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CHAPTER 7: ISRAEL'S ORIGIN AND THE 
ACADEMIC DEBATE

A) CLAIMS OF A 19  DYNASTY EXODUS IN THE ACADEMICTH

COMMUNITY

One of the most important debates in Old Testament studies has centered on t he date and

character of Israel's origin in Palestine. While s tudents have at times seen the debate as an arcane
scholarly conflict with little practical value, the debate over Israel's origin is really of enormous importance.

It is at the heart of the conflict between higher critical and c ons ervat ive views of Scripture. W ithin the

evangelical camp, this debate has also been a watershed for understanding the Pentateuch, Jos hua,  and
Judges. The date for Is rae l's sea crossing has great significance for understanding the nature and

historical validity of events recorded in these books. Unfortunately, the date of Israel's exodus from  E gy pt

has been a hotly contended point sinc e the beginning of modern Egyptology. Two time periods have been
defended for Israel's sea crossing. Some authors have dated Israel's sea crossing during the Egyptian 18th

Dynasty either during or shortly after the reign of Thutmos e III. Other authors have dated Israel's sea
crossing during Egypt's 19  Dynasty either during near the reign of Ramesses II. th

Defenders of an early exodus  date usually claim that Israel's sea crossing happened in 1446 BC,

and Israel's conquest of Palestine in 1406 BC. The strongest evidence for this was I Kings 6:1. This verse
claimed that Solomon began to bui ld the Jerusalem temple 480 years after the exodus. This required a

date around 1446 BC for the exodus. Exodus 4:19 was  t hen traditionally understood as a claim that the

Pharaoh of the oppression had reigned for at least 40 years .  E x odus  4:19 did not actually make such a
claim. It spoke of a group of people who had sought Moses. In theory, this could have included a series of

rulers. Since only Thutmose III and Ramesses II ruled for over 40 years, Thutmose III was identified as the

Pharaoh of the oppression and Amenhotep II as  the Pharaoh of the exodus. Often this argument was
coupled with the claim in Judges 11:26 that Israe l  had already been in the land for 300 years by

Jephthah's time.  19th Dynasty dates for the exodus and conquest would make Israel's whole period of the1

Judges less than 300 years long.
The 19  Dynasty option for Israel's sea crossing rose to academic dominance in the 1930's whent h

Nelson Glueck performed a survey of Transjordan. Glueck argued that there was a 600 year break in
occupation of Transjordan. Glueck argued that no one lived in Transjordan before the 19th Dynas t y .  He

argued that Moab, Edom and Ammon were founded after 1275 BC. Since Israel encountered Edom and

Moab in Transjordan before the conquest, Glueck concluded that Israel could not have entered Palestine
before the 19th Dynasty. While Glueck argued against the traditional 18  Dynasty date for the exodus, heth

was a rather conservative author.  Glueck argued t hat  no archaeological discovery had ever proven any2

Biblical passage incorrect.  Glueck's study became the m os t  important evidence for a 19th Dynasty date3

for the exodus. For about three decades, a 19  Dynasty date was declared to be the G.A.D., theth

“Generally Accepted Date,” for the exodus and/or Israelite entrance into Palestine. However, the academic

t ide slowly began to turn. Sean Warner argued that Glueck had misunderstood the kind of pottery that he
found. Glueck's case “d ied the death of a thousand exceptions.” By the end of his life, Glueck himself

admitted that his survey had been incorrect.  4

Archaeological evidence has been used in other ways as well in the debate over t he date of Israel's

sea crossing. Many authors have noted that Merenptah's stela  was  t he first ancient Near Eastern text to

mention Israel. Merenptah was a 19  Dynasty pharaoh, and his stela was carved around 1210 B C.  It hasth
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often been assumed that Israel must have entered Palestine shortly before this text was carved,  a lthough5

the stela itse l f would actually allow for any entrance date before 1210 BC. Archaeological evidence has

been used in a number of other ways as  wel l .  Thos e who support a 19th Dynasty exodus point out that

Bethel, Lachish, Hazor, and Tell Beit Mirsim were all burned between 1250 B C and 1220 BC.
Archaeologists like William F. Albright argued that these burn layers  were caused by Israel as they

invaded Palestine. This assumed a 19th Dynasty exodus and conquest.  W ithout the assumption of a 196 th

Dy nas ty  exodus, the burn layers can not be proved to have been caused by Israel.  The period between7

1250 and 1220 BC occurred with in the reign of Pharaoh Ramesses II. A 19th Dynasty exodus would

identify either Ramesses II or M erenptah as  the Pharaoh of the exodus. Merenptah was also the first

Pharaoh to encounter the Sea People. The Sea People invas ion of the Levant and Egypt began during
Merenptah's reign although that battle was fought mainly during the reign of Ramesses III. The burn layers

in Palestine could have been caused by Ramesses II's campaigns in the Levant ,  M erenptah's campaign,
the Sea People invasion of the Levant, or Israel’s continued conflic t  w i t h  t he inhabitants of the land. The

archaeological evidence could be understood as supporting or denying either proposed date for the

exodus
Kitchen noted another kind of archaeological evidence for a 19  Dynasty exodus. He noted thatth

surface surveys by Finkelstein and Zertal found a marked increase in settlements in the highlands of

Palestine after 1200 BC. In Western Manasseh, there were 39 settlem ent  s i t es  in the Late Bronze Age,
but over 200 settlement sites in the Iron Age I period. Other regions showed a similar increase in

population. Kitchen argued that this great increase in population represented Israel's entrance into the

region.  However, the archaeological remains give little clear evidence for the ethnicity of the population.8

At the same time that this  new h igh land population appeared, the Sea People were passing through the

Levant. The Sea People devastated ci t ies  and c u l t ures wherever they passed It seems at least possible
that the new populations in the highlands represented people who fled from  the S ea People. Many of

these may have been Israelites living among the Canaanites on the coastal plains.

Petrovich noted another archaeologic a l  argument that has been raised against an 18  Dynastyth

ex odus .  There is no archaeological evidence for Israel's presence in Palestine between 1400 and 1200

BC. Petrovich argues that this is not strong evidence because Israel's presence in Palestine between

1200 and 1000 BC was also almost archaeologically invisible.  While cisterns, pottery, building s t y le, and9

burn layers have al l  been s ugges ted as evidence for Israel's entrance into the land, it can not be proven

that any of these were related to Israel. Petrovich noted an analogy offered by A. R. Millard. He noted that

the Amorites' presence in Babylonia had a marked impact on that nat ion in  t he early 2  millennium BC.nd

However, only ancient texts give testimony to their presence. While no s urviving archaeological evidence

proves that they were in Babylon, their presence is not doubted in the academic world.10

Kitchen also argued for a 19  Dynasty exodus on the basis of the treaty pattern found in Exodus-th

Leviticus, Deuteronomy, and Joshua 24. Kitchen argued that the treaty pattern required an exodus date

after 1400 or 1360 BC but before 1200 or 1180 B C. Kitchen argued that the treaty pattern came into use
only with king Suppiluliuma I who ruled from 1360 to 1320 BC. Suppiluliuma I was a c ontem porary  of

Amenhotep III and Ay in Egypt. Kitchen argued that Moses would not have known this pat t ern i f he had

stood on Mount Sinai in 1447 BC. The treaty pattern would only be invented half a  century later.  One11
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problem with this argument is that it implies that Suppiluliuma I originated the treaty pattern seen in
Deuteronomy? It is one thing to claim that the full treaty pattern can first be seen in the Hittite texts. It  is

something very different to claim that the treaty pattern could not have existed earlier in a text that has not

been preserved. Most elements of the treat y  pat t ern c an be seen in earlier treaties. Even in the Biblical
texts, the treaty pattern was already a key idea in the book of Job. While the composition of Job has been

dated in many time periods, the story line in Job was clearly pre-Mosaic.  So Kitchen's position may be an12

argument from silence.
Kitchen argued that Israe l  bu i l t  t he s tore city of Raamses. Kitchen argued that this was the old

Hyksos capital at Avaris. It had been neglected before the reign of Horemhab around 1320 BC. Seti I built

a palace there and Ramesses the Great was respons ib le  for vast projects for his new capital of pi-
Ramesse. Kitchen argued that Israel's oppression would then have been around 1320 to 1260 or 1250

BC. The city was abandoned around 1130 BC and it was replaced by Tanis. Kitchen argued that there
was no Egyptian capital in the delta before this time.  The 18  Dynasty rulers had built forts in the eastern13 th

delta but not a capital. So Kitchen argued that a 13  century exodus date is the least problematic positionth

from  a l l  o f t he evidence.  If Israel entered Palestine around 1210 BC as Kitchen suggested, then Moses14

would have been born around 1330 BC when Avaris was being rebuilt.

Of course, there are problems with this position as well.  A varis  was Tell el-Dab'a/Qantir. Quite a

bit of archaeological evidence has come from this  s ite. It was occupied until the reign of Amenhotep II.
Since he was was Pharaoh of the exodus by an 18  Dynasty model, Israel could have bui l t  a store cityth

t here.  The name Raamses may not require that the store city be associated with Ramesses II. Genesis

47:11 s ugges ted that the name may already have been associated with the northeast delta in the Middle
Kingdom. This possibi l i t y  is  s t rengthened by the fact that the name Ramose appeared in two texts from

the 18  Dynasty. Hatshepsut's vizier Senmut was "beloved of Ram os e, "  and Akhenaten's vizier wasth

named Ramose. Gleason Archer argued that Ramose and Ramesses were the same name. Ramose was

spelled in a way similar to the 18  Dynasty names Ahmose, Kamose, and Thomose. Arc her argued thatth

the 19  Dynasty used the geminating form of this name. The spelled it wi t h a second S29 hieroglyph andth

the chick sign for a vowel. The second S 29 sign gave the name the second "s" sound in the name

Ramesses.  So the name of the store city Raamses may not require a 19  Dynasty context.15 th

While a 19  Dynasty date for Israel's sea crossing was the dominant unders tanding of Biblicalth

history for s everal decades, the Evangelical community has slowly distanced itself from it. A 19  Dynastyth

date for the sea crossing has been questioned partly because it has morphed into something qu i t e

different in the academic world. W ithin the field of ancient Near Eastern archaeology, few authors today
believe that there ever was an exodus from Egypt in any real sense. At most, some would concede that a

small group of people left Egypt at some point and added their traditions to the melt ing pot  t hat became

Israel. An exodus of Biblical proportions is commonly ruled out in the field. Instead of defending an exodus
per s e,  m os t  arc haeologists today claim that Israel's history began in Palestine during the Egyptian 19th

Dynasty when various groups entered Palestine and formed a new ethnic group c a l led Israel. A wide
variety of suggestions have been offered for the origin of thes e groups  and the process by which they

became the ethnic group called Israel. 
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Adam Zertal's study of Manasseh provides  a good example of a study that assumes a 19th

Dynasty origin for Is rae l . Zertal studied the highlands of Canaan between the Middle Bronze IIB period

and the Iron Age I. So his study  c overed roughly  1550 to 1000 BC. He studied 136 sites in this region.

Zertal argued that the Iron I settlers in  Manasseh used the land in a different way than the Middle Bronze
and Late Bronze inhabitants of the land. Zertal noted that 43%  of the MB and LB sites in Manasseh were

located in the valleys while only 19% of the Iron Age I settlements were loc ated t here. Zertal noted that

on ly  13%  of M B  and LB sites farmed the red mountainous soil while 38 % of the Iron Age I sites were
found there. When other soil types were taken into consideration, 53% of the Iron Age I settlements were

located in  h i lly land while only 15% of the MB and LB population had lived in the hills. Zertal argued that

something must have happened to make people use the soil in a different way. Zertal suggested that the
new inhabitants of the hill country could have been Israelites. They could have been forced to use the high

lands because the Canaanites controlled the valleys. Zerta l  noted,  "Despite this, we now believe that the
Israelites must have lived in a kind of coexistence with the Canaanites. The Canaanites apparent ly

a l lowed the Israelites to utilize some of the valley, but this was limited."  While this is  a  pos s ib le16

in terpretation of the evidence, "must" seems to be a rather strong term. Zertal noted that cooking pot s  in
Palestine were made in different ways in the 13 , 12 , 11 , and 10  centuries. Zertal associated theseth th th th

changes with different populations entering the region. Zertal noted that collar-rimmed jars first appeared

in the 13  and 12  centuries BC in the Jordan valley and along the eastern rivers of Palestine. Then in theth th

12  century BC, collar-rimmed jars appeared in the eastern and inner valleys of Manasseh. Theyth

appeared in valleys like Dothan,  Tubas, Sanur, Zebabdeh, and Shechem. Collar-rimmed jars next

appeared at the end of the 12  and the 11  centuries BC in the hills around the valleys. Zertal argued fromth th

t h is  t hat  Is rael first entered Palestine from the north instead of the region around Jericho as the Bible

claims.
It m ay  be fair to note that there are quite a few assumptions behind this explanation of the

evidence. First, Zertal's claims  about the ethnic identity of the population are difficult to prove. Second,

Zerta l  assumed that the growth of a highland culture demonstrated an ethnic change. The differenc e
between 13% and 38% is significant but not conclusive. This difference could be explained by  d i fferent

land usage by the same populat ion. Third, the appearance of collar-rimmed jars in the region is not

conclusive evidence for an ethnic change. Water storage was clearly needed in the highlands. A new
solution to the water s torage problem does not prove that a new people moved into the region. It is quite

possible that a potter invented a new solution to the problem and that his solution slowly became popular.

Fourth, the association of collar-rimmed jars with Israel is somewhat problemat ic .  Finally, Zertal's
assumption that the collar-rimmed jars were used for water storage may or may  not  be right. So Zertal's

case for Israel's appearance in Palestine could be valid, or it could be mistaken. If it is assumed that Israel

appeared in the Levant during the 19  Dynasty, and if it is assumed that the Biblical text need not beth

correct, his case may seem compel ling. If it is assumed that Israel entered Palestine during the 18th

Dynasty, and if it is  as s um ed that  the Biblical account is correct, his evidence will not be seen as very
persuasive.

Part of the archaeological evidence for Israel's origin has  been sought in the use of pigs in Palestine.

Since Israel cons idered the pig unclean, an archaeological level that avoided pigs may demonstrate
Israel's appearance in the Levant .  P igs were avoided partly for religious reasons because they were

declared t o  be unclean.  Amy Marcus discussed the use of pigs to trace Israel's origin in the Levant.17

Marcus noted that the results of this res earc h were inconclusive. Marcus noted that few people in the
ancient Near East ate p igs  bec aus e they were difficult to raise in that culture. Pigs required more water

than other animals, and they were impossible to raise by a semi-nomadic  population. Marcus noted that
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acros s  t he anc ient  Near East, poor people ate pigs while the upper classes rarely ate them. So it is
impossible to identify an Israelite population by the absence of pigs in their diet.18

Under the influence of authors like Thompson and Lemche in the Copenhagen school, Israel's

appearance in the Levant during the 19  Dynasty has increasingly been questioned. In 1998, Israelth

Finkelstein delivered a speech to the Israel Exploration S oc iet y  t hat demonstrated a seismic shift within

the field of Biblical Archaeology. Before this time, Israel's appearance in Palestine was sought in the

material culture of the Levant. Israel's appearance had been seen in the use of collar-rimmed jars, four-
room houses, and the refusal to eat pigs. Finkelstein noted that the Israelites had not brought a change in

agriculture, pot t ery, and architecture. Finkelstein noted that four-room houses had been in use in Ammon

across the Jordan, and collar-rimmed jars had been in use in the 13  century BC. Finkelstein argued thatth

the material culture associated with Israel was all in place before Israel appeared in the land.19

It may be fair to argue that the search for an Israelite horizon in the archaeological record may be
unnecessary. It is often assumed that Israel's appearance in the Levant should be marked by a change in

artifacts. This may be misleading. A careful study of the Pentateuch may suggest that Israel entered

Canaan wi t h  a material culture that closely resembled the material culture of Canaan.  Exodus 12:32-3620

noted that the Egyptians feared their own destruction and urged Israelites to leave the land. In this climate

of fear, the Israe l i t es  demanded payment for their years of service in Egypt. The Israelites left Egypt with

their own flocks and herds. They also left Egypt wi t h  E gy pt ian gold, silver, and clothing. Moses claimed
that they had plundered the Egyptians as God had promised in Exodus 3:21-22. What became of the gold

and silver? Much of it was used to build both the golden calf at Sinai and the tabernacle with its fixtures. It

is impossible to know how much bronze, gold and silver were still available among Israel's t ribes  as they
le ft  S inai. Deuteronomy 29:5 noted that Israelites clothing and shoes had not worn out in the wilderness,

but was this a m irac le  of preservation or provision? Israelites would have made clothing from the wool of
their flocks and shoes from the hides of their herds . Deuteronomy 2:1-3 noted that Israel had circled

Mount Seir for many days before moving north into Canaan.  Mount Seir was Edomite t erritory, and21

Deuteronomy 1:44 noted that Israel had fought the Amorites in Seir.  Mount Seir was southeast of settled22

regions of Palestine, but it was not impossibly far from those regions. So Israel lived for many days within

reach of the trade routes and traders. It is impossible to determine how many traders sold the i r wares to

the Israelites in  t he wi lderness, but there could easily have been a lively commercial exchange. If so,
Israel may have entered Canaan wi t h  a  m aterial culture that came at least partly from the Levant. While

Canaanite trade with Israel can not be proven,  i t s  lac k  would seem rather surprising. Why would traders

avoid such a large potent ial market? If such trade did occur, it may be difficult to find a uniquely Israelite
horizon in the archaeological evidence.23

Aharoni suggested an unusual solution to the problems associated with Israel's origin in Palestine.

Aharoni suggested that there were two Israelite immigrations into the land. Aharoni suggested that the first
wave of Israelite immigrants entered the land in the 14  century BC. This group passed peacefully throughth
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the region that would later be occupied by Edom and Moab. This group was the house of Joseph. It
captured Jericho and Bethel. Aharoni argued that a second wave of Israelites then entered the land in the

13  century BC. This group faced oppos i t ion from the Edomites and Moabites who had also entered theth

region around the same time.  Needles s to say, this is quite a different picture of Israel's origin than the24

account recorded in the Biblical text.

B) THE 18  DYNASTY EXODUS REVIVALTH

While belief in a 19  Dynasty exodus dominated Old Tes tament scholarship for several decades,th

the last few years have seen a tidal surge back toward an 18  Dynasty date in the Evangelical world.th 25

This change in direction can be seen in an article published by Bryant Wood in  t he Journal of the

Evangelical Theological Society. Wood concluded with this summary.

W ith new discoveries and additional analy s is, the arguments for a 13 -century exodus-conquest haveth

steadily eroded since the death of its founder and main proponent W illiam  F. Albright in 1971.
Although Kenneth A. Kitchen has made a determined effort to keep t he t heory alive, there is no valid

evidence, biblical or extra-biblical, to sustain it.  B iblical data clearly place the exodus-conquest in the

15  century BC, and extra-biblical evidence strongly supports this dating. Since the 13 -centuryth th

exodus-conquest model is no longer tenable, evangelicals should abandon the theory.26

Wood's article in t roduced rather little new evidence into the discussion, but it characterized a new
evaluation of the evidence among evangelical sc holars. While some of the leading conservative Old

Testament scholars like K. A .  Kitchen and Alan Millard still defend a 19  Dynasty date for Israel's seath

crossing, much of the Evangelical world is moving in another direction.  Th is  new defense of an 18th

Dynasty ex odus can be seen in John Bimson's book Redating the Exodus and Conquest. Bimson first

summarized t he pos itions taken by a number of authors on the question. He noted that one argument
ra ised in support of a 19  Dynasty exodus was that the book of Judges did not mention the campaign ofth

Seti I and Ramesses II. Bimson noted that Merenptah's stela did record a clash with Israel, but the book of

Judges made no mention of t he c onflict.  Bimson noted that Ramesses III also campaigned in Palestine27

without being mentioned in Judges. Bimson noted that Garstang had argued in  1931 t hat  the book of

Judges did give indirect references to Egypt. Garstang suggested that t he periods  of peace in Judges

reflected periods of effective Egyptian cont ro l  of the land. Garstang argued that the author of Judges gave
God all of the credit for peaceful conditions instead of Egypt. Bimson noted that Israel did not in fact suffer

from Egyptian control of the land. Bimson also noted that the purpose of Judges was not to record every

deta i l  o f Is rael's history. Judges was only intended to record Israel's rebellion against Yahweh and the
chastisement that followed.28

Bimson discussed K. A. Kitchen's argument that Israel's exodus must have occurred during the

reign of Ramesses II. Kitchen noted that Ramesses II led either one or two expeditions north of the Arnon
into Moab's territory. Kitchen argued that if Israel was already in the region,  Is rae l  would have been
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 In I Kngs. 14:25, Sheshonq I invaded Judah in Rehoboam's 5  year. Sheshonq I ruled from 945 to 924 BC, and heth

invaded Judah in 925 BC. Solomon reigned for 40 years. So Solomon's 4  year would be 966 or 967 BC. For a defenseth

of Israel's chronology based on a 19  dynasty exodus, see the discussion in James K. Hoffmeier, "What is the Biblicalth

Date for the Exodus? A Response to Bryant Wood," Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 50 (2007): 230.
32

 Bimson noted that Kitchen argued for a similar position. Kitchen paralleled this view of Judges to the Egyptian Turin
Papyrus where a similar pattern can be seen. Bimson, Redating the Exodus and Conquest, 89-90.

 Bimson, Redating the Exodus and Conquest, 81-6. For a recent discussion of the evidence for understanding 48033

years, see Rodger C. Young and Bryant G. Wood, “A Critical Analysis of the Evidence from Ralph Hawkins for a
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mentioned in  Ramesses II's texts along with Se'ir and Moab. Bimson replied that Number 23:21-26 did
record that Hebrews set t led north of the Arnon, but Moabites lived there as well. Bimson noted that

Moabites still lived in the region in Judges 3:12-4, although Judges 3:28-30 noted that they were routed

when they penetrated the region west of the Jordan.  Bimson suggested that Ramesses II did not mention
the Israelites because the Moabites were still the dominant population in the region.  Bimson's case could29

be strengthened by noting that the Egyptian texts usually mentioned cities and ethnic groups that opposed

Egyptian interests. In the middle years of Israel's period of the Judges, Israelites in t he h igh lands had
l im i ted interaction with Egypt's domination of the city states in the lowlands. If the Israelites did not

threaten Egy pt's control of the coast and the trade routes, Ramesses II would have had no reason to fight

them or mention them in his annals.30

Bimson discussed at some length the interpretations that have been offered for I Kings 6:1. This

verse claimed that Solomon began building the Jerusalem temple 480 years  after the exodus. If Solomon
began building the temple in 966 BC,  the exodus would have occurred in 1446 BC. Bimson noted t hat31

t h is  verse involves a number of problems. The number may be incorrect. The LXX gives 440 years for t he

same period. The num ber 480 might also be artificial. It could represent 12 generations of 40 years.
Bimson noted that this option has been defended in several forms. It has been suggested that the 480

years of I Kings 6:1 c ould be an artificial parallel to a period of 480 years from the building of the first

temple to the founding of the second temple after the return from captivity. However, as Bimson noted, the
suggestion of a second 480 year period is both artificia l  and controversial. The 480 years could represent

t he total ministries of selected people who were contemporaries.  However, this can not be proven32

correct. Bimson argued that it is difficult to add numbers in the Biblical t ex t  and arrive at a figure of 480
years. He concluded t hat  the number 480 might not be exactly correct, and the author of Judges clearly

had no intention of creating a period of 480 years for his account. Yet the 480 year date should also not be
dismissed as valueless.33

Bimson also noted that  t he Philistines only entered Palestine around 1200 BC. A 19  Dynastyth

date for Israel's sea crossing would suggest that the Phi l is t ines  entered Palestine only a few years after
Israel's entrance into the region. The fact that Israel only struggled with the Philistines late in the period of

Judges then becomes  very hard to understand. The entire period of the Judges should have reflected a

constant struggle against the Philistines. Yet after a brief mention in Judges 3:31, the Phil is t ines  did not
become an important power in Judges until just before t he t im e of Jephthah. The Philistines did not

become the dominant power in the region until the time of Samson, the last story in the main series of the

book. Bimson argued that the greater part of the Judges should then have occurred before 1200 BC.34

Bimson also discussed at length the chronological problems associated with genealogies during

the Judges  period.  B im son noted that I Chronicles 6:33-37 gave the genealogy of Heman the singer. He

served before the t abernacle in David's time. Bimson noted that this genealogy claimed 18 generations
between Korah at the exodus and Heman in David's time. Bimson noted that it is difficult to explain 18
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generations in one family during a period of 170 years. This suggests that the sea crossing must have
happened much earlier than the 19  Dynasty.th 35

Roger Young and Doug Petrovich raised a di fferent argument for an 18  Dynasty exodus. They notedth

that the book of Jubilees mentioned two Jubilees. Drawing on Ezekiel 40:1, the book of Jubilees described
a Jubilee that would have occurred in 574 BC. The Talmud also mentioned a Jubi lee 49 years earlier

during Josiah's era. Jubilees were at least supposed to occur every 49 years. Count ing 49 year time

periods  bac k ward from this year would produce an exodus at 1446 BC and an entrance into the land in
1406 BC.  36

Another argument that could be raised in favor of an 18  Dynasty exodus is that the 19  Dynastyth th

ruler Ramesses II does not fi t  t he B ib l ic a l  description of the exodus ruler very well. Exodus 1:8 claimed
that a new king rose who did not "know" Joseph. This would seem to fit better with the rise of the 18th

Dynasty than a mid-19  Dynasty ruler like Ramesses II. Did the 18  Dy nas t y  rulers "know" Joseph? Didth t h

Seti I "know" Joseph? Beyond that, Exodus 2:23 claimed that the pharaoh of the oppression had died.

A ft er his death, Israel called to God for deliverance, and God met Moses in the wilderness. In Exodus

4:19, God sent Moses back to Egypt. God promised Moses that all the men who were seeking his life
were dead. If the exodus occurred during t he re ign of Ramesses II, how could Ramesses II have died

before Moses returned to Egypt? If the Pharaoh of the exodus was Merenptah, how c ould he have

encountered Israel in Palestine in his 5  year? The chronology does not seem to work very well at all.th

C) THE NATURE OF EARLY ISRAEL

Alongside the chronological debate over Israel's origin in the land, there has been a substantial debate

for the nature of Israel's entrance into the land. Three main models  have dominated the academic

discussion. The first model drew heavily on the Old Testament text. It assumed that ancient Israel entered
Palestine in a military conquest. In the mainstream academic orb i t ,  this perspective was defended by W.

F. Albright. He used the assumption of an Israelite conquest to  in terpret the archaeological evidence from
the Levant.  Archaeological evidence has been arranged both for and against early and late conquest37

dates. J. Maxwell Miller expressed a conclusion that has become common in the mainstream orbit. He

wrote the following.

It appears to the pres ent writer that the archaeological evidence available at the moment neither

supports, nor is easily accommodated with, any particular date for the Israelite conquest. In  fac t, the
situation with regard to the conquest is  not unlike that of the patriarchs. Were we dependent upon

archaeological and other nonbiblical evidence alone, we would have no reason even to suppose that

such a conquest ever occurred.38

While this statement reflects a c om mon assumption in the mainstream orbit, it is not widely supported in

the Evangelical community.
The second model for understanding Israel's appearance in  Palestine was proposed by Albrecht

Alt. He read the book of Joshua in a different way. He argued that Israel  entered Palestine by a peaceful
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infiltration instead of a military conquest. Alt's model described the settlement of Israel's c ent ral highland,
and little archaeological evidence has been found to support or refute his suggestion for the history of that

region. Yohanan Aharoni surveyed the arc haeolog ic a l  evidence for upper Galilee. He argued that the

region saw centuries of peaceful settlement.  A haroni suggested that two waves of Israelites entered39

Palestine. He suggested that the first wave came in the 14  century BC. Aharoni suggested that this firstth

wave was made up on the house of Joseph. It passed through Edom and Moab to capture Jericho and

Bethel. Aharoni suggested that a second wave of Israelites entered Palestine in the 13  century B C.th

Aharoni suggested t hat  s om e Canaanite cities were captured by the first wave of Israelites, but the

Is raelites also peacefully infiltrated parts of Galilee, the hill country of Ephraim, the hill country o f Judah,

and the Negev. Aharoni suggested that a peaceful im m igrat ion into these areas was possible because
they were only sparsely settled.  40

The third model for understanding Israel's appearance in Palestine was first suggested by George
Mendenhall. He argued that archaeological evidence was of only limited value in unders tanding Israel's

origin. He claimed that sociological research provided a better model than archaeology. He argued t hat

the Israelites were not immigrants into Palestine. They were Canaanites who revolted against the
oppression by the rulers of the Canaanite city state rulers. According to Mendenhall, Israel's origin

occurred in a revolt against feudal oppres s ion in Palestine. Mendenhall's position was then adapted by

Norman Gottwald into a view that resembled a Marxist revo lut ion.  While Mendenhall's position resembled
Gottwald's position, the two were very critical of each other.  A .  J. Hauser argued that Mendenhall read4 1

in t o  t he past socio-economic and religious perspectives that are common in the modern world. Hauser

argued that this should not be surprising. Mendenhall emptied the Biblical account of historical content.
Hauser argued that this created a vacuum that had to be filled by something. So it was filled with current

sociological perspectives.42


