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Abstract.
 The ethnohistoric function within biblical archaeology is intertwined with an understanding of scripture and extra-historic sources, which when combined with excavated artifacts, can produce an understanding of biblical truths.   The ethnohistoric characterizations extracted from the scripture and other sources when combined with the excavated artifacts provide an important conceptual basis for the development of a ‘Social Reality’ representative of the culture.  This paper will examine the development of a Social Reality; specifically some theological norms.  An examination of a theory underlying the process of integrating archaeological artifacts and ethnohistoric understandings for the development of a societal model will be presented.  It is from this model that some social norms and truths can then be produced supportive of theological thoughts and concepts within a specific cultural aspect. 
Introduction.  When Hoebel (1966:521) stated that "It is impossible to ignore history and achieve a fully effective understanding of  . . . cultures", it is perhaps axiomatic that he did not consider scripture as a historical literary thesis, worthy of consideration by archaeologists.  To some degree, recent discussions in the literature indicate similar feelings among some biblical archaeologists.  Of course, these viewpoints come about due to their understanding that the historical aspect of scripture is as Merrill (1997:68) states “…tendentious.”  Long (1997:83) basically is stating the same concern by stating that these
“historigraphical narratives of the Old testament are themselves ‘perspectivist.’  (and) One need only recall that the section of OT often referred to by modern scholars as the deuteronomistic history (i.e., Joshua – 2 Kings) is traditionally called the former prophets.  (to see that) The perspective from which OT historiography views, selects, and reports events may rightly be described as prophetic, or simply theological.”  
Merrill (1997:68) continues this line of reasoning and states that scripture is “biographical (and while) … the record is relatively absent of any story about God.  … he (that is, God) always tells the story about himself through the lives and lips of his people.”  Thus the Old Testament reflects the history of the people that reflected how God was working within a specific social context and that the written history reflects the cultural norms and truths of that society.
What then is this world story being told to the Israelite people?  In part it is a story concerning God’s social injunctions to the Israelites as they attempted to live in a land that was filled with wheat and honey.  God did this through Moses, the prophets, and though His actions in their history which was ultimately written down and canonized.  Through the scripture then we can trace the creative and sustaining actions of God in a specific culture that spans thousands of years and continues to impact us even today.  This culture was one created by God and was and continues to be a culture where God actively works to sustain it.  God’s methodology for sustaining His culture is “seen in raising up judges to deliver the Israelites (Judge 2:10-19), instituting priests to intercede for the people of Israel (Exod 28-29, Lev. 8-9), sending prophets to proclaim his message to kings and the people (Jer. 1:54, 15:19’ Amos 7:16; Ezek 8:17), and giving His Son Jesus Christ, the Messiah to die for humankind (John 3:16) (Rheenen 1997:34).”  Each of these activities provokes creation of literary and material artifacts that can be excavated from the literary sources and the ground.  In another way, however, the literary and material artifacts can also be seen as a historigraphical presentation that intertwines the theology of the people and their history that is in many ways restrictive and should not be considered to be representative of other viewpoints.  Long (1997:84) states, “Given the theological slant of OT historiography, it should not be expected to be either exhaustive in its historical coverage or exhaustive of historical treatments from other vantage points – e.g., political, economic, or whatever.”  In fact it should be a wonder, when the scripture does relate some historical aspect outside the specific dealings with the Israelites.  The same concept can be applied to the excavated artifacts.  With this being said, we must understand that since “history and theology are inextricable, how does this interrelationship work itself out in practical, formal terms (Merrill 1997:66)?”  It is really simple; we just need to recognize “the Bible’s historical truth claims not only for literary reasons, but for theological reasons as well (Long 1997:90).”  Might this be why Gottwald (1985:597) states:  “By topic and stance, the literature of the Hebrew Bible is highly historical and communal in the sense that it is concerned with human life in community under concrete conditions subject to change.”  So what are we to do as men and women desiring to understand the theology, history, and culture of Israel?

A suggested model begins with a construct proposed by Strange (1992:24-26,29) (Figure 1), whereby contrasting social models developed from literary and archaeological artifacts are 


checked against each other to gradually evolve into a ‘social reality’ of the culture being investigated.  In this paper, the ‘social reality’ that is to be constructed are some theological norms that produced the literary and material remains from the Iron II Northern Kingdom period. 
First, though some additional thoughts on the three portions of the model that is, the literary remains, the archaeological remains, and a social reality (e.g., the theological construct).
First, the user of this model must have some literary competence, not just concerning scripture, but concerning extra-biblical literature as well.  Long (1997:87) suggests that we should “read as much of the literature under consideration as possible … immersing oneself first and foremost in the OT, but then also in such cognate literatures as are available from ancient Israel’s neighbors.” The reason is that users of the model must have an awareness of, workings of, and be able to discern what the literary texts are attempting to describe, present, or argue for in their use of the different genres.  This concept is not new and has been a mainstay of the historigraphical process since being advocated by Ranke in the 1800s and the model proposed by Strange definitely supports this idea.
Secondly, there is a need for understanding of the material remains revealed by the archaeologist, and how the artifacts are reflective of the culture being examined.  Ethnographic studies, experimental archaeology, and a host of other activities should be investigated by the model user in order to come to an understanding of how to extract a social reality from the archaeological remains.  In other words, lets not be accused of allowing archaeology to be just “…the science of digging a square hole and the art of spinning a yarn from it (Rainey 2001:140).”  The ability to properly interpret the archaeological remains is important to the model construct.  However, it must be remembered that while “Archaeological information, …, is an important source … like the biblical literature and other ancient Near Eastern texts, it mediates between what actually happened in the past and what is represented through it as having happened, and thus must be interpreted.  Any resulting interpretations must be recognized as hypotheses that are subject to change as new information or different methods of interpretation are applied (McNutt 2004:6).”

Finally, for this specific social reality construction, the user must have some theological comprehension.  This comprehension is not just related to the biblical scripture, but an understanding of the theology underlying the extra-biblical texts as well.  It is not just related to the excavated archaeological material, but also the underlying processes that brought about the creation of the excavated material.  Thus the same God that is “a central character, not only present behind the scenes but occasionally intervening directly in the action of the story – e.g., sending plagues, parting seas and rivers, destroying city walls, appearing in visions, throwing enemies into panic, protecting his people, speaking through his prophets, fulfilling their words, and so forth in scripture, is also present in the cultural development within Israel.  The normative activities associated with culture are portrayed in scripture as being created and instituted by God (Rheenen 1997:33)”  and it is these activities associated with the culture brought to light by archaeologists that can be used to assist in the development of the theological social reality.  What follows then is an attempt to use the literary texts and archaeological remains together with a model that constructs a social reality reflective of the theological thought from a specific culture, that of the Iron II Northern Kingdom.
A Disclaimer.  First there needs to be a disclaimer concerning the social location of the model user.  Cha’s (2003:1) statement that “interpretation of a text is more about the social location of the reader or the interpretive community than about the text itself” can just as easily be ascribed to interpretations of the archaeological remains.  Each of the various interpretative camps constructs its own understanding of the model inputs, manipulation, and even the results; results that are “authentic to the lived experience and perspective of the community that is situated in a particular social location (Cha 2003:2).”  This social location is formed by the model user’s “social, cultural and historical experiences that influence and shape our identities (Cha 2003:1)” and as such has an integral impact on the modeling process and ultimate results.  For the model user to ignore their social location when developing the model is inappropriate.  With that stated, the social location from which this paper is written is that God intervenes in human history in a continual basis and that this intervention affects the literary and archaeological remains available for analysis.  This viewpoint is driven by an understanding that “God … desires that human culture reflect His nature (Rheenen 1997:34)” and that “God loves the world despite unholiness.  Too long has there been a forced division between cultural analysis and theology.  Correctly, and succinctly Rheenen (1997:33) states that “the boundary between social or cultural anthropology and theology is artificial, constructed by modern thinking, and not founded upon biblical theology nor reality as a whole.”  Therefore, it should be possible to construct a social reality for the theological norm based on the resultant artifacts of literature and cultural materials.
Model Development.  Unfortunately, even as "Historical archeology has suffered for want of a sufficient scope to allow for the transformation of the bits and pieces surviving from the past into explanations of the cultural system (South 1977:5);" biblical archaeology has suffered the same problem, if not a more insidious one.  Whether dealing with literary or material artifacts, the processes of ethnohistoric research are unreliable.  Established procedures of the historical method are usually nothing more than an incomplete analysis of the heuristics and historical synthesis of the past undertaken to produce a historical thesis (Vansina 1975:438).  Most historical thesis are created with ". . . the personality and especially the imagination of the investigator loom(ing) so large in these operations (Vansina 1975:438),"  that the thesis becomes an abstraction of the author's conception of the period under investigation.  It was from this viewpoint, that Collingwood (1956:7) aptly stated "History, like theology or natural science, is a special form of thought."  When these procedures are applied to the biblical studies, this lack of an appropriate framework is magnified by the unique function of scripture; which is revelational or the means through which God revealed His grace through the process of historical development (Warfield 1948:79).  Therefore the model user must ask, “whether the OT can be viewed as a worthy source, even if not an exhaustive one, for the construction of the history of ancient Israel (Long 1997:84).”  In answering this question,  the social location of the interpreter, as alluded to earlier, is important to understand, but the modeler should also consider “the social locations and intentionalities of those responsible for writing and editing the texts, and who their audiences were (McNutt 2004:3).”  Long (1997:84) recognizes this aspect when he states that we can “characterize historiography as a kind of verbal representational art, analogous in significant respects to, say, portraiture.”   The scripture using this concept then is “is driven by an overarching aim to ‘paint a picture’ that truly represents and interprets the significant features of its historical subject (Long 1997:85).”  Within the ethnohistoric arena, therefore the task of defining the social patterns is not made easier just because historic data is available.  Only when the application of available documents, ecological concepts and evidences, folklore knowledge, and observation of contemporary society, are utilized by the researcher to provide a control over the researcher's imagination and instinct is the task made easier.  Recognition of this circumstance, however, has not prevented historians from developing historical assessments of a particular culture, nor has the fact that many times evidence supporting or contradicting a specific historical document is lacking (Blomberg 1987:235).  It is the responsibility of the historian to reconcile the discordant testimonies received from the various sources.  As scholars of integrity, we must paint a picture that is based on the gathering of the ethnographic data (literary and material) required to produce an acceptable model.    Thus McNutt (2004:7) says that: “For the ethnohistorian, then, the ‘document’ either oral or written (e.g., biblical and extra-biblical texts), or material (e.g., archaeological information), plays the role the informant plays for the ethnologist.”  Gottwald (1985:32) seems to acknowledge this concept for the Hebrew Bible when he states that 
The paradigm of the Hebrew Bible as a historical witness has the edge attained by an impressive scholarly accomplishment in reconstructing the main outlines of the development of Israelite literature, history, and religion.

McNutt (2004:4) definitely seems to feel that way by stating that there are “a number of different types of literature from ancient Near Eastern contexts that provide us with potentially useful historical, social, and cultural information – inscriptions, ostraca and letters that record information about events and political relationships, mythological literature and cultic inscriptions that reveal something about religion, worldview, customs, practices, and the like; inventories that give us a glimpse of economic systems and relations, legal texts that reflect beliefs about social values and concepts of justice.”  From these statements it is possible to state that the “history” contained in the scripture represents “notions and beliefs constructed to serve some purpose in the social and historical contexts in which they were written, edited, and arranged in their present form (McNutt 2004:3).”  So, the answer to the question posed above is an affirmative one, and that “the OT message is that of narrative, the telling of stories each of which is a subset of the Story, the self-disclosure of Yahweh through his works and words (Merrill 1997:68).”  For the biblical archaeologist then, the ethnohistoric accounts contained in the biblical record are as vital as understanding the archaeology for constructing the social reality.  However, it is imperative that the model developer sifts the evidence through the intellectual maze that comprises his theoretical stance, in order to reconcile discordant information.  This is not something that can be learned through the reading of scripture, history, archaeology, culture, or various others writings; rather it is accomplished through the active participation of the researcher in every arena.  Hume (1985:18) captures this concept when he stated:  "Historical research is just as much a part of historical archaeology as digging holes in the ground, and proficiency cannot come from reading a do-it-yourself handbook."  So too must the biblical archaeologist be immersed in the synthesis of all the disciplines that are associated with the study of biblical cultures.  This does not mean that he must become a super-archaeologist, but he will be required to combine the research results of a wide variety of disciplines into a concise whole, from which an understanding of man's reaction to God in culture is formulated and defended.  Only by bringing together information wrought from the various disciplines can one come to an understanding of the history associated with a specific culture.  The biblical archaeologist, can acknowledge that the scripture is different from any other piece of historical writing, but we are to treat them as historical, and more importantly, as ethnohistoric documents.

The use of scriptures and other documentary evidences, then provide the biblical archaeologist with exceptional cultural information.  This is just an elaboration on Kay's (1975:462) thinking concerning an informant's cultural information (read enthnohistorical documents) which may not be completely correct concerning that person's cultural world, which are, however, excellent examples for the archaeologist.  For the biblical archaeologist, however, the cultural information contained in the scripture, can be affirmed to be inerrant, and therefore, affirmed as being more than just excellent examples.  Thus Schoville (1986:17) with a righteous ring states that "The Bible is a veritable library comprising the national literature of ancient Israel and the literature of its ethnic and spiritual descendants, the first century Christians."  The biblical archaeologist, therefore, can view scripture as an invaluable and infallible record of the reactions of man to the actions of God in the history and culture of man.  While the biblical record must be the primary source of reconstructing the society of the biblical lands, ". . . other ancient Near East sources and archaeology augment the biblical record, (but) . . . these non-biblical sources really tell us very little about ancient Israel in and of themselves.  Not only does the Hebrew Bible supply most of our information, . . . it provides the context for interpreting the non-biblical evidence (Miller 1992:66)."  The Old Testament has attributes which demonstrate its historical accuracy, which from the beginning was directed to the exact preserving of the national heritage, within which God has acted in the historical nature of Israel (Mascati 1957:143).  What this boils down to is that while "Christians may not be able to prove beyond a shadow of doubt that the gospels (or scripture in general) are historically accurate, . . . they must attempt to show that there is a strong likelihood of their historicity (Blomberg 1987:11)."  The biblical archaeologist has, therefore, ample reason to believe in the primacy of the scripture, but, he must not assume that all of the scripture is appropriate for ethnohistoric utilization.  This is because the scripture ". . . contains two kinds of truths --  statements of faith and statements of historical fact.  Statements of faith contained in the Bible, including theological explanations of historical events, such as the cause of the withdrawal of Sennacherib's forces from the siege of Jerusalem in the time of Hezekiah (II Kings 19:35,36), are not susceptible to the same type of inquiry as are the records of historical happenings and persons (Schoville 1986:154)."  For the purpose of this paper these theological explanations are exactly what is required in constructing the social reality being pursued. 
Turing now to the archaeological aspect of the model, we start with an understanding that “Artifact assemblages are used to demarcate cultural groups, and their special distribution is believed to mirror social, economic and, in some case ethnic differences (Kalentzidou 2000:70).”  But again we seem to run into a problem.  Dever (1995:201) states “it has been commonplace to speak of the archaeological record as consisting of “the material correlates of behavior”, but reconstructing the latter is thought to remain one of the more elusive goals of the new or processional archaeology of recent decades.”  Recent statements such as:


“Artistic expression was concerned mostly with religion (Herr 1997:128);”

“Ethnoarchaeology … operates on the assumption that some behavioral elements of sociocultural system have material correlates (McNutt 2004:8);” and, 
“the notion of ‘artifact as test,’ especially in the work of Ian Hodder.  Yet the rules of the vocabulary, grammar, and syntax of such as language of artifacts have yet to be worked out.  Indeed, if artifacts do convey information (or signify,’ as current parlance has it), what and how do they inform us (Dever 1995:201)?”

all seem to suggest that working from the excavated artifact to the cultural impulse that created that artifact is difficult at best.  No wonder Rainey (2001:141) states that “The main drawback of archaeological evidence is its ambiguity.”  Many times the best that we can say is bounded by statements similar to Dever’s (1995:204) statement below.

What can pottery tell us that has implication for ethnicity; and how?  … pottery, can convey significant information on (1) shifts in settlement type and distribution; (2) continuity and change in local cultures; (3) the degree of isolation or contact with other cultures; (4) the level of technology; (5) social structure, stratification in particular; (6) subsistence, including adaptation to the environment and trade; and, not least (7) shared aesthetic and religious traditions.  
It should be noted that very little is stated about the underlying cultural norms that produced the artifacts.  But, all aspects of culture and society have a direct bearing on the residues left behind by a distinct population group and these artifacts tell something about their behavior.
While in one sense, we must acknowledge that “archaeology cannot construct a history, but only a history of material culture (Herr 1997:118),” in another sense it seems to be logically possible to correlate material relics with cultural norms.  Indicators of the indigenous religious cult social system (Renfrew and Bahn 1996:391) are seen in the archaeological record when an artifact or an assemblage provides for a focusing of attention, i.e., special places, buildings, temple complexes, assist in focusing the celebrant’s attention on the unknown.  In addition to special places, equipment, such as altars, benches, lamps, gongs, and others are used to assist with the focusing of attention towards the deity or deities.  Even today, these indicators are readily seen in our churches and other religious/cultic institutions.  Another focusing of attention indicator can be deduced when the artifacts or assemblages repeat the same or similar symbol, which by its redundant depiction permeates the site and assists in focusing the celebrant thoughts on worship within the religious cult social system.  The presence of boundary zones separating this world and the next can also be deduced from archaeological information.  The need for sacredness and efforts to provide for hidden mysteries and secret ceremonies along with public displays evident in the architecture are indications of these boundary zones.  Concepts of purity and pollution and maintenance of a sacred area through ritual cleansing and other efforts are also indications of the religious cult.  Finally, anthropomorphic images representing the deity or deities and/or abstract symbols are also indications that the assemblage is associated with the religious cult social system.  When the archaeological artifacts and/or assemblages manifest these types of indicators, an understanding of the religious cult social system (e.g., theology) is possible.  However, we must be careful when mandating that these results represent a specific ethnic group since  “The expectations that social groups maintain distinctive material cultural boundaries has been challenged by a more informed conceptualization of the fluid nature of social and cultural identities (Barth 1969; Anderson 1991) and the contextual production of material culture (Shanks and Tilley 1987) (Kalentzidou 2000:70).”  And while it should be intuitively obvious that “Religion and cult are potentially of great significance for determining ethnicity … (Dever 1995:207),” too many times we lack fundamental data, especially if we rely solely upon the archaeological data. 
Therefore, “the sources available to us for reconstruction the social world of ancient Israel include the Hebrew Bible in it various early versions, other ancient Near Eastern texts and documents, and material information recovered through archaeological excavations (McNutt 2004:2).”  The model assumes that “if used critically the biblical texts are potential useful sources of social and cultural information.  But, as is the case for any text, the biblical traditions are models or constructs of reality (McNutt 2004:3).”  However, it is generally acknowledged that, without an understanding of the scripture, our understanding of biblical archaeology would be extremely myopic and without the recovery of material artifacts our understanding of the scripture would be indeed hindered.  Herr (1997:116) understands that biblical scholars must analyze both arenas independently, but then these two arenas must be related to each other, while being “careful not to confuse the one for the other.”  To compensate for the possible confusion, an iterative process of checking the generated societal models developed from a pure analysis of the literary artifacts against models developed purely from the material artifacts is performed providing the means by which the biblical researcher can resolve conflicts and move toward a better understanding of the social reality.  Thus the model provides an appropriate framework whereby the biblical researcher creates useful hypotheses and explanations of the cultural elements being investigated.  The researcher does not simply read the available scripture, relying solely on the writings inspired by the Holy Spirit, but rather, acting as an ethnohistorian, studies all available written documents and material artifacts in an attempt to interpret the multitude of apparently contradictory information, to obtain a more complete understanding of the cultural aspects represented.
An Example.
One of the underlying assumptions of the model process being used is that the culture being analyzed is composed of an ethical group that as Dever (1995:201) says “shares a fundamental, recognizable, relatively uniform set of cultural values, including language.  The Northern Kingdom Iron II culture easily meets the requirements for an ethical group that have a set of cultural values, including a theological social reality.   However, we need to acknowledge with Gottwald (1985:607) that “the Hebrew Bible, far from presenting a body of fixed religious ideas or doctrines, gives us theological reflections embedded in historically changing social situations and articulated in concrete literary genres and genre complexes.”  Therefore, the theological social reality that would be evident from this period result from the theological understanding of God by the people called Israelite from the time period under investigation.  While we do not need to rely just on the Biblical sources, for as Long (1997:84) asserts “the history of ancient Israel should be reconstructed from all available evidence, whether literary or material. (but that)… the OT, by virtue of its extent and authority, deserves pride of place among the literary witnesses, particularly when one’s interest is in the history of the OT people of God,”  the model process therefore will be constructed beginning with an examination of the literary material from Hosea.
The Literary Artifact.  Hosea prophesized in the northern kingdom as it continued its economic, political, social, and religious death spiral. His prophetic voice speaks against the leadership that is attempting to protect their own narrow interests by utilizing every opportunity to better or at least maintain their level of sufficiency at the expense of others. The scripture depicts these leaders as looking at Yahweh as awarding and granting personal advantages based on some magical formula. Hosea stresses that this had happened due to the prevailing concept that Yahweh was a god that could be influenced through ritual and sacrifice, an idea which had come from the Baal worship that seems to have permeated Israelite society (Gottwald 1985:360).  This Baal environment had also resulted in the proliferation of Asherah idols, who is “by far the most frequently mentioned goddess in the Bible, at times invading the sanctity of the Jerusalem temple (2 Kgs 21:7) (Herr 1997:129),” and was an additional reason for the prophetic reaction of Hosea.  In describing this environment, Hosea uses a marriage metaphor in chapters 1-3 and a father-son metaphor in 11:1-7, which are just 
… two of the more prominent specimens of a rich stock of metaphors and similes drawn from agriculture, animal life, and family relations. Yahweh is also described as a physician, a fowler, a lion, a leopard, a bereaved she-bear, dew, a luxuriant tree, pus (or moth?), and rottenness. Israel is seen as a sick person, a herd, a flighty dove, a trained but balky heifer, a wandering wild ass, a grapevine and grapes, wine of Lebanon, an early fig, a lily, a woman in labor, an unborn son, an overbaked cake, a slack bow, early morning mist and dew, and blown chaff (Gottwald 1985:359).
The use of the husband/wife and father/son metaphors indicates that Hosea understands God to be a deity who is attempting to as Gottwald (1985:362) states “win the people by a love that would not forego justice.”  This statement means that the theological social reality for Hosea was that while God is just, He desires to have a continuing relationship with His people.  From this theological norm, Hosea “sets the justice of God as an offended struggling love that is both poignant and terrible (Gottwald 1985:361).”  Hosea draws upon the “salvation traditions of the exodus, wilderness wanderings, and conquest, (and) views the future “wilderness state” in a twofold way: as a time of punishment or enforced sociopolitical and religious regression and as a period of probation in which a renewal of national life can begin (cf. the analogy between the wife’s probationary status and Israel’s impending “many days” without the normal public institutions (Gottwald 1985:362).”  Finally, Hosea understands that God is a sovereign judge and therefore, Hosea uses the Hebrew term mishpāṭ indicating an authoritative God sense of “judgment” (5:1﻿, 11, 10:4) and “justice” (2:19, 12:6). It is this same sense of a sovereign God’s judgment that is manifested when in the prophetic speaking of Hoesa God’s authority “is dramatized by the symbolic names bespeaking judgment that he gave to the children born of the union: a son Jezreel, for the valley where Jehu’s dynasty began and will end (1:4–5﻿), a daughter Loruḥamah, for the “unpitied” condition of Israel (1:6﻿), and a second son Lo-˓ammi, “not my people,” as an epithet for the bastard Israel (1:8–9﻿) (Gottwald 1985:360).”  From this quick literary review we gather three social concepts concerning Yahweh.  First, that God is a sovereign God with authority to judge.  Second, we see that Yahweh is just and will punish His people.  And, lastly, we see that Yahweh has a love from His people; rebellious though they may be.

The above concepts could easily lead to materialistic expressions in the arts, and it is to the artistic understanding that we will turn to next, but first, we need to realize that the Israel was not afraid of iconographic representations. The Bible makes clear that depictions of “cherubim, symbolizing guardianship, lined the walls of the Jerusalem temple, even covering the most Holy Ark; and the great sea in the court of Solomon’s temple was supported by twelve bovines … (Herr 1997:129)” were allowable.  Therefore, the Yahwistic scenes on the Taanach cult stand which we shall discuss in the following section are not very surprising (Herr 1997:129). However the corruption of the allowable iconographic representations may be a reflection of the leadership’s prevailing understanding and association of Yahweh to the Canaanite god El.  It is possible that these types of understandings produced “the proliferation of worship centers installed as written about in 2 Kings 17:9-11 and the symbols of paganism they erected – sacred stone and Asherah poles as written about in 2 Kings 17:10.  These symbols of idolatry are understood to be the leadership’s attempt to formalize and manipulate the gods as was noted earlier.
As we turn to the material artifacts, we naturally focus on the cultic stand from a tenth century cultic room at Taanach.  As we all know, the stand includes four registers of religious symbolism, probably in alternating tiers of Yahweh and Asherah symbols (King 1988:107; Hestrin 1991).”  So, let’s look at the Taanch stand, which Taylor (1994) believes portrays the invisible Yahweh with the visible symbols available for the asherah:  the nude female and the tree of life.  The stand definitely represents a means of focusing attention towards some deistic collection and a product of the prevailing religious cult social system.  Because the third tier seems to depict a deity whose characteristics are impossible for representation, Taylor (1994:60) suggests that the tier represents Yahweh and the Asherah. 
According to Taylor, tier 1 at the top represents Yahweh as a horse below a blazing sun, which would represent the supremacy of God.  This assertion is based on the hieratical position of the image at the top of the stand and the sun disk symbolism, which is commonly associated with the sovereign nature of deities.  Tier two depicts a tree of life and is a motif normally associated with Asherah.  Tier three is unique with no visible symbol representing a deity and will be further discussed below.  Tier four depicts a nude female that is also characteristic of Asherah.  That the stand artist chose to depict the third tier without any anthropomorphic concepts is unusual since the stand manifests an abundance of anthropomorphic concepts associated with deities.   If Taylor is correct, the idea that the artist of the stand understood that a deity might have an incorporeal presence is a significant theological thought.  While, previously Yahweh was associated with physical and auditory manifestations that would or could easily be associated with a physical deity, here we see a non-physical representation.  The tier is an artistic interpretation of the religious environment and therefore represents a theological understanding from the community concerning Yahweh and other gods and goddesses.  In the Taanch stand the artist has combined both the visible with the invisible.  There are other examples that also artistically might represent this understanding of God.  For instance, “A small shrine, most likely in a domestic dwelling, was found at Far‘ah (Dever 1990:153-154)” has a space between two columns that might represent the invisible God worshiped in the Jerusalem temple.  From this quick analysis, we again see some social concepts concerning Yahweh.  First, we again see the sovereign nature of Yahweh as represented by the hierarchical position on the stand and the utilization of a sun disk in that placement.  Secondly, we note the lack of anthropomorphic representations for Yahweh.  Therefore, there seems to have been a theological understanding of Yahweh as sovereign God and that the physical nature of Yahweh cannot be represented using any anthropomorphic representations.
CONCLUSIONS.
From the two strands within the model it is possible to construct through an iterative dialogue a partial theological social reality understanding for Yahweh during the Iron II Northern Kingdom, which can be stated as such:
1. Yahweh is understood to have a sovereign nature and that this nature pronounces judgment on His people.

2. Yahweh seeks out a relationship with His people, just like that between a husband and wife or a father and son.
3. Yahweh is not to be represented by any use of anthropomorphic representations.  
A modern day theologian would state that the above represent:

1. God’s Holiness where “God’s holiness is manifest in His hatred of sin and delight in righteousness (Bancroft 1977:94).”

2. God’s Love where “God loves the world, the ungodly, and sinners; … (Bancroft 1977:102).”
3. God’s invisibility where “God is spirit, without flesh and bones, and therefore does not come within scope of physical vision, neither is He capable of correct material representation, because of His essentially spiritual nature (Bancroft 1977:50).”
While additional study and analysis should be accomplished to complete the development of the theological social reality for Iron II, the general process as described above can be followed and should bear fruit.  It is therefore possible to reach back from the literary and material artifacts and construct a social reality that reflects at least some of the theological thoughts from the Iron II Northern Kingdom, and it should be possible to do the same for other archaeological periods as well.  As Merrill (1997:81) would say, “What exists in the record is the story of God’s eternal purposes as worked out in creation, event, word, and reflection.  It is not the whole story, but it is the true story, one sufficient to lead to redemption and life.”  However, it should also be noted that there are some cautions that should be discussed as well.  
SOME CAUTIONS.

First, if we focus “only on those themes that are relevant or meaningful to our community, we can unwittingly hinder our people from seeing and responding to the whole counsel of God  (Cha 2003:1).”  By this is meant that the inclusion of information and artifacts that on the surface does not seem to meet with the developed social reality must be assimilated and integrated into the social reality.  Second, both the literary and material artifacts have limitations since neither is a comprehensive collection of the informant’s cultural environment, and therefore, some information is assuredly lost.  Finally, in some sense, we need to understand that “how a story is told – often becomes the avenue of greater insight into the theological, religious and even historical significance of the text … (Long 1997:83).”  To this end, the constructed theological social reality becomes “a story that leads pedagogically to decision and commitment (Merrill 1997:68).”  The reason for listing these cautions is so that we can guard against imposing erroneous interpretations, and hopefully move to a point where we can state along with Dever (1995:211) “the Bible’s ‘explanation’ of Israel’s birth (and its history) may be in some ways as good as our own, for much about Israel still remains a mystery, if not a miracle.”
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