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I.  Background for This Issue 
 

A.  There is an ongoing debate about the Bible’s reliability 
 

 
How do the plain statements of Scripture fare when related to what seem to be the objective facts of 
archaeology and history?  
 
Scholarly or Critical Consensus—According to Ron Hendel:  

 
“Archaeology did not illumine the times and events of Abraham, Moses and Joshua. Rather, it helped 
to show that these times and events are largely unhistorical. The more we know about the Bronze and 
early Iron Ages, the more the Biblical portrayals of events in this era appear to be a blend of folklore 
and cultural memory, in which the details of historical events have either disappeared or been radically 
reshaped. The stories are deeply meaningful, but only occasionally historical. Archaeological research 
has—against the intentions of most of its practitioners—secured the non-historicity of much of the 
Bible before the era of the kings.”1 

 
B.  Evangelicals do not need to attempt to PROVE the historicity of the Bible 

 
  
 

C.  Everyone brings in interpretive bias to the “science” of archaeology 
 

 
D.  Always Keep in mind the Fractional Nature of Archaeological Evidence 
 

1.  Remember how little of what was left by ancient civilizations has been found and understood. 
 
 
 

2.  Suspicion or Confidence?  What do we conclude based on what we do NOT find? 
 

 
                                                 

1 Ronald S. Hendel, “Is There a Biblical Archaeology?” Biblical Archaeology Review 32, no. 4 (July/Aug 2006): 20. 
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3.  Should we be surprised?  You mean that they did not leave things behind intending on us finding 

them? 
 

 
“Absence of Evidence does not equal Evidence of Absence” 

 
 
 
II.  Conquest of Canaan (Late Bronze I Period) 
 

A.  Scholarly (non-conservative) consensus 
 

Most critical biblical scholars and almost all archaeologists dismiss the historicity of the biblical 
descriptions of the Israelite conquest of Jericho and Ai. 

 
The scholarly consensus is that Israel did not begin to exist as a nation (i.e. their ethno-genesis) until 
sometime after 1200 B.C. at the earliest. Most conclude that no real “conquest” of Canaan by twelve 
Israelite tribes ever took place.  
 
 

 
B.  The Date of the Destruction of Jericho 

 
1. Scholarly consensus 

 
DeVries writes, “Jericho could be called ‘the big disappointment of biblical archaeology’ because 
excavations at the site have failed to produce the kind of evidence described in the biblical account 
of the conquest of Jericho in Joshua 6.”2  
 
 
 

2.  History of Excavating Jericho 
 

The two most significant excavations were conducted by John Garstang (1930–36) and Kathleen 
Kenyon (1952–58).  
 
Garstang dug in a residential area and concluded that the destruction and wall collapse occurred in 
about 1400 B.C.3  
 
Kenyon concluded that this destruction occurred 150 years earlier, in ca. 1550 B.C. According to 
her view, when the Israelites appeared on the scene, there was no walled city at Jericho.4 
 

                                                 
2 LaMoine F. DeVries, Cities of the Biblical World (Eugene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 1997), 189. 
3 John Garstang and J. B. E. Garstang, The Story of Jericho, rev. ed. (London: Marshall, Morgan, & Scott, 1948), 133-53. 
4 Kathleen M. Kenyon, “Jericho,” in The New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land, ed. E. Stern 

(New York: Simon & Schuster, 1993), 2:680. 
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Key Disagreement:  Their fundamental disagreement concerns when this destruction occurred. 
Most scholars hold to Kenyon’s conclusions that Jericho fell in the mid-16th century BC, and that 
no city even existed when Joshua and the Israelites showed up.  
 
In 1990, Wood began publishing various articles that point out at least two important flaws in 
Kenyon’s methodology regarding the date of Jericho’s massive destruction (see other Wood 
articles and essays in bibliography).5 

 
 

3.  Areas of Fundamental Agreement 
 

Even though archaeologists disagree with each other on various details concerning the evidence at 
Jericho, they seem to agree on these fundamental issues.  
 
a.  At some point in time, the city of Jericho had two walls made of stone, an upper wall around 

the central part of the city and a second wall lower down the slope of the hill. On top of both 
walls was a wall made of clay bricks. The area between the two walls was occupied by 
Canaanites (“low rent district”).  

 
 
b.  Jericho was destroyed. A wall made of mud bricks that was built at the top of the stone 

revetment wall collapsed and contributed to the destruction of the city.  Both Garstang and 
Kenyon found a massive destruction layer that included indication of widespread burning. 
The debris layer was over a yard thick in all of Kenyon’s excavation area.   

 
c. They found many jars full of grain in various storage rooms in Jericho. 

 
4.  Significant Flaws in Kenyon’s Interpretation6 

 
a.  Flaw #1:  Kenyon’s decision about the date of this destruction involved the absence of Cypriot 

bichrome pottery. Kenyon’s understanding of pottery at Jericho seemed to follow these steps: 
 

1).  Since the pottery typology at Megiddo was relatively uninterrupted, that typology 
determines the dating for smaller sites like Jericho. 

 
2).  The Middle Bronze (MB) pottery in Jericho is compared to that found at Megiddo for the 

same period.  Based exclusively on the pottery typology at Megiddo, Kenyon posits a 
chronological gap in occupation at Jericho, between ca. 1580 and 1400 B.C. 

 
  

                                                 
5 B. Wood, “Battle over Jericho Heats Up: Dating Jericho’s Destruction: Bienkowski Is Wrong on All Counts,” BAR 16, no. 5 

(Sep/Oct 1990): 45, 47-49, 68-69 
6 For a summary of Kenyon’ argument about Jericho’s pottery compared with that of Megiddo, see Kathleen M. Kenyon, 

Archaeology in the Holy Land (New York: Praeger, 1960), 162-220. 
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According to Kenyon: 
 

 Megiddo Jericho 
Middle Bronze 

Pottery 
Yes Yes 

Late Bronze 
Pottery 

Yes No (?) 

Late Bronze 
Cypriot Bichrome 

Pottery 

Yes No (?) 

Iron Age Pottery Yes No- city is 
destroyed 

 
 
3).  One of the distinctive aspects of Late Bronze I (LBI) pottery is the introduction of Cypriot 

bichrome pottery.  This evidences the opening up of the Syrian coast to trade with the 
eastern Mediterranean, primarily Cyprus.  

 
The absence of this kind of pottery at Jericho is an important indicator of the date of 
Jericho’s destruction for Kenyon. Because she did not find evidence of this bichrome 
pottery in her excavation areas, she concluded that the destruction of Jericho must have 
predated the Late Bronze I period. 

 
b.  Problems with Flaw #1 
 

1).  Most importantly, to make a far-reaching conclusion based on what you do not find 
represents questionable logic. Evidence that is not found bears consideration, but one 
should never make absence of evidence the foundation for an important assertion.  

 
2).  The very fact that Jericho has no imported Cypriot bichrome pottery should not be 

surprising since Jericho is not on a major trade route.  
 
 

 
c.  Flaw #2—Kenyon’s was only able to excavate a relatively small amount of the tell of Jericho—

two 26 by 26 foot squares.  
 
d.  Problem with Flaw #2 
 

 
 
5.  Parallels between the biblical narrative of Jericho’s destruction and the archaeological evidence7: 

 
• The city was strongly fortified (Josh 2:5, 7, 15; 6:5, 20) 
• Israel’s attack of Jericho occurred just after harvest time in the spring (Josh 2:6; 3:15; 5:10) 
• The inhabitants had no opportunity to flee with their food supplies (Josh 6:1) 
• The siege of the city was brief (Josh 6:15) 

                                                 
7 Wood, “Did the Israelites Conquer Jericho?,” 57. 

Therefore, Jericho 
was not an existing 
walled city during 
the late Bronze 
period 
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• The walls of the city were leveled as part of the city’s destruction (Josh 6:20) 
• The city was not plundered (Josh 6:17-18) 
• The city was burned (Josh 6:24) 
 

 
B.  The Location for Biblical Ai 

 
1. Scholarly consensus 
 

Scholars have traditionally identified Et-Tell as the site for biblical ʿAi. Based on excavations 
conducted there, most scholars have concluded that there was no occupation from 2400 B.C.–1230 
B.C., i.e. during the Late Bronze Age, as well as no evidence of destruction that would support 
either the early (ca. 1446 B.C.) or late date (ca. 1260 B.C.) for the Exodus from Egypt.8 
  
In the words of Joseph Callaway, the most recent excavator of et-Tell (1964–70): “ʿAi is simply 
an embarrassment to every view of the conquest that takes the biblical and archaeological 
evidence seriously.”9 
 
  

 
***The scholarly consensus about the biblical account of Ai is that those events never happened.  

 
2.  Conservative Reply—short version 

 
a.  The site of Khirbet el-Maqatir 
 

The Associates for Biblical Research (http://www.biblearchaeology.org/), have led the charge 
to affirm that a site named Khirbet el-Maqatir satisfies the biblical criteria for biblical Ai.10 

 
b.  The traditional site for Ai—et-Tell 
 

I have no published information to point to support my summary below.  Two credible friends 
have told me: 
 
1)  Late Bronze pottery was found by the dig conducted at et-Tell in the 1960’s. 
 
2)  Having done a surface survey of the tell in the past 2-3 years, they have found numerous 

pieces of Late Bronze pottery near the surface of the tell in various places. 
 

Either of these two locations have the features needed to serve as candidates for the site of 
biblical Ai at the time of a late 15th century conquest of Canaan (1406–1398 BC). 

 
C.  Summary—Conquest of Canaan (Late Bronze I Period) 

 
                                                 

8 Joseph A. Callaway, “Ai,” in The New Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavations in the Holy Land, ed. E. Stern (New 
York: Simon & Schuster, 1993), 1:44. 

9 Joseph A. Callaway, “New Evidence on the Conquest of ʿAi,” JBL 87 (1968): 312. 
10 Bryant G. Wood, “The Search for Joshua’s Ai,” in Critical Issues in Early Israelite History, eds. Richard S. Hess, Gerald 

A. Klingbeil, and Paul J. Ray Jr. (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2008), 210-12, 30-31. 

http://www.biblearchaeology.org/
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1.  As it relates to the time of Israel’s ethno-genesis, or beginning as a nation, as well as the possibility 
that Israel’s conquest took place as it is described in the biblical narratives, the scholarly consensus 
has generally rejected the accuracy and historicity of the biblical accounts.  

 
2.  Evidence that Garstang uncovered but Kenyon overlooked or did not emphasize seems to argue for a 

possibility that the Israelites destroyed the city in the Late Bronze period.  
 
3.  Finally, the recent excavation at Khirbet El Maqatir and a reconsideration of evidence from the 

traditional site for Ai suggests that either site demonstrates evidence of a Late Bronze population.  
 

All of these sets of evidence support the general credibility of the biblical narratives and argue 
against their casual dismissal that is so common in the larger world of biblical scholarship. 

 
 
III.  United Monarchy Period (Iron Age) 
 

A.  Introduction to the Debate about David and Solomon 
 

 
Can archaeology shed light on the transition from a somewhat decentralized tribal society to the 
centralized rule of a king from a capital city? 

 
 
 
The fundamental issue that must be addressed is whether or not there was an established Israelite 
kingdom in the tenth century B.C.  
 

 
1.  Minimalism—What Is It? 

 
a.  General beliefs 

 
In the 1970’s a reaction to the biblical archaeology movement (Albright and his followers) 
emerged on the academic scene that rejected the Old Testament entirely as a legitimate source 
for historical reconstruction. 
 
 

 
b.  Minimalist View of the United Monarchy (esp. David and Solomon).  

 
1).  These scholars believe that all traditional theories of the united monarchy are unfounded.  
 

 
 

2).  The impact of the discovery of the Tel Dan Stela 
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Of course, the discovery of the Tel Dan Stela in 1995 presented a major obstacle for their 
conclusions.11 
 
 

 
2.  Maximalism 

 
It is important to understand that maximalism can broadly describe anyone, theologically 
conservative or liberal, who believes that the biblical narratives have some historical value. 
Maximalism and evangelicalism are not synonymous terms.  
 
In general, maximalists presume that the historical narratives of the Old Testament may be used to 
reconstruct the history of ancient Israel.  
 
 

 
3.  Israel Finkelstein and “Low Chronology” 

 
 
 
In the mid-1990’s, Israel Finkelstein proposed a “Low Chronology,” which basically redated all 
the artifactual evidence from the tenth century (the time of David and Solomon) and gave it a 
ninth century date.12 
 
He and his followers also moved the limited archaeological evidence that had been dated to the 
11th century to the tenth century.  
 
Here are some of the affirmations made by Finkelstein and Silberman in their volume on David 
and Solomon13: 
 
• No sign of monumental architecture in Jerusalem in the tenth century 
• In the tenth century, Jerusalem was no more than a small, poor highland village 
• No evidence for widespread literacy that would accompany a widespread monarchy until 

the end of the eighth century 
• No evidence for David’s conquests 
• No sign of grand scale building at Megiddo, Hazor, and Gezer 
• Solomonic mining of copper proved to be a fantasy 

 
 

 
4.  There are archaeologists who view the biblical historical accounts as being historical in general. 

 

                                                 
11 A. Biran and J. Naveh, Avraham Biran and Joseph Naveh. “An Aramaic Stele Fragment from Tel Dan.” IEJ 43:2–3 

(1993): 81–98; idem, “The Tel Dan Inscription: A New Fragment.” IEJ 45 (1995): 1–18. 
12 Israel Finkelstein, “The Archaeology of the United Monarchy: An Alternative View,” Levant 28 (1996): 177-87. 
13 Israel Finkelstein and Neil Asher Silberman, David and Solomon: In Search of the Bible's Sacred Kings and the Roots of 

the Western Tradition (New York: Free Press, 2006). 
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In the early 1900’s William Albright became convinced of the general historical reliability of the 
biblical narratives. He impacted a generation of students who viewed themselves as practitioners 
of biblical archaeology. Albright became known as the “Father of Biblical Archaeology.” 
 
Some evangelical archaeologists include Steve Collins, James Hoffmeier, Daniel Master, John 
Monson, Steve Ortiz, Scott Stripling, and Bryant Wood. 

 
B.  Iron Age Jerusalem 

 
1.  Why has so little evidence of early Iron Age Jerusalem been found? 
 

 
Regardless, even non-evangelical archaeologists point out potential factors behind this relative 
paucity of archaeological evidence. 
 
a.  It is essential to remember that the City of David was continuously occupied from the eleventh 

to the sixth centuries B.C.  
 
b.  The ridge on which Jerusalem was built is made of stone. Later builders quarried at various 

spots to secure building material for other new buildings. These would destroy any evidence 
left behind in the quarried parts of the city.  

 
c.  The building of new structures in the City of David generally involved reusing the old stone 

blocks and clearing the area down to bedrock in order to provide a solid foundation for the 
new building. Of course, this would also destroy any evidence of previous structures.  

 
d.  Many of Jerusalem’s administrative buildings and major monuments are located under the 

current Temple Mount and cannot be investigated for political reasons.  
 
e.  The paucity of inscriptional evidence for ruling kings is not at all exceptional. Millard points 

out that at most only 20 out of about 120 kings who ruled in the Levant in the Iron Age left 
inscriptional evidence that has been uncovered and published today.14 

 
 

 
2.  Stepped Stone Structure and Large Stone Structure 
 

**See my article posted on the church/conference website. 
 
 
3.  Summary of Debate concerning Jerusalem in the Iron Age 

 
a.  Arguments for and against the credibility of biblical history 
 

1).  Against:  
 

                                                 
14 Alan R. Millard, “David and Solomon’s Jerusalem: Do the Bible and Archaeology Disagree,” in Israel: Ancient Kingdom or Late 
Invention?, ed. Daniel I. Block (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 2009), 198. 
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Some point to the relative paucity of clear evidence for royal building construction on the 
City of David during the early Iron Age, the time of David and Solomon.  

 
Some dismiss the possibility that David and Solomon led a centralized government that 
made Jerusalem its capital, as the biblical narratives describe.  

 
2).  For: 
 

Many archaeologists point to numerous discoveries found at Jerusalem, the Stepped 
Stone and Large Stone structures in particular, that support some kind of significant royal 
and public building activity during the United Monarchy.  

 
The perpetual occupation of the eastern hill and the use of part of the city as a rock quarry 
in the Roman period has contributed to the relative scarcity of evidence pointing to the 
United Monarchy’s presence in Jerusalem. 

 
b.  The problem of “negative evidence” 
 

As is true in other areas of areas where biblical and archaeological studies intersect, some 
scholars heavily depend on what is not found when framing their conclusions.  
 
The prominent use of “negative evidence” as a primary foundation for conclusions that sweep 
aside the credibility of biblical narratives is highly questionable.  
 
 
Historian David Fischer correctly points out: “Negative evidence is a contradiction in terms—
it is no evidence at all.”15 
 
***“absence of evidence is not evidence of absence.” 
 

 
C.  Khirbet Qeiyafa 

 
Note: Iron Age IIA = ca. 1000–900 B.C. 
 
Dates for David and Solomon: David- 1011–971 B.C.; Solomon- 971–931 B.C. 
 
1.  Strategic Location 
 

Khirbet Qeiyafa is a relatively small site (5.7 acres) located over a mile east of Azekah and about 
20 miles southwest of Jerusalem. It was built on bedrock on the summit of a hill that borders the 
Elah Valley on the north. It is also on a main route that would have connected Philistia and the 
Coastal Plain with Jerusalem and Hebron in the hill country. It could have functioned as a border 
fortress to provide a barrier from further Philistine encroachment on Israelite territory.  The nearby 
Philistine city of Gath (8 miles to the west) was a hundred acre urban center. 
 

 

                                                 
15 David Hackett Fischer, Historians’ Fallacies: Toward Logic of Historical Thought (New York: Harper and Row, 1970), 62. 
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2.  Layout 
 

The layout of the city involved a casemate wall (two walls with space between), two four-
chambered gates, houses that attached to the wall (using a casemate room as an inner room for the 
house), and a circular street that ran parallel to the wall beyond this outer belt of houses.  
 
 
 

3.  Contribution of Qeiyafa to Biblical Studies 
 

a.  Pottery and Carbon dating evidence 
 

Because Khirbet Qeiyafa was abandoned suddenly, “large quantities of restorable Iron Age 
IIA pottery vessels are found on the floors of each excavated room.”  Numerous pottery 
sherds also date to the same period—Iron Age IIA (ca. 1000–900 B.C.), the time of David and 
Solomon (First Temple period).16 
 
Six radiocarbon samples (olive pits) from the same strata were sent for analysis to Oxford 
University and yielded an average date of 1021–975 B.C. (59.2 percent probability) or 1050–
971 B.C. (78.1 percent probability.17  
 
This indicates that Khirbet Qeiyafa was constructed sometime between the middle and end of 
the eleventh century B.C., the time of David and Solomon. 

 
b.  Massive fortifications 

 
The casemate walls that surround Khirbet Qeiyafa are about 12 feet apart and the base of the 
Iron Age city wall is composed of cyclopean stones, some weighing 4–8 tons apiece, while its 
upper part consists of medium-sized stones. This massive fortification system involved an 
estimated 100,000 tons of stone. Construction of this magnitude suggests the existence of a 
central administration that could conduct a project like this at some distance from 
Jerusalem.18 
 

c.  The “Palace of David” 
 

In July 2013, Yossi Garfinkel, the co-director of the dig at Qeiyafa announced that they had 
uncovered “David’s Palace” at the center and top of the site.  It is 100 feet long and wide and 
had several rooms at the perimeter, some of which were decorated with elegant imported 
alabaster vessels.  Other rooms had evidence of metal working (for making weapons?)  The 
thickness of the walls (3 ft) suggests that it had two stories.  They also found a significant 
storeroom structure (50 ft x 20 ft) at the north end of the site.  Hundreds of large store jars 
were found at the site whose handles were stamped with an official seal as was customary in 
the Kingdom of Judah for centuries.19   
 

                                                 
16 Ibid., 487, 490. 
17 Ibid., 491. 
18 Ibid., 488, 490. 
19 Yosef Garfinkel, Michael Hasel, and Martin Klingbeil. “An Ending and a Beginning: Why We’re Leaving Qeiyafa and Going to 
Lachish.” BAR 39, no. 6 (Nov/Dec 2013): 45-46. 
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According to the IAA press release: “These are the two largest buildings known to have 
existed in the tenth century BCE in the Kingdom of Judah.”20  As with the massive casemate 
walls that surround the site, the “palace” and storerooms are evidence of state sponsored 
construction and a significant administrative organization during King David’s reign. 
 
Although it seems inaccurate to call this David’s Palace, the larger building was probably the 
administrative center or a fortress for this region.  Most of the palace was replaced by a large 
building in the Byzantine period (ca. 1,400 years later). 

 
d.  Consumption of food 

 
Having excavated 20 percent of the site (as of 2012), pig bones are non-existent at Khirbet 
Qeiyafa, while pork was a regular part of the Philistine diet.21  This evidence clearly 
demonstrates that Qeiyafa was not a Philistine city and shows it could be a Canaanite or 
Israelite city. 

 
e.  Qeiyafa’s role as a border city 

 
In conjunction with archaeological digs being conducted at Tell Burna and Beth Shemesh, 
which have early Iron Age occupation layers, it seems that Khirbet Qeiyafa belonged to a 
series of border fortresses that stood between Philistia and Israel during the reigns of David 
and Solomon.  
 
The evidence above presents Khirbet Qeiyafa as a Judean city that was built and occupied in 
the early Iron Age, during the time of David and Solomon.  
 
The size of its fortifications implies a strong, centralized government in Jerusalem that would 
want to establish a fortification at Israel’s border with the Philistines and that could fund a 
project of this magnitude as well as provide the labor to bring it into existence. 

 
5.  The Qeiyafa Inscription 

 
The inscription found at Khirbet Qeiyafa found in 2008 involves five lines of writing on a six inch 
by six inch piece of pottery and raises a number of linguistic issues this paper will not address.22  
 
Regardless, as it relates to the theme of this paper, the existence of this ostracon, which is clearly 
from Iron Age IIA, or the time of David and Solomon, demonstrates that writing was well-
established in tenth-century B.C. Israel.  
 

                                                 
20 “King David’s Palace was Uncovered in the Judean Shephelah (July 2013)”; 

http://www.antiquities.org.il/article_Item_eng.asp?sec_id=25&subj_id=240&id=2013&module_id=#as (accessed February 26, 
2014). 
21 Hasel, “New Excavations at Khirbet Qeiyafa,” 492. 

22 For just a handful of sources dealing with the linguistic issues, see Haggai Misgav, Yosef Garfinkel, and Saar Ganor, “The 
Ostracon,” in Khirbet Qeiyafa Vol. 1: Excavation Report 2007–2008 (eds. Yosef Garfinkel and Saar Ganor; Jerusalem: Israel 
Exploration Society, 2009) 243-57; Emile Peuch, “L’Ostracon de Khirbet Qeiyafa et les débuts de la royauté en Israel,” RB 117 
(2010) 162-84; Gershon Galil, “The Hebrew Inscription from Khirbet Qeiyafa/Neta‘im, Script, Language, Literature and History,” UF 
41 (2009) 193-242; Gerard Leval, “Ancient Inscription Refers to Birth of Israelite Monarchy,” Biblical Archaeology Review 38, no. 3 
(May/June 2012) 41-43, 70. 

http://www.antiquities.org.il/article_Item_eng.asp?sec_id=25&subj_id=240&id=2013&module_id=#as
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According to Gary Rendsburg, “Taken together, the Tel Zayit abecedary, the Khirbet Qeiyafa 
inscription and the Gezer calendar demonstrate that writing was well established in tenth-century 
Israel—certainly sufficiently so for many of the works later incorporated into the Hebrew Bible to 
have been composed at this time.”23 
 
Consequently, in contrast to the affirmation by Finkelstein and the minimalists that literacy was 
generally non-existent in the tenth century B.C., the Khirbet Qeiyafa inscription (along with others 
from the same period) indicates that writing extended outside the major city of the region 
(Jerusalem). 

 
6.  Summary 

 
Not all are convinced that the evidence found at Khirbet Qeiyafa demonstrates the existence of a 
centralized government in Jerusalem.  
 
However, as A. Mazar points out: “The magnitude of the fortifications is unrivalled in the later 
Judean towns and clearly indicates a central administration that enabled such immense public 
works and technological knowledge.”24 
 

D.  Copper Mines in Southern Jordan—Khirbet en-Nahas25 
 

**See my article posted on the church/conference website. 
 

 
E.  Summary of Evidence from the United Monarch Period 

 
1. Archaeology cannot prove that the monarchy described in the biblical narratives of David and 

Solomon took place exactly as described.  
 
2. What we do find in the archaeological record demonstrates the historical plausibility that David and 

Solomon ruled from Jerusalem (i.e. there is evidence for centralized authority during their reigns).  
 

a. The pottery found in conjunction with the Stepped Stone and Large Stone structures on the City 
of David point to an early Iron Age occupation, a time that matches the reigns of David and 
Solomon.  

 
b. At the very least, the discoveries at Khirbet Qeiyafa and the copper mines south of the Dead 

Sea, they clearly demonstrate the feasibility of centralized government, somewhat widespread 
literacy, and an active copper mining industry at the time of David and Solomon.  

 
IV.  “Throw-away” Details from the Biblical text 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
23 Gary A. Rendsburg, “Review of Ron E. Tappy and P. Kyle McCarter (eds.) Literate Culture and Tenth Century Canaan,” BASOR 
359 (2010): 89. 
24 A. Mazar, “Archaeology and the Biblical Narrative,” 49. 

25 This place name means “ruins of copper” in Arabic. 
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V.  Conclusion 
 

The preceding consideration of certain somewhat recent intersections of biblical and archaeological studies 
does not absolutely prove the accuracy and historicity of the biblical narratives that address those 
intersections.  
 
DeVries is correct when he affirms that in “the final analysis, archaeological evidence is always a silent or 
mute kind of evidence.26 
 
A.  A careful consideration of these intersections of biblical and archaeological studies lends credence to 

the history described by the biblical narratives.  
 
B.  Archaeology should limit the sweeping statements often made by critical scholars by which biblical 

narrative descriptions of various people or events are viewed as purely legendary.  
 

In many cases, the sweeping statements made with great academic authority are actually based on what 
has not been found or the slimmest thread of evidence.  
 
It is interesting that even the interviewers from National Geographic Society understand the 
significance of discoveries made at Khirbet Qeiyafa, Khirbet en-Nahas, and the City of David when 
they write:   
 
“The proposition that a complex tenth-century B.C. society may have existed on either side of the 
Jordan River has thrown Finkelstein’s vision of David and Solomon squarely on the defensive.27 

C.  Instead of focusing on what might not have been found, we need to realize that many excavations 
demonstrate that biblical narratives carry a “ring of truth,” that is, a plausibility that is supported by 
what has been found “in the dirt”.  

 
While all scholars must be cautious about what we prove or disprove through what is found through 
archaeological excavations, we can be encouraged that many archaeological discoveries are totally 
compatible with a high view of Scripture. 

 
Note:  The most recent issue of Biblical Archaeology Review includes 2 pages that list 50 Biblical people whose 
existence are confirmed in ancient inscriptions: Lawrence Mykytluk, “Archaeology Confirms 50 Real People in 
the Bible, Biblical Archaeology Review 40, no. 2 (March/April 2014): 46-47. We will post the color version of 
those pages on the church/conference website.  The Biblical Archaeology Review website also provided a fuller 
presentation of the data behind those charts and I have posted a pdf file on my faculty page with that 
information. 

                                                 
26 DeVries, Cities of the Biblical World, 190.  
27 Draper, “David and Solomon, Kings of Controversy,” 87. 
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