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A debate rages among Biblical
archaeologists: Was there a
United Monarchy under
David and Solomon? Should
IIMPTESsLve AnNcient SEructures
throughout Israel be attributed
to Solomon or were they built
a century later? How old is the
text of the Bible? A key figure
in this debate is Lsrael
Finkelstein, codirector of the
Megiddo excavations and head
of Tel Aviv Universitys
Institute of Archaeology. He
recently shared his views with

BAR editor Hershel Shanks.

Hershel Shanks: Israel, how long have
you been the director of Tel Aviv Uni-
versity’s Institute of Archacology?

Israel Finkelstein: Six long years. I hope
to retire soon—if possible.

You're a young man. How old are you?

An old man. 'm 53 and I should retire soon
and write more.

How about digging?

Well, David Ussishkin and I are going to
continue the excavation at Megiddo. It’s an
enchanting site. If's been the cradle of
archaeology in this country, Biblical archae-
ology if you wish. It’s providing us with a
window into the history of this country. And
therc’s a nice swimming pool in the kibbutz.
So I see no reason why not to continue exca-
vating there.

We have new insights in almost every
spot we dig, almost every issue we touch
on. We are excavating in six different fields.
There’s a big advantage in going back to a
site that has been excavated before, because
you have these windows into the belly of
the mound. And you can excavate at the
same time in the Early Bronze Age, the
Middle Bronze Age, the Late Bronze Age
and the Iron Age.

Starting from the Early Bronze I (c. 3500-
3100 B.C.), we are uncovering the largest

temple compound ever excavated anywhere
in the country from the entire Bronze Age—
a monumental temple with evidence of ani-
mal sacrifice. Only one small piece of wall
from that building was previously known.
We opened the rest of the arca.

In Early Bronze I, Megiddo was the largest
site in the country; it covered an area of
between 50 and 60 hectares [between 120
and 140 acres]. It was a huge site, proba-
bly at least partially fortified.

That tells you that as early as the fourth
millennium, you probably already had
some sort of territorial entity. You need a
significant population in order to build a
temple like this. You cannot establish
something like this with only 300 or 400
people. You must have some sort of a cen-
tral site with a countryside relationship. You
already have some sort of evolution of a
territorial entiry, call it a chiefdom, call it
an early city state, call it whatever you want.
Ic’s the first time that we have, not on the
level of theory, but on the level of whar we
find in the ground, definite evidence for
something like this in the late fourth mil-
lennium B.C.

The site also flourished in the Late
Bronze Age (1550-1150 B.C.). The city was
then destroyed at the end of the Late Bronze
Age, in the 12th century B.C. This is whart
we may call Canaanite Megiddo. But,
when the city recovered from the shock,
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THE IMPOSING MOUND OF MEGIDDO, pictured
above, rises 100 feet from the floor of the Jezreel
Valley in northern Israel. Because of its strategic
location on the Via Maris, an important trade
route, Megiddo witnessed numerous conflicts in
ancient times. Its bloody history makes it an
appropriate setting for the end-of-days battle
predicted by the Book of Revelation—the name
"Armageddon” derives from the Hebrew Har
Megiddo, the Mount of Megiddo.

A broad gash, center, splits the eastern side
of the tell; the gash was created in the 1920s
and 1930s by archaeologists from the University
of Chicago, who identified 20 occupation levels
dating from the Neolithic period (8300-4500 B.C))
to the fifth century B.C.

Since 1994, Israel Finkelstein, the subject of
the accompanying interview, has codirected,
with David Ussishkin and Baruch Halpern, a
comprehensive re-excavation at the site under
the auspices of Tel Aviv University. In the
interview, Finkelstein and BAR editor Hershel
Shanks discuss Megiddo’s pivotal role in the
debate over the historical reliability of the Bible.

o

from the destruction, it was still Canaan-
ite in its material culture.

Who destroyed it
Possibly one of the Sea Peoples.

The Philistines? They were one of the
Sea Peoples.

Possibly. There’s no way of knowing. We
don’t have an inscription saying so.
Could it have been destroyed by another

Canaanite army?

It could have been destroyed by a neigh-
boring city state, if you wish, but I think
one of the Sea Peoples is the best candi-
date.

Is there any possibility that the Israelites
were the people who did the conquering?

Well, not according to my point of view.

Why not?
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I dont know what an Israelite is in the
12th century B.C.

In other words, archaeologically, you
don’t feel you can identify an Israelite.

Yes. If you think that a gang of ‘Apiru or
Habiru, an uprooted population, or Shasu,
or whatever, in the 12th century could be
identified as Israel, and, that in the tur-
moil of the 12th century, they took over
a city, then it’s a possibility. But I don't
believe in a functioning, coherent ethnic
entity named Isracl as early as the 12th

century.

When would you speak of such an
Israel?

I suppose that in the Canaanite highlands,
there were groups who identified themselves
as Israel as early as the time of the Mernep-
tah Stela. You do have some people iden-
tifying themselves—or being identified by
the Egyptians—as Israel.

When was that?

In the late 13th century, almost around 1200.

The question, however, is not whether
you have a group of people, ‘Apiru or Shasu,
one of whom is called Israel. The question
is when something larger and more signif-
icant grew out of that, something that has
a territorial aspect to it. When we speak
about a territorial entity, I would say def-
initely by the tenth century and possibly
before. But how much before, that’s a big
question.

The Bible portrays mainly the realitics
of the time of its compilation (regarding
the book of Joshua, the seventh century B.C.)
and a litde bit before. Tt also includes ear-
lier material; there is no doubt abour it
The Deuteronomistic history [Deuteronomy,
Joshua, Judges, Samucl and Kings] includes
material thar reflects memorics.
There is no doubr about that. How carly,
1 dont know. T mean these things are not
reachable. They are beyond our knowledge.
The Bible may even preserve some sort of
a very vague memory or myth or folk tales
about the turmoil of the 12th century. Who
knows? T always say to my students that I
will not go to court to say that there was
a Joshua or an Abraham, and [ will not go
to court to say there was no Joshua or Abra-
ham. There may have been some sort of a
figure in the very ancient past. 1 don’t know.
I can only tell you that the text we have
reflects the realities and needs and, if you

carlier
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THE BIRTH OF ISRAEL? The Merneptah Stela
(lower right), a 7.5-foot-high granite slab found
in Thebes, Egypt, dates to c. 1207 B.C., the fifth
year of the reign of Pharaoh Merneptah. The
pharach commissioned the stela to celebrate
his military victories in Canaan and Libya,

On the second line from the bottom of the
Stela is the earliest known non-Biblical reference
to Israel (shown in detail); “Canaan has been
plundered into every sort of woe ... Israel is laid
waste, his seed is not.” An unpronounced sign,
called a determinative, indicates that the word
“Israel” denotes a people, not a place. Was Israel
a clearly defined nation at the time the stela
was made? No, says Finkelstein: I don’t believe
in a functioning, coherent ethnic entity named
Israel as early as the 12th century [B.C.1.” He
suggests instead that “Israel” in the late 13th
century B.C. may have referred to a group of
people in the Canaanite highlands, who may
have called themselves Israelites. Finkelstein
thus differs markedly from the so-called Biblical
maximalists, who take the Merneptah Stela as
proof that Israel was a nation as early as the
late 13th century B.C.

wish, also the propaganda, politics, ideol-
ogy and theology of later periods.

But archacology has nothing really to say
about whether or not there was an Abra-
ham. You say you would not go to court
on that question. Iso’t it true that
archaeology is irrelevant to that question?

Archaeology is almost completely irrelevant
to that. Archaeology is relevant when
somebody tells me that the patriarchal
material in Genesis reflects the realities of
the second millennium B.C. Then archae-
ology is in full steam to prove that he is
wrong. Then, for instance, you can com-
pare the names of the sites; you can go to
the sites to see whether they existed at that
time. There are things archaeology can con-
tribute, but archaeology cannot recreatc Abra-
ham and archaeology cannot deny the exis-
tence of a person in the very early past.

You wouldn’t expect to find in archae-
ology evidence of a particular family.

Of course not. But the Bible in my opin-
ion doesnt give us any solid information

about early Israel in the late second mil-
lennium B.C., except for possibly shreds of
memories here and there, which I cannot
trace. They are irretrievable.

But what you just said is beyond your
expertise as an archacologist. Maybe
you are right, but not as an archaeolo-
gist, not based on your archaeological
knowledge.

My dear Hershel, let me remind you that
there are two approaches to archaeology.
Some archaeologists see themselves as deal-
ing only with material culture; and this is
perfectly okay with me. I see myself, how-
ever, as an historian practicing archaeology.
So I'm looking at matters from a completely
different point of view. I'm trying to
put together all possible pieces of
evidence. Archaeology is one.
And from my point of view,
of course, it is a central one,
maybe the most impor-
tant one, but not the
only one. I'm looking
at the same time at
the Biblical text, and
at other ancient Near
Eastern texts.

Every  text s
biased, both the Bible
and every other Near
Eastern text. They are
all written from a
particular  point  of
view.

And the interpreta-
tion of archaeologi-
cal materials can

also be biased.

I agree with you.

And even with an
unbiased approach,
there are differences
in interpretation of
material culture.

I agree. But again, if
you ask me whether
archacology can prove

or disprove the existence of a petson
named Abraham, archaeology is irrelevant.
But if you ask me whether archaeology can
or cannot shed light on a theory that the
marerial in Genesis depicts realities of the
second millennium B.C., then archaeology
is very relevant.

An earlier generation of Biblical archaeo-
logists tried to show that the patriar-
chal age could be fixed, archaeologically,
in the early second millennium B.C, This
proved not to be the case. They were
wrong. But that doesn’t mean that
there were no patriarchs or that the
Bible’s patriarchal narratives contain no
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history. It only means that we have failed
archaeologically to place them in a par-
ticular period.

At the end of the day, the patriarchal nar-
ratives reflect basically and mainly the
needs, the ideology, the perspectives of the
time of the compilation of the text.

You keep coming back to the ideology
of a later period when the text was com-
posed, and 1 keep coming back to the
questions that our readers are interested
in, and that’s the matter of historicity. In
the case of the patriarchs, people some-
times assume that because we can’t place
the patriarchal narratives in a particular
period archaeologically that there was no
patriarchal age. But that’s not correct. There
may or may not have been a patriarchal
age. We just don’t have archaeological evi-
dence to support it or disprove it.

No, you are wrong, Hershel. The descrip-
tions are fully immersed into the realities of
Late monarchic times, into the toponyms
of late monarchic times, into the states of
late monarchic times, into the realities of
the seventh, sixth and fifth centuries B.C.
Since  the are
immersed in these realities, we have no rea-
son to go and look for a patriarchal age.

I look at it from the point of view of
the composition; it does have importance,
great importance and great beauty and great
meaning and great value. The value is not
whether there was or was not a patriarchal
age and the value is not in historicity, either.
The value is in the message that you have
in the text. There is a historical value ro
the stories, but the historical value is at the
time when the stories were put into writ-
ing. I have never understood why this his-
tory is less interesting than the history of
something that may or may not have hap-
pened in the second millennium B.C.

When people ask me what’s the differ-
ence between the way I understand the his-
tory of early Israel and traditional Biblical
archaeology, I say there are two main dif-
ferences. The first is that in the classical
form of Biblical archaeology, archaeology was
expected to decorate the story. Archacology
was not expected to give its own testimony.
Archaeologists started their investigation from
the Biblical story, and archacology was
expected to give some sort of illustration,
nice slides for a talk. My opinion is that

patriarchal  narratives

archacology is not in the business of dec-
oration of any text, a Biblical text or
another text. Archaeology has its own
voice, Archaeology speaks with real-time evi-
dence, and in many cases it provides the
most important testimony, sometimes the
only evidence. And true, its testimony is
sometimes problematic. 'm not saying
that archaeology is free of problems and
difficulties.

The second difference is about the role
of archaeology. In classical Biblical
archaeology, the idea was that you followed
the ancient history of Israel from early o
late (in the Biblical order of events), with
archaeology at times decorating and at times
correcting the story. You start with Abra-
ham and the patriarchs and then you go
down to Egypt and then you have the Fxo-
dus, the Conquest and so on. My point
of view is [and this is the main line of
The Bible Unearthed, written with my friend
Neil Silberman—I.E] that you have to look
at the history of Israel in the opposite direc-
tion, from late to early. From the Bibli-
cal text point of view also, you have to
go from late to early: First, you under-
stand the periods of the compilation of
the text, and then you try to work back
from that point into earlier history, in the
opposite direction.

I start with people who are interested in
the Bible as a text.

Me, too.

For example, whether the Red Sea
parted is not a question of history, it’s
a miracle. You either believe it or you
don’t. It’s a matter of faith. It’s outside
the function of archaeology or even of
history to demonstrate that this happened
or that it didn’t happen.

I agree. It’s also beyond the reach of expla-
nations that come from the realm of
nature. If the Red Sea parted because there
was this natural phenomenon, for the
believer, that is blasphemy, because God’s
power is enough tw do whatever God
wants without being explained later by all
sorts of simplistic natural phenomena.

On the other hand, someone may rea-
son that the ancients understood a phe-
nomenon like the parting of the Red Sea
as a God-given miracle, when in fact there
is a natural explanation for it. To such

a person who sees this text as sanctifiec
by time and as representative of an earh
people’s understanding of an event, the;
may ask themselves, “What inspirec
that understanding in ancient people thou
sands of years ago?” That is also a legit
imate question. I believe there are ne
illegitimate questions, only illegitimat
answers. To such a person, he or she ma;
be interested in whether or not there wa
some natural event that the ancients under
stood as a miracle. And to such a per
son I say, “That’s a legitimate question.
It may not interest you, it may not inter
est me—or it may. Would you agree tha
that’s a legitimate question?

Every question, almost every question i
legitimate. I don’t want to go into the phi
losophy of whether every question is legit
imate here.

Getting back to the historicity of event
in early Israel, 1 started with a miracle
the parting of the Red Sea. Let’s tak
another one: God told Abraham to “g
forth to a land that I will show you
(Genesis 12). Whether God said that ¢
course is a miracle. That's beyond hi
tory. That's a matter of faith. But som«
one may legitimately ask, did Abrahar
come from the east? Does archaeolog
have anything to contribute to ths
question?

T'm not sure. I think the question shoul
be, why did they tell the story in late mona
chic times?

That’s your question. That may not t
someone else’s question.

But the question before was your questios
That's right.

Who are you representing? The lawy
Hershel Shanks, are you representing th
ancient people?

No, I'm trying to understand  you
views.

Okay, so I'm trying 1o tell you what n
question is.

That’s your question, though.

You just told me a minute ago that eve
question is legitimate.

Yes, your question is legitimate, too. B:
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HEBREW HOMEWORK. The small limestone
tablet known as the Gezer calendar (right)
describes the yearly agricultural cycle. Because
both the language and the script contain archaic
elements, the tablet is thought to be the earliest
extant Hebrew inscription. Signs of erasing
suggest that it may have been a practice tablet,
perhaps belonging to a scribe’s apprentice.
Anocther ancient school tablet (below), the Izbet
Sartah ostracon (an inscribed potsherd), seems
to have belonged to a less advanced student.
On the bottom line of the tablet, the 22 letters
of the Hebrew alphabet appear from left to right,
indicating that the right-toleft order of later
Hebrew had not yet become a fixed convention.
This abecedary may have been a model for a
person in the first stages of scribal training.
Most scholars date the Gezer calendar to the
tenth century B.C., and the Izbet Sartah ostracon
to the first period of settlement at that site, the
early 12th century B.C. lsrael Finkelstein,
however, assigns the Gezer calendar to the ninth
century B.C. and pulls the find spot of the Izbet
Sartah ostracon down about two centuries, to
the late tenth or early ninth century B.C. In his
view, the ostracon belongs to the Canaanite
tradition of the late second millennium B.C.E.;
“meaningful writing,” in his view, did not
appear in Israel before the eighth century B.C.

our readers would like to know whether
archacology has anything to contribute
to my question.

My method is to start with the question
of why the story was told. What's the pur-
pose of telling this story in the texr, a text
that was put into writing only at quite a
late date?

Didn’t the people who put together the
Biblical text use sources? They didnt just
make up a story, did they?

Definitely not. Do you mean written sources?

They had some written sources.
How far back do the written sources go?
Probably to the tenth century.

Well, on that we dont agree. Take the Book
of Joshua, for instance. I cannot imagine
the Deuteronomistic historian, who in my
opinion sat in Jerusalem in the late seventh
century B.C,, inventing stories out of his
imagination, to sell to the people as the story
of the conquest of Canaan. Had he done
that, he would bave Jost his credibility imme-
diately. Definitely, the stories in the Book
of Joshua must reflect some sort of tradi-
tions, memories, myths, local legends
about the destruction of Canaanite cities.

Written sources?

I'm not sure. What the ancient historian
wants to do is to tell a story about the
“early” history of Israel based on memo-
ries, but to present it in a way thar will be
uscful for his ideology and theology. Is that
right? P'm asking you.

Yes. I agree,

So the question then is whether there are
written sources that he is using.

Right.

And here I think we don't agree. Here archae-
ology enters the story. The question now is
whether there are written sources and how
early they are. Yes, there are written sources,
in my opinion. The answer is positive.

There are written sources?

I think so. The question is how far back
they go. We need to look at Judah, righe?

I would say any sources.

Okay, but were speaking mainly about

Judah, because Judah is in the center of the
whole thing. Judah is the place where the
history is compiled. And Judah is also the
center, from an ideological perspective. So
were speaking about Jerusalem from the sev-
enth century B.C., and whether there were
written sources for the historian to use.

You're saying the final compilation of the
text was centered in Judah, because Isracl
(the northern kingdom) had been destroyed
by that time.

Right, and also because the text reflects only
the ideology of Judah. And then, since you
have just mentioned the tenth century B.C.,
the question is whether the historian, when
describing the time of Solomon, rushes to
the archive in Jerusalem to ask for tenth-
century royal correspondence or histories.
The answer is negative.

The ultimate compiler in Judah may have
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used Israelite sources, even sources from
the United Monarchy.

Israclite, yes. United Monarchy only
according to your viewpoint, Hershel. I don't
think there are written sources from the
time of the United Monarchy. Anyway, we
ook around to see, first of all, whether we
have written material, in Israel or Judah,
in the what, twelfth century, eleventh cen-
tury, tenth century? When do we start get-
ting a flow, a reasonable, a meaningful quan-
tity of written material? This is related to
a second question: When do we start get-
ting a flow of official inscriptions, ostraca,
etc., that may attest to literacy and real state-
hood in Judah?

As far as T know, there is no cvidence
for meaningful writing in Judah, in
Jerusalem, in Israel, before the eighth cen-
tury B.C. Maybe ninth.

What about the Gezer calendar, which

i5 ..
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“THEN PUL KING OF ASSYRIA INVADED THE
LAND" (2 Kings 15:19). Referred to in the Bible
by the names Pul and Tiglath-pileser lll, the Assyrian
ruler shown on this slab, recovered from his palace
at Nimrud, led three campaigns into Syria and
Palestine, in 734, 733 and 732 B.C. He left in his
wake many ruined settlements in northern Israel,
among them Megiddo. Archaeologists can
confidently date the destruction of Megiddo to
the late eighth century B.C., but the precise
chronology of Israel going back to the ninth, tenth
and eleventh centuries B.C. is a central debate
among archaeologists today.

Wait, wait, wait ...
No, no ...

Wait, wait, wait. [ mean, yes, theoretically,
it’s possible that there’s a single inscription
in the ninth century. The Gezer calendar,
in my opinion, is ninth century B.C. [not
tenth, as many scholars think.—Ed.]. In
the second half of the ninth century we do
have inscriptions in Moab—the Mesha
stela—and in Damascus—the Tel Dan
stela [mentioning the “House of David’],
which was written by Hazael. Why not Israel?
It’s possible. We don’t have such an inscrip-
tion from the Northern Kingdom yet, but
we may expect one ...

The Gezer ...
Wait!
The Gezer ...

Calm down, let me calm you down. I said,
i’s possible.

The Gezer calendar indicates that there's
probably a school. This is a schoolboy’s

practice text.

Yes, in the ninth century. Something is going
on at Gezer and the Izbet Sartah inscrip-
tion [a student’s practice text] is probably
a bit older. So what? And T cven think that
there is a possibility that there were royal
[Judahite] inscriptions in the ninth century.
My friend Nadav Na'aman pointed out—
and I think rightly so-—~that the [Biblical]
story of the coup of Athaliah [c. 841-835
B.C.] and then the counter-coup of
Jehoash [c. 835-801 B.C.; see 2 Kings 11-
12] comes from some sort of a royal
inscription. It’s a possibility. Why not? But
a full flow of wriring you get only from. the
eighth century B.C.; in fact, only in the
seventh century. Also from the point of view

of state formation and evolution of societ
in Judah and in Jerusalem, T don’t see
reality before the late eighth century B.C
when you would expect to have some so
of major writing industry, if you wish t
call it that.

This is after the time of the United Mona
chy of David and Solomon.

Yes, at least two centuries later.

So you say that there was no state of Davi
and Solomon in the tenth century B.C

That depends on what the definition of
state 1s. We'll talk about that later.

What do you do with the texts in th
Bible that are dated even before the tent
century B.C., even going back perhap
to the 12th century B.C.?

Like whae?

Like Exodus 15, the Song of Moses (o
the Song of Miriam if you want to ca
it that).

I am not expert on this. I don’t want t
speak about it [though the two are cor
sidered by some to be of different sourc
and age—I.E], but personally, I do not thin
that there is in the Hebrew Bible writte
material that can be proven to be earlie
than the ninth or eighth century, excep
for vague memories, myths and folk tale:
Youre speaking about written materia
aren’t you, Hershel?

I’m speaking about a particular poem, i
Exodus 15, which Frank Cross [of Har
vard], for example, and other leadin
philologists and experts in the history o
language date to that very early perioc

But there are other leading experts who sa
different things. It’s like the question as t
whether material in the book of Samue
contains written material from the tent
century B.C.

Your colleague Baruch Halpern believe
that it does.

I know. And then [John] Van Seters [c
the University of North Carolina] come
and says something completely different.

Wouldn't it be relevant to your inquir
whether the Song of Moses had been writ

ten out in that early period?
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You caught me here. I'm not ready to answer
you at this point. I should go home and
look at what scholars wrote, because I don't
remember now. If you give me ten min-
utes in the library, I'll give you an answer.
[Biblical scholars have dated the Song of
Moses to anywhere between the 12th and
second century B.C; the early date is
advocated by only a few scholars,* with most
preferring a date in late-Monarchic or
post-Exilic times.—I.E]

I don't remember the Song of Moses,
but I know the Song of Deborah {Judges
51, which is also early. I find it extremely
difficult to buy this—that you have 12th
or 11th century B.C. written material in
the Hebrew Bible. There is no evidence of
that whatsoever; not a single inscription.

Don't you think the Song of Deborah is
early?

I don’t think its as early as that. There may

*Among these “lew scholars,” as will appear in a
forthcoming issue of BAR, is Prof. Finkelstein’s
codirector of the Megiddo Excavation, Baruch
Halpern.—H.S.

WHAT SHISHAK LEFT BEHIND. A 15-inch stone
fragment (photo and drawing, below) is all that
remains of a 10-foot-high victory stela
{reconstructed below, right) erected by Pharaoh
Shishak I at Megiddo, probably around 925 B.C.
The hieroglyphic inscription on the fragment
reads: "Bright is the form of the [sun-god] Re”
and “Amun’s beloved, Shishak [f].”

The Shishak stela can be tied to an absolute
date—the reign of Shishak | (945-924 B.C.).
Unfortunately, the stela fragment was recovered
in a dump, not in a stratified level, so it does
not help scholars to date any other finds.

have been oral transmission, but I dont think
that it depicts a real, historical situation of
the 12th century B.C.

That’s a question that’s really central to
your inquiry, isn’t it?

And T am answering you.

Shall we get back to the question about
the United Monarchy of David and
Solomon? You said we'd come back to
that later.

Okay, let’s talk about the United Monar-
chy. T see the fire in your eyes, Hershel,
that you want me to speak about the United
Monarchy. How can I let you down? You
traveled all the way from Washington to
Tel Aviv to sit with me and talk about the
United Monarchy. Ask me, please.

Well, there are a couple of questions. Of
course, the historical question relates to
whether the United Monarchy existed,
whether David and Solomon ruled over
a united Israel, and what the nature of
this entity was—a state or a chiefdom
or some other kind of entity. And of course
this relates to the question of your now-
famous Jow chronology; in which you date
things that were traditionally dated to
the tenth century B.C. down to the ninth
century B.C. According to you, what was
traditionally considered the poor mate-
rial from the 11th century B.C. now
becomes tenth century B.C., the period
of the United Monarchy. So we want to
see if we can explain to our readers this
so-called low chronology of yours.

Let me start by saying that I see myself as
a scholar standing somewhere in the center

between the more conservative camp, on one
hand, and the more critical camp, on the
other. Being in the center is a very tricky
business. If you stand on one side, you are
attacked only from one side; but if you are
in the center, you are always being attacked
from both sides. So sometimes some of my
friends from the more conservative camp
accuse me of belonging to the more nihilis-
tic approach (or the very critical
approach), denying the existence of the
United Monarchy. This is not the case. For
many reasons 1 do not deny the existence
of David and Solomon. The Tel Dan
inscription is one of them.

There was a2 memory already in the ninth
century B.C. that the founder of the
dynasty in the capital of Judah was a per-
son named David. I do not deny the exis-
tence in history of a David and a Solomon.
I must put this on the table, once and for
all, in order to make things clear.

However, I definitely have a different view
on the extent, on the nature of the entity
which was centered around Jerusalem in
the tenth century. There was something there
in the tenth century, but exactly what it is
is the big question.

In order to understand whart was there
in the tenth century, we have to go back
to the matter of dating.

In Jerusalem itself, regardless of the low
chronology, we are in an extremely diffi-
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Jezreel

Megiddo

cult situation. I'm not saying that there is
nothing from the tenth century in
Jerusalem. But whether you go with the
low chronology or a more conservative
chronology—the more conventional dating
of 10 or 20 or 30 years ago or for many
people even today—you are still in big trou-
ble, because you don't have real monuments
in Jerusalem from the tenth century. You
definitely have [pottery] sherds. There def-
initcly was a settlement there in the tenth
century, but it was not the monumental,
glorious, llustrious city described in the Bible.

Before you ask me about the famous
Stepped-Stone Structure in Jerusalem, let
me answer you. Sure, we have there some
sort of terraced construction from the Iron
Age 1(1150-1000 B.C.) that was renovated
in the eighth century B.C. So it was prob-

ably used in the tenth century for the vil-
lage or settlement that was there, but it
was not constructed in the tenth century.

The conventional dating that we have
been using—I'm not using it anymore, but
many scholars are-—is the system that was
established mainly on the theory of Yigael
Yadin based on the results of his excava-
tions at Hazor and Megiddo. Yadin did a
great job excavating at Hazor and a great
job at Megiddo as well. You and I both
knew him very well. He was a great
scholar. There’s no doubt about it, really
brilliant. In the 1960s and the 1950s there
was probably no other way to describe the
finds at Hazor and Megiddo other. than
the way Yadin described them. We cannot
judge Yadin now from the point of view
of what we know in 2002 and go back

POTTERY PARALLELS. There are extensiv
similarities between the ninth-century B.(
pottery unearthed at Jezreel (left column) an
what is conventionally dated as tenth-centu
B.C. pottery found 8 miles west at Megidd
(right column}—so many, Finkelstein argues, thi
we must question the conventional chronolog
of early Israel. In his' opinion, the pottel
evidence shows that the layers at Megiddo thi
had previously been thought to represent th
tenth century B.C. should be reassigned to th
ninth century B.C.—putting the Megiddo an
Jezreel pottery into the same era.

with this knowledge and try to impose
on the 1950s at Hazor. Yadin stated th:
he had dated Stratum X at Hazor and
contemporaneous material at Megiddo 1
the tenth century based on stratigraphy, po
tery and then the Biblical text. But in m
opinion, he based it only on the Biblic:
text. Stratigraphy doesn't give you a dat
it just tells you what’s early and what’s lat
Pottery? [ have not seen a sherd with
label, “I was made by Solomon.” Mayt
you have. Have you?

No.

Good. So then the whole business «
archaeology is 1o find a way to tie the re
ative chronology that we have establishes
from pottery and stratigraphy, to tie it int
a system of absolute chronology. How d
we do that? In the 12th century B.C. the
is no difficulty because you have strata wit
Egyptian monuments mentioning Ramess
IIL. [This gives us an absolute date becaw
we know when Ramesses 11 lived—-c.118¢
1153 B.C.—Ed.] Basically, we know whe
we are.

In the eighth century B.C., we are i
the same situation. We know where we a
because we can identify the Assyria
destructions of Tiglath-pileser III [744-72
B.C.] at Megiddo in the north, of Se
nacherib [704-681 B.C.] at Lachish in ¢
south, etc.

The question is what we do abour tt
cleventh, tenth and ninth centuries? In the:
centuries there’s no way to tie the relath
chronology to an absolute scale. There
the Shishak stela at Megiddo [dated by mo
scholars to about 925 B.C.], but it was four
in a dump [not in a stratified level]. Tt
same kind of thing is true elsewhere.

So the only way for Yadin to establic
an absolute chronology was to look at t
Bible. There was no other way in the 1950
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So he came up with this idea: You have
similar gates at Megiddo, Hazor and Gezer.
And the Bible says that King Solomon for-
tified these three locations (1 Kings 9:15).
Solomon lived in the renth century. There-
fore the strata with these gates must date
to the tenth century B.C.

This whole paradigm is based on a sin-
gle Biblical verse, 1 Kings 9:15. Bur this

verse may reflect a reality different from the
time ir describes. It was compiled in

Jerusalem in later times. Whether it
describes a memory from the tenth century
or whether it reflects a memory from the
eighth century or the ninth century, we don’t
know. Now, almost 50 years later, when we
look at this, there is ample evidence com-

ing from different directions to tell us that

ON YOUR MARK ... Details in the architecture
of the palaces at Megiddo—traditionally
assigned to the tenth century B.C.—and at
Samaria—normally dated to the ninth century
B.C.—expose yet another inconsistency in the
standard chronology of ancient Israel,
Finkelstein claims (following Norman Franklin
of Tel Aviv University). For example, the mason's
marks carved into building blocks at Megiddo,
shown in the photo at left, have clear parallels
at Samaria (below). According to Finkelstein, the
mason’s marks help prove that the palaces at
Megiddo were not built by Solomon in the
tenth century B.C., as scholars have believed.

something is wrong here, really wrong. First
of all, you have wider theoretical, historical
questions that need to be addressed, for
instance whether Jerusalem—possibly a
limited village at the time, not a very sig-
nificant settlement, not a very elaborate one—
could be the capital of a United Monarchy
extending over the northern part of the coun-
try, with its palaces at Megiddo, not in
Jerusalem. Its a question that must be
addressed.

Then you have evidence of state forma-
tion in the Levant, the western part of the
ancient Near East. If you look at Moab,
Ammon, Aram Damascus and the north-
ern kingdom of Israel, you see that they
developed into real states only in the ninth
century B.C. That does not mean there could
be no great state before them—in the

.
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tenth century. But we need to remembe
that if you say there was a great state in th
southern Levant in the tenth century B.C
centered in Jerusalem, then it’s the only one
it’s unique, and it left no evidence. Othe
peoples in adjacent regions did not reac
the level of state formation at that time.
Is that possible? Yes, it is possible, bu
it’s highly unlikely. This is just one set o
questions—there are many others—tha
lead me to the conclusion that the con
ventional dating must be rechecked.
Then, we have more direct evidence tha
cannot be brushed under the carpet. Th
first one is the similarity between the pot
tery assemblage from Jezreel, which wa
destroyed apparently in the middle of th
ninth century B.C., and Megiddo, whicl
according to the conventional theory wa
destroyed in the tenth century. There’s
problem there—the two assemblages are iden
tical. In my opinion, the only way to dea
with this is either to pull one down or «
push the other up. Pushing Jezreel up w
the tenth century is not an option.
Then there is the similarity in architec
tural details between the palaces at Samari:
(clearly ninth century B.C.) and Megiddo
conventionally dated to the tenth century
Again, you either have to push one dow
or pull the other up. There’s no way to pul
the palace at Samaria up to the tenth cen
tury. The only way is to push the palace
at Megiddo down to the ninth century.
Some of my friends tell me, “Here yot
are in a trap, Israel. How can you accep
the Biblical text ascribing the building o
Samaria to the [ninth century] Omrides
yet reject the Biblical text ascribing the con
struction of Megiddo to Solomon?” Thi
was the question of Hershel Shanks also.
Here’s the answer: Whoever asks a ques
tion like this does not understand the
meaning of Biblical studies in the last twe
centuries. The study of Biblical history i
all about sorting history from non-history
accepting one verse and rejecting another
As for Samaria and the Omrides, on the
one hand, and Megiddo and King
Solomon, on the other, there are severa
reasons for a difference. There’s a big dif
ference between the tenth century B.C. anc
the ninth century in our historical and archae-
"ological knowledge. In the ninth century
we have evidence for the greatness and the
strength and the prosperity of the Omride
dynasty in the northern kingdom of Israel
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We have the Assyrians referring to the
Onoride state as Beit Omri, the house or
land [dynasty] of Omuri, which means they
knew there was a monarch named Omri
who was the founder of the dynasty and
the founder of the capital. So in my opin-
ion there is ample evidence that comes from
both extra-Biblical texts and archaeology for
this understanding of the Biblical text.

So you depend on the Biblical text for
dating the palace at Samaria?

Not necessarily, but why not? I'm not
rejecting the entire Biblical text. 'm a Bib-
lical archaeologist, Hershel. Well, 1 can sce
now that this will be the title of the inter-
view. “I am a Biblical archacologist, says
Israel Finkelstcin.” You see, I gave it to you.

But it's different with the stories of
David and Solomon. With the Omrides,
the text and the archaeology support one
another, so why not use the text? Whoever
tells me that I have either to accepr all the
Biblical material or reject it all is talking
nonsense, in my opinion.

Then there’s the question of carbon 14,
radiocarbon dates [of organic material
found in excavations]. I think that at the
end of the day, this will give us a verdict
on the chronology, in maybe 20 years. Not
now, because for the time being we dont

DISCOVERED AT NIMRUD IN 1846, the striking
Black QObelisk, pictured at left, depicts the
Israelite king Jehu (reigned 841-814 B.C)
kneeling before the Assyrian king Shalmaneser
Il (reigned 858-824 B.C.). The cuneiform
inscription above the scene reads “Tribute of
Jehu, Son of Omri.” Because Jehu was not a
son of Omri, the phrase here refers to someone
who ruled from the capital founded by Omri.
Orri ruled the northern kingdom of Israel from
882-871 B.C. Assyrian references like this one
to the dynasty of Omri, Finkelstein argues, point
towards the existence of a powerful, well-known
kingdom of Israel in the ninth century B.C.—
but not before.

have enough samples, and we are still far
from agreement on the interpretation of the
TCSUIES.

When you say we may have a verdict in
20 years, does that reflect your own uncer-
tainty or are you saying that you will be
shown to be right?

No, what I'm saying is, that for the time
being, the results from Tel Dor, even from
Tel Rehov and from Megiddo, support the
low chronology. It’s more probable, but it’s
not definite. It’s not the end of the story.

For you, is it an open question as to
whether the low chronology is correct,

continues on page 64
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Finkelstein
continued from p. 49

or are you certain it’s correct?
I am certain.

This is very technical material. I think
what our readers would like to know is
why so many senior ...

You are stepping into a trap. I'm warning
you.

Many of your remarks seem to be
addressed to the fact that I oppose your
views. My purpose here is to allow you
to expose your views to the readers of
BAR. So okay, I'll step into your trap.
Why is it that so many leading scholars
do not accept your low chronology—
Ephraim Stern of Hebrew University,
Amnon Ben-Tor, also of Hebrew Uni-
versity, Amihai Mazar, also of Hebrew
University, Americans like Lawrence
Stager of Harvard, Seymour Gitin of the
Albright Institute in Jerusalem, Timothy
Harrison of the University of Toronto.
Even your close colleagues at Megiddo,
David Ussishkin of Tel Aviv University
and Baruch Halpern of Penn State Uni-
versity, have not come out in favor of it.
They take a more stand-offish view.
How do you account for this? Is it that
they are obtuse, or have they some
motive? What is the source of this
intense disagreement?

There is a difference between intense dis-
agreement and a list of names. It’s a funny
question, | must say. It’s the funniest ques-
tion you have asked me today because it’s
not relevant whatsoever. If I'm right, I'm
right; if 'm wrong, I'm wrong. Its irrele-
vant that X and Y and Z and A and B and
C are against me, and D and E and T and
G and H are for me.

Ten vears ago there was a great debate
in the archaeology of the Levant abour the
beginning of the Middle Bronze Age. One
scholar argued for one position; the other
scholars argued for another position.
When all the ammunition was presented
by the lone scholar who argued for an car-
lier date, the final doomsday weapon was
to say that this scholar was wrong because
everybody was against him. Ten years later,
the scholar who stood alone was proven
right. And the scholars who accused him
for standing alone were proven wrong, What
does it mean? It means nothing. There’s

no relevance to this question whatsoever

But I'm ready to play your game. Yc
are right about one thing here, that it’s
very complicated matter. In my opinio:
Hershel, the number of people who real
understand what this is all about—not
slogans, but who are really ready to go in
the nitty-gritty of the pottery and the tex
and the architecture and the scarabs, ac
the paleography—is extremely limited-
maybe 20. You can judge only accordir
to those people who publish articles abor
this debate, not people who say in an art
cle yes, I support it, or not.

In an article that is going to be pul
lished soon in BASOR [the Bulletin of
American Schools of Oriental Research), 1 gi
a temporary list of those who support tf
low chronology in one way or another. 1
a very long list, Hershel. [Since you me;
tion names, let me do the same. The li
includes Lily Avitz-Singer, Alexand.
Fantalkin, Norma Franklin, Ayelet Gilbo
Axel Knauf, Stefan Munger, Nadav Na
man, Michael Niemann, Tali Ornan, Be:
jamin Sass, llan Sharon, Christof
Uehlinger, David Ussishkin, John Woor
head and Orna Zimhoni—LE}* So in o
opinion, T am in the majority. You simp
have not acknowledged that yet. You ha
not understood what's going on. If you tal
away all the declarations and all the b
names, all the small names and whateve
and you really look at people who publi:
articles on one aspect of the debate .
another, either on the pottery or about t
architecture or about the stratigraphy, I see

*The large majotity of these people eirher work
Megiddo, where Professor Finkelstein co-directs t.
excavation, or are graduate students at Tel Aviv Ut
versity, where Professor Finkelstein heads the Ins
tute of Archacology, or both. Orna Zimhoni, wl
died in 1996, was both. One person familiar wi
the situation told us, “Tt is interesting how ma
Megiddo/TAU people do not agree with [Profess
I"inielstein’s} dating, or ar least are rernaining on t
fence. When people visic the site, ir’s funny he
they simply assume that we all agree with Fink
stein since we are a part of the team digging there

Norte that Professor David Ussishkin, who co-dire:
the dig ar Megiddo, is on both Finkelsteio’s list as
mine. If we bear from Professor Ussishkin abo
whether one of us erred, we will surely report
BAR readers. Nadav Na'aman is also on Finkelstei
list, which surprised us. Hearing from him on ¢
subject remains, as the scholars say, a desideratw
If we do hear from him, we will let you know.

One final point: There are 15 people on Profess
Finkelstein's list. He himself makes 16. There are
least two opponents of his whom he “definit
respects.” Since there are only 20 people whom Pr
fessor Finkelstein says really understand the isst
that leaves only two other people in the entire wos
who understand the issue. One must wonder at
problem that is cither so complex that virtually
onc can understand it or that so many scholars :
so obtuse in failing to understand it.—H.S.
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w be in the majority,

There is support for my view on the basis
of history, on the basis of paleography, on
the basis of amulets and scarabs, and so on,
from every point of view, from every angle.
Some of my opponents are great scholars,
and they do publish, so I accept them fully,
and their view is extremely important to
me. They arc real scholars who know
exactly all the small details of this debate.
Bur the number js extremely limited. Inci-
dentally, you, Hershel, think that the
wortld, the entire world, is centered in one
place in this country, and maybe one place
in America. But the world is more com-
plex than that.

You mean Jerusalem and Harvard.

I don’t mean anything, I'm just describing
your point of view. I will name one other
place. It’s not an important place. Negligi-
ble, on the margin. No real education
there, no scholarship, no history writing,
no Biblical history or criticism there, But
maybe it is a little bit important. Its name
is Europe. Have you heard the name
Europe? Europe is the place between the
two places, one in America and one in this
country, and over there, for instance, I'm
definitely in the majority. So what does that
.say? Does it say that I'm righe? No. It
doesn’t mean that I'm right. But I'm not
impressed by any list of supporters or
opposers. I am impressed only by evidence.
And T must tell you that I am definitely
impressed by the evidence provided by
some of my opponents. Some of them are
doing a great job, and putting on the table
new material, which is extremely valuable.

Would you name those people?

Amihai Mazar, for instance. He's a great
scholar who really understands the prob-
lem, including the smallest detail in the
debate. I'm not going to go farther than
that. There arc people who really under-
stand the nitty-gritty, and I respect them.
I oppose them; we fight cach other in writ-
ing; we debate each other in lectures; but
1 hope that we respect onc another. I def-
initely respect them.

At one point I remember your saying that
Ami Mazar was halfway to your posi-
tion. Do you still maintain that?

Well, you have to ask him. T think so.
In what respect?

Well, I cannot speak for Ami Mazar. You
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have to speak to him. But the way I under-
stand his position is, first of all, he under-
stands that there’s a real problem with the
conventional chronology. Secondly, I think
he would admit that some of my argu-
ments are strong and should be addressed.
He has published scientific articles on sev-
eral issues related to the debate, and has
provided new information, not only say-
ing, you know, X and Y and Z and D and
F are against him, and that’s why he’s wrong.
You'll never get this from Mazar. This is
not scholarship, it is name-dropping.

I take it you know that you are a con-
troversial scholar, that ...

What's the meaning of “controversial
scholar”? The meaning is you disagree with
me.

Pm not talking about my view: I'm talk-
ing about the world of scholarship. One
of the things we haven't spoken about
is the debate in Biblical studies between
the so-called minimalists and the maxi-
malists, the minimalists being the peo-
ple who tend to deny the historicity of
the Bible in general. They're broadly rep-
resented by a group in Copenbagen, Den-
mark, and in Sheffield, England-—Niels
Peter Lemche and Thomas Thompson
from Copenhagen, and Philip Davies and
Keith Whitelam, for example, from
Sheffield. I know that you are offended
sometimes because you are lumped with
these minimalists. I don’t believe I have
done that, but it’s often done. I was look-
ing at something from a very respected
European archaeologist who recently
wrote in a very obscure German pub-
lication about the utter skepticism “of
the Biblical tradition” by those called
“minimalists.” And then he puts in paren-
thesis the names of Lemche and
Thompson, and, “from an archaeologi-
cal angle, 1. Finkelstein.” Now; 1 assume
that you would disagree with this, that
you are not a minimalist, yet things like
this get into print. There are many such
instances. | wonder if you would explain
your position.

First of all, you, Hershel, play a major role
in the incitement. You have to admit this.
You play a really important role in incit-
ing people against each other. I respect and
have respected a lot of what you have done
throughout the years. But there are points
that I don'’t respect. You know exactly what
they are. We have known each other long
enough to know where we disagree. The

only problem in the last year or two |
been thar 1 felt that the disagreeme
between the two of us got a twist into
hostile direction that really surprised me

Bur let’s put this aside for a minute. ]
not a matter of being offended or not.
am not offended by being put with t
minimalists or with the conservative pe
ple. The only question is whether my po
tions are being portrayed properly.

I chink that the minimalists—the pe
ple you call minimalists—are good sche
ars, and they are important scholars, ai
they have contributed a lot to historic
and Biblical scholarship. We have to list
to them carefully, even when they a
wrong. Sometimes they are right.
depends on what, it depends on where; b
they have steered this debate—which is
positive debate, an important one. Wh
ever the verdict is, the debate is importar
and the debate is there, thanks to their pu
lications. So we have to be very gratef
for their publications. This has nothing
do with whether I agree or disagree wi
them, but I respect them and I respect the
scholarship in the same way that I respe
good scholarship from the conservatt
side, so it has nothing to do with beii
offended, this way or that way.

In any event, I think that I stand in d
middle. When we speak about right, le
or middle, we are speaking about the hi
tory of Israel. When we speak abour
history of Israel, we are speaking about tl
text of the Bible. T stand in the middl
On one side you have the conservative cam
which follows basically the lines of the Bi
lical description of the history of Israel, fro
carly to late. On the other hand, you ha
the minimalist camp. They argue that :
or most of the material is Persian or He
lenistic [fourth-third centuries B.C.], ar
it has nothing to do with the real histo
of early Israel. What they are saying th
is that the text was put in writing in t
Persian or Hellenistic period and therefo
has no value for understanding the histo
of Israel in the Iron Age.

My position lies between the two. Wh
I'm saying is—and I'm not alone here-
that the material was put in writing in [z
monarchic times, and that it reflects the re:
ities of late monarchic times (the seven
century, possibly also the eighth century B.C
and that there is earlier material which fouw
its way as memories into these texts.

That is why I don think that you ¢
put me cither with this group or with o
eroup. And the center camp is a big carc
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You guys—and here I'm talking to you too,
Hershel—you have always tried to elimi-
nate the center camp, or you have ignored
the center camp, or you have twisted the
ideas of the center camp. But the center
camp will prevail. There are many schol-
ars in the center camp—in this university,
in America, in Europe, in Biblical studies,
in archaeology, in history. Why eliminate
it Why describe me as minimalist? With
all due respect to the minimalists, I'm not
arguing for a date of the text in the Hel-
lenistic period. I'm not arguing for a text
that reflects the tenth century B.C. either.
So, I'm not offended. I just want my views
to be properly portrayed. Please try to respect
this modest wish of mine.

Thank you, Israel.

& S o Uk

A —————
Commernary
on

Galatians

Paul’s Epistle Examined
in Its Historical, Social,
and Geographical Setting

This eye-opening exposition
will benefit every Bible
student. By the author of
The Memorial Name—
YAHWEH.

Price $4.50 per copy. plus
31.50 for shipping (allow
Jour weeks for delivery.)
Additional free literature on
many Biblical subjects :
available.

BECOME A PUBLISHED AUTHOR

Leading independent publisher considering
manuscripts of all subjects.
| write: Ivy House Publishing Group
5122 Bur Oak Circle, Dept. BA
Raleigh, NC 27612 or call 1-800-948-2786
— www.ivphousebooks.com

68

Q&C
continued from page 18

the expansion of the Hasmonean kingdom,
then Josephus’s qualification of Herodotus’s
remarks about the Syrians of Palestine are
entirely credible.

As to whether by the time of Herodotus
the Philistines had long since assimilated to
the local Canaanite culture, the issue is not
cut and dried, as Rainey would have us
believe. The only significant monumental
inscripdon attributable to the Philistines that
has come to light is the dedication
inscription of the temple at Tel Migne,
Philistine Ekron, which was destroyed in
604 B.C.E. It tells us that this temple, which
dates from the latc Iron Age, was dedicated
to a non-Semiric deity, “Pat [or Pot] Gaia,”
which may possibly be interpreted as “The
Lady Gaia.” Certainly, by late antiquity, the
deities worshiped in the old cities of the
Philistines were fairly representative of those
revered throughout the Levant, which
included both Greek deities, such as Apollo
and Tyche, and Semitic dieties syncretised
with Greco-Roman ones. A notable example
of the latter is the hybridized goddess Astarte
(Canaanite)-Atargatis/Derceto (Aramaic)-
Aphrodite (Greek), who was worshiped at
Ashlkelon as a woman with the tail of a {ish.

*For more on this inscripdon, see Aaron Demsky,
“Discovering a Goddess,” BAR September/October 1998.

Conspicuous in the Philistine pantheon
was the fertlity god, Dagon. Fitst Maccabees
informs us of a temple of Dagon at Azotws,
ancient Ashdod, which was destroyed by
Jonathan the Maccabee sometime between
148 and 146 B.C.E. (First Maccabees 10:83-
84; 11:4). This vencration of Dagon
demonstrates a degree of continuity between
the Philistines of the Biblical narrative and the
inhabitants of the same area in the classical
period. There are scveral references to temples
of Dagon in the Bible, located in Gaza and
Ashdod (Judges 16:23 [Gaza]; 1 Samuel 5:1-7
[Ashdody]; of. 1 Chronicles 10:10). Although
the cult of Dagon is known from elsewhere in
the Levant, in particular Mesopotamia and
North Sytia, in the Bible it is specifically
associated with the Philistines.

An awareness that the origins of the
inhabitants of the Philistine coast lay across
the Aegean Sca, rather than locally in the
Levant, seems to have survived into late
antiquity: A legend that Gaza was called
Minéa after Minos, the legendary king of
Crete, and an identification of Marnas, the
patron deity of the city, with Zeus
Krétagenés (literally “Zeus of Crete”) were
recorded by the sixth century C.E. scholar,
Stephanus of Byzantium. These notices
certainly suggest that the descendants of the
Iron Age Philistines retained their cultural
distinctiveness till very late, in contradiction
to Anson Rainey’s dismissive statement.

Finally, we cannot imagine why Rainey is
so eager to disregard the Greek penchant for
puns on place-names, particularly when as
long ago as 1911, Barclay Head, the eminent
Greek numismatist, had lirtle difficulty in
noticing that the coins of at least 41 ancient
Greek towns displayed images that pun on
their names!

Rupert L. Chapman

Palestine Exploration Fund
London, England

David M. Jacobson
University College
London, England

Correction

We inadvertently Jeft off the illustration
credits in “Divergent Visions of the Holy
Land” (Backward Glance, July/August
2002). The credits are: Royal Institute of
British Architects (portrait of Barry, p. 52;
Barry sketches on pp. 52, 53 and 54; and
bird detail on p. 54); Clote Collection, Tate
Gallery, London/Art Resource, New York
(portrait of Turner, p. 52); Fitzwilliam
Museum, University of Cambridge (Turner
painting, p. 52); Pantzer Collection,
Indianapolis Museum of Art (Turner
painting, p. 53); and Israel Museum,
Jerusalem/Avraham Hay (Turner painting,
p- 55). We apologize for the error.
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