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Abstract
This paper is the introduction to a new theoretical approach, to the why and how so much of history and for the particular focus of this paper,  archaeology, is hidden, ignored or even discredited. The effect of these actions by groups and of nations is to diminish the total sum of the universal human history. We are robbed of the meaningful impact of these stratigraphical layers of our past and what knowledge can we all learn from the rich and divergent human  experiences that created them. This theory is called the hierarchy of historical validation and has used Jerusalem as the archaeological case study and the observation of both Emek Shaveh and El’Ad two groups in competition for this resource of historical of validation, their purpose and actions in the pursuit of this process.     
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This paper shows that both groups are in competition with each other, through different forms of media, with differing levels of financial and political support and differing degrees of success. All in the hope of gathering support from the wider public for their chosen message, and with this support, the opportunity to control what happens in a specific geographical location. This paper has looked at the use heritage has been placed, and the role it has served in the transmission of the archaeological evidence to the chosen target audience. How, and more importantly for this paper why, this evidence has been selected, interpreted, and disseminated to the target audience. In this process of selection, the ranking of importance of one layer of history as more important than another layer, and therefore more valid of dissemination to the public and it of their attention.  what this paper is calling a hierarchy of historical validation, and in this action of validating,  the reverse must happen, the invalidating of other layers of history that do not support the groups narrative of the historical timeline or the specific message of land acquisition or rights of ownership it wishes to use to further the groups chosen goals. 
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Chapter: One ∞ The Journey From Social Identity Theory, To The Theory of Hierarchy of Historical Validation 

The purpose of this chapter has been to introduce social identity theory, and specifically focus on the concepts of the group and category. In this way, to help consider a new approach to understanding the motivations of intergroup relations and their impact on what this paper calls the action of hierarchy of historical validation. This theory suggests that groups compete for the scarce resource of historical validation, in order to claim and then disseminate the in-group’s message of historical  primacy within the boundaries of a nation state. The emphasising of a stratigraphical slice from the historical record or archaeological evidence, then provides the in-group claimants with the necessary credibility and the  justification to lay claim to the scarce resource of historical validation. In this action of claiming  the land, coming into conflict with any out-group’s that might stand in opposition to this seizure. Social identity theory is introduced in order to aid the comprehension of the actions and the subsequent responses involved in in-group membership. 
[bookmark: _Toc39998169]Social psychology: social and psychology

  The field of social psychology, is the scientific investigation into how individuals’ behaviours, thoughts and feelings are influenced by their social environment (Hogg and Vaughan, 2018, p. 4). This influence could be real, imagined or just implied by the presence of others (Hogg and Vaughan, 2018, p. 4). The social in social psychology, is the importance of the presence of people, whether they are actual people or implied people, is not significant,  but the affect this social experience can have upon people (Hogg and Vaughan, 2018, p. 4). The study of the collective self was ignored for many years, after Floyd Allport (1924), considered the father of experimental psychology,  proclaimed that there was no psychology of groups that was not exclusively and essentially the psychology of an individual (Hogg and Vaughan, 2018, p.119). This had not always been the view; the founder of psychology as an experimental science, Wilhelm Wundt (1916) a German experimental psychologist, had spoken of the creation of mental products by a community, and that these were not explainable by an individual consciousness alone but could only be understood as the reciprocal  action of many (Wundt, 1916 in Hogg and Vaughan, 2018, p.119). 
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  Jenkins in his book Social Identity, describes groups and categories as being integral to the social psychology of identity (Jenkins, 2008, p. 112) . He continues in this vein, by explaining that groups and categories are sometimes separated from each other (Jenkins, 2008). He defines this separation as, groups being internally defined by their members and that categories are externally defined, without any  direct involvement or any recognition from their groups members (Jenkins, 2008, p.112). Henry Tajfel had argued for the need of some type of external consensus, in order for the group to be able to exist (Tajfel, 1982, p.2). However, he considered  that this was not in itself sufficient grounds for such a classification, that those individuals so classified, had to be aware of a common group membership and any associated value connotations involved with it  for this classification to work (Tajfel, 1982, p. 2). This would mean that in order for a group to become a category, it had to be externally acknowledged as such. Next, for the individuals to be able to form together as a category and in this formation action, they would have to accept and adopt the beliefs and their meanings shared by the group for themself. From this position of group membership, would then follow the additional but necessary action of external classification by other groups. So, a group could internally define itself, without external intervention, but in order for it to categorise itself, after the actions of adopting the groups meaning as beliefs, it would then need to be externally acknowledged by another group or groups to become a category. 
Jenkins (2000) considered the development of social identity theory as resulting from Tajfel’s desire to look beyond the individualism that was popular in the field of social psychology at that time and had also been inspired by the earlier research into social perception. Tajfel wanted a better understanding of prejudice and conflict, beyond the inexorable ‘fact of life’ response, and an explanation of the concepts of group cohesion and group differentiation (Jenkins, 2008, p. 112 ), the ideas behind what forms a group and how that group then looks for differences between itself and other groups, the contrasts by which it can distance itself from any other group, from this research, social identity theory would develop, and then later, self-categorization theory (Jenkins, 2008, p.112).
[bookmark: _Toc39998171]Self-categorization

  The social categorization perspective describes how people categorize themselves and others into groups to help navigate the complex environment that is society. This process relies upon social identity and self-categorization theories for this navigation; and that people show in-group favouritism in their social interactions with others. J.C Turner proposed the self-categorisation theory in order to help explain the distinction between and the process by which people moved between their social identity and their personal identity (Ellemers et al. 1999, p. 10). According to Turner’s (1984) idea, the basic principle was self-categorization, this occurred after performing the action self-stereotyping,  then was followed by  the additional action of the depersonalizing of the individuals self-perception (Ellemers et al. 1999, p. 11). Turner (1984) argued that people self-stereotyped themselves and stereotyped others as a means of recognising and acknowledging the similarities they shared with other in-group members, and therefore emphasised the differences between these in-group members and out-group members. 
Turner argued that the action of depersonalizing the self (Ellemers et al. 1999, p. 11) aided this process, by no longer focusing on individual differences and the unique aspects of themselves, but transitioned into the shared social  category membership and their associated stereotypes (Ellemers et al.1999, p.11). Turner considered this the process that transformed the individual into collective behaviour, with people realising through this sharing, a collective idea of the self (Ellemers et al. 1999, p. 11).  For Turner this was necessary to restore “the group as a psychological reality” (Ellemers et al., 1999, p.11). That in these actions of the individual depersonalizing themselves, and no longer focusing upon their uniqueness,  that ‘I’ then could become the ‘U’s, in order that this could stop “the group as a psychological reality” (Ellemers et al., 1999, p. 11) from just being an acceptable label for describing the “results of interpersonal relations and processes”(Ellemers et al. 1999, p. 11).
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Inter-group Behaviour

  Hogg et al speaks of groups and categories as being the two core premises of social identity theory (2018, p. 431). Hogg and Vaughan then continue by describing a member of social groups or social categories, as being provided with a social identity as a result of having membership within and identifying with a particular group or category (2018, p.431). Due to this membership and through this process of definition and evaluation, the group members determine what is the expected behaviour for their membership of their selected group.  The self-categorization which defines the ‘I’, is altered into the social categorization of the ‘us’ when considering the impact on the individual, of those similarities which are shared with any other members in a social group (Ellemers et al., 1999, p. 12). Turner (1984) described this socialising process of the individual, as being a more inclusive process of self-perception.
 The central hypothesis for Turner (1984) of group behaviour is the action of depersonalization, this the action of suppressing an individual’s unique characteristics in order to accommodate a groups expectation of thinking and behaving. This becomes the suppression of an individual’s own self-perception, as their shared social identity increases in importance and relevance to group cohesion and self-esteem. Turner uses the example of a woman self-categorizing herself as a woman and not a man, in order to do this, she will have to reduce her personal idiosyncratic differences to other women and emphasise the stereotypical differences between herself and men (Ellemers et al., 1999, p.12). 
Hogg and Vaughan (2018) define social identity theory as differentiating between the social and the personal, this being intended to prevent the explanation of group and intergroup actions, as  just being in the terms of individual personality facets or only on interpersonal relations. Turner argued that in just using a methodology that looked for and at, individual differences, that it was more likely you would ignore the discontinuity hypothesis from the social identity perspective (Ellemers et al., 1999, p. 21). This theory proposed by Turner (1996b, 1996c) argued the psychological discontinuity between people acting as group members and people acting as individuals (Ellemers et al., 1999, p. 21). 
[bookmark: _Toc39998173]Additional Characteristics of group membership

The individuals idea or mental image of themselves is altered by their group membership, which then in turn impacts upon the social identity that you arrive at (Hogg and Vaughan, 2018, p. 431). Hogg considers the additional characteristics expected of group membership, and which are likely to have the potential to increase intergroup actions, are “ethnocentrism, ingroup favouritism and intergroup differentiation”(Hogg and Vaughan, 2018, p.431). Additional characteristics expected of group membership is the obedience to the in-group’s codes of behaviour, the expression that behaviour as part of the group identity. Also, group self-promotion, the exploration of group internal similarities and an expectation of conformity to those similarities as part of allegiance to the group, and the acknowledgement and highlighting of external differences to other groups. According to Jenkins (2000) the exploration of the internal similarities within a group, that may  lead to the creation of in-group uniqueness, which can be  based upon the operation of the comparison and assessment between different groups in contention for identity.   
These are the ideas that this paper has chosen to draw together, by showing the connection between the social level of in-group behaviour and those groups search for unifying connections, in order to aid the process of reinforcing group membership. In this process of creating membership to a group and the action of identifying with this chosen group, a process of definition and evaluation has begun. Jenkins (2008) considered that for there to be a sense of in-group distinctiveness to  have developed. It would have to develop from the adopted belief of internal similarities within a particular group, and then those external differences would need to  be emphasised between such groups, so aiding in this process of evaluation and comparison between groups. 
This paper has demonstrated these ideas, by observing an active archaeological location. This location has been chosen primarily because it has been an active archaeological site since 1978 with Yigal Shiloh, and a contested location since annexation 1967, and from 1986 as a place of contested resettlement with the founding of Ir David. With two distinctly different groups competing for the use of this locations heritage. Aiding one group,  by  the selective use of the archaeological evidence, lending credibility and weight to that particular in-groups claim of historical validation.  
  From in-group behaviour to inter-group relations and the actions of stereotyping others and of the self can be explained, how these have contributed to this process of social identification. This is the reinforcement of in-group expectations of solidarity and cohesion. This is reinforced  by the  process of intergroup differentiation, and the expectation of in-group conformity to the group’s benchmarks and the in-group criteria. An alternative theoretical approach to explain hierarchy of historical validation and its uses in-group, out-group, and intergroup relations, might be ethnocentrism. Ethnocentrism as defined by Matthew Johnson in his Archaeological Theory An Introduction (2010) as the assumed perspective on the superiority of an individuals own culture, that this culture is both normal and also universal. Hierarchy of historical validation is the active suppression and manipulation of alternative layers of archaeological evidence. If those layers of strata do not support a group’s message created and conveyed for internal to the in-group and external to the out-group. The focus for this paper is as much about the disappeared layers as much as the visible and manipulated layers.      
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Henry Tajfel spoke of intergroup conflict and how it arose  from different  groups competing for limited or scarce goods and resources (Tajfel, 1982, p. 12). This paper asks the question, could we not consider historical validation as a scarce resource or commodity that groups would compete for. In the emphasising of one historical or heritage aspect above and to the exclusion of another and as a result of this primacy, giving the greater credibility and justification to the claims of ownership of this area of land, which in itself is a scarce resource (Tajfel, 1982, p. 12). The author of this paper is calling this action hierarchy of historical validation. This is the process of ranking an archaeological layer of stratum or an historical period slice from time, above that of any other. In doing this, we emphasise the greater  value and primacy of that particular layer of stratum from history. In the creation of this hierarchy of historical validation, we selectively promote one history above that of  another, we consciously and unconsciously affirm which is most important and valuable and which has neither importance nor value. 
 Emek Shaveh (see chapter 2) according to Katharina Galor, have  predominately focused their message towards ‘educators, journalists and politicians, some local, but most international’ (Galor, 2017, p.128). Also, in the using of ‘alternative archaeological tours of the City of David’ (Galor, 2017, p.128), the geographical case study for this paper, see chapter 3. Emek Shaveh also make available via their website, newsletters, article  and booklets (Galor, 2017, p.128). Upon visiting their website (www.alt-arch.org, n.d) and it can be seen that Emek Shaveh ask for donations for these tours and ask, for a suggested minimum donation to cover the cost. The other group discussed in chapter 2 of this paper is El’Ad, they are on a completely different financial footing to Emek Shaveh. Galor points out that they have ‘millions of dollars at their disposal’ (Galor, 2017, p.128) including a much more effective strategy in marketing their message to chosen group. 
Galor(2017) notes that this strategy includes the creation of facts, that can be readily consumed and digested by the visitor, to their managed excavation site of the City of David. Emek Shaveh according to Galor, limit themselves to providing information that attempts to critically analyse the locations ‘state of affairs’ (Galor, 2017, p. 129). The approach used by El’Ad to reach their chosen target audience according to Galor (2017), is with the more effective use of technology to entertain through auditory and visual stimulation, which might be considered as a more appealing approach than Emek Shaveh’s efforts to raise critical and analytical awareness of the local and regional conflict as a whole (Galor, 2017, p.129). This point of the message has been covered in chapter 2 and 3, but for now consider that the City of David Archaeological Park has now become the most visited place in Jerusalem, through government and private support, with hundreds of thousands of visitors a year (Paz, 2104, p.132). Paz (2014) points out that this has been helped by the City of David site receiving millions of dollars from both public and private funding to prepare it for tourism, with ongoing ‘development on the way’ (Paz, 2014, p.131). 
Galor (2017) points out that this development as a site of tourism, was benefited by the building of the City of David visitors centre as a ‘state-of-the-art’ (Galor, 2017, p. 70) visitors complex. Housed within which is an auditorium for the ‘screening of a 3-D sound and light show, cafeterias, souvenir shops, well paved pathways, rest areas and display sections’ (Galor, 2017, p. 70). 
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The interpretations resulting from excavations, not just those in contested locations, need  be considered in the context of purpose, who benefits from this unearthed layer of stratum. Is it the only intention, to add to sum of universal human history. How much is it understood that each excavation is only a mere layer of occupation of any location. Who might benefit from this action of validating a particular layer of human history. Michael Feige argued that nationalist movements turned to archaeology to give legitimacy to their claims of the ‘ancient origins of the nation’ (Feige, 2007, p.278), in this action, emphasising this location’s former grandeur as justification for the present-day occupation. This paper has chosen Israel and specifically Jerusalem’s City of David Archaeological Park, as there are two groups in direct competition with each other, Emek Shaveh and El’Ad (see chapter 2).  Both groups have messages that they actively pursue in bringing to a wider audience (more on this in chapter 2), while recruiting to their chosen in-group.
David Lowenthal, in his inaugural heritage lecture at St Mary’s University College, London, 7th December 1995, gives his definition of history as something that “seeks to convince by truth and succumbs to falsehood” (Lowenthal, 1995, p. 7). Lowenthal follows with his definition of heritage, as “ exaggerates and omits, candidly invents and frankly forgets, and thrives on ignorance” (Lowenthal, 1995, p. 7). In the case of  the location chosen for this analysis, it is a layer of stratum from the  history of this  location and how this is  then presented by El’Ad and Emek Shaveh to their  in-groups  for evaluation and consumption. How this also is used in the  process of the in-groups for an increased sense of  in-group self-esteem and the pursuit heritage that may help to give credibility to one group’s discriminatory self-promotion and claim to an unbroken right to ownership of the land. 
David Lowenthal argued that “history was for all, heritage for us alone” (2007, p. 8), further adding “ we exalt heritage not because it is true but because it ought to be true” (Lowenthal, 1995, p. 8). This may be considered a process by which in-groups reinforce a group’s  cohesion and self-promotion, by highlighting for discriminatory purposes, the differences between in and out-groups , this  “social evaluation and collective self-esteem” (Jenkin, 2008, p. 113).  Lowenthal (1995) argued that to believe and accept heritage uncritically as it was presented to the public, which he pointed out was resistant to any critical  review but merely a test, not of testable and verifiable facts, but as he called it a “ credulous allegiance” (Lowenthal, 1995, p. 7) to what was being presented as truth and an expectation of the confirmation of a belief in that particular past on display, without equivocation or deviation
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The purpose of this chapter is to observe how two groups, Ir David Foundation, known by their acronym El’Ad (an abbreviation for el ir david, ’toward the City of David’) and Emek Shaveh (whose name translates as ‘Valley of Equality’ from the book of Genesis 14:17) have attempted to get their message to their chosen audience. This is achieved through both groups distinctly different methodological approaches and intentions of the end purpose, to the discipline of archaeology . By the end of this paper, it may be seen as an unequal mission, with distinct demarcations between the ‘hearts and minds’ approaches. That have been adopted by both groups, in their attempts to gain public attention to their chosen narrative for consumption.
[bookmark: _Toc39998177]Case study ∞ Emek Shaveh and El’Ad
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1948  and the state of Israel is founded, in the birth spasms of this creation, Jerusalem is divided. East Jerusalem is under Jordanian control and this is the way it had stayed until the Six-day war of 1967 and in the conclusion of it, the  annexation of East Jerusalem by the state of Israel. The annexation is not the focus of this papers attention and has been covered in detail elsewhere. An issue  faced by the Israeli state in those  early formative years, was how to unite a population as diverse in their nationalities as they were, in this case of so many of the recently arrived immigrants to the shores of this newly formed state. Archaeology from the end of the Six-day war in 1967 and the acquisition of East Jerusalem in addition to the Golan Heights and the West Bank, became a useful unifying tool. Apparelled as it was in an “aura of a neutral scientific discipline” (Feige, 2007, p. 281), it was expected to supply the proof to the claims to the land of Israel and recent additions, after a Two thousand year wait to return. 
Archaeology has always shared a difficult connection to Nationalism and its use for Nationalist agendas (Baram, 2007, p. 300). Post-nationalism and its agenda (Baram, 2007, p. 300) of embracing tourism and heritage has impacted upon and steered  the direction that the archaeological discourse has taken (Baram, 2007, p. 300). Nationalist movements such as Zionism, created for a linguistically and culturally diverse  but also widely geographically dispersed but religiously connected populace, ideas of an ancient historical mythical bonds to a land that they did not live upon (Feige, 2007, pp 280). Archaeology was turned to for the irrefutable evidence that would substantiate the “claims of divine promise” (Feige, 2007, p. 281) and recreate the links between a modern Jewish “people and the ancient homeland” (Feige, 2007, p. 281) and in doing so cement the authenticity of the Zionist historical account
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Emek Shaveh was founded  by two Israeli archaeologists, having worked previously for the Israel Antiquity Authority. Their website page ‘About Us’ (www.alt-arch.org, n.d), describes  them as  ‘…working to defend cultural heritage and to protect ancient sites  for all the people irrespective of their creed or ethnicity (www.alt-arch.org, n.d).  The page labelled as  ‘Media’ (www.alt.arch.org, n.d) shows the extensive level of coverage on the archaeology of Jerusalem, they have undertaken. Their ‘About’ page (www.alt-arch.org, n.d) contains a short history and mission statement of their purpose, status and role in the creation of the website and the research, papers, news bulletins they have produced for public consumption. This is as an Non-Governmental Organisation (NGO) and their active endeavours to bring neutrality and the depoliticizing  of archaeology, as it is practised in Jerusalem, specifically East Jerusalem. This mission statement concludes with the context of this effort being ‘the Israeli-Palestinian conflict’ (www.alt-arch.org, n.d). This is done by a combination of press releases, bulletins and articles on the events that have happened and are still happening and directly relate to the archaeological mission statement. 
Shaul Bartal in an article called ‘The Battle over Silwan’ from the Middle East Quarterly 2012, describes the purpose of Emek Shaveh’s tours (see chapter 3) as a means of rejecting the ‘political archaeology of the Jews and to prove the area’s true archaeological significance’ (Bartal, 2012, p. 9).  Bartal further describes one of  Emek Shaveh’s founders, Yonathan Mizrachi, as having ‘voluntarily left his job at Israel’s Antiquity Authority’ (Bartal, 2012, p. 9) and immediately follows  this statement with how he ‘spares no effort to downplay the Jewish biblical history of the area’ (Bartal, 2012, p. 9). This author considers the purpose of this is to undermine the archaeological credibility and scientific neutrality  of Yonathan Mizrachi and consequently of Emek
Shaveh. Bartal argues that the Emek Shaveh’s website contains a paper that ‘transforms archaeology into the handmaiden of social science pieties’ (Bartal, 2012, p.10). 
Bartal concludes with the statement that the conflict in Silwan and between Israel and Palestine would  continue as long as the supporters of Palestinian-Arabs failed to admit that ‘another people, the Jews, have a claim to the land of Israel’ (Bartal, 2012, p.10). Bartal appears to argue in this paper that Emek Shaveh are not the neutral NGO they describe themselves as. Bartal in his paper, appears to undermine Emek Shaveh’s credibility and neutrality as scientists. From alluding to Emek Shaveh as the friends of the Palestinians, whose eventual objective is to forward the view that neither Jerusalem nor particularly Silwan ‘have no Jewish ties’ (Bartal, 2012, p. 3). Later in the paper he describes the spreading of the idea to ‘Judaize the blessed city of Jerusalem’ (Bartal, 2012, p. 8) as a ‘pernicious myth’ (Bartal, 2012, p. 8), This would seem to contradict El’Ad’s own admitted purpose of resettling in Silwan, from their first attempt to build 200 houses on the excavated site back in 1991 before being blocked by archaeologists of the IAA (Israel Antiquity Authority) and supporters. 
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El Ir David- ‘to the City of David’, the Ir David Foundation or by the acronym it is usually known by, El’Ad, is an NGO that was founded in 1986 (Galor, 2017, pp.207). When you use ‘City of David’, ‘Ir David Foundation’ or ‘El’Ad’ in any search engine, your first option after Wikipedia brings you to the site called City of David Ancient Jerusalem Where it all began (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d). In searching this site to learn the foundation biography behind El’Ad, this author searched the ‘About Us’ tab to read the piece described as ‘Rediscover Biblical Jerusalem’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d). The first sentence of which is a short description about El’Ad and how the ‘City of David’ excavation site is the actual ‘biblical city Jerusalem captured by king David’ (www.cityofdavid,  n.d). Next follows is a very succinct career synopsis, how the founder David Be’eri, went from his role as a commander of an elite military unit (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d). That upon visiting the City of David in the 1980’s and  seeing how neglected the excavation site had become, was moved by this its condition and prompted him to leave his military career and create the Ir David Foundation. 
David Be’eri states that he had been ‘inspired by the incredible archaeological significance of the site’(www.cityofdavid.org, n.d) and importantly ‘the longing of the Jewish people to return to Jerusalem after 2,000 years’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d)). Captain C.W Wilson of the Royal Engineers in the book, The Recovery of Jerusalem, was also moved by the condition of Jerusalem and wrote of the need to deal with the centuries of accumulated rubbish that Jerusalem was now buried under (1871, p. 3) and the added desire to return it to its former glory (1871, p. 3). What Be’eri highlights next as of  primary interest and concern to El’Ad, is revealing and  reuniting the people to ‘King David’s legacy’ and ‘Ancient Jerusalem’s glorious past’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d). This is to be done using four initiatives, ‘archaeological excavation, tourism development, educational programming and residential revitalization’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d). 
Katharina Galor in Finding Jerusalem, points out that this has been an often-repeated action of creating a touchable link between the city’s Jewish past and the modern Jewish inhabitants of Jerusalem (2017, p. 58). That El’Ad would strive to do this through the use of the development of an archaeological narrative, the additional use of tourism, the restricting of Palestinian residents from building in the location and the  furthering of ‘Jewish building initiatives in East Jerusalem’ (Galor, 2017, p. 58). Galor makes the the point of  ‘Israeli archaeological activity in East Jerusalem’ (Galor, 2017, p. 58), that the  primary purpose of this was to expose the  concealed layers and the creation of underground tunnels as a means of coping with the mostly ‘Christian and Islamic’ aspect of the  monumental history on display throughout Jerusalem. The implication of this being that  the underground tunnel system aids both by acting as a shield for the visitors to the site from The Palestinian village of Silwan above them and from the appearance of Christian, Muslim and later Colonial Western architectures influence upon Jerusalem’s countenance.  
Be’eri in the final paragraph of ‘Where It All Began’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d) describes that once these excavations are finished, they would be open to the tourist and give them the opportunity to explore their ‘monumental past’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d). This author considers this emphasis by El’Ad on Jewish ancestral Monumentalism is to stand in opposition to the monumental past on display above ground, the one of  Christian and Islamic architecture dating back 1,300 years, which in turn has determined the character and appearance of the city of Jerusalem into this present era(Galor, 2017. P 58). The piece concludes with the promise of, ‘Additional educational programming geared towards Israeli students, adults and soldiers reconnects them to their history and heritage (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d). 
Galor  writes of the Israeli Ministry of Education in 1992 creating an interdisciplinary program that was titled as’ the Land of Israel Studies and Archaeology’ (Galor, p. 91). This was an elective subject to be taught in high schools and encompassed the disciplines of history, archaeology, geography and linguistics. It was to serve as a ‘direct and value-ridden’ (Galor, p.91) bridge between the student and the Land of Israel, with the emphasis of the curriculum to be on the Jewish Heritage of the region. This author considers this a process of validation, the placing of one element or time-based component above importance and significance of another and in this process to invalidate other ‘histories’ and time periods in the process of justifying actions taken to benefit of some and against others, usually for the acquisition of something such as prestige or land. El’Ad described one of its initiatives as being ‘residential revitalization’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d), this has involved in the ‘Settling’ of Israeli Jews in the village of Silwan in East Jerusalem since 1991 (Nadia, Abu El Haj , 2001, p. 231)  
An non-elective subject that has been designed for all Israeli schools and titled ‘Let Us Ascend to Jerusalem’ (Galor, 2017, p.91) promotes three field trips to Jerusalem in the Fifth, Seventh and Tenth school grades ( Galor, 2017, p. 91). The students are prepared in school prior to these trips, with the trip having an archaeological element and ‘including a visit to the City of David’ (Galor, 2017, p. 91), Galor concludes that almost all primary and secondary school students had experienced  at least one or more visits and been ‘exposed to the archaeology of Jerusalem from the perspective of the state narrative’ (Galor, 2017, p. 91). Once Masada had served the purpose as a place of pilgrimage and had been described as  ‘key to identity’ (Uzi Baram, 2007, p.312) for the nation of Israel. Galor describes that since the implementation of the school and military visits to the City of David site, that it was likely that nearly all soldiers and school children had visited the site at least once and been guided around the site by staff from the City of David Institute for Jerusalem Studies, known by their Hebrew name of Megalim and founded by El’Ad in 2001 (Galor, 2007, p.91). 
Megalim which translates from Hebrew as ‘Discoverer’ (Galor, 2007, p. 91) according to Galor has become one of the leading educational promotors of the archaeology of Jerusalem and the City of David site to the public. Its educational programs specifically focuses on the areas of archaeology, history and the bible. Designed for the specific purpose of creating a connection between the Ancient Israelites, the Jewish Antiquity of Jerusalem and the modern-day Israeli’s themselves ( Galor, 2007, p. 91). 
Galor when describing the ‘theme-park atmosphere’ of the City of David (Galor, 2007, p. 91) is speaking of its Segway tours, 3-D animated movie, souvenirs and snacks (Galor, 2007, p. 91). This may be considered the Disneyfication of archaeology through the manipulation and the  presentation of the selected heritage. This style of engagement with the public, may be considered as manipulating the visitors sense of connection to an ancestral past through their engagement with an authentic experience in the present.  Rachel Poser in her article for Harper’s Magazine, October 2019, writes of her experience on a guided tour of the City of David archaeological park. How the tour guides emphasised  the significance of King David and that there was a  direct connection between David’s city and their right of ownership of the land upon which it stands. Poser in her article, describes going on an El’Ad guided tour of the City of David, writing of the site’s 600,000 visitors a year, with a 3-D movie that starts the tour, presented by a safari vest wearing, bible brandishing ‘pious Indiana Jones’ (Poser, 2019, p. 2). The guide encourages the viewer to imagine themselves back in the time of David which motif is repeated throughout the tour they are on. 
Poser (2019) questioned the tour guide on the nature of the archaeological evidence and what the consensus of opinion might be. The guide replied that people were not looking for ambiguity and a complicated explanation, but to listen to good stories and not to feel they had been lectured at. The tour guides use of the emotive imagery to ‘Try to imagine king David’s soldiers in the darkness, approaching the vast walls, crawling in the darkness for the tunnels in the rock’ (Poser, 2019, p. 3), fits the use of experience based authenticity, particularly the use of  hot  authenticity, ‘which is based on the visitors identity and feelings’ (Selwyn, 1996, cited in Yemina Cohen-Aharoni, 2017, p. 74). The tour guide may be giving the visitors to the site the genuine experience, the ‘real deal’ as Cohen-Aharoni argues. In that the ‘narrative and performance bridge the gap’ (Yemina, Chen-Aharoni, 2017, p. Galor points out that Warren’s shaft was impassable during the time period associated with King David’s conquest (Galor, 2017, p. 123). This has been known since 1999, when Ronny Reich and Eli Shukron led an excavation for the IAA and showed that Warren’s shaft was created ‘after Jerusalem became Israelite’ (Reich, Shukron, 1999, p. 26). This is a manipulation on the part of the guide, in the  introduction of a direct connection between the visitor’s religious identity and a specific historical layer of stratum of the site, 
El’Ad’s interest in archaeology was a relatively recent thing according to Emek Shaveh in the paper ‘A privatized Heritage’ (www.alt-arch.org, 2014) and Galor(2017), El’Ad having joined other settlers and ultra-nationalist Orthodox Jews, financially and politically supported by the in-government Likud party, in their desire to create the settlement on this archaeological site. El’Ad from a position of  clashing with archaeologists over El’Ad’s attempt to build housing upon the City of David site in October 1991 (Nadia, Abu El-Haj, p. 231). According to Abu El-haj, El’Ad were well connected politically and supported, financially, as the then Minister of Housing and Construction Ariel Sharon was one of their supporters. 
The paper, A Privatized Heritage: How the Israel Antiquities Authority Relinquished Jerusalem’s Past, by Raphael Greenberg 2014, argues that after El’Ad unsuccessfully attempted to change the zoning laws in 1992 and build 200 hundred housing units upon the excavation site of the City of David (Greenberg, Raphael, 2014, p. 11), changed its original position. From one of open conflict with archaeology and the overt intent of inserting settlers into Silwan, into one of the two primary financial backers to the IAA excavations in Jerusalem, with particular emphasise placed on excavations in Silwan (Galor, 2017, p.127).
 El’Ad’s often quoted purpose was to ‘renew the Jewish presence in East Jerusalem’ (Galor, 2017, p. 127), which Bartal denies, to become the managers of the City of David Archaeological Park in 2002, with an undisclosed contract between El’Ad and the IAA (www.alt-arch.org, 2014). After the failure of this first confrontation, there was a combined outcry of protests from Israeli archaeologists, academics and IAA employees (Galor, 2017, p.127). Now transformed into a group that supported selective archaeology and education programmes connected to them and underwrote the cost of these excavation digs from 1994 up to the present-day (Raphael Greenberg, 2009, p. 41). 
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This chapter explores the case study’s location, the excavation site of the City of David in East Jerusalem. Also, how this contested space has been viewed  by both El’Ad and Emek Shaveh and their diametrically held positions to what should happen to this contested space.
Sitting on the south-east spur of land outside the Ottoman old city walls of Jerusalem (Greenberg, 2009, p. 38), can be found the City of David, first named by the French archaeologist Raymond Weill 1913-1914. This title used by Weill, was based upon a biblical title, ‘ir David (II Samuel 5:9; Greenberg, 2009, p.38), referring to the citadel of David rather than the whole city (Galor, 2017, p. 119). Ophel, was another biblical title that this location had been known as previously by the excavators and been used in the literature of the time . According to Galor, the City of David would not be used again until Yigal Shiloh’s series of excavations at the site from 1978 until 1984. On the Ir David  website, the founding of Ir David Foundation is described as emerging after David Be’eri looked upon and saw the that the ‘city was in such a state of disrepair and neglect’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d), that now the excavated site was ‘once again concealed beneath garbage and waste’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d), lost to view and appreciation by the Israeli public. Yigal Shiloh’s 1978 excavation summer report also describes ‘the accumulation of rubbish and dumps upon the site’ (Yigal Shiloh, 1979, p. 165) and how the modern city was burying the archaeological remains of earlier excavations. 
This idea of the location needing to be rescued from disrepair and neglect and a possible group to be blamed for this state of neglect, would be the local inhabitants, who also happen to be Palestinian. From the time of Captain Wilson forward to Shiloh and now Be’eri, each repeating this refrain of neglect and disrepair as an explanation for the need for action in that location. David Be’eri’ founder of El’Ad, condemns the area in 1986 for this neglect and as the justification for his quitting the army and setting up the Ir David Foundation. Yigal Shiloh had written of the need to renew the discoveries of the earlier excavations from the ‘pressures of modern settlement’ (Yigal Shiloh, 1979, p. 165) which according to him, hid those earlier finds from public sight. His need to excavate was driven by to preserve the site from the ongoing construction work carried out by the Jerusalem municipality in this area. Therefore, rendering the need for salvage excavations (rescue digs) and the additional  reason given for being there was that of landslides killing local youths, caused by the accumulation of ‘tremendous mounds of earth left by earlier excavators’ (Yigal Shiloh, 1979, p. 165). 
In the conclusion of Yigal Shiloh’s third season archaeological report on the City of David, 1980, he highlights the experience for the excavators of walking in the footsteps where once the ancients walked, particularly in the clearance of ‘Warren’s Shaft’ (Yigal Shiloh, 1981, p.170), how this was the one of the most impressive experiences shared by staff and volunteers alike. This is followed by a plea for help in the next season of excavations. Shiloh’s description of his walking where the ancients had appeared to be more than good marketing in getting the public to come forward and volunteer to excavate, which is often a battle for archaeologists, in attempting to engage both the public interest and their support to a particular excavation site. In  the continued referencing to the site as the City of David by Shiloh and then  referencing  the ancients, he walks the fine line between the use of archaeology in the nationalist identity building narrative of the last three decades
 and the Jewish historical claim narrative to the city by invoking a tangible proof of entitlement to that once ancestral land. Intangible and elusive ancestors and the message of an ancestral homeland, creating a link between the present-day occupiers of that land and finding an archaeological connection between those present-day people and an ancestral past, has been one endeavour of nationalist archaeology from the beginning. This can be seen in a meeting in 1947 just prior to the formation of the State of Israel, a gathering of senior archaeologists discussed what should become of the Palestine Archaeological Museum in Jerusalem. The importance of this meeting being, how in studying of the past, it would be possible to cultivate a connection between the living and the people of the past and the land (Galor, 2017, p. 59). 
This point was followed by the need to ‘induce Zionist conscience in the hearts of people and its land’ (Galor, 2017, p. 59) and that the means to develop and sustain this connection between the past and the present should be pursued as stringently as possible, with the removal of any hindrance to this end a priority. During this meeting, the importance of tourist and immigrant visitors to the museum was acknowledged and the value of the message as a ‘means of propaganda and influence’ ( Galor, 2017, p. 59) visitors would take with them when they left the museum and the state of Israel. Galor points out  that this idea of a museum’s use as a place of propaganda and influence is not a new one, indicating ‘Napoleon’s concept of a museum as an agent for nationalistic fervour’ (Galor, 2017, p. 59). 
The archaeological artefact once excavated from its location and then displayed away from this location, loses its context and just becomes an ‘aesthetically pleasing object’ (Galor, 2017, p.60). Galor argues that the basis of certain archaeological artefacts or ruins preserved for the public come at the cost of other layers and structures, that ‘specific layers or structures’ (Galor, 2017, p. 60) cannot be considered the primary characteristic of an ‘entire region or culture-claim that is difficult to sustain as ruins are, by definition, partial’ (Galor, 2017, p. 60). This competition for the limited resource of historical validity, particularly the opportunity for that layer of history to be heard and adopted by the public to the exclusion of any other layer of history, especially for the justification in the claiming of land is not new. With the adoption of archaeology in the 19th century by many European nations with the primary intent of finding a tangible connection to the past and justification to their ownership to the land in their present. This ‘inheriting’ of the past would contribute to a greater sense of in-group self-esteem and cohesion, further reinforcing the importance of the tangible and archaeologically physical past in the present-day. 
The importance of a specific stratum of the past and how it  is presented to the public should not be underestimated. How the presentation of that layer of the past can be used to project a sense of in-group self-esteem, such as the modern day pilgrims, walking in their ancestors footsteps on the ‘pilgrims road’ (www.cityofdavid, 2020) and in doing so create or reinforce a sense of in-group similarities, the connections to sustain them. A way to trigger responses to in-group identity can be through the process of depersonalizing the individual and manufacturing a unifying sense of identity within the in-group, additionally emphasise the differences to out-groups, from the in-group differences ranging from religious, cultural or ethnic and finally connect the modern-day in-group to a specific and possibly tangible past. Rachel Hallote and Alexander Joffe in their paper on ‘The Politics of Israeli Archaeology:…’ (Hallote and Joffe, 2002, p.101) argue that to be able to regulate the past first it would be necessary to create a palpable existence in that past, then it would also be necessary to control the access to any investigations into that past and then any interpretations that would develop from any such investigations. See diagram below, created by this author and named creating and controlling the message from the past.First create the message



Control access to the message

 

Control the dissemination of the message



Any alternative interpretations, or disagreements with the message



Priority of access is  given to the target group, of the message

This paper considers this process as first create the message, then control access to that message, and evidence that might potentially lead  any alternative interpretations, or disagreements with it and finally control the dissemination of that message, with priority given to the target group. Galor writes of the changed nature of the archaeological education in Jerusalem, from the first colonial interventions with biblical archaeology and the search for any physical evidence to confirm the textual evidence of the bible stories. This was reinforced when the Israeli state became involved with archaeology as a means of ‘nationalist endeavour’ (Galor, 2017, p. 99), which developed in this new nation of Israel during the 1950’s and 60’s. Galor argues that where there had once been limited public access, this had now changed with few of the Israeli public not having had  some degree of exposure to the ‘knowledge produced or channelled through archaeological finds’ (Galor, 2017, p.99). 
This should be considered in light of the compulsory visiting of the City of David archaeological park by both soldiers and school children sometime in their scareer. Galor concludes that the majority of ‘Israeli institutions’ (Galor, 2017, p. 99) are involved in this archaeological message, that the targeted in-group for the message, is primarily the Jewish population of the City and the nation, whilst effectively ignoring and marginalising the ‘Christian and Muslim populations’ (Galor, 2017, p.99) in the process. This may be considered in the light of Israeli Tourism’s use of words of visit the ‘Holy land’ and El’Ad’s website offering ‘Tours of biblical Jerusalem’ (www.cityofdavid.org, n.d) and where it all began. 
The Israeli public’s response to archaeology was to alter, after the high point of public involvement and widespread interest of the 1950’s and 60’s, and its recognised significance in  the development and its usefulness in the cohesion and self-esteem of the national identity. This marked the watershed of public interest, followed by the steady decline and waning interest of archaeology in the late 1970’s and 1980’s. One way this may be seen, is in the IAA’s  changing political and economic fortunes. The IAA  was known prior to 1990 as IDAM, Israel Department of Antiquities and Museums, previously under the administrative control of the Ministry of Education and Culture. Hallote and Joffe say that this administrative transfer was intended to ‘heighten the independence and professionalism of the archaeological service’ (Hallote and Joffe, 2002, p. 96). This independence though would also deprive the IAA of any ministerial support it had once had, this transfer had also reduced the financial support it had once received from the government. 
The IAA was now expected  to negotiate with external bodies for the funding of all excavations, such as building contractors who may have uncovered archaeological remains in the act clearing land for construction. This erosion of governmental support of the IAA had continue until it had its budget reduced during 1998 and 1999 by 75%, these actions leading now to a different IAA than had existed before it was semi-privatized with the loss of both financial and the political support that had once maintained it. The next alteration to effect it was the employment of non-archaeologists, or people without any direct experience in this area at all as administrators to run the newly restructured IAA.  The first two of which were former army generals, Amir Drori and Shouka Dorfman followed by Israel Hasson, a former deputy director of  the internal intelligence service (Galor, 2017, p. 39). These actions may not have been intended to leave the IAA vulnerable to external influence, but it did, nonetheless. 
This paper considers that this independence that the IAA now experienced  may have left it vulnerable to choices and decisions it might not have previously made.  The choices of where the funding for future excavations was to come from, had not the political support been removed, and the IAA not been forced to look for support from the private sector for its funding. May   El’Ad with its own agenda have then still become the primary sponsor for all the archaeological excavations in Silwan (Galor, 2017, p. 127). In addition to this role of funding, El’Ad took over the management of the City of David Archaeological Park in 2002, including any monies from tourism and education activities associated with the area (Galor, 2017, p. 127). Galor points out that the City of David Archaeological Park has now become one the most ‘popular heritage sites and most visited tourist attractions’ (Galor, 2017, p. 127) in Israel. Galor writes of how Emek Shaveh have chartered the work of El’Ad since 2009 through a variety of their publications. This established a link between the recent initiatives financed by El’Ad and the projection of the primacy of the Jewish narrative of the resettlement of the area, with the selective acknowledgement of certain  archaeological finds in Silwan and the resulting action of ignoring any layer of human occupation that did not fit the message created for the their selected in-group’s consumption.  
The development of the excavation site as a place of tourism and pilgrimage may become more obvious after visiting the website (www.cityofdavid.org). This author was upon visiting the website encountered what El’Ad described as ‘The Pilgrimage Road Revealed-Live Tour’ (www.cityofdavid.org, 2020), held on Thursday 23rd April 2020. Those who joined to view this live experience, were promised a ‘behind-the-scenes tour of one of Jerusalem’s most  exciting excavations- the Second Temple Period Pilgrimage Road in the City of David’ (www.cityofdavid.org, 2020).  The visitor was promised to walk where the pilgrim’s had once, along a ‘Herodian canal which passed below the main street of Ancient Jerusalem’ (www.cityofdavid.org, 2020). This description by El’Ad, of it being a road used by pilgrims, may lead the visitor to miss the detail that in fact this pilgrim’s road was actually a watercourse which ran beneath the road and therefore not carried any pilgrims to the Temple. 
This point of the function it once served,  that of a channel for water running beneath ancient Jerusalem in the City of David, is instead made by  Emek Shaveh in a publication titled, ‘Information for Visitors to the City of David National Park’ (www.alt-arch.org, 2019). This paper considers that this use of the site and the selective information supplied by El’Ad from this excavated site, would fit  Lowenthal’s definition on the purpose of heritage as being selected as to who would benefit from it (see chapter 1). This also demonstrates the projection of a specific historical timepoint and acts selectively in co-opting in membership to an in-group, those sharing the same faith and reinforcing this with an ancestral narrative connection to the past. 
Alejandro Paz in his paper ‘Guiding Settler Jerusalem’ (2014) writes of the need of El’Ad to make pilgrims of the visitors to the City of David. He argues this is done by transposition and ‘creating a biblical realism that does not yet exist in this contested landscape’ (Paz, 2014, p. 128). This ‘Pilgrim’s Road’, is in fact a Roman Road that did not lead to the Temple, as implied by El’Ad. It is in fact a  part of a road that skirted the western side of the temple (www.alt-arch.org, 2019, p.5) and not leading directly to it. Emek Shaveh also point out that the method used to excavate this site was of horizontal tunnelling, a method of excavation which has not been considered suitable in Israel or the rest of the world for many years (www.alt-arch.org, n.d). 
One of the issues with this method excavation being the destruction caused to the layers of stratum before reaching  the specific horizontal layer chosen. In addition to the very selective nature of that stratum of history that is now exposed for analysis and interpretation, results i the exclusion of earlier or later layers of stratum. Archaeology is a destructive practice, if the excavation is not documented as thoroughly as possible whilst it is happening, the evidence of human occupation may well be lost forever. The vertical method of excavation is the only way to document the potentially many layered multiple human occupancies of any given excavation site, with the documentary evidence from it available to future generations for analysis and interpretation. 
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Chapter: 4 ∞  Discussion


The ideas of memory and forgetting are used by both groups; El’Ad and Emek Shaveh (see chapter 2), when approaching the narrative each wishes brought to the selected  public’s attention. Where El’Ad is more discriminatory  in the memories it wishes to create, instil, or install in its targeted group. Emek Shaveh attempts to show a less selective and broader timescale, when creating this memory of human occupation for their targeted  group. El’Ad uses forgetting as a deliberate way to ignore the passage of time and the movement of people. Focusing on the selected  time period of the First and Second Temple periods, which are in themselves selective, from the more general use of Bronze age and Iron age dates of occupation. These descriptive period labels, are useful in how they can also be used to include the targeted in-group and exclude the out-group, lending justification and credibility to the present-day actions. This method is used in the very selective promotion of a chosen timeline, from the ancestral past to the present without any troublesome stop offs on the way to look at any contributions made by any other occupiers of this location. 
This has paper argued that the out-groups in this case, could be personified as Israeli Christians, Israeli Muslims and Palestinians, any group that could be excluded from identifying with a specific ancestral past and so classifying them within certain shared historical criteria with in-group members. This paper considers the use of archaeological tourism to this end, not just the economic benefits from tourists, but also the aid in conveying the message outside of the nation’s borders, to a wider international audience, of being the rightful possessors to the land. Thus, giving added credibility to the claim of land, by selectively highlighting a connection to this stratum of layer from the past and the action of connecting the present-day people to that layer of stratum of the past. 
The validating of a layer of history and the creating of a connection to aid in legitimacy is not a new one.  Hallote and Joffe point out the creation in the early Republic years of Turkeys birth, of a Pan-Turkism, which hypothesized a racial connection between the present day occupiers and  the earlier Hittite and Sumerian cultures that once occupied the land (Hallote and Joffe, 2003, 103). Galor also points out the importance archaeology was to play in the Israeli national identity, in post 1967 Israel. From that, along with the territorial gains from the end of the Six-day war, from this period developed the highest level of public involvement with archaeology in Israel’s history. Hallote and Joffe highlight the important role archaeology has played, especially as an ‘additional support pillar’ (Hallote and Joffe, 2003, p.86) in the nation building narrative that had been projected to a public that was both ethnically diverse and an ever-expanding population.
With Yigal Shiloh calling the site the City of David, this may be considered a means to create emotional impact and an attachment to this location, through the selective use of memory of that name and with its associated meanings to the identity of this location’s newest occupiers. While this in turn may contribute to a wider sense of group self-esteem and cohesion, this in-group sense of identity, the sense of inclusion of ‘us’ and the exclusion of those as ‘you’ is reinforced with the specific use of the First and Second temple periods as dating criteria, which Yigal Shiloh uses (Shiloh, p. 166-167). Nadia Abu El-Haj calls this  ‘temporal rubrics’ (Abu El-Haj, 2001, p.132) with these periods generally considered to begin with the founding of the ancient Jewish Jerusalem through to the destruction of the Temple by the Roman army in 70 BCE (Abu El-Haj, 2001, p.132). 
Abu El-Haj argues that this precedent had been set for more than a century earlier by excavators from the field of biblical archaeology. Abu El-haj (2001) continues to argue that this dating criteria combined with the nationalist archaeology of the post East Jerusalem annexation of 1967, was created as a national-cultural definition of First and Second Temple periods. This could then explore ancient Jewish identity and could be considered to reinforce the newly created connection between present day Israeli Jews and narrative of an ancient ancestral past. 
Galor points out that the government of Israel and non-governmental bodies connected to them, have invested heavily in archaeology, particularly where it ‘relates to the origins of Judaism and successful in reaching out to the majority of the Israeli public’ (Galor, 2017, p. 92). Galor repeats this point throughout her book, how the focus upon a select stratum of history has been used in conveying to the Israeli public the ‘Jerusalem origin narrative’ (Galor, 2017, p. 57). This message of a physical link to the ‘city’s Jewish past and the Zionist return to the Holy Land’ (Galor, 2017, p. 58) is an often repeated and an explicit motif used for the appropriation of land, particularly in contested areas, such as Silwan in East Jerusalem.
Uzi Baram (2007) argues that it is difficult for visitors after the experience of taking the tour, not to become convinced by ‘what they have seen and without being filled with nostalgia’ (Baram, 2007, p.320). That in attempting to refute the accuracy of statements made during the tours by guides from the centre and questioning the narrative of the exhibitions on display, is a difficult task. Baram (2007) argues that this can be done, with sincerity, patience and scientific endeavour, to come anywhere near to being able to compete with the message from such visitor centres. It must also be acknowledged, that such tourists have purposely chosen to consume a particular aspect of heritage, that this action may contribute to an increased sense of group identity, cohesion and self-esteem.
The pilgrimage that El’Ad promotes, whether the religious kind, with the specific walking in the footsteps of the pilgrim ancestors, or the more general type of identity and the reclaiming of ancestral connections and possibly land. A non-specific generalised sense of ancestor, contributes to their attempts to get present-day inhabitants to identify with those ancestors. These are processes used to reinforce a sense of in-group cohesion, reinforcing the shared similarities and promoting a greater sense in-group self-esteem. In this case it is promoted by advocating the primacy of a particular strata of archaeological evidence. This paper considers the application of that particular selection of evidence by any in-group, especially that which can contribute to the promotion of an in-group’s  narrative, for the purpose of aiding an inclusive in-group sense of self-esteem and cohesion, has come at the cost of universal human history especially when placed in the competition for historical validity.  
The purpose of this paper has been to introduce a new theoretical approach in how we should view the way different histories have been hidden from our sight, and the why and how they stay hidden. It is hoped that in showing the two case study groups approaches to the dissemination of the history of the case study location, the reader can see how a selected layer of history can become validated and invalidated. This as an action is not limited to the chosen case study, it is worldwide. The author of this paper chose this location because it was more demonstrable and overt as a process. The author is also not aware of any others involved in this area of research, as yet, in the area of de-politicizing of archaeology, or the de-colonising of history but not the methods and purposes of competing for this resource of validating a specific layer history and subsequently invalidating any layers that are not the selected one. The manipulation of history and latterly archaeological evidence is not new. This paper spoke of the newly formed nation of Turkey attempting this in the 1920’s. No studies that the author is aware of at this time of writing, have specifically focused upon the control exerted by groups in their validating and promoting of specific evidence. The question of why an in-group, from as little as a few dozen people, up to the majority populace of a nation may become manipulated into accepting and embracing a narrow layer of strata as the narrative by which they define themselves, has not been fully explored before. 
History is by its very nature is extremely complex, limited by sources of evidence, and archaeology is vulnerable to interpretation and presentation. The nature of archaeology makes it destructive by its nature and can only ever be revisited by accessing the documentary evidence collected in the destructive process of excavation. Next that evidence must be analysed and interpreted, again a challenging process based upon how much evidence is available to work with. These issues have unfortunately more often aided the abuse of history when it has benefited a small in-group or in-group nation to abuse its selected history to the detriment of other out-groups, for land, prestige, or overall control. 
The evidence is there of El’Ad’s manipulation of the archaeological evidence, using the outdated and controversial excavation technique of horizontal tunnelling to selectively display a narrow window of the location’s history for their chosen 
in-groups’ assimilation. This study though is not conclusive, as mentioned in chapter 2 and the school visits to the site, the author would also need to see whether this manipulation succeeded in entering the taught curriculum. Has it entered the textbooks used by these school children? in what way, are there any alternative interpretations of it? Research should be completed to see whether this has had any impact upon the responses of children who do not immediately identify with the in-group criteria.  In choosing both Emek Shaveh and El’Ad, it was the intention of the author to study how these two groups approached the archaeology of a selected site and how then would these groups select and disseminate that evidence to their targeted audience.  It was the intention by choosing these two groups that it would also reduce the accusation of anti-Semitism, as both groups are Israeli, as would not have been the case if it had been Palestinian and Israeli, with potential accusations of anti-Israeli bias may have been levelled. 

The author must admit to a longstanding love of history, whether it is considered ‘good, bad or indifferent’ depending upon the historical event and its impact upon individual or collective people’s lives, whether these events are personal to you or not. The use of the hierarchy of historical validity by groups, basically denies us all access to the universal human history and the acknowledgement of how much we all ultimately share in common.  
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Conclusion

The purpose of this paper has been to propose a new theoretical approach to understanding why groups compete for what they may consider to be a scarce resource of Historical Validity. In this process placing the beneficial history in a hierarchy and consequently obscuring and invalidating any history that does not benefit them. 
This paper has chosen two groups who are competing for this scarce resource and looked at their quite different chosen approaches to the acquisition and distribution of this scarce resource of Historical Validity. This paper has found El’Ad’s approach fits the criteria of this paper exactly. By selecting what history it wishes to display and disseminate to their chosen target group, they have benefited by normalizing their actions to a growing public’s attention. Their approach of beguiling a public and particularly a susceptible public for group membership, with theme park heritage of heroic ancestors and now you, the chosen public can become pilgrims once again and walk in those long past footsteps. This approach has contributed to making the site the most  visited in Israel and El’Ad has gained a result, now being a primary donor to the IAA and their excavations in Jerusalem. Emek Shaveh are not really able to compete by comparison. The alternative tours run by Emek Shaveh with its recommended minimum donations, may not be every family’s idea of a fun day out and is less likely to be able to compete with the audience numbers on El’Ad’s guided tours. Conversely Emek Shaveh’s approach to the publishing of articles related to the archaeology of Jerusalem, according to Galor (2017) to mostly academics, journalists and archaeologists, a niche but potentially powerful lobby group may have far reaching impact. 
This study is not conclusive in its findings, it highlights a possible interpretation of the evidence, that El’Ad have placed their selected layer of archaeology in a hierarchy and in doing so validated it and hidden or diminished and therefore invalidated the proceeding layers of archaeology that do not contribute to this process. Further study would be needed, looking at the archaeology and history that is taught in the school curriculum, what archaeology and history courses are available at university. How this then is  projected to the wider  public through the media: television, film, documentaries and news stories. This and much more would be needed, for there to be more conclusive evidence as to whether there is an hierarchy of historical validation at work. 
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