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1.  CURRENT ATTITUDES ON BIBLE HISTORY


AND ARCHAEOLOGY
Attitudes between the 20’s and the 30’s toward the Bible in the Ancient Near East, the role of archaeology and its impact on the Bible, as well as questions about whether there is such a thing as biblical archaeology shifted dramatically. The following citations from Glueck and Wright in particular come from the fifties and sixties when there was somewhat of an “Albrightian consensus” that was particularly salutary. Later we will discuss contemporary (1990’s) views, but for now let the men working with the Bible and archaeology speak for themselves.

Nelson Glueck (Rivers in the Desert. p. 30ff) addresses the issue of the place of the Bible in the discussion of archaeology:

A. 
“The purpose of the biblical historian and archaeologist is, however, not to ‘prove’ the correctness of the Bible. It is primarily a theological document, which can never be ‘proved,’ because it is based on belief in God, whose Being can be scientifi​cally suggested but never scien​tifically demonstrated.”

B. 
“Those people are essentially of little faith who seek through archaeological corroboration of historical source materials in the Bible to validate its religious teach​ings and spiritual insights.”
C. 
“As a matter of fact, however, it may be stated categori​cally that no archaeological findings have been made which confirm in clear outline or in exact detail his​torical statements in the Bible. And, by the same token, proper evaluation of biblical descriptions has often led to amazing discoveries. They form tesserae in the vast mosaic of the Bible’s almost incredibly correct histori​cal memory.”
G. Ernest Wright (“Is Glueck’s aim to Prove that the Bible is True?” Biblical Archaeologist, XXII, December, 1959) defends the “Albrightian consensus” against the charge of holding to a biblical agenda:

A.
   “J. J. Finkelstein of the University of California pre​sents a review of Rivers in the Desert (Commentary, April, 1959, XXVII No. 4). In actuality the article is not so much a review of Glueck’s discoveries as a criti​cal essay on the question as to whether archaeology proves the historicity of the Bible. He takes #3 above as Glueck’s thesis and debates it.”
B.
   Finkelstein:  “Wright says in his Biblical Archaeology, ‘The most surprising and discouraging result of the work so far has been the discovery that virtually nothing remains at the site between 1500 and 1200 B.C.’”  (Jeri​cho). Wright:  “Finkelstein asserts that the word ‘vi​rtually’ is simply a scholarly hedge for ‘nothing,’ and that what I am actually saying is that the site was unoccupied in the Late Bronze Age. Further​more, says Finkelstein, my word ‘discouraging’ in this connection ‘speaks volumes on the subject of scholarly detachment in the area of Biblical studies.’  He continues:  ‘The dictates of the new trend, which requires that every contradic​tion between archaeological evidence and the Biblical text be harmonized to uphold the veracity of Scripture, has apparently driven Dr. Wrightin this case at leastbeyond the reach of common sense.’“
C. 
 The Role of Fundamentalism
Wright:  “There are many people both here and abroad who honestly think and frequently assert that Palestinian and biblical archaeology was conceived and reared by conser​vative Christians who wished to find support for their faith in the accuracy of the Bible. As a matter of actual fact, however, that is not the case at all. In the great fundamentalist-modernist controversy that reached its height before the First World War, archaeol​ogy was not a real factor in the discussion. Indeed, the discoveries relating to the antiquity of man and the Babylonian cre​ation and flood stories were usually cited against the fundamental​ist position. As for the excava​tions in Palestine, one need only call the roll of the leading Ameri​can sponsors and contributors to indicate what the true situation has been:  Har​vard University (Samaria), University of Pennsylvania (Beth-shan), Uni​versity of Chicago (Megiddo), Yale University (Jerash), the American Schools of Oriental Research, etc. Pales​tinian archaeology has been dominated by a general cul​tural interest, and one can say that ‘fundamen​talist’ money has never been a very important factor.
  Ar​chaeo​logi​cal research by and large has been backed by the humanist opinion that anything having to do with histori​cal research, with the investigation of our past is an obvious ‘good’ which needs no justification.”
D. 
Place of Albright
“The introduction of the theme, ‘archaeology confirms biblical history,’ into the discussion of scientific archaeological matters is a comparatively recent phenome​non. And it is to be credited to the pen of William Foxwell Albright more than to any other one person. Since the 1920’s, Albright has towered over the field of biblical archaeology as the greatest giant it has pro​duced, and more than any other single person he has influenced younger scholars, Protestant, Catholic and Jewish, to take the subject seriously as a primary tool of historical research. At the same time, he has been a most important encouragement to young conserva​tive scholars. Through his writings, they have come to real​ize that if they but master the tools of research, there is indeed a positive contribution that they can make to biblical research, and that the radical views which they could not accept do not neces​sarily find support in recent research.”  

“Yet Albright has often been misunderstood at this point. He has never been a ‘fundamentalist’ (Note, for example, the robust attack on him as an old-fashioned liberal at heart by O. T. Allis, “Albright’s Thrust for the Bible View,” CT, May 25, 1959, Vol. III. 17, pp. 7-9), and the encouragement of that movement could scarcely be farther from his center of interest . . . At the same time Al​bright’s deep interest in ancient history and his mastery of several disciplines within it brought him to the conviction that a whole new environment for biblical study was emerg​ing of which the 19th century knew noth​ing.”
“Consequently, at first in his popular writings and finally in his scholarly synthesis of the evidence (From the Stone Age to Christianity), he led the attack in the English-speaking world on the unexamined presuppositions of ‘Wellhausenism’ from the standpoint of ancient history and particularly archaeology. The early historical traditions of Israel cannot be easily dismissed as data for history when such a variety of archaeological facts and hints make a different view far more reasonable, at least as a working hypothesis, namely, that the tradi​tions derive from an orally transmitted epic which has preserved historical memories in a remarkable way, that ‘pious fraud’ was not a real factor in the production or refraction of the traditions, and that in Israel aetiol​ogy was a secondary, never a primary, factor in the creation of the epic.”

E. 
Conservative Archaeology
“This information from Jericho was said to be ‘disap​pointing,’ and the reason is this:  not only is it now difficult to interpret the biblical narrative of the fall of Jericho, but it is impossible to trace the history of the tradition. For my part, I do not believe that it can any longer be thought ‘scientific’ simply to consider stories such as this one either as pure fabrications or as ‘aetiologies.’  They have a long history of transmis​sion, oral before written, and they derive from something real in history, no matter how far removed they may now be. In a number of instanc​es, both the origin and his​tory of a given tradition can be made out by histori​cal, form-critical, and other methods of study. But the problem of Jericho is more of a problem than ever, pre​cisely because the history of the tradition about it seems impossible to penetrate.”
F. 
 The Differences between the Continental and American Schools
Scoggin, J. Alberto, BA, XXIII, No. 3, September, 1960. Qin’at sofrim tarbeh hokma. (The jealousy of scholars increases wisdom.)  He presents the views of Albrecht Alt and his younger contemporary Martin Noth as opposed to the Albright school represented by John Bright, A History of Israel. The former argues for complete dismissal of the historicity of anything before the constitution of the Twelve-tribe League (Amphictyony) on Pales​tinian soil. Whereas the latter holds the essential historicity of the traditions underlying the sources. For a more detailed discussion of this cleavage and subsequent modifications, see DeVaux, The Bible and the Ancient Near East, pp. 111-122.

G.
  Attitudes in the nineties
W. F. Albright died in 1971. A recent issue of the Biblical Archaeologist was devoted to “celebrating and examining” his legacy. The editor says, “W. F. Albright represents, as it were, an Atlantis of biblical and Near Eastern studies, lingering in memory and story long after slipping beneath the sea.”
  Devers is particularly devastating in his evaluation of Albright’s work.
 He says, “The fact is the ‘Biblical archaeology’ of the classic Albright-Wright style is dead, either as a serious intellectual enterprise, or as an effective force in American academic or religious life.”  He goes on to say, in spite of Albright’s arguments that there was a 13th century Moses who was a monotheist, “the overwhelming scholarly consensus today is that Moses is a mythical figure, that Yahwism was highly syncretistic from the very beginning; and that true monotheism developed only late in Israel’s history, probably not until the Exile and Return (see the state-of-the-art studies gathered in Miller, Hanson, and McBride 1987).”  Thus we have come full circle: Albright rejected the excessive higher critical claims for the non-historicity of the Bible, but now his position has been rejected. We must now speak of the new archaeology not Biblical archaeology.
 Kitchen argues that Albright’s views were good based on Mari (18th century) and Nuzi (15th century). There was wide travel, semi nomadism, West-Semitic personal names, legal/social usage. This data has been clouded by later treatments. Gordon dated Abraham at 14th c and identified him as a merchant prince. Others identified him as a warrier hero. Albright himself identified him as a donkey caravaneer, a traveling trader rather than a pastoralist. Speiser gave a Hurrian interpretation based primarily on Nuzi. The Patriarchs began to look more like Hurrians than Hebrews!  There was a reaction, he says, against Albright’s views in the 1970’s encouraged by old style “die hards” in Germany and America. It is nothing but old German rationalism. Those who are trying to “debunk” Albright include T. L. Thompson, The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives, 1974; J. van Seters, Abraham in History and Tradition, 1975; and D. B. Redford, “A Study of the Biblical Story of Joseph,” VTSup 20 (1970).
 Albright’s views will continue to be presented in this syllabus for the simple reason that I believe many of his historical conclusions are correct even if some of his methodology may have been incorrect. 


2. HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT IN ARCHAEOLOGY

Based on Wright, Biblical Archaeology
A.
  What Is Archaeology?
Biblical Archaeology is a special arm chair variety of general archaeology. The archae​olo​gist’s chief con​cern is not with meth​ods or pots or weap​ons alone. His central and absorb​ing interest is the under​stand​ing and exposi​tion of Scrip​ture. The biblical stu​dent must be a student of an​cient life, and ar​cheology is his aid in re​covering the nature of a peri​od long past. We cannot, therefore, assume the knowledge of bibli​cal history is unessen​tial to faith. Biblical theology and biblical archeology must go hand in hand if we are to comprehend the Bible’s meaning. Many facets of biblical teaching cannot be but​t​ressed or enlightened by archaeolo​gy, e.g., the resurrection of Christ. So for this reason many will part ways in interpreting the data because of their frame of reference.

B.
  Developing Sciences.

1.
William Smith, “Father of English Geology”1799 stratification of rock.

2.
Principles of Geology (1830) Sir Charles Lyelluniformitarianism.

3.
Huxley’s Man’s Place in Nature (1863); Darwin’s Descent of Man.

4.
Criticism of the Bible began here and peaked in the early 1900’s.

C. 
Recovery of Lost Civilizations.

Ideas of the east were poorly preserved by Greek and Latin authors. There was a dim understanding of the east. In the 17th-18th centuries, travelers began to return with reports of ancient cities. The first cuneiform writing was brought to Europe just after 1600.

1. Egypt.

Napoleon set off for Egypt in 1798 with an army of soldiers and scholars. Description de l’Egypt (1809-13) caused Europe to become acquainted with the dazzling empire of Egypt. The Rosetta Stone was discovered by a soldier. It contains hieroglyph​ics, demotic and Greek and dates from about 195 B.C. The triple text was a decree issued by a king giving exemption to priests from taxes. The Rosetta Stone provided the key to hiero​glyphics. ANE #72.

2. Mesopotamia.

Old Persian had been deciphered but Akkadian was a puzzle. Behistun In​scrip​tion:  a steep rock face in Iran bearing a triple text inscrip​tion of Darius the Great (522-486 B.C.) in Old Per​sian, Elamite and Baby​lonian, (see Kramer, The Sumerians, pp. 12ff). Work had been done on tri-lingual inscrip​tion be​fore the Behistun in​scrip​tion but through Rawlinson, definitive re​sults came about. Old Persian had been learned from India. Rawlinson copied the first and third texts in 1843-47 (see Nation​al Geo​graph​ic, De​cem​ber, 1950). The inscrip​tion was 345 feet above a spring and 100 feet above where man can climb. There was much early skepti​cism of the decipherment, but proof was given when a recently excavated tablet was copied and sent to four different Assyrian scholars. The transla​tions were substantially the same, and by 1880 all were convinced.

French and British excavators were at work in the Assyrian ruins of Khorsabad and Calah where there were great palaces of Assyrian kings (see atlas). The most important single discov​ery was the library of Ashurbanipal (669-633 B.C.). Thou​sands of docu​ments of all sorts had been copied. Histo​ry, chron​ologi​cal lists, as​tronomy, math, religion, prayers, cu​nei​form sign lists, texts in two languag​es, were among the works. G. Smith dis​cov​ered an ac​count of the flood epic while working on these.

3. Palestine.

Moabite stone1868ANE #74.

Work at ByblosPhoenicians. 1860’s.

Ugaritalphabet1930’sANE #63.

Lachish letters1930’sANE #80.

Gezer CalendarANE #65.

SiloamANE #73.

MegiddorecentANE #181.

Dead Sea Scrolls.

Proto-Sinai alphabet.

Arad OstracaBulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, 197, February, 1970, p. 16ff. An important publi​cation on the materials found in Palestine is H. Donner and W. Rollig, Kanaanaische und Aramaische Inschriften, Vol. I = Text; Vol. II = Com​mentary; Vol. III = Glossary.

Ebla1975-

D.
Archaeological Method.

Heinrich Schliemann was an amateur archaeologist who excavated Troy in the 1870’s. He discovered the importance of mounds  (see Joshua 11:13; 8:28). It was easy to date monuments, but there are few in Palestine. Flinders Petrie found the clue in pottery in 1890 in the dig at Tell el-Hesi which is per​haps Eglon  (ANE #27). In the earlier days excavation was merely a trea​sure hunt. Now it is highly scien​tific.  See picture of a Tell in Wright, Biblical Archaeology, p. 23, 26. Note the stratigraphic typology. See step trench in Ed Chiera, They Wrote on Clay, p. 34.


3. WRITINGA PERMANENT SYSTEM OF COMMUNICATION
A.
General.

The ability to communicate in a permanent manner caused radical changes in the culture of the Middle East. People were now able to transmit information to succeed​ing genera​tions in written as well as oral form. This in​cluded divine revelation as well as other more mundane matters.

B.
Cuneiform.

Clay tablets have been found in the Mesopotamian valley with writing dated before the beginning of the third millennium B.C. Writing began with pic​tographic represen​tations first on cylinder seals, then perhaps on wood, and, finally, clay. Gelb suggests a possible link between Chinese and proto-Sumerian pictographs. He gives seven ancient pictographic systems:  Sumerian (3000 B.C. to A.D. 75), Elamite (3000-2000), Chinese (1300 to present), Indo (2300), Egypt (3000 to A.D. 400), Cretan (2000 to 1200), Hittite (1500-700).

It was the medium of clay which determined the nature of writing in Mesopota​mia. Figures at first were drawn, but it was discovered that the end of the stylus pressed in the clay made easier and clearer impressions. This wedged shaped writing is thus called cuneiform (Latin:  wedge-shaped), or in German, Keilschrift.

Cuneiform was apparently developed by the Sumerians, an unknown people in the south​ern part of the Meso​potamian valley. They and their language were probably Asian in origin.

Around the third millennium B.C., a Semitic people began to intrude into the valley, finally dominating the Sumerians completely. They adapted the cunei​form writing system to their own language which is referred to as Akkadian. The later dialectical developments of this language are referred to as Assyrian and Babylon​ian.

Cuneiform Akkadian is syllabic in character. That is, vowels and consonants are always written to​gether, e.g., ab, ib, ub, aba, bab, ba, bi, etc.

Because of commercial exchanges with the west, cuneiform Akkadian has been found in Egypt, Anatolia and Syria.

 C.
Hieroglyphs.

The Egyptians have writing on their monuments by 3200 B.C. These are called “holy incisions” or hieroglyphs. Gelb argues that Mesopotamian influ​ence in Egypt c. 3000 B.C. suggests that the Egyp​tians learned from the Sumerians.

Like Sumerian, this was a pictograph writing, but unlike Sumerian, it was not reduced to a syllabary. The hiero​glyphs are divided into sound signs or phono​grams used purely for spelling (some of which stand for a single con​sonant) and sense signs or ideograms which depict an object or ideas connected with an object.

There were over 600 hieroglyphs. They contained 24 phonetic one-letter signs which do not differ great​ly from the al​phabet of the Semitic languages.

The hieroglyphs never evolved into an alphabet, but a cur​sive, simplified form was devel​oped called hieratic which was further simplified after the 7th century B.C. into demotic.

An alphabetic system of writing Egyptian came with the adaptation of the Egyptian lan​guage to the Greek alphabet to which were added needed symbols. This is called Cop​tic.

The Rosetta Stone, discovered by one of Napoleon’s soldiers in 1799, contained an edict from the third century B.C., written in hieroglyphic, demotic, and Greek.

D. 
The Alphabet.

The alphabet itself was left to be developed by people in Palestine. In the Sinai penin​sula, the Egyptians mined turquoise. They utilized Semitic slaves for this task. In 1904-5 Flinders Petrie discovered certain inscriptions on the walls of the caves and pits in which the slaves worked. The writing was obviously an ancestor of the Phoenician and Hebrew alphabet. These letters are easily discernible in the picture in ANEP, #270.           means “to Baalat,” a goddess of the Canaanites. Albright originally dated this around 1800 B.C. but has since reduced it to about 1500 B.C. at the latest, but its develop​ment must antedate that considerably.

Precisely who developed this alphabet and when remains shrouded in mystery, but its possible con​nection with the Egyptian hieroglyphs has been shown. It also is a form of pictograph writing with this exception:  the object repre​sented in the symbol gives its initial sound to that symbol so that it can be used over and over again as a sound rather than a representa​tive of one object.
  For instance,       represents an ox. The Semitic word for ox is aleph. However,      no longer means “ox,” but “a.”  Likewise,       is “eye,” (Semitic aayn), but it comes to represent “aa” as in Baalat above.

This alphabet became refined in its shapes to the point that some of the original objects are no longer discernible. The old Phoenician, Aramaic and Hebrew inscrip​tions used the following alphabet:

Some of this writing appears at Qumran for the purpose of archaiz​ing. For instance, the divine name is written           in some documents.

Somewhere around the eighth century, through their commer​cial contact with the Phoenic​ians, the Greeks adopted and adapted this alphabet. For example,      is turned clock​wise one half turn and written “A.”  The Greeks wrote origi​nally from right to left as did the Semites.
  Sometimes they wrote bustro​phedon (as an ox plows) right to left and left to right. Eventually they wrote only left to right.

In view of the fact that not all letters cor​re​sponded, certain improvisations had to be made. Note the following comparison:

From Greek, of course, the alphabet spread to Latin, and its descendants. Hence, every alphabet in the world with the exception of Korean (c. A.D. 1500) owes its origin to the Semitic alphabet developed in Palestine.

The alphabet used in the Hebrew Old Testament is not the old Hebrew but a develop​ment of that same al​phabetic script by the Aramaic speaking people. The Jews adopted this alphabet during the Babylonian captivity and are using it to this day. It is referred to as the “square script.”
In Syria a place called Ras Shamra (ancient Ugarit) has yielded a treasure trove of tab​lets coming from c. 1400 B.C. These tablets are inscribed on clay with a stylus attesting their indebtedness to cunei​form, but they are alphabetic not syllabic. Because of the shape of some of the letters, e.g.,        Canaanite samek, Ugaritic       the alphabet presum​ably was borrowed from the Canaanites but written in cuneiform. See ANEP, #263.

E. 
Miscellaneous Notes
On writing in an alphabetic script by the Patriarchs, see Albright, From Stone Age to Christianity, p. 253ff.

Sumerian is the oldest pictographs. All others seem full-blown from the beginning (indic​ation of adoption).
  Their initial use was during foreign in​fluence.
  There is a good possibility of monogenesis of writing.

Is there a monogenesis of language?  Colliers Enc. XII, p. 141. Italian scholar Trom​bettiyes, but it cannot be proved or disproved. Complete differences do not disprove it. (Once Indo-European relationship was not understood.)
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4. THE SETTLEMENT OF THE WORLD

(The Table of Nations)
A.
General
Space does not permit an extensive discussion of the table of nations presented in Genesis 10 beyond a general identification of the peoples. Custance (The Three Sons of Noah), an anthropologist, posits an interesting theory on the dispersal of man. The eight point summary of his thesis is as follows:

1.
The geographical distribution of fossil remains is such that they are most logically explained by treating them as marginal representatives of a widespread and in part forced dispersion of people from a single multiplying population established at a point more or less central to them all, and sending forth successive waves of migrants, each wave driving the previous one further toward the periphery.

2.
The most degraded specimens are those representatives of this general movement who were driven into the least hospital areas, where they suffered physical degeneration as a consequence of the circumstances in which they were forced to live [such as the Neanderthal man in Europe].

3.
The extraordinary physical variability of fossil remains results from the fact that the movements took place in small, isolated, strongly inbred bands; but the cultural similarities which link together even the most widely dispersed of them indicate a common origin for them all.

4.
What I have said to be true of fossil man is equally true of living primitive societies as well as those which are now extinct.

5.
All the initially dispersed populations are of one basic stockHamitic the family of Genesis 10.

6.
The initial Hamitic settlers were subsequently displaced or overwhelmed by Indo-Europeans (i.e., Japhethites), who nevertheless inherited, or adopted, and extensively built upon Hamitic technology and so gained an advantage in each geographical area where they spread.

7.
Throughout the great movements of people, both in prehistoric and historic times, there were never any human beings who did not belong within the family of Noah and his descendants.

8.
Finally, this thesis is strengthened by the evidence of history which shows that migration has always tended to follow this pattern, has frequently been accompanied by instances of degeneration both of individuals or whole tribes, usually resulting in the establishment of a general pattern of cultural relationships which parallel those archaeology has revealed.

B.
The Genealogical List
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C.
Some General Observations
1.
  As with many genealogical lists, this one is selective and oriented toward a certain positionnamely, the history of Abraham.
  Also in characteristic fashion, the most remote person (Japheth) is dispensed with and the family in the center of interest is taken up last and amplified (Shem and in ch. 11 Terah).

2.
  There are numerical considerations.

Japheth has seven sons but descendants are listed for only Javan (four descendants) and Gomer (three descendants). The sons and grandsons of Cush total seven (Nimrod is dealt with as a separate entity). Mizraim has seven descendants. There are fourteen members of Yaktan’s family and ten of Shem’s consummating in Abraham (both numbers are favorites in genealogies). There are seven from Heber to Abraham. Canaan and his descendants total twelve which might be used to counterbalance the twelve tribes of Israel.

3.
  The descendants of Canaan and Mizraim are treated as peoples rather than individuals, but this is not to deny that an individual headed up the group originally.

4.
  The Israelites are linked with Heber (Gen. 10:21) apparently associating the names Heber and Hebrew.

5.
  The fact that Cushites (Hamites) are mentioned as the founders of the Mesopotamian cities shows that they must have been pushed out later by Semites (Custance argues that the Sumerians were Hamitic).

6.
  The division of the earth into languages probably took place during the time of Peleg (in his days the earth was divided) or four generations after the flood.

7.  
Excursus on Nimrod:  This text presents a very tantalizing situation. A descendant of Cush became so famous his name was a household word. His very name means “rebellion” and the LXX is an early witness to an interpretation of “before the Lord” (hwhy ynpl) as “against the Lord” (enantion) All the cities mentioned are of great antiquity and are referenced in the earliest writing (cf. the Gilgamesh Epic). There is a problem of whether Asshur went out and built cities or Nimrod (or his descendants) went to Asshur and built. The latter is grammatically feasible (although a little unusual) and since Shinar has four cities, then Asshur would be given four to balance it. This would mean Semitic people in Asshur who were influenced by Nimrod.

5. MESOPOTAMIA TO 1600 B.C.
The chronology of the Bronze Age follows the official Assyrian dates back to the 15th century B.C. and adjusts Babylonian chronology to them with the aid of the new Mari synchronisms between Assyria, Mari and Babylonia.
   (For an important note on priority of Mesopotamian civilization see Finegan, In the Beginning, pp. 76ff.)

A.
Geographic Situation.

Zagros mountains, desert, fertile crescent are the sig​nificant geographical features. Refer to the atlas and Finegan.

B.
Historical Outline.
First Period. 5000-3000 (FineganAlbright)
Ends in the flood according to the Sumerians (See ANET, 265). Albright divides it into the stone age and chal​colithic age.


Early Dynastic Period. Early Bronze 2800-2360 (c. 500 years)     

Classical Sumerian age to the triumph of Sargon of Akkad. Sumerian King List. City states:  Ur, Ereck, Lagash, Susa, Larsa, Eridu, Nippur, Kish, Babylon, Esh​nunna, Nuzi, Mari. Civiliza​tion probab​ly had links with the Indus Valley (b​ecause of common carved precious stones). There were Semi​tes in the valley long before Sargon.

The Old Akkadian Period2360-2180 (c. 200 years)
Semite takeover under Sargon of Akkad ANET, pp 267-68. His influence extended as far as the Mediterranean. Sumerian‑-ideal city state; Semitic “world” powerfour quarters of the earth. Leader is not just servant of God, but God.

Ebla

The ancient city of Ebla was found in the mound of modern Tell Mardikh in North Syria, some 44 miles south of Aleppo. The excavation began in 1964, but in 1975 confirma​tion was found to indicate that this mound was Ebla indeed. Now for the first time it was known that Ebla was at one time an empire rivaling that of Sargon of Akkad, of Mari and of Assyria. 

In 1974 42 clay tablets were found. Dated paleographically they belong to about 2300 B.C. roughly contemporaneous with Sargon of Akkad. In 1975 1000 tablets and fragments were found, and in another room some 14,000 tablets were found as they fell from burning shelves when Ebla was sacked by Naram Sin of Akkad in 2250 B.C. This comes to some 15,000 tablets altogether.

Linguistically, Eblaite belongs to the Northwest Semitic family. This material however comes from 1000 years before Moses and three or four hundred years before Abraham. Obviously, the impact on the Bible will be indirect. Sumerian was the pattern for both Akkadian and Eblaite. “There are 32 (perhaps up to 56) bilingual vocabularies, having each Sumerian word translated into Eblaite (i.e., early Canaanite). One superb example (with 18 duplicate copies!) contains 1000 words in both languages.”
  There are paradigms of verbs as well as lexical texts containing lists of birds, animals, fish, etc. 

Ebla furnishes us with names (Ebrum=Eber, Ishmail, Ishrail); places (Hazor, Megid​do, Jerusalem, Lachish, Dor, Gaza, Ashtaroth); religion (Dagan, El, Adad, Resheph, Asherah, Kemosh [known in the Bible]). Ebla has nabi’utum as a class of prophets. This will add to the discussion of prophecy at Mari. As Kitchen says, however, “These men indeed delivered the ‘message’ of Dagan or other gods to the king of Maribut always briefly, and purely in the king’s political or military interests, sometimes with promise or threat, depending on the king’s response. Never, however, do they adopt the stance of a Nathan, an Amos or a Hosea, or an Isaiah, to reprove and admonish on vital issues of personal morality, social justice, or obedience to God as man’s due to him. Apart from the eloquent (but relatively ‘secular’) pleas for just conduct of affairs in Egyptian works such as the Eloquent Peasant or the Admonitions of Ipuwer, the moral and spiritual tone of the later Old Testament prophets remains without real parallel in the ancient world.”

The Gutian Period2180-2070 B.C. (c. 100 years)
Caucasians from eastern mountain country invaded the valley. With the defeat of the Akkadian dynasty, the Sumerian cul​ture was given an opportunity for renaissance. Abra​ham leaves Ur before 2086.

The Neo-Sumerian Period. 2070-1960 (c. 100 years)
Gudea (c. 2050 B.C.) (ANEP, # 511ff). He left some of the longest Sumerian inscriptions (ANET, pp 268-69). Semitic and Sumerian existed side by side in apparent harmony with Semitic gradually gain​ing the ascendance.

The new dynasty or kingdom (Sumero-Akkadian) was founded by Ur-Nammu of Ur and lasted over a century. Kings of Sumer and Akkad, Ziggurat.

The Amorite Incursion1960-1830 B.C. (c. 100 years)
A Semitic people called by the Babylonians Amorites (Wester​ners) began to invade the valley. The most important of the smaller states were Isin, founded by the Akkadian governor of Mari, Issin and Larsa, headed by an Amorite. Nearly all these states eventually passed under Amorite rule.

The Old Babylonian Period1830-1550 (c. 300 years)
First dynasty of BabylonBab-i-lu. Hammurabi (1792-1750) conquered all (see atlas).
 This is the period of the epics. The Code of Hammurabi comes from this time.
 

As noted above, the middle and upper Euphrates states eventually passed under Amorite control. Shamshi-Adad I (1813-1781 B.C.) ruled Assyria and Mari. At his death, his son, Ishme-Dagon ruled Assyria and his younger son ruled Mari. The people who had been pushed out of Mari were able to take advan​tage of the weak​ness of Shamshi-Adad’s successors and return to control Mari. Under Zimrilim, Mari became a great city because of her strategic location. It was the most important city during the 3rd and early 2nd millen​nia (see the section on Assyria). Hammurabi allowed Mari’s indepen​dence for a while but eventually took it over. 20,000 tablets were found at Mari. 

Mari goes back to the third millennium and early names are Semitic under Sumerian influence. Zimrilim’s father may himself have been Amorite. The evidence is not clear.

C. 
Culture and Religion of Akkadian Period.

Scribal Activity. Kramer says, “One of the most human documents ever excavated in the Near East is a Sumerian essay dealing with the day-to-day activities of a school boy. Composed by an anonymous schoolteacher who lived about 2000 B.C., its simple, straightfor​ward words reveal how little human nature has really changed throughout the millen​niums.”

Spread of Akkadianlingua francaRas Shamra, Hittite Anatolia (some Gilgamesh tablets were found here), El Amarna Tablets.

Religious psychological milieu of Mesopotamia.

Heroic ageinsecurity. Relation to Greek and Roman of later era.

Frustrations of life, fear of death.

Search for immortality (see the Gilgamesh Epic).

Gods made in image of manfickle and fearful. Zeus, Chronos, Aphrodite, Athene, Enlil, Ishtar, Ea, Shamesh (Utu).

Fear of the nether worldcrossing the ocean (River Styx).

Womanhood played downlove of Gilgamesh and Enkidu (cf. David and Jonathan).

Pathetic and hopeless. Out of this situation God called Abraham.

The Issue of Biblical Parallels (Read in ANET).

Creation.
Fallmyth of Adapaloss of eternal life.
FloodSumerian and Akkadian accounts (latter in the Gilgamesh epic). See Wright’s comments on Navarre in BASOR Newsletter #3, Oct. 1970.
Note Albright’s explanation of the originsFrom Stone Age to Christianity, p. 238. Assumes all brought to Palestine by Hebrews in early second millennium B.C. No borrowing from canoni​cal Babylonian sources. See Kitchen, The Ancient Orient and the Old Testament, pp. 88ff, who argues that accretions are normal, not purgations.
These can only be explained as two accounts from one original source. Flood stories are to be found in almost all cultures.
 These are not “Israelite purgations” of polytheistic stories, but the transmis​sion of the actual account probably through Abraham.


6. EGYPT TO 1600 B.C.
A.
General
Egypt, like Mesopotamia, is a fluvial civilization. Unlike Mesopotamia, Egyptian history is charac​terized by a great stability brought about by the predictability of the annual inunda​tions of the Nile. This river is 4,000 miles long. The White Nile, originating in Kenya, joins the Blue Nile, originating in Ethiopia, at Khartoum in the Sudan. The annual melting of the high​land snows produces the flooding which brings rich alluvial soil to the banks of the Nile. The Nile produces two tensionsthere is unity because of the one river, but disunity because of its great length. These ten​sions are histori​cally evident in the union of upper (south) and lower (north) Egypt. The Pharaohs will be known as the kings of upper and lower Egypt.


Cartouche of Khufu (Cheops), the great pyra​mid builder. The sym​bols out​side the car​touche are trans​lated “King of Upper and Lower Egypt.”  This sym​bol was used by all the Pharaohs even dur​ing Greek and Per​sian times.

B.
Chronology
No one pretends to be satisfied with the present chronol​ogy of Egyptian history. Gardiner, Egypt of the Pharaohs, pp. 46-48, pre​sents an excellent discussion of the problems. The mater​ials from which a chronol​ogy is gener​ally derived are as follows:

Manetho
Manetho was an Egyptian priest contemporary with the first two Ptolemies (323-245 B.C.). He listed the entire history of Egypt in two parts:  first the era of gods and demi-gods and then 31 dynasties for the real history. His work is only partially pre​served in the works of others (notably Josephus) and has been demonstrated to be quite defective, but the dynastic presentation has become so entrenched in Egyptology that it is still used today for the outline of Egyptian history.

Turin Canon of Kings (Papyrus)
This hieratic papyrus comes from about the time of Rameses II (1290-1224 B.C.). It is very fragmentary and yields only 80 or 90 royal names.

The Table of Abydos
An inscription from the temple of Abydos shows Seti I (1303-1290) with his oldest son, Rameses II, making offerings to 76 of his ancestors. In addi​tion to these are the Table of Sakkara and the Table of Karnak.

The Palermo Stone
This stone is now in the museum of Palermo, Italy. It is only a fragment contain​ing some of the names in Egyptian history. Its date, significance and extent are still much debated.

These data, synchronized in so far as possible with Mesopo​tamian events and astro​nomi​cal date, provide a framework for the erection of Egyptian history, but, it must ever be kept in mind, that the frame​work is only tentative.

C.
The Early Periodto 2700 B.C.
Racial origins and language.

Multiple political divisions.

Kingdom in south under the god Seth.

Unification of lower Egypt. First union of upper and lower under falcon kings of lower Egypt. Capi​tal was at Helio​polis. They worshipped Horus.

Break-up of the union. Development of both king​doms.

Conquest of lower by upper about 2900 B.C.

Dynasties I, II. 2900-2700 B.C.

D.
The Old Kingdom-Memphis-Dynasties III-VI-2700-2200 B.C. (500 years)
Innovation and adventure mark Dynasties III-IV (400 years). The achievements of this era become “canon​ized” and copied by all succeeding generations. Wilson argues that cylinder seals, archi​tecture (bricks), art, the pot​ter’s wheel, and above all writing come from Mesopotamia.
  

Religious significance of Pyramidspreservation of the Pharaohs. Old pyramids best here. The Great pyramid (IV dyn.) contained 6.25 million tons of stone. Some of the blocks were 2.5 tons each. The joints were 1/50th of an inch. Squareness devia​tion:  .09 N-S, .03 E-W. Plane deviation:  .004%.

Relation with neighborsexpeditions against Nubia, Libya, Palestine, Syria. Close rela​tions with Bybloscedar wood.

There was a slowly developing crisis from the Vth dyn. onward. The priesthood begins to ascend and feudalism begins.

E.
The “First Sickness”Dynasties VII-X2200-2000 B.C. (200 years)
There was a leveling of the Pharaoh and nobility. The administration approached that of a democracy. There was a loss of the intellectual self-confidence which had charac​teriz​ed the earlier period.

Egypt fell into disorganized feudalism which lasted almost four centuries.

The priesthood at Heliopolis and the sun god Re become dominant.

F.
The Middle KingdomDynasties XI-XII2000-1700 B.C. (300 years)
The XIth dyn. at Thebes began to fight for supremacy against the Fayum and eventually won. Under the XIIth dyn., Egypt was again unified and became strong. Amon emerges and becomes the dominant god. (There is some confusion as to the placement of Dynasties XIII and XIV.)

The Egyptians penetrated to the first cataract (see the story of Sinuhe1960-1928 B.C.).

The Egyptian standard was carried to Syria (1887-1849). JOSEPH ENTERS AROUND THIS TIME (1871 for Jacob). There is evidence for Asiatic intrusion into Egypt during the “first sickness” (see ANEP, #3).

This is the classical period of art and literature.

The Middle Kingdom ended with the invasion of the Hyksos (“second sickness”).

G. 
The Hyksos InvasionSecond Sickness”Dynasties XV-XVII (1700-1600 B.C.)

The Hyksos are still an obscure people in part be​cause of the effort of their succes​sors to eradicate any memory of them from the monuments. Josephus, quoting Manetho, be​lieves they are the Israelites.
  He calls them “shepherd kings,” but the word is now translated “rulers of foreign lands.”  There were, apparently, contemporaneous dynasties at the southern capital of Thebes which were too weak to overthrow these foreigners. Their influence is noted in the importation of the composite bow, chariotry, Cana​anite words and Canaanite divinities.

Kamose, from the rival Egyptian dynasty, began the wars of liberation against the Hyksos. He is con​sidered the last of the XVIIth dynasty and the brother of Amose I who is con​sidered to be the founder of the XVIIIth and most power​ful dynasty of all. Kamose was able to drive the dreaded Asiatics back into Palestine.

Place of Israel. The period of the Hyksos is very obscure for obvious reasons. Biblical chronology, however, puts Jacob and his descendants in Egypt before the Hyksos in​va​sion and the exodus after their expulsion. This synchron​ism is based on the assumption that the dates for the pharaohs are correct, and an early date for the exodus based on 1 Kings 6:1.


7. THE PATRIARCHAL ERA
A.
General
Perhaps no period of biblical history has received more help from archaeology than this one (cf. Albright, From Stone Age to Christianity, pp. 236ff; DeVaux, The Bible and the Ancient Near East, pp. 111-122).

B.
Chronology
The date for Abraham can be derived by working back from the 480 year period between the Exodus and the fourth year of Solomon as given in 1 Kings 6:1. This involves using Solo​mon’s accession date which can be determined with a fair amount of accuracy although there is some disagreement concerning it.

4th year of Solomon



958  After Freedman, The Bible and the Ancient Near East, p. 274. (Thiele = 961 B.C.)

Exodus to Solomon



480  1 Kings 6:1

   1438
(Thiele = 1441)

From promise to Abraham’s

  seed to Exodus




430  Gen. 15:13; Acts 7:6; Exod. 12:40-41;  Gal. 3:17

Jacob’s age when he entered

            
Egypt





130  Gen. 47:9

Isaac’s age at Jacob’s birth 
  60  Gen. 25:26

Years from Haran to Isaac

 25 Gen. 12:4; 21:5.   

Date Abraham entered Palestine 2083
Note:  M. Anstey, Chronology of the Old Testament, pp. 56-66, argues that the 430 year figure in Exodus and Galatians in​cludes the entire period of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in Pales​tine (total 215 years) so that only 215 years are involved in the Egyptian sojourn. The LXX and Samaritan Pentateuch support this interpretation. The 400 years, he believes, omit the period of Abraham’s sojourn and the 5 years before Isaac’s weaning. Follow​ing this reck​oning, Joseph would have entered Egypt at roughly the same time as the Hyksosa very tempting hypothesis. It would also place Abraham’s migration during the Amorite eruptions. However, though this interpretation is rather easy in Galatians 3:17, it is much more difficult in the other three passages. Conse​quently, the 430 years should be considered as applying only to the period in Egypt. The date 2083 is generally supported by Glueck.

C.

The City of Ur in Abraham’s Time 
Abraham would have left sometime during the Gutian interlude. The period which followed is known as the 3rd dynasty of Ur (2060-1950). C. L. Wooley is the most famous excavator of the city.
 The most famous king of this dynasty is Ur-Nammu, King of Sumer and Akkad. He is famous for his ziggurat (ANE #85). It was completed by Nabonidus in the neo-Babylon​ian empire. It was 200 x 150 x 70 feet. There was much business in the sacred area. There were receipts for sacrifices and other items of trade. There were factories, workshops and about 20 houses per acre. Ur had about 24,000 residents. Ur-Nammu is also famous for what is now the ear​liest law code known.

The reference to the city of Ur (Gen. 11:28,31) as being in the land of the Chaldeans has provoked much debate and speculation. Speiser says, “The mention of Ur of the Chaldeans brings up a problem of a different kind. The ancient and renowned city of Ur is never ascribed expressly, in the many thousands of cuneiform records from that site, to the Chaldean branch of the Aramaean group. The Chaldeans, moreover, are late arrivals in Mesopotamia, and could not possibly be dated before the end of the second millennium [1200-1000]. Nor could the Aramaeans be placed automati​cally in the patriarchal period. Yet the pertinent tradition was apparently known not only to P (31) but also to J (28). And even if one were to follow LXX in reading “land” for “Ur,” the anachronism of the Chaldeans would remain unsolved.”  He concludes that it is intrusive, however old, and tentatively explains the intrusion as an identifica​tion of Ur (center of moon worship) with Haran (also a center of moon worship). This telescop​ing of two cities would have taken place later when the Chaldeans were promi​nent.
 Gadd also considers “Chaldean” to be anachronis​tic, but he does locate it in southern Mesopotamia and not up north as some do. He gives credence to “echoes of Abraham” maintained in legends and traditions for the area.
  The Arameans do not become a political force in history until the first millennium, but as Moscati says, “The one certainty arising from the modern view of their history is that their self assertion in Syria is no longer to be regarded as coincident with their arrival in the area, but only with the formation of the states known to us.”
  In other words, the Arameans were in the area long before they became known. Is it not possible that when Moses wrote Genesis 11, that the area of Ur was in some way identified with the Chaldeans?  The outlines of this problem are too uncertain for dogmatism.

D.

Palestine During the Patriarchal Era.

The Patriarchs were nomads but not like contemporary bedouin (read the story of Sinu​he). There is a beautiful represen​tation of Semites in Egypt at Beni Hasan from about 1900 B.C. (ANEP, #3).

Execration texts list Canaanite names. Gezer indicates that it was probably an outpost of the Egyp​tians dur​ing the Patriarchal time. The temples at Megiddo indicate Egyptian influence as well.

The Transjordan and Jordan valley indicate settle​ment about 2000 B.C. and a sudden departure in about the 19th century according to Glueck. This supports the overthrow of Sodom and Gomorrah.

  
8. ANCIENT MIDDLE EASTERN CULTURE AND THE BIBLE
God’s revelation did not come into a vacuum. He spoke to a people who were a part of the contemporary culture and called them to become followers of His true way. In the process, God did not ignore the culture surrounding His called ones. There are many points of contact with the cultures of the Mesopotamians, Canaanites, Egyptians, Hittites and others. The large question is, how much of the revelation of God is couched in terms and concepts familiar to all people in that region and how much is unique. Cross is critical of Yehezkel Kaufmann for his insistence that Israelite religion “was absolutely different from anything the pagan world ever knew.”  Cross insists that this approach violates fundamental postulates of scientific historical method.
  The Evangelical will find himself in more sympathy with Kauf​mann than with Cross. Nevertheless, it is mistaken to assume that there is no connection between the Bible and its cultural milieu. Cross uses the term “epic” to describe the genre of Israel’s religious expression (in contrast to mythic). He believes that the word “historical” is a valid description of what goes on in this religious expression, but he says, “At the same time confusion often enters at this point. The epic form, designed to recreate and give meaning to the historical experiences of a people or nation, is not merely or simply historical. In epic narrative, a people and their god or gods interact in the temporal course of events. In historical narrative only human actors have parts. Appeal to divine agency is illegitimate. Thus the composer of epic and the historian are very different in their methods of approach to the materials of history. Yet both are moved by a common impulse in view of their concern with the human and the temporal process. By contrast myth in its purest form is concerned with ‘primordial events’ and seeks static structures of meaning behind or beyond the historical flux.”

A.

Mesopotamian culture and the Patriarchs.
Abraham and His Milieu
God called Abraham from Ur and made a unique covenant with him. The record also indicates that the main center of Patriarchal activity before coming to Palestine was Haran (Aram-Nahariam, Gen. 24:10. Padan-Aram, Deut. 26:5). Many of the place names in the region of Haran are tied in with Abrahamic history:  Serug, Nahor, Terah.

Culture at Nuzu
“Nuzi [sometimes Nuzu], modern Yorghan Tepe, about 9 miles south-west of Arrapha, modern Kirkuk, in the eastern hill-country of ancient Assyria, was excavated (1925-31) by the American Schools of Oriental Research in Baghdad, first with the Iraq Museum and later with Harvard University, under the direction of E. Chiera, R. H. Pfeiffer, and R. F. S. Starr. The settlement, originating before 3000 B.C., had, c. 2200 B.C., an Akkadian population and was called Gasur, but by 1500 B.C. its name was Nuzi and its population mainly Hurrian. The ruins, including a temple in seven levels, a palace, with some painted rooms, and many private houses, contained pottery, and other small objects. Most important, however, were some 4,000 cuneiform tablets dating c. 1500-1400 B.C. and written in Akkadian influenced by Hurrian vocabulary and idioms.”
  While the dates of these tablets are considerably later than the date for Abraham (c. 2,000 B.C., though critical scholars would date the patriarchs, if they even existed, in the middle of the second millennium), the fact that the patriarchal narratives have more in common with these data than with those later in Israelite history, makes their discussion pertinent to patriarchal studies. Kitchen’s excellent little work defends the patriarchal authen​ticity and deals with the parallels. He also argues that the Hurrian influence has been exaggerated. Many of these parallels are found in Mesopotamia in general.

Filial adoption.

The purpose of this adoption was to provide a childless couple with care in their old age and the performance of religious rites in exchange for an inheritance. This seems to fit the action of Abraham in connection with Eliezer as a “son of his house” who would inherit from Abraham (Gen. 15:2-4).
  Weir also includes the adoption of someone into a family without sons. He believes the Jacob and Laban situation fits this description.

Teraphim. 

The Teraphim stolen by Rachel were once assumed to represent property owner​ship.
  Kitchen believes this is a fallacious identification. He believes she took them for her own protection and blessing.

Birthright.

The importance of the birthright is stressed at Nuzi. “A double share by the princi​pal son, normally the eldest natural son, as is definitely prescribed in Deut. xxi. 15ff.”
  At Nuzi, an eldest son might be demoted as was Reuben.

Blessings/oaths.

Kitchen downplays the significance of blessing-oaths at Nuzi and of the idea of selling a birthright.
  In other words, he does not believe the Nuzi material is parallel.

Conclusion.

Weir concludes his discussion by saying, “The Nuzi documents do not mention any Old Testament incident or personage, nor do they indicate with certainty that any of Israel’s ancestors ever lived in or visited Mesopotamia. Their fifteenth-century provenance cannot accurately date patriarchal traditions since the customs they portray may have originated much earlier and may have persisted in Palestine until the monarchial period. They reveal, however, that the social customs, much of the terminology, and many of the personal names in the Pentateuch and else​where in the Old Testament were those current in parts of the Near East during the second millennium B.C., and to that extent they validate Israelite tradition.”

Van Seters has led the way in trying to destroy the edifice built up in the Albright era supporting the historicity of the patriarchs. Kitchen has shown that Van Seters’ attempts to tie the patriar​chal stories into the first millennium are unsuccessful.

B. 
Culture and the Mosaic Era
Albright
 defends the general historicity of the Book of Exodus, though he believes the patriarchs were polytheistic. In so far as Moses is concerned, he makes the following observa​tions:
“It is absurd to deny that Moses founded the Israelite religious system. He was a He​brew born in Egypt, raised under Egyptian influence. Egyptian slave labor, Rameses, topography of eastern delta, Sinai peninsula fits, etc.”
“The Name YHWH was revealed only to MosesExodus 6:1; 3:14. ‘He causes to be.”  Yahweh asher yih​weh. Beside this fuller form there was also a normally abbreviated form Yahu (the jussive form of the imperfect causative which appears as Yahweh), which is found in all early personal names (shortened in northern Israel to -yau- and after the Exile to -yah). There is no non-Israelite name which has been put forth as an antece​dent to this name which can be adequately defended. Ele​phantine = yaho.”  Pettinato tentatively believes he has found a “ya” ending on names.
  [However, the biblical account in Exodus 3 seems to indicate a qal-simple form].

“An original characteristic of the Israelite God was that he stood alone, no family connec​tions. The Sons of God (Angels and Israelites) were so by creation.”
He was not restricted to any abode. No exact spot.

Anthropomorphicbut the body was always clothed in the Kabod.

Aniconic aspectnothing to prove Israel ever de​picted God. He argues that even the calves of the northern Israel were pedestals for Jehovah.

A sacrificial system was a part of the practice of all Asiatics and particularly im​bedded in Semitic thought (cf. Genesis 4).

Law codes were common to Semites (cf. Ur-Nammu and Hammurabi). The striking peculiarity of Israel is that they were com​manded not to sin because Yahweh so wills it. There is a moral-ethi​cal element present here that is not present in the other law codes of antiquity.

Was Moses a monotheist?  “If by that we mean one who teaches the existence of only one God, the creator of everything, the source of justice, who is equally power​ful in Egypt, Pales​tine and in the desert, who has no sexuality, and no mythology, who is human in form, but cannot be seen by human eye, and cannot be represent​ed in any human formthen the foun​der of Yahwehism was certainly a monothe​ist.”

The Bible, of course, does not begin monotheism with Moses. The majestic opening of the Bible with Bereshit . . . Elo​him, “In the beginning God . . .” is not simply a Mosaic or later religious thought which has developed through the intellec​tual process of man, but is a state​ment of fact. Whether we speak of the time of Abraham (2000 B.C.) or of Moses (1500 B.C.) there is nothing in the surrounding situation which is con​ducive to monotheism. Crass poly​theism has had a long history in the Mesopota​m​ian valley when God calls Abraham out of it. The Canaanite religion as graphically depicted in the Ugaritic literature as well as in the archae​ological finds, is virulent​ly hostile to monothe​ism. The only logical conclusion at which one can arrive is that monotheism comes only through divine revelation in a miraculous man​ner. If this could have happened in the time of Moses, it could have happened in the time of Abraham and, of course, did happen in the time of Adam. His​torical study simply will not support the evolutionary hypo​thesis as an explana​tion of the development of monotheism.

Ancient law codes and the Mosaic law 

Laws of EshnunnaANE, p. 133 (c. 2000 B.C.)  Discovered at Susa around A.D. 1900. It is Amorite and was ap​parently carried there.

Code of HammurabiANE, p. 138ff (c. 1700 B.C.)  Laws found at Ebla antedate Ur-Nammu and Hammurabi by centuries.

Compare the following:

Hammurabi                          Bible
Law #


1


Exod. 23:103; Deut. 5:20; 19:16-21

8


Lev. 19:11, 13; Exod. 20:15; Deut. 5:19; 22:1-4

14

Exod. 21:16; Deut. 24:7

21

Exod. 22:2-3

24

Deut. 21:1ff

60

Lev. 19:23-25

117

Exod. 21:2-11; Deut. 15:12-18

120

Exod. 22:7-9

 



129

Deut. 22:22

 



130

Deut. 22:23-27

 



154

Lev. 18:6-18; 20:10-21; Deut. 27:20-23

 



195

Exod. 21:15

 



196ff
Exod. 21:23-25; Lev. 24:19-20; Deut. 19:21

 



209

Exod. 21:22-25

 



250

Exod. 21:28-36

 



266

Exod. 22:10ff

Note that only 16 out of 282 of Hammurabi’s laws bear resemblance to the bibli​cal laws and these are usually quite general. Why are there similarities?  Common institutions: marriage, govern​ment, private own​ership, etc. Common problems:  death, murder, theft, slavery, etc. It should be extremely unusual if there were not many points of similar​ity. Why are there differences?  There is no need here even to discuss a common heri​tage as in the case of the flood. The Mosaic law was divinely instituted. It was theocratic govern​ment as opposed to civil government in the other nations. There was no doubt utilization of many things already practiced by the people, but there is no borrowing from Mesopotamia here.

The Sacrificial System.

The origin and explanation of the sacrificial system in the Bible are very vague. Animal sacrifice appears to be taken for granted in Chapter 4 of Genesis, but its origin and significance are simply assumed. Animal sacrifice is part of all the ancient religious systems. (At Ugarit the Shelem [peace] and Asham [guilt] offerings have been identified)
  We can assume from Genesis 4 that God insti​tuted animal sacrific​es and explained to Adam their significance. This information was preserved by Noah but perverted and misunder​stood by his descendants. The instruction to Moses, then, is taking at least some things which are familiar to the people and placing them in their true perspective.

The Sanctuary.

Many have argued and some still do, that the tabernacle is nothing but the later temple anachronisti​cally placed in the time of Moses. Few would hold that today even though the details would be denied.

Some link the ark with a portable shrine as used by the Arabs.
 This illustrates the attempt by many to find every possible link with identifiable objects in history, however tenuous, based on a philosophy of no super​natural revelations.

C.
The Canaanites and Israel

The term Canaanite is historically, geographically and cul​turally synonymous with the Phoeni​cians. Canaanite refers to a northwest Semitic people and culture of western Syria and Pal​estine before the 12th century B.C., and the term Phoenician refers to the same people and culture after that.

The Canaanites played an important part in history of civiliza​tion. In 3-2 millennium, they bridged the gap between Egypt and Mesopotamia, and to them we no doubt owe much of the slow, but constant transfusion of culture which we find in the an​cient near east.

Forced out of Palestine and most of Syria in the 13th and 12th centuries, the Phoenic​ians turned their energies seaward and became the greatest mariners and traders of all time.

The Greeks attribute their achievements in the arts of peace to them (cf. also writing).

Inscription and Grammar Workchiefly Gesenius 

Renan1860-61 cf. Pritchard.

ByblosMontetDunand (1921-    )

UgaritSchaeffer (1929-    )

Khadattu (Arslan Tash) Thureau Dangin (1928)

Hamath (Orontes) Ingholt (1931-38)

Plains of Antioch (McEwan) (1932-37) (Around Oron​tes)

MariParrot (1933-    )

Alalakh-Wooley (1936-39)

Ugarit
Schaeffer, Excavation; C. H. GordonTexts.
  There were at least two conso​nan​tal alphabetic scripts which had been devised by the Cana​anites. The cunei​form alphabet was used at Ugarit. The other was a direct progenitor of later Phoenic​ian. They were also familiar with Akkadian, Egyptian hieroglyphics and Bybli​an syllabic characters (this is a hiero​glyphic form syllabary in use toward the end of the third millennium B.C.used to write a very early form of Canaanite).

Canaanite Culture
Among other reasons it did not reach a greater height was that it had a low religious level. The Canaanites had a primitive mythology. Their religion contained the most demora​liz​ing cultic practices then existing in the near east. Human sacrifice, sacred prostitu​tion, eunuch priests, ser​pent worship, brutal mythology.

Literature
The relation of Ugaritic to the Old Testament has been demonst​rated but over-extended by Dahood especially.

Phoenicians
They spread the Canaanite culture, religion, language and alphabet all over the Mediter​ranean area
. They estab​lished colonies as far as Spain.
  They founded Carthage (Qart-hadasht‑-​new town, hence, several names like this). Tarshish‑-Smelting plant (several), Molochidol. Child sacrifice. For example, a stele (55 x 12 cm.) was found in a field of stelae and Urns with offering remains mostly of children in Carthage. Donner & Rollig #79. “To the Lady, to Tanat the face of Baal and to the Lords to Baal Hamon; This is what Canami slave of Eshmun​amas son of Baal​yatan vowedhis flesh . . .”  (My transla​tion, 3rd century, B.C.). The rest con​cerns warnings to those who would disturb the stone.
  Albright agrees with O. Eissfeldt that “molek was a sacrificial term and not the name of a Canaanite divinity. Punic molk and Heb. molek (vocalized correctly by MT) are in fact the same word, and both refer to a sacrifice which was, for Phoenicians and Hebrews alike, the most awe-inspiring of all possible sacred actswhether it was considered as holy or as an abomina​tion.”

The Contacts with Paganism During the Time of the Judges.

In the Canaanite religion El is the head of the pantheon. He has been displaced by Baal as Chronos was by Zeus. He probably declined in relative prominence during the period 2500-1500 B.C. He was still worshipped, however, at local shrines and his name is retained in El Elyon and El Olam. His wife seems to be Asherah (Ashirat in Ug. lit.). Her longer name is “the Lady who treads on the Sea (dragon).”  She is the foe of Baal and his wife/sister Anath. The word Asherah is usually trans​lated grove (Judges 3:7) in KJV since the symbol of her presence was a sacred tree or pole. Mot killed Baal and took him to the underworld. Anath freed him after a violent struggle with Mot. Anath was also called the Queen of Heaven. These gods were sadistic and sexual.
  Amos and Hosea inveigh against this religious system which had completely permeated the northern kingdom.

The most important offspring of this “couple” is Baal. Baal is really a title. The names of Baal include Zabul (the exalted), Lord of Earth, Rider of the Clouds, Lord of Hea​ven. Baal-zebul (not zebub) in Ekron. Baalzebub is a title for Satan in the New Testament. He is also called Hadad (cf. Ben-Hadad in Scripture). The idea of Yahweh being Baal was once ac​cepted and people named their children thusly. However, this is later looked on with disfavor because of Baal worship and these names are changed, e.g., Ishbaal=​Ishbosheth (boshethshame).

Ashtoreth (Astarte) is mentioned quite frequently in the Old Testament. It is not clear whether she may be the wife of Baal. In any event she is the goddess of love and the Egyptians called her and Anath, goddesses who conceive but do not bear (cf. Deut. 28:4 where ashtaroth means fruit of flocks). In Phoenician Palestine Astarte grew in importance while Anath became hidden under various appellations. Her name was later fused in Aramaic as Atargatis. The Queen of Heaven, Venus, Diana, Aphrodite and Mary are all part of the virgin cult originat​ing in the earliest days of man’s apostasy.

Dagon is a grain god who is the son of El and father of Baal in Ugaritic litera​ture. Refer​ences in Judges:  Baalim, 2:11; Baal, 2:13; 10:6; Ashtaroth, 2:13; 10:6; Groves, 3:7; Altar of Baal and Grove by it, 6:25; Ephod, 8:27; Baal-berith, 8:33; house of Baal-berith, 9:4; Men of Hamor? 9:28; house of their god, 9:27; Gods of Syria, Zidon, Moab, Ammon, Philistines, 10:6; Chemosh, 11:24; Dagon, 16:23; ephod, teraphim, graven image, molten image, 18:14.

The Baal cycle portrayed in ANET, pp. 129-142 is the seasonal cycle in which Baal breeds, dies and is later revived. The sexual activity pictured in the literature was carried out in practice by the people. Small wonder God condemned the religion of the Canaan​ites and the later prophets inveighed against it. This kind of culture can only de​grade.


9. MESOPOTAMIA1600-1000 B.C.
A.
General
Around the middle of the 2nd millennium, a new peoples movement begins to take place. This time it is the Indo-Europeans. Between 2000 and 1750 B.C., not a single non-Semitic name appears south of Carchemish; they are either Canaanite or Amor​ite. In the period 1500-1300 B.C., Syria and Palestine swarm with non-Semitic names
  These Indo-Europeans spill into the Middle East arena from the northwest (Hittites), north (Hurrians) and east (Kassites). These groups have in common (1) an origin in the mountains surrounding the fertile crescent, (2) a common Indo-European stock and (3) the possession of horses and chariots which gave them the edge in their encounters with the residents of the valley.

B.
The Kassites 1600-1200 B.C.

The attack on Babylon by the Hittites in 1595 B.C. brought the first dynasty of Babylon to a conclusion and allowed the intrusion of an Indo-European people from the Zagros moun​tains.

The Kassites completely adopted the culture and writing of the conquered people. They never put their own language into writing. For about 400 years they con​trolled southern Mesopo​tamia. So little is recorded about them that scholars have tended to dismiss them as a mediocre people. But they must have been able to bring about peace and stability. They apparently had a military state and feudal organization.

C.
The Hurrians 1500-1350.

The movement of the Amorites from the Syrian steppes ob​served in Unit V was counter​ed by the penetration of the Hurrians from the northeast out of the moun​tains surround​ing the fertile crescent. The Amor​ites controlled the Mesopota​mian valley, but Hurrian in​fluence was being felt as early as the first dynasty of Babylon in some of the northern areas.

This long period of infiltration is followed by settlement and conquest of the “hill country” north of the Euphrates permitted by the fall of Mari and the failure of Hammurabi to ex​tend his control into that area. Finally, the regroup​ing of these petty states resulted in the establishment of Mitanni, a kingdom which would play a vital role in Middle East history for 150 years.

There appears to have been an Indo-Aryan segment of Hurrian society which, as a spe​cial class who were noted for train​ing of horses and chariotry warfare, dominated the Hurrians. These were called mari​yanna.

Mitanni was at first hostile to Egypt, but the common threat of the Hittites brought them together. Under Amenhotep III, extensive correspondence and trade were carried on. Mitan​nian princesses joined the Pharaoh’s harem.

The Mitannian Kingdom is brought to a conclusion by the Hittites around the middle of the 14th century B.C.

D. The Hittite Kingdom.
Introduction.A. H. Sayce wrote in 1902:  “We are told in the Second Book of Kings (vii. 6) that when the Syrians were encamped about Samaria and the Lord had sent a panic upon them, ‘they said one to another, Lo, the king of Israel hath hired against us the kings of the Hittites, and the kings of the Egyp​tians, to come upon us.’  About the year 1843 a distin​guished scholar selected this passage for his criticism. Its ‘unhistorical tone,’ he de​clared, ‘is too mani​fest to allow of our easy belief in it.’  ‘No Hit​tite kings can have com​pared in power with the king of Judah, the real and near ally, who is not named at all . . . nor is there a single mark of ac​quaintance with the contemporaneous history.”

The Hittites are referred to as Heth in the Table of Nations and descendants of Ham. Hittite, prop​erly speaking, should, therefore, be applied only to the original inhabitants of the Anatolian plateau.
  The Hittite texts reveal that Anatolia in the middle and late bronze ages was populated by a mixture of peoples. The Indo-European peoples must have entered Anatolia sometime during the third millennium, B.C., either by way of the Caucasus or across the Bosporus, since the homeland of these peoples is known to have been to the north of the Black Sea.

The Old Kingdom 1700-1500 B.C.
The period immediately preceding the old kingdom had As​syrian trading colonies which were interested in exploiting the mineral-rich Anatolian plateau. These colonies came to an end about 1940 B.C. (ANE #56), possibly by the increasingly in​fluential Hurrians in northern Mes​opotamia. An early Hit​tite prince, Hattusilis, “man of Hattushash” rebuilt the ruined Hat​tushash and made it his capital. The need for tin caused him to be interested in the Eu​phrates trade route. He, therefore, began to look to the East. His grandson and suc​cessor, Mursillis I, defeated Aleppo, pro​ceeded down the Euphrates and overthrew Baby​lon itself, bringing to an end the First Dynasty of Babylon in 1595 B.C., (the Kassites then had a free hand). However, the pressure of the Hurrians and other circumstanc​es re​duced the Hittite Kingdom once more to a small area in central Ana​tolia.

The Empire 1450-1200 B.C.
The Hittites began to assert themselves again under Tud​haliyas. Thutmose III had begun to penetrate Syrian ter​ritory, and the Hurrians had become established as the King​dom of Mitanni. The Hittites were able to conquer Syria, including Mitanni. When in 1286 B.C., the ambitious Rameses II once again challenged the Hittites by leading an army up from the coast into the interior of Syria, he suffered a surprise attack beneath the walls of Kadesh and was forced, despite great personal valor, to retreat. During the fol​lowing years, the tense relations between the two great powers gradually improved, and in 1284 B.C., Hattushilish III and Rameses II concluded a treaty of peace by which the demarca​tion line between the Hittite and Egyptian spheres of influence was fixed just south of Damas​cus.

The Neo-Hittite (City-State) Period 1200-700 B.C.
The empire came to a sudden conclusion about 1200 B.C. partly because of the pressure of the “Sea People.”  These invaders, about which little is yet known, must have been made up of both Aegean and Anatolian peoples. They cut off the trade routes of the Hittites in the west, were barely beaten off by the Egyptians, and made their way up the coast of the Levant thereby cutting off the east trade routes. As a result, the Hittites, now completely vulnerable, fell prey to the attacks of the north and succumbed to obli​vion. After that, evidence of the Phrygian civilization abounds. The Hittites con​tinued in various cities, now affected by the newly emerging Arameans. Hamath of the Bible is a Hit​tite city. It is the Assyrians who, after three centuries of penetration of the west, even​tually bring all of Syria and the Hittite city-states under their control.

Literary Material.

The early excavations of Hattushash (modern Bogaz​koy) about 1906 brought to light a wealth of clay tablets (some 10,000). These were composed in at least six languages. Akkadian as the international language of commerce and diplomacy was present. Hittite hieroglyphics were the medium of monumen​tal inscriptions.

The Hittites and the Old Testament.

Gurney has problems with the early biblical refer​ences to the Hittites (e.g., Gen. 15:23) since there is no extra-biblical evidence of penetration into Egyptian territory (Palestine) by the Hittites at that time.
  It seems to me, however, that the mobil​ity of the people at that time could easily permit this kind of contact even of Hittite people who may not have been under the suzerainty of Hattushash. Cf. also K. Kitchen, who argues that Hittite penetration into Syria in the 19th and 18th centuries B.C. establishes such a prece​dent.


10. EGYPT1600-1000 B.C.
A.
The New KingdomDynasties XVIII-XX1600-1000 B.C.
General
The wars of liberation were successful in driving out the dreaded Hyksos under the XVIIth dynasty (see Unit VI). The XVIIIth dynasty proceeded with a ven​geance (1) to exter​mi​nate every vestige of Hyksos influence and (2) to rees​tablish Egyptian control of Pales​tine.

The Empire.

The XVIIIth dynasty acquired an empire in Syro-Palestine and became the most powerful state in the Middle East.

Amenhotep I (1545-1525)

He reached the Euphrates.

Thutmose III (1490-1436)

He conquered Syria in twenty years of fighting. He crossed the Euphrates and defeated the Mesopotamian states. He was the most powerful of all Pharaohs. His son, Thut​mose IV, married a Mitannian princess.
  

Amenhotep IV (1364-1347)

He brought the kingdom into decline. He broke with the Amen priesthood at Thebes, established a new capital (AkhetatenTell-el-Amarna), a new religion (worship of Aton, the sun disc), changed his name (Akhena​tonpleasing to Aton) and introduced a natural​istic art style.
  The religion was, at best, henotheism not monothe​ism. Because of this new direction of energy, the kingdom began to de​cline.

The Amarna Letters
A cache of cuneiform correspondence in Akkadian was dis​covered at Akhenaton’s capital. These letters contain pleas to the Pharaoh as their suzerain for help against the invad​ing Habiru.

After Akhenaton, names from a new dynasty feature gods from the north, Re, Seth, Ptah (Ramases, Setis, Mer-ne-Ptahs). They also moved the capital to Tanis​/Zoan on the delta while maintaining Thebes as a regional and seasonal capital.

Ramases II (1290-1224)

He was the greatest Pharaoh of the XIXth dynasty. He tended to take past glories to himself and to erect colossal sta​tues of himself. The Ramaside dynasty began in obscur​ity. Ramases II fought the Hittites at Kadesh in 1286 with a resultant peace treaty.

The Israelite Exodus
This problem will be taken up in more detail in the next unit. Scholars who hold the late date will see Ramases II as the Pharaoh of the Exodus because of the name of the city in Exod. 1:11 as well as the location of the biblical events in northern Egypt. Unger, argues that Ramases II merely took credit for the city and the biblical refer​ence was modernized.
  Wood,
 follow​ing Al​bright’s identification of the Rama​sides with the Hyksos, believes that it was the Hyksos who oppressed Israel and that the city had been called Ramases in their time.

The Sea People (c. 1200).

The eruption of Anatolians which terminated the Hittite Empire also had a devastating effect on Egypt. The Egyp​tians were barely able to beat them off and were never again able to regain their influence in Palestine-Syria (see the unit on Philistia).

B.
The Twentieth Dynasty c. 1200-1069
This dynasty began with Setnakht whose relationship with his predec​essors (if any) is unknown. His son Ramases III strengthened Egypt militarily and was able to repel three invad​ersLibyans, Sea Peoples (including the Philistines) and later the Libyans again. Both he and his predecessors forcibly settled captured Libyans in the south-east Delta. This allowed the Libyan groups who became so important later to develop. Ramases IV,V,VI,VII,VIII,IX,X,XI most of these were short, insig​nificant reigns (1166-1069). There was a decline in royal power and control until Ramases XI who ruled for 29 years. In the nine​teenth year of Ramases XI there was a “renaissance” and the dates are from that era. There were two strong men ruling under the weak king. “So from the 19th year of Ramesses XI (c. 1080 B.C.), all of Egypt and Nubia were divided into two great provinces, each under a chief whose common link and sole superior was the pharaoh. The boundary point was El Hibeh which became the northern base of the Theban ruler. Thus, under the last Ramesses a basic political pattern was established that was to last for over three centuries, through the 21st Dynasty and down to Prince Osorkon and the final collapse of the fractured unity of the post-imperial Egypt.”
  The story of Wenamun takes place in the fifth year of this era (1076 B.C.).

Dates come from Campbell in The Bible and the Ancient Near East; cf. also Gardiner, Egypt of the Pharaohs. These dates are tentative, and, therefore, any efforts to fit the biblical data into Egyptian events must remain tenta​tive. The dates that follow are principally from K. A. Kitchen. The Third Intermediate Period in Egypt (1100-650 B.C.). See also H. R. Hall, in CAH, “The Eclipse of Egypt,” 3:251-269 (1929).


THE NEW KINGDOM


The Eighteenth Dynasty 1570-1304
Date



Pharoah



Data
1525-1508

Thutmose I



Moses Born 1520

1508-1490

Thutmose II


Hatshepsut was Thutmose I’s only child by his official wife. Thutmose II, of a lesser wife, was married to her. Their only child was a girl. Thutmose III was from a minor wife of Thutmose II.

1490-1469

Hatshepsut



Could she be the princess who reared Moses?

1490-1436

Thutmose III


He chafed as co-regent with his step​mother until her death. Moses became 40 in 1480. The Exodus would be 1441.

1436-1410

Amenhotep II


His mummy has been found. Some argue that he was the Pharaoh of the Exodus (The Bible does not say he drowned. He led the battle to the water’s edge. The Psalm description is a general figura​tive statement).

1410-1402

Thutmose IV


His dream inscription may indi​cate that he was not originally intend​ed to be Pharaoh. (There​fore, his brother would have died in the plagues).
  

1402-1364

Amenhotep III


Conquest 1400-1393 (?).

1364-1347

Amenhotep IV 

(Akhenaton)


Amarna letters

1347-1346

Semenkhkere


Son-in-law of Amenhotep IV

1346-1337

Tutankhamun


Son-in-law of Amenhotep IV. But he may have been a son of Amen​hotep III or a son of Amen​hotep IV. He died young.
  

1337-1333

Ay

1333-1304

Haremhab


The Nineteenth Dynasty c. 1304-1200
1304-1303

Rameses I

1303-1290

Seti I

1290-1224

Ramases II

The greatest name in the nineteenth dynasty was Ramases II who reigned 67 years (half of which was probably coregency).  He took much glory to himself. He confronted the Hittites and concluded a treaty with them. 

1223-1211

Merenptah

His first successor was Merenptah who accomplished significant things, but he was older and therefore his reign was relatively short. His “stela” listing the kings of the Levant whom he allegedly defeated includes the only reference to “Israel” in all known Egyptian writing.
  The successors of Merenptah were weak and inefficient. The power of the throne swiftly declined under princes who followed. 

11. EGYPT 1000 B.C. TO 500 B.C.


The Twenty-first Dynasty

(“Post-Imperial” Epoch)

A.
Smendes I (c. 1069-1043)  (Saul: 1051-1011)

He was the powerful ruler of the north under Ramases XI. When the latter died without heirs, he became the pharaoh.

B.
Pinudjem I (c. 1053-1010) became co-regent in Thebes during the final decade of Smendes I’s life. Reasons not clear.

C.
When Smendes died Pinudjem was old and Nefferkare Amenemnsu became king in Tanis (1043-10​39).


D.
Amenemnsu’s half brother, Psusennes I, also a son of Smendes, became king (1039-991 B.C.) while Pinudjem I was still alive. He was in the prime of life and very active. (David: 1011-970)

E.
Amenemope (993-984 B.C.), Psusennes I’s son, was probably co-regent till his father’s death. Smendes II became high priest and king in Thebes but died soon and was succeeded by his bro​ther, Pinudjem II. Bar​ely a decade with few traces. Ruled in Tanis as Pharaoh and high priest of Amun. In Thebes he was undisputed.

F. 
Osochor (984-978)

Brief reign (six years). Virtually nothing known.

G. 
Siamun (c. 978-959 B.C.).

[David, Hadad of Edom 1 Kings 11:14-22, Kitchen 274-75]

Most active and best attested king of this dynasty rivaling Psusennes I. 1 Kings 9:16 Some pharaoh had destroyed Gezer and given it to Solomon as a dowry along with his daughter. If it were early (as it probably was) in Solomon’s reign, the Pharaoh would have been Siamun. The attack on Gezer was probably commercial rather than political. He became an ally of Solomon rather than an enemy. Siamun had crushed a commer​cial rival; Solomon had direct access to Egypt and had put down the Philistine enemies. Never in Old/Middle Kingdom would a daughter have been given to a foreigner.

Bible: “. . . it is known that not long after this time the breeding of horses was actually carried on on a large scale in Egypt and horses were among the most valued posses​sions of the Delta-princes. Also the strength of Egypt was in her chariots and horse​men (1 Kings 10:28; 2 Kings 18:24).”
  Solomon derived much of his power by controlling the trade-routes from Egypt to Babylonia and from the Red Sea to Syria.

The Philistines may have gone to Egypt for help which would have been respected by David and Solomon. Gezer was chastised by Pharaoh and given later to Solomon. Gaza likewise may have been given by Egypt.
  Solomon was also married to Pharaoh’s daughter (1 Kings 9:16).

H. 
Psusennes II (c. 959-945).

Identity uncertain. May have been a son or high priest (but even so he was a descen​dent of Psusennes I). Little is recorded about him. Midway between Tanis and Mem​phis was the city of Bubastis where a line of Libyan chiefs had by this time been settled for six generations and so reached back to Ramasside period.
  Ramases III settled his captives there.


Twenty-second Dynasty

The Era of Power


(945-715)


Libya

[Rehoboam to Asa in Judah; Jeroboam to Omri in Israel]

A.
Sheshonk (Shishak) I (c. 945-924 B.C.).

Details for this period are skimpy. “At his death, Psusennes II left no male heir; some time either before or after his death, his daughter Maatkare B was married to the young Osorkon, son of Sheshonk B, the leading man in the kingdom.”
“It was this man who now ascended the throne as Sheshonk I. The new ruler was no brazen usurper or mere parvenu especially if the marriage of Maatkare had preceded Psusennes’ death.”

Sheshonk, the founder of the 22nd dynasty, was half Libyan, half royal prince of Bubastis on the Delta. Under Merenptah and Ramases III there was a great move​ment of Libyans into Egypt. Though defeated, many of them stayed. Some were wealthy and gained posi​tions and power. Shishak was from a marriage into the royal house. After about five years, he was able to assert authority over the Theban priest​hood and claim upper and lower Egypt.

Hadad II (Edom) and Jeroboam I both fled to Egypt. Sheshonk probably feared to attack Solomon, but with split of kingdom (possibly in collusion with Jeroboam I) he was able to defeat Rehoboam in 930 (1 Kings 14:25-28). This event was recorded at Karnak.

B.
Osorkon I (924-889) was Sheshonk’s son. 

Hall believes that Hebrew Zerah, the Ethiopian (2 Chron. 14:9-15), is a corrup​tion of Osorkon who was defeated by Asa in 895,
 but Kitchen says that they are not to be identified. Osorkon is a Libyan whereas Zerah is not called a king and is a Nubian.
  Consequently, he believes that Osorkon, now an old man, sent a general of Nubian extraction. There are no notable events recorded in Osorkon’s reign except this one (unrecorded in Egyptian history for obvious reasons). Sheshonk II ruled as co-regent only (c. 890).

C. 
Takeloti (889-874)

This pharaoh is the least-known king of the entire Libyan epoch. His brothers ruled as priests and probably chose to ignore him.

[Jehoshaphat to Ahaz in Judah; Ahab to Hoshea in Israel]

D. 
Osorkon II (co-regent as typical in 22d dynasty) (874-850). 

Egyptian policy toward Palestine and Syria is more conciliatory. An alabaster vase with Osorkon’s cartouche partly evident shows that a gift was sent to Ahab. The battle of Karkar took place in 853. The Assyrians were met by a coalition of kings including Ahab from Israel. The As​syrians also mention “a thousand men of Musri.”  The con​tribution of this small force to the battle was the result of Egyptian support of Byblos. This was porten​tous of a rising Assyria. Assyria claimed victory but it was twelve years later before Jehu paid tribute (841 B.C.).

E.
Takeloti II (850-825).

As Jehu paid tribute to Shalmaneser III, so the Egyptians sent gifts, showing that they were willing to play along with the efforts to pay off the Assyrians.

F.
Sheshonk III (825-773).

(Dynasty 23 begins here at Thebes). The Thebians had been operating under virtual kings for some time, and in spite of efforts from the north to control them, were able to maintain their indepen​dence. At this point, however, a descendent of a Harsiesi who had been a “king” at Thebes became a genuine pharaoh even setting up a capital on the Delta. Pedubaste I (818-793 B.C.) was his name.

G.
Pimai (773-767)

H.
Sheshonk V and Osorkon IV, last of the Bubastites (767-715).


Twenty-third Dynasty

(838-720)

This era is poorly attested. Basically only the names of the kings are known. This is essential​ly a rival dynasty at Thebes.

A.
Pedubaste I (818-793) was the founder of the twenty-third dyn​asty. His rule was contem​poraneous with Sheshonk III. 

B.
Iuput I (c. 804-783) and  Sheshonk IV (783-777) are not well known.

C. 
Osorkon III (777-749).

D. 
Takeloti III (757-734). He was co-ruler till 749.

E.
The Nubian Kingdom of Napata.

The Nubians had long and extensive contact with the Egyptians, the latter removing great wealth to the north. These contacts led to a fair amount of “Egyptianizing,” and bi-lingualism. 

A certain Kashta, worshipper of Amun, donned the regalia of a pharaoh and even styled himself, the king of upper and lower Egypt. His penetration was at least to Aswan.

In the eighth year of Takeloti III, Piankhy (Nubian) became the king and extended his influence as far north as Thebes and even laid claim to being the protector and in effect ruler of Thebes.
  

F. 
Rudamun (734-731). Brother of Takeloti III.

G. 
Iuput II (731-720?).

“With the division of powers between two senior pharaohs in the Delta (22nd Dynasty, Tanis-Bubastis; 23rd, Leontopolis) and two lesser pharaohs in Middle Egypt (heracleopolis, Hermopolis), an ‘Hereditary Prince’ of the senior line in Athribis-with-Heliopolis, a whole series of local chiefs of the Ma in the Delta cities, plus a Prince​dom of the West covering the west Delta, and Nubia ruling from Thebes southwards, the whole former pharaonic dominion in the Nile Valley lay in fragments by the year 730 B.C. Only two of these were of substanceNubia and the Princedom of the Westand from their contest, a new Egypt was gradually to be born.”


Twenty-fourth Dynasty

Nubian Dawn and Libyan Eclipse


(728-716)

[Hezekiah to Zedekiah in Judah]

The western part of the Delta was ruled by a Libyan “Chief of the Ma” named Tefnakht. He was more powerful than the pharaohs on the east Delta and even subdued chiefs south toward Thebes. 

The new Nubian king was called Piankhy (747-716). Because of the threat of Tefnakht, in a series of campaigns, Piankhy forced the submission of all of Egypt to his control. He then went back to Napata and never returned to Egypt.

A vacuum was left in the north, since Piankhy did not set up an administration nor seek to rule. Conse​quently, Tefnakht was the most powerful of the weak monarchs. Osorkon IV of the Twenty-second Dynasty continued as a shadow king contemporary with Tef​nakaht. He was also the northeastern most king and thus exposed to contacts with Western Asia. Consequent​ly, Kitchen believes the “So” to whom Hoshea sent gifts in an effort to thwart Assyrian control (2 Kings 17:4), is Osorkon IV, the last of the Bubastite kings.
  Isaiah (19:11,13;30:2,4) denounces the Egyptian kings at Zoan (Taniseast Delta) as fools. The situation of Egypt certainly deserves the epithet.

Sargon II defeated Samaria in 722 B.C. In 720, the year of the death of Tefnakht and the accession of Bakenranef, his son, in Sais, Sargon crushed a revolt in Syria and subdued Philistia as far as Gaza. The Egyptians sent out help but they were routed.
  Osorkon IV sent him a gift. Thereafter both the Twenty-second and Twenty-third Dynasties fade out.

Bakenranef, son of Tefnakht, of the Twenty-fourth Dynasty, became king, but the brother of Piankhy became pharaoh in Napata and soon ruled all Egypt.


Twenty-Fifth Dynasty

Nubian Rule and Assyrian Impact


(716-656 B.C.)

A. 
Shabako (716-702 B.C.)

By his second year, Shabako was in charge of Memphis and soon became the true pharaoh of all Egypt. Sargon sent his army commander to deal with a rebellious Ashdod (Isaiah 20) in 712/11. The rebel, Iamani, had fled to Egypt, but he was turned over to the Assyrians. Thus Shabako was at least neutral toward Assyria. 

B. 
Shebitku (702-690 B.C.)

He was the son of Shabako and nephew of Piankhy. He brought his sons to Thebes and to the Delta. Among them was Taharqa who was then twenty years old. In 702/1 Hezekiah and others opened negotiations with the new Nubian king to rebel against Assyria. Sennacherib came west in 701 to put down the rebellion. He defeated the allies, including the first force of Taharqa, at Eltekah, proceeded to demolish the fortified cities of Judah and sent his officer to demand the surrender of Jerusalem by Heze​kiah. However, upon hearing a report that Taharqa was going to attack with his second force, he withdrew Jerusalem to reunite his forces. The Egyptians withdrew, but God miracu​lously des​troyed most of the Assyrian army. Taharqa was not pharaoh at this time, but was referred to as such in 681 when the account was written. Thus it is used proleptically and is not a dual account of Sennacherib’s invasion.
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C.
Ta​h​ar​qa (690-664).

Es​ar​ha​ddon of Assyria perceived Egypt to be the reason for rebellion among his western provinces. Consequently, he invaded Egypt in 674 but was defeated. He invaded again in 671 and defeated Taharqa. He set out again in 669 to attack Egypt but died on the way. 

Under Ashurbanipal the Assyrians ruled Egypt. Taharqa fled to Thebes and then to Napata. The Assyrians appointed Necho I of Sais as a subordinate king (he may have been a Libyan). 

D. 
Tantamani (664-656).

Tantamani was urged by the Egyptians to return north. He did so and conquered all the territories and killed Necho I. Ashur​banipal sent his army back (663) and again routed the Nubians, driving Tantamani back to Napata. They looted Thebes completely (Nahum refers to the fate of No-Amun or Thebes in 3:8-10. For the text see CAH 3:285). The northern territories continued to be fiefdoms with the Saites and Bubas​tites permitted by the Nubians some measure of indepen​dence. 


The Twenty-sixth Dynasty

The Saite Triumph

A. 
Psammetichus I (665-610).

This son of Necho I of Sais and an Assyrian vassal was able by 656 B.C. to extend his rule over the entire Delta, Middle Egypt, and finally south to Thebes. Greeks begin to appear in Egypt as warriors and traders. They no doubt assisted Psammetichus in gaining control and formed a colony at Naucratis.

“The union of Egypt as a solid fact gave the king enough con​fidence to cease paying tribute to Assyria and to make alliance with Gyges of Lydia by 655 or 654 B.C. However, he may have mollified the Assyrians by remaining their ally (not an op​ponent) while they struggled with a rising tide of troubles in the east and south-east. The alliance of Egypt and Assyria was certainly in force at the end of the reign of Psammentichus I (610 B.C.) in the momentous years of the fall of Nineveh (612 B.C.).”

Psammetichus staved off the Scythian invasion that affected all of Asia. He also besieged Ashdod (perhaps while it was con​trolled by the Scythians) and controlled Gaza. He did not push into the hill country controlled by Josiah (640-609).

With the Scythians and other hill people daily attacking the Assyrians, the efforts of Cyaxares the Mede to defeat Assyria and with Nabopolassar in Babylon rebelling, the Assyrians were in serious trouble. Egypt remained an ally.

B.
Necho II (610-593).

Nineveh fell in 612 and under Ashur-uballit the army regrouped in Haran. Necho went to her side in 609. Josiah tried to stop him and was killed at Megiddo. Necho on his way back to Egypt deposed Jehoahaz and enthroned Jehoiakim. The Egyptians were defeated by crown prince Nebuchadnezzar in 605. In that same year Nabopolassar died and Nebuchadnezzar became king. He forced Jehoiakim to submit to Babylonian rule.

Jeremiah predicted that Nebuchadnezzar would invade Egypt (Jer. 43). Hall refers to the fragmentary inscription “in the 37th year of Nebuchad​nezzar King of Babylon [568-67] (the troops) of Egypt to do battle came . . . (Ama)su, King of Egypt his troops (levied) . . . Ku of the city of Putu-yawan . . . a distant land which is in the midst of the sea . . . many . . . which were in Egypt . . . arms, horses, and . . .​ he levied for his assistance . . . before him . . . to do battle.”  He goes on to say Marduk encouraged troops and enemy mer​cenaries were defeated and fled. He does not believe this gives warrant for assuming that Nebuchadnez​zar, now old, would have major battles or enter Egypt personally.

C. 
Psammetichus II (593-588).

D. 
Apries (Pharaoh Hophra of the Bible) (588-566).

Apries was essentially in the hands of his Greek mercenaries (much to the resentment of the population). He supported King Zedekiah in his revolt against Babylon and attacked Phoenicia from the sea. The army revolted and put an officer, Amasis (d. 526), in as co-regent. Apries tried to reestablish himself, but was defeated and slain by his own men. 

E. 
The Persians conquered Egypt in 525 B.C
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PERSIANS (525-330) 


12. THE PERIOD OF  THE EXODUS AND CONQUEST

A.
General
Palestine has a five finger grip on the seas. It forms the strategic land bridge of the Middle East. (See Baly, Geography of the Bible.)

The “two Israel” theory propounded by Albright and others (especially his students, such as Wright, BA, p. 77) is that there were Israelites in Canaan while other Israelites were in Egypt. These two linked up through a gradual infiltration into Palestine by the Egyptian Israelites. This would explain some of the diverse traditions which have become interwoven into the biblical documents. The only problem with this is that there is not one shred of evidence for this either in the biblical text or in history or in archaeology. It should be dismissed out of hand (Cf. Albright’s own admission in SATC, p. 279).​

The date of the Exodus continues to be a vexing problem from the point of view of relating the biblical data (and date) to the extra-biblical material (archaeological and historical).

The biblical chronology based on 1 Kings 6:1 has already been presented. The date for the Exodus is usually given as 1441 (the variations result from some uncertainty as to the date of Solomon’s accession). Critical scholars usually hold to an Exodus of some sort (certainly on a much more limited scale than that indicated in the Bible) in the 13th century. Recent scholarship seems to be denying any sort of Exodus.

The issues with we must grapple are:

1. The archaeological data.

2. The cities in Exodus 1:11.

3. Hebrews and Hyksos.

4. Hebrews and Habiru.

5. Egyptian chronology.

6. Trans-Jordan occupation.

Albright gives an apologetic for the destruction of the Canaanites in SATC, p. 280ff. This is quite a strong contrast to a prominent Methodist bishop of a few years ago who referred to the God of the Old Testament as a Bully. Albright argues first that contemporary “civilizations” have little right to sit in judgment on others with regard to total warfare. Secondly, he says, “It was fortunate for the future of monotheism that the Israelites of the Conquest were a wild folk, endowed with primitive energy and ruthless will to exist, since the resulting decimation of the Canaanites prevented the complete fusion of the two kindred folk which would almost inevitably have depressed Yahwistic standards to a point where recovery was impossible.” This issue will be taken up further in the next lecture on Canaanite religion.

B.
The Archaeological picture for the time of the conquest.

1.
We have already discussed the problem of the dating of the Exodus and the conflict between the biblical chronology of I Kings 6:1 and the apparent evidence of archaeology. The largest problem with regard to that date arises from the archaeological data of the various towns mentioned in Joshua and Judges. It is important to note at the outset that we evangelicals have no right to shout with glee when archaeology “proves” the Bible and then to become angry when it seems to disprove it. We should accept archaeology as a handmaid to biblical studies and be prepared to wrestle with whatever data it presents or seems to present.

2.
The Amarna tablets coming from the 15th and 14th centuries should not be lightly dismissed as having a possible bearing on the entry of the Israelites. They report an incursion of Habiru (Hapiru and now Khapiru) and appeal to the Egyptian court for help (But see Bruce in Archaeo1ogy and Old Testament Study).

3.
The Cities of the Central Campaign of Joshua.

Jericho. This is a key city in which to look for archaeological help on the biblical data. Garstang (Digging up Jericho) in his excavations from 1930‑36 identified a set of burned walls as belonging to the late bronze age or the time of Joshua. K. Kenyon (“Jericho,” Archaeology and Old Testament Study) says that “This was . . . a completely erroneous identification, for the defences in question belonged to the Early Bronze Age” (3000‑2300 by her reckoning). Archer, in a series on biblical archaeology in Bib Sac (1970), quotes Garstang (in 1948) as saying his position has not been refuted. Archer argues that this is a case in point where the prejudgment of one’s position (in this case a late date for the Exodus) controls the interpretation of the data. However, Miss Kenyon argues that “. . . it is impossible to associate the destruction of Jericho with such a date [late date]. The town may have been destroyed by one of the other Hebrew groups, the history of whose infiltrations is, as generally recognized, complex. Alternatively, the placing at Jericho of a dramatic siege and capture may be an aetiological explanation of a ruined city [Wright, in BA denies this (see my opening lecture)]. Archaeology cannot provide the answer” (AOTS, p. 273).
 In view of this conflict, it appears to me that it would be better not to call on archaeology for help in illuminating the siege of Jericho. It would be better to accept the biblical account including the date of 1 Kings 6:1, which is not disproved by archaeology, and wait for further developments (see further, Wright, BA, pp. 79, 80, Wood in New Perspectives on Old Testament Studies, and Waltke, Bib Sac, J‑M, 1972).

Ai. “And Joshua sent men from Jericho to Ai, which is beside Bethaven, on the east side of Beth‑el . . . they are but few.” (Josh. 7:2‑3). Ha’ai means “the heap” (see BASOR,  #198, April, 1970).

According to Wright, Ai’s excavation indicates a small, flourishing town, heavily fortified, between the 33rd and 24th centuries B.C. The chief structure within was a fine temple, beautifully built and the huge walls were its protection (BA, p. 80).

The city is said to have been destroyed about 2400 B.C. and not reoccupied until c. 1000 B.C. Attempts to answer this are:

a.
Aetiological explanation.

b.
People from Bethel temporarily occupying the city.

c.
Albright: Story in Joshua concerns Bethel but later it was identified with Ai.

Excavation shows a violent destruction of Bethel in the 13th century (Albright and Kelso‑‑1934, 1955‑60). It is more probable that this is the destruction of Bethel referred to in Judges 1 at a later date.

Since the biblical account is quite explicit, we can only assume:

a.
The occupation was so light as to leave no trace.

b.
The mound excavated (et Tell) is not Ai. (See Livingston, Westminster Theological Journal, 33, Nov., 1970, p. 2Of. He argues that Bethel is really modern Bira and Ai an unnamed mound nearby).

Gibeon

The Gibeonites made a league with Joshua (chapter 9) and became “hewers of wood” and “drawers of water.”
Gibeon was excavated by Pritchard (Gibeon, Where the Sun Stood Still) from 1956‑1962 (It is not all finished). The most outstanding thing there is the huge water cistern 37 feet in diameter and 82 feet deep (ANE # 179, 180). In addition there was a winery with a capacity of 25,000 gallons.

There is evidence of continuous habitation without destruction in accord with the biblical account. See Reed, in Archaeology and Old Testament Study.
4.
The Cities of the Southern Compaign.
The defeat of these outpost cities was necessary to open up the hill country. When Sennacherib and Nebuchadnezzar invaded Judah centuries later, they followed the same strategy. All the cities mentioned in Joshua can today be located with a high degree of probability except Makkedah (Wright, BA, p. 81).

Lachish.
a.
Lachish was excavated by Starkey beginning in 1933. It was finished in 1957.

b.
A jar was found with hieratic script of a receipt dated in the year of some Pharaoh. Which one? There is no real way of knowing, but Rameses II or Merneptah is usually chosen for obvious reasons (see chronology). It is the stele of Merneptah (c. 1220 B.C.) which contains the only mention of Israel and refers to them as a people in Palestine (ANE p. 231, fig. 96).

c.
Lachish letters‑‑Jeremiah’s time.

Debir‑‑Kiriath‑Sepher‑‑Modern tell Beit Mirsim.

a.
Albright’s own discussion of the archaeological data in Archaeology and Old Testoment Study does not sound as conclusive as Wright indicates in BA. One phase of the city was destroyed about the middle of the 14th century although an earlier or later date is possible.

b.
The destruction of another level “must have been quite late in the 13th century B.C.”
c.
I do not feel that Albright’s discussion is dogmatic enough to warrant a 1250 date for Israel to have defeated Debir.

5.
The Northern Campaign.

a.
“And Joshua at that time turned back, and took Hazor, and smote the king thereof with the sword: for Hazor beforetime was the head of all those kingdoms.” Joshua 11:10.

b.
See Biblical Archaeologist‑‑XXII, 1959, and Yadin in Archaeology and Old Testament Study for a discussion. Hazor is mentioned in the execration texts and the Mari tablets. There was caravan travel between Hazor and Babylon. It was a huge city of 40,000 people.

c.
Hazor was destroyed in the middle of the 13th century B.C. Wood says Hazor was burned but the evidence of destruction in the 13th century is not burning. But Stratum XVI (3) dated by Yadin in 16th‑15th centuries was burned. This may be the one Joshua burned, and it was rebuilt and strong during the time of Deborah (see Wood, New Perspectives on the Old Testament).

6.
Conclusion.

We conclude our study of the conquest as we began. Archaeology is not as conclusive for a late date theory as is often presented, but neither does it give evidence for an earlier date. We will simply have to wait (perhaps in vain) for further interpretation and correlation which will help. The evidence does show violent disruption of many of the cities in the general period of the Exodus of Israel from Egypt. In the meantime, we should hold to the biblical chronology as given in 1 Kings 6:1.
     �But seeking confirmation of written documents by archaeology is not improper and practical for other documents than the Bible (Kitchen, Ancient Orient and the Old Testament, 169, 70).








     �Schoville (Keith Schoville, Biblical Archaeology in Focus, p. 97) cites this statement and adds, “There is currently a trend, nevertheless, for increased financial and staff support derived from conservative circles.”


     �Albright said, “In the center of history stands the Bible” (cited by J. M. Sasson, “Albright as  an Orientalist,” Biblical Archaeologist, 56 [1993] 6).


     �David C. Hopkins, “From the Editor,” Biblical Archaeologist 56 (1993) Inside cover.


     �W. G. Dever, “What Remains of the House that Albright Built?” Biblical Archaeologist, 56 (1993) 32-33.


     �See John van Seters (In Search of History) for a classical presentation of the newer perspective.


     �K. Kitchen, The Bible in Its World, pp. 57-58. For a current (1987) survey, see F. R. Brandfon, “Archaeology and the Biblical Text,” Biblical Archaeology Review 14 (1987) 54-59.


     �Read Pritchard’s account of the Black Obelisk, Archaeology and the Old Testament, p. 139 and his postscript,  p. 246.
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