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Preface

On April 13, 2001, the headline in the Los Angeles Times read, “Doubting
the Story of the Exodus.” The accompanying article described a sermon
that had been delivered by the rabbi of a prominent local congregation
over the holiday of Passover. In it the rabbi had said, “The truth is that virtually every modern archaeologist who has investigated the story of the
exodus, with very few exceptions, agrees that the way the Bible describes
the exodus is not the way it happened, if it happened at all.” It must have
been a dramatic moment in the life of that congregation; however, as
Rabbi David Wolpe himself acknowledged, his sermon contained nothing
new. The theories he described in that sermon had been common knowledge among biblical scholars for more than thirty years. It is even possible
that he had learned about them decades earlier as a student at the Jewish
Theological Seminary of America. Yet it was his sermon in early 2001 that
captured worldwide attention. What the philosopher Franz Rosenzweig
observed in the 1920s—that “What the sparrows chirp from the rooftops
of intellectual Germany, still seems terrible heresy to us” (On Jewish Learning [New York: Schocken Books, 1955], 60)—remains true today, an ocean
and nearly a century away.
Most of the archaeological discoveries that relate to the Bible took place
in the last part of the nineteenth century and the early part of the twentieth, yet few people outside the profession know their relevance. The
names Hammurabi and Gilgamesh may ring a bell, but not many have any
idea of their relevance to the Bible other than some vague sense that they
prove or disprove what it says. The facts are actually more complicated
than that. Moreover, there has been a veritable revolution, and possibly
more than one, in biblical studies over the past generation. Scholarly debate is no longer limited to the reliability and authenticity of the Bible,
but extends to the very existence and nature of Israel itself: Was there actually a nation of Israel in any meaningful sense during what is somewhat
peculiarly called “the biblical period,” and if so, what experiences did it
xi
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undergo? Those kinds of questions have led to a dramatic reexamination
of the very nature of the biblical account, including both its literary quality and the ideas expressed in it.
These challenges did not emerge in a vacuum. The concerns they raise
reﬂect issues that plague our society as a whole. During the past generation, all kinds of accepted social norms have come under question: Should
races be treated the way they have been? Can the government be trusted to
tell the truth? Are the sexes different in the way we thought? In such an environment, it is no wonder that the Bible has come in for extraordinary
scrutiny, nor that the views of its authors on topics such as women and
minorities are now being reexamined.
Over the past century, the center for such study has moved into secular
settings. As universities have taken a more central role in examining various aspects of religion, the way that religion is studied and understood has
been dramatically affected. In such an environment, the Bible is not likely
to receive the privileged treatment it enjoyed in religious settings. Instead,
university professors are likely to raise the same kinds of questions that are
directed at other cultural phenomena. Meanwhile, the fact that the Bible
plays a signiﬁcant role in several quite different communities forces those
studying it (at least to the extent that they interact) to think about how it
is treated in each tradition. And so the Bible’s role within religious communities has itself become a topic of inquiry as much for those within
such communities as for those outside them.
The goal of this book is to share these conversations, which have been
going on in academic circles for decades, with a larger audience. The authors are all experts in the areas of biblical studies they describe. They
have national and even international reputations. Here they report recent
developments in the areas of their expertise and assess the current state of
scholarship on these issues. None of them would claim that their accounts
are the last word; they are all too familiar with the constantly changing
state of the ﬁeld. But they have tried to lift the curtain on contemporary
scholarship so that the public can hear the discussion and debates that are
currently taking place, while offering guidance for those who would like
further insight.
The results are not conclusive; that is not how scholarship works. And
so there are no pat answers, although the authors have certainly presented
their own views as to how this material should be understood, based on
years of study and ﬁrsthand access to the material they discuss. Instead,
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the purpose of this book is to make it possible for those who wish to engage topics of great import to reach their own conclusions.
This book would not have been possible without the support and assistance of a great many people. Herbert and Elaine Gimelstob provided the
resources that made it possible to assemble this group of experts in the
ﬁrst place; we are all the beneﬁciaries of their vision and generosity. From
the moment that the idea for this project crystallized through every step of
its implementation, Jennifer Hammer has been generous with her guidance and assistance, contributing to the cohesion of the ﬁnal product and
generously offering her thoughts on how it could come closer to achieving its stated goals. The general outline was generated by a group of scholars that included Henry Abramson, Alan Berger, Arlene Fradkin, Myriam
Ruthenberg, Marianne Sanua, and Michael Zager. In addition, the ofﬁce of
the dean of the College of Arts and Letters at Florida Atlantic University,
including William Covino, Lynn Appleton, Kathleen Brunscheen, Kathy
DiMaggio, Mary Falconer, Aldett Francis, Nicole Jacobsen, Charles Lingen,
Stacia Smith, and Anthony Tamburri, provided the support that made it
possible to turn this plan into a reality. Implementation of that plan beneﬁted from the guidance of Victor Castellani and Fay Coulouris. Teresa
Maybee’s hard work and helpful suggestions also made it possible to turn
the idea into reality. And at every stage—from dream to execution—Barbara Pearl provided the support, the assistance, and the enthusiasm that
one yearns for but rarely receives; her encouragement and participation
made it possible to appreciate as well as conceive this project and so much
more.
This book is dedicated to the memory of Nahum M. Sarna. Not only
was he instrumental in creating the Jewish Studies program at Florida
Atlantic University, where this material was assembled, but through a lifetime devoted to imparting the very best of contemporary biblical scholarship to a larger public, he provided the model for this endeavor. Through
works like Understanding Genesis and the later JPS commentary series, he
managed to bridge the gap this book tries to address, demonstrating that
scholarship should be not feared, but confronted so that its ﬁndings can
be absorbed and made part of our faith. This book attempts to contribute
to that venture at which he was such a master.

Chapter 1

Israel Without the Bible
Gary A. Rendsburg

The Bible does not exist. That is correct: The Bible does not exist. Permit
me to explain what I mean by that statement with the following background material. For most of the twentieth century there was a general
consensus among scholars that the Bible is a reliable guide to the history
of ancient Israel. The towering ﬁgures in the ﬁeld, people such as W. F. Albright and Cyrus Gordon in the United States and Benjamin Mazar and
Yigael Yadin in Israel, led the way in believing that the Bible reﬂected true
history. In their view, everything from the Patriarchs to Ezra was real.
Cuneiform tablets from Nuzi in Mesopotamia described social and
legal practices that paralleled the customs reﬂected in the book of Genesis, including, for example, the duty of a barren wife to present her husband with a maidservant through whom the man would father children,
exactly as Sarah presents Hagar to Abraham, leading to the birth of Ishmael.
Egyptian material demonstrated that the customs reﬂected in the Joseph story ﬁt perfectly in the environment of the Nile Valley, including the
presence of certain key Egyptian words in the story, such as ’abrēk (Krba),
which is derived from Egyptian ib r-k (literally “heart to you,” the equivalent of our English phrase “hail to you”), proclaimed by the Egyptian people as the new viceroy Joseph was paraded through the streets (Genesis
41:43).
The story of the Exodus was real. The cities of Pithom and Rameses
(Exodus 1:11) were constructed by Rameses II using foreign slaves; and the
Merneptah Stele attests to the existence of the people of Israel in the year
1210 B.C.E.
The Conquest was real. Archaeological work at Bethel, Hazor, Lachish,
and Tell Beit Mirsim, among others, revealed the destruction of a series of
3
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Canaanite cities in the latter half of the thirteenth century B.C.E., clearly
the work of the Israelites.
And if these earlier periods of biblical history were real, then the later
material must have reﬂected true history as well. David and Solomon
ruled over a large empire; the kings of Israel and Judah during the divided
monarchy did exactly what the book of Kings says they did; the Assyrians
destroyed the northern kingdom in 721 B.C.E., the Babylonians destroyed
the southern kingdom in 586 B.C.E., and both Mesopotamian powers exiled the population to the Tigris and Euphrates Valley and beyond; Cyrus
the Great, the forward-looking Persian king, allowed the Jews to return in
538 B.C.E., the Second Temple was built, and Ezra and Nehemiah worked
to restore Jewish life in Jerusalem at the end of the biblical period. To repeat: everything from Abraham to Ezra was real.1
This was the consensus concerning the history of ancient Israel. It was
“canonized,” as it were, in the standard history of the biblical period authored by John Bright, himself a student of Albright. Entitled A History of
Israel, Bright’s work went through three editions between 1959 and 1981,2
was widely used on college campuses and in seminaries, and is still in
print.3
Today, however, the picture is very different. Why? What happened?
Obviously, the pendulum of intellectual trends swings continually. The
positive historicism of Albright and his contemporaries gave way, not only
in biblical studies, but in the humanities in general, to the relativism, skepticism, and indeed nihilism that now dominates. Chinks in the Albrightian
armor were already visible thirty years ago, but the chinks soon became
cracks and the cracks developed into full-scale eruptions.
The Conquest affords us the best opportunity to see this process at
work. Already in the 1920s, the great German scholar Albrecht Alt had
challenged the idea of an Israelite military conquest of the land of Canaan.4 According to Alt, there simply was no archaeological evidence to
conﬁrm the scenario depicted in the book of Joshua. For every site such as
Bethel and Hazor, which clearly were destroyed at the end of the thirteenth century, there were other sites such as Ai and most famously Jericho, which not only show no destruction at this time period, but in fact
little or no settlement at all. These ﬁndings led Alt to propose an alternative explanation for the emergence of the Israelites in the land of Canaan
—what scholars came to call the peaceful inﬁltration or peaceful settlement model. According to this theory, the main tradition of the Bible is
accurate, the Israelites entered the land from the outside, from the desert

Israel Without the Bible 5

fringe region, but there was no military conquest. Instead, one must speak
of Israelites entering and peacefully settling open territory. Alt’s reconstruction of events, as I said, was but a chink in the Albrightian armor, but
it set the stage for more drastic departures.
A third model developed in the 1950s and 1960s, much more radical in
its approach. The archaeological evidence now was interpreted to demonstrate that the Israelites did not originate from outside the land, but were
in origin Canaanites who had shifted gears. According to this view, Israelite pottery was indistinguishable from Canaanite pottery; Israelite architecture was indistinguishable from Canaanite architecture; Israelite water
systems were indistinguishable from Canaanite water systems; and so on.
All of this meant that the Israelites were Canaanites, most likely former
Canaanite rural peasants who had thrown off the yoke of their Canaanite
urban overlords. According to this view, class struggle, not religious revolution, is what gave rise to Israel. The arm of Marxism had spread to biblical studies.5
As such, so the theory goes, the Israelites had never been to Egypt. The
Bible’s foundational story about the Israelites as slaves in Egypt is not a reﬂection of any historical reality, but rather a reﬂection of the fact that Israel had been slaves in the land of Canaan, slaves to Canaanite urban centers, whose rulers in turn were puppets of the Egyptian empire during the
New Kingdom eighteenth and nineteenth dynasties. That is to say, the Israelites were slaves not in Egypt, but to Egypt.6
This theory that the Israelites originated as Canaanites explains why
there is so much polytheism present in the Bible’s description of the people of Israel. Israel was not a monotheistic or a monolatrous people ﬁghting polytheistic inroads under the inﬂuence of their Canaanite neighbors,
but rather just another group of Canaanite polytheists, albeit one with a
small but vocal and (in the end) successful group of radical thinkers who
conceived of the idea of one god.
Stretching further back in the Bible, if there was no Conquest and there
was no Exodus and there was no Slavery, then clearly there was no Patriarchal Period either. Indeed, further investigation into the Genesis narratives
claimed that there are closer parallels to the customs reﬂected in the Abraham and Jacob stories in ﬁrst-millennium B.C.E. Babylonian legal texts
than in the second-millennium documents.7 Accordingly, the Genesis tales
are the inventions of Jews during the Babylonian exile when such customs
were the way of life. And why have patriarchal stories at all? Why have
Abraham originating in Mesopotamia and emigrating to Canaan? Because
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this was part of early Zionist propaganda to get Jews to leave their homes
in comfortable Babylon and to make the long journey to begin a new and
arduous life in the land of their forefathers. It is clear from Second Isaiah
and Ezra and Nehemiah, and from Babylonian textual remains—I refer
here to a set of cuneiform texts known as the Murashu documents, which
describe afﬂuent Jewish businessmen in Mesopotamia during this period8
—that not all Jews wanted to return to Israel. Thus was Abraham invented. He had left his home in Ur for the brave new world of Canaan,
and so should you.
I am not done. This approach is only mildly radical. For the approach
that I have just outlined at least recognizes that the Israelites, even if they
originated as Canaanites, at least existed before 586 B.C.E. First they were
organized as tribes, but eventually changed their polity to that of a monarchy. Under David and Solomon they achieved some success, then receded
in power to the minor kingdoms of Israel and Judah. The extreme radicals
go so far as to deny the existence of Israel and/or Judah before 586. Certainly there never was a David or a Solomon. If after two hundred years
of archaeological research, from Napoleon’s men discovering the Rosetta
Stone in 1799 to the present day, there is not a single shred of evidence that
David or Solomon ever existed, then they too must be ﬁctional inventions.
The Jews of the sixth and ﬁfth centuries B.C.E. lived in world empires, under Babylonian and Persian domination, with the former Assyrian empire
still a recent memory. The idea of the United Kingdom of David and Solomon ruling over conquered peoples, then, represented an inventive effort
to show that the Jews too once had power.
And the most radical reconstruction of all goes even further. According
to this extreme view, the Jews originated as a group of Semites in Mesopotamia during the sixth and ﬁfth centuries B.C.E., and were transplanted by
the Persians to the land of Canaan to serve them as political stooges, as it
were. Once there in the land, Jewish writers created an entire history that
had never existed, to create for themselves not only a glorious past but also
a connection to the land they lacked. Yes, there actually are scholars who
believe this.9
To put this in the simplest terms: the paradigm has shifted from a maximalist stance to a minimalist one. A few deﬁnitions of these terms: The
maximalists hold that since so much of the biblical record has been conﬁrmed by archaeological work and by other sources from the ancient Near
East (for example, the aforementioned Merneptah Stele), we can therefore
assume even in the absence of any corroborating evidence that the Bible
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reﬂects true history, unless it can be proved otherwise. The minimalist approach is exactly the opposite: Because so much of the biblical record is
contradicted by archaeological work and by other sources from the ancient Near East—for example, the lack of any conquest at Jericho and Ai
—we must assume that the Bible is literary ﬁction, unless it can be proved
otherwise.
I do not want to give you the impression that there are no maximalists
left standing today. Indeed there are, and as you probably have gathered, I
situate myself ﬁrmly in their camp. I need to add here that representatives
of the two schools often do not speak to each other; there is much vitriol
and namecalling involved; and yes, modern politics spills over into this
debate as well, the denials of scholars notwithstanding. I am not sure that
I can quantify the schools, that is, tell you that the majority of biblical
scholars today are maximalist or minimalist—I suppose the divide is
probably about 50-50—but I can tell you this: there is no doubt that the
minimalists are the more vocal, and they are the ones who set the agenda,
publish books at a very rapid pace, organize conferences to present their
views (especially in Europe), and take advantage of the popular press. The
maximalists, in turn, frequently are left to respond to these diatribes, often
needing to take time away from their own research to counter the views
expressed in the many publications emanating from the pens of minimalist scholars.10
Given this lack of consensus and avoidance of dialogue, how are we to
proceed? I propose to do something new, something which to the best of
my knowledge has not been attempted yet. For the purposes of this chapter, let us return to my opening statement: pretend that the Bible does not
exist. Let us reconstruct the history of ancient Israel based solely on the
information provided by archaeology. This is, after all, the way archaeologists have reconstructed many ancient Near Eastern societies, such as the
Sumerians, the Hittites, the Hurrians, the Urartians, the Elamites, and others, about all of whom nothing was known before the twentieth century. If
we can do this for all these people, why not for Israel as well? Let us attempt to do so, using both epigraphic remains and material remains. The
former refers to inscriptions found in archaeological excavations;11 the latter refers to all other ﬁnds, including pottery, artwork, architecture, and
animal bones. Only when we are done with this exercise will we bring the
Bible back into the picture, to see to what extent the two overlap: the archaeological picture on the one hand, and the history as outlined in the
Bible on the other.
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We begin with a look at inscriptions from the land of Israel, especially
from the central hill country of Canaan, the mountainous area that
stretches from the Galilee in the north through Samaria in the center, further south to Jerusalem, and then furthest south to places like Hebron and
Arad in southern Judah. I begin with inscriptions because, if a picture is
worth a thousand words, an ancient Hebrew inscription is worth a thousand pieces of pottery. With apologies to my archaeologist friends, it is
true that we can learn more about ancient history from a single inscription, and even more from a group of inscriptions, than we can from analyzing material remains. So let us start there.
We have hundreds of very tiny inscriptions from the central hill country in Canaan, most of them seals and bullae—the former are little stone
or metal items; the latter are the clay imprints of the seals—giving us hundreds of personal names of people who lived in those hills. Jeffrey Tigay of
the University of Pennsylvania wrote a handy little book twenty years ago,
in which he collected all these names and classiﬁed them by their theophoric elements (that is, the divine names that are included as an element
of many ancient personal names).12 For example, the Egyptian pharaoh
Rameses includes the name of the sun-god Ra, the Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar includes the name of the deity Nabu, and the Carthaginian
general Hannibal includes the name of the Canaanite storm-god Baal.
When we look at the inscriptions from the central hill country of Canaan,
from places such as Samaria, Gibeon, Jerusalem, Lachish, and Arad, we
note that by far the commonest element in the personal names is Yah or
Yahu, placed at either the beginning or the end of these names. Tigay ﬁnds
263 names that have a theophoric element: of these, 213 are Yahwistic, that
is, they contain Yah or Yahu at either the beginning or the end of the
name; 30 of them are Elohistic, that is, they contain El at either the beginning or the end of the name, and 20 of them contain an element that
might suggest a pagan deity, such as the Canaanite god Baal or the Egyptian god Horus. There are, of course, plenty of names that do not include
any theophoric element, such as H
. anan and Natan; these names are of interest, but they do not disclose anything about the deity worshipped by
the bearers of these names or by the parents who gave their children these
names. (Incidentally, the numbers I am using here reﬂect only those names
found on inscriptions excavated by archaeologists. I do not include names
found on materials purchased on the antiquities market, especially in
light of recent discussions about the prevalence of forgeries.) To illustrate
these data, note such Yahwistic names as Ah.iyahu, Amaryahu, Gedalyahu,
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Hoshi‘yahu, H.ananyahu, Yeho’ab, Yeho‘az, Yonatan, and so on. Among the
names with El, note, for example, Eli’ur, Elyaqim, Elishama‘, Yishma‘’el,
and so on.13 At ﬁrst we might conclude that these people, whom we have
not identiﬁed yet, worshipped two gods, one called El and one called Yah
or Yahu. But since we know that El is a common Semitic element for “god,
deity,” we have reason to believe that the people who lived in these mountains considered El and Yah/Yahu to be one and the same.
When we look at inscriptions that provide more information than
merely personal names, something interesting happens. Here we see that
a fuller form of the name Yah or Yahu appears, in the form YHWH. No
vowels are provided, of course, but we posit Yahweh as an educated guess
or reconstruction, based on our knowledge of comparative Semitic grammar. What inscriptions am I referring to? First, two silver amulets found in
Jerusalem that invoke the god YHWH to bless the bearers of these amulets.14 Second, references to YHWH in a collection of letters from Lachish,
letters mainly of a military nature, describing various preparations and
stratagems for war.15 Third, references to YHWH in a group of texts from
Arad, documents mainly of an administrative nature, but with one reference to BYT YHWH as well, referring to a temple, either in Arad itself or
in some other location.16 Moreover, archaeological excavations at Arad
revealed a sanctuary site, so that most likely the expression BYT YHWH
refers to the local temple.
We also ﬁnd something quite interesting in several other inscriptions.
Blessings from two sites, Khirbet el-Qom in southern Judah and Kuntillet
‘Ajrud in the Sinai, refer to YHWH and his Asherah.17 The latter we recognize as a goddess attested in texts from Ugarit, among the Philistines, and
even in Arabia. We register this point in our minds for the moment, as
something to ponder in our reconstruction of ancient Israel. For as noted
above, until this point we have assumed that the people whose history we
are reconstructing worshipped only one God. We also note that YHWH
gains two epithets in the Kuntillet Ajrud inscriptions: YHWH TYMN and
YHWH ŠMRN. The former clearly means “Yahweh of the Southland,” and
we propose that in some fashion Yahweh is connected with the desert
land, perhaps even the very spot of Kuntillet Ajrud deep in the Sinai desert. The latter is subject to two different interpretations. Like TYMN it
could be a place name, identifying Yahweh with a particular locale; or the
term could derive from the Semitic root shin-mem-resh meaning “to
guard,” which would, of course, be a most appropriate epithet for a deity.
We still would like to know the identity of these people, and various
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clues from different sources point to the answer. The Mesha Stele, a wellknown inscription from Moab, across the Jordan River, provides us with
the best answer.18 The king of Moab, named Mesha, claims to have conquered the people of Israel, who were led by their king Omri and his unnamed son, and to have captured cultic objects dedicated to the god
YHWH. This text, which makes the explicit connection between the god
YHWH and the people Israel, affords us our smoking gun. The people
who worship this deity are called Israel.
Other sources, especially Assyrian inscriptions, provide the names of
additional kings of Israel. The Kurkh Monolith of Shalmaneser III refers
to a king named Ahab the Israelite, who was able to muster 10,000 soldiers
and 2,000 chariots in the battle of Qarqar on the Orontes River in northern Syria.19 We can even date this event to exactly 853 B.C.E. From slightly
later in the reign of Shalmaneser III comes the Black Obelisk, which refers
to a king named Jehu, son of Omri, paying tribute to Assyria. This too is
datable, to the year 841 B.C.E., and the obelisk even gives us a picture of
king Jehu and his emissaries.20 We are not able to work out the Israelite
dynasty with absolute precision, since we are led to believe that Jehu is the
son of Omri and yet we know that Ahab must have preceded Jehu, but for
the moment we do not worry about such details.
From about a half-century later, c. 800 B.C.E., we have reference in another Assyrian text to a king named Ia-’a-su the Samarian. The name looks
Yahwistic, so we assume that he is an Israelite. His label “the Samarian”
immediately brings to mind the term attested at Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, YHWH
ŠMRN (see above), and we connect the two. We conclude, therefore, that
of the two choices indicated earlier, the former was the correct choice—
that like TYMN, the word ŠMRN is also a place name. Apparently YHWH,
the god of the Israelites, could be called “YHWH of Samaria” by the Israelites themselves; and the king of Israel could be called by the epithet “the
Samarian” by the conquering Assyrians. We do not yet know where this
place is located, but at least we have made the connection.
The annals of Assyrian kings from another half-century later inform us
that Assyria conquered the land of Omri and deported its people to Assyria. More than a century after Omri ruled, the Assyrians still referred to
the country as the land of Omri, so we assume that he must have been
quite a powerful king and/or the founder of the Israelite dynasty. Moreover, these texts that describe the deportation of the Israelites to Assyria
provide us with the names of still two other kings, Peqah. and Hoshea,
whom we assume were the last two kings of the kingdom.

Israel Without the Bible 11

Another source provides additional information, though it is very fragmentary. The Aramaic inscription from Tel Dan, found in 1993–94, refers
to an individual whose name ends in -ram as MLK YSR’L “king of Israel.”21 We know nothing more about this individual, but at least we have
another small puzzle piece with which to contend. We will return to this
very important inscription below.
We now bring an additional source into the picture: the Merneptah
Stele.22 Merneptah was an important pharaoh of the nineteenth dynasty in
Egypt, the son of Rameses II, the most powerful pharaoh in all of Egyptian history. In about 1210 B.C.E., Merneptah claims to have conquered the
land of Canaan, with speciﬁc reference to three cities and to one people.
The three cities are Ashkelon, Gezer, and Yenoam; the one people referred
to is Israel. The reference to the people of Israel is actually rather unique
within the corpus of Egyptian texts, and we are not quite sure what to
make of this reference. The best guess is that the Israelites were a people
within the general region of Canaan, but without a speciﬁc chunk of land
unto themselves. Regardless of the exact meaning of the passage in the
Merneptah Stele, we are able to conclude that in some fashion the people
of Israel existed as a recognized entity as early as the late thirteenth century B.C.E., sufﬁciently organized into a group that the powerful Egyptians took some notice of them. This is in fact the earliest reference to Israel in the historical record.
There is still more evidence from Egypt that is relevant to our quest to
reconstruct Israel in the archaeological record. One of the Pharaohs of the
New Kingdom—we are not certain which one—left us two long lists of
the places his army visited during its various campaigns. These lists were
found at Soleb and Amara, both in far Upper Egypt south of Aswan.
Among the places and peoples appearing in these lists are the Shasu of
Se‘ir and the Shasu of YHWH. “Shasu” is the term the Egyptians used for
the bedouin or the pastoralists on the desert fringe, essentially anyone who
did not live in the Nile Valley or in urban centers in foreign countries. We
have nothing more to say about the word Se‘ir, because (remember?) the
Bible does not exist, and the term Se‘ir, which is to be associated with the
land of Edom to the south of Israel, is known only from the Bible. So we
have to put that knowledge aside for our present enterprise. The latter
term, however, the Shasu of YHWH, piques our interest, for the second
term looks like an Egyptian rendering of the name of the god of Israel. We
are not quite sure how to correlate the two, for Yahweh is the name of a divinity, and the Shasu of YHWH would suggest a place by that name. That
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problem notwithstanding, we incorporate this valuable piece of evidence
into our general picture. Given that the Shasu are bedouin or desert-fringe
types and given that earlier we saw Yahweh referred to as YHWH TYMN
“Yahweh of the Southland,” we reach the general conclusion that the people who worshipped Yahweh had some traditional connection to the desert region.
There is still more Egyptian evidence that aids us in our quest. On the
walls of the great temple to the god Amun, the famous Karnak temple in
Luxor, we ﬁnd four panels depicting battle scenes. Most of them are very
worn, but there is enough there to reach the following conclusions. In the
ﬁrst three panels we see the Egyptian army besieging enemy cities, one of
which is clearly identiﬁed as Ashkelon.23 In the fourth panel, we see the
Egyptian army attacking a group in the open terrain. Moreover, the portrayal of the subdued people in this scene matches the portrayal of the
Shasu well known from other Egyptian artwork. Now earlier we saw in
the Merneptah Stele reference to three conquered cities, including Ashkelon, and one conquered people, Israel. And since we have just suggested
some connection between Israel and the Shasu, a clearer picture begins to
emerge. In its early stages, in the thirteenth century B.C.E., Israel was a
pastoralist or bedouin people, identiﬁed by the Egyptians as part of the
larger Shasu group, resident in the general southland, that is, the vast desert that stretches across Sinai, the Negev, Edom, and northern Arabia. The
Merneptah Stele refers to the people of Israel, whom we know from later
times worshipped the god Yahweh, identiﬁed at times as Yahweh of the
Southland; the artwork depicting the battle scenes shows the people of Israel to be Shasu in some general sense, and two Egyptian lists of place
names include a reference to the Shasu of YHWH.
We are not quite sure how all of this correlates with the evidence we
surveyed earlier, which places Israel in the central hill country of Canaan,
but hopefully that missing link will emerge as our project unfolds. For
now, though, we have to contend with another problem. At times, it appears that the worship of Yahweh is associated with another political entity, called Judah. What is the evidence for this group? And who are they?
The best evidence comes once more from Assyria. Royal inscriptions
from Assyria refer not only to Israel, but to Judah as well. In fact, of the
four kings of Judah mentioned in Assyrian annals, three of them have Yahwistic names. The earliest are Azriyau and Yehoah.az from the middle of
the eighth century B.C.E., both of whom paid tribute to Assyria; next
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comes Hezekiah, whose realm was laid waste by the army of Sennacherib;
and ﬁnally comes Manasseh in the seventh century B.C.E., the only one of
these individuals without a Yahwistic name. The most famous of these Assyrian texts is the Sennacherib prism, which goes on at length about the
Assyrian attack on Judah, with speciﬁc mention of King Hezekiah.24
At this stage in our investigation, we are not quite sure where this Judah
entity is to be located, but somehow it must relate to the better established
Israel entity. Fortunately, we ﬁnd several clues that help us resolve this
question. First is a single mention of Judah in one of the Arad ostraca (inscribed potsherds)—in fact the text reads MLK YHD(H), “king of Judah”
—and thus we have reason to believe that Judah is found in the southern
part of the country.25 Second is the mention of Judah in a burial inscription from a place called Khirbet Bet Lei, about twenty miles southwest of
Jerusalem, at least according to one opinion—the text is poorly preserved
and very difﬁcult to read—again pointing to Judah in the southern part of
the country.26 Finally, we conﬁrm our conclusion from later references to
the name Judah, dated to the Persian period: we possess about twenty attestations of the term in a series of jar stamps and coins from places like
Ramat Rahel and elsewhere, in either the Hebrew form YHDH or the Aramaic form YHD.
Having now located Judah geographically, we also can learn more
about this entity historically. We know from Mesopotamian records that
eventually the Assyrian empire declined and was defeated by the new
power in that region, the Babylonians. Speciﬁc to our quest, the annals of
the great Babylonian king Nebuchadnezzar inform us that in the seventh
year of his reign, corresponding to 598–597 B.C.E., he captured “the city of
Judah,” seized its king, and placed a new king on the throne, no doubt one
more to his liking who would serve him as a puppet.27 Clearly, “the city of
Judah” must refer to the capital of the country, though we are not quite
sure where it is located.
We will return to that question in a moment, but ﬁrst let us discuss in
greater detail the Tel Dan inscription, to which we referred earlier. Alongside the reference to the person whose name ends in -ram identiﬁed as
the king of Israel, there is reference to another person whose name ends in
-yahu identiﬁed as the king of the house of David, BYTDWD in the original Aramaic.28 This one presents a real puzzle for a moment, but upon
further investigation we recall that Aramaic inscriptions frequently refer
to national entities as BYT-something, or BYT-X, one might say. In such
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cases, the X element may be a place name or it may refer to the founder of
the royal dynasty, at least according to some scholars. Either of these options is possible here—we simply cannot be sure. One scholar, by the way,
Andre Lemaire of Paris, believes that he can read the same words BT.DWD
“house of David” at the end of the Mesha Stele, but the reading is contested by other scholars; it is simply too difﬁcult to reach a conclusion.29
But since the Tel Dan inscription refers to both a king of Israel, to
whom we referred earlier, and a king of the house of David—and since we
know that there are two entities involved in Yahweh worship, Israel and Judah—we reach the tentative conclusion that “house of David” relates in
some way to the entity known as Judah. Perhaps those scholars who believe that David refers to the founder of a royal dynastic line are correct;
perhaps he was the ﬁrst king of Judah, from whom the others, Hezekiah
and so on, are descended.
We still would like to know where “the city of Judah” is located—what
place served as the capital of this kingdom? The city that attracts our attention more than any other is Jerusalem. The name appears in Sennacherib’s prism inscription, mentioned earlier, with reference to Hezekiah,
and thus it must have been the capital of Judah.30 It is attested in an Aramaic letter from Elephantine in southern Egypt, near present-day Aswan,
dated to the late ﬁfth century B.C.E., in which the Jews of that community
wrote to the high priest of Jerusalem.31 From this we learn that the city
served not only as the capital of Judah, but also as the religious center of
the country. The name is not well attested in Hebrew inscriptions from
the land of Israel itself, but we do have a few references that help. Above
we referred to the burial inscription from Khirbet Bet Lei that most likely
mentions Judah: the same inscription clearly mentions Jerusalem,32 and a
second inscription from the same site does also. Otherwise all that we possess is a single jar stamp from Lachish with the single word Y[R]ŠLM.
None of this, of course, helps us locate the city, but here we must allow
ourselves a little leeway, and take recognition of the living tradition of the
Jews that the city of Jerusalem is located exactly where we know it to be.
Indeed, excavations in the City of David section of Jerusalem have revealed prominent buildings, a well-developed water system, and other material remains, all pointing to a major urban center at the site.
To this point we have focused on the inscriptional evidence, which, as I
indicated earlier, provides the most important material for the reconstruction of ancient Israelite history, giving us, for example, ample references to
the names Israel and Judah, the god Yahweh, various kings, and more, with
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only occasional asides to other archaeological ﬁnds, such as the architectural remains at Arad and Jerusalem. We now must bring the wealth of
other archaeological material into the picture in a more sustained fashion,
for only by using all the evidence at our disposal will we be able to assemble the clearest picture. Let us start with the most recent period and work
backward. As noted above, the Babylonian annals indicate that Nebuchadnezzar conquered the land of Canaan in the early sixth century B.C.E.
Does the archaeological record show evidence of this conquest? The answer is clearly yes, as can be seen in such places as Jerusalem, Lachish, and
elsewhere. Among the most famous demonstrations of the point appears
in Yigal Shiloh’s excavation of the City of David, where the burnt debris is
clearly dated to the early sixth century B.C.E.
At Lachish we possess not only evidence for the burning of the city by
the Babylonians in an archaeological context datable to c. 600 B.C.E., but
also inscriptional evidence of prime importance. I refer to the famous
Lachish Letters discovered in the 1930s, which I have mentioned until now
only in passing.33 These letters are military missives, small bits of inscribed
pottery called ostraca, in which we learn about various attempts to withstand the Babylonian attack, efforts which naturally were desperate and in
the end unsuccessful.
If we look at the period about one hundred years earlier, we ﬁnd Assyrian documentation relating to the attack on Judah in 701 B.C.E. Again we
turn our attention to the prism inscription of King Sennacherib, in which
he describes how he laid waste to forty-six cities in Judah, and in which he
famously boasts that he kept King Hezekiah “like a bird in a cage.”34 Interestingly, however, he never boasts of having conquered Jerusalem, the capital city. More famously, we possess the fabulous artwork from the palace
walls of Sennacherib’s royal abode, which portray the assault and destruction of Lachish and the exile of numerous Judaeans.35 When we look at
the archaeological record, we see the destruction of Lachish very clearly, as
ably documented by David Ussishkin.
Moving back in time a few decades, we turn our attention to the Assyrian destruction of the northern kingdom of Israel. The annals of Sargon II
provide details, including the number of people taken into exile.36 We can
conﬁrm that this king’s troops marched through Canaan, because fragments of cuneiform texts mentioning this king were found at both Samaria and Ashdod. In addition, the archaeological record shows a dramatic decrease in the population of Galilee and other regions in northern
Israel after 721 B.C.E.
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Above we noted that we do not know exactly where the city of Samaria
is to be found. As already mentioned, we know that YHWH could be referred to as YHWH ŠMRN, and we know that the Assyrians referred to the
king of Israel as “the Samarian.” Presumably one of the large excavated
tells in the northern part of the country provides the location for the city
of Samaria, but which one? Three candidates emerge: Hazor in the far
north, Megiddo guarding the Jezreel Valley, and Samaria in the central hill
country. Large public buildings have been found at all three, but the best
candidate of the three to emerge is indeed the city of Samaria in the central hill country. In this location one ﬁnds the largest public building in
the region, clearly identiﬁable as a palace. And once again it is inscriptional evidence that seals the case for us. A sizable collection of ostraca was
found at the site, which clearly must be a series of tax receipts, recording
quantities of wine and oil and other commodities ﬂowing into the city, indicating that Samaria was a government center.
Samaria is our best candidate for the capital city of Israel, but there is
something at Hazor and Megiddo that attracts our attention. From a
slightly earlier period, from the tenth century B.C.E., these two cities, along
with a third city, Gezer, in the region of Judah, have identical city-gate
complexes. And it is not only the design of the three city-gate systems that
is the same, but perhaps more signiﬁcantly their dimensions (Figure 1).37
figure 1
Dimensions of the Three 10th-Century
City-Gate Complexes (in Meters)
Length
Width
Entrance width
Wall width

Megiddo

Hazor

Gezer

20.3
17.5
4.2
1.6

20.3
18.0
4.2
1.6

19.0
16.2
4.1
1.6

We conclude that the two kingdoms, Israel and Judah, had close cooperation in the tenth century B.C.E., so much so that three of the largest
cities of the two realms used the same Army Corps of Engineers, as it
were, to construct their city gates.
Apart from the Merneptah Stele from c. 1210 B.C.E., the depiction of
Shasu-Israelites on the walls of the Karnak temple from the same period,
and the references to the Shasu of YHWH from about a century earlier, we
possess no further epigraphic or pictorial evidence for Israel from before
the tenth century B.C.E. There is, however, archaeological evidence that
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speaks to the origins of the people of Israel in the hill country of Canaan.
Figure 2, based on the work of Israel Finkelstein, demonstrates that during
the Late Bronze Age, that is, before 1200 B.C.E., the central hill country
had very few settlements, but that during the Early Iron Age, that is, during the two centuries between 1200 and 1000 B.C.E., there is a burgeoning
of settlements in the area.38
We move from 29 settlements in the Late Bronze Age (ﬁfteenth through
thirteenth centuries B.C.E.) to 254 settlements in the Iron I period (twelfth
and eleventh centuries B.C.E.) to 520 settlements in the Iron II period
(tenth through seventh centuries B.C.E.). Clearly, there is a new population emerging in the central hill country during the Iron Age.
Who were they? Can we identify their origins? The answer may be deduced from the nature of these settlements during this period. Archaeologists have noted that these sites are not real villages and certainly not cities, but instead have a speciﬁc oval-shaped formation, which leads scholars to call them elliptical sites. Furthermore, the interior of these ovals are
empty, devoid of any construction: no houses, no buildings, simply empty.
Who could have built settlements such as these? The layout—city planning would be too advanced a term here—reminds one of bedouin tent
encampments. The bedouin construct their encampments in this fashion
to create a pen or corral for their ﬂocks, especially at night. During the
figure 2
Number of Settlements in the Central Hill Country during
the Late Bronze Age, Iron I, and Iron II
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day, the sheep and goats are led to pasture by a team of shepherds, but at
night only one or two shepherds are needed to guard an entire ﬂock
penned in by the surrounding tents. The elliptical sites in the central hill
country presumably are of the same type, representing the sedentarization
of pastoral nomads who have come off the desert fringe and have settled
in the region.39
The overall picture forthcoming from this line of research provides the
missing link, as it were, between two parts of our puzzle. Earlier we concluded, based mainly on Egyptian evidence, that in its early stages Israel
was a pastoralist or bedouin people, identiﬁed by the Egyptians as part of
the larger Shasu group. At a later stage we see recognizably Israelite names
—that is, personal names reﬂecting worship of Yahweh—abundant in the
central hill country of Canaan. These elliptical sites provide the bridge: the
earlier Israelite pastoralists must have settled in the region, built settlements reminiscent of their desert-fringe origins, and only later developed
villages and eventually cities in the central hill country. At some point,
these pastoralists, who presumably were organized in a tribal system, must
have moved to a new form of government, a monarchy—or to be more
speciﬁc, two monarchies: one called Israel in the north, and one called
Judah in the south.
There is one more item of interest here, and that is the analysis of the
animal remains from the archaeological sites in the central hill country.
Archaeologists today catalogue everything they ﬁnd: the obvious things
such as pottery, and such less obvious things as the animals’ bones unearthed. An analysis of the animal bones found at these presumably Israelite sites reveals something very striking: the total absence or near total
absence of any pig bones (see Figure 3).40 This fact is especially remarkable
in comparison with other sites in the general region. Sites on the coast
(Ashkelon, Ekron, and Batash), which we can identify with the Philistines
in the historical record, show pig bones accounting for between 8 and 18
percent of the total animal bones unearthed; and Heshbon in Transjordan,
which we assume to be a Moabite site given its proximity to Dibon, the
site at which the Mesha Stele was found, has about 5 percent pig bones.
In light of these neighboring sites, the lack of pig bones in the central
hill country sites (Izbet Sartah, Shiloh, Ebal, and Raddana) is truly astounding.
To summarize in chronological order: Israel begins as a Shasu or
bedouin-type people, referred to for the ﬁrst time in an Egyptian text, the
Merneptah Stele. In time, the people move into the central hill country
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figure 3
Percentage of Pig Bones Found at Selected Archaeological Sites
in Israel (Including One Site in Jordan)

of Canaan. The ﬁrst settlements there are of an elliptical type, suggesting
their desert origins; we also note that these people abstained from eating
pig. As time passed, the Israelites must have shifted from a tribal lifestyle
to a monarchy; in fact, we have evidence of two monarchies, one in the
south called Judah, with its capital in Jerusalem, whose royal line seems to
have descended from the founding dynast named David, and one in the
north called Israel, with its capital in Samaria, whose royal line seems to
have descended from the founding dynast named Omri. The worship of
the deity named YHWH shines through at every instance, in both of these
kingdoms, though we also have one piece of evidence from each kingdom
for a consort goddess named Asherah. The two kingdoms fought on the
same side, apparently, in the middle of the ninth century B.C.E., against
the kingdom of Aram to the north, as evidenced in the Tel Dan inscription. Slightly more than a century later, toward the end of the eighth century, the Assyrians arrived in the land, destroying the northern kingdom
and attacking the southern kingdom as well. And a bit more than a century after that, in the early sixth century B.C.E., the Babylonians in turn
unleashed their army in Canaan, which led to the destruction of Judah in
general and the city of Jerusalem in particular.

20 g a r y s . r e n d s b u r g

If we lay the Bible on top of this evidence, the match is truly remarkable. The only aspect of the Bible’s tale that is not clearly recognizable in
the picture we have presented is the United Monarchy under David and
Solomon.41 This is not to say that that element of the Bible’s narrative is
ﬁctional. Quite the contrary: since so much else of the biblical material is
conﬁrmed by our exercise, we have every reason to believe that the descriptions of David and Solomon in the books of Samuel and Kings also
reﬂect actual history. In fact, one crucial text from the Bible illustrates this
more than any other: 1 Kings 9:15, which informs us that Solomon built
the three cities of Gezer, Hazor, and Megiddo. When we recall that it is
speciﬁcally these three cities whose triple gates match so perfectly, all
dated to the tenth century, it becomes nearly impossible to harbor any
doubt about the historicity of the biblical material.
We began with the extreme statement that the Bible does not exist.
Now that we have brought the Bible back into the picture here at the end
of this enterprise, we may alter that comment and proclaim that cause
for doubting the historicity of the Bible does not exist.42 The minimalist
agenda is simply that—an agenda—unsupported by facts, driven by ideology alone, and not to be countenanced.
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