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The «LOW Chronology» and How Not Deal Wıth

Ernst Arxel Knauf Bern

Whereas majJorıty of Near stern archaeologists and bıblıcal cholars MaYy not yel ave
ealızed that there has een CONLTOVETISY CONCEININS the ultural chronology of the 17°
hrough 10° centuries BCOCE Palestine, inaugurated Dy Finkelstein minorıty

them 0€S already know“ (by the end of 1999) that the debate settled®: the «LOW
Chronology» ı COrrect the Iron per10d commenced 1150 BCE 25. and en!
025 75°

1 (1 Finkelstein Ihe Stratigraphy and Chronology of Megı1ıddo and Beth Shan the 17% 11%
23 (1996) 170 184 1d The Archaeology of the Unıited Monarchy Alternatıve V1iew Levant 28

187 id Archaeology Archaeology of Palestine the Iron Age? Rejoinder Levant
167 1774 1d Notes the tratıgraphy and Chronology of Iron Age Ta anach 25 208 218 Hazor
and the North the Iron Age 'onology Perspective 314 1999) 5 70 Ihe followıng
remarks refer partıally oral presentatiıon DYy Amnon Ben-1or al Frıbourg, 12. The arguments
proffered thıs 'Casıiıon wıll doubtlessiy also included ı Ben-Tor's orthcoming TeSPONSC Finkelstein,

314 should stated clearly that Ben-Tor SET1IOUS archaeologıst whose contriıbution
duly and profitably considered. Ihe for Maz: whose objections WCIC, however, already
delt wıth DYy Finkelstein, ] evant

By unpublished (14-evidence from three MAaJOT sites. The present author Can neıther present the evidence
thıs wiıll one by the EXCaVAalors IN due ISC — NOT wıthout the owledge of ı1ts exıistence. Y 115

oblıged belıeve 1 evidence which presented; the ther hand, owledge spreads ı time, and
there Ways per10d when SOINC people KNOW ‚something that ther people do NOL KNOW, and draw SOTII ad-
la from that owledge (constructing today, D the theories for after tOomorrow). Considering publıcly
evidence which nOTL yel avaıulable the publıc does SCIVEC then the LransSparenCYy of the scholarly CONSITUCL In
ddıtıon due the iime Jag between di1SCOVeTrY and publıcatıon and someliimes also due the quality of
chaeologıc:; publications JH1C of which conceal rather reveal the evidence usually InV1S1DLy readers
who had EXCAa! and then report al least ONC Dy themselves) anı y synthes1s DYy «arm chaır
archaeolog1sts» wıll far aA5 Israel/Palestine ncerned outdated DYy 1fs VeErTYy CONCeploN Even ore the
ınal Droof favour of the 'oNOlogy became known the NC  S theory led historically SUDECTOF results
the interpretalion of Megı1ıddo Hazor Kınneret erusalem the [15C of the «Uniıted Kıngdom» under avl
and demise at the end of Solomon's cf ddıtiıon the referenCces fn Na Historical
and Lıterary Notes the Excavatıon of Tel ezreel 1997)122 128 Knauf nneret and

Lemaire ed Congress Volume slo 1998 11 Hıstori1o0graph’ (VI print); 1d erusalem the Late
Bronze and TON Peri10ds prınt

Whereas ONC .date dSs rmule 15 useless for of Chronology wıthın the magnıtude of ONC (I

less SCI1C5 of 14-probes from the stiratum ead PTCCISION the ran c of ecades TIhe evidence
referred 1 in CONSISIS of

Cultural chronology 15 Ways «Dlurred» being market by the «contemporanı| of the 1NOMN Contemporanı1an>»
The term «Darocque>» has another chronological 1gnıfıcance in archıtecture and when the last
barocque hurches WEeIC erected Mexi1ico classıcısm Tull ‚W northern and eastern Europe Con-
CETHMINS Iron the IMPTeCISION OWS for ginnıng TanSJOT 50) YCaISs ore the NeEW culture reached
the coastal plaın and for per10d of yCars of transıt1on between Iron and Iron I1
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Ihe present nolte, then, 1S DOSsI mortem recent debate, ote 1C) 18 Justifıed
Dy the methodological esSsSsonNs be drawn TOom the dıscussıon settled Which umentSs,
L[ypes of argumentSs, strategies of argumentatıon ave turned Out be invalıd, NC agaın

«] on CC hat don't Wanl!i

Whereas the fallacy of thıs Lratle2y, far aıly ıfe 1s concerned, 1s discovered Dy mMoOst
people between theır early and ate ıf lınger ineradıcabily in polıtics and
scholarshıp. The strategvy in question contributed considerably the fall of mper1al China?
ell the re.  OWwn of COomMMuUnILıSMmM. In recent treatment of the Iron I per10d, erudıte
and stimulatıng, but far TOm comprehensive“, the uthors make reference the CONTITro-
, NOT al y publıcatiıon of Finkelstein after 199° Although they aCceptL 1150 for the
begiınnıng of Iron E: they still] let it end around BCE Do they hope that the basıc PIO-
blems and unfounded presuppositions of the tradıtiona| chronology, elucıdated in the
COUTSC of the debate and ıts predecessors’, WOUL. sımply AaWaYy eVvaporTate ıf only gnored
consıistingly enough” Or dıd they Dy-pass the post-1995 Finkelstein PDUTDOSC «TE VIS1O-
nist»" In this ‚ASCcC the present author 18 surprıised learn that Finkelstein, ven he, «dismis-
SCS archaeological evidence historical source»”.

The «negligible minorıity>»e
Those who SCC themselves unable ignore entirely Ne  S theory Ma y prefer margınalyze ıt
Dy counting its adherents V1S-Ä-VIS everybody Ise  10 By necessity, the scholar who formulates

NC  S hypothesıs 1S, at the time of her/hıs constructhon diSCOVeTY, always In the miınorıty of
ON  @ So Was Copernicus, Wäds Darwin. As the aAsSc of Darwın demonstrates, assıve UDDO-
sıtion d Ü1Cc  S eOTrYy MaYy NOL at all De ase! its inherent weaknesses. ose who deny
thıs VC day that ere 1S evolution both in the 1O- and the M1ICro0COSmMOS do NnOotL do for
intellectual 1Casons

P Ooffmann, Der ntergang des konfuzianischen 1na. Vom andschureich V olksrepublık Wiıesba-
den

Och-Smi: Nakhaı, Landscape ('omes Life: The Iron [ Age: NFA 62 1999). 62-92:; i01-:4127
1SN3er wıthın the serles of CSSaYyS «Archaeological SOUrCes for the Hıstory of Palestine», nOn-archaeologıists
INa Y empted take the artıcle authorıtatıve W it 15 NOL

Notably G.J Wıghtman, The Myth of Solomon: EF 1990) 5-22: SSIS!  n, Notes Me-
g1|  O, Gezer, 10d, and Tel In the Tenth Nınth Centuries ZTINTS® 1990) 71-91

62 119 Labelling and name-callıng 15 already Casec of argumentatıon 3, «makıng 6S55>» (see
nfra)
-  Y sub-case of «Not antıng See» IS partıal intentional 1gnorance of the statfe of the diSCussıion. Frıbourg,

Ben-Tor used the destruction levels al Taanach V1S-Ä-VIS Shoshenq's campalıgn agaınst the
«Low Chronology» wıthout referring 08 Finkelstein, F CONSECNSUS 15 easıly construed ong d OMNEC
SUDDTESSECS the dıssenting
10 C: C.B. Herr, I he Iron Age I1 Peri0d: mergıing Natıiıons: 1997) 114-183, LEL thıs StralegV
SUuggests the unınıtiated the veradge ıblıcal scholar), that «maılınstream»>» 15 rnght it Isn't, 1t's Just the
SUMMIN of the most widely ccepted of the present,. CUNOUS CSSaVYV In «neutrality» 15 attempted DYy
Schipper, Israel und Agypten In der Königszeıt. Die kulturellen Kontakte VON OM0 DIS ZU)]  3 Fall Jerusalems
OBO 170; 1999) 13 wıth fn. 11 (1n otherwiıse aluable pIEeCce of research), who does NOT realıze that his wn
assumption (P. 34), that Gezer, Ekrton and (jaza WCIC estroyve: only NC In the 10° notably DYy
Oosheng, 15 perfectly valı the basıs of the LOW Chronology.



The SpeC10US attractıvıty of the «negliıg1ıble minorıty>» argumen les in the fact that it 18
hard, NOT Just for the uninitiated“ Dut for the averagc cholar well, always distinguıish
between the absurd and the genlial, NO Can anybody deny that the gen1IuSs who Goethe
doubtedly W as dıd NOL 1so produce d eaVYy amoun! of absurd «scientific» Now the
«LOW Chronology» seis ıtself for unfounded objection, dıd Darwin“: the problem 1s

hıghly complex, and sımple solutions do nNnOLt apply ıke «Here ave bıblıcal reference
accordıng 1C| Solomon un Hazor, Meg1ddo and Gezer, ere ave Hazor and Me-

1: and Gezer, et's fınd Ouf which tum at ach of the ree sıtes m1g ave een
ul Dy Solomon, and then, ave fırm chronological anchor for the 10° century» .
Further, the NC  S cOoTrYy 0€S not eCc margınal problem whiıthın the field 1C MaYy be
left small number of speclalısts, but central problem, and forces CVETIY partıcıpant
rethink her/his previous contrıbutions some scholars, though nOoL denyıng that they AdIcC hu-

nevertheless hard Convınce themselves al eas! themselves that they eIT).
And fınally, it ects central bıblıcal f1gures ıke avl and Solomon and mobilızes in Al-

chaeologısts and UDI1Ca| scholars ıke non-scholarly and extra-scientific attıtudes and CON-

Vvicti0ons. The massıve Opposition agaınst the «LOW Chronology», therefore, 0€S NOL much
indicate the 1Cc  S theory's improbabilıty rather than the centrality and the virulence of the QUC-
st10nNs raised.

Makıng Mess

It IS always easıer defy NC  S hypothesıs theory Dy alludıng hat ıt 0€Ss not ımply
than Dy referring ıts prec1se statements implicatiıons (which ave usually been tested
agalinst the avaılable evidence by the scholar who 1rs proposed the alternatıve VICW One of
the most brillıant scholars of OUT time (mm ONEC of the less brillıant mMOments humans SOMEC-

times encounter) argue against the LOW Chronology by implicating that in thıs CasC, avıd,
Solomon and oshenq WOU. ave be transferred the TUury ome tudents in thıs
writer's «Intro 1DI1Ca| Archaeology» COUTSCS usually ask the SAaJINnec question. Tradıtional
datıng, ase: nothing but conventional assumptions”“, has become such extend mat-
ter-of-fact that ‚VCmn the MOST intellıgent people mıght forget that CUultura! chronology and PO-

chronology aTc NOt the Samne thing. Polıitical chronology, ase‘ (hopefully precise

FOr the SCHNSC it 1S sımply absurd according Einstein, object moving 10 km/h wıthın another
object that wıth the speed of 1g does NOT IMOVE faster the speed of 1g DYy 10 Fortunately,
COIMNMMNOMN has Sa y in thıs mattter. Unfortunately, MOST readers of the thınk they ave Sa y in
everything ıblıcal, including «bıblıcal» hıstory.
12 SOCS wıthout sayıng that there Wa also, and still 1S, well-founded objection parts of Darwın's EOTY.
Therefore, the present CONCEDL of evolution 1S much LHIOIC eefined its ırst COU! ave conceıved.
13 The historical question Opposed the question 1DI1Ca| scholar IS lıkely ask IS NOL, of COUTSC, whe-
ther the ({eXt 15 absolutely «Il ght>» ÖOr «WTODS>, but rather, which degree it IS «r1ght>» and «WTON£>, and In
whNni1C! ‚pecıfic setting the text refers maxiımum of ıty that observed wiıthın the unıverse of the total
evidence. Thus. for the hıistorical ackgroun: of Kıngs 9:15, OMNC aITIVES al the 8l1\ CENLUYy (Jerobeam IN) (JI the
7th (all three places WEeTITC Assyrıan administrative and/or commercıal centers). As for the «ar gumenb>»
that the CIty of Hazor Z Megı1ddo and Gezer 6, the writer ute: anonymızed CODY of Her-
ZUB, Das tadttor In STae| und In den achbarländern ‚a1nz 177 Tab. several classes of «Intro
Bıbliıcal rchaeology» wıth the «3 Out of these CILy gales WeTiTE ‚upposedly designed Dy the archıtect

which three’?» The most frequent grouping returned W:  > Hazor 1Od; the combinatıon Hazor
Gezer Megıddo selected.
14 Thıs has Teady been made clear by the discussıion in Fa (1990).



ates in the unıverse of eXIS, remaıns hat it 18 Cultural chronology evolutional
DITOCESSCS and therefore, IS subject approximation and statıstical probabiılity.

Ihe MOSstL effectıive strategy for ing intellectual INECSSsS In IC then, everything
SUCS 18 name-calling”. According ral adıtlon, the proponents of the LOW Chronology
WEIC recently «enemies of Western Civilization» Dy NC of theır colleagues al INa-
Jor American convention. It 1Ss hard understan:! how UNC Can become Dof thıs 1VI-
lızatıon DYy exercising NC of ıts noblest rghts, the trTeedom of rTesearch and cCommunicatıon,
and ON of its MOST meanıngful accomplıshments: atıonal, ecrıtical scholarshıp. Name-callıng
IS MOStT effective (though ven less respectable) ıf it creates the bad SUuyS 200d SUYyS 1cCh0-
{OmYy, ıke «US agaınst the mıiniımalists>» «US agaınst the maximalists>» (one 1nN! this Stra-
(eZYy both sıdes), thus simplifyıng the NON-US> WOT! Dy denyıng the «enemiles>» e1Ir
specıfic indıvıdual profiles. hat SOMe of OSse called «miniımalists» Dy somebody do 4(0])!
understand enough archaeology uUScC it properly 0€S NOL 1IMpILY that all of them do NOL. hat
SOINEC scholars do NnOL ıth hat Dever 1n constitutes the archaeological evidence
for the 10° century does NOL 1MpI1y that they «dısregard archaeology» SOMMe MaYy ave d[I-
chaeological ICasons for theır disagreement”®.

In order the unpleasant (and rather ster1le) maxımalıst-minimalist i1icho-
LOMY, the following trıchotomy 1s proposed: there dIC SOMIC, let uüSs call them «maXı1ımalısts»,
who insıst that the always contaıns rellable 1STOTIC: nformatiıon unless PTOVCD other-
WISe; Dy «always», this introduces dogmatic, iıdeological element into its argumenta-
tıon, beyond empirical 1SproVe. The second TOUD, the «minimalıists», 18

dogmatic AICc eIr OppoOnentSs: the contaıns reihable hıistorical informatıon
unless PDIOVCD otherwise by extra-biıblical evidence. The third the ratıonalısts, emp1-
MaIsts sımply, the scholars: the INa y Ma Yy NnOot contaın rehable hıstorical informa-
tıon, wıth extra-bıblical corroboration wiıthout, and there 1S prior1 decıde the matter,

ONC has In an Y ‚dsSCc whether ON aCCepts bıblical historical nOL.
10 dısbelıeve, agaın and agaın, theories and all evıidence and above all, her/hıs W
thoughts, and only work ıth 0SE ıtems that had SLOO! agaın and agaın, the of
ogıical and empirıcal testing, 1$ the Dasıc ecriterıum for eing cholar. Believe 18 ırtue in
the church, but deadly SIN in scholarshıp. Theologılans, eing scholars and people of the
church in personal unıo0n, IMa Yy ave dıfficulties TOM time time dıstinguish in hıch cha-
er they speakıng.

Ben-Tor, November 12 Came dangerously close ad-personam-argument when he ebated
Orna Zıimhoni's and Nadav Na’aman's conclusions CoOncernıng the contemporanıty of Megıddo VA/IVB wıth
Omride Jezreel the Tounds that there WEIC «well-defined» locı In the ezreel eXxXcavatıons. Thıs author
admıres the skıill and the Calt In the eXxcavatıon and in the interpretation of thıs ICU. sıte:; cl. Us-
sıshkin oodhead, Excavatıons al Tel ezreel 1994-1996: Third Prelıminary Report. 1997) 6-72;
Zıimhoni. u€es from the Enclosure-Fills: Pre-Omride Settlement al J3el Jezreel (1997) 83-109 y-archaeologısts ImMaYy need walls and ‚OOTS {[0 define 10C1; profess1i0: aATe well able {O recognize the SUrv1vingfragment of f!loor eVCcCnN ıf the walills SONC, and dıstınguıish the from above the floor from the Ceramiıcs
{irom neath
16 TIhe attempt of Dever, Archaeology and the "Age of Solomon" Case-Study In Archaeology and Hısto-
nography. Handy ed., The Age of Olomon (SHCANE 8 1997 217-251 15 not only from the ponntof VIEW of the «LOW hronology» TOom his Rank: Settlement LAst, 219 Hazor Megıddo VA/IVB, Taa-
NaC| HNA- ‘ar ’ a| VIb, for instance, MOVeEe the 9l.h century), but 15 also based insufficient informatıon
drawn Iirom prelımınary5Tel Kınrot M C. B, does NOTL 1.25 hectares, Dut 9-10 ha; it 1s Iron /
sıtional, and NOTL Israelıte settlement. For Tell el-Kheleifeh E there 15 noTl sıngle plece of evıidence

10° CENLUTY OCcupatıon.



Conclusıion: ıf yOUu S  an y OUI cCat SICY er Cal, make SUTIC (Or
preten! it 18 nıg yOu interested ın the varıety of Cal fOorms, Lypes, SIZES and colours,
l1o00k for enlightenment.

The «dense stratigraphy» argument

The MOST pertinent argument against the LOW Chronology has een the «dense stratıgraphy
argument». ere 1$ CONSCHSUS that Hazor W as estroye: Dy Tıglatpıleser 111 in 733 BCE.
If Hazor Wäas ounded by Solomon 05() DE, maıntained by tradıtional chronology,
thıs leaves 217 for strata, 1.e AVCIASC of pCI iratum. If Hazor Was CI -

rected by Omrı 875 BCE, only 147 aAIc left, 1C makes 23 DCI iratum. Al-
though the aVCTASC duratiıon of tum has een discussed, for SOMIC time the number
of has Orme: conventional basıs of cCalculatlons. On the grounds of this dASSUMD-
tıon, tradıtional chronology ADDCAIS, In the ‚ASC of Hazor, be the INOIC ealıstic ON!  ®

So it 18 time calculate the aVCTaASC duratıon of tratum in the Iron Age Galılee. The
uUSec of the term «StTTatLum>» in the archaeology of esftfine D}  S the notion of 400)
destruction of town CIty; the entire sıte has ebuıilt. ere aAIc only {[WO poss1ıble
[CAaSONS for such global estructions: earthquakes and CONquUesTS. The probabılıty of
quakes in Galılee calculated the basıs of Ken ussell catalogue ” majJor
earthquake 18 expected CVETY YCAaISs (standard devıatıon 21) Waıthın the lımıts of
1G, ONC has EXDECT between 2.8) and 6.2) eartquakes at Hazor between 75 and L33:
and een 1.8) and WI the per0| 8.7253-733 BCE.

10 the produce: by earthquakes, the sStrata resulting TOom mıiılıtary destruction
ave be According the written SOUTCCS, Hazor changed anı between and
733 the followıng 0OCCas]ıons (an asterisk* marks that WEeTIC, according the
SOUTC®C, acompanıed Dy destruction):

8H)* Damaskus the Galılee Kıngs
8 /5 Omri OCCupIes the Galılee (Tel Dan Stela)

Hazael the Galılee (Tel Dan Stela)
790* Joash eTO! IL TECONQUETS ıulee (2 Kıngs13:241;

733# Tiglatpileser 11l devastates the 1ılee ssyrlan reCords; Kings

Between Solomon and Tiglatpıileser, Hazor Was conquered times and destroyed Dy
earthquakes S_ times. One should EXDECT, then, stirafta. Between Omrı and Tiglatpıile-
SCT, Hazor fell victiım CONYUCTOTS times, and earthquakes tiımes, resulting in E
stirata. The strata of Hazor attested in the Iron HA /B per10ds completely wıth the 1STO-
riıcal expectations ase| the LOW Chronology.

17 C Russell, Theq Chronology of Palestine and Northwest 1a from the 'oug] the
Mid-8“ ‚entury (1985) 37-59, able Only the quakes from 5537 have been used,
hbecause there ODVIOUSIY 18 d Dap In the documentation for the and centuries Also, the quake of 672 has
been isregarı for the TCasSOoNS gıven DYy Russell One AWaTre that thıs catalogue contaıns less
earthquakes than the Drev10US NC Dy Amıran. hıghly unlıkely thate; TEqueTiCYy has changed
between the 10% through 8l.h nturıes BOCE V1S-A-VIS the 4lh 'oug! 8\h centuries karthquakes C

JUCNCE of plate tectonıcs. The 1an plate, wıth Transjordan, ().02 the D/a, ;ompared the
Mediterranean plate wıth (/1s)ordan. IThıs makes in 1 centurıes NOl enough cCrealie completely NC  <

geologıcal constellatıons.



Given that earthquake m18g ell strıke ıle sıte 18 still under construction ®,
that Ortress INa Yy easıly ave een dısmantled riefly after ıts foundatıon (cf. Kıngs EF

it 18 rather the opposiıte of the «dense stratıgraphy» assumption that should, TOm DOW

U met ıth SuSpiclon. rthquake chronology does, in an Y Casc, fınally refute all attempts
ttrıbute an Y Megıddo er than Megıddo VIA the 10° CeNTUTrY. Because Megıddo IVB

Wäads destroyed in V the attrıbution of Megıddo Solomon‘? WOUL assıgn 192 yCars
tiratum IV  D hIis assumption 1s ell beyond the 3065 1ımıt of earthquake frequency, 1L€ it

has probabılıty of less then 1%

The Negev Sıfes

Another Ser0Ous argumen agaılınst the LOW Chronology has een advanced Dy Halpern“:
Shoshenq Campal1gne in the egeV, 1s eviıident TOmM his topographica lıst, ın ıf he
claıms ave conquered places“. The Central egeV Hıghland sıtes, varıously
ate' Iron L, Iron 1/11 transıtional, Iron (tradıtonally 10% century) INa Yy mMaYy NOL
ave een affected by Shoshena's campaılıgn. 18 wıdely assumed that they WeTIC destroyed by
Shoshenq“. urnıshe: red slıp 1S «frequent» in ese peripheral sıtes. Therefore, the
(OICCUHUTENCEC of urnıshe: red slıp in non-peripheral sıtes iıke Gezer must antedate Shoshenq's
campal1gn and attrıbute these actually the tiıme of Solomon®.

Halpern ollows Holladay, who had trıed In serl1es of stimulating, 0Ug NOoTt
entirely conclusıve artıcles characterıze Saul, avı and Solomon archaeologically «DIC-
red slıp, unburnıshed redslıp and urnıshe| red slıp kings»“. olladay MaYy Overestimate the
length of the re1gns of aVl and Solomon, and underestimate the complexıity of the spatıal
and empora| dıstrıbution of unburnished and urnıshe: red slıp TYy. Any statements
the «frequency» of burnished red slıp at thıs, that the ther sıte AIc persona|l Statements and
impressions 1C. arec interesting in elatıon the TY expertise of the ‚O! who makes
them and of the amount of the TYy in question that she/he has actually SCCIN. As long nOL
enough TYy TOm thıs, that the er sıte 18 publıshed, nNnOot spea) of TY statıstics,
the «frequency» 8 TY Lype in specıfic reg10ns urıng the 10° CENLUTY 1s nothing that Can
be discussed for the time eing. urnıshe: red slıp 1S, for example, Iso attested at Megı1ıddoVIA® and kron IVB (two ate Iron S  'ata
18 Thıs INaYy have appened Kınneret VI.
19 GE C.B. Dietrich, Die frühe Königszeıt In Israel (BE 1997) 123 Abb. bıd 125 Abb. f he CVCN AdS-
S1EZNS Megıddo ‚olomon thus PTI  ucıng um of 220

alpern, Research Design in Archaeology: Ihe Interdiscıplinary Perspective, 53-65, 62f.
for the MOSstT recent hıstorical treatment of the \oshenq lıst Na’aman, NSn NTF NADDNM 11 Dr

AD 12 N 7 MO Zion 63 247-276. 0-268 JIhe entries for the egeV have
"educed 78 DYy the «I[WO en! entries» 1ıke hgl 72 ’byrm, U[ CVECIMN f UOMNC 10-1 12 0)11% place:
T bt-yrhm (n 15 the ate Egyptian relatıve artıcle )

Thıs, however, WOU| furnısh another in favour of the LOW Chronology, da Fnkelstein maintaılns,
because, In nhISs Op1nı0n, the egeV ıghlanı SIites CONleMpOTaTYV wıth Tel Beersheva V II and thus, antedate
Beersheva and Arad pposedly ‚estroye: DYy oshenq according the dıtıonal chronology; c1. al-

Aharon:ıi, IIsr 15 (1981) 191-192.
For the «Solomonic (Gezer» debate, the «red slıp» argument has been Ooverruled DYy stratigraphy, cf. Finkel-

stein, 'enelope's Shroud ve!l Iron Date of Gezer's OQuter Wall Establiıshed: 1994) 276-282
Holladay, Red Slıp, Burnısh. and the SOolomonic Gateway al (Gezer:‘: TI2T8 1990) 23-70; id.

The ingdoms of srae]l and Judah: Polıtical and FEconomıic Centralızation in the Iton> (ca. ET BCE)
LEeVY. The Archaeology of ocıel In the Holy Land New York 995) 68-3

25 ell In ddıtıon the CUN0OUS pOL dıscussed length In Keel tudien den Stempelsiegeln aus Palä-
stina/Israel OBO p35: 1994) 5- 7: 52
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The wıde f ılleren!| datıngs and interpretations of the egeV SItes illustrates
ell the degree of prec1s1on imprec1s1on be reached by the of tradıtıonal d1i-

chaeology. shash be contemporarYy ıth EegeV Highland sites“®. It 1S nOoT clear
th27 Or, shashwhether shash 11 Was destroyed DYy earthquake, DYy enemles, by DO

might be CI  arYy ıth the Highland sites“”®: the end of shash 18 Vl less clear than

the end of shash IL It 1S nOot clear whether the oshenq 1ist refers ONC campaıgn TOom the

end of his reign”, represents A of cCampa1gns 1C} MaY ave started before
and might ‚VCmn ave continued after thıs aracoh'’'s death”®. For the relationshıp between

Ooshenq and the egeV sıtes, several possibilıties ex1ist:

(a) shash 11 also urnıshe' red slıp, even early Cypro-Phoenician and post-bichrome sıte!) and the

Highlan« sites WeEeIC abandoned well OI! Shoshengq’s visıt the A1Cd. Thıs assumption 1S feası-

ble wiıthın the and the Chronology (the latter S} date for the abandonment

between 950) and 925). In ally CasC, the flourishing and the demıiıse of Khiırbet e]-Mshas! and f the Ne-

DCV Highland S1fes 'Orme: D: and parce! of (HIC and the historical Thıs poss1ıbilıty reCE1VES

from the OShen« lıst, because the Pharach does NOTL refer Beersheva (Bir es-Seba“), NO

Zıklag, NOT Horma in his list”. although his AIı y must have ollowed the Nahal Beer-Sheva (WAad
Seba“) its WaYy Arad*“.

erZ0ßg, Ihe Beer-Sheba eYy; TOM Nomadısm Monarchy: Finkelstein Na aman, TOM Noma-

1sm Monarchy. Archaeologıical Aspects of Karly srael (Jerusalem 1994) 122-149, 138f.
FOr the destruction of shash 1L, empinskı: Frıtz Kempinskı Ergebnisse der Ausgrabungen auf

ö8) ADPV; B 75 thınks of earthquake, Frıitz and ‚empI1ns:der ırbel el-M5$Sas (Tel MAas$s
combIı-230) Opt fOor C} (and KNOW CVCI, DYy whom), and erZ0g, C: 134 1nNnds «INOITIC reasonable

natıon of eVi  . BKecause meanıngful section drawıngs AIC presented, the reader 15 al 10Ss.
. Jericke. Die Landnahme im egeV Protoisraelitische Tuppen 1im uden Palästinas. ine archäologı1-

sche und exegetische Studıe (ADPV 20:; 199 7) P Hıs datıng 15 NOTL sound, being asel COMparısons f 1SO-
ated vessels 130; 146) wıthout regard fOor the s1ites' assemblages and the ‚ ypes’ ıfe-spans. In al y CaSı ONC

COMPAaIC Mshash 111 wıth Tel Beer-Sheba and V 111 ılıstıne pottery!), and shas! il wıth Tel ‚eelT-

Sheba and (post-Philistine).
Ihe COIMNMMOIN assumption, MOSL recently repeated DYy Na’aman, 102 63 265-267.
Thus Nıemann, The Socio-polıtical Shadow of the Biblical ‚ olomon: andy ed., Ihe Age of SO-

lomon. Scholarship al the Turn of the Millennium SHCANLEL H 1997), 2-299 297 I hat Shoshena's control
of Palestine NOL Just ep1sode SOO] Lorgotten, Dut mMust have xtended for uOM time, 15 also attested

h1is cartouche ‚omıng «SIgn of W repeated udaean and Israelıte ceals ell into the 8\.h CECIMN-

cl. ehlınger in Keel ehlınger, Göttinnen, (Jötter und Gottessymbole (QD 134; *1997) 5361.
ven if the argument that eshonqg 946-925) WdsS already dead in the VYCal of Rohobeam 1S not valıd,
because its DrO] overlooked that anl y prec1se datıng of Ooshen« depends Kıngs 4:25, and the ıflfe-

15 easıly explaine: Dy the of different reconstructions of Judaean absolute chronology Dy different
authors (Schıppers, OBO 170, 120f; Na aman, Zion 63 2701), ıt stands {0 (a) MOSL of Shoshenaqa'
reign overlapped wıth Solomon’s, and (b) the MSse Of Jeroboam and the establıshment of orthern kıngdom
independen! from Jerusalem must have commenced well urıng Solomon's rule between 050 and 925). On the
basıs of Uehlinge:  T'S observatıon of the lastıng impact of Shoshena's cartouche, OINC MaYy SSUMC that Egyptian
AIInı y unte:em Indee| In the VYCar of Rohobeam, but longer under Shoshena's SUDTCIME cCOommand.
The absence of Jerusalem from the 1ist remaılns decis1ıve, whNniC! Cal explained AWdY Dy the lacuna:;
the Di where ONC WOU! eXpeCL erusalem appCar IS perfectly preserved between #23 and #22).

Davıd's ag has not yeLl been en! wıth sufficıent degree of probabilıty (Tel Beer-Sheba V the choice
of Fritz, 71 (1990) 78-87, IS post-Davıdıic); nevertheless, ONC does eXpect the Namc appCar in

Shoshengqg’s lıst. For Horma, moOost probably the ancıent amnec of Khirbet el-Mshash, ct. Aharon1, Ihe Land of
the Raıiney; Philadelphia 1979), ZI5I: the objections raised Dy Fritz, Horma: NBL il
195f agaınst Aharoni1 do not hold CVCON whithin the chronology as proposed DYy the eXCavalors of
el-Mshash, and surely NOL wıthin the 'oNOlogy: ıf the site abandone! at the beginnıng of the 10°
e it stil! existed during the reign of Saul, and if it Wa resettled In the 7'.h CENLUTY, it existed during the time
of the Judaean monarchy. In the \oshenq lıst, 16 Out of its (77) completely ‚Ost. The DIO-
babilıty ON of the three missıng Names 15 amMOoNgS the entries NO  S misSINg 15 20.8%, the probabılıty that all



(D) Mshash IL Beersheva V, Arad AI and the egeV ı1ghlan SIfes estroye: Dy Shosheng. Ihıs
Ooption IS only possıble wıthıin the iramework of the LOW 'ONOlogy. Mshash L, Tel Beer-Sheva and
V, and Arad would reflect, then, post-Shosheng Judaean Occupatıon of the northern egEeV.
(C) Mshash 133 stil] antedating Tel Beer-Sheba and Arad X W:  e estroyed Dy oshenq: still AdS-

sumption wıthın the lımıts of the LOW Chronology.

The already complex sıtuation 1s acerbated further Dy the possibility, that Shoshenq dıd not
destroy sıngle sıte, but Was satısfıed by rece1ving much trıbute possıble TOom an Yy

of natıves his encountered, and, havıng them registered newly WON subjects of
‚ZYypL, let them lıve in In this CasSc, the wıdespread destructions 025 BOCE [NAaYy

turmoı1l in the ICa that had set in ell Defore Shoshenq's campa1gn(s) (and INa Yy ave InSpI-
red the Pharach l hıs luck, t00), violence arrousing after his cCampa1gn(s) because of
the destabıilisation of the PreviOuUSs socıal and polıtıcal SYyStem.

What needs he done

The question raised Dy Holladay and Halpern the chronological and/or regional sıgnıfıcance
of the burnished red slıp Warec cCannot be adressed, for the time eing, because do NnOLT
ave the data Oday, there 1s nOL sıngle publıshed 1C. g1Vves reliable informa-
tiıon abou the percentage of burnished red slıp TYy VIS-Ä-VIS unburnished/’non-red slıp
TYy of the Same functional Cale ZgOTY. In the ‚dSc of shash {1 and and the egeV
1ghlan: sıtes, there IS publıshed evidence 1C allows the reader decıde whether they
en!| in CONqUESL, earthquake abandonment”. of the eXcavator's (Or
eXCaVvators') Opınıons sımply 1S NnOoTt enough. Excavators AIc NOL Judges of theır sıtes, DNOT Can
they dıctate eIr readers' OpPINn10NS hat they ave oun they aATec attorneys: it 1s elr
responsibility present the eviıidence for hat they thınk has happened at and their sites
the Jury 1C. 1S constituted by eIr

Ihe penetration of Durnıshed red slıp TY in alestune in the COUTSE of the 10° CEMN-
turYy ell May SCIVC indıcator for the growıing impact of Phoenicia the CCONOMY of ıts
hinterland. But thıs, for the tiıme being, 18 nothing but working hypothesis that needs be
tested. In order be tested, statıistical informatıon TOmM the sıde of the TYy CXDEeTTS of the
Iron 1/ 'ansıtiıon: presently under excavatıon publication 1S urgently needed hat
much Can be eXcavatıons that don't er TY produce eXcavatıon records that
on COUN! in future diıscussions. What eed AIc data that Can be scıentifically processed.What do NnOL eed ATrec further attempts burden hıStorYy, empırıcal Cultura: sclenCce,
ıth beliıefs dogmatics.

three WerTe in the destroyed SECIOTS 15 0.208°= 0.89% In addıtion, aSs far dASs geographical Order In Darti of
the lıst 1S dıscernabile, from #125 ruhen. Oonwards, the recognızable .OpoNnyms far the West of Beer-
eVa. So the only remaining lacuna for the three NaIines In 15 31 15 (probabilıty: (0.00014(1/90°). The settlements and, mostly, NCAMPpMENIS «CONquered» DYy Oshenq ave probably OOKEel for
north of the ighlanı Sıtes.
32 Na’aman, 10N 63, 262 and the Map 263 Or WEIC the kgyptian scr1bes miısled Dy theır Ocal informants,Wwho BaVC them theır grandmother's maıden amme instead of the LOponym of their welliıng place?But cl. lready Holladay, ingdoms, 383 for «Solomonic» ate of Mshash IL The grouping above ollowseTZOg; the EeXCaVvalors Fritz Kempinski, Ergebnisse 1, 231} DutL the end of shas! ore Arad 1s
MOSL ITONIC the sıte central for Fritz' theory of the «JIsraelte settlement» (most apprecliated Dy Deverand h1s disciples) NO  S 1n ıts place wıthin the MNSse of the early Israelıte and udaean in the 10%

In the Cası f Mshash the EXCaValors Opt for abandonment: Fritz Kempinski, Ergebnisse, 230)
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