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Purpose
The P material--writings and traditions--has
generally been dated mainly on the basis cof literary
analysis of the Hebrew Bible. This study seeks to determine
the implications of the Arad temple~-which constitutes a
body of non-literary, archaeological evidence--for the

question of dating P.

Methodoliogy
The P Tabernacle, the Soclomonic Temple~-and those
Canaanite temples which are comparable to them--are
typologically analyzed in order to identify the most

probable determinants of the Arad temple traits. A review
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of selected critical literature is made in order to
determine the prevailing theories on the date of P and how

the finds from Tel Arad relate to then.

Conclusions

There are more parallels between the Arad temple and
the P Tabernacle than between them and any other temple in
Ssyro-Palestine, including the Solomonic Temple. The
evidence suggests that the P traditions provided the basic
criteria for selecting the traits of the Arad temple.
Considering that the Arad temple was built in the tenth
century B.C., it is concluded that the P traditions

originated sometime prior to that date.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The Research Problem

In 1963, during the second season of archaeological
excavations at Tel Arad, "an Israelite sanctuary" (Aharoni
1967d:247) was discovered showing "most striking" (Aharoni
1973a:4) similarities to the Biblical Tabernacle. Its
excavator, Yohanan Aharoni (hereafter referred to as
Aharoni, not to be confused with M. Aharoni), assigned the
first phase of the temple to Stratum XI and dated it to "the
10th century B.C." (1968a:18-19), in the days of the United
Monarchy in Israel.

This early date and the characteristics of the Arad
sanctuary, which coincide with some but not all
characteristics of both the Solomonic Temple and the
Tabernacle, led Aharoni to the conclusion that here one
finds evidence for the existence of an "early tradition"
(1973a:6) according to which the Solomonic Temple, the
Tabernacle, and the Arad sanctuary were conceived.

Considering that the Arad temple provides a
chronological and typological pecint of reference, a
comparative study of its traits with those of the P

1
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2
Tabernacle should yield some conclusions with bearings on
the question of dating the so-called P traditions. (P
stands for Priestly and refers to those sections in the OT
which have been generally referred to as Priestly Code,
Document, strand, or traditions. Depending on the context,
it may also refer to the author or authors of those
sections. The other OT strands will also be referred to by
their usual symbols: J=Jehovist, E=Elohist, and
D=Deuteronomist.)

Since the publication of Julius Wellhausen’s
Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels in 1878--a convenient
English translation of which was published under his
supervision few years later (Wellhausen 1885)--critical
scholars have generally held that the description of the
Tabernacle in the Hebrew Bible (Exod 25-~31; 35-40) is a late
literary creation (P) that would have been composed as late
as 398 B.C., in the late Persian period (Vink 1969:144), or
not earlier than the fall of Samaria, in 722 B.C. (Friedman
1987:91-92). Furthermore, these cultic traditions are
assumed to be not only later than, but also much dependent
upon the Jerusalem Temple.

Despite the recent tendency of the Tradition History
School to move away or beyond Wellhausen’s methods and
conclusions, a significant number of critical scholars still
maintain his thesis regarding the relative position in time

of the Pentateuchal sources (i.e., JE, D, P), which was
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3
considerably influenced by his views about the Tabernacle,
as shall be discussed in chapter 3. The so-called Graf-
Wellhausen Hypothesis is still regarded as the "cornerstone"
of modern OT Criticism (Vink 1969:9). It is, therefore,
most necessary to keep the propositions of such an
influential theory under continuous testing.

Wellhausen based his conclusions almost exclusively
on internal, literary analysis of the OT. 1Ideally, the
Graf-Wellhausen Hypothesis and all other propositions which
assume some of its tenets--including the Tradition History
School--would have to be tested by external, non-literary
evidence. This possikility seems to be presented, for the
first time, by the finds at Tel Arad which include "the
first Israelite temple which has been discovered by
archaeology" (Aharoni 1969:30) and constitute an
independent, external, archaeological body of evidence.

As far as it could be ascertained, no study that
correlates the Arad sanctuary with critical theories about
the origin of P has ever been published. This task was,
therefore, undertaken here.

In the face of the critical stand on this subject,
this study considered what the implications of the Arad
sanctuary are, if any, upon the current debate about the

origin and date of the P traditions.
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4
The Researcn Methodology

Given the very nature of this study, it necessarily
dwelt on the intersection of two clearly delimited
disciplines: Archaeology and OT Criticism. The finds of the
former at Tel Arad were treated as a means of verification
of the critical theories about the origin of the P
traditions.

The thesis that the Arad temple presupposes the
existence of written instructions that are fundamentally
similar to the P descriptions of the Tabernacle functioned
as the working hypothesis. It results from the combination
of the following propositions, the validity of which were
analyzed and evaluated in the course of the research:

1. The Arad temple was first built in the tenth
century B.C.

2. The differences between the Arad sanctuary and
the Jerusalem Temple are evidence of their independent
origin.

3. The similarities between the Arad sanctuary and
the Jerusalem Temple are evidence of an earlier tradition on
which they are both based.

4. Its significant similarities with P are
indication of a causative influence exerted by the latter
upon the former.

S. The traits of the Arad temple reflect the

influence of a written, not oral tradition.
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5

It has been assumed that testing the working
hypothesis would yield a conclusion which would help to
verify the critical theories about the origin and date of P.

In order to achieve its objective, this work was
carried out mainly by means of review of relevant
literature, both archaeological and critical, and deductive
analysis of the data.

Chapter 2 identifies the most probable determinants
of the Arad temple traits by means of a typological analysis
of those ancient temples which share some formal traits with
the Arad temple, belong to the same general time frame and
were in the same geographical area.

Chapter 3 summarizes the main ideas which have
commanded the debate on the origin and date of the P
Tabernacle traditions and, within that context, considers
th2 implications of the conclusions reached in chapter 2 for

the question of dating those traditions.

The Archaeology of the Arad Temple
In order to provide a background for the following
discussion, it is necessary to make some preliminary
considerations regarding the archaeology of the Arad temple.
The final excavation reports on Tel Arad have not
yet been published. Since the complete archaeological data
is not available, Aharoni’s descriptions and interpretations

of the finds cannot be adequately verified. Therefore, to
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6

pursue the objectives of this proposed study, several

assumptions were made regarding the Arad temple.

This problem, however, was minimized by the fact

that Aharoni published a number of preliminary reports and

articles which amass
(Aharoni and Aharoni

1966b; 1967a; 1967b;

1972a; 1973a; 1973b;

1964a; 1964b; 1964c;

Particularly

most of the relevant information

1976; Aharoni 1963; 1964; 1965; 1966a;

1967c; 1967d; 1967e; 1968a; 1969; 1970;

1973¢c; 1975a; Aharoni and Amiran 1962;

1967).

important is the most recent

preliminary report published after Aharoni’s death by four

of those who "were closely involved with Aharoni in both the

excavations and the analysis of the stratigraphic, ceranmic,

and epigraphic finds"

(Herzog et al. 1984:1). Apart from a

few discrepancies, this latest and more systematic summary

of finds corroborates Aharoni’s descriptions and

conclusions.

Despite the inadequacy of the information available,

it seems that some assumptions regarding the archaeological

evidence can be reasonably made:

Chronologqgy

Aharoni consistently dated the first construction of

the Arad temple to the tenth century B.C.

destruction to the seventh (1967d:244-249;

26;

following evidence:

1969:26; Table 2).

and its final
1968a:9, 18-19,

His dating was based on the
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The "Solomonic!" city gate

The sanctuary was built together with the first of a
series of six successive fortresses on the site. The city
gate of this first stage (Stratum XI) had "the general form
of the typical Solomonic four-piered gate" (1968a:6). This
suggested to Aharoni that the citadel, and its temple, was

erected “probably in the time of Solomon" (1968a:5).

The ostraca

Two examples may be mentioned:

1. According to Aharoni, the "only well-stratified
ostracon of Stratum XI" presents paleographical
characteristics that antedates "the Samaria Ostraca by about
150 years". It "belongs to the earliest stages of Hebrew
cursive" and "its script stands between the Gezer Calendar
and the Moabite Stone." Considering "the primitive nature
of the Gezer Calendar," Aharoni argues that '"the Arad
ostracon may be approximately contemporary" to it, that is,
an example of the "10th century B.C. Hebrew cursive"
(1968a:10) .

2. Another ostracon found in "a clearly stratified
context" (Stratum VI), was paleographically dated by Aharoni
to "the very end of the Judean Monarchy", in about "598 or

587 B.C." (1970:17-18, cf. 1966b:1).
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The pottery

His typological analysis of "hundreds and hundreds
of complete vessels" led Aharoni to the conviction that "we
can’t be very inaccurate in dating these various strata
between the period of Solomon in the middle of the tenth
century B.C.E. and about the end of the First Temple period,

a little after 600 B.C.E." (1969:26; cf. 1968a:9).

Shishak’s inscription

Pharaoh Shishak’s topographical list mentions two
places called Arad which are included "among the places
captured by him in the fifth year of Rehoboam son of Solomon
(ca. 920 B.C.)" (Aharoni 1968a:9). Assuming that one of
these two is Tel Arad, and given the fact that the first
Arad citadel was destroyed by fire, Aharoni argues that "it
is most plausible that the first fortress (Stratum XI) was

destroyed at this time" (1968a:9).

Biblical parallels

In its last phase (Stratum VII), the temple had no
altar of burnt-offering. In the last fortress (Stratum VI),
the temple was no longer rebuilt (Aharoni 1968a:26;
1969:33). Aharoni advanced that this evidence "may fit the
biblical description of the concentration of worship in two
main stages during the days of Hezekiah and Josiah"
(1969:38; cf. 1968a:26-27). The destruction of the altar

being related to the days of Hezekiah, who concentrated the
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sacrifices in Jerusalem (2 Kgs 18:22; 2 Chr 390), and the
final destruction of the temple to the days of Josiah, who
completely destroyed all sanctuaries and temples outside
Jerusalem (2 Kgs 23; 2 Chr 34).

Aharoni’s assistants and successors--Herzog, M.
Aharoni, Rainey, and Moshkovitz--adopted his conclusions
with only minor modifications (Herzog et al. 1984:1-34). On
the basis of historical considerations, for example, they
propose that the destruction of Stratum X occurred "not long
after the middle of the ninth century B.C. (Herzog et al.
1984:12). M. Aharoni, however, based on her study of the
pottery, maintains Aharoni’s position (Aharoni 1968a:10).
In her opinion, "Arad Stratum X . . . was destroyed during
the first quarter of the 8th century B.C." (1985:73).

Yadin (1965:180), Nylander (1967:56-59), Mazar and
Netzer (1986:87-89), and Laperrousaz (1979:99-144), on the
basis of their study of the stone-cutting and masonry, have
proposed later dates for the Arad strata and/or particular
features.

Similar conclusions leading to the lowering of
dates, now on the basis of pottery typology analysis, were
advanced by Zimhori (1985:63-90) and Mazar and Netzer
1986:87-89). With reservations, the same criteria are used
by Herzog (1987:77-79) to maintain Aharoni’s position.

Paleographical considerations led Cross (1979:75-78)

and Yadin (1979:187-235) to propose lower dates too.
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Oon the basis of stratigraphic analysis, Ussishkin
(1988:142-157) suggested lower dates for the Arad strata
and, consequently, for the temple. Stratigraphic
considerations, however, are advanced by Herzog et al.
(Herzog 1987:77-79; Herzog et al. 1984:1-34) to support
Aharoni’s chronological schema.

The relationship perceived by Aharoni between
Shishak’s list and the first phase of the Arad fortress has
been questioned by Na‘aman (1985:91-92). On the other hand,
the adequacy of trying to reconstruct the history of Arad in
the light of the historical context and not only the
archaeological data was defended by Rney (1985:73-74) .

In summary, the alternative conclusions proposed by
the above-mentioned scholars, as opposed to Aharoni’s, tend
to compress the life span of the Arad temple and place it in
a later period, beginning in the ninth century B.C., or as
late as in the seventh, and ending sometime in the preexilic
period.

All the objections to Aharoni’s conclusions,
however, are weakened by the simple fact that those who
raised them had very limited or no direct access to the
data. Their considerations had to depend on the blurry
image provided by the preliminary reports. As important as
they might be, these objections must be put aside until the

final publication of the excavation reports makes their

assessment possible.
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Reversely, in the absence of verifiable evidence to
the contrary, Aharoni’s stratigraphy and chronolcgy are
preferable. As a competent and accomplished archaeologist,
he was in charge of the excavaticens on the Arad mound from
beginning to end. His views are those of one who had direct
and firsthand access to the whole data.

Significatively, Aharoni’s conclusions are, in
general, still maintained by those who continued to work
with the data, after his death, preparing it for the final
publication (Herzog et al. 1984:1-34).

The present study, therefore, assumes the validity

of the Arad chronology proposed by Aharoni (cf. Table 2).

Ethnicity

The quest to understand the nature of a hypothetical
relationship between the Arad sanctuary and the Tabernacle
traditions is also affected by the question whether the
former was Israelite or Canaanite.

In Aharoni’s opinion, "there is little doubt . . .
that this was a royal Israelite sanctuary" (1967d:248). The
following evidence is presented by him (1968a; 1969; 1973a)

to support his conviction:

Hebrew ostraca

With the exception of a few Hieratic inscriptions
(Aharoni 1966a:13~19; 1968a:15-~16; Yeivin 1966:153-159), the

Arad ostraca from the First Temple period, numbering about

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



12
100, were all written in Hebrew (Aharoni 1969:26-30). These
epigraphic artifacts were present in all six strata which
cover the whole life span of the fortress (Strata XI through
VI) (Herzog et al. 1984:254). Some examples are
particularly relevant to this study:

1. A number of private names appear in these
ostraca "from the 9th century until the end of the
monarchy". The theophoric elements of the names reveal the
devotion of the Arad occupants to Yahweh (more commonly in
the later strata) or El. "Not even one name, however,
contains ba‘al, a frequent element at Samaria" (Aharoni
1968a:11-13).

2. Several ostraca associated with the temple
contain "the names of priestly families, well known from the
Bible: Meremoth and Pashhur." On a fragment of what may
have been a bowl for offerings, among other names, appear
the "sons of Korach" (Aharoni 1968a:11).

3. An ostracon from the latest fortress (Stratum
VI) bears the inscription: "To my lord Eliashib, may Yahweh
ask for thy peace. And now: give Shermaryahu . . . and to
the Kerosite give . . . And regarding the matter which thou
commandest me--all is well. He dwells in the house of

Yahweh" (Aharoni 1968a:16).

Time and location

The Arad fortress was located within the territory

that was under Israelite control during the whole period of
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the Monarchy. Even recognizing the "considerable heterodoxy
in the highest circles" of Jerusalem (Kenyon 1979:279), the
idea that the Jerusalem kings would tolerate, from the days
of Solomon until the reign of Hezekiah, the existence of a
foreign sanctuary within a royal fortress is hardly
conceivable. For Aharoni, this constitute additional
evidence that the Arad temple is a genuine representative of
the Israelite religion of that period. The same conclusion
is maintained by Herzog et al. (1984:8): "The incorporation
of the Arad shrine into a royal Israelite fortress leaves no

room for doubt regarding its Israelite character."

Plan and contents of the temple

The fact that there are many parallels between the
Arad temple and the Biblical Tabernacle suggested to Aharoni
that the two sanctuaries belong to the same culture. This
point, and also the similarities between these two
"Israelite" sanctuaries and the Canaanite temples, are amply

discussed in the following chapters.

History of the temple

The history of the Arad temple, as inferred from the
archaeological record, shows that this sanctuary had phases
which coincide with the history of the cult in Israel, as
reported in the Bible. For example:

1. The Stratum VIII temple had a burnt-offering

altar.
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2. This altar was not rebuilt with the Stratum VII
temple.

3. In Stratum VI, the fortress was rebuilt without

the temple.

Taking into consideration the whole chronological
data, these three phases of Arad correspond respectively to
(1) the period prior to Hezekiah’s reform, (2) Hezekiah’s
reform which promoted the centralization cf sacrifices in
Jerusalem, and (3) Josiah’s reform which abolished any
worship outside Jerusalem (Aharoni 1968a:26-27).

on the basis of the evidence mentioned above,

Aharoni advanced:

One fact seems to be beyond doubt, that the
sanctuary at Arad was a genuinely Israelite temple,
a "House of Yahweh" in the lanquage of the Bible and
our ostraca. This is borne out by its plan and
contents, especially the Hebrew ostraca with names
of priestly families, and by the mere fact that it
was an integral part of the royal fortress, built
and rebuilt together with it, beginning with the
first fortress in the days of Solomon. Even its
later history agrees remarkably with the changes in
worship in Israel, as related in the Bible (Aharoni
1968a:25-26; cf. 1967d:248).

Despite the reluctance of some scholars (e.g., Haran
1978:26-27), it seems, therefore, reasonable to assume

Aharoni’s conclusions about the ethnicity of the Arad temple

in this study.
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Punction

Another set of assumptions that underlie this work
has to do with assigning a cultic function to what has been
called '"Arad temple."

This structure was readily identified by Aharoni as
a "sanctuary" (1967d:247). Some scholars have doubted this
conclusion (e.g., Haran 1978:38). However, when one applies
the four basic criteria proposed by Coogan (1987a:2-3) to
determine whether an archaeological installation is cultic
or not, the probability that the Arad "temple" was in fact

used for religious activities becomes apparent.

Isolation

The concept of separation between the holy and the
profane, which characterizes particularly the Israelite
religion (Exod 3:5; 29:9-18; 40:33; Josh 5:15; Lev 10:17-18;
16:12; 1 Kgs), finds clear architectural expression in Tel
Arad. The "temple" occupies a prominent, large area clearly
isolated from its immediate context (Fig. 1; cf. Aharoni

1968a:8, 18, 23, 26; Herzog et al. 1984:6, 10, 16, 19).

Exotic materials

Artifacts usually associated with cultic
activities--such as a massebah, two incense altars, two
offering dishes bearing the inscription g$, which is
probably an abbreviation of gds=holy (Aharoni 1968a:20;

Cross 1979:77), and an altar for burnt offerings--were found
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in the Arad "temple" (Aharoni 1967d:247-249; 1968a:19-18-19;

1969:31=-34; 1973a:3-4; Herzog et al. 1984:7).

Continuity

The generalized tendency for the continued use of an
area regarded as sacred space, through successive
occupational levels, is well exemplified at Tel Arad. The
“"temple" was constructed with the first citadel (Stratum XI)
on the site previously occupied by an "open high place"
(Stratum XII) which "consisted of a paved area some 100 feet
long, enclosed by a temenos wall," where '"the remnants of a
square, stone-built altar were found" (Aharoni 1968a:19).
After each destruction, the "temple" was rebuilt on the same
spot throughout all phases. "The same general plan was
maintained for the temple throughout its existence from
stratum to stratum" (Herzog et al. 1984:7) for more than

three centuries (Strata XI-VII).

Parallels

The Arad "temple" shares a number of characteristics
with other sanctuaries which are known from written and non-
written sources. These parallels, which are discussed in
chapter 2, confirm its cultic function.

Given the fact that all these four significant
indicative factors are displayed by the Arad "temple", one

may justifiably assign a cultic function to it.
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Finds

Tel Arad is "the largest and most important tell in
the eastern Negev" (Aharoni and Amiran 1964a:131)--that
semiarid area of southern Palestine on the border of the
Sinai desert--—-about twenty miles east-northeast of Beersheba
(Aharoni 1969:25).

The site remained unoccupied for over 1,500 years
(Aharoni 1968a:4), from the end of Early Bronze II (ca. 2650
B.C.) to the beginning of the Iron Age, "about the eleventh
century B.C.E.--in the later phase of the period of the
Judges, not long before or at the very beginning of the
monarchy" (Aharoni 1969:26).

Towards the end of the second millennium B.C., an
open settlement (Stratum XII; Fig.2) was established on the
tell and "quickly converted into a fortress" (Aharoni
1969:26), "over an area of about 50 X 50 meters" (Aharoni
and Amiran 1964b:133). The hill was then successively
occupied by Israelite fortresses (Strata XI-VI; Figs. 3-8)
and, later, by Persian, Hellenistic, and Roman fortresses
(Strata V-III), by a sheik’s residence or a caravanserai
after the Moslem conquest (Stratum II) and, finally, by
medieval tombs (Stratum I) (Aharoni 1968a:4-5).

The particular object of study in this research work
was the temple founded together with the first Israelite
fortress in the tenth century B.C. (Stratum XI; Figs. 3 and

9) and last destroyed with the Stratum VII fortress in the
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eighth century B.C. (Aharoni 1968a:18-19, 26). Special
attention is given only to the immediate archaeological
context of the temple, namely, Strata XII-VI of the citadel
mound, which correspond roughly to the period of the united
and divided monarchy in Israel (cf. Table 2).

Considering that this study was concerned with the
earliest archaeological evidence for the existence of the P
Tabernacle traditions, almost all the references to the Arad
temple concern the structure found in Stratum XI (tenth
century B.C.).

Despite the fact that the Arad stratigraphy is
poorly reported, the excavators have maintained (Herzog et
al. 1984:7-8) that all traits and features of the Arad
temple which are significant for this analysis (Table 1)
were already present in its first phase (Stratum XI) and
continued to exist to the end of its history (Stratum VII)
(cf. Table 3). The only significant exception is Stratum
VII which lacked the burnt-offering altar.

During its history, the Arad city wall experienced
some major changes (Aharoni 1968a:4-8) which included (1)
the substitution of a casemate wall (Stratum XI) by a solid
wall (Strata X-VII) and back to a casemate wall (Stratum VI)
and (2) the repositioning from time to time of the city
gate. However, there is a remarkable continuity in the
layout of the constructions within the wall. This is

particularly true in regard to the temple, as already
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mentioned, and also in regard to the residential units in
Arad. Aharoni observed that "the general plan of these
dwellings remained the same" (1967d:246). This
architectural continuity is evidence of ethnical and
cultural continuity. The occupants of the fortress returned
after each destruction to their previous ways of life.

Therefore, in spite of the various archaeological
phases of the Arad temple, this study considered it as a
single, continuous, and consistent phenomenon.

The particular traits of the Arad temple are

described in chapter 2.
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CHAPTER 2
DETERMINANTS OF THE ARAD TEMPLE TRAITS

It has long been recognized that the typological
study of ancient sanctuaries--(1) the identification of
definite constructional ideas associated with a given area
and period and (2) the identification of individual
variations in the execution of those ideas--is an important
methodological tool to make inferences regarding the history
of religion (Nelson 1944; Oppeinheim 1944; Wright 1944;
Williams 1949; Wright 1971; Yadin 1975:118; Ottosson 1980;
Lundquist 1983; Holladay 1987; Geraty 1989; Dever 1987,
1990:110-117).

A cultic building and its contents are the material
expression of a particular set of religious ideas. Their
physical traits are, to a great extent, dictated by
religious concepts. One should, thus, be able to grasp
some intangible aspects of religion by studying its tangible

manifestations.
on this basis, at least three general principles may
be advanced:

1. Fundamentally different typological concepts may

20
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be seen as an index of virtually different theologies or
cults.

2. Formal traits shared by a number of sanctuaries
may indicate the congenial beliefs or practices of those who
built them.

3. Characteristics shared by two or more
sanctuaries, but which are deviations from a recognized
pattern, may be interpreted as indicators of a distinct set
of religious ideas.

In the case of the Israelite sanctuaries, given the
literary information available, additional and more specific
criteria may be adduced. The P descriptions of the
wilderness Tabernacle and its contents are particularly
valuable because their respective cultic functions are
either explicitly stated or may be reasonably inferred from
the context. The search for meaning, therefore, needs not
to depend solely on the subjectiveness of typological
analysis.

Regardless of whether P is dated to the postexilic
period or to the pristine times of Israel, whether it is
regarded as an establishment-oriented literary production of
later times or as the starting-point for the history of
ancient Israel, one has to recognize that the P Tabernacle
and its ritual represent, at least, a valid perception of
what is essential in the Israelite cult. Unless it is

proved that P describes a religion totally divorced from the
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actual cult in ancient Israel--what would be contrary to the
trend of mcdern scholarship (Loewenstamm 1962:162-163; Cross
1981:169-180; Freedman 1981:21-30; Haran 1981b:35; Mazar
1981:5-9) --the P Tabernacle and its ritual still are che
best indication of what the diagnostic traits of an orthodox
Israelite temple are.

The meaning attributed by P to Israelite cultic
installations may, therefore, be added, even if only
provisionally, to the analytical criteria.

This proposed material-literary kind of analysis,
which seeks "to reconstruct ancient Israelite religion on
the basis of its extant remains: belief through texts, cult
through material culture" (Dever 1987:220), is a partial and
tentative answer to the perceived need for an
"interdisciplinary inquiry of textual and theological
studies coupled with archaeology, ethnology, and comparative
religion" (Dever 1987:209).

By applying the proposed analytical criteria, this
chapter will seek to identify possible causative forces
behind the Arad temple traits.

The analysis will focus on the three major
propositions that have been advanced to account for these
traits, individually or as a whole: (1) the determinative
influence of the Canaanite culture, (2) the relation with
the religious-political establishment represented by the

Solomonic Temple, and (3) the normative role of the
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Tabernacle traditions. Unique traits that could perhaps be
better understood as only a local or idiosyncratic
expression, with no other cultural meaning, will not be

included in the analysis.

Temple Spatial Arrangement
The P Temple Type

According to P, some rites such as the daily
sacrifices (Exod 29:38-42), the burnt offerings (Lev 1l:2-
14), the communion sacrifices (Lev 3:1-16), and the
expiatory sacrifices (Lev 4:2-4), were to be performed at
“"the entrance of the tent of meeting" (Exod 29:42; Lev 1:3;
3:2; 4:4), i.e., in the court--the enclosure where the altar
of sacrifices was located, the only area where common people
were allowed to enter and participate in the ritual.

Other activities were to be conducted by priests
only, out of the people’s sight, inside the Holy Place, as
for example the rites associated with the table of shewbread
(Lev 24:5-9), the lampstand, the altar of incense (Exod
30:7-8), and the sprinkling of sacrificial blood (Lev 4:5-7,
16-18).

In the third and innermost section, called the Holy
of Holies, was the seat of the divine presence (Lev 16:2,
13). It was to be entered on only one occasion during the
year, on the Day of Atonement, and then only by the High
Priest who would sprinkle the mercy-seat with sacrificial

blood (Lev 16:14-15).
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Spatial arrangement in P, thus, is a direct function
of the ritual. 1In its constitutive, more elementary form,
the P ritual requires a cultic installation with, at

minimum, the following characteristics.

A tripartite cultic area

The P ritual is pervaded with the concept of
priestly mediation (de Vaux 1961:357) between man and God
(Heb 5:1). Accordingly, the P Tabernacle had (1) a place
for men to meet with priests--the court, (2) a place for God
to meet only with the High Priest--the Holy of Holies, and
(3) a place in-between, the realm of the mediator--the Holy
Place.
A linear positioning of the
three sections

The P ritual is characterized by a linear
progression from the outermost to the innermost, from bronze
to gold, from man to God (Exod 25:3; 27:1-6; 25:10-18; Haran
1978:158-165, 190-~191; Durham 1987:354). This is
particularly evident in the liturgical calendar which also
progresses linearly, through time and space, from daily
ceremonies in the court to the culmination on the annual Day
of Atonement in the Holy of Holies. Accordingly, the three
sections in the P Tabernacle are arranged one after the
other--first the court, then the Holy Place, and the Holy of

Holies at the end--with central entrances aligned along a
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straight, longitudinal axis (Exod 26:1-37; 27:1-8; 36:8-38;

38:9-20).

A concealed Holy of Holies

A "primitive and characteristic feature of Yahwism .
. . was that Yahweh was a God who could not be seen, and who
therefore could not be represented" (de Vaux 1961:272).
Furthermore, He was conceived as being holy and
transcendent. Because of that, He could not be directly
approached (Exod 19:9-12; 33:20-23). Accordingly, the
Israelite sanctuary was not to have any image of God to
receive people's homage (Exod 20:4-5), and the Holy of
Holies was not to be entered or even seen. In fact, "the
liturgy itself did not take place in the Holy of Holies" (de
Vaux 1961:276). The perceived distance between God and man,
transversable only by the mediation of priests, found
expression in the ritual and also in the layout of the P
Tabernacle which had the Holy of Holies behind the Holy
Place, totally veiled (Exod 26:31-33), at the end of the
longitudinal axis.
Alleged Differences Between the
Arad Temple and the P Type

Those three formal traits of the P temple type,
which are an expression of the fundamental "characteristics
of the Israelite cult" that distinguish it "from other

Oriental cults" (de Vaux 1961:271-273), are prone to be
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archaeologically detectable. It is therefore inadequate to
analyze any Israelite temple--the Arad sanctuary included--
primarily in terms of shape and number of its rooms, as it
has been done so often by so many (de Vaux 1961:317; Wright
1961:178-179; 1971:32; Aharoni 1968a:25; Quellette 1973:872-
873; Ahlstrom 1975:70, 71 n.l; Holladay 1987:256-257, 272;
Kenyon 1979:278-279; Geraty 1989:49-50).

This generally adopted approach fails to recognize
the P rationale for prescribing how space should be used in
an Israelite temple. As a result, the relationship of the
Israelite temples to each other and to the Canaanite temples
has been misunderstood and misrepresented. This point is
well exemplified by the alleged major differences between
the Arad sanctuary on one hand, and the P Tabernacle and the

Jerusalem Temple on the other:

The main room

The holy place of the Arad temple is in fact a
"distinctly broad room with the entrance in the long side”
(Aharoni 1969:35), while in the P Tabernacle, the Solomonic
Temple, and Ezekiel’s temple, the corresponding rooms
conform with the longroom type with the entrance in one of
the short sides. However, this discrepancy seems to be of
little significance since there is no indication in the
literary tradition of Israel that a significant relationship

between the shape of the rooms and the ritual ever existed.
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The alleged "discrepancy" needs not to be
attributed to differences in cult. The broadroom temple at
Arad may be a reflection of "the local architectural
tradition" of contemporaneous houses and temples (Herzog
1980:88; 1981:122; Herzog et al. 1984:7; Dever 1990:139),
but there is no basis to say that this constitutes a
"fundamental difference" (Aharoni 1968a:25; Herzog et al.
1984:7) from the longroom P and Solomonic sanctuaries. It
should be noted that both share the same characteristics
that, according to P, are essential: (1) the three ritual
areas, (2) the axial alignment and progressive approach, and

(3) the concealed Holy of Holies.

The adytum

Another alleged 'major difference' between the Arad
sanctuary and the Jerusalem temple concerns the size and
shape of its most holy place. It has been said that "the
inner sanctuary at Arad is represented only by a niche
formed by a recess in the long wall of the nave, whereas in
Jerusalem the inner sanctuary was built as an extension of
the long walls of the nave" (Quellette 1973:873).

Again, this kind of argument fails in recognizing
the evidence found in P. The size and shape of the Holy of
Holies play no role in the P ritual. 1Its location, at the
far end of the ritual and architectural axis, does.

The small size of the niche at Arad, “which was

barely large enough to accommodate one person" (Dever
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1990:139), confirms the P rule of accessibility for the holy
of holies. The sacredness of this compartment--what would
give basis for the thesis that the access to it was
restricted--is further indicated by the fact that this is
the only raised room in the sanctuary--"three steps led up
to it" (Aharoni 1969:31).

Herzog et al. are correct when they say that
Solomon’s longroom Temple "kept the crowds at a distance
from the symbols of the divine presence" (1984:8), but their
suggestion that "the broadroom at Arad permitted a closer
relationship to the Holy of Holies by those entering the
courtyard" (1984:7), or Dever’s opinion that the niche at
Arad "differed from the inner chamber or Holy of Holies in
the Solomonic temple . . . by being much more accessible to
the worshippers" (1990:139), are not necessary conclusions.
If one assumes that, at Arad, there were curtains, 1like in
the P Tabernacle (Exod 26:31-33, 36-37), or doors, like in
the Solomonic Temple (1 Kgs 6:31-35), separating the court,
the main room and the inner chamber from each other, and
that only the priests were allowed to enter the holy place,
then it would be difficult to imagine how the holy of holies
at Arad could be made more effectively concealed and

unaccessible.
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The vestibule

A third alleged "major difference" between the Arad
sanctuary and the Jerusalem Temple is the absence of a porch
in the former (Quellette 1973:873; Geraty 1989:55).

This entrance hall is featured in several Canaanite
temples and may have been built as part of the Solomonic
Temple by influence of the Canaanite artisans invited by
Solomon to carry out the construction project (1 Kgs 5:1-17;
7:13-45).

The porch establishes a stylistic linkage between
Solomon’s Temple and Canaanite architecture, but not
necessarily a cultic or theological one. Especially
because, as is the case, the delimitation of the three
ritual areas--court, Holy Place, and Holy of Holies--was not
compromised in any way.

The superfluousness of the porch in the Israelite
cult is evident in the fact that the P Tabernacle does not
present this feature. Its absence at Arad, therefore, does
not constitute a departure from that tradition which is also
represented by the Jerusalem Temple. It does, however, show
that the Arad sanctuary was, in this respect, more similar
to the P Tabernacle than to the Solomonic Temple.

It should be noted that, besides the fact that the P
Tabernacle had no porch, there is not a single rite
associated with the porch in the Israelite literary

tradition. Ritualistically speaking, the porch of the
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Jerusalem Temple was a superfluous addition. As far as use
of space is concerned, the required features seem to be (1)
the court, (2) the holy place, and (3) the holy of holies.
This tripartite spatial division, and not a tripartite
building (porch-ulam, Holy Place-hekal, Holy of Holies-
debir), is the diagnostic factor to be considered in the
analysis. In other words, the analytical paradigm should be
the Tabernacle, not the Jerusalem Temple.

To ignore the attribution of meaning made by P to
temple installations and to give precedence in the analysis
to the Solomonic temple imply the assumption that P is
totally fictitious or a mere late projection of the
Solomonic Temple and, therefore, irrelevant to the analysis.
This methodological approach, however, forestalls the
conclusion because it assumes exactly what is being called
into question (i.e., that P is a late development in the
history of Israel).

If in the analysis of the Arad temple one does not
consider the ritualistic meaning of space arrangement in P,
but strictly archaeological criteria is used, one would
conclude with K. Kenyon that its "plan certainly bears no
relation to that of Solomon’s Temple, for it is planned on a
broad and not longitudinal axis, and it can only be called
tripartite if part of the courtyard is arbitrarily divided
off and called a porch" (1979:278). On the other hand, if

one assumes that P has at least something to say about the
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actual cult in ancient Israel, then one would arrive at a
totally different conclusion.

In the light of P, the Arad sanctuary stands in
perfect agreement with the Tabernacle, the Solomonic Temple
and Ezekiel's temple. The cultic area at Arad is
rectangular with a longitudinal axis. Three conspicuous
divisions--a walled courtyard with a large altar, a main
room, and an adytum--are aligned one after the other, in
that order, along the axis. The line of approach is
unilinear and accompanies the axis leading from the outside
to the court, from there to the main room and, finally, to
the adytum. The entrances to all three divisions (Stratum
X1I) are axially arranged. "The same general plan was
maintained for the temple throughout its existence from
stratum to stratum" (Herzog et al. 1984:7; Aharoni 1968a:18-
19).

The architectural use of space at Arad clearly
suggests a progression in three successive stages, in
complete harmony with the Israelite literary tradition
(Herzog et al. 1984:8).

Alleged Prototypes of the P
Temple Type

The analytical criteria adopted in this study allow
the recognition of a category of temples--which for
convenience has been referred to as the P temple type--which

(1) include the P Tabernacle, the Arad sanctuary, the
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Solomonic Temple, and Ezekiel’s temple, and (2) more
importantly, also exclude most of the temples in antiquity.

However, a few non-Israelite temples (Fig. 1; Tables
3 and 4), particularly the ones at Tell Taynat (Fig. 18; cf.
Haines 1971:53-55; Pl. 81:A-B, 103), Hazor (Fig. 17; cf.
Yadin 1959:3-8; 1975:79-119), Alalakh (Fig. 16; cf. Woolley
1955:33-90), Shechem (Figs. 12 and 14; cf. Dever 1974:40-44,
5 n. 49-52), and Ebla (Fig. 11; cf. Matthiae 1979:17-21;
1980:125-132), have been regarded as belonging to the same
temple tradition which provided the prototype for the
Israelite temples (Geraty 1989:54; Dever 1990:111-112).

This would imply that the Israelite religion had Canaanite
roots or, in the words of Coogan, was "a subset of Canaanite
religion" (1987b:115).

In order to decide, on the basis of what can be
inferred from its temple, whether the cult at Arad was
Israelite--in the P sense of the word--or belonged to a
broader Canaanite tradition, one needs to consider which
traits in the Arad sanctuary are comparable to the above

mentioned Canaanite temples and which are not.

The Great Temple D at Ebla (Fig. 11)

In the P temple type, the relative size of each of
the three ritual areas seems to be determined primarily by
the P rule of accessibility; that is, the more affluence of
people the area is to receive, the larger and more distant

from the Holy of Holies it is. 1In accordance with that, in
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the Israelite sanctuaries, the court antecedes and is
larger than the Holy Place which, in its turn, antecedes and
is larger than the Holy of Holies. This is not, however,
the case at Tell Mardikh (Ebla).

The largest room of the Great Temple D, measuring
12.40 m by 7.20 m, is also the ~=losest to the niche that
supposedly lodged the cult image. Besides, the contents
found in this room suggest that the ritual was performed
mainly in there. The two preceding rooms were very small
and had, probably, only a vestibular function. No evidence
of an offering altar was found in the court (Matthiae
1981:130-132) .

on this basis, one may say that the Mardikh temple
is fundamentally different from the P temple type.

Matthiae suggests (1979:17, 21) that the "succession
of vestibule, ante-cella and cella," the "typical tripartite
plan," the “marked longitudinality in the deep layout of the
cella," and the "rigid respect for axiality" at the Mardikh
temple, "qualifies the 0ld Syrian architectural conception."
He then goes on to say that these "key elements" provide "a
clue, within a definite historical background, as to the
origin of the tripartite structure of the architectural
layout and the longitudinal development of the Solomonic
formulation of the temple of Jerusalem." His argument,

however, is based on his perception of what is fundamental
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in the 0l1ld Syrian architecture but ignores what P presents
as being fundamental in the Israelite temple architecture.

Syrian and Israelite architecture are similar in
some important aspects but there are major differences that
cannot be ignored. One could not conceive, for example, the
P ritual being performed in the Mardikh temple without major
modifications in one or the other. On the contrary, the
Solomonic Temple and the Arad sanctuary are optimally
adapted for the P ritual.

Despite their similarities, the Mardikh temple
cannot be put into the same category with the Solomonic

Temple and the Arad sanctuary.

Temple 7300 at Shechem (Fig. 12)

The inadequacy of making typological analysis mainly
on the basis of the number of partitions in a temple
building is further exemplified by the interpretation that
has been given to the Middle Bronze Temple 7300 at Shechem
(Tell Balatah).

Dever has proposed that this is "the earliest known
Canaanite temple of tripartite plan in Palestine and
possibly in the entire Syro-Palestinian area. . . . and it
is thus the earliest prototype so far brought to light for
the Solomonic temple" (1974:48).

This building, however, should more appropriately be
described as a bipartite temple, like the contemporary

Fortress Temple nearby (Fig. 13; cf. Dever 1974:43). The
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third chamber on the back of Temple 7300 seems to be only an
annex with no ritualistic role. The doorways to the
antechamber and to the main room are aligned along a
straight axis which was flanked by two columns and ended at
the *"altar" on the canter of the main room’s back wall. 1In
contrast with this axial arrangement, the rear chamber is
"reached through a narrow side doorway" (Dever 1974:43). If
axiality has any ritualistic meaning, then the ritual of
Temple 7300 must have culminated at the foot of the "altar"
in the large central chamber. The holiest place or the
focal point of interest was, thus, located in the laigest
room, where most of the ritual was performed. The rear
room, therefore, was not ritualistically significant.

Also, there is no evidence that the antechamber was
anything more than a simple vestibule. Evidence of
ritualistic activity was found only in the central roon.

If one regards the rear room as an annex, then
Temple 7300 is very similar to the contemporary and nearby
Shechem Fortress Temple (Fig. 13 and 14; c¢f. Wright 1968:16-~
26). "The fact that" Temple 7300 "could be entered only
through the Palace hall to the south, suggests strongly that
it was a small private temple, probably a royal chapel,"
while the much larger Fortress Temple nearby (Fig. 13) "must
have served the public" (Fig. 14, cf. Dever 1974:43). This
would be their only basic difference for their similar

layout suggests that they lodged the same kind of cult.
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One could mention the Alalakh Stratum VII Temple
(Fig. 15) as an example of a plan similar to those of the
Shechem temples.
Neither one of them, however, is comparable to the P
temple type. The temples at Shechem lack the fundamental
three ritual areas and totally disregard the P ruvle of

accessibility.

Alalakxh Level I Temple (Fig. 16)

Due to the bad conditions in which it was found, the
Level I, 13th century B.C. temple at Alalakh (Tell Atchana)
presents some problems to this kind of analysis (Woolley
1955:82-89, 384). The main problem is the impossibility of
determining how the so-called "eastern annex" was related
constructionally to the other areas of the temple, and
whether it was part of both Phase A and Phase B or only of
the latter.

Considering that it is not totally clear where the
main entrance was located, the possibility that the approach
was made through the "eastern annex" cannot be excluded. If
this was the case, the Alalakh temple would have had a bent-
axis type of layout and would not be comparable to the
temples at Arad or Jerusalen.

Even if one assumes that the main entrance was on
the center of the southeast wall of the courtyard, as
proposed by L. Woolley, it seems that the ritual axis passed

through the annex. More cultic objects were found there
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than in any other part of the temple as, amorg other things,
a "splendid ritual bronze spear-head," "a basalt altar
decorated with swans’ heads," a "limestone statue of a
seated goddess," and a "basalt throne for a statue, its arms
supported by lions" (Woolley 1955:88-89).

If the "eastern annex" is regarded as a true annex,
with no ritualistic function, then the plan of the Alalakh
temple is indeed very similar to the Israelite temples. It
consisted of "a large cella and an antechamber giving on a
courtyard" (Woolley 1955:82). As at Arad, the back wall of
the Phase A cella had a central niche, 2 m deep. Everything
was aligned along a straight, longitudinal axis. Animal
sacrifices may have been offered in the courtyard for a
dagger, a tank--probably for libation ceremonies--and
remains of "a raised base connected with the tank"--possibly
an altar—--were found in there.

There were also some significant differences. 1In
contrast with the P rule of accessibility, the more one
approached the Alalakh holiest place (i.e., the recess on
the Phase A rear wall), the wider were the doorways. The
entrance door to the ante-chamber was 2.50 m wide while the
one giving access to the innermost chamber was 4.30 m wide
(Woolley 1955:85). 1In Phase B, the niche in the back wall
disappeared and the doorway to the cella was narrowed down.
"The antechamber was now divided into three by cross-walls

so that one had a small entrance-chamber flanked by other
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small chambers" (Woolley 1955:85), a fact which reinforces
the thesis that these antechambers in ancient Canaanite
temples had only a vestibular function, not a ritualistic
one.

Apart from this small vestibule, the large cella
became now the only room of the temple. This
discharacterization of the original plan suggests that the
tripartite arrangement of Phase A was not essential nor
relevant to the ritual.

All considered, a typological correlation of the

Israelite temples with the Alalakh temple is not without

important questions.

Hazor Area H Temples (Fig. 17)

Very similar to the Alalakh temples are the Area H
temples at Hazor (Tell el-Qedah), dated to the 17th-13th
centuries B.C., which also have been referred to as
"prototype of Solomon’s temple" (Yadin 1975:79-119). 1In
fact, the similarities with the Israelite temples are
greater in this case.

The Stratum II temple, which was virtually a
reproduction of the previous and earliest Stratum III
temple, had a broad main room with a niche on the center of
the back wall, a porch and a courtyard with several cultic
installations including an altar. The overall arrangement

follows a strict axiality by which the entrance to the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



39
court, the altar, the doorways, and the niche at the end are
all aligned one after the other.

If, again, one considers the porch to be only a
passageway or vestibule, then it would not be difficult to
identify three areas of ritualistic importance: (1) the
court, where sacrifices and libations were made (Yadin
1975:112-114), (2) the large main room, measuring 13.5 m by
8.9 m, which Y. Yadin calls '"the holy of holies" (1975:111)
but which should probably be called the holy place, and (3)
the niche on the rear wall which most probably lodged the
supreme object of wcrship and could, accordingly, be called
the holy of holies.

The only difference in plan between the Hazor II-III
temples and the Arad sanctuary is the absence of the porch
in the latter. The Solomonic Temple, on the other hand, had
a porch and, in this respect, was more similar to the Hazor
II-III temples.

Yadin, however, compared the Solomonic Temple with
the more recent Hazor I temples (IA and IB). In these two
phases, the temple received an additional entrance hall
becoming a building with three rooms and a niche. The
correlation with the Solomonic Temple, however, is possible
only if one agrees with Yadin that the niche at Hazor was
part of the main room, the two together constituting the
holy of holies. But the physical differentiation between

the niche and the main room suggests otherwise.
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Whatever thz2 case might be, it is important to note
in the context of this work that the Arad sanctuary did not
have a porch. 1In this regard, it differs from the Hazor
Area H temples and the Solomonic Temple, and agrees with the

P Tabernacle.

Tell Taynat Temple (Fig 18)

Hitherto, all temples here considered were built and
destroyed during the Middle-Late Bronze period, centuries
before the construction of either the Solomonic Temple or
the Arad sanctuary. Among those which have often been
compared to the Israelite temples, the one at Tell Taynat
(Haines 1971:53-55; Pl. 103), is the only one
contemporaneous to them. It has been referred to as "the
nearest contemporary evidence for the plan, sitting, and
construction of the Solomonic Temple at Jerusalem" (Holladay
1987:265); "the best archaeological parallel of any temple
found so far" (Geraty 1989:55).

Nevertheless, given its late date, little can it
contribute to this inquiry into the causative influences on
the Arad temple traits. It has been dated by Haines
(1971:66, 53, 2) to some time after 875 B.C., therefore,
perhaps one or two centuries after the Solomonic Temple and
the Arad sanctuary were built.

The Taynat temple has been regarded as a
confirmation of "the Phoenician provenance" of the basic

design of Solomon’s Temple (Dever 1990:112) but, since no
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other non-Israelite temple from the same period is
comparable to it, the suggestion that the Taynat temple was
influenced by Solomon’s Temple is also "a logical assumption
given Solomon’s fame and influence" (Geraty 1989:56).

For the purpose of this study, it is of interest to
note some differences between the Taynat temple and what has
been called the P temple type. It seems that the holy of
holies at Taynat (Haines 1971:55) was intended to be easily
accessed and openly seen by whomever was allowed to enter
the holy place. The 4.52 m-wide opening between these two
rooms occupied most of the width of the temple, which was
7.62 m wide. "Centered on the opening was an unbaked brick
stand or offering table," possibly attached to the "altar or
podium" within the holy of holies. A "small (58 X 148 cm)
rectangle” at the north wall of the holy of holies "was
intentionally left unpaved," perhaps for the disposal of
libations. These characteristics suggest that the holy of
holies at Taynat was an area of intense activity, in
contrast with the P stipulations.

It should also be noted that the Taynat temple had a
porch comparable to the one in the Jerusalem Temple. The
Arad sanctuary, however, as has already been pointed out,
lacks this feature in agreement with the P Tabernacle.

In conclusion, a survey of the so-called
“prototypes" cf the Israelite temple architecture shows

that, despite some general similarities between the
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Canaanite architecture and the Arad sanctuary, there are
some peculiarities in the latter which cannot be
satisfactorily explained in terms of Canaanite influence or
origin. These peculiar characteristics may, therefore, be
considered-as typically Israelite. They are exemplified in
the Hebrew Bible and are functionally understandable in the

light of the P writings.

Temple Orientation

A feature common to the Arad sanctuary (Aharoni
1973a:4), the P Tabernacle (Exod 26:18-27; 27:9-13), the
Solomonic Temple (1 Kgs 7:21; 2 Chr 4:15-17), and Ezekiel’s
temple (Ezek 8:16; 43:1-4), is their east-west orientation
with the entrance at the east and the holy of holies towards
the west.

Given the preponderance of solar worship in the
ancient Near Eastern cultures, "in which such deities as
Nirurta, Ningirsu, Babbar, Shamash, Ashur, Shepesh, Marduk,
Tammuz, Re, and Osiris, all of whom had definite solar
attributes, played a prominent role" (May 1937b:269), one
can understand why so many scholars have adopted the thesis
that the eastern orientation of the Israelite temples
constitutes another evidence that Yahwism originally was
only a subset of the Canaanite Sun cult (Hollis 1933:87-110;
1934:125, 132-139; Graham and May 1936:234-243; May

1937a:309-321; 1937b:269-281; Smith 1990:30-31). However,
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this conclusion is not supported by a comparative study of
the temples discovered by archaeology in Palestine to date.

One may consider, for example, the list of Early
Bronze-Iron Age Palestinian temples presented by Ottosson
(1980:115-116) which is, as compared to other temple
inventories (Dever 1987:222-223; Holladay 1987:252-265;
Geraty 1989:52-54), quite representative.

only 11 out of 32 temples compared by Ottosson face
east. And this number could, probably, be even smaller:

1. Among these 11 temples, which are said to face
east, the Iron Age temple at Tell Qasile (Stratum X,
Building 131) in fact faces northeast and has its entrance
at northwest (Mazar 1973:42-48; 1975:79). This suggests
that its so~called "western orientation" (Mazar 1977:85) may
have had no meaning.

2. Ottosson also includes among those temples
facing east the one at Tell Kittan. This temple had three
phases, from Middle to Late Bronze: the temples in Strata V
and IV faced east, but in Stratum III (LB I) it faced north
(Eisenberg 1977:78-80). This change in building orientation
"may have been due"--as Eisenberg (1977:80) has suggested--
"to a change of ritual during the LB I period," but it may
also indicate that temple orientation had no significance in

Tell Kittan.
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3. Finally, Ottosson’s list of east-oriented
temples includes two Israelite ones: The Iron Age Arad
sanctuary and the Jerusalem Temple.

Another important consideration is that the temples
that have been referred to as the best prototypes of the
Solomonic temple did not face east. The Great Temple D at
Tell Mardikh had a south-north orientation (Fig. 11; cf.
Matthiae 1981:131). Temple 7300 at Shechem faced southwest
(Fig. 12; cf. Dever 1974:32). The orientation of the Level
I temple at Alalakh was southeast-northwest (Fig. 16; cf.
Woolley 1955:83). The Area H temples at Hazor also faced
southeast (Fig. 17; cf. Yadin 1975:98, 117). The only
temple comparable to the Solomonic Temple that faced east is
the one at Tell Taynat (Fig. 18; cf. Haines 1971: Pl. 103).
But, as has already been mentioned, it was built after the
Solomonic Temple and may have been influenced by it (Geraty
1989:56) .

These considerations suffice to demonstrate that
only a few Canaanite temples faced east. 1In Ottosson’s
table, most of them do not: nine face south, one southeast,
eight north, and three west. Aharoni’s statement that "a
westward orientation is very rare in the Near East"
(1968a:21) is thus fully justified.

In face of the archaeological evidence, it seems
that sun worship in the Canaanite culture had little or no

influence upon temple orientation. More probably, as
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Ottosson has suggested (1980:117), "the orientation was
chosen to accord with the communication system, streets and
gates. . . . it was primarily a matter of convenience." At
the very least, one may say that orientation was not a major
concern of temple building in Canaan.

Considering that Canaanite culture allowed for
great, if not total, latitude in choosing temple
orientation, it is hardly accidental that the Arad temple
raced east.

1. The temple could have been built in any
conceivable directinn since it "was founded together with
the first fortress" (Aharoni 1968a:18) when space was not
yet limited or oriented by buildings or streets.

2. The fortress layout may have been determined by
the orientation of the temple. Y. Aharoni notes that "the
Arad sanctuary was built exactly with the direction of the
compass, and it is possible that this was taken into
consideration with the construction of the fortress"
(Aharoni 1973a:4). 1In fact, the city gate (Stratum XI; Fig.
3) also opened to the east (Herzog et al. 1984:6) but it is
not possible to determine which of the two had precedence.
The harmonious and symmetrical relationship between the
casemate city wall and the walls of the temple, however,
should be noted (Herzog et al. 1984:6).

3. According to Herzog et al. (1984), the temple

was destroyed and reconstructed with the citadel four times
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(Strata XI, X, IX, and VIII; Figs. 3-6) or, according to Y.
Aharoni, five times (1968a:26; 1969:33). On each occasion,
several alterations were made in the city wall, in the
position of the gate, in several buildings including the
temple (Aharoni 1967b:393, 397; 1968a:6, 8, 19; 1969:35;
Herzog et al. 1984:8, 11-14), but the east-west orientation
of the temple was maintained throughout its existence from
stratum to stratum.

On the basis of (1) the apparent indifference of the
Canaanite culture regarding temple orientation, and (2) the
precise and tenacious way by which the east-west orientation
of the Arad temple was laid out and kept, one may cecnclude
that the Israelite temple at Arad is part of the same
discrete tradition that determined the orientation of the
Solomonic Temple which includes the P Tabernacle and

Ezekiel’s temple.

Temple Contents
Another category of evidence consists of temple
architectural furnishings and movable artifacts. Aharoni
advanced that the temple’s contents at Arad

stand in complete agreement with the Mosaic law
including an altar of burnt offering, incense altars
and offering tables. Not a single figurine nor
other votive offerings were found. A stone massebah
was found in the adytum, whose connection with
Yahwistic worship and use at Israelite high places
is frequently mentioned in the Bible. Hebrew
ostraca with the names of the priestly families
Meremoth, Pashur and the Sons of Korah were found in
the side rooms of the temple and its surroundings,
and the idiom House of Yahweh (byt yhwh) is
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mentioned in one of the Eliashiv letters. Here we
have a temple built in the days of Solomon (or
David?) as part of a royal fortress, which continued
to function there during the ninth and the eight
centuries, with implements exactly fitting the rules
of the Mosaic law. Is there any reason to doubt its
legitimate, Yahwistic character? (1973a:3).

In this instance, Aharoni not only addresses the
question of ethnicity but also suggests a cultural
discontinuity between the Israelite cult at Arad and the
fertility cults of Canaan. The artifactual basis of his
contention and its bearings on the subject of this study

will be discussed in this section.

Jachin and Boaz

Flanking the entrance of the main room in the Arad
temple "were two stone slabs, probably bases of pillars,
calling to mind the biblical Jachin and Boaz" (Aharoni
1968a:19; 1969:34-35).

The occurrence of such pillars flanking the
longitudinal axis of the temple, with or without structural
function, is a widespread phenomenon in the Ancient Near
East. Examples could be mentioned, from Neolithic times to
Iron Age II, including Jericho Level XI Pre-pottery Shrine
(Williams 1949:77-78; Wright 1971:26), Hazor Area H temples
(Yadin 1975:96-98), the temples at Beth-Shan (Rowe 1931:12-
21), the Fosse Temple at Lachish (Tufnell 1940: Pl. LXVIII),
the temples of Stratum XV at Megiddo (Loud 1948a:78-83),
Temple 7300 at Shechem (Fig. 12; Dever 1974:32, 40-43),

Megiddo Stratum VA, Locus 2081 Shrine (Loud 1948a:44-46),
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The Level IA temple at Alalakh (Woolley 1955:82-85), the
Iron II Tell Taynat temple (Fig. 18; Haines 1971:53, Pl.
103), and several others (Scott 1939:143-144). To the
archaeological examples one may add the biblical Jerusalem
Temple (1 Kgs 7:15-22, 41-42; 2 Kgs 25:13, 17; 2 Chr 3:15-
17, 4:12-13; Jer 52:17).

If initially these pillars had a structural
function, it seems that later they became so closely
associated with temple architecture that they came to
represent the dwelling place of a deity and were used as
free-standing columns, with only decorative or symbolic
significance (Garber 1951:8; Shunpak 1971:1188).

Their occurrence at Tell Arad and in the Solomonic
Temple must, therefore, be interpreted :n terms of Canaanite
influence or origin.

It is significant, however, that the P Tabernacle
did not have this feature and no cultic significance is
attributed to it in all the Hebrew Bible.

One should also note that the adoption of the
Jachin-and-Boaz pillars in no way compromises the
realization of the P ritual and, therefore, needs not to be
interpreted as indication of syncretism.

The presence of these pillars in Israelite temples
may have served an important identification function in a
Canaanite social context, namely. the differentiation of the

sacred precincts from other buildings.
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Masseboth

Aharoni reports that, inside the holy of holies at
Arad, three stele-~type stones were found which he identified
as masseboth. The largest stone "is of hard, well-dressed
limestone. Its height is 90 cm; it is flat on its face and
rounded on the back and sides. Traces of red pigment are
evident" (1967b:248). The other two are "cruder flint
slabs," which were found "leaning against the wall,
plastered over" (1968a:19).

Masseboth, these memorial, legal and/or cultic
upright stones, constitute a common phenomenon in the
Fertile Crescent, particularly in the Syro-Palestinian
region, from Middle Bronze down into the Iron Age (Graesser
1969:34-307) .

An example particularly relevant is the group of ten
stelae found inside the Canaanite Area C temple at Hazor
(Yadin 1975:43-48). Stele number 6 bears a relief that
"depicts two hands stretched upwards . . . and, above then,
the symbol of a deity . . . the moon god" (Yadin 1975:46).
In close association with the stelae, a basalt statue of "a
man seated on a low stool holding a cup-like object in one
hand while the other hand rests on his knee"--the "statue of
the deity itself"--was found (Yadin 1975:44). Yadin
interprets the statue and the sixth stele as, respectively,

the male deity and his consort (1970:222).
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Oon the basis of Yadin’s interpretation and
considering, among other things, that (1) in the ancient
Near East, temples were seen as the abode of gods, (2) a
Ugaritic text (UT 2 Aqght I:27, 45, cf. II 16) mentions the
setting up of a stele in a temple that seems to represent an
ancestor-god, and (3) the ten Hazor stelae were found inside
the holy of holies, Ahlstrom advances (1975:79):
If two of the stelae are deities, then the other stelae
would likewise be symbols of other deities of the
pantheon, standing in attendance upon the two main gods
of this temple, the moon god and his consort. 1In other
words, the cult niche presents us with nothing other
than a divine assembly . . . . This cult niche at Hazor
has thus furnished a rare archaeological illustration
of the religious phenomenon of a Canaanite divine
assembly, a pantheon.
By extension, Ahlstrom concludes that the Arad
stelae "would be a parallel to the Hazor occurrence. . . .
The existence of three stelae in the Arad temple supplies
evidence which confirms the worship of more than one deity"
(1975:82). "From the viewpoint of the history of religion,"
he says, "this sanctuary is important because it shows an
Israelite temple with a massebah in the holy of holies, i.e.
a Canaanite cult object used as an Israelite deity symbol"
(1975:81) .
Ahlstrom’s conclusion, however, goes against his own
methods. In another context he says that
the problem with this argument is that one cannot
always use a particular phenomenon in one religion as
proof for the case being exactly the same in another,

even if these religions are as interrelated as the
Canaanite and Israelite religions (1975:74-75).
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The use of standing stones at Tel Arad must be
understood in the context of the Israelite culture and,
given the relative imponderability of the material evidence
in this case, this means that one has to resort to the
Hebrew Bible in search for their meaning.

In a very schematic way, one may say that the Hebrew
Bible makes a sharp distinction Lketween two different uses
of these standing stones, one of which is presented as
acceptable and the other as unacceptable.

It mentions, as if it were a quite ordinary and
normal behavior, that the Israelites used stelae, for
example, in recognition of the divine presence, to
commemorate the theophany, as a votive stone, to identify a
place as God’s house (Gen 28:18-22; 35:14-15), as a witness
of a contract between two individuals (Gen 31:51-52), to
mark the spot of a grave (Gen 35:20), to represent the 12
tribes of Israel (Exod 24:3-8), to commemorate an important
event (Josh 5:22), as a witness of the covenant between God
and Israel (Josh 24:26-27), for writing the law, the
stipulations of the covenant (Deut 27:2-8), etc. There is
not a single example in the Bible of a stele having been
presented as a Jgenuine representation of God. According to
the Hebrew Bible, the Israelite religion should be
essentially aniconic.

Another group of biblical texts emphatically

admonishes Israel against using the standing stones “like
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all the nations," that is, with the meanings, connotations
and ritualistic roles they had in the Canaanite cult (Exod
23:23-24; 34:11-14; Lev 26:1; Deut 7:1, 5; 12:1-4, 29-31;
16:21-22; 18:9-14). These admonitions, however, did not
prevent Israel from using the masseboth, time and again, in
the way the Canaanites used to do (2 Kgs 21:1-9; 23:13-14;
Hos 10:1-2; Mic 5:10-15; Ezek 43:7-9; Jer 2:26-27).

In face of this double-sided reality, it is not
possible to determine with any degree of confidence whether
the Arad masseboth were intended to have the Canaanite or
the Israelite biblically-approved meaning.

For the argument of the present work, it is
important to note that the three masseboth in the Arad
temzle do not constitute proof of syncretism. The
plastering on two of them "is most reasonably explained as
intended to prepare a surface for some sort of writing"
(Graesser 1969:212), in accordance with the ancient old

Israelita tradition:

On the day you cross over the Jordan into the land that
the Lord your God is giving you, you shall set up large
stones and cover them with plaster. You shall write on
them all the words of this law (Deut 27:2-3, NRSV).

The presence of stone tablets in the Holy of Holies
is also a prominent feature of the Israelite tradition. As
pointed out by de Vaux (1961:297)

Ex 26:33 and 40:21 state that the Tent was designed to
house the Ark of the Testimony. . . . This Testimony or
Solemn Law means the two tablets of the Testimony, i.e.

the stone tablets on which the Law was inscribed: God
had given them to Moses (Ex 31:18) and he put them
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inside the Ark (Ex 25:16; 40:20). That is why the Tent
containing the Ark was called the Tent of the Testimony
(Nb 9:15; 17:22; 18:2).

The fact that the two plastered stones from Arad had
no writing on them does not eliminate the possibility that
they were, representatively, law stones.

Furthermore, there is no compelling evidence to
decide that the third and larger massebah was a symbol of
either Yahweh, Baal or any other deity.

All in all, the Arad masseboth do not necessarily
lend any strength to the thesis that the Arad temple
represents a cult fundamentally different from the allegedly
later "normative Judaism."

It would be methodologically incorrect to interpret
the finds from Arad, as it has been suggested (Ahlstrom
1975:81-83; Dever 1983:579), in the light of the pictorial
and inscriptional materials from Khirbet el-Kom or Kuntillet
Ajrud, which include references to "Yahweh and his Asherah"
(Dever 1984:21-37; Lemaire 1984:42-51). One is dealing here
with different and probably antagonistic religious circles.
On one side, as noted by Dever (1984:31),

Yahweh could be closely identified with the cult of
Asherah, and in some circles the goddess was actually
personified as his consort. At Ajrud this obvious
syncretism may be explained partially by the Phoenician
and north Israelite influence, and partially by the
fact that the site was far from the centers of
orthodoxy and the watchful eyes of the Jerusalem
establishment.

The Arad temple, on the other side, was an integral

part of a royal fortress, with close ties with Jerusalem.
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Given the number and character of the administrative
correspondence found at Arad, the reference to "the house of
Yahweh," the occurrence of theophoric names with exclusively
Yahwistic elements, and specially the similarities between
the sanctuary and the P Tabernacle (Aharoni 1967b:248;
1967e:14-15; 1968a:9-26; 1970:16-42; Herzog et al.
1984:31)), the Arad temple should, more appropriately, be
understood as an expression of the Israelite tradition one

finds in the Pentateuch, as perceived by its builders.

Bamah

A "small, scquare, paved," and "raised platform,"
also found inside the holy of holies at Arad, was identified
by Aharoni as a "bamah'" (1963:336; 1968a:19)-- usually
referred to as a "high place." This identification, which
would suggest another point of connection between the Arad
temple and the Canaanite religion, however, is highly
questionable.

The Arad "bamah" was "one stone high" and measured
"70 cm square" (Aharoni 1967d:248). This hardly qualifies
it for the designation "bamah."

Typologically speaking, this term probably refers to
"a large altar." It was originally "a simple altar standing
in an open place" which, after having "reached a certain

size and degree of popularity . . . became a high place"

(Paul and Dever 1973:61).
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Etymologically, it seems that the OT word bamah
conveys the idea of "something which stands in relief from
its background" (de Vaux 1961:824; cf. Deut 33:29; 32:13;
Job 9:8; Isa 14:14; 58:14; Mic 1:3; 2Amos 4:13; Hab 3:19; Ps
18:34).

Very often, the word is associated with the heights
of Palestine (de Vaux 1961:284; cf. 1 Sam 9:13, 14, 19, 25;
1 Kgs 11:7; 2 Kgs 16:4; 17:9-10; Eze 20:28-29). However, as
it has been pointed out by de Vaux (1961:284; cf. Graesser
1969:272-274), "not all the bamoth were on uninhabited
hills." There were bamoth in the towns (1 Kgs 13:22; 2 Kgs
17:29; 23:5), at the gate of Jerusalem (2 Kgs 23:8), and in
ravines and valleys (Eze 6:3; Jer 7:31; 32:35).

According to de Vaux, "the one and only meaning
which suits all the references is a mound or knoll for
purposes of cultic worship" (1961:284).

The structures which have been excavated and
identified as bamoth are all relatively large. The Early
Bronze Age "“bamah" at Megiddo (ca. 2500 B.C.) "is a large
circular platform of stones, with stairs leading up to it"
(Paul and Dever 1973:62; Fig. 35 and 36). It measures about
7.20 m by 9 m across and 1.80 m high (de Vaux 1961:284-285).
At Nahariyah, the "bamah" built in about the 18th-17th
centuries B.C. was originally 5.40 m in diameter and later
erlarged to 12.6 m (de Vaux 1961:285). "South-east of

Jerusalem, on the crest of a hill near Malhah," two other
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"bamoth" were excavated, dated to the seventh-sixth
centuries B.C., one of them measuring about 22.50 m in
diameter (de Vaux 1961:285).

Haran, however, is of the opinion that "Bible study
is still not in a position to determine how the bamah, as a
cultic institution, fits into the archaeological context and
with which of the types of structures unearthed in
excavations it can be identified" (1978:21).

Graesser (1969:292) suggested that the bamoth were
"local clan sanctuaries;" in fact, in the 0T, the term would
refer to "any shrine other than the Jerusalem temple" (274).
In this broad sense, he says, the Arad sanctuary "might be
termed a bamah."

Whatever meaning the term "bamah" may have had, it
seems that the small flat bed of stones at Arad could hardly
be identified as such. The Arad temple may have been
perceived as a "bamah", a spurious sanctuary by those
promoting the centralization of the cult in Jerusalem.
However, there is no typological point of reference to
identify and evaluate the small platform within its holy of

holies. It provides, in itself, no useful information for

the present analysis.

Incense Altars

on the second, middle step leading up to the debir
at Arad, "at its two ends, were found two stone altars,"

without horns. "One was 51 cm high, and the other 30 cm. .
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. « on each there is a flat depression in which there were
traces of a burnt organic substance," probably "animal fat"
(Aharoni 1967b:247).

If the original location of these two Arad altars
has been correctly identified by Aharoni, then they call to
mind the incense altar in the P Tabernacle (Exod 30:1-10;
37:25~28) and in Solomon’s Temple (1 Kgs 6:20; 7:48). The
Bible says that, in the P Tabernacle, this altar was placed
"in front of the curtain that is above the ark of the
covenant, in front of the mercy seat that is over the
covenant, where I will meet with you" (Exod 30:6, NRSV).

There were two such altars at Arad, against only one
in both the Tabernacle and the Solomonic Temple. The fact
that the Arad "incense altars" are of different sizes would
allow the suggestion that a greater and a lesser deity
(Yahweh and his consort?) were worshipped there. This
thesis, however, is very much dependent upon the unwarranted
assumption that the Arad masseboth symbolized gods.
Furthermore, it does not account for the existence of only
two altars for three masseboth.

Nevertheless, the Arad masseboth and the associated
"incense altars" are--all reservations considered--the
strongest link between the Arad cult and the Canaanite
religion.

Similar altars have been unearthed in the Syro-

Palestine region, in contexts more evidently syncretistic,
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as, for example, at Megiddo Locus 2081, Stratum VA (Loud
1948a:44-45; 1948b: Pl. 254). There, two "horned" altars
from the Iron II period, also differentiated in size, were
found in a room which has been considered as an "actual
Israelite" cult place (Dever 1987:232).

The Megiddo altars and the explicit biblical
evidence (1 Kgs 11:5-8; 2 Kgs 23:4-20) leaves no doubt about
the syncretistic character of the religion practiced by
Israelites in some circles (May 1935) that may have included

or influenced Arad during certain phases of its history.

Iconography

With the exception of "a small bronze figurine of a
lion couchant, found near the altar" (Aharoni 1969:32;
Aharoni and Amiran 1964a:282), which has been regarded as
simply "a bronze weight" (Holladay 1987:257), no other
figurine or any form of iconographic representation was
found at Arad (Aharoni 1973a:3).

This fact is very significative considering that
representational artifacts are abundantly found in Middle
Bronze-Iron Age, Syro-Palestinian cultic sites, especially
in domestic contexts but also in public installations (May
1935:26-34; Pritchard 1943; Holladay 1987:249-299; Dever
1987:222-247).

Examples in the same time frame to which the Arad

sanctuary belongs may include:
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1. Megiddo VA, Building 10, with two female
figurines and a zoomorphic vessel (Lamon 1939:4-11).

2. Taanach Cultic Structure, with a female figurine
mold (Lapp 1964:39-41; 1967:24-25) and, probably, the cultic
stand decorated with several representations of Asherah
(Lapp 1969:42-45; Hestrin 1991:50-59).

3. Jerusalem Cave 1, with two anthropomorphic
vessels, 21 horse-and-rider figurines, 38 figurines of
quadrupeds, and seven birds (Kenyon 1968:106-109; Holland
1977:121-155).

4. The sanctuary at Tel Dan, with three male
figqurines, a female figurine, a bearded male terracota head
(Biran 1974:40-43; 1980a:175-176; 1980b:91-98), Isis and
Horus figurine mold, and 120 animals (Crowfoot, Kenyon, and
Sukenik 1942:23-24; 1957:76-84, 137-196).

5. The Ashdod sanctuary, with a female figurine and
three zoomorphic kerno heads (Dothan and Freedman 1967:571-
587).

6. Sarepta Shrine 1, with at least 11 female
figurines, a bearded head of a male figurine, a cultic mask,
a model sphinx throne, and numerous zoomorphic amulets
(Pritchard 1975:13-40, Fig. 41-46, 56-59; 1978:131-148).

7. Kuntilet Ajrud, with anthropomorphic and
zoomorphic paintings associated with epigraphic references
to Yahweh, Asherah, Baal, and El1 (Meshel and Meyers 1976:6-

10; Dever 1984:21-37; Beck 1982:3-4).
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The contrast between the virtually aniconic cultic
remains at Tel Arad and the heavily iconographic character
of the Canaanite religion suggests not only the cultic and
theological discontinuity between the two parts, but also a
strong connection of the former with the unique monotheistic

and aniconic biblical tradition (Exod 20:1-6).

Burnt-Offering Altar

The strongest isolated evidence linking the Arad
temple with the biblical tradition, particularly the P
writings, is the large altar found in the court of the Arad
temple.

It was "built of small unhewn stones, in contrast
with the wall behind which has many dressed stones" (Aharoni
1969:31); a fact which reminds one of the biblical law in
Exod 20:25.

Like the burnt-offering altar in the Tabernacle, the
one at Arad was placed on the center of the court (Stratum
XI) along the longitudinal axis.

This altar, "like the rest of the sanctuary, was
destroyed and repaired several times. . . . always built at
the same spot" (Aharoni 1969:32), a fact which testifies of
its traditional significance.

Its dimensions, discussed in the section below, are
what is most significant since they coincide exactly with
those of the burnt-offering altar in the P Tabernacle

(Aharoni 1968a:25; cf. Exod 27:1). Given the fact that no
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other aitar with these same measurements is known through
either archaeology or history, a direct linkage is here
established between the Arad sanctuary and the P traditions.

A number of other artifacts were found in the Arad
temple, such as an "incense burner" (Aharoni 1968a:19-20;
1975a: Pl. 43; Herzog et al. 1984:12), a "basin built of
stone" found in the courtyard (Aharoni 1973a:4; Herzog et
al. 1984:16), which recalls the laver in the Tabernacle
(Exod 30:18); several pottery-~bowls (Aharoni 1969:32; Herzog
et al. 1984:12) including two '"shallow, burnished plates" on
which the abbreviation for godesh=holy is incised in ancient
Hebrew script (Aharoni 1968a:20; Cross 1979:75-78; Herzog et
al. 1984:12, 15, 32); "two stone blocks with depressions
carved on their surface," identified as "probably offering
tables" (Aharoni 1968a:11, 21; Herzog et al. 1984:8); and
"ostraca with priestly names" known from the Bible (Aharoni
*968a:11, 21; Herzog et al. 1984:8).

All these finds constitute, cumulatively, evidence
of the Israelite ethnicity of the temple at Arad. However,
regarding the question of determining in what ways the
Israelite religion is different from the Canaanite one, they
are of little help. The ritual of both religions included
the presentation of food, drink, incense offerings, animal
sacrifices, and libations (de Vaux 1961:406-432; Tarragon

1980). Regardless of the influence that in whatever degree
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or direction one may have exerted upon the other, one would

expect their temple paraphernalia to be very similar.

Temple Measurements and Proportions
After the destruction of Stratum XI, the Arad temple
was rebuilt in Stratum X with a number of alterations.
Particularly relevant to this study is the enlargement of

the temple and the "burnt-offering altar."

The Temple’s Width
In Stratum XI, the holy place at Arad was 9 m wide.
In the next phase, it was enlarged "a further 1.5 m on the
north" (Aharoni 1968a:22-23; Herzog et al. 1984:11).
Aharoni (1967c:395; 1968a:22-25; 1969:35-36) took notice of
the fact that the ratio between the former width (9 m) and
the later one (10.5 m) is the same as between the Egyptian
common cubit (= 45 cm) and the royal cubit (= 52.5 cm) (Deut
3:11; 2 Chr 3:3; Ezek 40:5; 43:13; Warren 1903:1-54, 120;
Ben-David 1978:27-28; Kaufman 1984:120-132; Barkey and
Klaner 1986:22-39; Cook 1988:1048).
This "surprising correlation" leads to the
conclusion that the width of the holy place at Arad
was, at first, twenty cubits according to the short
cubit and, after its enlargement, was again twenty
cubits--according to the larger royal cubit. In other
words, the difference in dimensions is in proportion to

the difference between the two Egyptian cubits (Aharoni
1968a:24).
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The north-south measurements of both the Solomonic
Temple (2 Chr 3:3) and Ezekiel’s temple (Ezek 41:2, 4) are
also 20 cubits.

The measurements of the P Tabernacle are not
explicitly given in the Bible but inferred from the
description of its wooden frames (Exod 26:15-30; 36:20-34).
The 20 frames, with a width of 1.5 cubits each, on each of
the two long sides of the Tabernacle (north and south), have
b2en interpreted as making up a 30-cubit-long structure,
that is, half the length of the Solomonic Temple. Assuming
that there was a proportional relationship between the
dimensions of the Solomonic Temple and the Tabernacle, it
has been suggested, not without criticism (Friedman
1989:175-186), that the eight frames of the rear wall, also
with a width of 1.5 cubits each, make up a 10-cubit-long
wall (Haran 1978:151; Kent 1985:89), that is, again half the
width of the Solomonic Temple. If the dimensions of the P
Tabernacle are assumed to be 10 by 30 cubits, then its
proportions are exactly those of the Solomonic Temple and
Ezekiel’s temple.

Such proportions constitute a typically Israelite,
orthodox tradition, since they are preserved in the Bible
but have not been observed in any of the Canaanite temples
uncovered by archaeology. This realization considerably
strengthens the thesis advanced by Aharoni (1973a:3-8) that

the Arad sanctuary belongs to that same biblical tradition.
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The Proportions of the Main Hall

The correlation between the width and the length of
the main hall (holy place) at Arad, as pointed out by
Aharoni (1968a:2-25), is even more significant. 1In Stratum
XI this room was ca. 9 m wide (north-south measurement) and
2.7 m long (east-west measurement), or about 20 by 6
Egyptian common cubits (= 45 cm each).

This same proportion appears in the P Tabernacle,
the dimensions of which are given not in cubits, as already
mentioned, but in terms of a certain number of wooden boards
making up the northern and the southern walls, and the rear,
western wall, that is 20 by 6 boards, plus two boards to
strengthen the rear corners. (Exod 26:16-25).

That this proportion is not accidental at Arad is
evident by the fact that, with the enlargement of the
temple, modifications were made with no apparent reason
except to keep the 20-by-6 proportion. This was achieved
"by reducing the width of part of the wall, mainly at the
entrance of the debir. Later, however, it was necessary to
strengthen and broaden the wall and, therefore, the eastern
wall too was removed" (Aharoni 1968a:24). The only apparent
reason for the modification was to make the width of the
room be 3.15 m so that the room would measure again 20 by 6

cubits (10.5 m by 3.15 m), now according to the Egyptian

royal cubit (= 52.5 cm).
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The concern with Kkeeping at Arad these exact
proportions, also shown in the P Tabernacle, is additional
evidence that the Arad sanctuary and the P writings belong
to the same body of traditions.

One should note, however, that the measurements of
the holy place at Arad (2.7 m by 9 m) have close parallels
in the Canaanite temples:

1. The antechamber of temple 7300 at Shechem (Fig.
12) measured 2.8 m by 9 m. Its rear chamber, which had a
trapezoidal shape, apparently to accommodate the line of the
city-gate to which it was attached, was ca. 2.6 m by 9 m
(Dever 1974:41-43).

2. The ledge along the rear wall of Temple N at
Ebla, which probably was its most holy place, was "between
3.40 metres and 2.80 metres deep" (Matthiae 1981:125).

3. The Area H temples at Hazor were ca. 9 m wide
(Fig. 17; Yadin 1975:96, 111).

4. The proportions of the main chamber of the
"Solar Shrine" at Lachish were also 20 by 6 (Aharoni
1973a:6). This cultic installation, however, was probably
Israelite (Aharoni 1975b:1-18, 41-43; 1968b:157-169).

The Dimensions of the
Burnt-Offering Altar

Another important set of information concerns the

dimensions of the "burnt-offering altar" at Arad. 1In

Stratum XI, it was a square of 5 common cubits and 3 cubits
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high (Aharoni 1967c:396; 1968a:25; 1973a:4). "The altar was
enlarged, probably in Stratum X, by some 35 cm, apparently
the difference between five common and five royal cubits"
(Aharoni 1968a:24). Aharoni already pointed out that "it is
hardly accidental that these are precisely the measurements
of the altar in the Tabernacle (Exod 27:1)" (1967c:396).

The burnt-offering altar in the Solomonic Temple, on
the other hand, had different measurements and proportions,
20 by 20 by 10 cubits (2 Chr 4:1) and, therefore, could not
have served as the prototype for Arad's altar.

The exact 5-by-5-by-3 cubit dimensions do appear in
the biblical references to the Temple but as part of the
description of a platform on which Solomon stood for the
Temple's dedication prayer (2 Chr 6:13). There is no
evidence to support the hypothesis that "the original altar
in the Solomonic temple" was of that size (Aharoni 1973a:4)
or that this platform was intended to be used as an altar.
The choice of its dimensions, however, indicates Solomon's
awareness of the tradition of those measurements.

The burnt-offering altar in Ezekiel's vision
measured, according to the LXX, 20 by 20 by 12 cubits, which
preserves the exact proportions of the P altar (5 by 5 by 3
cubits) but may be a later revision of the text to make it
conform with the dimensions given in P. In the MT,

Ezekiel's altar measures 20 by 20 by 11 cubits.
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The biblical and archaeological data, therefore,
allow the following historical reconstruction: In the tenth
century B.C. there existed a normative tradition regarding
the dimensions of the burnt-offering altar. Solomon's altar
constituted a deviation from that tradition, both in size
and proportions. Nevertheless, in order to show respect for
that tradition, Solomon ordered a platform to be made with
those exact measurements, on which he stood during the
dedication of the Temple, "before the altar of the Lord,"
"in the center of the outer court" (2 Chr 6:12-13), in a
gesture full of sacrificial symbolism. The tenth century
B.C. altar at Arad was built in compliance with that same
earlier tradition.

If this reconstruction is correct, and considering
that no other altar with these dimensions or proportions has
been found in the Canaanite world, the P altar must be
understood in relation to this earlier, typically Israelite
tradition and not to the Jerusalem Temple.

Considering the way these measurements and
proportions were carefully kept at Arad, they must have been
part of a firmly established temple-building tradition which
(1) pre-existed and influenced the construction of the Arad
sanctuary, and (2) was regarded as normative by the
"establishment" circles that built and rebuilt the

sanctuary.
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A comprehensive study of temple measurements would
be necessary for a clearer and more precise understanding of
this subject. However, given the limitations of this work
and the lack of adequate information on measurements in
archaeological publications, it cannot be undertaken here.

If, however, the data provided by Aharoni (though
incomplete) are assumed to be correct, then a direct and
very close connection is established between the Arad
sanctuary and the P traditions. While the width of this
sanctuary places it within the same tradition to which the
Solomonic Temple, Ezekiel's temple and the P Tabernacle
belong, the proportions of its holy place and especially
those of its burnt-offering altar make it more akin to the P
Tabernacle than to any other Canaanite or Israelite
sanctuaries, including the Jerusalem Temple.

Assuming that the Canaanite sanctuaries considered
above are representative of the whole, it seems that the
measurements of the Arad temple are only loosely related to
the Canaanite temple tradition. On the other hand, when the
Arad sanctuary is compared to the P Tabernacle, one finds

several matches.
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CHAPTER 3
THE P TRADITIONS AND THE ARAD SANCTUARY

Chapter 2 has demonstrated that the similarities--in
the general layout as well as in some technical details--
between the Arad temple and the P Tabernacle are greater and
more significative than when these two sanctuaries are
individually compared to any other ancient cultic place,
including the Solomonic Temple.

It may be suggested, on the basis of the evidence
available, that those similarities can only be explained in
terms of a direct relationship between the Arad temple and
the Tabernacle traditions--as they are presented in P and
not as represented in the Solomonic Temple.

The typological differences between the Arad
sanctuary and the P Tabernacle, on one hand, and Solomon’s
Temple, on the other, make it improbable that the two former
ones were dependent on the latter.

Even more improbable is the idea that the P
Tabernacle was influenced by the Arad sanctuary, for the
latter had only a local, very limited influence. The temple
at Arad, unlike several other cultic places in ancient
Palestine, is not even mentioned in all the OT.

62
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One should, therefore, conclude that the opposite is
true; that is, that the Arad temple was influenced by the
Tabernacle traditions.

Assuming that the sanctuary at Arad was built
sometime in the tenth century, this date provides--on extra-
biblical, non-literary, archaeological basis--a terminus ad
quem for the origin of the Tabernacle traditions. This is,
as shall be seen, in opposition to classic Pentateuchal
criticism and more in pace with more recent scholarship.

The conclusions that have been advanced so far in
the present work suggest, however, some fresh possibilities
which have not yet received due attention in OT studies and
could contribute significatively to a change in the general
understanding among critical scholars about ancient
Israelite history and religion.

The advancement of these possibilities constitute
the main objective of this chapter. It begins with a review
of selected literature on the date of P in order to place
the propositions that follow within the context of the

current debate.

J. Wellhausen’s Views on the P Tabernacle
Until the appearance of J. Wellhausen’s Prolegomena
zZur Geschichte Israels in 1878 (1885), it was generally
accepted that P--the basis of which is the lengthy legal
section in the Pentateuch that "relates substantially to the

worship of the tabernacle and cognate matters" (Wellhausen
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1885:7)--was, if not Mosaic, the starting point for the
history of ancient Israel. Wellhausen’s revolutionary aim
in the Prolegomena, following Graf’s hypothesis, was to
prove that P was composed and introduced to Israel only
after the Babylonic exile (Wellhausen 1885:1-13).

Wellhausen built his thesis upon what he considered
to be the "settled" results of Source Criticism in his days,
i.e., on the assumption that the Pentateuch was "no literary
unit" but a composite work comprised of three main
documents: (1) the Book of Deuteronomy, (2) the
Grundschrift or Priestly Code, and (3) the Jehovistic
history-book, which embodied only extracts of even another
document, the Elohist (1885:6-8).

He made two additional fundamental assumptions,
namely, “"that the work of the Jehovist, so far as the
nucleus of it is concerned, belongs to the course of the
Assyrian period, and that Deuteronomy belongs to its close"
and "is to be dated in accordance with 2 Kings xxii," in the
days of King Josiah (1885:13). His analysis then proceeded
to determine the relative historical position of the
Priestly Code, taking for reference chiefly the peculiar
outlook--as he perceived them--of each literary stratum
regarding the place of worship.

Considering that J has an ordinance that allows
multiplicity of cultic places (Exod 20:24-26), its origin is

to be found--said Wellhausen--"in the first centuries of the
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divided kingdom," in the “pre-prophetic period" when,
according to the J narrative and the historical data in
Judges and Kings, the high places, the memorial stones, the
trees and the wells were not only generally used as genuine
places of worship, but also presented as "consecrated and
countenanced by Jehovah Himself and His favored ones"
(1885:29-32).

The pertinent legislation in D, however, forbids the
presentation of offerings "at any place you happen to see,"
after the manner all the nations serve their gods, "on the
mountain heights, on the hills, and under every leafy tree,"
"but only at the place that the Lord will choose in one of
your tribes" (Deut 12 NRSV). Wellhausen advanced that this
legislation, particularly in the light of the phrase "You
shall not act as we are acting here today," has a
reformatory character and, therefore, should be dated to a
time of transition towards centralization of the cult in

Israel. He says:

As the Book of the Covenant, and the whole Jehovistic
writing in general, reflects the first pre-prophetic
period in the history of the cultus, so Deuteronomy is
the legal expression of the second period of struggle
and transition. . . . From this the step is easy to
the belief that the work whose discovery gave occasion
to King Josiah to destroy the local sanctuaries was
this very Book of Deuteronomy." (1885:33)

In P, on the other hand, "the assumption that
worship is restricted to one single centre runs everywhere
throughout the entire document"--noted Wellhausen (1885:34).

He argued (1885:35) that in Deuteronomy
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the unity of the cultus is commanded; in the Priestly
Code it is presupposed. . . . it is nothing new, but
quite a thing of course. What follows from this for
the question before us? To my thinking this:--that
the Priestly Code rests upon the result which is only
the aim of Deuteronomy.

In accordance with this, the origin of P was placed
in a time when "the unity of the sanctuary was an

established fact," that is, "in the third post-exilic period

of the cultus" (1885:38).

All the other fundamental elements of Israelite
life~-the sacrificial system, clerical orders, the political
and theological history--followed, according to Wellhausen,
a similar pattern of development in three stages.

This is, in summary, Wellhausen’s "whole position”

(1885:368) on the date of P.

On this basis, the Tabernacle was regarded as only a

“historical fiction" intended to give "immemorial

legitimacy" to the new, central, postexilic Jerusalemite

cultus (1885:36-39).

The Priestly Code . . . is unable to think of religion
without the one sanctuary, and cannot for a moment
imagine Israel without it, carrying its actual
existence back to the very beginning of the theocracy,
and, in accordance with this, completely altering the
ancient history. The temple, the focus to which the
worship was concentrated, and which in reality was not
built until Solomon’s time, is by this document
regarded as so indispensable, even for the troubled
days of the wandering before the settlement, that it is
made portable, and in the form of a tabernacle set up
in the very beginning of things. For the truth is,
that the tabernacle is the copy, not the prototype, of
the temple at Jerusalemn. (1885:36-37)
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It is important to note, in the context of the
present work, that Wellhausen’s rationale is very much
dependant upon his assumption that the Tabernacle could not
have been more than mere fiction. There may have existed in
earlier times "scme kind of tent for the ark," he says, but
not the Tabernacle of the Priestly Code because "its very
possibility is doubtful" (1885:39). His doubts are focused
not only on the fact that the P Tabernacle is portrayed as
central and exclusive, but also on its physical traits
(1885:37) .

According to him, the P Tabernacle concept would
only be admissible in a historical setting characterized by
the unity of the sanctuary. 1Its inception, therefore, could
only have occurred after the exile--the only time in which
the cultus of Israel was realized in a single, central
location,

contested by no one and impugned by nothing, and in
which, on the other hand, the natural connection
between the present and the past had been so severed by
the exile that there was no obstacle to prevent an
artificial and ideal repristination of the latter.
(1885:38)

Since the bulk of P concerns the Tabernacle and its
cultus, this literary unity, concludes Wellhausen, could
only be dated to postexilic times.

Wellhausen does not rule out the possibility that P
may contain cultic traditions of earlier times which were

transmitted orally. He agrees with Graf in that "the works

of the law were done before the law, that there is a
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difference between traditional usage and formulated law"
(1885:366) . "A ritual tradition naturally developed itself
even before the exile (2 Kings 17:27-28)." However, on this
point, he makes an important exception: "But only those
rites were included in the Torah [i.e., the "oral teaching
of the priests" (1885:396)] which the priests had to teach
others, not those which they discharged themselves"
(1885:395) .

The Wellhausen model, in conclusion, does not allow
for the existence of the Tabernacle in the preexilic period,
not even as part of the oral tradition. The Tabernacle
concept bears no relation to the actual preexilic history,
but is a mere projection of the Solomonic Temple. "The
representation of the tabernacle arose out of the temple of
Solomon as its root. . . . From the temple it derives at
once its inner character and its central importance for the
cultus as well as its external form" (1885:45). In the
words of Cross (1961:203): "It was Wellhausen’s conclusion
. « « that the Priestly tabernacle . . . was demonstrably
the fancy of the post-Exilic Priestly writers; or more
precisely, a description of the Temple in flimsy desert
disguise."

The Graf-Wellhausen Hypothesis inaugurated a new era
in Pentateuchal criticism and soon became the prevalent

theoretical framework of OT studies. Its tenets, more than
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a century later, despite continuous revision, are still

influential.

Perhaps, the situation is best described by the
following statements from different quarters of the

scholarly world:

Pentateuchal criticism did not reach its full
development until Reuss, Graf, Kuenen and Wellhausen
had completely turned upside down the relative order of
the Pentateuchal strata. It was now recognized that P
was not the first but the last in historical order.
From that time onwards the early post-exilic date of
the PC is a rarely challenged datum of Pentateuchal
analysis, in fact its cornerstone. (Vink 1969:8-9)

So convincing was Wellhausen’s thesis that the
conclusions he proposed became final and decisive, and
have remained quite unchallenged....Thus right down to
our own day, Wellhausen’s view of the date of the
Priestly Code is taken as an axiom, a foregone
conclusion according to which the dating of
institutions, concepts, literary strata and even
linguistic uses in the Bible is established. (Weinfeld
1979:1-2)

The model proposed by Wellhausen "has dominated the
field ever since. To this day, if you want to disagree, you
disagree with Wellhausen. If you want to pose a new model,
you compare its merits with those of Wellhausen’s model"
(Friedman 1989:26-27).

In spite of all this, the more recent scholarship

has made important changes in the picture.

The P Tabernacle in the Post-Wellhausen Era
The trend depictured above began to change early,
within the very realm of literary criticism where it was

prominent.
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H. Gunkel

The results yielded by Form Criticism--the method
inaugurated by Gunkel, a contemporary of Wellhausen--
created, in the first half of the 20th century, a new
attitude towards the OT. The emphasis that had, until then,
been placed on the sorting out and ordering of the source
documents was shifted to the study of the literary types
which, according to Gunkel, were the late written
expressions of long existing oral traditions and,
consequently, could tell better how the Hebrew traditions
developed in preliterary times.

Commenting on what OT scholarship had achieved to
his days, Gunkel wrote:

Some of the 0l1d Testament writings have come down
to us without any statement regarding the date when
they were composed. In the case of others,
traditional statements on that subject have been
proved to be erroneous. We have learned that many
of the books in the 0ld Testament have a very
complicated history. They have been compiled from
older orcl or written traditions and have been
subjected to frequent redaction. It was the first
duty of scholarship to clear this jungle before
undertaking any constructive work. Even if some of
the results reached can only be called tentative,
this task has now been practically accomplished, and
it is now possible to build on this foundation and
make an attempt towards constructing the history of
Hebrew literature. (1928:57-58)

His innovative proposition was that "Hebrew literary
history is . . . the history of the literary tyges practiced
in Israel, and it is perfectly possible to produce such a
history from the sources that are available" (1928:59).

These literary types "almost without exception . . . were
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originally not written, but spoken" (1928:62). "This study
of the literary types, however, will only merit the name of
Literary History when it attempts to get at the history
through which these types have passed" (1928:61).

Gunkel recognized "Wellhausen’s immortal merit" in
demonstrating the "true character" of P (1964:145) and
regarded its exilic date as "one of the surest results of
criticism® (1964:157).

In contrast with the older documents, which were
only compilations of even older, mostly oral traditions, P
was regarded by Gunkel as a truly original literary work.
"And yet"--he wrote--"we should be wrong if we should assume
that he deliberately invented his [P’s] allegations in
Genesis; tradition was too strong to permit him to do this"
(1964:153). One may probably assume that he would say the

same about the P sections in the other Pentateuchal books.

The Albright School

Alongside the new developments in literary
criticism, but quite independently, the archaeological
discoveries in the first half of the 20th century, which
included rich epigraphical material, played an important
role in changing the scholarly understanding about the
nature of P.

Many of the Israelite social and religious
institutions that are portrayed in the Pentateuch, which,

given their complexity, had been regarded as late
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developments in the history of Israel, had now striking
parallels--if not always in substance, at least in
complexity--in the Fertile Crescent civilizations of the MB-
Iron I period (Albright 1940; 1942b; 1954; Cross 1961).

While Form Criticism was pushing the origin of the
Israelite traditions to a preliterary stage, as far back as
to the wilderness period, archaeology was suggesting that
those traditions had a historical, not fictional fundament.

Scholars, notably Albright, began now to speak of
the "tremendous significance of the new finds for the Bible"
which caused, among other things, "the revival of the
Patriarchal Age through the excavations at Nuzu and Mari;
the flood of light on Hebrew poetry and language as a result
of the excavation of Ugarit," and "the vivid illumination of
the beginnings of Mosaic legislation through the publication
of Hittite and Assyrian, Sumerian and Eshnuma codes"
(Albright 1951b:28).

Reflecting this new tendency brought about by
archaeological and philological research, Cross wrote:
"Today the 0ld Testament lies in a new setting. The
horizons of ancient Near Eastern history have been pushed
back. 1Israelite history can no longer be made to climb the
three-flight staircases of Wellhausen’s Hegelian
reconstruction" (1961:203-204). And:

The old traditions of Israel preserved the coloring--
political, social, and religious--of this era in

remarkable fashion. While the old tradition and old
Priestly written records cannot be taken as historical
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in any literal fashion . . . they nevertheless, have
proved to have an historical aspect. (1961:205)

The influence exerted by the Graf-Wellhausen
Hypothesis, however, was so pervasive that the realization
that P "contains old, and indeed very old, material"--as
noted by von Rad (1962:232)--came "as a surprise considering
the wholesale late dating attributed to it." And yet, this
new attitude towards P became prevalent. P came now to be
regarded not as the document that played a seminal role in
developing postexilic, Judaic traditions but as the late
written reworking of very old oral and written materials.

Noth and von Rad, two of the most important names in
this phase of Biblical criticism, both agreed that P "was
really more heavily dependent upon the received tradition
with respect to narrative material and arrangement than

first appears from comparison with the old sources" (Noth

1972:234) .

M. Noth

Having recognized that most of the basic themes,
many details, and the overall outline of P are already
present in “the older traditions," but still assuming that P
is a late composition which must have had a peculiar
theological motivation, Noth comes quite naturally to "the
question about the extent to which P has followed older

tradition" (1972:241), the question of what is unique in P.
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Considering that P "has attached a special weight"
to the Sinai narrative and that "only here . . . did he
expatiate to the full," Noth suggests that the
"determination of the basic features of P’s theology" is to
be made "from the content of his Sinai narrative"
(1972:242). Since P’s content gravitates around the
Tabernacle and its cult, which are presented as "the central
and vitally necessary realization of Israel’s bond with God"
(1972:243), Noth concludes that the characteristic element
of its theological motivation, "can only be the conception
of the sanctuary itself, and of God’s relation to the
sanctuary, which theologically was so important for P that
he oriented his work toward this object" (1972:243).

The P Tabernacle, according to Noth, takes from the
older traditions only the concept of a tent sanctuary "where
the divine appearance occurred from time to time"
(1972:244), as a corrective for "the views of the Jerusalem
priests about the dwelling and the presence of God in the
temple" (1972:246). Everything else in the Tabernacle is
either "dependent upon the conceptions of his [P’s] own
time" (1972:246) (i.e., the memory of the Solomonic Temple
and its cult, which had been destroyed in the recent past)
or, particularly in the case of the differences between the
Tabernacle and the Temple, expression of P’s idealistic

program for the future, his perception of what the sanctuary

should be (1972:246-247).
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G. von Rad

Similar conclusions regarding the Tabernacle are
reached by von Rad.

According to him, the whole concept of the Tent of
Meeting "is not a newly created construction of P: on this
subject P rather takes its stand on old traditions about a
holy tent" (1962:235). These traditions, stemming "perhaps
even from the period before Israel settled in Palestine,"
regarded the tent as "merely a point of meeting" between God
and Moses, and was resorted to by P to counteract the
theology of God’s permanent presence in the Jerusalem Temple
(1962:235-241).

According to von Rad, this old tent tradition, of
which he finds evidence in a few E passages (Exod 33:7-11;
Num 11:16, 24-26; 12:4; Deut 31:14f), is "quite different
from the tabernacle of P" (1962:235), in function as well as
in physical traits. First, this tent did not lodge the ark
because "Tent and Ark were two cult objects existing
independently of each other in the earlier period as the
cultic foci of two completely distinct groups" (1962:235),
the former identified with a "theology of manifestation,"
and the latter with a theology "of presence" (1962:237; cf.
1966:103-124). Second, von Rad says, "it does not look as
though regular sacrificial worship was offered before this

Tent." The E passages mentioned above suggest to him that
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the tent was only "a place where oracles were sought and the
word of Jahweh proclaimed"™ (1962:236).

The merging of these two distinct and independent
traditions--tent and ark-~is the accomplishment of P,
culminating a long theological process which, according to
von Rad, began sometime after David (1966:119; 1962:238-
239). David’s tent (2 Sam 6:17; 1 Kgs 1:39; 8:4) was only a
shelter for the ark and had not yet incorporated '"the
special characteristics of the tent of meeting." The
contrast between David’s plan to build the Temple as the
dwelling for Yahweh (2 Sam 6:17), i.e., to lodge the ark,
and Nathan’s protest against the building of a temple (2 Sam
7:5£f), is perceived by von Rad as evidence that the merging
of the two traditions--tent and ark--occurred after that
time (1966:119; cf. 1962:238, n. 114).

According to von Rad, therefore, the P Tabernacle
"is a highly composite affair" (1966:103) of
exilic/postexilic times (1962:79). P took from the
wandering period only the concept of a tent where God’s
presence was manifested from time to time. From the
settlement period, it took the concept of the ark--which
initially was seen as the very throne of God but now had
already been modified by D into a container for the Law
tablets (1962:238). From more recent times, P borrowed a
variety of cultic elements. The extent of this borrowing is

unknown since "no document before P preserves for us a
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glimpse of the ritual aspect of Israel’s cult" (1962:79, n.
22). All this material was then combined, reshaped, and
reinterpreted by P to accommodate its objective of
presenting an ideal "programme for the cult" (1962:78).

In this way, P "used the tabernacle tradition as a
corrective to the notion of the temple which had developed
in his day" (1966:121).

Particularly instructive of von Rad’s position is
this comment:

Wellhausen’s statement that the tabernacle is the
temple projected back into the period of the desert
wanderings must now be called in question. P stands in
the ’'tent of meeting’ tradition, but by contrast the
ark was the very heart of the temple, and the whole
lay-out of the temple was designed on the understanding
that it was a dwelling for Yahweh. (1966:121)

One has the impression that he considered the
typological traits of the Tabernacle mainly as a peculiar

creation of P, with no intended or actual linkage with the

past, either with the Temple or older traditions.

The P Tabernacle in the Recent Debate

The interdisciplinary approach of what came to be
known as the Tradition History Method in OT criticism--which
has been adopted by the majority of the critical scholars
from the most recent generations--has caused relatively
little change in the position already reached by earlier
critics almost exclusively on the basis of literary analysis
(Source Criticism and Form Criticism) regarding the

Tabernacle traditions.
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An array of linguistic, literary, historical,
theological, archaeological, and anthropological arguments
have been marshalled by OT scholars to demonstrate that some
elements and features of P are old (e.g., Haran 1960:59-65;
Cross 1961:201-228; Loewnstamm 1962:160-164; Beyerlin
1965:147, 112-126; Krauz 1966:125-134; Clifford 1971:221-
227; Grintz 1972:78-105; Hurvitz 1974:24-56; Gadegaard
1978:36; Rendsburg 1980:65-80; Nielsen 1982:87-98; Zevit
1982:481-511; Kaufman 1985:273-276; Gottwald 1985:214;
Freedman 1987:29-37; Friedman 1989).

The tendency has still been to make distinction, as
does Zevit (1982:485), "between the chronological origin of
the components of P and the time of their final
articulation." P is generally regarded as a late
composition and it is conceded that the Tabernacle--P’s
central motif--is possibly based on an old tradition about a
tent shrine, simple however and hardly comparable to the
Tabernacle, which stems from the earliest period of the
Israelite history.

However, there has been little agreement regarding
the date of the P writings, the origin of the P traditions,
and to what extent the P Tabernacle reflects the old
traditions. The following remark made by Childs (1974:352)
20 years ago is true still today: "Although there is a
growing consensus that ancient material underlies the

Priestly tabernacle account, a wide difference of opinion
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still exists regarding both the nature of early traditions
and the process by which the priestly account took shape."
It is particularly pertinent, in the context of this
study, to note how some scholars have used the P

descriptions of the Tabernacle to date the P writings.

A. 8. Kapelrud

on the basis of his traditio-critical analysis of
the OT, Kapelrud (1964:58-64) proposed that the P work
originated between 585 B.C. and 550 B.C. According to hinm,
Second Isaiah, which is dated to ca. 537 B.C., shows
acquaintance with Genesis and Exodus in the form they have
in the MT. On the other hand, in his opinion, "the two
great prophets at the beginning of the Exile, Jeremiah and
Ezekiel, did not know P" (1964:64). He concludes, thus,
that P came into existence after this date.

Kapelrud’s conclusions are mainly based on P texts
which are not directly related to the Tabernacle.
Nevertheless, the typological analysis of the Tabernacle is
also part of his argument inasmuch as he assumes Pfeiffer’s
conclusions in this regard (Haran 1964:63; cf. Pfeiffer
1941:554) . According to Pfeiffer, "in spite of an amazing
technical knowledge of Solomon’s Temple and of its ritual,"
the author of Ezek 40-48 '"presented an ideal plan which was
to a great extent Utopic. The details of the plan show that
it is later than Deuteronomy and earlier than the Priestly

Code (which discloses considerable indebtedness to it)."
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The conclusion that "there are no sure traces of P
before 585 B.C." (Kapelrud 1964:64) is, however, an argument
from silence which cannot stand the evidence from the Arad

sanctuary.

P. J. Kearney

Oon the basis of his redaction-critical analysis of
Exod 25-40, Kearney (1977:375-387) concludes that "there is
no difficulty in accepting an exilic date for the
composition of Ex 25-40" (1977:386).

According to him, the unity of Exod 25-40 was
fashioned by P by way of a sequence--creation (chaps. 25-
31), fall (chaps. 32-33), and restoration (chaps. 34-40).
"The principal argument favoring such a pattern", he says,
"is the seven-speech structure of Ex 25-31, wherein each set
of divine instructions parallels the corresponding day of
creation in Gen 1-2a" (1977:384-385). By means of
incorporating the fall-restoration concept already expressed
in JE, P provided justification for the destruction of the
Jerusalem Temple, offered "hope for a restored Jerusalem
cult" (1977:386), and supplied a theological foundation for
the postexilic temple cult as solid as creation itself.

It seems that Kearney regarded the tripartite
arrangement of space in the Tabernacle as merely another
device used by P to establish another parallel with the

creation story. He says (1977:385-386):
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Just as the original creation followed a sequence of

establishing limits (first three days, approximately)

and then filling the defined areas with living beings

(next three days), so the P author imitates such a

development by detailing the arrangements for sacred

space (Ex 25-26:19) and then moving into proximate

preparation for the actual exercise of the cult (Ex

26:20-31:11).

The evidence from the Arad sanctuary, however,

suggests that the tripartite cultic area was already the
essential material substructure of the Israelite cult in the

tenth century B.C.

M. Haran

Haran advances that P was composed before the
destruction of the First Temple and even before the
composition of D, probably in "the period of Ahaz-Hezekiah"
{1981a:331) .

He observes that some characteristics of the
Tabernacle~--(1) a single surrounding court, (2) the lack of
chambers, and (3) a single bronze altar in the center of the
court--coincide with the conditions which allegedly existed
in the Solomonic Temple only prior to the modifications that
took place before Manasseh, about the time of Ahaz or of
Hezekiah (1978:192-194). '“One can not avoid the
conclusion," Haran suggests, "that what is reflected in P’s
tabernacle is the Temple of Solomon in a stage that
antedated those changes" (1981a:331). Therefore, the

composition of P is to be dated, according to him, to that

period.
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His argument, however, depends on the unwarranted
assumption that the P Tabernacle "is only a schematic
representation of the Jerusalem temple" (Haran 1991:331).
For him, the "lavishly adorned tabernacle" is no more than a
device used by P to depict an "utopian and idealistic"
situation "which the priestly authors believed to have
existed within the people of Israel from the moment they
stood at the foot of Mount Sinai till their arrival in the
promised land" (1981a:328).

Haran, nevertheless, agrees with the classic
Pentateuchal criticism when he says that the "publication"
of P occurred in the postexilic period. According to him,
this "distinction between P’s composition and publication"
would explain the

diametric contradiction between the signs of antiquity
ingrained in P and the special historical connection it
has with Ezra’s activity--between the fact that it
cannot be explained as a product of the postexilic
period and the fact that its historical existence is
undetectable in the preexilic period. (1981a:327)

On the basis of his analysis of the OT evidence, and
neglecting the archaeological evidence from Arad, Haran
concludes that "before Ezra P’s existence is, in all
practicality, not discernible in Israel’s life and there is
no real indication that its particular notions have any hold

on communal affairs" (1981a:324).
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The Arad Sanctuary and the Date of P
Assuming that the chronology proposed by Aharoni for
the Arad temple is correct, a number of conclusions may be

advanced regarding the date of the P Tabernacle traditions.

The Date of the Tradition

Contrary to the thesis advocated by Wellhausen and
by classic Pentateuchal criticism in general, which regarded
the P Tabernacle as a total invention of exilic times, the
Arad temple testifies to the existence, in the tenth century
B.C., of a sanctuary tradition independent from the
Jerusalem Temple and fundamentally similar to the P
Tabernacle.

Basic to Wellhausen’s position was the idea that
"the tabernacle is the copy, not the prototype of the temple
at Jerusalem" (1885:36). The "unmistakable" resemblance
between the Tabernacle and the Temple was seen as evidence
that the former was a "projection" of the latter (1885:37).
However, critical scholars have later recognized that the
differences between them constitute a serious obstacle to
this theory (e.g., Noth 1972:243-244; Vink 1969:10).

One of the arguments still presented to support the
idea that "the P stipulations of Exodus . . . cannot have
come directly from the time of Moses" is the assumption that
"the Tabernacle in the wilderness is conceived as a movable
prefabricated half-sized version of Solomon’s temple”

(Gottwald 1985:207). However, while there may be a
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proportional equation between the Tabernacle and the
Solomonic Temple as far as the measurements of their floor
plan are concerned--for the Temple’s length and width seem
to be twice the size of the Tabernacle--they are
proportionally different when one takes into consideration
also their respective vertical dimensions. The measurements
of the Temple are 60 cubits long by 20 cubits wide by 30
cubits high (1 Kgs 6:2). Those of the Tabernacle are 30
cubits long by 10 cubits wide by 10 cubits high (Exod 26:15-
30). The proportions of the Temple are 3x1x1.5 while those
of the Tabernacle are 3x1x1l (cf. Friedman 1989:175),
therefore, not equatable. If the Tabernacle were a mere
projection of the Temple it could easily keep, and very
probably would, the Temple’s proportions. The deviation
does not allow the characterization of their relationship as
“"copy."

Another amply recognized hindrance to the
etiological interpretation of the Tabernacle concerns the
great emphasis given by P to the Ark of the Covenant. It is
common understanding that when Jerusalem fell to the
Babylonians in 587-6 B.C., the Ark disappeared and, if it
was not destroyed with the Temple, became unavailable for
any practical purpose (c¢cf. Jer 3:16; 2 Macc 2:4-7). 1In P,
however, the Ark plays a central role and receives prominent
treatment. The very reason for the existence of the

Tabernacle--the manifestation/presence and activity of God
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in that place (Exod 25:8)=--is closely associated with the
Ark (Exod 25:22). If P’s intention was to provide an
etiological justification for the postexilic Jerusalem cult,
then it would hardly give such an importance to the Ark,
which was absent.

One may add, in this context, the differences
already discussed between the proportions of the burnt-
offering altars in the Jerusalem Temple and in the
Tabernacle. Unlike the Ark, this cult object was accessible
to the common people. If P had an etiological agenda, it
doesn’t seem plausible that he would contradict what was
common knowledge, especially in dealing with such a
prominent feature.

Given these facts, it seems more reasonable to
conclude that the P concept of the Tabernacle was not
dependent upon the Jerusalem Temple.

These differences, among other reasons, have
prompted some scholars to suggest that the Tabernacle is not
an etiology of the Temple, as had previously been proposed
by Wellhausen, but since it is still assumed to be a late
creation, it must be "a program for the future" or "a
corrective of prevalent views with the object of helping to
bring about a reform or in the expectation that such a

reform would one day take place" (Noth 1972:243; cf. Vink
1969:139).
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The finds from Tel Arad, however, suggest a
different solution. The Arad sanctuary also disagrees with
the Solomonic Temple and it does it, strikingly enough,
exactly in points in which it agrees with the P Tabernacle:
(1) the bipartite structure without a porch, (2) the 20x6
proportions, and (3) the dimensions and proportions of the
open-air altar. The differences between the P Tabernacle
and the Jerusalem Temple, therefore, may not be attributed
to P’s postexilic "program for the future" because these are
precisely the points which place the Tabernacle within the
same old tradition represented by the tenth-century Arad
sanctuary.

Some conclusions, therefore, may be drawn regarding
the age of this tradition. The consistent maintenance of
what one may call the P traits of the Arad sanctuary,
throughout its history of destructions and reconstructions,
suggests that the tradition was well established when the
Arad sanctuary was erected in the tenth century B.C.

The fact that, to be in accordance with this
tradition, the Arad sanctuary had to deviate in some
significant aspects from the Jerusalem Temple is
particularly relevant. Arad was a royal fortress,
administratively controlled by Jerusalem. This evident
attachment to the tradition at Arad can only mean that this
tradition was not only firmly established by the tenth

century B.C. but also respected by the Jerusalem leaders.
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Otherwise, it would hardly have found expression, for so
long, in that Negev outpost under constant Jerusalem
dominance.

Only by assuming a well-established early tradition
can one account for the sharing of characteristics by the
Arad sanctuary, the Jerusalem Temple and the P Tabernacle.
As it has already been noted, while the significant
differences between the Arad sanctuary and the Jerusalen
Temple suggest their independence from each other, their
numerous similarities (cf. Table 1) suggest a common
substratum of traditions. In Aharoni’s words:

The distinct similarities between it [the Arad
sanctuary] and the Tabernacle and their differences
from the Solomonic Temple are clear evidences that the
description of the Tabernacle is based upon an early
tradition, independent from the Solomonic Temple,
according to which the Arad sanctuary also was
constructed. (1973a:6; cf. 1968a:25)

Considering that "the Tabernacle as described in P
features many Canaanite, or old West-Semitic elements not
found in the Temple of Solomon, elements most unlikely to be
introduced in a fantasy of late, orthodox priests," Cross
(1981:170) argues that "the parallel proportions of the
inner rooms of the Temple and Tabernacle cannot be explained
as chance." "Evidently," he says, "one has influenced the
other or both derive from an older model." He prefers the

latter option and proposes the Tent of Yahweh erected by

David (2 Sam 6:17) as "the most likely candidate" for that
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old model (1981:169, 175-177; 1961:221-223; cf. Bright
1972:169).

The Davidic tent is regarded by Cross as the final
developmental stage of Israel’s tradition of tent-shrines.
This earlier tent tradition, however, is assumed to be much
simpler, deprived of the complexity and sophistication that
characterize the Tabernacle and, supposedly, also the tent-
shrine build by David.

It seems, however, that Cross’ proposition results
more from the necessity to find an early prototype for the P
Tabernacle--for it is his understanding that it could not
have been the Solomonic Temple--than from any perceived
typological or historical evidence. As he recognizes, very
little can be known about David’s tent from the rather
scanty information provided in the Bible (2 Sam 6:17; 1 Kgs
1:50; 2:28-30).

But even if one concludes with Cross that the
Biblical text suggests some similarities between David’s
tent and the P Tabernacle, it is hardly necessary or even
permissible to conclude that the tent was the prototype for
the Temple and the Tabernacle.

More likely, the Davidic tent was only another
expression of the same older tradition. The evidence from
Arad suggests that, in the tenth century B.C., the tradition
was normative. One has to allow considerable time for a

tradition to become so firmly established to have the kind
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of influence discussed in this study. How long it would
take is, of course, a matter of conjecture. But, if cult
traditions, as proposed by Kapelrud (1990:107), "need
centuries to reach their final form," then the origin of the
P Tabernacle traditions, of which the Arad sanctuary is an
expression, would have to be sought for in a time long prior

to the period of the Israelite monarchy.

The Content of the Tradition

The complexity, sophistication, and magnificence of
the P Tabernacle have, since Wellhausen, often been referred
to as an important evidence that the P account is a fanciful
creation of late times (Wellhausen 1885:39; Haran 1978:194-
195; 1981a:328). If critical scholars, more recently, have
conceded to the existence of a very old Israelite tent-
shrine, the tendency is to think of it only in terms of a
very simple desert tent with no elaborate ritual. On the
basis of Exod 33:7-11, which is regarded as a J passage,
"the earliest piece of information in the Pentateuchal
sources concerning the ’‘sacred tent’" (Kraus 1966:128), it
has been inferred that this early "tent of meeting" was only
a shrine for oracles, for this is the only function alluded
to in the text. It probably did not lodge the Ark for, it
is said, the text does not make reference to it and, more
importantly, the Tabernacle and the Ark are never mentioned
together in the JE sections (Kraus 1966:128; Gottwald

1985:214-215). As an oracle shrine, a mere "point of
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meeting" between God and Moses, it was not intended for
sacrifices and did not have a burnt-offering altar in front
of it (von Rad 1962:236). The only similarity generally
acknowledged between this early tent and the P Tabernacle is
their portability.

The evidence from the Arad temple, however, suggests
that the ancient tradition on which it is based is much
richer and more similar to the P Tabernacle than the
critical theories would allow.

The central location and the significant proportions
of the Arad open-air altar were carefully maintained
throughout its history. Considering that this altar "was
covered by a large flint slab surrounded by two plastered
runnels" (Aharoni 1968a:19) and had the same dimensions of
the burnt-offering altar in the Tabernacle, there can be
little doubt that sacrifices were offered on it.

Particularly significant is the alignment of the
altar with all major features in the Arad temple. This and
its prominent position suggest that the altar was
organically related to the whole ritual and had an essential
function.

It may be assumed, therefore, that the cult
tradition inherited from earlier times by the Arad sanctuary

not only included the offering of sacrifices but was also

characterized by it.
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Furthermore, if one assumes that the stelae found in
the holy of holies, at the very end of the ritual axis at
Arad, were representative of law tablets in accordance with
the Biblical tradition, then it is not improbable, as it has
been supposed (von Rad 1962:238-239), that the law tablets,
in the early tradition, were already an integrant part of
the appointed place of sacrifices, exactly as in the P
Tabernacle.

The complexity of this early tradition and its
fundamental agreement with the P traditions are best seen
when the Arad sanctuary’s traits, as a whole, are plotted
against the Tabernacle. The parallels between these two
cultic places occur not only in details but in the overall
arrangement as well (c¢f. Table 1). Both are characterized
by the following significant traits:

1. Tripartite cultic area

2. Discrete holy of holies

3. Delimited front court

4. Offering altar in the center of the court

5. 5x5x3~cubit altar dimensions and proportions

6. 20x6 proportions

7. Absence of iconographic representations

8. Incense altar in front of the holy of holies

9. Presence of stone tablets in the holy of holies

10. East-West orientation

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



/
z
7
F7
2 &.*:'ar.v;.
offering .. .r, ifi a
straight Isr iv A%,
”
ol Tonc ?’
Doy -
y
becomes .. ¥. we. -2:
N uce o
- “.3 w= S
1S

’
N
o g
n
v
A4

presuppc. . -

and an € -bho. . te <

the Arac¢ < ~ctua- -

great t-.t “te.r z‘
7

same~--~t'.av. ., - ..
2. ve
leads t: - . cor- 7

basis t« t . Arac

content t-- ?

[ NN “

The Tra ..Siior é-
In o LviA- ‘

the que . wh-- ~ F
oral fc..- How &
. - V’
technic :. . ai- 7
g

offerir . l*ar, u‘;"t
may hav. -Je gV
conside: - .r. .
"
v
/
[ 2

| at

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.




99

11. Arrangement of features--including burnt-
offering altar, incense altars, rooms and entrances--along a
straight, longitudinal axis

12. Longitudinal approach

13. Progression following a funnelform path which
becomes narrower as one approaches the holy of holies

14. Successive positioning of the features.

The harmonious interrelationship of all these traits
presupposes the existence of complex theological conceptions
and an elaborate cult.

Given the striking typological similarities between
the Arad sanctuary and the P Tabernacle, the possibility is
great that their respective cults were fundamentally the
same--that is, the one described in the P writings. This
leads to the conclusion that the older tradition, which gave
basis to the Arad cult, was fundamentally, in form and

content, the P cult.

Tho Transmission of the Tradition

The evidence from Arad does not shed much light on
the question whether this early tradition was in written or
oral form. However, the tradition did include some
technical details--such as the measurements of the burnt-
offering altar, which are carefully preserved at Arad--that
may have some significance to the problem under

consideration.
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Without underestimating the recognized ability that
man has to memorize and transmit large bodies of tradition
(Albright 1940:33-43), measurements are not the kind of
material that one would expect to find in narratives, songs,
moral teachings, or even ritual instructions which would
have been transmitted orally from generation to generation.
Besides being technical in character, it seems that these
measurements concern only a very limited segment of the
population--perhaps only the priests--and were applicable
only on very few and sparse occasions, those of the building
of the cult place. One could perhaps speculate that this
kind of information would more easily, accurately, and

preferably be transmitted in writing.
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CHAPTER 4
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This investigation sought to determine the
implications of the tenth century B.C. Arad temple for the
question of dating P.

Most of the previous reasearch on the date of P has
been based mainly on internal, literary analysis of the OT.
The present study has considered the same subject by means
of an alternative methodology which, for the first time, has
been made possible by the finds from Tel Arad--a non-
literary, external, independent, archaeological body of

evidence.

Summary of Chapter 2

Chapter 2 dealt with the problem of identifying the
determinants of the Arad temple traits. This was done by
typologically comparing those traits with (1) the Late
Bronze-Iron Age temples unearthed by archaeology in Syro-
Palestine, and (2) the Israelite temples described in the
Hebrew Bible.

It was proposed, as the working hypothesis, that the

P descriptions of the Tabernacle and its ritual preserve
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Israelite cultic traditions that were considered to be
normative in some Israelite circles during the early Iron II
period.

In accordance with that, the meaning attributed by P
to the Tabernacle installations, as perceived by this
author, was adopted as part of the analytical criteria along
with--but not without some important exceptions to--the
frequently used typological analysis.

The Arad temple was considered in relation to the
three main causative factors which have been proposed by
some scholars to account for its traits: (1) the Canaanite

culture, (2) the Solomonic Temple, and (3) the Tabernacle

traditions.

Trait Patterns

This analysis has identified seven trait patterns in

the Arad sanctuary (Table 1).

Pattern A

Pattern A consists of traits which are widely
represented in Late Bronze-Iron Age Canaanite cultic places
but were not adopted by either the Solomonic Temple or the P
Tabernacle as, for example, the broad main room (holy
place), and the holy of holies in form of a niche. The
occurrence of these traits at Arad, therefore, coculid only be

explained in terms of its relation with the Canaanite

culture.
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Pattern B

Pattern B exhibits traits which occur in the
Israelite temples (Arad, Solomon’s, Tabernacle) but are also
represented in some Canaanite temples as, for example, the
east-west orientation, axiality, longitudinality, and the
tripartite spatial arrangement. These shared traits may
indicate a common cultural background. However, the
analysis has indicated that while they are characteristic of
the Israelite temples and are fundamental cultic elements in
the light of the P writings, it is not evident that their
occurrence in Canaanite temples was anything more than
accidental. These traits, therefore, may not be used to
support the thesis of cultural borrowing, cultic or
theological similarity between Canaanite and Israelite
religions, or even syncretism. They rather indicate a close
relationship of the Arad sanctuary with the Biblical

tradition.

Pattern C

Pattern C consists of traits which are shared by the
Arad sanctuary, the Solomonic Temple and the P Tabernacle,
but are not recognizable, archaeologically or otherwise, in
Canaanite temples. This pattern includes tie increasing
obstructiveness as one progresses along the longitudinal
axis of the temple, and the absence of iconographical
representations of God. These traits--which are coherent

with the peculiar Israelite conception of a transcendent and
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holy God, indispensable for the proper realization of the P
ritual, and not represented anywhere else in the Ancient
Near East--may be considered as typical of the Israelite,

biblical orthodoxy.

Pattern D

Pattern D consists of traits which do not occur at
Arad or in the P Tabernacle but do in the Solomonic Temple
and are represented in Canaanite temples, as for example,
the porch. Such evidence suggests a certain degree of
independence at Arad from the influence exerted by the
Solomonic Temple and the Canaanite culture. This, despite
being admittedly silent evidence, brings together the Arad
sanctuary and the Tabernacle traditions apart from the porch
tradition represented in the Jerusalem Temple and in several

Canaanite cultic buildings.

Pattern E

Pattern E exhibits traits which are present in
Solomon’s Temple and represented in Canaanite temples but
are not part of the P descriptions of the Tabernacle as, for
example, the flanking, twin columns (Jachin and Boaz), and
the width of the building. This evidence speaks of a common
cultural background for the temples at Arad, Jerusalem, and
some Canaanite sites. However, it should be noted that the
adoption of these traits in Israelite temples does not

present any hindrance to the realization of the P ritual
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and, therefore, may not be understood as indicating
communality of theology or practice between Israelite and

Canaanite religions.

Pattern F

Pattern F consists of traits which have no
archaeological parallel in Canaan, do not follow the
Jerusalem Temple and, however, do agree with the P
Tabernacle. These traits, which comprise the dimensions and
proportions of the "burnt-offering" altar, can have their
origin explained only in terms of the relationship with the

Tabernacle traditions.

Pattern G

Pattern G consists of traits which are represented
in Arad, the Tabernacle, and some Canaanite temples, but not
in the Solomonic Temple. This suggests a certain degree of
independence from a common cultural background on the part
of the Solomonic Temple. Also, it suggests that both the
Tabernacle and the Arad temple were not typologically

dependent upon the Jerusalem Temple.

Causative Pactors

Despite the variety of probable causative factors,
and combinations thereof, which may have played some role in
determining the Arad temple traits, a pattern of selectivity

may be recognized throughout:
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Canaanite temples
The Arad sanctuary agrees with Canaanite temples in
almost all significant aspects except those which are not
compatible with the P theology or cult as, for example, (1)
the easy access to the holy of holies, (2) the use of
iconographic representations, and (3) the looseness with

which the cultic area was partitioned.

Solomonic Temple

The Arad sanctuary agrees with the Solomonic Temple
in everything that is cultically significant in P as, for
example, the conspicuous tripartite cultic area, the
longitudinal and axial line of approach, and the large altar
in the center of the court. However, it does not agree with
the Solomonic Temple in every aspect, including some that
are architectonically important, such as the porch and the
type of the room. This is not what one would expect if
Solomon’s Temple had provided the prototype for the
construction of the sanctuary at Arad. These discrepancies,
one should note, concerns only aspects that are not

significant in P.

P Tabernacle

The Arad sanctuary agrees with the Tabernacle in
everything that is, according to P, theologically or
ritualisticly significant, without exceptions. This

includes the tripartite spatial arrangement; the linear and
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longitudinal approach; the succession of court, holy place
and holy of holies, axially arranged one behind the other;
the relative size of the three ritual areas, from the larger
to the smaller; and the position of the burnt-offering
altar. The disagreements with the P Tabernacle are only on
matters that have no relevancy in P, such as the flanking
columns and the shape of the rooms.

The evidence suggests that the P traditions provided
the basic criteria for selecting the traits of the Arad

temple.

Ssummary of Chapter 3
Chapter 3 sought to ascertain (1) how critics have

regarded the Tabernacle, (2) how their understanding of this
matter relates to the dating of P, and (3) how the evidence
discussed in chapter 2 regarding the Arad temple contributes
to the current debate regarding the date of the P traditions
and affects the position held by some critical scholars on
this subject.

It has been seen that the Graf-Wellhausen school
considered the P Tabernacle as a late fictitious piece of
literature, a retrojection of the Jerusalem Temple devised
to give legitimacy to the centralized postexilic cult. As
such, the Tabernacle was mainly and primarily regarded as a
creation of P and secondarily a reflection of the Solomonic

Temple.
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It has also been seen that, while still maintaining
a late date for the composition of P, scholars of the more
recent generations have conceded that the P Tabernacle may
have had a historical fundament. This borrowing from old
traditions, however, is generally conceived as having been
restricted to the tent concept itself, a movable shrine
where God’s presence was manifested from time to time. For
most of the critical scholars it does not include the
physical traits or the ritual of the Tabernacle.

Chapter 3 also contended that, although the evidence
from the Arad temple has no direct bearing on the question
of dating the composition of the P writings as they now
appear in the MT, it does provide a terminus ad quem for the

origin of the P Tabernacle traditions.

Conclusions

On the basis of this study, following Aharoni’s
suggestions (1968a:25; 1973a:6; 1972a:col. 244), and
contrary to much of what has been assumed among critical
scholars, it may be advanced that (1) as early as in the
tenth century B.C., there was (2) a sanctuary tradition in
Israel which was (3) independent from the Jerusalem Temple,
(4) regarded as normative by a wide circle including Arad
and Jerusalem officials, (5) therefore old, (6)
fundamentally similar to the P Tabernacle, in physical

traits and consequently in cult, and (7) probably in written

form.
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Considering (1) the complexity of the Arad cult as
can be deduced from the remains of its temple, (2) its
fundamental similarity to the P Tabernacle and its cult, and
(3) the pivotal function of the Tabernacle in the theology
and literary structure of P (cf. Noth 1972:242-244), the
recurring critical suggestion of a late date for the P
traditions on the basis of (1) P’s allegedly ethyological or
programmatic theology or (2) the allegedly anachronic

complexity of the Tabernacle must now be reconsidered.
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Figure 2

Isometric Reconstruction of the Open Settlement at Arad
Stratum XII
(Herzog et al. 1984:4, Fig. 4)
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Figure 3

Plan of Arad
Stratum XI
(Herzog et al. 1984:6, Fig. 6)
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Figure 4

Plan of Arad
Stratum X
(Herzog et al. 1984:10, Fig. 10)
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Figure 5

Plan of Arad
Stratum IX
(Herzog et al. 1984:16, Fig. 16)
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Fiqure 6

Plan of Arad
Stratum VIII )
(Herzog et al. 1984:19, Fig. 21)
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Figure 7

Plan of Arad
Stratum VII )
(Herzog et al. 1984:22; Fig. 23)
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Fiqure 8

lan of Arad
Stratum VI ]
(Herzog et al. 1984:26, Fig. 26)
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Figure 9
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Figure 10

Plan of the Solomonic Temple .
(Paul and Dever 1973:72, after C. Watzinger)
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Figure 11

Plan of the Great Temple D at Ebla
(Matthiae 1979:20, Fig. 6)
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Figure 12

Plan of Temple 7300 at Shechem
(Dever 1974:40, Fig. 10)
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Figure 13

Plan of the Fortress Temple at Shechem
(Wright 1978:1085)
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Figqure 14

Plan of Shechem (a) Gate Complex, (b) Temple 7300,
(c) Palace, and (4) Fortress Temple
(Dever 1974:32, Fig. 2)
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Figure 15

Plan of the Alalakh Stratum VII Temple
(Wooley 1955:Fig. 35)
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Figure 16

Plan of the Alalakh lLevel I Temple
(Wooley 1955:83, Fig. 34Db, 34c)
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Figure 17

Plan of the Hazor Area H Temple
(Yadin 1976:478)
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Figure 18

Plan of the Taynat Temple
(Haines 1971:Plate 103)
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Table 1

Temple Trait Occurrence

F

TRAITS Arad | Cana | S8o0lo | Tabe
B | Tripartite Cultic Area YES YES YES YES
D | Tripartite Building no YES YES no
A | Holy of Holies = Niche YES YES no no
B | Holy of Holies = Separate YES YES YES YES
C | Holy of Holies = Concealed ? no YES YES
A | Holy Place = Brocad Room YES YES no no
D Porch no YES YES no
B | Twin Columns (Jachin & Boaz) | YES YES YES no
B Front Court YES YES YES YES
B | East-West Orientation YES YES YES YES
B Straigth Axiality YES YES YES YES
B | Longitudinal Approach YES YES YES YES
c Funnelform Approach YES no YES YES
B | Successive Arrangement YES YES YES YES
B Stone Tablets (Masseboth) YES YES YES YES
B Incense Altars YES YES YES YES
I Iconographic Representations | no YES no no
B | Large Altar in the Court YES YES YES YES
A Indoor Benches YES YES no no
B 20-Cubit Temple Width YES YES YES no
G | 20x6 Proportions YES YES no YES
P 5x5x3-Cubit Altar Dimensions | YES no no YES
P | 5x5x3 Altar Proportions YES no no YES

Arad = Arad Sanctuary P = Occurrence Pattern

Cana = Some Canaanite Temples YES8 = Trait Occurs

S8olo = Solomonic Temple no = Trait Does not Occur

Tabe = P Tabernacle ? = Occurrence is Probable
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Table 2

Chronology of the Iron Age Tel Arad

(Aharoni 1968a:4-9;

18-26;

1975a:83)

|“ PERIOD m DATES m BUILDINGS
. Iron Age I 12th-11th Centuries | Open
B.C. Settlement;
(Period of the Open Cultic
Judges) Area
XI Iron Age II-A | The Second Half of Citadel;
the 10th Century Casemate
B.C. wall;
(Kings Solomon and Temple with
Rehoboam; Pharaoh Open-air
Shishak) Altar
X Iron Age II-B | 9th Century B.C. Citadel;
Solid wall;
Temple with
Open-air
Altar
IX Iron Age II-C | 8th Century B.C. Citadel;
(King Uzziah) Solid wall;
Tenmple with
Open-air
Altar
VIII Iron Age II-C | Late 8th Century Citadel;
B.C. Solid wall;
(King Hezekiah) Temple with
Open-Air
Altar
VII Iron Age II-C | 7th Century B.C. Citadel;
(King Manasseh) Solid wall;
Tenple
without
Open-air
Altar
vI Iron Age II-C | Late 7th Century - Citadel;
Beginning of the Casemate
6th Century B.C. Wall;
(Kings Josiah and No Temple.
Zedekiah)
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Table 3

Chronology of the Temples

TEMPLE “I LOCATION m DATE
EBLA Tell Mardikh MBI-II
Great Temple D Stratum III A-B 2000-1600 B.C.
ALATAKH Tell Atchana MB I
Level VII Level VII ca. 1800 B.C.
Temple
SHECHEM Tell Balatah MB IIC
Fortress Temple Stratum XV 1650-1550 B.C.
SHECHEM Tell Balatah MB IIC
Temple 7300 Stratum XV 1600-1575 B.C.
HAZOR Tell el-Qedah ILB I
Area H Temple Stratum 2 15th century B.C.
Stratum 1-b 14th century B.C.
Stratum 1l-a 13th century B.C.
ALALAKH Tell Atchana LB IIB -
Level I Temple Level I A-B Iron Age IA
1220-1190 B.C.
SOLOMONIC Jerusalem Iron Age IIA-B
TEMPLE 966-586 B.C.
ARAD TEMPLE Tel Arad Iron Age IIA-B
Strata XI-VII 10th=-7th century
Blc‘
TAYNAT TEMPLE Tell Taynat Iron Age IIA
Building II Phase 0 ca. +875 B.C.
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Table 4

External Dimensions of the Temples
(Measurements are Approximate and
do not Include the Courtyard)

TEMPLE m LENGTH I“ WIDTH |
EBLA: Great Temple D 30.00 m 15.00 m
ATLATAKH: Level VII Temple 20.00 m 19.00 m
SHECHEM: Fortress Temple 26.30 m 21.20 m
SHECHEM: Temple 7300 19.50 m 12.00 m
HAZOR: Area H Temple 20.00 m 18.00 m
ALALAKH: lLevel I Temple 32.50 m 17.50 m
ARAD: Arad Temple 7.00 m 12.00 m
TAYNAT: Taynat Temple 25.35 m 11.75 m
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