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to add to the Ugaritic texts in translation. It may be too soon to include the mytho-
logical and liturgical texts from Ugaritica V (though the incantation texts therein should
be added to the Incantations in future editions of A NET), but there are other religious
and non-religious texts that should be incorporated in any collection of ancient Near
Eastern texts relating to the OT.

PaTrick D. MILLER, Jr.

UNION THEOLOGICAL SEMINARY IN VIRGINIA
RicaMonD, Va., 23227

The Tribes of Israel: A Study in the Historical Geography of the Bible (Hebrew: mbm
brwr pax v newwonn meanwna aprp Swawr waw), by Zecharia Kallai. Jerusalem:
Bialik Inst., 1967. Pp. 1-x-+447.

This is a comprehensive and thorough study dealing with the problem of the
historico-geographical setting of the tribes of Israel as reflected in Josh 13-21. The
author is a well-known figure in the field, with a great number of contributions in
Hebrew and English in the last two decades. This book, the culmination of his previous
work, is divided into five parts: 1) historical framework, an examination of various
historico-geographical data in the OT which might supply the proper background for
the lists in Joshua; 2) a geographical, and 3) a historical, analysis of the tribal bound-
aries; 4) the city lists in Joshua; 5) the Levitical cities.

Underlying Kallai's work is a basic hypothesis that the geographical lists —
boundary as well as city lists — reflect realistic circumstances; therefore it is legitimate
and indispensable to fix their dates. He rightly indicates that the literary-critical
approach is completely irrelevant here. Admittedly, the lists are embedded in a
priestly frame, and P has a predilection for genealogies and geographical lists. How-
ever, the fact that a list occurs in a certain literary source has nothing to say about
the authencity or historical value of the list itself.

As point of departure for the date of composition of the boundary lists in Joshua,
Kallai takes the Solomonic districts in I Kings 4 and the borders as described in David’s
census (II Sam 24). Both documents, the dates of which are not under dispute, go hand
in hand with the border delineations in Josh 13-19. The latter reflect a situation of
expansion, that is, when Transjordan with its northeastern area (the Bashan) on one
hand, and the Phoenician area in the northwest (Asher) on the other, are under Israelite
control. Two periods may suit such conditions: the United Monarchy, or the national
efflorescence in the times of Jeroboam II and Uzziah. Kallai rightly rejects the second
possibility. What seems to me the most convincing argument is that after the United
Monarchy Israel never controlled territories in the Phoenician area. Furthermore,
even at the time of the United Monarchy there was a period when Israel retreated from
its positions there (cf. I Kings 9 11); therefore the lists must have been crystallized
before the retreat, i.e., at the beginning of Solomon’s reign. Kallai argues strongly for
the identity of the tribal border delineations with the Solomonic districts. Although
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this might be challenged (see Aharoni, Biblica, 49, pp. 406 f.) and Kallai himself admits
that there is no complete overlapping between the two, the general layout of the tribal
borders seems to conform to the Solomonic districts, and the divergencies may be
explained easily by opposing tendencies — patriarchal vs. royal — existing side by side.

Kallai accepts in principle Alt’s distinction between boundary lists and city lists.
However, in contrast to Alt who saw the origin of the city lists in the administrative
division of Josiah, Kallai finds different backgrounds for them: the city lists of the
Galilean and the Transjordanian tribes (though, one must say, in the latter it is hard
to distinguish between boundary and city lists) as well as that of Dan are, in his opinion,
from the Solomonic period; the city list of Simeon belongs to the Davidic period; the
list of Benjamin is from the time of Abijah; and the city list of Judah from the time of
Hezekiah.

The two different standards applied by Kallai — a homogenic one for the boundary
lists and a heterogenic for the city lists — have full justification. Whereas the boundary
lists are well coordinated and all of them together present the picture of the land as
known to us from the times of David and Solomon, the city lists sometimes contradict
each other; what is more, they do not cover the whole land, as do the boundary lists.
The fact that no common denominator can be found for the city lists makes, of course,
Kallai’s job harder, and therefore his thesis regarding their dates is less convincing.
One must admit that the clue Kallai found for the date of the list of Judah is ingenious.
IT Kings 18 8 is the only written evidence about a Judean king reaching Gaza, and
this goes well with Josh 15 45-47, although the fact that this message breaks the style
of the city list creates some difficulties, as Kallai is aware. On the other hand, recent
archeological discoveries strengthened in a sense Alt’s position. It is now clear that
Josiah reached the coast (cf. the letter from Yabneh-Yam) and that in his time En-Gedi
(Josh 15 62) had been founded (BIES, 27, pp. 1ff.). It is quite possible therefore that
Josh 15, or rather its final formulation, reflects Josiah’s time. In fact, scholars, and
among them Kallai (p. 317), believe that the Judaic list underwent several stages of
development before it got its final formulation (very instructive in this respect is the
town list of Simeon incorporated in Judah; see Talmon, ITEJ, 15, pp. 235ff.). It is
therefore possible that vss. 45—47 reflect the time of Hezekiah, but in its present form
the list is Josianic.

Basic problems of the geographical lists have been clarified by Kallai. Thus he
demonstrates that the settlements forming the border are not necessarily on the border
but mostly indicate the extreme zomes of the tribal inheritances. This is supported
linguistically (the meaning of a1; for a similar connotation of “border” in Akkadian
and Aramaic, see Tadmor, Yeivin Festschrift [Jerusalem 1970], pp. 397 ff.) and solves
many problems (cf. especially the problem of the southeastern border of Ephraim,
Josh 16 7).

This book is an indispensable tool for any discussion in the field of historical

geography of the Bible and for the benefit of biblical scholars should be translated into
English.
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