
 

12. CITIES, VILLAGES, AND FARMSTEADS: 
THE LANDSCAPE OF LEVITICUS 25:29–31 

by Avraham Faust 

HE relationship between the study of material 
culture, as revealed by archaeology, and the 

biblical text has received a great deal of scholarly 
attention. In most cases, archaeological finds are used 
to illustrate the text or to answer biblically driven 
questions. But after well over a century of searching 
the archaeological record for correlations with the 
Bible, it seems that this approach, worthy in itself, 
has been exhausted. A different approach, one that 
uses the archaeological finds as the starting-point for 
archaeological inquiry, can bring new insights, not 
only into the societies that existed at the time but also 
into the world behind the biblical text. 
 The case study to be discussed here is the Jubilee 
and the settlement system of ancient Israel in the late 
Iron Age. This study grew from my long-term re-
search project on Iron Age rural settlements (see 
Faust 1995a; 1995b; 1997a; 1997b; 1999a; 1999b; 
2000a; 2000b; 2003a; 2003b). It did not initially aim 
to illuminate the Bible; the correlations between the 
archaeological data and the biblical text emerged 
only after the analysis of the finds had advanced. 
 I will begin by presenting the biblical data from 
Leviticus 25:29–31 and noting the difficulties in the 
prevailing interpretations. This will be followed by a 
short discussion of the archaeological evidence re-
garding the rural settlements of late Iron Age Israel. 
We will then see how familiarity with the latter 
solves the problems in the text. 
 
The Law of the Jubilee 
 
The law of the jubilee has received a great deal of 
scholarly attention. The dating of this law, the back-
ground for its development, and the question of 
whether it was ever applied, have all been discussed 
(e.g., Lowenstam 1958b:578–82; Wenham 1979: 
317–24; Milgrom 2001:2241–48; Wright 1992; Fried 
and Freedman 2000:2257–70). In brief, the jubilee is 
“the fiftieth year occurring at the end of the seven 
sabbatical cycles of seven years each, in which all 
land was returned to its ancestral owners and all Isra-
elite slaves were freed” (Schifman 1996:549). The 
jubilee is mentioned and described in Lev. 25:8–17, 
23–56; 27:16–25; and Numbers 36:4. 
 Whether the law was ever applied does not con-
cern us here because a law, even a utopian one, re-

lates to an existing reality and is set against a “real” 
background. As King and Stager write: 
 

For our purposes, then, it matters little whether the 
biblical accounts are “true” in the positivistic sense of 
some historians and biblical scholars. It is enough to 
know that the ancient Israelites believed them to be 
so. The stories must have passed some test of verisi-
militude, that is, having the appearance of being true 
or real. In this sense the biblical account and many 
other ancient accounts, however self-serving and ten-
dentious, become grist for the cultural historian’s 
mill. [King and Stager 2001:7] 

 
 Although this is said in reference to biblical sto-
ries, it is also true with respect to the biblical laws. In 
the words of the classicist Oswyn Murray: 
 

It does not matter whether the stories which it uses 
are true, as long as they are believed to be true. And 
even a forgery is an important piece of evidence for 
the period that perpetrated it, since it reveals more 
clearly than a genuine article the conceptions and be-
liefs about the past of the age that created it. This 
principle of unconscious revelation through represen-
tation . . . is one of the most powerful tools in the 
modern historian’s study of mentalities. [Oswyn 
Murray, quoted in King and Stager 2001:8] 

The Jubilee and בתי החצרים in Leviticus 25 
 
Let us examine the settlement terminology used in 
Leviticus 25, especially in verses 29–31. Generally 
speaking, the law of jubilee prescribes that the land 
shall return to its original owner in the fiftieth year. 
Lev. 25:29–31, however, refers to the fate of houses, 
and it is those verses we wish now to discuss. We 
shall first present them in Hebrew (MT) followed by 
the English translation. 
 

תּםֹ שְׁנתַ -וְהָיתְָה גְּאֻלָּתוֹ עַד שַׁב עִיר חוֹמָהמוֹ-ימְִכּרֹ בֵּית-כִּי וְאִישׁ
מְלֹאת לוֹ שָׁנהָ -יגִָּאֵל עַד-וְאִם לֹא. ימִָים תִּהְיהֶ גאְֻלָּתוֹ  ֹמִמְכָּרו
חמָֹה לַצְּמִיתֻת ) לוֹ: קרי(לא -בָּעִיר אֲשֶׁר-וְקָם הַבַּיתִ אֲשֶׁר תְמִימָה

ֹ לַקּנֹהֶ אתֹוֹ לְדרֹתָֹיו לָהֶם -וּבָתֵּי הַחֲצֵרִים אֲשֶׁר אֵין. בֵללֹא יצֵֵא בַּיּ
    .וּבַיּבֵֹל יצֵֵא לּוֹ-גְּאֻלָּה תִּהְיהֶ הָאָרֶץ יחֵָשֵׁב שְׂדֵה-עַל חמָֹה סָבִיב

If anyone sells a dwelling house in a walled city, it 
may be redeemed until a year has elapsed since its 
sale; the right of redemption shall be one year. If it is 
not redeemed before a full year has elapsed, a house 
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that is in a walled city shall pass in perpetuity to the 
purchaser, throughout the generations; it shall not be 
released in the jubilee. But houses in villages that 
have no walls around them shall be classed as open 
country; they may be redeemed, and shall be released 
in the jubilee. [Lev. 25:29–31, NRSV] 

 We shall comment on one word in this translation 
later. The main question to address is why, according 
to these verses, there is a difference between houses 
in walled “cities” (עיר אשר לו חומה or עיר חומה) and 
houses in “villages” (בתי החצרים). Many translations 
and interpretations have touched upon this question. 
Most scholars have understood these verses simply as 
contrasting walled cities with unwalled villages, as in 
the NRSV translation given above (see, e.g., Noth 
1965; Porter 1976; Wenham 1979; Bess 1963; 
Kuchman 1996; Milgrom 2001; as well as Joosten 
1996; Budd 1996; Snaith 1967; Wright 1992; and 
Hartley 1992). The mere existence of a city wall is 
seen indirectly, and sometimes even directly, as the 
most important legal element determining the fate of 
the house. Many scholars have therefore opined that 
the law differentiates not only between urban and 
rural sectors but also between houses in walled ver-
sus unwalled towns. Houses in the latter had the same 
fate as these in the rural sector (e.g., Noth 1965:190; 
Kuchman 1996:193). 
 But why is there a difference in the legal status of 
houses in towns as opposed to villages? Many schol-
ars believe that this was because Israelite laws con-
cerning land applied to the rural sector only while 
older Canaanite law still dominated the urban sphere 
(Noth 1965:190; Porter 1976:202; Bess 1963:81f.; 
Joosten 1996:156; Wright 1990: 125), presumably 
because there was, throughout the Iron Age, a sizable 
Canaanite segment in the urban sector (Hartley 
1992:439; from a different perspective, see also Faust 
2000a; 2005; Finkelstein 1999). Others believe that it 
was a result of changes in the ownership of land 
among the urban population (Lowenstam 1958b:580; 
Weinfeld 2000:176) and even served as “a barrier 
against the tendency toward socioeconomic devel-
opment, which led to the appropriation of walled 
cities from the laws of jubilee and redemption” 
(Kuchman 1996:193; my translation).1 Wright (1992: 
1027) suggests that the “primary intention of the re-
demption and jubilee provisions was to preserve the 
economic viability of families through the secure 

                                                           
1 This is a problematic explanation because the law does 
not serve as a barrier against this development but rather 
acknowledges and even accepts it (as viewed by Lowen-
stam 1958b:580, see below). For a more complex sugges-
tion, see Kuchman (1996:191–92). 

possession of their inherited land”; unlike “city 
houses,” “village dwellings were treated as part of the 
rural scene.” This distinction is elaborated by Mil-
grom (2001:2198f.). While also connecting the urban 
law with Canaanite law, Milgrom stresses that re-
demption was not relevant for houses but only for 
land, which is why in a walled city the house be-
longed (after a year) to the purchaser in perpetuity.2 
A house in a village, in contrast, was regarded as part 
of the land (Milgrom 2001:2199f.). Following Philo 
(The Special Laws ii 116), Milgrom believes that the 
village houses were “farm buildings” and that the 
“villages are the residences of the farmers and are 
inseparable from the land they work” (Milgrom 2001: 
2200). 
 As we will see below, it appears that Milgrom cor-
rectly identifies the essence of the law, which con-
nects the houses of the חצרים with fields (as the 
wording of the law indeed states, but contrary to most 
other interpretations). But he does not supply a good 
explanation for why houses in a village have the 
same fate as the land. After all, houses in villages 
were built within nucleated settlements and not di-
rectly on the agricultural land (see Dar 1986; Amit 
1991; Riklin 1997; Faust 1995a; 1997a; 2000b). 
 Clearly, previous scholars have understood the 
geographical terminology in the following way: the 
city that is mentioned in the verses as “a walled city” 
is indeed a city surrounded by a wall. The חצרים are 
unwalled villages, hence the translation “houses in 
villages that have no walls around them.” Moreover, 
many scholars have explicitly cited the mere exis-
tence of a wall as the most important factor in differ-
entiating between a city and a village in the biblical 
period: cities were surrounded by a fortification wall 
while villages were unwalled (Drinkard 1996:186; 
Blenkinsopp 1997:54; Frick 1970:44–45; Uffen-
heimer 1968:207–8). Some have even referred to it as 
the only factor (e.g., Drinkard 1996). This differentia-
tion seems to be supported by the frequent combina-
tion of עיר and חצריה, which is understood as the city 
and its (daughter) villages. Some have therefore as-
sumed that when a settlement name includes the חצר 
component (e.g., חצר שועל in Josh. 19:3), it is a 
daughter village of one of the walled cities (e.g., 
Frick 1970:44–45). 
 We have seen that many scholars agree that the 
reason for the difference between urban and rural 
settlements is that the Canaanite law of land owner-
ship was dominant in urban settings. For our pur-
                                                           
2 As to why it was possible to redeem the house at all, Mil-
grom’s answer is that it results from the “merciful founda-
tions of the jubilee legislation” (Milgrom 2001:2199). 
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poses, however, the question of whether the law re-
garding the city reflects Canaanite law, or specific 
social circumstances, or some combination of the 
two, is a minor issue in the discussion of Lev. 25:29–
31. Regardless of whether they invoke Canaanite law, 
all of the scholars cited above agree that Leviticus 
differentiates between the rural sector (villages and 
hamlets) and the fortified urban sector, and that the 
houses in these two sectors had different fates. 
 
The Problem 
 
This prevailing interpretation suffers from several 
drawbacks, in my opinion. First, the contrast in the 
verses is not between walled cities and unwalled 
towns or villages. That dichotomy results from what I 
believe is a mistranslation of the Hebrew text that 
stems from a misunderstanding of the terminology 
and the geographical and social reality behind it. The 
word translated as “city” is עיר. In Biblical Hebrew, 
however, עיר can refer to a settlement of any size (see 
Portugali 1984:284f.; Bendor 1996:99f. and n. 103; 
Schloen 2001:160; Kempinski 1987:59; Hulst 1976: 
268–72; Zevit 2001:625). This is shown by verses 
like Deut. 3:5, where  is used to designate both  עיר
fortified settlements and unfortified ones. The same 
is true in 2 Kings 17:9 and 18:8, where עיר is used for 
settlements ranging from fortified cities to simple 
watchtowers (see also Num. 13:19). The word there-
fore does not differentiate between a city and a vil-
lage but between a settlement and something that is 
not a settlement. 
 In Lev. 25:29–31, that which is not a settlement is 
called בתי החצרים, while the term עיר encompasses 
both cities and villages. A similar, though not identi-
cal, dichotomy can be seen in Deut. 28:3: “Blessed 
shall you be in the עיר, and blessed shall you be in the 
field”; and also in Deut. 28:16: “Cursed shall you be 
in the עיר, and cursed shall you be in the field.” These 
verses contrast the עיר (traditionally translated as 
“city”) with farmland; that is, the settlement as a 
place of dwelling is contrasted with the open field. 
Returning to Leviticus, it is clear that these verses 
contrast settlements and בתי החצרים —something that 
is not a settlement. 
 Why have scholars missed the contrast in Lev. 
25:29–31 between settlements and nonsettlements 
and have seen instead a contrast between cities and 
villages? Presumably, it is because this text appears 
to dichotomize walled cities and unwalled בתי החצרים. 
In many historical periods, cities were walled while 
villages were not, so biblical scholars have assumed 
that the presence of a wall is the major factor in the 
dichotomy. It is clear, however, that the contrast be-

tween city and village does not derive from the lan-
guage of the law, but is an interpretation resulting 
from the importance attributed to the wall by modern 
scholars. 
 As we have seen, the assumed dichotomy between 
city and village has even led scholars to posit two 
legal systems, one for cities (based on Canaanite law) 
and one for villages (based on Israelite law). But this 
distinction is not supported by the biblical text or by 
our current understanding of the social development 
in Iron Age Israel. The notion of two different legal 
systems was put forward only because interpreters 
have not found any other way to explain why is there 
a different law for houses in “cities” than for houses 
in “villages” (as they interpret the law). 
 To be sure, the wall around the settlement clearly 
has a legal significance, but previous interpretations 
of Lev. 25:29–31 do not explain the importance of 
the wall. Why would there be a different law for a 
house in a walled city as opposed to an unwalled set-
tlement? It could be argued that the law itself has 
created this dichotomy, imposing a theoretical dis-
tinction with no basis in reality. A different reading 
of the law, however, drawing upon the rich archaeo-
logical information we now possess, makes sense of 
the distinction. An examination of the Israelite set-
tlement system of the late Iron Age enables us to un-
derstand these verses. 
 
Rural Settlements in the Iron Age II 
 
The archaeology of ancient Israel used to concentrate 
on the large sites—a tendency that some scholars 
characterize as “tell minded” (Ahlstrom 1982:25) and 
have reproached for its “urban bias” (London 1989). 
Rural sites were not given much attention. For exam-
ple, Herzog (1992), in his seminal and oft-quoted 
work on settlement and fortification planning in the 
Iron Age, referred to various types of settlements, 
from capital cities to administrative centers to smaller 
provincial towns. But this is where he stopped. He 
did not discuss any nonurban settlement. The “lower” 
end of the settlement continuum was simply ignored 
by the vast majority of scholars. The lack of data led 
Holladay (1995:373, 375, 392), in an important paper 
on Iron Age society, to refer to walled towns like Tell 
Beit Mirsim and Tell en-Naṣbeh as “villages,” proba-
bly because these were the smallest and simplest Iron 
II settlements with which he was familiar. But many 
rural sites have been excavated in recent years, 
mainly in salvage excavations (see, e.g., Dar 1986; 
Riklin 1997; Amit 1991; Covello-Paran 1996; see 
also Faust and Safrai 2005), and the accumulating 
data enable us to draw various conclusions regarding 
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the rural sector (Faust 1995a; 1995b; 1997a; 1997b; 
2000a; 2000b; 2003a; 2003b). Broadly speaking, 
there are three types of rural sites: large villages, 
small villages (hamlets), and farmsteads. This is not 
the place for a lengthy summary of the evidence from 
the rural sector, but one observation is of great im-
portance for the present discussion, namely, that al-
most all excavated Iron II villages were surrounded 
by a boundary wall, a phenomenon evident also in 
some single-occupation sites that were only surveyed 
and never excavated. This is the situation, for exam-
ple, at Khirbet Jamain (Dar 1986), Beit Aryeh (Riklin 
1997), Khirbet Jarish (Amit 1991), Khirbet Malta 
(Covello-Paran 1996), Khirbet Kla (Eitam 1980), 
Mevasseret Yerushalayim (Edelstein and Kislev 
1981), Kurnet Bir et-Tel (Finkelstein, Lederman, and 
Bunimovitz 1997:447), and many other sites. It is this 
observation that led to the development of the ideas 
expressed in this article. 
 
Iron Age Villages and Biblical Terminology 
 
The existence of boundary walls around Iron Age 
villages sheds new light on the distinction between 
the עיר with a wall and places with no walls. As al-
ready stated, the word עיר refers to a settlement of 
indeterminate size and not to a “city” in the modern 
sense of the word. In Lev. 25:29–31 the word has 
been interpreted as representing the urban sector be-
cause these verses stress the existence of a wall, 
which modern scholars have assumed must pertain to 
the urban sector as opposed to the rural sector. But if 
all settlements, urban and rural alike, were sur-
rounded by a boundary wall, there is no reason to 
assume that the phrase עיר חומה (“walled settlement”) 
is meant to differentiate between cities and villages. 
The dichotomy was therefore not between walled 
cities and unwalled villages, as the latter hardly ex-
isted, but between any walled settlement, city and 
village alike, and the בתי החצרים, which are neither a 
settlement nor walled. The reference to a wall is not a 
legal criterion but merely a reflection of the reality 
that all settlements were surrounded by a wall of 
some kind. Lev. 25:29 should therefore be translated: 
“if anyone sells a dwelling house in a walled settle-
ment [or simply “a settlement,” because the word 
“walled” was added just for descriptive purposes], it 
may be redeemed until a year has elapsed since its 
sale.” 
 The exceptions to the law are the בתי החצרים. These 
are not regarded as settlements, so what are they? A 
close examination of the archaeological record is 
very helpful in this matter and, in conjunction with a 
careful reading of the text, can solve the problem. 

Archaeological investigation has shown that there 
were habitation sites in Iron Age Israel that did not 
constitute “settlements.” I am referring to isolated 
farmsteads in which there lived only one family and 
not a larger community. Such farmsteads are known 
from all over the country (Faust 2003), including the 
region of Samaria (Hizmi 1996) and especially its 
western slopes (Finkelstein 1978; 1981; Faust 2003; 
Faust 2006; Dar 1982; Yeivin and Edelstein 1970), 
the Hebron hill country (Amit 1992), and the area 
around Jerusalem (Seligman 1994; Feig 1995; Maitlis 
1993; Faust 1997b). They were isolated structures 
located on agricultural land amid agricultural installa-
tions such as cisterns and terraces. It is these farm-
steads that were the houses of the unwalled חצרים in 
Leviticus 25, in contrast to the houses found within 
walled settlements. 
 Such an interpretation of Lev. 25:29–31 does not 
result simply from reconstructing the settlement sys-
tem on the basis of the archaeological evidence, but 
also from the wording of the biblical text itself. Verse 
31 specifically states that these houses “shall be 
classed as open country” (note that the word trans-
lated here as “country” can also be translated as 
“field” and in the original is identical to the word 
used in Deut. 28:3 and 16, cited above). This is why 
“they may be redeemed, and they shall be released on 
the jubilee.” Unlike houses in walled settlements (vil-
lages included), the houses in isolated farmsteads 
could not be separated from the agricultural lands on 
which they sat, which is why they are grouped with 
agricultural fields in the law of the jubilee and shared 
the same fate. 
 Although this is true with respect to Iron Age 
farmsteads in general, it is even more clearly the case 
for farmsteads in the vicinity of Jerusalem. These 
were somewhat different in form from the farmsteads 
in other parts of the country because the farmhouse 
stood alone in the field between installations, ter-
races, and additional buildings, in contrast to farm-
steads in other regions, where the house was part of a 
larger architectural complex that included additional 
structures, installations, and a courtyard (Faust 
1997b; 2003b).3 
 The archaeological evidence, therefore, sheds light 
on the biblical terminology and allows us to under-

                                                           
3 The differences between the farmsteads in the vicinity of 
Jerusalem and those in the rest of the country apparently 
stemmed from the high density of settlement around Jerusa-
lem, which was Judah’s primary city. This density had 
reduced security problems in the area and turned animal 
husbandry into an insignificant branch of the economy (see 
Faust 1997; 2003). 
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stand the law properly. We no longer need to assume 
that the law in Leviticus 25 knew of, and accepted, a 
separate (Canaanite) legal system for urban settle-
ments. The same principle applied in all cases. A 
house in a settlement (any settlement) could be 
bought and sold because it stood by itself and was not 
encumbered by the land on which it stood and thus 
by legal procedures regarding the land.4 Farmland, on 
the other hand, was to be returned to its original 
owner in the jubilee year. Lev. 25:21–23 is an appen-
dix to the main jubilee law (which focuses on land), 
clarifying the disposition of houses. Houses within 
walled settlements were not exempted from the jubi-
lee due to the existence of a Canaanite population or 
different social processes, but simply because these 
houses were not tied to particular plots of farmland 
and it was only the land (and not houses) that re-
turned to its original owner in the jubilee. The only 
houses affected by the jubilee law were the בתי החצרים 
because, unlike houses within settlements, they were 
not regarded as independent property but as part of 
the fields on which they stood, and it was impossible 
to return a field to its original owner while the house 
remained in the hands of the buyer. 
 
Additional Implications 
 
We have seen that the biblical text of Lev. 25:29–31 
can be understood in relation to the settlement system 
of the late Iron Age. This implies that this settlement 
reality lay in the background of the biblical law of the 
jubilee, however artificial or utopian that law may 
have been. The law of the jubilee is part of the Holi-
ness Code (H), but there is little agreement regarding 
the date and social background of the Holiness Code, 
or the precise relationship between it and other tex-
tual sources. A variety of views have been espoused, 
placing it in various contexts in the Iron Age and 
Persian period (Knohl 1987; Eissfeldt 1965:236–39; 
Milgrom 1991: 3–35; also Sun 1992 and Milgrom 
1992, with additional references). H is usually asso-
ciated with the Priestly source (P), but there is no 
agreement regarding the date of P either, which has 
been attributed to various contexts—preexilic, exilic, 
and postexilic—from the Iron Age to the Persian pe-
riod (Eissfeldt 1965:207–8; Rofé 1994; Clines 
1993:580; Hurwitz 1974; Wenham 1979:13; Wein-
feld 1979:28–33; Friedman 1987; Milgrom 1991:12–
13; Schwartz 1999:32–33). 

                                                           
4 It was possible to redeem a house within a year, but this is 
probably due, as Milgrom suggests, to the “merciful foun-
dations of the jubilee legislation” (above). After a year the 
house belonged to the purchaser in perpetuity. 

 The close match between the law of the jubilee 
and the settlement reality of the late Iron Age seems 
to support a late Iron Age dating (at least for H). But 
it is not sufficient to show that the settlement reality 
of this period is compatible with the law. In order for 
this correlation between archaeology and the Bible to 
be of any value in dating the biblical text, it needs to 
be shown that the settlement reality of other periods 
(i.e., the Babylonian “exilic” period and the Persian 
period) could not have been the cultural background 
of these verses. While a lengthy discussion is beyond 
the scope of the present paper, suffice it to say that 
the exilic period is by no means a likely background, 
especially in Judah, because the countryside was 
devastated, especially near Jerusalem (Stern 2001; 
Faust 2003a; Faust and Safrai 2005). This was not the 
period in which farmsteads flourished. 
 As for a background in the Persian period, this also 
seems unlikely because the countryside was much 
less populated than during the Iron Age. The entire 
Persian period lay in the shadow of the collapse of 
the Iron Age society (see Faust 2004; 2007 for a de-
tailed discussion of the settlements of the Persian 
period). Furthermore, it is very tempting to ascribe 
the description of the חצרים, which are part of the 
fields, to the unique situation in the late Iron Age in 
the area around Jerusalem, where farmhouses and 
other structures were scattered in the fields and were 
not concentrated into complexes as in other regions. 
 On the other hand, the text can also be understood 
quite well against the background of the more normal 
type of Iron Age farmsteads found throughout the 
country, and not only with regard to those near Jeru-
salem. And in any case, this can be only a prelimi-
nary attempt to date the text on the basis of its ar-
chaeological background because the information we 
currently possess concerning the Persian period is 
still incomplete and we need to study that period 
more thoroughly before any conclusions can be 
reached.5 
 
Summary and Conclusions 
 
Triggered by the discovery that Iron II villages were 
surrounded by boundary walls, research is being di-
rected toward the cultural, social, and even legal im-
plications of this reality. And this leads to a new look 
at the jubilee. It is debated whether this law was ever 

                                                           
5 Theoretically, it is possible that the law of the jubilee was 
written in the Persian period in reference to the remem-
bered reality prior to the destruction of Jerusalem, but 
should this be the case, for all practical purposes we could 
consider such a law to be reflective of the late Iron Age. 
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implemented, but that does not concern us here be-
cause even a utopian law reflects a real background. 
An examination of the settlement reality of the Iron II 
period, followed by a detailed re-reading of the text, 
enables each type of data to illuminate the other. 
 Together, the archaeological and textual data pre-
sent us with a coherent picture. Most studies of Lev. 
25:29–31 have not correctly identified the meaning of 
the law. Scholars have assumed that the text distin-
guishes houses in cities from those in villages, and 
this requires them to explain why there is a different 
law for each. Explanations have included the sugges-
tion that Canaanite law was practiced in the Israelite 
urban sector or that the difference was a result of 
socioeconomic processes. But neither of these sug-
gestions is supported by our current understanding of 
the sociodemographic processes that took place in the 
period of the monarchy (Faust 2005) and they con-
tradict both the language and the spirit of the text—
and they do not take into account the archaeological 
finds. Furthermore, biblical scholars have ignored the 
most important clue supplied by the text itself, which 
explains that the houses of the חצרים are classified 
with the agricultural fields. 
 Understanding the settlement situation in the Iron 
Age II, when all settlements, cities and villages alike, 
were surrounded by boundary walls, enables us to 
understand the meaning of the text and the rationale 
of the law. Verses 29–31 do not differentiate between 
cities and villages: the term עיר refers to any settle-
ment, villages included. The חצרים are not settlements 
and are therefore not villages or nucleated settlements 
but rather isolated farmsteads. The distinction in the 
text is between houses in settlements and scattered 
farmhouses (and as we shall presently see, this dis-
tinction is also secondary). Walls are mentioned 
because all settlements, both cities and villages, 
were walled, and this differentiated them from 
farmsteads. 
 The differential treatment of houses in two con-
texts is not due to the coexistence of two legal sys-
tems, one for the city and one for the village. The 
difference is between the legal status of houses ver-
sus farmland. The houses of the חצרים were part of 
the farmland because they had no existence without 
it, which is why they had the same status as land, 
unlike other houses. This is the intention of verse 31: 
to limit the special status of houses (that they can be 
owned by their purchasers in perpetuity) by stating 
that the houses of the חצרים were different because 
they had the same status as the land of which they 
were a part. After all, it was inconceivable to let the 
purchaser keep the farmhouse while the farmland was 
returned to the original owner. 

 The law of the jubilee deals with returning land to 
its original owner. The verses discussed in this paper 
are a sort of qualification stating that the law does not 
apply to houses. The status of houses is different and 
a transaction involving a house is final (after a year). 
The last verse (31) is meant to qualify the qualifica-
tion and make clear that farmhouses, although tech-
nically houses, have the same status as the land, from 
which they are inseparable. In modern language, Lev. 
25:29–31 should therefore be read: 

If anyone sells a dwelling house in a settlement [lit. a 
walled settlement]6, it may be redeemed until a year 
has elapsed since its sale. If it is not redeemed before 
that time, a house in a settlement shall pass in perpe-
tuity to the purchaser, and it will not be released in 
the jubilee. But farmhouses, with no walls around 
them,7 are classed as fields; and may therefore be re-
deemed, and they shall be released in the jubilee. 

Appendix: חצר in the Bible and the Ancient Near East 
 
The חצר in the Bible and the ancient Near East has 
received a great deal of scholarly attention. The terms 
חצרים  and חצר are used in many places in the Bible 
and in other sources. The biblical examples are usu-
ally considered to reflect two different Semitic words 
which have come to be spelled the same way in Bib-
lical Hebrew. One of these words, which is irrelevant 
for our discussion, refers to the area around a house, 
an enclosure or courtyard (BDB s.v.  Kadari ;(I)  חצר
1968:221; Hamp 1986:134–35; Clines 1996:296). 
This word reflects the Proto-Semitic root ḤṬR (cf. 
Aramaic חוטרא), which denotes a fenced area or pen 
(Lowenstam 1958a:273–74; Malamat 1962:143–50; 
1963:183). 
 The second word, which is relevant for the present 
discussion, refers to a small unwalled site (BDB s.v. 
-Kadari 1968:222; Hamp 1986:133–35). Ac ;(II) חצר
cording to Malamat (1963:183), it reflects Proto-
Semitic ḤṢR, which means “settlement” or habita-
tion, in the sense of a dwelling for people and not for 
animals. There is no doubt that this is a “settlement 
form” that lies at the bottom of the settlement spec-
trum (Lowenstam 1958a:272; Portugali 1984:282). In 
the following we will discuss only this meaning. 
 In many instances in the Bible and in other sources 
(e.g., the Mari archives), the term חצר is mentioned in 
relation to seminomads (e.g., Jer. 49:28–33; Isa. 42: 
11), and this may be reflected in the relatively wide-
                                                           
6 The “wall” is stressed in the law because it refers to a 
visible phenomenon that served to distinguish nucleated 
settlements—urban or rural communities—from isolated 
farmsteads. 
7 This is also a descriptive clause. 
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spread use of the word as part of settlement names in 
the inheritance of the tribe of Simeon (Malamat 
1963:184). According to Lowenstam: “In the חצרים, 
which are settlements that are more than nomad 
camps but are not yet walled cities, dwelt mainly 
people who subsided on grazing, such as the Ishmael-
ites” (1958:273). Interestingly, Gophna (1963; 1964; 
1966; 1970) describes חצרים which he discovered in 
the northern and western parts of the Negev. These 
are extremely small sites that existed for brief peri-
ods. It appears that these were indeed settlement sites 
of nomads, and are worthy of the name חצר (in this 
meaning). 
 But חצרים existed throughout the country. On 80% 
of the occasions in which a חצר is mentioned in the 
Bible, it is described as being close to a settlement 
 for example, in the topographical lists in the ;(עיר)
book of Joshua (Portugali 1984:283). It seems, there-
fore, that חצרים existed throughout the country. This 
wide dispersion accords well with the fact that that 
 in the meaning discussed in this paper, cannot be ,חצר
equated only with the settlements of nomads but cor-
responds to small sites with one or two structures, 
such as farmsteads. 
 It is likely that the word חצר (from Proto-Semitic 
ḤṢR) has two separate meanings: (1) a type of set-
tlement of nomads in pastoral zones, as seems to be 
represented both in Mari and in the Bible; and (2) a 
type of habitation in agricultural zones. In contrast to 
what is often thought, the latter were farmsteads and 
not villages (see Faust 1995a; 2003b). The idea that 
 ,were farmsteads was suggested some time ago חצרים
though not as part of a detailed discussion but more 

as an assumption (Edelstein and Gibson 1983:23; for 
a more detailed analysis, see Edelstein and Milevski 
1994:17–19; Maitlis 1993:99 explicitly connected the 
two, although his entire discussion is problematic). 
 Basically, חצר denotes an isolated structure (or 
several isolated structures) in the countryside. In 
most cases it relates to farmsteads, as in Leviticus 25, 
and perhaps also to placenames in the inheritance of 
the tribe of Simeon, which should perhaps be under-
stood as “the farmstead of Shual” and “the farmstead 
of Susa.” The same word was used to describe spo-
radic settlements of seminomads in the Mari texts 
and in Isaiah and Jeremiah. However, Biblical He-
brew does not distinguish the socioeconomic role or 
origin of the inhabitants but describes all isolated 
structures with the same word. From the typological 
perspective of modern scholarship the word has two 
distinct meanings, denoting either a farmstead or 
structures built by seminomads (perhaps in the proc-
ess of settling down). In Biblical Hebrew, however, 
there is only one meaning: an isolated structure or 
structures in the open country. 

Acknowledgments: 

I would like to thank Prof. Abraham Malamat, Prof. 
Shmuel Vargon, and Mr. Avi Shveka for reading and 
commenting on earlier drafts of this paper. The responsibil-
ity for the ideas expressed in this article, and for any mis-
take or error, is of course mine alone. I would like to thank 
the Dr. S. Krauthammer Chair in Archaeology and the 
Moskowitz and Straus Cathedras, all at Bar-Ilan University, 
for their assistance. A shorter and somewhat different ver-
sion of this paper appears in Hebrew in Studies in Bible and 
Exegesis Presented to Moshe Garsiel. 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Ahlström, G. W. 
 1982 Royal Administration and National Religion in 

Ancient Palestine. Leiden: Brill. 
 
Amit, D. 
 1991 Khirbet Jarish. ESI 9:157–58. 
 1992 Farmsteads in Northern Judea (Betar Region 

Survey). ESI 10:147–48. 
 
Bendor, S. 
 1996 The Social Structure of Ancient Israel: The Insti-

tution of the Family (Beit »Ab) from the Settle-
ment to the End of the Monarchy. Jerusalem:  
Simor. 

 
Bess, S. H. 
 1963 Systems of Land Tenure in Ancient Israel. Ph.D. 

diss., University of Michigan. 
 

Blenkinsopp, J. 
 1997 The Family in First Temple Israel. In Families in 

Ancient Israel, ed. L. Perdue, 48–103. Louisville, 
Ky.: Westminster John Knox. 

 
Budd, P. J. 
 1996 Leviticus: Based on the New Revised Standard 

Version. The New Century Bible Commentary. 
Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans. 

 
Clines, D. J. A. 
 1993 Pentateuch. In The Oxford Companion to the 

Bible, ed. B. M. Metzger and M. D. Coogan, 
579–82. Oxford: Oxford University Press.  

 
Clines, D. J. A., ed. 
 1996 A Dictionary of Classical Hebrew. Sheffield, 

England: Sheffield Academic Press. 
 



110 Avraham Faust 

Covello-Paran, K. 
 1996 H. Malta [in Hebrew]. Ḥadashot Arkheologiyot 

106:39–41. 
 
Dar, S. 
 1982 Ancient Agricultural Farms Near Wadi Beit-«Arif 

[in Hebrew]. Nofim 16:47–60. 
 1986 Hirbet Jemein: A First Temple Village in West-

ern Samaria [in Hebrew]. In Shomron Studies, ed. 
S. Dar and Z. Safrai, 13–73. Tel Aviv: Hakibbutz 
Hameuchad. 

 
Drinkard, J. F. 
 1996 Cities. In The HarperCollins Bible Dictionary, 

ed. P. J. Achtemeier, 186–88. San Francisco: 
Harper. 

 
Edelstein, G., Y. Gat, and S. Gibson 
 1983 Food Production and Water Storage in the Jerusa-

lem Area [in Hebrew]. Qadmoniot 16:16–23. 
 
Edelstein, G., and M. Kislev 
 1981 Mevasseret Yerushalayim: The Ancient Settle-

ment and Its Agricultural Terraces. BA 44:53–56. 
 
Edelstein, G., and I. Milevski 
 1994 The Rural Settlement of Jerusalem Re-evaluated: 

Surveys and Excavations in the Rephaim Valley 
and Mevasseret Yerushalayim. PEQ 126:2–23. 

 
Eissfeldt, O. 
 1965 The Old Testament: An Introduction. Translated 

by P. R. Ackroyd. Oxford: Blackwell. 
 
Eitam, D. 
 1980 The Production of Oil and Wine in Mount Eph-

raim in the Iron Age [in Hebrew]. M.A. thesis, 
Tel Aviv University. 

 1992 Khirbet Khaddash: A Royal Industry Village in 
Ancient Israel [in Hebrew]. In Judea and 
Samaria Research Studies: Proceedings of the 
First Annual Meeting, 1991, ed. Z. H. Ehrlich 
and Y. Eshel, 161–82. Jerusalem: Reuven Mas. 

 
Faust, A. 
 1995a The Rural Settlement in the Land of Israel during 

the Period of the Monarchy [in Hebrew]. M. A. 
thesis, Bar-Ilan University. 

 1995b Settlement on the Western Slopes of Samaria at 
the End of the Iron Age [in Hebrew]. In Judea 
and Samaria Research Studies: Proceedings of 
the Fourth Annual Meeting, 1994, ed. Z. H. Er-
lich and Y. Eshel, 23–30. Kedumim-Ariel: The 
College of Judea and Samaria. 

 1997a The Family Structure in Iron Age II Villages [in 
Hebrew]. In The Village in Ancient Israel, ed. S. 
Dar and Z. Safrai, 131–46. Tel Aviv: Eretz. 

 1997b The Impact of Jerusalem’s Expansion in the Late 
Iron Age on the Forms of Rural Settlements in its 
Vicinity [in Hebrew]. Cathedra 84:53–62. 

 1999a Differences in Family Structure Between Cities 
and Villages in the Iron Age II. Tel Aviv 26:233–
52. 

 1999b The Social Structure of Israelite Society during 
the Eighth–Seventh Centuries B.C.E. according to 
the Archaeological Evidence [in Hebrew]. Ph.D. 
diss., Bar-Ilan University. 

 2000a Ethnic Complexity in Northern Israel during Iron 
Age II. PEQ 132:2–27. 

 2000b The Rural Community in Ancient Israel during 
Iron Age II. BASOR 317:17–39. 

 2003a Judah in the Sixth Century B.C.E.: A Rural Per-
spective. PEQ 135:37–53. 

 2003b The Farmstead in the Highlands of Iron II Israel. 
In The Rural Landscape of Ancient Israel, ed. A. 
Maeir, S. Dar, and Z. Safrai, 91–104. Oxford: 
Archaeopress. 

 2004 Social and Cultural Changes in Judah during the 
Sixth Century B.C.E. and Their Implications for 
Our Understanding of the Nature of the Neo-
Babylonian Period.UF 36:157–76. 

 2005 Israelite Society in the Period of the Monarchy: 
An Archaeological Perspective [in Hebrew]. Je-
rusalem: Yad Ben Zvi. 

 2006 Farmsteads in the Foothills of Western Samaria: 
A Reexamination. In “I Will Speak the Riddles of 
Ancient Times”: Archaeological and Historical 
Studies in Honor of Amihai Mazar on the Occa-
sion of his Sixtieth Birthday, ed. A. M. Maeir and 
P. de Miroschedji, 2:477–504. Winona Lake, 
Ind.: Eisenbrauns. 

 2007 Settlement Dynamics and Demographic Fluctua-
tions in Judah from the Late Iron Age to the Hel-
lenistic Period and the Archaeology of Persian 
Period Yehud. In A Time of Change: Judah and 
Its Neighbours in the Persian and Early 
Hellenistic Periods, ed. Y. Levin, 23–51. 
London: T. & T. Clark. 

 
Faust, A., and Z. Safrai 
 2005 Salvage Excavations as a Source for Reconstruct-

ing Settlement History in Ancient Israel. PEQ 
137:139–58. 

 
Feig, N. 
 1995 The Agricultural Settlement in the Jerusalem 

Area in Iron Age II. In Recent Innovations in the 
Study of Jerusalem, ed. Z. Safrai and A. Faust, 3–
7. Ramat Gan, Israel: Rennert Center for Jerusa-
lem Studies. 

 1996 New Discoveries in the Rephaim Valley, Jerusa-
lem. PEQ 128:3–7. 

 
Finkelstein, I. 
 1978 Rural Settlement in the Foothills and the Yarkon 

Basin [in Hebrew]. M.A. thesis, Tel Aviv Uni-
versity. 

 1981 Israelite and Hellenistic Farms in the Foothills and 
in the Yarkon Basin [in Hebrew]. EI 15:331–48. 

 1999 State Formation in Israel and Judah: A Contrast 
in Context, A Contrast in Trajectory. NEA 62: 
35–52. 



Cities, Villages, and Farmsteads: The Landscape of Leviticus 25:29–31 111

Finkelstein, I., Z. Lederman, and S. Bunimovitz 
 1997 Highlands of Many Cultures: The Southern 

Samaria Survey. Tel Aviv: Institute of Archae-
ology, Tel Aviv University. 

 
Frick, F. S. 
 1970 The City in the Old Testament. Ph.D. diss., Uni-

versity of Michigan. 
 
Fried, L. S., and D. N. Freedman 
 2000 Was the Jubilee Year Observed in Preexilic 

Judah? In Leviticus 23–27: A New Translation 
with Introduction and Commentary, ed. J. Mil-
grom, 2257–70. New York: Doubleday. 

 
Friedman, R. E. 
 1987 Who Wrote the Bible. NewYork: Summit Books. 
 
Gophna, R. 
 1963 “Haṣerim” Settlements in Northern Negev [in 

Hebrew]. Yediot 27:173–80. 
 1964 Sites from the Late Iron Age between Beer-Sheba 

and Tell el Far«a [in Hebrew]. Yediot 28:236–46. 
 1966 Iron Age Haṣerim in Southern Philistia [in He-

brew]. «Atiqot 3:44–51. 
 1970 Some Iron Age II Sites in Southern Philistia [in 

Hebrew]. «Atiqot 6:25–30. 
 
Hamp, V. 
 1986 Haṣer. In Theological Dictionary of the Old Tes-

tament, ed. G. J. Botterweck and H. Ringgren, 
5:131–38. Translated by D. Green. Grand Rapids, 
Mich.: Eerdmans. 

 
Hartley, J. H. 
 1992 Leviticus. WBC 4. Dallas, Tex.: Word. 
 
Herzog, Z. 
 1992 Settlement and Fortification Planning in the Iron 

Age. In The Architecture of Ancient Israel from 
the Prehistoric to the Persian Periods, ed. A. 
Kempinski, R. Reich, H. Katzenstein, and J. Avi-
ram, 231–74. Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Soci-
ety. 

 
Hizmi, H. 
 1996 H. Eli [in Hebrew]. Ḥadashot Arkheologiyot 

106:74–75. 
 
Holladay, J. S. 
 1995 The Kingdoms of Israel and Judah: Political and 

Economic Centralization in the Iron Age IIA–B 
(ca. 1000–750 B.C.E.). In The Archaeology of So-
ciety in the Holy Land, ed. T. E. Levy, 368–98. 
London: Leicester University Press. 

 
Hulst, A. R. 
ריע 1976    «Ir  Stadt. In Theologisches Handwörterbuch 

zum Alten Testament, ed. E. Jenni and C. Wester-
mann, 2:268–72. Munich: Kaiser. 

Hurvitz, A. 
 1974 The Evidence of Language in Dating the Priestly 

Code: A Linguistic Study in Technical Idioms 
and Terminology. RB 81:24–56. 

 
Joosten, J. 
 1996 People and Land in the Holiness Code: An Exe-

getical Study of the Ideational Framework of the 
Law in Leviticus 17–26. Leiden: Brill. 

 
Kadari, M. Z. 
 1968 Thesaurus of the Language of the Bible [in He-

brew]. Jerusalem: Konkordantsyah Tanakhit. 
 
Kempinski, A. 
 1987 Review of The Archaeology of the Period of the 

Settlement of Judges, by I. Finkelstein [in He-
brew]. Qadmoniot 77–78:59. 

 
Knohl, I. 
 1987 The Priestly Torah versus the Holiness School: 

Sabbath and the Festivals. HUCA 58:65–117. 
 1995 The Sanctuary of Silence: The Priestly Torah and 

the Holiness School. Minneapolis: Fortress. 
 
Kh. er-Ras 
 1982 Kh. er-Ras [in Hebrew]. Ḥadashot Arkheologiyot 

77:28–29. 
 
King, P. J., and L. E. Stager 
 2001 Life in Biblical Israel, Louisville, Ky.: Westmin-

ster John Knox. 
 
Kuchman, M. 
 1996 Leviticus [various entries; in Hebrew]. In Leviti-

cus, ed. M. Weinfeld. Tel Aviv: Davidson. 
 
London, G. 
 1989 A Comparison of Two Contemporaneous Life-

styles of the Late Second Millenium B.C. BASOR 
273:37–55. 

 
Lowenstam, S. E. 
 1958a Haṣer, Haṣerim. Encyclopedia Biblica 3:273–74. 
 1958b Jubilee. Encyclopedia Biblica 3:578–82. 
 
Maitlis, Y. 
 1993 The Haṣer in Nahal Zimri: The Land-Use System 

Near Jerusalem at the End of the First Temple 
Period [in Hebrew]. Shomron and Benjamin 
3:91–99. 

 
Malamat, A. 
 1962 Mari and the Bible: Some Patterns of Tribal Or-

ganization and Institutions. JAOS 82:143–50. 
 1963 “Haṣerim” in the Bible and Mari [in Hebrew]. 

Yediot 27:181–85. 
 
May, N. 
 1997 Giv«at Homa [in Hebrew]. Ḥadashot Arkheologi-

yot 107:93–94. 



112 Avraham Faust 

Mazar, A., D. Amit, and Z. Ilan 
 1996 Hurvat Shilhah: An Iron Age Site in the Judean 

Desert. In Retrieving the Past: Essays on Ar-
chaeological Research and Methodology in 
Honor of Gus W. Van Beek, ed. J. D. Seger, 193–
211. Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns. 

 
Milgrom, J. 
 1991 Leviticus 1–16: A New Translation with Introduc-

tion and Commentary. New York: Doubleday.  
 1992 Priestly (“P”) Source. In The Anchor Bible Dic-

tionary, ed. D. N. Freedman, 5:454–61. New 
York: Doubleday. 

 2001 Leviticus 23–27: A New Translation with Intro-
duction and Commentary. New York: Doubleday. 

 
Noth, M. 
 1965 Leviticus: A Commentary. Translated by J. E. 

Anderson. London: SCM Press. 
 
Porter, J. R. 
 1976 Leviticus. Cambridge Bible Commentary. Cam-

bridge: Cambridge University Press. 
 
Portugali, Y. 
 1984 «Arim, Banot, Migrashim and Haserim: The Spa-

tial Organization of Eretz-Israel in the 12th–10th 
Centuries B.C.E. according to the Bible [in He-
brew]. EI 17:282–90. 

 
Riklin, S. 
 1993 «Ofarim [in Hebrew]. Ḥadashot Arkheologiyot 

100:45–46. 
 1997 Beit Aryeh [in Hebrew]. «Atiqot 23:7–20. 
 
Rofé, A. 
 1994 Introduction to the Composition of the Penta-

teuch [in Hebrew]. Jerusalem: Academon. 
 
Scheftelovitz, N., and R. Oren 
 1996 Trial Excavations in the Kh. el-Bira Region [in 

Hebrew]. Tel Aviv: Ramot. 
 1997 Kh. el-Bira. ESI 19:42*–43*. 
 
Schifman, L. H. 
 1996 Jubilee. In The HarperCollins Bible Dictionary, 

ed. P. J. Achtemeier, 549. San Francisco: Harper. 
 
Schloen, J. D. 
 2001 The House of the Father as Fact and Symbol: 

Patrimonialism in Ugarit and the Ancient Near 
East. SAHL 2. Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns. 

 
Schwartz, B. J. 
 1999 The Holiness Legislation: Studies in the Priestly 

Code [in Hebrew]. Jerusalem: Magnes. 
 

Seligman, J. 
 1994 A Late Iron Age Farmhouse at Ras Abu Ma«aruf, 

Pisgat Ze»ev A. «Atiqot 25:63–75. 
 
Snaith, N. H. 
 1967 Leviticus and Numbers. The Century Bible, New 

Edition. London: Nelson. 
 
Stager, L. E. 
 1976 Farming in the Judean Desert during the Iron 

Age. BASOR 221:145–58. 
 
Stern, E. 
 2001 Archaeology of the Land of the Bible. Vol. 2, The 

Assyrian, Babylonian and Persian Periods, 732–
332 B.C.E. New York: Doubleday. 

 
Sun, H. T. C. 
 1992 Holiness Code. In The Anchor Bible Dictionary, 

ed. D. N. Freedman, 3:254–57. New York: Dou-
bleday. 

 
Uffenheimer, B. 
 1968 Urbanization as a Religious and Social Problem 

for the Prophets [in Hebrew]. In Town and Com-
munity: Proceedings of the Twelfth Conference of 
the Israeli Historical Society, 207–26. Jerusalem: 
Israeli Historical Society. 

Weinfeld, M. 
 1979 Literary Creativity. In The World History of the 

Jewish People: The Age of the Monarchies, vol. 
5, Culture and Society, ed. A. Malamat, 27–70. 
Jerusalem: Masada. 

 2000 Social Justice in Ancient Israel and in the Ancient 
Near East. Jerusalem: Magnes. 

Wenham, G. J. 
 1979 The Book of Leviticus. The New International 

Commentary on the Old Testament. London: 
Hodder and Stoughton. 

Wright, C. J. H. 
 1990 God’s People in God’s Land: Family, Land, and 

Property in the Old Testament. Grand Rapids, 
Mich.: Eerdmans. 

 1992 Jubilee, Year of. In The Anchor Bible Dictionary, 
ed. D. N. Freedman, 3:1025–30. New York: 
Doubleday. 

Yeivin, Z., and G. Edelstein 
 1970 Excavations at Tirat Yehuda [in Hebrew]. «Atiqot 

6:56–67. 

Zevit, Z. 
 2001 The Religions of Ancient Israel: A Synthesis of 

Parallactic Approaches. London: Continuum. 

 




