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In the Fall of 990 and the SUMMNIMMET of 1991, 1ıle ST1 ookıng for 1rSs SOI

academıc DOSL, met [WO cholars whom had en heard described Dy others "radıcals"”

1n (JUTI 1e. and whose wrıtings admıred ernd Jorn Dıebner and 1e1s eier IMNC At

the time that mel them, both WEIC SOIl members of the academıc .  establıshment,  AL and

dıtors of NC W and innovatıve journals., ach held enured maJjor unıversıiıtles. W as

much impressed by the extient 1C| work interrelated ıth theirs and Dy the

opes areı regardıng the research directions of OUT field. In fact, ıt Wäas hıs

ground of OUTr research that led meet them both in the 1rS! place, project
had brought together.

WAas, remember, appalled hat in Dıiebner’s OW! Heıdelberg, hıs ımmensely creatıve

and orıgınal hınker seemed be gnored and margınalızed AaINONS h1is colleagues. 0Ug
Was only ere for do SOINC private research supporte: Dy the DAA had een

substantıally absent from Old Testament tudıes for nearly dozen YCAars, and consequently,
at thıs per10 of CarcelLT, Was facıng INan of the anxıetlies of that er° of merıcan

ale Rıp Van ınkle, übıngen FOOIS DaVCc immediate ACCESS cıircles of

discussion in 1C Dıiebner hımself apparently played role. hıs Was partıcularly po1gnant
In the COUTISC of ese Visıts also amec discover the wondertful ga| of ]Journ:

DBAT, the exıistence of 1C| had in OW) isolatıon een entirely gnorant. JIhe hours

readıng thıs Journal’s back 1SSUES Iowed TaCe the ongolng development in ermanYy
of Man Yy of the straıns of research in 1C had long dDO partıcıpate. in member of

urt allıng’s Dyptichonkreis durıng übıngen VCAaIs, and especlally from 1968 1975

hıs ate readıng of Diebner s jJourn eminded of hat had of COUISC already known:

that OW)! work had NOL er all een going Just iın übıngen and ater in the seemingly
ofta! isolatıon of OW head duriıng the ate and that had sometimes
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imagıned.
At h1ıs tiıme, Iso 'OUnN! that Lemche and Diebner are. ıth both prıvate and

publıc dısdaın for professorlally drıven academıiıc polıtics, and partiıcularly that C Carrıes

such immense weight in the aSpecCts f (OUT 1e iınvolving both publıcatıon and cıtatıon, and

which ırectly impınges uUuDON academıc appointments and the vulnerabıilıty of CWCOMNICI! and

of OSse Ial y cholars that lıve the margıns of OUT 1e The passıon ıth 1C. all

engaged In hıs 1Ssue 15 Iınked ıth the fact hat WEIC all products of the generatıon
and ıts complex Auseinandersetzung ıth the .‚  tablıshment. ” oth Dıebner and had had

Ser10us problems ıth academıiıc brokers early in OUT CarcerIrs, and ese conflıcts had

reated of in both of ()JUT wrıtings, reflecte: for example, in excess1ively
ars language and times In perhaps rash reSPONSCS both OUT crıtics and others

disagreed ıth hat aVvVe Occasıonally een dealt ıth unfaırly and isrespectfully 1S (FBO,

but ıt has een long time that eıther of ave een able claım Innocence In scholarly
debate Nor 1S Lemche quıic. shy from debate when he has felt princıple Was involved.

Diebner miıght 1n ofNC the \  tablıs  nt’s radıcal,” in CONTtras' hımself;
hıs 1S only margınally irue. Dıebner and Iso ave had consıderable Support from influential

colleagues and irıends, Support ı (6) In however qu1xotic WdYS5, has effectively supporteı
OUT Ssurvıval In today’s academy. The establishment has een quıte monolıthıic

ach of has t1imes hought In (OQUT WOTS nıghtmares. The .  stablıshment  M provıde|
ıth academıc appoıntments—albeıt arl continuous-—research un and ACCESS

influential AaVECNUCS for the pu  liıcatıon of work— at eas Aast of the antıc Diebner has

een provıde‘ for NO Man Yy YCars 1ıth enured post ONC of the MOStT influentıial

unıversities of OUT fıeld, 1C pDOSst has gıven hım the basıs from which he COU. launch h1s

OW publıshing venitures In securıty and independence. In hıs regard, both of ave only
peccable credentials "Martyrer” Ven "radıicals." Such dependencıies eed be

recognized and should not be lowed be overshadowed by the dıstorting rhetorıic of

untrammeled independence that easıly becomes part of ne’s  2 self-ıdentity. In fact, aIc

all hat SCCHTI® unıversity AIC essentıal truly independent research. We aAre Iso

that such securıty and independence for research 1$ NOL provide the Dbasıs of merit.

The VerYy personal perspective of thıs preamble 15 offered ın introduce

understandıng of OUT scholarshıp that 1S NOL immediately apparent in OUT INOTC formal

perceptions of the development and of intellectual paradıgms, NOT in the elated focus



of (JUT publıshed Forschungsberichte,‘ where OO en CONCeENnTirate "Orlg1ns” (the
evidence fOor ACCCcSs>S 1C 15 MOST eadıly found In lınearly organızed publıcatiıon
chronology) and the surface arguments and conclusıons of indıvıdual cholars In e1Ir
artıcles and 00 We do thıs in spıte of UT hat rticles and 00 AIc quıte
typıcally publıshed (and therefore dated) SOTIIIC [WO Tree er they had een 1rS!
dissemıinated In lectures, semiıinars and discuss1ions. Indeed, frequently enough they do nNOT

acquıre "canonıcal" form for INan Y ten yCars If ONeE WEIC choose beyond the
work of indıvıdual CcCholars and hıs her copyrıghts, ıt 1$ commonplace hat semiınal ideas
dIC decades in e1Ir hapıng, and en nOL, ultımately and truly dependent unwitting
teachers and colleagues, Ven hrough the unwiıllıng collaboration of OUT opponents In

ong ıth both Diebner and Lemche, held perspective of OUT 1e that beliıeve

aln yONC COU descer1ıbe sımılar, and m1g ell AaSSumıe ave een elated and

interdependent. Yet had NOL read much of eıther before 1988 Oou be Justified In

claımıng hat eır work Was dependent me TOVably Not only had ıt een discussed

the meeting In Uppsala In 1971 and the cole ıblıque hat SaJImInle yCalr but both
Lemche and Diebner had publıshed s1gnificant reVIeWSs of dissertation shortly after it

appeare ıIn the B/A in 9’74 The question, however INaYy Iso be faırly ralsed: SInNCe, had

read neıither of them, W as work dependent heırs? Just obvıously though Dro0
1S INOIC difficult. L emche had finıshed h1is 1rs major crıt1que of Noth’s understanding of the

amphıctyony already in 1968 IC Was publıshed 1n 1972 and both of WEeIC NnOoTL only
eadıng INan Y of the SAdlL11Cc things but o0k part in the INany lıvely discussions of Mendenhall’s
and Gottwald’s hypothesıs the Edinburgh meeting of 1974 ımılarly Dıebner and WEeIC

each, independently of ach er, workıng for INOIC than decade In the intensely
interrelated worlds of Heıdelberg and übıngen respectively. further question—one hat

elates the PDUIDOSC of thıs and 11l hope become clear—to hat extient should

ave respons1bly cıted them for all that inadvertently earne| from hem, and 0€es such

MY OW! veCLY recent (OMNIC included AL OMpSONn, AarLYy Hıstory of the Israelite
People, Leıden, 11470 though, already then felt it
moderate—however inadequately (PP 169f.)—the intrınsıc dıstortions of hıs approach, the
problems 110 SCCI1I systemi1c al y {forts of individual sketch lIınear evolutionary
understandıng of the PTOCCSS of intellectual hıstory that, 1S, in fact NOTL Iınear at all in
experlence.
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responsıbilıty s1ıgnıfıcantly change NO hat NOW hem and ave DreC1I0US lıttle time read

anythıng anymore ”
eturnıng metaphor f Rıp Van ınkle, let LNOVEC ahneaı 1993 when the

"radıcals" ave aken the of the road, and when hat W dsSs NCC NCW has egun fray
and 1S, indeed, "old hat.” Ihe ranks of the revolutionarıies suddenly dwındle and OSse of the

establıshmen!: dASs suddenly STOW What Just (WENLY AgO W as unacceptable NO has

acquıred respectabilıty. Appointments follow In Copenhagen, Knauf in Geneva, 1le.mann
iın Rostock, Hübner in Kıiel, DavIıles in Sheffield and 1e iın übıingen. Neıther natıonal L11OT

confessional borders barrıers. But agaın, these changes NOT merely QU! indıvıduals

The geographica center of OUT field ISO has hıfted decısıvely: irom Europe OT!'!

Mmerıica and Israel, but wıthın Europe from Germany (and especlally AWdY from the old

beds of übingen and Heıidelberg the periphery, Sheffijeld ıth lıterary and

femiıinıst critic1ısm and the MoOst productive publıshing center of OUT 16 msterdam ıth

ıts domıiınant role in hermeneutiCcs, exeges1s and eOlogy, (GGeneva ıth phılology and

lıngulstics and Copenhagen ıth its focus hıstory and soclety. erman-—tha: NC fabled

1rS) Semitic language—I1s oday only ONC of INan Janguages of OUrTr 16 where Englısh
commands all internatıonal diıscuss1ıon. Such changes— and descrıption ere makes

deserıbe the ole by anl y means— also rıng ıth them changes of perspective.
1$ from wıthın hıs PTrOCCSS of change and ıts ONn-goming aSsSesSsSMEeEeNT that WOU. 1ıke respond

the recent pu  lıcatıon of ern! Diébner.

In the December, 1994 publıcatıon of BAT 28, Diebner, in haın of artıcles and

reVIEWS, lays charge of "nepotism” agalınst the unıversıty of Copenhagen’s theologıica
faculty regardıng its appoıntment in 1986 professorship of Old Testament exegesI1s. He
buttresses hıs charge ıth the direct and indirect accusatıon hat the Current reputatıon of the

then appoınted professor, and INanYy of the OUOIC conclusıons of h1s work, reiterate

unacknowledged conclusıons that Dıebner alleges he and others had eached DE VCAars d
ıle the maJorıty of HIS aCccusatıons ırecte\| in extremely personal attack Lemche

hımself, the weıght of the charges ddress the integrity of Copenhagen’s appoıntment
procedures.

0Ug margınally arred ıth the of Diebner’s wıde brush— and, usıng
yel another metaphor, ave een hit, speak, Dy the yıng shards of h1s words— [ feel



hat ıt 1S st11] appropriate hat 1, who hold the er Old estamen! professorat In Copenhagen,
er defense agaınst Dıiebner’s charges, especılally dASs W dS NOL involved in thıs 986

dec1sı0n, and 1y posıtıon 1n Copenhagen today 15 entirely independent of Lemche

Diebner’s mınor insınuatıon hat INY appoıntment W as the result of frıendshıip ıth

Lemche C Al easıly be dismıssed SPEC1OUS, f NOT PerNICIOUS, that time Lemche had

mel only e Our close cooperatıon, frıendship and the interdependence of OUTr work

Since hen 1S IMOTE inappropriate han irıendshıp ıth Dıiebner, frıendshıp that 0€Ss

NOT preclude er1it1c1sm. eflects nothing LNOTC han the close cCommunıcatıon and cooperatıon,
In whıch scholarshıp ere In Copenhagen 18 normally pursued In hısy wısh deal
both ıth the 1SSUe of whether the un1ıversıty has reated Dıiebner unjustly he has claımed,

ell ıth the intrınsıcally elated charge hat the PCISON who had een chosen the

time W ds obvıously unı feel hat the charges dIC Ser10us and requıre examination.“
The accusatıon hat the "Nıelsen Schüler" Lemche’s appomntment In 1986 had een

inapproprIiate involves, Dıebner acknowledges, the Ontext that Dıiebner hımself W as ONEC

of the applıcants for hıs DOSL. In Diebner’s judgement, the choıce of NC VT hımself

Was sıgnıfıcantly determıned by the fact hat Lemche had NC een tudent of Eduard

Nielsen who W dSs the chaır of the appomıntment commıuıttee. However, the entire of the

German CONcept "Schüler, ı7} ıth ıts former implicatiıon of dependence, 15 inapproprlate iın the

SIMa WOT:'! of Danısh unıversities, where nOL only "Doktorväter/multter” purely
admınıstratıve relatıonshıps and where the isputat epıtomizes scholar’s  e
independence,” but where teacher-student relatıonshıps AIC, of necessity, commonplace ıIn
appoıntments. As Lemche the time of the appointment held enured DOSL at the unıversity
of Ärhus‚ he W as hardly dependent of Nıelsen s patronage. 1L emche’s scholarly

hıs 1so indırectly responds further attack by Dıiebner Lemche 1C
15 scheduled AaDPCAaL ın BAT 29 in the form of dedicatıon carıcature of Festschrift
for Lemche’s 50th 1rl  ay hıs ave SCCI1 in Dro0 form. Iso promiısed 1s annotated
bıblıography of mche, 1C ave nNnOtL SCCIL ave decıded respond WI for [WO
ICasons In judgement, the BAT icle 06€6S NOL add sıgnıfıcantly er eıther
the nature qualıity of Diebner’s charges. 1Iso in judgement, Justice demands hat the
Ser10uUsSNESS of ese charges be addressed openly and wıthout elay

er the old dissertation guldelınes, such works WeEeIC otally independent projects 1ıth
Doktorvater, advıce and consultatıon possıble.



ındependence of Nıelsen 1s also iın h1is writings.“ Moreover, Copenhagen’s instıtute

of bıblical tudıes has Al honorable record of obvıo0usly non-nepotistic appoıntments. In spıte
of the fact hat ave only bıblıcal professorshi1ps, ree foreiıgners ave held such chaırs
In recentTt times, includıng Diebner’s OW Heıdelberg colleague erd Theıissen and the present
wriıter. The specıfic charge of nepotism hardly warranted and 1S ındeed insulting.
Dıiebner has gıven specıfic 1CA4SON 1n otherwI1se. 1le Diebner makes selective

sStatements hat he claıms A1IC ase. the Jear exXi of the CIa ıth which the grounds of

thıs appoıntment WEeTIC clarıfıed ese statements of Diebner AdIC made, however, independent
of elr Ontext and audiıence that 0€Ss nOoTt ave ACCECSS ese documents hat they
m1g Judge the valıdıty and truthfulness of Dıiebner’s Judgements.

Havıng saıd much, Iso WOUuU ıth Diebner hat the faculty DaVC In hıs

dec1s10n, and typıcally g1Vves, consıderable weıight major publıcations, ell] the
(sometimes concomiıtant) internatıonal "reputatiıon” of the applıcants. In OW judgement,
thıs dıd play role in the 1986 dec1ısıon. ıthout suggesting that WOU ave made such

evaluatıon, and certamly WOU nNnOL princıple, the USC of thıs dıistinction. AS ONEC of the

commıiıttee s of comıing dec1s1i0n, hardly inappropriate SINCE the un1iversity
ole rıghtfully ENCOUTASCS the appomıntment professorshıps of ell Known and

influential scholars. In ıtself, ıt 1S possible jJudge such preference Siınce

the question of influence 1s ONC of the 1SSUeSs hat Diebner PICSSCS MOST ırectly, ıll return

hıs ater. only wısh herek that thıs question, ın jJudgement, Was legıtımate
CONCETN of the evaluatıon. ıle Diehner’s Comparıson of hımself ıth -Albrecht Alt 1S

somewhat IngeNUOUS, the poin made 1$ VC] pertinent. OUu. the faculty, In weighting the

ıimportance of maJor O0O0KS, ignore the perhaps greater semiıinal iımportance ‚o scholarshıp
applıcants who ave chosen er forms of communicatıng eır work. Such neglect

WOU IN be Ser10Us mistake 10 aVO1d such arbıtrarıness, 1C eXCEeSsSsSIve

concentratıon specıfic formal characteristics of scholarly production m1g ENCOUTALCL,

Judgements concerning equivalencıies should form part of all y faır procedure.

OSse unfamılıar ıth the Danısh eed only o0ok the VE sharp eXchange of
opınıon expressed In the recent Nıelsen/Lemche quarrel VeLr the question of hellenistic
CONtEXTIS Lemche, gamle Testamente s() hellenıistisk bog,  u 55
- Nıelsen, 'En Hellenistisk bog?” (1993). 161—-174, and Lemche,
"Det gamle JTestamente, aVl US hellenısmen, ” (1994) L3 Such scholarly
independence 1S commonplace in Denmark oday



In Copenhagen’s appoıntment PTOCCSS, h1ıs aspect of the dec1sıon 1s specıfically ea

ıth in the preamble of the wriıtten evaluatıon for ach candıdate Prior all y comparatıve
judgement between an Y gıven candıdates, evaluatıon 18 made ach candıdates

qualification, ıth specıfically graded Judgements whether ach candıdate iın {urn 1S

qualified for the DOSL nOL. ıle normal qualification 18 ase! the completion of

disputalt, er equ1ıvalencıes AIc acceptable, such the German habılıtatıon, but Iso er

publıcations that demonstrate comparable COMpeELENCY and accomplıshment. Ihe pOsSsess1o0nN
of PhD, for Xample, 1S usually NOt deemed sufficıent for qualification,” but cumulatıve

addıtional publicatıons Call De, and In thıs, the degree of influence, or1gıinalıty and ımportance
of such play understandable and s1ignıficant role. IThe Judgement ere 15 made the basıs

of ach candıdate s qualifications ın Comparıson ıth COILMNON tandard of hat the

commıttee Judges requıred Compelence. W d in thıs Ontext that Diebner’s applıcatıon
for the 986 Copenhagen professorat Was in fact rejected, entirely independent of an y

cComparıson ıth Lemche and entirely irom an Yy "bıg-book" syndrome. 1ıl1e the faculty
Sa  < much of Diebner’s work rıllıan and ımmensely orıgınal and creat1ve, they concluded

hat he had nOT then eached the eve of accomplıshment and publıcatıon equıvalent
Danısh disputat, © 1C 18 the tandard for professorial appointment ere.

Only er candıdates judged .  competent,  v the applıcants compared ıth ach

other and ranked the basıs of indıvıdual evaluatıons of e1Ir works submıiıtted Fınally,
Justification for ese judgements 15 specıfiıed and argument 1s made for the choice of OMNC

candıdate VCI another, before the ole 1s submıtted the faculty for dec1isıi0n. Diebner’s

assertion hat the faculty preferred Lemche’s arger contrıbutions Diebner’s smaller but

semiıinal works 1$ sımply alse. The commıuıttee made such Judgement the members

specıfy the normal evaluatıon of the PhD, thıs W dsS 1SSue in 992 when Was

appoımnted, when simılar equıvalency examınatıon needed be undertaken E 1ıke Dıiebner,
dıd NnOTL have eıther Scandınavıan disputat German Habilitation. hıs analogous
sıtuatıon er east prıma facie evıdence hat the procedure of equıvalency evaluatıon
ere in Copenhagen 15 not procedure sed xclude candıdates ıth ırregular foreign
credentials Rather, ıt facılıtates such candıdacıles.

In correspondence between Lemche and Diebner in anuary of 1985, Dıebner makes ıt
VE clear hat ıt had een hıs OW) dec1ısıon NOL habılıtate in Germany. Personally 1n
hıs decısıon W as VE unfortunate choıce hat has eft hım solated from crıitical discussions
ıth colleagues.



of h1s Oar compared the work of ese [WO scholars. Fınally, Dıebner had full rıghts
In 986 protest hıs report of the cCommuıttee and appeal (08 evaluatıon. However, he
dıd nOtL; and S eed ask Why he has decıded object now” LO present hımself
hero1cC victim?

Lemche (hardly professor MAXIMUS, here, NOT! of the German border), of COUISC,

Can NOT be blamed for hat Diebner SCCS5 the commıuıttee ave one Neve:  eless,
SuDstantıa part of Diebner’s eriıtic1sm 18 directed Lemche hıimself, who 18 MOStT specıfically
charged ıth wıthholding credit Dıiebner for originating the entral ideas of Lemche’s OW

work. And the question Must Iso be as Have Dıiebner’s accomplıshments in OUTr 1e

een ser10usly ignored? 1n S and also 1n hat the 1e ole has een

impoverished result. But 1$ thıs neglect be a1ld the (070)4 of the Kopenhagener? Has

Lemche— anı for hat atter ave I—refuse afford Dıiebner the of UT mentor? Have

really een Sımply revisıting ıdeas long dASO hought by hım Al he charges? Throughout
Dıiebner s BAT 28— even the annOounceMeNnNtT of the change of future publıcatıons of

HIS Journal—he 15 much concerned ıth the question of intellectual property.‘ Is h1Is self-

perception progenıtor of much that 1$ NCW and only apparently NeW thıs NCW

diırection of research patent hat his fellow travellers m1g be reasonably accused of
intellectua theft?

Immediately Dr10T the decisio_n the 986 professorat, Dıiebner reviewed Lemche’s

book Det (GJamle Israel.? In hıs rTeVIEW Dıebner Was crıtical but friendly and consıdered

Lemche’s book cConservatıve but generally posıtıve Step orward. Immediately following the

appoıntment of Lemche professor, however, Diebner published TeVIEW of Lemche’s Aarlty

Diebner, however, 06Ss NOL charge Lemche ıth offending agaınst copyrıight. Hıs charge
IS hat of thıcal, NOL egal, mısbehavıor.

“Here. the reader should be ırecte| Nıelsen, 993

K Dıiebner, "Tradıtionen ber sraels Vorzeıt, dıe keine Geschichtsquellen sınd," BAT
(1985) pp  R
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Israel. ” 1S ın hI1s rFeVIEW hat fiınd the 1rs' Jlear S1Z2Ns of Diebner’s charges agaınst
Lemche, NOL only regardıng the charge of stealıng h1s ideas but Iso the work and ıdeas of

Lemche’s colleague, (l Friis. ' Ihıs 18 important, pr10r the facu  S decısıon

regardıng the Copenhagen professorat, Diebner jJudged Lemche ıth only the normal aılıngs
of ordınary scholarshıp. Sınce hıs dec1sion, however, he has consıstently attacke.: Lemche’s

integrIity, chargıng hım ıth the of Fri1s’ ideas, and 1so has mplıed that Lemche

subverted Br118’ academıc CaAIiICceOl. Fr11s, however, W ds NOL candıdate for hıs Copenhagen
DOSL; Diebner W d fınd the ack of specıficıty ere in Diebner’s charges Ser10us weakness

in h1Is rgument, both in regard alleged act10ns of Lemche ell hat actually the

ıdeas WeTC hat Lemche 18 alleged ave stolen

1S sıgnıfıcan hat Diebner only 1rS! became ofeı Fris’ work in 983 and

1984, and he gener.  Yy poorly informed of Scandınavıan scholarshıp ese 1SSUEeS

prior hıs t1ime. The TIeTIES reVIEeEWSs of that scholarshıp 18 sufficıent dısmıiıss the

substance of Ihiebner’s charges.
As Diebner has long een8 Lemche WT' Copenhagen prisopgave In 968

the OpI1C had Frius ın her gold me The specıfic (0)9)(6 had arısen from

COUTSC taught Dy John Strange. Ihe or1gın of e1Ir OpIC Was due trange’s discussıon and

skepticısm OUu Noth’s ıdeas concerning the amphictyony and the deuteronomıiıstic hIStOry
C subsequently commıtted both ese scholars submuıt hıs COTY critical

examination. * I he esults COMMMON both investi1gatıons WEIC the rejection of Noth’s

| B.J Dıiebner, "Es rag sıch, ob ine Landnahmetheorie erforderlıc. ist.  A BA
une, JDEL

yCal earlıer—simultaneous ıth hıs relatıvely posıtıve reVIEeW of Lemche’s Det gamle
Israel, Dıebner had publıshed rTeVIEW of Fris’ Copenhagen pPrisopgave of 968 Frus,
Forudsetninger den for Israel for oprettelsen af Davids iımperium, pPr1SOpgaVve,
Copenhagen, 1968, Die Bedingungen für die Errichtung des Davidischen Reiches In Israel
und seiner Umwelt, 6, which he Was preparıng for publıcation: BJ Dıiebner,
1e Abhandlung VvVon groSsSCI Reife,” BAT (1985), 2439246 He po1nts Out the
ploneering iımportance of hıs work correctly, and in partiıcular he SITESSES how ıt had precede:
SOMmMe ell known tudıes such hat of John Van Seters (Abraham In Hıstory and Tradıition,

12 hıs 15 MOSstL sıgnıfıcan! seminal influence the work of both Frius and Lemche,
1C Dıiebner 0€Ss nOTL aAaDDCAL ave consıdered.



reconstruction of the per10d of the Judges and, consequently, challenge the pre-exilıc
Onfext of the foundatıons of the unıted monarchy Friis LNOIC decısıvely, and Lemche,
partıally and 1ıth reservat1ons. The of the prisopgave themselves, clearly demonstrate

eliIr independence and the integrity f ach INC. publıshed the 1Irs chapter of h1Ss 968

work In 1972 In hıs work, Lemche clearly cıtes Friis’ > and partıcularly redıts her role

In the crıtique of Noth’s hypotheses (SO, 100) Fri1is publıshed the ore of her conclusıons

In cle in 1975° Unfortunately, neıther of ese publiıcatıons rece1ved the attention

they deserved outsıde of Scandınavıa. Neve!:  eless ıt 18 pertinen the question of Diebner’s

charges that already in — long before Dıiebner Was of the contributions of eıther

L emche Fr1us iın hıs NC  < direction of scholarshıp—the Copenhageners clearly both showed

themselves hat 11C W paradıgm had een ast for the 1e and hat eIr work Was

V much of hat Lemche dıd hıs in HIS ecture in Arhus the end of November ın

9’7 / (unpublished) entıitie| "Israels oprindelse, 1114 and Friis dıd in her address the

Copenhagen senl10rsemminar of 1977, In iın ıts publıshed form 1n Paradıgma
für die Erforschung der Vorgeschichte Israels?"!>

Lemche clearly redıts Friis for her central role in the eparture from Noth’s

hypothesıs and cıtes both her DFLSOPZAVE and her 1975 icle Fr11s, the er hand, ıng
her startıng pOo1N! rather from discussıon In the British Journal for the Study of the Old

Testament of 19777 the patrıarchal na.rratives‚  D points the present wrıter’s dıssertatıon and

especlally the work of John Van Seters clearly markıng of paradıgms in the

field.'® Echoing the long expressed frustration f her eacher Eduard Nielsen, ‘ FTI1S

colded (jerman scholarshıp (and Diebner’s BAT In partiıcular) for ignoring almost all f

| 4 FTUS, "Eksılet den israelıtıiske hıstorieopfattelse, ” 38 (1975), Dl

| sımılar perspective of both Fri1s’ work and hıs ()W) orlentatiıon towards soclological
questions 1S clear ın Lemche’s senliOrsemınar ın Copenhagen of arcC 9’79

15 RA (1984) 3}  D

OMpSON, The Historicity of the Patrıiarchal Narratives (Berlın, Van
Seters, Ahraham In 1StOrYy and Tradıtion (Yale,

| / see, for example, Nıelsen, "Traditio-Historical udYy of the Pentateuch SINCE 945
ıth specılal emphasıs Scandınavla, ” Productions of Time, ed Dy zen and eppesen
(Sheffield, Q



non-German and especlally orth Ameriıcan scholarship. “ In fact, belıeve Fr1i1s’ artıcle,
here, CAPDICSSCSH clear understandıng of hat Wäas happenıng in the hat Diebner

wholly UNAaWdIC of.

Frus and Lemche WCIC neıther repeating ach other work NOT WCIC they dependent
ach er FTUs W as primarıly interested in 1DI1Ca and elIr development. She W d

NOL much involved In pursuing historical work independently of quest1ons relatıng the

bıble’s Ontext in NIStoOrYy. Her questioning of Noth’s hypothesıs led her (correct) datıng of

ese tradıtıions the post-exilıc per10d, 1C undermıned the ommonly assumed historicıty
of the Davıdıc Uniıited Monarchy Lemche, the er hand, questioned Noth’s hypothesıs
from extra-bıblıcal perspect1ive, 1C led hım C  enge (correctly) the historical

realıty—from the perspective of hıstory of Palestine—of per10d of the jJudges ell

the soclal-archaeological presupposiıt1ons f the monarchy’s foundatıons ese WEIC [WO (1ın
erms of method) radıcally dıfferent directions of research that WEIC complementary, but

hardly collusıve.

Dıiebner Iso wıshes ACCUSC INC f stealıng the ideas he and h1s Heıdelberg
colleague Schult publıshed in brief artıcle in 1975 Frankly, er readıng almost

everythıng Lemche wWwrote between 1968 and the present, do NnOL fiınd hat NC W ads Vr

interested ın the theses that Dıiebner had skeiche: in 1975.“0 Fri1s’ perceptions of 1977 dIC

I8 For example, she pomnts Out that Diebner refers both Van Seter work in BAT
(1975) p:59 nd and dissertatiıon in idem, p.60 nl 1 but thoroughly ignores the implıcatıons
of eıther work, in spıte of the fact hat ese works WEIC close the sympathıes of the BAT

thıs time.

19 B.J Dıiebner and H.Schult, esen nachexilıschen Entwürftfen der frühen Geschichte
sraels 1M en Testament“ BAT 28 (1994) 4146

hıs 1S completely apart from the assumption of Diebner hat ese SCAaNTLYy
unsubstantıate| NOTES for future work Can be gıven the Status of functional ideas
hypotheses. MUSTL be recognızed that in the mid-seventies, undreds of comparable ideas
WeTe eing jotted OoWwn for future work, but only few of hem WEEIC VT explore‘
followed ıth clear analysıs systematıc study Diebner’s OW early ideas ave rarely
een worked Out beyond eIr inıtıal brief formulatıon Exceptions hıs Judgement dIC h1is
important artıcles "die (Jötter des Vaters ıne lı der Vatergott—Hypothese TeC
AlS- AT (1973), 2151 "Neue Ansätze ın der Pentateuch-Forschung,” BAT
(1978), 2—-13; BJ Diebner and Schult, Argumento Sılentio das SITOSSC Schweigen
als olge der Frühdatiıerung der en Pentateuchquellen,' (1975) TEL



ere VC ımportant. hıs f paradıgzms 1C has taken place VCI the ast quarter
CENLUY and 16 has atitfecfte: OUT 1e took Manı directions. It has een INan y headed

moOnster, only Tree of which pertaiın directly Diebner’s ttacks Lemche the historical
critical perception of the chronology and composıtıon of the (ın which NOL only Frius but

Diebner WTG intensely engage!  9 the extra-bıblica historical claıms of Noth’s perception of

the early hıstory of Israe] (whıch Was Lemche’s early fOcus of interest), and the broad-based

effort create hiıstory of Palestine (and Israel) wholly independently of 1DI1Ca| narratıves

(which formed the fOCUSs of Lemche’s ater soclologıcal interests). As Fruis clearly pointed Out,
Dıebner showed lıttle interest ın ese latter 1SSUeS, and generally 1gnored s1ıgnıfıcan: work
them. Lemche, the er hand, has only een interested in the 1rS! OpIC notice, and

infrequently Cıte, developıing confirmations NISs OW) work VT the YCars Conclusions
drawn wıthın ese Tree dırections ave hardly corresponded ıth ach other. Only SINCEe

908 5— and indeed paı product of Lemche’s Aarly Israel f 1985 and the Englısh
publıcatıon of hH1S Det gamle Israel of 1988“ —have ese VE dıfferent directions of
research een joined in discussıion and debate.

Not only do OUu that Lemche has een dependent in s1ıgnıfıcant WaYyS Diebner’s

Fri1s’ work, but it clear that he has een engaged in VeEIY dıfferent directions. He

has een involved In scholarly d1iscuss1i0ons that general Europe outsıde of Germany.
15 thıs discussıion that has urne« Old estamen! scholarshıp AaWaY from the er paradıgms
and methods of Alt and Noth, and of iradition-historians gener:  Yy. Lemche also has een

Ser10us partıcıpant In the orth Amerıiıcan separate the hıstory of Palestine/Israel from
1D11Ca| histor1ography— a tradıtion of scholarship of and in 1C) Diıebner 15 largely UNaWaTire

and unınterested. 15 ın hıs Ontext that Lemche’s contributions of his 1985 disputat and

subsequent research has een orlıented. As the MOST pressing hıstorical questions ave een

resolved, however, Lemche’s interests In recent YCars ave hıfted nclude questions of

chronology and bıblical composıtıon expressed in hıs artıcles hellenıstic CONTLEXTS

However,.hıs pOo1n of departure in these hellenısm artıcles, 1s clearly NOL that of the German

debate entral both Diebner and Fri1s In the S, but 18 rather elated questions of

scr1ıbes, fexi creation and socılal ontext interests 10} ave always een part of h1is

perspective the 1e

Lemche, Ancient Israel (Sheffield,
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O buttress N1S charges, Dıiebner has republıshed ın BAT the nofes for rticle
from 9/5 1ıth IC he chooses h1s charges and HIS proprietary claıms. fear hat
Diebner’s self-understandıng of the independence of HIS scholarshıp nas caused hım
become blınd the nature f intellectua)| PIOCCSS and understandıng of NOW iıdeas

change and develop In dıscıplıne such UTISs Diebner, who has viewed the academıc WOT.
of OUTr field for INanYy d! Heı1idelberg’s Jeremiah, remaın locked in hIis battle
ıth "the establıshment,  w in whose ranks he 1O SCCS Lemche (and me) standıng.

{ hat ave consıderably neglected Dıebner and his work 1s unquestionable. hat

ave m1sappropriate HIS ideas (as he mplıes in the eadiine of HIS reVIeW of recent book
In BAT 28), however, 1S, equalliy unquestionably, alse L, mentioned above, Was

UNaWare of ese 1deas. ave wısh mıitigate the ımplıcatıons of thıs, NOT GCXCUSE

OW oblıgatıons NOW 1e Shortly before sent 19972 book s Diebner SaVvVC

CODY of the wonderTIully orıgınal 968 gold Me!| of e1 Frıiis. In OW

Op1ınıon, the publıcatıon of h1s work in the ate 1960s WOU ave radıcally changed the

dırection of research then dominant outsıde of Denmark, and, belıeve, WOUuU certaınly ave

substantıally pushed 19/4 book the patrıarchs eftward However, ıt Was NOL publıshed,
and ıt dıd a(0)1 affect 981 Dıebner the fıeld elsewhere In anı y sSsubstantıa way Wıthın
Denmark it dıd nOTL sımply remaın usty of the roya. lıbrary Dıebner claıms, but
W as rather regularly sed and C1te\ throughout the seventles Dy Frius’ colleagues (includıng
Lemche)“ and it has long een recognized for the ploneering contrıbution it certamly W a!  S

The WOT. outsıde of Denmark neglected hıs WOrK= 96 had—primarıly because MOST of
on read Danısh and it had neıther een publıshed ulLy L1OT translated. h1s 18 quıte
COINIMNON IcCason for g00d scholarshıp eing neglected.

Even INOTEC reprehensıible, perhaps, than 1gnorance of present colleagues’ works,
W das IMY 1gnorance of Dıiebner’s, hat W as publıshed and written in Janguage ave read

2See AarLtYy Hıstory, S91.; Iso [INOTC recent artıcles artın oth and the Hiıstory
of Israel,” and "Wıllıam Dever and the Not So New 1DI1Ca Archaeology” (forthcoming).

23 hıs Judgement 15 ase| number of unpublished CSSayS and lectures gıven Dy
Lemche In Copenhagen and Ärhus from 197/1 1982 Lemche cıtes Brius’ work in HIS OW)

Prisopgave (Copenhagen, 1968, and agaın in hıs Israel Dommertiden
(Copenhagen, 1972 p.100) See thıs NO Lemche, Vaı det V1 har evet, VOTr
gar V1 hen?” Fra Dybet, John Strange Festskrift, ed Dy Lemche and üller, Forum
for hıbelsk eksegese Kgbenhavn, 130—-143, CSD 130133
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SINCe the early And here; sensıtive 1SsSue ar1ses that— although only indırectly
suggested Dy Diıebner—I1S, thınk, centrally involved ın Diebner’s complaınt. 1ıle W dSs

wiıllıng revise the nearly complete manuscrı1pt of 992 study dealıng ıth the NIStOTY
of scholarshıp In order nclude Jear recogniıtıon f Frius’ DFLSODZAVE, for felt she had

perce1ved already In the ate much that the rest of WEITIEC then Oonly begınnıng
TASD, dıd NnOT make the Samle kınd of jJudgement Ou the contrıbutions that Diebner had

publıshed In the DBAT throughout the mıd and ate Hıs work Judged INOIC modestly:
nOoTt much ploneering and ıtself orıgıinal rather that of brillıant and sharply critical

COMMENLaAtOT and fellow traveler. Whıle he clearly recognized much hat W as NC  S In the fıeld,
he dıd NnOTL lımse establısh arguments hat changed the 1e In h1is OW. words, he placed
1SSUES „  on the table.” hat seemed hım sufficıent. Throughout the S, and early

Man Y WCIC placıng such ideas tables

In book f 1992, W dS ryıng tirace methodological development hat 5a W

wıthın the 1e6 whole, and ONMNC hat emande! change f directions AWdY from hat of

the past generatıon. Dıiebner’s WwOrk, sparklıng and edıitorıial it has Ways been,
convıncıngly establıshe':' NCW ıdeas for An y of follow. dıd lıttle LL1OTIC han assert hat

W das part of wıdespread conversatıon. As such, SOIIC of ese ideas ave een

undıfferentiated grist for the m1 of others grin dıd NOT recognıze them—even from

posıtıon of hindsıght of the early 990s— as uniquely semiınal ıdeas. do NnOT 1n W as

in hıs Thıs Judgement 1s vulnérable. ere WEeIC INan y ideas the table—expresse:
by Dıiebner and others—that ave only egun recogn1ıze duriıng the past YCar [WO,

especılally O0Se surroundıng the 1SSUES of hellenıstic chronology for Aand: Here the

republıcation of Dıiebner s and Schult’s NnOTfes MaYy help better evaluate the complex
interactıion of iıdeas developıng wıthın stil] rapıdly changıng 16

1124Diebner’s and Schu theses of 1975, relatıng DOSL "pre-exilıc iıdeology of

hat they Sa  < hen theocratıc Israel and dl relatıng the nOtOr10uUs amphictyonic fiction,
Was undoubtedly fundamental In elIr development. e1Ir er schematıc ments relatıng

(JUT field’s hıstorical perceptions of unıted monarchy, the evaluatıon of the Chronicler’s

work, O the metaphoric nature of the X11e and the 1SSUES of chronology for the ıdeology

24 Diebner’s term 1S, here, unfortunately bı  1C1st1C, the "exılıc" lıterary matrıx’s
hıstorical referent of "ex1ıle” 0€S nNnOT OW for An y such hıstorıical per10d.
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of bıblıca lıterature WCIC already wıdely in discussion and WOU ave remaıned ere ıth
wıthout h1s 1975 pu  lıcatıon. Dıiebner and Schult introduced ONe of hem nOVvOo,“

howevermuch, eIr partıcular formulatıon unquestionably partiıcıpate ın hat has turned OQutL

be sıgnıfıcan en wıthıin (QUT 1e By 197/5, such thesis naıle: the 00T of
academı1a’s cathedral, 1le bold and promıisıng, W d un1que. reflected hat W das

of INanYy academıcs. By 1975, the dye of the 1C W paradıgm had long
een Cast W hat mattere: In 975 WCIC NnOT revolutionary manıfestoes much broader
Aase!\ and substantıatıng debate, where ese 11C  S insights COU be establıshed aSpeCIS of

TICW understandıng be alilırme. be rejecte: A inadequate. Not only had Van Seters

publıshed h1S thoroughly argue Abraham In 1StOry and Tradıtion in 197/5, 1 Wäas

quickly ollowe: Dy the tudies of Schmid and Heıdelberg’s OW Rendtdorft (and ON

mMust ASSUTIIEC hat Rendtdorftf had hınted such things COIMNC in hıis lectures), and NOL only
had Welten publıshed hıis tudies of Chronicles [WO yCals earlıer, but Diebner and Schu
entral thesis—that relatıng the twelve trıbes and the amphıctyony—had ıtself een already
substantıally establıshed Dy both Frus and Lemche in openhagen earlıer, had
een explore‘ Dy Fohrer iın 969 and had recei1ved urther treatment in such works Oose
of ayes and de (jeus (who had naıled HIS OW. thesıs academy’s [070)8 early
065). Moreover, the 1SSUe of the historic1ıty of 1D11Ca lıterature ealıng ıth that of the

patrıarchs hat of the Uniıited Monarchy, Josıah, Ezra and ehemia| W ds, along ıth

cComposıtıon eOTY, OUTr field’s MOSTL intensely debated tOPICS in 1973 the diırection
of 1C had long een selt Dy Van Seters early rticles in the ate and Dy
dıissertation of 1971 Furthermore, the hıstorically INOTE approprlate topıcs of socı1al hıstory
and archaeology (intensely diıscussed throughout the 1960s) WEIC beginning take diırection

already the Uppsala of 971 and iın vVeIrIy extensive discussions al the Edınburgh
of thoroughly underminıng all y perce1ved hıstory of srael,” Ven that of

25 Lemche eals ıth INan y of the top1cs of Schult and Diebner’'s 1975 statement already
In Israel Dommertiden (Copenhagen, namely, Israel and (PP trıbes
(p 106), amphictyony (PaSsSım), ('anaanıtes (at east, In Phıilıstine dress: pp.92{ff.) and
monarchy’ (PP. The 1SSUES that Friu1s and Lemche raısed ın (08 1968 CSSaVyS
COUuU easıly be mısunderstood by unınformed outsıder havıng provıded uncıted
foundation for Diebner and Schult’s poin of departure

26 On thıs, SCC AarLYy Hıistory, A nd'  D



Diebner’s "post-ex1ilic" OnNne  4J
Schult and Diebner do NnOTL ıte anı y of hıs work, althoug they WCIC certamly

dependent much of it. consıiderable portion of hıs work Was already avaılable in partıal
(T completed form, and all of it W as VerYyY much of the intellectua Currents In 1

O0SEe of who WeTC engaged In such research s W alllı ese NOTES from the BAT of 7E

WEIC nOL, er all, avaılable in eıther 1968 1971 .“ My remarks ere should NnOTL be

mısunderstood. ere 18 nothıng In Diebner’s and Schu neglect g1ve credit thıs

earhıer work of others 15 quıte understandable hat they dıd NOT yel SGce such work

formıing part of the agenda they personally WCIC involved in setting.“” Dıebner and Schult

S1mply, unknown themselves, WEeIC reiterating, In aDstrac and SUIMINALYy form, the directions

of hıs part of UT fıeld (One cıtes 1rS| f all hat Iıterature 1 1s semiınal which

forms the matrıx of nNne s  S OW) intellectua: In the WOT'! of He  S ideas, ONC leaves— and

Diebner chould ave eft—the work of the "objective” chronology of perception
others hıs WOrK, er all, Was nOoTt reated by A  ants ın the 1e6 Establıshe: cholars ıke

Rendtorff, Fohrer and ström, prima donnas of al y kınd, provıde only LaTrc VOICES

IN who WeTiIC only nalve members of growıing chorus. We WEIC all rather scholars NOL

yel completely AWAATEC of hat Was happenıing apart from OUT OW) narrowly defined circles and

interests. hat Diebner W ds UuNaWäaTrTe of hat others WEeIC domg 1S condıtıon that MUST be

called "human.”

16 of ese INa directioné 0€Ss Diebner define unıquely belongıing hıimself,
the neglect OT cıtatıon of 1C. WOU be o1ng hım injustice”? My ( W into the

hellenıstic weepstakes WeEeSsS debt Wellhausen, whom acknowledged In Support of

exactiy thıs es1 already ın dıissertation of 9/1 However, Was nOoL entirely WAarc

2} If sem1nal foundatıons of HS  S ıdeas AdIC be stressed, ONEC must po1n
err1bly influentıal 959 ddress the In Oxford and Barr’s Semantıcs
of 1CH. Hebrew of 961

“SThe YCars in 1 Frus, Lemche and completed OUT first maJor contributions the
comıng debates

29 In fact, in the mıd-1  S knowledge, only ıller and ayes ın the
plannıng of elr Israelite and Judaean 1StOry, fınally publıshed in 1977 and I sevat in
hıs Review of IN Y Hıstoricıity, In JBL in 1975, might be accorded the kınd of prescience
Diehner be claımıng and emandıng of others Most of had VE lıttle ıdea of
where things WEITIC headed
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of the thes1is ımportance unı Lemche pointed Out the inconsistency of hought SOINC

LWENLY ater when W as movıing Support Persian per10d chronology. And d

crediıt Lemche ıth the instruction for 1C W dS ndebted, though nNnOoL for the 2nd cCent

BFB I1ST ent chronology ıth which L1OW (1n COININON 1ıth Dıiebner and Lemche)
workıng For hat hat ave learned from others, such Mogens üller,
krederick Iver; Eugene Ulrich and Emmanuel ON However, of ese four, only ryer has

formed thesis anythıng close the posıtions of Dıebner, Lemche and myself. More than

thıs, however, 15 involved; for ere 1s partıcular virtue In merely presenting NCW idea
hat others ave NnOL worked ıth that others dIC only beginnıng explore. New theses
ave particular virtue in themselves In fact, all NOW hat they usually stie of

t1ime. Surely ave earned hat much In the ast Century of 1DI1Ca scholarshıp, per10d
in ()UT 1e 1C has wıtnessed far LNOTEC misdirections than carefully hought Out hypotheses
AaSse\ evıdence. Putting tables theses such the present ONC under discuss1ion, of
Hellenistic matrıx for bıiblıcal cComposıtion, 1S only the 1rS) Step Ser10us Wissenschaft ın OUT

1e In o1ng thıs, AaVve only begun OUT Job hıs hypothesıs 1S arı establıshed,
‚VM clearly formulated yeLl The real work 1S in demonstrating that ave ere Tuly valıd

perspective for better understandıng of Tanak. We yel long WdYy from showing thıs

MOST, ave only Tew hundred of suggestive nOotes 1n that AIc in
better posıtion oday than when such ıdeas had een propose: long time dSO by such

JTorrey and engaged by Wellhausen and Man Yy others Nıelsen 18 quıte the mark In his

contrıbution thıs debate, iın pomting Out hat ese iıdeas NnOTL VC] NCW, but had een

systematıcally proposed (and rejected) long AQO, for example, Dy Vernes. ”® Neıther

Lemche, Dıebner NOT an yYONC has yel presented commandıng ase. We ave only een

talkıng Ou tomorrow s work. Whiıle Vernes should ave een Cıte\ Dy all of u OMNC ar
needs g1ve crediıt INOTEC recent, unsubstantıate for tOMOTTOW S Wissenschaft.

urt Gallıng, in the SUTLMCI of 1968, gently colded in commenting ONC of IMNY

early Papers the Nuzı ablets ese INa Yy INAaYy NnOT be 1deas, he sald, puffing h1s

c1gar,— and such they AIrec quıite sound for merıcan—but, yOUu KNOW, ere in übıngen
are expecte: g1ve TCcasonNs for hat 1n

Precis d’histoire Juive (1889) ci. Nıelsen, 1993 p.169
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