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Methodological Comments s the Low Chronolog}:
— >> eDIYy fo rns éxel Nau:

Steven Ortiz-New Orleaps‘
In recent artıcle in BN.| rnst xel Knauf addresses the methods of Ose who

crıt1ique the Low Chronology and continue Support the tandard Iron Age chronology. He
introduces five majJor methodological CI1OIS of Ose who crit1ique the Low Chronology.
Ironıcally, 1le h1s points pertinen the discussion and he offers succınct SUMIMAar y of
the 1SSUES wıthın the debate, he practices the SaIne methodological approaches he critic1ızes in
HIS

JIhe LOow Chronology
The term Low Chronology Was first defined by Israel Finkelstein in 1995 He

publıshed [WO majJor rticles addressing the Iron Age ceramıc chronology of the Phıiılıstine
settlement iın southern Canaan and the aSssOocC1atıon of the 1 Oth century BCE ceramıc horızon
ıth the Uniıted Monarchy.“ Finkelstein propose drastıc redating of the Iron Age ceramıc

DYy suggesting that the Current ates cshould be owered Dy nearly 100 YCars The
implications aIc hat all the evidence of development that Was ate' the 10° CeNLurYy
RBCE (e’g monumental archıtecture, gate SyStems, palaces, etc.) should NOW be ate' the
9lh CEeNLUTYy BC  w Finkelstein 0es NOL abandon aVIl! and Solomon SOLIIC Ccritics
iımply, he merely that they WeIC nothing INOIC than trıbal eaders of chıiefdoms in the
hıll COUNITY.

The basıc assumption of the LOW Chronology proposal 15 that all CONtemporary s1tes
MuUst exhiıbiıt the SaIllc cCeramıc patterning. hat 1s SaY, sites 1n close DroX1imıty ach er
mMust ave the Samme ceramıc assemblages. Therefore Finkelstein ASSUINEeS that if Lachısh V1
and Tel Sera ATe be C  ar ıth Tel Migne VIIL, Ashdod XIIb, and Gieser AUHU,
they mMust ave Phılıstıne monochrome DOLLETY (see } Since hıs ceramıc form 1s NOL
OUnN! Lachısh Tel Sera’, Finkelstein assumes that sıtes ıth thıs DOLLETY MUStT postdate
Lachısh VI and Tel era The result 15 that Strata hat WEIC previously ate' the
begınnın of the 12th BCE, should NOW be ate\ the end of the 12(h CENTLUFY beginnıng
of the11' CeNLUrYy B  7 Ihe redatıng naturally creates domino effect lowering all the Iron
Age strata.
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Critiques of the Low Chronology WEeIC quickly produce by Amıiıhai1 Mazar and Anabel
Zarzek1ı-eleg the following YCAal,* Mazar objecte! Finkelstein suggestlon push the date
of the Philistine Monochrome DOLLETY beyond the end of the gyptıian Canaan. He

that hıs hypothesıs A4SsE! debatable assumptı10N hat S1{EeS MuUuUSstT cContaın the SaJInle

forms of pOtLLETY. He provıde. VarıOus examples ı  E  m the archaeologica. record that demonstrate
regjıonal varıations between sıtes.> Mazar ISO expande the chronological discussıion DY
introducing several ıimportant northern assemblages hat contradıct the redatıng proposal of
Finkelstein /Zarzekı eleg brought the northern assemblages INnTO the debate and presented
CCETaIlllCc typologiıcal study of ree northern Megı1ddo, Jokneam, and Hazor
She concluded that the stratigraphical redatıng of the LOow Chronology nOT possible ase‘

the CETaMlıic analysıs of ese ree CETAaINlC COTDUSCS
responded ese CT1UC1SMS and the debate of the LowFinkelstein YUICyChronology W ds inıtıated The debate has continued ı recent Iıterature ıth crıt1ques of the

Low Chronology hat ddress archaeological, hıstorical, and anthropologica mode!]l building.‘
Knauf’s Methodological Comments

Knauf introduces fıve CT1UC1ISMS of the work of the Low Chronology OppOnents
ıle MOST of hıis COMME: astute, they AaIfc Iso misleadıng Dy NnOT uly presenliUng the
data

- don SCC hat don want SCC
The 17S methodological CT1UCcC1I1SM nau makes hat Ose who SuUuppOort the standard

chronology do nNnOL ddress the He  < Low Chronology proposal. He cıtes example
rticle Dy OCk-I1 and Nakhai.® hıs rticle UIMNMATIZe recent archaeologica. data and
interpretat1ons of the Iron Age 11 Syro-Palestine. appeared ı SCT1C5 of rticles publıshed

sem1-popular journal ıth the goal f presenting TOAl of ach
archaeologıca. and cultural horiızon Ihe goal of the artıcle W d present the scholarly
COMNSCHSUS of the Iron Age cultural horızon and nOL disSsCuss all the VarloOus 155065 and
detaıls of ach debate theory wıthın the discıplıne hıs would ave made the presentation
dısjointed Granted OOfinote referring the Low Chronology WOUL. ave een al  C
but noTt SUININAL y 1cije popular journal 0€S NOL create CONSDITAC Y
sılence the Supporters of the LoOow Chronology

Knauf’s conclusıon that the Low Chronology NOL IECCIV1INS faır hearıng NnOL

supported Dy the acts Most recent artıcles academıc Journals wrıtten DYy archaeologısts
who SUppOTrT the tandard Iron Age chronology eıther ddress refer Finkelstein
proposa. Perhaps unknown Knauf the fact that the American Schools of Oriental
Research the that publıshed the journal ıth the artıcle questlo: had Finkelstein
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Demarcatıon? Ethnography and the Iron aAagC 1LOwWw Chronology, 39722 10.
ıble Archaeology OI Archaeology of Palestine ı the Iron Age? Rejoinder, Levant 29 (1997) I67= 174:; and
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Ben-LOr Hazor and the Chronology of Northern Israel CeDIY Israe]l Fiınkelsteıin, 317 (2000) Q- 16;

Na aman, Ihe Contrıibution of the Irojan Grey W are from Lachısh and Tel ıgne Ekron the Chronology
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keynote speaker ıts annual meeting the yCal er ıt publıshed the article.? Contrary
auf’s cCritic1sm, reVIEW of the recent lıterature clearly demonstrates that the Low
Chronology 15 getting hearing. E 15 1sSo clear that MOSLT archaeologists nOL convınced
by the chronological changes propose: Dy the Low Chronology.

In h1Ss introduction, Knauf makes general claım that minorı1ty of Near Eastern
archaeologists already know that the debate 18 ettled and hat the Low Chronology 1S COTTECE
hıs claım would be substantıated if he COU supply bibliographic references ven the

of archaeologısts who SUppOrN the Low Chronology.‘ The only artıcles 1n academıc
journals that produce archaeological data In Support of the LOw Chronology Dy
Fiınkelstein It appCars hat Knauf has particıpated ın the CX methodological of 1C
he AaCCUSECS the opponents of the LOw Chronology by ignoring artıcles that critique the Low
Chronology. Knauf m18g lament the fact that er archaeologist has accepte: the Low
Chronology, but he CannoTt claım that ıt has een ignored. general artıcle summarızıng the
Iron Age Peri10d 0€es NnOL demonstrate that Finkelstein’s proposal 1s not rece1ving faır
hearıng in the fıeld

negligıble minorıty argument“
Ihe second DO1N! of Knauf 15 ddress the claım Dy the CrT1t1ICcs of the Low

Chronology that the SOTY 15 nOT accepte: Dy the majJorıity f archaeologısts. Knauf has
po1n! Just because theory 18 NOL in the majJorıty ıt 0€es NOL 1LLICAN ıt 18, althoug.
ma]Jor Component of scholarshıp 15 PCCI rTeVIEW. Most eritic1sms f the Low Chronology Oftfe

the fact hat few archaeologısts ave accepte the chronological rev1is10n. The IronYy 18 hat in
an y 1e6. both maJor paradıgm chıfts and unsubstantiated scholarshıp start in the minorI1ty.
Usually, unsubstantıated scholarshıp remaıns in the minorıty ıle NC  S paradıgm chıfts
adopted Dy the discıplıne they tested agaınst the data The question oday, in regards
the eOTY of the Low Chronology, 15 whether it represents ONC of ese inıtıal paradıgm chifts
in Syro-Palestinian Iron Age archaeology it 111 be theoretica. position by the
data The chronological debate 111 be— and chould be—settled Dy the archaeological data
and nOoL Dy democratıic CONSCHSUS the VOraC10us attacks and VO1CES of few outspoken
cholars

JV1aKINS 9a H10655‘Makın mess”
The 1r methodological .1TOT hat Knauf points Out 1s the attempt make

.6  ıntellectua. mess.” OuUg| Knauf’s methodological pomint 18 dıfficult ascertaın, Ose
who ave ollowel the Low Chronology debate Can h1is point. Knauf hat the Low
Chronology 0€es noTt gel faır hearıng because ıfs Opponents ave oversimplıfıed the
argumen by creating “StraW men  27 targels usually iın the gulse of name-callıng. hus the
tenets of the Low Chronology dIc NOTL debated based the archaeological record, but Dy ad
hominem attacks—usually in the simplıfıed dichotomies of maxıimalısts minimalıists, g00d

vıl Knauf that thıs Lype of argumentatıon only fOrces scholarly discussıon of the
revislionist chronologıies into polarızed CX | It 1s dıifficult aVvOo1d rhetoric in al y
scholarly discussion: it 18 natural attempt characterize posıtıon. Knauf has po1n! ere.
Ihe crıt1ique of the LOow Chronology cshould NOL resort thıs Ltype of argumentation.
Ironically, er Knauf pomnts Ouf thıs ITOI the Low Chronology critiques, he then also

partıcıpates In 6,  intellectual mess-makıng" DY m:  ing hıis OW ad hominem attacks agaınst the

Finkelsteıin, Archaeology and the 1Dlıica: Text 20  S Ihe View irom the Center. Wednesday November 15
2000, Plenary Session. American chools of Orıijental Research Annual Meetings, Nashville, Tennessee.
1 () See bıbliıographic references iın footnotes and

So far only Finkelstein’s colleagues al Tel Avıv, Ussishkın and Herzog have publıcly supported the LOW
Chronology.
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LOow Chronology ecrıitics. In HIS attempt define the methodologıical posıit1ons In the debate,
he mplıes hat scholars who hold the tandard Iron Age chronology AdIC theologıans and Afec

basıng er posıtion rel1g10uUs belıef rather han evaluatıon Öf the data.!“ The reader 18
eit conclude that Low Chronology Supporters AdALC sclentists and Oose who hold the
standar:'‘ cChronology AIfc rel1g10uUs fundamentalısts Is it possıble that scholars who hold the
Current Iron Age chronology ase elr DOSIt10NS the archaeologiıcal data and NOL
theologica) posıtion? 4SE! Knauf’s rhetoric, ıt 18 clear hat he 0es NnOTL 1n! hıs 18
possible.

Knauf pOSsIts 1r posıtıon between the mınımalısts who tfiınd rel1able hıstorical
informatıon In the bıbliıcal HXi and the maxı1imalısts who “insıst hat the always contaıns
reli1aDle hıstorical informatıon unless PIOVCNO otherwise.  13 Hıs 17 posıtıon 1S hat of the
ratıonalısts, empiric1sts, ıIn his term, the cholars He states . ”SEO dıisbelieve, agaın and
agaın, al theorı1es and all evıdence and above all, her/hıs OW oughts and only work ıth
Ose 1ıtems that had StOO agaın and agaln, the purgatory of logıical and empirıcal testing, 1S

14the basıc crıterıion for eing cholar. au 174 position should rıghtly be
methodologica. procedure hat all scholars follow and NOL 15 theoretica. position in the
debate Most cholars hold posıtıion omewhere along continuum between the
maxıimalıst and mıinımalıst extremes— moOst WOU. ASSUTLIC hat anı y theory interpretation of
the data should be ase‘ logıc and empirıcal testing

All scholars WOU that the chronological reVv1s1Oons of the Low Chronology
should be empirıcally tested usıng the archaeological record and, lesser EXTCHT: the
historical data hıs 1$ sımple task determine whether the Low Chronology best explaıns
the archaeologica: data. Al ONE needs do 18 comparatıve ceramıc analysıs of the major
stratıgraphica. changes propose: DYy the Low Chronology. Basıcally, Finkelstein only needs
demonstrate hat Lachıish VI IS LNOTC sımılar Qasıle han Qasıle XI; that the Gezer
assemblage has een mMısdate': the 11/10°® century BCE and cshould be moved OWN the
end f the 1 0!h CENLUrYy BC  83 The ceramıc analysıs Can be tested for er assemblages G
Ashdod, elon, Taanach, ell Beıt Miırsım, ToNn, Tel Miıchal) summarızes
Finkelstein ceramıiıc reappraisals. 18 Ca y empirically test his hypothesı1s DYy examınıng
the ceramıc evıdence. Interestingly, In the fOur de orce rticles hat introduced the Low
Chronology revV1S1ON, sımple ceramıc COMparısons WeIiC NOoL provıded (e.g. DOLLETY plates
and/or ceramıc dıstrıbution ables) In defense of Finkelstein his rticles WEeTIC introducing
larger framework of HIS Iron Age ceramıc reVv1IsSiON and thıs empirıcal data WOU ave
dımıinıshed h1s major theoretica points. Neve:  eless, Finkelstein should present ma]or
artıcle monograph of the primary data cholars Can Judge the tenets of the Low
Chronology. The inıtıal foundatıon for the rev1is1ion f the Low Chronology Was the absence of
Phıiılıstine monochrome Lachish. NOW that the Lachısh data has een published ” ıt 18 time
for the empirıcal analysıs hat Nau be offered The burden of Dro0 rests
Aa YyONC who challenges the tandard chronology Dy presenting the empirıcal data hıs data 1S
easıly accessıible Finkelstein ere ATec several proJjects In the 1e and in publıcatıon
Stages hat Call provıde the data (e.g. Tel es-Safı, eth Shemesh, Tel Miıgne-Ekron, Ashkelon,
&c} Finkelstein 0€es NOL eed utilıze thıs NC  Z data; he Call publıshed reDOTS and
demonstrate his thesis by sSimply producing the ceramıc COMparısons of key assemDblages.

I> nauf, 59
| A ıbıd.
1d ıbıd
15 Zımhoni, tudıes In the Iron Age Pottery of Israel Iypologıcal, Archaeologıcal and Chronological Aspects
(Tel Avıv University, Instıtute Of Archaeology
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Knauf makes excellent methodological point—where the empirical evidence?
TIhe hat Knauf 0es NOL present the empirical data crıtıque the proponents of the
standard chronology 4SE| the archaeologica. data. He nstead bases his crılıque the
methodology of the LOw Chronology Crıtics nstead of the empirical data. NO fıeld project has
OIM oOut Support of the Low Chronology revisions.‘ ° In fact, empirıcal data has NOW een
presented demonstrating hat the LOw Chronology o0es NOL offer better interpretation of the
archaeologica)l CCTalllic data

dense stratıgraphy argument
Ihe ou CIT1UCcC1ISM Knauf defines hat he ca the “dense stratiıgraphy argument

hıs argumen! states that the Low Chronology CannoOo' be viable because i{ forces several
sStirata 1N{t0o sıngle CENLUTY (e SCC Gezer and Hazor) Knauf COrrect

nOolnNg hat addıng several stratigraphic layers cultural hor1izon particular Sıite oes not

16 The NC eXCceplion 15 the Megıddo under the diırection f Israel Fınkelstein
ı/ Zarzekı eleg (1997). Mazar (1997) Ben-Tor 2000)
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negale the Low Chronology hypothesıs. It 1s something hat sSshould be consıdered, but ıt 0€es
NnOL provıde atum po1n in the discussıion.

Knauf faıls point Out hat the of the argumen 1s 1Iso ITU! One of the
nıtıal benefits hat Fıinkelstein propose for the SUuppOrt of the Low Chronology Was the
solution the 9lh CENLUrY gap OUnN! INan y sıtes. He concluded that the Iron Age Was OO0
dense and ıf moved SOINC strata OWnN CENLUTY, the problem of the 9!h cCenturYy 1S solved

I he archaeologıca. record eflects human behavıor. Human behavıor 1S NOTL

systematıcally consıistent throughout time. We Cannot SaYy hat ach decade represents OIMC

tIratum of sıte and hat all sites 111 be consıstent. Human behavıor 15 complex and hence
the archaeologica. record 1S complex. Just because the Low Chronology places LOO much
Strata for Iron Age Hazor, ıt 0eSs 8(0)! negale the hypothesis. If the “dense stratıgraphy
argument” fOor the crıtique of the Low Chronology, ıt 1s Iso for the SUuppOIT of
the 1L0w Chronology.
The Negev sıte argument

nau hat Ser10us argumen agalnst the Low Chronology 1S the assoc1lation of
the Iron Age egev Hıghlan Sites ıth the campaıgn of Shıshak Underlyıng the argumen 15
the datıng of red slıp burnıshed potlerYy. Knauf briefly SsummMarızes the discussıon but
diısmisses 1fs usefulness because not enough pDOtterYy from key sıtes has een produce:
speal of ceramıc dıstrıbution and frequency models hıs 18 indeed confusing. f Knauf 15
referring only the egeV sıtes, h1is poın 15 ell en If he 18 referring the whole of
Palestine, hen ıf 1$ INCONZTUOUS that he apparently aCCepLS the Low Chronology reappraisal
when he admıts that ere 15 NOT enough ceramıc data make aml y conclusıions!

Conclusion: What needs be one

Knauf concludes hat the chronologıca and/or regıonal sıgnıfıcance of the burniıshed
red slıp Walc Cannot be addressed for the time eing, because do NnOT ave the empirical
data Most scholars amılıar ıth Iron Age ceramıcs Ooftfe that hıs 1S maJjor WAarIrc of the
Cuitura hor1ızon. If CannotTt conclusively date the potierYy, NOW 1s Knauf confident that the
LOw Chronology 1S COrrect and the debate 1s se) IT hıs present author ARIcCS ıth Knauf
that the Iron Age /l transıtional strata AIc key for the datıng of the penetration and
dıistrıbution of red slıp pOtterYy in Palestine. ® Knauf wısely notfes that complete cCeramıc
analyses of Varı0ous sıtes eed be produce in order determiıne the chronology of
archaeological Cultura. horizons and recConstruct hıstory ase: the archaeologica. data.
Fortunately, ere dIC SOIINC ceramıc analyses hat ave een produce: that Can contrıbute
hat Knauf Ca| “empirical Cultura. SCIENCE  »19 Perhaps it 1s time for both sıdes fOCUS

the ceramıc data Science needs both ınductive and deductive research designs test
Varıous models and interpretations of the data It 1s time set asıde gran inductive models of
Cultura. change and the Varıo0us force the data into ese models Perhaps
deductive approaches hat start ıth the empirıcal data fırst and hen er interpretations of
history should be the focus of 16 archaeologists studyıng ancıent Palestine and nOL the

mMOoOo|| uıldıng and theorizıng found in 1Dl1Ca. tudies

18 Ortiz, The 11/10° Century B.C Transıtion in the Aıjalon Valley Regıon New Evıdence TOM Tel
1ıqne-Ekron Stratum (unpublıshe« Ph  I dissertatıon, University of Arızona

Mazar, Excavatıons Tell Qasıle, art (Instıtute of Archaeology, Hebrew University, Ortız
00), Zıiımhoni (1997)


