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Introduction
1Kgos „15-2 of of inıtlatıves undertaken Dy olomon sub-

sequent hıs completion of the temple-palace complex, E hıs cıty buılldıng,
COFrVEeEe, housıng arrangements for hıs wiıfe, the daughter of Pharaoh, cultıic
Eand marıtiıme venture Thıs wıth much dıfference In
€  1l, In 2Chr 6,3-18 Thıs 111 focus thırd, extrabıblica) aCCOUNLT of
Solomon’’s actıvıties, 1e that otf osephus In hıs Antiquitates judaicae (hereafter
Ant.) 50-16 More specıfically, I1Y study a1ms address the ollowing
questions: (1) Dıd osephus lımıt imself ONC of the above 1D11cCa

dıd he draw rather both of them?: (2) 1C text-Iorm(S) of 1Kgs „15-2
and OT 2Chr 8,3-18 d1ıd he utilize?;“ and tinally (3) what rewriting technıques
has osephus applıed the data of hıs Ssource(s) and what 1s distinctive about
hI1s presentatiıon of Solomon’’s inıtlatıves d result ofhıs omng So‘?

For PUrDOSCS of INY cComparıson divıde the segment Ant 150-164 into
four sectI1ons dSs ollows Solomon’s cıty-builldıng (8.150-154; SCC 1Kgs „15-1
and AAr 8,3-6); Excursus gyptian atters 4155159 paralle. In Kıngs

For the texti and translation of Ant x.150-164 UsSC Marcus, Josephus 652-661 have
lıkewise consulted the relevant TEXT, translatıon of and notes the passagc In Nodet,
Flavıus 46-50 and the annotate: translatıon In Begg, Flavıus AT
hıs question arses partıcularly o1ven the fact that the key wıtnesses for 1Kgs
=LE Codex Vatıcanus (hereafter and the Antıochene Lucı1anıc (hereafter
5 manuscrıpts ack thıs9 excepted, in ıts posıtıon. Qumran
evidence for the texTi of both 1Kgs and Z  z 8,3-18 15 lackıng.) The materı1al
In question 1S NOT, however, sımply absent from the wıtnesses. Rather, they
present ıts Component parts al Varıous pOomMts theır narrative of Kıng Solomon,
1kewise 9]ving double version of several of those Component pDarts, NCE the
maın (EXT: and agaın in the so-Called “Miıscellanıes” (3Rens and 2.46°5 See
the convenıent presentatıon of the relevant data ın DeVriIies, Kıngs Ix1In and the
d1SsCcuss1ioOnNs concernıng the relatıve orlginalıty of the text-forms In Gooding,
Text-Sequence, Schenker, Septante 45-59, and Van Keulen, Versions 6281438712201
(Gooding and Van Keulen hold for the orıginalıty of MT, Schenker rather for that of
LXX.) For the texi of Kıngs and Chronicles, SCC respectively, Brooke Maclean /
Thackeray, and I1 Kıngs and and I1 Chronicles:; for the texti of Kıngs and
Chronicles SCC, respectively, Fernandez Marcos ‚USTO SaIZz, P eyes and S
Cronicas.
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(1 Chronicles); Solomon’s corvee 60-1 SCC „20-2 and „‚/-1 and
Solomon’s marıtime venture (& 163-164; SC „26-2 and 8,17-18)

Before 18 INY cCommparıson of them, word should be sa1d concerning
the immediate CONTieEeX of the materıals be discussed. Wıth respect the dıf-
ferent placement of the notices Solomon’s enterprises ın and
Kıngs S Re1gns) (see osephus ollows the arrangement of the former
wıtness (and of Chronicles 6) In partıcular, hıs equıvalent 118 1Kgs
„15-2 ollows hıs aCCOunNnT of the cıtles that Solomon SaAaVC Kıng Hıram of
Iyre gs „10-14 // Ant. J4 cf. 2Chr E Thereafter. In AaQTCC-
ment wıth both IKgs „1-1 (MTI and LXX) and 2Chr 9,1-12 (MTI and LXX),
osephus makes the narratıve of the visıt of the Queen of (Ant. 8 165-

the immediate continuation ofhıs version of 1Kgs „15-2

Solomon’s City-bulliding
The segment 1Kgs „15-1 concerning Solomon’s cıty-builldıng ınıtı1a-

t1ves egINs (9,15a) Dy ıstıng four edifices constructed Dy hım wıthın Jerusalem
ıtself: the temple, the palace, the and the all of Jerusalem.® osephus’
version (8.150) confines ıtself the last of these structures, 1le also mark-
edly expatiatıng the 1 Y: 1DI1Ca mentıon of thıs

NOw when the kıng that the walls of Jerusalem needed fowers and
other defences for securıty _fbr he thought that Ven the surrounding walls

Josephus’ actual equıvalent 1Kgs 15 Ant 8.141-143; thıs he appends
long (8.144-14 that cıtes urporte. extrabıblical testimonı1eSs concernıng
the interaction between Solomon and Hıram.
In 1Chr 85 the cıtles AdIiC NOL (as Kıngs and Josephus) those that Solomon o1VvES
Hıram, but rather NCSs that ‘Huram’ ” eNTrusts Solomon.
On thıs I[GXT: SCC Begg, Viısıt.
The equıvalents thıs (which has equıvalent In DA  S CGCHT:

in the plus numbered 3Rgens g  a" CS also the reference Solomon’s bulldıng the
temple 6,  and the wall of Jerusalem In cırcle” In B’'s 3Rgns 35 In 3Rgns
10,23a the of the thırd and fourth edifices according Q (the Miıllo
and the all ofJerusalem) 1S reversed, whıle mention of the “Cıtadel” (XKPC the
Miıllo) 1S expanded wıth the phrase “t0 fortify the cıty ofDavıd.”
The hıstorian s non-mention of Solomon’s ulldıng of the temple and the palace at
thıs pomt 15 understandable SInCe he has already escrDbe! theır construction al
length; SCC AntRAs for the °Millo” cıtadel (LAX: SE PIC-
VIOUS note), he miıght have thought of thıs Component of Jerusalem’s walls
whose erecti1on he 1S about relate. Josephus’ vers1ion of 1Kgs 9,15 (M'I) lıkewıise
leaves asıde ıts openıng reference the “forced labor that Solomon used for
buılldıng DUTDOSCS reference that ll be resumed only subsequently in 9,20 (see
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should he IN keeping In the eni of the CIty he repaired them and
raised them higher ıth greal towers.

IKgs JS (LXX 3Regns 10,23 2.35°% concludes wıth 1st of three
extra-Jerusalem cıtles also ul Dy Solomon, F Hazor, Megı1ddo and (ezer.
Josephus 8.1513) prefaces hıs endering of the lıst wıth qualification of the
three sıtes that motivatıon for Solomon’s makıng them In partıcular
the object of hıs bulldıng endeavors: “He also UL CItLes IC UFre counted
HII the MOST powerful, ASOr, and agedo, and third, (jazara The last
of the three cıtles cıted 9,15 (“Gezer””) becomes the focus of parenthetica
notice iın 9,16-17a0.? Thıs notice relates that Pharaoh captured and urne:
the cCıty, kılled Its inhabıtants. and TaAVC the sıte AdSs dowry hıs aughter, the
wiıfe of Solomon, who hımself (re-)built ıt. The hıstorian elaborates (8.151b-

the notice. appendıng, &:5.; motivatıon for ıts rebulldıng by olomon
(8 (Gazara) whiıich had belonged the COUNIY of the Philistines!®
and agamst which Phara0 had marched, and after sIieEgE had taken it by
STtOrm and fter kıllıng all ıts inhabıtants had razed it the ground‘‘ and then
had o1ven ıt oıft hıs daughter who had been marrıed Solomon.*

The above (n which iıtalıcıze do generally throughout thıs FY-
those elements which ack dırect bıblıcal counterpart) 1S Josephus’ elaboration of
the SUMMAaTY reference In 9,15a Solomon’s “"Dulldıng the ;all of Jerusalem. ”
Ant X 21b (// 1Kgs 33 In fine| Josephus has already referred Solomon’’s “"makıng
the walls of Jerusalem much cater and stronger than they had een before.”
Perhaps, the wordıing of 8. 150 ıth ıts reference the walls  9 need of repalr and the
kıng’s COMNCETTN that the walls match the dıgnıity of the cıty whiıich In the meantıme
he has endowed wıth splendıd temple and palace complex 1S mean provıde
Aa11SWeT the question of why Solomon al thıs pomt should, NCEC agaıln, be
concerning hımself wıth Jerusalem’s walls

B’s equıvalent thıs notice AaDPDPCAIrs 3Regns (where ıt 1S attached
RB’s renderıng (4,3 ]} of IKgs 3’]‘3 the notice Solomon’s marrıage Pharaoh’s
daughter and hıs bringing her into the CIty of Davıd) In L’ B’'s 4’ 1 -
33 1S numbered 5,1-3
In 9,.16 Gezer’s inhabıtants whom Pharacoh kılls called “Canaanıtes who
dwelt In the Clty 27 The version (3Rgns 4,32) speaks of “the Canaanıte who
dwelt In Mergab (LXX Aroab).” Josephus assocılates “Gazara” ıth the
Phıilıstines also in Ant. PE 301
In 9,16 Pharacoh “burns  27 Gezer. The alternatıve inıtlatıve Josephus attrıbutes hım
(“razıng ıt the oground”) better PITCDAarcs the subsequent mentıon of Solomon’s re-)
bulldıng the cıty Josephus’ version 1kewıise the of Pharaoh’s
actıons In 9,16 where he first burns the cıty and then kılls the inhabıtants.
Josephus relates thıs marrıage In Ant .21a 1Kgs 3D
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8.152a) The kıng therefore rebuilt ıt also, for ıf WdS naturally and
could he useful INn Wr IN fimes O] Sudden change.‘

ollowıng the parenthes1s of 9,16-1 7a0 the catalogue of cıtles ul by
olomon begun In S CSUNCS In 9,1 /a-18a wıth mentiıon of [WO er such
cCıt1es. In these dIC called ° LOwer Beth-horon and alat 735
des1gnates them d “upper Baıthörön and “Bäalaath : — 121e MCr 8,3-6 AaDDCALS

conflate the readıngs of both wIıtnesses wıth 1ts lıstıng of “Upper Beth-
horon, ” “ LOWer Beth-horon, ” and alat The 1DI1Ca CXIS provıde Ind1-
catıon concerning the locatıon of the above sıtes. osephus’ enderıng 8.152b)

the San not far from ıf |Gazara, .151-152a| he ul other cılles,
the MLalllec ofone being Betchöra, ' hıle the other Wäds called Bale

The lıst of named indıyvıdual cıtles u11 Dy olomon gSs ’  B-18
concludes 1Kgs 9,.18b (cf. 2Chr 5,4a) wıth mentıion of ‘“ [ amar” MT)
Thereafter, 1Kgs (// Cr 8,6aßb) SUTINS up the lıstıng wıth allusıon 18
the totalıty Oß the kıng’s store-cıtles, charıot-cıties. and cıtles for hıs horsemen
throughout h1s domaıns. osephus thıs 153-154 In
domg he o1ves h1is MOoOodılIie: version of 9,19 In first place In “In addıtiıon

these he ul ST1 others. IC wWwWere conveniently placed for enjoyment anı
pleasure and WeETE naturally favoured WIFh ıld emperalure and seasonable

Sfruits and irrigated wiıth SIreams of water.
As noted above, osephus .. e ayS” mentıon of the ast of the cıtles (called

LL AT 90:18b ketiv) cıted in the of 9,15bß-18. In addıtion, hOow-
CVCI, he USCSs the alternatıve Namne fOor the cıty found In the GEeEFE, the J argum and

Josephus’ above appendix the notice Solomon’s rebulldıng of (Gezer in acQ
hıghlıghts the mıiılıtary polıtical prescıence that inspıres the kıng’s inıtlatıve.
Compare the plus numbered 023 in which speaks of “Baıthöoram the upper  d
and “Teremath” (LXX 10,23 mentions only the first of these sıtes).
In confinıng hımself thıs Naine for the first Citya Josephus leaves asıde the dı-
vergent bıblıcal indıications whether ıt Was the “"upper  7 ‘“lower” sıte of thıs

16
Nainle that Solomon buuilt.
1: D: BL;'s paralle] 9,19 WI1 which it exh1bıts number of dıfferences)
AaDDCAIS In the plus that follows 10,22 3Rgns 10,24a. 9,19 has close

17
parallel ın IC}  — 8,6aßb
The above indıcations concernıng the natural advantages of the sıtes where Solomon
built h1s “other cıtles” take the place of the spec1fications concerning the kınds of
cıtles (store-cıtıes, chariot-cıities and cıtles for hıs horsemen) buuilt by hım and the

(Jerusalem, Lebanon > LAÄX C  and In all the land of hıs domaın” |LXX In all
the and In order that there mıght not be rule VCT 1m. where he constructe: them
cıted 1Kgs 9,19
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”Chr 8,4b LE “Tadmor.  2918 In introducıng Solomon’s construction of thıs
Syrıan sıte Osephus draws the ondergut notice of 2Chr 83 [01(0)88(0)81 DSUOC
18 ° Hamath-zobah” and takes 1t), rendering thıs 8.153b) wıth the transıtional
phrase “He also dvanced into the desert!? I8 pper 5yrıa and, avıng taken
pOSsSSESSION of ıt A

Thereafter, he (8.153c-154) much elaborated version of the
reference the cıty (“Tadmor’”) ul In the captured regıon Dy olomon
accordıng 2Chr .4a

8.4A53C)B  Solomon’s Post Temple-Dedication  2Chr 8,4b, i.e. “Tadmor.”!® In introducing Solomon’s construction of this  Syrian site Josephus draws on the Sonderguf notice of 2Chr 8,3 (Solomon goes  to “Hamath-zobah” and takes it), rendering this (8.153b) with the transitional  phrase “He also advanced into the desert'? of Upper Syria and, having taken  possession of it ...”  Thereafter, he presents (8.153c-154) a much elaborated version of the  reference to the city (“Tadmor”) built in the captured region by Solomon  according to 2Chr 8,4a:  (8.153c) ... [Solomon] founded there a very great city at a distance of two  days’ journey from Upper Syria and one day’s journey from the Euphrates,  while from the great Babylon the distance was a journey of six days.  (8.154) Now the reason for founding the city so far from the inhabited parts  of Syria was that further down there was no water anywhere in the land  and that only in this place were springs and wells to be found?° And so,  when he built the city and surrounded it with very strong walls,?! he named  it Thadamora, as it is still called by the Syrians, while the Greeks call it  Palmyra.”  3. Excursus on Egyptian Matters  At this point in his reproduction of 1Kgs 9,15-28 (// 2Chr 8,3-18), Josephus  interjects an extended interlude (8.155-159),? intended to display his know-  18  LXX B 3Rgns 2,46' calls the city “Themai” (0epuai), LXX L 3Rgns 10,23 (LXX B  10,23 lacks an equivalent) and LXX L 2Chr 8,4 name it “Thodmor” (008.6p), while  in LXX B 8,4 the name appears as “Thoedomor” (0o£ö0op0p). In the Vulgate of both  9,17 and 8,4 the name used is “Palmyra,” a name that Josephus also employs for the  site; see below.  9  Josephus anticipates this indication concerning the character of the region into which  20  Solomon advances from 2Chr 8,4a where “Tadmor” is localized “in the wilderness.”  With this (non-biblical) rationale for Solomon’s constructing “Tadmor” in the  isolated site he does, compare Josephus’ previous reference (8.153a) to the construc-  tion sites for Solomon’s other cities being “irrigated with streams of water.” In both  instances, the Josephan Solomon appears as one who chooses the sites for his cities  2  not haphazardly, but rather with attention to their natural endowments.  2Chr 8,4 does not mention Solomon’s walling of “Tadmor.” It does, however, refer  22  to “all the store-cities that he built in Hamath” — an initiative not cited by Josephus.  Elsewhere as well Josephus supplies contemporary Greek names for biblical sites;  see below on 8.163 and 8.164. As mentioned in n. 18, the Vulgate of 8,18 and 2Chr  8,4 gives the city’s name as “Palmyra,” supplying the same “updating” of the biblical  name as does Josephus.  23  Given that this entire, lengthy segment is Josephus’ own creation, I leave it unital-  icCized: cE n: 8|Solomon| founded there VErV greal CIty al distance of two
days Journey from /pper Syria and ONE day ‚$ Journey from the Euphrates,
whuıle Jrom the greal Babylon the distance WAaS Journey of AF days.
(8 54) Now the reason for founding the CIty So Jar from the inhabited parts
of Syria WAdS that further down there W waler anywhere In the land
and that only IN FhiSs place Were SDFINZS and wells he found.“) And
when he buuilt the cıty and surrounded ıfI VEl walls,“' he named
It IThadamora, It 15 Stl called Dy the SVFIANS, while the Greeks call It
Palmyra.““

Excursus Egyptian Matters
At thıs pomt In hıs reproduction of 1Kgs „15-2 (// 2Chr „3-1 osephus

interjects extended interlude (8155159):2 intended 18 dısplay hıs know-

3Rgns 2,46' calls the cıty ° hemaı” EPUOLN), 3Rgns H023 (LXX
10,23 lacks equıvalent) and ”Chr 85 HNaIinec it °Lhodmor” (000LL0D), whıle
In 87 the Namne aAaDPDCAars “ Thoedomor” (00E00L0P) the Vulgate of both
47 and 83 the Namne used 1S "Palmyra, ” Nainlec that Josephus Iso employs for the
sıte; SCC below.

19 Josephus antıcıpates thıs indıcatıon concernıng the character of the reg10n nto which
Solomon advances from MS  z 8,4a where °“ admor” 1S localızed .6, the wılderness.”
Waıth thıs (non-biblical) ratiıonale for Solomon’s constructing ““ T admor” the
isolated sıte he does, COMPAIC Josephus’ Previ1OuUSs reference 8.153a) the CONSTITUC-
tıon SItes for Solomon’s other cCıNes being “irrgated wıth Streams of water.” In both
instances, the Josephan Solomon AaDPCAISs ONC who chooses the sıtes for hıs cıtles

D
NOLT haphazardly, but rather wıth attention theır natural endowments.
A  — 8, does NOL mention Solomon’’s wallıng of T admor- It does, however, refer

‘*all the store-cıtles that he buuilt Hamath” inıtlatıve nNot cıted by Josephus.
Elsewhere ell Josephus supplıes Contemporary Greek for bıblıcal sıtes;
SCC below x 163 and 8 164 As mentioned In 1 9 the Vulgate of 8,18 and A  >
S, o1ves the cıty’'s Namne ö almyra,” supplyıng the SdaiInle “updatıng” ofthe bıblıcal
Name does Josephus.
Given that thıs entire, lengthy segment 1s Josephus’ creation, leave ıt unıtal-
1CIzed:; cf.
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edge of thıngs gyptian that iıtself reads 1ıke afterthought {tOo the mention of
‘“Phara6” In E The interlude in wıth formula that d

provisıonal conclusıon 118 hıs foregomng aCCOunt (8.150-154) of olomon the
cıty-builder. “Such; then, WEeIC the actıvıtles 16 Kıng olomon at that time
WdsSs carryıng ON.  27

Next in osephus formulates elaborate question that he ascribes
potential readers but 16 fact, 18 SCTIVC INOTC dSs prefext for the

dısplay of h1s erudıtion:
Now those who ask why all the Egyptian kıngs from Miınaıas, the
bullder of Memphis,““ who lıved INalıy before ur forefather Abra-
ham, down Solomon interval of INOIC than ONC thousand three
hundred years“® WCIC called PharaoOthatı, takıng thıs NaImnle irom PharaOthes,
the fırst kıng reign iter the per10d interven1ing,

By WdYy of the above question, osephus SOCS (8  c-1  a
explamn the meanıng of the tıtle ‘“Pharacoh” and ıts uUusc dSs throne-name Dy

serl1es of ancıent Egyptian rulers:
Ö-155C)94  Christopher Begg — BN NF 138 (2008)  ledge of things Egyptian that itself reads like an afterthought to the mention of  “Pharaö” in 8.151. The interlude opens in 8.155a with a formula that serves as a  provisional conclusion to his foregoing account (8.150-154) of Solomon the  city-builder: “Such, then, were the activities which King Solomon at that time  was carrying on.”  Next in 8.155b, Josephus formulates an elaborate question that he ascribes  to potential readers but which seems, in fact, to serve more as a pretext for the  display of his own erudition:  Now to those who ask why all the Egyptian kings from Minaias, the  builder of Memphis,?* who lived many years before our®” forefather Abra-  ham, down to Solomon — an interval of more than one thousand three  hundred years?® — were called Pharaöthai, taking this name from Pharaöthös,  the first king to reign after the period intervening, ...”7  By way of response to the above question, Josephus goes on (8.155c-156a)  to explain the meaning of the title “Pharaoh” and its use as a throne-name by a  series of ancient Egyptian rulers:  (8.155c) ... I thought it necessary to explain — in order to dispel their  ignorance and make clear the reason for the name — that PharaO in Egyp-  tian signifies “king.” (8.156a) But I believe that from childhood they had  other names, and that when they became kings they changed them for that  name which in their ancestral tongue signifies their authority.  In support of his above surmise about the use of “Pharaoh” as the shared  throne name of the Egyptian kings of old, Josephus thereafter (8.156b-157a)  adduces two analogous cases from closer to his own time:  (8.156b) For so also the kings of Alexandria were first called by other  names, but when they assumed the kingship, were named Ptolemies after  24  Josephus will return to this figure at the end of 8.157 in his allusion to Herodotus  (from whom he draws the name of the king and his status as builder of Memphis  here).  25  With this possessive form Josephus explicitly identifies himself as a Jew — as he does  26  frequently throughout his writings; see, e.g., 8,159.  In Ant. 8.61 Josephus avers that 1,020 years elapsed between Abraham’s coming  from Mesopotamia to Canaan and Solomon’s starting work on the temple. Modern  scholarship would posit a shorter interval between Abraham and Solomon than does  Josephus in either 8.61 or 8.155, i.e. ca. 800 years.  27  As Marcus, Josephus V 655, n. 3 points out, the meaning of this chronological indi-  cation is unclear. He suggests that it refers to the period before ‘“Minaias,” the  Egyptian king cited earlier in 8.155 (on this understanding ‘Minaias” would be the  first Egyptian king to have used the throne name “Pharaöth&s””).thought ıt explamn In order dıspel theır
1gnorance and make clear the [CAasSOMN for the Adiilc that Phara0 in Egyp-
t1an sıgnıfies “king.” 8.1563) But beheve that from 00 they had
other' and that when they became kıngs they changed them for that
aine which in theır ancestral sıgnıfles theır authorıty.

In Support of hıs above surm1ıse about the UuUsc of °“Pharacoh” AdS the chared
throne Namne of the Egyptian Ings of Old, osephus thereafter (8  b-1  a
dduces analogous from closer hıs time:

8.156b) For Iso the kıngs of Alexandrıa WEIC first called by other
' but when they assumed the kıngshıp, WEIC named Ptolemies fter

Josephus ll return thıs fıgure at the end of Ka Au in hıs allusıon Herodotus
from hom he draws the Namne of the kıng and hıs STatus buıllder of Memphıs
here)
Wıth thıs pOSSESSIVE form Josephus explıcıtly identifies hımself Jew he does
frequently throughout hıs wrıtings; SCC, C 8,159
In Ant x 61 Josephus that 1,020 elapsed between Abraham’s comıng
from Mesopotamıa (’anaan and Solomon’s startıng work the temple. Modern
scholarshıp would posıt shorter interval between Abraham and Solomon than does
Josephus either x 61 O:133; 1.:e: 010
As Marcus, Josephus 053; pomnts Out, the meanıng of thıs chronologıcal indı-
catıon 15 unclear. He u that it refers the per10d before ‘Mınalas, ” the
Egyptıian kıng cıted earher In 8. 155 (on thıs understandıng °Mına1as” would be the
first Egyptian kıng have used the throne NaIinle “PharaoOthes’””).
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the fırst king.  28 8.157a) the Roman11 (XDTOKPATOPEC)“? also,
who irom theır bırth AdIiC known Dy other ' dIcC called aesars
(Kal0oapec), receIving thıs tıtle irom theır princely office and rank, and do
nNOL keep the Dy which theır fathers called them.

avıng offered hıs surmiıse about the UsSc of 4S gyptian throne
NaMce, osephus proceeds (8.157b-158) appi1y that Surm1ıse to the elucıdatıon
of several features ofHerodotus’ presentatıon ofgyptian hıstory:

8.157b) thınk ıt Wäds for thıs 1CasSsOIl that Herodotus of Halıcar-
nassus, when he Says that there WCIC three hundred and thırty kıngs of
Egypt after Miınaılas, who built Memphis,** dıd 8{811 mention theır'
because they WEIC all called PharaOGthaj.>® (8.158) FOor, iter the
death of ese kıngs, W OI1a ruled n’ and he o1ves her Naine

Nikaule,°“ makıng ıt clear that whıle the male kıngs could al] have the SarIlnlle

Name, the could NOT chare thıs, and for that I1CasOonNn he mentioned her
by the HNaine that naturally belonged her.  35

osephus concludes hıs (8.155-159) wıth ser1es of notices (6.159)
that relate h1ıs preceding statements there both the Bıble’s of the
Pharach title and the continuatiıon ofhıs work, and artıculate the of
hıs foray into gyptian hıstory. Thıs concludıng complex reads:

The Serles of kıngs Ptolemy K C ruled ZYp the per10d
'hIs 15 the Greek equıvalent of the Latın tıtle “imperator. ”
On Josephus’ allusıons (that dIiC both erıtical and also inaccurate 0OCCasıon)
Herodotus, SCC Begg, Josephus’ F 471 and Bowley, Josephus’

31 The reference here 15 Histories 100; SCC Godley, Herodotus 386-3
Josephus introduced thıs figure and hıs bulldıng of Memphıs in 55 In Hist. 2.99
Herodotus calls hım uIth” and reports that he fırst separated the sıte of Memphıs

33
from the 1ıle Dy IL1Calls of dam and then buuilt cıty there
In Hıst 7 100 (see 1) Herodotus States ° After hım ın Calllec three hundred and
thırty kıngs, whose the priests recıted TOom PAapyIusS role  27 Thıs formulatıon
' Josephus’ above claım, that the kıngs in fact had dıstinct, ind1-
vidual Conversely, Herodotus (Z.:10D) hımselt alternative rat10-
nale for hıs not o1ving the of the 33() kıngs, 1LE the fact that NONEC of them,
accordıng hıs Egyptian priestly informants, dıd anythıng of partıcular nNote More-
OVCrI, in the continuatıon of 2 101 Herodotus actually does Lallle ONC of the 330 1.e€
“Moerı1Ss, ” whom he attrıbutes aITay fbulldıng actıvıtles.
In Hist. 100 Herodotus calls her “Nıtoer1s” and does not spec1fy that her reign ‚A1L11C

iter that of the 3300 kıngs
The above remark, appended by Josephus Herodotus’ mention of Nıtoecris
Nıkaule, 1CASON why Herodotus mentioned her NAamMe, ven he omıts
those of her male counterparts, Le the throne DNainec °Pharacoh” Was reserved male
kıngs of Egypt.
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myself have discovered In the books of Isee 25
that after the Pharaothes who Wds Solomon’s father-in-law->® kıng of
Egypt Was Ver agaın called by thıs name,?/ and that later the afore-
mentioned \Nıkaul®e| 1U  n of Ekgeypt and Ethiopia ‚AI Solo-
110  S NOw about her chall wrıte VC)] shortly.”® But have mentioned
these matters at thıs pomt In order make plaın that books INa
things dBICC ıth OSse of the Egyptian

Corvee

ollowıng the lengthy CXCUTSUS of 155-159, osephus in x 160 CSUNMNICS hıs
reproduction of the 1D11Ca. aCCOUNTS of Solomon’’s inıtlatıves. The inıtjlatıve
eatured ın I1Kgs 2023° E AAr 8,/-10 // Ant. 160-162 CONCEINS the kıng"s
Or arrangements, both for hıs non-Israelıte and Israelıte subjects.

The 1D1I1Ca notices the topıc egn (9,20-21 5,/-8) by ıstıng 1ve  41
pre-Israelite peoples who had continued fo lıve ın the and upDOoN whom
olomon mposed the corvee. osephus’ version (8.160) dıffers in several]l

36 On thıs igure SCC Ant. OZE1ST
As Marcus, Josephus 65 7, pomts Out, makıng thıs claım Josephus overlooks
the fact that, In 2Kgs 23:29 Necho, the Egyptian kıng of Josiah’s tıme, does bear

38
the “Pharaoh” tıtle
Josephus’ vers1ion of the bıblıcal Queen of Sheba STOTY Kgs 10,1-10.153 S  z 9,1-
9.12) aAaDPCAIS in Ant X 1653475 makıng Solomon’s visıtor ““queen of Egypt and
Ethiopia” here in 8.159, Josephus bases hımself the notice of Herodotus In Hist.
Z 00 that “Nıtoer1is” Was Ethiopian u  I1 of Egypt (18 of whose kıngs WeTC alsO
Ethioplans) in the per10d of the 33() monarchs that followed “Mln 99
Josephus’ wording here 15 VDCHN Varıous cavıls. In the fırst place, the purported
“agreements” dIc not wıth between the Jewısh Bıble and the Egyptian books such,
but rather between the former and Herodotus’ about the Egyptians. In addıtion,
it 15 NOTt clear Just hat the alleged “agreements” themselves might be Herodotus
does nNnOotTt Say that the 300 unnamed kıngs all bore the title ‘“Pharaocoh” (thıs 1Ss Josephus’
( W explanatıon for Herodotus’ faılure Nainle them); he does not end the serles
ıth Egyptian Contemporary of Solomon (as the Bıble allegedly 0€S), and 0€Ss nOot

visıt Solomon by Nıtoeris the Ethiopian Ul  N of Egypt (to whom the
Bıble ıtself attrıbutes dıfferent omeland, 1e “Sheba’”’).

rendering of thıs DASSaC AaDDCAIS part of long plus that follows
1Kgs 10,22 and 1S umbered 10,24-25 In addıtion, 9,23 (Solomon’s oOverseers)
has counterpart in the plus designated 2352 In 1Kgs 9’ the subject of
the Corvee already introduced v vıa the opening phrase C  and thıs 1S the aCCount
of the forced labor which Kıng Solomon levied ala subsequently resumed
in 9,20 Josephus, 1ke 2Chr 8’ has equıvalent thıs introductory phrase, begın-
nıng hıs treatment of the COorvee rather wıth hıs version of 9,20 160

41 In 3Rgns 10,24 (see Prev10us note) the number 15



Solomon’’s Post Temple-Dedicatıon

sıgnıfıcant .. olomon also ‚educed subjection those of the
Canaanites** wWhoO Were SIL UNSUODMISSLVE, that 15 those who 1VEel
Libanos® and as far Amathe,“* and mposed ftribute UDON them  45 and raısed

yearly levy from them be hıs serfs and perform men1ı1al tasks and 111 the
SO1l1. 7946

IKgs 22(MT)“ // 2  — Ö,Ö establıshes CONTrast between Solomon’’s
treatment of the non-Israelttes spoken of what precedes and the Israelıtes
themselves: the kıng made claves of the latter, utiılızıng them rather Va-
OUuUSs milıtary capacıtles. The osephan rendıtion (8.161) appends rationale for
the kıng’s dısparate andlıng of the tWwoOo

But of the Hebrews*® ONEC Wds slave (ESOLAEVEV) ANOr It
reasonable, when God had made FHLUFLYV NALLONS subject them, Jrom
ONS whom they ought False their force of serfs, that they themselves

The (C’anaanıtes do NOLT In the five-member 1ist of peoples ın 9,20 // 85
(n the ther hand, “the Canaanıte” 1Ss mentioned In the LHNOTEC expansıve lıstıng of

Rens 10,24 (see 40)
43 ‘L ebanon” aDPCAISs In 9,19 // 87 ONEC of the places where Solomon bunlt hıs

cıtles. closer parallel Josephus’ formulatıon in S 160a 1S, however, the
plus In 3Regens 2,46° whıch that ‘Solomon began the strongholds of
Lıbanon.”
'hıs reference miıght be SCC1HN Josephus’ re-utilızatiıon (see of the notice of
Solomon’s takıng “ Hamath-zobah” HS  — S3 (cf. the notice hıs bulldıng STOre-
cıtles ...  In Hama 5,4b). The entire above dıverges notably from 9,20-
22} 8,6-7 regardıng the dentity of those whom Solomon Imposes h1s Corvee. In
the Bıble these remnants of pre-Israelte peoples lıyıng wıthın the and of Israel
who do nNOoTt need be first subdued Dy Solomon. For Josephus, by contrast, ıt 15
question of peoples Ocated outsıde the and of Israel whom the kıng must first bring
under hıs domıminıon. Josephus’ modiıfication partıally inspıred, ıt would ADDCAL by
E  — 8’ (see above 1n thıs note) allows hım hıghlıght Solomon’s milıtary
achı1evements.
Josephus SUCS beyond I1Kgs // 2Chr 5,6-7 In mentionıng here that Solomon
exacted not only labor but also Mnancıal contrıibutions TOM the non-Israelıte DODU-
atlons.
Josephus’ tormulatıon elucıdates the “forced levy Solomon ımposed the 110O11-

Israelıtes accordıng 9,21 // 8’ On the other hand, he leaves asıde the
that Solomon’s levy continued “t0 thıs day” ıth which both bıblıcal VETSCS

conclude, o1ven that DYy hıs time that of affaırs had long since ‚OINEC
end.

4] In thıs has its equıvalent In the plus of 3Rgns HEZ23
48 1Kgs 922 // 2Chr 86 speak of “the people of Israel” hom Solomon CEXCMPpIS irom

the Corvee. On Josephus’ UsSCcC of the desıgnatıon “Hebrews, ” SCC Harvey, Israel P
129
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should he reduced that condition but they all bore AL1I11S and served
the fiıeld charıots and horses*  7 rather than 'ead the /ives of slaves
(SovAeGOVTEC).”

The 1D11CA. aCCOUNTS (9,20-23 // „ /-10 of Solomon’s corvee conclude
(9,23°' // 8,10) wıth notice the roya OVEISCCIS Whereas, however,
9.23 numbers these dSs 550; S, 10 o1ves the 1gure d 250 and 23 dSs

3,600 osephus version (8.162) reproduces the 9,23 fıgure, 1ıle also
specıfyıng the of the Overseers’ task ‘“ And OVeTr the ( anaanıites, whom
he had educed domestic slavery,”“ he appomte five and fıfty
officers, who recel1ved full charge of them from the kıng, instruct them
IN those tasks and activities for IC he needed them  29

ollowıng theır aCCOUNTS of Solomon’s Corvee gS „20-23 // 2Chr S, /-
10), osephus 1D11Ca. OUTCCS proceed I(8 relate two er inıtlatıves by the
kıng, 1:e the transfer of hıs Egyptian wiıfe from the cıty ofAT house he
had ul for her (9,24°° 6, 1 1 )54 and the Ing’s Varı10us cultic ngs
(925° // „12-1 Perhaps because mentıon of both these Solomonic inıtla-

49 Compare SE 8’98  Christopher Begg — BN NF 138 (2008)  should be reduced to that condition — but they all bore arms and served in  the field on chariots and horses*® rather than lead the lives of slaves  (SovAgvovtEc).”  The biblical accounts (9,20-23 // 8,7-10) of Solomon’s corvege conclude  (9,23°' // 8,10) with a notice on the royal overseers. Whereas, however, MT  9,23 numbers these as 550, 8,10 gives the figure as 250, and LXX B 2,35° as  3,600. Josephus’ version (8.162) reproduces the MT 9,23 figure, while also  specifying the nature of the overseers’ task: “And over the Canaanites, whom  he had reduced to domestic slavery;* he appointed five hundred and fifty  officers, who received full charge of them from the king, so as to instruct them  in those tasks and activities for which he needed them.”  Following their accounts of Solomon’s corvee (1Kgs 9,20-23 // 2Chr 8,7-  10), Josephus’ biblical sources proceed to relate two further initiatives by the  king, i.e. the transfer of his Egyptian wife from the city of David to a house he  had built for her (9,24© // 8,11)* and the king’s various cultic undertakings  (9,25° // 8,12-16).°® Perhaps because mention of both these Solomonic initia-  49  Compare 9,22 // 8,9 “... they [the Israelites] were soldiers, and his officers, the  commanders of his chariots, and his horsemen.”  50  In the wider context of both Kings and Josephus there is a problem with their res-  pective claims that Solomon did not “enslave” the Israelites themselves. That claim,  in fact, seems at variance with the notice of 1Kgs 5,27-28 (// Ant. 8.58-59) con-  cerning Solomon’s imposing a levy on the Israelites in connection with his temple-  building project (the discrepancy is absent in Chronicles where [see 2Chr 2,16-17]  only non-Israelites are mobilized for this enterprise). Perhaps, the author of Kings  and / or Josephus envisaged the labor imposed on the Israelites as a temporary (and  honorable) affair that as such differed in kind from the permanent (and menial) work  51  to which the non-Israelites were subjected.  LXX B’s rendering of this MT verse appears within its great plus following MT  52  1Kgs 2,35 (MT) as 2,35”.  This specification concerning the identity of the overseers’ charges recalls the notice  on Solomon’s “reducing to subjection those Canaanites, who were still unsub-  missive” in 8.160. In 9,23 the overseers are set over “Solomon’s work,” while in 8,10  53  they “exercise authority over the people.”  LXX B’s rendering of this notice appears in the plus of 2,35°, and again in a plus  attached to MT 9,9 (the conclusion to God’s word [9,6-9] to Solomon on the  consequences of infidelity); this latter plus is shared by LXX L as well.  54  The Chronicler (8,11b) attaches a statement by Solomon (“My wife shall not live in  the house of David. ... for the places to which the ark of the Lord has come are holy””)  to the mention of the queen’s transfer he shares with 1Kgs 9,24a that supplies a  motivation for the transfer, Conversely, he lacks an equivalent to the notice of 9,24b  (“then he [Solomon] built the Millo””).  55  LXX B’s equivalent is 3Rgns 2,35®.they (the Israelıtes] WEIC soldıers, and hıs officers, the
commanders of hıs charıots, and hıs horsemen. ”
In the wıder context of both Kıngs and Josephus there 15 problem wıth theır 1C5S5-

pectıve claıms that Solomon dıd NOL ‘“enslave” the Israelıtes themselves. hat claım,
fact, at varlıance wıth the notice f 1Kgs (// Ant. 8.38-59) COIN-

cerning Solomon’s Imposing levy the Israehlıtes in connection wıth hıs temple-
buıldıng project (the discrepancy 1S absent in Chronicles where |see ZChr 2,16-17]
only non-Israelıites dIc mobiılızed for thıs enterprise). Perhaps, the author of Kıngs
and OL Josephus envisaged the labor iımposed the Israelıtes temporary (and
honorable) affaır that such dıffered In kınd TOM thep' (and men1al) work

which the non-Israelıtes WEeTC sub]ected
B’'s rendering of thıs AaPDPCAIS wıthın its great plus followıng

1Kgs 2:35 362
hıs specıfication concerning the iıdentity of the overseers’ charges recalls the notice

Solomon’s “reducıng subjection those Canaanıtes, who WEIC st11] unsub-
mi1ss1ıve” In 8& 160 923 the OVETSCETIS dIc set VEr ‘“Solomon’s Ork,” whıle in S, 10
they “exerc1se uthorıty VL the people.”

B’s rendering of thıs notice aADDCAIS the plus of 235 and agaln plus
attached 9’ (the conclusıon Od’s word Solomon the
CONSCYUCHCCS of infidelity); thıs latter plus 1s cshared Dy well
The Chronicler (8,1 1b) attaches by Solomon (“My wiıfe chall nNOoL 1ve
the house of Davıd98  Christopher Begg — BN NF 138 (2008)  should be reduced to that condition — but they all bore arms and served in  the field on chariots and horses*® rather than lead the lives of slaves  (SovAgvovtEc).”  The biblical accounts (9,20-23 // 8,7-10) of Solomon’s corvege conclude  (9,23°' // 8,10) with a notice on the royal overseers. Whereas, however, MT  9,23 numbers these as 550, 8,10 gives the figure as 250, and LXX B 2,35° as  3,600. Josephus’ version (8.162) reproduces the MT 9,23 figure, while also  specifying the nature of the overseers’ task: “And over the Canaanites, whom  he had reduced to domestic slavery;* he appointed five hundred and fifty  officers, who received full charge of them from the king, so as to instruct them  in those tasks and activities for which he needed them.”  Following their accounts of Solomon’s corvee (1Kgs 9,20-23 // 2Chr 8,7-  10), Josephus’ biblical sources proceed to relate two further initiatives by the  king, i.e. the transfer of his Egyptian wife from the city of David to a house he  had built for her (9,24© // 8,11)* and the king’s various cultic undertakings  (9,25° // 8,12-16).°® Perhaps because mention of both these Solomonic initia-  49  Compare 9,22 // 8,9 “... they [the Israelites] were soldiers, and his officers, the  commanders of his chariots, and his horsemen.”  50  In the wider context of both Kings and Josephus there is a problem with their res-  pective claims that Solomon did not “enslave” the Israelites themselves. That claim,  in fact, seems at variance with the notice of 1Kgs 5,27-28 (// Ant. 8.58-59) con-  cerning Solomon’s imposing a levy on the Israelites in connection with his temple-  building project (the discrepancy is absent in Chronicles where [see 2Chr 2,16-17]  only non-Israelites are mobilized for this enterprise). Perhaps, the author of Kings  and / or Josephus envisaged the labor imposed on the Israelites as a temporary (and  honorable) affair that as such differed in kind from the permanent (and menial) work  51  to which the non-Israelites were subjected.  LXX B’s rendering of this MT verse appears within its great plus following MT  52  1Kgs 2,35 (MT) as 2,35”.  This specification concerning the identity of the overseers’ charges recalls the notice  on Solomon’s “reducing to subjection those Canaanites, who were still unsub-  missive” in 8.160. In 9,23 the overseers are set over “Solomon’s work,” while in 8,10  53  they “exercise authority over the people.”  LXX B’s rendering of this notice appears in the plus of 2,35°, and again in a plus  attached to MT 9,9 (the conclusion to God’s word [9,6-9] to Solomon on the  consequences of infidelity); this latter plus is shared by LXX L as well.  54  The Chronicler (8,11b) attaches a statement by Solomon (“My wife shall not live in  the house of David. ... for the places to which the ark of the Lord has come are holy””)  to the mention of the queen’s transfer he shares with 1Kgs 9,24a that supplies a  motivation for the transfer, Conversely, he lacks an equivalent to the notice of 9,24b  (“then he [Solomon] built the Millo””).  55  LXX B’s equivalent is 3Rgns 2,35®.for the places which the ark of the ord has OINC Arc holy””)

the mentıon of the queen’s transfer he shares wıth 1Kgs 0,24a that supphıes
motivatıon for the transter. Conversely, he lacks equıvalent the notice of 9,24b
(“then he |Solomon| built the Miıllo””).

55 B’s equıvalent 1S 3Regens Z5g
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t1ves aAaDPDCAISs eXiIraneOuUs In the context the notice the housıng arrangements
for hıs Egyptian wiıfe WOU SCCI1L fıt better after 1Kgs 31 16 treats the
Sa’mne topIC, HE the kıng’s temple-bulldıng and sacrıfıc1al actıvıty has been
ea wıth al length what precedes osephus DASSCS OVCTI thıs entire SOUTCEC

complex. In he domg., he dırectly irom the notice Solomon’s
OVETSECETS (9:23 // S, 10 // o the roya marıtime elated in 9,26-
2857 // „17-1 // 163-164

OYya. Marıtime Venture

1Kgs 9.26 of Solomon’s bulldıng eet al “Ezıon-geber, IC 1s NCar
Eloth Hebrew n15;_€; ALAd0) the shore of the Red Sea (hıterally Sea
of eeds; TNG EOYXATNC OXACUGONC lıterally the ast SCa the land of
Edom.” In 2Chr . 17: Dy contrast, olomon “ g0oes Ezıon-geber and Eloth
(LXX ALACLL, LAd the shore of the SCa the and of Edom (SO

and L Idoumaıa).” osephus’ rendıtion 8.163a) clearly tol-
OWS Kıngs here. GV whıle evidencıng severa|l peculıarıties wıth regar the
locale “ Ahe kıng also ul ILan shıps IN the EeyptianZURed Sea TNG
'EpvOpäc OQAdGONG) al certain place called Gasıon-gabel (T acımnvyaßei
NOoTt far from the CILy of Aılane (Ailanc),”” 1C. 18 NO  S called Berenike
(Bepevikm). ® For Fhis territory formerly elonge. the Jews. »X

The continuations of the 1D11Ca AaCCOUNTS of Solomon’s marıtime venture
sShow rther dıfferences In 027 Kıng Hıram diıspatches experienced SCamen

ACCOMPDANY Solomon’’s Servantits, 1ı1le In 5,18a °Huram  29 sends olomon . Lby
56 The above concerning Solomon’s cultic inıtlatıves rather cdifferent. I1Kgs

925 refers the kıng’s thrıce annual sacrıfıces and concludes 7  So he inıshed the
house.” A  z elaborates Solomon’s sacrıfices in S interjects
notice h1s assıgnıng theır duties the Varıo0us categorıes of cultıc officıals (v.14-
I5); and nds ıth expanded version of 9,25b (the completion of the house) In
vA

5 / Exceptionally, do g1ve theır equıvalent thıs segment In ıts posıtıon.
5 Compare Ezıon-geber (MT 9,26 // 8,17); 'EOHWOGEIOV (LXX 9:265; | EGELWODV 1 aßep
59

(LXX 9,26 and 61 7); L' xOLWVYAßBEP (LXX S:17
Compare loth (MT 9,26 // 8,17); ALACL (LXX ÖFT3 ALLGO (LXX 9,26 and

8,17)
On Josephus’ penchant for supplyıng CONTeEMPOTrarYy Greek for bıblıcal sıtes,
SE 154 The indicatiıon takes the place of the concluding geographıcal
reference in both 9,26 and ÖI 1Le .o, the land of Edom.”
hıs appended remark provıdes implıcıt Aad115SWeT the question of how Solomon
Was able uUusc sıte tfar beyond the boundarıes of the land of Israel buıld hıs fleet

stated In 9,26 Wıth ıts usSec of the des1ıgnatıon “ Jews,  9 COMDATC the reference the
°Hebrews”’ 8.161
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hıs ervants sh1ps and ervants famılıar wıth the SeQ.  27 osephus’ rendıtion
8.163b) reads 1ke expande vers1on of ings aCCOUNT of Hıram’’s
contribution wıth IC ıt chares its non-mention of the h1p(S) he provıde o
olomon accordıng o Chronicles “ Moreover he obtained present sultable
the needs O,  IS ships from Eiromos, *“ the king of Iyre, who sent hımpilots and

g00dly number of men kılled ın seamanshıp....”
In 1Kgs 9,28b // 2Chr 8,18b olomon and Hıram ’s SCAamnleN Jomtly proceed

©  lr’  29 whence they bring back 4720 (MTI and Y,28; 120
9,28; 45() and 5,18) talents of gold olomon In reproducıng
thıs notice osephus (8.164), C.8., hıghlıghts Solomon’’s dırective role In the
proceedings and supplıes 1gure of hIis for the SW}  3 brought the kıng
. and these e the pılots and salılors sent Dy Hıram| Solomon rdered saı]
along wıth hIis stewards the land®® anciently called Söpheır (Z0OOoEIWOV), *
hut HNOW called the Land of Gold; It belongs India.° when they had
amassed SW of four hundred®® talents they returned o the kıng  27

Conclusıon
In concludıng thıs return 1fs openıng questions In order SUTI1-

marıze indıngs concernıng them. The fırst of those questions as whether
osephus ase!| hıs presentatıon In Ant 150-164 both 1Kgs ‚15-2 and
2Chr 8,3-18 OT rather restricted 1ımself to ONC of these OUTCECS MY study
yıelded evidence favoring the former alternatıve. On the ONC hand. osephus has

parallel the ondergut of 1Kgs „15-17a (Solomon’s ulldıng of the all of
Jerusalem d ell dSs Hazor, Megıddo and Gezer) In 8.150-152, Just dSs hıs
narratıve of Solomon’s marıtime venture (8.163-164) stands closer the
vers1ion of „26-2 than that of <L/=1 (In the other hand, In speakıng of

62 Josephus derıves thıs form of the Adi1c of Solomon’s royal ally (called “Hiram” In
Kıngs and ° Huram ” in Chronicles) irom the non-bıblical authors Menander and Di1i0s
whose testimon1es concerning hıs dealıngs ıth Solomon he cıtes ın Ant. . 144-149
and Ag. Ap. 2-
In both 9,28b and 8,18b the combıned sımply proceed C ‘Ophir’ ? wıthout allıy
prior dırective by Solomon concerning theır destination.
Josephus’ form of the Namne corresponds that found 9,28 and
8,18 Compare “Ophlr” (MT 9,28 and 8,18); Z00NpU (LXX 9,28) The Ocatıon of
“Ophir” remaıns uncertaın; the suggested identifications ATrc the Horn of
Afrıca, southern Arabıa, and Indıa (SO Josephus; SCC above)
For the thırd time ın per1cope Josephus supplıes C  emporary iıdentificatıon for

bıblıcal place NaIine. See 22,60
hıs fıgure 1s peculıar Josephus:; it stands closest the 47() talents cıted in 1Kgs
9,28 (MT and E SCC above In the text.
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Solomon’’s Occupatıon of northern Syrıia (8.163) osephus SOUOCS ogether wıth
HET 83 (to hıch 1Kgs aCcC parallel).

My second question concerned the text-Iorm(s) of hıs 1DI1CcCa OUTCCS
utiılızed Dy osephus 150-164 Our MOSstT sıgnıficant indıng thıs regar 1S
that osephusn the content of 1Kgs S3222 ıts posıtıon, rather
than Varıous other ntex{Is, dS do and Reigns.®/ ımılarly, osephus’
1gure for Solomon’s OVETITSCEIS S50 162) wıth the number cıted In
9,23 agamst those of S, 10 (MT and 250) and 3Regns 235
(3,600) On the other hand. osephus’ place Naine (“T’hadamora” x 154
reflects the readıng, nNOot of the ketiv 9.17b amar'  9 but rather the sıte-
Lalllc (“ Tadmor”) of the GEeETE and argum in 17b and of 8:4a, CVOCN
dsSs hıs alternatıve TE Lallle for the cıty (c ‘Pa].myra’ a) has CouNnterpart In
Vulgate’s 9.17b and .4a (see 22) Moreover, whereas osephus does CI-
ally follow rather than for the CONntent of 1Kgs 75'2> noted
that hıs reference Solomon’s subjection of those (CCanaanıtes 1ving ..  on Mt
Lıbanos” In 8.160 1S remmnNISCEeNt of B’sS ondergut notice the kıng’s
cCapture of “the strongholds of the Lebanon” 3Rens 226° (see 43) e
WISEe, the form of the dlinlec for the marıtime expedition s destination (“SOopheır”)
iın . 164 corresponds precısely 18 that used In In 9,28 and .18 (see
64) Fınally, the Case of the number of talents brought Solomon, osephus
o1ves amount (400, that dıffers firom those mentioned In al the
Var1ous wıtnesses for 9.,28 and 5,18 ese data. 1imıted dSs they aIC, al least
uggest that osephus made uUus«ec of Varıo0us and dıfferıng text-forms of 1Kgs
„15-28 and 2Chr 8318°

My 1na opening question ea wıth the rewrıting technıques that osephus
applıes the data of hıs ‚OUTCES 150-164 and the dıstinctiveness of h1s
version that results from theır applıcatıon. Among the hıstorlan’s rewrting
technıques In OUT PAsSsascC, addıtions and elaborations of ıtems AaiIc

clearly the MOST CONSPICUOUS oughout. Elements of the 1DI1Ca texTi aliecte.
Dy thıs procedure nclude Solomon’’s buıldıng otf the Jerusalem ll compare
8. 150 and 945 h1s rebulldıng of Gezer (compare and ,  a); hıs
expedition into Syria and buıldıng of a AAMOTr- there Compare AB and
8,3-4:; cf. ’  9 the CXCUTSUS Egyptian StOry In 155-159; the dıfferent
STatus assıgned Solomon’’s non-Israelite and Israelıte subjects (compare 8.160-

In thıs connection note that Josephus has equıvalent the extended pluses (n
which ONEC finds renderings of SOII1IC of the Component notices of 1Kgs 9,15-28)
that follow 1Kgs Z:35 and 2,46 In
Matters nNOoTt clear ıth regard Josephus’ text-fIorm(s) for 2C  z 8,3-17 o1ven
the wiıide-going agreemen! between the and In thıs DASSaLC, (n the question
of Josephus’ text for the Books of Kıngs and Chronicles overall, RE Spottorno,
Josephus’; and Spottorno, ook.
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162 and „20-22 // 6, /-9); the Overseers’ role (compare X 1672 and 923 // 8,10);
and the geographical indiıcations cıted ıIn connection wıth Solomon’s Mmarıtime
ven! (compare 163-164 and ‚26-2 // 8,17-18)

In cCommparıson wıth osephus’ omnıpresent amplıfıcatıons of hıs SOUTCC

materı1al in 150-164, hıs OM1I1ssS10Ns and abbreviations of 1DI1Ca. AIc not
promımnent ın thıs PasSsSasc. He does, however, leave asıde three of the four

Jerusalem iIructures cıted 9,15 In x 150 Subsequently, he lıkewıise DASSCS
OVCI the segments concerning the transfer of Solomon’s gyptian wiıfe (see 9,24
and 8,11) and hIs cultic INCASUTES (9.25 and 5,12-16) both Kıngs
and Chronicles

1r Josephan rewriting evidenced Dy 150-164 1s hıs rearrangemen of
the 1DI1Ca. first example of thıs phenomenon OCCUTS ın . 151
where he mentions aracoh’s slaughter of the abıtants of Gezer before hıs
destruction of theır CIty (compare 9,16) Thereafter 1854154 he the
order of 9,18b // ö,4a (buıldıng of amar Tadmor) and 9,19 // 5,0 (buiıldıng of
addıtional, unnamed cıtles). Fınally, osephus’ version introduces ST1 other
SOTITfS of modifications adaptatıons of the 1DI1Ca. materı1al. Thus, whereas 9,.16
designates the ınhabıtants of Gezer ASs “Canaanıtes, ” osephus makes it “Phl'
hıstine” town @.15 The indıcations concernıng the advantages of the sıtes
where Solomon buıllds his “other cities” 8.153a3) eplace the notices the

and localızatıon of those cıtles OUuUnN!| in 9,19 and 6,6 olomon Occuples
. ‘Upp r Syria  27 8.153b) rather than “Hamath-zobah” (&:3) The non-Israelıtes
uDOoN whom olomon Imposes the COorvee AIc Canaanıtes sıtuated beyond the
northern orders of Israel, nNOoTt the five 3 e1gns 7) pre-Israelıite peoples ST1
1ving wıthın the and lısted In 9,19 // S, 17 Lastly, comparıson wıth both 9.26-
28 and :7'1a Solomon’s dırection of the marıtime ven! 1s accentuated In
x 164

(G1ven osephus’ applıcatıon of the above four categories of rewrıting
techn1ıques, what 1O  Z 1S distincetive about hıs aCCount of the later Solomon’s
actıvıtles V1S-A-VIS the 1DI1Ca. ones’? fırst such distinctiveness hes In the
above-noted fact of osephus’ combinıng elements of both Kıngs and (hro-
nıcles into composıte narratıve. TIhe hıistorlan s IT1a y addıtions eXpans1ıons
of SOUTCEC data In 150-164 also SCIVC, in Var1lous WdYy5>, o o1ve osephus’
version quality of Its Many of these elaboratıons provıde AaNSWETIS to
questi1ons suggested by the 1DI1cCa presentation(s): Why, C.9., dıd olomon
undertake work the Wa of Jerusalem after avıng done thıs earlıer (com-
PDAIC E and .1 5: cf. Why, L0O0, dıd he ebullt the recently estroye:
cCıty of Gezer (compare . 152 and aWhat motivated olomon ul the
cıty of °“ T admor” the far-off Syriıan desert commpare . 154 and 9,18b // 8,3-4),
and where does that sıte stand relatıon other geographica entities (see
8.153)7 For what ICasSsON dıd the kıng eXempt the Israeltes irom the Corvee he
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mposed hıs non-Israelıte subjects, and Wädas It approprıiate IOr hım do
(compare x 161 and 0,22 // 5,9)7 What Was the intended role of the roya.
“Overseers’” Compare x 1672 and 23 // 6,9)? How Wäds ıt that olomon COU.
ul hIs eet al the sıte indıcated 9.26 // Ö, 17 (see x 163 and cf. 61)? Other
of the addıtions eXpans1ons 150-164 a1m update the 1DI1Ca narratıve
for the beneftıt of Graeco-Roman readers (see the CONtemporary place
supplıe 5The long CXCUTSUS 155159 also have
been composed wıth such readers In mIınd. Thereımn., osephus himself

hıs Gentile audience®? das hıstor1an whose owledge extends far beyond the
AalL1OW confines of the Jewısh and ıts STOTY CICOMDASS Egyptian h1IsS-
LOTY, Herodotus’ testimonYy concernng thıs. and the interplay between the
1D11Ca and Egyptian records. AÄASs for osephus’ OMI1SsSS1IONSs of SOUTCC ıtems In
150-164. hıs non-utilızatıon of the openıng notice the Corvee In 1Kgs 9,.15
that 1s then resumed only in 9,20 has the effect of makıng sharper dıistincetion
between Solomon’’s cıty-builldıng (8.150-154) and hıs forced-labor aAaITaNnSC-

(& 160-162) than 1S the Casc in 95'29 dıstinection that 1S further under-
scored by the long intervenıng CXCUTSUS in 155:159 Hıs eavıng asıde the
SOUrCEeSs’ notices the transfer of Solomon’s gyptian wıfe (9,24 // S, and
the kıng’s cultıc INCASUTECS (9.25 // 8,12-16), for ıts elımıates materıjal that

the cContexti (the transfer) OT has been treated In
prev1o0usly (the cultıic measures).

Fınally, osephus’ rewrıiting stands Out in ıts posıtıve retouchıng of the
portraıt of olomon offered by the ACCOUNTS oughout, the hıstorı1an
emphasızes the purposefulness wıth 1C the kıng AGCES (see the appende
notices the CasONls for hıs rebulldıng (Gezer 18 52] and hıs choılice of sıtes
for “other cit1es” 18.1533| and for *T admor.- |) He hıghlights as ell the
successful mıilıtary inıtlatıves undertaken by olomon first In . 153 (compare
8,3) and then agaın . 160 Commpare „20-21 // 8,/-8), Just dSs he aCCceNTuates
Solomon’s direction marıtime (compare 163-164 and ‚26-2 //
„17-18):?

Ant. 150-164 1S, of COUISC, only tIny, contentually rather MI1Nn0T, portion
of the entire, 20-book work. dSs have tried sShow thıs C  9 CVCN
chort PASSagc has much ell about osephus’ multi-facetted approac. the
1DI1Ca data

69 On cultivated Gentiles Josephus’ primary audıence the Antiquities, e
Feldman, Josephus’s 46-49
On Josephus’ portrayal of Solomon overall, SCC Feldman, Josephus’s 5700628
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ummary
hıs artıcle studıes Josephus’ vers1on (Ant. of the complex of notices

concernıng Solomon’s inıtlatıves subsequent the dedicatıon of the temple found In
1Kgs and 2Chr 8,3-18 The artıcle focusses three features of Josephus’
vers10n: (E) ıts USC of both bıbliıcal paralleln (2) the text-form(s) of these

utilızed by hım: and (3) the rewrıting techn1ques the hıstori1an applıes the data
ofhıs SOUTCCS and the dıistinctivness ofhıs rendıtion that results from theır applıcatıon.

/usammenfTfassung
Diıieser Artıkel untersucht jenen Komplex der ersi1on des Josephus (Ant. 8.150-164),

In der sıch mıt den Tätıgkeiten Salomons beschäftigt, dıe auf dıe Eınweiıhung des
Tempels folgen, WIE S1E In 1 KÖön und 1Chr 8,3-18 überliefert SINd. Der Artıkel
konzentriert sıch auf dre1 Aspekte der Darstellung des Josephus: (3 eın Gebrauch
beıder bıblıschen parallelen Passagen, (2) dıie textliche(n) Ausgangsform(en), welche
für diese Abschnuitte verwendet hat, und (39 die Techniken be] der Neudarstellung,
welche der Hıstoriker den Fakten seiner Vorlagen anwendet, und dıe Unterschiede be]1
der Wiıedergabe, dıie sıch dus seiner Anwendung ergeben.
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