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I.  Background for This Issue 
  
A.There is an ongoing debate about the Bible’s reliability 

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



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.”  
Ronald S. Hendel, “Is There a Biblical Archaeology?” Biblical 
Archaeology Review 32, no. 4 (July/Aug 2006): 20.



Regardless, one should recognize that the archaeological evidence does 
not rule out the people or events described in the Bible. As a matter of 
fact, archaeology provides a “picture” that points to the feasibility or 
plausibility that the people and events described in the Bible lived and 
occurred just as they are described. 
  
This also recognizes that the Bible only provides part of that picture.  



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. 
  
In E. Yamauchi’s book, The Stones and the Scriptures (New 
York: J. B. Lippincott Company, 1972), 146-57, the 
following five statements serve as subheadings in the section 
entitled “the fragmentary nature of the evidence”: 
  
The fraction that has survived . . . . 
The fraction that has been surveyed . . . . 
The fraction that has been excavated . . . . 
The fraction that has been examined . . . . 
The fraction that has been published . . . .



Iceberg Analogy

How much “evidence” was 
deposited by former 

civilizations

How much “evidence” 
has been uncovered 
through archaeology



2.  Should we be surprised?  You mean that they did  
    not leave things behind intending on us finding them? 

  
A. R. Millard (“Texts and Archaeology: Weighing the Evidence: the Case 
for King Solomon,” Palestine Exploration Quarterly 123 [June 1991]: 21) 
very accurately points out: 
  
“One aspect of archaeological evidence in need of constant recognition is 
its random nature. Ancient people did not bury their possessions so that 
archaeologists might discover them. Nor did they leave in their houses or 
their tombs fully representative selections of all their belongings (except 
perhaps, in Egyptian tombs). What the archaeologist can recover, 
therefore, is only partial and always incomplete evidence for ancient 
activities.”



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

  
According to Provan, Long, and Longman (Biblical History of Israel 
[Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 2003], 250): 
  
“The general paucity of the archaeological record with regard to the 
Solomonic period is, of course, well-known, and has come to have an 
important place in recent discussion of Israelite history that tends to ask 
for corroboration of the text before the text is taken seriously, rather than 
asking whether evidence shows that the text should not be taken seriously.”



“Absence of Evidence does not equal 
Evidence of Absence”



II.  Conquest of Canaan (Late Bronze I Period) 

      A.  Scholarly (non-conservative) consensus 
For example, John van Seters affirms that:  
   

“there is no justification for trying to associate archaeological ruins of the end of the 
Late Bronze Age with a conquest narrative written six hundred to seven hundred 
years later. [The Deuteronomistic Historian] did not have any records from Israel’s 
earliest period, nor did he follow old oral traditions. The invasion of the land of 
Canaan by Israel under Joshua was an invention of [the Deuteronomistic 
Historian]. The conquest narrative is a good example of ancient historiography 
but it cannot pass for historical by any modern criteria of historical evaluation 
(emphasis mine).” 

John van Seters, “Joshua’s Campaign of Canaan and Near Eastern 
Historiography.” SJOT 1 (1990): 12.



 B.  The Date of the Destruction of Jericho 

      1. Scholarly consensus 

Coogan affirms that “Archaeology does not allow this passage (Josh 6:1-14) 
to be read as a factual account of events connected with the entrance of 
Israelites tribes into Canaan.”   

John Strange states that “It goes without saying that the book [of Joshua] as 
such does not relate any actual conquest and division of the promised land to 
Joshua. Everybody agrees on that.” 



  3.  Areas of Fundamental Agreement 

 4.  Significant Flaws in Kenyon’s Interpretation 

       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.  History of Excavating Jericho 

Archaeological Periods Relevant to Conquest of Joshua Question 

Middle Bronze 2200–1550 B.C. Patriarchs and the Sojourn in Egypt 

Late Bronze  1550–1200 B.C. Exodus, Conquest and Judges 

Garstang dug in a residential area and concluded that the destruction 
and wall collapse occurred in about 1400 B.C.—Late Bronze Age   

Kenyon concluded that this destruction occurred 150 years earlier, in ca. 
1550 B.C.—Middle Bronze Age 



 3.  Areas of Fundamental Agreement 

 4.  Significant Flaws in Kenyon’s Interpretation 

       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.





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. 

Kenyon herself wrote about Jericho: “The picture given . . . is that of 
simple villagers. There is no suggestion at all of luxury . . . . It was 
quite probable that Jericho at this time was something of a backwater, 
away from the contacts with richer areas provided by the coastal 
route.”  



Major trade 
center

Jericho- not even 
on this map of 
major trade 

routes!



3).  Kenyon paid no attention to low- 
      grade imitations of this bichrome  
      pottery that were relatively abundant  
      in the excavations done by Garstang  
      and Kenyon.    

Walmart brand vs. Nordstrom!! 



4).  Finally, her focus on pottery that was not  
      found at Jericho in this period  
      overshadows the presence of abundant  
      pottery examples that clearly belong to  
      LB—In the pottery samples Garstang  
      stored in London.  



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 evidence : 

• 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) 
• The walls of the city were leveled in most places 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 

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.”



In a later article, Callaway agrees with another scholar “that 
archaeology has wiped out the historical credibility of the conquest of 
Ai as reported in Joshua 7–8.”  

More recently, Amihai Mazar wrote: “There is no evidence of a 
second-millennium Canaanite city at this spot [referring to et-Tell] or 
at any other site in the region. This constitutes unequivocal 
archaeological evidence for the lack of correlation between the story 
in Joshua 8, with all its topographic details, and a historical reality 
corresponding to the period of the conquest.” 



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.  

b.  The traditional site for Ai—et-Tell (1/2 mile away) 



 Khirbet el-Maqatir (Ai)    et-Tell



III.  United Monarchy Period (Iron Age) 

        A.  Introduction to the Debate about David and Solomon 

    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. 

For example, N. P. Lemche states: “I propose that we decline to be led by the 
Biblical account and instead regard it, like other legendary materials, as 
essentially ahistorical, this is, as a source which only exceptionally can be 
verified by other information.” 



According to Lemche, the Bible presents a situation “where Israel is not 
Israel, Jerusalem is not Jerusalem, and David not David. No matter how 
we twist the factual remains from ancient Palestine, we cannot have a 
biblical Israel that is at the same time the Israel of the Iron Age.”  

David Ord and Robert Coote contend that “Many biblical stories are like 
Animal Farm. They are true, though not historically accurate or factual. 
They are concerned with proclaiming a message, not with providing us 
with a chronology of events from the history of Israel or the life of Jesus 
of Nazareth. We must learn to read them not as history but as message.” 



 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.  

For them, Saul, David, and Solomon are the stuff of legends, like King 
Arthur and the Knights of the Round Table.   

Concerning the biblical description of the city of Jerusalem, David 
Ussishkin writes: “I am afraid that evidence regarding the magnificent 
Solomonic capital was not discovered because it is nonexistent, not because 
it is still hidden in the ground.” 



2).  The impact of the discovery of the Tel Dan Stela- extra-biblical  
 evidence of David fathering a royal dynasty ruling over Israel

“House of 
David”



The consensus view among biblical scholars is that the 
expression, “House of David,” refers to “the dynastic name of 
the kingdom of Judah.”  
 
Lemche (a minimalist) argues that the “House of David” 
reference in the Tel Dan inscription only indicates the Judah 
existed. It does not prove that David was historical, that he 
ever lived, or that he ever ruled southern Palestine. It is only 
“circumstantial evidence” for David’s existence. 



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”



Here are some of the affirmations made by Finkelstein and Silberman 
in their volume on David and Solomon : 

• 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



Finkelstein does not contest that David was a historical figure who 
lived in the tenth century B.C.  

He accepts “the descriptions of David as some sort of leader of an 
upheaval group, troublemakers who lived on the margins of society. 
But not the golden city of Jerusalem, not the description of a great 
empire in the time of Solomon. When the authors of the text describe 
that, they have in their eyes the reality of their own time, the Assyrian 
empire.”  

According to Finkelstein, David made a transition from a regional 
bandit to a regional chieftan, exercising control over a small area of 
Israel.  The accomplishments that the Bible attributes to David were 
really accomplished by a later Israelite king, Omri.



Finkelstein also affirms that the “world behind Solomon is the world of the 
Assyrian century.”  

As with David, he sees the glorious descriptions of Solomon’s reign as a 
retrojection of the international accomplishments of a later Israelite king, this 
time Manasseh.  

The biblical descriptions of these two important kings of Israel form the basis 
for the legendary tradition that describes David’s and Solomon’s rule in the 
impressive city of Jerusalem and over various regional peoples. 

Finkelstein concludes that, archaeologically, “we can say no more about 
David and Solomon except that they existed—and that their legend endured.” 



Widespread 
scholarly 

consensus about 
Davidic 

Jerusalem. 

Image taken from 
ESV Study Bible. 



Widespread 
scholarly 
consensus 

about Davidic 
Jerusalem. 

Image taken 
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Study Bible. 



David and Solomon as “village chieftans”

Finkelstein’s View



B.  Iron Age Jerusalem 

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

     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 



 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.  



In that regard, Jane Cahill and David Tarler provide this warning:  

“Beware of historical conclusions based on negative or scanty 
evidence from small-scale excavations conducted at hill country sites 
such as Jerusalem. All too often, such negative or scanty evidence 
reflects more on a site’s present state of preservation than on its 
historical development.”  

Historian David Fischer correctly points out: “Negative evidence is a 
contradiction in terms—it is no evidence at all.”  

***“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 



IsraelPhilistines

Qeiyafa—
one of the  

border 
settlements



Elah Valley, view to the East 

Battle b/w David 
and Goliath



Battle between David and Goliath



Tel Azekah Kh. Qeiyafa Wadi Elah     Socoh 

Location 
for Battle 
of David 

and 
Goliath??



Khirbet Qeiyafa



Aerial of Khirbet Qeiyafa- looking N
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3.  Contribution of Qeiyafa to Biblical Studies 

Out of the various contributions that the discoveries at Qeiyafa have made to 
biblical studies, here are four examples. 

     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).  

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. 



 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.



Casemate 
or Double 

Walls



 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.  

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.”   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.
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Reconstruction of 
Administrative 
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Artist Reconstruction of Qeiyafa with walls and 
Administrative Building



4.  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.   

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.  



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.” 

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).



The Inscription Itself

5 lines of 
alphabetic script 

6” by 6”



5.  Summary 

As Amihai 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.” 



IV.  “Throw-away” Details from the Biblical text 



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.” 

I would say that it needs to be connected with written evidence—
the Bible!! 



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.  

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.




