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Abstract: Scholars once eagerly claimed that 1 Kgs 4:7–19 contains historical information and repre‑
sents a reliable source of information on David and Solomon’s administrative system. However, with
the idea of a great United Monarchy becoming controversial since the 1990s, some pivotal studies
have proposed new dates for this list’s composition, ranging from the 10th, mid‑ninth, early eighth,
and mid‑seventh centuries BCE to even the post‑exilic period. This article begins with the premise
that 1 Kgs 4:7–19 represents the political reality of a specific time period, which could leave traceable
factual evidence. Synthesizing topographical‑textual, archaeological, and historical observations of 1
Kgs 4:7–19 to elucidate its likely historical background results in an inference suggesting early eighth
century BCE composition during the reigns of Joash and Jeroboam II.

Keywords: 1 Kgs 4:7–19; the Solomonic districts; topographical‑textual approach; archaeological
approach; historical approach; the reigns of Joash and Jeroboam II; Nimshide dynasty’s administra‑
tive system

1. Introduction
1 Kgs 4:7–19 describes Solomon’s twelve districts and their ‘appointed prefects’ :נצבים)

i.e., provincial governors, Frevel 2016, p. 121), each responsible for supplying monthly ne‑
cessities to the royal families. Several convoluted topographical and geographical issues
observed in this section have been somewhat resolved by numerous crucial works provid‑
ing a relevant Sitz im Leben. Yet some key anomalies remain unresolved and continue to
perplex scholars. First, a rambling mixture of anonymous (vv. 8, 9, 10, 11, 13) and spec‑
ified/named (vv. 12, 14–19) patronymics of prefects introduces each district (Reis 2008,
pp. 261–66) second, a combination of names of tribes and districts is problematic from
many angles; third, theophoric name usage יהו-) or (יוהו‑ is relatively rare, whereas the
specific prefix type אבי or אחי appears frequently; fourth, the absence of ‘Judah’ and the
duplication of ‘the land of Gilead’ (vv. 13, 19) are so abstruse that several scholars have
considered them to be textual emendations; finally, some biblical historians have called for
a reevaluation of the Solomonic kingdom’s territory since the list differs from what 1 Kgs
5:1, 4–5 [4:21, 24–25], and 8:65 portray about Solomon’s realm signifying the boldest vision
of Great Israel.

Following Alt’s groundbreaking work on the district system and the topographical
survey (Alt 1953), scholars once eagerly claimed that 1 Kgs 4:7–19 contains historical infor‑
mation, considering it a reliable source of knowledge on the administration during David’s
and Solomon’s rule (Wright 1967; Ottosson 1969, pp. 219–20; Mettinger 1971, pp. 117–27;
Aharoni 1979, pp. 309–20; Bright 1976; Kallai 1986, pp. 40–72; Niemann 1997; Kam‑
lah 2001). Textual analyses evaluated (1) whether the biblical account mentions ancient
tribal boundaries that Solomon may have maintained, (2) his political shift that constituted
provincial entities, or (3) his administrative system of duties collection and tax (Alt 1953,
p. 88; Wright 1967, p. 59). Since the 1980s, there has been a burgeoning tendency among
skeptical biblical historians to reject the notion of the great United Monarchy of David
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and Solomon (e.g., Lemche 1988, pp. 139–43; Thompson 1992, pp. 312–13). Neither 10th
century scribal activities in royal courts nor extra‑biblical evidence for extensive writing
in Jerusalem and the Judean Highlands can prove that a centralized political authority
therein existed prior to the first half of the ninth century BCE (e.g., Finkelstein and Sass
2013, 2017). Thus, there is seemingly no textual evidence of the relevant development of
social complexity in settlement patterns, an urbanization process, an administrative sys‑
tem, or a social hierarchy established in the 10th century BCE. Recognizing this problem,
some pivotal studies have proposed a new dating for the list, suggesting the early‑ninth
century BCE (Knauf 1991, p. 178; 2016, pp. 166–67), the mid‑ninth century BCE (Gilboa
et al. 2015), early eighth century BCE (Finkelstein and Silberman 2006, pp. 141–42; Finkel‑
stein 2013, pp. 108, 131; 2017, pp. 285–86), mid‑seventh century BCE (Na’aman 2001), or
post‑exilic composition of Deuteronomistic Historians (DtrH) with the orally transmitted
pre‑DtrH material (Ash 1995). Particularly questioning the list’s historical validity, Ash’s
nihilistic approach regards the list as a utopian map of the ideal monarchy for the Persian
Judeans. However, there is no literary or historical evidence to accept that the list is more
fictional than a historical reflection of a ruled territory. As the list itself describes, it is rea‑
sonable to assume that the historian(s) drew the geographic details with the administrative
elements, such as the listed districts and tribes, and the names of prefects on the basis of the
political reality of the historians’ own time. Based on this premise, recent studies (Faust
2021; Keimer 2021; Garfinkel 2021; Mazar 2021; Ortiz and Wolff 2021) reassess state forma‑
tion processes as the political development during the Iron Age I‑II. Thus, the argument
once again emerged that the 10th century Jerusalem–based polity emerged and expanded
following the biblical descriptions related to David and Solomon.

Taking this current scholarly discourse into consideration, this article seeks a multidis‑
ciplinary evaluation of 1 Kgs 4:7–19, a biblical account of Solomon’s territory. The intent
is to thus present a case study of a method whereby a given text’s likely historical back‑
ground can be identified. This study highlights intricate unresolved problems posed by
previous works and analyzes them using textual–topographical, archaeological, and his‑
torical observations. This integrated analysis renders a relevant inference about the dating
of 1 Kgs 4:7–19.

2. Topographical‑Textual Analysis of 1 Kgs 4:7–19
This section will offer a textual‑topographical analysis by deducing information from

the list. The present list includes information about not only each cited locality but also
each district and its implied borders. These two points are pivotal in suggesting a histor‑
ical setting for the list in relation to textual‑topographical, archaeological, and historical
approaches. Topographical issues in each district will be reviewed first in the order of
textual presentation (see Table 1).

Table 1. The Twelve Solomonic Districts.

District No. Officer Name Administrative District

District I Ben‑h
˙
ur Ephraim Hill Country1

District II2 Ben‑deker Makaz,3 Beth‑Shemesh, Shaalbim,4 and
Elon‑Beth‑H

˙
anan5

District III Ben‑h
˙
esed Land of H

˙
epher6 and Socoh (with Aruboth7)

District IV Ben‑abinadab Height of Dor8

District V Baana, Ben‑ah
˙
ilud

Lands of Jezreel (Ta’anach and Megiddo) and
Beth‑Shean (Abel‑meh

˙
olah9 and Jokme’am10)

District VI Ben‑geber Lands of Ramoth‑Gilead (Towns of Jair11) and
Bashan (land of Argob12)
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Table 1. Cont.

District No. Officer Name Administrative District

District VII Ah
˙
inadab Area of Mah

˙
anaim13

District VIII Ah
˙
ima’az Area of Naphtali

District IX Ba’ana,
Ben‑H

˙
ushai Areas of Asher and Be’aloth14

District X Jehoshaphat Area of Issachar

District XI Shimei, Ben‑Ela Area of Benjamin

District XII Geber,15 Ben‑Uri Land of Gilead16

The aforementioned topographical considerations demonstrate the following notice‑
able elements as illustrated in Figure 1.
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First, District I (Ephraim) and District III (Land of H
˙
epher) comprise two pivotal cen‑

tral highland districts. Second, in terms of geographical proximity, as bordering districts,
the two districts extend to District V’s southern border (Jezreel Valley and central Jordan
Valley) and to District XI’s northern border (Benjamin). Third, District VI (northern Gilead
and Part of Bashan) encompasses the Transjordan areas north of the Jabbok River, includ‑
ing the entire Golan Heights, bordering on the modern Arabic villages El‑Lejah and Jebel
Druz. District XII (Southern Gilead and Part of Bashan) has dominion over two regions
since the land of Sih

˙
on is compatible with the tribal territory of Gad, perhaps including

Reuben (Josh 13:15–28 in light of Num 21:27–30; 32:33–38), and the land of Og is equated
with Gilead and part of Bashan, the half of the traditional Manasseh (Josh 13:27, 30): (1) the
H
˙
eshbon area, north of Nebo and south of District VI, and (2) the southern Gilead area

to the south of Jabbok River. District VII (Mah
˙
anaim area) includes a limited condensed

territory between two District XII areas. Fourth, the three tribal districts VIII, IX, and X ac‑
cord well with the northern Galilee region, lying west of the upper Jordan River and Lake
Kinneret/Sea of Galilee. Districts VIII and IX extend from Naphtali up to the Litani River
in the north and Asher in the western mountainous Galilee, southeast of Tyre and Sidon.
District X, the land of Issachar in eastern Lower Galilee, lies south of Districts VIII and IX
(Gal 1992).

Judah’s absence in 1 Kgs 4:7–19 demands analysis. One suggestion is that ‘all Israel’
in 1 Kgs 4:7 might convey the author’s intention that the list represented the concrete im‑
age of Israel and Judah as a whole. Alternatively, the list’s closing item, District XII, might
be a different designation of Judah. Others view 1 Kgs 4:19a as a doublet of District VI,
explaining the identity of ארץ among בארץ‘ אשר אחד ’ונציב as Judah (Albright 1925, pp. 25–
27, 34; Mettinger 1971, pp. 121–22; Cogan 2001, p. 211; Na’aman 2001, p. 422). Another
suggestion is that the name ‘Judah’ was actually mentioned at the end of v. 19 but was
erased due to haplography in v. 20a and that it therefore should be considered a ‘nor‑
malizing gloss.’17 Na’aman (2001, p. 432) suggests that אורי בן גבר was original, meanwhile
arguing that the long sentence אחד‘ ונציב הבשן מלך ועוג האמרי מלך סיחון ארץ גלעד ’בארץ was a
later interpolation. Other scholars opine that בארץ‘ אשר אחד ’(יהודה)נציב was a secondary ad‑
dition (Alt 1953, pp. 88–89; Aharoni 1979, p. 309; Ash 1995, p. 77). Note that the נציב usage
only appears in post‑exilic texts (1 Chr. 11:16; 18:13; 2 Chr 8:10; 17:2); thus, נציב with הארץ
(the land [of Judah]) is secondary. These arguments demonstrate the difficulties associated
with 1 Kgs 4:19.

All attempts to equate District XII with Judah must tackle the inexcusable absence
of the overt designation of ‘Judah’ in the main text of the twelve administrative divisions
(vv. 7–19) without interior evidence to reconstruct it and taking the liberty to assume tex‑
tual emendation with no surface problem points to its omission. Most problematic is the
fundamental premise that ‘All Israel (v. 7)’ should include both ‘Judah and Israel (as stated
in v. 20)’ and that the original list perhaps featured Judah after District XI. As the omission
of Judah in vv. 7–19 and the insertion of ‘Judah and Israel’ in v. 20 may trigger doubts
about Judah’s political status as a central district; if Jerusalemite royal scribes composed 1
Kgs 4:7–19, how could they have accidentally omitted it? Furthermore, it is worth noting
that according to the literary corpus from Joshua to Kings, the usage of the word ‘All Israel’
is usually restricted to denote the Northern Kingdom of Israel. It is hence more reasonable
to attribute the omission to the possibility of a northern Israelite writer, uninterested in
Judah, leaving it out deliberately or simply lacking data.

The combined weight of these considerations suggests the following conclusion: Ju‑
dah was not part of the original list. Therefore, the list is unlikely to have reflected either
the United Monarchy’s territory with its capital city Jerusalem and with Judah or the King‑
dom of Judah’s territory, including its political centers rooted therein.

Seeing the list as a Northern Kingdom administrative district system map makes the
following points more relevant. District I—Ephraim and District III—Land of H

˙
epher, the

main part of Manasseh, now stand out as crucial areas in the list as these two districts al‑
ways lay at the heart of the Northern Kingdom. It is now understandable why relatively
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detailed geographical information and city names appear only for Districts V and VI, as the
author presumably wished to express their significant strategic role in and for northern Is‑
rael, enabling control over the important Via Maris and King’s Highway trade routes. The
somewhat overlapping information on Districts VI and VII, covering Gilead and Bashan
in Transjordan, appear together. Given that the Omride and the Nimshide rulers fought a
series of battles against Aram‑Damascus in the ninth—early eighth century BCE to secure
its political and economic hegemony over the Transjordan area, the author understandably
pays more attention to these two districts. As the three northern Galilee districts south of
Tyre and Sidon were always affiliated with the Northern kingdom, they were simply re‑
ported on more. Moreover, notwithstanding the disputable affiliation of Districts II and
XI, most districts were seemingly under Northern Kingdom territory up to Samaria’s fall.

The textual and topographical analysis conducted thus far, explaining each district’s
borders, and identifying the enumerated cities, supports viewing the list as an administra‑
tive system map of the northern Israelite kingdom.

3. Archaeological Considerations
3.1. Listed Cities’ Settlement History

What else could further illuminate the list’s historical background? Let us now exam‑
ine if the list offers a good case for employing archaeological data to date itself. This could
be analyzed by investigating the occupation profile of the listed cities and territorial re‑
gions. This section excludes currently unidentified sites, focusing only on sites with widely
accepted archaeological identifications based on excavation projects or intensive surveys.

Before proceeding, it must be noted that even a skeptical scholar like Ash (1995, 67–86)
argues that since the list includes pre‑DtrH sources from the archive of the royal court, it
could not have been created in the exilic and post‑exilic periods. Therefore, in evaluating
settlement history, each site’s occupation profile is first dated to a specific era ranging from
the late 10th century BCE to the late seventh century BCE. The following table (Table 2)
presents a settlement history summary by site.

Table 2. Listed Cities’ Settlement History.

Names of Listed
Cities

Settlement History

Early Iron IIA Late Iron IIA Iron IIB Iron IIC

Beth‑Shemesh18 Not clearly settled
(Early Level 3/Stratum IIa)

Settled
(Late Level 3/Stratum

IIb)

Settled
(Level 2/Stratum IIc) Settled

Dor19
Settled; yet marking
Phoenician Culture

(Strata Ir1/2 + Early Ir2a)

Settled
(Stratum Late Ir2a)

Settled
(Stratum Ir2b)

Destroyed; later
revived

(Strata Ir2C)

Taa’nach20 Settled
(Period IIA)

Settled
(Periods IIB–IV)

Settled before
ca. 780 BCE
(Period V)

Poor

Megiddo21 Unfortified Settlement
(Stratum VB)

Settled
(Strata VA–IVB)

Settled
(Stratum IVA) Stratum III

Beth‑Shean22
Settled

(Level Upper V)
(S‑1b)

Settled
(Level Lower V)
S‑1a/Post S‑1)

Settled
(Level Final V)
(P‑8a–b, P‑7)

Abandoned

Jezreel23 Settled
(Pre‑Enclosure)

Settled
(Omride Enclosure)

Settled after Hazael’s
destruction 830–800 (790)

BCE (Squatters) 24
Poor

Ramoth‑gilead25

(Tell er‑Rumeith)

Settled, but later
destroyed26

Stratum VIII

Settled
Strata VII (Omride)

VIIB (Hazael)

Settled
Stratum VI–VIB Abandoned
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Based on this data, it could be argued that the early Iron IIA and Iron IIC periods
cannot shed light on the authentic historical background of the list; however, it is archaeo‑
logically convincing to date the list to the late Iron IIA or Iron IIB. Some of the listed early
Iron IIA cities, such as Dor (Phoenician features), Megiddo, and Jezreel (pre‑Enclosure),
were neither under the Israelite hegemony nor were they well‑fortified centers usable for
administrative purposes. Due to the poor or meager settlement activities in Beth‑Shemesh,
Ta’anach, Beth‑Shean, Jezreel, and Ramoth‑Gilead during the Neo‑Assyrian period, dating
this list to the seventh century BCE is archaeologically untenable. However, since recent
studies try to reaffirm the paradigm of the list’s Solomonic administrative system, the late
10th–early ninth centuries/early Iron IIA should be reexamined here. In addition, since the
clearly identified and excavated centers examined above cannot represent the list’s whole
territory, the listed territories must be studied as a whole. To objectively assess potential
periods of origin, this article will herein examine other crucial sites within each district that
played vital roles in ancient Israel’s history while excluding the Iron IIC setting possibility.

3.2. Can the List’s Setting Be Early Iron IIA (10th Century BCE)?
Archaeologists applying ‘the Modified Conventional Chronology’ (e.g., Mazar 2010;

2011; Dever 2017, pp. 259–382; Faust 2021) to the Southern Levant Iron Age opine that the
political entity rooted in Jerusalem in the 10th century BCE might have had enough central‑
ized capacity to rule the entire territorial extent mentioned in the text. Crucial settlement
history studies that might support the above argument analyze the following areas: Shep‑
helah, Sharon Plain, Jezreel Valley, Jordan Valley, Lower Galilee, and Gilead (Faust 2021;
Keimer 2021; Garfinkel 2021; Mazar 2021; Ortiz and Wolff 2021). However, a close exami‑
nation of their occupation profiles demonstrates that their conclusions cannot be accepted,
even though a ‘Low Chronology’ perspective has not been employed in this article.

First, archaeological study of the fourth Solomonic district cannot provide a firm clue
for its political and territorial affiliation to a 10th century BCE Israelite kingdom: Dor and
its environs do not represent the Israelite material culture. Most of District IV’s Sharon
Plain, north of the Yarkon River, was rarely inhabited at that time as it was a marshy, eco‑
logically fringe area. Further, there is no clear evidence to prove economic and cultural
connections between the coast and the highlands at this period. These considerations pre‑
vented the excavators of Dor, Na’aman, and even Dever from firmly concluding that the
Jerusalem polity controlled the area north of the Yarkon River (Gilboa et al. 2015; Na’aman
2016; Dever 2017, p. 290).

The same holds true for the remains excavated from the pivotal Upper and Lower
Galilee sites. Vast quantities of unearthed imported Cypriot Black‑on‑Red I–II and Ge‑
ometric I–III wares meant Asher’s territory was not directly under Israelite control. In
addition, local Phoenician ‘red‑slipped,’ polished, and bichrome wares indicate Naphtali
was controlled by local Canaanite city‑states or indirectly influenced by the neighboring
Phoenician (Finkelstein 2002, pp. 124–26; contra Gal and Alexandre 2000, pp. 8–24, 120,
149–50). Yet, there appear to be insufficient quantities of local pottery sherds defined as
Iron IIA Israelite pottery. Given these two elements, the ‘strong echoes’ of Phoenician mate‑
rial culture and the ‘meager’ Israelite finds (even considering possible robust Israelite–Tyre
trade; see Ben‑Ami 2004, pp. 202–3), it can be argued that contrary to the list’s representa‑
tion, prior to the mid‑ninth century BCE, these areas were dominated by the local northern
Canaanite city‑states or closely connected with the Tyrian city‑states. (Frankel et al. 2001).
In addition, the northwestern coastal area and the Upper Galilee would have had very lit‑
tle contact with Israel or Judah during the 10th century BCE. 10 out of 13 sites in the Meron
ridges, and eight out of 25 sites in the Upper Galilee region (e.g., Karmiel, Khirbet Avot,
Sasa, Har Adir, Har H

˙
arashim, and ‘Ein el‑Hilu) were abandoned at the beginning of the

Iron IIA (Katz (2021) and Lehmann (2021)). Thus Katz (2021, p. 195) and Lehmann (2021,
p. 302) conclude that ‘the destruction of Iron Age I towns and the abandonment of rural
settlement’ may be associated with ‘Tyre’s enhanced strength’ and ‘a renewal of Phoeni‑
cian domination’ over the western Upper Galilee during the Iron IIA (Frevel 2016, p. 147).
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Moreover, Lower Galilean sites such as el‑Wawiyat and Tel ‘En Zippori (Dessel 1999) were
not only abandoned in the Iron IIA but were also destroyed. Furthermore, other sites west
of Lake Kinneret, such as Tel Kinrot (Münger et al. 2011), Tel Rekhesh (Paz et al. 2010), and
Tel Dover (Golani and Wolff 2018) were also entirely or partially destroyed. The combina‑
tion of the prevalence of Phoenician material culture and the absence of settlement in many
northern and southern Galilee sites preclude accepting Solomonic rule over this region.

Third, it is problematic to regard the Gilead, Bashan, and Huldah Valley settlement
patterns as evidence of the Solomonic administrative system. Aramean material culture
was predominant across the region east of Lake Kinneret (Bethsaida 6a–b, Tel Hadar II, and
En‑Gev V–IV; Kleiman 2019, pp. 298–313). An Aramean enclave, whose remains contin‑
ued to exist between Iron I and II without a gap, developed in areas around Lake Kinneret,
likely dominated by the kingdom of Geshur (Na’aman 2012, pp. 88–101). In addition,
the recent excavation project carried out by the Israel Antiquities Authority at Haspin on
the Golan Heights reveals an 11–12th century fortification complex, probably built by the
kingdom of Geshur (Tzin and Bron 2022). Second, other crucial sites’ material culture is
controversial—Tell er‑Rumeith (Finkelstein et al. 2013; Barako and Lapp 2015, pp. 189–
91), Tell Zira’a (Häser et al. 2016), Tell al‑H

˙
usn (Herr 2012, p. 219), Tel Abel Beth‑Maacah

(Yahalom‑Mack et al. 2018), Tel Dan, Tel Tannim, Tel Anafa (Kleiman 2019, pp. 272–92),
and Kiryat Shmona South (Covello‑Paran 2012). Their administrative building structures
were apparently fortified in this period. Of course, it is not possible to directly identify
Aramaean material culture since the remains do not bear clear Aramean ethnicity markers.
However, the spatial extent of Aramean influence was quite extensive, possibly due to the
high level of active trade here, but it is not certain whether these sites were under Israelite
rule in the Iron IIA. Accordingly, as Dever (2017, p. 303) argues, the 10th century Israelite
kingdom’s direct involvement in these areas seems highly unlikely.

Fourth, the argument supporting a direct rule by Solomon’s kingdom over Transjor‑
dan areas such as Ammon and Moab seems even more problematic than for the previously
mentioned areas. Archaeological knowledge about the 10th century BCE Transjordan is
relatively sparse. Moreover, the known material culture may represent local sedentariz‑
ing/tribal polities, but their political identity is unknown in Ammon and Moab (Finkel‑
stein and Lipschits 2011, pp. 139–52; Tyson 2014, pp. 20–26, 211). Recognizing this prob‑
lem, Dever (2017, pp. 314–15) claims that ‘it is doubtful that sites on the Transjordanian
plateau in Ammon and Moab were ever under Israelite control in the tenth century.’

Based on all the aforementioned points, this article argues against a large Solomonic
kingdom. The Judean highlands polity clearly ruled over the upper Shephelah, part of the
Negev, and part of the Jezreel and Jordan Valleys, but not beyond them.

3.3. Can the List’s Setting Be Late Iron IIA (Mid‑Late Ninth Century BCE)?
Ancient Israel’s northern settlement history from the mid‑late ninth century BCE sug‑

gests that this era did not witness the creation of ‘Solomon’s list of administrators.’ The
physical evidence seemingly stands in marked contrast to what the list suggests.

Many Iron I‑early Iron IIA sites in Benjamin, particularly in the Tell el‑Ful—Bethel
highlands, have experienced an abrupt occupation hiatus since the early ninth century
BCE. These include Gibeah (Finkelstein 2011b, pp. 109–11), Bethel (Finkelstein and Singer‑
Avitz 2009, pp. 38–39), and probably Gibeon, which were unoccupied during the ninth
century BCE (Na’aman 2009, pp. 108–9; Lee‑Sak 2019), except for Tell en‑Nasbeh (Zorn
and Brody 2014). Other crucial previously prosperous sites, e.g., Khirbet Raddana, et‑Tell,
and Khirbet‑Dawwara, were devoid of settlement until the Iron IIB (Finkelstein 2007).

The residential circumstance in the central highland territories of Ephraim and Man‑
asseh, and in the Jezreel Valley, differed significantly from areas north of Jerusalem. As the
Kingdom of Israel’s capital, Samaria witnessed building projects of palaces, fortifications,
administrative buildings, and monumental architecture (Tappy 1992; Finkelstein 2011a;
Niemann 2011). Other northern highland Israelite sites also clearly experienced political
and economic prosperity (Finkelstein et al. 1997; Zertal 2004, pp. 56–57; 2008, pp. 85–88;
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Zertal and Mirkam 2016, pp. 55–56; Shay and Zertal 2021, pp. 50–53; 2022, pp. 33–37). Like‑
wise, the late Iron IIA Jezreel Valley material culture, probably developed by the Israelites,
was manifestly strong. This is attested by Megiddo VA–IVB, Ta’anach IIB/III, Jokne’am XIV
(+XIII), Jezreel Enclosure, and Beth‑Shean S‑1a/post S‑1 (Herzog and Singer‑Avitz 2006).
Many Jezreel Valley sites—Megiddo VB, Ta’anach IIA, Jokne’am XV, and Jezreel Village or
Enclosure—remained rural and unfortified before the early ninth century BCE. However,
a drastic growth spurt followed, causing rural towns to evolve into urban centers (Herzog
and Singer‑Avitz 2006).

Excavations undertaken at several eastern Upper Galilee and the Hulah Valley sites
and similarly in the Moab Plateau yielded ninth century BCE Israelite material culture.
However, this culture was observed neither at Tel Dan nor at the sites east of Lake Kinneret.
The well‑fortified structures and pottery sherds unearthed at Tel H

˙
arashim II (Ben‑Ami

2004) and En‑Gev IV‑III (KIII & JV) (Sugimoto 2015) clearly resemble those of H
˙
azor IX‑

X. These sites retain specific features of the so‑called Omride architectural style (casemate
fortification built on an elevated compound, supported by a steep slope, and encircled by
a moat, and having six‑chambered gates), as seen in Samaria and Jezreel in Cisjordan, and
Jahaz and Ataroth in Moab (Finkelstein 2000; Finkelstein and Lipschits 2010). However,
this Omride style differs from that seen in Tel Dan and Bethsaida, which employ offset–
inset city walls and broad four‑chamber gates, perhaps built by the Arameans (Finkelstein
2016, pp. 22–25). Moreover, the features of the ninth century BCE artifacts excavated from
other sites east of the lake of Kinneret (Tel Hadar III [double walls with Syrian pottery
sherds] and Tel Ashtara I [Syrian pottery sherds, of a type also found at Tel Hadar and Tel
Dan], etc.) could indicate Aram‑Damascus rule (regarding the Aramean material culture,
see Hafþórsson 2006, pp. 185–246).

In addition, the sites of the Akko Plain in the western Upper Galilee were likely located
outside of the Israelite borders during the ninth century BCE. As Lehmann (2021, pp. 302,
304) argues, under Ittobaal I (ca. 879–848 BCE), ‘Tyre rose to be the most powerful city
of southern “Phoenicia,” ruling over the Akko Plain and conducting intensive economic
exchange with the Kingdom of Israel under the Omrid dynasty.’ The Akko Plain, the west‑
ern coastal area of Asher, would have functioned as the hinterland of Tyre and provided
additional agricultural resources for Tyre, whose economic system was based on trade and
manufacture. Based on their new patrimonial palace economy, the early Phoenician com‑
munities with agricultural but fortified farmsteads in the Akko Plain could have strong
mercantile orientations. The Phoenician urbanism still differed from the contemporary
larger Israelite settlement.

Likewise, archaeological data from crucial sites in the Sharon Plain, the northern Tran‑
sjordan area, and the Jordan Valley seem to support Omride rule, yet pertinent finds un‑
earthed at other sites reject this notion. Dor’s excavated remains in the west (Late Ir2a)
(Gilboa et al. 2015) and Tell‑Rumeith (VII) in the east (Finkelstein et al. 2013, pp. 7–23)
both attest to Omride rule, which promoted maritime trade with western Phoenicia and
engaged in military struggles with eastern Aram‑Damascus. Recent middle Jordan Val‑
ley excavations and surveys display more settlement, perhaps promoted by Omride rule.
However, it should be noted that some sites, such as Tell Deir ‘Alla, Tell ‘Ammata, and Tell
al‑‘Adliyyeh remained unoccupied (Petit 2009, pp. 224–25). In addition, the northern Tran‑
sjordan Plateau was devoid of settlement during the ninth century BCE (Hindawi 2006,
pp. 55–62, 68–69). Moreover, no Shephelah sites display Omride architectural style, with
the exception of Gezer (VIII), which has one of the specific northern Israelite building styles,
such as the ample use of ashlar masonry in the gates and walls (Ussishkin 1990, p. 77).

To summarize, archaeological data indicate that the Omride rule does not accord with
the extent of the ‘Solomonic’ list as it omits the northeastern Shephelah, northern Naphtali,
the Bashan, and Benjamin region, while including the Moabite Plateau (See Figure 2 and
note the disharmony with the descriptions of Districts II, VI, VIII, XI, and XII).
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3.4. Can the List’s Setting Be Early Iron IIB (Early Eighth Century BCE)?
The territory portrayed in the list conforms well with the archaeological data reflecting

the extent of the kingdom of Joash and Jeroboam II.
Pivotal Northern Kingdom areas experienced unprecedented prosperity in the eighth

century BCE. Prominent Benjamin sites, such as Gibeon and Bethel, were reinhabited from
the late ninth century BCE (Finkelstein 2011b, pp. 111–12; Finkelstein and Singer‑Avitz
2009, pp. 39–40; Na’aman 2009, p. 109). Other sites, which had been settled in the ninth
century BCE within Ephraim and Manasseh territory, showed continuous settlement dur‑
ing the eighth century BCE (Finkelstein et al. 1997; Zertal 2004, pp. 56–57; 2008, pp. 85–88;
Zertal and Mirkam 2016, pp. 55–56; Shay and Zertal 2021, pp. 50–53; 2022, pp. 33–37).
Archaeological data on Jezreel Valley attest to its cities’ political and economic prosper‑
ity (Megiddo IVA, Jokne’am XIIa‑b, Ta’anach V, Beth‑Shean IV & P‑8a‑b, etc.), following a
wave of late ninth century BCE destructions, attributed to Hazael’s invasions (Finkelstein
and Piasetzky 2009).
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Archaeological data on the Nimshide dynasty in the northern extremities is well evi‑
denced through the study of two paramount sites, H

˙
azor and Dan. Following a mid‑ninth

century BCE occupational hiatus, Dan IVA and III exhibit evidence of Aramean rule and Is‑
raelite reoccupation (Arie 2008). Notwithstanding the dispute over the extent of Aramean
influence on material culture in early Iron IIB H

˙
azor, archaeologists have pinpointed H

˙
azor

VII destruction and H
˙
azor VI(‑VA) reconstruction to early eighth century BCE activities

(e.g., Finkelstein 1999; Ben‑Tor 2000; Shochat and Gilboa 2019, pp. 381–82; Kleiman 2019,
pp. 290–91). After Joash’s rise to the throne, these two cities, in conjunction with Abel‑
beth‑Maacah, played pivotal roles as military strategic points at the northern border (2 Kgs
15:27).

Nimshide rule likely stimulated the eighth century BCE settlement revival in the Tran‑
sjordan Plateau. To be clear, the dearth of archaeological Iron II site data in the northern
Transjordan region challenges distinguishing between Aram‑Damascus and Israelite ma‑
terial culture. Yet, during the 10–ninth century BCE, some sites, e.g., Tell el‑Fukhar, Tell
el‑H

˙
usan, and Tell Johfiyeh, were certainly devoid of settlement (Hindawi 2006, pp. 55–62,

68–69). In contrast, the eighth century BCE material culture in this area reemerged, yield‑
ing pottery types affinitive to those excavated both at Cisjordan (thus Israelite) and other
Transjordan sites, i.e., Beth‑Shean P8‑7, Tell Abū‑el‑Kharaz XIII‑XIV, Tell er‑Rumeith VIB,
Tell Ya’amun III and Deir ‘Alla VIII‑VI. All these point to a time period prior to Assyrian
domination (Barako and Lapp 2015, p. 73). Therefore, the response to the question, ‘Which
political entity affected resettlement prior to the mid‑eighth century BCE?’ is that it was
either Aram‑Damascus or Israel. The latter is by far the most tenable option since it can
be argued that Jeroboam II set a borderline at the northern ridge of the Dead Sea, south of
Wadi el‑Kefren and H

˙
eshbon (2 Kgs 14:25); or, although controversial, he could possibly

set a border further south of the Arnon (Finkelstein 2020, pp. 24–25; Lee‑Sak 2023).27

Likewise, archaeological data obtained from the Shephelah and Kuntillet‑‘Ajrud may
attest to the Nimshide dynasty’s military power, which certainly impacted the political
situation within the Shephelah. Based on pottery dating, excavators at Beth‑Shemesh at‑
tributed its destruction layer (III) to the early eighth century BCE. Israelite material culture
is continuous as it precedes and follows this destruction. Thus, a Philistine invasion and
takeover is not the cause of its fiery conflagration; rather, it must be attributed to an in‑
vasion by the northern Israelite kingdom (Bunimovitz and Lederman 2016, pp. 419–69).
Kuntillet ‘Ajrud’s finds feature the early eighth century BCE northern Israelite influence.
This may demonstrate Nimshide control of the southern Shephelah, a region serving as a
gateway to the Darb el‑Ghazza trade route (Finkelstein 2014, pp. 100–1).

These arguments clearly demonstrate the historical reality that the Nimshides ex‑
panded their territory through a series of military campaigns. The expansion advanced
toward Dan and into its northern surroundings, to the Gilead Plateau far beyond Bashan
to the east, and even to the Shephelah in the south. This picture perfectly matches the
territorial extent represented in the list (see Figure 3). In conclusion, archaeological data
support the list reporting the Israelite administrative system of districts following territo‑
rial expansion.
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4. Historical Approach
If the list indeed reflects an administrative system of the Northern Kingdom of Israel’s

districts in the post‑Solomonic period, are there other veiled elements suggestive of its
date? The personal names on the list pose their problem. Previous research argued that
the names of the listed officers and Solomon’s daughters are archaic features that anchor
the list to a 10th century BCE historical setting. Fowler (1988, pp. 45–47, 366, 373–74)
supports an earlier dating of all divinized personal kinship names mentioned (4:11–12, 14,
15), based on the premise that the prefixes אב and אח predominately appear in the pre‑
monarchic and united monarchic literary contexts. Yet, Genesis to 1 Kings 11′s biblical
accounts are now deemed to be composed later. In academic circles, it is unacceptable to
take a literary corpus’ historical setting at (chronological) face value. Moreover, as Albertz
argues (Albertz and Schmitt 2012, pp. 350–53, 508–13), such elements in names appear not
only in the Bible and Israelite epigraphical sources but also in other Levantine texts such as
Moabite, Ammonite, Aramaic, and even Phoenician onomasticons throughout all biblical
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periods. Hence, the names with the prefixes אב and אח cannot be clearly considered archaic
features to demonstrate an earlier historical reality of the list.

Another issue that deserves attention is that the list rarely includes theophoric Yah‑
wist names (Knauf 2016, pp. 166–67). Among the eighteen names, there exists only a single
theophoric‑יהו name, Jehoshaphat ,(יהושפט) who would have been called Joshaphat (יושפט)
in Israelite. Note that Yahwistic names appear less frequently in the Samaria Ostraca—less
than 20% (ibid.). This implies that the author of the list rarely records Judahite/Judean des‑
ignations in prefects’ names. All other names embedded in the list are ethnically unspecific
and are expressed in Canaanite or Israelite. This fact implies that the list does not indicate
a southern Judahite affiliation but points to a northern Israelite.

The names of Solomon’s two daughters are also noteworthy. Niemann (1997, pp. 279–
88) and Kamlah (2001, pp. 68–75) argue that the author presented their names (vv. 11, 15)
as witnesses for a 10th century BCE background. Yet these are considered specific features
barely suitable for attesting to an earlier historical reality of the list. The above cases employ
a verb in the perfect tense in conjunction with a personal form; since the list includes only
names and substantive clauses, these two names stand out. Knauf (2016, p. 167) claims
that the two daughters married to the fifth and eighth prefects provide hints of the (later)
composition procedure of the list in the days of Jeroboam II. Knauf (ibid.) goes further to
argue that the two women’s names match the Phoenician elements of Nimshide Israelite,
such as shat (שת) for shanah (שנה) on ‘‑at’ at the ending of the feminine noun ab‑solutus in
Phoenician, in light of the language of the Samaria Ostraca. The name Tafat (טפת) is also
probably of northern Israelite origin.

It is important to discuss the historical elements embedded in the extent of the twelve
districts described in the list. Given the territorial extent, the Northern Kingdom of Israel
prior to the Omrides’ reign cannot be considered a viable candidate. There is no textual
evidence to prove that Jeroboam and Ba’asha’s northern kingdom could control any part
of Transjordan (see 2 Kgs 12–16). Following this reasoning, such a list could have been
made only during two periods: the Omride period or the days of Joash and Jeroboam II.
In the following, important textual‑historical clues lead to the conclusion that the latter is
a better candidate.

The list prompts considering two striking features: the combination between the
tribal/clan, based on kinship (references to the tribes in the list) and a new form of po‑
litical system (names of prefects and districts), and the reference to the land of H

˙
epher

as part of District III. Other biblical accounts also address the land of H
˙
epher: Accord‑

ing to Num 26:29–33, 27:1, Ẓelopheh
˙
ad, son of H

˙
epher, had five daughters: Mah

˙
lah, Noa,

H
˙
oglah, Milcah, and Tirẓah, and among his relatives were H

˙
eleq, Asriel, Shechem, and

Shemida. Interestingly, the Samaria Ostraca, dated to the early eighth century BCE based
on paleographical and typological observations, contains the aforementioned eponyms of
Manasseh and the names of Ẓelopheh

˙
ad’s daughters (Ah

˙
ituv 2008, p. 161).28 The doc‑

ument naming recipients of offerings from family patrimonies and royal estates clearly
demonstrates a network of interaction between these clan leaders, royal officers, and fam‑
ily within a larger scale of state organization (Niemann 2008; Nam 2012). Only the list and
the Samaria Ostraca mention ‘the land or areas of H

˙
epher’ in the context of political and

economic associations between two parties; it does not appear in any other extra‑biblical
or biblical source. Is it merely coincidental that these two textual resources uniquely share
common elements?

Meanwhile, the list itself demonstrates that the author intended to draw focus to the
Transjordan areas, as indicated by the repetition of ‘the land of Gilead’ and the detailed elu‑
cidation of District VI (v. 13), ‘the villages of Jair (H

˙
avvoth Jair) in Gilead and the region

of Argob in Bashan,’ and District XII (v. 19), ‘the land of Sih
˙
on in Gilead and that of Og in

Bashan.’ The two different but overlapping details of the two areas as additional data im‑
ply the political and economic importance of these areas. One can ask when between the
ninth and the eighth century BCE reflected their geopolitical significance. Holding Aram‑
Damascus at bay, the Omride kings tried to secure their hegemony over the Transjordan
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areas, especially the King’s Highway as a trade route, but they eventually failed during
the ninth century BCE. Ahab, the second Omride king, met his miserable death in the
Ramoth‑Gilead battle (1 Kgs 22), whereas in a war against the Arameans, Joram unexpect‑
edly encountered Jehu’s coup and was slain (2 Kgs 9). Joash, on the other hand, defeated
the Arameans through a series of decisive victories in the early eighth century BCE. Jer‑
oboam eventually succeeded in expanding Israel’s territory to Lidbir and Qarnaim (later
known as the Assyrian province of Qarnini) by completely subjugating Gilead and Bashan
(2 Kgs 13:25; 14:25–28; Amos 6:13). The list’s historical background likely echoes the glori‑
ous period established by Joram and Jeroboam II’s consecutive military successes.

Given the Mesha Stele and 2 Kgs 3:4–5, scholars generally accept that Omri and Ahab
ruled part of the Moabite Plateau, particularly south of H

˙
eshbon (Lemaire 2007; Na’aman

2007). Yet, the list, especially District XII, does not mention any site in the Moabite Plateau.
District XII’s southern border does seem to match the Moabite kingdom’s northern border
during the mid‑ninth to the late eighth century BCE. In other words, the border between
H
˙
eshbon and Nebo consisted of District XI’s southern edge. Notably, biblical accounts do

not indicate that Joash and Jeroboam II controlled areas south of H
˙
eshbon during their

reigns. Rather, it is reported that the Nimshides focused their attention and efforts on
warring with the northern Arameans (e.g., 2 Kgs 13:19, 25; 14:25–28). Furthermore, as
mentioned earlier, their southern kingdom border extended far beyond the Dead Sea’s
northern edge (see 2 Kgs 14:25 and Finkelstein 2020, pp. 24–25; Lee‑Sak 2023). The bor‑
der in the southern Transjordan area deduced from the list enables supporting Nimshide
political ambiance as its context over Omride hegemony over the Moabite Plateau.

Other noticeable elements in the list preclude attempts to Omride period attributions,
especially concerning Districts II and XI. No biblical reports suggest an Omride invasion
or presence in these areas. In fact, some biblical accounts report the peaceful relation‑
ship between the Omride Kingdom of Israel and the Kingdom of Judah (1 Kgs 22:3; 2
Kgs 3:7; 8:29). Yet, the friendly and familial relationship between the two kingdoms un‑
expectedly changed following Jehu’s coup d’état (2 Kgs 9–10). 2 Kgs 14:11–14 recounts
a virulent military conflict between the Nimshide dynasty and the Kingdom of Judah re‑
sulting in the battle of Beth‑Shemesh. Joash, King of Israel, captured Amaziah, King of
Judah, tore down the capital city Jerusalem’s fortifications, and plundered the temple. To
access Beth‑Shemesh coming from the north, Joash likely passed through the Ayalon Valley
from Upper Beth‑H

˙
oron (western Benjamin region) and escorted captives from Jerusalem

to Samaria through the land of Benjamin. While this report does not directly demonstrate
Joash’s hegemony over these areas, it certainly implies that he captured them. Joash’s reign
likely reflects Districts II and XI’s historical setting. In conclusion, all textual‑historical
sources attest to the composition date of 1 Kg 4:7–19 as fitting in the early eighth cen‑
tury BCE.

5. Conclusions
The present study converges three independent lines of investigation, namely textual‑

topographical, archaeological, and historical analysis, to attest that the list of the Solomonic
districts belongs to an early eighth century BCE context. It can be reasoned that a Nimshide
royal scribe or scribes composed the original list and then made a crystallized representa‑
tion of an administrative network of reciprocal actions between tribe/clan leaders and royal
high‑ranked officers based on patrimonialism and kinship. Pursuant to this, the scribe(s)
sought to depict this level of state organization as the mainstay that imparted political and
economic stability to the Kingdom of Israel. This historical realiawas secretly veiled behind
the list by inserting later additions and compositions arranged in the present Solomonic
period literary context to propagandize the national vision of ultimate prosperity.

Note that the Solomonic period’s depictions (1 Kgs 8:65; 2 Kgs 14:25, 28) correspond
to Israel’s political and economic zenith in the early eighth century BCE. Probably, one
and one‑half centuries later, the so‑called Deuteronomi(sti)c historian(s) (DtrH), the Judean
scribe(s), took the list transmitted from the Northern Kingdom to the Judean royal archives
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and presented it in 1 Kgs 4.29 In treating an original Northern Kingdom’s administrative
list, the Judean historian(s) placed it in the most glorified context. To gain credibility, the
historian(s) might have inserted the names of two of Solomon’s daughters (1 Kgs 4:11,
15), of his appointed administrators who supported the royal household (4:7), of Judah
(and Israel) (4:20), which derived from the old Judahite archival materials, while arguing a
north‑south combination with the northern Israelite materials. Hence, despite there being
details on other districts, ‘Judah’ itself is absent.

Perhaps, this composition process might seek to legitimize Josiah’s policy of restoring
the glorified ‘Pan‑Israel’ era and to offer pertinent propaganda for his territorial expansion
(Cogan 2001, pp. 96–100, 216; Na’aman 2001, pp. 431–33; Römer 2005, pp. 97–104, 100).
Or, as Frevel argues (2016, p. 267), although Josiah’s northern territorial expansion toward
Bethel could not be direct evidence of propagandizing the ideal territory of the Davidic‑
Solomonic kingdom, the composition could be put forward as a program for Josiah to seek
the restoration of the lost territory of the previous Northern Kingdom. The Judahite redac‑
tor, composing a Josianic literary and political context, inserted the Northern Kingdom of
Israel’s list, reflecting their greatest development with an applied layer of Judah’s great‑
ness, the golden Solomonic period.
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Notes
1 Ephraim’s extent, described in Josh 16:3, 5–6, 8, includes the Sharon Plain. Josh 17:14–15 reports on the Ephraim highlands

matching the whole extent of Ephraim and Manasseh. Still, as Na’aman (2001, p. 424) argues, District I is limited to Ephraim
and Manasseh’s southern region since District III refers to the specific land of H

˙
epher, Manasseh’s northern and central region

extending south to the line between Samaria (Sebastia) and Wadi el‑Far’ah, north to the Plain of Jezreel.
2 District II accords well with Dan’s original tribal territory that converged upon the northeastern Shephelah, as described in Judg

1:35 and Josh 19:41–46. See Rainey and Notley (2006, pp. 178–79).
3 Nowhere else (MT) are Makaz and Elon mentioned, except in this verse, while LXX claims that they are Michmash and Aijalon,

based on 1 Sam 13:2, 5, 11, 16; 14:5, 31. Na’aman suggests that the Hebrew מקץ could be an abbreviated form of מקצה ‘from the
end of,’ in light of Josh 15:2b; 18:15a (Na’aman 1986, p. 114; 2001, p. 425). Yet, such a reading can no longer be upheld since
the preposition ב is attached to the place in general (Cogan 2001, p. 206). A noticeable enumeration of Makaz, Beth‑Shemesh,
Sha’albim, and Elon‑Beth‑Hanan attests to their geographical proximity.

4 Even though Shaalbim is not securely identified, Judge 1:35 [The Amorites persisted dwelling in Har‑heres, Aijalon, and Shaal‑
bim] gives evidence about the geological proximity between Shaalbim and Aijalon. See Rainey and Notley (2006, pp. 178–79).

5 Given a parallel between Abel‑Beth‑Maacah and Abel of the Maacah clan/tribe, Na’aman (2001, p. 425) suggests that בית ואילון
חנן can be understood as Elon of the nearby Nah

˙
al Sorek H

˙
anan clan. The explanation by Burney (1902, p. 41) that חנן בית ואילון

could be read as חנן בית עד ואילון cannot be established since the syntax does not permit such a meaning of .עד
6 The Samaria Ostraca and Num 26:28–33, 27:1; Josh 17:2–3 could locate the land of H

˙
epher as the H

˙
epher clan’s inheritance north

of the line extending from the coastal plain of Sharon, Sîptān, Sēper to Qôsộ and Samaria, through ’Azzāh and H
˙
aṣerôth, and up

to the east, Wadi Far “ah (Rainey and Notley 2006, pp. 175, 214, 221–22; Ah
˙
ituv 2008, pp. 261, 299).

7 Socoh is identified with Shuweiket er‑Ras on the Sharon Plain’s edge, based on Thutmose III’s (no. 67) and Sheshoq I’s (no.
38) lists. Some identify Aruboth with Tell ’el‑’Asāwir (close to Nah

˙
al ‘Īrōn), Khirbet el‑H

˙
ammam (northern Dothan Valley), or

Tel el‑Muh
˙
afar (nearby Arrābeh east of the valley) (Tell ’el‑’Asāwir: (Alt 1953, p. 81); Khirbet el‑H

˙
ammam: (Kallai 1986, p. 50;

Zertal 2004, pp. 71–72, 77); Tel el‑Mukhaffar: (Albright 1925, p. 28; Wright 1967, p. 63; Mettinger 1971, p. 114). Based on the
comparative studies on the El‑Amarna Semitic city name’s cognate phonology or morphology (EA 289, 13; 290, 11) and Sheshoq
I’s topographical list, some scholars (Aharoni 1979, pp. 312–13; Kitchen 1973, pp. 434–35; Ah

˙
ituv 1984, pp. 165–67; Moran 1992,
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p. 391) locate the Rbt in the northern Shephelah. Yet, when compared with Thutmose III’s Taanach letter and separating the
Rubutu in the former two sources’ ones from the latter one, others have localized it as URU H

ˇ
arabu or Rubutu in the Dothan

Valley, URU H
ˇ

arabu (Rainey 1968, p. 7, no. 35) or Rubutu: (Na’aman 2000, p. 378). Given that Aruboth is mentioned with the
land of H

˙
epher, it is more likely in the Dothan Plain than in the Shephelah.

8 Dor’s location (Khirbet el‑Burj) is clearly identified (Albright 1925, pp. 29–32; Na’aman 2001, p. 426). נפת may have the old
female termination, allegedly derived from the root ,נוף denoting ‘an elevated place’ (Ben‑Dov 1976).

9 The locations of Zarethan and Abel‑Meh
˙
olah remain uncertain. Zarethan was situated north of Adam, and the potential candi‑

dates include Tell ed‑Damiyeh, Qarn Ṣarṭabeh, and Tell es‑Sa “īdiyeh (Mulder 1998, p. 178). Abel‑Meh
˙
olah (Elisha’s hometown;

1 Kgs 19:16) can be identified with Tell Abū Suṣ or Tell Abū Shīfrī, west of the Jordan and south of Beth‑Shean (Edelman 1992).
10 Faced with the abstruse interpretation of מעבר ’עד before ‘Jokme’am,’ scholars often suggest a textual corruption of Jokne’am

(confusion between מ and נ in Hebrew) on Zebulun’s southern border (Albright 1925, pp. 26, 32–34; Mulder 1998, pp. 177–78;
Na’aman 2001, pp. 426–27). Without textual correction, Jokne’am might lie on the northeastern border of Ephraim and Manasseh
(near Wadi Far’ah), with Tell el‑Mazar (?) as an alternative (Burney 1902, p. 44; Wright 1967, p. 66; Aharoni 1979, p. 313; Kallai
1986, pp. 161–62; Rainey and Notley 2006, p. 176).

11 Biblical traditions related to H
˙
avvoth‑Jair have challenged scholars. The nuance of the word חוה in Num 32:41, Deut 3:14, Josh

13:30, and Judg 10:4 likely denotes ‘tent‑village’ and ‘a host of tents.’ See BDB 295; HALOT 296; DCH 170. According to Deut 3:4,
14 and Josh 13:30, the cities affiliated to H

˙
avvoth‑Jair were presumably located north of the Yarmukh River, whereas Num 32:41

and Judg 10:4 place these villages in Gilead, south of the Yarmukh. Many scholars have claimed that the latter, the shorter and
seemingly etymological description, is likely from an earlier period. The former set reflects a later stage of Manasseh’s settlement
expansion (Kallai 1986, pp. 247–59; Cogan 2001, p. 208; Na’aman 2001, pp. 427–28). In this regard, the cluster of these cities
lies south of the Yarmukh River, in the surrounding areas of modern Jebel ‘Ajlûn or Kamon (Mulder 1998, pp. 180–81; Na’aman
2001, p. 428; Finkelstein et al. 2011, pp. 145–46).

12 The Argov region appears to have extended across the entire southern Bashan (the Assyrian province of Qarnaim), extending
from east of Lake Kinneret to the modern Jordan–Syria border, lying west‑east between the Golan Heights, el‑Lejah, and Jebel
Druz (Deut 3:4, 13; Josh 12:5) (Mulder 1998, p. 181).

13 In light of Josh 13:30, Mah
˙
anaim was a district capital on the Manasseh–Gad border. Although disputed, its most accepted

location is Telud ed‑Dhahab. See various discussions on Mah
˙
anaim’s location (Khirbet Mah

˙
neh, Tell el‑Jajjaj, and Telud ed‑

Dahab) (Hutton 2006; Finkelstein et al. 2011, pp. 146–48.)
14 Several proposals explicate the meaning of בעלת on the basis of 1 Kgs 9:18, suggesting a textual corruption of Zebulun (Ah

˙
ituv

2000) denotes ‘the upper part’ or ‘the steps or ascents’ (Zwickel 1997). This specific toponym בעלת is enigmatic. No other place
as עלות is mentioned elsewhere within the Bible.

15 The oddly repetitive patronymic feature of District VI and XII’s governors, Geber (1 Kgs 4:13. 19), might imply that two successive
officers, father and son, were in charge of both districts (Ottosson 1969, pp. 219–20; Mettinger 1971, p. 121). However, the lack
of textual evidence renders this proposal overly speculative. It is prudent to consider them two unrelated figures.

16 Districts VI and XII ostensibly overlapped. Based on the LXX reading, Alt, Wright, Bartlett, and Ash argue that District XII
could be Gad’s territory, where Sih

˙
on and Og ruled (cf. Josh 13:21, 30) (Alt 1953, p. 83; Wright 1967, p. 59; Bartlett 1970;

Ash 1995, pp. 76–78). MT seems better than the original text, leaving v. 19 untouched. Not only Reuben and Gad’s absence
but also calling Sih

˙
on ‘an Amorite king’ supports the suggestion that District XII comprised the area north of Nebo, as Sih

˙
on’s

capital, H
˙
eshbon, belonged to its territory. See Aharoni (1979, p. 314), Knauf (1990), and Rainey and Notley (2006, p. 117).

17 This reading is supported by the reading of LXXBL.
18 Bunimovitz and Lederman (2016, pp. 419–69); Govrin and Singer‑Avitz (2022, pp. 27–31).
19 Gilboa et al. (2015); Na’aman (2016); Lehmann (2021).
20 Glock (1993); Nigro (1994); Kreuzer (2006; 2010).
21 Ussishkin (2018).
22 Mazar (2009, pp. 1–31; 2021, pp. 241–71).
23 Ussishkin and Woodhead (1997, p. 71; Ussishkin and Woodhead 2008).
24 See the discussion of a partial Jezreel reoccupation (Area F) post‑Hazael’s late ninth century BCE destruction in Herzog and

Singer‑Avitz (2006, p. 167).
25 See excavation results in Finkelstein et al. (2013) and Barako and Lapp (2015, pp. 189–91). The revised stratigraphy by Barako

and Lapp is more convincing than the two scenarios of Finkelstein et al. Another candidate for Ramoth‑Gilead is er‑Ramtha. See
Knauf (2001). The other is Tell al‑H

˙
usn, with a notable Iron IIA fortification wall whose settlement continued to exist throughout

Iron Age I–II. See Herr (2012, p. 219).
26 Dever argues that ‘a small structure of the tenth century excavated there in Stratum VIII was destroyed toward the end of that

century. Nevertheless, it is not clear that it was a fort.’ (Dever 2017, pp. 302–3).
27 Some of the inscriptions of Tiglath‑Pileser III actually suggest an Aramaean control of the region in the eighth century BCE

during the reign of Rezin, but not before his reign (Na’aman 1995, pp. 105–17).
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28 Scholarship has offered various proposals to date the particular years, the ninth, 10th, and 15th year inscribed in the Samaria
Ostraca (Joash’s ninth and 10th year and Jeroboam II’s 15th year) (Aharoni 1979, pp. 356–68); Jeroboam II’s ninth, 10th, 15th year
(Cross 1961); Joash’s 15th year and Jeroboam II’s ninth and 10th year (Rainey 1988; Dijkstra 2000). The span of time is generally
constrained to Joash and Jeroboam II’s reigns.

29 How the northern Israelite list came to be transmitted to the Judean royal archives after the late eighth or seventh century BCE
remains unknown. Still, the Judean scribe(s) could use it since the book of Kings reports ‘the Book of the Chronicles of the Kings
of Israel.’
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