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the Problem e)8 tudying sraelıite History
AproOpOS Abraham lamat's V1iew Of STOTC1C. SEATC|

Nıels er Lemche Aarhus

The Oof Israel's lıterary, hıstorıcal relıg1ous tradıtıon:

The M1SS1INg correlatıon

f the SsStudy er the Old 4stOör1ical DBOOKS during the
last decade ShOwS predominance Of studies aling wıth the biblical

ScCriptures ı1terature. historian’s point Of V1LEeW Several Ot
these investigations 1NtOo Yary problems MOST inportant since,
after all, the analyses ö  st re Levarnı SOUTLC®E® materlal,.,
the the also ShOWS only minority Of the scholars

emse l ves with biblical literature, ser1iously
terested istorica 1SSUes well. Of Ta  Q
scholars NOtT S historica -ON:  ICE: Ot their

iıterary studies
This ]Judgmen: 155 aan EVE' though the study Of the 1S f

Israel has Pr several "revolutionary" hypOo-
theses during the last. VeCars notwiths  INg  \ the AaPPCaL’aNC Ot
Ja few "histories Of Israel”", extending from the ONe A.H.J,

1972 ‚ LEMAI| 1981 . OnLy few (or rather none) Of

We IMNa think OT A.H,J.,.GUNNEWEG, Geschichte Israels, tuttgart
972 5 , HERRMANN, Geschichte Israels, München 1973 (2.ed.,1980)
anı G, FOÖHRER, Geschichte Israels, Heidelberg LSTTS and amONY
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these presentations attempt provide wiıth Ne  z synthesi1s; thev onl1y
CONTine themselves d POUF1NGg T1&  z Wine into ÖOld winebags”. They deal
WL sıngle 1SSUes aspeCts OT the sSsraell istoryvy, but MONE Ot

produced and essentiallyv eren synthesis covering the
whole Of Vcars from the BrOonNzZzZe Age the ellenistı« Period.

opinıon OT the genera. s1ıtuatıon 1s valıd spite Otf the relatıvely
small number Of scholars, have Prov1i' wıth AaNnıswers

important questions
maın themes have fOCuUuS.,. The Tirst OT the four

pillars Ssupporting the opinion er the history Of Israel P A
NOTH's hypothes1s OtT sraelil amph1ictyonv Of twelve trıbes.

has CO. and NOT. gOo1nNg fuss about the amph1c-
yonic ypothesis thi1ıs PaPpCL , partly because only VEILY fFew SsScholars

counted aIONYG the Supporters OT CtheoOry V, partly because
thi1ıs Vear intend separate Of the diıscuss1ıon devoted

the question OT the SO-Called X1O0d Oftf the Judges' during Welr-

1es The pıllar whıch has crumbled the Of earlyv
'Period Of the Patriarchs' Oore the a  CcE wın the hıstorıcal
Israel the beginning Of the This Cruc1ıal problem

DV the hıstorıica investigations Oft Thomas Lis ""’HOMPSON
the iterarv analysis Of JO!  5 The thiıird p1.

noNnN-German representations J .,HAYES J.M.MILLER, (eds.), Israelite
anı Judaean History, London LE an! A.,.LEMAIRE, Hıstoire
peuple hebreu, Paris 1981 1so the newest edition ÖOf J.BRIGHT,

Hıstory Oft Israel, 3.ed,, Philadelphia 1981, anı YOomM Scandınavıa
B.OTZEN, Israeliterne Palzstina, Copenhagen 1977.
N,  +  E, "Ieserael 1N the Period Of the Judges The Tribal
Leaque L1N Recent Research, Studia Theologica (1984), 1N prınt.
T, L,THOMPSON, The Historicity ÖOft the Patriıarchal Narratives, ZAW
33 Berlin 1974, and J V, SETERS, Abraham 1N Hıstory anı Tradi-
ELON{ New aven 1975 e  V  74 Studies ln the Patrıarchal aArra-
tives, urg 197/9, L1S hardlıy clear-cut exponent e)8 the
Critics OÖf and ‚ Ven thoucgh MCKANE'’s approac.



point Oft cCOllapse 1S not1ion that Israel originated outsıde OT

es  e, This classıc V1LeW the origin OT Israe l has V1gOrouSs-
1V attacked DV Varıous scholars, \OUg] irrespective OT the rather PDOML-—

POUS presentat1iıons made DV Ot them, thev have Tar onl1y constitut:«

minority, and from methodological point OT V1LEeW the1ir argumentation
15 1S0O0 SCOMewhat incons1ıstent.

This sıtuatıon S qgulite paradoxical, because those scholars, whOo
11Kke cOoNsS1ider Israel OUTCOME Oft SOC1al DE
CeEssecs HON the lestinıan populatıion, nevertheless pProvVide wıth
ö  ST tradıitional picture Oft the developmen Ot the bıbliıical 'ad1ıt1ı2on,.

SV sticks the maın 1Nes OT the amphictyonic ypothesis,
1NCEe aCccording hım the Old Testament Yadıtıon Ot Israel s earliest

1s musSt ‚ONg the pre-monarchical period4 ; the1ır reconstruct1ıion
OT the 1S f the religion f Israel these scholars amazingly
conservatıve well, accordingly they conNnsider the extraordinarv
sraelı relig1ion, the worsh1ıp Ot Yahweh, have constituted the S5e71-

T1al: centre Oft ideologica OTrCe aINONYG the early sraelites ront1ing
them and th1ıs L5 the paradox ONe 1de scholars, who advocate

hypotheses CONCEerN1INGg development OT the Israelite religion,

1'S OTL& CcCONservatıve (Or 1ess radıcal) and MOTE pathetıic E the
possibılıty 51 SOME historical remınıscences L1N the rtradıitiıions ST
the atrıarchal Age

MR  "I”T’WALD, The Tribes Of Yahweh, New ork 1979, 25-18 and
345-386. 1s0o G.E.MENDENHALL , The Hebrew Conquest Öf Palestine
9627 BARe SE (1970) 117/-120

LO MENDENHALL religion 18 the Ooverr1ıding factor. In pre-monarchical
ımes I1srael WÄäÜä: theocracvy and 1456 ruler Wäa: Yahweh Bn h1s
n1ıs The Tenth Generation, Baltimore 7r I and n1ıs rather eccentrıc
TeV1lLleWwWw Öf GOTTWALD , Tribes Of Yahweh, LN NAn1ıs "Ancient Israel’'s
Hyphenated History", L1N DB-  .‚FREEDMAN and ‚G s Palestine
1n ransıtlilon, Sheffield 1983 , 91-10 'T’o GO'I"TWALDı d1ıd
NnOt hat. ordinary political forces WT NnOt actıve 1 the
stateless Israelite OCcliety, but religion Wa iıntegrated part
Otf the constitution O early Israel, m Tribes OÖ Yahweh, 599-602.
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arguing the specific sraelite religion the result Of relig1ious
and i1deolog1ica. NOTtT. pre-ex1ıstent FaCct, and the Other 1de

SCHO.  S; who represent much MOTEe radical understandıng Ot the formation
Of the O1d 'adıt1ıon B Cr George and

the 1D Ggr OUPD wOould include Bernhard LANG because ÖT

h1S Ta reconstruction Oft Israe1:16s religious history, whereas A1s
STOLC1CA. V1ews the commonNp Lace tradıtion the path OT

TeC| OT the SECONCd TGLOUPD 'Ount

Rolt Dur1ing the last. eCcaAade has placed hımselt
the forefront Ot the Crıtics Oft the L11ıterarv ’ad1ıtıon aCcCCOun: ar n1ıs

pen:  euc studies Th1ıs does NOT. prevent hım from writing almost
conventıonal synthesis Of the är Israel, whıch FfOorms f n1Ss

ıntroduct1ion Old studies
The OLd i1tselirt constıtutes the fourth pıllar, but although

i has been en Little, 10 remaıns the MOStT S0 and 155
cons1idered the ö  st imnportant foun  LON fOr the study Ot the early 1Ss
OT Israel and 1ts relig1ıous development 19 however, ıntentıon
test the Sso. OT tAnis pıllar. Sımultaneously, gO1NG OMMEeNT

the consiıstent, rather cOoNservatıve V1LeW f the study OT sraelı

istoryv, which Abraham represents. These rTemMmATks LESPONSEC
the contr.ibution the study Ot early Israel published bvy +*h1s

scholar heologısche eıtschrıft 19833 shall cOoNCcCentrate MALAMAT's

Paper here examp.Le C the approach 1S UUWONG NnNOt TEW sraelı
cholars ESVeN Oug] professor NOT. conNsSs1dered yvpica. OT
the OMINATINg Israe lı "archaeologica approach” the study OT the Old

and sraelı historv.

B.LANG, Monotheism anı the Prophetic Minority, Sheffield 1L98563;
anı L1n Nıs OOk especlally A34.s "Mhe Yahweh-Alone Oovemen:' and the
Making Jewish Monotheism", 13-59.
R,RENDTORFF , Das ‚L{ estament. ıne Eınführung, Neukirchen 1983,
1-79
A.MALAMAT , Dıiıe Frühgeschichte Israels ıne methodologische Studıiıe,
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B Abraham Che "orotohıistory" Of Israel

OMMEeNTS concentrate aSpeCtTtsS, x . mentioned MALAMAT's

PaPCL . The 11S pOoINt CONMNC@LI15S5 genera. me  OGV , the SsSecond point
155 the 1iıstorıcal model, whıiıch FOrMS the Dbasıs Of MALAMAT's historical

reconstructions. The thırd point OT ınterest 155 MALAMAT's unders  ding OT

the biblical 1 1ıterature historical SOUT’C®®, matter Of

fact, ]Joins the 1 S5SUes uıch tchev SEeeM1INGLY
inseparable

MALAMAT's point OT Xre CcCONS1StSs the endeavour

1E  z definıtion OT the study G: the ear lıest historyv Oft Israel, whıch he

does NnNOt cOoNsS1der prehıstory protohistory The prehistory
&1115 tChe period before the EIMETTENCE OT Israel, whereas the pL  iStOrV
OVeLSs the f from tChe appearance OT Israel the EISKGENCE
Or ı1ts DÖLIEV; £1rom which MOMEeNT. speak OF historıical time PrOPSCL
Pro  StOrLV therefore ea wıth the &S&Ld £TrOM the sett Lement OT the

tr1ıbes alestıne the { *}IYsSt kings, Sau l David. 15, nevertheless,

interesting_ Tact that does NOT. include archaeologica.
1SSUes aIDONYG n1ıs topics this connection, and he aLgqgue>s archaeologyv
15 NOT. really re Levant. discussıon n1s paper forward

assert ıon O1ld 'Testament scholarsh1ıp MuUuStT avo1ıd the danger
r ypercritıcal scept1ıcısm, which harasses CONTEMPOTALCV biıblıcal

sSscholars. Oug]l the biblical aditıon 1S NOTtT precise
details, ir 1S, according ECESSALV and COTTECT

the bıblıcal AaCCOuUnN: 1ts broad Out1lines; H1s argument 15 welil
worth CIEING: The biblical aCCOuUnN: MuUuStTtT preferred the CXPCNSEC Of
the modern reconstructions PC following N  ’ "Chronologicallyv,

ThZ (1983) 1-16
HA 7 (1983) C MALAMA'T makes distinction between Frühgeschichte
an Vorgeschıichte



i %a <the  D biblıcal account> 15 cC10Oser the C1CAa. WEeNtsS thousands
f VCarLsı, 1 15 production OT the original SCReNe S

SCQUCNCE . 15 wiıthout COMpar1iısonN much L& Tfamılıar wiıth the COUNTIYV
and 1ts ’ap! demographical, miıliıtary, ecological, etcC., CcCONd1-
t10NSs and possibilities" th1is 15 NECESSALY add the "Eigenbe-
grifflichkeit" OT ancıent Israelites, their concept1ion OT the

bıblical WOT Ld
CONCTETE 1STOT1Ca meth« cons1ısts the Study Ot these

broad outlines, thıs conNNectıon comparatıve
procedure. exanplLe draws MNTt10N documentary
C! £rom Mari cConcerning trıbal SOC1iety the anciıent world, he
ment1ıons the impact f these SOUTCSS atrıarchal studies and the

question OT the ear liest sraelıte society. the argument f
Thomas B "L’HOMPSON but w1ıthout adduc1ng dec1ıs1ive ME  z meth  l10og1ıca
Vviewpoints) he mentions FOuUr i1ssues, whıch SUPPO: iıllustrate,
HOw the biblical 'aditions Ot the Patriarch: supported by the
e chronology, geOgraphYy , SOC1al 1ife, and ethnico-linguistical
matters MALAMAT’s conceptions however, spec1ific under-

standıng Ot the character f sraell ethnıc coherenCce OYEe the

moNarChy. the Other 1D P WILONG just h1s V1ewWw-

points wıth the not1ion Oftf Israelite military CONQUeESt Dy invadıng tribes
which L1S5 nearly mandatory other L conservatıve Israelı Sscholars

Splite Of the eVvidence which against the bıb})}ical version
Of the origin Ot the Israelite sSocCietyv outside and insıde alestıne
The Of Israe l natıon pre-monarchical times gives biırth

10 ThZ (1983)
1 T7 (1983) T Ta D
12 There L1S really LCASOMN CO dwell UDO: his theme 110 CO illustrate

i with Oost Of examples. AMONGg the newest examples Of his approach
onlvy mentıon the newest study DV The arly Ilsraelıte

Settlement in the Hill ‚Ountrvy, 241 (1981) 75-85.



several dependent assumpt1ions. Oft them mentioned MALAMAT's

PaperL, but Oother assert1ions pPOsSsible  ®  ® the ethnıcal un1ıtvy f
the sraeli.ı triıibes, whiıch developed ınto the later natıonal se1f-

knowledge and identity, the distinctive Sraell cCharacter, the unique
sraelil: religion.

1S worth noting that n1ıs PapcL introduces NOt. Tew

viewpoints, whıch quest1on the OfT the bıblical AaCCOuUuNtT istorical

SOUTC®S.,. acknowledges the Tacıt. that authentic document 15 present
the O1ld Testament, whıch bear test1monv wvent belongıng Israel'’'s
earl iest hiıstorv. onl1y find SECONdAaLY C! Ot much er
acdmıts well the SOUTL CS have iterarılyvy embellished. They

idealized, romantıiıcızed ideologicized Tata redactors
and CS the S he rationalistie analysis Of
the 1a  e materıal makes 1 applıcable &VT the sStudy Of the
sraell PCOo'  iStorvy, 11 15 h1ıs f1rm conviction the cont1inuous
aCCOuUntT OT the hiıstorv Ot the SOC1etv presented by the O1ld Testament,
1S gO1Ng SUrV1Ve thıs rationalızing PFrOCk  &, least concep-
tual mode ]”

The Ya then tE1C ı; SOULrCESS

the Other the Tal]llacies OT MALAMAT's argument 15 CaSYV establish
H1s ıe the general reliability f the bıblical aCCOuUNT. 1S5
the CcCOoNVv1ıctıon the EVEeNTS TeCOTded the tradıtions actually
place Therefore Israel 31CcCal un.: ty" which present
alestıne Ore the formation OF the StTa: B author does nOt, HNOW-
SEVOL d1SCuss dea OT “ hn1ca unity  A al whether Ü cons1ısted

partiıcular LAaCC, partiıcular people, onl1y GLOUD OT human

beings, who chosen CO ]1ıve together Order improve their POS-
siıbılity OT SUurv.ıval The prerequisite 1S, however, biblical
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AaCcCcount itself, and the reality OT epends the realıty Of
events question. T e. there 1S cOrrelatıon between the Haa

immigratıion OT the trıbes the bıblıcal AaCCOuUN: OT the CONQUEST, A

might S  L profitable NnOTtT. study the 'ad1ıt1ıons questi1ion Oorder

explore the ear l.jest IS Ot Israel, but ın Order descr1ıbe HOW
later redactors and story-tellers vıisualızed the Origıns Ot tHe1r

Ssoc1etyv
admits there authentic SOUTCESES

O1ld Testament alıng wıth sraelı:ıte protoh1istoryvy,
ere| refers documentarvyv e1l1ther 'ONnteEMpOFrarYy wıth not

Par from the event Th1ıs deficiencvy 1S NOT. really improved
UPO)! DV the few inscr1iptions from the period the which iınform

about alestınıan SOC1EeTV and 1s the SECONd O the 2 ITE
B, ve3.  * onl1y three extra-biblıca worth ment1lıon1ıng:
the el-Amarna letters, dating the 15 Of the 4 .0entiBiC:3
SMa Llier —-Shean stela OT Set1ı from C BiCH the "Israel-stela"

14OT renp' £rom the late Ccen‘  B Oug] the Last-mentioned

5 Owing CO the ıntroductıon OT SOC10Ologyvy nto historical research,
anı not only evolutionıstic SOC1al nthropologıca theorvy, but LsSO
modern PrOCEeSS SOCial anthropologyvy, OmMe scholars todavy emonstrate

much MOXXEe varyıng and adequate understandıng OF the factors which
AaL'‘' decisive when 1t CO efinin!' Öf the elements which COM

ST3ItUte people, natıon, han Wa prevıouslyv. Older
scholars 1n SOC10Ology and the humanıtiıies Stressed uch LCOO readıly
the dea GT OoNnd ÖOt LOa which thevy understood 1010-
g1lca relatiıonship. The dea Oft e bond f blood" 1.S jJust much

ıdeologıcal expression OF nat:3ıonal coherence qgulılte ındependently
OÖOt actual relationsh1ps. the 1ıdea OT ethnıcıty the

Ot R.COHEN, Ethnicity: Problem and OCUS ın nthropology,
Annual Rev1ıew OT Anthropologv (1978) 379-403, and the clever us
OT his conception by S, and N.YOFFEE, Ethnicity 1ın
Ancıent Western Asıa Duriıng the arly Second Millennium B.

237 (1980) 85-104.
14 As v the EA-archive, Citatiıons should be IIN  CSSALV. e the 1N-

SCr1iption GT etı only mentıon ANETS 255 , The newest
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bears W1ıtness the fact SOC1etv called sSrae existed
central alestıne early Oft the 13 ,cent:;B:CG:; , a

1S inpossible the basıs OT th1ıs r13. rTeCONStTTUCT.

the 1S OT th1ıs SOC1letv, establısh valıd plıcture Of the 1N-
sStitutiıions Of th1ıs sraellı SOC1lietv. Therefore, 1F 15 WIE’ONG lLeave
Out OT consideration archaeologica. EeVvidence discussıon devoted

principles f the study f pre-monarchical srael. matter Ot

Fact.,; the archaeological ev1idence with the only substantıal

Pr1mary belonging the period Oof 1NTereSsSt.

Therefore, the archaeological evidence 15 NOT. only interesting
important discussion whıch deals with the stu f early

sraelı historv saıd MALAMAT , 1ıt 15 SVEN, it straight,
Par the ö  ST relevant mater1ı1al. ATte: all, archaeology POSCS

pProblems PO the Wwriting Of continuous description Ot early
sraelil. 1Ss  LV the O1ld Testament. Plainly spoken, onl1y Tew scholars

MNe would seriously have 1SpUu reliability Of the O1ld Testament

aCCOunNn: Of the cCOoNquest OtT OT DV raelites the

archaeologıca. evidence NOT Sex1St.. Generally, SUPPOSES this
Ttact 1 ge , and Oft NOTtT gO1Ng en -

her“ shall onLy refer the remarks Ot3

today archaeologıical defense in the biblıical AaCCOUNT. f the

EIELGENCE f Israel L5 1a1a another contrıbution himseltf

pleads mode l Oft the immigration congen1lal with the rTrecONStruct.ıon Oof
16Albrecht Likewise, number Ot Israelı1i scholars the V1ews

1LeW Of Merenptah's Israel-stela 1Ss the ()I1! by H.ENGEL, Die Sieges-
stele des Merenptah, Biblica 60 (1979) 373-379,

15 I  S  R , W.F.Albrigh anı Hıstorical Reconstruction, 42
(1979)

16 the presentation MILLER 1N MILLER, Israelite and
Judaean Historv, 213-284
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17OT following the ocot-steps ÖT the 1a  f Yohannan

perhaps 1ittie Jate, S1NCE this SET1O0OUS

against N l1ut1ıon the problem Of the origın f Israel.
1S important th1ıs pOIinNt STCTreSS the Tact that the archaeolo-

gical evidence dOoe! SUPPOrFT either the biıblıical AaCCOuUNtT OT the CONqueSt
ALT'S soc10ologıcal model. ONe while 1 iSproves the Varıous

CONQUEST StOor1ies the Of Ooshua, T doe: NOT COMpLY wıtch details,
NOTLT dOoe: 4 present alternatıiıive time hor1ızon fOr the CONQUEST AAA n

the SUPPO: ÖT the CheOry Of nomAadiC 1ltratıon ınto

alestıne NOT gO1LNG 'es: archaeologıca research, be-
Cause cultural innovations Of importance alestıne during
the last. centurıes Ot the EL BICS EXCEPT cultural alts, which
the1ir LECSCNCE the arrıval OT the Sea-Peoples, traits, which turned

CO}  C OT indegenous cultural ‚velLopment the country  49

17 -  .ON: Nothing Early anı Nothing Late, (1976) , 55-76.
1so his CeV1LeW the immıgration Deriod ı8! his DOSthumerously

edited The Archaeologv Ot the and Of Israel, London 1982, 153-191.
18 . A - Y v z Was possible CO change the ime FfOr the CONquest f rom

©e.9 . D B, CO B.  e because at hat mOmMent. there
existed chronologica. coherence between the Varıous events
corded bvy the ‚OO k Öt Joshua, hen ı &n W: simple solutıon CO
MOVeEe  » the immıgration. Such coherence 1S5, however, untenahbhle.

19 'Two phenomena, the "£four-room-house" anı the "collared-rim" DOtterYy
Ca longer be interpreted specıfic Israelıte cultural traits.
The potteryvy 1sS0o0 shows at Sahab, well CO the aAst OT modern Amman
L1n Jordan, and 1N abundant quantities, Sa M.M.  IM, The Collared-
Rım Jar Of the Lron Age, LN R . MOOÖOREY anı P,PARR, Archaeologv
ın the Levant, ESSaYS for Kathleen Kenvyon, Warmınster 1978, 116-126,
anı the four-room-house Wa OT, ın spite Ot the diıscoverlıes aAat
Tel asos anı the interpretation Of - DV C ERTTIb Dıiıe ulturge-
chich  1C. Bedeutung der früheisenzeitliche Siedlung autf der
Hirbet e]-MS3S unı das Problem der Landnahme, ‚DPV 96 (1980) ,
1211395 specific Israelite. Ser1ıious objections CO the theorv
about 1ts Or1ıigin, DUt forward DYy b  ’ uın nis thesis, g D
2 arly Israel (forthcoming) . Moreover, nıs house LyDe has
11O) 1s0o0 een OUN! Ln ancient oab well Edom, A G  S  AF
1rE8 Identıfication: Problem Area lın Contemporarv 1Ca
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Thus there was break the cultural evolution, there i1ncrease

OT the population. The on.Ly tTact whıch lemonstrated archaeölogically
1S cultural, economical and emographica. leciı1ıne OT the cıitıes ACCOM-—

panied DV vıllage ure the mountaıins. The vıllages d1ıd

nNOT, Owever , represent MNECW culture, rather the cultural '’adıtıon £from

the cıtlıes SUurvıived tche viıllages onLye gradual ].y2
Thus the conCtCemporar' informatıion £YOM theA NnOt

used SUPPOFT OT the CONT1LNUOUS istorical AaCCOuUNtT the OLld Testament

irrespecti1ive OT the number f scholars, WNO have MAa1lNntTAalnt th1ıs

that CI destroyed DV the Israel.ıtes th1ıs village
'OurX DV sraelı:ıte NeWwCONEeTS (because d wWwas S1TUa: err1itoryv,
which er date belonged the sraelıite states) the

TEASON 1S tThe lack OT Crıterla, whıch wOouLd a possible
FOr archaeologically mentıon ure Dy NaMe , whıch DeEVeL informs

Of 1T identity. When Pr v1ıllages tThe 1Ll1iean mountalins

generally considered have been sraelıte, the onLy (D being
the ea CONCEerNEed wıthout doubt belonged the sraelı STATE dur1ing

t ıme OT the MONarChY Irrespective Ot the trıbal A:S: the Ot

Joshua have pProOF f tChe r  sraelıte identityv Or These vıllages
the BEarly TYoNn Age; ONn KNOW er NOT. they belonged the

Arae ntioned Dy Merenptah The archaeolog1ica. ev1lıdence 15 KachH-

mute the identiıty O specific terıal culture, whıch L1S LOVEN by
referring Ga Tr per1ods the hiıstorv OT alestıne the Barly TONZE

Age the Chalcolithic Per1iod. ACtayr all, WNO wOould place eth-

nıcal Cag the ja f Kerak the from O1 1AaT e1l-ChassulL?

Scholarship, ‚DPV 9 (1983) 127 Y DE
On his LEMCHE , Early Israel, part chapter

21 these viıllages Y.AHARÖOÖNLIL, Problems of the Israelite onques
ın the Light OF Archaeological Dıscoverles, t1ıquıiltyv anı Survival
/2-3 (19570) 131-150, Aanı! fınally A1ıs contrıbutıon .6 the Encyclo-

Oof Archaeologıcal Excavatıons L$LN the Holy and (1976) 406-
408.
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The historical exactıtude the 1Ca tradıtıon

The onl1y LEASOTNMN 1LEeve reliy Old AaCCOuUunNtT

OT the early 1S OT Israe l 1S the CcCOoNV1ıctıon the authors, WwhO
thiıs aCccount, were Just meticulous their ıstorıcal research

modern Western Sscholars and scholars WhNO achere thıs V1LEW

also obliged maıntaın the ancıent sraelıtes almost objective
neutral Observers, WhO d1d not intentionally Adistort the1ir SOUTCESS.

regar the CONQUEST narratıves, already KNOW tchev could NOT.

relied authentic reports. The redactors elıther eliberatelyv 1STOLr-
the real facts, clear 1dea C the hiıstorıical events

the viewpoint ö  ST congen1ıal wıiıth mınd. thev WTr

NOT. really intformed conditions a lestıne dur1ing the Z BL:

CannOt , f COUTL’SC y O1l LOW when he arqgues the1ir istorical

knowledge considerably better UT ! because Oft their empora.
proximiıty the EVeEeNtTS themselves. thev knew the iıstorical

dev elopment the stateless period the CONSEQUECNCE 15 the sraeliı

1S WwIr1lıters WL nNnOt neutral Observers, but deliberately wrote theıir
AaCCOuUN: Of the IS by inıng the 'aCcC according other eCYıiterıa

those ut1iıliızed by MOodern hıstorlıans. aAaAses theır qualifica-
t1ons for Writing Ven approximately AaCCura: 1S OT Israel ß  L&

inferior OuUuLS y although themsel1ves belonged the SocC1iety WwhOSe

historv Chev trıed 'econstruct.

arguments Order PLOVE h1ıs assertıon
Ö applicability Ot the O1ld Testanment AaCcCcOun: f srael’s

history, but Of fact thevy mutually contradıctoryvy. Mavybe he

hnas NOT. taken into consideration the importance Of the CONTLIC between the

eological eVidence the wYritten account the O1ld The

archaeological evidence 1S5 the Drımary “ because e contaıns

'ontemporaryJ AUSDS \OUg] on1y FEew inscriptions have vet
The Old contaıns secondarv SOUTCE terıal sSimply because
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T on1l1y reduced into writing later the hiıstorical

exactitude OT the Old SOUTKCESS 15 mandatorvy
the reconstruct.ıion OT historv ÖOf Israel the Tetrateuch and the

Deuteronomistic Historvy respectivelvy 15 accurate and the redaCctors

themse 1ves WL anx10us present hıstorıcally accurate pıcture Of
Israel -e

remarks inspirt WwhOSe sub7ject
15 the pre-monarchical period, shall concentrate the teronomistic

because the pOSS  1CUYV and AaCCuUura: historica em1in1s-

enses have SUTrV1Ved thi1is WOCK 15 far greater the Cäa! Of the

trateuch result obtained the biblical description Of the 3S
Of monarchy has CONSEQUCNCECS welil for the prehistorv (or "rOocö-
storvy") Y because the result 15 indication ÖOf the methods
the bıblical authors when ealing with the

TIirst examnple shall quote the narratıve Of David’s Y1ıSe

(1.Sam 16-2-Sam able this SeCtıion short because Oof

prev1ious publiıcatıiıon Of study, which 180 demonstrate
thiıs narratıve MOST. Ot all MUST interpre pamphlet wıth PIODA-
gand1ısSstC1C aim, - the intention of 1tSs author clear David
Of the suspicion OT complicıty the Fall Ot the NOuUuSsSe oftf Saul
That my aim was  tooOo far o  is confirmed  e  t some other
studies have appeared, whıch generally share VvVliews, and the

Paper Of P, 15 verbal agreement
15 1CU. establısh exact Ot the StOFV Ot David’'s

22 N.  P David’'s Riıse, JS 10 (1978) —2  in (originally printed
Ln Dansk teologıs. Tidsskrift (1975) 41-263)

23 See  ®  LE McCARTER, The ‚OGV of avı JBL 99 (1980) 489-504
(compare OU:  H uUuS:! ÖOf the latin i1diom CcCul ONnO) . See the Same
sSssue 1so an B.HALPERN, The Political .MPOL' of
David’s Marrlages, JBL 99 (1980) 507-518, and J .C . VANDE:
Davidic Complicity LN the Death Of Abner anı Eshbaal, 99
(1980) 521-539
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riıse,. Several proposals have spanning the Vears £OM the

reign Of kKing Davıd hımselt uteronomistıc La 1S, however,
certaın the deuteronomistic CS TEe-cdited the narratıve, but

whole basıc 'ad1ıL10on OT ear lier date. reality
nothing contradicts the poss1bılity Ot i1ts ar origın. W AasSsSuUuNlke

S 15 the case and it must be s  - is only a  -
KINg hypothesis D presentation Of the narratıve SaVYS lot
Israelite "history writing”, an - 15 adequate maintain B 18

positive ob7ject Of the narrative clear Davıd f

accusatıons, 1 Davıd SC Ot his sStTaff responsible fOr
AaCtua. form of narratıve, he NOt. the aC”

once  place, and it did  Occur to him at all that he ought
WIrite neutral version Ot the Vents. wiıthout this

OT history Wwriting deliberately subjective, 1NTLLUeENC 1deo-

OGg1Ca. motivations, clear-cut propagandistic aım. L&

to be impressed, rs to be coun‘  ,‚ and the king to be clearedi of
suspicion OT QULLTt.: narratıve tell HOW Davıd

KIing Ot Israel, primarıly i 15 Wwiıtness the actual politica.
Circumstances, 1B L1S stimonvy opinion Oftf Davıd Of his Carecer,
ın  e case the narrative was only coamposed at a later date, to the
opinıon Ot tıiıme,.

1S, however, MOST. interesting apOoLogy AT king David
L1S unique, CONTFAaLrYV, 44r ONgS 'a  lion, which

least Tar the Bronze Age earlier. Vera.
Giovannı Buccellati Ca attention the INg similarity

the fates Of king Davıd and king Idrimi ÖT Alalach Tar
CONCEeTrTNS general aSspeCts Of respective Selzure Oft

migh: onl1y :heer coincidence the es Of such divi  1s

G.BUCCELLATI, La carriera" dı Davıd quella dı Idrimi, dı
Alalac, Bıbbia Orıiıente (1962) 95-99.
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WL much the S 1S, d read the narratıves LeC!

ding the even: neutral testimonlies the1ir NOW , Marıo
LLVERANL has demonstrated the inscription OT Idrimi 1S NnNOt

cons1idered precise and neutral AaCCOuUN: OT the EVeNntTSsS leading h1S
Selizure Ot the throne, OUg] J author1zed by the King himselt

D inscription L5 WY' 1 h1ıs statue) D the narratıve MUST au

sidered plece OT PrOPATAaANX Was wrıtten aCcCcord1ing pre-existent
11iıteraryv ideologica. pattern, whıch also appCar’s the classıc

failry-tale OT the youngest brother, WNO L1eaves n1s paternal home
OT the princess the kingdom“” .  25 reOver, LLVERANI has ‚hown

th1ıs fairy-tale least its basiıic StTruCture we ] 1-known
CONZE Age and used whole 1T Teren:

places Thus Ü 1S HOT unreasonahble AasSssullle 1SO the narratıve
OT Davics such pre-existent ern, which formu Lated
"+-he rules for uch BEOTY1LeS" QOP;, Y erentlv: 14 the Ig
contaın the narratıve VOUNG Davıd accepted by its

LIVERAN  7 Partıre sul aL_ıiı0O, per 1} deserto, 272 (1972)
403-425. The I1drımı inscription L1S translated L1N ANETS 55/-558,.
The Oost reCcent comprehensive rev1ıs1on, translation and COomMmmentary

well biography P presented by ;DEBTRIC and O .LOÖRKETZ, Die
Inschrift der Statue des Kön1gs Ildrimı VO: Alalach, 13 (1981)
201-269 Many Of the questions for 1SCUSS1LOoN L1n the present

ar 1s0 1S8SCUSsed DV and 7 uch the
relatıons between iterary product and historical reality, but

ead their Yeatmen:' OÖ the inscription anı 18 PrOo.  em K 1S
f1rm impression hat the CWO authors ave nOt grasped

the basıc radicality ÖOt LIVERANI's V1eWwW the app  ıon Oof ancient
SOULCEES Lın A1istorical research,.

LIVERANI's reference CO the gyptian alry-tale "The Pre-
destınated Prince”", and CO OÖöther gyptian parallels r h1ıs
ELGTE L1GE1m1; 2 C19L$) her examples ÖOf his

-a perhaps the STOLV OÖOtT Joash E .‚LIVERANI, T h1istaAire
de Joas, (1974) 38-453) and OÖf COUT’ S® the apology OT
Hattusilis T AS CO nıs LewWw ancient hıstorical exX'
M.LILIVERANI, Memorandum the Approach CO istor  graphic eXts,
Orıentalia 47 ( L9:733 178-194
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audience or by 1ES readers) 4E had CO follow defınıte lıterary pattern.
nOt, 1 would have ar Dbecause OT lack OT rstanding. The hıstor1ı-

cal facts had CO be manıpulated wıth the PUrDOSE Of ringing hhem 1ın

accordance wıth the pattern
pS K 15 aLYy counter objection, whıch

raiéed th1ıs poinNnt SCMEeONEe micht cons1ider IT unwarranted doubt the

general hiıstorıca EXACTNESS Ö: thıs Ca! the deuteronomistic wrıters
because OT the content OT their SOUT'CCS y which NOTtT. orıgınally drawn

them. thıs ob7jection these documents WL Just handed
OV©. them WT on.l1y the sub7jects Of slight ctiona TTre:;

Oorder ad7ust them OTe thev WT included Deutero-

nom1isSt1ıic Ot Israel The redactors d1ıd NOT, however, eliberatelyv
distort 1stor1ıca. realiıty. anıswer. th3ıs ob7jection by calling en-

t1ıon the Fact the Other thev d1d NnOot COYTEC the
er ’ad1ıtC10ns ad7us them aaı events Oft the past Thus,

Their ctional WOTrk wıth er hıiıstoöorical SOUT CS thev d1d NOT.

demonstrate EYLtEIOaT whıch normally attrıbute PLOPCL
historical research. have acdmıit this fact, and A S 1S0O0

have with dea sraelıte "historyv writing  v *S

considered StOrVv writing, 1se must acknowledge Cthat ‘Velrn

OUg] thevy cCloser t ıme the reign OT Davıd the deuteronomists
d1id NOt have bet:; owledge Of ß  Y er prepar' descr1ıbe

period OT fact, - SNOU 'es that
have yvie. ınstances.

Order 1illiustrate this poIinNt shall quote INOUOLE adıtıons
which uUurvV1Ve uteronomistıic Hıstory, 1.Kgs 2 the aCccounts

OT the Ot Israe l and the Aramaeans. Vear’sS aTgO A
demonstrated these WarTr! LEVET. place, This COrrect ıon

however, NOt exclusively D  ® information gıven Dy the Old

rather, i depended wrıtten SOUTCeS OT SYr1ian Oor1igın, whıch iınform
about the ST  Q f the IQOUSEe OT AF They clearly SNOW that
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ally Ot Damascus A1Ss death. is hardlıy eLyv during the SUMMMIMET.

period he 'OUg] OT Sa coalition Aramaeans,
whereas the autum after the ure Of the Assyrian arm1ıes he

turned against h1s allıes the AaAst Order train his soldiers.
"h1S 1S we | 1 -known fact, and WE have casonmn Hı , SCHMLITT,
who maintains the 10ONS concerning "Aramaean wars” Of king
Ahab have been inserted the wrong place and belong to a later period,
perhaps generation later the Tfalı Of the Dynasty OT Onr 1 *

V the 3  1d the alternative, whıch

proposed B. O, LONG IA ST CONGLECSS
Salamanca 1983. According the YrS, 1.Kgs 20 2

Just examples Of fıctıous hıstory WIErıtıng, drawn bvy deutero-
nomistic ”h1StO71; wıthout any historıcal ackground ‚ The reason why
the deuteronomistic WIC1ıters ‘NOSe iınvent uch narratives 15 NOt.

explain and the1ir behav1iour NOt W1 parallels,
Precisely the kin OT Ff1ictious ASs WIC1L 15 rather COMEONMN

the Ks OT Chronicles, the deuteronomistic method MuUuStT compared
the Chronicler./s procedure, DV Pete: L

VCars aO . Chronıicler describe ertaın king
positive he invented SsStor1lies SuUu1 pOositive l1ight

king question, '1Ce ezs5sd. Furthermore, avaılable the
Chron1ıcler whole series Of preconce1ived topoOl, which arranged
according the author's requirements

2} ANETS 276-281 the inscriptions Of Shalmanasher 5 L
H.-C.SCHMILITT, Elisa, ütersloh 1972, 60-623 (he cClaıims the original
records CO be earlier han c.800 Bu@.)
B.O.LONG, Literary Artistry 1N Biblical Historiography: 1—72 Kings,.
h1ıs Lecture has NOTtT een printed vet, but short SUMMMaLr Y 18 CO

found I the S abstracts, p.31 (SC
P.WELTEN, Geschichte und Geschichtsdarstellung 1N den Chronik-

büchern, W Neukirchen 1973.
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\ Ratıonalızıng ancıent hıstorıcal SOULrCEeEes

Thus the Ot depen sraelı 1S Writing MuUST refuted
Such dea 15 NOT. onl1y WILEONG , 155 totally Tfalse. This d1SCOVELYV 15

NOT all NCW y EeXCEPT WOrding 18 perhaps S  1n= radıical usual

eless, the ma]Or1ıty f O1ld Testament SsSCcCholars WNO have OCCUPI.
themse l ves wiıth the study Oft Srae historv with
tacular exception, have the1ir research the biblical account :

1S they have its "broad out 1ines When ment.ıon

NOTH as an exception this is  to  fac  t he co:  y saw that
S1LNCE the formation Ot the 'adıtr1ıon about the earliest sraeil
tOOK place the trıba eague, traditions PIIMATLY SOUTK CS

the "amnphictyony" only SOULCESS the early historvy OTre
the es  ishment er the confederacy have MENT1ON: e l sewhere
the pr arises because OT the dismıssal Of the amph1ictyon1ic
hypothesis When z disregard the 1dea Of sraeli1: trıbal

TaCYV the last. centurıes or the m1ıll R> necessity have
another "Sitz for the ideology f the twelve tribes,

37which forms the OT the hıstorıical tracdisiion the v  Y hand
sScholars SOMewhat s1ı  7 when rethiınking the
hiıstorica traditions Ot AancCcC1er Israel,. The following quotat1ion
LIVERANI illustrate Cthis point:

"The indolence of the historians hıgh, anı when thevy eal K3
certaın period anı they AarYr‘ı  D confronted by CONTEiLiNUOUS account

ÖOf the COUT S® Of events, 1C already has een iıncluded OMe
Ort Oftf "ancient!' documentary SOUTCE®e (which 1L1Ss perforce NOt CO11-

tempOraryvy wıth the events themselves) theyv ar al  — COO CO
adop the account, anı they confıne Oork CO paraphrase
OÖOftf 4 ‚Ven e rationalizing versıon OÖot UE

31 NO'T“ Geschichte Israels, Göttingen 1950.;; Chapter LIL "Die
Traditionen des sakralen ZwOölfstämmebundes", 105 130,.

372 LEMCHE Studia Theologica (1984)
4 uotatıon YOM > LLVERANLI Storiografia politica HAFa
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The quotation introduces from methodological point Of view) mOsSt.

penetrating demo L1i1t1ıon OT the P1LC the Hittıtes held OT their

historyvy, which 1S presented CcOoNtiNUOUS narratıve edi  Q OT

Telipinus Bıt by bıt LLVERANL emonstrate: NOW the description Of the

Old Hittite ingdom reconstructed biased t*hH1is document

OT the SOENESBIC. edited wıth MOST. definıte PUrPOSEC , mot.1vV-

at« DY the ideologica. politica. C1rcumstances whıch prevaliled
during reign OT kıng Telipinus. Thus, CONfTronted wıth (
t1iNUOUS nıstorical documentary SOUT’'CE , whıch the jety,
WNOSEe subject Of the document quest1ion, whereas the

OT VCaLs the plec1ıng ogether OT the document and the EVEentSs

contained ir 1S Eeven shorter the Ta vVe.:  eless,
1 15 pOsSss1ble pOoIint sSeveral historıcal inaccuraCcles (even basıc

ones) well del1iberate ıstortlions the edict OT Telipinus,
does the document represen primary OUTrT’'Ce the O1ld Hittite King-

dom; a 1S the reconstruct1ıion Otf later per1iod,.
The usual Pr  ure has generally consisted paraphrase Ot

such documentary SOUTX C rationalizıng IkaAals, This method HNOW-

SCVELL, already rejeCc Eduard the beginning Ot thıs CenturVvV.
shall quote MEVER's emarks methodoLlLogy spite Of the fact

thev WT e cC1ited by Helmuth on1ly few VCars aTO , The quotation 1S

expressive 11 deserves alıl pPOsSs1ible attention:

"Besides, hen anı 110 regard endeavour CO De Futile anı
beyond dispute, whıch tries CO anı SWer these questions ‚Veln CO
Yanslate the STa 1 1te ınto history according CO the VELV
much apprec1ıated fashıon. Generally, thev eliberately Sk1ip

Telıpino, OVVerLrQ Solidarietä, Oriens Antiıquus 16 (1977) 10  n
34 The elipinus Edict nas een translated DYy „‚FRIEDRICH Mr 24/3

(1925) AD and Dy .‚H . S5TURTEVANT and S  / Hettite hre-
stomathy, Philadelphia 79330 183-193,
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wıthout CcCons  erıng hOow Fantastic the enterprise 1S Hhakt
millennium anı!ı deal with the narratıves Suitabile historical
SOULCES,‚, irrespective ÖOt TReir VOoU: and er they ave brushed
hem rationalizing They Ven consıder these SOUTrTCEes

- be the
religion  M 3 %r:1perturbable Dbasıs Ot Israel’s nationality and

Irrespective Ot the youth OT the O1ld 'Testament narratıves SsScholars
have preferred paraphrase the1ir content spite OT the Fact the

Scholars perfectly acquainted with the lLate date E the docu-
ments question,. principle, the procedure has the S
matter er OT Protestant Catholıic mılieu. ough ,
nowhere 1S the paraphrasing technique dominant CONTtEMPOCALYV
Iisrae1l. He  A} StOC1CAa. research has large degree uC|

origina. co l 1ccatıons OT Varıc0cus C! the Old Testament ,
the Ot mos rather heavy-handed comparatiıive method utilizıng

a-biblica evidence
CO Ot the Tference between MOodern 1StOrical reconstructıion

Of the Israelıte 1S and the procedure OF the biblical Wwrıters them-
Se l ves LS really the isSscrepanCcy the cl1assic Newton1ıan but

Obsolete picture Gr the WOT Ld and the picture OT the WOT 1Ld SUuppOsed
present the Biıible. Thi1is incongrulty between picture D

popular" scientific) the bıblıcal pPpicture des’  ct1ive,
because ıt 15 1CU. harmon1.ze them rea. N n the problem 1Ss

ogıcal ONE 4 because the fundamental i1LSSuUe CONCESTNS the cCho1Cce OT
Crıterıion OT truth the modern Western World and the ancıent Orlıen-
tal SOCieties. The wWestern bıblıcal obscure h1ıs pOoSs1b1ılity
OT understanding the ancı1ıent writings Ffar he L1S tempted exclusivelyv

35 motation YOM S  R, Die Israeliten und hre Nachbarstämme,
Halle 1906 (reprinted SS H .ENGEL, Die Vorfahren
Israels ın Agypten, Frankfurter Theologische Studien 7 E Frankfurt
a/ 1979, 77-78
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]Judge the scriptures aCCO: kuropean Ccrıterıon OT
ertaın M event, etC,., 15 er . 15 false, tertıum NO

S6115 The 1aw Oft graviıtation 15 Va ı1t 1S NOTt valid, Ar the
Law 1s valıd, then Eeve:  INg behaves aCcCcording 1tS rules, When th1ıs
criterion 15 transferred biblical studies the result 15 eilither
the SsStaAatements Or the Bıble chev false; third possibility
does NOt exist. 1I1f 15 Crvue, A 'annot the + ime false,
because the stinction 155 absoluté - This attıtude Ta characteristic Ot
mOodern Man , generally unable aCKNOW.  ge the independent
validity Of picture OT the WOT Ld OQurISs. idently,
nOot all prepar' acknow.  ge the importance Ot Other picture,

thoucgh 1 might done wiıthout isregarding picture
ferior, perhaps quite the CONtrary, but ALr NO Vel prepare CO

acknowledge the possıbilıiıty that other pıctures exıst.
have pushed argument Eextremes here, but

realiıty Wa 1s NOT. unreasonahble derstand GJreat deal Öf biblical

study the 19} P thıs attıtude, The AaCctua a! 15 under
C1rcumstances able imagine historvy Wriıting, represented,

C D bvy bıblıcal hiıstoryvy books, whıch 1S unrelated objective
reality (in spite Ot the fact belong cultural environment,

whıch novel has arried perfection) After all,
istorical Wwritings always related events, whıch took place (we
belıeve) real wOrld f1ixed t ıme and place,

. "Neutral" "hıased" reconstructıons Of hiıstory

CVE. aspect Of hıstorical research the salıen: point L1S oMne's V1LeW
Of the SOUTXCE mater1al, O  COMiNg history Of Israel, which has

WI1ıtten according principles, polemize against
endeavours dig Out the storical reality all COStTS. fact, ıt 1S

onl1y the priori1i assumption Of the scholars behind these efforts that
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there 1Storical Ce , whereas 1 15 quite possible
uch a kerne 1S NOT. pi'e sent, Gynt’'s Oon1on gOCS w1ıthout

Sayling th1ıs connection ir 1S MOST important distinguis! be-—

'ONTEMpPpOFCAFY SOUTLCESS and er Therefore Ü 1S inpossible
TOL subscribe proposed distinction ween protohistory
and SOrl The Cclass;ical eaın on 15 the best, and 1D

maintains hiıstorical per1od 15 the SL:  O from whıch contemporar
wrıtten C! urv.ıve. uch documentary eV1idence 15 NOT. present, then

it 15 NOT. ıstorica LLne, and thıs connect1ıon 147 15 insignl1-
1Can: er NOt. IC  WE distinguish prehistoryv and protoh1s  LV .
V y the boundarvy n TteEeMpOFraLyV er 15 onL1y

quantiıtatıve and NOT. quali  ive difference, S1NCEe 1S0O the contem-

DOFALLY SOULCESsS descrıbe something after ıt took place an accordıng CO

the ınterpretation OFf the wıtnesses. Nevertheless, the maJ]ority Ot
nıstorlians naturally prefer, and rightly SO , whıch close
time the events themse lves the CXPECNSC Of ater UL CESS. Thus

that the closer wYriıtten AaCCOuUNnNtT 15 the period which
certaın event 15 SUPPOS! have place, the S  L eLvy Y s

the document informs about real 4 Storical vent. the dOCU-
SOUTLCE® belongs per1iod perhaps separa DV generation

from the epl.: whıch 1 descr1ibes, the uncertainty aC multıplıes,
because ne know fOr SUT* 1 the document L5 talkıing about
real StTOC1CA. event, 1.e,. something, whıch ONCEe tOoOk place, LIOT dOo
KNOW 1t 1 L1S 31EStT0rical SOUTCE all and NOT. novel, falry-tale,

at least kind f 1CL10Na. ıterature.

36 Iın rA18s connectiıon refer CO ”ar gamle Israel. Samfundet
historien" Ancient Israel, The SOC1lety anı L“LESs Historvy), which 1.S
likelyv CO appear ın prın his VeGarl,. The book will L1N Danısh,
but Englısh version might eaAs1l. at lLater ate., As e
the question involved mMuSt refer o the SecOoNd chapter "Teksten

Nnıstorien"” (”The document and BESTOFV)..
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already pointed Q  F exanples whıch SHOW th1ıs unı

certainty aC“ L1S5 MOST. dec1s1ive when there question OE the eva lua-

LON f I1cular hıstorıcal document the O7a Testament. the

tıme, th1ıs tells the boundary between the istorical period
and prehistoryvy 15 NOT. but flexible, SC tradıiıtıons have

Survıved, whıch NOT. cons1ıdered PIrOPDEL hiıstorıcal documents, SV

though thev derive £rOmM the S0O0-Ca historica per10d, the T:  Q O1 the
Hebrew iIngdoms Ta thev MOST Of SKr the Cal  ility Of the

then-contemporary and later 1S  C V writer's imagination.,.
Therefore conc Lude the not1ıon Of neutrally

Israelıite IS WL  INg 15 absurd; neutral WT N VT the goal
Ot sSraeliı "historians” and therefore thev N VT existed (it 18 onlL1y
arm-cha1ır kuropean scholars, who uıch The basıs
OT th1ıs categor1ical assert1ıion 15, the Other SO 11d andı cOoNsS1isSts
OT Several

The PAyYST stratum, the Ffirst rcason, 15 bası  ® SOC10Ological
arguments, 4 SIN there existed audience Kir OT

history Writing Israel, whiıch accustomed today? D1d the
anc1ıent srael1ıtes TEeAd 1Ss Just do? anıswer. these

questions, üa 18 aV SLYrEeSS spite OT the wrıtten
which have Survived, sraelı Soc1etvy predominant y OYrienta:

oral conmmMuUN1LCAtIiONS Just MOST. peoples WhNO have NOt
been Of the cultural development the Western World during
the last. Tew centur1ıes. cordinglv, author who L1S interested
the reception OT n1ıs MCSSATGE nA1s audience, DV necessity uses

the kind O narrative whıch 1S MOST. e inmpress n1s Listeners
readers, oral Soc1liety the narratıves generally have Oontaın

OI kın instruction. The narrative MUuStT relevant
audience, FOr the ecason the traditional

TgENLES Or narratıves have PLavt important the Oral
presen  lions Of certaın 10N, After all, the Of well-
known pattern the beginning Ot narratıive PILICDALECS the audience FfOr
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the point, whıch the audience knows MC ına.  V, the OT E
conceived forms also enables the author surprise h1ıs Listeners by
introducing unexpected point, Isaıah perhaps did Dy quot1ng the

"SONGg Ot the wine-v.:  “ (Is 57  ° far there really d1fference
the historv WILiting the Old Testament, the ancıent. Fast

the ASs1CcCa. World,.
Nave already adduced examplLes Of the reSCNCE Ot preconceived

narratıve NOT. gO1Ng mySe. here. ough , AF
1Ss ö  ST interesting the redactors Of COMNPOS1LtE WOrCkKS 11ık« the
trateuch the uteronomıstic Historv dıd NOT. select the narratıves

arbitrarilyv. the CONTFrAarYy, the choice OTt narratıves their

points, which ö  ST fit Promote the MeSSATGE ST the authors., Th1ıs
15 NOT. Just another postulate., the uteronomistic

SpeCc1fic V1LeW Of sraellı h1iStOoryv gOVErN! tChe principle
Ot selection, the other hand there s  NO ON LEeVe that the
deuteronomists themse l ves "invented the narratıves whıch thev iınc l1uded

the1ir 1S' (at least NOt. normallıy) 1S thev were C  Hi
sSible FOr the apPCaLanC! Of narratiıves, but the several different
narrative forms whiıch the deuteronomistic wrıters used SNOW that tChe
narratıves question wWwere er the1ır inclusion the Deutero-

nomıstic Literature (as matter OT fact, from iterarv point ÖOt V1LEeW
their 1S  CYy L5 'ather heterogenous) The only exceptions, whıch dOo NnOot
follow the nOrma l narrative echn1ıque, the small sect1lons, whıch

together the re1igns OT vVarıiıous kings whıch normally
S1der quotations from OTL1IC1A annalıstic 11ıterature Ot the

Hebrew ingdoms (pace TIMM) Strictiyv sSpeakıng, thev onl1y transmit

37 The LeW of these annalıstic notes" 1S called ınto question
Dvy 5.I’IMM, Die Dynastie OMt 1 "RLANT 124 Göttingen 1982, LA

NO l1nNn h1ıs CrYy CO ake TIMM's argument 1n Se@erı0us
WaV . only PUT forward H- simple Oobservation: The act
hat ln the Or F ICa periods, during whıch the Northern Kingdom
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Neutra. Ormatıon and the1ır PUTPOSE L5 NOT. impress the readers

WdY . This the deu:  ONOMLST1C redaCctors acknowled« and thevy tried

ınf Luence the neutral attıtude OT the NOTESS by adding the1ir
evaluatıons OT the kings.

When tThe deuteronomıstic 1sS Writing (and ıt 15 also poss1ible
include the Yahwistic, the Priestlvy and the Chronicler's stor1ıes

ö  ST consciously pre-existent aditions combined

according hiıstorıca scheme , which tchev themselves nstructed, the
164A4501 NOT thevy subjective. account OT the
sraellı AsS iıns Or objectıve version. This alternatıve

sSimply NOt. relevant them (they would not, plainly spoken, have under-
there problem 1NVO. This 15 the SECONd STra Tum OT

argument and a depends the cecriterıon Ot which referred

WVe , and whiıch relevant the peoples Ot .1qgu1 This CY1ıte-
"LON Of cond1ıtioned Dy the i1dea Of causalityv the cC1ıen

East., shall brief, but the argument ııl presen 0L

elaborate WAaY forthcoming history Of Israel. The argument which
the deuteronomists their 1sS' the fact tChev cons1idered
Yahweh the OT hiıstorical events, whereas derstand these
EVenNntSsS the OUtCcOMe Ot SsSOoC1lal, economical, politica. and PCO-—-
CeEsSSeSs the sraellı SOC1letyvy. ‚1NCE this the opinion Of the deutero-
nomists 14 CONSCQUCNCECS well for the1ır 1S Wwriting 1NCEe K

Wa the brink ÖO disaster, the Chronologica information becomes
rather mprecise iındicates hat the deuteronomistic redactors had

chronological ınformation about these periods anı had tOo relv
nOt C00 precise uesswork, because 1CcCial annalistic records

WT nOt avalılable did NnOt exist).
38 The deuteronomistic eology OT historv has been alvyz: Dy

SsSeveral authors, perhaps better than the late G , VON
(f.ex LN his Theologie des Alten estaments Ea München 1957
(4.impression 346-359) Consequently, there 15 really
eed 5 ake the question LN h1Ss ° The question ere L1S
NOT the content ÖOt the deuteronomistic theologv the NSEeqUENCES
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the OP: Oof the anc1ıent srael1ites VYahweh governed the Tate

OT h1is people pun1s! Israel because OT her transgress1ions,
SAUS TeCOrd O the sSraelil past must. necessarıly the

CTtSsS Of zn VF thev did 'L& NOT included, thevy would have

false. The notıon A 15 possible
istinguish categories Otf nNtSs, ONe represent1ng

theologıcal Cause OT events, the Other "natıralistic ON , would have

absurd anc ıen peoples and therefore pointless. Thus, the EeUTtTeTO-

nomLSt.Ss submitted narratıve redact1ional rewOrK ıng Order
1 e their theoLogy OT 1StOrYy. This historıcal forgervV, 1r

msidered iStoryv,. 15 1rrelevan er the ıstorıcal

AaCcCCOuUnNn: false, 1LNCE ıt sSimply the Cal  iliıty OtT the ’a

'atıve illustrate Yahweh the OF historyv, whıiıch ecıH the
inclusıion Of narrative ın the uteronomiıistıc 1s  LYy

thir argument 1S re the Pr  INg (16€2,. The —called

primitive ATr causalitv whıch governed the deuteronomistic reAdaCc-
tional wWOrCkK its principal presupposition the concept1on Of
the world those davs. aLt, everybody considered nA1s Ta  T

expression Ar the MT OT God, the OUTCOME Of his GCOd”’s approva.
rejection OT his behaviour. Therefore, anc1iıent peoples ictured their

exper1iences aCcCcording this "O1ical “ pattern and SIMply did NOtT CC 1

Ce1ve Oft rea. N Again, have draw attention LIVERANIL,
NOT. Order bore readers, but because doubt. 1 other Ne:;
Fastern scholar has explained the importance OT the primitiıve 1dea OT

causalıtyv conmnparable th1ıs 1an assyr1ı1ologist, thiıs
instance shall quote PapecrL king Rib-Adda Of ‚OS

„ 39the "righ; Iferer 15 the LON Oft this

OT the appliıcation of uch heological framework CO hıstoriıical
studies,.

39 ‚LLVERANI, Rıb-Adda, G1l.usto sofferente, AOF (1974) 175-205
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IC SHOW n1s letters Pharao, indeniably CONTEMPOFCALCY
documents, described "+he ircumstances" NOtT. thev weIic, but

he perce1ived them, andı he OOKEel them NOT. but
acCcordance wıth preconceived PattCern; Furthermore, he structured his

lescription OT h1s exper1iences using this pattern.

Reconstructıiıng ancıent history

Thus conclude ther‘ x 1Sts almost SO LU CONTTAST.

dea A 1S' OT the WOr1Ld ONe aIMONG ancient

peoples. Therefore, YOM the g1iNNıNg the endeavour TECONSTTUCT. the
31sStor1ica OT EVeEeNTS the basıs Ot single documentary
£ OM the Ancıent Fast L5 really w1ıthout PrOSpeCTtT P SUCC65S.

OYder Aarırıve methıiıng whiıch CcONS1der reflection OT what

happened have the PUL POSC Ot the authors clear and explain
how and why  y were influenced by it.  is was my aim in my paper on
the Of Davıd’s rıse, This «  ure 1E however, NOt. WL its

problems, because 1 LS onl1y S11 SHOW a the document

piece r propaganda , and LOr CasoOon 14 eAvVes the CO -

erns the real COUrSEe OT EeVenNntS,. After SC the accusations agains
Davıd 1n neutra n1ıs apoLogy study Of thıs narratıve

guilded the Tact the Varlıous episodes whıch Davıd claiımed
hNhave pLavı röle demonstrate astonishing continuity,

them chevy indıcate Davıd deliberately SsStrived af: the Of
SauLl.

the Other th1is Procedure 15 1rS and foremost. dictated
DV necessitv and candid, ıts results highly hypothetical,
OUg] amı lL1ar ıstorıcal reconstruct.ıions depend the
because OT the lack OT Other information, which would have enabled
EeC) biblical exceptional Case 15 the Ot Ahab,
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Of OurLse other wrıtten documents oOutside the Old Testament

which utılıze check the Deuteronomistic 1Ss and, clearly
enough, the deuteronomistic versıon 15 NOT. ınvarıably WILONG . oucgh ,
the Cası Of the prehistorv, but also degree the Ase A
the STOC1CA. period, W& admit external evidence fOr checkıng

biıblical narratıves L1S NOtT. avallable, Moreover, the lapse Of time

between the assumed ”historical events the pre-monarchical etTra

the wrıtten narratives lealing wıth them the O1ld Testament LG CXMHAr-

clus1ıve 14 must CcCONS1Ldered absolutely WIL’ONG that the Old
narratıves TOIrM point OT departure TOr the 1i1storical study

OT a lestıne dur1ing the later halt of the a - . The Old Testamen

narratıves aLeC, perforce, secondary hıstorıcal SOUuUrLrCcCe&eSs. from the
above-mentioned except1ions WIrıtten S the fate Or alest1ıne

pre-monarchical exists, which onl1y approximatelyv CONTEMpOCAaLY
wiıth the per1iod question. have 15 abundance O archaeologıca.
mater1lal, which 1S primary SOULCe,

TOC: WL17 Sayıng eNndeavour eSCT. the earlıest

1S' Of Israel the basıs Ot such SOUTC®E® materıal MUST fall, the
bıblıcal reconstruction Of the stateless period 15 SUPPO:

the primary evidence, ne1ither its broad out lines NOT ıts detaiııis.
the CONTFarYV, the pr imary C! CONTraAad1L.C the Old

Vers1ıon where L LS possible COombiıne the bodies mater1lal,
EeVent. whiıch 1S, however , exceptional. The onl1y 15

PTIOPOSE ypothetica "heuristic" model and CO TeCcCONStEruUuC hıstory
that the MO| sed 15 NOt at vVvarıance wıth the avaılable DFr1ımary

SOUCCES, but rather CO the CONCrary 7S supported by them. ‚uch
reconstruction ers fundamentally from the O1ld Testament, the OUTCOME

1S NOt reconstruct1ion 15 WIL’ONG , but 'OYC\ LECOTN-

Sider understanding Of the Old 'aditions.
MALAMAT's ıns1ıstence uS1ing the O1ld x  conceptual

»” (in tfact heurıstıic model) annot. SUuStaliln because he L1S
from me  Og1cal point OT Vvlew, which he 1S NOT, the Old Testament
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being MOST. ObV1O0US INg point FOr the Sstudy Of sraeli1l and
SVeEeN preh1istorv. Old Testament model aCccount Of early Israelıte

1S 1S, however, d1isproved the archaeologıca. SOUT CS nuıch

degree cOoNS1Lder 14 er eAave Out 5T consideration.

CON:  7 +the real 1SSuUue stake 1 right WI’OTIX Of the

O1ld Testament SOUTCE materıal which derives from ure quite different
OUT: and therefore problematic uS, Evidently, much MOdern historiıca.

research ealıng with fa  F f ancient Israel 15 the trapped
cul-de-sac, and the 155 ethnocentric, kuropean and Western

CONCEPTS ÖT world. When, generally, Israeli scholarship the O1ld
Testament NMOTe coNservatıve A, andinavlıan
research the cason 15 elLy Ffew hıstorıans able
SC 1S Of the1ır nation 1AaSsı WaVY , because thev

themse |ves OT that LYV. ıstorıical reconstruction
1S extent. Ccon'  Lary istory" Malntalrı“ CROCE ,
V B reIleCcts the ideas Oof (IUT L OT (in this ase) the ancıent
raelites. eless, A 15 duty nıstorıans reduce PCL-
sona l 1NVo Lvement much Ü 15 possible SVeNn thouw A 43 1S inpossible

neutra

‚ppendıX

The PapC. almost concluded rece1lived the NEe\  s MONOGrapl
Ot John historiog-raphy4 S Although the sub7ject 1Ss Öof CI
re. the presentation her“ f problems connected wıth the
study OT the 1s CT Israel, 1 does interfere with argument,

JNM SETERS, In Search Of Hiıstorv, New aven 1983.
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Rather, should SaV argument against
SC  SC degree, SEr 10US OppOosition n1ıs 1deas, but 1Nd1Cca-

t1ion Of problems whiıch obviously present h1is

evidently, 1SsS terested the Study OT the 1LSTOr1Ca tradiıtıon
the Sstudy OT iStOrV. taking uch position

m1SSses 0)81= important aspeCct ÖfT historical tradition, namely the d1lıa-

lectical relationsh1ıp the wrıtten repo! and aC” event 1t-

sSsalf. wiıthout don't intent SaYy reach
the actual Event., Nevertheless, the event provoked the WwIriıtten rTecord Of

TG and there mMmusSt relationship the event record,
negatıiıve demonstrated by referring the biblical account

OT the s  ° neglecting this aSpeCt degree M1L1SSes

charac  4 Stics f sSraelı 1S writing (although he has pointed
SsSeveral other, important aspects The:  © remarks 11 1ustrated

QUOTING his tCreatment Oft the narratıve Of David’'’s r1.Se
STTreSSeCcS the qualitvyv Of it NOT 1LSTOTr1CA report, but narratıve,
and he 'OCUSSESS the technique OT the author. 15 lacking L5

]udgmen: Of author n1ıs SOUT'CES 47 and consequent 1y the real
Ot the author writing the 1s OT YOUNG Davıd 1S, Ta

not exposed  SETERS,
e second point,  as  see ıt VAN SETERS does not live up to

tions, CONCETTNS n1s lack OT willingness (Or ability) explain
(Or derstand) mind 6r the historyvy Writers. Seemingly, A DEeVEeTr

the WICliters 18= governed 9 preconcelived rns, and
the application Of vuıch STEruUuCtuUures has ONe OÖf 1ts results — the

SUppOSed similari f the narratıve OT the anointing OT Davıd Of
1S NOT. by necess1tyv the OUTCOME Of Yary depen  Ce, 1NCEe E

421ts ex1iıstence general pattern Of uch call narratives

41 R:  7 Iın Search ÖOf History, 264-271
4° SETERS , In Search ÖOf History, 264f£.
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NOT. gOo1ng write papcI dealing wiıth the monNOgrap! Of
least NOT. this place, but shal CONTine myself

these remarks. Evidently, aSpeCts share the V1EeWSs Of
the 1a)  f date OT sraeli1 2  aphvy, EVE) though

ditffer ea shall, vVer, STLTress the "  exible
method this indicates perhaps the O the classıc

analytical approac) the 1S books the Old Testament 15 awing
Neal. don '  —A consider SETERS' point OT depar-
TUr TOr the study Of storical 'c:caditioh sraelites, A
18 'ather Of such research.
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