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from the editor |  Gerald Flurry

Lessons  
From  
Ancient 
Shiloh
Archaeologists are 
uncovering biblical Shiloh 
and bringing to life some of 
the Bible’s greatest history.

Aerial view of the 
excavations at Shiloh

(COURTESY ASSOCIATES FOR 
BIBLICAL RESEARCH)

O ver the past few years, archaeologist Scott 
Stripling and his team have conducted some 
important excavations at ancient Shiloh in central 

Israel. Dr. Stripling has reported on his excavations and 
has revealed that he has uncovered numerous finds that 
support the biblical history associated with Shiloh.

Among the artifacts that prove this is biblical Shiloh, 
there is a ceramic pomegranate (a fruit associated with 
the tabernacle, as well as priestly garments), a trio of 
rare altar horns, and thousands of animal bones related 
to the sacrificial service at the tabernacle. All these have 
been dated to the time period when the tabernacle was 
in Shiloh.

Stripling also uncovered a large building or platform. 
This edifice has remarkably similar dimensions to 
the tabernacle, it is dated to the same period as the 
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tabernacle, and it is oriented east-west, just as the 
tabernacle was. Dr. Stripling will continue to excavate 
this large platform in the next season of excavation, and 
he is optimistic that he will fully reveal the foundation 
of the biblical tabernacle in Shiloh. This would be a 
sensational discovery! (Watch Jerusalem interviewed 
Dr. Stripling in December 2019. You can read this 
interview in our March 2020 issue or on our website: 
watchJerusalem.co.il/906.)

As archaeologists resurrect the history of ancient 
Shiloh, it is a good time to recall what the Bible says 
about this city. What role did Shiloh play in ancient Israel 
during the time period of the judges? Which biblical 
figures featured prominently in Shiloh? And most 
importantly, what lessons does this history have for us?

The history of Shiloh contains a lot of calamity and 
despair. But it also contains a lot of hope, much more 
than most people know. In fact, some of the greatest 

prophecies God has ever inspired were delivered to 
people living in Shiloh!

Israel’s Spiritual Headquarters
Shiloh is situated 43 kilometers north of Jerusalem. 
It is spoken about several times in the books of 
Joshua and Judges. After the Israelites conquered the 
Promised Land and divided the land according to the 
tribes, Joshua 18 tells us, “And the whole congregation 
of the children of Israel assembled together at Shiloh, 
and set up the tent of meeting there; and the land 
was subdued before them” (verse 1). Before that point, 
when they were still conquering the land, the ark of 
the covenant was set up in Gilgal. When they finally 
subdued the Canaanites, they moved the ark to Shiloh.

The ark symbolized God’s presence in Israel. Inside 
it were three objects: the two tables of stone with the 
Ten Commandments; Aaron’s rod—symbolizing the 

As archaeologists resurrect 
the history of ancient Shiloh, 
it is a good time to recall what 
the Bible says about this city.

CC BY-NC 2.0/flickr/flavio~
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government to apply, imple-
m e nt  a n d  e n fo rc e  th e  Te n 
Commandments; and the golden 
pot of manna, representing spir-
itual food from God. All three 
items were crucial to Israel’s 
religion.

Because it hosted the ark of 
the covenant, Shiloh was the 
spiritual headquarters of the 
nation. Unger’s Bible Dictionary 
calls it “the site of Israel’s early 
sanctuary in the time of the 
judges,” and says, “It was the 
focal point of Israel’s tribal 
organization before the estab-
lishment of the kingdom.”

The “time of  the judges” 
occurred after Joshua and the 

elders who served under him died. The book of Judges 
starts out with Judah being strong, on commission 
from God to go and drive the Canaanites out of the land 
(Judges 1:1-2). In the first part of the chapter, they were 
on the attack, and God was blessing their efforts with 
victories. But conditions deteriorated quickly. The 
nation got away from God’s law and descended into 
terrible idolatry and other sins. What followed was the 
bloodiest period in Israel’s history.

Compromising With the Law
Judges 1:19 gives the first sign of trouble. It says that 
Judah “could not drive out the inhabitants of the valley, 
because they had chariots of iron.” This shows a certain 
faithlessness. If they were using the power of God, no 
weapons of the enemy would have stopped them!

In verse 21, we read, “And the children of Benjamin 
did not drive out the Jebusites that inhabited 

Jerusalem; but the Jebusites dwelt with the children 
of Benjamin in Jerusalem, unto this day.” That was a 
serious mistake. When David came along some years 
later, the Jebusites were still there creating problems. 
But David handled the situation very differently 
(2 Samuel 5).

Judges 1:27 shows that the tribe of Manasseh also 
left some of the inhabitants rather than driving them 
out. God told the Israelites to get rid of all the people 
living in the Promised Land. Verse 28 shows that the 
Israelites decided to ignore God’s command and put 
them to forced labor instead! The rest of the chapter 
shows similar compromises throughout the nation.

It is very difficult for human beings to simply do as 
God commands. We tend to lack faith, and so simply 
reason for ourselves how things should be handled. But 
if God says do it, our job is just to do it—and do it 
the way God says to do it! How rare such an attitude 
is on Earth today. Today, Israel’s descendants (America, 
Britain and the Jewish state) seem to excel in this weak-
ness of not doing what God says!

During that awful period, there were a few good 
judges, like Jephthah and Samson. Yet even they had 
major sins. Samson had some problems and really let 
those overwhelm him. His life shows how one problem 
can really bring a person down if he fails to get it under 
control and conquer it!

God used Gideon in a powerful way (Judges 6-8). 
That is a particularly interesting story because Gideon 
was such a coward. God calls the lowly of the world—we 
are cowards! Yet God used that man mightily and made 
him very courageous! That is what God wants to do 
with all of us.

Another notable judgeship was that of Deborah 
(Judges 4). She was a prophetess, and the Israelites 
could see that God was using her and revealing truths 
to her (verses 4-5). But this reveals much about the state 
of Israel at the time: The only reason God was using this 
great woman was that there were no men strong enough 
to lead!

God wanted to use Barak to deliver Israel. Deborah 
gave him God’s instructions on how to do so. But Barak 
was so weak that he wouldn’t do it unless Deborah went 
with him and held him by the hand! (verse 8). Deborah 
chided him for his lack of manliness (verse 9). Israel had 
10,000 soldiers, yet here was a woman running every-
thing, and she was apparently the only one capable of 
doing it!

After God gave Israel the victory in this battle, 
Deborah and Barak sang a victory song. It is beautiful 
poetry describing God’s power. But it is also a prophecy 
about the problems that tend to arise within Israel, and 
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T. Rogovski

E xcavations at Tel Lachish have unearthed two 
identical seal impressions that scholars believe 
may belong to the chief steward of Judah’s King 

Hezekiah. This steward, Eliakim, the son of Hilkiah, is 
referred to in both 2 Kings and the book of Isaiah. All 
totaled, he is mentioned nine times in Scripture. In 
Isaiah 22, Eliakim is described as holding the “key” to 
the royal house of David. This prominent official was 
critical in conveying messages between King Hezekiah 
and Assyrian Emperor Sennacherib’s officials during 
the latter’s failed campaign to take Jerusalem in the late 
eighth century b.c.e.

The beautifully crafted seal impressions belonging 
to Eliakim were unearthed in 2014 during renewed 
excavations at Lachish, led by Hebrew University’s Yosef 
Garfinkel, Michael G. Hasel and Martin G. Klingbeil of 
Southern Adventist University. A report authored by 

First it was King Hezekiah, 
then Isaiah the prophet. Now 
evidence has been discovered 
of another royal official from 
the same time period.
By Brent Nagtegaal

Has the Seal Impression of Eliakim,  
Son of Hilkiah, Been Discovered?

“Belonging to Eliakim, Yehazorah”
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the excavating archaeologists (as well as by Nestor H. 
Petruk) appeared in the May 2019 issue of Bulletin of the 
American Schools of Oriental Research, but has largely 
been overlooked in popular reporting.

The first of the identical impressions (otherwise 
known as a bulla) was discovered in situ inside a small 
juglet that was lying in a destruction layer left by King 
Sennacherib’s assault on Lachish. A second identical bulla 
was identified months later, after the earth surrounding 
the juglet was sent to Jerusalem to be wet-sifted.

The destruction of the fortified city of Lachish in 
southern Judah is well-attested to in the archaeological 
record of the site (Lachish level iii). The fall of Lachish is 
also documented on the wall reliefs at Nineveh, where 
King Sennacherib pictographically represented his 
conquest of the city. Additionally, the Bible records 
Lachish’s fall in 2 Kings, 2 Chronicles and Isaiah. Thus, 
both seal impressions were found in the correct context 
to relate them to the biblical event.

Importantly, the inscription on the bulla does not 
read, “Belonging to Eliakim, son of Hilkiah.” Instead, 
it says, “L’lyqm yhwzrh,” or “Belonging to Eliakim, 
Yehozarah.”

According to the report, the relationship between 
the two names Eliakim and Yehozarah is most probably 
clarified by inserting “son of.” While seal impressions 
often contain a ben (meaning “son of ”), there are 
several examples where the ben is absent but implied. 
For example, the seal impression of King Hezekiah 
himself, discovered in Eilat Mazar’s 2009–201o Ophel 
Excavations reads, “Hezekiah · Ahaz.” Here, “son of ” is 
clearly implied. Thus, the Lachish bulla could be under-
stood to say, “Belonging to Eliakim, [son of] Yehozarah”

The seal impression, then, doesn’t identify Eliakim’s 
father as Hilkiah, but as Yehozarah. So how could it 
belong to the biblical figure?

In their report, the excavators note that the name 
Yehozarah does not appear anywhere in the Bible. Yet it 
does appear on a seal impression that surfaced on the 
antiquities market in 1974. Although it wasn’t discov-
ered in a controlled archaeological excavation, scholars 
consider this Yehozarah impression to be authentic, 
and it has been dated epigraphically to the time of 
Hezekiah. This bulla reads: “Belonging to Yehozarah, 
son of Hilkiah, servant of Hezekiah.”

Yehozarah appears only a handful of times in the 
archaeological record. The two Lachish bullae identify 
Yehozarah as Eliakim’s father. And the antiquities 
market bulla has Yehozarah as the son of Hilkiah (who 
was also a servant to King Hezekiah).

Combining the two seal impressions, the scholars 
see three generations here: Eliakim, son of Yehozarah, 
son of Hilkiah. Thus, Hilkiah was actually Eliakim’s 

grandfather, not his immediate father. The Bible allows 
for the skipping of a generation, especially if the grand-
father was more well-known than the father himself. 
The biblical word for “son” is used in the same manner 
for “grandson.” The researchers highlight numerous 
biblical examples of this, including Laban and the chil-
dren of Leah and Rachel, Saul and Meribbaal, Nimishi 
and Jehu, Iddo and Zechariah (among others).

The manner in which the name Hilkiah is used also 
attests to its special status. Eliakim is nearly always 
mentioned with this “son of Hilkiah” appellation. 
The same is not true, however, for Shebna and Joah, 
individuals mentioned alongside Eliakim. “Then said 
Eliakim the son of Hilkiah, and Shebnah, and Joah, unto 
Rab-shakeh …” (2 Kings 18:26; in fact, Shebna’s father 
is never mentioned in the biblical text, although Joah’s 
father, Asaph, is sometimes mentioned). The Bible 
draws extra and repeated attention to the importance 
of Eliakim’s “father” three times in this single chapter. 
Clearly, this is not a regular listing of a “father’s name.” 
It’s something unique that the Bible emphasizes.

Garfinkel, Hasel, Klingbeil and Petruk concluded 
their discussion this way: “Thus, it is possible that 
the bullae from Lachish presented here stem from 
the personal seal of Eliakim the royal steward in the 

time of Hezekiah (according to 2 Kings 18:18), son of 
Yehozarah (not mentioned in the Bible but on the bulla 
from the Israel Museum) and grandson of Hilkiah (also 
mentioned in 2 Kings 18:18).”

The scholars also drew attention to the imagery 
(iconography) of the  bullae. Impressed in the central 
register of each seal impression are two grazing does, 
facing each other. The image of does is consistent with 
other seal impressions discovered at Lachish (and 
elsewhere in Judah) from the same period. The grazing 
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UNCOVERING 
KHIRBET QEIYAFA
Professor Yosef Garfinkel’s excavation of an ancient fortress 
city is uncovering some important biblical history. 
By Christopher Eames

(Credit: Skyview Courtesy of Yossi Garfinkel)
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K hirbet Qeiyafa is an extremely unique site in 
Israel. Unlike most of the other ancient Israelite 
cities that have been excavated, this fortress site 

is relatively “easy” for archaeologists. This is because it 
only briefly functioned as a city and has only one prin-
ciple layer of settlement (contrasted against Megiddo’s 
26, for example). It has only one layer of destruction. 
Everything on the site, essentially, is from the same 
time frame (aside from some much later and less-ex-
tensive additions).

Let’s establish one thing from the start: Khirbet 
Qeiyafa has not definitively been linked with a specific 
city in the Bible (hence the commonly used Arabic 
name). A few options are on the table, as this article 
will describe. However, this special site, inhabited for 
only a short number of decades, does go a long way 
in establishing the context of the earliest (and much 
debated) years of the kingdom of Israel, during the time 
of King David himself.

Philistine or Israelite?
Khirbet Qeiyafa is a large fortified hill mound about 32 
kilometers southwest of Jerusalem. It stood directly 
between the geographic boundaries of Israelite and 
Philistine land, overlooking the Elah Valley, where 
the battle between David and Goliath occurred 
(1 Samuel 17:2). This fortress was established in a 
contested area. Who did it belong to: the Philistines, 
the Israelites or another culture?

Attempting to prove the ownership of this fortress 
has yielded some interesting information. Biblical 
minimalists claim that, at the time this structure was 
built, Israel was too small and without a centralized 
government and therefore incapable of establishing 
such a monumental fortress. They assert that Khirbet 
Qeiyafa must have been built by Philistines or some 
other culture—but certainly not Israel. Bible tradi-
tionalists accept the biblical and historical view, and 
believe Israel was capable of building a structure such 
as this and that the remaining question is whether this 
site served the Israelites or the Philistines.

Archaeological excavations at the site, led by Prof. 
Yosef Garfinkel from 2007 to 2013, have revealed 
thousands of animal bones within Khirbet Qeiyafa. 
After the bones returned from analysis, an inter-
esting revelation emerged: None of them were from 
pigs. In Philistine and Canaanite cities, pig bones 
are commonly found—pigs were used as food and 
probably as sacrifices as well. In this aspect, Khirbet 
Qeiyafa stands apart—and parallels Judahite sites, 
where little to no pig remains are found.

Linguistic evidence of the site’s residents included 
a large pottery sherd, or ostracon, covered in ancient 
script that can be identified as an early Hebrew 
precursor. Structural evidence includes the fact that 
houses at Khirbet Qeiyafa were built abutting the city 
wall in what is known as a casemate plan, not found in 
Philistine or Canaanite cities, but unique to Judahite 
cities. The site also has no central location of cult 
worship. Other artifact-based evidence includes the 
lack of idols present at the site—graven images are 
common to Philistine and Canaanite cities.

A number of olive pits were excavated from Khirbet 
Qeiyafa and carbon-14 dated. The analysis returned a 
date range of circa 1020 to 980 b.c.e., directly within the 
biblical chronology of kings Saul and David. (Roughly, 
Saul’s reign can be identified from 1050 to 1010 b.c.e., 
David’s from 1010 to 970 b.c.e., and Solomon’s from 970 
to 930 b.c.e.)

The majority of collective evidence at Khirbet 
Qeiyafa, then, points to it being a Judahite site.

Dating to King David?
In light of all this evidence, why the contention that 
Khirbet Qeiyafa was not Israelite? The reason is 
because of its dating. The city is dated by pottery and 
carbon-14 analysis to the 11th century to early 10th 
century b.c.e. This means the site was built around 
the time of King David and possibly even the time of 
King Saul. Bible minimalists claim that David was 
merely a tribal chieftain with minimal control over 
a small area of Israel at this time. That means that if 
a major fortress like Khirbet Qeiyafa is found dating 
to King David’s time, they conclude it must have been 
built by some other nation. Judahite-style pottery, 
building methods, missing pig bones, missing cult 
centers and missing idols notwithstanding, Bible 
minimalists believe Khirbet Qeiyafa was not part of 
an Israelite kingdom because Israel—and especially 
the southern tribe of Judah—could not have had the 
national unity and infrastructure to necessitate or 
build this large fortress.

And yet the archaeological evidence, corresponding 
with the biblical record, here reveals just the opposite. 
This was a powerful early fortress in the kingdom of 
Israel, guarding the nearby tribe of Judah’s border with 
the Philistines.

Biblical Equivalent
I s  K h i rb e t  Q e iya f a  m e nt i o n e d  i n  t h e  B i b l e? 
Archaeologists have presented certain possibilities. 
One is Adithaim, mentioned in Joshua 15:36. This 
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speculation is based on the cities listed in this verse 
following a precise geographic order: Based on the 
geographic location of other cities listed in this chapter, 
Khirbet Qeiyafa could be a fit for Adithaim.

Another possibility is the city Netaim. This city is 
referenced poorly in most English-language Bibles: 

“These were the potters, and those that dwelt among 
plantations and hedges; there they dwelt occupied in 
the king’s work” (1 Chronicles 4:23). The word “planta-
tions” is actually the name of a city, Netaim. And the 
word “hedges” refers to the city Gederah. Based on 
Khirbet Qeiyafa’s nearby location to the city Gederah 
spoken of in this same verse (these cities being near to 
the Valley of Elah), some speculate that Khirbet Qeiyafa 
could be Netaim.

The more commonly accepted name is the one 
chosen by the site’s excavator, Prof. Yosef Garfinkel: 
Shaaraim. Shaaraim  means “two gates.” Khirbet 
Qeiyafa has the unique distinction of being the only 
known First Temple period city equipped with two 
gates. Typical fortress cities were built with only one 
gate, since the entry and exit point is the weakest 
part of the installation. Yet for some reason, Khirbet 
Qeiyafa has two identical, large, four-chambered 
gates—one on the south and one on the west. The 
reason the city had two gates is unclear, but what is 
clear is that this city certainly matches up with the 
name “Two Gates”: Shaaraim.

Shaaraim is mentioned in a few Bible verses, all in 
early contexts (thus relating to the early inhabitation 
of Khirbet Qeiyafa). It is mentioned alongside the city of 
Adithaim in the list of cities discussed in Joshua 15:36, 
showing Shaaraim was located in the same general 
geographic area.

Another reference to this city is recorded in 1 Samuel 
17:52, which describes the aftermath of David’s battle 
with Goliath: “And the men of Israel and of Judah 
arose, and shouted, and pursued the Philistines, until 
thou comest to Gai, and to the gates of Ekron. And the 
wounded of the Philistines fell down by the way to 
Shaaraim, even unto Gath, and unto Ekron.” Khirbet 
Qeiyafa overlooks the Valley of Elah, where this battle 
between David and Goliath (and the ensuing defeat of 
the Philistine army) took place. Thus, both the time 
frame and location fit for identifying Khirbet Qeiyafa 
as Shaaraim. 

Another verse provides an interesting possible 
reference to this city. It comes earlier in the story of 
David and Goliath. Verse 20 records David arriving 
with supplies for the Israelites encamped against the 
Philistines: “And David rose up early in the morning, 
and left the sheep with a keeper, and took, and went, 
as Jesse had commanded him; and he came to the 

barricade, as the host which was going forth to the fight 
shouted for the battle.”

This word for “barricade” (“trench” in the King 
James Version), magal, can mean a circular rampart. 
Khirbet Qeiyafa is a circular fortress atop a mound, 
or “rampart.” Is it possible that David brought his 
supplies to this circular fortress where the Israelite 
army was based and from which he went down to fight 
Goliath?

The Bible contains one more reference to Shaaraim, 
in the book of Chronicles: “And Shimei had sixteen 
sons and six daughters; but his brethren had not many 
children …. And they dwelt at … Beth-marcaboth, 
and Hazar-susim, and at Beth-biri, and at Shaaraim. 
These were their cities unto the reign of David” 
(1 Chronicles 4:27-31).

This passage specifically relates the city of Shaaraim 
to the time of David’s rule. This verse says Shaaraim 
was populated by Shimei’s family unto, or until, the 
reign of David. Judging by this verse, and the verses 
above, we see that if Khirbet Qeiyafa really was the 
biblical Shaaraim, it was established as at least a 
strategic location before David even became king yet 
completely fell out of view afterward—a good match for 
the carbon-14 data.

The Discoveries
Khirbet Qeiyafa is a relatively new site to excavators. 
Its existence has been known to archaeologists and 
surveyors since the late 1800s, but it was regarded 
as an Arab village having little to do with Bible 
archaeology. Only within the last 20 years have 
archaeologists begun to note in more detail the 
intriguing structure of the ancient fortress. As such, 
excavations began in 2007 and have since yielded 
numerous intriguing finds.

One such item is the large shard of pottery 
mentioned above, which bears five lines of proto-He-
brew text. This type of artifact is referred to as an 
ostracon. The weathered, 3,000-year-old ostracon is 
incomplete and difficult to properly translate, but 
Émile Puech proposes one possible (albeit fragmen-
tary) reconstruction: “Do not oppress, and serve God 

… despoiled him/her The judge and the widow wept; 
he had the power Over the resident alien and the child, 
he eliminated them together The men and chiefs have 
established a king He marked 60 [?] servants among the 
communities/habitations/generation.”

This reading is strikingly similar to the biblical 
record of the nature of King Saul’s appointment 
(1 Samuel 8:11-19). This could provide support for 
Khirbet Qeiyafa as a functioning Israelite fortress at 
the establishment of the kingdom of Israel. Of further 
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note are the individual words used in the inscription—
according to Prof. Gershon Galil, eight of the words 
present in the text appear only in the Bible.

Identifying this early inscription as Israelite is 
problematic for biblical minimalists, considering 
that Hebrew writing wasn’t “supposed” to exist in this 
region for another several hundred years. Not only does 
Khirbet Qeiyafa validate the presence of a strong early 
Israelite kingdom, it also shows that writing—one of 
the vital necessities for operating a kingdom in the first 
place—was known and practiced. 

Khirbet Qeiyafa also yielded another interesting 
inscription on a storage jar. This inscription bears the 
words “Ishbaal, son of Beda.” Saul himself had a son by 
this name (1 Chronicles 8:33). This inscription therefore 
confirms the use of the name for figures belonging to 
the same period. Moving into later periods in Israel’s 
history, however, names like this that include the term 

“Baal” fall out of use.
Additional interesting finds include two medi-

um-size portable “box” shrine-like objects, one of 
clay and one of stone. Their design features have 
been compared to similar descriptions in the Bible of 
Solomon’s 10th-century temple and palace in Jerusalem. 

There are three recessed doorposts on the stone 
model. 1 Kings 7:4-5 describe Solomon using this style 
of architecture for his palatial building near the temple 
(and it is likely he used the same technique for the first 
temple itself ). Further, the Mishnah (Middoth 3, 7) 
shows that the doorframe of Herod’s temple was built 
in the same manner.

The model door opening itself is 20 cm tall x 10 cm 
wide. The Mishnah describes the second temple as 
having a door 40 amah tall by 20 amah wide—the same 
proportions (Middoth 4, 1; it is important to note that 
much of the design of the second temple was influenced 
by the first).

Thirdly, the model has seven protruding “squares” 
beneath the roof. Each square is divided by two lines, 
into three small rectangles. It is clear that these are 
meant to represent the ends of wooden crossbeams 
supporting the roof. This depiction is actually a 
comparatively “advanced” design feature called a 

“triglyph,” appear in Classical Greek buildings some 
400 years later. The fact that the design was already 
known at such an ancient time—the 10th century 
b.c.e.—indicates that the early Israelite kingdom was 
far more advanced and influential in construction and 
design than first believed.

Furthermore, this triglyph construction technique 
is almost certainly mentioned in the description of 
Solomon’s “forest of Lebanon” (1 Kings 7:2-3), in the 
description of Solomon’s temple (1 Kings 6:5), and 

in Ezekiel’s description of the temple (Ezekiel 41:6). 
Translations of these passages are problematic, but 
when viewed in light of this recent discovery, they 
make sense. Here is Professor Garfinkel and Madeleine 
Mumcuoglu’s translation of Ezekiel 41:6: “And the 
planks were organized three together, as 30 triglyph-like 
groups, placed on top of the wall, around all the building, 
without being integrated into the walls of the building.”

The clay shrine model likewise contains these 
features (along with a pillar on either side of the 
entrance—again, in this case, paralleling the temple 
design). It would be fair to surmise that the inspiration 
for the Classical Greek triglyph came from an impres-
sive Israelite building that used such techniques. And 
what more impressive, influential building than the 
temple itself?

In addition to these other discoveries, archaeologists 
have uncovered a large palatial structure at the center 
of Khirbet Qeiyafa. This is probably where the governor 
would have sat. The city itself is believed to have housed 
about 500 to 600 people within its fortified walls, some 
of the stones of which weighed as much as 8 tons.

Khirbet Qeiyafa Today
It is unknown why Khirbet Qeiyafa was abandoned 
so early in the kingdom of Israel’s history. Perhaps 
it was no longer needed as a deterrent against the 
Philistines after King David finally eliminated them 
as a threat and once Solomon began his long and 
peaceful reign. Or perhaps King Shishak’s invasion of 
Judah in 925 b.c.e. played a part. The general nature 
and date of the site’s abandonment and destruction 
require further investigation.

Khirbet Qeiyafa was somewhat reused on and off 
after the kingdom of Judah was conquered by Babylon 
in the sixth century b.c.e., generally as an agricultural 
area. There were a couple of instances of isolated 
building projects at the site, within a late-Persian/
early-Hellenistic time frame, as well as during the 
Byzantine period. Yet the city-fortress never returned to 
its state of former glory as during the early 10th century 
under King David.

There is still much archaeological work to be done 
at this unique site. While a wealth of discoveries have 
already been found, only an estimated 20 percent 
of the mound has been excavated. So while debates 
and arguments abound regarding the veracity of the 
biblical account of the kingdom of Israel under Saul 
and David, the history uncovered at Khirbet Qeiyafa 
remains a witness, just as it did more than 3,000 years 
ago—as it looked out over the Valley of Elah, where a 
young man, full of faith and sling in hand, approached 
a giant. n
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An Interview With 
Yosef Garfinkel

Uriel Sinai/Getty Images

P rof. Yosef Garfinkel is the head of the 
Institute of Archaeology at Hebrew University. 
He has directed excavations in the Judean 

lowlands at the sites of Khirbet Qeiyafa, Tel Lachish 
and, most recently, Khirbet al-Ra’i. In August, 
Professor Garfinkel sat down with Watch Jerusalem 
correspondent Brent Nagtegaal to discuss his 
excavation at Khirbet Qeiyafa and its impact on the 
ongoing debate over the united monarchy.

Brent Nagtegaal (BN): I recently finished reading your 2016 
book, Debating Khirbet Qeiyafa, A Fortified City in Judah 
From the Time of King David. This book addresses two 
important topics. First, it explains what you found at 
the Khirbet Qeiyafa excavation. But it also provides a 
compelling look at the current state of biblical archae-
ology in Israel. I’d like to discuss both these topics today. 

First, could you summarize Khirbet Qeiyafa for 
us—where it is, when it was excavated, the time 
period you are uncovering, and what you and your 
team have found? 

Yosef Garfinkel (YG): Khirbet Qeiyafa is a small site. [It’s] not 
even a tel, like Tel Lachish or Tel Hazor. “Khirbeh” means 
small site. When you visit Khirbet Qeiyafa, you can see 
the bedrock on a large part of the site. [This] means the 
occupation [layer] is not thick, but rather shallow. 

When I came to Khirbet Qeiyafa, I was amazed by 
the location. The site overlooks the valley of Elah, the 

When Professor Garfinkel 
and his team uncovered a 
large Davidic city at Khirbet 
Qeiyafa, they changed the 
narrative about ancient 
Israel’s greatest king.
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main route leading from the coastal plain into the hill 
country. It’s also on the border between Judah and 
Philistia, and it was very clear to me that the location 
is very important. 

BN: When did you start excavations?

YG: In 2005, I visited the site with Sa’ar Ganor, my 
student. We then excavated the site together for seven 
years, from 2007 to 2013.

BN: Tell us about the main occupation layer, and some 
of your discoveries. 

YG: When we started excavating, typically we found 
remains from the Hellenistic [Greek] period. We discov-
ered a lot of coins, including a silver coin of Alexander 
the Great; this was very nice. But then, when you go 
down [below the Hellenistic layer], there is a thick 
layer from the early 10th century b.c.e.—the time of 
King David. 

BN: Is this why you excavated Khirbet Qeiyafa—to find 
evidence of King David?

YG: Not at all. When we [first] came to the site, we didn’t 
find much pottery on the surface. I was attracted to the 
site for two reasons. The first is the location; and second, 
there is a very heavily fortified city wall encircling the 
whole site, with bedrock exposed. Together, these were 
both indications that the site was not occupied for a 
long period. I didn’t know what would be the period of 
occupation during the Iron Age.

BN: What were you expecting to find exactly?

YG: I didn’t expect anything. I [believed] it would be a 
beautiful city, close to the surface, and [that it would] 
be possible in a short time to excavate a large part of the 
city. But I had no idea whether the city would be from 
the 10th century, ninth century or eighth century b.c.e.

In the first season, we only excavated for about 
10 days, and with only a small number of people. 
But after [only] 10 days, it was very clear that we 
discovered a gate, city wall and houses. Underneath 
the Hellenistic level, we had the Iron Age [material]. 
On the floors, which were on bedrock, we discovered 
a rich assemblage of a destruction level. This was 
fascinating—we had found an Iron Age city that was 
suddenly destroyed. 

The dating of the pottery from this first season … 
was not clear. I showed it to experts like Prof. Amihai 
Mazar and Alon de Groot. They looked at it and said 

that it looked earlier than the Sennacherib campaign 
around 701 b.c.e. So, earlier could be early eighth 
century, maybe late ninth. Nobody was dreaming about 
the 10th century. 

In the second season, we excavated a larger area 
and found nice assemblages of pottery. I looked at the 
pottery and it was similar to the pottery found in Level 
vii at Beersheva and Level iv at Tel Batash. These levels 
at these sites are from early Iron iia, which is the early 
10th century b.c.e. Yet these two sites were unfortified 
villages. But we found this same pottery in Khirbet 
Qeiyafa, which was clearly a fortified city. This was 
very exciting—I had this feeling in my fingers that I was 
going to have important discoveries. 

The big breakthrough came only after we sent olive 
pits for radiocarbon dating. The radiocarbon dating 
gave us the date of 1000 b.c.e. This was a shocking 
moment: [We had discovered] a fortified city in Judah 
from the time of King David!

BN: Why was this so special and important?

YG: There is a whole debate about whether King David 
was a historical figure or a mythological figure. And if 
he was an actual historical figure, was he just a Bedouin 
Sheihk living in a tent, or did he have a well-established 
kingdom? A kingdom is not abstract. [A kingdom] 
has fortified cities on its borders, it has trade routes 
and writing. You have the collection taxes, and an 
administration. This is the big question: Did such an 
administration exist in the early 10th century b.c.e.? 

[At Khirbet Qeiyafa], we have a fortified city on the 
border of Judah, opposite the Philistine city of Gath. We 
discovered hundreds of jars with a finger impression, 
which is typical to Judah. We discovered public build-
ings; we discovered two inscriptions. Khirbet Qeiyafa 
completely changed the picture [of King David].GA
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inscription from 
Khirbet Qeiyafa
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BN: Can you explain what you call the “David in a tent” 
paradigm? The scientific term is “low chronology.” 
What does this mean? 

YG: Up until the beginning of the 1980s, people accepted 
the biblical tradition as preserving accurate historical 
memories. Then a big change happened. It started at 
the Copenhagen School and later Sheffield, and now 
this thinking is all over the world. [Many] people ques-
tion how many historical memories are really imbedded 
in the Old Testament. Some people say zero. Until this 
time [early 1980s], people thought it was 100 percent. 
So a big debate began about how much [true] history is 
embedded in the biblical text. 

Since then, the [biblical] minimalists went through 
an evolution. This can be broken down into three 
phases. [At first], they believed everything was myth-
ological, that David never existed, that Solomon never 
existed, that there was never a temple in Jerusalem. 

But in 1993, Prof. Avraham Biran excavated at Tel 
Dan and he found the Aramaic Stele, probably written 
by King Hazael. On the inscription, the Aramaic king 
said, “I killed 70 kings. I killed a king from Israel and 
a king from the house of David.” [The phrase] “the 
house of David” means a dynasty created by a David. 
This is about 100 to 120 years after David. After this 
was discovered, no one could claim that David was a 
mythological figure. [Here he was], mentioned in a 

historical source outside of the 
biblical tradition. So this myth-
ological paradigm of King David 
collapsed.

T h r e e  y e a r s  l a t e r ,  t h e 
low-chronology paradigm emerged. 
This  view accepts that  there 
was somebody called David, but 
[suggests that] he did not have a 
kingdom as the Bible describes.

Here we have a sociological 
process. First, there is a tribal 
community at the time of Judges. 
T h i s  i s  w h at  a r c h a e o l o g i s t s 
call Iron I. Then you have the 
kingdoms of Israel and Judah. 
This is the time of the monarchy 
where you have fortified cities, 
administrations and kingdoms. 
The big question is, when did this 
sociological process take place? If 
it took place at 1000 b.c.e. as the 
biblical tradition says, then this is 
the time of David. 

But low chronology says that 
it didn’t happen during David’s time, but rather it 
happened 100 to 200 years later, first in the kingdom of 
Israel, and about 300 years later in Judah. 

BN: So essentially, low chronology puts King David into 
the Judges scenario where there are unwalled villages 
rather than the material culture associated with 
monumental structures. But your excavation at Khirbet 
Qeiyafa proves that is not the case?

YG: Exactly. There is a big debate about when urbanism 
started in Israel and Judah. At the start, nobody was 
talking about the 10th century. People were saying it 
began in the ninth century, or eighth century, or late-
eighth century in Judah. At first, thousands of scholars 
already believed in low chronology. There was even a 
project in Hebrew University’s Institute of Archaeology 
by one of the archaeologists where they checked about 
400 examples of radiocarbon dating. Most of them gave 
the date for the move toward urbanism in the ninth 
century b.c.e. These archaeologists even wrote an 
article saying that radiocarbon supports low chronology. 

This is when I entered the picture. Before I excavated 
Qeiyafa, I excavated prehistoric sites from the Neolithic 
period, the beginning of agriculture. I was never 
involved in this debate surrounding David.

Then in 2007 we came to Khirbet Qeiyafa. In 2008, 
we discovered a city with houses, a casemate city wall, 

Prof. Yosef Garfinkel 
stands inside a 
Judges-era room 
at Khirbet al Ra’i
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a gate and an inscription—the [famous] Khirbet Qeiyafa 
ostracon. And then we sent olive pits for radiocarbon 
dating. And the big surprise that nobody expected—it 
was really shocking in a way—was that site dated to 
1000 b.c.e., the time of King David. 

This means that we have a fortified city in Judah 
from the time of David. So you cannot argue anymore 
that urbanism started in this region in the ninth or 
eighth century, because Khirbet Qeiyafa really shows 
that it started in the early 10th century b.c.e.

Only 10 days later, an article was printed in an 
Internet journal that claimed that Khirbet Qeiyafa was 
a Philistine site and didn’t belong to King David. 

BN: This takes us to your 2017 paper, “The Ethnic 
Identification of Khirbet Qeiyafa: Why It Matters?” 
You wrote: “These scholars have already held, for 10 to 
20 years, the position that the kingdom of Judah was 
established only in the late ninth or eighth centuries 
b.c.e. In other words, Khirbet Qeiyafa’s new data chal-
lenged their earlier conclusions. In this case, they have 
two options in front of them: either to alter their older 
approaches, or to hold on to them and suggest a new 
interpretation for the ethnic identification of Khirbet 
Qeiyafa’s population.” Can you elaborate on this?

YG: It is a kind of patchwork. If you look at the minimalist, 
the earliest minimalist has a very good methodology. 
They said: “OK, the Bible is not history, it is all mytho-
logical, so we cannot write the history of ancient Israel.” 
This is a complete approach. A person can either agree 
or disagree with it, but it is logical. 

But when the Tel Dan stele was discovered which 
mentions David, this paradigm collapsed. The low 
chronology paradigm was developed to explain the Tel 
Stele. But then came Khirbet Qeiyafa, which proves that 
the low chronology dating is not correct. So they had 
to introduce another patch, this time about the ethnic 
identification. 

First, they claimed that Qeiyafa was a Philistine site. 
Then some said it was a Canaanite site. Others said it 
was Israelite and was built by King Saul. And others said 
it was Judean. So you have four different suggestions 
about who lived in Khirbet Qeiyafa. The question is: 
How do you decide? What is the methodology?

The methodology is comparative analysis. We took 
various aspects that were found at the site of Khirbet 
Qeiyafa and we compared it with Canaanite sites. We 
compared it with sites in Philistia. We compared it 
with sites in the northern kingdom of Israel. And we 
compared it to sites in Judah.  

First, we looked at urban planning. At Khirbet 
Qeiyafa there is a casemate city wall and houses 

abutting the casemate. There are five examples [we can 
compare]: Tel Nasbeh, near Ramallah; Beth Shemesh; 
Beersheva; Tel Bet Mirsim; and Khirbet Qeiyafa. All 
of them are in Judah. There is not one Philistine, 
Canaanite, or Israelite site that has this urban planning. 

Then, we took the animal bones. We have 100,000 
animal bones at Qeiyafa, and not one of them is a pig 
bone. At Canaanite sites, 4 to 5 percent of the animal 
bones are from pigs. At Philistine sites, up to 20 percent 
of the animal bones are pigs. So our site is not Canaanite 
nor Philistine, according to the animal bones. 

BN: Just to recap: The first paradigm collapsed when the 
Tel Dan Stele was found; the second paradigm—low 
chronology—collapsed when you found urban planning 
from 3,000 years ago, from the time of King David. So at 
this point, the critics said, “OK, you’re right, you did find 
urbanization, but it’s not King David—this site doesn’t 
belong to Judah.” But this is wrong too, because these 
different parameters match Judah more than any other 
ethnic group or material culture of any other ethnicity. 

YG: Yes, and the same scholar that said it was Philistine 
also said four years later that it was Canaanite. [But] 
these scholars that said it was Philistine or Canaanite 
or Israelite didn’t give arguments. They didn’t say it is 
Philistine because of reason A, B or C. They didn’t say it 
belonged to the kingdom of Israel because of reason A, 
B or C. They just wrote it because they wanted it to be 
Israelite, or Canaanite, or Philistine. 

BN: In your 2017 article, you wrote: “Placing the current 
debate in its accurate place within the history of 
research clearly indicates that the subject was dealt 
with in a polemical way, rather than using a balanced, 
scientific view.” What does this mean?

YG: It means the idea of biblical minimalism has become 
a religion. If something is written in the Bible, [the 
truth] must be opposite. You can see this in article 
after article. They are debating the biblical tradition, 
whether their arguments fit or don’t fit the data. People 
should be aware that sometimes the archaeology and 
the biblical tradition don’t match 100 percent, because 
every historical narrative sometimes has its own view, 
etc. However, the minimalists are trying to destroy 100 
percent of the biblical tradition. This methodologically 
is incorrect. If you said white, [these people would say] 
black. But if you said black, they would say white. 

The question is, how do you build scientific theories? 
The way I understand it, you take [facts] A and B and 
C and D, and then you build a theory. But what the 
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minimalist school is doing is saying that we can [ignore 
facts] A, B and C, and just build a theory. But once you 
find A or B or C, their theories immediately collapse. 
You cannot build your theories on the lack of data. You 
should build your theories on what you have—not on 
what you don’t have. 

BN: Can you give an example?

YG: [Take the Hebrew University] radiocarbon project 
which took 400 samples and found that most came 
from the ninth century b.c.e. How come Khirbet 
Qeiyafa changed the picture? [It was] because these 
400 samples were taken from the kingdom of Israel. 
The samples were taken from Dor, Hazor, Megiddo, 
Bethshan, Rehov and other sites. They [considered 
samples from] sites in the kingdom of Israel, which even 
in the biblical text the kingdom of Israel is established 
in the late 10th century. So most of the sites that were 
built and fortified were in the ninth century, so of 
course you get ninth century from sites in Israel. 

But they took it to [try to] prove that the Bible is 
wrong. They didn’t look at the geography and consider 
regionality. Judah started in the 10th century and Israel 
in the ninth century. … You need to date every region 
by its own area. You cannot predict from one area to 
the other. 

BN: Here’s one of my favorite quotes from your book. 
“Since so much detailed research in biblical archaeology 
has already been done on almost every aspect, it is hard 
to contribute a new paradigm. Some scholars have 
found a way to overcome this situation by constructing 
alternative hypotheses that are based on lack of data 
on the one hand, and rejection of existing data on the 
other. In this way, ‘original’ paradigms can be offered 
and the sky, or the authors audacity, is the limit. Such 
works would not have been published a generation ago, 
when scientific standards were more stringent. Today, 
however, in the postmodern intellectual atmosphere, 
there is much more room for original ideas, even if 
they are not well founded. Thus in our era there is no 
clear-cut boundary between science, science fiction 
and wishful thinking.” 

Are you saying that the study of archaeology is 
actually becoming less scientific than what it was a 
generation ago? 

YG: I think you take it too far. Scientifically, we are 
working better. We are collecting the animal bones. We 
are sending pottery for residue analysis. We are using 
radiocarbon dating. Our scientific method becomes 

stronger and stronger, and the involvement of archae-
ology and sciences (biology and botany, etc) is stronger 
and stronger all the time. 

But what became crazy is not the archaeology, but 
the interpretations—[today] you can say whatever you 
want. 

BN: So you believe we are seeing more archaeological 
theories based on ideas rather than evidence?

YG: One of the main problems in [archaeology] today is 
that I cannot write an article that agrees with [biblical 
archaeologist William] Albright, 
o r  th at  a g re e s  w i th  [ bi b l ic a l 
archaeologist] Yigal Yadin. But 
you can write an article that says, 

“I don’t agree with Albright,” or “I 
don’t agree with Yigal Yadin.” And 
this is what [is happening]. People 
are taking new data and old data 
a n d  [ t h e y]  a re  c re at i n g  n e w 
hypotheses and are saying, “I don’t 
agree with this and I’m suggesting 
something new.” 

The question is: What is the 
value of these new ideas? Do they 
have roots or [facts]? If not, it’s all 
hot air.

BN: We recently discussed the post-
modern concept that there is no 
such thing as truth, and the impact 
of this on archaeology. Can you talk 
about that?

YG: Look at all the field of human-
ities, including literature and 
histor y and archaeolog y and 
biblical studies and other aspects 
of the humanities: If you don’t have 
a truth, then you can do whatever 
you want to do. But of course there 
is truth. The question is: How close 
can we get to the truth? 

I think that by having more investigation and more 
accurate radiocarbon dating and excavating larger parts 
of a site, and having more inscriptions and more metal 
objects, we can know more and more about how people 
lived, and then we can have better understanding. 

This is one of the things that I did. In Khirbet Qeiyafa, 
we excavated about one quarter of the city. In Lachish, 
we found a new city wall from the time of Rehoboam. 
According to biblical text, Rehoboam fortified Lachish. 

u INTERVIEW FROM PAGE 13
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Yet without excavation, you cannot find the data. So I 
think that archaeology is the main source of new data 
for understanding the biblical tradition. 

BN: Were you surprised by the accuracy of the biblical 
text from David’s time onwards, through Rehoboam? In 
Khirbet Qeiyafa, you waded right into the middle of the 
debate about David and Solomon. Were you surprised 
that Khirbet Qeiyafa proved the biblical narrative? 

YG: It didn’t surprise me because I didn’t come with 
any biased thoughts, whether the Bible is 100 percent 

history or the Bible is all fiction. I see myself more as a 
scientist. Personally, I’m not a religious person, so the 
Bible is not holy for me. I know for billions of people in 
the world the Bible is a holy text. And I understand that. 
For me, it’s a historic text. 

I’m not trying to prove the Bible or disprove the 
Bible. I want to know for myself what really happened. 
It’s really a scientific curiosity, a personal curiosity. 
I don’t care about low chronology/high chronology, 
maximalist/minimalist—I want to know the truth. This 

is my motivation. I, Yossi Garfinkel, I want to know what 
really happened. This is my motivation. 

BN: From your scientific point of view, what is your 
summation so far of the 10th century b.c.e.?

YG: What I know is that we were working in Khirbet 
Qeiyafa and we found a beautiful city from the time of 
King David with two inscriptions indicating an admin-
istration. It was a wonderful discovery. 

Then I went to Lachish, because I want to know 
more about the 10th century b.c.e. In Lachish, there is 
the biblical tradition about King Rehoboam fortifying 
the city. I wondered: If there is indeed fortification in 
Lachish from the time of Rehoboam, this would be 
late 10th century b.c.e. And indeed, in the excavation 
we found a new city wall which was not known before. 
Radiocarbon dating that we received from Oxford 
University shows us that the fortification is from the end 
of the 10th century, and the first half of the ninth century 
b.c.e. So this city was really built by King Rehoboam. 

And then we have the shrine models found at Qeiyafa; 
a nice model made from stone about 30 cm tall where 
you can see near the roof the beams organized together, 
and the door is decorated with recessed entrance. And 
if you read the biblical description of Solomon’s palace 
and Solomon’s temple, you can see the same architec-
tural features appearing in the biblical text. 

So in this way, I contributed to [our understanding 
of] David, Solomon and Rehoboam— the first three 
kings of Jerusalem. [And all three] cover the whole 10th 
century b.c.e. David in the beginning, Solomon in the 
middle and Rehoboam in the end, last part of the 10th 
century. 

BN: Do you believe what you have done over the past 15 
years has moved the needle back toward accepting the 
Bible as being more accurate from the 10th century? Are 
there others in the archaeology field that are coming 
back to that premise?

YG: I see that even scholars that have supported the low 
chronology and said that everything was built in the 
eighth century b.c.e. are moving it back to the ninth 
century b.c.e. So instead of a 300-year gap, there is now 
a 200-year gap. And I think that we still need to have 
a large-scale archaeological project in the kingdom of 
Judah to find more data about the 10th–9th centuries 
b.c.e. This is what I hope to do. 

BN: Thank you very much for your time! 

YG: Sure, it’s my pleasure. n

The remains of what 
is thought to be a 

royal storeroom at 
Khirbet Qeiyafa
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Gideon  
the Judge— 
Found in 
Southern  
Israel?
Scientists have discovered  
an inscription bearing the  
name of a biblical judge.
By Brent Nagtegaal

Public DOmain, Emma Moore/Watch Jerusalem

F or the first time in history, archaeologists 
excavating in southern Israel have uncovered 
an inscription bearing the name of a biblical- 
period judge.

The 3,100-year-old inked pottery inscription bears 
the name of Jerubbaal: This is the lesser-known name 
for Gideon, the famed judge of Israel who routed the 
Midianites with just 300 men (Judges 7:1). This battle, 
recorded in Judges 6-9, took place in the Valley of 
Jezreel by the Harod Spring, which is situated about 120 
kilometers north of the findspot, Khirbet al-Ra’i.

According to Prof. Yosef Garfinkel and Saar Ganor, 
the significant distance between the scene of the 
biblical battle and the site where the pottery was 
found may suggest the clay vessel belonged to another 
Jerubbaal. Nevertheless, they do not discard the 
possibility that the inscription refers to the biblical 
judge. “In view of the geographical distance between 
the Shephelah and the Jezreel Valley, this inscription 
may refer to another Jerubbaal and not the Gideon of 
biblical tradition, although the possibility cannot be 
ruled out that the jug belonged to the judge Gideon.” 
explained Garfinkel and Ganor in a press release.
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The Jerubbaal inscription was uncovered in the 2019 
season at Khirbet al-Ra’i, an excavation site situated in 
the lowlands of Judea, just 4 kilometers west of Tel 
Lachish. Critically, the inscribed vessel was found 
in an archaeological context from the time period of 
the judges—the late 12th century b.c.e. “The name 
Jerubbaal only appears in the Bible in the period of 
the judges, yet now it has also been discovered in an 
archaeological context, in a stratum dating from this 
period,” the archaeologists noted.

The ink inscription was made on a small jug that 
held about one liter of liquid. Archaeologists believe 
the jug may have contained a precious liquid such as 
oil, perfume or medicine.

According to Prof. Christopher Rollston, epigraphy 
expert from George Washington University–Washington, 
D.C., the fact that the inscriptions bear the letters “yod 
(broken at the top), resh, bet, ayin, lamed, and remnants 
of other letters indicate[s] that the original inscription 
was longer.” Put together, these letters spell the ancient 
name Jerubbaal, the name given to Gideon by his father.

Prior to Gideon’s battle with the Midianites, the 
Bible describes a test God required of Gideon, one that 
resulted in him being called Jerubbaal. “And it came 
to pass the same night, that the Lord said unto him: 
‘Take thy father’s bullock, and the second bullock of 
seven years old, and throw down the altar of Baal that 
thy father hath, and cut down the Asherah that is by it” 
(Judges 6:25). Gideon faithfully executed this task and 
destroyed the altar of Baal.

The next morning, the men of Shechem wanted to 
put Gideon to death. Gideon’s father, Joash, interceded 
for his son. He declared that if Baal is a god, then he 
should be strong enough to avenge his broken altar 
and put Gideon to death. “Therefore on that day he was 
called Jerubbaal, saying: ‘Let Baal contend against him, 
because he hath broken down his altar’” (verse 32).

Of course, Gideon did not suffer the “retribution” 
of Baal. In fact, Judges 7 shows that he went on to be a 
great leader and judge in Israel and delivered the nation 
from Midianite oppression. Gideon’s reputation in the 
nation was so prominent, the people wanted to make 
Gideon’s family into a kingly dynasty. Gideon refused to 
change God’s system of government, saying, “I will not 
rule over you, neither shall my son rule over you; the 
Lord shall rule over you” (Judges 8:23).

Nevertheless, Jerubbaal’s popularity in Israel shows 
his name and legacy stretched beyond the northern 
territory normally associated with Gideon. Is it really 
that difficult to imagine this prominent judge traveling 
around Israel, including to the lowlands of Judah, where 
the Jerubbaal inscription was recently discovered? Or 
given the necessary geographical spread of his large 
family, which included 70 sons (Judges 8:30)?

The excavations at Khirbet al-Ra’i are ongoing and 
being performed under the direction of Prof. Yosef 
Garfinkel, Saar Ganor, Dr. Kyle Keimer and Dr. Gil 
Davies. The excavations are being conducted on behalf 
of the Institute of Archaeology at the Hebrew University 
of Jerusalem, the Israel Antiquities Authority, and 
Macquarie University in Sydney, Australia.

Garfinkel and Ganor summarized the significance 
of the discovery: “There is considerable debate as to 
whether biblical tradition reflects reality and whether 
it is faithful to historical memories from the days of the 
Judges and the days of David. The name Jerubbaal only 
appears in the Bible in the period of the judges, yet now 
it has also been discovered in an archaeological context, 
in a stratum dating from this period. In a similar 
manner, the name Ishbaal, which is only mentioned 
in the Bible during the monarchy of King David, has 
been found in strata dated to that period at the site 
of Khirbat Qeiyafa. The fact that identical names are 
mentioned in the Bible and also found in inscriptions 
recovered from archaeological excavations shows that 
memories were preserved and passed down through 
the generations.”

And when it comes to this name, its discovery is 
without precedent. As Professor Garfinkel told Watch 
Jerusalem, this Jerubbaal inscription is the “only 
inscription that has been discovered from the time of 
the judges, and it also just happens to have the name of 
a judge on it. This is unbelievable.” n
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What does archaeology tell us?
By Christopher Eames and Brad Macdonald

Was David 
and Solomon’s 
Jerusalem a 
‘Godforsaken’ 
Place?

I n a recent interview series hosted by the w.f. 
Albright Institute of Archaeological Research, one 
of Israel’s most prominent archaeologists made 

some bold remarks about the Bible and its role in 
archaeology in Israel. 

This man explained that David and Solomon were 
simple, hill-country chieftains, certainly not the towering 
monarchs recorded in the Bible. He theorized that the 
story of David and Goliath was invented during the time 
of King Josiah, and was crafted to reflect his upcoming 
clash with Egypt’s pharaoh Necho (Josiah was King 
David, Egypt was Goliath). He claimed that the account 
of Joshua’s conquest of Canaan was likewise invented 
during the seventh-century reign of Josiah. He also said 
King Solomon’s glorious reign was probably modeled 
by late biblical writers after an Assyrian king, maybe 
Sennacherib, and then perhaps blended with authentic 
aspects of the later kings Jeroboam ii and Manasseh. 

This individual also shared some bold and contro-
versial views about biblical Jerusalem. He claimed that 
Judah and Jerusalem only turned from a “godforsaken” 
place to an important kingdom in the late eighth 
century b.c.e., when they were incorporated into the 

iStock.com/Nastasic
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Assyrian economy. And he claimed 
that Judah only became a truly 
literate state—allowing for the 
composition of the Bible—when 
educated Israelites from the north 
fled into Judah from their own 
Assyrian destruction during the 
same century.

Many Jews, Christians, even 
Muslims would disagree with the 
views of Prof. Israel Finkelstein. It 
is easy to get upset by these claims. 
But the more important question is, 
what does the evidence say? 

In the first interview of the 
series,  Professor Finkelstein 
emphasized how important it is 
to “speak facts and data” when 
talking about ancient Israel and 
Jerusalem. And he is absolutely 
right! But here’s the context of that 
statement: “First and foremost, … 
the Bible does not mean to speak 
history.  The Bible is all  about 
theology, about ideology … and 
we scholars, researchers, need 

to speak facts and data” (emphasis 
added throughout). 

Finkelstein clearly rejects the Bible 
as a historical source. But on what 

grounds? Where are the facts and data, the hard 
evidence—the science—proving that the Bible does 
not “speak history”? 

Let’s examine Finkelstein’s claims specifically 
about biblical Jerusalem (Episode 15 of the series). 
Was Jerusalem a “godforsaken” place until the late 
eighth century b.c.e? Is understanding Jerusalem of 
the united monarchy “a lost case,” as his interviewer 
concluded following Finkelstein’s comments? Is it 
correct for his interviewer to assert that “[e]xtensive 
archaeology has revealed nothing” about it? 

This black-and-white view of Jerusalem is diametri-
cally opposite to what the Bible records. What side does 
archaeology come down on?

Where Was Original Jerusalem?
The interview begins with a discussion about the 
original location of Jerusalem. The majority opinion 
of scholars, archaeologists and historians is that early 
Jerusalem was situated in the area known today as the 
City of David, the ridge located south of the Temple 
Mount. According to the biblical text, David conquered 
this original city site ruled by the Canaanite Jebusites 

and made it his capital—and Solomon later expanded 
northward to include the temple. 

According to Finkelstein, this understanding is 
flawed and there is “no way to clarify” where the ancient 
City of David really was. “We don’t really know what 
[these names] mean. We don’t really know what the 
Bible means when the Bible speaks about the City of 
David. There’s no place we can really pinpoint on the 
ridge to the south of the Temple Mount.” 

Finkelstein believes the original city of Jerusalem was 
situated at the top of the Temple Mount hill, and that the 
city expanded southward down the ridge. He gave several 
reasons for this theory. First, he said, the City of David 
does not look like a typical “tel” mound as found at other 
cities around Israel. Second, he pointed out the lack of 
Bronze Age remains in the area, particularly the southern 
part of the City of David. And third, he explained that city 
mounds are usually situated at the top of the highest 
ground. “The City of David ridge,” he explained, “is 
completely dominated on three sides by higher grounds,” 
and this would have given enemies a tactical advantage. 

Because of these reasons, Finkelstein believes that 
the original city of Jerusalem must have constituted a 
large tel mound located within the area today known as 
the Temple Mount. It’s an interesting theory. But how 
much of it is “facts and data”? 

Consider his claim that we cannot know what the 
Bible means when it speaks about the City of David. The 
Bible is actually quite specific in describing the location of 
the original Canaanite city, Jebus. First, it says explicitly 
that the original Jebusite fortress in Jerusalem, captured 
by David, was renamed the City of David. 2 Samuel 5:7 
tells us “the same is the city of David.” Furthermore, this 
passage states that this fortress (metzudah in Hebrew) 
was located in a lower ridge location—“down” from the 
highest geographical features (verse 17). 

The Bible also indicates that the site was atypically 
small and extremely well-defensed geographically. 
In verses 6 and 8, the Canaanites boast that the city’s 
defense is so strong, even “the blind and the lame” 
could defend it. Finally, the Bible also reveals that 
the upper site of the future temple was part of an 
agricultural area outside and above the original city 
(1 Chronicles 21:18-19; 22:1).

Professor Finkelstein suggests that a settlement on 
the lower ridge would have been a strategic liability, but 
this view is not borne out historically. Jerusalem has 
been conquered numerous times. While the northern 
Temple Mount area is technically the highest point, 
this area is also a more-gradually sloped, broader 
area. Historically, this is the point where the city has 
typically been breached. When the Romans invaded in 
c.e. 70, they attacked the city from north of the Temple 
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Mount. The Babylonians attacked the same point when 
they conquered Jerusalem in 586 b.c.e. This was the 
point where Assyria’s King Sennacherib threatened 
Judah with his armies in the late eighth century b.c.e. 
(although an attack did not take place). This was also 
the location where part of the city wall was torn down 
by the attacking kingdom of Israel (2 Kings 14:13).

The ridge and small summit on which the City of 
David sits is actually an extremely difficult area to 
penetrate. The bedrock on the east and west sides of 
the ridge falls away sharply, creating narrow valleys that 
become a kill-zone for large forces.

The fact that the City of David doesn’t fit the mold 
of a large “tel” mound, and that it has a comparatively 
lower elevation, may not accord with Mr. Finkelstein’s 
conceptualization of early Jerusalem—but it does fit 
with the historical accounts.

Now what about the purported lack of Bronze Age 
remains?

Where Is Bronze Age Jerusalem?
Archaeology in Israel and the ancient Near East is 
divided into several periods. The Bronze Age spans 
the third and second millenniums b.c.e. (put simply, 
Early Bronze, circa 3000–2000; Middle Bronze, circa 
2000–1500; Late Bronze, 1500–1200 b.c.e.). Where are 
the remains of Jerusalem from the middle of the second 
millennium b.c.e.?

It is clear from Egyptian inscriptions, as Finkelstein 
highlighted, that Jerusalem was occupied in the Bronze 
Age—both the Middle and Late. Where, then, are 
these remains on the City of David ridge? After all, as 
Finkelstein notes, in areas of the southern ridge there 
is bedrock under Iron Age remains, and we have “only 
a [Bronze Age] sherd here or a sherd there … we don’t 
have at all evidence, or almost none, for architecture, 
houses, any construction activity.” Due to the lack of 
Bronze Age remains in the City of David, Finkelstein 
concludes that Bronze Age Jerusalem “must have been 
located on the Temple Mount” (although, as he admits, 
this theory cannot be put to the test by excavation due 
to the religious and political situation).

Before getting into what has been found, consider 
what has not been found.

While the City of David isn’t as politically or 
religiously sensitive as the Temple Mount, it is still 
incredibly sensitive. Much of the area is situated in the 
densely populated Arab neighborhood of Silwan. This 
makes it difficult to conduct large-scale excavations 
that would expose large swathes of territory. Instead, 
archaeologists have to excavate smaller areas, building 
their picture slowly over time, in fits and spurts.

Next, recall that Jerusalem has been destroyed and 

rebuilt several times over the centuries. The Bible 
describes the Judahites destroying Jerusalem during 
the Canaanite Late Bronze Age period (Judges 1:8). It 
describes the Israelites tearing down Jerusalem’s walls 
c. 800 b.c.e. (2 Kings 14:13). It describes the Babylonians 
destroying the city, even tearing down walls, during 
their sixth-century conquest (2 Kings 25:10). The 
first-century historian Josephus recorded the Jews 
during the Hasmonean period cutting down the ridge 
hilltop itself in order to prevent it being used to build 

another “Acra” tower to dominate the city (Antiquities 
of the Jews, 13.6.7). Josephus also gave an eye-witness 
account of the Romans of his day uprooting even the 
foundations of Jerusalem’s walls (Wars of the Jews, 7.1.1). 

Ancient Jerusalem has been bulldozed multiple 
times over. According to Eric Cline’s book Jerusalem 
Besieged, the city has been “besieged 23 times, attacked 
an additional 52 times, and captured and recaptured 
44 times.” This, too, explains the lack of Bronze Age 
evidence—much of it was destroyed in these attacks.

Finally, despite the relatively small area that has 
been excavated, and all of the destructions that have 
occurred, there is dramatic archaeological evidence for 
Bronze Age occupation in the City of David. 

Archaeological excavations around the Gihon Spring—
situated in the lower, northeastern corner of the City of 
David—have revealed part of a truly massive fortifica-
tion, one that dates to the Middle Bronze period (circa 

Professor Israel 
Finkelstein

Argonauter via Wikimedia Commons
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2000–1500 b.c.e.). This fortification wrapped around and 
protected the vital Gihon Spring. Its walls are massive, 
up to seven meters wide at their foundations—the widest 
walls of any Bronze Age site in all Israel. 

The Gihon Spring is Jerusalem’s only water source, 
something imperative to the survival of the population 
in a parched climate. And the spring is located on the 
lower ridge of the City of David, partway down into 
the eastern Kidron Valley. The location of this spring, 
and the tunnels that link it to the City of David (not 

the Temple Mount), are some of 
the greatest proofs of the location 
of the original site of Jerusalem—
built deliberately around and 
protecting the vital spring.

Prof. Finkelstein recognizes this 
massive Middle Bronze age forti-
fication in the lower City of David. 
However, to reconcile it with his 
theory, he suggests that this giant 
structure was simply a stand-alone 
building, an outlying tower from 
the Temple Mount city-hub, built 
to protect the distant spring. (He 
also postulates that the under-
ground network of ancient tunnels 
beneath the City of David, leading 
to the Gihon Spring, simply gave 
late writers the idea to craft a story 
about David conquering Jerusalem 
using them.)

Consider the facts—what is 
the most rational explanation? 
Why do these Bronze Age tunnels 
connected to the Gihon Spring lead 

into the City of David, and not north, into the Temple 
Mount? This suggests the City of David was the central 
habitation at this time, not the Temple Mount.

Consider too: Is it difficult to believe that Middle 
Bronze Age structures such as these continued to be 
used in the Late Bronze Age period? And what about 
other Canaanite-era walls discovered on the lower 
eastern slopes of the City of David, better sheltered 
from exposure and destruction?

It is worth noting that the man who interviewed 
Professor Finkelstein questioned his theory of a 
Bronze Age Jerusalem centered on the Temple Mount. 
The interviewer identified certain difficulties with the 
theory, such as the exposed bedrock at the center of the 
Temple Mount site. In response, Finkelstein noted that 
erosion down to bedrock at an elevated point of the site 
is not unusual (again, structures are usually better-pre-
served in lower, more sheltered areas of a site). He also 

pointed out that we shouldn’t expect to find much on 
the Temple Mount anyway, given Herod’s clearing and 
rebuilding of the site for his temple.

How ironic. These are the same explanations for 
a lack of Bronze Age remains in much of the City of 
David—the exposed, eroded bedrock along the upper, 
southern part of the ridge, as well as repeat events of 
destruction and rebuilding. Here’s the key difference 
though: The only remnants we have of Bronze Age 
Jerusalem are in the City of David, not on the Temple 

Mount. And something can be said to the question 
of Bronze Age remains on the Temple Mount. Sifting 
and various analyses have been done on the many tons 
of earth illegally bulldozed out of the Temple Mount 
foundations by the Islamic Waqf, along with other 
underground surveys of the Temple Mount (including 
various areas that extend down to bedrock). As affirmed 
by Dr. Hillel Geva and Dr. Alon De Groot, there is no 
evidence of tel stratification, and only 1 percent of 
the material remains discovered date prior to the 
Iron Age (most belonging to the eighth century b.c.e. 
onwards)—rather damning evidence against this site 
as the location of a strong Bronze Age city tel.

The United Monarchy
Finkelstein’s strongest broadsides were aimed at David 
and Solomon. As his interviewer concluded, “Jerusalem 
seems to be a lost case. Extensive archaeology has 
revealed nothing” about the united monarchy. In the 
interviews, Finkelstein discusses two main archaeolog-
ical features related to this period: the Stepped Stone 
Structure and the Large Stone Structure (better known 
informally as “King David’s Palace”). 

Both structures were excavated from 2005 to 2008 
by the late Dr. Eilat Mazar, who famously identified the 
monumental remains as a singular, palatial structure 
dating to the 10th century b.c.e. (fitting with the biblical 
account of David’s palace-building in 2 Samuel 5). 

The Stepped Stone Structure served as a massive 
supporting revetment against the precarious and 
narrow northern slope of the City of David ridge, 
allowing support for a large public building above 
and the continuation of a city wall. Dr. Mazar showed 
that the Large Stone Structure (David’s palace) was 

Consider the facts— 
what is the most  
rational explanation?
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the building for which the Stepped Stone Structure 
was built (excavation revealed that the two actually 
interlocked, indicating they were part of the same 
supreme structure). 

Professor Finkelstein, of course, disagrees. He 
claims the Stepped Stone Structure was built at a 
time “when the city starts expanding south from the 
Temple Mount,” and “in my opinion, we are dealing 
with support of the slope in different periods.” But what 
about the pottery retrieved from between the courses of 
stones proving the building was built in the late 11th or 
early 10th centuries? Finkelstein says this pottery dates 
to the ninth century b.c.e., not the 10th century. “This 
structure should be dated to the ninth century, or to 
the even beginning of the eighth century b.c.,” he claims. 

Indeed, there is some debate among scholars as to 
the dating of the Stepped Stone Structure. However, 
Finkelstein’s proposition that it dates as late as 
the eighth century is rejected by most Jerusalem 
archaeologists.

As for the Large Stone Structure, or King David’s 
palace, Finkelstein explains: “I don’t think that we are 
dealing there with a single building. There are several 

walls, remains there; they do not all come from the 
same moment, from the same period. And I think that 
the earliest construction there should be put also in the 
ninth century b.c. Perhaps together with the revetment 
on the slope, perhaps they were connected … but we are 
not dealing with monuments from the 10th century. So 
there is no escape, in my opinion, from stating, from 
saying, from asserting, that the city of the time of David 
and Solomon was located on the Temple Mount.”

It is worth noting that in the first interview of the 
series, Finkelstein admits that he is not a pottery 
specialist. “Sometimes people ask me about my profes-
sion … I don’t see myself, you know, as a specialist of the 
rim of the cooking pot or the storage jar, or the base, or 
whatever,” he says. Dr. Mazar, on the other hand, did 
specialize in pottery analysis, notably Iron Age pottery, 
and particularly that of the 10th century b.c.e. 

But Dr. Mazar did not rely solely on pottery to prove 
the Large Stone Structure and the associated artifacts 
were dated to the 10th century. She also used carbon 
dating—a method of dating that is wholeheartedly 

endorsed by Finkelstein. (“Radiocarbon is not 
influenced by the Bible,” he stated in Episode Nine). 
Dr. Mazar’s radiocarbon samples backed up her pottery 
dating—dating the building to sometime between the 
late 11th and early 10th centuries b.c.e. 

And what about his theory that the walls of the Large 
Stone Structure do not relate to a single building? This 
is peculiar, given that there are very few walls making 
up the palatial structure. There are only two primary, 
gigantic walls forming a right angle that make up the 
main northern outline of this building. Are these two 
massive walls—exposed up to 30 meters long, and six 
meters wide, forming a palatial enclosure—meant to be 
from separate buildings? 

There is also the obvious question: If the massive 
Large Stone Structure isn’t a palace, then what is it? 

“In my opinion … I understand this structure as some 
sort of a fort protecting the water that was built in the 
ninth century when the city expanded,” Finkelstein 
stated. But what about the Spring Tower? If the Spring 
Tower alone was sufficient to guard the Gihon Spring 
far outside of Finkelstein’s original Jerusalem walls, 
why would an expanded Jerusalem border southward 
around the spring require another enormous secondary 
tower to defend it?

Consider too: What about the many 10th-century 
remains discovered by Dr. Mazar on the Ophel, which 
Mazar identified with the biblical account of King 
Solomon’s northward expansion of the city toward 
the Temple Mount? What about the 70-meter-long, 
up to 6-meter-tall “Straight Wall”? What about the 
Solomonic gatehouse, dated to the 10th century, its 
measurements paralleling similar gatehouses around 
Israel to the nearest centimeter (indicating a singular, 
governing authority over the land at the time)? What 
about the directly associated Large Tower, which lies 
buried under the Ophel Road, with only its outline 
revealed (thanks to the tunneling efforts of Sir Charles 
Warren)—a tower which, if uncovered, would be the 
largest single Iron Age structure in all Israel? Are these 
10th-century remains evidence of a so-called “godfor-
saken” city and civilization at this time? 

With a casual remark or two, Mr. Finkelstein simply 
dates all these to the ninth century. He believes that 

“Jerusalem [of the united monarchy] seems to be a lost 
case—[that] extensive archaeology has revealed nothing.” 
The truth is, the science—actual pottery, some carbon 
dating and direct corroboration of the literary text to the 
10th century—disproves Professor Finkelstein’s claims. 

Persian Period Jerusalem
One would think that the closer we get to the present, 
the easier it would be to find evidence of biblical 

If the massive Large Stone 
Structure  isn’t a palace,  
then what is it?
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events in Jerusalem. This isn’t the case for Finkelstein, 
certainly in regard to Persian-period Jerusalem. “In the 
Persian period, there is no indication of fortification. 
And this is against the idea of Nehemiah’s city wall,” 
Finkelstein claims. “In Jerusalem, there is not even a 
single place where you can point to a piece of fortifica-
tion from the Persian period.”

This is a dramatic, unequivocal statement. Not a 
single piece of evidence of Persian-period fortification 
in Jerusalem—nothing remotely related to the story of 
Nehemiah’s wall?

What about Dr. Mazar’s highly publicized discovery 
in 2008 of a middle-Persian-period wall and tower in 
the City of David? Mazar was able to not only date this 
partial fortification line to the Persian period, but using 
both pottery and animal bone remains, she was able to 
date this wall to the middle of the Persian period (circa 
450 b.c.e.). With this information, Mazar identified 
the wall as the one built by Nehemiah (in 444 b.c.e., 
according to biblical chronology). Once again, Dr. Mazar 
documented and published her science.  

Professor Finkelstein can disagree with Mazar’s 
identification of the wall as Nehemiah’s. But it is egre-
giously wrong to say, without qualification, that “there 
is not even a single place where you can point to a piece 
of fortification from the Persian period.” Where is the 
emphasis on “facts and data”?

It is also fact that several finds have been discovered 
relating to Jerusalem in the Persian period. In addition 
to Mazar’s wall and fortification, archaeologists have 
uncovered Persian-period pottery vessels and admin-
istrative material. 

Archaeology and the Bible
One of the most central topics discussed in this inter-
view series was the ongoing debate about the Bible and 
archaeology, and the role of the Bible in archaeology 
in Israel. Mr. Finkelstein explains some of the history 
of this debate, tracing it all the way back to the 18th 
and 19th centuries and the emergence of the scientific 
rationalists in Germany. 

He explains how that, ever since archaeology 
emerged as a field of study in the 19th century, there 
have been two camps, or schools of thought. “One 
camp, the camp of the more conservative approach, 
[the] more conservative scholars … basically walk[ed] 
in line of the biblical texts.” Advocates of this approach 
accept the Bible as a historical source and consider it a 
valuable resource in archaeology. 

The other camp is critical of the Bible and the value 
it provides to archaeology. Adherents of this view are 
often referred to as biblical minimalists. The roots 
of this view, as Finkelstein explains, extend all the 

way back into the 17th and 18th centuries, the age of 
German rationalism, when scientists became critical 
of the Bible. 

For almost two centuries now, the pendulum has 
swung between these two camps. Since the 1980s, the 
advantage lay with the biblical minimalists, figures 
like Israel Finkelstein. Today, however, Finkelstein 

hints that the pendulum is moving in the other direc-
tion. “In my opinion, now we are in a new phase of 
attempts to show that archaeology can strike back at 
the critical approach ….”

Setting aside his  view that these are mere 
“attempts,” his remark does recognize a certain 
scientific reality. Over the past two or three decades, 
archaeological  excavations across Israel  have 
furnished a bounty of evidence—including pottery 
inscriptions, bullae, ancient walls and complexes, 
and other tangible artifacts—that clearly support the 
biblical text. 

Check it out for yourself. Take a look at the work 
of Dr. Scott Stripling in Shiloh, or the work of Tel Aviv 
University’s Dr. Erez Ben-Yosef at Timnah,  or Prof. Yosef 
Garfinkel in Khirbet Qeiyafa. Watch Jerusalem has 
shined the spotlight on the lifelong efforts of Dr. Eilat 
Mazar in the City of David and the Ophel in Jerusalem. 
All four of these respected archaeologists, and others 
too, have uncovered archaeological evidence across 
Israel that establishes the credibility of the Bible as a 
book of history.

To his credit, Finkelstein appears to accept that 
archaeology, in his words, is striking back at the biblical 
minimalists. Dr. Mazar always said that we must “let the 
stones speak”—and they are! 

The stones tell us that ancient Jerusalem, just as 
the Bible reveals, was indeed situated on the City of 
David ridge, right beside the Gihon Spring. The stones 
tell us that Jerusalem during the 10th-century united 
monarchy, just as the Bible relates, also was a large and 
impressive civilization. The stones tell us, just as the 
Bible reveals, that Jerusalem in the 10th century was 
anything but “godforsaken.”

Finally, and most importantly, the stones tell us that 
the Bible is both a credible and indispensable resource 
in archaeology in Israel. n

 Dr. Mazar always said that 
we must ‘let the stones 
speak’—and they are!
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how they get away from God. “I Deborah arose ... I arose 
a mother in Israel,” this great woman sang (Judges 5:7; 
King James Version).

The overarching point of the book of Judges is 
repeated for emphasis: “In those days there was no 
king in Israel; every man did that which was right in 
his own eyes” (Judges 17:6; 21:25; see also Judges 18:1). 
This history vividly shows the terrible results of such 
lawlessness. When God’s government isn’t in place 
and when His law is being ignored—when everyone 
is doing whatever is right in their own eyes—you have 
miserable anarchy.

This is exactly the state of affairs in the modern 
nations of Israel! Everybody wants to do it his own way: 

whatever is right in his own eyes. That is prophecy 
for right now in the nations of Israel! People talk 
so much about freedom—but the freedom they seek 
is actually just the freedom to wreck their lives! Who 
can lead these people into anything constructive or 
profitable?

The wonderful thing about this prophetic history, 
though, is to see how God set the course of Israel 
back on track. The priesthood was degenerate, but 
God determined to make some changes. The govern-
ment was in disarray, but God was going to establish 
a king!

Look how God began the process of turning things 
around anciently. It started with one family—and it all 
centered around Shiloh.

The Solution
A man named Elkanah had two wives. “And this man 
went up out of his city from year to year to worship 
and to sacrifice unto the Lord of hosts in Shiloh” 
(1 Samuel 1:3). God had shut the womb of one of 
Elkanah’s wives, Hannah (verse 5). To a woman who 
passionately desires children, as most women do, that 
is a real crisis. It certainly was to Hannah, perhaps more 
than most. But God did it for a purpose, and it motivated 
her far more than it would most women.

Hannah cried about this trial. “And Elkanah her 
husband said unto her: ‘Hannah, why weepest thou? 

and why eatest thou not? and why is thy heart grieved? 
am not I better to thee than ten sons?’” (verse 8). 
Elkanah realized that the foundation of a marriage is 
the husband and the wife. Still, Hannah was grieved 
because she didn’t have children, although it appears 
she had a wonderful husband.

Hannah went to the tabernacle in Shiloh and prayed 
there, imploring God to give her a man child! And she 
made a vow that if He answered her prayer, she would 
give that child to God “all the days of his life” and that he 
would take the Nazarite vow (verses 9-11). She was rather 
radical in the way she approached this. And when she 
left, she had faith that her prayer was answered (verse 18).

God did answer her prayer (verse 19). When her child 
was born, she called him Samuel, which means heard 
of God. God really did respond to Hannah. It’s amazing 
what He did for this woman. What was His plan? Why 
was it so important?

Hannah had to be quite a mom because she deliv-
ered on that vow. She looked after Samuel diligently 
and was determined that when the time came to bring 
him back to the tabernacle in Shiloh, she would leave 
him there—“that he may appear before the Lord, and 
there abide for ever” (verse 22). And then she did 
exactly that (verses 26-28). What a mother!

Hannah’s Prophecy
Right there in Shiloh, Hannah delivered a prayerful psalm 
of prophecy. I think it is one of the most profound proph-
ecies in the Bible! You can read it in 1 Samuel 2:1-10.

“The Lord killeth, and maketh alive; He bringeth 
down to the grave, and bringeth up” (verse 6). People 
don’t give God credit for that, but He does bring people 
up from the grave! How many people really believe that? 
Hannah certainly knew it.

“He raiseth up the poor out of the dust, He lifteth up 
the needy from the dung-hill, To make them sit with 
princes, And inherit the throne of glory; For the pillars 
of the earth are the Lord’s, And He hath set the world 
upon them” (verse 8). This is what God is doing with 
His people today. He has called a group of people and 
brought them out of the lowest parts of this world, and 
one day soon He will set the whole world upon 
these people who dedicate themselves to God.

The end of verse 10 reads, “The Lord will judge the 
ends of the earth; And He will give strength unto His 
king, And exalt the horn of His anointed.”

What was Hannah talking about here? That is a 
direct, specific prophecy about King David!

David hadn’t even come on the scene! God began 
revealing His plan for King David, and the throne and 
house of David, right here in Shiloh many decades 
before David was even born!

The wonderful thing about this 
prophetic history, though, is 

to see how God set the course 
of Israel back on track.

u SHILOH FROM PAGE 3
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Hannah’s prophecy shows that 
David’s throne and the house of 
David are tied to the whole world! 
We must think big! Hannah was 
talking about the promise of 
the coming Messiah! And she was 
prophesying about this in Shiloh.

In this prophecy, Hannah didn’t 
even speak about Saul. God led her 
mind straight to David. Hannah 
prophesied about the house of 
David ruling forever. This is about 
the house of David and God setting 
kings on David’s throne.

H a n n a h ’s  s o n  e n d e d  u p 
anointing David as king. As I will 
show you, I believe Hannah even 
foresaw that event. She must have 
known about the events that were 
coming soon after. Samuel was 
honored to be a part of that, and he 
never would have been if not for his 
outstanding mother.

Hannah was highly specific in 
what she said, and it encompasses 
so much of God’s plan!

A Faithful Priest
Hannah prophesied all this in 
Shiloh, right at the end of the 
period of the judges. Hannah lived 
through a disastrous time. This was 
a terrible period for Israel because 
of corruption in the priesthood 
(1 Samuel 2:12-16). It is the same today: So many of our 
leaders, even our religious leaders, are corrupt. “And the 
sin of the young men was very great before the Lord; for 
the men dealt contemptuously with the offering of the 
Lord” (verse 17).

God was so disgusted with what those evil priests 
were doing, verse 25 says He “would slay them.” God will 
see that His adversaries are broken in pieces—just as 
Hannah prophesied (verse 10). He is a God of judgment. 
This episode ends with Eli dying because of his terrible 
child rearing and his terrible leadership.

Yet in the middle of all this tragedy, one woman came 
on the scene and began to change the course of 
history in Israel! What a lady!

A man of God came and delivered God’s judgment to 
Eli. In that message, God said this: “And I will raise 
Me up a faithful priest, that shall do according to 
that which is in My heart and in My mind; and I will 
build him a sure house; and he shall walk before Mine 

anointed for ever” (verse 35).
This is a prophecy about Zadok, the warrior priest 

who remained loyal to King David. When David’s son 
Adonijah rebelled, Abiathar the chief priest joined 
that revolution. Zadok, however, remained faithful. He 
stayed loyal to David’s throne throughout David’s life!

That occurred 100 years after Eli died, yet this man 
of God prophesied about the priest who would replace 
Abiathar. God looked beyond Abiathar and his rebellion, 
all the way to Zadok, and He said, I will raise me up a 
faithful priest—one who will be loyal to David and that 
throne forever!

This is incredible history, and it all happened in 
Shiloh, which is being uncovered, stone by stone, by 
Dr. Stripling and his team!

Jeremiah’s Prophecy About Shiloh
Samuel was raised in Shiloh and educated in the taber-
nacle. This is one reason these archaeological excavations 

When her child was born, she called 
him Samuel, which means heard of God. 
God really did respond to Hannah. It’s 
amazing what He did for this woman. 



in Shiloh are so inspiring: Dr. Stripling has uncovered the 
place where young Samuel lived and worked!

While Samuel was in Shiloh, God appeared to him 
twice (1 Samuel 3:10, 21). Somehow, Samuel had to have 
seen at least a little sliver of God—two times! This man 
must have had quite a message, as did his mom.

In 1 Samuel 4, the Philistines went on the attack, 
and the Israelites—without consulting God—decided 
to grab the ark from Shiloh and bring it with them into 
battle, as if that physical object would save them. In the 
ensuing battle, the Philistines seized the ark. Unger’s 
Bible Dictionary says, “Shiloh was destroyed ... presum-
ably at the hands of the Philistines when the ark was 
carried away (1 Samuel 4).”

Stripling found evidence of this event in his excava-
tions at Shiloh. He found a burn layer—evidence that 
Shiloh was destroyed—that was dated to this time period.

Shiloh was desolate, and the ark was gone. This was 
deeply depressing to Samuel. “The overthrow of Shiloh 
marked a turning point in the history of that period,” 
Unger’s continues. It was a watershed event for Israel. And 
after the Philistines brought the ark back, it was never set 
up again in Shiloh. Shiloh continued to be inhabited, but 
was never again the seat of Israel’s government.

God Is Our King!
After the period of the judges, when everyone was 
doing things their own way, God used Samuel to start 
building a headquarters work that everybody in Israel 
would focus on. The Bible says Samuel built a college. 
At this school, he educated many of Israel’s leaders and 
institutionalized the truth of God.

Sadly, Samuel’s own sons didn’t turn out well 

(1 Samuel 8:1-3). The people of Israel held this against 
Samuel, and it soured their attitude against God’s 
government. They told Samuel that they wanted to be 
ruled by a king, rather than by God through His prophet.

The people felt justified in asking Samuel to step aside 
and wanting a king to lead them. But God—though He 
was upset at what Samuel’s sons were doing—disagreed 
with the people. He told Samuel, “[T]hey have not 
rejected thee, but they have rejected Me, that I should 
not be king over them” (verse 7). That was the reality! 
The people didn’t want the law and government of God!

This was Israel’s cardinal sin! They rejected God as 
their King!

Israel rejected God and followed Saul—a physically 
impressive individual to whom they could look instead 
of to God—into the depths of ignominy.

After Saul, God made David Israel’s king—and in that 
moment, the great prophecy made by Hannah in Shiloh 
was fulfilled. Together, God and David established Israel 
as a regional powerhouse. God gave “strength unto His 
king, And exalt[ed] the horn of His anointed.”

In 2 Samuel 7, God made a towering promise to David 
near the end of his life: “When thy days are fulfilled, 
and thou shalt sleep with thy fathers, I will set up thy 
seed after thee, that shall proceed out of thy body, and 
I will establish his kingdom. He shall build a house for 
My name, and I will establish the throne of his 
kingdom for ever” (verses 12-13)

Here, and elsewhere in the Bible, God promised King 
David that He would perpetuate his dynasty right up till 
the coming of the Messiah, and even beyond!

God will perform some great and wonderful works 
for those who fear Him and strive with all their might 
to obey Him. If only more people today would devote 
themselves to serving God like King David!

Imagine how special it would have been for Samuel 
to anoint David king! In that moment, the prophecy 
spoken by his mother was fulfilled: God used Samuel 
to anoint David king and begin this eternal royal 
dynasty. And it all began in the city of Shiloh!

After much powerful truth like this, how can anyone 
ignore or reject biblical archaeology? You can prove that 
it revolves around the living God—not human beings! n

God will perform some great 
and wonderful works to those 

who fear Him and strive with 
all their might to obey Him.

The history that is prophecy
The Hebrew Bible is divided into three main sections: the law, the prophets and the psalms,  
or writings. The prophets include what are classified as the “major” and “minor” prophets. 
There also are the “former prophets,” comprised of the biblical books of Joshua, Judges, 1 and 
2 Samuel, and 1 and 2 Kings. These were originally just two books: Joshua-Judges and the Book 
of Kings. They are all tied together, and you need to understand them individually and as one 
prophetic unit—relevant to your life today. Request your free book The Former Prophets.
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I received your magazine by 
post. I was so very moved 
when I read the testimony 
from Gerald Flurry on 
Dr. Eilat Mazar. She was 
God’s tool to promote the 
divine word of truth.

May all of WJ staff be 
blessed directly from God’s 
Jerusalem. I admire your 
work.
Elya J. Cohen israel

I’m watching with pleasure and 
interest your articles, especially 
those about archaeology, 
because it’s so interesting for me. 
I hope there are a lot of pupils of 
Dr. Mazar and that they will keep 
working.
Ella Tarshis israel

Such a great loss. She was the 
third generation of archeologists, 
and I worked with all three of 
them.
Tsion Ben David israel

An incredible work and legacy! 
Thank you, Dr. Eilat Mazar.
Rina Dreyer south africa

It’s a masterpiece. I truly 
appreciate it.
Miriam Maranzenboim haifa, israel

Most interesting thank you 
(Infographic: “Life of Dr. Mazar” 
watchJerusalem.co.il/1318).
Tanya Grunberger israel
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doe motif is predominately found in Judah, as opposed 
to the northern tribes of Israel.

A motif of a grazing doe—which is believed to 
symbolize prosperity—is inscribed on the seal impres-
sion of Isaiah the prophet, discovered by Dr. Eilat Mazar 
in Jerusalem. The Prophet Isaiah was a contemporary 
of both Eliakim and Hilkiah, and this kind of imagery 
is found throughout the book of Isaiah (for example, 
Isaiah 11:6; 13:14 and 35:6).

There have been many other unprovenanced bullae, 
likely from around the same period, that feature the 
grazing doe. Two of these can be directly connected 
to the reign of King Ahaz, the father of Hezekiah. It is 
possible that the image was related to those in reli-
gious service to the Judean monarchy throughout the 
long eighth-century service of Isaiah the prophet. “It 
stands to question if this persisting motif … is not an 
indicator for an intentional royal strategy to preserve 
a religious and political national identity,” the report 
states. This would fit well within the period of reli-
gious reform led by the Prophet Isaiah and supported 
by King Hezekiah.

Put together, both the inscription and the iconog-
raphy on the bulla fit extremely well within the context 
of the biblical narrative during the time of Isaiah and 
King Hezekiah. And while it’s impossible to be 100 
percent certain that the seal impression belongs to 
Eliakim, Hezekiah’s royal steward, the evidence strongly 
points to this being the case.

This discovery, then, brings to life one of the most 
prominent historical personalities related to King 
Hezekiah. As recounted in Isaiah 22, Eliakim was 
not always in such a lofty position. However, he was 
destined to replace the disgraced Shebna and hold the 
keys to the royal house of David.

“And it shall come to pass in that day, That I will call 
my servant Eliakim the son of Hilkiah; And I will clothe 
him with thy [Shebna’s] robe, And bind him with thy 
girdle, And I will commit thy government into his hand; 
And he shall be a father to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, 
and to the house of Judah. And the key of the house of 
David will I lay upon his shoulder; And he shall open, 
and none shall shut; And he shall shut, and none shall 
open” (Isaiah 22:20-22).

The designation “in that day” gives this passage a 
strong prophetic tone. As noted throughout the Bible, 

“in that day” often refers to the time period directly 
preceding the arrival of the Messiah (Amos 9:11; 
Ezekiel 29:21). Thus, this passage suggests there will be 
a modern-day type of the ancient Eliakim—a man who, 
like his ancient counterpart, is honored to hold the keys 
to the house of David. n

u ELIAKIM FROM PAGE 5
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Zedekiah's Sons Are Slaughtered Before 
His Eyes, by Gustave Doré   (IVAN-96/iSTOCK)

What happened to 
King David’s throne?
Did the lineage end with King Zedekiah,  
or did it continue? Request our free book  
The United States and Britain in Prophecy.


