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The genealogical lists of “the sons of Israel” in 1 Chronicles 2–9 have been the
focus of intensive research from the beginning of modern biblical scholarship.1
Among other topics, research has centered on the origin of the lists, their purpose,
their relationship to other parts of the books of Chronicles and their date. Most
scholars agree that the genealogical lists form an independent block, a kind of intro-
duction to history; opinions differ, however, on whether the lists belong to the work
of the Chronicler2 or were added after the main substance of the book had already
been written.3 Regarding absolute chronology, scholars have tended to date the lists

I am grateful to Oded Lipschits, Jacob L. Wright, and Ran Zadok, who read the article and
made valuable suggestions. This study was supported by the Chaim Katzman Archaeology Fund,
Tel Aviv University.  

1 For recent decades, see, e.g., Marshall D. Johnson, The Purpose of the Biblical Genealogies,
with Special Reference to the Setting of the Genealogies of Jesus (SNTSMS 8; Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1969); Manfred Oeming, Das wahre Israel: Die “genealogische Vorhalle” 1 Chronik
1–9 (BWANT 128; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer, 1990); Gary N. Knoppers, I Chronicles 1–9: A New
Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 12; New York: Doubleday, 2004); James T.
Sparks, The Chronicler’s Genealogies: Towards an Understanding of 1 Chronicles 1–9 (Academia
Biblica 28; Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2008).

2 Johnson, Purpose of the Biblical Genealogies, 47–55; Hugh G. M. Williamson, 1 and 2
Chronicles (NCB; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982), 39; Oeming, Das wahre Israel; Sara Japhet, I and
II Chronicles: A Commentary (OTL; London: SCM, 1993), 8–9; Steven James Schweitzer, Reading
Utopia in Chronicles (Library of Hebrew Bible/Old Testament Studies 442; New York: T&T Clark
International, 2007), 36–40; Sparks, Chronicler’s Genealogies.

3 For instance, Adam C. Welch, The Work of the Chronicler: Its Purpose and Its Date
 (London: H. Milford, 1939), 81–96; Martin Noth, The Chronicler’s History (JSOTSup 50; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1987), 36–42; Wilhelm Rudolph, Chronikbücher (HAT 1/21; Tübingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1955), viii; Frank M. Cross, “A Reconstruction of the Judean Restoration,” JBL 94
(1975): 4–18.
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according to their views on the date of the compilation of the books of Chronicles,
with most opting for the fourth century B.C.E. and then looking for a Persian-period
Yehud reality behind them4—a characteristic circular argument. 

Archaeology, which may provide the material reality behind a given text and
thus help to date it, has not as yet been consulted. Archaeology is especially strong
when many identifiable toponyms (that is, sites) are given. In this article I wish to
look at the archaeology and the geographical dispersal of the sites mentioned in
the lists and thus shed light on their date. 

I. The Archaeology of the Places Mentioned in the Lists

Most of the places mentioned in the lists are securely identified, which opens
the way to check their archaeological record. There is reasonable information on
most of these sites from either excavations or surveys. I have collected the infor-
mation regarding the late Iron II, Persian, and Hellenistic periods—the range of
time that can be considered for dating the lists (see below). In many cases survey
sites do not allow one to reach minute observations within a given period. This is
especially true in attempting to distinguish in surveyed sites (as opposed to exca-
vated ones) between Iron IIB and Iron IIC finds (eighth and seventh centuries b.c.e.
respectively) and between early and late Hellenistic-period finds. In the case of the
latter period, it is reasonable to assume that sites that were not inhabited in the Per-
sian period continued to be deserted in the early Hellenistic period and were reset-
tled only in the second century b.c.e. This is the case in almost every excavated
site in the highlands—Bethel,5 the northwestern hill in Jerusalem,6 Gibeon,7 Moza8

and Beth-zur.9 Tables 1 and 2 summarize the available information. 

4 E.g., Williamson, 1 and 2 Chronicles, 39; Yigal Levin, “Who Was the Chronicler’s Audience?
A Hint from His Genealogies,” JBL 122 (2003): 229–45; Knoppers, I Chronicles, 253; John W.
Wright, “Remapping Yehud: The Borders of Yehud and the Genealogies of Chronicles,” in Judah
and the Judeans in the Persian Period (ed. Oded Lipschits and Manfred Oeming; Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2006), 67–89; Sparks, Chronicler’s Genealogies, 366.

5 Israel Finkelstein and Lily Singer-Avitz, “Reevaluating Bethel,” ZDPV 125 (2009): 33–48.
6 E.g., Nahman Avigad, Discovering Jerusalem (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 1983), 61–63;

Hillel Geva, “Summary and Discussion of Findings from Areas A, W and X-2,” in Jewish Quarter
Excavations in the Old City of Jerusalem II (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2003), 501–52,
here 524–25.

7 James B. Pritchard, “Gibeon,” NEAEHL 2:511–14, here 513; Israel Finkelstein, “Jerusalem
in the Persian (and Early Hellenistic) Period and the Wall of Nehemiah,” JSOT 32 (2008): 501–20.

8 Zvi Greenhut and Alon de Groot, Salvage Excavations at Tel Moza: The Bronze and Iron
Age Settlements and Later Occupations (IAA Reports 39; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority,
2009).

9 Robert W. Funk, “Beth-zur,” NEAEHL 1:259–61, here 261; Paul Lapp and Nancy Lapp,
“Iron II—Hellenistic Pottery Groups,” in Ovid R. Sellers et al., The 1957 Excavation at Beth-zur,
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Table 1. The Archaeology of the Places
Mentioned in the Genealogical Lists in 1 Chronicles 2–9*

Conducted by McCormick Theological Seminary and the American School of Oriental Research in
Jerusalem (AASOR 38; Cambridge, MA: American Schools of Oriental Research, 1968), 54–79,
here 70; and, in the same volume, Paul W. Lapp, “The Excavation of Field II,” 26–34, here 29.

10 A) Moshe Kochavi, “The Land of Judah,” in Judaea Samaria and the Golan: Archaeologi-
cal Survey 1967–1968 (in Hebrew; ed. Moshe Kochavi; Jerusalem: Carta, 1972), 19–89, here 47;
B) Avi Ofer, “The Highland of Judah during the Biblical Period” (in Hebrew; Ph.D. thesis, Tel
Aviv University, 1993), Part IIA: 28.

11 Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 68; Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 44.
12 Amos Kloner, Maresha Excavations Final Report I: Subterranean Complexes 21, 44, 70

(IAA Reports 17; Jerusalem: Israel Antiquities Authority, 2003), 9–30.
13 Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 30; Avi Ofer, “Hebron”, NEAEHL 2:606–9, here 609; Exca-

vations and Surveys in Israel (Israel Antiquities Authority) 114: 113; there is no information for
the situation under the modern city.

14 Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 59–60; Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 30.
15 A) Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 77–78; B) Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 43.
16 Finkelstein, “Jerusalem in the Persian Period,” 512–13.
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Tribe Place Bib. Identification and Iron II Persian Hellenistic
Ref. References to Period Period

Periods of Activity**

Judah Teqoa 2:24 Khirbet et-Tuquc10 A) V V —
4:5 B) V V V

Ziph 2:42 Tell Zif11 V V V strong
4:16

Mareshah 2:42 Tell Sandahannah12 V V weak V strong
4:21

Hebron 2:42 Tell el-Rumeideh13 V — V

Tappuah 2:43 Tafuh14 V strong V V

Maon 2:45 Khirbet Mavin15 A) V — V
B) V strong V V

Beth-zur 2:45 Khirbet et-Tubeiqeh16 V V weak V strong

* The table includes only identifiable sites (whose archaeological record can be investi-
gated). The towns of Simeon and Manasseh, taken from the books of Joshua and Judges (below)
are excluded from the table. The list of the Levites’ cities (1 Chronicles 6) is also excluded, as it
was probably taken from Joshua 21 (regardless of the date of the latter)

** In the case of more than one survey with different results, the different works are
marked in both the table and the references in the footnotes in capital letters (A, B, etc.).  



17 Israel Finkelstein, “The Archaeology of the List of Returnees in Ezra and Nehemiah,” PEQ
140 (2008): 5.

18 A) Yehuda Dagan, “The Shephelah during the Period of the Monarchy in Light of Archae-
ological Excavations and Survey” (in Hebrew; M.A. thesis, Tel Aviv University, 1992), 78;
B) Gunnar Lehmann, Michael H. Niemann, and Wolfgang Zwickel, “Zora und Eschtaol,” UF 28
(1996): 362–73; C) personal communication from Rami Raveh, Shlomo Bunimovitz, and Zvi Led-
erman (I am grateful to them for sharing this information with me). 

19 A) Dagan, “Shephelah,” 77; B) Lehmann, Niemann, and Zwickel, “Zora und Eschtaol,”
353–55.

20 Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 13.
21 Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 42; Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 13.
22 Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 46–47; Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 15.
23 Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 57; Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 29.
24 A) Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 19; only one side of the site was surveyed; B) John L.

Peterson, “A Topographical Surface Survey of the Levitical ‘Cities’ of Joshua 21 and 1 Chronicles
6: Studies on the Levites in Israelite Life and Religion” (Ph.D. thesis, Western Theological Semi-
nary, 1977), 507 (one plot was surveyed).

25 Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 77; Ofer, “Highland of Judah,” IIA: 33 (but the author of the
genealogies could have referred here to Soco of the Shephelah). 

26 Dagan, “Shephelah,” 92.
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Tribe Place Bib. Identification and Iron II Persian Hellenistic
Ref. References to Period Period

Periods of Activity**

Judah Qiriath- 2:53 Deir el-vAzar17 V strong V weak V
(cont.) jearim

Zorah 2:53 Sarvah18 A) V — —
B) V V —
C) V — V

Eshtaol 2:53 Ishwav19 A) V V —
B) V — —

Bethlehem 2:54 Beit Lahm20 V strong V V

Etam 4:3 Khirbet el-Khawkh21 V V V

Gedor 4:4 Khirbet Judur22 V strong V V
4:18

Ophrah 4:14 Khirbet et-Tayyibe23 V V V

Eshtemoa 4:17 es-Samuv24 A) V strong — —
4:19 B) — — V

Soco 4:18 Khirbet Shuweike25 V strong V weak V strong

Zanoah 4:18 Khirbet Zanuv26 V VV strong V

Table 1 (cont.)



27 Kochavi, “Land of Judah,” 48-49; Dagan, “Shephelah,” 161. Hellenistic pottery from this
site is kept in the storehouses of the Israel Antiquities Authority and the Archaeological Staff Offi-
cer for Judea and Samaria. I am grateful to Yehuda Dagan and Yoav Tzionit for locating this pot-
tery and showing it to me. (Note that this material was not available to me when I wrote my article
on Jerusalem in the Persian and early Hellenistic period [“Jerusalem in the Persian Period”].)

28 Uri Dinur and Nurit Feig, “Eastern Part of the Map of Jerusalem,” in Archaeological Sur-
vey of the Hill Country of Benjamin (ed. Israel Finkelstein and Yitzhak Magen; Jerusalem: Israel
Antiquities Authority, 1993), 341–427, here 359–60.

29 Ibid., 380–81.
30 Amir Feldstein et al., “Southern Part of the Maps of Ramallah and el-Bireh and Northern

Part of the Map of ‘Ein Kerem,” in Finkelstein and Magen, Archaeological Survey of the Hill Coun-
try of Benjamin, 177–79; Persian-period pottery is reported only in Zecharia Kallai, “The Land of
Benjamin and Mt. Ephraim,” in Kochavi, Judaea Samaria and the Golan, 153–93, here 183.

31 Hi adashot Arkheologiot 10.
32 Ram Gophna, Itamar Taxel, and Amir Feldstein, “A New Identification of Ancient Ono,”

BAIAS 23 (2005): 167–76.
33 Finkelstein, “List of Returnees,” 4.
34 A) Ram Gophna and Yoseph Porat, “The Land of Ephraim and Manasseh,” in Kochavi,

Judaea Samaria and the Golan, 196–241, here 236; B) Alon Shavit, “The Ayalon Valley and Its
Vicinity during the Bronze and Iron Ages” (in Hebrew; M.A. thesis, Tel Aviv University, 1992),
100–101.

35 Finkelstein, “Jerusalem in the Persian Period,” 513.
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Tribe Place Bib. Identification and Iron II Persian Hellenistic
Ref. References to Period Period

Periods of Activity**

Judah Keilah 4:19 Khirbet Qila27 V V V
(cont.)

Benjamin Anathoth 7:8 vAnata28 V strong — V

Alameth 7:8 Khirbet vAlmit29 V V V 
8:36
9:42

Geba 8:6 Jabav30 V strong —? V strong

Manahath 8:6 el-Malhah31 V No data No data
2:54

Ono 8:12 Kafr Juna32 V V V

Lud 8:12 el-Ludd33 V V V

Ayyalon 8:13 Yalu34 A) V V V
B) V strong — —

Gibeon 8:29 el-Jib35 V — V
9:35

Table 1 (cont.)



36 Finkelstein, “List of Returnees,” 5.
37 Greenhut and de Groot, Salvage Excavations at Tel Moza.
38 Israel Finkelstein and Zvi Lederman, Highlands of Many Cultures: The Southern Samaria

Survey, the Sites (Monograph Series of the Institute of Archaeology, Tel Aviv University 14; Tel
Aviv: Institute of Archaeology, 1997), 303–5.

39 Ibid., 161–64.
40 Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz, “Reevaluating Bethel”; there was weak occupation in the

late Iron II.
41 William G. Dever, “Gezer,” NEAEHL 2:496–506, here 506.
42 Edward F. Campbell, “Shechem, Tell Balatah,” NEAEHL 4:1345–54, here 1352–54.
43 Finkelstein, “List of Returnees,” 7.
44 Finkelstein and Lederman, Highlands of Many Cultures, 417; Kallai, “Land of Benjamin,”

173–74; Khaled Nashef, “Khirbet Birzeit 1996, 1998–1999: Preliminary Report,” Journal of Pales-
tinian Archaeology 1 (2000): 25–27.

45 Emilio Olavarri, “Aroer (in Moab),” NEAEHL 1:92–93.
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Tribe Place Bib. Identification and Iron II Persian Hellenistic
Ref. References to Period Period

Periods of Activity**

Benjamin Azmaveth 8:36 Hizma36 V V V
(cont.) 9:42

Moza 2:46 Qalunyah37 V — V
8:36
9:42

Ephraim Upper 7:24 Beir vUr el-Fauqa38 V strong V weak V 
Beth-horon

Lower 7:24 Beir vUr et-Tahta39 V strong V weak V strong
Beth-horon

Bethel 7:28 Beitin40 V —? V strong

Naaran 7:28 Ein Duk? No data No data No data

Gezer 7:28 Tel Gezer41 V V weak V

Shechem 7:28 Tell Balata42 V V weak V strong

Ayyah 7:28 Khirbet Haiyan?43 — — V?

Asher Birzaith 7:31 Khirbet Bir Zeit44 V strong — V

Reuben Aroer 5:8 vAravir45 V — V

Table 1 (cont.)



If one sees the genealogical lists as representing a true settlement system and
is therefore looking for a single-period reality behind them,47 it seems clear that
the Persian period (and, as explained above, the early Hellenistic period as well) is
not an option. Eleven sites were not inhabited and eight sites were sparsely inhab-
ited in the Persian period; together they represent almost half of the total number.
Needless to say, in the case of a site that was investigated in only a single survey
and that yielded a limited number of sherds, the information may be less than com-
plete. Yet most sites mentioned above were thoroughly surveyed, many of them
more than once, and yielded a meaningful quantity of finds. Hence, the data seem
to be reliable, especially when evaluated regarding the entire system of sites: a sin-

46 Sylvester J. Saller and Bellarmino Bagatti, The Town of Nebo (Khirbet el-Mekhayyat), with
a Brief Survey of Other Ancient Christian Monuments in Transjordan (Publications of the Studium
Biblicum Franciscanum 7; Jerusalem: Franciscan Press, 1949).

47 Even if the author is nostalgic, on the one hand, or utopian, on the other (meaning that
the sites must not all be inhabited in one period—a possibility rightly suggested to me by Oded
Lipschits), his perspective would likely reflect his own time and conditions. One may therefore
search for a historical period in which the sites mentioned in these lists would have been relevant
to the author.
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Tribe Place Bib. Identification and Iron II Persian Hellenistic
Ref. References to Period Period

Periods of Activity**

Reuben Nebo 5:8 Khirbet el-Mukhayyat46 V — V
(cont.)

Baal-meon 5:8 Khirbet Main No data No data No data

Table 1 (cont.)

Table 2. Sites Mentioned in the Genealogical Lists in 1 Chronicles 2–9:
Summary of Activity in the Late Iron II, Persian, and Hellenistic Periods

Strong Weak Strength of No evidence
activity not for activity

decided

Iron II 13 1 21 1

Persian 1 8 16 11

Hellenistic 8 0 27 1



gle negative result may be arbitrary, but a large number of sites with negative results
for the same period carries a great deal of weight. 

From a strictly archaeological point of view one is left with the late Iron II and
the late Hellenistic periods. Only a single site was not inhabited in the late Iron II.
But the identification of Ayyah is less secure than that of the other sites. Some late
Iron II sites may have been sparsely inhabited in the final phase of the period; this
can be seen in the case of two important sites that were thoroughly excavated—
Bethel and Gezer. 

Only a single site—Eshtaol—does not have a record of occupation for the late
Hellenistic period. Eshtaol is located under the remains of the Arab village of
Ishwav. The survey conducted there by Gunnar Lehmann et al.48 yielded only fif-
teen sherds, most of them from post-Byzantine periods.49 Dagan states that “the
survey yielded only a few remains, on the margin of the moshav [the Israeli settle-
ment—I.F.] mainly on the southern slope.”50 The data for this site are therefore
insufficient. 

II. The Territorial Reality behind the Lists

In choosing between the late Iron II and the Hellenistic period, I am inclined
to opt for the latter. Had the lists preserved a memory of the settlement situation
in the late Iron II, one could have expected to find many more sites in the Shephe -
lah, first and foremost among them Lachish,51 as well as a genuine reference to the
Beer-sheba Valley (rather than a repetition of a list from Joshua 19; see below),
which was densely inhabited at that time. In any event, the territorial dispersal of
the sites mentioned in the lists provides additional evidence for dating them.

Scholars who have dealt with the genealogical lists have noted that there are
no details (at least not toponyms) for the northern tribes. The genealogies of Naph-
tali and Issachar52 are short and provide almost no information. Only the central
highlands genealogy of Asher is given, and there is no genealogy for Zebulun. In
the case of Manasseh, the author reiterated the data on the sons and daughters of
Manasseh that appear in Joshua 17 and incorporated a list of famous places (Beth-
shean, Taanach, Megiddo and Dor [1 Chr 7:29]), which he probably took from the
Deuteronomistic History (Judg 1:27). 

48 Lehmann, Niemann, and Zwickel, “Zora und Eschtaol,” fig. 2.
49 Ibid. 
50 Dagan, “Shephelah,” 77.
51 Lachish was the second most important Judahite site at that time. See Ran Zadok, “On the

Reliability of the Genealogical and Prosopographical Lists of the Israelites in the Old Testament,”
Tel Aviv 25 (1998): 228–54, here 244.

52 And Dan? (e.g., Knoppers, I Chronicles, 453).
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Regarding the south, the list of Simeon is probably taken from the book of
Joshua (19:1–7).53 In the case of Judah, there are no data about the east (the Judean
Desert and the area of Jericho/Dead Sea) and south (except for repeating the
Simeon list from Joshua 19); the information about the Shephelah is limited.  

Detailed lists with names of towns are therefore given for Judah and Benjamin,
for Ephraim, and for part of the territory of Reuben (see also 1 Chr 9:3). It is also
noteworthy that the genealogy of the return in 1 Chr 9:2–34 mentions repatriates
from Judah, Benjamin, Ephraim, and Manasseh.54 In Judah the list includes the
highlands and part of the Shephelah (five sites—two in the eastern Shephelah, two
in the northern Shephelah, and Mareshah). Except for Shechem, the list of Ephraim
concentrates on the southern part of its inheritance. For Reuben the list mentions
three places in the area of Madaba (the Mishor). The territory covered by the list
stretches, therefore, from Eshtemoa and Maon in the south to Bethel and Birzaith
in the north, and to the Zorah-Qeilah line in the west (with the addition of Mare-
shah), plus the area of Madaba. This territory should be checked against the possi-
ble historical realities that may stand behind the genealogical lists.

The premise of this discussion is that, rather than being nostalgic and/or
utopian,55 the genealogical lists represent a given settlement reality in the history
of Judah/Yehud/Judea. This is true even if the author of the genealogies used dif-
ferent (chronologically layered?) materials, because he referred to settlements that
still existed in his own day.56 In other words, the distribution of the places men-
tioned in the core area covered by the lists should represent the extent of the
Jerusalem territorial entity at a given period of time. 

Four possibilities should be checked: (1) that the lists represent past memory
—of the late Iron II; (2) that they reflect the realities of the Persian period;57 (3) that
they depict the situation in the early Hellenistic period; or (4) that they correspond
to the reality of the late Hellenistic (Hasmonean) period. 

53 Rudolph, Chronikbücher, 38–39; Albrecht Alt, Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes
Israel (3 vols.; Munich: Beck, 1953), 2:285; Nadav Na’aman, “The Inheritance of the Sons of
Simeon,” ZDPV 96 (1980): 136–52.

54 Knoppers, I Chronicles, 264.
55 Schweitzer, Reading Utopia, 31–75; and see n. 47 above. Had the list been utopian, one

would have expected the author to fill the entire extent of the entire tribal system with informa-
tion taken from the Deuteronomistic History.

56 See the discussion in Roddy L. Braun, “1 Chronicles 1–9 and the Reconstruction of the
History of Israel,” in The Chronicler as Historian (ed. M. Patrick Graham, Kenneth G. Hoglund,
and Steven L. McKenzie; JSOTSup 238; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997), 92–105; see
also Hugh G. M. Williamson, “Sources and Redaction in the Chronicler’s Genealogy of Judah,” JBL
98 (1979): 351–59; Nadav Na’aman, “Sources and Redaction in the Chronicler’s Genealogies of
Asher and Ephraim,” JSOT 49 (1991): 99–111.

57 This is the conventional theory; see, e.g., recently Levin, “Chronicler’s Audience”;
Knoppers, I Chronicles, 253; Wright, “Remapping Yehud.”
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Late Iron II Reality Adapted for Postexilic Needs?
A brief scan is sufficient to show that the list does not represent the territorial

reality of late Iron II Judah: (1) The Beer-sheba Valley (apart from a repetition of
the Joshua 19 Simeonite list) and the Judean Desert are missing in the south and
east. (2) One would have expected many more sites in the Shephelah. (3) Central
places in the Shephelah, mainly Lachish, the second most important site in Judah
in late-monarchic times, do not appear.58 (4) In the northwest the list includes the
area of Gezer, Lod, and Ono, which were never under Judahite domination.59 One
could argue that the list fits the days of Josiah, because of the inclusion of Benjamin
and southern Ephraim around Bethel. But even in the late seventh century Judah
did not control the Gezer–Lod area—not to mention that in the days of Josiah it
stretched farther west in the Shephelah.60 One cannot eliminate the possibility that
a memory of the reality in the Iron II was adopted for postexilic needs. And this is
precisely my premise: if this were the case, what would be the reality behind a sit-
uation in which only part of the Judahite kingdom’s territory is listed?

Persian-Period Yehud Reality?
This has been the conventional view.61 Scholars reconstructed the borders of

the province of Yehud according to two items of information: the geographical lists
in the book of Ezra and Nehemiah, first and foremost among them the list of
builders of Jerusalem’s city wall in Nehemiah 3; and the distribution of the Persian-
period Yehud seal impressions.62 In reality, the main consideration has always been
the biblical text; the distribution of the Yehud seal impressions covers only part of
the area described in Nehemiah 3, but this has not been thoroughly considered,
mainly because most scholars have not questioned the Persian-period date of the
geographical material in Nehemiah.

Nehemiah 3 speaks about the division of the territory ruled from Jerusalem
into several districts (פלך) and half districts (חצי פלך). Five places are listed as head-
quarters in this administrative system: Jerusalem, Beth-haccherem, Mizpah, Beth-

58 See also Zadok, “On the Reliability,” 244.
59 Israel Finkelstein and Nadav Na’aman, “Shechem of the Amarna Period and the Rise of

the Northern Kingdom of Israel,” IEJ 55 (2005): 172–93, here 182–83.
60 See, e.g., Nadav Na’aman, “The Kingdom of Judah under Josiah,” Tel Aviv 18 (1991): 3–71.
61 See, e.g., recently Levin, “Chronicler’s Audience”; Knoppers, I Chronicles, 253; Wright,

“Remapping Yehud.”
62 Types 1–12 in David Vanderhooft and Oded Lipschits, “A New Typology of the Yehud

Stamp Impressions,” Tel Aviv 34 (2007): 12–37; for a summary of the different opinions, see
Charles E. Carter, The Emergence of Yehud in the Persian Period: A Social and Demographic Study
(JSOTSup 294; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 75–90; Oded Lipschits, The Fall and
Rise of Jerusalem: Judah under Babylonian Rule (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2005), 154–84.
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zur, and Keilah. Several scholars have suggested adding districts in the east (Jeri-
cho) and northwest (Gezer).63 I agree with Lipschits that the province described in
the list was divided into five units—those specifically referred to in the text.64

Accordingly, the territory described in Nehemiah 3 extended from Beth-zur in the
south to the area of Mizpah in the north (including the areas around these two
sites), and from the Judean Desert in the east to Keilah in the west. The latter is the
only extension into the Shephelah. 

Yet the list in Nehemiah 3 cannot serve as a basis for reconstructing the bor-
ders of Yehud in the Persian period:

1. Elsewhere I have argued that the description of the building of the city wall
in Nehemiah 3 does not fit what we know about the archaeology of Jerusalem in the
Persian period.65 While Nehemiah 3 refers to a large city, which probably includes
the southwestern hill and which was fortified by a major wall with many towers
and gates, Persian-period Jerusalem was an unfortified village that extended over a
very limited area in the central part of the City of David. It seems that the descrip-
tion in Nehemiah 3—which does not belong to the Nehemiah Memoir66 and which
was probably inserted into the text of Nehemiah67—if not utopian, may represent
the reality of the construction of the First Wall by the Hasmoneans in the second
century b.c.e.68

2. The archaeology of Beth-zur, mentioned as the headquarters of a half dis-
trict (Neh 3:16), poses another problem. Based on a single locus (!), Ephraim Stern
adhered to the notion of significant activity at the site in the Persian period.69

Ronny Reich argued in the same vein according to an architectural analysis.70 But
Robert W. Funk, Paul and Nancy Lapp, and Charles E. Carter showed that the site

63 For summaries of the different opinions, see Ephraim Stern, Material Culture of the Land
of the Bible in the Persian Period, 538–332 B.C. (Warminster: Aris & Phillips, 1982), 247–49; Carter,
Emergence of Yehud, 79–80; Lipschits, Fall and Rise, 168–74.

64 Lipschits, Fall and Rise, 168–74.
65 Finkelstein,” Jerusalem in the Persian Period.”
66 See, e.g., Charles C. Torrey, Ezra Studies (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1910),

225; H. G. M. Williamson, Ezra, Nehemiah (WBC 16; Waco: Word Books, 1985), 200; Joseph
Blenkinsopp, Ezra-Nehemia: A Commentary (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1988), 231.

67 See, e.g., Charles C. Torrey, The Composition and Historical Value of Ezra-Nehemiah
(BZAW 2; Giessen: J. Ricker, 1896), 37–38; idem, Ezra Studies, 249; Sigmund Mowinckel, Studien
zu dem Buche Ezra-Nehemia (Oslo: Universitetsforlaget, 1964), 109–16.

68 Finkelstein, “Jerusalem in the Persian Period”; Dieter Böhler explicitly puts the story of
the rebuilding of Jerusalem in Nehemiah against a Hasmonean background (Die heilige Stadt in
Esdras A und Esra-Nehemia: Zwei Konzeptionen der Wiederherstellung Israels [OBO 158; Freiburg,
Schweiz: Universitätsverlag, 1997], 382–97).

69 Stern, Archaeology of the Land of the Bible, vol. 2, The Assyrian, Babylonian, and Persian
Periods (732–332 B.C.E.) (ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 2001), 437–38; also idem, Material Cul-
ture of the Land of the Bible, 36.

70 Reich, “The Beth-zur Citadel II—A Persian Residency?” Tel Aviv 19 (1992): 113–23.
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was very sparsely, in fact, insignificantly, inhabited in the Persian and early Hel-
lenistic periods.71 Funk noted that the “interpretation of the Persian-Hellenistic
remains at Beth-zur is dependent in large measure on the extant literary refer-
ences,”72 meaning that it was written according to one’s understanding of the text
rather than the archaeological data. Indeed, the published material from the exca-
vations includes only a limited number of finds—sherds, vessels, and coins—that
can safely be dated to the Persian period, while most forms typical of the Persian-
period repertoire are missing altogether. Hence, though archaeology may have
revealed traces of some Persian-period activity at the site, it is clear that it was an
important place only in the late Iron II and more so in the late Hellenistic period
(see below for the latter period).

3. Nor did Gibeon, which is also mentioned in Nehemiah (3:7), yield unam-
biguous Persian-period finds. Without delving into the debate over the dating of the
Gibeon winery and inscriptions (late monarchic or sixth century73), one may
observe that the mws ih seal impressions and wedge-shaped and reed-impressed
sherds found at the site attest to a certain activity in the Babylonian or Babylo -
nian/early Persian period.74 According to James B. Pritchard, there is “only scant
evidence of occupation from the end of the 6th century until the beginning of the
1st century BCE” at Gibeon.75 Persian-period pottery and Yehud seal impressions
were not found.76 Late Hellenistic pottery and coins are attested. 

4. Last but not least, the distribution of the Persian-period Yehud seal impres-
sions77 does not fit the territory described in Nehemiah 3. In the highlands, these
seal impressions are concentrated in Jerusalem and its surroundings, including
Ramat Rahel. Only six items were found in the highlands to the north of Jerusalem
(the area of Mizpah), compared to seventeen in the City of David and seventy-nine
at Ramat Rahel. No seal impression of this type was found south of Ramat Rahel
(the area of Beth-zur). In the east, seal impressions of these types were found at
Jericho and En-Gedi (six items), which is a sensible reason for the inclusion of this
area within the borders of Yehud. In the west they were found at Gezer and Tel

71 Funk, “Beth-zur,” 261; Lapp and Lapp, “Iron II,” 70; P. Lapp, “Excavation of Field II,” 29;
Carter, Emergence of Yehud, 157.

72 Funk, “The History of Beth-zur with Reference to Its Defenses,” in Sellers et al., 1957
Excavation at Beth-zur, 4–17.

73 For summaries of the debate, see Stern, Material Culture, 32–33; idem, Archaeology, 433;
Lipschits, “The History of the Benjaminite Region under Babylonian Rule” (in Hebrew) Zion 64
(1999): 271–310, here 287–91.

74 Stern, Material Culture, 32–33; idem, Archaeology, 433; Lipschits, Fall and Rise, 243–45;
Pritchard, Winery, Defenses and Soundings at Gibeon (University Museum Monographs 26;
Philadelphia: University Museum, University of Pennsylvania, 1964), figs. 32:7, 48:17.

75 Pritchard, “Gibeon,” 513.
76 For the latter, see Lipschits, Fall and Rise, 180.
77 Groups 1–12 in Vanderhooft and Lipschits, “New Typology.”
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Harasim in the western Shephelah (four items altogether), places clearly outside
the borders of Yehud until the expansion of the Hasmonean state in the days of
Jonathan and Simeon (see below). None was found in the many sites of the upper
Shephelah. 

Considering the problem of dating the reality behind Nehemiah 3, and with
no extrabiblical textual data for the Persian period, one can (should?) try to recon-
struct the borders of Yehud only according to the distribution of the Persian-period
seal impressions and the fragmentary textual data from somewhat later, the third
and early second centuries b.c.e. (see below). Accordingly, Yehud seems to have
included mainly the area of Jerusalem, between Ramat Rahel and the City of David.
It could have extended a bit farther to the south, but Beth-zur seems to have been
outside of Yehud. In the north, the dearth of seal impressions from the area of
 Mizpah and Nebi Samuel78 raises the question whether this area was an important
part of fifth- to fourth-century b.c.e. Yehud.79 In the east, there was a possible
extension to Jericho and En-Gedi. As for the southwest, in the time of the Zenon
Papyri of the mid-third century b.c.e., Mareshah and Adoraim belonged to Idumea.
The area of Lod and Gezer (which were Israelite rather than Judahite towns in the
Iron II) and Ekron in the western Shephelah were annexed to Judea only in the
days of Jonathan and Simon, in the 140s b.c.e. I therefore tend to agree with Carter
that Persian-period Yehud did not extend to the Shephelah.80

It is clear, then, that the distribution of the places mentioned in the core of
the genealogical lists in 1 Chronicles 2–9 does not fit the territorial extension of
Persian-period Yehud. On the one hand, the lists include places in four areas that
were outside of the borders of Yehud: the Hebron and south-Hebron hills in the
south; the area of Bethel-Birzaith in the north; the Shephelah in the west; and the
Gezer–Lod–Ono area in the northwest. On the other hand, the genealogical lists do
not include the area of En-Gedi, which was probably included in Yehud. Further,
they do not mention Beth-haccherem, the supposed name of Ramat Rahel,81 the
most important archaeological site in the province of Yehud, which yielded the
largest number of Persian-period Yehud seal impressions.82 To summarize, the bor-
ders of Yehud and the distribution of places in the core of the genealogical lists have
very little in common. The genealogical lists do not reflect Persian period Yehud
realities.

78 There are only six items, which make up 5.5 percent of the total of the Persian-period
types, compared to thirty-two items, which constitute 11 percent of the later types 13–14 in the
work of Vanderhooft and Lipschits, “New Typology.”

79 The list of returnees in Ezra 2:1–67; Neh 7:6–68, which mentions places in this area,
should probably be dated to the Hellenistic period (Finkelstein, “List of Returnees,” 7–16).

80 Carter, Emergence of Yehud, 91–98.
81 Yohanan Aharoni, “Beth Haccherem,” in Archaeology and Old Testament Study: Jubilee

Volume of the Society for Old Testament Study (ed. D. Winton Thomas; Oxford: Clarendon, 1967),
171–85.

82 Vanderhooft and Lipschits, “New Typology.”
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Early Hellenistic Situation?
Direct textual information for the Ptolemaic period is meager: the Zenon

Papyri reveal that Mareshah in the Shephelah and Adoraim southwest of Hebron
belonged to Idumea. 

Turning to archaeology, we find that the main concentrations of the Yehud
seal impressions of types 13–15, which seem to belong to the late-fourth and third
centuries b.c.e.,83 are in Jerusalem and Ramat Rahel, Jericho and En-Gedi, and
Mizpah and Nebi Samuel. Their distribution north of Jerusalem is especially note-
worthy; in this area impressions 13–14 grow from ca. 5.5 percent of the total in the
early group (types 1–12, of the Persian period), to 11 percent in the period under
discussion. This may indicate the growing importance of this area (expansion of
Jewish population?) at that time.84

The borders of Judea in the first half of the second century b.c.e. can be drawn
according to several literary sources: the location of the battles between Judas
 Maccabeus and the Seleucids, the location of the fortresses built by Bacchides after
the death of Judas, and other clues in 1 Maccabees. 

The importance of the area to the north and northwest of Jerusalem as com-
manding the main approach to the city, and possibly as the frontier of expansion
of Judea, is indicated by the fact that five of the eight battles of Judas Maccabeus
took place here, three of them (Beth-horon, Adasa, and Kafar Salama) along the
Beth-horon–Gibeon Road. It is reasonable to assume that Judas Maccabeus
encountered the Seleucid forces on the borders of Judea or close to them. The two
battles in the south—at Beth-zur and Beth Zacharia (slightly to the north of Beth-
zur)—should probably indicate the southern boundary of Judea. 1 Maccabees
seems to point out that Beth-zur changed hands more than once during the wars,85

which means that it was located on the southern borders of Judea.
Locating the places fortified by Bacchides “in Judea” (1 Macc 9:50–52) is

essential for drawing its borders in the 160s b.c.e. The sites mentioned in the list
are Jericho, Emmaus, Beth-horon, Bethel, Thamnatha, Pharathon, Tephon,
Beth-zur, Gazara, and the Akra in Jerusalem. The location of most of these sites
is self-evident. The places difficult to identify are Thamnatha, Pharathon and
Tephon. 

83 Ibid. 
84 For the theory that this happened following the Samaritan revolt against Alexander the

Great, see Menahem Stern, The Documents on the History of the Hasmonaean Revolt (in Hebrew;
Tel Aviv: Hakkibutz Hameuchad, 1965), 110; Aryeh Kasher, “Some Suggestions and Comments
Concerning Alexander Macedon’s Campaign in Palestine” (in Hebrew), Beit Miqra 20 (1975):
187–208; against this idea, see, e.g., Albrecht Alt, “Zur Geschichte der Grenze zwischen Judäa
und Samaria,” PJ 31 (1935): 94–105, here 94–97.

85 Beth-zur had been fortified by Judas Maccabeus (1 Macc 4:61), held by Lysias (6:7), for-
tified by Bacchides (9:52), besieged by Simon (11:65), and fortified by him (14:33). 
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Thamnatha and Pharathon were identified by F.-M. Abel with biblical
 Timnath-heres (Kh. Tibne in southwestern Samaria) and biblical Pirathon (the vil-
lage of Farvata west of Shechem).86 This proposal is difficult to accept, as it locates
both places outside of Judea.87 I therefore follow Michael Avi-Yonah and Israel Roll,
who identify Thamnatha with another Timna—probably Kh. Tibna southwest of
Jerusalem, on a ridge sloping down into the Valley of Elah.88 The problem with this
identification is that an initial survey of the site apparently did not reveal Hellenistic
sherds.89

Zeev Safrai and Nadav Na’aman located Pharathon in the village of Farkha
near Nahal Shiloh, far from the boundaries of Judea.90 Avi-Yonah sought Pharathon
in Wadi Fara northeast of Jerusalem,91 but there is no actual site there that can be
proposed for this identification. I have recently suggested locating it in Tell el-Ful.92

Tephon was identified with Tappuah south of Shechem,93 the southern Tapuah
west of Hebron,94 Beit Nattif near the Valley of Elah,95 Tekoa,96 and Kh. Bad-Faluh
north of Tekoa.97 The first identification should be dismissed, as it puts the fortress
far from Judea. 

86 Abel, Les livres des Maccabées (EBib; Paris: Lecoffre, 1949), 172.
87 Avi-Yonah, The Holy Land from the Persian to the Arab Conquests (536 B.C. to A.D. 640)

A Historical Geography (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1977), 53. For the same reason—keeping the sites
“in Judea”—I would argue against Roll (“Bacchides’ Fortifications and the Arteries of Traffic to
Jerusalem in the Hellenistic Period” [in Hebrew], ErIsr 25 [1996]: 509–14, here 511) and also
Moshe Fischer, Israel Roll, and Oren Tal (“Persian and Hellenistic Remains at Tel Yaoz,” Tel Aviv
35 [2008]: 123–63, here 152–55), who suggested identifying Gazara on the coast rather than at
Gezer. I find it difficult to agree to the idea that the term “in Judea” is anachronistic (F.-M. Abel,
“Topographie des campagnes Machabéennes,” RB 34 [1925]: 202–8; Jonathan A. Goldstein,
I     Maccabees: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary [AB 41; Garden City,
NY: Doubleday, 1976], 386).

88 Avi-Yonah, Holy Land, 53; Roll, “Bacchides’ Fortifications,” 512.
89 Amihai Mazar, “The Excavations of Khirbet Abu et-Twein and the System of Iron Age

Fortresses in Judah” (in Hebrew), ErIsr 15 (1981): 229–49, here 246.
90 Safrai, Borders and Government in the Land of Israel in the Period of the Mishna and the

Talmud (in Hebrew; Tel Aviv: Hakkibutz Hameuchad, 1980), 61–62; Na’aman, “Pirathon and
Ophrah,” BN 50 (1989): 11–16.

91 Avi-Yonah, Holy Land, 53–54.
92 Israel Finkelstein, “Tell el-Ful Revisited: TheAssyrian and Hellenistic Periods (With a

New Identification,” PEQ 143 (2011): 106–18.
93 Abel, Livres des Maccabées, 173.
94 Abraham Kahana, Hasfarim Hahitzoniim II (in Hebrew; Tel Aviv: Masada, 1960), 142

n. 50.
95 Christa Moeller and Gotz Schmitt, Siedlungen Palästinas nach Flavius Josephus (Wies-

baden: L. Reichert, 1976), 36–37; Gershon Galil, “Pirathon, Parathon and Timnatha,” ZDPV 109
(1993): 49–53.

96 Avi-Yonah, Holy Land, 54.
97 Roll, “Bacchides’ Fortifications,” 513.
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Plotting these places (at least those securely identified) on a map, one gets a
system that surrounds the core area of Judea: Jericho, Bethel, and Beth-horon in the
north; Gezer and Emmaus in the northwest; Timna near the Valley of Elah in the
west; and Beth-zur and possibly Tephos/Tekoa in the south. Only the Akra is clearly
located within the territory of Judea.

2 Maccabees also tells us that, in the west, Adullam was probably in the terri-
tory of Judea (12:38), while Gezer belonged to Ashdod until it was conquered by
Simon. Ekron and the area of Lod were annexed to Judea only in the time of
Jonathan (see below).

Turning again to archaeology, we find that types 16 and 17 of the Yehud seal
impressions98 and the yršlm seal impressions date to the second century b.c.e., first
and foremost because of their distribution in the southwestern hill of Jerusalem,
which was not inhabited between the early sixth and second centuries b.c.e.99 A
more accurate date is difficult to establish; the following arguments should be taken
into consideration:

1. The relatively modest number of seal impressions there, compared to their
number in the City of David,100 seems to indicate that they went out of use
in the early days of the southwestern quarter; otherwise their number there
would be expected to be much higher.

2. No seal impression of these types was found at Bethel in the north and
Beth-zur in the south. The same holds true for Lod and the entire area of
the three toparchies annexed to Judea in the days of Jonathan, and for
Joppa. Only one yršlm seal impression is known from the Shephelah (found
at Azekah).

It seems, then, that types 16 and 17 and the yršlm seal impressions date to the
first half of the second century b.c.e., before the meaningful expansion of Judea.
Their relatively strong appearance at Gezer (five Yehud items and two yršlm impres-
sions), which was annexed to Judea in the days of Simon, may be explained as evi-
dence for its strong commercial links to Judea. 

According to these sources—textual and archaeological—Judea of the first
half of the second century b.c.e. stretched from the area of Beth-zur, or just north
of it, to Mizpah and from the Judean Desert to the eastern Shephelah. This seems

98 The paleo-Hebrew Yehud impressions (Vanderhooft and Lipschits, “New Typology,” 29–
30).

99 Ronny Reich, “Local Seal Impressions of the Hellenistic Period,” in Jewish Quarter Exca-
vations in the Old City of Jerusalem Conducted by Nahman Avigad, 1969–1982 (ed. Hillel Geva;
Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 2003), 256–62.

100 There are twenty-seven in the southwestern hill compared to fifty-nine in the City of
David for types 16 and 17 (Vanderhooft and Lipschits, “New Typology,” 29–30); ten compared to
twenty-two respectively for the yršlm seal impressions (Reich, “Local Seal Impressions,” 259). 
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to mean that, relative to Yehud of the Persian period, Judea of the early Hellenistic
period expanded in two directions: in the west to the upper Shephelah and possi-
bly in the north. This territory still does not correspond to the distribution of places
in the core of the genealogical lists, mainly because the lists include sites in the
Hebron and south-Hebron hills and in the area of Gezer–Lod–Ono. 

Hasmonean Reality?
In the 140s b.c.e., the Hasmonean state began expanding to the north, west,

and east. The three toparchies to the north of Judea—Lod, Ephraim (Apheraema),
and Ramathaim (1 Macc 11:34)—and the area of Ekron (1 Macc 10:89) were
handed over to Judea in the days of Jonathan,101 who, in addition, seems to have
annexed the Jewish Peraea in Transjordan.102 Gezer and Joppa were then taken by
Simon (1 Macc 13:43, 48; 14:5).103 Judea now stretched from Beth-zur in the south
to Nahal Shiloh in the north; and from the Judean Desert and the Peraea in the
east to beyond Ekron and Gezer in the west, and to Joppa in the northwest. 

The next step in the expansion of Judea came in the days of John Hyrcanus
(134–104 b.c.e.), with the conquest of Madaba in Transjordan, the conquest and
destruction of Shechem and the Samaritan temple on Mount Gerizim, and the con-
quest of Idumea, which included Adoraim (and the Hebron and south Hebron hills)
and Mareshah. The later days of John Hyrcanus (about two decades later), saw the
conquest of Samaria, with a possible extension into the Jezreel Valley.104

The Hasmonean expansion was seen as a legitimate reconquest of the territory
of biblical Israel, an ideology best represented in the words put by the author of
1 Maccabees (probably composed in the days of John Hyrcanus or immediately
thereafter) in the mouth of Simon: “we have neither taken any other man’s land, nor

101 See, e.g., Zecharia Kallai, The Northern Boundaries of Judah (in Hebrew; Jerusalem:
Magnes, 1960), 99–106; Avi-Yonah, Holy Land, 47, 55–57; Joshua J. Schwartz, Lod (Lydda), Israel:
From Its Origins through the Byzantine Period, 5600 B.C.E.–640 C.E. (BAR International Series
571; Oxford: Tempus Reparatum, 1991), 50–51.

102 Avi-Yonah, Holy Land, 57.
103 Ibid., 58–59.
104 On the territorial expansion in the days of John Hyrcanus, see, e.g., Joseph Klausner,

“John Hyrcanus I,” in The World History of the Jewish People, vol. 6, The Hellenistic Age (ed. Abraham Shalit; New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press, 1972), 211–21; Uriel Rappaport,
“The Hasmonean State (160–37 BCE),” in The History of Eretz Israel, vol. 3, The Hellenistic Period
and the Hasmonean State (332–37 B.C.E.) (in Hebrew; ed. Menahem Stern; Jerusalem: Keter,
1981), 193–273; Aryeh Kasher, “The Hasmonean Kingdom,” in The Hasmonean State: The History
of the Hasmoneans during the Hellenistic Period (in Hebrew; ed. Uriel Rappaport, and Israel Ronen;
Jerusalem: Yad Ben Zvi, 1993), 243; Tessa Rajak, “The Jews under Hasmonean Rule,” in The Cam-
bridge Ancient History, vol. 9, The Last Age of the Roman Republic, 146–43 B.C. (ed. J. A. Crook,
Andrew Lintott, and Elizabeth Rawson; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1992), 274–309,
here 287–96.
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do we hold dominion over other people’s territory, but only over the inheritance of
our fathers. On the contrary, for a certain time it was unjustly held by our enemies,
but we, seizing the opportunity, hold fast the inheritance of our fathers” (1 Macc
15:33).

The distribution of places in the core area of the genealogical lists perfectly fits
the days of John Hyrcanus. It depicts the nucleus of the Hasmonean state (from
Beth-zur to Mizpah) plus the expansion in the days of Jonathan to the three
toparchies in the north and northwest (Birzaith, Lud, Ono in the lists); the expan-
sion in the days of Simon to Gezer;105 and the expansion in the days of John
 Hyrcanus to Mareshah,106 to other areas of Idumea (the Hebron hills),107 to the
area of Shechem, and to the area of Madaba (Baal-meon, Nebo, and Aroer in the
list [1 Chr 5:8]). At that moment in history, the Hasmonean state ruled the entire
area depicted in the core of the lists (appearance of towns): from the south Hebron
hills in the south to Shechem in the north; to Marisa, Gezer, Lod, and Ono in the
west; and possibly to the area of Madaba in the east. 

III. Discussion

The genealogical lists were probably intended to legitimize Jewish rule over
this area, part of which was inhabited by a large Gentile population, by giving it an
ancient Israelite tribal pedigree. This seems to be in line with several Hasmonean
pseudepigraphic compositions—the book of Jubilees, which was written in the days
of John Hyrcanus, and possibly the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs—which
looked to the Scriptures in order to explain and legitimize the gradual territorial
expansion of Judea in the second century b.c.e.108 These books legitimized the Has-
monean conquests and addressed problems related to the relationship with non-
Jews who lived in the new territories.109 Jubilees used biblical materials in order to

105 The references to a place named Gath in 1 Chr 7:21; 8:13, located in the lowlands, also
seem to relate to this westward expansion of Judea.

106 On the latter pointing to the postexilic date of the lists, see Zadok, “On the Reliability,”
244; for numismatic evidence indicating the importance of the town in the days of John  Hyrcanus,
see Kloner, Maresha Excavations, 5.

107 The author took the towns of Simeon from Joshua 19, as he had no knowledge of the area
farther to the south, that is, the Beer-sheba Valley.

108 See, e.g., Doron Mendels, The Land of Israel as a Political Concept in Hasmonean Litera-
ture: Recourse to History in Second Century B.C. Claims to the Holy Land (TSAJ 15; Tübingen:
J. C. B. Mohr, 1987). For a survey of opinions regarding the date of the book of Jubilees, see
James C. VanderKam, The Book of Jubilees (Guides to Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 2001), 17–21.

109 VanderKam, Jubilees, 17–21; Doron Mendels, The Rise and Fall of Jewish Nationalism
(ABRL; New York: Doubleday, 1992), 81–99.

82 Journal of Biblical Literature 131, no. 1 (2012)

This article was published in JBL 131/1 (2012) 65–83, copyright © 2012 by the Society of Biblical Literature. To  purchase
copies of this issue or to subscribe to JBL, please contact SBL Customer Service by phone at 866-727-9955 [toll-free in
North America] or 404-727-9498, by fax at 404-727-2419, or visit the online SBL Store at www.sbl-site.org.



legitimize the inclusion of foreign groups into Judaism,110 and the genealogies in
Chronicles, too, do not reject the inclusion of foreign groups111 and foreign indi-
viduals through mixed marriages.112 According to this scheme, the genealogical
lists were composed in the late second century b.c.e., in the middle of the reign of
John Hyrcanus I.

The inclusion—in general outline, without mentioning towns—of Issachar,
Naphtali, and north Transjordanian tribes (1) may be seen as reflecting the ideol-
ogy of the Hasmoneans and their future aspirations to conclude the conquest of
the territories of the twelve tribes of Israel (or great united monarchy) as perceived
in the early days of John Hyrcanus; (2) may reflect the last days of his rule, when
Samaria and the Jezreel Valley (Scythopolis) were annexed to the Hasmonean state
(note that Jubilees puts Jacob in the area of Scythopolis, Dothaim [= Dothan and
Akrabbim]); or (3) may represent the time of Judah Aristobulus (104–103 b.c.e.),
when the annexation of much of this area to the Hasmonean state had been fulfilled
(and hence the mention of Manassite towns in the Jezreel Valley?). Whether the
absence of genealogies for Zebulun and Dan can be judged against this background
is difficult to say.

The books of Chronicles describe the constant, gradual expansion of Judah,
with the goal of restoration of the Davidic boundaries.113 It is tempting to argue
that this scheme, too, was influenced by the constant, gradual expansion of the
Hasmonean state. Yet such a claim would force a second-century b.c.e. dating of
Chronicles, which most scholars would see as somewhat too late a date. 

IV. Summary

Assuming that the distribution of the sites mentioned in the lists of genealo-
gies in 1 Chronicles 2–9 reflects a given, genuine moment in history, their date can
be verified according to the archaeology of these sites and their distribution com-
pared to what we know about the borders of Judah/Yehud/Judea in the late Iron II,
Persian, and Hellenstic periods. The only period that fits both criteria is that of the
Hasmonean rule in the second half of the second century b.c.e.

110 Mendels, Land of Israel, 60, 67.
111 Gary N. Knoppers, “Intermarriage, Social Complexity, and Ethnic Diversity in the

Genealogy of Judah,” JBL 120 (2001): 15–30.
112 Williamson, 1 and 2 Chronicles, 38; Knoppers, “Intermarriage.” For the incorporation of

“new-Jews” into the Hasmonean elite, see, e.g., Seth Schwartz, “Israel and the Nations Round-
about: 1 Maccabees and the Hasmonean Expansion,” JJS 42 (1991): 16–38.

113 Sara Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of Chronicles and Its Place in Biblical Thought
(BEATAJ 9; Frankfurt am Main: P. Lang, 1989), 355–56.
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