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The Use and Abuse of the Amarna Letters by Christian Apologists: A Response to Don Camp Don Camp, a blogger who often comments on DC, has written a critique of a video lecture, “How Archaeology Killed Biblical History,” that I presented in Minnetonka, Minnesota for the Minnesota Atheists on October 21, 2007. Camp objects principally to some of my statements about the lack of historical and archaeological evidence for the Exodus. Camp appeals to the famous Amarna letters, which date from the middle to late 1300s BCE, to refute some of the claims I make in the video lecture. Camp purports to present a researched post with footnotes. In particular, Camp appeals to this website to document his claims about the Amarna letters: http://www.bible.ca/archeology/bible-archeology-maps-conquest-amarna-tabletsletters-akhenaten-habiru-abiru-hebrews-1404-1340bc.htm For the sake of clarity and brevity, I will address the main points of Camp’s blog post with two principal questions: I. Does archaeology support the large numbers of people mentioned in Exodus 12:37, which claims that 600,000 men on foot were part of the Exodus? (Approximately at 17:06 in my video lecture). II. Does the Amarna correspondence, dated to the mid-late 1300s BCE, support the historical claims of the Bible concerning the conquest of Hazor and Shechem by the Israelites? I will explain why Camp not only misunderstands the Amarna correspondence, but also why he lacks a proper understanding of both the Bible and archaeology when he makes his case. On a broader level, this essay explains why we cannot use the Amarna correspondence to confirm the Exodus or Conquest narratives. I. Does archaeology support the large numbers of people cited in Exodus 12:37, which claims that 600,000 men on foot were part of the Exodus? My lecture was about how Christian biblical scholars writing around 1900 and prior centuries regarded most of the Bible as literal history, whereas that is not the case today. I explained that a main reason for this change is that archaeology has either falsified biblical history or failed to produce evidence to substantiate much of what is called biblical history. One example of a conservative Christian who did take these numbers as literal in the nineteenth century would be Alfred Edersheim (1825-1889), the author of the



multivolume, The Bible History, Old Testament (7 volumes; 1876-1887). You can find a copy of volume 2, which treats the Exodus, here: https://www.levendwater.org/books/v2bhot.pdf. Edersheim had no problem with the numbers in Exodus 12:37, and he even used those numbers to track the demographic changes during the 40 years of wandering in the wilderness. Edersheim, (The Bible History, Volume 2, Chapter 15) remarks: The above number of men capable of bearing arms would, if we may apply modern statistical results, imply a total population of upwards of two millions. Thirty-eight years later, just before entering upon possession of the land, a second census was taken, (Numbers 26) which yielded a total number of 601,730 capable of bearing arms (26:51), thus showing a decrease of 1820 during the years of wandering in the wilderness. The estimate of 1-2 million people is based on Exodus 12:37, which states that those who left Egypt consisted of “six hundred thousand men on foot, besides women and children.” If 600,000 constitutes half of the adult population, the other half being adult women, then we are talking about at least 1.2 million people. If children were counted separately, then a number closer to 2 million is probably a more reasonable estimate of the total. In my video lecture, I indicated that few scholars today take those numbers the Exodus and conquests as literal history. A group of 1-2 million people would be consuming masses of animals and plants daily. We would expect to find heaps of animal bones all along the way from Egypt to Israel. But we find no such archaeological traces of massive movements. Camp seems to agree with me. He certainly does not defend the claim that archaeology supports the numbers in Exodus 12:37. His contention is rather that I should not read the numbers literally, and that those high numbers are not a cause to doubt the historicity of the other parts of the Exodus account. Camp cites Ron Allen, an evangelical biblical commentator, who states: Literal interpretation of numbers includes understandings that extend from mathematical exactitude, through general approximation, to literary license. The only demand of literal interpretation (better, “normal interpretation) is that the reader ought to seek to find the use he or she believes the text itself presents and demands.” (p. 69).



And that is what we’d expect from a scholar dealing with ancient texts, biblical or not. Unfortunately, Dr. Avalos does not seek to find the use the text presents. He reads the text in English and ignores the genre, the cultural and literary conventions, and evidence from the period. Ironically, he reads the text uncritically and through the eyes of a literalist rather than a scholar. Switching from the “literal” to the “figurative” or “poetic” meaning of a text is a classic apologetic strategy to escape the problems of historicity. Allen himself notes the archaeological problems and “sheer logistics” that provisioning such masses would require (Allen, “Numbers,” p. 64). In any case, Allen’s so-called “analysis” is nothing more than a platitude. Yes, biblical scholars know that we need to take account of the “genre” of a text and context to determine whether numbers are meant figuratively or literally. Allen’s observation proves nothing about the figurative or literal nature of any particular text, including Exodus 12:37. Allen baldly asserts that the numbers in Exodus 12:37 (and Numbers 1) are rhetorical or figurative. He presents no compelling evidence that these numbers are intended by the biblical author to be rhetorical. Camp further adds: Certainly we can find many examples of poetic hyperbole in the biblical text. Psalm 91:7 says “A thousand may fall at your side and ten thousand at your right hand/but it [the plague] will not come near you.” We read that as a poetic way of saying many. We do not expect that it means exactly 1000 or 10,000. We ourselves use numbers this way. I might say to a friend, “I betcha a million dollars you can’t sink that putt.” And we all understand that I am not making a serious bet of $1,000,000. It is an “expression.” But what does that do to the factuality of Exodus? The answer is nothing. Again, it is true that not all numbers are meant to be taken literally, but it is not a good argument to say that because there are examples where numbers are taken figuratively, then we can consider as figurative any specific number in the Bible. We also can easily argue the reverse. For example, most Christians take literally the New Testament claims that Jesus had 12 apostles. Since Jesus meant 12 literally in that case, then may I assume that he took all other numbers literally? We can also find cases where large numbers are considered as literal in Akkadian, and so would that mean we can take Exodus 12:37 literally?



Since examples of numbers that may be interpreted literally and figuratively can be found in the Bible or in any culture, then the mere existence of literal or figurative examples in any one culture will not help us determine what is the case in Exodus 12:37. It is also invalid to argue that because we don’t think that those numbers in Exodus are “realistic,” then the biblical author must not have thought they were realistic either. Biblical authors can believe something to be real that many of us don’t think is real (e.g., demons, angels, a man resurrecting from the dead, etc.). Otherwise, Allen makes precisely my point that archaeology has helped to dismantle what used to be regarded as literal history. Edersheim had no problem taking these numbers as literal history, despite being aware of the same logistical problems. Today, even evangelical scholars like Allen are no longer willing to defend such numbers on archaeological and historical grounds. What remains at issue is whether Exodus 12:37 is meant literally or not by the biblical author, and nothing that Camp deduces from Allen’s discussion shows that he has identified the correct “genre” or “use” or figurative sense for the numbers expressed in Exodus 12:37. WAS EXODUS 12:37 MEANT LITERALLY? We do have evidence that “the text itself presents and demands” a literal interpretation for these large numbers. Consider this passage in the book of Numbers 1:1-5: [1] The LORD spoke to Moses in the wilderness of Sinai, in the tent of meeting, on the first day of the second month, in the second year after they had come out of the land of Egypt, saying, [2] "Take a census of all the congregation of the people of Israel, by families, by fathers' houses, according to the number of names, every male, head by head; [3] from twenty years old and upward, all in Israel who are able to go forth to war, you and Aaron shall number them, company by company. [4] And there shall be with you a man from each tribe, each man being the head of the house of his fathers. [5] And these are the names of the men who shall attend you. From Reuben, Elizur the son of Shedeur. The narrative continues in Numbers 1:18-19: [18] and on the first day of the second month, they assembled the whole congregation together, who registered themselves by



families, by fathers' houses, according to the number of names from twenty years old and upward, head by head, [19] as the LORD commanded Moses. So he numbered them in the wilderness of Sinai. The narrative then gives the subtotal number, tribe by tribe. Reuben’s tribe is reported to have the following population: [20] The people of Reuben, Israel's first-born, their generations, by their families, by their fathers' houses, according to the number of names, head by head, every male from twenty years old and upward, all who were able to go forth to war: [21] the number of the tribe of Reuben was fortysix thousand five hundred. After enumerating the population of each tribe, it gives a total (Numbers 1:45-46): [45] So the whole number of the people of Israel, by their fathers' houses, from twenty years old and upward, every man able to go forth to war in Israel -[46] their whole number was six hundred and three thousand five hundred and fifty. It does specify that one tribe was not numbered at all in Numbers 1:49: “Only the tribe of Levi you shall not number, and you shall not take a census of them among the people of Israel.” One does not normally represent the taking of a census “head by head” if the author believed numbers to be just symbolic or rhetorical. The narrator seems very specific about the procedure, which includes giving an age (“twenty years old and upward”), and gives the names of those who are to assist in the census. That is why Camp’s analogies are absurd. None of his examples of rhetorical numbers were accompanied by a preceding narrative that outlines a procedure for attaining those numbers. For example, if the number of 1,000 or 10,000 in Psalm 91:7 were preceded by a narrative that outlined how the dead bodies were counted, then we might have reason to take those numbers seriously. Moreover, the numbers in Psalm 91:7 have 1,000 and 10,000 as alternates in successive clauses, and so are a clear instance of parallelism in Hebrew poetry. However, the numbers in Exodus 12:37 and Numbers 1 are not alternated with some other number in two adjacent lines of poetry. For similar reasons, we can dismiss Camp’s analogy with a bet. The numbers in Numbers 1 are not represented as any sort of flippant bet. They are represented as the result of a careful count, which is linked to the numbers in Exodus 12:37.



Therefore, it is Camp who misidentifies any genres. He cannot seem to differentiate numbers found in poetic parallelism from those found in a narrative that reads like a historical chronicle. Camp cannot seem to differentiate a flippant bet from a what is procedural narrative meant to document how the total counts were reached. If the type of narrative and procedural specificity Numbers 1 is just “rhetorical,” then this DOES UNDERMINE Camp’s own case for the historicity of Exodus. If it is historically true that Moses took a census in Numbers 1, then he must have achieved some number in the end. If the large numbers are purely rhetorical, then he seems to have gone through a lot of trouble to achieve a purely rhetorical result. The count of 603,550 given in Numbers 1:46 is even more precise than the 600,000 in Exodus 12:37. If the author of Numbers were simply using round numbers, why 603,550 and not 600,000 (see also Exodus 38:26)? Therefore, is this whole census narrative in Numbers 1 also meant to be read as fiction or as pure rhetoric? Was there a census even if the numbers were not as large as reported? Of course, I don’t think there was such a census, and I think the census narrative is precisely part of a literary fiction that can be attributed to most of the Exodus narratives. I explain in The End of Biblical Studies that only those specific claims that have independent confirmation outside of the Bible should be regarded as historical. The rest should be left as undetermined in historicity—or as fictional, depending on the context. But it is another thing to argue, as does Camp, that the biblical author is not representing these numbers as real numbers. If the whole narrative about the census procedures and results in Numbers 1 are fictional, then why should we consider as historically literal anything else that has the same formal narrative structure: “X did/said Y”? After all, why can’t all Exodus or stories of Jesus’ miraculous feedings, for that matter, be just as rhetorical when there are no formal narrative differences with the story in Numbers 1? Both Exodus 12, Numbers 1, and Mark 6 have declarative sentences that can be expressed as “Moses/Jesus did/said X” or “Person X did/said Y.”



A. Moses took a census (Numbers 1). B. Moses initiated the Passover and led people out of Egypt (Exodus 12). C. Jesus fed 5,000 people with 5 loaves of bread, and 2 fishes (Mark 6:30-44). But, by Camp’s logic, maybe Jesus just fed 5 people, or maybe he had 5,000 loaves of bread but the author made it just 5 loaves for hyperbolic and “rhetorical” effect. And what if the genre in Exodus and Numbers is written by authors who do believe that God can miraculously multiply the number of Abraham’s descendants? How did Allen or Camp determine that the biblical author did not believe those numbers were both literal AND the result of God’s miracles? Allen and Camp believe God can raise a man from the dead and create the entire universe by mere command, but yet have trouble believing the lesser miracles described in Exodus and Numbers. They certainly should not claim that a biblical author, who does believe in extraordinary miracles, does not believe those large numbers. Perhaps Allen and Camp are the ones who do not believe in their Bible or in their god as much as they profess. II. Does the Amarna correspondence, dated to the 1300s BCE, support the historical claims of the Bible concerning the conquest of Hazor and Shechem by the Israelites? In my video lecture (approximately at 17:42), I noted that the Amarna correspondence does not seem to know of any sort of Israelite conquest or Israelite kingdom despite biblical claims that Israel conquered and possessed most or all of Palestine in the book of Joshua. Camp, on the other hand, insists that the Amarna correspondence does confirm the accounts in Joshua and Judges. Briefly, the Amarna correspondence, refers to a collection of about 350 letters found at Amarna, a site located between what is now Cairo and Luxor in Egypt. Amarna is a town associated with Akhenaten (1350-1334 BCE), the pharaoh who is famous for introducing “monotheism” in Egypt. The correspondence is between the Egyptian Pharaohs (probably Amenophis III and Amenophis IV [= Akhenaten]) and various local rulers in the Near East, including Palestine. The vast majority are letters sent to the kings of Egypt. See further: https://www.usc.edu/dept/LAS/wsrp/educational_site/ ancient_texts/elamarna.shtml.



Camp appeals to this website to document his claims about the Amarna letters: http://www.bible.ca/archeology/bible-archeology-maps-conquest-amarna-tabletsletters-akhenaten-habiru-abiru-hebrews-1404-1340bc.htm To facilitate references, I will call this the Apologetic Amarna Website (AAW). AAW uses and misuses the translations of William L. Moran (1921-2000), perhaps the foremost authority on the Amarna letters in the last century. Moran was also my professor. I studied the Amarna letters with him in the very last course he taught at Harvard on that correspondence before his retirement. AAW dates Akhenaten’s reign to 1358-1341, which is within the bounds of acceptability. AAW also states that Akhenaten “Began to reign the year Joshua died (monotheism).” Therefore, we have this anchor date for our purposes: 1358 BCE: Joshua dies and Akhenaten begins to reign. The Amarna letters would not support the narratives in Joshua and Judges if we used this date of 1358 BCE for the death of Joshua (or for any other date). Further below, I will focus on two places, Hazor and Shechem, to illustrate why the Amarna correspondence does not support the narratives about the Israelite conquests of those places at the dates that AAW assigns to those conquests (ca. 1400 BCE). I also will illustrate how poorly Camp misunderstands the archaeology and contents of the Amarna correspondence. SA.GAZ = HABIRU = HEBREWS? Throughout the AAW website, the Habiru (as AAW spells the term) are equated with the biblical Hebrews. For the sake of simplicity, I will transcribe this term as Habiru, except when the diacritics or spelling make a difference to the issues. If the Habiru are the biblical Hebrews in the Amarna letters, then it appears that they are associated with destroying many of the towns mentioned in the Bible or that they are active all over the lands mentioned in the Bible. However, the equation of the Habiru of the Amarna letters with the biblical Hebrews is largely an illusion created by the transcriptions of the cuneiform in some English editions of the Amarna letters. Unless you can read cuneiform or know the scholarly history of the term Habiru, one is never going to realize that the word Habiru does not actually appear in ANY of the letters cited by AAW, except for the ones from Jerusalem.



To understand this, it is important we understand that are two different words written in cuneiform that are being represented with the same word: Habiru. The two words in cuneiform are: SA.GAZ, ∆a-bi-ru



spelled with two cuneiform signs spelled with 3 different cuneiform signs,



For simplicity’s sake, they are written like this in standard cuneiform (as the shape of cuneiform signs may vary in different periods and cultures). SA



GAZ



§



^



∆a



bi/p*



≤



}



ru fi



Note that the bi sign can also be read as p*. That could mean that the actual word written is ∆a-p*-ru, not ∆a-bi- ru. Rainey transcribes it as ∆a-p*-ru in his edition. If one looks at each Amarna letter (designated as EA [= El Amarna] + number of letter) cited by AAW, one can see that only the letters from Jerusalem actually have the word written as ∆a-bi-ru. These are letters EA 286, 287, 289, and 290 cited by AAW. The rest of the letters cited by AAW do not have the word, ∆a-bi-ru, but use SA.GAZ or just GAZ (see further below for full list). The idea that SA.GAZ is the same as Habiru itself has a complicated history, but it was initially grounded in the desire to find Hebrews in the Amarna letters, and so confirm the historicity of the conquest accounts. The main credit for this equation goes to a German scholar named Hugo Winckler (1863-1913). He and others had noticed the existence of a group whose name was written with the Sumerian logograms SA.GAZ, and usually identified as predatory or as consisting of outlaws. This group was mentioned in texts in areas outside of Palestine. Sumerian is not a Semitic language, but its cuneiform script, along with many words written in Sumerian, became part of the writing systems of Semitic cultures in Mesopotamia that spoke Akkadian (the collective term for Babylonian and Assyrian languages). The languages represented in the Amarna letters are predominantly a mixture of Akkadian and West Semitic dialects.



Since the group called the SA.GAZ seems to specialize in predation and marauding, then Winckler concluded that it must be the same as the Habiru found in the Amarna letters associated with Jerusalem. Moshe Greenberg, who wrote one of the most comprehensive studies of the term Habiru, commented: On the basis of their identical roles in the El-Amarna letters Winckler took the bold step of equating SA.GAZ with Ô[apiru] ouright, thus removing at on stroke a major obstacle in the way of the Ô[apiru]-Hebrew combination. Instead of creating merely a local disturbance around Jerusalem, the Ô[apiru could not be found all through Palestine, encroaching on the land in a way well worthy of Joshua (Greenberg, The Ôab/piru, p. 4). Indeed, there was no other definitive proof at the time Hugo Winckler claimed that the SA.GAZ and the Habiru were the same group other than they supposedly behaved in similar ways. In fact, there exists a lexical list (glossary), where the Sumerian logograms SA.GAZ was translated as ∆ab-ba-tum (“vagabond”), not Habiru, in Akkadian texts (Landsberger, Materialen zum sumerischen Lexicon V. p. 77 = Ôar-ra II:330). Later, there was a clear equivalence found between the SA.GAZ logograms and the hapiru in Ugaritic texts (from what is now north coastal Syria). In Ugaritic, which is an alphabetic language, scribes wrote hapiru with a –p-, not with a –b-. Consequently, ∆apiru (not ∆abiru) is probably more true to the original root of the word because the Ugaritic alphabet does not have the alternative readings for signs that one finds in Akkadian syllabaries. Otherwise, there is no explicit equation between the SA.GAZ and the Habiru in the Amarna letters. That is why the Norwegian assyriologist, Jørgen A. Knudtzon (1854-1917), whose comprehensive transcriptions and translations of the letters was standard for most of the twentieth century, always left SA.GAZ as “Sa.Gaz” in his German translation, not as Habiru (e.g., EA 68:13, 18). In all fairness, the clearer Ugaritic equivalences were found after Knudtzon’s edition, but it would not be wrong to just leave SA.GAZ in modern translations. In any case, many scholars accept Winckler’s equation in their translations regardless of whether the actual Amarna letters had SA.GAZ, not Habiru, in the actual writings. This was especially true of the followers of William F. Albright (1891-1971), who sought confirmation of the biblical conquests narratives.



If one adheres to transcribing what is actually written in cuneiform in the Amarna letters (I am following the transcriptions of Rainey, El-Amarna Correspondence), one finds the following results in the letters cited on AAW, and in the order presented on that website. EA 68:13, 18 EA 76:37 EA 71:21 EA 73: 29 EA 74:29 EA 121:21 EA 88:34 EA 77:29 EA 90: 25 EA 118:38 EA 82:9 EA 101 EA 144:26 EA 144:30 EA 147 EA 148:43,45 EA 189:r11,17 EA 215:15 EA 243:20 EA 246:r7 EA 254:34 EA 244 EA 299:18,24 EA 299:26 EA 298:27 EA 271:16 EA 284



SA.GAZ GAZ GAZ GAZ GAZ GAZ SA.GAZ [GA]Z GAZ GAZ’ GAZ No Habiru mentioned S[A.G]AZ SA.GAZ No Habiru mentioned SA.GAZ SA.GAZ SA.G[AZ] S[A.] [GAZ] hb [SA.] [GAZ] hb SA.GAZ No Habiru mentioned SA.GAZ SA.GAZ [SA.][GAZ] hb SA.GAZ No mention of Habiru



EA 366:12,21 EA 286:19 EA 286:56 EA 287:31 EA 323 EA 329 EA 330 EA 333 EA 288:38 EA 288:44 EA 289:24 EA 290:13



SA.GAZ ∆a-p*-ri ∆a-p*--ru ∆a-p*-ri No mention of Habiru No mention of Habiru No mention of Habiru No mention of Habiru [∆a]-p*-ru [∆]a- p*-[r]i ∆a-p*-ri ∆a-p*-ri



Clearly, the seemingly pervasive presence of Habiru in AAW is mostly an illusion of the transcriptions into English. Like Knudtzon, I tend to be more faithful to what is written in the texts in this case to avoid the mass confusion and misuse of these texts that Christian apologists have promulgated.



For the sake of argument, I will accept the consensus opinion of scholarship and assume SA.GAZ and Habiru are equivalent in the Amarna letters. Such an equation of the SA.GAZ with the Habiru actually undermines identification with the biblical Hebrews. Indeed, the SA.GAZ or the Habiru of Amarna cannot be the biblical Hebrews. In his Catholic Encylopedia article from 1967, William Moran was not sure that we could definitively equate the Habiru and the biblical Hebrews: “The relationship of Habiru and Hebrew remains a moot question of ancient Near Eastern history.” Moran concludes “Habiru and Hebrew originally designated the same social class.” See: http://www.encyclopedia.com/religion/encyclopedias-almanacs-transcriptsand-maps/habiru-habiri However, being in the same social class (e.g., slaves, mercenaries) does not necessarily mean that they belong to the same ethnic group we call the biblical Hebrews. Another way to look at it is that some biblical Hebrews may have been regarded as Habiru, but not all Habiru were biblical Hebrews. In a later article, Moran accepted the proposition that “...‘Apiru means no more than enemy of the crown...” (Moran, “Join the ‘Apiru or Become One?” p. 212). Edward Campbell, who wrote one of the seminal studies of this problem, concluded (“The Amarna Letters and the Amarna Period,” p. 14]): ‘Apiru is clearly a pejorative term, therefore, and it is only natural that under certain circumstances it can be used simply as a bad name to call one's enemy.” Anson Rainey, who produced the most recent comprehensive edition and translation of the Amarna letters, is quite emphatic about not equating the SA.GAZ or Hapiru with the biblical Hebrews: “There is absolutely nothing to suggest an equation with the biblical Hebrews!” (Rainey, The El-Amarna Correspondence, 1:33). Rainey also says: “For more than a century, theories have been promulgated to explain the connection with the ‘apiru and the Hebrews (the patriarchs and the invading tribes). None of them are sound, but because of the strong desire to find some extra-biblical allusions to the patriarchs and to Joshua’s campaigns, the theories continue to have their appeal” (Rainey and Notley, Sacred Bridge, p. 89). That the Habiru are not the Biblical Hebrews is also the conclusion of Oswald Loretz, author of one of the most recent comprehensive studies of this issue:



Habiru-Hebräer, Eine sozio-linguistische Studie über die Herkunft des Gentiliziums ‘ibrî von Appellativum ∆abiru (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1984). There certainly are compelling reasons to reject the equation between the SA.GAZ and the biblical Hebrews. Note that the SA.GAZ: A. Can be found as early as UR III texts ca. 2000 BCE, and so even before the time that Abram/Abraham (Gen. 14:13) and before any sort of biblical Hebrew identity was established by traditional chronologies. B. Have names deriving from Hurrian (a non Semitic language) and from many other languages, but they NEVER designate any people we can otherwise definitively identify as biblical Hebrews. Consider the so-called “Hapiru” prism published in 1996 by Mirjo Salvini (The Ôabiru Prism of King Tunip-Te¡¡up of Tikunani [Rome, 1996]. The prism originates from northern Mesopotamia, and dates to about the 1500s BCE. The prism lists the names of about 438 individuals classified as “Habiru” who belong to working groups headed by foremen. The vast majority of those names are Hurrian, which is not a Semitic language. It seems that Habiru is not an ethnic term, but designates a class of servile labor in that prism. C. Never belong to tribes, and certainly none that we associate with the Bible. D. Worship a variety of gods, but NEVER Yahweh. E. Never are represented as pastoralists in the Amarna letters, which is how the Hebrews represented themselves in Genesis 47:3. F. Possess towns, or are associated with towns that are not part of any Hebrew territory described by Joshua. Consider the Ugaritic and Akkadian texts published by Charles Virolleaud (“Les Villes et les corporations du royaume d'Ugarit,” pp. 125 and 133, respectively). One Ugaritic text (ca. 14th century BCE) speaks of “Aleppo of the SA.GAZ men” (RS 11790, line 7) and “Aleppo of the Hapiru [‘prm]” (RS 11724 + 11843, line 12). Aleppo is in northern Syria, and nowhere near any town said to be conquered or in possession of the Hebrews in the Bible. The statue that contains the biography of a king of Aleppo named Idrimi states that he stayed with the SA.GAZ warriors for seven years around the area of Ammiya along the coast of Syria (see edition of Greenstein and Marcus). Their military status is reflected in the use of Sumerian determinatives ERÍNme¡ before LÚ.SA.GAZ in the edition (p. 64, line 27) of Greenstein and Marcus.



Ironically, even Tremper Longman, who is the general editor of the commentary on Numbers-Ruth cited by Camp, agrees that the Hapiru were warriors here. In his Fictional Akkadian Autobiography (p. 217), Longman’s translation of the statue of Idrimi, translates the mentioned term (ERÍNme¡ LÚ.SA.GAZ ) as “Hapiru warriors.” G. Often have chariots, or work as charioteers, and that is something emphatically unlike the Hebrews described in the pre-kingship era. EA 197:26-30 speaks about how a ruler named Biridashwa took some chariots, and gave them to the SA.GAZ. This and other reference to the possession of chariots by the SA.GAZ group indicates that at least some of the SA.GAZ were charioteers, a highly specialized profession. Chariots are used by non-Israelites in Judges 1:19: “And the LORD was with Judah, and he took possession of the hill country, but he could not drive out the inhabitants of the plain, because they had chariots of iron” (cf. Judges 4:3). While the Habiru can represent a variety of groups, it is better to see the SA.GAZ or Habiru in the Amarna letters as the name for opponents of the king of Egypt and his vassals or for mercenaries working on behalf of some of those vassals. The mercenary feature seems evident in EA 195:25-27, where Biryawaza, the ruler of the Damascus area, states: “I am indeed, together with my troops and chariots, together with my brothers, my ‘Apiru and my Suteans, at the disposition of the archers, wheresoever my king, my lord shall order (me to go)” (Moran, The Amarna Letters, p. 273). In EA 71:28-31, Rib-Hadda, the ruler of Byblos, expresses fear that his rival Abdi-Ashirta, will “assemble all of the ‘apîru men and take the town of Shigata and the town of Ampi” (following Rainey’s translation as Moran’s “gather together” does not express well the military connotations of the Akkadian verb, pa∆åru). Consider EA 290:25-27, where Abdi-Hepa, the mayor of Jerusalem, expresses his fear that the lands of the Pharaoh will desert to the Habiru. However, Abdi-Hepa makes clear that “this deed against the land was [a]t the order of Milki[lu and a]t the order of [Suarda]tu...” (Moran, Amarna Letters, p. 334; Moran’s italics). These instigators are other Canaanite rulers, not Hebrews. Milkilu, for example, is the ruler of Gezer (EA 369:1), and not a Hebrew commander such as Joshua. These references to “my ‘Apiru” and to “assembling” the ‘Apiru troops shows that we are speaking of a military unit or group that is often at the disposal of Canaanite rulers. They are characterized as sometimes acting on the behalf of those Canaanite city states in the Amarna letters, but NEVER on behalf of some



conquest ordered by Yahweh, which is the principal biblical claim in Joshua 1:14: [1] After the death of Moses the servant of the LORD, the LORD said to Joshua the son of Nun, Moses' minister, [2] "Moses my servant is dead; now therefore arise, go over this Jordan, you and all this people, into the land which I am giving to them, to the people of Israel. [3] Every place that the sole of your foot will tread upon I have given to you, as I promised to Moses. [4] From the wilderness and this Lebanon as far as the great river, the river Euphrates, all the land of the Hittites to the Great Sea toward the going down of the sun shall be your territory. Nothing in the Amarna letters even remotely reflects a foreign group of Yahwehworshipping Hebrews coming from Egypt to conquer this expanse of territory. Rather, the Palestine of Amarna is still ruled largely by Egypt, which is always busy managing the inter-city conflicts described. LINGUISTIC PROBLEMS Because Camp is only reading about the Habiru in English, he fails to appreciate some of the very difficult linguistic issues that prevent any facile equation between the Habiru mentioned in the Amarna letters and the Biblical Hebrews. The root of the word Hapiru in the Amarna letters is probably: ‘ayin-p-r. The biblical Hebrew root, however, reflects: ‘-b-r. The consonant ‘ayin is a voiced guttural with no real equivalent in English. Despite the lack of a real equivalent in English, the letter –h- is sometimes to represent that sound. The –p- and –r- are roughly equivalent to the sounds represented by those letters in English. Usually, the –p- and –b- are different phonemes in Hebrew, Akkadian, and in most West Semitic languages. That means that the two roots and derived words (‘pr and ‘br) probably are not the same. In English, -b- (a voiced labial stop) and a –p- (an unvoiced labial stop) are also different phonemes, and that is why we can differentiate the words “staples” and “stables.” Substituting –b- for –p- will change the meaning of the word even when all other letters are identical. Although, one can find equivalents in writing where –b- is represented as –p- in Semitic syllabic writing, trying to equate ‘apiru and ‘ibri is more akin to trying to make “staples” and “stables” into the same word in English. The morphological pattern is also a problem. Since standard Semitic roots usually consist of three consonants, the paradigmatic three-root form qtl is used to



illustrate vowel patterns, which are a key to identifying the grammatical function of words. The Hebrew ‘ibrî may be described as a qitlî- pattern (or qitl + î), which reflects the pattern used to denote ethnic groups. Other examples with that -î- vowel at the end include ˙ittª = Hittite (2 Samuel 12:3) and 


Nadav Na’aman, “The Shephelah according to the Amarna Letters,” in The Fire Signals of Lachish: Studies in the Archaeology and History of Israel in the Late Bronze Age, Iron Age, and Persian Period in Honor of David Ussishkin edited by Israel Finkelstein and Nadav Na’man (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2011), pp. 281-299. Anson Rainey and R. Steven Notley, The Sacred Bridge: Carta’s Atlas of the Biblical World: An Overview of the Ancient Levant (Jerusalem: Carta, 2006), pp. 77-87. Camp seems to know nothing of this scholarly literature, and he simply adopts the superficial analysis of AAW. One can see that the rulers of towns are constantly complaining about other rulers taking their towns. Rib Hadda of Byblos, in coast of Lebanon, complains to the Pharaoh about Abdi-Ashirta, another neighboring magnate in EA 76:9-11: “May the king, my lord, be apprised that strong is the hostility of ‘Abdi-Ashirta against me. Now the two towns that remain to me, is seeking to take [for himself].” The Habiru are either militant bands, not masses of people coming in from Egypt, or a standard name for “rebels.” The ruler of any city could become a Habiru or join the Hapiru because it is a relative term to define opponents or marauding bands (Moran, “Join the ‘Apiru or Become One?,” p. 212). BUT NOWHERE do the Amarna letters characterize these Habiru as part of some mass movement coming from Egypt and led by any of the biblical figures such as Joshua or any of the “Judges.” HAZOR Joshua 11:1 tells us that Jabin was the king of Hazor at the time that Joshua attacked it. Joshua 11:10-11 states: And Joshua turned back at that time, and took Hazor, and smote its king with the sword; for Hazor formerly was the head of all those kingdoms. And they put to the sword all who were in it, utterly destroying them; there was none left that breathed, and he burned Hazor with fire. Therefore, Hazor is completely destroyed and its people exterminated BEFORE 1358 BCE because that is the year that Joshua died according to AAW. Indeed, AAW dates the conquest between 1407 and 1399 BCE. Yet, Hazor seems to be thriving at the time of the Amarna letters (mid- to late



1300s BCE). Amnon Ben-Tor, who has led the renewed excavations of Hazor since 1990, comments: “...Hazor was still a thriving city during the first half of the 13th century B.C.E...” (Amnon Ben-Tor, “Who Destroyed Canaanite Hazor?” p. 31). A fragment of a what may be an offering table dedicated by Rahotep, high priest of Ramesses II (1279-1213 BCE), indicates that the city was vibrant enough to honor a high Egyptian official at the time of that Pharaoh (Ben-Tor, “Who Destroyed Canaanite Hazor?,” p. 35). Moran titles one of the letters from Hazor (EA 227) as “The Happy King of Hazor” (Moran, The Amarna Letters, p. 288). The king of Hazor wrote to the Egyptian Pharaoh, and says (EA 227:5-7): “Look, I have the cities of the king, my lord, under guard until my lord reaches [me]. In the same letter (EA 227:11-12), the ruler of Hazor tells his Egyptian overlord: There was peace and the gods themselves looked (favorably) on me.” Note that AAW never quotes this Amarna letter, even though it cites many others. At another point in the history of Hazor, Abi Milku, the king of Tyre and a professed Egyptian loyalist, states: “The king of Hasura [= Hazor] has abandoned his house and has aligned himself with the ‘Apiru [SA.GAZ]...He has taken over the land of the king for the ‘Apiru [SA.GAZ]” (EA 148:41-43). But where in the time of the Judges did the king of Hazor align himself with the Hebrews? When is this happening in the books of Joshua or Judges? And how can this happen at all if Joshua had killed the king of Hazor and completely destroyed his town by 1358 BCE? WHO DESTROYED HAZOR? Camp cites a 1982 article (“Is the Biblical Account of the Israelite Conquest of Canaan Historically Reliable?”) by Yigael Yadin (1917-1984), one of the main excavators of Hazor, to support the idea that the destruction of Hazor matches what the Bible says. Camp thinks that the archaeological evidence from Hazor supports the narratives that Joshua destroyed that site. Yadin, who was also a famous Israeli general, excavated Hazor from 1955 to 1958, and again in 1968. Excavations at Hazor resumed in 1990 under Amnon Ben-Tor who later was joined by Sharon Zuckerman (1965-2014) as co-director. Ben-Tor also thinks that the Israelites destroyed Hazor, though his co-director, Zuckerman, did not. The problem for Camp and AAW is that Yadin and Ben-Tor place that destruction not between 1407 and 1399 BCE, but rather in the 1200s BCE, or about 150-200 years later. How does that support biblical history?



If I said that George Washington fought the revolutionary war around 1944, not 1776, would that make me a good historian? That would place Washington in World II. It certainly would not claim some divine inspiration with that sort of anachronism. AAW tries desperately to escape this chronological problem by using this deceptive historical revisionism in its description of the “Storyline” of EA 148: “Hazor was captured first by Joshua in 1401 and then Jabin, king of Hazor was defeated by Deborah in 1200 BC.” Note that AAW is denying what Joshua 11:1,10-13 states quite emphatically: [1] When Jabin king of Hazor heard of this, he sent to Jobab king of Madon, and to the king of Shimron, and to the king of Achshaph.... [10] And Joshua turned back at that time, and took Hazor, and smote its king with the sword; for Hazor formerly was the head of all those kingdoms. [11] And they put to the sword all who were in it, utterly destroying them; there was none left that breathed, and he burned Hazor with fire. [12] And all the cities of those kings, and all their kings, Joshua took, and smote them with the edge of the sword, utterly destroying them, as Moses the servant of the LORD had commanded. [13] But none of the cities that stood on mounds did Israel burn, except Hazor only; that Joshua burned. Why does AAW say that Joshua “captured” Hazor, but Deborah “defeated” it? Because AAW knows very well that there is no archaeological evidence of a destruction of Hazor at the time it has dated Joshua’s conquest (ca. 1400 BCE). Camp also does not appear to fully understand the significance of the Mycenaean pottery he mentions. He says that “Mycenean pottery was found under the burn layer. Mycenaean pottery was imported into Canaan by Canaanites.” However, the importation of Mycenaean pottery by Canaanites would not prove that Israelites destroyed Hazor. In fact, it would help contradict the suggestion by AAW that Hazor destroyed the city around 1400 BCE. The specific phase of Mycenaean pottery at Hazor is closely related to the phase of the Mycenaean pottery found at Amarna in the 1300s BCE. It is that ceramic correspondence between Amarna and Hazor that helps us synchronize some of the



events in Palestine with those in Egypt. Note the statement of Yigael Yadin (“Is the Biblical Account of the Israelite Conquest of Canaan Reliable?”): The key to the dating of this destruction layer at Hazor is the so-called Mycenean IIIB pottery which was found in the destruction layer. According to the authoritative and universally accepted dating of this pottery by the distinguished Swedish archaeologist Arne Furumark, it was not used after about 1,230 B.C. Therefore, this destruction must have occurred sometime before 1,230 B.C. To be fair, there are many debates about how to divide up phases of Mycenaean pottery (see Dothan and Zuckerman). The point remains that Mycenaean pottery per se does not help to identify who destroyed Hazor though it helps to corroborate a date for the destruction. Furthermore, AAW cannot explain why there is a king Jabin and a city named Hazor at the time of Deborah in 1200 BCE, given that it should have been destroyed by the time of Joshua around 1400 BCE (see Judges 4:1ff). The effort to solve this contradiction by evangelical scholars is beyond the scope of this essay, but it would require that we not take as historically literal the description of destruction in Joshua 11. Yadin (“Is the Biblical Account of the Israelite Conquest of Canaan Reliable?”) also provides a summary for those interested in solutions proposed by academic biblical scholars. Although Ben-Tor believes the Israelites destroyed Hazor, he also acknowledges that other scholars have pointed to other culprits, which include the following: A. Rival towns in Palestine. After all, we do have statements about towns seizing and fighting each other in the Amarna letters. As mentioned, in EA 148:41-44, Abi Milku, the king of Tyre and a professed Egyptian loyalist, states: “The king of Hasura [= Hazor] has abandoned his house and has aligned himself with the ‘Apiru [SA.GAZ]...He has taken over the land of the king for the ‘Apiru [SA.GAZ].” That is not the portrait of Hazor in Joshua, and such treachery could certainly be cause for action against Hazor. Ben-Tor’s reason for rejection of this possibility is weak: “We can also reject the other Canaanite city-states as having been responsible for Hazor’s destruction, for not one of them could challenge Hazor, “the head of all those kingdoms.” Even if Hazor was in decline at the time of the city’s destruction, so were all other neighboring Canaanite cities” (“Who Destroyed Canaanite Hazor?,” p. 33).



Ben-Tor uncritically accepts the biblical description of Hazor’s supremacy without any corroborating evidence from the Amarna letters or other sources from the actual 1300s BCE. Hazor was a large and powerful city, but the Amarna letters show that it was not beyond being attacked by other cities. In EA 364:19-23, a ruler named Ayyab says that the ruler of Hazor “has taken 3 cities from me. From the time I heard and verified this, there has been waging of war against him...” (Moran, Amarna Letters, p. 362). In contrast to his translation (“to commence hostilities against them”) in an earlier edition of EA 364 (El Amarna Tablets 359-379), Rainey renders lines 2223 “...hostile activity from him,” in his latest edition. That translation means that it is the king of Hazor who is waging war. However, Rainey does not provide convincing evidence that “[hostile activity] from him [= the king of Hazor]” is the best rendition of the Akkadian phrase ina ¡å¡u. If Moran’s rendition is the best, then Ben-Tor is wrong to say that “not one of them could challenge” Hazor. EA 364 shows that Ben-Tor is wrong to think Hazor was too powerful to be attacked or that other cities were in such a “similar decline” they could not wage war against it. B. The Egyptians, who were the acknowledged overlords in the Amarna letters. Some of the Amarna letters ask for Egyptian help in fighting other cities. We do find Egyptian objects that may be dated to the time of Ramesses II (reigned 1279-1213 BCE), and so it was probably under some sort of Egyptian control into the 1200s. Ben-Tor rejects this possibility only because he says he cannot find Hazor on any list of Egyptian conquered cities of the time. However, we also know that the Egyptians sometimes omitted names of cities they conquered or with whom they interacted for other reasons. For example, in his study of the cities of the area of southern Israel known as “The Shephelah,” Nadav Na’aman (“The Shephelah according to the Amarna Letters,” p. 296), notes: The topographical lists were engraved on walls of public buildings for prestige and propaganda purposes. Securing the stability of the Shephelah rulers did not entail sufficient prestige, and so cities were not included in the inscriptions. Hazor may have had prestige, but the absence of its name on a topographical is not sufficient to deny that the Egyptians or their allies might have destroyed Hazor.



Camp cites the work of William G. Dever. Dever believes Shishak attacked Hazor in the tenth century BCE even though Dever himself admits that Hazor is not found on any official list of destroyed cities (see further below). C. Internal rebels within Hazor. This is the opinion of Sharon Zuckerman, a coexcavator of Hazor in “Anatomy of a Destruction: Crisis Architecture, Termination Rituals and the Fall of Canaanite Hazor,” Journal of Mediterranean Archaeology 20 (2007): 1-32. These are some of the reasons she offers on p. 25 of that article: The internal explanation is better supported because there is no archaeological evidence of warfare, such as human victims or weapons, anywhere in the site... This observation serves as an argument against the involvement of external forces such as the Israelites or the Egyptians in the destruction of Hazor (for a review of previous suggestions see Ben-Tor 1998). Although the suggested internal revolt might have served foreign interests and could have been encouraged by external circumstances or powers, it is predominantly an internal affair. [My underlined emphasis]. Hazor would contrast to a site like Lachish, where evidence of the Assyrian destruction is abundant. The evidence for the destruction of Lachish by the Assyrians includes Assyrian art depicting the assault, copious amounts of arrowheads and other weapons, and mass graves. See: http://www.biblearchaeology.info/bible_city_lachish.htm and https://www.penn.museum/sites/expedition/lachish/ For mass burials that may be associated with the Assyrian assault, see D. L. Risdon, “A Study of the Cranial and Other Human Remains from Palestine Excavated at Tell Duweir (Lachish) by the Wellcome-Marston Archaeological Research Expedition,” Biometrika 31 (July, 1939), pp. 99-166. D. An Earthquake. This would also explain the lack of weapons and other features associated with war, but we still might expect a lot of human remains. In general, Camp does not seem familiar with the post-Yadin excavations at Hazor that have produced new evidence for other culprits. Indeed, Camp cites nothing about the excavations at Hazor after Yadin’s article in 1982. While the Israelites remain a plausible culprit, it is not fair to represent them as the only plausible option until more clear evidence is found. SHECHEM As mentioned, Camp has not read enough of the scholarly literature to know that many of the letters reporting problems with the Habiru deal with inter-city rivalries, and not with some mass invasion from Hebrews.



For Finkelstein (The Forgotten Kingdom, pp. 13-22), for example, an internal revolt within Palestine was incited by Labayu, the assumed ruler of Shechem. According to Finkelstein, there are two opposing factions within the orbit ruled by Egypt in Canaan: A. The Shechem coalition, including Gezer B. The Anti-Shechem coalition, including Megiddo and Hazor The problem with AAW is that it cannot correlate any of the figures or persons in the Amarna letters to any of the ones mentioned in the Bible at the time Israelites should have control of at least some of the places mentioned. For example, who is Labayu, who is the ruler of Shechem, according to the Amarna letters, in the 1300s, when Shechem is supposed to be in Israelite hands? Camp asserts the following: “Now, that will not come as a surprise to a Bible reader. The Bible’s description of that period of time, only 25 years after the exodus, is found in Joshua and Judges, and there is no mention of a kingdom of Israel.” There may not be mention of a kingdom of Israel, but there is mention of kings or leaders of individual city states in the Bible. In Judges 9:6 Abimelech is made king of Shechem AFTER the death of Joshua: “And all the citizens of Shechem came together, and all Beth-millo, and they went and made Abimelech king, by the oak of the pillar at Shechem.” But if Joshua died in 1358 BCE, when Akhenaten begins to reign, then where is Abimelech in the Amarna letters? Even if he did not have a long reign, where in the Amarna letters pertaining to Shechem is there any mention of any of the biblical characters associated with Abimelech? Shechem also should be in Israelite hands by the time of the Amarna letters because it is allotted to Manasseh in Joshua 17:2: And allotments were made to the rest of the tribe of Manasseh, by their families, Abi-ezer, Helek, Asri-el, Shechem, Hepher, and Shemida; these were the male descendants of Manasseh the son of Joseph, by their families. In Joshua 21:20-21, the disposition of Shechem is as follows: As to the rest of the Kohathites belonging to the Kohathite families of the Levites, the cities allotted to them were out of the tribe of Ephraim. To them were given Shechem, the city of



refuge for the slayer, with its pasture lands in the hill country of Ephraim, Gezer with its pasture lands... You don’t designate Shechem as a city of refuge if it is not in firm possession of the Israelites, and under Hebrew law (see Numbers 35 for laws concerning cities of refuge). But you will not find Shechem as a city of refuge or under any sort of Hebrew law in the Amarna letters. THE MERNEPTAH STELE According to Camp: Another evidence for the Israelites in Canaan is the Merneptah stele. It is a victory monument of Pharaoh Merneptah. On that stele, dated to 1206 B.C., are listed peoples in Canaan conquered by the Pharaoh. William Dever, PhD archaeology Professor University of Arizona, says of the significance of the stele in a NOVA 2008 interview: “So the Egyptians, a little before 1200 B.C.E., know of a group of people somewhere in the central highlands—a loosely affiliated tribal confederation, if you will—called "Israelites." These are our Israelites. So this is a priceless inscription. Here is another indication that Camp is not well read in the scholarship surrounding this monument. I address the issues concerning the Merneptah Stele in The End of Biblical Studies, pages 121-127, where I critique some of Dever’s claims about what we can know from this monument. First, the Merneptah Stele says nothing about the Exodus. It only shows, at best, that some entity called Israel existed around 1210 BCE in the world known to the Egyptians. It certainly does not state that this entity came from Egypt. Second, Camp does not appear to know that Anson Rainey, among other biblical geographers, makes a strong case that this entity is located in Transjordan, and not in what is generally regarded as Israel in Joshua. Given the logic of the route followed by the Egyptians, Rainey concludes that “somewhere in Transjordan makes sense” for the location of this “Israel” (Rainey and Notley, Sacred Bridge, p. 99). Although I agree with Dever, who is a former professor of mine, on many issues, I also have some reservations about how he uses archaeological data to draw conclusions.



One is example is Dever’s reconstruction of what Shishak, the king of Egypt, destroyed. Dever discusses Shishak in his book What Did the Biblical Writers Know and When Did They Know It? What Archaeology Can Tell Us about the Reality of Ancient Israel, pp. 134-38. That king is mentioned in 1 Kings 9:16 and Dever has attempted to show that there is archaeological evidence that Shishak destroyed Hazor in the tenth century BCE. Among the cities that Dever says should be included “at minimum” in the list of Shishak’s destructions is Hazor (What Did the Biblical Writers Know, p. 135). Yet when we look at the map of the route Dever provides for Shishak’s military campaigns, Hazor is nowhere to be found, and he admits it is not on Shishak’s actual list of conquered cities. This and other inconsistencies in Dever’s What Did the Biblical Writers Know?” has led even Ilan Sharon, a self-described admirer of Dever, to comment on the latter’s carelessness in handling such data. See reviews of William G. Dever’s work by Ilan Sharon and Shmuel Ahituv (in references below). DATING BIBLICAL SOURCES I won’t spend much time in explaining what is known to most academic biblical scholars. We don’t have ANY biblical sources that actually come from before 1,000 BCE, and what is written in Joshua and Judges probably comes from hundreds of years later. In fact, the oldest biblical manuscripts we have (in the Dead Sea Scrolls) are dated to the third century BCE. Therefore, it is better to make our conclusions about the 1300s from the only actual data we have from that period—e.g., the Amarna letters. These indicate that inter-city rivalries could have resulted in the destruction of Hazor and other cities mentioned in the Bible. Nothing in those letters says that some incoming mass group of Hebrews destroyed anything. One should not use these later biblical sources unless there is strong independent evidence to corroborate them. I recommend the article by Christopher Rollston (2016) who surveys some of the corroborating evidence we have from epigraphic evidence, but even that evidence does not justify the more sweeping claims made by Camp. CONCLUSION Camp has unwittingly confirmed the thesis of my video lecture. Scholars from before 1900 or so generally accepted the literal historicity of most of the Bible, while that is not the case, even among evangelicals, today.



Camp himself does not accept what earlier Christians scholars like Alfred Edersheim accepted as history in Exodus 12:37 and Numbers 1. The same can be said of Allen and many other evangelical apologists we could mention. The appeal to “genre” is absurd because Camp’s analogies with poetic parallelism and bets show that he is the one confusing different types of genres. Otherwise, neither Camp nor Allen ever identify the specific contextual features or specific indicators of genre to explain why Exodus 12:37 was not meant be taken literally by the biblical author. Exodus 12:37 is part of a narrative that has declarative sentences and a population number that is connected to the narrative (Numbers 1) of a census completed after careful procedures (“head by head”) to determine counts. If the counts in Numbers 1 and Exodus 12:37 are purely rhetorical, then it leaves unexplained why any other parts of the Exodus narratives that can be expressed as “X said/did Y” should be regarded as literal history. It opens the door to undermining the narratives of Jesus feeding multitudes in Mark 6, not to mention in other Gospel narratives. Camp shows himself to be precisely one more apologist who no longer believes what former evangelical biblical scholars represented as literal biblical history. Furthermore, Camp clearly has not done the proper reading of the relevant scholarship to explore these issues, nor does he understand the original languages sufficiently to determine who is correct about the identity of the SA.GAZ. QUESTIONS FOR CAMP 1. Do you think that Moses conducted a census in Numbers 1? 2. If the narrative in Numbers 1 should be considered historically literal about the process of the census, then why can’t the author believe the numbers that resulted were also literal history? 3. If you are interested in identifying the correct genres, then why compare the alternating numbers in poetic parallelism in Psalm 91:7 to Exodus 12:37, which has no alternating poetic lines of numbers? 3. Do you believe that the 6,000 in the mass feedings of Jesus in Mark 6 were just rhetorical or figurative? 4. Why did you not reveal to your readers that most of the Amarna letters cited by AAW do not have Habiru, but SA.GAZ actually written? 5. Where in the Amarna letters are the SA.GAZ specifically equated with the Habiru (provide specific EA letters and lines, please)?



6. Do you believe the phrase “the Aleppo of the SA.GAZ” is a reference to the Hebrews? 7. What is the date that Hazor was destroyed for you—by 1400 or in the 1200s BCE? 8. How does Mycenaean pottery identify the people who destroyed Hazor? 9. Do you consider Joshua 11:1, 10-13 as a description of the mere “capture” of Hazor (as does AAW) or does it describe its total defeat and destruction? 10. Where else do you see a word with a qat•l pattern representing an ethnic group in the Amarna letters? 11. What specific characters or events mentioned in the Amarna letters match anything in the books of Joshua and Judges (besides the supposed destruction of Hazor?). 12. What specific archaeological evidence at Hazor, especially in Stratum XIII, points to the Israelites as the destroyers? EDITORIAL NOTES -Unless noted otherwise, all biblical quotations are from the Revised Standard Version. Single apostrophes, indicating guttural consonants in names, were omitted for the sake of simplicity. -All translations of the Amarna letters are those of Moran’s edition unless noted otherwise. -All transcriptions of the Amarna letters are those of Anson Rainey (2015). -The abbreviation “hb” appearing after some of the EA letters listed above indicate “half brackets,” which means that the corresponding cuneiform signs are partially visible. REFERENCES Ahituv, Shmuel, “Did God Really Have a Wife?” Biblical Archaeology Review 32, no. 5 (September/October 2006), pp. 62–66. Allen, Ronald B. “Numbers” in Tremper Longman III and David Garland, eds., The Expositor’s Bible Commentary, Volume 2 (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2012), pp. 23-455. Avalos, Hector, The End of Biblical Studies (Amherst, NY: Prometheus, 2007). Ben-Tor, Amnon, “Who Destroyed Canaanite Hazor?,” Biblical Archaeology Review 39, no. 4 (July/August, 2013), pp. 26-36, 58-60.
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