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Give us this day our daily bread.

IS THIS PETITION OBSOLETE FOR TODAY’'S WORLD?
IS MAN TODAY SO SECURE THAT HE NO LONGER NEEDS
GOD'S DAILY BREAD?

“Even if today’s man believes he can do away with insecurity, predict the
future, and shape everything according to his own will, he can do it only
by increasing his insecurity. We experience this daily with our technology.
The more men learn to determine the future and shape the world and the
more they make God's world into a world of men, they are also making
humanity as well as the life of every individuval more dependent on un-
predictable factors, which the individual cannot possibly control anymore.
Man becomes dependent on powers whose control is in the hands of only
a few, and their failure endangers the lives of millions.

"'Our insecurity does not decrease with progress; it actually increases to the
same extent that we must rely on men. The more technology advances,
the more man becomes a danger to himself. Is not the psalmist right when
he says, 'It is better to take refuge in the Lord than to put confidence in
man® (Ps. 118:8)2 And today we should add, ‘or to put confidence in
technology!'

“'But God remains as He is. He watches over our days and our lives. He
gives us daily what we need when we do our work in His service. That is
why we may dlso lay ourselves to rest every day with thankful and hopeful
hearts. We may begin each new day in His name and thus in the knowledge
that it comes from Him and is protected in His hand. God leads us through
all our days."
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A NEW bonk that reinterprets the Lord's Prayer as a prayer for mission
in today’s world.

Looking for new ideas for a pulpit series? The insights you gain from

A Prayer for the World will help you plan an exciling sermon series on
the Lord’s Prayer or mission.
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The Conquest of Palestine
in the Light of Archacology

he first part of this article considers

those Palestinian tells that date roughly
between the latter part of the 13th and the
11th century B.C. The archaeological his-
tory of the pertinent sites is summarized by
major geographical area. After a second
par, briefly discussing the ceramic typology
of the period, the final section deals with
the historical meaning of the evidence
cited, both per se and in relation to the
other types of evidence.

The last-mentioned relation is the con-
troversial area that provides motivation for
this paper. The problem revolves around
the relation between the primary his-
torical documents (firsthand documents
and inscriptions), the secondary documents
(especially the Biblical records), and the
archacological evidence. All agree that the
primary documents (critically evaluated)
are of the highest significance for explicat-
ing both secondary documents and archae-

Paul W. Lapp served from 1961 to 1965 as
director of the Jerusalem School of the
American Schools of Oriental Research. In
1965 he was appointed professor of Near
Eastern bistory and archaeology at the Jeru-
salem School. He bhas written extensively in
the field of Biblical archaeology and has
served as director of several archaeological
expeditions in Jordan. In 1963 and 1966
be directed the Concordia-ASOR Archaeo-
logical Expedition to Taanach under the joins
sponsorship of the Jerusalem School and the
School for Graduate Studies of Concordia
Seminary, St. Louis. This article contains the
substance of one of the lectures be delivered
on a recent tour of ASOR schools in the
United States.

PAUL W. LArp

ological evidence (especially when they
are found in stratified deposits). The sec-
ondary documents can, in a sense, be con-
sidered stratified, although it must be re-
membered that a given “stratum” of literary
tradition can be transformed or recast by
a succeeding “stratum.” Such recasting is
often more difficult to analyze than archaeo-
logical disturbances. The archaeological
strata are at times hopelessly mixed, at
times sharply defined. At present, it seems
fair to state that components of a mixed
archaeological context can be isolated and
dated more precisely than correspondingly
mixed literary components. The compara-
tive typology of this period is such that it
has been vindicated by all recent finds of
primary documents in recognizable strata
so that a fair-sized, homogeneous group
of artifacts from this age can be dated
within a period of less than half a century.
This is much greater precision than can be
claimed for comparative epigraphy at this
time.

The controversy is over the evaluation of
the archaeological material and its relation
to the Biblical conquest narratives. Profes-
sor Martin Noth has given by far the
stronger weight to the literary evidence (in
light of primary documents and his critical
reconstruction),! and he places emphasis
on the precarious nature of anepigraphic
archaeological evidence. Professor William
Albright defends and illustrates the signifi-

1 M. Noth, The History of Israel, trans. Peter
Ackroyd, 2d ed. (New York: Harper & Row,
1962), pp. 42—49, 82.
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cance of anepigraphic evidence® His
method involves “doverailing” the archaeo-
logical and literary evidence, which, he
feels, makes a more precise chronology pos-
sible® Noth's reaction to such an approach
is to assert that Palestinian archaeology has
not yet “entirely overcome the improper
search for direct Biblical connection.”*
Albright does not slight the literary evi-
dence, however. In fact, his principle of
accepting the authenticity of the literary
tradition in the absence of evidence to the
contrary ® leads to a presentation of the
historical picture of the conquest era that
conserves as historical much more of the
literary traditions than the reconstruction of
Noth,® since the latter bases much of his
analysis on his aetiological and Orssgebun-
denheit principles.?

Specific points of disagreement between
Noth and Albright on the evaluation of
the archaeological material about to be

2 W. F. Albright, From the Stone Age to
Christianity (Garden City: Doubleday, 1957),
pp. 49—64.

3 W. F. Albright, Archacology of Palestine
(London, 1960), p. 117. Cf. K. Kenyon, Dig-
ging Up Jericho (New York, 1957), p. 258,
for a statement on the primacy of archacological
evidence.

4 Noth, p. 47.

6 Cf. W. F. Albright, “The Song of Deborah
in the Light of Archacology,” Bulletin of the
American School of Oriental Research, 62
(April 1936), p. 26; The Biblical Period (New
York: Harper & Row, 1963), p. 32 et passim.

6 For the presentation of Albright’s construc-
tion, sce G. B. Wright, Biblical Archacology
(Philadelphia, 1957), Chs. v—vii. Cf. W. F.
Albright, The Biblical Period, pp. 24—34. For
Noth’s construction, see the first part of his
The History of Isvael.

7 Noth, pp. 72—73. Cf. W. F. Albrighe,
“The Israclite Conquest of Canaan in the Light
of AI;.!nenlogy." BASOR, 74 (April 1939),
pp. 126

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32
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reviewed are best reflected by the follow-
ing quorations.

Referring to Albright’s attempt to relate
a number of 13th-century destructions of
Palestinian cities to the Israelites, Noth
says, “But so far there has been no abso-
Iutely certain evidence of this kind, and
such evidence is in fact hardly likely to
be found. For the Israelite tribes did not
acquire their territories by warlike con-
quest and the destruction of Canaanite
cities, but usually settled in hitherto un-
occupied parts of the country.”® After
stating that archaeological evidence for
these destructions should more probably
be attributed to the Sea Peoples, he con-
tinues, “If the beginnings of these settle-
ments could be dated with archaeological
accuracy, that would help to ascertain the
date of the occupation. But that is scarcely
possible. . . . The old sites which date [from
the beginning of the Iron Age®] have usu-
ally disintegrated and their remains bhave
been scattered in the course of time and
have disappeared; all that has survived on
the old sites are miscellaneous relics, usually
without any ascerrainable stratification . . .
and this fact makes it impossible to date
the, for the most part scanty, remains at
all accurately. It follows that the beginning
of the Israelite settlement cannot be dated
any more exactly and definitely from an
archaeological point of view than from the
evidence of the literary tradition. Hence
the matter must be left at a cautious de-
fining of the period of the Israelite occu-
pation.” 10

8 Noth, p. 82, and Noth's footnote 2. Note
Noth's comment in n. 2 asserting the aetiological
origins of the conquest narratives in the first
half of the Book of Joshua.

9 Note my revision of this translation.

10 Noth, pp. 82—83.
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Albright's approach represents a more
positive evaluation of the archaeological
evidence. After presenting evidence for
relating a number of 13th-century destruc-
tion levels to the Israclites, Albright states
in opposition to Noth, “In view of the
foregoing considerations, which can casily
be extended and supplemented, there is no
doubt that the burden of proof is now
entirely on those scholars who still wish
to place the main phase of the Israelite
conquest of Palestine before the 13th cen-
tury. . . . On the other hand, Professor
Noth's extreme scepticism toward the au-
thenticity of the early Israclite historical
tradition is opposed to analogy and is con-
tradicted by the archaeological evidence.” 11

Albright has also written: “The progtess
of excavation and of philological interpre-
tation of inscriptions has made it abso-
lutely certain, in the writer's judgment,
that the principal phase of the Conquest
must be dated in the second half of the
thirteenth century.” 12 Again: “Excavations
show that there was only a short interval
between the destruction of such Canaanite
towns as Debir and Bethel, and their re-
occupation by Israel. This means that the
Israelite invasion was not a characteristic
irruption of nomads, who continued to live
in tents for generations after their first in-
vasion. Neither was the Israelite conquest
of Canaan a gradual infiltration, as often
insisted by modern scholars.” 13

More recently Professor Mendenhall has
injected a new element into the discussion
of the nature of the conquest. His view
may conveniently be summarized in the
following quotation. “The fact is, and the

11 BASOR, 74, p. 23.
12 The Biblical Period, p. 27.
13 Ibid., pp. 30—31.

285

present writer would regard it as a fact
though not every detail can be ‘proven,’
that both the Amarna materials and the
biblical events represent politically the
same process: namely, the withdrawal, not
physically and geographically, but politi-
cally and subjectively, of large population
groups from any obligation to the existing
political regimes, and therefore, the re-
nunciation of any protection from those
sources. In other words, there was no sta-
tistically important invasion of Palestine
at the beginning of the twelve tribe system
of Israel. There was no radical displace-
ment of population, there was no genocide,
there was no large scale driving out of
population, only of royal administrators
(of necessity! ). In summary, there was no
real conquest of Palestine at all; what hap-
pened instead may be termed, from the
poinc of view of the secular historian in-
terested only in socio-political processes,
a peasants’ revolt against the network of
interlocking Canaanite city states.” 14

With such divergent views in mind, let
us turn to the stratigraphic evidence.

I. THE STRATIGRAPHIC EVIDENCE

A. Transjordan and the Jordan Valley.
Discussing the conclusions from his broad
topographical survey of Transjordan, Nel-
son Glueck says that there was a dip in
occupation of sites “down to Late Bronze
II when another period of heavy sedentary
occupation begins. Sedentary occupation
doesn’t seem to have ceased altogether dur-
ing the latter part of the Middle and be-
ginning of Late Bronze, however.” 18

14 “The Hebrew Conquest of Palestine,” Bsb-
lical Archaeologise, 25 (1962), p. 73.

15 N. Glueck, “Three Israclite Towans in the
Jordan Valley: Zarethan, Succoth, Zaphon,”
BASOR, 90 (April 1943), p. 19.

Published by Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary, 1967
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“During Iron Age I—II, there was an in-
tensive and widespread building of forti-
fied cities and open settlements both in
Transjordan and the Jordan Valley.”1¢
More recent topographical work especially
at the sites which are likely candidates for
identification with sites along the precon-
quest route indicates that, with the excep-
tion of Heshbon, none of these sites have
surface sherds until after the beginning of
the 12th century B.C1" This applies also
to the site of Dhiban, where I am con-
vinced that the sherds Professor Morton
wants to consider Late Bronze are actually
from after the beginning of the 12th cen-
tury. The publication of the earlier Dhiban
campaigns is of no help, since no 13th-
century pottery is published.l®

This impression has been strongly rein-
forced through the many hours spent
examining the sherds from Transjordan
sites gathered annually by the Lebrkursus
of the German Evangelical Institute. Gil-
ead has been subjected to a thorough and
systemaric surface survey by Siegfried
Mittmann, and an examination of nearly
all his material indicates that, except for
the Jordan valley and the extreme north,
sertled occupation does not begin until
afrer 1200 B.C. Basically, Glueck's con-
clusion has been confirmed by Mittmann's
investigations, which have identified "eine

16 N. Glueck, “Go, View the Land,” BASOR,
122 (April 1951), p. 18.

17 A topographical examination of these
sites was undertaken by Professor Bernhard An-
derson, who kindly consulted me on the dating
of the sherds. New light from Heshbon may be
expected when Professor Siegfried Horn begins
excavations there this spring.

18 F. V. Winnett and W. L. Reed, “The Ex-
cavations at Dibon (Dhibin) in Moab,” An-
nual of the American Schools of Oriental Re-
Search, 36-7 (1964).

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32
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erstaunliche  Menge friibeisenzeitlicher
Neugriindungen” 19

This evidence should not be used to
suggest that settlements in Edom and
Moab were not developing during the
13th century, for this would contradict
literary evidence from Egypt*® The evi-
dence may be used to emphasize the
limited extent of these settlements and
perhaps even their camplike character be-
fore the twelfth century. Certainly it is
unwarranted to assume that the inhabi-
tants would not have had strictly defined
borders if they were still largely semi-
nomadic, and the account of the skirting
of Edom and Moab in the last half of the
13th century is not atr all incompatible
with the literary and archaeological evi-
dence.2!

Excavations at the neighboring Jordan
Valley sites of Tell es-Sa'idiyeh and Deir
‘Alla are incomplete but already furnish
some interesting stratified evidence. At

10 Siegfried Mittmann, Beitrige zur Sied-
lungs- und Territorialgeschichte des nordlichen
Ostjordanlandes (Tiibingen, 1966; unpub-
lished), p. 224. Peter Parr has examined much
similar material and has come to the same
chronological conclusions.

20 Recently summarized with new evidence
by K. A. Kitchen, “Some New Light on the
Asiatic Wars of Rameses I1,” Journal of Egyp-
tian Archaeology 50 (1964), pp. 47—70. CE.
also now his Ancient Orient and Old Testament
(Chicago, 1966), pp. 57—75, which provides a
fuller discussion of this problem and the prob-
lem of the conquest in general.

21 Certain details of the narrative should not
be pressed. For example, the reference to the
king of Edom is probably an anachronism in
light of Ex.15:15 and even Gen.36:31-39.
Cf. J. R. Bartlett, “The Edomite King-list of
Genesis XXVI. 31-39 and 1Chron. 1. 43-50,”
Journal of Theological Studies, 16 (1965), p.
313. The late 13th-century date of the Conquest
is now almost universally held and is not de-
fended here. Cf. most recently Kitchen, p. 70.



Lapp: The Conquest of Palestine in the Light of Archaeology

THE CONQUEST OF PALESTINE

Sa'idiyeh, where the stratigraphy is as yet
unclear, it appears that a large and rich
cemetery ceased to be used in the 12th
century B.C2* At Deir ‘Alla, as reported
by H. J. Franken, after the massive destruc-
tion at the end of the Late Bronze age “and
long before the ruins had been levelled
down by erosion, the site was occupied by
what seems to have been a semi-nomadic
tribe. These people dug deep pits almost
everywhere, sometimes to a depth of almost
2 m.—a circumstance which makes ar-
chaeological work in these levels rather
difficult. It was these people who camped
against the surviving LB walls, and when
a stock of their fuel seems accidentally to
have caught on fire, these wall stumps were
burned right through”** Of special im-
portance is the discovery of a faience vase
with the cartouche of the Egyptian Queen
Tausert, which dates this Late Bronze de-
struction between 1214 and 11942 It is
only above the camping debris that layers
containing Philistine pottery occur. The
stratigraphic evidence fits the sequence:
Canaanites, Israclites, Sea People.

B. Northern Palestine. The only exca-
vated site north of the Valley of Jezreel
with pertinent stratigraphy is Hazor. Here,
to quote Yadin, “when we dug further we
discovered below it [Stratum XI, a pre-
Solomonic stratum with a pagan Israelite
shrine} yer an earlier Israclite sertlement
(Stratum XII), the very first on the site of

22 J. B. Pritchard, “A Cosmopolitan Culture
of the Late Bronze Age,” Expedition, 7 (1965),
pp. 26—33.

23 H. J. Franken, “Excavations at Deir ‘Alla,
Season 1964,” Vetus Testamentum, 14 (1964),
pp. 418f.

24 Jbid,, 11 (1961), PL 5; 12 (1962), pp.
464ff.; 14, p. 219.
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the destroyed Canaanite city. This bore all
the marks of a very poor settlement, poorer
even than its successor, and can best be
described as the temporary dwelling of a
seminomadic people. Its only remains con-
sisted of rubble foundations of tents and
huts, numerous silos dug into the earth for
the storage of pottery and grain and crude
ovens sometimes made of disused store jars.
This establishes the significant point that
after the Israelite destruction of Canaanite
Hazor, the city was not reconstructed as
a solid fortified town until the time of
Solomon. . . . [This} seems to me to indi-
cate that the contemporary Israelite settle-
ments found in Galilee belong to the ‘post-
conquest’ period and were not the result
of a peaceful infiltration prior to the con-
quest as some scholars hold.”#® This evi-
dence came from Area B in the last season.
In the same season in Area A there were
also remains of Stratum XII of the same
character, but no remains of Stratum XI
were found, probably because of the lim-
ited size of this settlement. Digging in
other areas in previous campaigns showed
that these strata did nor cover the mound
and were limited to the southern summit.
The occupation after the destruction of
Late Bronze Hazor is strikingly similar to
that at Deir ‘Alla.

In the Valley of Jezreel three strategic
sites have been extensively excavated. The
Egyptian fortress of Beth-shan was exca-
vated for 10 seasons, but unfortunately the
resulting publications need much chrono-
logical reinterpretation, and adequate de-
scription of the stratigraphy is lacking.
Stratum VI (Sethos I) consists of two

25 Y. Yadin, “The Fourth Season of Excava-
tion at Hazor,” pp. 13f. Cf. J. Gray, “Hazor,”
Vetus Testamentum, 16 (1966), pp. 47—52.
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phases26 and has been dated by Albright
mostly to the 12th century B.C.*? Wright
suggests that this stratum is the resule of
the rebuilding of Rameses III carly in the
12th century. The site then fell into disuse
about the end of his reign® Stratum V
represents occupation of the 11th century
probably to the time of Solomon?® The
lack of Philistine pottery leads Wright to
suggest that in this period the city was
rebuilt by the Canaanites and taken over
by the Philistines just before the time of
Saul3® Because of the inadequate publica-
tion, however, abour all we can say on the
basis of the archaeological evidence is that
there was an Egyptian-dominated occupa-
tion of Beth-shan in the middle quarters
of the 12th century 3 and an occupation
in the 11th century, perhaps under local
Canaanite rule.3®

Megiddo, one of the largest tells in
Palestine, was the scene of ambitious ex-
cavations by the University of Chicago.
The attempt to excavate the entire mound
stratum by stratum was abandoned when

26 A. Rowe, Beth-shan 1 (Philadelphia,
1930), p. 30.

27 Tell Beit Mirsim Il (AASOR, 17; New
Haven, 1938), p. 77.

28 Bsblical Archaeology, pp. 94f.

20 G. B. Wright, “Archacological Observa-
tions on the Period of the Judges and the Early
Monarchy,” Jomrnal of Biblical Literature, 60
(1941), p. 34. Cf. n. 25.

30 Biblical Archaeology, p. 98.

81 Egyptian domination is indicated by the
discovery of a sttue of Rameses III (Betb-shan
I, pp. 36, 38; Beth-shan II, Part I, p. 29), bricks
stamped with the mark of Rameses III (ibid.,
P. 2), and an inscribed doorjamb attributed to
the period of Rameses III (ibid., p. 18).

82 Indicated by the abundance of Canaanite
cult objects, sanctuaries, and shrines. Cf. ibid.,
chs. iii—vi.

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32

funds fell shore, and the final publication
left much to be desired.?® Subsequent study
has resulted in proposals for changes in
designations of stratification and chronol-
ogy by Wright,** numerous and at times
fluctuating observations of Albright,® and
a comprehensive reworking of the Iron
age materials is promised by Gus Van
Beek.3® This history of the period of the
conquest comes from Strata VII—V, which
can be constructed somewhat as follows.
Stratum VIIb was destroyed about 1200
B.C3" Strarum VIila occupied the tell
for the next half-century, utilizing the same
architectural outlines.*® Then occurs an oc-
cupational gap followed by inferior con-
structions with entirely different orienta-
tion in VIb, which occupied the tell,
together with the closely related phase
VIa, from the end of the 12th cenrury to
the mid-11th century®® or second half of
the 11th century.’® There is another com-
plete shift in architectural orientation, and
construction is much poorer in Stratum V,

33 Cf. G. E. Wright's review in the American
Jounrnal of Archaeology, 53 (1949), pp. 55 to
60.

84 ]bid., p. 6O.

35 BASOR, 62, pp. 26—31; 68, pp. 22—26;
74, pp. 11—23; 78, pp. 7—9; 150, pp. 21—25.

36 "The Date of Tell Atu Huwan, Stratum
1II,” BASOR, 138 (April 1955), p. 37, n. 7.

37 G. Loud, Megiddo II (Chicago, 1948),
P- 29. The precise date has yet to be determined.
Cf. n. 32 for dares.

38 This stratum is dated by the bronze base
of a starue of Rameses VI to about 1140 B.C.
(Megiddo II, pp. 135ff.) and a pencase of
Rameses III (cf. BASOR, 78, pp. 7—9).

80 Megiddo II, p. 114.

40 Cf. G. E. Wright, “The Archaeology of
Palestine,” in The Bible and the Ancient Near
East (Garden City: Doubleday, 1961), p. 97,
Chare 8.

10
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which continues into the period of the
United Monarchy.* One problem in the
dating of the Megiddo strata is the pres-
ence of a few Philistine sherds in Stratum
VIL#? If not intrusive, it might be sug-
gested that they could have been imports
from Cyprus, where Philistine ware begins
to appear about 1225 B.C.# Wright,
however, maintains that they belong to the
second half of the 12th century.** Albright
has shifted his opinion to agree with the
excavators that the entire period is non-
Israclite.’> Just who occupied the tell in
declining Strata VI and V is still enig-
matic,'® though Wright and Mazar would
claim that Vb is Davidic and Israelite.

At Taanach the Concordia/ASOR exca-
vations have revealed that substantial areas
of the site were not intensely occupied in
the last centuries of the second millennium.
There was some resurgence of occupation
at the beginning of the 12th century,
which continued probably through the
third quarter of that century, when three
important and widely separated buildings
were massively destroyed. After this no
occupation has so far been discovered that

41 Megiddo II, p. 45.

42 G. M. Shipton, Notes on the Megiddo
Pottery of Sirata VI—XX (Chicago, 1938),
pp. 5f.

43 Albright, Archacology of Palestine, pp.
114f.

44 This and other views of Wright were
kindly communicated to me during the prepara-
tion of a seminar paper on the Conquest in
1958.

45 Archacology of Palestine, p. 120. Cf.
BASOR, 78, pp. 7—9.

46 Albright continues to compare these
phases with Israelite occupation to the south.
Archaeology of Palestine, p.119.

47 Cf. n. 42.
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is clearly datable before the late 11th
century.*S

In the North, then, Hazor, Megiddo, and
Beth-shan suffered some form of destruc-
tion about 1200 B.C. Megiddo and Beth-
shan recover but enter a period of decline,
while Hazor becomes a scantily occupied
campsite. At Taanach the Late Bronze tra-
dition continues to the late 12th century
and is then violently cut off.

C. Central Palestine. A map showing
excavated sites of Ephraim and Manasseh
with significant Iron I stratigraphy would
contain only the sites of Shechem and
Shiloh. At Shechem, excavation in the
East Gate area has shown that the Late
Bronze fortification system was not de-
stroyed but was slightly renovated in
Iron I. A series of Late Bronze through
Iron I floors shows a separation but no
destruction between the periodsf® The
Iron I phase ceases apparently by the eatly
11th century.%? At Shiloh no Late Bronze
occupation was discovered, but there is
evidence for occupation from the 12th to
early 11th centuries5! At both sites there
were substantial excavated areas in which
Lare Bronze and Iron I occupation never
existed or had been completely cleared
away. This agrees with the scanty Late
Bronze and Iron I finds at Tell el-Farah
(N).52

48 P, W.Lapp, “The 1963 Excavation at
Ta'annek,” BASOR, 173 (February 1964), p. 8.

49 G. E. Wright, “The Second Campaign at
Tell Balatah,” BASOR, 148 (December 1957),
pp- 22 £,

50 Jbid.

81 BASOR, 9, pp. 10—11; BASOR, 35, pp. 4
to 5; Josrnal of the Palestine Oriental Sociesy,
10, p.95; Ain Shems V, p. 12.

62 R. de Vaux, "Les seconde campagne de
fouilles & Tell el-Far'ah, prés Naplouse,” Revse
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D. Sonthern Palestine. From Shiloh we
turn immediately to the south to the neigh-
boring sites of Ai and Bethel. At Ai we
find an occupation in the 12th and early
11th cenwuries (Callaway says 1200 to
1000), after the site had been abandoned
in Early Bronze times. Callaway reports
of the 1964 campaign that “the village ap-
pears from present evidence to have been
unfortified, and occupation seems to have
been interrupted by periodic abandonment,
not violent destruction. Nothing in the
present evidence warrants an identification
of the village with the city of "Ai captured
by Joshua,” 3

Bethel was violently destroyed in the
13th century B.C. Contrary to the exca-
vation report that dates this destruction in
the “first half” of the 13th century®?
I would suggest that Bethel was destroyed
in the last half of that century. The site
shows evidence of at least two more de-
structions in the three phases of occupa-
tion belonging to the 12¢th and 1l1th
centuries®® It is hoped that the final
publication will date these phases more
precisely and explain why these phases
contained Philistine ware only in the 1934
campaign. The complete break between
the Late Bronze and Iron I phases in the

53 J. A. Callaway, “The 1964 'Ai (et-Tell)
Excavations,” BASOR, 178, (April 1965), pp.
27 f. For a proposed solution to the divergence
between literary and archaeological evidence, see
‘Albright’s The Biblical Period, p. 29, with n. 60.

54 W. F. Albright, “Observations on the
Bethel Report,” BASOR, 57 (February 1935),
p.30. Cf. W. F. Albright, “The Kyle Memorial
Excavation at Bethel,” BASOR, 56 (December
1934), p.9. Note Albright's own modification
to “at some time in the thirteenth century B.C.”
in From the Stone Age to Christianity, p.278.

85 W. F. Albright, “The First Month of Ex-
‘cavation at Bethel,” BASOR, 55 (October 1934),
p-24. Cf. BASOR, 56, p.12; 137, p.7.

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32

building plans should be noted, as well as
the face that in the three Iron I phases the
masonry gets progressively worse.5¢

Further south is Tell en-Nasbeh, prob-
ably Biblical Mizpah. Here is found a gap
in occupation of a millennium and a half
before the beginning of Iron 157 The occu-
pation, however, was not extensive and
probably unfortified, although it is proved
to have existed in the 11th century by
a quantity of Philistine sherds.s

El-Jib is a southern neighbor of Tell
en-Nasbeh. The University of Pennsyl-
vania Muscum excavations have found
conclusive evidence to support the link
between the modern name and Biblical
Gibeon. Wine jars were found with han-
dles bearing the inscription Gibeon, to-
gether with a funnel which showed they
had been filled at the site. The excavator
claims not to have found evidence of Late
Bronze occupation on the mound, but
seven tombs used in the Late Bronze pe-
riod were discovered. Gibeon was a large
and well-fortified Iron I town. If there
were in fact no Late Bronze occupation
of the mound, it would be difficult to asso-
ciate the Gibeonites of the Conquest ac-
count with the site. Since only a tiny
fraction of the mound was excavated, since
surface sherds of the Late Bronze II period
have been picked up on the surface of
the mound, and since there are tombs of
the period, it seems quite likely that there
was a Late Bronze occupation. Because of
the inadequate methods employed in the
excavation and publication, the possibility
that the Iron I forrifications may have

56 BASOR, 56, pp. 9—11.
57 C. C. McCown, Tell en-Nasbeb 1 (Berke-
ley, 1947), p. 60.

68 Jbid., pp. 180, 186; BASOR, 49, p. 17.
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been founded in the 13th century cannot
be ruled out®®

At Tell el-Ful, Gibeah of Saul, a salvage
campaign was conducted in 1964, follow-
ing upon Albright's excavations of 1922
and 1933. Here the carliest substantial
occupation, with which no structures are
associated, belongs to the first half of the
12th century. After this, the sitc was
abandoned until the time of Saul.®

A small sounding north of Khirbet
Mefjar has unecarthed sherds suggesting
that Gilgal was in the vicinity,®' but at
Jericho there is absolutely no evidence of
occupation after the 14th century B.C,
according to Miss Kathleen Kenyon.®*
This need not be an obstacle to its identi-
fication with the site of Joshua's conquest,
for a tell abandoned in the early Iron age
must inevitably have suffered considerable
erosion in three millennia. This is an
especially strong possibility where the tell
is almost entirely a mudbrick site located
in an area that receives occasional heavy
rains. In fact, most of Middle and Late

59 For the excavator's contrasting interpreta-
tion see J. B. Pritchard, “Culture and History,”
in The Bible in Modern Scholarship (Nashville,
1965), pp. 318—19. For references to excava-
tion publications and an incisive critique of
Pritchard’s archacological work see R. de Vaux's
review of the last volume of his final Gibeon
publication, Winery, Defenses, and Soundings
at Gibeon, in Revue Bibligue, 73 (1966), pp.
130—35.

60 Paul W. Lapp, "Tell el-Fil,” Biblical Ar-
chacologiss, 28 (1965), pp.2—4. Cf. W. F.
Albright, “Excavations and Results at Tell el-
Fil (Gibeah of Saul),” Annwal of the Ameri-
can Schools of Oriental Research, 4 (1924),
pp. 45—48; BASOR, 56, p.7.

61 J. Muilenburg, “The Site of Ancient Gil-
gal,” BASOR, 140 (December 1955), pp.11
to 27. Other possible identifications are noted.

62 Kenyon, Digging Up Jericho, pp. 261 £.

Bronze Jericho was eroded away before
the arrival of modern excavators.

From the new excavations at Gezer
Ernest Wright reports: “Strata 3 and 4
in this area are Philistine, from the time
of the Philistine control of this Canaanite
city-state. Stratum 4 is clearly from the
carliest part of the Philistine period and
dates from the second half of the 12th
century B.C. in all probability. Stratum 5
is transitional between the 13th and 12th
centuries, while Stratum 6 belongs earlier
in the LB age.”% Too little has been
excavated to characterize the occupations
yet, bur there does appear to be pre-Philis-
tine Iron I occupation.

South of Gezer are two sites to be men-
tioned in passing for their Iron I occupa-
tions, Eltekeh and Zorah, the former having
been unoccupied in the Bronze age.®
South of Zorah is Beth-shemesh, where
significant Late Bronze and Iron I occupa-
tions occur. The Bronze age ends with a
violent destruction of Stratum IVb. Stra-
tum III of the 12th—I11th century is
characterized by Philistine pottery, one
building phase without adequate fortifica-
tion, a decline in prosperity compared with
the Late Bronze era, and probably a decline
in population.%% It was destroyed violently
in the second half of the 11th century.®
Two silos with sherds comparable to those
of Tell Beict Mirsim Bi should also be
noted in Stratum IVb.%” They probably

63 G. E. Wright, “"Hebrew Union College
Biblical and Archacological School Newsletter
No. 3," (Mimeographed; May 1965), p.4.

o4 BASOR, 15, p. 8; 16, p. 4.

65 E. Grant and G. E. Wright, Ain Shems V
(Haverford, 1939), pp- 7, 11, 23, 51.

66 JIbid., p. 12.
67 Ibid., p. 10.

Published by Scholarly Resources from Concordia Seminary, 1967

13



Concordia Theological Monthly, Vol. 38 [1967], Art. 32

292 THE CONQUEST OF PALESTINE

belong to the period between the Late
Bronze destruction and the Philistine
strata, but there is some uncertainty be-
cause excavation was not carried on
strarigraphically.

Malhah, a site between two and three
miles southwest of Jerusalem, with pottery
exclusively from the 11th century,’ can be
noted before we proceed south to Beth-zur.
At the latter there is no evidence for occu-
pation at the end of the Late Bronze age,
but there is evidence of settlement from
the late 13th or early 12th century, which
was destroyed in the latter part of the 11th
century%® Philistine ware was sparse, and
no trace of walls for Iron I was found.
A reuse of Late Bronze fortifications is
doubtful. ™

Southwest of Beth-zur is Tell Beit Mir-
sim, probably Debir or Kiriathsepher,
where Albright conducted a series of cam-
paigns that have produced most significant
results for Palestinian archaeology. The
identifications of the sites here mentioned,
as well as the datings of stratification, rest
largely on the pioneering work in pottery
chronology in the definitive publications of
Tell Beit Mirsim. The stratification here
showed that the Late Bronze era (Stra-
tum C) ended in a general destruction
toward the end of the 13th century. Im-
mediate reoccupation is indicated by houses
built in the destruction ashes.™ This reoc-

$8 BASOR, 10, p. 2.

89 O. R. Sellers and W. F. Albright, “The
First Campaign of Excavation at Beth-zur,”
BASOR, 43 (October 1931), pp. 5, 7.

70 Ibid., p.7. R. W. Funk in "The 1957
Campaign at Beth-zur,” BASOR, 150 (April
1958), p. 12, suggests a rcuse of Middle Bronze

fortifications, but this is dubious.

TL W. F. Albright, Tell Beit Msrsim III
(AASOR, 21—22; New Haven, 1943), pp. 10 £.

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32

cupation (Stratum B) is characterized by
a rather small number of houses scattered
over the tell without fortification.® The
first of the two phases of this occupation
(dating respectively about 1220—1150
and 1150—1000) from the Judges’ era is
characterized by the absence of Philistine
pottery, the second by its occurrence.™
A localized destruction is noted about the
middle of the 11th century,™ It should be
noted that the relative dating of these
strata was based on the pottery taken from
clearly defined strata or loci, but the abso-
lute dating is the result of applying to the
relative dates information taken from his-
torical records and Biblical documents. At
this site Albright was the first to delineate
the sequence of Late Bronze destruction,
poor reoccupation, and Philistine layers
and to relate this sequence to the succes-
sion: Canaanites, Israelites, and Philistines.
Albright notes two sites near Tell Beit
Mirsim with Iron I pottery, Tell 'Eitun
and Tell el-Khuweilifeh, the former hav-
ing no evidence of Late Bronze occupa-
tion.™®

Northwest of Tell Beit Mirsim is
Lachish, another city completely destroyed
at the end of the Late Bronze age. The
dating of this destruction is to be related
to three bowls inscribed with hieratic char-
acters, one of which mentions the fourth

72 Ibid., pp. 1, 10 £.

78 W. F. Albright, Tell Beit Mirsim I B
(AASOR, 13; New Haven, 1933), pp. 61—63.
Note that the pre-Philistine phase is represented
primarily by ceramic groups from silos. Two
homogeneous silo groups are published, and six
others are reported. Cf. W. F. Albright, Tell
Beit Mirsim I (AASOR 12; New Haven, 1932),
pp. 58—61

T4 Tell Beit Msrsim III, p. 10.

T5 Tell Beit Mirsim II, pp. 2 f.
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year of an Egyptian monarch. Albright
points out that this makes about 1220 B.C.
the earliest possible date for the destruc-
tion, that is, the fourth year of Marniptah,
although a later date is conceivable.™
Lachish 11" mentions Albright's date and
a date about a quarter of a century later
as possibilities, preferring the earlier date
because of pottery evidence. Lachish IV 8
says that the evidence is not strong enough
to exclude either possibility, although a
note from Professor Cerny prefers the date
in Marniptah’s reign for the hieratic in-
scriptions.  Following the destruction,
Lachish is abandoned during the period of
the Judges.

The carly excavations at Tell es-Safi
(at the western opening of the Valley of
Elah and perhaps to be identified with
Libnah) may indicate that this site was
occupied in the period of the Judges.™
The Petrie and Bliss excavations during
the 1890s at Tell el-Hesi (Biblical Eglon)
give stronger evidence for a destruction
at the end of the Late Bronze age followed
by a gap in occupation during most of
the period of the Judges.5°

76 Albright, From the Stone Age to Chris-
tianity, p. 255.

77 O. Tufnell ef al, Lachish II (London,
1940), Texs, pp.22 £

78 Ibid., pp. 36, 133.

7 F. J. Bliss and R. A. S. Macalister, Exca-
vations in Palestine During the Years 1898 to
1900 (London, 1902), p.35. Cf. AASOR, 4,
p. 16.

80 F. J. Bliss, Mownd of Many Cities (Lon-
don, 1894), pp. 64, 66—70, 88. F. Petrie, Tell
el Hesy (Lachish) (London, 1891), pp. 16—19.
Cf. Tell Beit Mirsim I, p.55; Albright, Archae-
ology of Palestine, p.100; BASOR, 15, p.7;
17, p. 8; G. E. Wright, “The Literary and His-
torical Problem of Joshua 10 and Judges 1,”
Jonrnal of Near Eastern Studies, 5 (1946),
p. 111,

A number of generalizations may be
made from the “Judean” excavations. (1)
Many of these sites are newly occupied in
the Iron I period or are occupied again
after a gap in occupation for centuries.
(2) Those sites that give evidence of Late
Bronze occupation are all violendy de-
stroyed, most of them certainly in the last
half of the 13th century. Libnah, Tell
cl-Far'ah, and Tell Jemmeh, however,
should be considered with the coastal cities.
(3) Some places were not reoccupied in
the Iron period, but most sites appear to
have been immediately reoccupied, either
intensively or rather sparsely. (4) The
reoccupation is characterized by an inferior
form of masonry and lack of any adequate
fortification. (5) The period of the Judges
is marked by cultural decline at a number
of these tells. (6) More than one phase
of occupation in this period indicates a
lack of political stability. (7) There seems
to be evidence of destruction at a number
of sites near the middle of the 11th cen-
tury.

E. The Pdlestinian Coast. The sites to
be considered from south to north are
Tell el-Far'ah (S), Tell Jemmeh, Ascalon,
Ashdod, Tell Qasile (at modern Tel Aviv),
Aphek, Dor, and Tell Abu Hawam.

Tell el-Far'ah (Sharuhen) displays a
break between about 1170—60 B.C., after
which Philistine pottery begins to ap-
pear.5! Tell Jemmeh provides evidence for
an interval between the disappearance of
Mycenaean ware from Greece and the in-
troduction of Philistine pottery compara-
ble to that of Tell Beit Mirsim Stratum Bz
in its levels 176—183.82 At Ascalon a con-

81 Tell Beit Mirsim II, pp.94f. F. Petrie,
Beth-pelet Il (London, 1930), pp. 38 £

82 Tell Beit Mirsim I, pp. 55, 72 &.
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tinuous burned level separates the stratum
containing Mycenacan and Cypro-Phoeni-
cian sherds from that containing Philistine
pottery.53

While detailed publications of the re-
sults of the Ashdod excavation have not
yet appeared, a preliminary report suggests
that there was a major destruction at the
end of the Late Bronze age. This was fol-
lowed by two pre-Philistine Iron I layers.
Superimposed on these were six layers con-
taining Philistine pottery.* This looks like
the familiar stratigraphic sequence, first
delimited at Tell Beit Mirsim, in Philistia
itself, but judgment must be reserved at
present.

Aphek gives evidence of being a pros-
perous Philistine town.®® Dor begins its
history in the 12th century B. C.8® Occupa-
tion of Tell Qasile begins with Strata XII
and XI from the Philistine period from
the end of the 12th to near the end of the
11th century.5” Stratum XII and probably
Stratum XI ended in destruction.® Sera-
tum XII was characterized by widely scat-
tered occupation, but XI had substantial
buildings.

A discussion of the datings of Tell Abu
Hawam 8 has led to the acceptance of
Maisler's (Mazar's) reconstruction with

5; BASOR, 6, p.15. Tell Beit Mirsim 1,
p- 54.

84 7, L. Swauger, "Archaeological Newsletter
No.33" (Mimeographed; January 1966), p.2.

85 BASOR, 11, p. 17.

86 BASOR, 11, p. 10.

87 Israel Exploration Jowrnal, 1 (1951), pp.
68, 73, 126—28.

88 ]bid., pp. 73, 130.

8 R. W. Hamilton, “Excavations at Tell
Abu Hawam,” Quarterly of the Department of
Antiguities in Palestine, 4 (1934), pp. 1—69.
CE. Tell Beis Mirsim III, p. 6; BASOR, 124, pp.
121—29; 130, pp.22—26; 138, pp.34—38.

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32

certain revisions. The discussion is com-
plicated by the dating of Cypriot pottery
(mainly from tombs) both used to date
and dated by Palestinian strata. This mat-
ter is not yet finally settled. Stratum V
seems to have been destroyed about 1180
B.C, to be followed immediately by Stra-
tum IVb, which was completely destroyed
about 1150. There is a gap in occupation
until about 1050, when Stratum IVa be-
gins and continues into the period of the
United Monarchy.?® Neither Qasile nor
Abu Hawam were surrounded by walls in
the Judges' period?* Tell Abu Hawam
IVa showed systematic settlement, but the
IVb occupation was sparse.®*

In summary, it can be said that the Late
Bronze—Iron I division is marked by the
destruction of Late Bronze sites and their
reestablishment in Iron I, as well as by the
occupation of new sites in Iron I. Destruc-
tions occurred frequently in the period,
two of them near the third quarter of the
11th century in the towns excavated. The
source of the new culture in these sites can
be implied from the new pottery. (See
below.)

II. THE TYPOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

Any viable typology must have a strati-
graphic base. Otherwise it is little more
than stylistic speculation. It also seems
methodologically sound to stress that any
historical meaning attributed to stylistic
changes and developments must be me-
diated through the stratigraphic context.
It is a commonly accepted canon in Pal-
estinian archaeology that the only portery

that can be properly assigned to a specific
9 BASOR, 124, p.25; 138, p.38.

91 BASOR, 124, p.23.
92 ODAP, 1, p. 67.
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group is Philistine ware (but see n. 97).
This is further reinforced by the observa-
tion that the ceramic forms that bear the
exotic Philistine painted motifs are part of
the common typological development in
Iron Age I In other words, when the Phil-
istines arrived, they accepted the local cer-
amic tradition, merely adding decorative
motifs thar were especially dear to them.

The basis for these observations is the
fact that any broad generalizations about
drastic stylistic or other typological shifts
from period to period tend to be largely
unfounded. It has proved unfortunate that
Palestinian archaeologists have tended to
overstate the case about the differences
between Calcholithic and Early Bronze,
Early Bronze and Intermediate Bronze,
Late Bronze and Iron I pottery. A striking
illustration of the tenacity of certain forms
is illustrated by the commonly called Tell
cl-Yahudiyeh juglet form, an exquisite
juglet characterized by white-filled incised
decoration. This form is characteristic of
the Middle Bronze age, but recently we
have found examples of the same form
with the same decoration at Bab edh-Dhra’
in contexts over a half-millennium earlier
than the era in which this form was
thought to have first appeared. This form
has persisted through several centuries of
nonsedentary occupation all over Palestine
and survived the introduction of the com-
mon use of the potter’s wheel during this
time.

Professor J. B. Pritchard has recently
argued that typologically the Late Bronze
tradition in Palestine continues to the time
of the coming of the Philistines, at which
time there is an obvious cultural break?*
Such a contention is suspect on many

03 J. B. Pritchard, esp. pp. 316—21.

grounds. Such a statement contradicts the
views of a number of more experienced
archaeologists who emphasize a rather rad-
ical break at the end of the Late Bronze
era and a continuous development in
Iron I. Such a statement cannot be squared
with the fact that the Philistine painted
ware is basically the indigenous developing
ceramic tradition. But, much more co-
gently, such a statement is contradicted by
the stratigraphic evidence, which, outside
the coastal cities and the Plain of Jezreel,
points so strongly to the thoroughgoing
destruction of nearly all important cities
in the last half of the 13th century, also
by the contrasting poor unfortified occu-
pations that follow, plus the large number
of sites with new occupation or with occu-
pation that followed centuries of abandon-
ment. Even if Pritchard’s analysis were
closely related to the evidence, any histor-
ical conclusions would have to subordinate
the typological to the stratigraphic evi-
dence. Any argument about the coming
of the Israclites or the conquest based on
such stylistic analysis would appear entirely
gratuitous.

What then is the typological situation?
First, the basic general typology is virtually
identical in the 13th and 12th centuries
B.C. The craters characteristic of the ear-
lier part of the Late Bronze age had vir-
tually gone out of use, and the basic shapes
and sizes of jars, jugs, juglets, bowls,
cooking pots, and lamps remained the
same. (This is true both for the transition
between Late Bronze and Iron I and be-
tween the beginning of Iron I and Philis-
tine.) The heavy, stepped and squared jar
rims in Late Bronze have a clear change
in form to the collared jar with rounded
rim in Iron I, though the basic form re-
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mains the same. The jar bases are also
clearly distinguished, for the cupped Late
Bronze base gives way to the rounded
base in Iron I. The jug rims, trefoil or not,
have a regular development in which the
ridge (there is also a simple type) moves
closer and closer to the rim. The juglets
display the same basic form, but the
pointed base gives way to a rounded one.
The flat plates with simple rims of the
Late Bronze age continue to be found in
Iron I. The Late Bronze cooking pots and
lamps follow a normal development, not-
ably in the stance of the cooking pots and
only occasionally in the flared rims of the
lamps.

Perhaps more important, but a subject
that has not been studied from this point
of view, is a distinguishable difference in
ware between the two periods. Both pe-
riods are characterized by very heavy ves-
sels, but at times the only difference be-
tween the simple plates is that the Late
Bronze pieces have a cream to white ware,
sometimes with a greenish cast, and Iron I
plates have more color to the buff-brown-
orange range. This is true of the other
forms as well, including lamps, within my
limired range of observation. The leviga-
tion of the clay may also well show
some fundamental differences between Late
Bronze and Iron I, for the Late Bronze
ware scems to be much more finely levi-
gated, and many of the diverse particles
characteristic of Iron I ware do not seem
to occur in the Late Bronze ware. Many
of these differences suggest different kiln
traditions.

These are observations of local ware.
Excluding the coastal and Jezreel valley
sites, it seems that there is a virtual absence
of imported wares in the 12th in contrast

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32

to the 13th century. By the 13th century,
many of the “imports” were actually poor
local imitations, but even these seem to
disappear in the 12th century.

All these differences between Late
Bronze and Iron I would certainly lead
to the conclusion that if it were a choice
between a more radical break between
Late Bronze and Iron I, or between the
beginning of Iron I and the Philistine era,
the former would be the choice by all odds,
for none of the differences in ware, leviga-
tion, and imported wares occurs in the
later transition. In any case, though the
basic typology remains the same, matters
of ware suggest some kind of break such
as is made more manifest in the strati-
graphic evidence.

III. THE HISTORICAL MEANING OF THE
STRATIGRAPHIC EVIDENCE

Two observations appear in order in
regard to bistorical meaning. First, histor-
ical meaning includes political, economic,
and cultural aspects. The above evidence
has been confined primarily to evidence
relating to the political sphere. Cultural
objects have been ignored, although the
possibilicy of their shedding light on the
political situation has not been overlooked.
The second observation is that the bearers
of history are not simply people but his-
torical groups, such as the Israelites, Philis-
tines, and Canaanites. This observation
justifies the focus here on the political
sphere. Until the various stratified de-
posits of archaeological evidence can be
confidently attributed to a particular his-
torical group, that evidence can have little
specific implication for interpreting eco-
nomic and cultural history.

By itself, the archaeological evidence in-
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dicates that there came a point in the his-
tory of Palestine when there was a general
destruction of a historical group, which,
though declining, was still at a relatively
high cultural level. An apparently new
historical group or groups entered Pales-
tine in large numbers and in a short period
(outside of the Valley of Jezreel) sub-
stituted a new culture characterized by
poorer architecture and lack of fortified
communities. Characteristic of this new
group is a type of pottery termed Philistine.
It is to be noted, however, that in several
sites the lower-cultured group appeared
before the introduction of this pottery. In
addition to the lack of fortification, the
frequent destruction levels in the stratifi-
cation of this period indicate that it is one
of political turmoil.

Turning to the primary historical evi-
dence, some light is shed on this evidence.
Through these records (including, for ex-
ample, the Marniptah Stele, the Hieratic
Inscription of Lachish, Egyptian materials
from Deir ‘Alla, Beth-shan, and Megiddo,
and Egyptian historical documents) and
from archaeological evidence from Cyprus
and the Aegean it can be learned that two
historical groups were on the move in the
general period of this radical cultural
break: the Sea Peoples and the Israelites.
The Sea Pcoples’ origins can be traced to
Cyprus, where their pottery has been found,
dated abour 1225—1175 B.C., and from
there to coastal Turkey and the Aegean.®
For their repulsion by the Egyptians and

94 J, Prignaud, “"Caftorim et Kerétim,” Re-
wwne Bibligue, 71 (1964), pp. 215—29. Cf. Al-
bright, Archacology of Palestine, pp.114f. A
summary of some recent literature on the Sea
Peoples that is apparently unaware of Prignaud’s
work is G. E. Wright, “Fresh Evidence for the
Philistine Story,” Biblical Archacologist, 29
(1966), pp. 70—78.
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their turning to the Palestinian coast, we
have the Papyrus Harris * and the Medinet
Habu inscriptions and reliefs. The ques-
tion of whether this evidence will permit
distinguishing Philistine- and Israelite-
inspired conflagrations is a matter of con-
troversy. The negative view is reflected by
Noth (see introductory remarks) and is also
expressed by Olga Tufnell in Lachish IV 98
Albright presses the evidence further and
establishes the relationship between the
Philistines and Philistine pottery and then,
through the records of Rameses III at the
Mediner Habu temple and at Beth-shan,
sets an absolute date of about 1170 for the
coming of the Philistines to the coast of
Palestine and suggests that their pottery
would first appear at Tell Beic Mirsim
abour 1150 B.C97

03 J, H. Breasted, Ancienst Records of Egype
IV (Chicago, 1907), p. 201.

06 Text, pp. 36—38.

9T Tell Beit Mirsim I, pp. 53—58. His ar-
guments for the association of the Philistines
and Philistine painted portery are in part based
on evidence of too localized an occurrence of
the painted tradition in the south. The painted
ware has subsequently been discovered in the
north at Megiddo, Dor, and ‘Affuleh (BASOR,
124, p.23). These discoveries suggest that the
painted tradition is to be associated with the
Sea Peoples generally, not precisely the Philis-
tines. They also make any postulation of a Sea
People invading at this time without such a
pottery tradition less likely. For the relation
of this tradition with Late Mycenaean pottery
see Heurdey's remarks in QDAP, 5, pp. 90 ff.
Evidence of Sea Peoples in Palestine in the latter
pare of the 13th century B.C. is mounting, but
none of it points to an invasion of Palestine at
this time. Some depredation along the coast is
to be expected at a time when Sea Peoples were
severely pressing Egypt and Phoenicia, but there
is no evidence of any kind for an invasion of
inland Palestine this early. If there are Philistine
sherds in Megiddo VII and if the Deir ‘Alla
tablets do reflect the presence of Sea People, this
suggests small peaceful infiltrating groups, not
destructive invaders.
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Aside from the establishment of an ab-
solute date (and from the Biblical literary
evidence), it seems that the very demon-
stration of a phase of occupation between
the destruction of the Late Bronze culture
and the establishment of the Philistine in-
fluence as evidenced by their pottery argues
for an Israelite occupation. To posit an in-
vasion by a Sea People without their char-
acteristic painted pottery seems unlikely,?s
as does its attribution to a Canaanite group
in the light of such radical differences be-
tween the strata (unless a “revolt of the
masses” is introduced). Since no pottery
tradition has been associated with the Is-
raelites (or with any other historical group
except the Sea Peoples), there is no objec-
tion to attributing this occupation to them,
especially in view of the reference of the
Marniptah Stele.

There have been three major objections
to this atrribution. The first is Noth's
objection that there is not enough archae-
ological evidence of a clear nature to sep-
arate out such a precise phase as B: at
Tell Beit Mirsim because of the poverty
and lack of stratification in this period.
This point was at least partially valid ac
the time it was made.?® Now, however, a
wealth of archaeological evidence seems
to demonstrate clearly that all over Pales-
tine there are tells that clearly have a char-
aceeristically poor occupation after the
massive destruction of the Late Bronze
site and before the coming of the Philis-
tines. Hazor is very clear on this point,
and Deir ‘Alla, the most carefully exca-
vated site yet dug in Palestine, provides

98 Cf. n. 97.

99 The primary evidence consisted of two
silos from ‘Ain Shems (n.65) and eight or
nine from Tell Beit Mirsim (n.71). Cf. Tell
Beit Msrsim 1, pp. 58 ff.

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32

exactly the same evidence. Now there is
the possibility of similar evidence at Gezer
and Ashdod.

The next objection, also made by Pro-
fessor Noth, is that the “conquest” was
a peaceful invasion by small groups living
in isolated areas. The stratigraphic picture,
however, does not indicate a peaceful pe-
riod; and if the pre-Philistine major de-
structions are not to be attributed to the
Israelites, to whom are they to be attrib-
uted? The cities destroyed in the last half
of the 13th (and perhaps the beginning of
the 12th) century, including the vast site
of Hazor, the resettled towns with new
patterns of occupation, the settlement of
many unoccupied sites— these can hardly
be disassociated and attributed to random
tribal movements. How is the destruction
of the Canaanite fortress of Lachish at
nearly the same time as that of Tell Beit
Mirsim C to be explained? The Philis-
tines had not yet arrived on the scene.
The Marniptah Stele mentions retribution
against neighboring cities, but there is no
mention of Lachish. A small tribe looking
for Lebensrawm would hardly have at-
tempted to take so strong a fortress and
could hardly have succeeded. The most
satisfying explanation of the problem of
the destruction of Lachish, Hazor, and
other towns similarly destroyed is a con-
certed effort on the part of a sizable group
of Israelites.

A third objection maintains that one
does not need a sizable group of Israelites
but that the coming of a small group of
Israelites triggered a revolt of the villagers
and the oppressed urban population against
their Canaanite overlords. But the massive
destructions and the complete reorienta-
tions of fairly prosperous cities could hardly
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have resulted so consistently, I would ex-
pec, if the primary matter was the elimi-
nation of a few Canaanite overlords. The
employment of so many silos (not known
in the Late Bronze age), the new kind of
ceramic ware, the architectural poverty,
and the new occupations on so many sites
combine to suggest a social change that is
more than the result of social upheaval.
These things point to a large group of in-
truders. The “revolt of the masses” seems
to be a modern construct forced on ancient
traditions in opposition to the archacologi-
cal evidence.

Last, but not least, the “conquest” by
a sizable group is reflected in the Biblical
record. It is hard to see how this tradition
could have been invented in later times,
which could be expected to expand tradi-
tions related to the founding of the king-
dom by David but hardly to have invented
a conquest narrative. This Biblical picture
may be stressed without pressing any of its
denails. The literary stratification is diverse,
but it is consistent in indicating a substan-
tial conquest in a rather short period of
time. To deny the Joshua tribes the des-
truction of a site such as Hazor, when there
is such a striking coincidence of literary
and archaeological evidence, would seem
to involve a highly questionable method-
ology.

It should be pointed out that this fact
should in no way prejudice the case for
or against the methods used in developing
this reconstruction. They must stand or
fall on their own merits. In fairness, this
should be also observed in regard to Noth.
The impression given in Albright's 1% and
especially in Bright's criticism of Noth is
that it stems, at least in part, from a horror

100 BASOR, 74, p. 12.
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of nihilism regarding Biblical sources for
this period. That Bright asks, “Has Noth
succeeded in presenting a satisfying pic-
ture of the origins and early history of
Israel?” 191 seems out of place as he begins
a criticism of method. The end does not
justify or condemn the means. Persons not
acquainted with the evidence supporting
these Biblical traditions might easily raise
the charge of a new Fundamentalism; in-
deed Wright has been so charged by Jo-
hannes Hempel.102

If the general picture from stratified evi-
dence, dated and explicated by the primary
historical sources, fits'well with the general
picture of the conquest in the Biblical tra-
ditions, how far can the Biblical materials
be used to further explicate the archaeologi-
cal evidence? Cases in point from our
period are the matter of connecting the
series of destructions toward the middle
of the 11th century with the Philistine vic-
tory at Ebenezer, linking the destruction
of Hazor to Joshua's northern campaign,
and relating the Shechem evidence to the
theory of “preconquest” Hebrew peoples.

First, it must be admitted that to some
extent the dating of these destructions was
made in previous decades precisely in the
light of the Biblical connections. Yer,

01 J, Bright, Early Israel in Recent History
Writing, (London, 1956), pp. 83 ff. This seems
to stem, at least in part, from a common misin-
terpretation of Noth. The fact that Noth main-
tains (as does the writer) that it is improper to
speak of the history of Isreel before the forma-
tion of the amphictyonic league does not of it-
self involve any judgment about the extent to
which earlier traditions are based on a historical
substratum. In this light it might have been
preferable to break with traditional terminology
and to refer to the sequence: Canaanites, Joshua
tribes, Philistines.

102 In his review of Wright's Biblical Ar-

chaeology in Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentlicbe
Wissenschafs, 70 (1958), pp. 167—70.
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more recent and clear evidence seems
clearly to vindicate the chronological pre-
cision thus secured. How far can the
method of treating the Biblical traditions
as reliable historical documents, in the
absence of evidence to the contrary, be
admitted by the archaeologist or the his-
torian? ‘This is basically a matter of judg-
ment. If a critical construction derived
from maximal urilization of primary
historical documents and archaeological
evidence so closely corresponds to the
Biblical-historical tradition, would not a
failure to employ this principle be contra
scientiam? On the other hand, we dare
not minimize the danger that this method
may turn into an assumption which, in

https://scholar.csl.edu/ctm/vol38/iss1/32

dealing with either Biblical or archaeo-
logical material, may override systematic
and critical examination of the evidence.
The voice of the Alt school provides the
criticism that forces followers of Albright
to face seriously the possibility that they
have gone beyond the province of sound
judgment in their historical reconstruc-
tions. Yet this writer tends to feel more
comfortable in the Albright tradition, if
this basically means constructing the most
detailed correlative hypothesis permitted
by the evidence, for such reconstructions
make possible the immediate synthesis of
new material, no matter to what extent it
transforms the hypothesis.

Jerusalem, Jordan
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