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H:nck,, Oppert, l\Icnant, and others to our knowledge of ancient history, 
and of the bearings of all these investigations on scripture. These impor­
t.int topics we can only indicate. It is sufficient now to say that these 
grammars and this dictionary, with all thcir guesses and inevitable 
mistakes, havo put the next generation of Assyriologers under deep 
obligations. 

ARTICLE X. 

I'HE TOPOGRAPHY OF JERUSALEM. 

DY DEV, JORN FOBDES, LL,D,, EDJNDUllGII, 

. The rcpcrusal, in the third Quarterly Statement of the Palestine Ex­
ploration Fund, of the views of Lieut. W arrcn on the site of l\lount Zion, 
which I h:ul only cursorily glanced over in the Athenaeum, when on the 
continent this autumn, and away from my books, has set me to re-examine 
the Topography of Jerusalem. This subject cannot but be interesting to 
the countrymen of Professor Robinson, whose" Researches in Palestine," gave 
the impulse to all the investigations of recent times ; and I beg a little 
Fpace in the Bibliotheca Sacra to assist in dispelling an error no,v become 
almost inveterate, aml which, by placing l\Iount Zion on the southwest, 
instead of the north west mountain, as mh-ocatcd by Lieut. W arrcn, has 
introduced inextricable confusion into all our inquiries. The correctness 
of his view seems demon~trated by the happy reconciliation which it effects 
of all the statements in the Bible, the First Book of l\faccahecs, and 
Josephus. 

JO!'cphus's general description of Jerusalem is as follows (Wars, v. 4.1): 
"The city was huilt, one part facing another, upon two hills, separated by 
an intervening valley, at which, over against each other, the houses ended. 
Of the~e hills the one bearing the upper city was much the higher, and in 
length more st.raight. The other hill, called Akra [the Citadel], and sus­
taining the lower city, was crescent-shaped. O,·er against this was a third 
hill [Mount l\loriah], by nature lower than Akra, and formerly separated 
by another broad valley. But afterwards in the times when the l\l:iccabees 
ruled, they filled up the valley with earth, with the view of conncctin::i; the 
city with the Temple; and working down the hei~ht of Akra, they made it 
lower, so that the Temple might appear above it." 

I would humbly submit the following inferences as strictly deducible 
from this description, and from our other sources of information ; numher­
ing them for tho sake of distinction and case of reference, should any of 
them be called in question : 
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1. There can be no di~pute which is the higher and which the lower 
city; that on the south west hill being still about eighty feet higher than 
the one north of it, according to the Ordnance Survey Pla11. 

2. There ought nc,•cr to have been a question whether the T)TOpoeon 
valley aftl'r coming opposite the Temple hill turns to the west. To separate 
the two hills, there must have been an intervening valley. "·hcrcvcr 
therefore its place may eventually he found, whether, :i,<i Robinson thinks 
iu the direction of the Jaffa gate, or farther to the north, the Tyropoeon: 
which skirt!' the pseudo-Zion on the cast, must have turned westward, and 
joined the valley on the west side of Jerusalem. 

3. Thus alone can the" crescent shape" be given to the hill on which 
the lower city stands. 

4. Our next question is: ,vhich of these cities WM the City of Da,id, 
and contained the stronghold of Zion connected with it? From Josl•phus 
(Ant. vii. 3. 1, 2 - quoted below, sec No. 5), notwithstanding he never 
mentions Zion, and even gives the name of the City of Da,·id to the 
whole of Jerusalem, the legitimate conclusion, I believe, is that which' 
Lieut. ,varrl'n has drawn-that Zion, "the citadel out of which D:n·id cast 
the Jclrusitcs," was in the lower city. Still the conclusion may he e,aded, 
as has so generally been done, by maintaining that by the citadel is meant 
the higher city, and that it ,vas that which David "joined to the lower city, 
and made it one body." The conclusion, however, at which Lieut. ,v arren 
aim~, comes out with unanswerable clearness from a comparison of 1 ::\lace. 
i. 30-34 with Joseph. Ant. xii. 5. 4. 

The account in l\Inceabccs of the capture of Jerusalem by Antiochus 
Epiphancs and his anny is as follows: " He fell smldcnly upon the city, 
and smote it ,·cry sore. And when he had taken the spoils of the city, he 
set it on fire, and pulled down the houses and walls thereof on every side. 
Then huildcd they the City of David with a great anti strong wall and 
with mighty towers, and it became a Etronghold (an Akra, Eti aKpav) for 
them. And they put therein wicked men, and it became a place to lie in 
wait against the sanctuary." Compare also chap. ii. 31, where the City of 
David is expressly distinguished from Jerusalem : "The host tlmt was at 

• Jerusalem, in the City of Da,·id "; and again chap. xiv. 36. 
Thi~, in the corresponding pa.~sagc of Josephus ( Ant. xii. 5. 4.), is: 

"When he [Antiod,us] had pillaged the whole city, he burned llown the 
finest huiltlings; and when he had overthrown the city walls, he hu:It the 
stronghold ['"Iv «Kpav] in the lo,oer city; for the place was higher, and 
overlooked the Temple ; on which account he fortified it with high walls 
and towers, and put into it a garrison of l\Iacedonians; and the impious 
and wicked part of the [Jewish] multitude dwelt in it." 

Tlte author of the l\Iaccabccs places the Akra of the :Macedonians, 
in the City of Daoid; Josephus, in the lo1cer city. The inference is un­
avoidable, that the City of David and the lower city are synonymous; 
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and, since Zion formed part of the City of David, that Zion is to be sought 
for, as Lieut. ,varrcn has 11lacc<l it, in Akra, or the lower city. 

5. The connection, however, between the stronghold of Zion and the 
City of David must be more clearly defined. 

The southwcst hill being undoubtedly the higher of the two hills, and, 
if we compare it as a wllole with the othel', the stronger and more inac­
cessible from the deep valleys that surround it on all but the north side, it 
has been hastily concluded that the stronghold of Zion must have !'tood 
there. Now, however, that we find from a comparison of l\laccabccs and 
Josephus that its site was in the lower city, we arc fo1·cell to the conclusion, 
~incc it was the most impregnable part of Jerusalem, that within the lower 
district of the city rose a towering eminence somewhat similar to the 
Castle Rock in Edinburgh, which by its prel'ipitous sides had bidden de­
fiance, till the <lay .. of David, to every clfort of the Israelites to dislodge 
the Jcbusites from its stronghold, and even for some time to David himself 
after be had taken the lower city, just as the Castle of Edinburgh con­
tinued to hold out against Prince Charles Edward after he was in possl.-s­
sion of the city. The expression," Nevcrthele~s David t()(Jk the stronghold 
of Zion; the same is the city of David" {2 Sam. v. 7), must not mislead 
us to suppose that the strun~hold formed the whole of the City ot' David. 
It might very naturally by metonymy gil·e its name to the whole of tJio 
lower city, just as the Abbey of 1Vestminster has given its name to tho 
district of Lomlon in which it stands. Even in scripture we have plain 
intimations of the mount autl stronghold of Zion being distinct from tho 
City of David. David, we read, at first "dwelt in the fort" itself (2 Sam. 
v. 9), but afterwards built a 8eparate house for himself (v. 11), which was 
still in the City of David {2 Chron. viii. 11). The d:stinctiou between 
Zion and the City of David is further intimatetl by the notice in 2 Sam. v. 
9; and I Chron. xi. 8, that David "built the city round about, cveu from 
l\lillo and inward," in order to make the fortifications of the city somewhat 
more worthy of the all but impregnable fortress which he ha<l taken. The 
version, however, of these words by Josephus, (Ant. vii. 3. 1, 2, now that 
it has been shown that his Jebusite citadel was not in the higher city) 
removes all ambiguity: " so David took the lower city by force, but f.he 
citadel (upa) held out still ...... When David had cast out theJebusitcs 
out of the citadel, he made buildings round about the lomer city; he abo 
joinl.'<I. the citadel (Akra) to it, and made it one boJy." 

The citadel in the lower city, which Josephus calls the Akra, must not 
bo confoumled, as several authors have <lone, wi~h that in tLe hi~her 
city, which Josephus (Wars, v. 4. 1) calls the watch-tower (ff,poi:pr.ov), 
evidently from the superior htiight of the mountain giving a wore com-
manding ,·iew of an approaching enemy. . 

6. The name of Akra, here applied by Josephus to thr. stronghold of 
Zion, is the word uniformly applied by him (with the exception quoted 

VoL. :XXVU. No. 105. 25 
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below), and by the author of the l\Iaccabccs, to designate the stronghold 
of the l\laccdonians, erected to overawe. the temple. Is it not, then, the nat­
ural inference, that the original hill-fort of l\lount Zion, occupied from the 
earliest times to dominate the lower city, is the same rock as that which, 
dit1mantlcd probably during the Babylonish captivity, Antiochus refortified 
for his :Macedonian garrison? lie would certainly select the strongest 
position which he coul<l find ; and it will scarcely be maintained that there 
were two such strongholds in the lower city. Nay, so pre-eminent ,vas this 
fortress that Josephus on one occasion (.Ant. xii. G. 2) calls it" the Acro­
poli.~ of Jerusalem" too, i.e. of the whole city ; and such was its height 
and magnitude, that when the l\Iaceabccs gained possession of it, it' took 
the people of Jerusalem three years' hard labor, working day and n:;;ht, 
to level it, and join it on to the Temple mount, by filling up part of the 
intervening valley. 

There would thus be no confusion in ,Josephus's employment of the term 
Akra, as asserted by Bome writers. The Akra of the Jebusites taken by 
David was still the same Akra which was occupied by the l\Iacedonians; 
and which by a very natural metonymy gave its name to the district of 
the city in which it was situated, as Zion had done previously. 

7. We have now a simple solution of two main difficulties which have 
hitherto perplPxed all inquirers. 

The first of these is: How came l\lount Zion and the Temple mount to 
be so identified as to be used synonymously in scripture, if l\Iount Zion 
was, a!I the prevalent theory holds, on the west side of Jerusalem, while 
the Temple mount is on the cast, and separated from it by a deep ravine? 
Lieut. ·warren seems scarcely aware of the value of his conclnbion as a 
reply to thi11 difficulty. He dwells on what he places as the title to his 
paper," The comparative holiness of l\fount Zion and 1\Ioriah," and con­
aid1Jrs that the earlier holiness ascribed to l\Iount Zion from the presence 
of the ark won Id still continue to attach to it e\'cn aflcr the transference of 
the ark to l\Iount Moriah, and ~atisfactorily accounts for the blen<ling 
of the two names in the poetry of later times, while in pro.~e they were 
kept distinct. 

. But how account for the prose use of Zion in 1 l\facc. v. M; vi. 62; 
vii. 33, etc., to denote the Temple mount alone, exclusive of any other 
part of the city, even of the l\lacedonian Akra itself? Had Zion been 
where the fancy of the monks and pilgrims of the l\foldlc Agl,'S has placed 
it, it seems altogether impossible to account for the real Zion, had such it 
bct>n, losing suddenly its proper name and transferring it to another mount 
on the opposite side of ,Jerusalem, and separated from it by a deep inter­
vening valley. But assume that l\Iount Zion was so close to the north­
west comer of Mount Moriah, as according to Joscphus's description of the 
llacedonian Akra to "adjoin to, and overlook the Temple" ( Ant. xii. 
9. B; compare al'IO 1 M:icc. xiii. 52), and all difficulty <lliappcars. To the 
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eye they would seem almol't to form one continuous line; and when l\Iount 
Zion, once so holy, had now been «lei<ecratcd by the long occupation of 
Macedonian idolaters, ancl was at length razed to the ground and obliter­
ated; and the yery site on whieh it ha<l l'tood joined on to l\lount l\loriah, 
the name with it wouhl most naturally be transferred to the sacred Temple 
mount, and by a patriotic writer like the author of Maccabecs, be refused 
in his narratiYe to the desecrated citadel, to which up to that time it had 
properly belonged. . 

e. The 8ecoml difficulty which lms occasioned 80 much perplexity to 
commentators: How could l\Iount Zion be said in Psalm xlviii. 2, to be 
"on the sides of the north," in like manner disappears. 

9. Finally, let me advert to a point to which attention has scarcely been 
drawn: To which of the two hills or cities of Josephus docs Ophel belong? 
To one or the other of the two it must be annexe,!, unless we would add 
a fourth to the three hills of ,Josephus. To the pseudo-Zion it cannot. be 
annexed without breaking the continuity of the Tyropoeon, which he 
states formed the separation between the two hills. To Akra, or the lower 
city, it must be united, if the crescent shape attributed to Akra is to be 
completed. After the addition of l\lou11t l\loriah to the lower city, these, 
with Ophcl, would appear to the eye to form but one mountain or ridge, 
and consl'qucntly would all he rel"koned, as by ,Josephus, the lower city. 
It is doubtful, however, whether a branch of the Tyropoeon ever ran so 
far northward (as is represented in the small plan on the collecting cards 
of the Palestine Exploration Fund) so as to join the depression that comes 
down from the Damascus gate, and whether there ,vas not rather from the 
first a narrow ridge eonnecting Ophel to the lower city, and which passed 
to the west of the Temple area, skirted by the Tyropol•on on the one side, 
aml by a valley between it and Mount l\loriah on the other. 

By making Ophel part of the City of David, we have an explanation 
of two passages in Nehemiah which seem not to admit of any other con­
clusion. In giYing the detail in chap. iii. of those who repaired the walls, 
Nehemiah names in order, passing from Wl'St to e:i.st, verses 13-15, the 
valley [ of Ilinnom] gate, and " one thousand en bits on the wall from this 
the Dung gate,'' and then " the gate of the Fountain." This, he says, 
"Sballnn repaired, and the wall of the Pool of Siloah by the king's irar­
den, and unto the stairs that go down from the City of David," ,·er. 15. We 
are now, therefore, while still in the vicinity of the Pool of Siloam, quite 
close to the City of David, "at the ~tairs that go down from it." This is 
confirmed by the word~ immediately following: "Nehemiah repaired unto 
the place over against the sepulcltre.~ of Dai•irl." And that we are now 
entering upon the wall that surrounded Opl1el, which adjoined to the 
Temple, and was the residence of the priests and other servants of the 
Temple, is evident from the snecC'edinJ! li~t of tl10~e who repairl'd the walls: 
"the Levites," Yer. 17, one of whom had to reoair "unto the door of the 
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house of the high priest," ver. 20; "the priests of the plain [of Jordan]," 
ver. 22: "the Nethinims," ver. 26 ; and the rest of "the priests repaired 
every one over against his house," ver. 28. Of these it is expressly said, 
ver. 26, that "the Nethinim dwelt in Ophel," and ver. 27, that" the 
Tekoites repaired even unto the wall of Ophel." It seems impossible to 
evade the conclusion that Ophel formed part of the City of David. 

But should any doubt remain, it will be remo,·ed by comparing the 
account of the dedication of the wall in Nch. xii. Two companies started 
from about the middle of the western wall and met from the opposite sides 
in the Temple. Of the company which went "on the right hand toward 
the Dung gate," ver. 31, it is said, that "at the Fountain gate they went 
up by the stairs of the City of David, at the going up of the wall abo,·e 
the house of David, even unto the ,vater gate eastward," vcr. 37. From 
this it is evident that immediately on prn,sing the Fountain gate, they 
were in the city of David, for they ascend" the stairs of tl,e Cit?J of Drwid," 
and pass " the lwu.'le of David," and proceed onwards till they reach the 
Water gate of the Temple. 

It may be remarked, by the way, that this very passage is a sufficient 
proof that the higher city on the west hill is not the true Zion ; for had 
"the stairs of the Uity of David" led up to it, the wall and the company 
that followed .its course must first ha,·c turned back westward to ascend 
it, then have descended again down the steep ravine of the Tyropocon, 
and after crossing it have ascended again Ophcl before they could reach 
the Temple. 

The same conclusion~ that Ophcl formed part of Akra, seems to follow 
from two passages in J~cpus's Jewish ,vars. In vi. G. 3, we read: "The 
Romans set fire to Akra, and to the place called Oplda-1; at which time 
the fire proceeded as far as the palace of Qucl'n Helena, which was in the 
middle of Akra." And again, in vi. 7. 2: "On the next day the Romans 
drorn the robbers out of the lou-er city, and set all on fire as far as Si loam." 
The obvious inference is, Siloam being at the ~outh extremity of Ophcl, 
that Ophel must have formed part of Akra, or the lower city. 

It would be an interesting subjeet of invc~tigation for Lieut. ,varrcn to 
asce1tain whether any traces arc still to be found near to Siloam of " tho 
stepa that led up to the City of David." " The sepulchre of David," too, 
must be sought for in the same vicinity- not, it seems reasonable to sup­
pose, literally in the city, so as to defile it, but cut into the solid rock 
beneath it, and entering in from the valley. 




