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Alphaeus

they are not too significant. The fact remains that
nothing comparable to an alphabetic system of writ-
ing is known. We must accordingly see the alphabet
as the invention of a single person or group of per-
sons in Phoenicia or Palestine sometime during the
first half of the second millennium B.c. The possi-
bility of writing lar.guage by using a system of sym-
bols corresponding to an arbiirary fragmentation of
speech could have been suggestoii by any of the writ-
ing systems then in use, but the peculiar concept of
partial representation—i.e., of consonants alone-—-is,
so far as is known, common only to Egyptian writing,
and it was perhaps from that quarter that the chief
inspiration sprang. But due to the inventor’s genius
alone is the working out of a svstem, disencumbered
of traditional extras, which has proved so flexible in
subsequent worl' wide adaptation.

E. EPIGRAPI . Epigraphy is the study of written
records wiich have survived from the ancient past.
As such, euigraphy shares, and to a great extent sub-
sumes, the lata of other disciplines such as paleog-
raphy and ;apyrology, but any narrower definition
of the subject would not . justice to the divergent
areas of study to which the term is currently applied.

While every facet of an inscription is of potential
interest to the epigraphist, his attention is generally
focused on the following cateyories of data, all of
which are pertinent to the determination of the date
aud historical context of a given epigraph: (a) mate-
rial ov which she writing h'l\ < ived, (b) tools and
techr. tues o oved in producing the original, (¢}
type o writing emploved, /d) language in which the
inscrigon is written, (¢) relationship between lan-
guage and writing [i.e., orthography), and (/) the
type of inscription in regard to content and original
purpose.

For further inforrating on these subjects, see, in
addition to the biblivgraphy below, INScrIPTIONS:
WRITING AND WRITING MaTERIALS.

Biblisgraphy. Geuneral: D. Diringer, The Alphabet (1948).
1. J. Gelb, A Study of Writing {1952). G. R. Driver, Semitic
Writing (2nd ed., 1954).

Norttiwest Seritic: D, Diringer, Le isertziond antico-sbraiche
palestinest [1934). M. Dunand, Byblia Grammata {1943). F. M.
Cross, Jr., and D. N. Freedmuan, Early Hebrew Drthograph;
(1952). J. T. Milik and F. M. Cross, Jr “Inscribed ]:\Ve in-
heads from the Period of the Judges.” BASOR, 134 11934,
5-13. J. T, Milik, “An Unpublished Arrow-Head with Phoe-
nician Inscription of the '11th-10th Ceujhrv B.c.,”” BASOR,
143 {1936), 3-6.

Greek: R. Carpeunter. “The Antiquity of the Greek Alpha-
bet.” 474, 37 (1933), 8-29: “The Alphabet in Italy,” 474,
49 {1945), 452-64. G. Klaffenbach, Griechische Epigraphik
(1957). R. M. Cook and A. G. Woodhead, “The Diffusion
of the Greek Alphabet,” 474, 63 (1959), 175-78.

South Semitic: F. V. Winnett, A Study of the Likyanite and
Thamudic {ascriptions (1937). W. F. Albright, “The Chaldean
Inscriptions in Proto-Arabic Script,” BASOR, 128 (1932), 39-
45. A, Jamme, W. F,, “An Early South-Arabian Inscription
in Vertical Columas,” BASOR, 137 (19533), 32-38. G. W. Van
Beek, A Radiocarbon Date for Early South Arabic,” BASOR,
no. 143 (19536).

Earliest forms: W. F. Albright. “The Early Alphabetic In-
scriptions from Sinai and Their Decipherment,” BASOR, 110
(1948), 6-22. A. Goetze, **A Seal Cylinder with an Early Al-
phabetic Inscription,” BASOR, 129 (1953), 8-11. F. M. Cross,
Jr., “The Evolution of the Proto-Canaanite Alphabet.”
BASOR, 134 (1954), 15-24.

96 Altar

Order a+:i names: A. M. Honeyman, “The Letter-Order
of the Semitic Alphabets in Africa and the Near East,” Africa,
22 (1932), 136-47. ]J. Ryckmans, **L’origine et Pordre des
lettres de 'alphabet éthiopien,” Biblistheca Orientalis, 12
(19535), 2-8, and cf. commeats by Ullendorff, pp. 217-19.
W. M. Hallo, “Isaiah 28:9-13 and the Uyaritic Abecedaries,”
7BL, 77 (1958), 324-38. T. O. LanBoN

ALPHAEUS al f&'as ["Axoaiog|. A purely Greek
name, one of many such names used commonly by
first-century Jews in Palestine. Westcott and Hort,
accepting the supposition that it is a transliteration
of the Aramaic ‘25, give this name a rough hreath-
ing. This is, however, only an assumption, and not a
necessary one. The name does not occur in the OT,
but it does oceur five times in the NT. These divide
readily intc references to two scparate individuals,
both of whom are meniioned only indirectly.

1. The father of Levi (Mack 2:14H). If] by compdn-
son of Matt. 9:9; Mark 2:14; Luke 5:27, 1t is though
that Levi and Matthew are the same wdividual, then
this Alphaeus cannot be ideatificd with the father of
James (2 beloce). because Matt. 10:3; Marck 3:18 show
an Alphaeus who is father of James but not of
Matthew. Even if Levi be ideniified with Mutthew,
it tells us nothing more about Aiphaeus father of
Levi. The NT offers no more data o rthis Alphacus.

In Mark 2:14, D, ©, and © H&vuBov
{("James”) for “Levi " but this is probably no more
than scribal effort t¢ harmonize this passage with
Mark 3:18 anrid paralivis. The pf(p(hld(,ldnt weight
of MS evidenco supporis the reading Aeveiv (“Levi™).

2. The fatizer of James { Matr. 10:3; Mdrk 3:18;
Luke 6:15; Acts 1:13). The first three of these pos-
sages are Synoptic parallels and indicate nothing
more than that Alphaeus is the father of the James
who in the Mark and Maihew passages is clearly
distinguished from Jarmes son of Zebed. .. The same
. distinction is made in Acts 1:13.

Past efforts to identify this Alphaeus with Clopas
(John 19:25) and with Cleopas (Luke 24:18) are cuite
arbitrary and sest upon no firm evidence. Khedmag
{Luke 24:18) is a contraction of KAedvo ro0q, a purely
Greek name, and is not 1o be ideatiti:’ with Khowég
‘John 19:25), which is of Aramaic v igin. KAonds
cannot be reduced to the same Hebrew original as
Alphaeus: hence they cannot be identified.

J. M. Norws

red

AL'I'ANEUS.EK‘]V Apoc. form of MaTreNat 2,

ALTAR.

1. Terminology. The waird mizm, formed from the
verb for “slaughter” (i.e., to cut up the animal killed
according to Jewish ritual) is the most prevalent
designation of the altar-—independent of the sacrifices
made on it. One might conclude from Gen. 22:9 that
the animal to be sacrificed was given the killing blow
after it had been laid down bound on the logs of the
altar. But even if this may once have been a sacri-
ficial rite (in the early days), it was soon given up,
especially since the jerking victim might break down
the stacked-up logs of wood. The killing of the an-
imal in front of the altar became absolutely necessary
if the blood ‘was to be collected and sprinkled on the
horns of the altar. This is assumed in Lev. 1-7 and
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—e=—=— 2, Descriptions in the OT. Particulars

) !uxu"\ ot :.quare stones; hut the* idea

1

s also true of animal sacrifices on the aizars without

hoins, as T Sam. 14:34-35; 1 Kings 18:23 indicate.
Accordingly mzir {with a 3 location oniv indirectly
applving} means the spot on which the nieces (and
th fat} of the animal, which had alrea.dsy been cut
up. were deposited and burned. The OT dxs—
inzuishes between the following types
Iing t6"the material: the altar of earth ond 20:
. theraltar of stone{vs: 25) the bronze alar (11
I\ ngs 16: 15 and rcpeatedly) The altar ndcd for
the burnmg of incense was called “al
Exod. 30:27; ¢f. IT Chr. 3
18 tre d[(‘d. along with 20221, under INcEx

A T,\R.
iacking
which is

e in the

concerning the form of the altar of ear
assumed in Exod. 20:24 as the normal
preroval period in Palestine?). It should
thought of as a relatively low cube of ]
not as one out of air-dried bricks, sin:%
the expression “brick altar” would a
case, in Palestine, which was rich in wJ . the altar
of stone (222N NI was probably mers common,
not only among the Israelites, but alse zmong the
Canaanites (cf. Deut. 12:3). The =t indicate
which god the worship concerned (¢t I Nings 8:22
with 18:24); the altar of Gideon (Judz 5:24) bore
the name: “Yahweh ts peace.”

In addition to the colorless
“build i commonly use

stherwise
r. In any

Tmake.

the_term

sed of the construc:

ndicate (‘1 at in the buile™
w hcn no more particulars are given —
ifhagine an alar of stone (Num.23:1:°T
Josh. 8:51: Isa. 27:9), Understandably ¢
this purpose the natural (unhev
around on the gr ()Lmd _]u\( as thm W

case of a’ ™

¥ 1 Sam. 14.33) “and also fcll 1o : es if they
were not taken care of for constant use. e number
of stones used was of no significance. 11 depended
on the size of the stonus collected and 1he desired
dimensions of the altar. By way of ex« ion. there
< mention in I Kin
Eitjah altar, )
dey f’lo';r’d ou of [hL Sinai [rmlm on i
AN 3 [ar e

2 of twelve <

<f1

uyp IO~

and. i ac dmon 10 rhm of u\el\e St

represent the tribes of Israel (cf. Josh. at the
stoncs are o be unhewn is expressly oo ded in
Exod. 30:25, This could be directs: Ainst ‘the

[hh prarm‘e
jo:h 8:31 (cf. larer I Macc.
striction in Exod. 20:25. wl[h()UL a dr
hibition did not prevail permaneml 1
that we know of the “horns™ of the altar

DO)fj\ﬂlra sebr;th plllars once origin
> —proves that the sione

1 I\mus
“iv set at the
~ete Thewn.
zeologically

four cotners?
{The incense altars which are known ar
in Palestine from the time of the Israclizzs were also
he\sn‘) The precise statements of dimez<ions of cer-

stones. When, in the
s

tain altars (i.e., in Jerusalem) also prove i1. The pro-

Altar

test {in vain) against steps in the case of monumental
altars (Exod. 20:26) is based on the danger that the
one who was making the sacrifice might expose his
nakedness. This was prevented by a special law af-
fecting dress (Lev. 6:10). The Jerusalem burnt-offer-
ing altar explains the fact ‘hat in Lev. 9:22 the
“stepping down™ of the priest is mentioned without
hesitation. )

Very. much more ipfrequenty than an altar built
of several stones {stone heap). in the early period a
large rock (in I Sam. 6:14 "a great stone lx(m_us;

: ¥ if th

!tix;“fo this had

13‘,13).1~ t)crmnn[ On the other havd t‘xe vock (with
holes for bowls) which-bore the mealiime offerings
in Judg. 6:19-21 is ner designated as an alar (in con-
trast to the altar built later by Gideon in vs: 24).
We have further paritculars about the burnt-offer-
ing altar in Jerusalem. It stood in front of the temple
{and is not W ‘3@ confused with \hx alul of Davi ;
the threshing dopr of Ornan: ¢
The old archive note concerning ulox son's cvele of
offerings in [ Kings 9:25 designates the altar as one
which Soleron had builer this indicates an ol
Deuteronamic note in 1 [\mv
8:04 {corresponding to I1 Ki 16:15 it is cadied
a branze altar 't iis appears o ga“n'a grute of cop-
per which wuis set on top of it {(ser Selow). The
Deuieronomic statement of the consecration of the
middle of the court before the temple by Sclomou for
rifices 71 Kings 8:63-54) does rot

AT F

the innumerable s
signifyv that there were henceforth two altars. This
' h King
Ahaz’ regulations for worship: it was inconceivable
1o the Deuteronomist that the altar of Solomon.
which was pushed aside by Ahaz becavse of its small
size. could have been adequate in the beginning. The
statement in T Kings 16:10 ff. taken from the orig-
inal temple annals. says the following: King Ahav,
who was giving submission to Tiglarth ‘p;"‘s‘*' I,
saw 1n Damas.us tin the court of a temiple of Bam-
man?) an altar which so impressed him [ha«'. he
passed a description on to Uriah the high priest with
the command that it be copied. Uriah built this altar
in Jerusalem. In order that this could take place, the
bronze altar was maved aside and set up 1o one side,
Since the dedicatory sacriflces of the king undoubt-
edly took pl:f‘ﬁ on Qhe new sgrean) altar, the direc-
tion to make all x.l(x% wes for the king and the people
upon the great altar can only be interpreted to mean
that the Ahaz aliar displaced Solomon’s. No matter
what Il Kings 16:15 has 10 sav about the hronze altar
{which still existed in 393; cf. Ezek. 9:2). it plavs only
a secondary role,; In any case, Ahaz wanted to pre-
serve tradition; on the other hand, he wanted o
possess a modern “Yahweh™ altar. The Deuterono-
mist sees no reason for complaint. perhaps, since the
legitimate worship of Yahweh was continued. No
particulars are given concerning the appearance of
the (stone) aliar accessible by steps. The (supple-
mentary) use of bronze is therefore improbable, be-
cause the king saw himself forced—-because of the
tribute to the Assyrian king—to have the bronze
portions of the existing vessels of worship melted.

statement is, on the CONIrary, connected s
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Strangely enocugh, nothing is said in I Kings 6 ff
about the bronze altar of Solomon, which was used
in its proper place for approximately two hundred
years. One would expect a note about it in connec-
tion with other bronze works, and it does appear in
the “parati=l account” of Chronicles (II Chr. 4:1).
The form of the statement of its dimensions, which
deviates from the usual wording of the Chrounicles.
corresponds o that of the building dimensions in [
Kings 6, so that one may surmise that II Chr. 4:1
was borrowed “rom the account in the book of Kings
—between 1T K 7:22 and 7:23 —and (for reasons
which cannotr be explained with certainty) was
omitted ther= i1 is missing already in the LXX).
Unfortunately I Chr 4 Iis put very conmaelv The

liz 5 be twenty

.

kely a side {and top?) grating (cfi_
Exod. 27:4} and probably only a large grate standing
on low feet and ornamented with corner horns. The
height agrees with the alrar described in
7ot the length or the breadth; and
here 1s i@ mention at all in IT Chr. 4:1 of the fact
that the bronzz altar of Solomon was tapered from
bottom to top ir _teps or sections. Probably, after the
building of the new altar of Ahaz, intérest in a de-
tailed descriprizn of the old altar {(which had been

put aside It—f and this is by no means cer-
tain -—the © - the altar in Ezek. $3:13 ft is based

on an actus
been that of

The seconas
to the Ezekis
reads as follguws

in jerusalem it may possibly have
. but not that of Solomon.
issage (Ezek, 43:13-17), anached
s:0n of the new temple in chs. 40 1
z.tr.): " These are the measure-
menis [bette =nsions’] of the altar in cubits—
the cubit rec: as one cuiit plus a handbreadth-—
its base [read *T'7] one cubit and one cubit its
breadth, and izs rim at the edge onc span. And this
is the height [irstead of MT “mound’] of the alar
from the base oo the ground to the small enclosure,
two cubits and a breadth of one cubit. and from the
small enciosure 1o the large enclosure four cubits and

a breadih of o= cubit {thus LXX]. And up to the
sacrifice socle sia > four cubits, and from the
sacrifice socie upwa ton from

16] on irs And the sacrifice socle was
twelve .l twelve cubits broad, a square.
and the fsup '] \c‘nﬁclosu e was fourteen cubits
long by four: sad on its four sides. {supply as

small enclosure was sixteen {cubits;
in lengil by sixteen in breadth on its four sides.’] and
the rim around iz was a half cubit and the base of it,
one cubit round zbout. And its steps face to the east.

Seen as a whole. the description is consistent and
clear, so that ore can sketch a picture of this altar
(Fig. ALT 19),® First comes the “bosom of the earth,”
o sed {a Babylonian term) as-a-de-
VEICH the altar block is placed, so that
all that remains of it is a gutter. Then follow the
three socles (stagz=si. which become smaller toward
the lop The two lower ones are called “enclosures,”
": this recalls the Babylonian term
“cover” for the burnt brick of the outer face of the

follows: and a

Courtesy of the American Schools of Oriental Research
18, Stevens- Wright reconstruction of the altar of burnt
offering

(" Artel”), which one may associate with the Baby-
lonian word aralle {underworld and mountain of the
gods). Insread of “hearth " which is surely incorrect.
we have paraphrased ~# "% with “sacrifice socle.”
“The steps of the altar might presumably have led up
to the upper edge of the socle, so that the
sacrificing priest could move about on the upper
surface of the socle (¢f NMiddoth [ tae). Since it is a
question of the altar ot the future in the vision. it
must remain an open question as to whether the de-
scription is based on definite carlier data conce
the Ahaz altar ¢
used in 315 8.c.. or whether it was drawn up quie
independently. The remarkable thing in the case of
this altar design. is that its type is unique
To be sure, there are in the arca of the ancis
Orient andd Egvpt altar terraces reached by steps. and!
altars with an offset falso called stepped alrarsy, bu
not square altars which raper upward uniformiy in
otfsers like a \tep;n d tower. On the other hand. the
stepped tower

sacrifice

ning
{see abore) or on the postextlic al

indeed,

i1

ziggurat --the best known example is
that of Bab)lon TowER OF)
an elevated terrace (a mountalin of the gods;.

very top of which s a temple (cella).

——5e¢ HABEL,

at the
and it was
never—-as a whole—-regarded as a large altar. Tt is
true that isolated sacrifices were made on top in front

of the cella and on the roof of the chamber of the
zosdds, also, in addition —according to the evidence of
Assyrian seals—naturally, below in front of the tower;
but the reinterpretation of a stepped tower as an
altar. as it appears in Ezek. 43, is without precedent.
One might reckon with the possitiiity of 5 stepped-
tower altag on a late painting from Dura- F,nropcs,
though thd& mfﬂmgs are missing in the piciure. A
description§pf the Jerusal-m altar for burnt offerings,
which in poiat of time follows the representation in
the vision in Ezek. 43, stemmiag from the time of the
Romans, differs from it. According to Josephus (War
V.v.6), the alwar of the Herndian temple was a block
fifty by fifty by fifteen cubits, hence simpler and
larger, and had a ramp approach. The Mishnah
treatise Middeth (IT11 ), which concerns the same
altar, distinguishes three offsets {as Ezek. 43), but
with the dimensions thirty-two by thirty-two by one
cubit for the base and thirty by thirty by five cubits
for the main block: the measurements of the third off-
set are not quite clear. but they are smaller than
those of the main block. in any case. According to
Middoth II1. it is a matter of an extension of the

tower of Babel. The uppermost socle is called il =

} pre-exilic (Solomonic) altar which had already taken
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place at the time of the return of the exiles from
Babvics frelated to Ezra 3:2). Figs. TEM 27; BAB 10.

Ttz showbread table (the table for the bread of
the Presence), which T Kings 6:20; 7:48 mention and
which 1with horns) measured two by two by three
cubizs in Ezek. 41:22, 15 a presentation altar. The
showhread table of the wilderness sanctuary was
2d to have been half as large, according
'!‘ ’) ﬂ'

3. Archaeological discoveries. If we disregard
the rowk altar found at Taanach and the rock alar
in the outer area of Tell el-Mutesselim (= Megiddo:
K. Gaiting, Der Altar in den Kulturen des Alten Ori
{19237 plate 11, fig. 1), which are problematic in
n and also with regard to interpretation,
. nevertheless, exist, thanks to the strati-
excavation in Megiddo, at other placesin
re and in Svria. examples of altars secure
encugh in ihejr dating. which can be used for com-
san with the descriptions in the OT. They are
in chronological order helow.
zium XIN of \lcgul(w G. Loud, Megididn 11
op. 60- b&) there was uncovered a broad-room
~dimensions: ¢a. 3 by 8 meters), on the rear
f which-—cxactly apposite the entrance—was
sthed a platform, wiich was enlarged in the
phase of its witlization to 1.6 by 4.1 by 0
with a step 1.7 by 1.9 by 0.5 meters) before
must prohal h be regarded as a table akar
altar), also possibly intendead for imayges of
gocds. According to Albright and Wright (cf. LVEP
T26 . the strarum, and along with it the temple,
e ca. 3000 .o The alrar, butir of
siastered, in an Early Bronze period
ated close to the city wall in Al {er-Teli},
> a scant halt millennium newer. It measures
1.70 by 0.70 meters and should probably be
prosit altar (table altar; than as
t-offering altar {Fig. TEM 42). In a temple
fstratum XV-XIII in Megiddo (G. Loud,
cide [T [1948], pp. 73-8%; cf. AVEP 734 which
was tonstructed in the Middle Bronze period be-
2. 2000 and 1700 B.c;., and enlarg: in the
course of time. the oldest installation was an open
courivard. In it was erected an altar of stones and

w--at first more elliptical, later almost round-—
whith measured not less than 8 mgters in diamater
rved 1 1,40 meters pigh. At one ~p0t
5 in a stairway cut into the stone led
€ ‘.‘“t’i which was 1o be mounted by those m
-rifices. One may assume that burnt offerings
were also presented on this uncovered altar.™ Of the
‘coveredi temples in the immediate vicinity the main
rooT - the W temple had at the back a flat mud-
1 ar table, £.00 by 5.00 by 0.50 meters in size.
worthy that in the rebuilding of the main
room {dated with stratum XIII) the alwar
N temple appears as the platform of a cella.
This indicates :hat not only offerings but also images
ds were probably placed upon this aliar even
ler. Figs. TEM £1: ALT 20; MEG 27.
the temple area in Beth-shan (A, Rowe, The
aphy and History of Beth-shan [1930], pp. 10-14;
of ANEP 73 2). where the various strata are unclear
and -herefore difficult 10 date, in the area (fifteenth-

suppe

Ex

;-!'u at Megidde ¢ rebuatlt in Stratum

:.n.;'z'- built in Stratam NVIT and condneed
ough Stratum XIV .12 ivam perhaps ca.
2300-1808 ».0)

fourteenth century B.¢.) usuaxly  Jdesignated the
.\[eka temple after an Egyptian sie
found ths

a which was

. there is in

=, bearing the name oi %
one coruer of the main courtyard in irregular strue-
uld probably be
. Within straty
2d be dated be-

enturics, there

=

sible by steps, whi
tburni-offerin

tur¢ ace
onsidered a
VIE-VIIA a:
tween the m'ﬂemh and the wel
has been uncovered a long-room
bastions. the so-called Migdol-
had been repeatedly rebuilt In

sle twith towar
“oh

;"e tvpet wh
second and thind

phases it on tr rear wall a “sronowhich was
intended o deporiia {and ime

Megiddo 11 7191 pp. 102-3;
altar ifor burnt offerings) was i
area in froni of the temple, altho

n the exc
zh one woul

the basiz of the
analogous temple structure in Alilakh (Awhana) in
Svria {see befsze). In a section of =x2 a arion arca DD
in stratum VIII of Megiddo (G. Loud., Meg
{19481, pp. 113-14) in what she e regarded as
the court of h temple, a parzizily lime-plasteiod
mud-brick table or altar (1. 1.10 by 0.53
meters) \nx\ ouud 1t sung's T re hearth (altar?)
of Tell * FoF Powre, vt sz 114931 plate
61 and corrivonds to lh<- low muod-brick platform
in the axis 15 jront of the grea: “=mple at Shechem
idimensions: £.20 by 1.30 by metersi which
must certainly be regarded as JE. Se
“Die Ausgrabung von Sicher .40 [19ln],
31

In the moat of the city of Lachish a long-room
temple which should be dated netween 1450 and
1250 was found. In addition 1o sit shelves and
niches on the back wall, it had az elevated “holy of
holies,” 2nd in the last phase there was in front of
this shrine a mud-brick altar whicth was approached
at the side by means of steps. The aitar was 0.30 by
1.80 by 1.00 meters in size. Since the emple had a
roof, burnt’offerings can only hawe been presented at
this altar if the roof had a suZciently large vent
(O. Tufnell et al., Lachish I "1310). plate 10; ¢f.
ANEP 7313 In stratum V (sixteezth to fifteenth cen-
tury) L. Woolley discovered ia Alalakh in Syria

sume that there was such a one
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(L. Woolley, A Forgotten Kingdemn [1953], plate 10a;
a temple in which there was a mud-brick aliar ica.
0.60 by 0.50 by 0.45 meters) next to a bench. It had
a shallow depression on the top surface and was-—tw0
judge by the traces of burning —intended for burnt
offerings. The stone altar in frount of the Baal temple
in Ugarit-Syria, which was approached by two steps.
was indented on the top surface in a similar fashion
(Syria, no. 16 [1935], plate 36). It was situated be-
fore the long-room temple, in its axis. This is also
the position of the altar, which measured ca. 0.10 by
1.00 by 0.70 in front of the temple of stratum 111
(fourteenth century) in Alalakh {L. Woolley, A For-
gotten Kingdom [1953], fig. 20).

The altar in Ha-or (dxulenaions: ca. 40 by 80
by 40 inches), which consists of a single huge lime-

stone block weighing ca. five tons, is unique: half of

its top surface is hollowed out for solid offerings and
burnt offerings; and besides that it had a rectangular
basin carved out which was probably intended 10
receive the blood or for liquid offerings (Fig. ALT 213

The aitar block stood in a sanctuary area of the ¢
of the Late Bronze Age.

e

Courtesy of Yigael Yadin

The james A, de Rux
The Hebrew University, Jo

alem, Iseas!
21. Canaanite limestone altar from Hazor (fourteenih-

thirteenth century B.Cj

In Sar‘a. ca. 13.5 miles W of Jerusalem there
stands, even today, on the open tfr?‘xin a stof: hock
hewn from an outcroppinyg of nafural rock «which
was certainly used as an altar. The ‘_)(‘I'lod when it
was fashioned cannot be determined. It is preba
correct to regard it as the altar on which Mano
the father of Samson, offered a sacrifice. accordin:
to Judg. 13:19. The altar consists of an approximarely
rectangular block of 2.16 by 2.16 by 1.30 meters with
a platform 0.27 meters high. but smaller. The un-
filled gap in one corner of the platform was surely
not the station of the priest, but was intended instead
for the erection of an incense altar (K. ‘Galling, Der
Altar in den Kulturen des Alten Orients [1925], plate
12, hg. 15f).

In Hamath on the Orontes in open country be-
tween the castle gate and the two palaces a sharply
hewn altar block (¢a. 0.70 by .35 by 1.06 meters)

i
i
i
i
i
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was found {cf. H. I, blt, Rapport preliminacre sur sept
campagnes de f 2 Hama en Syrie [1910], pp. 90,
108). Like a thre it has a low “ratling” on three
sides. On the upper surface two low round pedestals
have been left free. Whether bowls for sacrifices or
the like were set on them or whether images of guds
stood here {in which case it would not be an altar)
cannot be determined with certainty. The basale
block, which is czxiled an aitar by the excavators,
should probably be dated to the ninth or eighth cen-
mry.
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ALUSH a’lush "= >~ «Num. 33:13). A station of
Israel in their jourzey through the wilderness. be-
ween Dophkah azd Rephidim. It has not been
identified.

ALVAH al've m-7: LXX Twial (Gen. 36:40).
Alternatetv: ALIAH 215 [y} (I Chr. 1:51). The
second of eleven ¢ chiefs ('e77x; KJV “dukes”)
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