indırec and direct,
IS ollowe: DYy the acCcount OT the Tall OT Solomonic MmoOonNarchYy DunNIshment
for his SINS In Order defeat Solomon God raised adversarıes agalnst hım
ost iımportan OT them Was the Ephraimite eroboam, hom Solomon DUut In
charge f the whole abour Orce Of the OUSe Of Joseph He reDelle: against
Solomon and fed gYP' untı! Solomoni’s ea (1 KOS 11,26ff).

fter HIS father, KINg enoboam ade the compulsory labour eVen harder than
T used be n Olomon's time eroboam reiurne: Irom NIS eyıle and ent ıTn the
assembiy of srael in ron OT ihe KIng Ihey as enobDoam lıghten the ars
\abour, the eaVy yoke of Solomon. But enoboam rejecte eır appeal and ade
the Compulsory abour still harder his Was mmore than the Northern trıDes COoul
sian eroboam started revolt against the Davıdie monarchy and led the Northern
trıDes AaWaY Irom the “Silavehouse OT udah” Ihe IIıberated former slaves OT
Solomon and enoboam ounded eır OW|! monarchy, namely Northern Kiıngdom
(1 KOS 12)

Similarities Detween olomon-history and Exodus-Ssiory
The acCcount of the |UXUrIOUS Iıte f Solomon and the compulsory abour, IC

Solomon emande: from hIs Deople, Dears remarkable similarıties ıth the SIOrY of
FEFXxodus noTe: ese simllarıties for the IrsS time, hen AvdO Ca Was writing OCiora
thesis OUu Solomon in the early 1990’s Iso severa|l er IDIICAa| SCNOolars have
noticed ıteral sSimlarıtlıes Detween the EXodus-story and the Solomon-
historiography, namely striking parallels In vocabulary and motives, especlally In E X

and 58 ost OT them sSee concealed ecriticism of Solomon behind the EXOdus-
story,? Dut they have Varıous opinions OUu the Circumstances, wnere the

Nearly the Sarıle opinıon ave JEeTrICc| 1986, 3 Drener 1991, 59:; Carr 1991, 20.75; Breittier
1991, 91-93; Parker 1992, 96 Säarkıö 1994, 235.239; Sweeney 1995, 615-617/; Lemalre 1995, 114

Särkiö 1994, A0
men 1963,90T.; Weimar Zenger LE 93ff.; Grüsemann 1978, 167f.; GOÖrg 1981, 42 Kegler

1  6-70; Jeiric| 1986, 1 Schmidt 1988, 39; Dreher 1991, 59; Albertz 1992, Pa
.00{fe ‚001e 1990, 41; ‚001e 1991, /4: Sarkıö 1994, 152f
Y Schmidt (1988) Grüsemann (1978) Kegler (1983) 001e (1991) Dreher 1991) Albertz
(1 992) and Särkiö 994) In hat the Solomon-eritical editing Of the EXOdUuS-StOry IS epende
the dtr Solomon-history n KgsS (0 tIhe traditions behind t) According Jeirıc 1986) the exilic
DirH nas written the critical (EeXT aDOou Solomon’s cCompulsory labour In KISs aCccording IO the EXOdUS-
STIOTY. Van Seters 1994) ayrees ıth the others OUu the Darallelity eiween EXOdus-story and



Solomon-ecritical editing Of the EXodus-story Was written. 109
In opinıon ese intertextual cConnectlons Carl De explained S!  g that the

editor of earlıer EXOdus-Story IS uUSINg material, IC deriıves from the DTE-
deuteronomistic S5olomon-traditions TIhe editor, who USes Solomonic materıal
hen editing the EXodus-story IS the called Yahwist Ihe aım of tnıs artıcle IS
consiıder the 164as0ü0n for the intertextua| connection Detween the EXodus-story and
the olomon-narrative n the Istoriography OT the Yahwiıst For the NexXiT l
present SOMIe f ese parallelities Dbetween the EXodus-story and the Solomon-
narrative

21 The allusıions in > 1-2 the olomon-history
Ihe IrS) IWO chapters of EFXOdus escrbe the hard labour OT the Israellans In

gYP' and arach exXeculte genociIde Of the Israellans DY Killing eır
ale nfants OSes, tihe Tuture eader of the Hebrews, however, avolded the ea
|t [T that the hard conditions f the Israelians n 9gYP Alre COloure: ıtN
material, IC| derives Iirom the descriptions of Solomonic Compulsory abour.
Specifically SoMme ermn! eCNNICI in X 449 are supposedly en from ihe DTE-
deuteronomistic Solomon-traditions ese are .  siave masters  ‚29 0’02 ”0),
orced abour” xle) and .  store CIlJes M1DOD ’ÜSJ) 14

IT IS VE IıKely, that the depiction of the VOoU OT 0SEeS (Ex 2) S ase the
stories OUu the Hoth adversarlıes Of King Solomon In Ings K eroboam and
the E domite Prince 0Ses escaped the f the Hebrew DOYS and
Was adopted DY the aughter OT the Pharaoh, In the Sarme WaYy (ExX 22 Ben

avorlded be killed ıth the mMen of Fdom and Was aken the Tamily of the
Pharach d  a foster-son When Ben had° he askKe the Pharach
for d Dermisson qgOo HIS Oown COUNIrY, Dut the KINg of gYP' Was unwilling let
hım GO (1 KOS 11,21-22).1° his eature appDears also In the Yahwistic editing of
the EXOdUS-StOrYy, hen 0Ses asks the Pharach severa| imes "tO let NIS Deople go  ‚7
(ExX B: 1E etc.). !$

ISsSo the tradition of eroboam, described In Kgs chapter 14 nhas alfected the
account of 0Sses n Exodus 0Oses watched nIs OW| people al eır hard abour
and SaW gyplan siave master Deat them 0OSeSs kılled the gyptian and Was

Solomon-history, but he o0eSs NOT Say anything the Solomon-eritical tendency of the
EXOdUuS-StOory.
10 According Crüsemann (1978) Schmidt and Oole the Solomon-eritical
EXodus-story Was written n the 101n Century that In the Ime Of Solomon OT eNnoboam
Albertz (1992) thinks, nhat EXOdus 1-14) Was wriıtten in tihe ime of xile Ör iter it.
d i 9 In KOgS DEl ‚3502 a! In KOS 530 9.23. 250 In KIgS 11,28 and
11207 y in 1 KOS 9,19.
19 Väarll Seters 1994, 32-34; Sarkıö 1998, 58-59
13 Särkiö 1998,
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forced flee from Pharach his anecdoife IS n opinıon written according the
tradıtion of eroboam, Who SOMEeNOW reDelle agailnst Solomon and 1un aWaVY from
the KINg The ÖfTe description f Jeroboams Offence In KOgs 117 IS
unfortunately cCovered DY aler Drophetic SIOrYy 29-39 and IS thus MISSING. We
Can oniy l deduce, hat happened. eroboam himselrt Was In charge of the
whole abour force OT the OUSe Of Joseph. Perhaps he eiende his OW

Ephraimite Deople agaınst the violence, 16 they suffered n eır compulsory
ork eas after COoming Dack irom nIS exıile, erobDoam supporte tihe
workers n elr revolt agalnst the king. !4

The allusions in FE X J the olomon-history
In the Sarne WaY, the hard abour OT the Israellians In gYDPI, IS described n FE X

ıth motives and VOCcCaDels aken from the Solomonic tradıtiıons KOSs 12) 0oSes
as the Pharach let them Into the ese n order worship God ere
Pharach answere eır appeal DY makıng eır abour even harder. He ordered the
Israellans gather eır OW!| for the bricks However the ally of bricks
wasn’t educed Ihe general eme of the DaSSsSage IS adopted from the dIiscussion
Detween King enoboam and the Israelians, Wwho as the KINg reduce tihe
amount OT ork enoDoam answere the Deople harshiy and ade eır yoke of
abour even harder (1 KOsS 12,14).'>

One of the Key-words In thıs Passage n FXOdus IS the lare ord for “Straw”
(727) his eature Of the SIOrYy IS Supposedly adopted from the Solomonic tradıtion,
wnere tne Israelians ere everyday forced gather STIraw (120) Tfor the thousands OT
horses, IC| Solomon DOsSsessed (1 Kgs 5,8) In —X . 911 Yahwist IS uUSINg
the ord EL A for “hard abour”, IC IS for hım untypical. ! / An explanation for
tnıs untypical term ST Coul De lıterary mode!l n Ings 12,4, where thıs ord
OCCUrsS

The allusions in EX the olomon-history
The MOST famous example OU the paralleis, oun between FXOduUuS and

Solomon-Jeroboam -historiography, IS the SIOFY OU the golden calves n FEX
and KOgS ere IS tihe Daralle In both, “Ihese aAale yOUTr
Gods, srael, WNO brought VOU Out f gypt  7 KOSs // —X It
testiflles OUu ıteral dependence between ese {WO stories. 18 In opiniıon
14 Albertz 1992, 7-1 Säarkıö 1998,
15 Särkiö 1998, Also Väalrll Seters 994, a Delievs, hat Yahwist has written E X ihe Dasıs
Of KOS 1 Dut nOT In Solomon-eritical According Grüsemann 1978, and Albertz

992, tihe parallelity Detween E X and KOsS d IS (0 explained hat E X Was writien
p  D  anda-text Ior the revolution Jeroboam.
16
17

Särkiö 1998,
ormally he USes ihe term1 (ExX 1,1 1; e 1 5,4f.) for} abour”



Jahwist S agaln uUSINg pre-dtr material, hen hne IS Writing OU' srael n inaı
The SIOFrYy n X OUu the golden calft doesn’t actually refer Israe| n inal

Dut S hıdden MESSAGE Northern Kingdom and HS Cult, 1
eroboam ounded n Bethel and Dan.!®9 Ihe calves ere nol anYy ıdols Of toreign
gods, but they Were representatives OT wWwe ÖT hıs Dostaments. As the wriıter OT the
DaSsSsage, Yahwist, IS supposedly OT the yahwıistic CcContiext OT the calves. But
he 0ODDOSESS eır erection Decause of the prohibition n Decaloqgue, tO ake anYy
In Of images (Din 5,8)

Yahwıst has ent the SIOrYy OU' the golden calves He concealed apology
of eroboam TIhe erection OT the calf wasnt NIS ault, Decause NIS er 6QO, Moses,
Was al that time the mountaın of God nstead tihne aul IS Aaron’s, WhO represents
the priests OT Northern Kingdom Äccording Yahwist the priests erected Doth
images In Bethe!l and Dan behalf OT the pDeople and erobDoam hadın’t anYy Dari n
that sin .21

alter the Deuteronomistic redactors considered the nıstory of eroboam from
Judean perspective. Ihey attacKe: heavVvily agalnst eroboam, WNO IS for them the
OST warning example OT iıdolatrıous KINg. Yahwiıst, nstead, held eroboam
IIıDerator ıke Moses, who redeeme nIs Deople from the oppression of Solomon,
grounde Northern Kingdom for them promise land and resiore the
tradıtional| Yahwe-religion.

Concealed criticism in the uUSe of Yahwist

We have MOW Viewed n the Ig of SOMe examples, NOW Yahwist IS uUSINdg NIS
method of concealed criticısm He has adopted malerıa Irom the Solomonic
tradıtions, hen he S editing tihe story OU EXodus It 00 Iıke n chapters > 1-2;

and Yahwist N giving ealtiures of Solomon the Pharach f FE XOdUuS hus he
IS in subtle WaYy criticizing Solomon, Wwho oppressed NIS Deople ıth forced labour.
At the Same time Yahwist IS giving 0OSes ome ealiures f the adversariıes of
Solomon, namely Ben and particulariy eroboam nNnus he IS In concealed
WaYy supporting eroboam and describing hım Iiberator ıke OSes, WNhO ree the
oppressed Israellans from the EaVYy yoke f Solomon

The concealed criticısm of Solomon DY Yahwıiıst resembles the subtle Ccriticısm
of Solomon DYy DtrH, WNO criticizes Solomon Decause f NIS gathering Of wealth,
pride and because Of oppressing his people ıth hard and Compulsory
abour. The simllarities between the accenis and elr USsSe of tradıtional material,
spea OUu tihe historical OT Yahwist and Deuteronomist

18 Van Seters 1994, 295
Aurelius 1988, {5-/77

20 Keel-Vehlinger 1992, 216; Särkiö 1998, 154.159
71 Särkiö 1998, 159f
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The hıstorical Context of the concealed
criticiısm OT Solomon

We have NO' S6e7/] the ıteral dependence of the [WO complexes, Solomon
Mistory n IrS' KINGS and the EXOdUuSs S{OTY, and also the sSubtle ecriticısm Of Solomon

elr COmMmMmoan eature IT IS VE dıffıcult task find OUt ıTn SOTTI1e certainty the
hıstorical|l coniext of the concealed criticiısm and ıts 164asS0N

Ihe maın question S, whether Yahwist has used the Deuteronomistic History
OT Solomon OTr earlıer tradıtions Dbehind it? Ihe IrS alternatıve WwOoul IMean, that
Should date Yahwist alfter the Deuteronomist Ihe SsSecond alternative that

take In account the IONg tradıtion nistory Dbehind ihe Deuterono  Istic SIOrYy OT
Solomon.

ÄAccording opinion, Yahwist has IrsS' UUNNZEe the concealed eriticısm and
has given example the Deuteronomistic Historian, WhO the nistory OUu
Solomon according earlier tradıtions Yahwiıst had used ese Salle DTE-
deuteronomistic tradıtions, hen he edited the earlıer EXodus-Sstory.

Ihe Hırth tiime Of the yahwistic editing IS hard solve ıtn certainty. ÄAccording
E X 32,34 T 00 like, that he NOWS the destruction OT the Northern Kingdom. But

n NIS editing ere IS reference the Babylonian Invasıon in Juda and
Jerusalem *? SO Yahwıst has written NIS Oork Detween the fall of Samaria and the
destruction Of the Temple, that eal thea Detween 7292 and 587 But
inclined ın that the actual Don OT time IS In the end Of the 7tNn cCentUury. In
opiniıon Yahwist Jrecie the concealed criticısm of Solomon and the admlıration OT
eroboam the Tormer innNnabıtanis O7 the Northern Kingdom, WhO efe after the fall
f Samaria forced flee Juda elr grandfathers efe Oolomon’s COrvee

workers, hom eroboam ree and brought eır OW!| land . ?3
mong the refugees ere rose Interes In eır Dackground: WhYy had eır

forefathers orıginally lett the Davıdıc dynasty and grounde: emIr OW| monarchy?
Besides the OMIcIa Judean Iistoriography Yahwist CcConcentrated thıs specla!l
ISSUEe f the Northern trıDes He examıne! the relatıon of the former Northern people
{O the Davidie dynasty DY projecting the events Oof olomon’s and ehoboam STa
In the distant niıstory f FXOdus and uUSINg the method Of concealed cernticısm

f thıs IS irue, A Ne' method of the Israelitic Istoriography, namely .  concealed
criticism )i KINOS  d  y has been found <4 One King n thıs Case Solomon has Deen
criticised through another IDIICa erson n thıs Case the Pharach DY addıng
20 Aurelius 988, 767

Särkiö 1998, 60-1
Von en 974) and GÖörg 981, 42ff.) ave interpreted ISO the SIOTY In Gen Solomon-

Cal According {O elr opinion Fve represenits Solomon’s yptian ife and arach aughter. In
Görg’s opinion Yahwist has written concealed and timecriıtical| INESSageE n hıs SIOTY! tihe 'all of Adam
and Fve Into SIN refers {O tihe replacement OT we the only SUUTCe OT Life DV tihe gyptlan snake-
goddes Kenenutet, IC Was brought In Jerusalem DY Solomon’s gyptlan ıfe The Dhenomen
CONCealed Criticısm Of Ings IS ISO known In Ssyrian exis. VOT)] en 1974, 237



ealures of the KINO be criticısed the er DErsoN. The remarkable and
unmistakable eatiures OT the KIng, given the er DETSON, are Intende e
hermeneutica|l Key The reader interpretes the DaSSage concealed criticısm of
the KING

FOr the Israelites, WNhNO escaped tfrom orth srael In tne yCal ED ine
concealed criticısm Was WaYy evaluate eır earlıer history under the regime Of
Solomon The officlal Deuteronomistic nistoriograpnYy, nstead, Was controlled DY
the Davidie KINGS and YaVE possibilities for the North-Israelites honour elr
IIberator eroboam

aier In the post-exilic era OTIe redacilor OT the riestly SCHOO| IS utilizing the
arrle method of concealed erticiısm OT Solomon n the Sea ıracle SIOTrY (Ex 14) DY
characterizing the Egyptian armVYy charıot orce Ihe charlıot ermımnı! (W DW,
m70975 aD he has adopted from the Ditr Solomon historiography (1 KIS 9,22)
well the Marne OT the SCa, “"Reed sSea  ‚7 (Ex 193,18); IC Was the SoutinNnern Dorder of
the Solomonic Israel (1 KIS 9,26) |t 00 Iıke thıs riestly redacilor has localızed
the Sea Miracle the shore of the olf of (‘TID Dv)2 n Oorder explaln,
NOW Solomon the “"Pharaocoh Of FXOdu ıtNn HIS charıot Torces CcOoul He thrown
into the sSea DYy ahwe, hen chasing his Neeing olaves eır WaYy the
mountaın OT Sinai.26

ere arıses the question, WhYy Was KINg Solomon Iımportan OopIC n the
late-pre exilic, eyılıc and DOost exyiliıc period, OVeT ree hnundred a er HIS
regime, that the critique against hım had De presented n subtle and hıdden
way”? One answWerT May De, that the late KINgS of the Davıdic dynasty diadn ' t let eır
idealiızed forefathers be ecriticized nIs doesn’t unctilon anYy Ore after
ihe fall of the Judean monarchy In 587

One Ore explanation for the hıdden eriticiısm of Solomon from the SICEe OT the
Northern trıbes COoul De the messianıc expectations the Dost-exilic era In late-
deuteronomistic and prophetic cırcles ere arouse hope of the COMING OT Davıdıc
Messiah, WNO has ealtiures of Solomon Jer 235 Ps FE sS50| 1 SE& also Jer
SO KOgs F1.36: 15,4) The descendants Of the former COTVee workers of
Solomon COoOulan easily share ese Kkınd OT messianıc expectations and the
Coming of the Son of avı FOor them OÖOre Sulnable Drototiype tfor the Messiah
ere the IHuDerators of North) srael, namely 0Sses and eroboam

ese .  northern  77 allean expectations ere seen De tfullfilled n esus O{
azare His nativity and you IS described DYy Matthew according the
yVou of O0OSEeS (Ex 2 From the Same 1645071 ıt Was Important for the author Of Matt
S that esus wasn’t direct descendanıt of aVı and Solomon, Hut Was orn from
the Virgin Mary
25

5-292|
See OU' the dentification “"Reed sea” (Ex as ‚Olf ofa, Lamberty-Zielinski 1993,

Särklö 998, 124
D7 Särkiö 1998, 162 61



SummaryYy
IT n that Yahwist, the pre-exIilic redacior of the older EXOduSs-Story,

IS utilizıng OrTIie tradıtions, IC AlTe behind the Deuteronomistic depiction of the
Solomonic history. Yahwist created paralleis betiween the EXodus-story and the
Solomon-history DY addıng ealiures Irom Solomonic tradıitions FXOdus In tnıs
Way he wanted give ealiures of Solomon the Pharacoh OT FEXOdUS and al the
Sarle time ealiures of eroboam oses hus he redacitie ihne older EXodus-story

allegory OT the fate of the North-Israel under the regime OT Solomon and
enoboam The corvee-leader eroboam acie Iıke 0Ses and led the Deople of
srae| iIrom the silavehouse OT Solomon reedom One ([64S0T] for ihe late and
hidden criticısm OT Solomon in Old Testament Wele perhaps the messıanNnıc
expectations, where Solomon-like Son of avı Was wate: tor MNg 1tN hım
the realm of and DroOSDET. The northern Deople In srael, the descendants of
the Tormer slaves of Solomon, COuldn easily share ese expectations. For them
Jesus Of azare Was mMmuch [INOTEe Sulnable Messian
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