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The Historical Context of Joshua 40-45

Gershon ALl aua

The own-lıst In Joshua 40-48 has already een discussed‘. Thıs 1ist 1S clearly dıvyvıded
into five groups/sub-districts ollows &: ÖE 43; 44:; hıs

111 C clarıfy whether existed polıtıcal admınıstratıve nıt hat
background for drawıng hı1s 1st

Ihe description of the allotment of Dan in Joshua 4()-48% 15 evıdently idealıstıic. The
geographıc exXi in 41-46 presents unfulfilled plan The famıhlıes of Dan dıd NOL succeed
in realızıng theır Ng e1ir assıgned land, 1L1OT WEIC they able settle ere SOMNS of
Dan Ost their land, therefore they went 1g agaınst Leshem, and took ıt, and captureı
ıt They DUL ıts people the Sword, OcCcupled ıt and ettled In ıt; and they renamed the place
Dan er elIr Dan” Joshua 47) eIr aılure settle in the SOU!' 15 ISO
reflected ın the tradıtions iın the Book of Judges. Ihe eastern border of theır promised and
(the ICa of Ajalon and Shaalabbın) Was already Occupled Dy “the Amorites” who drove the
Danıte famılıes back into the hıll-country and forbade hem the Valley of ;}  on
(Jugdes 4-35 Ihe Danıtes ettled in only {[WO of the S1iXteen promised cıtles: OTra and
Eshtaol (Judges 13 252 31° 18) One should NOL SUDDOSC hat 1Irs! they managed settle
In Ose cıtles and afterwards WeEeIC pushed Out by the Amorites because ıt 15 explıcıtly wrıtten
in Judges hat in OSse days T1 of Dan W ds lookıng for terrıtory OCCUDY, because
they had NOL far (0)801° into pOSsess1io0N of the terr1tory hem &5 the trıbes of
Israel”. It there{fore, hat the descriıption in Joshua 0eSs nOL reflect Dan’s
nuclear allotment

TIhe search for hıstorıical background matchıing the realıty reilecte: ıIn hıs 1ist yıelds only
per10d prı0r the Schıism In the re1gn of eNoboam and Jeroboam hıs terrıtory Was

divıded the ingdoms of Israel, al and probably the kıngdom of TON Kıngs
Z I1 Chronicles AT S Ihe NO  western border of the kıngdom of passed

SOU! of Beth-horon, west of AjJalon, ‚Ora and Beth-shemesh, and Aastl of Shaalabbin and
Tiımnah, whereas the southern border of the kıngdom of Israe|l Tan SOU of Shaalabbın and
GeZeI and Car Gibbethon The fate of Baalath, which W d fortified DYy Solomon, and
Eltekeh, the CIty of the Levıtes, 1s uncertaın, 1s the fate of the Danıte sub-district
J1 herefore ıt Cannot be determined whether the Israelıtes the Philıstines o0k VT ese

Until the reign of Uzzıah thıs realıty 0€eSs NOL ShOW majJor changes. Ihe Israelıte arı y
camped NC Gıibbethon durıng the Zimrı revolt Kıngs 15) and the Phıilıstines attack
Jehoram, SOn of Jehoshaphat (1 Chronicles D zdıd nOTL change the territorial Status In

Kallaı, Historical Geography O} The Tribal Territories of Israel, Jerusalem-Leıden 1986. 361-374
wıth earlıer bıblıography; Na’aman, Borders and Districts In 1bLica Hıstoriography, Jerusalem 1986, Id=
PE



the ICa due oash-Amazıah’s WAar IC W d wage in Beth-shemesh °of the udah‘ (1
Kıngs 881

One Can learn of the territorial changes hat Ooccurred ıIn the AIca iın the time of Uzzıah
hrough the depıiction of hıs CONqUESIS In Philıstia (1 Chronicles 6-7), and irom the
description of the Phılıstines CONqUESIS duriıng the reign f his grandson, haz (1 Chronicles

18)* ese ralse dıfferent pıcture from hat reflected in the OWN- 115 of Dan
TIhe eXpansıon of the Judean err1tory W dSs the CADENSC of the Phıiılıstine ingdoms. Uzzıiah
conquered ath (Phılıistine), Jabneh, and Ashdod from the Phıilıistines Ekron, elon, and
(Jjaza dIC NOTL mentioned, though ON Cal ASSUT11E hat zz1iıah’s authorıty W dSs accepte: much

in the Case of the Me’unım and the Ta who esided in Gur-baal In 1g of the
Phiılistines  ? CONqUESTIS at the time of Ahaz, ıt 1S safe dSSUT11leE hat Uzzıah eXxproprliated the
err1ıtory of Timnah (Tel Batash) from the kıngdom of Ekron, whereas the terr1tory of G1Imzo
(whıich apparently includes the CIty of Gezer) Was transferrei from the kıngdom otf Israel

zziıah’s CONqUESIS In Phiılıstia should be ate: the second half of the reign f
Jeroboam, SOM of 03Ss (770-750 BC): whereas the expansıon of the CADENSC of
Israel (1n the arca of Gimzo-Shaalabbin-Gezer) should be ateı the time of otam and
Ahaz‚ durıng the ast of the kıngdom of Israe] (750-735 B.C)*

Accordingly, Call that under Uzzıah-Jotam and the beginning of the reign f
Ahaz, the err1tory of Shaalabbin, 3704 AapPPCAars (IIIC sub-district ın the own-lıst of Dan,
Was dıvyıded 1nto [WO sub-territories: the ICa of Ajalon in the ast and that of (G1mMZO In the
WEeSsSt The Beth-shemesh distrıict mentioned durıng the reign of haz Was identical the fırst
sub-dıstrict In the Oown-1ıs of Dan., and the Timnah dıistrict closely approximate the thırd
sub-district of Dan (the Status of the CIty J8 Ekron 15 uncertaın). We POSSCSS data of thıs
per10d regardıng the estern sub-distrıicts of Dan

As result f Rezzın and Pekah’s campalgn (Ca. BIC) and due the fall of the
Israelıte kıngdom In 720 several 1SUNC changes Occurred In thıs Ta Ihe whole
terrıtory of the cıtıes of Dan passed the Phılıstines During the Syro-Ephraimite WAäaTrT, the
Phılıstines conquered TOmM the kıngdom of the four sub-distriects of Dan Beth-shemesh,
AjJalon, G1mzo, and Timnah (11 Chronicles and the oastal dıstrıcts of Dan WeIC 1sSo
in the anı of the Phılıstines (see below). If accept the u  n that the 1st of the
Judean C1it1es In Joshua eflects the time of Hezekiah“, ıt 15 safe ASSUT1LIC that the first Sub-
distrıict of Dan Was conquered DYy e7zeK13| from the Phılıstines and annexed the kıngdom
of (Joshua 15:33-36). However, CONLrarYy the OWN-11S' of Dan, Be  -shemesh 15 8(0]1
mentioned In the second 1STITIC) of the Judean cıtles. The thırd Sub-dıistrıc of Dan 18 known
1ın Joshua 1 Z “Ekron ıth her OWNS and her villages”, and the err1itory “Srom TON
Ven nNtio the SCHa, all that Jay Cal Ashdod, ıth eır vıllages” (Joshua 46) closely
accords ıth the a of the fourth sub-district of Dan, assumıng the northern boundary of
Ashdod mel the ‚Ore' Rıver (thıs suggestion 15 preferable the assumption which elates thıs
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definıtion the ICa of Jabneh). ADDCAIS hat In /O1 ese [WO D the 1r Ssub-
distrıict of I)an ımna| and the fourth sub-district of Dan (Eltekeh), WEeIC controlled Dy
Ton. {Ihe kıng of elon apparently domiınated the estern part of the sub-distrıict
of Dan The Tfate G the valley of Lod and Ono and the second sub-dıstrıict of Dan, durıng
hat time, 18 uncertaın. W hether the Israelıte settlement egan in the 6 of 1L0d and Ono
during hat time merely durıng the days of Josiah 1S unclear. It 18 further unclear whether
ezekK1a. reoccupled the terrıtori1es of Shaalabbın and G1mZo, which WEIC conquered Dy the
Philistines from Ahaz, hıs father®. Neve:  eless, the evidence submıtted above 15 sufficient In
provıng the diıscrepancy between the hıstorıcal-geographic realıty the CVC of Sennacherıib’s
campaıgn and the full RXIn and internal dıvısıon Of the Dan T hıs discrepancy INAaYy be
observed In [WO the terriıtorıes of the Danıte cıtles WeTC dıvyıded between Israel and
Phılıstia hat time; and apho 18 mentioned In the Annals of Sennacherıb ıth the cıtles
ocated ın the fifth sub-district of Dan, the descr1iption ın Joshua 40-48, IC
depicts theır separatıon. On the CVC of Sennacherib’s campaılgn, the cıtiıes of Dan, dominated
DYy and the cıties of the Shephelah, conquered Dy the Assyrıan AaImıy, WEeIC passed the
anı of the Phıilıstines It 1$ however unclear NOW ese territories WEeIC distrıbuted
the Phıiılıstine ingdoms. We INa Yy ASSUINe hat the estern domaın of the fifth sub-district of
Dan Was eft elon, and the remainıng terrıtory Was g1ven Padı, Kıng of TON.

During the reign of Manasseh (fırst half of the 7(l1 CENLUFY B.C); apparently several dıstrıcts
In the and of (Jezer, includıng the CIty of Gezer, WEeTC annexed Samarıa, nearby Assyrıan
provınce, determıned Dy the INnScCr1ptions found iın Gezer

re-occupied the territories of the and of Dan durıng the reign of Josıah, but the
exient of 1fs ICa and 1ts internal dıyvısıon AIc uncertain”. It the lısts of Ezra and ehnem1a
and indeed reflect realıty of the end 8 the First J1emple per10d, INaYy han assert hat the
OWN-11S J8 I)an 1s nOTL reflection OT hıs per10d, for ere 1S discrepancy between the
mentioned In Joshua 40-48 and presented In ese liısts mong the cıtles
mentioned in the OoWNnN-1ıs of Dan only Ora 15 mentioned in E7zra and ehem14a:
honetheless, Ianı y of the cıtles Ocated In the IDan ICa AIec mentioned In E7zra and Nehemiah,
but nOL In the own-lıst of Dan, LOd, Ono, Gıttaim, and 7Zeboim ‚OTa IC 1S
mentioned In ehnem1a along wıth several]l Judean cıties, cshould De dıfferentiated from the
cıtıes indiıcated above, H AdIiIC consıdered be the cCıti1es of Benjamın.

In the CENLUFY the Ono valley Was presumably ocated Calr the border of
(Nehemiah 6:2) and Tron, Tımnah, Gıibbethon, Eltekenh, and Baalath WEIC wıthın the
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confines of Ashdod Ihe cıtıes of the Shephelah, 1C 1 OTra (Nehemiah 29-
30), WCIC apparently ncluded wıthın the province of Keılah, whereas the cıtiıes of Benjamın,
1C AT mentioned In Nehemiah I} WEIC apparently ncluded In the province of Mizpahlo_
Hence it hat the 1st of the cıtiıes of IDan (Joshua S 0€es NOTL reflect
historical-geographic realıty f the 9lh 6lh CENLUTY Clearly, (IIC cshould nOL date hıs 1st

the MOr the days of avı and Solomon The and of Dan Was dıvided durıng
the £eriod  AA CeNLury between the Israelıte trıbes, the Phıilıstines, and the (’anaanıtes.

IheThe Phıiılistines Occupıed the 1r OUu. and perhaps fifth sub-dıistricts of Dan
Israelıtes ettled In the first sub-district (maınly the T1 of Dan), whereas the second sub-
1STrıc of Dan remaıned In the anı of the Canaanıtes: Gezer remaıned Canaanıtes CIty
untı the time of Solomon and the Amorites dwell 1n Ajalon and Shaalabbın (Judges -

Comparıson of the “"Jand of Dan” in Joshua 40-48% ıth the terrıtorial SYStems of the
unıted monarchy cshows discrepancy ell agreement. CNholars ave previously PIOVCN
hat the boundary Ssystem of the Israelıte trıbes, ell of the Vıle town-lısts, cshould be
ateı the l of the unıted monarchyl One INAaYy hat In the description of Ephraım’s
southern Oundary, Gezer’s terrıtor1a' definıtion 1S uncertaın and whether Gezer W as nNnCIiude!l
wıthın the boundary of Ephraım 1$ controversı1al 1Ssue. Ihe SdI1lle applıes the northern
boundary of Apparently, Beth-shemesh and Timnah WEIC NOL part of the Judean
err1tory. However, the data for TON AICcC sufficiıent, for the border undoubtedly lay nOT! of
TON. Consequently, TON agaın resembles kınd of Archimedic po1in The inclusıon of
TITon In the Judean err1tory indıcates discrepancy between the System of the trıbal
boundarıes and the own-l1ıs of Dan, despite the edıitor’s DOrtray Dan’'s allotment in
the Sd1I1lc ILaNNeT the boundarıes of the northern trıbes, namely, descrıiption contamıng
cıtles and boundaries‘“. Another contradıction Can be found In the description of the
northeastern margıns of the terrıtory. Contrary the description of Ephraim’s northern
OundarYy, 31C [all from the ana: Rıver the SCa Joshua 8), the boundary of Dan
turned SOU OoOWn the Ayalon Rıver and dıd NOL reach the 3  S From ese discrepancı1es, ()NE

INaYy define Gezer (1ın the descr1iption of Ephraıim’s southern Oundary wıde BA It 18
safe ASSUuMe that the Ooundary W d Outlıne' SOU! of the terrıtory of Dan; hence, the
northern oundary of 1$ actually the southern oundary of Ephraiım

Moreover, the *land of Dan” closely accords ıth Solomon’s second distriet ‘” Not only
WCIC the five cıtles mentioned ın the descr1iption f Solomon’s second distrıict admınıstratıve
OCOHters: ese fıve territories clearly correlate ıth the 1ve sub-dıstricts of IDan Ihe
admınıstratıve terrıtory of Beth-shemesh apparently coıncıded ıth the first sub-district of
Dan; the terrıtory of Shaalabbin 1$ the second sub-district of Dan, and the sub-district
domınated by FElon apparently nne: ıth the 174 Sub-dıstrıc of Dan ese ree cıties
AIec mentioned in ings 4, ell in Joshua

ere AIC VeETY few data for the land of Dan durıng the Hellenistic per10d, yel hey uffıce assert! that the
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I he locatıon of a7z and eth-hanan remaıns uncertaın; however, ese cıtles WEIC

presumably the admınıstratıve Centers of the oastal sub-districts of IDan Moreover, the
terrıtorı1es of az and eth-hanan INAaYy be assumed ave coincıded ıth the Ou and

sub-districts of Dan, much ıke the territorial sımılarıty between the 1rs T csubh-
distrıicts of IDan and the ree sub-districts of Solomon’s second district: Shaalabbın, eth-
shemesh, and AjJalon. We therefore conclude hat the 1ıst of the Danıte cıtles in Joshua
A 163 1s actually the 1st of cıtles in Solomon’s second 1strıc The tact hat az and eth-
hanan nOL mentioned ın the 1st of the cıtles of Dan Can be explaıned ACCOUNLT of
certaın chronological San between hıs 1ıst and the 1st of Solomon’s districts According
hıs suggesti1on, the town-liıst of Dan eflects realıty priı0r the 1st of Solomon’s districts,
although both 1STSs cShould be ate' in the 1rs half of Solomon’s re1gn. az and eth-
hanan WeIC presumably NCW admınıstratıve Centers ul DYy Solomon In the and of Dan

TIThe fact that (jezer 1s nOL mentioned in the OWN-118 of Dan 18 Surpr1sıng; furthermore,
Gezer 1s Iso missıng from the 1st of GCENTteEFrS of Solomon’s second distrıict. hıs defic1enCy
SUppOTTS the assumptıon regardıng the correlatıon between the [WO 1STS and SUppOTTS datıng
the 1st of the cıtles of Dan and the Ssystem of Solomon’s distrıicts the 178 half of Solomon’s
reign.
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