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MADABA PLAINS PROJECT: TALL JALUL 2009

CONSTANCE E. GANE RanDALL W, YOUNKER PauL Ray
Andrews University
with contributions by
KAREN BorstAD, THEODORE BURGH, Roy E. GANE, PAUL ZELJKO GREGOR,
JENNIFER L. GROVES, AND REEM AL SHQOUR

Introduction

After ten seasons in the field, the archaeological excavations at Tall Jalul, led
by the Institute of Archaeology at Andrews University under the directorship
of Randall W. Younker, have resulted in significant clarification of the site’s
occupation.' Located on the rolling Madaba Plains in the central Jordanian
plateau, Jalul rises above the plain, creating the highest elevation in the
immediate Madaba region. As the largest ancient site in central Jordan, the
early occupation of ancient Jalul covers more than 7 hectares (the equivalent
of 18 acres), while later Islamic Jalul, referred to as the Jalul Islamic Village
(JIV), covers about 28 hectares or 69 actes.?

History of Exploration

Several early explorers mention the ancient site of Jalul in their travel accounts.
Swiss explorer Johann Burckhardt visited Jalul in 1812, and in 1822 wrote one
of the carliest descriptions of the site: “In order to see Medaba, I left the
great road at Hesban, and proceeded in a more eastern direction. At six hours
and three quarters, about one hour distant from the road, I saw the ruins of
Djeloul, at a short distance to the east of which, are the ruined places called
El Samek, El Mesouh, and Om el Aamed.”?

'Previous reports from other Madaba Plains Project sites in AUSS include Lawrence
T. Geraty, “The Andrews University Madaba Plains Project: A Preliminary Report on the
First Season at Tell el-Umeiri,” AUSS 23 (1985): 85-110; Lawrence T. Geraty, Larry G.
Herr, and Oystein S. LaBianca, “The Joint Madaba Plains Project: A Preliminary Report
on the Second Season at Tell el-Umeiri and Vicinity (June 18 to August 6, 1987),”
AUSS 26 (1988): 217-252; Randall W. Younker, Lawrence T. Geraty, Larry G. Herr, and
Oystein S. LaBianca, “The Joint Madaba Plains Project: A Preliminary Report of the
1989 Season, Including the Regional Survey and Excavations at El-Dreijat, Tell Jawa, and
Tell el-Umeiri (June 19 to August 8, 1989),” AUSS 28 (1990): 5-52.

“Several terms ate used when referring to the Jalul region. The entire orbit,
including both ancient and modern settlements, is referred to simply as “Jalul.” Ancient
Jalul, known as “Tall Jalul,” is the tell proper, which rises above the surrounding
countryside. The “Jalul Islamic Village” (JIV), is the area south of the ancient tell.
Some modern usage of these ancient ruins continues in the western side of JIV to this
day. The local residents call JIV “Old Jalul.” Finally, modern Jalul is the current village
of Jalul, inhabited primarily by the Beni Sakhr tribe.

*John Lewis Burckhatdt, Travels in Syria and the Holy Land (London: John Murray,
1822), 365.
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Sixty years later, in 1872, Henry Baker Tristram visited Jalul, which he
referred to as “Jeljul.” He writes that shortly after leaving “Azizah,” he came
to Jeljul: “Five minutes west of this [Azizah| was a small ruin, apparently
of a fort and a village, which we visited, called Jeljul (Djellgood of Irby and
Mangles, or Djeldjoun of Burckhardt).”*

Notlong after Tristram’s visit, English traveler Charles Montagu Doughty
records in 1886 of passing by a number of ruins, including those of Jalul:
“The plots of khurbets [ruins] are mostly small as hamlets; their rude dry
building is fallen down in few heaps of the common stones. I was so idle
as to write the names of some of them, Khurbet Enjahsah, Mehnwwara,
el-Hahlih, Mehaineh, Meddain, Negaes, Libbun, Jeju/, Nelnockh, Mehrud,
Howihih, Gamereyn (of the two moons) Harfa (where a Mohammedan
shtine and mosque; anciently it was a church).”

In 1933, William Foxwell Albright writes that the site yielded numerous
Middle Bronze, Late Bronze, Early Iron I-II, Byzantine, and eatly medieval
Arabic sherds. He notes that the ancient name is unknown and remarks that the
“Middle Bronze occupation in the extreme east of Palestine was surprisingly
dense.” In the same year, Nelson Glueck also visited the site, noting the late
Bronze and Iron age remains on the ancient tell and, in addition, mentioned the
remains of the Byzantine and Islamic village to the south of the ancient site.”

As part of the 1976 Hesban Survey, the ruins of Jalul were first surveyed
by Robert Ibach.® However, excavation of Tall Jalul did not begin until 1992.
After scientific research was begun on the site, General Akkash Al Zaben,
the late landowner of the ancient site of Jalul, ceded the land rights of Tall
Jalul to the Jordanian Department of Antiquities, thereby enabling continued
research on the site. Zaben’s daughter, Sabal Al Zaben, who serves as our field
archaeologist, continues to support exploration on her ancestral land.

History of Excavations

Excavations at the site of Jalul on the Madaba Plains in Jordan began in 1992
with the opening of two fields.” Since then some eight fields (Fields A-H) have

‘Henry Baker Tristram, The Land of Moab New York: Hatper & Brothers, 1873),
118.

*Chatles Montagu Doughty, Travels in Arabia Deserta (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1888), 1:22, emphasis supplied.

‘William F. Albright, “Archacological and Topogtaphical Explorations in Palestine
and Syria,” BASORSup 49 (1933): 28.

"Nelson Glueck, “Explorations in Eastern Palestine,” AASOR 16 (1934): 5.
SRobert D. Ibach, Archaeological Survey of the Hesban Region, Hesban 5 (Bertien
Springs: Andrews University Press, 1987), 3, 13, 14.

°Randall W. Younket, Lawtence T. Geraty, Larry G. Hett, and Qystein S. LaBianca,
“The Joint Madaba Plains Project: A Preliminary Report of the 1992 Season, Including
the Regional Survey and Excavations at Tell Jalul and Tell el-Umeiri (June 16 to July
31, 1992),” AUSS 31 (1993): 205-238. Subsequent reports published in .AUSS include:
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been explored, exposing material remains on the ancient site from the Middle
Bronze Age through the Hellenistic period. Though the acropolis, located on
the southwestern corner of the site, remains unexcavated due to its continued
use as the local cemetery, the other eight fields have yielded informative
administrative and domestic architectural remains as well as an impressive
roadway leading into and through one of the ancient city’s gate complexes.
East of the acropolis, a deep central depression and a smaller depression to the
north hold promise of a significant water system—a gem for future seasons. To
the south of the ancient tell, the JTV has undergone two seasons of exploration
and has yielded significant information relative to the later use of Jalul, whose
occupation shifted sometime during the Hellenistic period from the upper
ancient occupation site to the lower area south of the tell.

Results of the 2009 Season

The 2009 season' focused on three fields (Fields C, D, and G) (Pls. 1 and
2) and the JIV (PL 2). The primary chronological periods explored were the

Randall W. Younker, Lawrence T. Geraty, Larry G. Herr, Oystein S. LaBianca, and
Douglas R. Clark, “Preliminary Report of the 1994 Season of the Madaba Plains
Project: Regional Survey, Tall al-Umayri and Tall Jalul Excavations (June 15 to July 30,
1994),” AUSS 34 (1996): 65-92; Randall W. Younker, Lawrence T. Geraty, Larry G. Herr,
Oystein S. LaBianca, and Douglas R. Clark, “Preliminary Report of the 1996 Season of
the Madaba Plains Project: Regional Survey, Tall al-‘Umayri and Tall Jalul Excavations,”
AUSS 35 (1997): 227-240; Larry G. Herr, Douglas R. Clark, Lawrence T. Geraty, and
Oystein S. LaBianca, “Madaba Plains Project: Tall al-“Umayri, 1998,” .AUSS 38 (2000):
29-44; Larry G. Herr, Douglas R. Clark, and Warren C. Trenchard, “Madaba Plains
Project: Tall al-‘Umayri, 2000,” . AUSS 40 (2002): 105-123; Larry G. Herr and Douglas R.
Clark, “Madaba Plains Project—Tall al-"Umayri, 2002,” .4USS 42 (2004): 113-128; Larry
G. Herr and Douglas R. Clark, “Madaba Plains Project—Tall al-‘Umayri, 2004,” AUSS
43 (2005): 229-246.

""We are especially indebted to Fawwaz Al Kraysheh, Former Director General of
the Department of Antiquities of Jordan, for his support of the project this season; we
appreciate the services of Bassam Al Mohamid and Hussam Hjazeen, who served as
representatives for the Department of Antiquities; and we are grateful to other members
of the Department of Antiquities, including Khalil Hamdan, Hanadi Taher, Rula
Quossus, and Aktham Oweidi, without whom we could not have had such a successful
season. We wish to express our gratitude to the American Center of Oriental Research,
Barbara Porter, Director, and Christopher Tuttle, Associate Director, for providing
invaluable support and assistance. Our team was housed at the Mariam Hotel in Madaba,
where we enjoyed attention to our personal comfort from the hotel’s owner, Charles
Twal, whose flexibility and willingness to accommodate our off-site needs was heroic.

The Director of the Tall Jalul excavations is Randall W. Younker. The Codirector
of the ancient site of Tall Jalul is Constance E. Gane, and Reem Al Shqour codirected
the excavation of the JIV. Staff members for the 2009 season included Paul Zeljko
Gregor and Paul Ray, who served as associate directors. Sabal Al Zaben served as Field
Archaeologist and facilitated the excavations of the JIV. The Field Supervisors were
Paul Ray (Field C), Jennifer Groves (Field D), and Paul Zeljko Gregor (Field G). Paul



168 SEMINARY STUDIES 48 (AuTUMN 2010)

Late Iron II C/Petsian petiod (539-332 B.C.E.) in Fields C and D, the Iron
Age II (specifically ninth to seventh centuries B.C.E.) in Field G, and the Early
and Middle Islamic periods (especially the Mamluk period, 1250-1516 A.D.) in
the JIV. A total of 68 faculty, staff, students, and volunteers (P1. 3) worked
on the site, along with more than twenty Jordanian workers. Younker directed
the excavations with the assistance of codirectors Constance Gane and Reem
Al Shqour.

Excavations in Field C, directed by Paul Ray, focused on the Late Iron
II/Petsian atchitecture exposed in eatlier seasons (1994-2007). By the end
of the six-week season, two buildings were articulated in the southern part
of Field C. A large southern building with at least three building phases was
identified. A narrow street separates this large building from the northern
Late Iron II/Persian-petiod pillared house, uncovered in 1994 and 1996. A
second building in the southern part of Field C, also dating to the Late Iron
II/Petsian petiod, was found in the southeastern quadrant of the field.

Further clarification of the Persian domestic building complex in Field
D was the focus of field superviser Jennifer Groves. The significant and
abundant finds from the Persian-period remains found in both Fields C
and D at Jalul help to clarify the emerging picture of occupation during the
Persian period in Transjordan. Archaeological sites that have yielded, or may
have yielded previously, Persian-period remains in the Amman region include
Tall Safut, Khirbet el-Hajar, Tall el-Dreijat, Umm Uthainah, Abu Nuseir, and
tombs at Meqabelein, Khilda, Tall Hisban, Tall al-‘Umayri, and Tall Jalul."

Paul Zeljko Gregor directed the vigorous excavation in Field G, further
exposing the ninth-century B.C.E. fortified city wall, initially uncovered in
2007, further confirming a substantial presence in the Iron Age. With this

Ray served as the objects registrar and architect, and Jody Washburn was the pottery
registrar. Karen Borstad and Theodore Burgh conducted the GPS survey of the JIV,
while Paul Ray, Zech Ray, and Owen Chestnut oversaw the GPS readings on Tall
Jalul and the JIV. The following individuals were responsible for creating architectural
drawings: Bassam Al Mohamid (Field G), Paul Ray (Fields C and D), and Magalie Anna
Dartus (the JIV). Zech Ray served as the objects artist. Square supervisors for Field C
were Christie Chadwick, Chris Chadwick, Sarah Gane, Roy Gane, Jennifer Shrestha,
and Audrey Shaffer; Field Supervisors for Field D were L. S. Baker, Jr., Sean Porras,
Owen Chesnut, and Jasmine Saunders. Square supervisors for Field G were Micah
Johnson, Jeff Hudon, Chad Washburn, Michelle Berglin, and Justin Singleton. Square
supervisors for the JIV were Magalie Dartus, Thomas Pieters, Ehren Lichtenwalter,
and Christine Chitwood.

Volunteers included Gary Achenbach, Stephen Allock, Abigail Arkusinski, Andy
Arkusinski, Ryan Atkins, Arnie Baker, Einra Baker, Lora Baker, Stefani Clouzet, David
Cox, Kristina Cress, Denis Fortin, Etika Fortin, Rebekah Gauthier, David Glazer, Eva
Glazer, Sasha Glazer, Chelsea Grimstad, Madeliz Gutierrez, John Heczko, Young Kim,
Suzanne LaRue, J. Amanda McGuire, David Merling, Jeremy Metling, Kohl Merling,
Timothy Paulson, Nadine Plummer, Vern Porras, Daniel Regal, Zenaida Salazar,
Douglas Simmons, Victor Tenorio, Tine Vekemans, Frances Watkinson (Wilkins),
Robert Wilkins, and Florie Yang,

"See E. Stetn, Archaeology of the Land of the Bible: The Assyrian, Babylonian, and
Persian Periods (732—-332 B.c.E.) New York: Anchor Bible, 2001), 2:454-459.
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articulation, the southern portion of an eighth-to-seventh-century B.C.E.
building north of the city wall was exposed. Cutting across both the city
wall and the building and exiting beyond the city wall was a magnificently
preserved water channel, dating to the seventh century B.C.E. of the late Iron
Age I1/Persian period. The significance of this unusual and intriguing find
will be the focus of further investigation into what appears to be an abundant
water supply, tapped by a sophisticated water reservoir system.

Below the southern slope of the ancient tell and southwest of the modern
road excavation of the JIV, Field A, also called “old Jalul” (see below), was
directed by Reem Al Shqour. The primary focus was further exploration and
articulation of a possible &han, also known as a caravanserai or roadside inn.
The rooms associated with this complex date to the Early Islamic period
(Umayyad) and were subsequently reconstructed during the Mamluk period,
with portions continuing in use as late as the Ottoman period. During
excavation of the upper level of Field A, a second subterranean level was
discovered, including an impressive vaulted room. The significance of a
substantial caravanserai, which would demand an abundant water source for
large animal caravans of camels and donkeys, underscores the probability that
Jalul was a significant site on the caravan route across the desert.

Karen Borstad and Theodore Burgh conducted the Tall Jalul Mapping
Project, focusing on mapping the JIV (Fig. 1 and PL 4). Using a rover unit
of the ProMark 3 GPS system, twenty-two structures were located and their
locations recorded. The mapped structures can now be displayed on a geo-
referenced aerial photo of the JIV site (Pls. 1 and 2).

In the following sections, each field director and specialist presents
preliminary scientific results of their contributions to the archaeological
excavation conducted during the 2009 season at Tall Jalul and the JIV.

Field C: Late Bronge Age 11 through Hellenistic Period

Paur Ray
Andrews University

This season of excavations brought clarification to the nature of the Late Iron
II C/Persian period walls that have been exposed in the southern portion of
this field in recent seasons (see below). Eatlier seasons of excavation exposed
the remnants of a tripartite building in the northern part of the field. It is of
interest that most of the material culture from the earlier periods discovered
in this field were found in the northern section, which is where we will begin
our summary of the excavations.

Field Phase 11 (Late Bronze Age 11/
Iron Age I Transition)

Although no architecture has been found to date, two Late Bronze Age 1T
lamps (Objects 95 and 96)'? and a chalice (Object 97), along with numerous

?The objects will be published in a forthcoming report.
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frit, faience, carnelian, and quartz beads (Objects 93a-¢), were found in a
mud-brick detritus (C.3:23)" layer, which were apparently fall from a wall
immediately to the south.

Field Phase 10 (Iron Age I)

In the 1994 season, the remnant of an Iron Age I building was found just
above bedrock, downslope of the acropolis, in Square 4. It consisted of a wall
(C.4:29). Since an Iron Age 1I wall was built on top of it and slightly offset to
the west, not much more can be said about the nature of this building, which
is the eatliest feature found in the field so far. Iron Age I sherds were found
in the soil layer (C.4:30), just on top of bedrock to the east of the wall. More
sherds from this period were also found in soil layers (C.3:40, 41) immediately
above bedrock, elsewhere in the field.

Field Phase 9 (Iron Age 11)

The eastern wall of an Iron Age II pillared house (Fig. 2), offset on a slight
angle, was built on top of the earlier Iron Age I wall in Square 4. This wall
(C.4:10 = 20) ran in a southwest-northeast direction throughout Squares 4 and
2, with its extension in the latter designated Wall 11. Near the southeastern
corner of Square 4, the southern wall (C.4:34) of the structure turned to the
west, continuing into Square 3 as Wall 29. The parallel north-south long wall on
the west side of the building appears to have been scavenged for later building
activities, as a robber trench was found that ran the length of Squares 1 and 3,
and which can still be seen in the south balk of Square 3 (C.3:12) and the north
balk of Square 1 (C.1:11). The northern perimeter wall, where the entrance
was probably located, remains unexcavated. The building was subdivided on
the south into a large broad room, with walls C.4:31 and C.3:21 to the east and
west respectively, and flanking a doorway in the center. The northern part of
the building was further divided by pillars, of which only five remain; three
along the eastern side of the building (C.2:20, 22 and 25) and two (C.1:31 and
C.2:27) paralleling pillar C.2:25 along the northern edge of Squares 1 and 2.
Later in the period, apparently during the seventh century B.C.E., the
building was destroyed. There were at least twenty disarticulated skeletons,
along with two ballistics (Objects 269 and 298), an iron axe head (Object
386), late Iron Age II ceramics and part of a horse figurine (Object 290)
typical of the period in the bedrock pit (C.1:28) located in the center of the
building. Above this, roof debris, a broken roof roller, two ballistics (Objects
136 and 184), two iron arrowheads (Objects 156 and 206), and part of an
iron [dagger?] blade (Object 208) were found in the destruction debris in
Squares 2 and 4. The pit may have originally served as a place for subterranean
storage; because it was not plastered, a cistern would seem to be ruled out. An
ephemeral wall (C.3:36), which ran along the western balk of Square 3, also
appears to have been built sometime during Iron Age 11, as suggested by the

PThat is: Field C, Square 3, Locus 23.
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ceramics found in its foundation trench (C.3:43). It is perhaps connected with
another structure to the west of the pillared house.

After the destruction of the pillared house, activities seem, for the
most part, to have centered to the south. Already in the 1996 season, a half
square (C.5) was opened, with exposure widened to a full square in 1999.
In 2005, three additional squares (C.6-8) were opened, broadening the field
considerably.

Field Phase 8 (Iron Age 11 C/ Persian Period)

During this phase, an Iron Age I C/Persian petiod building was built to the
southeast of the Phase 9 pillared house. What has been excavated consists
of walls (C.7:35 and 36), which appear to be the northwest corner of the
building, and a cobbled pavement (C.7:38) to the north of the building (Fig.
3). Associated artifacts include a spindle whorl, a shell pendant, and a figurine
fragment (Objects 768, 774, and 785). With the remainder of the structure
lying unexcavated in the area between Fields C and D, nothing further can
be said about this building at present. In addition, there seems to have been
renewed activity in the northern part of the field, as ceramic remains from this
period were found mixed with earlier (Iron Age II) material in the destruction
debris of the following phase. If the pillared house was rebuilt or movements
made in that direction during this phase, it was soon destroyed again, most
likely by an earthquake, as large amounts of the mud-brick superstructure of
Wall C.4:34 fell to the south into Square 5.

Field Phase 7 (Tron 11 C/ Persian Period)

Field C appears to have undergone a period of abandonment at this juncture
for an unknown, but probably relatively short, period of time. A considerable
amount of decayed mud brick (C.5:9, 15, 26 = 27, 31 = 32 = 33; C.6:29, 32,
33, 36, and 37) and destruction debris from the earthquake, along with Iron
Age II and Iron Age II C/Eatly Persian petiod material culture, accumulated
at this time. This material eroded to the east, in Squares 5 and 6, most likely
due to the seasonal rains washing downhill from the acropolis to the west.
Artifacts found among the destruction debris include three ballistics (Objects
567, 568 and 731), two spindle whorls (Objects 569 and 584), a buzz toy
(Object 581), a basalt lamp (Object 583), a stone weight (Object 734), and a
pendant (Object 763).

Field Phase 6 (Iron 11 C/ Persian Period)

The pillared house in the northern part of the field was no longer in use
during this phase. It was probably at this time that its western perimeter wall
was removed, as the latest pottery in the robber trench (C.1:11 = C.3:12) dates
to this period. Instead, it appears that a new building was built immediately
to the east that partially reused the eastern wall of the eatlier building. A new
wall (C.2:10) was built parallel to and slightly west of the eastern perimeter
wall of the earlier building, with its southern extension (Wall C.4:10 = 20)
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presumably being reused, and with new coursing added to its top as another
new wall (C.6:19 = C.5:44) was built from its corner, which turns in a slight
southeastern direction. Its foundation trench (C.6:28) was cut deeply through
destruction and abandonment debris of the previous two phases. Not much
can be said about this “eastern building,” as most of it remains outside the
area of excavation.

To the south, a large building was erected with a paved street or alleyway
(C.5:42) located between it and the building to the east. This building (Fig. 4)
consists of Wall C.8:17 on the south; the remnant of an eastern wall (C.7:14),
which was later scavenged; and Wall C.6:21 = C.5:8 on the north. Wall C.8:16
= C.7:12 forms an inner partition wall. There are also the remains of a stone
pavement (C.5:25) on the northwest corner of the building. The foundation
trench (C.6:30) of the north wall (C.6:21 = C.5:8), like that of Wall C.6:19
= C.5:44 of the “eastern building” across the street, was cut through the
destruction and abandonment debris of the previous phases.

Field Phase 5 (Tron 11 C/ Persian Period)

During this phase, there was a western expansion to the building on the
southern end of the field. The western wall of the earlier phase seems to have
been removed; thus far there is little trace remaining unless feature C.8:25
is a remnant. The southern wall (C.8:17) of the building was extended to
the west as Wall C.8:17b and consists of much larger stones than its eastern
counterpart. A new square (C.11) to the west of Square 8 was opened in the
2009 season. It is possible that the stonework (C.11:11) in its east balk is the
westernmost extension of the southern wall of the building. On the north,
Wall C.6:21 = C.5:8 was also lengthened to the west, with the extension of
Wall C.5:13, which is slightly offset to the south. Part of the new western wall
was found in Square 5 during the 1999 season and designated Wall C.5:21. In
2009, the north balk of Square 8 was removed, making it possible to trace
this wall farther to the southwest as Wall C.8:26, until it also disappeared
into the west balk of the square. At the same time, there was a thickening or
widening of the center wall or pylon (C.8:16 = C.7:12) in the center of the
building. Sections of a pavement (C.8:20 = 28 = 31 = C.5:29) were found
throughout the building, consisting of alternating sections of small flagstones
and plaster. The street between the two buildings—the “eastern building”
apparently continuing in use at this time—was also repaved with a new set
of flagstones (C.5:39 = C.6:11) on top of a dirt-fill layer (C.5:40-41 = C.6:24)
during this phase.

Field Phase 4 (Iron 11 C/ Persian Period)

The previous phase came to an end with the occurrence of another earthquake.
As is typical of tectonic activity on the Transjordanian side of the Great Rift
Valley, the Arabian Plate shifts to the north, causing architectural elements to
fall to the south. This earthquake caused considerable damage to the building
in the southern part of the field, destroying both the mud-brick superstructure
and much of the stone coursing of Walls C.6:21 = C.5:8 = 13 and C.8:16 =
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C.7:14. It took all of the 2007 season and part of 2009 to clear the massive
amount of stones from southernmost squares (Square 7 and especially
Square 8) before reaching undisturbed wall courses and the pavement below
the destruction debris. The mud-brick supetstructure (C.5:7, 10; C.6:26, 27,
38) and some stone work from the southern wall (C.6:19 = C.5:44) of the
“eastern building” were also destroyed at this time, falling south into Squares
5and 6. A number of artifacts were found in the earthquake debris; a stamp
seal (Object 678) was perhaps the most significant find (Fig. 5).

During the postearthquake Phase 4, a buttress wall (C.7:13 = C.6:35) was
added along the southeastern face of Wall C.6:21 = C.5:8, 13 to strengthen
this end of the building, which apparently sustained the brunt of the damage
caused by the earthquake. Curvilinear installation (C.5:23) in the northwest
corner of the building may have come into existence at this time. The “eastern
building” probably went out of use at this time, as a rubble layer (C.6:17)
was found on top of the uppermost extant course of Wall C.6:19 = C.5:44.
Howevert, the street to the north of Wall C.6:21 = C.5:8, 13 was repaved
(C.5:37b = C.6:8) a final time.

Field Phase 3 (Hellenistic Period
and Later Remains)

This phase appears to reflect the accumulation of post-Iron Age IT C/Persian
period debris as represented by the tumble or stone fall (C.7:42) in the post-
use phase of the building on the southern end of the field.

Field Phases 1 and 2 represent subsurface debris and topsoil respectively
within Field C.

Summary and Future Work

Parts of two buildings were articulated during the 2009 season in the southern
part of Field C. Although this brought clatification to the late Iron Age 11/
Persian-period structures on this section of the tell, there is still much work
to be done in future seasons both in terms of lateral exposure (to clarify some
of the partially excavated structures on the current peripheral edges of the
field) and depth (the potential discovery of eatlier structures beneath some of
the currently excavated buildings).
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Figure 1. Karen Borstad using GPS Rover to map the JIV.
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Figure 2. Pillared house in Field C, looking north.
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Figure 4. Southern building in Field C, looking west.
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Figure 5. Stamp seal (Object 678) from Field C.
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Plate 1. Topographical Map of Tall Jalul.
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Plate 4. JTV workers Ehren Lichtenwalter and Thomas Pieters help Theodore Burgh
map features in the JIV.

Plate 5. Ceramic horse figure (Object 660).
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g :
e figure (Object 784).

Plate 7. Erika Fortin excavating cache of pottery in Field G.
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AN
Plate 8. Water channel in Field G.

Plate 9. Randall Younker, director of the excavation at Jalul, in subterranean vaulted
room in the JIV.
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Plate 10. A selection of Jalul 2009 Season small finds.
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Plate 11. Leg fragment in the shape of a lion’s paw from a large basalt bowl (Object
716).

Plate 12. Mamluk potsherd from the JIV being analyzed on the 3-D scanner.
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Field D: Domestic Complex

JENNIFER L. GROVES
Stevensville, Michigan

Excavations in Field D, the Persian-period domestic complex, were carried
out again in 2009. The field was opened in 1996 with four squares (Squares
1-4) and expanded by the addition of two squares (Squares 7-8) to the west in
2005. The latter were opened to reveal more of Room 1 (primarily in Square
1) and Room 2 (primarily in Square 3).

The original objectives for the 2009 season were to conclude excavation
of the domestic complex in the original four squares and continue excavating
Squares 7 and 8 (on the western edge of the field) to reveal new areas of
the house (Fig. 6). Upon initial in-field assessment, however, it became clear
that the original 5-m-long east balk lines of Squares 2 and 4 and the north
balk lines of Squares 1 and 2 were so eroded as to make excavation below
them unsafe for the excavators. The east balk lines of Squares 7 and 8 had
largely eroded into Rooms 1 and 2 more than 3 m below. In addition to safety
concerns, the strategy of removing these balks would effectively halt erosion
into Rooms 1 and 2 of the house because the western walls of these rooms
would prevent further soil from being washed in. Balk and interseasonal
debris removal throughout the Field occupied the first half of the season.

Room 1

Another objective was to complete the process of totally removing all floor
surfaces in Room 1 (Square 1). Four dirt floors had been identified in Room
1 in previous seasons, indicating a lengthy occupation of Room 1 during
the sixth century B.C.E. Portions of the two eatliest floors (D.1:75, 76; Fig.
7) remained in the south end of the room. This objective was delayed and
ultimately not completed in 2009 due to extensive balk and interseasonal
debris removal, but the floor surfaces themselves remained well preserved.

The western wall (D.1:5 = D.7:13) of Room 1 was not fully excavated in
previous seasons because it was partially obscured by the east balk of Square
7, leaving the southwestern corner of Room 1 hidden in the balk. After four
years of exposure to the elements, rain had washed most of the soil away,
nearly exposing the corner. Consequently, the remaining soil was removed to
fully reveal the western wall. This exposed a blocked doorway (D.1:103; Fig.
8) in Wall D.1:35. It represents a later use of Room 1 and the latest occupation
phase of the domestic complex discovered thus far. The later builders used
eatlier walls as foundations.

The threshold of the blocked door rests 1 m above the earliest floor.
Earlier inhabitants would have used the lower, now-blocked entryway in the
north wall (D.1:30) of Room 1 (see Fig. 7). The room was abandoned for
some time before being reoccupied, but given the consistency of ceramic
forms, the original construction, abandonment, and reuse, this petiod of
disuse would not have exceeded a century. Collapse of the first roof and
partial collapse of the eatliest walls must have occurred fairly rapidly and
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filled in much of the room, preserving the single-row walls to a maximum
height of 3 m.

The clearing of the southwest corner of Room 1 also revealed the corner
of another earlier, unexcavated building to the south. The builders of Room
1 chose to incorporate this corner into their new room (D.1:108; see Fig. 8).
Continued excavation in Square 8 will presumably elucidate its relationship
to the domestic complex. In spite of interseasonal conservation efforts,
exposure to the elements has reduced the stability of the walls in Room 1.
The continued temoval of earth on the west side of the western wall in future
seasons will require efforts to stabilize it.

The north balk of Square 1 suffered severe undercutting due to erosion.
In Field D, the earth is primarily windblown silt, starting 20 cm below topsoil.
Seasonal rains quickly compromised the integrity of exposed balks. Soil had
washed into Room 1 via the door and window in the north wall (D.1:30) of
the room. The erosion created a funnel between Wall D.1:30 and the north
balk that descended 3 m down to the base of Wall D.1:30. Consequently, this
area has only been excavated to a depth of 75 cm below the top of the wall
and will likely not continue until the square north of Square 1 is excavated to
that same depth. Wall D.1:88 also suggests the presence of an unexcavated
building between Fields C and D.

Unexcavated ateas of the domestic complex extend to the west of
Room 1. Wall D.7:4 (=D.1:70) in Square 7 (Fig 9), discovered in 2005 a few
centimeters below the topsoil, has now been definitively connected to the
Persian house, but it remains uncertain if the portion of the wall in Square 7
is concurrent with the occupation of Room 1.

Room 2

Room 2, adjacent to and slightly southeast of Room 1, was transected by the
north balk of Square 3 (Fig. 10). This balk served as a cross section of Room
2 in 2005, when the southern half of the room was initially excavated. In
2009, the balk was removed to provide a clearer picture of Room 2. As with
Room 1, Room 2 appears to have had two major occupational phases during
the early sixth to early fifth centuries B.C.E. Existing walls are 2.5 m high. The
fill in Room 2, comprised of roof collapse followed by later wall collapse,
was dense and somewhat protected from the elements by the standing walls.
Consequently, the balk was in a better state of preservation and the integrity
of the loci was easier to maintain than in the silt piles that had washed into
Squares 1 and 2. Artifacts—particulatly basalt implements—were frequent in
the fill loci in Room 2. The balk contained several partial and a few complete
loaf-shaped hand grinders, in addition to two fibula (Objects 693 and 694).

Room 2 was entered via a doorway in the northeastern corner (Fig.
11). The entrance is pootly preserved on the north wall (D.1:44), which was
partially dismantled sometime after Room 2 had been abandoned (Fig. 10),
as indicated by a robber trench (D.1:104) (Fig. 12). The northern end of the
eastern wall (D.1:81 = D.3:28) of Room 2, however, is well preserved and
created a nicely finished entryway (see Fig. 11).
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Courtyard

To the east of Rooms 1 and 2 lies the courtyard area (Squares 2 and 4; Fig.
13). No living surfaces or activity areas have yet been identified in the northern
half of the courtyard; the northern limit is marked by Wall D.2:27 in the
northeastern corner of Square 2.

Severe erosion in the north and east balks of Square 2 and the east balk
of Square 4 made it advisable to cut the balks back to the 6-m line. In some
areas, the erosion had already progressed beyond that line. Balk removal
revealed a few new features.

In the process of the Square 2 north-balk removal, a concentration of
small rock fall (D.2:36) was discovered west of Wall D.2:27 that may continue
into the northeastern corner of Square 1. These rocks were primarily in the
north balk and did not extend further south into the courtyard area. They
are probably related to unexcavated architecture to the north, as is the tiny
portion of exposed Wall D.2:46 (Fig. 14), 1 m in height and length, in the
northeastern corner of Square 2.

A hollow ceramic camel’s head (Object 749; Fig. 15), originally part of a
kernos vessel, was found in this area between Walls D.2:27 and D.2:46.

Wall D.2:27 has two openings, as yet barely visible, that are probably
doors or windows, with a supporting stone between them. Soil in this area
had been disturbed by dogs, digging under the openings. Excavations here
also revealed a trench (D.2:47) along the northern face of Wall D.2:27 (Fig.
16). The soil in the trench is loose and windblown, filling in around small
rocks, which possibly fell from the wall after the trench diggers abandoned it.
The trench may not be foundational because there is no sign of a trench or pit
along the south face of Wall D. 2:27 and the openings suggest there is some
distance remaining to be excavated before the bottom of the wall is reached.
It is possible that the stones currently exposed represent a later phase of
the wall and the trench signifies a rebuilding episode, but that will have to
be confirmed by future excavation. A more likely scenario is that builders,
centuries after the Persian period, seeing only the top preserved course of
Wall D.2:27, dug along the north face of the wall to check its foundation,
intending to use it in their own construction, but discovered that there were
openings and abandoned Wall D.2:27 as unstable.

The double openings in Wall D.2:27 and its height relative to Wall D.1:30
may indicate that the two walls are contemporary. Both walls seem to be
constructed in a similar style (two doorways/windows sepatated by an upright
stone). If so, this could mean that the unexcavated building northeast of
the courtyard area was inhabited concurrently with the earlier occupational
phase of the domestic complex. Limited ceramic evidence from earth layers
between Walls D.2:27 and D.2:46 supports this possibility.
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East balk removal in Square 2 revealed an enigmatic stone feature
(DD.2:43) that may turn out to be a wall and further evidence for architecture
to the east.

The southern half of the courtyard, principally in Square 4, has shown
more evidence of activity areas in past seasons. A smashed sixth-century-
B.C.E. pithos used to store olive oil was found in the northeastern corner,
complete with a dipper juglet underneath. A haphazard wall (D.4:45, Fig. 17),
composed of small boulders and discarded basalt implements, was unearthed
in 2005. It had literally been thrown together. Its purpose remains unclear,
but represents, along with the blocked doorway of Room 1, one of the last
phases of occupation in the house. Wall 45 contained a nearly complete saddle
quern, several loaf-shaped grinders, and numerous hand grinders, all probably
grabbed from nearby areas when the wall was loosely constructed.

Removal of the east balk of Square 4 revealed several features. The
corner of an unexcavated building (D.4:70, Fig. 18) to the east of the domestic
complex was discovered. Based on limited ceramic evidence, it may have been
contemporary with the Persian house or the slightly eatlier building in Field C.

The southeastern corner of the courtyard in Square 4 included a large
mound of packed roof material that is the consistency of concrete and was
sterile in terms of artifacts, ceramics, and bones. The mound of collapsed
material probably belonged to a building to the east of the courtyard associated
with Wall D.4:70.

In the process of removing the last few centimeters of the east balk
in Square 4, five courses of mud-brick wall (D.4:75) were uncovered. The
individual bricks, mortar, and a mud-plaster facing on both sides of the wall
were cleatly delineated. Based on the wall’s location and localized mud-brick
debris in D4 from eatlier seasons (found principally in the southeastern
corner), this feature should be connected with a building to the east, which
is as yet unexcavated. What appeared to be a pit (D.4:76) was in actuality
windblown soil that filled in the area between the roof collapse and the wall.

Small Finds in Field D"

This season added to the growing corpus of seals and ostraca from Tall
Jalul. One bulla (seal impression), half of a seal, and one ostracon with four
letters were found in Field D (for photos and analysis, see article by Gane and
Chadwick'9). Unfortunately, these objects were found duting balk removal in
levels above the architecture of the domestic complex, but the preservation
of the letters is excellent.

The bulla (Object 745) was found in the southeastern corner of the
courtyard during balk removal. The seal (Object 647) was found during the
removal of the top 50 cm of the north balk of Square 1. The four-lettered
ostracon (Object 659) came from the top meter of east balk removal, in
Square 2, and was discovered during pottery washing,

“For more information on small finds in this and other fields, see below.

BForthcoming publication.
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The domestic complex has continued to produce numerous figurines. In
2009, five fragments of horse figurines were recovered in Squares 1, 2, and 4
(PL 5). One example of the rear torso included a well-preserved painted saddle
without a rider (Object 662; Fig. 19). Four fragments of female figurines
from Squares 1, 2, and 3 were also found, including one nearly complete
female plaque figurine (Object 784; P1. 6).

Summary

Although little additional architecture or phasing was discovered in 2009, balk
removal did afford another opportunity to capture photos and drawings of
phases that are better understood now that more of the domestic complex has
been excavated. While the exposure of new architecture in the northern balk
of Square 1 and the eastern balk of Squares 2 and 4 and evidence of building
collapse in Square 4 are limited, their presence suggests additional buildings
to the north and east exist that may be roughly contemporary with the Persian
house. The continuation of the walls of Room 1 into Square 7 and the newly
discovered blocked door indicate that the domestic complex continues to
the west. All lines of evidence reveal a greater density of occupation on the
southern half of the tell during the seventh-fifth centuries B.C.E. than had
previously been supposed.
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Room 1

Room 2

Figure 6. View of domestic complex looking west. The grassy area in the background
(west of Field D) is the acropolis of the tell.

Froor 76

Figure 7. The north end of Room 1 of Field D is subfloor level, while the south end
includes interseasonal debris covering Floor D.1:75.
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Figure 8. Door (Locus 103) in the southwest wall of Room 1 of Field D.

Figure 9. Wall 4 in Square 7 of Field D, Wall 35 of Room 1 in foreground.



192 SEMINARY STUDIES 48 (AuTUMmN 2010)

Room 2

Room 2

Figure 10. Room 2 of Field D transected by the north balk of Square 3. Note damage
to Wall D.1:44 above (north of) the sign board.

Figure 11. Field D, Room 2. Note blocked entry way to the left (south of) the meter
stick below the arrow.
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Figure 12. A robber trench cuts Wall D.1:44 of Field D.
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Figure 13. The Field D courtyard area. The boulders in the lower right are fallen pillar

stones.
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Figure 15. Ceramic camel-head kernos fragment (Object 749), found between Walls
D.2:27 and D.2:46 of Field D.
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Figure 16. Trench on the north face of Wall D.2.27 in Field D. The arrow rests in
the trench.
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Figure 17. Field D, Wall D.2:45, excavated in the 2005 season.
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Figure 18. Field D, Wall 70 is the corner of an unexcavated building to the east.

Figure 19. Ceramic riderless horse figurine with saddle (Object 662) from Field D.
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Field G: Iron Age City Wall and Water Channel
PauL Ze1jKO GREGOR
Andrews University

Due to the fact that after five seasons of excavations Field A failed to produce
any evidence of the city’s fortifications, the decision was made in 2007 to
open Field G' located on the southeastern ridge of the tell, where signs
of a possible fortification wall were visible. During this season, several walls
of a building complex were discovered. One of the outer walls appeared to
be a city wall, but since the excavated area was limited, its nature remained
uncertain. Full-scale excavation resumed at Field G during the 2009 season,
where the work continued in some of the existing squares (Squares 1, 2, and
4), and in new squares that were opened (Squares 5-9) to clarify the nature of
previously excavated structures.

Ninth-century B.C.E. Occupation

At the end of the season, it was concluded that Field G revealed three
occupational phases, each followed by an abandonment phase. The eatliest
occupational phase came into existence in the earlier part of the ninth century
B.C.E. This occurred soon after the kingdom of Isracl divided into two
kingdoms: the Northern Kingdom, also known as Israel, ruled from Samaria;
and the Southern Kingdom, known as the Kingdom of Judah, ruled from
Jerusalem. This earliest phase consists of city walls that were revealed in all of
the squares except Square 5. Since foundation trenches were not found at the
base of the walls, it is obvious that they were erected on a preexisting surface.
The southern wall runs through several squares. It is excavated to a length
of more than 20 m (see Fig. 20), is approximately 1 m wide, and is made of
large- and medium-size boulders supported and stabilized with chink stones.
The wall is preserved up to 2 m or more in some places, and follows the
southern ridge of the tell. Atits southeastern corner, the wall turns sharply at
a right angle toward the north (see Fig. 21). It seems that the southern flank
of the wall was protected by a tower, found in G.8 and located approximately
15-20 m away from its southeastern corner (see Fig. 22). This wall is probably
part of the city’s defense system, which encompasses the entire settlement
and was effectively used throughout the Assyrian domination (eighth century
B.C.E.). The wall suffered its final destruction during the Babylonian invasion,
sometime during the end of the seventh or beginning of the sixth century
B.C.E. It is still unknown whether the structures inside of the city wall came
into existence at the same time as the city wall. A small probe was excavated
under the floor of one building; the pottery found in the probe is very similar
to that found under the first course of the city wall, indicating that the wall
and structures inside of the wall might have been contemporaneous. However,
due to limited excavation that has produced insufficient material for dating,

“During the 2007 season, Field G was excavated by a team from Cincinnat
Christian University, supervised by Mark Ziese.
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it is better to date the structure inside of the city walls to the eighth century
B.C.E.
Eighth-century B.C.E. Occupation

A structure emerged during the 2007 season and parts of it were completely
excavated during the 2009 season. The building is located in the southeastern
corner of the tell, and the city walls were used to support the structure. It
was only partially excavated and probably was a single-level building whose
roof was supported by pillars that were located in its courtyard. Whether the
building was a “four-room house” is not certain, but it does have a small back
room measuring 2.6 m long by 1.3 m wide. This room yielded a significant
quantity of broken pottery (Pl. 7). The room seems to have been used for
depositing damaged or broken pots that ranged from small tripod-based store-
jars, small jars, oil lamps, plates, flasks, jugs and juglets to cooking pots, all
dating to the eighth century B.C.E. (see Fig 21). The walls of the building and
its associated pillars are well preserved. One of the pillars is preserved almost
in its entirety, reaching to the ceiling of the building (up to 2.5 m in height;
see Fig. 23). A preliminary reading of the pottery found on the floor of the
building’s courtyard suggests a date similar to the ceramics found in the small
room, indicating that the structure was extensively used in the eighth century
B.C.E. when the prophets Isaiah, Micah, Hosea, and Amos were operating in
the lands of Israel and Judah. At least part of the building (a small back room)
was abandoned after the eighth century B.C.E., while the courtyard and other
rooms might have been used during the seventh century B.C.E.

Seventh-century B.C.E. Occupation

Sometime after the destruction of Samaria and the Northern Kingdom,
a water channel was constructed as the newest addition to the building
complex. The direction of the channel seems to indicate that it was connected
to what appears to be the city’s water reservoir. The reservoir is located in
close proximity to the southeastern corner of the city. The channel runs from
the reservoir toward the southern part of the city wall and curves around
structures almost parallel to that wall before it cuts through the eastern section
of the wall at the place where the eastern and southern walls meet (Figs. 21,
24, and PL 8). The builders carefully navigated the path of the channel to
avoid demolition of the existing building, In this way, most of the building was
left intact apart from several small rooms located closest to the southern city
wall (see Fig. 21). Based on a preliminary reading of the pottery found under
the foundation of the channel, it is evident that it was constructed during the
seventh century B.C.E., while the pottery found inside the channel on its floor
suggests that it went out of use during the end of the seventh or beginning of
the sixth century B.C.E., probably during the Babylonian invasion.

The channel is well preserved. It is .8 m wide, while the height of both
its walls is up to 1 m in certain places. The floor of the channel was well
constructed of neatly placed flagstones covered with a thick layer of lime
plaster. The channel walls were also plastered on the inside for better water
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flow. The channel slopes from the inside out, leading the water outside the
city walls toward possible open pools or reservoirs below the tell.

Water System

Water was always a rare, yet essential, commodity for ancient peoples and
as such played an important role in settlements that were established from
earliest human history. Cities were always established around a water source.
Sometimes a well-supplied stream outside the city perimeters was used as the
main source of water. From here, the water was carried in jars and jugs into
the town for food processing and cooking, Additionally, the same water source
was used for irrigation, washing, and watering animals. A typical example of
such a settlement was Khirbet Iskander, which was established and occupied
during the time of Abraham, located near biblical Dibon in central Jordan.

However, when a water source was located outside the city walls, it
created a problem for its occupants during a time of siege. As a result, people
who tried to find protection inside the city walls could not last long because
they had no access to the water source outside the city walls. To prevent
this hazardous problem, sometimes the inhabitants dug two channels, one
horizontal and one vertical, to bring the water inside, so as to have access
to it without exposing themselves to invaders. Such an elaborate system was
established in Jerusalem during the reign of King Hezekiah in the eighth
century B.C.E. At this site, the excavators dug a vertical shaft and then two
teams dug a horizontal channel from opposite ends, eventually meeting in the
middle. This way they had access to fresh water at all times.

In the absence of natural springs, streams, or rivers, city inhabitants dug
massive cisterns inside the city walls, where rainwater could be channeled and
collected. The cisterns were dug into bedrock and plastered on the inside to
protect water from leaking (Tall Hisban is a good example for such a cistern
or reservoir). This method of collecting and preserving water was the most
widely used from the time of the Judges onward. In addition to the main
city cistern, which was accessible to all citizens, rich individuals might have
excavated cisterns in their own backyards for private use (Jer 38:6).

In addition to the above methods, inhabitants sometimes dug deep wells
to reach the water table from inside their cities. usually wells were wide with
stairs around the walls, making deep spring water accessible. One such well
was found at Gibeon, in Israel. Cisterns used to collect rainwater contributed
to health problems, while digging deep wells provided access to clean and
healthy fresh water. Since it was not easy to reach the water table through
bedrock, digging wells inside city walls was rare.

There seems to be a city reservoir at Tall Jalul. It has not yet been
excavated, but it appears that the reservoir was dug in ancient times either to
provide a place to collect rainwater during the rainy season or to reach fresh
water below the water table. Future excavations will be needed to provide
evidence in support of these two theories. One thing is clear, however. The
water channel, which was discovered during the last two seasons, did not
serve to supply rainwater to the reservoir, but rather to lead the water out.
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If the water reservoir served only as a collecting place for rainwater, then
it is possible that rain was so extensive that it overcame the capacity of the
reservoir and a channel was constructed to direct surplus water outside the
city limits. However, if this reservoir was a deep well, then it is also possible
that when the water table rose during heavy rains, the level of water in the
well would also rise, threatening to flood the streets and homes of inhabitants
who lived in the lower city. Either way, it seems that surplus water was not
wasted, but rather collected in large pools outside the city walls for further
use in itrigation systems and/or providing water for the animals. The site may
have been so well known for its excess of water that it might have been used
in poetry by biblical authors as early as the tenth century B.C.E. (Song 7:4,
Eng; 7:5, Heb.). As already suggested, this water system might help in the
identification of this site.””

"Randall Younker, et al., “Another Look at Solomon’s Pools at Heshbon,”
Adbventist Review, 26 November 2009, 14-16.
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Figure 20. The southern part of the city wall in Field G.

Figure 21. Structures in the southeastern corner of Field G.
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Figure 22. A possible tower in Field G, Square 8.

Figure 23. Pillars in Field G.
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Figure 24. A cut through the eastern wall of Field G.
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Jalul Islamic Village: JIV" Field A

REEM AL SHQOUR
Ghent University, Belgium

As noted in the 2008 report, the goal of the excavations in the Jalul Islamic
Village (JIV)"® was to determine whether the large building complex
immediately east of the oldest freestanding square building in the center of
the east quadrant of the site was a &ban. In the 2008 season, parts of two
rooms (Rooms A.1 and A.2)—possible cells of a &ban—were excavated on
the southeast side of the building complex. Bedrock was reached in both
of these rooms and the ceramic evidence indicates that there was activity
in the area of these rooms during the Early Islamic period (Umayyad, ca.
seventh century), but the rooms as they now appear were constructed during
the Mamluk period, ca. fourteenth century.

Rooms 1 and 2

This season, excavation was continued in the same two rooms (Rooms A.1 and
A.2; primarily in Squates A.1 and A.2 respectively). The remaining unexcavated
areas in both rooms were completely cleared to bedrock this season. Again,
the ceramics from the eatliest phase of construction confirmed that the
rooms were originally constructed in the Early Islamic period (Umayyad) and
reconstructed during the Mamluk period.

Field A. Squares 1 and 2
Room A.1: Northern Room

A basalt stone mill for grinding flour was found on the floor in the northern
room. The Mamluk floor (the only clean Mamluk occupation layer found in
the excavations) was made of nari with pieces of broken flint—ash was added,
giving a grey color to the nari."” Part of this room was a food preparation area.
Later, the south part of the room was remodeled during the Ottoman period.
Finds such as a grain silo and stone bins for grain suggest that the south part
of the room was used for grain storage and animal-keeping in the Ottoman
period (Fig. 25).

Room A.2 East: Exterior

To the east of the southernmost room (Room A.2) excavation continued. At
the bottom of the excavation area a nari floor (A.2:88, 89) was found that
was apparently constructed in the Late Byzantine/Eatly Umayyad petiod (late
sixth century or early seventh century). Above this, a small stretch of wall
constructed of ashlars was found that also appears to date from the Byzantine/
Umayyad petiod. After a petiod of abandonment following the Byzantine/
Early Islamic period, the Mamluks constructed an exterior wall in the north

8See n. 2 for the names of Jalul.

Nati is a soil that is mineralogically an impure limestone. It is often used to
create a hard-packed floor surface.
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cell of Room A.1 in the fourteenth century. The Mamluk phase probably
lasted from the fourteenth to the eatly sixteenth centuries. This was followed
by another period of abandonment (late sixteenth to nineteenth centuries).
During the nineteenth century, the Ottomans initiated new construction (the
exterior portion of the southern room) by creating a fill (A.2:12) and adding
walls and a silo. The Ottoman phase of this room went out of use sometime
during the nineteenth century and the site was abandoned during the latter
part of the nineteenth and throughout the twentieth centuries.

Room A.1: Western Section, Extetior of
Northern Room

Excavations wete also conducted outside of Room A.1 in a courtyard to the
west. The earliest phase in this area was an early Mamluk (fourteenth century)
surface consisting of a nari floor (A.1:112) with flint fragments. During the
Mamluk period, a wall (A.1:103) was constructed in the northern part of this
area that contained a niche. This wall was the south wall of a two-story room
in Squares A.1 and 3 (see below). The wall dated to the fourteenth century and
likely continued in use until the sixteenth century. The area was abandoned from
the sixteenth to nineteenth centuries. Then in the early nineteenth century an
Ottoman wall (A.1:1010) was constructed, along with a terrace and a pavement
(A.1:107). The Ottoman terrace and a wall abutting up against the exterior side
of the west wall of the northern room (of Square 1) were also found. The exact
purpose of this wall will require further investigation. In the early twentieth
century, a grave was dug into this Ottoman room. Surprisingly, in the grave,
a well-preserved ceramic figurine (Object 717; Fig. 40) from the Iron Age II
(ca. seventh century B.C.E.) era was found. The figurine was of a bearded male
wearing an Egyptian-style az¢f crown (a high crown with an ostrich feather on
each side). Such crowns are common on Ammonite statues and figurines of
this period. They depict either Ammonite kings or deities. A similar figurine was
found at nearby Tall Jawa a few years ago.

Field A. Square 3
Two-story Building

To the north of the Ottoman addition, another two-story building with cells
or rooms was partly uncovered this season in Square A.3. The upper floor
exhibited at least two use phases, one including a zabun (earthen oven). A
large stone, carved with a Christian cross indicating secondary use, was also
found in the upper story of the Mamluk building, A stone-lined opening
(Arabic—#hwerah) could be discerned in the floor of the upper room (Figs.
26 and 27). It led down to a lower story. The opening permitted grain to be
dumped into the lower room, which was used for grain storage. By dropping
a camera down the stone-lined opening, it could be seen that an opening
into the lower grain storage room was located on the north side of the lower
story.
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Subsequently, this section was excavated 4.7 m, down to the level of the
opening into the lower story. As the team excavated down to the entrance 3 m
below, they discovered a huge cavity (cave or cistern?) to the east and another
cave to the north. These were at different levels. The cave was entered and a
gate was seen to the west, but we did not excavate the cave this season. The
eastern opening was not entered this season, but it was examined superficially
through stone openings.

An arched opening was discovered that led into a small entrance room
that, in turn, led into the larger, lower-story room. Even though there were
considerable Mamluk ceramics, the date of this arched doorway is still
uncertain. This is the eatliest opening into the lower story from the north side.
Later, during the Mamluk petiod, the entrance room was reduced in size into a
small stone-lined cubical entrance room (approximately 1.5 m). Access to the
lower story was now through a rectangular doorway, framed by stone doorjams,
a large stone lintel, and a stone threshold with a water-drainage channel (Fig.
28). This rectangular door was constructed in the Mamluk period and served
as an access to the granary. Still later, the rectangular doorway was reduced
to a small square doorway, also dating to the Mamluk period. Grain could be
shoveled out of the room from this small square access door. (It should not
be forgotten than an earlier door from the original construction of the lower
story [Late Byzantine/Early Umayyad petiod] was constructed to the west,
although we have not excavated this area yet. This is evident from the presence
of a blocked archway on the west side of the lower story.)

The large (4 x 4 m) lower-story room (P1. 9) was built with stone walls and
contained more than 1 m of fill that had accumulated by water running into the
room over the centuries after the room went out of use. The ceiling consisted
of five stone arches (north to south), with corbelling between the arches. The
western-most arch is clearly of a different construction. It could belong to
another phase of construction in the southwest corner of the room. It appears
to be connected to four ashlars in the corner of the room. However, more
excavation is needed for a more complete analysis. At least two architectural
phases can be seen in the room, which was probably initially constructed in the
late Byzantine/eatly Umayyad petiod. It was expanded on the west in the eatly
Mamluk period, with the main entrance at that time also to the west. In the late
Mamluk period, that entrance was blocked and the western side of the room
was divided into two pens (A.3:13/17) for grain. Tetheting holes could be seen
in the stones to the south, suggesting that animals were kept in the room at one
point. During the last use phase, the only access to the room was through the
small northern entrance room, of which at least three phases can be detected.
Additionally, at least two Mamluk floors were found in the west side of the
large room: the later, upper one was made of hard-packed earth (A.3:13/10
and 13/11), and the lowet, eatlier floor made of small flagstone (A.3:13/18).

Square A.3: North Room

To the north of the two-story building (in the western part of Square A.3)
was another room, which was at the same level as the upper story of the two-
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story building; Its floor consisted of large flagstones (A.3:7). In a later period,
probably during the twentieth century, a robber’s trench was dug to the level
of the arched entrance to the lower story and most of the flagstones of the
upper northern room were removed.

Sqnare A.3: East Room

Excavations were begun in the east part of Square A.3. This excavation exposed
a room located immediately north of the room in Square A.1. Excavations
were discontinued after a few days so that personnel could be committed to
excavating the two-story building in Square A.3. Nevertheless, ceramics indicate
that this room may have been constructed initially in the Umayyad period (as
seen elsewhere) and reconstructed during the Mamluk period.

Summary

The structures excavated thus far in JIV appear to support the hypothesis that
they are a part of a much larger &ban or caravanserai, which would have served
caravans en route across the region. The two-story building and associated
complex of rooms date primarily to the Mamluk period (fourteenth century),
with signs of much eatlier Late Byzantine/Early Islamic (sixth-seventh
centuries), as well as later Ottoman (nineteenth century), occupational
activity.
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Figure 25. Southern part of the Northern Room A.1 in the JIV.

Figure 26. A stone-lined opening in the upper level of a two-story building in the
JIV Square.
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Figure 27. A close-up of the stone-lined opening in upper level of two-story building
in JIV Square.

Figure 28. Door to the granary in lower-level of the two-story building in JIV
Square.
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GPS Mapping S tudies
KAREN BORSTAD THEODORE BURGH
Seattle, Washington University of North Carolina

Wilmington, North Carolina

Mapping of Cisterns and Water Catchments

The water-systems study was prompted by the discovery of five ground-level
cistern openings along the ancient built road, found in 2007, that passes from
northwest to southeast along the western side of Tall Jalul.® In addition, two
cisterns on the north foot of the tell were known, as was a large unexcavated
cistern on top of the tell. Pottery sherds, collected from the ancient road site
in 2007, indicated use of the road from Iron Age to Byzantine times, and
possibly into the Islamic period.

The current Mapping Project, under the direction of Borstad and
Burgh, led to a discovery of twenty-five cisterns within 500 m of the tell,
located predominantly on the north and south sides. Due to time constraints
only half of the north side, which is devoid of houses or agricultural plots,
was surveyed thoroughly. An olive grove and a private home occupies the
area east of the tell, and new homes of the modern Jalul village occupy the
immediate west side of the tell. The team conducted a cursory look in both
areas. Following are brief descriptions of the types of cisterns found during
the survey:

*  Thirteen are a constructed hole in the ground, often difficult to see
from more than 5-10 m away (Fig. 29).

*  TFive are capped. The cap is a cement square structure, less than 1 m
high, often with a metal cover over the opening. Three of these had
one or more external basins (Fig. 30).

*  Seven are collapsed (Fig. 31).

During the mapping of the cisterns, it became apparent that the
topography southeast and north of the tell formed natural basins and terraces.
The appearances of these areas are striking in terms of their distinct shapes,
the depth of the basins, and the vegetation variety and color, especially on the
south side of the tell. Sheep herds have been observed in the spring season
drinking the standing water on the south terraces. At the north of the tell,
a striking feature is the high concentration of evenly spaced and uniform-
sized rock concentrated at the lowest point of the basins. Borstad and Burgh
estimated at least four of these natural basins on the north side of the tell and
two prominent terraces and three basins on the south side. Due to time and
equipment constraints, these areas were noted, but further detailed terrain
mapping will be conducted next season.

2CE. “Tall Jalul,” Munjazat 8 (2007): 74-75.



MADABA PrAINS PrOJECT: TALL JALUL 2009 211

Cisterns with Water Management Features

Four cisterns on the north side of the tell and one on the south side displayed
what appeared to be human-made raised earth structures, reinforced with
rock, which form a steep drain-like area with the cistern opening at the lowest
point. They appear to be for the purpose of funneling flowing surface or rain
water into the cistern. Borstad and Burgh mapped these raised structures for
future hydrographical analysis and three-dimensional visualization.

The 2009 Mapping Project revealed what appears to be a significant
concentration of cisterns and other water management systems around the
tell and JIV. The high proportion of cisterns constructed at ground level
is a unique feature that suggests the long-term collection of rainwater or
possibly more plentiful surface water flow. These cisterns are difficult to
date. However, the capped cisterns suggest current use; at least one ground-
level cistern contained deep water in June. Preliminary comparative research
suggests that the sites with similar concentrations of cisterns are in remote
areas and caravanserai close to the desert fringe. Cisterns ring the JIV ruins and
residents today buy water from three wells in the immediate area. In spite of
the fact that Jalul has no visible sutface spring, the extensive watet collection/
storage system documented in this preliminary survey shows intensive use of
Jalul’s natural landscape and geology from ancient occupation of the tell and
the JIV to the present day.

Mapping of the Jalul Islamic 1 illage

The primary goal of the 2009 season of the Tall Jalul Mapping Project was
to devise and test a method for measuring, recording, and presenting the
architectural features within the JIV at the southern foot of the tell. The JIV
is defined as all structures south of the tell of ancient Jalul and is thought to
have been occupied from Eatly Islamic through Ottoman times (Plate 2).
This area is called “old Jalul” by inhabitants of the modern Jalul village, which
lies mainly to the west of the tell. The Mapping Project is in conjunction
with ongoing excavations of ruins at the northeastern corner of the JIV. The
mapping team used an aerial photo to locate the outlines of subterranean
structures and took GPS points at the outer corners of all structures with
an identifiable “footprint.” Special architectural features within the structures
such as arches and lintels were mapped separately (Fig. 32). An analysis of
occupation and use patterning through time in the JIV, plus three-dimensional
visualization, is the eventual goal of the Mapping Project. This report will
briefly discuss the structures measured in 2009 as a preliminary test of the
mapping methodology.

Using a rover unit of the ProMark 3 GPS system (cf. Pl. 4), twenty-two
structures were located and their locations recorded. Four of the measured
buildings are complete to their roof lines and appear to be the most recently
built, as exemplified by Building 1 (Fig. 33). Building 1 is intact, but the amount
of debris deposited inside the building’s only room and the lack of window
coverings and doors indicates that the structure has not been occupied for
some time. In addition to the window and door openings on the east and
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west sides, the south wall connects via a door to a small, enclosed courtyard.
Embedded stones around the perimeter of the rectangular-shaped space
delineate the area. Building 3 (Fig. 34), another of the four recent structures,
is located west of Building 1. It appears that this structure is currently used in
some capacity (e.g., storage), as the metal door in the front of the building is
padlocked. A keystone arch frames the metal door. An outer staircase runs to
a second set of stairs that was built into the east wall. The seven stairs in the
wall lead to the flat roof. The east and west walls have window openings that
have been filled in with stones and mortar. Another structure, Building 5 (Fig.
35), located west of Buildings 1 and 3, is also rectangular, but is not as tall as
Building 3. It has more of a broad-room shape. Currently, the building does
not have a roof, but the walls are for the most part intact. The east and west
walls have three doors and three windows. Inside the structutre, walls divide
the activity space into individual rooms, but because of deterioration, precise
measurements are uncertain at this time. There had been recent human
activity around the outside of Building 3, but no evidence of occupation
within. The construction of these buildings appears to be contemporary
with several complete structures within the JIV that were occupied in 2009.
Interviews with Jalul inhabitants are likely to help date their historical phase
within the JTV.

One unusual feature of the JIV was a wall running from a ruined structure
to a cave entrance located at the northwestern corner. It appears that this cave
is partly natural and partly enhanced for habitation; it continues under the
modern road in the direction of the tell. A second cave entrance was found
just east of the excavation squares (Fig. 36). The remaining structure measured
in 2009 had arches and courtyards that appear to be typical of the partially
buried structures visible at the west end of the JIV (Fig. 37). The locations of
their outer wall corners were occasionally made from estimated assessments
of the logical continuation line of visible walls. Accurate measurements will
be possible only through excavation.

It is apparent that mapping the complete JIV, following the methods
used in 2009, will provide at least a rough outline of its occupational history.
In addition to maps that highlight characteristic architectural features such as
arches, interviews with local inhabitants should help to identify buildings that
have been removed. Such maps could certainly be used to guide the choice
of further excavation areas. Presentation of the JIV’s occupational history
through three-dimensional visualization would require excavation in order to
locate and measure accurately the foundations of the structures, plus their
estimated height when in use.
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Figure 29. Constructed cistern along south end of ancient road.

Figure 30. Capped cistern with external basin south of the tell.
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Figure 32. An arch in a building in the JIV.
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Figure 33. Building 1 in the JIV.

Figure 34. Building 3 in the JIV.
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Figure 36. A cave entrance in the JIV.
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Figure 37. An arch of Building 9 in the JTV.
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Tall Jaiul Epigraphic Finds, 2009: Preliminary Report

Roy E. GANE
Andrews University

During the 2009 excavation season at Tall Jalul, Jordan, three small inscribed
objects were discovered: a fragment of an ostracon, half of a stamp seal,
and a complete ceramic bulla. Preliminary descriptions of these objects
are included here, pending presentation and analysis of their texts in a
forthcoming article.

Ceramic Bulla
Registration number: JO745 (=Object 745)
Discovery location: Field D, Square 10; balk removal
Discovery date: 10 June 2009
Material: clay
Size of inscribed area: approximate width 1.9 cm, height 1.6 cm

Location and nature of inscription: raised letters on one side of a
roughly round piece of clay, produced by a stamped seal impression

State of preservation: complete

Language of inscription: probably Ammonite

Half of a Stamp Seal
Registration number: JO647 (Object 647)
Discovery location: Field D, Square 1; balk removal
Discovery date: 27 May 2009
Material: quartz
Size of inscribed area: approximate width 1.9 cm, height 1.8 cm

Location and nature of inscription: etched into flat surface of a stamp
seal, with letters backward to produce correct impression when stamped
onto clay

State of preservation: incomplete, with the top half of the seal broken
away at the string hole through the object

Language of inscription: probably Ammonite

Fragment of Ostracon
Registration number: JO659 (=Object 659)
Discovery location: Field D, Square 2; balk removal
Discovery date: 29 May, 2009

Size of inscribed area: approximate width 1.8 cm, height 1.6 cm
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Location and nature of inscription: inside of a sherd, lightly scratched
into its surface, with letters lighter in color, perhaps because ink that is now
gone has preserved under it the original color of the ceramic

State of preservation: incomplete

Language of inscription: probably Ammonite

Small Finds

PauL Ray
Andrews University

The 2009 excavation season at Jalul yielded 150 museum-quality objects
that were registered with the Department of Antiquities of Jordan (PL. 10).
Numerous variously sized fragments of other artifacts that are very common
such as ballistics (sling stones) and domestic stone tools were recorded in
terms of such identifiers as their find spots and a photo was taken of each
so that a careful record of every object that was actually found is taken into
account and can be used in reconstructing the history of ancient activity of
the tell and the village at its base.

Since, for the most part, objects found on the tell were used during the
Iron Age II and Persian periods, while those found at the village were from
later periods (Byzantine through Ottoman), we will present them separately.

Tall Jalul

On the tell, 128 objects were found. These objects fall within nine categories
of artifacts. These categories may be subdivided into two major groupings:
those connected with the local, extended families living at the site, and those
connected with wider, more community-related activities.

The largest category of family-related objects consisted of items
connected with domestic activities. These include eight grinders, seven pestles,
six flint blades, three stone and one ceramic bowl, a mortar, a pounder, two
stone weights, and a bone tool. Twenty-eight objects are connected with
cottage-industry craft specialization, specifically textile production. They
include twelve spindle whotls, three loom weights, five weaving-pattern
spatula fragments, five bone awls, three fibula, and a needle fragment. Eleven
beads and five pendants make a total of sixteen jewelry-related items. Only
one cosmetic-related artifact was found this season, consisting of a fragment
of a limestone palette. Recreational artifacts consisted of a gaming piece and
two buzz toys.

In terms of artifacts related to the community, the largest category was
cultic or religiously oriented artifacts. They include twenty-one figurines and
fragments of figurines including Objects 680, 681, 724, and 884 (Figs. 38 and
39), three kernos fragments, part of an incense stand, a vessel fragment with
a snake in relief, and a basalt vessel with a foot in the shape of a lion’s paw
(Object 716; PL 11). Administrative-related artifacts consisted of five seals,
one ostracon, and a bulla. Mercantile activities are perhaps represented by two
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weights, but these have yet to be connected with known values. Finally, there
were thirteen objects connected with warfare, including seven ballistics (sling
stones), three arrowheads (two made of bronze and one of iron), two iron
spear-point fragments, and a piece of bronze scale armor. In addition, there
is a bone handle and another toy that, at the present time, are unidentified in
terms of their specific use.

Jalul Isiamic Village

Twenty-two artifacts were found at JIV. As on the tell, the largest number
of artifacts were connected with domestic activity. These included an upper
and lower millstone, a roof roller, a glass-bowl fragment, a small pestle and
grinding platform, two whetstones, an iron spike, a roof tile, and an ornate
furniture leg, possibly made of marble. The next largest category is jewelry
artifacts including four bangle (bracelet and anklet) fragments, two rings, a
bead, and half of a glass medallion. Objects related to textile production
include an awl, a spindle whotl, and a spindle rest. Finally, there was one cultic
or religiously related artifact that consisted of the head of an Iron Age II
male Ammonite figurine with an azef crown on its head (Fig. 40), that had, no
doubt, found its way down from the tell.
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Figure 38. Ceramic female figurine fragment (Object 681).

Figure 39. Ceramic figurine fragment (Object 724).
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Figure 40. Ceramic male figurine head with aef crown (Object 717).
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Conclusion

Upon returning to Andrews University, research continues on the finds of
this year’s excavation of Tall Jalul. Each object brought from Tall Jalul to
the Institute of Archaeology on a one-year loan from the Department of
Antiquities, Jordan, has been drawn by an artist (Fig. 41) and photographed.
These small finds are on display in the Horn Archaeological Museum for the
enjoyment of the public and will soon be returned to Jordan. Pottery is in the
process of being drawn and recorded. We are using a new system, a three-
dimensional scanner (PL 12), for recording the diagnostic pot sherds found in
the field. So far nearly all of the sherds from the JIV have been recorded and
those from Fields C, D, and G are next on the agenda.

The rewarding results of the 2009 archaeological season have made this
one of our best seasons in the field. Both Fields C and D further confirmed
the growing evidence supporting a vigorous Late Iron II/Persian-petiod
settlement, complete with residential and administrative complexes. This
further confirms the emerging picture of a substantial occupation during
the Persian period in Transjordan. The articulation of the eighth-century
B.C.E. southern city wall and the magnificently preserved water channel of
the seventh century B.C.E. are among the most important finds to date. These
findings, along with the large unexcavated depression, probably a water
system, on the tell, as well as numerous smaller cisterns and pools, delineated
by the GPS Mapping Project, are indicative of a sophisticated water reservoir
complex unique to the region. Excavations conducted in the JIV continue to
support the possibility of a &ban or roadside inn during the later phases of
occupation at the site.

Figure 41. Art student, Zech Ray, drawing small finds from 2009 season.
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THE PARIAN MARBLE AND OTHER SURPRISES
FROM CHRONOLOGIST V. COUCKE

RobpGER C. YOUNG
St. Louis, Missouti

L. Coucke’s Work as a Surprise to Thiele

For those who study the history and chronology of the Hebrew kingdom
period, the name of V. Coucke is usually only known from a footnote in
Edwin Thiele’s Mysterious Numbers of the Hebrew Kings. In the footnote, Thiele
acknowledged Coucke’s work as follows:

The author is happy to call attention to the existence of a number
of striking parallels between the details of his chronological
scheme and that of Prof. V. Coucke of the Grand Seminaire de
Bruges. . . . Not until the author had worked out the details of
his chronological scheme and the resultant dates for the kings
of Israel and Judah, did he become aware of the earlier work
of Professor Coucke. It is a matter of gratification to know that
these two independent studies have produced essentially the
same results on a number of important points, such as Tishri-
to-Tishri regnal years in Judah and Nisan-to-Nisan years in Israel
(though Professor Coucke suggests that in the latter instance this
might have been 1 Thoth instead of Nisan), and accession-year
reckoning in Judah except for a period when a shift was made to
the nonaccession-year system, and nonaccession-year reckoning
in Israel with a later shift to the accession-year system.'

Coucke and Thiele both recognized Judah’s change to nonaccession
reckoning in the ninth century B.c., although Coucke thought that the change
started in the reign of Athaliah, while Thiele placed it a few years catlier in the
reign of Jehoram. Both scholars concluded that Judah, after a few years, went
back to accession reckoning, and eventually Israel also adopted this method.
Although they differed in some of the details, their general agreement on the
principles that governed the chronological methods of the authors of Kings
and Chronicles, arrived at independently, is evidence in favor of the overall
soundness of their respective approaches. One other principle discovered by
these scholars in addition to those already mentioned was the counting of some

"Edwin Thiele, The Mysterions Numbers of the Hebrew Kings, 3d ed. (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan/Kregel, 1983), 59, n. 17. Eatlier editdons of Mysterions Numbers wete
published in 1951 (Chicago: University of Chicago Press) and 1965 (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans). Unless otherwise noted, page numbers cited in this article refer to the
third edition. The works of Coucke are found in V. Coucke, “Chronologie des rois de
Juda et d’Israél,” RBén 37 (1925): 325-364, and “Chronologie biblique” in Supplément
an Dictionnaire de la Bible, ed. Louis Pirot, vol. 1 (Patis: Libraitie Letouzey et Ané, 1928),
cols. 1245-1279.
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regnal years according to coregencies, whether these coregencies are explicitly
stated or implied. No subsequent study that ignores these basic principles has
had the success in matching new inscriptional evidence when it appears as have
the studies built on the foundation laid down by Coucke and Thiele.?

Thiele apparently was first informed of the work of Coucke by Siegfried
Horn. Horn had begun his own study of the chronology of the kingdom
period during his student days before World War II. In his investigations of the
literature, Horn related that “[tlhe most striking contribution in this field of
study seemed to me the work of Professor V. Coucke of the Grand Séminaire
de Bruges which appeared in 1925 in the form of an article in the Revwe
Bénédictine, and in an expanded form was republished in 1928 in Volume I of
the Supplément an Dictionnaire de la Bible”® Because of his German nationality,
Horn was detained in Indonesia and later in India by the British during the
war, during which time he had the leisure to develop his own ideas, influenced
as they were by Coucke. He was not aware of the work of Thiele until he
came to America in 1946, which was two years after Thiele had published an
abridgment of the results of his doctoral dissertation. Horn then relates that
“to my utter amazement I found my chronological scheme to be in almost
complete agreement with that of Thiele””* If Horn was amazed, then surely
Thiele was also, and not just because of the many agreements between his
work and that of Horn, but also because of the “striking parallels” that Horn
introduced him to in the work of Coucke.

I had made some attempt, without success, to obtain Coucke’ article in the
Supplément, so that a comparison could be made between Thiele’s chronology
and that of Coucke. Then in the fall of 2009, Andrew Steinmann found a copy
of the Supplément in the Wheaton College library, from which he duplicated
Coucke’s entry and shared it with me. We found that Coucke’ chronology
required more emendations of the text as compared to Thiele’s system, and so
Thiele’s work should still be considered as the starting place for subsequent work
in this field. At the same time we found several unanticipated and interesting
ideas in Coucke’s writing. These ideas form the subject of the present paper.

1. A Welcome Surprise: Concke’s Notation

In his article in the Supplément, and also in his earlier article in the Revue
Bénédictine, Coucke presented his chronology for the kings of Judah and Israel in
tabular form. Two tables, one for each kingdom, start on the third page of the
Supplément article. In both publications the tables contain a welcome innovation,

“In support of this statement, see Kenneth A. Strand, “Thiele’s Biblical
Chronology As a Corrective for Extrabiblical Dates,” AUSS 34 (1996): 295-317.

3Siegfried Horn, “The Chronology of King Hezekiah’s Reign,” AUSS 2 (1964):
41. Horn was the founding editor of LAUSS.

‘Ibid., 45.
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namely, a notation that shows at a glance whether the years assigned to the king
are determined according to Israel’s Nisan-based year or Judah’s Tishri-based
year. To designate the year that began in Nisan of 931 B.c., Coucke wrote “n.
931.” For a year that began in Tishri of the same year he wrote “t. 931.” The
six-month offset between the calendars used by the two kingdoms frequently
allows narrowing the synchronisms between them to a six-month period, which
could start in either Nisan or Tishri. Coucke wrote the first of these periods as
“n. 931-t. 931,” the second as “t. 931-n. 930.” The first expression designates a
period of time starting on Nisan 1 of 931 B.c. and ending the day before Tishri
1 of the same B.C. year. The second expression designates the time from Tishri
1 of 931 B.C. to the day before Nisan 1 of 930 B.c.

Itis regrettable that Thiele did not see the need for a similar type of notation,
and equally regrettable that, after he was introduced to Coucke’s writings, he did
not adopt Coucke’s convention for his future work. As it was, Thiele continued
to use the inexact “931/30 B.c.” expressions in his writing. Does this term mean
a year by the northern kingdom’s calendar that started in Nisan of 931, or a
Judean-type year starting in Tishri? Or does it mean that the author is uncertain
of the date, and whatever is being referred to could have happened at any time
from January 1, 931 B.C. to December 31, 930 B.c.? Thiele’s notational system
became even more inexact in the third edition of Mysterions Numbers, whete he
wrote: “In the interests of simplicity the date 930 is being used for the division
of the kingdom instead of the dual symbol 931/30.

It can be argued whether or not this “simplification” made things easier
for the reader. It did nothing to clarify the ambiguity of the original system.
That ambiguity has led to confusion, especially to anyone who wanted to look
more carefully at the chronology of a given event. This was true for Thiele
himself. In the first and second editions of Mysterions Numbers, Thiele had
Jehoshaphat starting a cotegency with his father Asa in 873/72 B.c., with his
sole reign extending from 870/69 to 848 B.c. Thiele stated that the teason for
the coregency was that Asa, in the thirty-ninth year of his reign, was stricken
with a severe disease from which he eventually died (2 Chron 16:12-13), and
so in that year he appointed his son as coregent.® Thiele had also detived the
starting year of the coregency by synchronizing the long reigns of Asa and
Jehoshaphat with the reigns of their contemporaries on the throne of Israel.

In the first and second editions of Mysterious Numbers, Thiele expressed
Asa’s accession year as 911/10, his forty-first and last year as 870/69, and the
start of the Asa/Jehoshaphat coregency in Asa’s thirty-ninth year as 873/72.
With an inexact notation like this, the casual reader may have surmised
that it really was just two years from the latter part of the thirty-ninth year

SMysterions Numbers, 79. The new system, however, coexisted along with the older
convention in the third edition.

*Mysterions Numbers, 2d ed., 70; 3d ed., 97.
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(873/72) to the first part of the forty-first year (870/69). An exact notation,
however, shows it does not work. The years intended started in Tishri of
873 and Tishri of 870 B.C., respectively, and the first of these was Asa’s
thirty-eighth year, not his thirty-ninth as Thiele had it. Thiele eventually
became aware of the problem (perhaps a colleague pointed it out), and
so in his third edition he moved the beginning of the Asa/Jehoshaphat
cotegency one yeat later, to 872/71. At least this change would make the
coregency start in the thirty-ninth year of Asa. But the move had a ripple
effect: Jehoshaphat’s twenty-five years, or twenty-four full years when taking
into consideration the nonaccession reckoning usually used for coregencies,’
now ended in 848/47 instead of in 849/48 as in the previous editions. The
ripple effect had to continue, so that Thiele’s third edition moved the reigns
of Jehoshaphat’s successors, Jehoram, Ahaziah, and Athaliah, all down one
year as compared to the previous editions. This change between editions
is not mentioned in the text. It is almost completely obscured by Thiele’s
ambiguous notation. Thus the tables of the second and third editions both
display Jehoram’s sole reign as beginning in 848, but in the second edition
(chart, 67) the more exact date is seen as starting in Tishri of 849, whereas
in the third edition (chart, 97), the starting date is Tishri of 848. In the third
edition, Ahaziah’s one year of reign moves down from the year beginning
in Tishri of 842 to the year beginning in Tishri of 841. Athaliah’s seven
years, which Thiele properly takes in a nonaccession sense (compare 2 Kgs
11:3 and 4) should then start in Ahaziah’s ending (and starting) year, the
year beginning in Tishri of 841, and end six years later in the year starting
in Tishri of 835 B.c. However, this date is not compatible with Thiele’s
accession yeat for Joash, which the third edition starts in Tishri of 836,

"The length of reign of a coregency is more often than not according to
nonaccession reckoning, perhaps because the reigning king would have taken the
start of a new year of his reign as the appropriate occasion for installing his son as
the heir-apparent. This convention is to be used for the lengths of reign of Jotham
and Jehoshaphat. The years of Ahaz, however, as measured from his coregency with
Jotham, are measured in an accession sense. For a discussion of this anomaly for
Ahaz, see Rodger C. Young, “When Was Samaria Captured? The Need for Precision
in Biblical Chronologies,” JETS 47 (2004): 588.

8Mysterions Numbers, 3d ed., chart on p. 101. The chart hete shows Athaliah’s reign
as taking parts of only six calendar years, instead of the seven calendar years (six full
years plus part of one year) that are required if she is to have six accession or seven
nonaccession years. If the chart had shown Athaliah’s years in both an accession sense
and a nonaccession sense, as is done for the years of Joram of Israel immediately below
in the same chart, the problem may have been noticed. As it is, this is an example of how
these kinds of charts, no matter how elaborate, can be quite useless for the fine points
of chronology, because most readers apparently did not recognize the basic flaw just
described. If Thiele had used an exact notation in expressing his years of reign, the flaw
should have become evident before his finished chronology was published.
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that is, one year before the death of Athaliah, whom Joash succeeded on
the throne. Thiele could not move Joash and the subsequent kings of Judah
down one year because this would have caused conflict in the synchronisms
with Jehu and his successors on the throne of Israel, whose dates are tied
to Assyrian dates, and so we are left with a fundamental inconsistency in
Thiele’s dates for these early kings of Judah.

Even though I have discussed Thiele’s discrepancies for the reigns of
Jehoshaphat through Athaliah in previous publications, I have repeated the
discussion here for two reasons. The first reason is to illustrate that Thiele’s
predicament could have been avoided if he had, like Coucke, adopted an
exact notation that would clear up all confusion about the kind of year
being discussed and then applied the appropriate arithmetic that should be
used with that year. In the first two editions of Mysterious Numbers, if Asa’s
final year was written in Coucke’s notation as “t. 870” instead of as 870/69,
and the year in which Jehoshaphat became his coregent as “t. 873” instead
of as 873/72, it would have been obvious that Thiele’s year for the start of
the coregency was three years before the death of Asa, not the two years
that he said were compatible with the coregency starting in Asa’s thirty-
ninth year. From personal experience, I can also say that it was easier to find
Thiele’s errors in his “corrections” of the third edition when I used an exact
notation for the reigns of the monarchs, as compared to trying to reconcile
Thiele’s charts. Had Thiele written out things in an exact notation, his small
arithmetic errors would not have remained obscured as long as they did. If
Thiele, then, whom we readily acknowledge as the groundbreaking authority
for the chronology of the kingdom period, was confused because he did
not adopt a precise notation for his work, is it not clear that persevering in
ambiguous notation schemes will continue to produce confusion?

Coucke saw that a well-defined, exact notation was a requirement for
serious chronological study. Thiele learned of Coucke’s work fairly eatly in
his career, and if he had adopted Coucke’s notation at that time, then by
means of Thiele’s subsequent writings, and the increasing recognition they
received, he could have established an effective notation like this long ago.” As
it is, more than eighty years have passed since Coucke wrote his two treatises,
and we still do not have any general agreement on the notational system to
be used when writing in this field except for the old imprecise 931/30 B.c.
convention. As compared with the methods and conventions for the strict
definition of terms adopted by any of the exact sciences, this situation for
chronological research is deplorable.

°If a writer did not agtee that Judah’s years began in Tishri, and Israel’s in Nisan,
but that all calendars are to be dated from Heshvan, he or she could write years as
931h and the meaning of the author would be clear, no matter how unreasonable the
reader might think it is to start anything in Heshvan.
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The second reason for going into detail on this small matter of a one-
year discrepancy in Thiele’s chronology is to mention that once the problem
is understood, another solution can be explored: keep the start of the
Asa/Jehoshaphat coregency where it was in the first and second editions
(873/72), but move the yeats for Asa and his predecessots on the throne
of Judah back one year. This produces harmony in all the reign lengths and
synchronisms of the two kingdoms for the time from Solomon through
Athaliah. It does away with Thiele’s awkward supposition that the scribes
of the two kingdoms superimposed their own method of accession years
or nonaccession years on dates from the other kingdom, even though in all
other respects they propetly obsetved the system of the other kingdom."
A further consequence, one with significant theological implications, is that
it puts the calendar of Sabbatical and Jubilee cycles in agreement with the
regnal dates of Solomon, in particular with the date when the foundation
of the Temple was laid."

Anyone with a technical background who sets out to study the profuse
and complex chronological data of the Hebrew kingdom period should soon
recognize the need for the use of an exact notation in expressing the basic
building blocks of the trade, namely Israel’s Nisan-based year and Judah’s
Tishri-based year. When I began to write in this field in 2003, I made the
rather obvious choice of attaching an “n” to the B.C. date to represent Nisan
years or a “t”
or lower case? I decided on the latter as less likely to detract from the more

to represent Tishri years. Should these letters be capitalized

important of the two expressions, the B.C. year. My choice for six-month
intervals was 931n/931t and 931t/930n. The reader will notice the similarity
of these expressions to those introduced by Coucke.

Daiqing Yuan saw this need when writing his Th.M. thesis at Dallas
Theological Seminary.'* Daiqing alteady had a Ph.D. in physics, and so he
knew that terms must be defined exactly, and all ambiguities cleared up,
before presenting the results of any technical research. The convention he
derived is shown in Table 1, along with those of Coucke and myself, in order

"For the details, see Rodger C. Young, “When Did Solomon Die?” JETS 46
(2003): 589—603.

"Rodger C. Young, “Ezekiel 40:1 As a Corrective for Seven Wrong Ideas in
Biblical Interpretation,” AUSS 44 (2006): 277-281; idem, “The Talmud’s Two Jubilees
and Their Relevance to the Date of the Exodus,” W] 68 (20006): 71-83; idem, “Three
Verifications of Thiele’s Date for the Beginning of the Divided Kingdom,” AUSS 45
(2007): 173-179; idem, “Evidence for Inerrancy from a Second Unexpected Soutce:
The Jubilee and Sabbatical Cycles,” Bible and Spade 21 (2008): 109-122; idem, with
Bryant Wood, “A Critical Analysis of the Evidence from Ralph Hawkins for a Late-
Date Exodus-Conquest,” JETS 51 (2008): 234-239.

Daiging Yuan, “A Proposed Chronology for Judges” (Th.M. thesis, Dallas
Theological Seminary, 2006).
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to display their essential similarity. Coucke’s notation for a year takes two
extra characters, a space and a period, or two spaces and two periods extra
for the six-month representation, so it is the least compact of the three. The
method of expressing the year in all three conventions is simple enough that
any reader who understands that ancient calendars did not all start on January
13, 14, 15

1 should quickly adapt to this usage.

TABLE 1. FORMS OF THE NISAN/TISHRI NOTATION FOR THE
YEAR 931 B.c., DEVELOPED INDEPENDENTLY
BY THREE AUTHORS
Coucke Young Yuan
Year beginning Nisan 1 n. 931 931n 931N
Year beginning Tishri 1 t. 931 931t 931T
6 months beginning Nisan 1 n. 931-t. 931 931n/931t N-T931
6 months beginning Tishri 1 t. 931-n. 930 931t/930n T931-N930

For the six-month periods, however, the expression is less intuitive.
931n/931t means the period starting on Nisan 1 of 931 B.c., which is clear
enough, but the second expression means that this period ends the day before
Tishri 1 of the same B.C. year, and so its meaning is not so self-evident. In
discussing this with Yuan, we agreed that the six-month period (ignoring
intercalary months) might be written as 931n with a subscript 6, i.e., 931n,,
but for the present there are no plans to adopt this modification.

The three Nisan/Tishri conventons were instituted independently
by writers who saw the need for an unambiguous way of expressing time
periods. Although Coucke published his articles in 1925 and 1928, I had not
read any of his writings until late 2009, by which time I had published several
articles using the Nisan/Tishti notation, the first article appearing in 2003.
When Yuan finished his Th.M. thesis in 2006, he had not seen my articles, so
that this represents three writers who independently saw this need, and who
independently came up with similar conventions to meet the need. There is
no question, then, that there is a requirement for a better way of expressing
dates than is currently found in most of the literature. How many times does
the wheel need to be reinvented before it statts to roll?

BCoucke’s notation is explained at the bottom of the tables in his “Chronologie”
and Supplément articles.

“Young, “When Did Solomon Die?”” 590-591, but the notation is explained mote
fully in idem, “When Was Samaria Captured?” 580.

5Yuan, v.
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There is some hope on the horizon. In 2010 or 2011, Steinmann plans
to publish his book on the biblical chronology from Abraham to Paul.' For
the kingdom petiod, he will use the Nisan/Tishti notation in the form that I
have advocated. This is also the form that will be used in discussing some fine
points of chronology in the rest of this article.

HI. Third Surprise: Coucke’s Use of
the Parian Marble to Date Solomon

Coucke was aware of the Assyrian inscription that mentioned Ahab as one
of the foes of Shalmaneser III at the Battle of Qargar, but he used it only
as a general checkpoint, not as the starting point for assigning absolute dates
to his chronology. His date for the battle, 854 B.C., was in keeping with the
majority consensus of scholarship in his time. It was Thiele who was largely
instrumental in modifying this to the date that is now almost universally
accepted, 853 B.c.,'” although, as Thiele acknowledges, Emil Forrer and other
scholars had previously advocated this date.'® Coucke had Ahab’s death in
853n, the year after his date for the Battle of Qarqar, but he was unable to
use it as a fixed point for his chronology because he failed to appreciate, as
did Thiele, that the twelve years between the battle in Shalmaneser’s sixth year,
at which Ahab was present, and the tribute from Jehu that the Assyrian king
received in his eighteenth year required that the first of these events was in
Ahab’s last year and the second in Jehu’s first year. The reigns of Ahab’s two
successors, Ahaziah and Joram, then fit into the twelve intervening years. Not
understanding this, Coucke instead chose to believe that the scriptural texts
were in error, and so assigned seven years to Israel’s Joram instead of the
twelve years given him in 2 Kgs 3:1. The uncertainties in these speculations
meant that the Battle of Qarqar could not be used as a definitive anchor point
to tie the reign lengths of the Hebrew kings to absolute (B.c.) dates, and he
looked for some other date from antiquity to be used for this purpose. He was
able to determine such a point in the reign of Solomon by combining three
ancient sources: the state records of Tyre as recorded in Josephus, the writings
of the Roman historian Pompeius Trogus as condensed in Justin’s Epitome of
Trogus’s writings, and the chronological data found in the Parian Marble.
Coucke’s use of the Parian Marble and these other sources to date
Solomon is the most surprising element in all of his writings. It is apparently
unique in studies of the chronology of the Hebrew kingdom period, and yet
Coucke introduces it in a matter-of-fact way, as follows: “The first year of the
construction of this edifice [Solomon’s Temple] is determined in this way:

“Andrew E. Steinmann, From Abrabam to Panl: A Biblical Chronology (St. Louis:
Concotdia, forthcoming).

Y Mysterions Numhbers, 67-78.
8Tbid., 73.
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According to the Parian Marble, the capture of Troy was in the month of May
1207 B.c.; Tyre was founded a year eatlier. . . "

Marble from the Greek island of Paros was prized in antiquity for its
quality. It was used in making some of the most famous sculptures from
the classical era. The term “Parian marble” can refer either to this marble,
as excavated from Paros, or, with a capital “M,” to a marble tablet that was
originally located on the island, two fragments of which were brought to
England in A.D. 1627. This tablet is also called the Parian Chronicle, or (Latin)
the Marmor Parium. The smaller of the two fragments was lost in the English
Civil War, but not before a transcription and translation had been made. The
major fragment was presented to Oxford University in 1667, and it is now one
of the foremost treasures of Oxford’s Ashmolean Museum. A shorter third
fragment was found in 1897 on Paros itself and now resides in a museum
on the island. The full text of the three portions, along with an interlinear
translation into English, is found on the Ashmolean’s website.”” The tablet is
a chronological list that dates various events in the histories of Greece and
other nations, starting with 1582/81 B.c. and ending with the yeat that began,
according to the Macedonian calendar, in the fall of 264 B.c,, i.e., 264/63 B.C.
Since the Macedonian calendar used the same lunar month for the start of the
year as did the Judean calendar, where the month name was Tishri, the basis
for calculations using the Parian Marble may conveniently be written as 264t.
Every event listed in the chronology is related to this date, which is therefore
assumed to be the date of composition.

Coucke cited the Parian Marble in order to date the fall of Troy to 1207
B.C. as his first step in establishing the dates of Solomon’s reign. A one-year
correction should be made to this. The Parian Marble, entry 24, states that
Troy was captured in the month of Thargelion (roughly May), and from the
capture to the Marble’s base date was 945 years. This would put the fall of
Troy in (264t + 945) = 1209t, and more specifically in the late spring of 1208
B.C. Coucke either used inclusive numbering for the 945 years or took the base
year of the Marble as 263t instead of 264t, and so derived 1207 B.c., instead
of 1208. In what follows, the fall of Troy will be dated to the spring of 1208
B.C., the interpretation of the text that is taken on the Ashmolean website.

Coucke then cited Pompeius Trogus/Justin 18:3.5 as saying that Tyre
was founded the year before the fall of Troy, that is, in the year 1210t when
making the one-year correction that was just mentioned. However, there is
a complication here. Trogus may have been using the Roman calendar as
the basis for his statement. Before 153 B.c., the Roman calendar year started

Y Supplément, col. 1251.

“Ashmolean Museum (<www.ashmolean.org/ash/faqs/q004/q004006.html>,
accessed 13 October 2010).
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on March 1,2 so that the year before the fall of Troy in May of 1208 B.C. in
the Roman system would be the year extending from March 1, 1209 B.c., to
the last day of February 1208. Assuming, with Coucke, that the Phoenician
calendat year was from Tishti to Tishti,* the founding of Tyre could have
been in either the latter part of 1210t or the first part of 1209t, and it still
would have been in the year prior to the fall of Troy, according to the Roman
March-based calendar. We therefore have two possible years to consider for
the founding or Tyre, 1210t or 1209t, whereas Coucke only allowed for one
year.

This would not be the original founding of Tyre, since there exists
correspondence between Abu-Milki, king of Tyre, and the pharaoh of Egypt
in the Amarna period, about 130 years prior to 1210t. The passage in Pompeius
Trogus (18:3:5) cited by Coucke relates that the Phoenicians had been defeated
by the king of Ascalon, “after which they took to their ships and founded the
city of Tyre the year before the fall of Troy.”” Ascalon, more commonly written
as Ashkelon, was a Philistine city, and Jacob Katzenstein® and W, E. Albright*
relate this refounding of Tyre to the displacements caused by the invasion of
the Sea Peoples about the time of Pharaoh Merneptah. Current scholarship
identifies the Philistines as patt of this Sea Peoples invasion.”® The modetn
dating of the first Sea Peoples invasion to the short reign of Merneptah (ca.
1213—ca. 1203 B.C.) is in agreement with the statement of Pompeius Trogus that
Tyre was founded the year before the capture of Troy, while at the same time it
gives credibility to the Parian Marble’s date of 1208 B.c. for the latter event.

Having calculated a year for the founding of Tyre, Coucke cited An.
VIIL3.1/62, whete Josephus refers to the court records of Tyre that mention

*ack Finegan, Handbook of Biblical Chronology, rev. ed. (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,
1998), 66.

#Coucke explains why he assumes Tishri-based years for Judah in the Chronologie
article, 327. Later, Thiele used 1 Kgs 6:37-38 and 2 Kgs 22:3-23:23 to show that
Judah had a Tishri-based calendar (Mysterious Numbers, 51-52). Coucke remarks that
three month-names used in the times of Solomon—Ziv (1 Kgs 6:1, 37), Bul (1 Kgs
6:38), and Ethanim (1 Kgs 8:2)—are found in Phoenician inscriptions, and so these
are Phoenician month-names. He then infers that since the two kingdoms had the
same month-names, Tyre’s calendar would have the same starting month as was used
in Judah.

BH. Jacob Katzenstein, The History of Tyre from the Second Millennium B.C.E until
the Fall of the Neo-Babylonian Empire in 538 B.C.E. (Jerusalem: Goldberg’s Press, 1973),
59-61.

#W. E Albright, “The Role of the Canaanites in the History of Civilization,” in
G. E. Wright, ed., The Bible and the Ancient Near East (New York: Doubleday, 1961),
340.

*The Philistines in the time of Abraham and Isaac (Gen 21:34, 26:1) may have
been of this same ethnic stock, but representatives of an earlier migration.
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the assistance given to Solomon by Hiram, king of Tyre, at the beginning of
the construction of the Temple in Jerusalem. These records date Hiram’s
assistance as taking place in the eleventh year of his reign, which was also 240
yeats after the founding of Tyre. Josephus elsewhete (Ag. Ap. 1.18/126) says
that Hiram’s assistance began in his twelfth year of reign, so Coucke allowed
that this gave an alternate figure of 241 years after the founding of Tyre to the
start of construction of Solomon’s Temple. Using the two possible years for
the founding of Tyre calculated above and the two periods of elapsed time
postulated by Coucke, the construction of the Temple could have started in
(1210t — 240) = 970t, (1210t — 241) = 969¢, (1209t — 240) = 969t, or (1209t
— 241) = 968t. Coucke’s original calculation, which did not consider a Roman
calendar, gave only 969t and 968t. By his use of the Tyrian King List (see next
section), Coucke ruled out the first of these possibilities, and this would also
rule out the 970t option. He thus settled on 968t as his fixed date from which to
start his construction of the chronology of the Hebrew kings.

There are some remarkable concepts in all this. The first is that nothing
in Coucke’s reasoning is based on a biblical text. Everything is derived from
classical authors. Only after he derived the date of the start of construction of
Solomon’s Temple from these sources did he refer to 1 Kgs 6:1 and 11:42 to say
that since Temple construction began in Solomon’s fourth year and he reigned
forty years, therefore Solomon died in 932t. This is the year for the death of
Solomon that I detived in my “Solomon” papet,” without any knowledge of
Coucke’s reasoning, Coucke then placed the division of the kingdom in 931n,
which is the same year for the division of the kingdom that Thiele derived
by working with the biblical data, as tied to the 853 B.c. date for the Battle of
Qarqar. There has been no need to change this date since Thiele first published
it in 1944.7" It is thetefore noteworthy that the dates of Solomon, which can
be established with precision from the biblical and Assyrian data, agree so
exactly with the date derived from Coucke’s classical sources. The importance
of this is not that the classical sources give credibility to the biblical data, but
the other way around: the biblical data give credibility to the classical sources.
In particular, they are evidence in favor of the factuality of (1) the dating of the
fall of Troy to 1208 B.C. by the Parian Marble, (2) the statement of Pompeius
Trogus that Tyre was founded the year before Troy fell, and (3) the 240 years
from the founding of Tyre to the building of Solomon’s Temple that Josephus
derived from Tyrian court records.

These conclusions are controversial in their implications for the world
of classical scholarship. In particular, the date for the fall of Troy that is
usually derived from Greek authors is 1183 B.c., not the 1208 B.c. of the

*Young, “When Did Solomon Die?” 589-603.

“Edwin R. Thiele, “The Chronology of the Kings of Judah and Israel,” JNES
3 (1944): 137-186.
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Parian Marble. Any study therefore that secks to establish the Parian Marble’s
date over the commonly accepted date needs to consider the question of
the Parian Marble’s overall trustworthiness. Sources such as the Canons of
Eusebius that are used to justify the 1183 date should also be examined for
their credibility. The issues involved are somewhat complex, and the fuller
discussion that they requite has been relegated to a separate article.”® For the
present study, what is important to emphasize is that Coucke’s detivation of
the date when construction began on Solomon’s Temple is entirely innovative.
It relies on sources and basic data that no other scholar has put together when
seeking to determine fixed dates in the chronology of the books of Kings and
Chronicles. And its exactness in matching the dates for Solomon that can be
independently derived from the biblical and Assyrian data argues strongly for
the soundness of his reasoning;

IV Coucke’s Use of the Tyrian King List:
A Surprise to Later Scholars

In 1953, J. Liver argued that an Assyrian inscription that was published in
1951 showed that Pompeius Trogus’s date for the founding of Carthage,
825 B.C., was to be preferred to the date of 814 B.c. given in other classical
sources.” Connecting this with the Tytian King List in Josephus (Ag. Ap.
1.17/108; 1.18/117-126) that placed the start of wotk on Solomon’s Temple
143 years before the founding of Carthage, he derived 968/67 B.c. as the date
for the founding of the Temple. In 1972, F. M. Cross did a textual analysis
of the names and lengths of reigns in the Tyrian King List from Hiram,
contemporary of Solomon, to Pygmalion, whose sister Dido fled from Tyre
in Pygmalion’s seventh year of reign, after which she founded Carthage in
North Affica.”® Cross’s textual analysis reinforced Livet’s previous reseatch,
and he concluded that these extrabiblical sources showed that construction
began on the Jerusalem Temple in 968 B.C., in agreement with Liver’s date.
In 1991, William H. Barnes published the results of his Th.D. thesis
on the chronology of the Hebrew kingdom period, for which Cross was his
thesis advisor.” Barnes devoted twenty-seven pages of his book to a textual
study and critical analysis of the Tyrian King List, and found that the evidence
supporting the historical trustworthiness of the 143 years between the founding

#Andrew E. Steinmann and Rodger C. Young, “The Patian Marble, the Tyrian
King List, and the Date of Construction of Solomon’s Temple,” forthcoming.

#]. Livet, “The Chronology of Tyre at the Beginning of the First Millennium
B.c.,” IE] 3 (1953):113-120.

“Frank M. Cross Jr., “An Interpretation of the Nora Stone,” BASOR 208
(1972):17, n. 11.

William H. Barnes, Studies in the Chronology of the Divided Monarchy of Israel, HSM
48 (Atanta: Scholars Press, 1991).
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of the Temple and the founding of Carthage was strong, reinforcing 968 B.c.
as the date for the beginning of Temple construction. Barnes stated that for
this date, “[a] variation of a year or two is possible, of course, especially in the
light of our ignorance of Phoenician dating practices, but I seriously doubt
that an error of more than two yeats either way is likely.”*

I surveyed the wotk of these scholars in a 2007 atticle in Sewzinary Studies.™
Neither I nor the three authors just mentioned were aware of Coucke’s study
of the Tyrian King List. Coucke’s conclusions were therefore independent
of those of the later writers, yet everyone involved derived the same date for
the beginning of Temple construction. In my article, the agreement of the
studies of Liver, Cross, and Barnes on the date when construction began on
Solomon’s Temple was presented as the last of three major evidences for the
factuality of Thiele’s date for the division of the kingdom after the death of
Solomon. The first line of evidence given for the correctness of Thiele’s date
was the internal and external consistency of the reasoning that was used to
derive it. The second line of evidence was the exact agreement of this date
with the related date for the beginning of construction on Solomon’s Temple,
as calculated from the chronology of the Jubilee and Sabbatical cycles. The
paper demonstrated that these three lines of evidence are fundamentally
independent. The chronology for the division as derived by Thiele did not use,
and does not tely on, cither the Tytian King List ot the calendar of Jubilee/
Sabbatical cycles. The Jubilee/Sabbatical calendar is shown as accurate by
its agreement with the chronological data in 1 Kgs 6:1, but it does not rely
on Thiele’s derivation of the date of the division of the kingdom or on the
Tyrian King List. The date for the foundation of the Temple as derived from
the Tyrian King List relies on no biblical texts, nor does it rely on the Jubilee/
Sabbatical cycles. The agreement of these three fundamentally independent
methods of chronological determination is sufficient to establish Thiele’s
date for the division of the kingdom, and the related date for the foundation
of Solomon’s Temple, as two of the most secure dates in the history of the
eatly first millennium B.C.

Coucke used the Tyrian King List as follows. He allowed two possible dates
for the founding of Rome: 752 B.c., following Dionysius of Halicarnassus, or
753 B.C., following Vatro. He then used the statement of Pompeius Trogus/
Justin (18.6.9) as saying that Carthage was founded seventy-two years before
the founding of Rome. His dates for the founding of Carthage were therefore
825 or 824 B.c. Coucke assumed that Tyre used Tishri-based years, so that
he used 825t and 824t for these dates. He did not explain why he preferred
Trogus’s date for the founding of Carthage over the 814 B.c. date given by

2Tbid., 54.
*Young, “Three Vetifications,” 179-187.
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Timaeus.* When combined with the span of 143 years of the Tytrian King
List from the foundation of Solomon’s Temple until the founding of Carthage
(or flight of Dido), this gave Coucke two possible dates, 968t or 967t for
the foundation of Solomon’s Temple. Only the first of these agreed with
the dates of 969t and 968t he had derived when measuring downward 240
or 241 years from the founding of Tyre, so 968t was the year that Coucke
settled on for the foundation of Solomon’ Temple. Coucke’s treatment of
the Tyrian King List therefore arrived at the same conclusion, and exactly the
same date, as reached later by Liver, Cross, and Barnes, none of whom was
aware of Coucke’s earlier research. This agreement between Coucke and the
later scholars should be understood as strengthening this one leg of the three
supports of the chronology of Solomon’s reign, and hence, by extension, the
credibility of the other two methods.

Three independent methods of calculating the dates of Solomon are
more than sufficient. But Coucke gave us a fourth; this was the subject of the
preceding section, dealing with the calculation of the date for the founding of
the Temple based on the Parian Marble and citations from Pompeius Trogus
and Josephus. There was nothing in the calculation that started with the Parian
Marble that depended on the Jubilee and Sabbatical cycles, the Tyrian King List,
or Thiele’s calculation of the date for the division of the kingdom as derived
from biblical and Assyrian texts. Coucke’s fourth method is independent of all
of these, yet its results are consistent with each of the other methods.

V. Fifth Surprise: Coucke’s Correct Date for
the Fall of Jerusalem to the Babylonians

In the Supplément, Coucke started his chronological reckonings for the Hebrew
monarchies by determining from classical authors the date when construction
began on the Temple at Jerusalem. At the lower end of the monarchic period,
he determined a date for the fall of Jerusalem and the destruction of the Temple
by recourse once again to an ancient literary work, in this case the Canon of
Ptolemy. His interest was to derive a date from the Canon for the accession year
of Amel-Marduk (biblical Evil-Merodach), the Babylonian king who released
from prison Jehoiachin, the next-to-the-last king of Judah. According to 2 Kgs
25:27 and Jer 52:31, Jehoiachin’s release was in his thirty-seventh year of captivity
and in the accession year (13 5@ SU2) of Amel-Marduk. Coucke’s plan was to

*For a discussion of why there are two figures, 825 B.c. and 814 B.c., for the
founding of Carthage, see Young, “Three Verifications,” 180, particularly n. 42 that
refers to J. M. Pefiuela’s argument that several years elapsed between the time that
Dido fled Tyre until she and her companions founded Carthage. Pefiuela maintains
that Dido left Tyre in 825 B.C., but she and her companions did not receive permission
from the indigenous residents of North Africa to found the city until 814 B.c. (“La
Inscripcion Asiria IM 55644 y la Cronologia de los Reyes de Tiro,” Sefarad 14 [1954]:
28-29 and nn. 164-167).
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work backward from Jehoiachin’s release in order to date other events relative
to the years of captivity. There is a sufficient number of scriptural texts related
to Jehoiachin’s exile, and their meaning is clear enough, that Coucke’s procedure
provides a simple and legitimate means of determining the correct date for
the fall of Jerusalem, as long as Ptolemy’s date for the accession year of Amel-
Marduk can be firmly established, and as long as no unusual interpretations are
forced onto the biblical texts. From the Canon, Coucke determined that Amel-
Marduk’s accession yeat began on Nisan 1, 562 B.c.™

This date has been verified by inscriptional evidence that shows that
Amel-Marduk’s reign began at some time in October of 562 B.c.*® Jehoiachin
was released near the end of the twelfth month (Adar) of the Babylonian
king’s accession year (2 Kgs 25:27; Jer 52:31), that is, in the first week of
April, 561 B.C. Jehoiachin’s thirty-seventh year of captivity is therefore well
established as 562n by Babylon’s Nisan-based years. If the biblical texts were
based on Tishri-based years, Jehoiachin’s release would be in 562t. Coucke
then looked to Ezek 33:21 to determine the year in which Jerusalem fell.
In this verse, Ezekiel states that he learned of the fall of Jerusalem on the
fifth day of the tenth month of the twelfth year of “our exile,” meaning the
exile he shared with Jehoiachin (Ezek 1:2). Comparing this twelfth year with
the thirty-seventh year of Jehoiachin’s exile gives either (562n + 37 - 12) =
587n or (562t + 37 - 12) = 587t for the year in which Ezekiel learned of the
catastrophe. Whether Ezekiel was reckoning by Nisan years or by Tishri years,
the fifth day of the tenth month was the same either way, i.c., January 19, 586
B.C."” This contradicts a fall of Jerusalem in the summer of 586 B.c. Coucke’s
only concern was whether the city fell in Tammuz (the fourth month, Jer
52:6) of 588 B.c. or Tammuz of 587. The former choice would have meant
that nineteen months had elapsed before the news of the fall reached the

8

exiles in Babylon,™ an unreasonably long time compared to six months if

Coucke, Supplément, col. 1264.

*Richard A. Patker and Waldo H. Dubberstein, Babylonian Chronology 626 B.C.—
A.D. 75 (Providence: Brown University Press, 1956), 12. Julian dates in the following
discussion are taken from this resource.

"Ibid., 28. Month numbeting is always with Nisan as the first month, even if the
years are reckoned from a starting point in Tishri, as explained by Thiele (Mysterious
Numbers, 52), and as accepted without explanation by Coucke (Supplément, col. 1251).
This well-known phenomenon means that months 7 through 12 of 587t would be the
same as months 7 through 12 of 587n, while months 1 through 6 of 587t would be
one year later than months 1 through 6 of 587n.

#Coucke (Supplément, col. 1265) wtites that sixteen or seventeen months would
have elapsed. However, according to Parker and Dubberstein, 28, the Babylonians
inserted an intercalary month on March 25 of 587 B.c., so that nineteen months passed
from the fourth month of 588 B.c. to the tenth month of the next calendar year. The
nineteen-month figure assumes that Judah, and specifically Ezekiel, also recognized an
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Jerusalem fell in the summer of 587 B.c. Coucke therefore established 587 B.c.
as the year of Jerusalem’s fall.

Coucke’s method in this determination used a straightforward exegesis
of the scriptural texts involved. Furthermore, the method is in harmony
with Babylonian history, since Ptolemy’s date for the accession year of Amel-
Marduk has been verified by inscriptional evidence. A further verification of
the correctness of Coucke’s procedure came with D. J. Wiseman’s publication,
in 1956, of a Babylonian text from the time of Nebuchadnezzar that stated
that Nebuchadnezzar captured Jerusalem and ifs &ing on the second of Adar
in Nebuchadnezzat’s seventh year.” This was Match 16, 597 B.c. The captured
king was Jehoiachin, whom Nebuchadnezzar replaced by appointing as regent
Jehoiachin’s uncle, Zedekiah (2 Kgs 24:17). The date of the second of Adar in
Nebuchadnezzat’s seventh year was therefore a verification of the accuracy of 2
Kgs 25:27 and Jer 52:31, from which the first year of Jehoiachin’s captivity, and
therefore the accession year of Zedekiah, is calculated as either (562n + 36) =
598n or (562t + 36) = 598t. Both of these year-spans include Adar 2, 597 B.C.

Those who supporta 586 date for the fall of Jerusalem, and who recognize
the problem that Ezek 33:21, coupled with 2 Kgs 25:27 and Jer 52:31, poses
for the 586 date, attempt to utilize other means of measuring the years of
captivity in order to give agreement with their chronology. Thus Thiele
postulated that Jehoiachin’s captivity or exile was not to be measured from
the date he was captured by Nebuchadnezzar’s forces, but from a supposed
start of the trip to Babylon in the next month, Nisan of 597 B.c. Thiele then
further supposed that Ezekiel’s years of exile are measured according to a
Nisan-based calendar.* In itself, it is not unreasonable that Ezekiel could have
used Nisan reckoning, because this was according to the calendar system of
Babylonia, where he lived, even though it would have been contrary to the
usual Tishri-based calendar used in Judah. With Thiele’s two presuppositions,
the twelfth year of exile mentioned in Ezek 33:21 would be (597n — 11) =
586n, and Ezekiel would have received news of the fall of the city on January
8, 585 B.C. This would place Jehoiachin’s release in the thirty-sixth year of his
captivity by Ezekiel’s (supposed) Nisan-based reckoning, but in the thirty-
seventh year by the Tishri-based reckoning of 2 Kgs 25:27 and Jer 52:31.

Another approach to this problem for those who hold to the 586 B.c.
date was offered by Gershon Galil*' In otrder to get Jehoiachin’s captivity

intercalary month during this time period. If not, the elapsed time would have been
cighteen months.

“Donald ]. Wiseman, Chronicles of Chaldean Kings (625-556 B.C.) in the British
Museum (London: Trustees of the British Museum, 1956), 73.

“Mysterions Numbers, 187.

“Gershon Galil, “The Babylonian Calendar and the Chronology of the Last
Kings of Judah,” Bib 72 (1991): 373, 376.
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to start in Nisan, so that the arithmetic would come out for the 586 date,
Galil proposed that although the Babylonian record dated the capture of
Jerusalem and Jehoiachin to the month Adar, it was really Nisan in the Judean
calendar because Galil presumed that Judah had not intercalated a month
in the previous year as the Babylonians did. Adar for the Babylonians was
therefore Nisan for the Judeans. The result is the same: Jehoiachin’s captivity
was assumed to start in Nisan, not in Adar as in the Babylonian record. Galil
also presumed, as Thiele did, that Nisan-type years were used by Ezekiel in
dating events according to the year of captivity.

Ezekiel 24:1-2 presents a problem for these assumptions of Thiele and
Galil. In these verses, the beginning of the final siege of Jerusalem is dated
to the ninth year, tenth month, and tenth day. This should be compared
with 2 Kgs 25:1 and Jer 52:4, where the beginning of the siege is dated to
the ninth year, tenth month, and tenth day of Zedekiah’s reign. There are two
ways of reconciling these verses. One is to assume that this demonstrates
that Zedekiah’s reign was measured in 2 Kings by nonaccession reckoning,
the same as the years of exile of Jehoiachin. The Ezekiel passage is then
in obvious agreement with the Kings and Jeremiah passages, whereas if
Zedekiah’s reign is by accession years, there is disagreement. This passage is
glossed over by Thiele, who, although citing the texts related to the beginning
of the siege, does not mention the problem this presents to his assumption
that Zedekiah’s years wete by accession reckoning*® Galil addressed the
problem by assuming that because the phrase “of the exile” was not present
in Ezek 24:1-2, Ezekiel switched his method of reckoning the years from the
years of exile of Jehoiachin to the years of Zedekiah’s reign, without giving
any indication to the readet of this change in the mode of reckoning.”

Other texts in Ezekiel are difficult to reconcile with this interpretation of
Ezek 24:1-2. One of these is the revelation of Ezek 26:1-2, where Jerusalem’s
fall is spoken of as a past event. Neither Thiele (Mysterions Numbers) nor Galil
(Babylonian Calendar) mentions the chronological implications of this verse.
The revelation is dated to the eleventh year and the first day of the month,

“0n p. 189 of Mysterions Numbers, Thiele wtites: “On the tenth day of the tenth
month of the ninth year (15 Jan. 588), a solemn message came from God: ‘Son of
man, record this date, this very date, because the king of Babylon has laid siege to
Jerusalem this very date. . . . Woe to the city of bloodshed’ (Ezek. 24:1-2, 6). Thus on
the very day that the final siege of Jerusalem began, the exiles in Babylon had word
of that event. ‘In the ninth year’ of Zedekiah, ‘on the tenth day of the tenth month,
Nebuchadnezzar king of Babylon marched against Jerusalem with his whole army. He
encamped outside the city and built siege works all around it’ (2 Kings 25:1).” There is
no mention here of the disparity between nonaccession dates measured by the years
of captivity, which Thiele assumes elsewhere for Ezekiel, with the accession years that
he assumes for Zedekiah in the Kings and Jeremiah passages.

$Galil, 370.
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with the month not specified. According to the hypotheses of either Thiele or
Galil that have Ezekiel reckoning the first year of exile as 597n, the eleventh
year would be 587n. The latest possible date for the revelation would be the
first day of the twelfth month of 587n, which was March 15, 586 B.c. This was
before, not after, Thiele’s and Galil’s date of July 18, 586 B.C., for the fall of
Jerusalem. In order to rescue their chronologies, the assumption would have
to be made that Ezekiel (or, according to the various fragmentary hypotheses,
Ezekiel’s editor) has again switched the method of reckoning, without
informing the reader, to accession years based on the reign of Zedekiah. The
cleventh year in Thiele’s system would then be 598t — 11 = 587¢, and the
latest possible date for Ezekiel 26:1-2 would be first day of the sixth month
(Elul) of 587t, which is September 7, 586 B.c. Galil’s chronology also requires
an unannounced switching of dates in Ezek 26:1-2, but his system differs
from that of Thiele by assuming that regnal years in Judah were counted
from 1 Nisan, and that Zedekiah’s reign began on 2 Nisan 597 B.c.* For
Galil, the eleventh year in Ezek 26:1 was then 597n — 11 = 586n. Although
the latter half of this year was after Galil’s date for the fall of Jerusalem, his
reckoning that Zedekiah’s reign started in Nisan of 597 B.C. means that the
thirty-seventh year of Jehoiachin’s captivity would be 561n, not the 562n that
Babylonian records establish as the accession yeat of Amel-Marduk.” Galil’s
system also cannot be reconciled with Ezek 40:1 (see below).

A normal reading of the entirety of Ezekiel’s writings makes it difficult
to accept such arbitrary switching to dating by the regnal years of Zedekiah.
Ezekiel never mentions Zedekiah by name. He regarded Jehoiachin as his
rightful ruler, and even when Zedekiah was still on the throne of Judah, he
avoids measuring the years by anything to do with Zedekiah, referring the
dates instead to Jehoiachin and his captivity. The introduction to Ezekiel’s
writing sets the tone by which later references to years, months, and days are
to be understood: it was the fifth year of the exile of King Jehoiachin (Ezek
1:2). We have a right to expect that any one biblical author, such as Ezekiel,

*“In his book The Chronology of the Kings of Israel and Judah (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 9,
Galil presents as the first postulate of his chronological system the idea that Judean
regnal years started on the first of Nisan. Galil cites no evidence in support of his
choice in this matter, although he may have derived this idea from 7. Ros Has. 1 and
b. Ros Has. 1a, which are late sources. In contrast, Thiele (Mysterions Numbers, 51-53)
cites 1 Kgs 6:1, 37-38 and 2 Kgs 22:3; 23:23 as evidence that Judah’s regnal years began
in Tishri. As mentioned above, Galil also assumed that Nebuchadnezzar’s capture of
Jehoiachin, and his installation of Zedekiah in his place, occurred on 2 Nisan 597 B.c.
according to the presumption that the month reckoned as Adar by the Babylonians
was reckoned as Nisan by the Judeans.

#Galil acknowledges this difficulty for his chronology, saying that the thirty-
seventh year of Jehoiachin’s captivity in 2 Kgs 25:27 and Jer 52:31 is only approximate
(“Chronology,” 377, n. 39).
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would have been consistent throughout his writing in the way he measured
the years, instead of switching between various methods without any clue to
the reader, as maintained by scholars who support the 586 B.c. date for the
fall of Jerusalem. There is no conflict, however, if Ezekiel was using Tishri
years dated from 598t and the fall of Jerusalem was in the summer of 587
B.C.* Once the correct date is accepted for that event, no such switching is

“The tevelation would then be in the calendar year 588t, on the first day of either
the fifth month (Ab) or the sixth month (Elul) in order to be after the fall of Jerusalem
in the fourth month of 587. The latter of these dates (1 Elul = September 18, 587 B.C.)
is to be preferred, since the city is said to be “laid waste” (T2, Ezek 26:2), which
implies a time after the destructions under Nebuzaradan had been carried out (2 Kgs
25:8-10; Jer 52:12-14). The various activities related to Nebuzaradan could not have all
been done in one day. In particular, it is unreasonable to expect that as soon as he arrived
at the site he would have hastily consulted with the commanders already stationed there,
after which he and they together drew up plans, issued orders, and then moved into
the city to implement their plans for the vatious phases of the destruction of the city,
all on the same day of his atrival. Instead, the texts indicate that Nebuzaradan came 7
Jerusalem (Dl?féﬂj’ ... RD), that is, presumably to the Babylonian camp just outside
the city, on the seventh day of the fifth month (2 Kgs 25:8; see the same grammatical
construction in 2 Kgs 18:17b and Dan 1:1, where hostile forces came to Jerusalem, but
had not yet entered it). After three days of resting from the journey and consulting with
his field commanders, he entered 7nto the city @ LA ... RD) on the tenth of the
month (Jer 52:12) to carry out the plans they had formulated. A parallel can be found in
Jonah’s coming # Nineveh on one day (71371” b& -|'|7'], Jonah 3:3) and then starting
to come #nto the city (1702 &13'?, Jonah 3:4) on a subsequent day. Nebuzaradan's
destructions—the demolishing of houses and public buildings, the tearing down of the
city wall, and the burning of the Temple—then began on the tenth day of the fifth
month (Ab). Consistent with this, Josephus (IWars, V1.4.5/250) relates that the First and
Second Temples were both burnt on the tenth of Ab. A later Jewish tradition that placed
the burning of the Temples on the ninth of Ab apparently originated with Rabbi Akiba,
whose hopes that Bar-Koseba was the Messiah were dashed when Koseba’s fortress
fell to the Romans on the ninth of Ab, A.D. 135. Rabbi Akiba applied this day and
month (ninth of Ab/Tisha B’Av) to the burning of both Temples. He or his followets
also applied the Tisha B’Av date to other disasters, including the evil report of twelve
spies in Num 13:26-33 and the Roman plowing of Jerusalem by command of Emperor
Hadrian. However, as just shown from Jeremiah and 2 Kings, the destruction of the
First Temple could not have occurred eatlier than the tenth of Ab, and Josephus’s
eyewitness account of the burning of the Second Temple definitely dates that event
to the tenth of Ab. This artificial “ninth of Ab” symmetry for several catastrophes has
been discussed by Yuval Shahar, who has shown by citations from Dio Cassius and by
recently discovered numismatic evidence that the rabbinic date of the ninth of Ab, A.D.
136, for the Roman plowing of Jerusalem cannot be supported historically. See Yuval
Shahar, “The Destruction of the Temple in the Understanding of Rabbi Akiba and the
Establishment of the Fasts of the Destruction,” (in Hebrew) Zion 68 (2003): 145-165.
Akiba’s date of the ninth of Ab for the destruction of both Temples, which was set to
match the month and day in A.D. 135 when his hopes in the false messiah were shattered,
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necessary and all of Ezekiel’s date-formulas will be seen to be consistent with
his counting from the capture of Jehoiachin and the installation of Zedekiah
in 598t, and also consistent with his reckoning the years according to the
conventional Tishri-based years of Judah. Thete are no exceptions.”’

A further problem to those who hold to the 586 B.c. date for the fall of
Jerusalem is presented by Ezek 40:1, which is dated to the twenty-fifth year
of exile and also foutteen years after the city fell.® With Thiele’s and Galil’s
start of Jehoiachin’s exile in 597n, the twenty-fifth year of exile would be
(597n — 24) = 573n, and the city’s destruction, fourteen years previous, would
be in 587n. This clearly contradicts their 586 B.c. date for Jerusalem’s fall.
Thiele’s mishandling of the chronological markers in this verse is obscured
by a trick of arithmetic whereby he subtracts the fourteen years from the
twenty-five years to conclude that the city fell eleven years after his date for
the beginning of the captivity in 597n, and hence in 586n (using the Nisan/
Tishri notation hete for clarity).” This interpretation assumes that the twenty-
five years and the fourteen years in the verse are of the same type—either
both are accession years or both are nonaccession years. The grammar of
the verse shows they are not the same. It was the twenty-fifth year “of our
captivity” (1301 '7]7 '?), implying nonaccession reckoning, but fourteen years
“after the city was smitten” (277 A0 WW& AN, implying accession
reckoning. Converting the twenty-fifth year of the captivity to an accession-
type number means that the subtraction should have been 24 — 14 = 10 years
from 597n, yielding 587n instead of Thiele’s 586n. This is one more incident
that shows the need for a well-defined notation that lends itself to simple
arithmetic calculations.

Using the proper starting date of 598t or 598n for Jehoiachin’s captivity,
the twenty-fifth year of exile (Ezek 40:1) was (598t — 24) = 574t or (598n —
24) = 574n. Fourteen years previous was (574t + 14) = 588t or (574n + 14)
= 588n. Neither figure is compatible with Tammuz of 586 B.c. for the fall of
Jerusalem. The first figure (588t) is compatible with the 587 B.c. date for the
fall and the second (588n) is not, showing that Ezekiel was using Tishri-based

cannot take precedence over the testimony of the Scriptures for the earliest possible date
for the burning of the First Temple (10 Ab, 587 B.C.) or the testimony of Josephus for
the exact date of the burning of the Second (10 Ab, A.b. 70).

YA study of all the scriptural texts related to the last days of the Judean monarchy
in Jeremiah, Ezekiel, 2 Kings, and 2 Chronicles shows that all texts are in agreement with
the fall of Jerusalem in 587 B.c. For the demonstration that each of these four books is
internally consistent, and all are consistent with each other on the chronology of this
time, see Rodger C. Young, “When Did Jerusalem Fall?” JETS 47 (2004): 21-38.

“Ezek 40:1, when propetly interpreted according to the Hebrew original,
provides a rich source of chronological and theological information. See my study,
“Ezekiel 40:1 As a Corrective,” 265-283.

¥ Mysterious Nunbers, 191.
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years. Placing the fall of Jerusalem in 588t, which was in the eleventh year of
Zedekiah (2 Kgs 25:2-4; 2 Chron 36:11; Jer 52:5-6) means that his reign from
598t to 588t was ten complete years, so that the eleven years given to him in
these texts are calculated by nonaccession reckoning,

Leslie McFall, another advocate of the 586 B.c. date, correctly interpreted
the twenty-five years as by nonaccession reckoning, signifying that a full
twenty-four years had passed, but he maintained that the phrase “after the
city was smitten” (1"Di7 1037 TD& TMIN) in this verse must also be
interpreted in a nonaccession or inclusive numbering sense. For McFall, then,
Ezekiel’s vision was thirteen years after the fall of the city, not fourteen years
after.”® This contradicts the meaning of the preposition N provided in
Hebrew lexicons, where its definition, when used in a temporal sense, is given
as identical to the English “after.” McFall is unable to provide any usage from
the Hebrew Bible to support his rendering (fourteenth year of the fall of the
city), relying instead on the fact that N in Ezek 40:1 is translated in the
LXX by meta, and this Greek word is used in an inclusive-numbering sense in
places like Matt 27:63.

Extreme interpretations like this are not necessary. A proper reading of
all the chronological texts in Ezekiel shows their internal consistency, once
a priori assumptions are abandoned in favor of letting the texts themselves
demonstrate the chronological method of their author. Interpretations
that demonstrate internal consistency should be given preference over
interpretations that require the assumption of inconsistencies for a single
author, especially if the inconsistency-producing systems require the kinds
of strained exegesis demonstrated by advocates of the 586 B.c. date for the
fall of Jerusalem.

In a certain sense, however, there will always be inconsistencies in
the historical records regarding how the years of the kings of Israel and
Judah were measured. These inconsistencies do not have their origin in
the authors of Scripture, who had faithfully copied, apparently from court
records,’ the years of their kings. The inconsistencies come instead from
the kings themselves, who ultimately were the source for determining how
their years of reign were to be recorded. That Ezekiel, Jeremiah, and the
authors of the closing chapters of 2 Kings and 2 Chronicles all counted
Zedekiah’s reign by nonaccession reckoning is explained quite simply by
one postulate: that is how Zedekiah ordered it to be done. The switching of
the mode of reckoning for Zedekiah’s years had a precedent in the switching
in the middle of the ninth century B.c. Coucke and Thiele both recognized,

*Leslie McFall, “Do the Sixty-nine Weeks of Daniel Date the Messianic Mission
of Nehemiah or Jesus?” JETS 52 (2009): 695, n. 58.

*'Rodger C. Young, “Tables of Reign Lengths from the Hebrew Court Recorders,”
JETS 48 (2005): 225-248.
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independently, the change at this time, and both gave the same reason for
the change: it was a time of rapprochement and intermarriage between
the two kingdoms. No such reason is immediately apparent to explain why
Zedekiah used nonaccession reckoning for his reign. Although we cannot
determine why this was done, it can be stated with certainty that it was done.
Any chronology that does not recognize nonaccession years for Zedekiah
will fall into setrious internal contradictions, some of which were described
in the foregoing discussion.

A demonstration of the arbitrariness of the king’s choice in the question
of accession or nonaccession years comes from the records of the kings
of Assyria. For Assyrian kings, accession reckoning, with a calendar year
starting in Nisan, was the rule. Yet Assyriologists do not seem to object to
Hayim Tadmor’s statement that Tiglath-Pileser III went against the general
convention of his predecessors and counted his years in a nonaccession
sense.”” That Tadmor is right in this matter is established by a comparison
of the events given in Tiglath-Pileser’s inscriptions, and dated to his regnal
years, with the same events as listed in chronological order in the Assyrian
Eponym Canon. This method of comparing a king’s inscriptions with
inscriptions from other sources is what should also determine the matter
for the chronology of the last kings of Judah. If this procedure shows that
Zedekiah did not follow the accession reckoning of the majority of his
predecessors on the throne of Judah that should be sufficient to establish
the matter. It is of no consequence that neither Tiglath-Pileser nor Zedekiah
has left any record justifying their actions. They were kings, and they were
under no obligation to explain these things to their court recorders, or to
us.

Having come this far with Coucke, we must leave him, because after
establishing the date of the fall of Jerusalem by sound historical and exegetical
methods, he makes the unsupportable and unreasonable assumption that
the years of Jehoiachin’s exile were by accession reckoning, leading to a date
for the beginning of the captivity and the first year of Zedekiah that is one
year too early (599¢). If the Babylonian Chronicle that gave the date when
Jehoiachin was captured had been available to him, we could hope that he
would have seen the error of this assumption and would have recognized
that this new evidence requires that the eleven years of Zedekiah’s reign are
to be understood in a nonaccession sense. As it is, we can thank Professor
Coucke for demonstrating that the use of chronological texts in Ezekiel,
as tied to fixed Babylonian dates, is a proper way of dating the last year
of the Judean monarchy, even if his assumption about accession years for

**Hayim Tadmot, The Inscriptions of Tiglath-Pileser 111, King of Assyria (Jerusalem:
Istael Academy of Sciences and Humanities, 1994), 232, n. 3.
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Jehoiachin’s captivity and Zedekiah’s reign led him astray in determining
when these monarchs started theit reigns.®

Conclusion

At the time of writing of the present article, considerable attention was being
given in the international news to the announcement of Eliat Mazar that
she and her fellow archaeologists had uncovered a wall in Jerusalem that was
believed to date from the time of Solomon. If the finding of a wall dating
from Solomon’s time has caused such a stir, what would be the reaction in the
press and in the scholarly community if the continued excavations in Jerusalem
unearth an inscription from this time, and even one that has Solomon’s name
on it? Judging from the interest shown in the Tel Dan inscription that names
“the house of David” and the controversy over the reading of the Khirbet
Qeiyafa ostracon, there would be quite intense interest in the discovery and
the consequent interpretation of what this meant for the historicity of the
books of Kings and Chronicles. What is ironic in all this is that we already
have writings that come from the time of Solomon and before, and which
name not only Solomon, but many other individuals as well. The work of
Coucke, Liver, Cross, and Barnes has demonstrated that the Tyrian King List
has every indication of being historical, and it names not only Solomon, but
also a series of Tyrian kings from the time of Abibalus, father of Hiram, in
about 1000 B.c., to Pygmalion, who died in the eatly eighth century B.c.’* By
means of literary analysis, E C. Movers and Katzenstein® concluded that
the passages in Josephus citing the records of Tyre strongly imply that these
are actual translations of those records and not the invention of Josephus.
To this must be added what might be called a mathematical demonstration

3Coucke’s wrong assumptions in this matter do not affect the accuracy of his
dates when measuring backward from the thirty-seventh year of captivity to the
twenty-fifth year of exile (Ezek 40:1) or to the twelfth year (Ezek 33:21), since the
clapsed time is twelve years in the first case and twenty-five years in the second case
for both accession and nonaccession reckoning. The two methods, however, differ in
when they date the start of the captivity: 598t for nonaccession reckoning (the correct
date) or 599t for accession reckoning,

¥If Hiram of Tyre was in his twelfth year of reign (Ag. Ap. 1.18/126) in the year
that construction started on Solomon’s Temple, 968t, then his thirty-four-year reign
(Ag. Ap. 1.18/117) began in 980t and ended in 946t. The years of reign of his father
Abibalus are not given, so we can estimate that he started his reign about 1000 B.C.
The Tyrian King List (Ag. Ap. 1.18/125) relates that Pygmalion ruled for forty-seven
years, and his sister fled from Tyre in his seventh year (825 B.c.), so that Pygmalion’s
reign was from 832 to 785 B.c. Coucke (Chronologie, 328, n. 3) says that the figures of
the Tyrian King List show that Tyre was using accession reckoning for its kings.

»E C. Movers, Die Phinizier (Bonn-Betlin: E. Weber, 1841-1856) 2/1:190 n. 4,
cited in, and expanded on, by Katzenstein, History of Tyre, 79-80.
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of their authenticity, because if these records were not both authentic
and accurate, then the proper date for the beginning of construction of
Solomon’s Temple could never have been derived from them, as was done in
the work of the scholars who have studied their chronological data. To this
rather amazing demonstration of the authenticity of the Tyrian King List,
we can add, thanks to Coucke, one other item from the archives of Tyre: the
statement that construction began on Solomon’s Temple 240 years after Tyre
was (re)founded. As has been shown, this statement is in agreement with
modern scholarship that relates this event to the dislocations caused by the
Sea Peoples in the reign of Merneptah.

The Tyrian King List gives the names of twelve kings of Tyre over a
span of two centuries, and although there are some textual problems related
to the spelling of the various names and sometimes to their individual lengths
of reign, the total number of years is well established. For the same period
of time (Abibalus in about 1000 B.C. to the death of Pygmalion in 785 B.C.),
the Scriptures name twelve monarchs who sat on the throne of Judah (David
through the beginning of the Amaziah/Uzziah coregency) and seventeen who
sat on the throne of Israel (Jeroboam I through Jeroboam II). In contrast to
the Tyrian King List, there are no real problems in the forms of the names of
the monatchs, nor in the figutes for theit lengths of reign as given in the MT.*
More importantly, the many reign-length figures and synchronisms given for
these twenty-nine monarchs have allowed the construction of a coherent and
precise chronology for the entire period by those scholars who have followed
the basic chronological principles laid down by Coucke and Thiele, with
only the slight modifications to their systems that have been discussed in the
present article. There are more that seventy items of a precise nature (reign
lengths and synchronisms) for these twenty-nine monarchs given in Kings
and Chronicles. For someone trained as a systems analyst, it is remarkable—
indeed surprising—that all seventy-plus of these statistics fit together into
a system of chronology that has shown itself accurate by correlation with
well-established dates in Assyrian history, with no emendation required for
any of the texts. For chronological schemes that are not built on the general
principles laid down by Coucke and Thiele, no such claim can be made. These
schemes all require that the texts must be declared in error at various points
because they do not conform to the modern scholar’s theories. Such scholars
sometimes complain that Thiele’s theories are “artificial” or “too complicated,”
even though Thiele, and Coucke before him, were careful to document each

*'There are problems, howevet, in the LXX variants for some of these lengths of
reign. The superiority of the MT in its chronological data for the kingdom period is
argued extensively by Thiele in Mysterions Numbers, especially in the first edition, as well
as in his original publication in JNES (“Kings of Judah and Israel”). No one has been
able to construct a coherent chronology of the kingdom period that uses the variant
readings of the LXX.
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of the tenets underlying their systems as based on known practices in the
ancient Near East. Thanks to the work of Coucke, we can now add to the
“surptising success”” of the system built on Thiele’s principles the success of
the resultant chronology in matching data not only from Assyrian history, but
also from selected data in the history of the classical Mediterranean world.
This includes the records for the kings of Tyre as preserved in the writings of
Josephus, and the connection between the date of construction of Solomon’s
Temple, as given in Scripture, with the dates of the Trojan War given in the
Parian Marble.

"Barnes, 137, refets to the methodology of Thiele and its “surprising success in
accounting for nearly all of the biblical chronological data,” but then complains about
“its resultant violence to the Dtr editing of those data.”
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A DOG UNDER THE TABLE AT THE
MESSIANIC BANQUET: A
STUDY OF MARK 7:24-30

REBEKAH LU
Berrien Springs, Michigan

Mark 7:24-30 records an encounter between Jesus and a Syrophoenician
woman. Nearly all commentators of this passage note the remarkable faith
of this woman and underscore Jesus’ breaking down of barriers between
Jews and Gentiles.! Few, however, notice that the story follows one of the
Gospel of Mark’s leading motifs, the Messianic banquet.? The purpose of
this article is to propose that Mark 7:24-30 is enriched when the Messianic
banquet motif is applied.

The OT background that the Gospel of Mark draws upon for the
Messianic banquet motif is illustrated most clearly in Isa 25:6-9 (NIV):

On this mountain the LorD Almighty will prepare a feast of rich food for all
peoples, a banquet of aged wine—the best of meats and the finest of wines.
On this mountain he will destroy the shroud that enfolds all peoples, the
sheet that covers all nations; he will swallow up death forever. The Sovereign
Lorp will wipe away the tears from all faces; he will remove the disgrace of
his people from all the earth. The Lorp has spoken. In that day they will say,
“Surely this is our God; we trusted in him, and he saved us. This is the LorD,
we trusted in him; let us rejoice and be glad in his salvation.”

This promise is made in response to God’s victory over Israel’s enemies;
particularly here referring to the destruction of Tyre (Isa 23:1-18).

By way of contrast, however, the partakers of the Messianic banquet, as
later shown in Isa 55:1-5, include

the righteous remnant within Israel along with the righteous of other
nations. The banquet of these righteous ones represents the promised
future prosperity of the messianic reign after Yahweh defeats the enemies of
Israel. This future time of prosperity is extended to the righteous followers

'See, e.g.,, Robert A. Guelich, Mark 1-8:26, WBC, 34A (Dallas: Word Books,
1989), 387; Canon R. A. Cole, The Gospel According to Mark: An Introduction and
Commentary, TNTC (Grand Rapids: InterVarsity, 1989), 188-189; Pheme Perkins, The
Gospel of Mark, NIB, 8 (Nashville: Abingdon, 1995), 610; David E. Garland, The NIT”
Application Commentary: Mark (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1996), 289; Adela Y. Collins,
Mark: A Commentary (Minneapolis: Augsburg Fortress, 2007), 367.

R. T. France noticed that “Bread hete is an image for the blessings of the
Messiah’s ministry to his own people and, following on from this incident, among
the Gentiles” (The Gospel of Mark, NIGTC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 296;
R. Pesch argues that together with the two feeding stories, the present story depicts
the banquet of salvation for Gentiles as well as Jews (Das Markusevangelinm [Freiburg:
Hetdet, 1977], 1:391).
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of Yahweh from all the nations who are invited to participate alongside
restored Israel in these blessings.”

During the Second Temple period, however, the Messianic banquet
promised in Isaiah becomes exclusively reserved for the nation of Israel
alone. The Gentiles were said to be “nothing,” as in 4 Esd 6:55-59: “O Lord,
because you have said that it was for us that you created this world. As for
the other nations which have descended from Adam, you have said that
they are nothing, and that they are like spittle, and you have compared their
abundance to a drop from a bucket.”* Thus the future participation of other
nations in the blessings of the Messianic age does not appear to be assured.
According to Second Temple Jewish mentality, all Gentiles belong in the same
category as the people of Tyre in Isaiah 23, who not only have no share in the
Messianic banquet, but who will also be destroyed so that Israel as a nation
can be vindicated.

In the Gospel of Mark, the Messianic banquet theme begins with the
feeding of the five thousand in Matk 6:30-32° and ends with the feeding of
the four thousand in Matk 8:1-10. Between these passages are three stoties
concerning the partakers of the Messianic banquet: Jesus eats, or feasts, with
his disciples (Mark 7:1-23); Jesus’ encounter with the Syrophoenician woman
(Mark 7:24-30); and Jesus’ healing of a deaf man (Mark 7:31-37).

In Mark 7:1-23, Jesus, the Messiah, eats with his disciples. However, the
religious elite, the Pharisees and Scribes, who have made participating in the
Messianic banquet to be their lifelong goal, appear to be totally unaware of
the significance of Jesus’ actions. Instead of participating, they criticize Jesus
and miss out on the banquet.

In Mark 7:24-30 and 31-37, however, the responses of the participants
are significantly different. The Pharisees and Scribes, commonly regarded as
the most holy among God’s holy people, were considered to be exemplars
of those who have a place at the Messianic banquet and who have a share in
the life to come.® Howevet, Jesus condemns them as unclean due to their sin-
defiled hearts (Mark 7:20-23). The Gentile woman and the deaf man stand in
stark contrast to these holy ones. They are among those condemned by the
Pharisees and Scribes as unclean (». Toh. 7.8), who by their very presence
in a Jewish house make it ceremonially unclean (7. Toh. 7:6). According to
the Pharisees and Scribes, they have no chance of attending the Messianic
banquet. Nevertheless, it is these unclean Gentiles who participate in the

*Daniel S. Steffen, “The Messianic Banquet and the Eschatology of Matthew”
(www.bible.otg/ page.aspPpage_id-581, April 1, 2006).

“The texts quoted from Jewish apocalyptic writings in this paper are all taken
from James H. Chatlesworth, ed., The Old Testament Psendepigrapha, 1 olume 1: Apocalyptic
Literature and Testaments (New York: Doubleday, 1983).

*Jesus’ walk on the sea can be considered to be a climax of the feeding of the
five thousand.

‘See the discussions of the rabbis in 7. Sanh. 10.
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Messianic banquet and who receive the Messianic blessings because of their
faith in Jesus.

The location of the story of the Syrophoenician woman is worth
pondering. Could it be that Jesus intended to encounter this woman in
this particular location of Tyre for the purpose of demonstrating that the
Messianic blessings are not for the Jews alone, but for all people who believe
in him? Could it be that he is drawing a parallel between the Messianic banquet
of Isaiah 25 and the destruction of Tyre in Isaiah 23? The ancient land of
Tyre, hostile to the people of Israel, becomes a land of blessings. This is the
ultimate manifestation of the inclusiveness of the Messianic banquet. If Tyre
could enjoy the blessings, couldn’t anyone? Jesus’ answer is, Yes.

This point becomes clearer when considering the underlying submotifs of
the story of the Syrophoenician woman. In the story, there are two submotifs,
each containing two contrasting metaphorical expressions: the children and
dogs, and the bread and crumbs. The woman apparently understands Jesus’
metaphors, giving a response to him that appears to contradict Jesus’ meaning,
The bread-and-crumbs metaphors represent the Messianic blessings. Jesus’
words, “First [mp@tov] let the children eat all they want,” acknowledges the
fact that Israel is God’s chosen nation and the blessings of the Kingdom are
first of all for the Jewish people. The reference to dogs is a Jewish metaphor
for the Gentiles. In the Mishnab, the Gentiles are often mentioned together
with dogs in relation to clean and unclean matters.” That the Jews viewed
Gentiles in this manner was probably well known, as indicated by the woman’s
response to Jesus’ remarks.

As noted, Mark places the story of the Syrophoenician woman between
the two miraculous feeding stories of Mark 6:30-32 and 8:1-10. In these
stories, Jesus miraculously feeds fish and bread to thousands of people.
However, the location of the two stories is different. The feeding of the
five thousand takes place in a region populated by Jews. His statement to
the Syrophoenician woman correlates with this story, “First let the children
eat all they want.” However, the feeding of the four thousand takes place in
the region of Decapolis, a Gentile-populated land, illustrating the woman’s
response, “Even the dogs under the table eat the children’s crumbs.” Thus
the two miraculous stories of Jesus’ provision of food are acted out in the
story of the Syrophoenician woman, illustrating the bounty provided by the
Messianic King for both the children of Abraham and the Gentiles.

The woman’s confident response to Jesus is puzzling. Why is she not
discouraged by Jesus’ apparently typical Jewish response to her request?
Wasn’t Jesus attempting to purposely insult her by his reference to dogs? Or
was he showing that there are loopholes in apparently insulting language that
provide opportunities even for the despised Gentiles?

There is an important clue to be found in Jesus’ terminology. The Greek
word for dog is kOwv. However, the term that Jesus uses is the diminutive
kuvdpLe, meaning “little dog” The use of this form appears nowhere else in
the LXX or NT writings, with the exception of the same story in Matthew

"See, e.g., m. Ned. 4:3, m. Bekh. 5.6, and . Toh. 8:6.
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15. The little dogs that Jesus refers to are not semiwild, homeless animals,
but household pets.® The affections and attachment shown by the ancient
Syrophoenicians to their household pets such as small dogs has been revealed
to the surprise of modern archaeologists upon the excavation of a large dog
cemetery at the site of ancient Ashkelon, a former Syrophoenician city.’
About 60 to 70 percent of the 700 dogs buried there were small dogs, all
proven to have died of natural deaths. Archaeologists called these pets the
“Phoenician’s best friend[s].”"" One archaeologist comments on the burial
of these dogs that “The proper butial of what in some cases were probably
dog fetuses reflects an intense relationship between dogs and humans.”!! So,
by referring to them, Jesus presents a common household scene that would
have been familiar to the woman. Perhaps the word conjures up in her mind
the scene of her young daughter lying sick, with her beloved pet beside her.
Or perhaps she remembers the animal receiving a treat from her daughter’s
hand or its cleaning up the crumbs under the table. Such a creature would
surely have become a member of the household, protected and cared for by
the entire family.

Thus Jesus’ use of kuvdpLa reveals his tender feelings, betraying his love for
this Gentile woman. This single word is saturated with the gospel message to the
Gentiles, announcing that they already belong to the household of God and are
eligible to receive the Messianic blessings even though they are not considered
to be first in the Kingdom by the Jews. Jesus’ words are an announcement to the
woman to expect great wonders from him for her daughter.

The woman accepts this blessing from Jesus without further pleading,
calling him “Lotd.”"* She understands his message. Perhaps the absence

¥Thete are regulations in the Babylonian Talmud concerning the breeding of
dogs, indicating that this practice was popular among the Jews (see, e.g., &. Talmud Baba
Kamma 79b, 80a, 80D, 83a).

°For details of the report see Lawrence E. Stager, “Why Were Hundreds of Dogs
Buried at Ashkelon?” BRA 17 (1991): 27-42. The same article also mentions that in
classical Greek society dogs were greatly appreciated as household pets, with moving
epitaphs written especially for them. The author gives one example: “The stone tells
that it [the grave| contains here the white Milesian dog, Eumelos’ faithful guardian.
They called him ‘Bull” while he still lived, but now the silent paths of night possess his
voice” (ibid., 38).

"Tbid., 33.

"Tbid., 38.

The word kiUpLog could simply mean a form of address showing respect.
However, it is also used as a designation and personal title for God (Matt 1:20) and
Jesus Christ (John 20:18) in much the same way as the Hebrew name “Adonai”
replaces the tetragrammaton YHWH in the public reading of the Scriptures (Friberg
Lexicon, s.v., “kOprog,” [BibleWorks 5.0]). Thus, based on the context of the story, it is
appropriate to consider the woman’s use of the word “Lord” in the sense of “Adonai,”
making it a faith statement and public confession of her belief in Jesus as the Messiah.
See also Robert H. Stein, Mark, Baker Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament
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of the word “Lord” from the beginning of this Markan story is deliberate,
intentionally left out until the crucial moment to demonstrate the woman’s
progtession in faith. She sees Jesus’ use of kvvdpLe, combined with Tp@tov,
to be revolutionary and extraordinary. Even a dog can be beloved. Actually,
some scholars even suspect her answer to Jesus was her conscious repetition
of what may have been a common Hellenic maxim:" “dogs will clean up
every sctap of what diners leave, a model of scavenging””'* The picture of
a household dog cleaning up the scraps under the table brings her hope that
she too can be a partaker in the Messianic blessings. The faithfulness of God
in fulfilling his covenant with Abraham (Gen 12: 1-3) to pour out Messianic
blessings to all nations is demonstrated by Jesus’ words. Thus the woman
could reply eagerly with an open confession of Jesus as Lord, “Yes, Lord, but
even the dogs under the table eat the children’s crumbs.”

(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008), 353; see also Guelich, 388.

See J. Duncan M. Detrett, “Law in the New Testament: The Syro-Phoenician
Woman and the Centurion of Capernaum,” NT 15 (1973): 172; David Smith, “Our
Lord’s Saying to the Syro-Phoenician Woman,” ExpTim 12 (1901): 320; Johannes
Munck, Panlus und die Heilsgeschichte (Aarhus: Universitetsforlaget, 1954), 257, cited in
Derrett, 172, n. 5.

"“For the Hellenic evidence, see Philostratus, The Life of Apollonius of Tyana, trans.
Christopher P. Jones, LCL (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2005), 1:19, cited in
Derrett, 172 n. 6.
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4.1 Introduction

The fourth article of this article seties' will conclude my investigations of
the conditions of biblical-theological methodology. After I introduced
Dooyeweerd’s and Canale’s critical analysis of the human rational activity in
the first two articles, the third article demonstrated the practical use of their
thinking, which deliver excellent frameworks of analysis when methodological
means and results of applied methodologies are to be assessed. The final
article will display limitations and problems in Dooyeweerd’s and Canale’s
thinking. This is a necessary step if a fruitful dialogue between both thinkers
should inspire a transformation of their thinking and create even more clarity
on the conditions of biblical-theological methodology. This article will then
begin by highlighting some critical elements in Canale’s phenomenology of
Reason and Dooyeweerd’s transcendental critique of theoretical thought. The
critique will then pass into reflections that suggest a transformation of their
analysis of the human rational activity and improve our understanding of the
conditions of biblical-theological methodology in specific.

4.1.2 Critique on Canale

Canale’s motivation to uncover the inner structure of Reason and develop a
biblical interpretation of the dimensionality of Reason has not yet led him to
develop the ontological and epistemological frameworks. His dissertation did
not attempt the establishment of an entire philosophy, but only the laying-bare
of Reason’s structure and the exploration of a biblically founded ontology in
order to set the stage for a criticism of theology. Because of this, a criticism of
Canale will be much more limited than a criticism of Dooyeweerd. In general,
there are only three areas in which one could criticize Canale’s thinking: his
phenomenological analysis of Reason; his criticism of ancient and Western
philosophy; and his interpretation of Reason’s dimensionality in the light of
Holy Scripture.

In this final article, my criticism will focus only on Canale’s
phenomenological analysis and his interpretation of the biblical ground

'Oliver Glanz, “Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological
Methodology, Part I: Dooyeweerd on Reason,” AUSS 47 (2009): 5-35; idem,
“Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological Methodology,
Part II: Canale on Reason,” AUSS 47 (2009): 217-240; idem, “Investigating the
Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological Methodology, Part III: Application
and Comparison,” AUSS 48 (2010): 55-79.
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of Being, with its subsequent consequences for a further interpretation of
Reason’s frameworks.

4.1.2.1 Critiquing the Description of the
Phenomenological Structure of Reason

4.1.2.1.1 Universalization of Reason
without Ontology?

From a Dooyeweerdian perspective, the central role of Reason in Canale’s
thinking is dubious. Dooyeweerdian thinking limits the rational realm to an
aspect of meaning-being. Doesn’t Canale absolutize Reason when he does not
limit its scope? This question needs to be answered negatively. Canale’s use
of the term “Reason” as universalized Reason hinders the absolutization or
autonomy of rational thinking. Canale’s Reason does aspectualize components
of rational thinking, In this matter, it is important to acknowledge the different
meaning Dooyeweerd and Canale attach to rational thinking. Canale does not
use rational thinking in its narrow sense. To him, rational thinking cannot be
reduced to mathematical-logical thinking? The critical question then remains
to what extent it is legitimate to use the term “Reason” when the object of
ctitical inquiry is that which enables the establishment of Knowledge.? Seeing
the parallel between Canale’s Reason and Dooyeweerds knowledge, the
universalization of Reason should not be mistaken for an absolutization of
reason in its classical sense. But how does Canale legitimize the universalization
of Reason without assuming a minimum of ontological understanding? Is it
possible to make analytic-logical thinking a part of Reason’s whole without
assuming an ontology? Canale claims that his analysis involves the onticity of the
phenomenon “Knowledge” (necessity of a specific Being), but does not imply
any specific logic of the ontic. The onticity of Knowledge can be interpreted
both as timeless- and temporal-grounded. The unsolved question, however, is
how a logical-analytic description of the phenomenon of Knowledge, i.e., its
onticity, can avoid a specific Logos as Being,

Because Canale claims that any logic receives its specific logical
ground through an interpretation of Being, one could conclude that the
phenomenological analysis as phenomenological analysis includes a logos.
However, this logos is not allowed to receive its specific logical ground through
an interpretation of Being if its structural analysis of the phenomenon of
Reason wants to be of universal character. This is contradictory as long as the

*Oliver Glanz, “Time, Reason and Religious Belief: A Limited Comparison,
Criticial Assessment, and Further Development of Herman Dooyeweerd’s Structural
Analysis of Theoretical Thought and Fernando Canale’s Phenomenological Analysis
of the Structure of Reason and Its Biblical Interpretation” (Master’s Thesis, Vrije
Universiteit, Amsterdam, 20006), 108.

*As far as I can see, the notion of Reason focuses much more on the subject’s
activity as contribution to the subject-object relation than the notion of knowledge
does.
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condition for the latter possibility is not clear. Canale does not, however, seem
to recognize this tension in his phenomenological analysis.

These critical remarks led my analysis to the conclusion that Canale’s
phenomenological analysis of Reason cannot claim to be purely descriptive
or without ontological assumption, since he takes a specific philosophical
standpoint at the very beginning of his inquiry: universalized Reason and
the possibility of a neutral phenomenological logic that is not grounded in a
specific Logos. His analysis builds upon this philosophical claim.

4.1.2.1.2 Meaning as Constituted by Reason

In Canale’s work, Reason is understood as the constitutive element of any
understanding.* As far as I can see, this understanding can be problematic,
depending on what Reason involves. Canale seems to introduce two slightly
different understandings of Reason. On the one hand, Reason is understood
as “the human activity for the constitution of meaning””® Here Reason is
understood as an act of the subject. This act, however, is of universal
character in the sense that it involves not only a human being’s analytic-logical
cognition, but human consciousness in general. On the other hand, Reason
is universalized in the sense of all-encompassing humanity’s many aspects of
knowing as subject and object.® T assume that Canale’s first understanding
of Reason does not truly reflect his thinking, because it would contradict his
entire analysis. These two different understandings can, however, be deduced
from his work because of his unclear definition of Meaning: Meaning requires
a subject-object relation, but the understanding and consciousness that flow
out of this relation as an expression of Meaning is an action of humanity
alone. Thus the expression of the Meaning flowing out of the consciousness
of human experience of the subject-object relation is a subjective action. In
this sense, humans do generate Meaning as an expression or logical concept.
However, the Meaning that flows out of the subject-object relation is never
identical with the expression or concept of it. Expressed Meaning is, rather, a
translation of the subject’s insight (generated in the subject-object relationship)
into a concept. Canale does not make this clear distinction between Meaning
and the expression or concept of Meaning. In my understanding, Canale
focuses in his work on the phenomenological analysis of the structure that
enables an expressing and conceptualization of Meaning rather than the
structure that enables Meaning itself. Consequently, if Canale’s claim that
there is no Meaning outside of human’s rational activity refers to the concept
of Meaning alone (understood in the wide sense as “humanity’s becoming
conscious”), I agree with his understanding;

““Truth can be only that which is allowed by Reason and its particular categories”
(Fernando Luis Canale, A Criticism of Theological Reason: Time and Timelessness as Primordial
Presuppositions, Andrews University Seminary Doctoral Dissertations Series, 10 [Berrien
Springs: Andrews University Press, 1987], 2).

*Ibid., 10.

SIbid., 32.
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4.1.2.1.3 The Self and Reason

In comparison with Dooyeweerd, there is no clear conception of the subject
as self in Canale’s phenomenological analysis of Reason. However, the
phenomenological analysis of the epistemological framework assumes a self,
butis not concerned with its interpretation. Canale relegates the interpretation
of the self to the ontological framework. The ontological concept of the self
is then assumed in the interpretation of the epistemological framework. As
Canale is only concerned with a structural and not an interpretational analysis
of Reason, he does not offer an interpretation of the self, but emphasizes
its existence as a formal part of Reason. The formally required existence
of the subject is, however, characterized by the spontaneity that allows for
the interpretation of Reason’s structure, which emphasizes that the formal
structure of knowledge cannot constitute meaning because it is empty of
concrete content (interpretation).

Dooyeweerd’s two ways of transcendental critique lay bare the important
role the self plays in theoretical thinking, This discovery allowed for his persuasive
critique on humanistic philosophy. The interpretation of the self’s origin as the
foundation of self-understanding functioned as hermeneutical hotizon for any
thought-act. Hereby the self received its central role in Dooyeweerd’s analysis.
In my opinion, it is a part of the structure of Reason that the ontic and the
epistemic realms come together within the subject in a radical dependence
on their common origin. I think Canale did not discover this structural given
because he put emphasis on the interpretation of Being rather than the choice
of a theos. The phenomenological analysis should have been able to show that
self-understanding (belonging to the ontological-anthropological framework
of Reason), as dependent on an understanding of the self’s origin (theos or
the One’), is a basic formal condition of the structure of Reason because the
ontic and epistemic structurally come together in the subject. Consequently, an
understanding of the self, which is dependent on an understanding of its origin,
will have direct influence on the ontological and epistemological conceptions.
Thus self-understanding, basically understood as an understanding of one’s
own being, will determine the epistemological categories of the self, which
are applied to all of human cognition as hermeneutical guidelines. This formal
interrelation, lacking in Canale’s work, would enrich his critical investigation of
classical, modern, and postmodern thought.

Aside from the structural level, a biblical interpretation of Reason must
strongly address the self of humanity in the form of the imago Dei and the
biblical idea of the heart or soul. Thus, although the self and its formal
relation with an understanding of its origin should have been discovered
in the phenomenological analysis, it can surely not be missed in the biblical
interpretation of Reason. Thus I conclude that both the phenomenological
structure of Reason and the biblical interpretation of the structure of
Reason call for an awareness of the dependence of self-understanding on an
understanding of the self’s origin.

'Glanz, 58.
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4.1.2.1.4 Foundational Ontology and Transcendental Ideas

The compatison between the application of Dooyeweerd’s and Canale’s
structural understanding in my eatlier article® has shown that Dooyeweerd’s
transcendental idea of origin is of most practical value. This does not mean
that the two thinkers contradict each other in regard to the central function
of the transcendental idea of origin. I assume that as Canale was searching for
the possibility of a criticism of theological thinking, foundational ontology
played a much more important role in his investigation than the choice for
theos, since most theologians accept God as the true origin of all creation.
His question was concerned much more with how it is possible that the same
choice leads to different dogmatic beliefs, different explanations of the relation
between God and his creation, and different theological methodologies.’
Here the dimensionality that is attributed to the chosen theos becomes most
crucial. However, foundational ontology cannot determine the choice for a
theos, but only the dimension in which the chosen theos is placed. Even
though Canale did not focus on the choice for a theos, the theos clearly plays
a crucial role in the variety of philosophical and scientific ideologies (e.g.,
biologism, physicism, psychologism).

Foundational ontology cannot explain this important influence of the
theos, representing the ontic and noetic independence status, on theories and
more specifically ontological and epistemological conceptions. Because the
independence status, i.e., the idea of origin in its noetic and ontic senses,
plays such a determining role as direction-giver, especially in theoretical
thinking,'” it does not seem to be a lucky choice of terms to speak about
the dimensionality of Reason. It would make more sense to refer to Canale’s
dimensionality of Reason with another term that helps to clarify that man’s
thinking is not just “dimensionalized” by the ground of Being, but also by
the choice for a theos. The dimension of thinking is, then, determined by the
ground of Being and the chosen theos.

4.1.2.1.5 Abstract and Pre-theoretical Thinking

In Canale’s phenomenological analysis of the structure of Reason, he also
refers to the terms “abstraction” and “pre-theoretical”! Although he
does not make it explicit, these two terms, as belonging to the structure of
Reason, need an interpretation in the course of interpreting the frameworks
of Reason. Canale speaks vaguely of abstract or theoretical knowledge as

!Oliver Glanz, “Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-
Methodology, Part I1I: Application and Comparison,” AUSS 47 (2009): 217-240.

Oliver Glanz, “Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological
Methodology, Part II: Canale on Reason,” AUSS 47 (2009): 217.

“See Roy A. Clouset, The Myth of Religions Neutrality: An Essay on the Hidden Role
of Religions Belief in Theories, rev. ed. (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,
2005), 9-87.

Canale, 27, n. 4.
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the place where the systematization of Knowledge (Reason’s frameworks)
is technically made explicit so that it can become a foundation and tool for
science and philosophy. In contrast, in the pretheoretical attitude of the
human thought-act Reason’s system remains implicit and hidden. Therefore,
the pretheoretical attitude is not a part of the noncognitive realm, but rather
points to the naively experienced subject-object relation. This pretheoretical
cognitive experience is, in fact, the condition of a theoretical interpretation
of Reason’s structure.'?

How the thought-act-attitudes relate to each other and to the theological
framework, however, remains unexplained. This criticism can be so
sharply stated because Dooyeweerd has shown that in theoretical thought
we need a supratheoretical and supramodal standpoint for our theoretical
synthesis. This need is nonexistent in our naive attitude of thinking, since
the modal diversity is not abstracted from its coherence. As Canale makes
clear in his work, the understanding of “abstraction” that is grounded in
temporal Being is distinctively different from the classical understanding of
abstraction. Consequently, the meaning of the theoretical synthesis will also
find a reinterpretation. The need for a supratemporal point of synthesis will
be rejected. The point from which a synthesis is made possible will not be
disconnected from the temporal flux. A synthesis, however, whether grounded
in timeless or temporal Being is needed in the sense of giving the Gegenstand
of thought its proper place within the totality of reality. Although having a
critical stance toward Dooyeweerd’s description of the Gegenstand-relation, he
has, however, pointed at something inherent to scientific thinking, namely, the
act of bringing something into focus by abstracting it into a level that allows
for closer insight (a microcosmic look) by losing the macrocosmic totality
from which it was abstracted.” Because Canale does not develop the structural
difference between naive and theoretical thinking, he cannot see the crucial
impact that a high level of abstraction can have on science and philosophy.
The subject’s theoretical image is different from the subject’s naive image of
an object. This difference cannot be explained in Canale’s terms of “making
explicit” or “making implicit” as if it would relate to different levels of
consciousness. Theoretical thinking, in contrast to naive thinking, is in crucial
need of a transcendental idea of origin in order to allow for a theoretical
synthesis. A further development of a clear distinction between naive and
theoretical reasoning would have helped Canale to see the important function
of the universal structural datum as something that needs to be accounted for
by any thinker in the process of theoretical conceptualizing,

12Ibid., 134.

BAlthough Dooyeweerd’s description of theoretical thought as Gegenstand-
relations received a lot of critique, especially by thinkers within the Reformed
tradition, the basic difference between naive and scientific/theoretical thinking was
acknowledged. This distinction, however, was worked out differently. See René van
Woudenberg, “Theorie van het Kennen,” in Kennis en Werkelijkheid, ed. René van
Woudenberg (Amsterdam: Buijten & Schipperhijn, 19906), 43-47.
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4.1.2.2 Critiquing the Interpretation of the Phenomenological Structure
4.1.2.2.1 Subject, Object, and Normativity

In Canale’s description of how the subject-object relation should be interpreted
on the basis of a biblical temporal foundational ontology, the question arises
as to how he can defend himself against subjectivism when accepting Being
as the temporal flux, i.e., temporality. Is there anything in this temporal flux
that guarantees unchangeable norms?

Before describing the problematic in more detail, two things need to
be underscored: First, the formal structure of Reason allows for neither
subjectivism nor objectivism, since both subject and object are needed for
the generation of Knowledge. The normativity of thinking is derived from
the contents and categories that the ontological interpretation receives.

In Canale’s biblical interpretation of the structure of Reason, he
recognizes a divine normativity in the ontic existence of God’s creation. This
ontic normativity as expressed in ontology sets the parameters of humanity’s
cognitive capacities, i.e., the brain, with its neurophysical characteristics. But
the cognitive capacities do not yet determine in a full sense the outcome of
rational thinking. A variety of rational articulation is still possible because
within a biblical understanding of Reason God did not place human
knowledge under the administration of all-encompassing normativity. What
is meant hereby is that God did not determine humanity in such a way that
all human beings will think in the same way or they will not be rational.
This understanding is due to the biblical concept of individual freedom and
responsibility. Normativity comes from the outside of the cognitive sphere of
the subject, i.c., from the ontic, and not from inside reason or the self.

Although the structure of Reason as subject-object relation allows
for neither subjectivism nor objectivism, and although Canale’s biblical
interpretation of this subject-object relation knows of normativity, there
is a need for more clarity and explanation if subjectivism really is to be
overcome. In his conception of the object’s temporal lines of intelligibility,
gathered in cognitive tension, seems to lie the answer that helps to prevent
subjectivism. But as there is no clear explanation of what these temporal lines
of intelligibility represent and what it is that makes these lines intelligible, the
problematic of how a subject-object relation is possible remains. Although the
structure of Reason does not allow for either subjectivism or objectivism, and
although the grounding of this structural subject-object relation in biblical
temporal Being promises to overcome the “thing in itself,” i.e., the “thing as it
appears” dualism, that which establishes the structural subject-object relation
is not explicated with clarity. Although the problems seem to be removed, the
solution is still awaited, unless the ontological and epistemological framework
is developed in more detail. Until then, the question still remains as to which
normative element is able to establish a temporal subject-object relation.

In Canale’s interpretation of the structure of Reason, the subject needs
to account for the object’s lines of intelligibility and its own interpretation of
the structure of Reason. However, if the interpretation of the structure of
Reason is generated by the spontaneity of the subject, and if the naive state
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of the subject in which an implicit interpretation of the structure of Reason
is at work is structurally not different from theoretical thinking, the possibility
of a subject-subject relation in which the second subject has interpreted its
own Reason differently is nearly impossible. A subject-subject relationship
is possible only when both subjects have a common ground for which to
provide answers. This common ground cannot be Reason, since Reason can be
interpreted in different ways. A common ground in which both subjects share
interpretational frameworks is needed if communication is to be possible.
It is conceivably possible that naive communication between two different
people, belonging to two different or even opposing thought traditions, can
be mutually comprehensible. An evolutionist can talk to a Christian about
family problems, the weather, and how to cook rice without experiencing
communication problems. A person can make himself understood even
when he explains the arguments for his own worldview to someone who
does not share his or her worldview. From a biblical perspective, this fact
can be explained by God’s creational law to which all creation is subject. It
is surprising that Canale does not include this biblical idea of normativity
in his sketch of a possible temporal interpretation of the ontological and
epistemological frameworks, as normativity clearly belongs to the biblical
conception of reality."

Because of this lack, Canale cannot show as clearly as Dooyeweerd does
that, although logical concepts are partly constructions of the human mind,
they are still bound to normativity. The biblically interpreted structure of
Reason shows that Reason is not fully “empty” before its ground of Being and
frameworks are interpreted, but has intrinsic normativity. Any interpretation
of the structure of Reason will be subject to a multiplicity of modal laws
(e.g., logical laws of distinction), without which an interpretation of Reason
would not even be possible. The fact remains that although there are many
possible interpretations of Reason, all can be judged on their inner coherence
or consistency of logical arguments, thereby pointing to a normativity that
undergirds all interpretations.

Thelackof specificnormativitydoes notmean thatCanale’sinterpretational
conception of the subject-object relation is necessarily problematic, but that
he needs to explain, from a biblical perspective, what it is that establishes both
an ontic and epistemic relationship between subjects and between subjects
and objects. This implies that both the lines of intelligibility and the idea of
dynamic being-appearance need to receive clearer conceptualization.

4.1.2.2.2 Appearance and the Thing in Itself

The need for a clearer understanding of the subject-subject and subject-object
relations hints at a further problem. Within a temporal dimensionality of
Reason, Canale makes being-appearance co-appear with Being. Consequently,
in a temporal framework the gap between being and appearance no longer

“Albert M. Woltets, Creation Regained: Biblical Basics for a Reformational Worldview, 2d
ed. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002), 12-18.
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exists: appearance is being as thing in itself.'”> However, expetience (the
structural datum) shows that objects and subjects do not fully appear with all
their attributes to the subject with which they have a structural relationship.
This is not just due to time in the sense that, at a particular point in time, not
enough lines of intelligibility have been gathered. The incomplete appearance
of the structural datum is inherent to the subject’s perceptive limitations.
Many examples could be given. For example, humans do not perceive infrared
light, but a deer does. We, therefore, need to conclude that being-appearance
does not mean that all characteristics of a certain object are perceived by
the subject. Thus, the temporal “thing in itself”” should not be considered
identical to its appearance.

My critique here concerns the question of how appearance, as limited
being-appearance, can be understood without falling back into the distinction
between being and appearance.

4.1.2.2.3 Abstract and Pretheoretical

Canale’s redefinition of “abstract” within the temporal framework triggers
questions. On one hand, he reformulates the abstract as having a “promise
character” that is neither right nor wrong since the temporal extension of
Being into the future has not yet taken place.'® On the other hand, the lines of
intelligibility, as far as they are understood, are themselves of abstract character,
since they reveal themselves through time as characteristics of a certain being. By
means of the cognitive gathering act, these lines are abstracted from the diversity
of being in extended time."” I think that a reformulation of the abstract as being
of a promise character alone is, however, problematic if an idea of the abstract
is to find some usability in the world of nontheological, scientific disciplines.
Canale should have integrated his ideas about the lines of intelligibility in his
redefinition of the abstract. In fact, I think that an interconnection between
the lines of intelligibility and the promise character is possible, as even the
lines of intelligibility are of relative character and need to be proven true while
extending into the future. They are, therefore, of promise character as well.
In this context, Canale could have elaborated his indication of “determinable
indeterminancy”*® as an understanding of temporal-grounded abstraction (see.
2.6). By this term, Canale refers to the expression of patterns the object reveals
in its temporal extension (as the determinable part), which requires the temporal
openness of the object as it extends further into the future, expressing and
refining its lines of intelligibility. Both the promise character and the abstraction
process as cognitive gathering act should have been integrated.

Associated with these critical remarks is Canale’s unelaborated distinction
between abstract and pretheoretical thought.” I think that when the lines of

15Canale, 361.

1Tbid., 379-380.

"Tbid., 374-382.

Tbid,, 137.

9Tbid., 27, n. 4; 374-375.
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intelligibility are included in the definition of the abstract, a theoretical tension-
gathering process could be distinguished from a nontheoretical tension-
gathering process. The absence of this differentiation hinders Canale’s ability
to casily uncover the different absolutizations within contemporary scientific
disciplines. It is helpful to speak of high and low levels of abstraction. The
abstraction process, including the promise character and gathering process
of the lines of intelligibility, is not only characteristic of theoretical thought,
but pertains to all human ways of understanding. However, this abstraction
process can be differently performed in different thought-act-attitudes: naive
(low level of abstraction) and theoretical (high level of abstraction).

4.1.3 Critique on Dooyeweerd

Dooyeweerd’s thinking is much more detailed and developed than Canale’s.
His thinking also has had a much greater impact than Canale’s. His influence
has been tremendous, especially within the Reformed Christian tradition of
philosophy.?® Because of this popularity, he has been discussed and critiqued
in various ways by many people both from within and without his own
thought tradition.”!

A brief look at the critique on Dooyeweerd shows that it mostly targets
his transcendental critique of theoretical thought. I will, therefore, try to
include in my critique some of the critical remarks that have been expressed
against the transcendental critique and that are of interest for the encounter
with Canale’s work.

4.1.3.1 Phenomenology and Interpretation

A critique on Dooyeweerd considered from the perspective of Canale’s
structure of Reason requires the understanding that Canale’s object of
analysis, Reason, is not identical with Dooyeweerd’s object of analysis,
theoretical thought. In Canale’s work, theoretical thinking is a part of Reason
as a whole, while in Dooyeweerd’s work theoretical thinking is just one of the
many ways of knowing;

It is clear that both a dimensionality and an ontological framework
are already involved and active in Dooyeweerd’s “structural analysis”: his
understanding of theoretical thought is dependent on his modal theory and

YAlvin Plantinga, “Christian Philosophy at the End of the 20th Century,” in
Christian Philosophy at the Close of the Twentieth Century: Assessment and Perspective, ed. S.
Griffioen, B. M. Balk, and Association for Calvinist Philosophy (Kampen: Uitgeverij
Kampen, 1995), 30; René van Woudenberg, Gelovend Denken: Inleiding tot een Christelijke
Filosofie, Verantwoording (Amsterdam: Buijten & Schippetheijn, Kok, 2004), 23.

*Yong Joon Chol, Dialogue and Antithesis: A Philosophical Study on the Significance
of Herman Dooyeweerds Transcendental Critigne, Hermit Kingdom Studies in History
and Religion (Cheltenham, PA: Hermit Kingdom, 20006), 35-39, 47-52, 59-65;
Henk Geertsema, “Dooyeweerd’s Transcendental Critique: Transforming It
Hermeneutically,” in Contemporary Reflections on the Philosophy of Herman Dooyeweerd, ed.
D. F. M. Strauss and Michelle Botting (Lewisten: Edwin Mellen, 2000), 84.
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view of cosmic time. It is his modal theory as ontology that makes his specific
arguments within the first and second ways of his transcendental critique
possible. My critique is that Dooyeweerd’s analysis did not lay bare the
systematization of Reason, but rather the biblical interpretation of a part of
it as system. Dooyeweerd’s analysis of the structure of thought is, therefore, a
laying-bare of a structure that can only be expressed on the basis of a distinct
interpretation of Reason’s structure.

However, the general phenomenological structure of Reason does not
exclude the possibility of more specific phenomenological structures within
the basic structure of Reason that are not yet dependent on any interpretation.
The description of naive and theoretical thinking that both have a clear
analytic character could be a part of a regional formal structure of Reason
that needs to receive an interpretation.

4.1.3.2 Analogy and Ontology

As discussed in my eatlier article,”? Dooyeweerd’s basic critique of Thomistic
philosophy and other non-Christian philosophy is that cosmic time is wrongly
interpreted and that the heart is not accepted or seen as the religious root-
unity of humanity. It is the understanding of the supratemporal heart as the
religious root-unity of humanity that enables the correct interpretation of
cosmic time. Dooyeweerd’s reinterpretation of cosmic time automatically led
to a new understanding of analogy. However, his proposal that it is through
the supratemporal unity that cosmic time breaks into the irreducible diversity
of modalities demonstrates the timeless dimensionality of his concept of
Reason.

From the perspective of the structure of Reason, we then need to say that
Dooyeweerd’s critique does not go far enough. He also should have critically
inquired into the ground of Being on which the Thomistic interpretation of
the basic relational framework between Creator and creation rests. Just as
with Thomistic philosophy, Dooyeweerd’s philosophy is grounded in timeless
Being, even though there are differences between the Dooyeweerdian and the
Thomistic-Atistotelian understandings of timelessness.” The consequences
of this understanding of Being is that the borderline between God and
the created wotld is not between God and the created wotld as such, but
between temporal creation and a timeless God, and it is this understanding
that helps to technically delineate the relation between unity and diversity in
Dooyeweerd’s argument.

#Glanz, “Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological
Methodology, Part I11.”

BOliver Glanz, “Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological
Methodologicy, Part I: Dooyeweerd on Reason,” AUSS 47 (2009): 15-18.

#Tt has been suggested by other Christian thinkers that the modal diversity can
also be explained on the basis of the architecture of God’s law. See Choi, 53.

»Cf. Glanz, “Investigating the Presuppositional Realm of Biblical-Theological
Methodology, Part 1,” 22., n. 58.
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The question we, therefore, need to consider is how Dooyeweerd’s view
of the relation between creation and Creator (continuity and discontinuity) is
to be evaluated if it is grounded in an understanding of Being that is foreign
to the biblical message itself.?

4.1.3.3 Time and Timelessness

Although Dooyeweerd does elaborately criticize the different interpretations
given to the time-timeless frameworks, he does not criticize timeless Being
as such.

Dooyeweerd’s choice for a timeless dimensionality of Reason can be
traced back to the traditional Reformed Christian idea that time was created
at the moment of creation. There was thus no time before creation. This
conclusion does not find any textual biblical support and seems to be much
more rooted in the philosophy of Parmenides, which became mixed with
the Christian understanding that God, as Creator, exists independently from
his creation.”” Because time was considered an essential part of creation in
classical philosophy, the independence of God from his creation had to
demand timelessness. By identifying God as Creator with timelessness, the
understanding of his sovereignty and absolute independence from his creation
found a philosophically valid yet unbiblical explanatory possibility.

A complete rejection of Dooyeweerd’s philosophy on the basis of his
dimensionality of Reason would, however, result in the failure to uncover
his original attempt to find a solution to the subject-object relation.”® Such
a rejection would only demonstrate that the distinct influence of the theos-
framework of Reason, understood independently of the foundational
ontology, is not understood properly. It is true that foundational ontology
sets the basic structure of all of Reason’s frameworks, but the interpretation
of foundational ontology does not set the direction of the interpretation of
ontos or logos. As the history of philosophy has shown, the basis of a single
interpretation of foundational ontology allows for different interpretations of
the ontological and epistemological frameworks. The cause for these different
interpretations can, therefore, not be found in foundational ontology since a

#H. G. Geertsema, “Transcendentale Openheid: Over het Zinkarakter van de
Werkelijkheid in de Wijsbegeerte van H. Dooyeweerd,” Philosophia Reformata: Orgaan
van de Vereiniging voor Calvinisticsche Wijsbegeerte, 35 (1970): 54.

ZOn this issue, see, e.g., Thotleif Boman, Das Hebriische Denken im Vergleich mit
dem Griechischen, 5, neubearb. und erw. Aufl. ed. (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1977), 31-39; Fernando Luis Canale, “Basic Elements of Christian Theology,” §33-
§40; Oscar Cullmann, “Immortality of the Soul or Resurrection of the Dead?” in
Immorality, ed. Terence Penelhum (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth, 1973), 53-85; James
Muilenberg, “The Biblical View of Time,” Harvard Theological Review 54 (1961): 225-
252.

#L. Zuidervaart, “The Gtreat Turning Point: Religion and Ratonality in
Dooyeweerd’s Transcendental Critique,” Faith and Philosophy: Journal of the Society of
Christian Philosophers 21 (2004): 76.
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large extent of the pluralism of ontologies and epistemologies is grounded
on the same foundational ontology. The source of this pluralism is thus not
foundational ontology, but the interpretation of the theological framework.
One could question whether Dooyeweerd’s dimensionality is Aristotelian,
which would be of a great importance, if the object of study is biblical
philosophy.® A hasty rejection, howevet, would prevent one from seeing
how Dooyeweerd’s philosophy, even though grounded in timeless Being,
attempted to fundamentally break with classical and Aristotelian conceptions
of ontology and epistemology by choosing a different interpretation of the
theological framework.* By means of his modal theory, Dooyeweerd basically
breaks with the classical hierarchical ontology, and by using his understanding
of the subject-object relation he creatively tries to overcome the gap between
subject and object. The whole idea of substance and essence (e.g, form-
matter, nature-grace, and nature-freedom) is also claimed to be overcome by
the modal theory. Dooyeweerd’s attempt to overcome subject-object dualism
takes place in Reason’s timeless dimensionality. The explanation of diversity is
found within the time-supratemporal-[non-Greek]-timelessness tension.
From a Canalian perspective, it is doubtful whether Dooyeweerd is
really able to overcome the form-matter problem since Canale locates the
origin of the problem in timeless foundational ontology. There is reason
to question whether a dualism remains between the supratemporal “heart”
and the temporal “body,” although Dooyeweerd rejects such a possibility.*
Additionally, one might wonder if the specific understanding of the Gegenstand-
relation with its intentional abstraction from temporal coherence is not a
relict of classical-dualistic thinking. It is certain that, by his dimensionality
of Reason, Dooyeweerd maintains a dualism between creation and Creator,
which leads to a certain mysticism necessary for achieving knowledge of
God.*? As far as I can see, this must be the reason why Dooyeweerd did not
spend much effort explaining in detail how the supratemporal heart receives
its ideas of origin, unity, and coherence. It remains a mystery how it is possible

#Although Dooyeweerd takes distance from a Greek-Aristotelian understanding
of timelessness, one should wonder whether the explanantion suffices to say that
Dooyeweerd does not at all have a non-Greek notion of timelessness. What his
explanation does is to avoid a reductionistic version of timelessness (cf. Glanz, “Time,
Reason and Religious Belief: A Limited Comparison, Critical Assessment, and Further
Development of Herman Dooyeweerd’s Structural Analysis of Theoretical Thought
and Fernando Canale’s Phenomenological Analysis of the Structure of Reason and
Its Biblical Interpretaion”), it does not argue for an eternal temporality of God, even
though it seems that Dooyeweerd understands that the timelessness of God does not
hinder God from acting temporally.

30 Zuidervaart, 76.

'Gerrit Glas, “Filosofische Antropologie,” in Kennis en Werkelijkbeid: Tweede Inleiding
tot een Christeljke Filosofie, ed. René van Woudenberg, Verantwoording (Amsterdam:
Buijten & Schipperheijn, Kok, 1996), 114-121.

*Cf. Glanz, “Part III: Application and Comparison,” §3.3.3.
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that through revelation we receive these transcendental ideas.”” In biblical
thinking, the divine act of revelation is not of a timeless or supratemporal
nature, but is rather placed within the temporality that characterizes created
reality and is, therefore, detached from mystic paths to divine knowledge.
Therefore, the process of revelation is not understood as a problem for man’s
onticity.** Knowledge of God does not need to be achieved through methods
of ecstasy, asceticism, rational abstraction, ot spititual mysticism.”

It is, however, crucial to observe that Dooyeweerd’s modal theory does
not necessarily need to derive its ideological legitimation from a timeless
foundational ontology. The necessary ingredient of the modal theory is merely
the ontological conception of creation’s dependence on an independent
Creator. To interpret this dependence-independence relation as cosmic time-
timeless relation is just one possibility. The crux of the modal theory as a tool
to criticize theoretical thought is its explication of the need for an Archimedean
standpoint through which unity and coherence can be explained. The theory
shows that many modalities could theoretically offer this Archimedean
standpoint through the theoretical Gegenstand-relation in combination with the
dogma of the autonomy of rational thought. It thus seems that Dooyeweerd
targets, in the first place, something supramodal rather than supratemporal
to overcome the danger of reductionism. The modal theory can thus also be
applied within a temporal dimensionality of Reason. The need for identifying
the true Archimedean standpoint with supratemporality is only because the
modal diversity is understood to be different expressions of time necessarily
referring to a basic supratemporal unity.

To conclude my critical remarks on Dooyeweerd’s understanding of
time, I want to stress that his critique especially targets the absolutization
of any Gegenstand-relation on the basis of the dogma of the autonomy of
theoretical thought as it can be found within the history of philosophy and
the modern humanistic thought tradition. He strongly inquired into and
criticized this absolutization. H. G. Geertsema similarly states: “Het theo-
ontologisch kader als zodanig, waarin het theoretisch denken zich sterk
gemaakt heeft, had minder zijn kritische belangstelling””*® He seems to point
out an undiscovered dimensionality in Dooyeweerd’s thought that had not
received a critical inquiry. That a classical timeless understanding of Being
seems to be still at work can be seen in the fact that (a) the heart and (b) the
transcendental ideas are interpreted as supratemporal, making it difficult to

*Van Woudenberg, 55.

#See Fernando Luis Canale, Back to Revelation-Inspiration: Searching for the Cognitive
Foundation of Christian Theology in a Postmodern World (Landham, MD: University Press of
America, 2001), 132-137; Abraham Joshua Heschel, The Prophets, 2 volumes (Peabody:
Prince, 2001), 1:104-146.

%Canale, Back to Revelation-Inspiration, 133.

*Eng.: “The theo-ontological framework as such, in which theotetical thought
grew strong, was of less interest to him” (Geertsema, “Transcendentale Openheid: Over
het Zinkarakter van de Werkelijkheid in de Wijsbegeerte van H. Dooyeweerd,” 54).
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understand divine tevelation and inspiration.”” A further trace of timeless
Being can be seen when (c) theoretical thought is characterized as abstracting
from the temporal coherence of reality and the unclear description of how
the transcendental ideas are received. The latter especially allows for critically
questioning whether the problematic dualism between Creator and created
humanity was really overcome by Dooyeweerd’s philosophy.

Contrary to Dooyeweerd’s critique on absolutization, Canale’s critique
would go further and challenge the very foundation on which such an
absolutization is placed.

4.1.3.4 General Logical Slip in the Argument

The critique in this section targets the logical consistency of Dooyeweerd’s
argumentation. This more analytic critique will help to discover what value
Canale’s analysis may have for a further development of Dooyeweerd’s
transcendental critique.

Along with others, Lambert Zuidervaart, as a Reformed philosopher,
finds a central contradition in Dooyeweerd’s line of argument.® In his
transcendental critique, Dooyeweerd performs precisely that which he claims
to be impossible, i.e., to give a theoretical explanation of that which surpasses
the limits of theoretical thought. In doing so, his argument for the universally
valid conditions of theoretical thought is disqualified, thereby revealing a
logical slip in Dooyeweerd’s argument for the nonneutrality of theoretical
thought. Zuidervaart summarizes the flow of the argumentation in eight
steps:™

1. No one could engage in theoretical thought were it not for universally
valid conditions that make such thought possible.

2. Any philosophy can identify these conditions by analyzing the
structure of theoretical thought itself.

3. Such an analysis shows three universally valid conditions that make
theoretical thought possible:
a. the Gegenstand-relation between the logical and nonlogical
aspects,
b. the supratheoretical unity of aspects found in the theorizing
agent,
c.  the agent’s radical dependence on something other than itself.
4. 'The agent can ecither be dependent on the absolute origin of

everything or on some substitute that is itself dependent on the
absolute origin.

This difficulty can be cleatly seen where Dooyeweerd argues for the religious
ground-motive as having supreatemporal character, although they seem to have a clear
historical characteristic (cf. Glanz, “Time, Reason and Religious Belief,” §5.2.5).

*¥Van Woudenbetg, 54-55.
¥7Zuidervaart, 77-78.
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5. No system of theoretical thought can avoid employing ideas about
the ontological status of the conditions that make theoretical thought
possible. These ideas concern coherence, unity, and origin.

6. The sources of these ideas are found in the supratheoretical religious
ground-motive.

7. The biblical ground-motive is the crucial and unavoidable source of
the true transcendental ideas.

8. In detail, the transcendental ideas concern:
a. the temporal and intermodal coherence of meaning,
b. the deeper common identity (unity) of the modal aspects of
meaning,
c. the divine origin of meaning in its coherence and unity.

Dooyeweerd’s Gegenstand-relation is impossible to conceptualize without
assuming diversity within reality. This assumption should not be considered
a problem of argument, because agreement can be found among different
philosophers on the existence of reality as diversity. However, the specific
understanding of the Gegenstand-relation presupposes an understanding
of theoretical thought that is abstracted from the coherence of a specific
diversity of meaning-being, Such an understanding is only possible on the
basis of the modal theory as a theory on time in which an abstraction from
temporal coherence is possible.* Thus steps 5-8 in Dooyeweerd’s argument
are presupposed in premises 1-4. With the help of Canale’s analysis, I agree
with Zuidervaart that Dooyeweerd’s “formal” results of analysis are quite
dependent on his presupposed “content.”"!

4.2 Transforming the Analysis

After having refined the phenomenological analysis of the structure of
Reason, it can be fruitfully used for a systematic development of biblical
philosophy in general and exegetical methodology in specific. In the process
of such development, one will need to recognize the depths and insights
Dooyeweerd’s philosophy testifies to by its different biblically inspired motives
(e.g., creation-fall-redemption, the heart, human responsibility, meaning-being).
On the basis of a temporal dimensionality of Reason, the development of an
interpretation of Reason’s frameworks can be accompanied by the integration
of important aspects of Dooyeweerdian thought. Yet such integration will
need to entail the transformation of these aspects from timelessness in
temporal grounding.

Within this final section, I will show in what way it would be possible to
integrate insights and aspects of Dooyeweerd’s philosophy into a temporally
grounded interpretation of Reason’s formal structure. Although I will not claim

“Choi, 67.

#Zuidervaatt, 79. For a more detailed description, see Glanz, “Time, Reason and
Religious Belief,” 127-130.



INVESTIGATING THE PRESUPPOSITIONAL REALM . . . PART IV 273

to develop a suggestion of a truly biblical interpretation of Reason’ formal
structure, I do think that my suggestion is inspired by biblical insights both
on the level of Being and on the level of the ontological and epistemological
frameworks. The integration of, especially, Dooyeweerd’s modal theory and
the conception of the subject as zzago Dei will allow for an interpretation of
the ontological framework, which, in turn, will function as the background
of the development of the epistemological framework. By this, a distinction
between naive and theoretical thinking can be worked out, which will allow
for a much better understanding of scientific disciplines and the limits of
theoretical thinking,

In such a project of refinement, one needs to be constantly aware of
the critique on and fruits of the work of both Canale and Dooyeweerd.
Such a project represents a very complex task that cannot be accomplished
within the scope of an article series, here I can try only to selectively outline
the contours of the refinement of Canale’s formal structure of Reason
and the development of a biblical interpretation of Reason’s frameworks
by an integration of Dooyeweerdian elements. A broader outline of my
transformational suggestions can be found in my Masters’ thesis.

4.2.1 Meaning and Phenomenological Analysis

To make the phenomenological analysis of Reason more transparent, it is
necessary to explicate its ontological assumptions. Such an explication must
clarify the term “Reason” as phenomenon and the term “logical” as principle
of the analytic-phenomenological method (cf. 4.1.2.1.1).

The explanation of the term “Reason” as the realm of Logos should
be distinguished from the realm of Meaning, The existence of Meaning is a
necessary presupposition of Reason’s functioning. Meaning is not constituted
by Reason, but rather is expetienced through Reason when Reason is taken
as the subject-object relation from which knowledge and meaning flow.
Meaning is only constituted by theos/the One, through which it receives its
radical relational dependence character. The realm of Reason as the realm of
Logos should be explained as the realm of subjectively expressed Meaning.
Knowledge then always concerns the subject’s understanding (in its broadest
sense) of Meaning. Hence the phenomenological analysis of Reason focuses
on the formal structure that allows for a subject’s generation of meaningful
knowledge.*

The term “Reason” must be explained as universalized Reason.
Universalized Reason should be made plausible on the basis of the existence
of Meaning as a presupposition of Reason’s functioning. Meaning cannot,
therefore, be a product of Reason’s functioning. Further, the diversity of
Meaning is not experienced as a reality that allows for a complete Knowledge
determination. Additionally, it should be stressed that universalized Reason

“From a biblical perspective, Meaning is not constructed, but already present.
Existence is intrinsically meaningful. Meaning is not created by humanity’s rational
thinking (even taken in its broad sense), but conceptualized through humanity’s
rational involvement.
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includes the existence of a subject and an object that interrelate. The
possibility of the relation between subject and object is accounted for by
their complementarity that finds its source in a theos and his coappearing
Being, Since the object in its relation with a subject also belongs to Reason,
universalized Reason consequently cannot be limited to the analytic thinking
of a subject, but must include ontology.

The “logical” principle by which the phenomenological analysis of
Reason is made possible should be explained as a formal analytic manner of
distinction and a formal analytic manner of synthesis. The formal analytic
manner of distinction will give access to the different parts of the whole of
Reason, while the formal analytic manner of synthesis will allow for making
explicit the existing structural interrelations between the different parts of
Reason as a whole. The need for explaining the possibility of formal analytic
distinction and synthesis in opposition to the material analytic distinction
and synthesis is important if one wants to prevent a vicious circle in regard
to the discovery that any logic needs to be grounded in a specific Logos.
Regardless of whether logic is grounded in temporal or timeless Logos, the
phenomenological analysis should arrive at the same formal description
when it restricts itself to the formal function of logic. If this is not possible,
consequently suspicion will rise, if the result of the phenomenological analysis
is not religiously influenced and determined by a specific interpretation of
Being, While one may try to develop an interpretation that suggests that
only “material” logic (necessatily involved in the interpretation of Reason’s
structure) is grounded in a Logos, nevertheless a “formal” logic has universal
“trans-Logos” character.”” Hereby explicit distance can be taken from the
possible misunderstanding that the phenomenological analysis already
constitutes an interpretation of the phenomenon.

4.2.2 The Place of the Transcendental Idea of
Origin and Coherencein the Phenomenological
Structure of Reason

The idea of origin is linked with the theological framework of Reason. Without
theos, there is no theological framework; nor is there any other framework
of Reason. The structural independence status of the theos guarantees the
existence of ontic and epistemic coherence.” It, therefore, plays a major
role in the development of the ontological and epistemological frameworks.
The formal function of the theological framework is its independent status
in contrast to being as dependent being that finds its interpretation in the
ontological framework. The formal ontic dependence on the idea of origin
demonstrates, in the relation of the ontological framework to the theological
framework, that ontic dependence is accompanied by a formal epistemic
dependence on the idea of origin. Without a primary belief, synthetical

““Material” logic would work as “formal” logic, which is grounded in a specific
Being-interpretation.

#See Clouser, 9-58.
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conclusions and concepts are impossible.® Thus the formal structural
relation between the theological and ontological/epistemological frameworks
is of an independence-dependence character.* In the construction of any
philosophical or scientific concept, this structural relation must necessarily
be interpreted, as is recognized throughout the history of philosophy. This
is Dooyeweerd’s great insight that remains of much value, as this structural
understanding is not dependent on the specific argument he developed on
the basis of his modal theory and within his dimensionality of Reason.”
Henceforth, I will refer to the necessary choice for a theos or “the One”* as
the necessary choice for Reason’s direction while it functions in its coappearing
of Being as the ultimate hotizon for any understanding.”

As the formal structure of Reason and the comparison between
Dooyeweerd and Canale show, the interpretation of the independence status
does not fully determine all the other frameworks since the independence-
dependence relation is structurally attributed by foundational ontology. This
implies that Dooyeweerd’s cosmic time-timelessness dichotomy should be
understood not merely as a problematic interpretation, but also as a hint of
an underlying formal structure. On one hand, Dooyeweerd’s cosmic time-
timelessness framework points to the structurally necessary dependence-
independence relation. On the other, it points to the structurally necessary
concept of Being as nonbeing™ and the source of cohetrence in which the
structurally necessary dependence-independence framework can be placed.
In Dooyeweerd’s case, this structurally necessary concept is interpreted as
timeless Being, This interpretation helped him to understand that creational

®As far as I can see, the theos functions on a formal level as the independent
origin of the dependent ontic reality, as well as the origin of the epistemic ideas of
coherence and unity. This is also true for pantheistic thought, as Clouser has shown
(see ibid., 48-50). Consequently, the relation between independence status of the theos
versus the ontic and epistemic dependence status of creation has a universal formal
character and needs to be interpreted. Contrary to Canale, who sees the theos formally
only functioning as the source for articulating coherence and unity, I would, therefore,
suggest that indpendence appears and can be argued for not only at the level of the
interpretation of the formal components of Reason, but on the very level of the
formal structure of Reason.

*Compared to Clouset, the theos on which the ontic and epistemic are dependent
functions as noetic and ontic primary belief.

Y“Geertsema, “Dooyeweerd’s Transcendental Critique: Transforming It
Hermeneutically,” 85.

“Canale, A Criticism of Theological Reason, 63, n. 1.

“The term “Reason’s ditrection” is chosen, as it refers to the direction given to
Reason by Reason’s origin (the subject, object, and possibility for their relationship).
The “backward direction” to the self’s origin determines the understanding of
Reason, and the “forward direction” as Reason allows for further rational expression
of Meaning.

¥Glanz, “Part II: Canale on Reason,” §2.2.3.
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aspects were considered autonomous because they were identified with
timelessness.

Formally seen, autonomy is not necessatily connected with timelessness,
and the answer to the question of Being allows for multiple independence
status. A refinement of the phenomenological structure of Reason will need
to emphasize this. Any concept of the independence-dependence structure
can be attributed by different interpretations of foundational ontology.
The interpretation of foundational ontology is thus structurally not derived
from the interpretation of the independence-dependence relation, but is the
background in which the interpretation of the independence-dependence
relation takes place. Being’s characteristic of coherence as nonbeing can
only be guessed at or derived from a self-revelatory theos and points out the
possibility for hypothesis of Reason. From a Christian perspective, Reason’s
ability to be hypothesized is interpreted as the necessity of faith.

A Christian who believes in the words of the prophets preserved within
Scripture will ask whether the independent Creator of all creation does not
himself reveal his ground of Being to humanity. In search of this answer,
the Christian thinker will be able to derive his understanding of foundational
ontology from the independent biblical God as theos, not because of God’s
independent status, but because of the thinker’s trust in Holy Scripture. The
ground of Being can find expression, but is not necessatily determined by
that which has independent status (e.g., evolutionism can be connected with
temporal or timeless Being). Only there, where the chosen theos expresses its
ground of Being, it must determine the interpretation of the dimensionality of
Reason. Consequently, Christian theology should reflect on the implications
of the biblical revelation of God’s Being as coappearing with his being,
Henceforth, I will refer to the coappeating Being as Reason’s setting.”

Secing Reason’s direction and setting as primordial presuppositions for
any interpretation of Reason, the understanding of Canale’s dimensionality
of Reason would be broadened. Reason’s dimensionality would no longer
simply refer to the ground of Being (Reason’s setting), but also to the content
of the primary belief (Reason’s direction). Such a use of terms could also
help to overcome the lack of clarity found in Canale’s writing regarding the
location of the source of coherence.

The content of Reason’s setting and its direction as its dimensionality
cannot be found or generated from the formal structure of Reason itself.
The content of the dimensionality of Reason cannot be autonomously
deduced by humans, but only guessed at or accepted through revelation. The
biblical interpretation of the dimensionality of Reason is not guessed at, but
revealed as God reveals himself as theos (Reason’s direction), coappearing
with temporal Being (Reason’s setting).”

Knowing that coherence is established through Being as the Logos of
logic (Reason’s setting), the specific interpretation of Being will provide the

'The term “Reason’s setting” is chosen, as it refers to the setting in which the
origin is put or reveals itself.

2Canale, A Criticism of Theological Reason, 373.
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basic framework for the development of a detailed concept of ontic coherence
as the interpretation of the ontological framework. This is especially necessary
if the existence of the subject-object relation is to be theoretically explained.
Reason’s temporal setting enables the avoidance of the dualism between the
various forms of the “thing in itself” and “thing as it appears.” The possible
avoidance of the theoretical subject-object problem is, however, not the
same as the establishment of a theoretical explanation of the subject-object
relation. I find Dooyeweerd’s explanation of the inner modal coherence by
means of analogical moments particularly persuasive. If Dooyeweerd’s idea
of coherence is transformed in such a way that it is disconnected from the
idea of supratemporal unity, an incorporation of the modal theory into the
biblical interpretation of the ontological framework should be possible and
fruitful. The specific idea of coherence received from the theos and developed
in the ontological framework is secondary to the general coherence that is
provided by Being. A biblical development of specific coherence will need to
be placed into temporal Being.

Inspired by the biblical idea of the God-given laws and norms to which
all of creation is subject, a modal theory can be developed. The modal theory
with its multiple laws in specific law-spheres related through multimodal
analogical moments enables a developed idea of temporal coherence. This
detailed idea of coherence must, however, be grounded in temporal Being in
order to be biblical. This implies that no law or norm is to be understood as
timeless, but as temporal and given by a truly autonomous God.

So far I have tried to argue that the idea of origin is formally connected
to theos. The identification of the theos, i.e., the interpretation of origin, is
a matter of the subjective choice. Further, the idea of coherence is formally
connected to foundational ontology as coappearing with theos, but formally
being undetermined by theos. It is only in the case of a self-revelatory theos,
such as the biblical God, that humanity can know the ground of Being
through the theos, which allows for the complementarity (coherence) of all
of Reason’s frameworks.

4.2.3 The Self, Its Unity, and the
Source of Self-understanding

Theos as origin and foundational ontology as ground of coherence lead us to
the question as to which part of Reason the idea of unity is to be connected. As
far as I can see, this question cannot be answered without further developing
the formal function of the self within the structure of Reason.

In his phenomenology, Canale describes the structural necessity of
a subject characterized by its spontaneity that allows for the interpretation
of Reason’s structure. A more detailed interpretation of the self, including a
further interpretation of the spontaneity of the subject as human freedom,
belongs to the ontological framework. In my critique (cf. 4.1.2.1.3) I have
pointed out that the phenomenological analysis should be able to give a
more detailed insight into the nature of the formal requirement of the self.
Such elaborate analysis would show that structurally, the ontic and epistemic
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realms come together in the subject in a radical dependence on their common
origin. This structural dependence of the concept of the subject on its origin
emphasizes that self-understanding, as dependent on an understanding of the
self’s origin (theos), is a basic formal condition of the structure of Reason.
That the ontic and epistemic structurally come together in the subject implies
that self-understanding, as dependent on an understanding of the self’s
origin, directly influences ontological and epistemological conceptions and
allows for their unity. I think that this insight is still of descriptive and not
yet of interpretative nature. Any further understanding will, however, move
beyond the scope of phenomenological description.

Leaving the formal description of Reason with the self as its part, I will now
look upon the interpretation of the self as belonging to the development of the
ontological framework. From a Christian perspective, it is crucial to understand
the heart as the center of a human’s existence. I think that Dooyeweerd paves the
way for a biblical interpretation of the self by means of his concept of the heart
as the religious root of human existence.” However, a biblical interpretation
of the self as heart or soul does not imply the idea of supratemporality.™
Dooyeweerd’s supratemporal understanding of the heart is only demanded
because of his timeless ground of Being. A conceptual understanding of
the heart that overcomes the danger of identifying the self with one of its
functions demands the implementation of the modal theory. Accepting the
heart as humanity’s religious center and expression of divine unity allows for
the understanding of it as an expression of the unity of modal coherence in
its radical dependence on its true origin. Of paramount importance for the
development of the epistemological framework will be that the heart or self is
interpreted as temporal within the development of the ontological framework.
This will have influence on the understanding of theoretical abstraction, and
the generation of hermenecutical principles as I have outlined elsewhere.*®

A biblical interpretation of the spontaneity of the self as human
freedom will necessarily receive a spiritual dimension. The necessity of an
understanding of one’s origin as a choice of faith that interprets Reason’s
direction in order to allow for the rational expression of Meaning implies a
concept of freedom that describes humanity as not free from but free for
responsibility—a religious choice. Humanity will need to accept a Creator
or Arche of its existence in order to have a lookout tower from where it can
have an overview of the diversity around it. This lookout tower will, in fact,
be “the place where he finds himself.”** A biblical intetpretation of the self
is therefore strongly dependent on the biblical conception of God as it finds
expression in the theological framework.

A further implication of the biblical insight into the radical freedom of
humanity is that a concept must be formed that accounts for the fact that the

»Geertsema, “Dooyeweetd’s Transcendental Critique,” 93.
“Thid., 93.
%Glanz, “Time, Reason and Religious Belief,” 143-145.

*Geertsema, “Dooyeweetd’s Transcendental Critique,” 92.
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I can be simultaneously aware of its current choice and its ability and freedom
to choose any time for different interpretations of Reason’s direction and
setting. There is thus a structural independence accompanying the self’s
choice of origin.

The implication of the biblical interpretation of the self regarding the
idea of unity is that the heart or self is created with the ability to experience
and understand the diversity of creation as a unity as the epistemic and
ontic unite in the subject. This ontological understanding finds its ontic and
epistemic origin, however, in the revelation of God. As the interpretation of
God belongs to the theological framework, the idea of unity is to be located
within the theological framework as it originates there. As Meaning implies the
unity of the self since the diversity of being is not experienced antithetically
but coherently, I think that the formal description of the structure of
Reason could include the unity of the subject as a formal structural fact.
The interpretation of this unity-subject-fact, however, is received from the
theological framework.

Herewith I have placed all Dooyeweerd’s transcendental ideas within
the formal structure of Reason. Dooyeweerd’s transcendental ideas function
as hermeneutical formal presupposition within the structure of Reason.
Content needs to be given to these ideas if an expression of Meaning is to
be possible.

4.2.4 The Need for Normativity in the Establishment
of Subject-Object Relations

As far as I can see, Canale’s interpretation of the phenomenological structure
of Reason does help to overcome the dualism between being and appearance,
but that which establishes the structural subject-object relation is not explained.
One can say that the problem of dualism seems to be removed, but that the
solution s still to be awaited. The general understanding of temporal coherence
is not sufficient for developing a theoretical concept of that which constitutes
the subject-object relation. A more detailed understanding of coherence within
Reason’s temporal dimensionality (setting and direction) needs to be developed
as part of the ontological framework.

In the subject-object relation, the activity of interpretation always
belongs to the subject side and stands over against the objective fact. There
where the interpretation of the subject-object relation does not involve
a normative-factual side, the subject-object conception easily falls into the
danger of relativism.”’ Because the epistemological side always depends
on the ontological for its contents, the development of an ontological
framework that has normative characteristics is crucial to overcome the
danger of subjectivism. I think that Canale’s current development of the
interpretation of the structure of Reason will not lead to relativism if the
biblical law-idea is introduced in the further development of the ontological
framework. Here Dooyeweerd with his wetsidee (law-idea), conception of the

bid., 100.
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law-subject relationship, and explanation of the subject-object and subject-
subject relations can be of much value.

The modal laws, inherent to all creation,™ guarantee the possibility of
the subject-object relation as both sides share the same laws. As such, the law
of God as revealed through Scripture makes interdependent creaturely being
possible.”” There where within the temporal dimensionality of Reason creation
is understood as bound to the law, and the God who has independence status
as subjecting himself to these laws, knowledge and understanding do not start
with the subject as if knowledge has to bridge an original gulf between God
and the individual subject. There is no gap that needs to be bridged—on the
contrary, knowledge presupposes that we are in a relationship already! This
interpretation corresponds with naive experience: we experience coherence
between ourselves and the world around us, even when two different subjects
talk differently about the same object. The phenomenological structural
relationship that exists between the knowing subject and the knowable object
can, from a biblical perspective, be interpreted as a relationship, enabled by the
subjection of both subject and object to a common creational law-design.

As we have seen through the analysis of the phenomenological structure
of Reason, all interpretation is done by the subject. In a biblical interpretation
of the structure of Reason, the subject is subjected to creational norms and
laws, according to which the trustworthiness and validity of any interpretation
and other acts can be judged. The creational law that all creation inherently
shares and by which human beings live and think allows no ontological gap, but
enables the existence of justified and unjustified interpretations of the object.

It is then the positive form of living our religiosity, i.e., our trust in God
expressed in positively answering his call to walk in his ways, which are the laws
and norms to which all creation is bound, that allows for true relations with
the wotld around us. The law as creational ontic and ethical order that binds
the diversity of creational diversity together makes, on one side, the subject-
object relation possible and has therefore a strong relational character, and
functions, on the other side, as a call for responsible interpretation. This call
cannot be ignored or resisted, since we live through and by this law. The only
freedom human beings have in this regard is to either respond responsively
or unresponsively as transgressing the law, i.e., the creational order that
characterizes the universal structural datum. In both cases, humanity is subject
to the law. The epistemic freedom of human beings consists in the ability to
rationally construct an ontology that stays in a dualism with the real creational
order. Any rational construction needs to be assessed from the perspective of
formal logic and from the perspective of the structural datum, which both
function as universal states of affairs.

In such an interpretation of the structural subject-object relation,
knowledge is never a precise copy, as the object is temporal and always moving
forward by its future extension. Knowledge is much more the creation of a
dynamic temporal relationship that receives the contributions of both the

¥Wolters, 12-18.

¥Geertsema, “Dooyeweetrd’s Transcendental Critique,” 100.
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subject and the object. This dynamic temporal relationship-by-law asks for
doing justice to the normative side of both object and subject. Knowledge
is thetefore never absolute, but it is not just a human projection either.” I
would like to clarify this by sharpening the definition of Canale’s “lines of
intelligibility.”

By implementing Dooyeweerd’s law structure in the interpretation of
the different frameworks of Reason, Canale’s term “lines of intelligibility”
could be clarified as data that come from the object’s temporal extension.’ I
think that Canale’s “lines of intelligibility”” can be understood as the temporal
lines that are drawn by the constant living under the law by responding either
positively or negatively to it. These lines of intelligibility represent the manner
of living out, and the attitude toward, the Creator’s call. This means that
through the lines of intelligibility the intentionality of the free, responsible
subject (and the object as well) appears constantly—in fact, there is no
intentionality without the lines of intelligibility. Such an interpretation would
also correspond to Canale’s understanding that in the subject-object relation,
the object can never be understood as just a “brute fact,” but as a reality from
which temporal lines of intelligibility flow to the cognitive subject.®?

Knowledge is, however, not only nonabsolute because of the different
individual possibilities of responding to the law, but also because knowledge
is always temporal and dynamic. Because subject and object are not static, but
dynamically extended from past into future, knowledge is always increasing,
deepened with the future extension of the lines of intelligibility.

As the subject never has full access to the object in the subject-object
encounter, it is in need of continuing the subject-object relation. The
knowledge of God thus calls for an enduring covenant.

4.2.5 Understanding, Theoretical
Thought, and Religion

In their interpretation of thought/Reason, both Dooyeweerd and Canale
make a distinction between naive and abstract thinking, For both of them,
thinking takes place within time. Canale’s thought is, however, not fully
developed when it comes down to a more detailed understanding of the
difference between naive and theoretical thought.

Contrary to Canale, Dooyeweerd’s distinction between theoretical and
nontheoretical thought, in connection with his modal theory, is of persuasive
character. In fact, I think that Dooyeweerd has seen something that is typical
for theoretical thought: the Gegenstand-relation. In regard to naive thinking,
theoretical thinking is of a crucially different character in terms of both the
object the “Gegenstand)’ and the subject that applies the logical function of

%H. Dooyeweetd, A New Critique of Theoretical Thought, 4 vols., vol. 2 (Lewiston,
N.Y.: Edwin Mellen Press, 1997), 390-391.

SICf. Glanz, “Part II: Canale on Reason,” §2.3.3.3.
Canale, A Criticism of Theological Reason, 396.
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thought in a specific abstract way.”® Clouser explains the Dooyeweetdian
distinction in an accessible way.* In naive thinking, the object’s propetties
(e.g., odor, size, actions) are never extracted or isolated from the objects
themselves. As Clouser opines, “this level of abstraction does not focus on a
thing’s odor or size or whatnot to such a degree as to disrupt the continuity
of those properties with all the other properties of the things that have them.
At this level of abstraction, a property, though distinguished and singled out,
is still experienced as a characteristic of the thing that exhibits it.”%

Clouser calls this level of abstraction the “lower level of abstraction.”
Contrary to the naive attitude of thought, in the theoretical attitude of
thought we intensify “the focus of our attention to such a degree that we
actually do isolate a property from whatever exhibits it, and thus focus our
attention on the property itself.”*® Here we specify our subject-object relation
in such a way that a Gegenstand-relation is established within the general
subject-object relations. Clouser calls this level of abstraction the “higher
level of abstraction.”

The Dooyeweerdian distinction between “abstract” and “pretheoretical”
knowing can help to create more clarity on this topic in the further
development of the interpretation of the structure of Reason within the
dimensionality of biblical Reason. Nevertheless, whatever idea of abstraction
will be developed, it needs to be grounded in temporality through which an
intentional dissolution of temporal coherence will be incompatible to the
understanding of the Gegenstand."’

In Canale’s phenomenological analysis of Reason, abstract or theoretical
knowledge is understood as knowledge in which the system of Knowledge
(Reason’s frameworks) is technically made explicit so that it can become a
foundation and tool for scientific and philosophic analysis. In pretheoretical
knowledge, on the other hand, the system of Knowledge remains implicit.®®
Pretheoretical and theoretical knowledge are different approaches to the
structural datum. In the naive expetrience of the structural datum, the
interpretation of the hermeneutical structure is used implicitly, while in the
theoretical approach the interpretation of the hermeneutical structure is much
more explicit because of the need for theoretical synthesis. The dimensionality
of Reason, however, often remains hidden in both ways of knowing,

As 1 have shown, Canale’s biblical interpretation of the structural
difference between abstract and naive thought creates some confusion.
On one hand, the abstract is reformulated as having a “promise character”

$Geertsema, “Dooyeweerd’s Transcendental Critique,” 98.
%See Clouser, 64-69.

SThid., 64.

5Tbid.

With the help of the modal theory implanted into temporal Reason, theoretical
thought could be understood as abstraction of functions being found in the temporality
of creation instead of timeless principles.

#Glanz, “Part II: Canale on Reason,” §2.3.3.4.
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that is neither true nor wrong, as the temporal future-extension of Being
has not yet taken place.” On the other hand, I would understand the lines
of intelligibility as being themselves of an abstract character. The lines of
intelligibility express only a limited part of the object. This “part” refers to
that which is made known as temporal-relative characteristic of the temporal
open object-identity. I suggest that the lines of intelligibility are to be
understood as the expression of the subject’s and object’s individual historical
responses (intentionality) to the creational laws and norms. In order to come
to an understanding of the object’s intentionality, the lines of intelligibility
need to be cognitively gathered by abstracting them in cognitive tension from
the diversity of a specific object-being in extended time.”” By means of the
temporal-relative characteristics (past lines of intelligibility) of a specific
object, the future being of that object is partly predictable as one gets access
to its individual intentionality.

We see then that the word “abstract” has received two different meanings
in Canale’s work: “promise character” and “lines of intelligibility.” Since it is
possible to see an interconnection between the lines of intelligibility and the
idea of the promise character, I think a new definition of the word “abstract”
is possible without compromising either of them. The understanding of the
received lines of intelligibility is of temporal-relative character and needs to
be proven true or false, while the lines of intelligibility extend with the object
into the further future extension. On the basis of the law-idea, I suggest that
the lines of intelligibility have, as an expression of the intentionality of an
object, a promise character since they suggest how the intentionality of the
object will respond to the laws and norms, to which creation is subjected, in the
future-extension. The lines of intelligibility are thus meant as the expression
of contents and patterns the object reveals in its temporal extension, which
requires the temporal openness of the object as it extends further into the
future. The further the lines of intelligibility extend into the future, the more
cleatly is the individual intentionality of any object revealed.

My suggestion is thus that the promise character should be understood as
a characteristic of the lines of intelligibility. The lines of intelligibility include
a promise character. Consequently, “abstraction” refers to the cognitive
gathering-tension of the object’s temporal extension.

Abstraction, therefore, belongs to any understanding, whether of a
theoretical or pretheoretical nature. The gathering process of the lines of
intelligibility is not only characteristic of theoretical knowledge, but pertains
to all human ways of understanding. However, this abstraction process can
be differently performed according to different thought-act-attitudes. Here
I would like to integrate Clouser’s distinction of high and low levels of
abstraction. In the naive attitude, we abstract the object’s lines of intelligibility
in order to understand the object’s being in its temporal identity, by which we
distinguish the particular object from all other objects. The temporal identity
is characterized by the object’s specific way of answering the divine call for

$Canale, A Criticism of Theological Reason, 379-380.
Ibid., 374-382.
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living. In the theoretical attitude, we abstract the object’s lines of intelligibility
in order to understand the call to which creation in general needs to respond.
In both attitudes, the human being involves himself or herself in abstraction.
However, one can distinguish between different levels of abstraction.
Regarding science, it would make sense to see the highest form of abstracting
as the attempt to uncover the laws and norms by which creation lives and
to which it needs to respond. These laws and norms are the ground of the
generation of all lines of intelligibility.

The Dooyeweerdian distinction between laws and norms can be helpful
here. On one hand, the highly abstract involvement of uncovering and
understanding laws enables the most trustable predictions. On the other,
some abstract involvement of uncovering norms leads to less trustable
guesses, since the free, responsible human subjects can respond differently to
the call to live justly and creatively. Still, both norms and laws are temporally
grounded, and our understanding of them increases and changes, while the
subject-object relations we are involved in extend to the future.

Having introduced the law-structure in the development of interpreting
Reason’s frameworks (see 4.2.4), the development of a modal theory is
made possible within the ontological framework of temporal Reason. This
development would help to make a clearer distinction between lower and
higher levels of cognitive abstraction. It would also show that especially in the
theoretical attitude, there is the need for an explicit formulation of Reason’s
direction and setting for coherently interpreting our structural data as a
process of creating an image of reality. In the theoretical attitude, the idea of
origin (independence status) can no longer be found in the object (Gegenstand)
or reality as given in experience, but must be sought in the subject and his self-
understanding as dependent on an understanding of its own origin (theos).”

4.3 Conclusion

I conclude that a fruitful dialogue between the two thinkers is possible and that a
further developmentof Canale’s thought, especially concerning theinterpretation
of the ontological framework, can be stimulated by use of Dooyeweerdian
concepts. When this is done, a tool for deconstructing biblical methodologies
is made available, and a clear framework is laid out that inspires the scholar in
general and the biblical theologian in particular to construct methodologies that
do justice to the spitit and the data of the biblical testimony.” Only then are we
enabled to realize the call of Brueggeman: “our situation needs to be submitted
to the text for a fresh discernment. It is our situation, not the text that requires

"'Geertsema, “Dooyeweerd’s Transcendental Critique,” 89.

"Such a deconstruction of exegetical methodologies on the basis of a further
development of Canale’s thoughts has been performed in Oliver Glanz, “Who is
Speaking? Who is Addressed?: A Critical Study into Conditions of Exegetical Method
and Its Consequences for the Interpretation of Participant Reference-Shifts in the
Book of Jeremiah” (Ph.D. dissertation, Vrije Universiteit, Amsterdam, 2010), 44-145.
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a new interpretation. . . . [T]his text subverts all our old readings of reality and
forces us to a new, dangerous, obedient reading,””

A clear understanding of Reason’s phenomenology and a strong biblical
interpretation of this phenomenology will not only allow developing a better
methodology for biblical theology, but it also will enable the many different
disciplines (e.g., missiology, and systematic, biblical, pastoral, and aesthetical
theologies) and subdisciplines of theology to unite under one matrix and
develop a diversity of scholarly results that are compatible with each other,
promoting unity and meaningful interdisciplinary dialogues. All disciplines of
theology are called to engage seriously in methodological reflections if the
reputation of our craft is to be saved.

PWalter Brueggemann, To Pluck Up, To Tear Down: A Commentary on the Book
of Jeremiah 1-25, ed. Frederick C. Holmgren and George A. F Knight, International
Theological Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 17.
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Introduction

While much work has been done in recent decades to restore the centrality
of beauty to its rightful place in constructive theology, such an aesthetic turn,
as I will note in this article, is far from problem-free. Specifically, suspicions
about the ideological character of aesthetics have been voiced by a number
of postmodern thinkers, for whom the identification of beauty and justice—
already present in pre-Socratic cosmogonies—is irrevocably dissolved. The
broader assumption underwriting my approach is that such dislocations of
beauty from goodness, when transposed to the religious sphere, are but
contemporary modulations of the “Great Controversy” theme central to
Seventh-day Adventist theology and piety." After delineating the basic contours
of this problematic, I will turn to Jonathan Edwards’s Trinitarian aesthetics
and its rich relational ontology in an attempt to provide a constructive
engagement with these issues. While retaining reservations about certain
aspects of his thought, I will nevertheless suggest that his understanding of
the nature of true beauty adds an important voice to current debates. In the
final section of the article, I will turn to a theological interpretation of Andrei
Rublev’s Trinityicon as a form of art to help me further elaborate on Edwards’s
proposal, eventually pointing to the biblical Sabbath as a possible focal point
for a distinctive Adventist approach to theological aesthetics. The account of
theodramatic beauty that will be articulated in that context, furnishes us with a
credible apologetic platform from which a response to (postmodern) qualms
about the ethical viability of beauty can be cogently crafted.

Genealogies of Beauty

“We can be sure that whoever sneers at [beauty’s] name as if she were an
ornament of a bourgeois past . .. can no longer pray and soon will no longer
be able to love,” so writes Hans Uts von Balthasar in the opening pages of his

"The “Great Controversy” concept as present in Adventist discourse is a
shorthand expression for the cosmological conflict between good and evil as evidenced
in salvation history.

*Hans Uts von Balthasar, The Glory of the Lord: A Theological Aesthetics, vol. 1:
Seeing the Form, trans. Erasmo Leiva-Merikakis, ed. Joseph Fessio and John Riches (San
Francisco: Ignatius, 1982), 18.
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magnum opus, The Glory of the Lord. With a virtually unmatched erudition and
depth of insight, Balthasar weaves an intricate philosophical, theological, and
historical account, tracing the marginalization of beauty in Christian theology.
He observes how, among other things, “the word ‘aesthetic’ automatically
flows from the pens of both Protestant and Catholic writers when they want
to describe an attitude which, in the last analysis, they find to be frivolous,
merely cutious and self-indulgent.””” Balthasar laments such deaesthetization of
theology and its adverse effects on the Christian practices of worship, spiritual
formation, and evangelism. After all, he argues, “in a world without beauty . . .
the good also loses its attractiveness, self-evidence why it must be carried out.”
Why not prefer evil over good? “Why not investigate Satan’s depth?”™
Fortunately, much has changed in regard to the treatment of beauty as
a key theological category since Balthasar first voiced his clarion call. The
steady outflow of scholarly literature dealing with vatious questions of
theological aesthetics clearly attests to an increased attention given to this
important conundrum.’ Yet the evocation of beauty for Christian theology
remains fraught with significant challenges. The rejection of beauty in
favor of the postmodern sublime, the commodification of beauty in our
hypersignified culture, the mass media diffusion of the aesthetic ideal into
an “absolute and unstoppable polytheism of Beauty,”
of beauty as a vestige of patriarchal exploitation, the Protestant suspicions

the feminist critique

957

of beauty as a “meretricious Hellenistic import,”’ the sociohistorical location
of taste, the unavoidable dialectic of subjective/objective entailed in any
aesthetic perception, the frequent degeneration of beauty into self-indulgent
sentimentality®—these and other sardonic dismissals present setious
challenges of how to speak of beauty in any meaningful way. Beauty is simply
too nebulous, as it seems, too tame, too easily complicit with oppression and

evil, too escapist in the face of rampant injustice to be able to function as a

*Ibid., 1:51.

“Ibid., 1:19.

*Note, e.g., Edward Fatley, Faith and Beauty: A Theological Aesthetic (Butlington:
Ashgate, 2001); Richard Viladesau, Theological Aesthetics: God in Imagination, Beanty, and
Art (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999); John Navone, Toward a Theology of Beanty
(Collegeville: Liturgical Press, 1996); Jeremy Begbie, Resounding Truth: Christian Witness
in the World of Music (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007).

SUmberto Eco, History of Beanty, trans. Alastair McEwen (New York: Rizzoli,
2004), 428.

"Patrick Sherry, “The Beauty of God the Holy Spitit,” Theology Today 64 (2007):
12.

Jeremy Begbie offers a helpful delineation of sentimentality in “Beauty,
Sentimentality, and the Arts,” in The Beauty of God: Theology and the Arts, ed. Mark
Husbands, Daniel J. Treier, and Roger Lundin (Downers Grove: InterVarsity, 2006).



THE ARCHITECTURE OF BENEFICENCE . . . 289

central theological category. It would thus appear that in contrast to the other
two transcendentals—the truth and the good—beauty is not in the position
to claim invariable and unconditional beneficence.” As Roman Guardini
rightly puts it, “Beauty ought to be reserved only for that which is valid, good,
and true, and in a certain sense it is so—but the other aspect of beauty is also
undeniable and disturbing, namely that it is not in fact so, and that it can shine
forth in evil, in disordet, in indifference, and even in stupidity.”'’

The tenuous way in which beauty and justice are related is well illustrated,
in Peter Cohen’s documentary, The Architecture of Doom, in which the
calamitous connection of beauty and evil is hauntingly explored. More than
just chronicling the different ways in which art both reflected and informed
the Weltanschaunng of the Nazi elite, the film is a well-documented exposé
of National Socialism as a “pervasive manifestation of a perverse aesthetic
docttine: to make the wotld beautiful by doing violence to it.”"" As Cohen
poignantly shows, the concoction of Hitler’s genocidal madness led him to
decry “doom as art’s highest expression.” What a triumph of the grotesque!
No special measure of moral astuteness is required to tag such a chilling
amorality of beauty as positively deviant and ghastly.

Given this and other, perhaps less drastic, examples of the misuse of
beauty, it does not come as a surprise that some postmodern thinkers are highly
suspicious of rhetorical sublimations of beauty, seeing them as invariably
doomed to deconstructive implosions. In response, various “detoxification
therapies” are proposed intent on uncovering the interplay of vested interests
embedded in ostensibly innocuous appeals to beauty.'? Pierre Bourdieu’s
sociological analysis, for example, leads him to assert that the aesthetic sphere
is never one of innocent enjoyment and simple human pleasure. Aesthetics
is always deeply political in that a set of values is established “according to
which the dominant class automatically comes out on top. Their political and
natural suptremacy is recast as natural supremacy.”” Given the exploitative

°For an illuminating account of how beauty came to be considered as one of the
transcendentals of being during the Middle Ages, see Umberto Eco, A7 and Beanty in
the Middle Ages New Haven: Yale University Press, 2002), chap. 2.

""Romano Guardini, Doastoevsky: I/ mondo religioso, 4th ed. (Bresica: Motcelliana,
1995), 289, cited in Bruno Forte, The Portal of Beanty: Towards a Theology of Aesthetics,
trans. David Glenday and Paul McPartlan (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2008), 45. Again,
this is not a novel observation. Already in Leonardo da Vinci we find the statement
that “beauty is not always good.” See Wladyslaw Tatarkiewicz, History of Aesthetics,
trans. Adam and Ann Czerniawski (New York: Continuum, 2005), 3:131.

"Benjamin Forgey, “The Architecture of Doom,” Washington Post, 22 February
1992.

12See Fatley, 7.

BJohn Armstrong, The Secret Power of Beauty: Why Happiness Is in the Eye of the
Beholder New York: Penguin, 2004), 98. For an extended discussion of this issue,
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character of the aesthetic, even seemingly laudatory endeavors such as art
education, have a menacing undertone to them. The very cultivation of art
means that we are “constructing a cruel instrument for exclusion. In loving
beauty we are not—as we may have innocently supposed—doing something
essentially good.”"* Beauty, in other words, is not what it appeats to be.
Admittedly, I find much sympathy with such cautionary remarks,
particularly when broader issues of economic exploitation are brought to
the table. The project of genealogical uncovering is certainly not inimical to
the task of Christian theology; in fact, it is principally invited and welcomed
by it. After all, Christianity is a religion informed by a deep realism about
the fallenness of the world and its proclivities to violence and untruth,
and, as such, carries a strong presumption against viewing reality, including
beauty, through rose-tinted glasses. My reservations begin to emerge,
however, when such deconstructive strategies become hostage to forms
of essentialist discourse—“such and such a/ways amounts to such and
such”—and, in the process, succumb to an unmitigated apotheosis of scope
that posits strife and malevolence as foundational cosmic principles.
Gilles Deleuze serves as a case in point. In his nocturnal revisionism, the
apocalyptic vision of the New Jerusalem becomes an ultimate embodiment
of panoptical oppression. Its streets of gold and precious stones amount
to nothing less than an “architecture of doom”—a ploy intended to hide
the fact of an “all-encompassing control of society by the state.”’® Thus
what Christians would see as embodying the ultimate outpouring of divine
benevolence is stunningly transmuted into or “uncovered” as the final
takeover of a totalitarian regime; an apokalypsis indeed. Deleuze writes:

The Apocalypse is not a concentration camp (Antichrist); it is the

great military, police, and civil security of the new State (the Heavenly
Jerusalem). . .. The New Jerusalem, with its wall and its great street of
glass, is an architectural terror. . . . Involuntarily, the Apocalypse at least
persuades us that what is most terrifying is not the Antichrist, but this new
city descended from heaven, the holy city “prepared like a bride adorned
for her husband.” All relatively healthy readers of the Apocalypse will feel
they are alteady in the lake of sulfur.'

see Pierre Bourdieu, Distinction: A Social Critigue of the Judgment of laste (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1984). See also Terry Eagleton, The Ideology of the Aesthetic
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1990).

“Armstrong, 98.

“Miroslav Volf, Exclusion and Embrace: A Theological Excploration of Identity, Otherness,
and Reconciliation (Nashville: Abingdon, 1996), 287.

Gilles Deleuze, “Nietzsche and Saint Paul, Lawrence and John of Patmos,”
in Essays Critical and Clinical (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997). Cf.
Volf, 287.
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It does not take much to see the specter of Friedrich Nietzsche looming
here in a menacing fashion. After all, for him Christianity’s self-presentation as
an announcement of peace masks a sinister calculus at work, camouflaging as
a “will to power at its most vulgar and debased: power representing itself as
the refusal of power, as the negation of strife, as the evange/ of perfect peace—
only in order to make itself stronger, more tetrifying, more invincible.”"”
Such a stance is understandable in light of Nietzsche’s genealogy that renders
“every regime of power as necessarily unjust. . . . No universals are ascribed to
human society save one: that it is always a field of watfare.”'® In contemporaty
philosophy such deconstructive suspicions are expressed by Jacques Derrida,
who claims that any act of hospitality, regardless of its aesthetic appeal,
inevitably hides subterranean proclivities toward violence and exclusion.
Hospitality, and more fundamentally giving, is always a part, however oblique,
of an “economy of exchange” that is never fully extricated from narcissistic
impulses. Clearly, the wider philosophical assumption at work here is that the
moment you have a concrete expectation, a determinate future, or the moment
you speak about a definite “presence”—in other words, the moment you have
any sort of determinacy of content, being, proclamation, or expectation—the
shadow of totality emerges. Thus John Caputo’s claim that he cannot envision
“how any religious tradition or theological language can take shape without
violence,”"” because “as soon as a confession or institution takes on a particulat,
determinate shape, it is necessatily exclusionaty and therefore violent.”?

One cannot but see these sentiments pointing in the direction of
Genesis 3—I am speaking hyperbolically here, of course. There the serpent’s
strategy, part of it anyway, is one of dislodging beauty from the idea of a
ptimotdial good or hospitality?’ only to be cast as an ideological cover for

"David Bentley Hatt, The Beauty of the Infinite: The Aesthetics of Christian Truth
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2003), 102.

¥John Milbank, Theology and Social Theory: Beyond Secular Reason (Cambridge:
Blackwell, 1991), 281-282. For an extended treatment of Nietzsche’s version of “piety”
and “redemption,” see Bruce Ellis Benson, Pious Nietgsche: Decadence and Dionysian Faith
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2008); and Giles Fraser, Redeening Nietzsche:
On the Piety of Unbelief LLondon: Routledge, 2002).

PJohn D. Caputo, “What Do I Do When I Love My God? Deconstruction
and Radical Orthodoxy,” in Questioning God, ed. Michael Scanlon, John D. Caputo,
and Mark Dooley (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2001), 307, cited in
James K. A. Smith, Introducing Radical Orthodoxy: Mapping a Post-Secular Theology
(Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2004), 116.

2Smith, 116. This is Smith’s restatement of Caputo’s position.

#As I will develop it mote clearly in the subsequent section of this article, I
am employing the world “hospitality” to name concrete actualizations of benevolent
intent.
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opptessive intent.”? God’s gifting, so it is atgued, is simply a modality of
seductive beauty; an exercise in hypernarcissism, hiding stratified proclivities
toward totalitarian domination. Thus in Gen 3:1 we find, however implicitly,
a primordial transvaluation of beauty. Yes, the garden is beautiful; you may
enjoy its harmonious fruitfulness; yes, you are free to delight in its pleasure-
affording richness, but beware! All of it simply masks a sinister antthumanistic
ontotheology, a veritable “architecture of doom.” Do not be tricked by the
ultimate Purveyor of “Turkish Delight”—to evoke C. S. Lewis’s famed The
Lion, the Witch, and the Wardrobe for a moment. The hospitality offered by
the White Witch is but a subterfuge of an “omnivorous empire”* built on
“original strife”” Adam and Eve, of course, assent to the serpent’s twisted
“genealogy”’—an act of a proto-Nietzschean deconstruction one could say—
and the rest is, pun intended, (human) history.

Undoubtedly, these issues concerning the relationship of aesthetic
persuasion and agential intent are of enormous significance not only for
theology, but for Christian praxis as well. As one can easily attest, scarcely
any element of the church’s apologetic, kerygmatic, diaconical, missional, and
formative task is left untouched by some modulation of this problematic.
After all, the deep underlying issue here—the correlation of God and human
flourishing—is one that profoundly informs all these considerations and
endeavors.” With that in mind, a number of questions need to be addressed:
What is the relationship of the good and the beautiful, if any? What do we
mean by beauty and, specifically, the “beauty of the Lord”? Is an apologetics
of beauty possible at all? After all, “who is to say,” to borrow from Hart,
“that the beautiful is self-evidently free of violence or subterfuge? How can
one plausibly argue that ‘beauty’ does not serve the very strategy of power to
which it supposedly constitutes an alternative?”*

Quite clearly, it is impossible to address the full range of those concerns
here. My goal is a more modest one in that I simply want to suggest one
possible, yet hopefully plausible approach. Specifically, I want to engage some
key insights of Edwards’s Trinitarian aesthetics as they pertain to the topic at
hand. As is widely known, the relationship of the good and the beautiful as
it relates to the doctrine of God and to wider metaphysical considerations is

#See, e.g., Emmanuel Levinas, Ethics and Infinity: Conversations with Philippe Nemo,
trans. Richard A. Cohen (Pittsburgh: Duquesne University Press, 1985), 75£f.

BHart, 2.

#Unfortunately, there is not sufficient space here to engage more fully the seminal
study by Robert Merrihew Adams, Finite and Infinite Goods: A Framework for Ethics New
York: Oxford University Press, 1999). Some of the central claims of this article deeply

resonate with his account of moral and nonmoral excellencies in relation to God as
the ultimate Good.

BHart, 4.
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something that occupied Edwards for the better part of his life. My broader
goal in doing so here is to propose a conceptual appropriation of a traditional
Adventist philosophy of history—in the sense of a harmonious and faithful
development of its thematic cantus firmus—in order to unearth some plausible
ways in which its theological and philosophical markers might be employed to
address postmodern critiques of Christian metadiscourse and its incarnational
particularity.

Jonathan Edwards’s Vision of Hospitable Beauty

In his helpful overview of theological aesthetics, Faith and Beauty, Edward
Farley notes how in Edwards’s thought

beauty is more central and more pervasive than in any other text in the
history of Christian theology. Edwards does not just theologize about
beauty: beauty (loveliness, sweetness) is the fundamental motif through
which he understands the wotld, God, virtue and ‘divine things.”®

Roland Delattre seconds this observation when he writes that
“beauty is one of the things Jonathan Edwards was most concerned with
understanding.””?” For Edwards beauty is “the first principle of being,” “the
measure and objective foundation of the perfection of being—of excellence,
the first among the perfections of God,” “a major
clue to his doctrine of the Trinity” as well as his anthropology, “the central

EEINT3

goodness, and value,

clue to the meaning of conversion” and personal holiness, and the nature of
true virtue.® In other words, beauty for Edwards is not simply incidental to
how we are to think about the nature and character of God, or the structure
of reality in general. Rather, it should be seen as the key ontological category
through which other coordinates of being, such as unity, truth, and goodness
are mapped out.

As is widely known, Edwards’s intricate theological aesthetics rests on
a differentiation between two kinds of beauty. First, he posits a secondary
ot natural beauty that greatly resembles the “great theory” in aesthetics,?
famously encapsulated in Thomas Aquinas’s definition of beauty as integrity
or completeness (infegritas), right proportion or harmony (proportio), and
radiance or resplendence (daritas)® Edwatrds defines secondary beauty as

“Farley, 43.

“Roland Andté Delattre, Beanty and Sensibility in the Thought of Jonathan Edwards
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 1968), 1.

BSee ibid., 2.

#See Wladyslaw Tatarkiewicz, “The Great Theory of Beauty and Its Decline,”
Journal of Aesthetics and Art Criticism 31 (1972), cited in Begbie, 20.

*See Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, trans. Fathets of the English Dominican
Province (Allen: Christian Classics, 1981), Ia, Q. 39, A. 8.
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“mutual consent and agreement of different things, in form, manner, quantity,
and visible end or design; called by the various names of regularity, order,
uniformity, symmetry, proportion, harmony, etc.””' Notably, and I take this to
be an essential point, such beauty is manifested not only in material objects,
but also in the right-ordeting of society and the practice of justice.

That such beauty would possess a sacramental character is self-evident
to Edwards. His stand on this issue echoes a long intellectual tradition
resembling, among others, different modalities of Pythagorean, Platonic,
Neoplatonic, and, of course, Christian thought. Long indeed is the list of
philosophers and theologians who have reflected on beauty—specifically
transcendental beauty—as a sacramental manifestation of God’s presence,
variously articulating the core idea that “beauty happens when the Whole
”% the idea that in encounteting beauty, we

offers itself in the fragment,
encountet, however dimly, the Soutrce of beauty himself.* The fifteenth-
century Neoplatonist Marsillio Ficino, for example, notes how “by its utility,
harmony, and decorativeness, the world testifies to the skill of the divine artist
and is proof that God is indeed its Maker.”** Ot pethaps one might recall the
well-known lines from George Herbert’s poem, “The Elixir”:

A man that looks on glass,

On it may stay his eye;

Or if he pleaseth, through it pass,
And then the heaven espy.™

Similarly, Edwards emphasizes the revelatory capacity of natural beauty
precisely because of its “resemblance of spiritual beauties.”” In fact, “that
beauteous light with which the world is filled in a clear day is a lively shadow

Monathan Edwatds, “The Nature of True Virtue,” in Ethical Writings, ed. Paul
Ramsey, The Works of Jonathan Edwards, 8 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1989),
561-562.

*2See ibid., 568-570. This point will be elaborated at greater length below.

3Forte, vii.

*T am aware that this claim immediately thrusts one into the middle of the
longstanding debates surrounding, e.g;, analogia entis versus analogia fidei, theologia gloriae

versus zheologia crucis. Addressing this problematic, however, goes beyond the scope of
this article.

STatarkiewicz, History of Aesthetics, 102.

*George Herbert, “The Elixit,” in The Complete English Poems New York: Penguin,
2005), 174.
Jonathan Edwatds, “The Beauty of the World,” in Seentific and Philosophical

Works, ed. Wallace E. Anderson, The Works of Jonathan Edwards, 6 New Haven: Yale
University Press, 2003), 305.
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of [Christ’s] spotless holiness and happiness, and delight in communicating
himself.””*

This, in brief, is how Edwards approaches natural beauty. As is well
known, however, he does not stop there. There is, after all, a need to speak
of beauty beyond the realm of mere material objects—a point, incidentally,
already made by thinkers such as Plotinus® and Boethius.” Such primary
or spiritual beauty, as Edwards calls it, bespeaks of the sort of “consent”
or “harmony” appropriate to moral agents, which he goes on to define as
“benevolence to Being in general”*'—that is, a disposition of well-regard
not only to the immediate circle of natural bonds or self interests, but to
whatever there is. More than simply being a form of aesthetic sensibility,
therefore, beauty is rendered into “propensity and union of the heart to
being in general, which is immediately exetcised in a general good will.”#
Beauty, accordingly, is not incidental to hospitality-

by which I refer here
to phenomenological instantiations of benevolent intent—but is, in fact, its
desire-evoking “form” or embodiment. It is not something added to the good;
it is, with some reservation, to be identified with moral rightness or ethical
self-transcendence.” In fact, Edwatrds’s entire aesthetic and metaphysical
edifice is built on the supposition that “the primary and original beauty or

2944

excellence that is among minds [or moral agents] is love,”* in other words,

benevolent relatedness. In Amy Plantinga Pauw’s words:

Beauty was irreducibly relational for Edwards. His aesthetics “does not,
therefore, begin with the assumption of the ontological independence of

*#Jonathan Edwatds, The “Miscellanies,” a-500, ed. Thomas A. Shafet, The Works
of Jonathan Edwards, 13 (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1994), Misc. 108, 279. For
a discussion of how imagination and natural beauty reflect “higher realities,” see C. S.
Lewis, Surprised by Joy: The Shape of My Early Life New York: Harcourt Brace, 1995),
167.

¥ An interesting comparison, that cannot be developed here, is the one between
Edwards and Plotinus on the nature of soul beauty. While they operate on different
metaphysical assumptions, there are noteworthy similarities in their respective accounts.
For a helpful summary of Plotinus, see Armstrong, chap. 8. See also Fatrley, 20.

“If “men had the use of Lynceus’ eyes,” writes Boethius, they would see that
Alcibiades, “so very handsome on the surface,” was, in fact, “totally ugly once his
inner parts came into view” (Boethius, The Consolation of Philosophy [New York: Oxford
University Press, 1999], 111.8).

“Edwards, “The Natutre of True Virtue,” 540.
“Ibid.
#On the idea of “ethical self-transcendence,” see Farley, chap. 5.

“Jonathan Edwards, “The Mind,” in Scientific and Philosophical Works, ed. Wallace
E. Anderson, The Works of Jonathan Edwards, 6 (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2003), 363; cf. Amy Plantinga Pauw, The Supreme Harmony of All: The Trinitarian Theology
of Jonathan Edwards (Grand Rapids: Eerdmands, 2000), 82.
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the [beautiful] thing; it is not a thing first and only afterwards designated as
beautiful” Rather, beauty is a matter of proportion and harmony within
the thing itself, and in its relations with other objects. . . . Anything that is
beautiful exhibits consent and agreement, and so must be [in Edwards’s
words] “distinguished in a plurality some way or other.” Beauty does require
complexity.*

That explains why, for Edwards, primary beauty by definition can never
remain purely internal, purely individualistic. The only exception to this
basic rule is the being of “God, Who is being-in-general, both the sum and
the fountain of all being” and, therefore, “has primary beauty internal to
Himself.”* The Ttinitatian subtext of Edwards’s thought comes cleatly to the
fore here. Since “there is true ‘plurality’ in God,” as Pauw puts it, “there can
be consent and thus true beauty within the Trinity itself. God’s ‘infinite beauty
is his infinite mutnal love of himself.””*

What becomes evident in this context is that Edwards’s metaphysics
rests on a dynamic reciprocation at the heart of divine and human gifting.
He believes that “in the framework of desire that all creatures possess, self-
love is a logically necessary and unavoidable desire that accompanies any
attraction, that is, all love is a reflexive desire and need for something that
we find lovely, worthy, valuable, pleasant or beautiful.”* Far from being an
instantiation of psychological egoism or mercenary interestedness, therefore,
such appropriate self-love is implicit in this ontology of participation. It is
this point that is repeatedly stressed in Edwards’s Dissertation,”” where God’s
self-glorification is postulated as the ultimate end of creation. To the charge
that such claims present a thoroughly narcissistic and megalomaniacal God,
Edwards simply responds that such a critique quite wrongly feeds off a barren
image of potentia Dei absoluta, betraying a loss of theological nerve at a crucial
point. For him, to restate the point already made, divine self-regard is a form
of ethical self-transcendence that is synonymous with benevolent consent.
God is most passionate about his glory, but what characterizes that glory is
a donative disposition toward his creation. That is to say, God’s self-regard

“Pauw, 81. The reference in this paragraph is to Stephen H. Daniel, The Philosophy
of Jonathan Edwards: A Study in Diverse Semiotics (Bloomington: University of Indiana
Press, 1994), 182.

*Delattre, 18.

“Pauw, 83. The reference in this paragraph is to Edwards, “The Mind,” 363.

“William J. Danaher, The Trinitarian Ethics of Jonathan Edwards (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 2004), 24.

“Jonathan Edwards, “Dissertation Concerning the End for Which God Created
the World,” in Ethical Writings, ed. Paul Ramsey, The Works of Jonathan Edwards, 8 (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1989).
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and kenotic other-regard perfectly coincide in Edwards’s metaphysical and
theological scheme.™

A point of practical intent is worth stressing here. One of the reasons
why Edwards is so intent on seeking after beauty is because it points to the
proper modality of knowing God. He variously writes of such knowledge as
having a “real sense,” “heart knowledge,” or true “apprehension” of the inner
beauty of God as contrasted to a mere noetic grasp. Consider, for example, the
following statement from his sermon “A Divine and Supernatural Light”:

There is a twofold understanding or knowledge of good that God has made
the mind of man capable of. The first, that which is merely speculative or
notional: as when a person only speculatively judges. . . . And the other is
that which consists in the sense of the heart: as when there is a sense of the
beauty, amiableness, or sweetness of a thing; so that the heart is sensible of
pleasute and delight in the presence of the idea of it.”!

Balthasar’s own phenomenology of spiritual sight strongly resonates with
Edwards’s sentiments on this issue. For him, “there is something provocative
and disturbing about the truly beautiful; it cannot simply be admired blandly
but must be seer and taken in, dealt with.”®? Attraction and assent are fused, so
to speak, in the moment of perception. Thus the arresting appeal of beauty
fosters a grammar of ocular mefanoia, a conversion of sight, that is, where
the beauty of the Christian gospel overwhelms us with its suasive loveliness,
gracing us with “the light of the knowledge of the glory of God in the face
of Jesus Christ” (2 Cor. 4:6). Here apologetics is “not so much arguing as
showing”> In Balthasar’s words (summatizing Pseudo-Dionysius’s position):
“No explanation can help him who does not see the beauty [of God]; no
‘proof of the existence of God’ can help him who cannot see what is manifest
to the world; no apologetic can be any use to him for whom the truth that
radiates from the center of theology is not evident.”>* In pursuing that line of
thought, Balthasar sides with Augustine’s contention in his De Libero Arbitrio

*For a helpful development of this theme, see Fatley, 89.

*Jonathan Edwards, “A Divine and Supernatural Light,” in Sermons and Discourses
1730-1733, ed. Mark Valeri, The Works of Jonathan Edwards, 14 (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1999), 413-414.

2Robett Barron, And Now I See: A Theology of Transformation New York: Crossway,
1998), 71.
SEdward T. Oakes, “The Apologetics of Beauty,” in The Beauty of God: Theology

and the Arts, ed. Mark Husbands, Daniel J. Treier, and Roger Lundin (Downers Grove:
InterVarsity, 2006), 