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{Ihe FMerSence fAncıent Israel ome Related TODIEmMS

Hartmut Rösel Haifa

What the or1gıinal INCAaMNNS of “Israel” the (IJld Testament and what WeTI® ItSs
roots”? These quesSstLi10oNs have arisen S recent ecades tor several [Casons
(1) Previous aNnsSWeTS these quest10ns proved oubtful ON hıs applıes the

famous solution of Martın Noth. accordıng whiıch "Asrael” at fiırst Wädas the dIiNne
3r amphictyony of twelve trıbes Today thıs AadNSWEeT longer accepted DYy
MOST scholars. Likewise another solution based the S  n of the existence
of large CINDITEC the times of Davıd and Solomon hıs ex1istence has become
oubtful and together wıth IT the VICW that orıginally “ Israel” Was the ame of thıs
CINDITE

(2) Today the (Jld J1 estament tradıtiıon generally deemed ess el1able than IT Was
the ast generatiıon Now thıs tradıtion often thought be the CONSITruUuCcCiiON of
later (Persian Hellenistic) iımes chronologically and culturally far removed
from the Fırst JTemple Period Therefore SOTINE scholars aISUC that ONe should
evaluate hıstorical quest10nNs related the early per10ds NOT DYy of the
1D11Cca tradıtions but DYy öft extra-bıblical SOUTCES DYy dıfferent
such archaeology“, SOCIO102y, anthropology, and hıs partıcularly
NECESSATY, recent ecades archaeology has INanY1 NCW data
relevant these queSti1ONSs

(3) Fınally, [CaAasSONSs of Contemporary hIStOTY, have imparted 11CW iımmediacy
questL0ns CONCETNINS Israel and IfsS Bıble We INaVY regret thıs development but
Cannot change 17 We hope that OST of OUT colleagues 111 CONiiNnNue these
quest10ns and problems purely academıc leve]l INnNe Studio 21 ITad Concerning

'Lecture delıvered al the International eeting of the Soclety for 1DI1Ca. Studıes. Berlın 2002“But ough thıs scholarly self-restraint INaY ave SOINE methodologıcal Justification. IL actuallv Can
dangerous. small example ıllustrate thıs DOINL. According tO 1DL1Cca radıtıon several smaller

oples exısted ı (C'anaan al the i1me f the CMETBENCEC ÖrIsrael” such d the Hıvıtes the nNCe
of ese peoples ı NOL confirmed DV archaeology, thıs 0€S nNOL MCcan al all that thev actually NOL
CXISL.
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the subject of thıs INAaYy add for cCertaın [CaSONS, that the f the
S of Israel mMust LCIMNAaNUN legıtimate ı fOr scj1entific research?

CConcernine the second notfe the 16 W whereby the 1D11Ca. tradıtıon ot
lıttle help for understandıng preexı1lıc Israel We chall L sShow that the

irue despiıte INalYy problems the 1D11CA! tradıtıon 15 of grealt hıstorical
importance for the recConstructiion of the early NıStOrYy of Israel Palestine

Here general COMMeNnNT order CONCETININS the attıtude af anV
“revıisionıst” hıstorl1ans, accordıng which the Old JTestament cshould nOL be used at
all only VELY lIımıted degree reCONSITUCT the early history of Israel. According

thıs log1c ] 9-Century scholars should have refraıned from TY! TEeCONSITUCT the
h1stOory of Israel because of the absence of aIlYy substantıal al theır 1Sposa
EXCEDL the Old estamen!

It of COUISC imrue that m ee of whıte cContaıns mıstakes and
methodologically perfectly COTTE: Nevertheless venture suggest that NIStOTY

of Israel AaSseE! eritical analysıs of the 1D11Ca. tradıtions only, and TIitten Dy
CMIUS ıke Julımus Wellhausen be preferre! m cheet of whıiıte
althoug! it almost certamly cContaıns ManYy mistakes VvVen SUDDOSC that MOST

revisiıonN1ısSts” A thıs
If reconstruction of the hiStOry of Israel, A4Sse: the Old Testament only“‚

°“better” than reconstruction al all the Old Testament tradıtion mMust Contaıin
materı1al of dıirect hıistorical value

°One MU:  n concede that the results of ese Invesl1galılons SNO! have relevance for modern
onflıcts thıs and, 1C6
*Without quesuon, all known ave taken 1iNLO ACCOUNL 'oday Story f Israel Canno!

wrıtten onlv the basıs of SUOUICES qvaılable {O usen
”This Obvıo0us wıth CVCIV DCW archaeologıcal find of SOMMMEC Importance These finds Uustrate that

the (Jld Testament,. although ı1 I0€S nOoL CXADICSS hıistorical realıtv eflects o egree Thıs I0€S
notL INC: f archaeology DTOVECS the COrTTECINESS of the ( Mten NECEW archaeological
discoveres do nNOoL colve problems but create NC  < Nes But archaeology sheds NCW lıght the lıterary
ACCOUNIS 1881 the Old estamen!
Oome examples IMNaYy us! the Case Ihe Inscrı1plon irom Tel Dan mentioning er Davıd“ Sa y S
nothing about kıng avl| OT about the S17 of hıis kıngdom and the of the INSC}
veIy much dısputed But after the diSCOverYy of hıs inscr1ption it became much harder O arguc that
avl| exısted In dıtıon. thıs inscrıpluon could throw NE'  < lıght another fıgure known from
the (Old estamen! kıng azae. and hıis iiıme although thıs reSspeCI detaıls much
dısputed ccording the OStraca from amarıa 1DI1CA| ‚AINc materıal AaDPCAIS HNC  < lıght, IfS
geographical 1Importancı Pbecomes clear The Moabıte kıng esha known from the (Old estamen!
IDC: h1is inscrpt0nN dıfferent ight, hıch Causecs problems The SaI1l rue for the
1D11Ca. SCCI Balaam. who has removed chronologically from the perl10d of the EIMETBENCC of
srael ccording the Inscrıphon from Tell Deir The INSCMPLONS from Kuntillet Ajlrud led
the diScovery of facet of elıg10n, for hıch the (Old Testament iıtself there oniy VE slıghi
indications hese examples hıch COU| multiıplıed easıly, chOwW that (UOld estamen! Tadıtıon
f grealt STOT1CA! but has {0 used after VE cntical evaluatıon Thıs fact has been cliear

cholars of INa 4  1'  NS and OIIC wonders why IT has become less clear today
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Recently, addıtional argument has been DuL forward. namelvy that it 1S
inappropriate ook for the OT1g1NS of the people of Israe] in preexilıc times.
According thıs 1eW peoples and natıons dıd NnOT ex1st durıng these early times:
“peoples” (ın (Jerman: - VoOlker ) dıd NnOT ex1ist DI10T the Persian per10d, and
“natıon“ 1S modern term which developed in connection wıth the French revolution

17906°
But OMNEC has be careful NnOT throw the Daby Out ıth the bath watlter‘ peoples

and natıons 1ke those of the ‚Kol: and 70 CENTUTY dI© not be OUuUnN! In
times’, Dut ethnıc SI OUDS dıd ex1st that defined themselves In other
Sroups”. Thus there ex1isted “peoples in times”, and NnOLT SInCe the Persian per10d
only. FOor OUT question of the OMg1nSs of Israel thıs 1S sufficient”.

In the followıing chall tackle the modern theory, accordıng which “Israel”
1s ate construction of postexilıc tiımes:; unıted Israel really existed, NOLT 1ın
preexı1lic 1OT In postexilic times.

Fırst refer ecture DYy Sara Japhet, who cshowed that the CONCEPL of
° A1l-Israel” does NnOL conform the realıty of the Persian Period’”. and therefore
could NOT be developed durıng thıs per10d Out of nothing. If “myth of orıgın” Wds$S

created artıfıc1lally explaın and legıtımate the 1W realıty of the Persian Per10d, it

°See Die Umwelt des Alten ] estaments. Neuer Stuttgarter Kommentar: Altes estamen!
29 Stuttgart 1994, 184-189: Lemche, The Canaanıtes and Theıir Lanı The Iradıtıon of the
Canaanıtes, JISOT upp! Serles L10, 1€. 199 E 15 1-152
"Also the forms f government and SV the dıfered from theır modern cCounterparts. IThere wWas

terrıtorally defined (“Flächenstaat”) wıth EXIC! er!  s but instead urban Centers of DOWCI
whose influence decreased wıth geographical dıstance. Thıs influence COU. increased DyY specıal
actH0ons of the central ‚overnment, Dut these changes ften VEIY (CEMDOTAIV. The interest of the
rulers concentrated VC much the ([OWNS of reg10n, and NOL the reg1on and its ALCA 1tse.
>For altempts tO discern dıyergences in the materı1al ure hal mıght indıcate ethnıc dıferences. Sn

Dever. "Archaeology, deology, and the Quest for ° Ancıent) OT ‘Biblical' Israel” Near Eastern
Archaeology 61 (1998). 39-52| 47-50 Faust. “Ethniıc omplexı! In ern Israel durıng Iron
Age LE PEQ 132 (2000). DD There Qu! ethnıc dıfferences Can result materı1al
dıversity, but much caution 15 equıred when the Te4SONS for materıal dıfterences dIC evaluate! See

0SeE Israel Zum oblem der Entstehung sraels. FE Frankfurt a.M i
992 74-79

Accordingly. on ave deal wıth whether ancıent srae. the development led from the
exIistence of state the people. Le whether the sraelıte state Was precondıtion for the CIMETISCIHICE
of people, whether the development wWas TEeVETISC. The indıcated. 1S firstlyv that ese
modern terms AdTIC nOot appropriate for ancıent times. and secondly that ethnıc exıisted in the
Ancıent Near Fast ore the CIMETBCNCE of states.
Leavıng thıs asıde and SpE:  ng lay IL, feel hat COIMMON CONSCIOUSNESS Can ex1st in

‚oc1ety before the CIMETZCNCEC of state‘ the modern hıStOry of Israel INaY SCIVC example, d$S WE
the modern hıstory of the estinan movemen! Thus SUDDOSC hat COTIHNOMN CONSCIOUSNESS

COU. 1Iso develop the ancıent “Proto-Israelites” ore the SIMNCTBEIICE of
““rhe ollowıng 15 ase: Japhet, ( Can the Persian 'eNO| Bear the Burden? Reflechons the

Orıgins of 1DL1Ca| story  2 Proceedings of the Twelfth OT' Congress of Jewısh es. Dıivısıon
100 ı1 TI ”711707911 2R M1T7T2111* NN 11 11° Dr E} erusalem 999 ZEWLLNN

120-1 (8&”0WNN)
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stands [CASON that Yehud Judah would OCCUDY the center f Such myth, NOTL

“Israel”, it aAaDDCAI S L1O W

Why cshould ate scr1ibe, whose actual nterest WdasSs Yehud and its constitution,
invent “Israel” which existed? The invention f SyStem of twelve trıbes
would be entirely superflous. And Wwhy should scr1ıbes in Persian times actually invent
several such systems‘? Dıd thev take pleasure in introducıng dıfficulties and
contradıctions nto theır OW) lıterary creations? Why dıd they pul Reuben al the head
of all SyStems and NOT udah, ıf the a1m Was myth of orıg1n for Judah?

If “myth otf orıgın” Was invented in Persian times, AgC when the problem f
m1ıxed marrages Wa u  ' why should the serıbes invent the motıf that the invented
kıngs of the invented Israel WEIC involved in (invented) mıxed marrıages”?

According thıs “myth of or1gin” vVen Judah imself marrıed (anaanıte
(Gen 38  5:  2) Must conclude that the inventor otf the "myth of orlgın”

intended CXDI CS the idea that all inhabıtants of the Contemporary province f
Yehud WeTe the offspring of mixed marrıage” According Gen 38,18 Judah VEl

had intercourse wıth hıis aughter 1n 1aw. strange motif in myth of oMg1n, because
such relatiıons WeTI®e strictly forbıidden accordıng the Same myth” LV 16
20 12)7

Obvıousliy, thıs “myth of orıgin” does nOoTt Itill its task It does nOLt suilt the
Persian Peri0d ıt becomes clear that “Israel” cCanno be invention of that per10d.
In addıtion, ON of the foundatıons of eritical Old JTestament scholarshıp 1s that
1D11CA| lıterature developed in VE long and complicated DTOCECSS VOCI undreds of
YCaIS When they probed the detaıls, scholars found INAanYy intimations of thıs fact
that ıt CcCannot sımply be brushed asıde make L1LOOI for the development of C  <

theory The long DIOCCSS of development 1D11CaQ. lıterature accords wıth the fact
that “Israel” does not aDDCAI one-dimensionally in the Old Testament. but ın diverse
meanıng and wıth dıfferent facets, be shown later One doubts whether human
imagınatıon would be capable of inventing thıs large varıety durıng few generatıons
of the Persian Period

''"Wwirth wıthout Levl. wıth Joseph wıth hıs “sons”.
12  “Similar transgress1Ons werTrTe ttrıbuted {0 Joseph, brother of Judah, who marrıed gyptian WOMAN,
and LO acob, Judah’s er. who marrıed S1sters. braham LOO marred hıs UIf-sıster accordıng LO
Gen 2012 Lev 20,17 Addıtıional mO! in the 1D11Ca. "myth of origin”, hich do
NOTL sunt the Persian Per0d, mentioned the cles DYy Japhet cıted in Ole
‘” And why cshould late scr1be invent different CONCEPIS of “4S1a6el:, hıch eX]1! and

relatıon {0 hıstorıcal Havıng introduced much complicated 102 he WOuU! the nsk of
nOL being understood Dy his CONteMPOrary readers.
Turning {O another 1D11Ca. lıterary reatlon. the Books of Chronicles. the ate or1gın of which 15 NOT
OuUl problem ex1sts of “Israe) the ‚00 of onıcles We on ave IO deal wıth thıs problem
hıch 1S rather CU. the number of artıcles and treating thıs ubject SCIVC proof. (The
MOst ımportant publıcations HG ıllıamson, Srae.: in the Books of onıcles. ambrdge eicC
1977 Japhet, The Ideology of the Book of ‘onıcles and its nCEe 1D11Ca. ough!
Frankfurt aM I6 1997 Wiıllı. Israel. FAÄAT 12. Tübıngen But thıs problem
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LLet turn the theory that “ Israel” orıginally W d the dIinNns OF the Northern
Kıngdom only, but noTt designatiıon of unıted kıngdom, which ex1isted.
According hıs theory the dIiNnle SIra et: ceased be employe after the end of the
Northern Kıngdom +F2C B it could be used dıfferently, for example the ame

for the empıre of oreater Israel, 1C IS lıterarv fiction.
hıs theory 1S close the OTE dealt ıth earlıer, although it 1S ess radıcal

But for several TCasSsonNns it 15 NOtLT probable eıther:
(1)yFhe Northern Kıngdom ot Israe| ex1isted only fOr 700 > accordıng the

°minımalısts” Ven ess According Old T estament tradıtiıon thıs kıngdom Was

NnOTt only rather short-lıved, but also nOot VE stable in ıts rulıng dynastıes.
Therefore, first doubts IMaVYy arıse whetner thıs Israel could SCIVC hıstorical
background tor the 1D11CA.: CONCEDPL of Israel.
Why should scrıbe in Judah choose precısely the dINe of the hateful and sinftul
Northern Kıngdom, which had only Just received ıts due punıshment and had
dısappeared from the of h1IStOry, and apply ıt invented iıdeal empıre and

chosen people? One does not choose the AaMle of ne’s  2 personal SCIVEC

centfer for ne’s  b ( W hıistorical and rel1g10us ıdeology and beliefs!?
solution for thıs difficulty ”” Wds recently offered Dy Reinhard Gregor Kratz,

who chares the 1eW that the Aainec of the Northern Kıngdom “Israel” served the
“Vorlage” for the 1D11Ca: Concept of Israel.

Referring the synchronistic datıngs of the kıngs 6F Judah and of Israel In the
o0k of Kıngs, Kratz states that thıs synchronizatiıon Wäas important
create COTIMNIMNON CONSCIOUSNESS in Israel and Judah ‘®

One IMaYy ask whether thıs synchronizatıon WasSs not expression of such
COMIMMON CONSCIOUSNESS rather than its But Call leave thıs question asıde
the whole pomnt 1S nOT essentı1a| for Kratz’s thesıs.

could onlv T1SE Dbecause Israel” Was er term reflecting realıtıes of ancıent times. which had {O

adopted the Book of 'onıcles and 1ts deology
'4 After the “reunification” of GermanYy the Federal epublıc of GermanYy nNOL choose the Al f

the German mocratıic epublıc (DDR) through hıch {O CONSITUN CW all-German deology
WON.: not ave one SVCcCxn the GDR been arger and influential S  a } the In the
SAaLlC WAdy. Judah NOL choose the of the deceased Northern gdom for such ideologıcal

SG “Israel als Staat und als Vo (2000), 11  . Afiter had completed the
manuscr1pt of the present artıcle Prof. adav Na aman sent h1Ss NE’  < book Na aman. Ihe Past
that Shapes the Present. The Creation of Bıblical Hıstoriographyv in the Late Fırst Temple 'eT0| and
after the Downfall, eNoO0!| [3] memorlam (43 Hess. Jerusalem 2002 D  T 109 he
explaıns the “ Isrel” WasSs chosen durıng the reign of Josıah the iınhabıtants f
Samarıa LO the gdom of Judah.
IOD- 9’/ (2000)



More important 1S hISs explanatıon for WhNhY the ame “Israel” Was chosen the
central term for the construction of hIStOrYy and theology after the Northern Kıngdom
named Israel had perıishe:

According Kratz‘” the [CAaSON Wäas that the Northern Kıngdom of Israel Wdas

exemplary for in far it progressed faster SIN and punıshment than
The “evıl In the sıght of the T6rd” Was the element that Oun Israel and Judah But In
thıs respect Israel Was the example for Judah Therefore the ame of Israel Was better
sulted desıgnate earlıer unıted Israel, which ex1isted 1in NIStOTY, and
designate the people of (J0d well

But Cal really Ad5SUue that thıs Wds the 1CAadsSON why Israel in postexıilıc times,
the Israel of 1E W beginnıng, chose thıs name‘” Where 1S the logıc 1in the assumptıion
that the AIl of the siınful Northern Kıngdom Was chosen s1gn1fy 11CW iıdeal
Israel? We surmıse that LOO much Christian theology of SIN Was introduced nto Old
1 estament tradıtıon and hıstory here

10 Cut it short. the theory accordıng which scrıbe of Judah “m1sused”’ the
dIi1lc of the “"GiniuE- Northern Kıngdom of Israel develop h1is ıdeology of unıted
Israel and people of (10d aAaDDCAIS VC)] strange and cannot be accepted. SO
left ıth the conclusıon that the term °Israel” of INOTE ancıent Or1g1n. It also 1S clear
that it had negatıve connotatıons, when it Was chosen CXDTITECSS the dea f
unıted Israel.

“Israel” Can beFortunately these conclusıons concerning the antıquity of
corroborated DYy the famous stela of Merneptah which contaıns the earlıiest existing
reference “Israel””. It 18 conceded that thıs testimonYy ra1lses INOTE questions than
Adl1SWEeIS We know virtually nothing”“ about the Israel of the Merneptah-stela, nothıng
about ıts SIZE, ıts constitution, its whereabouts. Many scholars dsSSume that “Israel”
here s1ıgnıfies indefinable STIOU GT people ” lıviıng somewhere in Palestine,
pDOoss1bly In the central highlands“”.
MR{ U’/ (2000), %- sıch der Name » Israel« und cht etwa Juda durchgesetzt hat.

lıegt Israel Aufstieg und Nıedergang des Onı vormachte”. JA Böse den ugen
Jhwhs chwe1ißt dıe en Staaten Chicksalspemeinschaft zusammen . The further development

nach der erstörung Jerusalems und dem ntergang des Staates Juda Israel und Juda
Zeichen des Gerichts auch auf polıtıscher Ebene e1IN! L1ia1son eingehen und sıch
‚wölfstämmevolk, dem eıinen OtteSVO. entwıckeln” (D. I3} The z  one people of [22 sounds
reasonable, but why .., people of twelve rbes”

°Similarly Ahlström. “”"The Or1gin of STae: Palestine , SJ}  Q 15,]2 (1991). 1 19-3
although Ahlström aITIVES al conclusıon hıch 15 nNOoTt Aare!ı DV mMoOost cholars Ompare also
Thompson, arly StOTY of the Israelıte People: from the Titten and Archaeological SOUrces, es

the Hıstorv of the Ancıent Near East (ed. M.H Weıppert), Leiıden eiCc 1992 404 Na ’aman,
“"The ‘Conquest of (’anaan’ In the Book f Joshua and StOry',  c TOM Nomadısm Onarchy.
Archaeological and StOr1Ca! ‚pects of Karly Israel (eds. elstein a ’ aman), erusalem
Washıngton. 1994, 1218-281 248-249
S 07 (2000). "“eıne rec! verlorene Menschengruppe in Palästina”
“VSee Sven Davıes, In Search of "Ancıent Israel” JSOT Suppl Ser1es 148 hefhield 1992, 61 I

15 possıble that the Israel of thıs inscrıption 1S the LA of populatıon 1ving, presumabilvy, the
ghlan« of Palestine”.
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One cshould NOT dıscard thıs ine of reasonıng DYy arguıng that the connection of
the Israel of Merneptah and the bıblıcal Israel 15 ONE of only  Al

(1)-Ene geographical aspect adds the aspect of the aIle The “Israel” of the
Merneptah-stela lıved somewhere in the terT1tory of bıblıcal Israel.

(  ames often SUuggeEeSL the probabılity of historical relations“? The ancıent Scots
NOL identical wıth the modern inhabıtants of cotlan but connecting lınes ex1ist.
The SdadJINeE 1S iIrue for the Britons f the Koman Period and the modern Brıitish.
Likewise there AI connections between the trıbe of the Alemanns and ’ Allemagne
akın those between the trıbes Öl the ermans and modern Germany.
connections exist“? between Old Testament Israel and the modern of srae
and they do whyYy should nOt Ad55SUue the ex1istence of connecting Iınes between
the Israel otf Merneptah and 1D11Ca Israel*”? It should be stressed that the entire
matter 15 NnOT ON of ıdentity but of the development of Israel ın hıstory.

Fınally {u:  3 “Israel” In the Old JTestament and COoncentrate few G A HN
which highlıght specıal aSpectSs of ıts meanıng. hıs INaYy SCIVEe addıtional
indıcatıon that “Israel” 1s lıterary invention of later times devo1d of historical
realıty.

hree dıfferent aSpecCIs Can be dıstinguished In the meanıng of Israel: the
geographical, the rel1g10us, and the milıtary, each of which INaYy be domiınant in
certaın

Concerming the geographical aSpecl, notfe the absence of anı y unıformıity:
“Israel” INaVy nclude a MaYy exclude al INaVY desıgnate ven smaller
entity In the north of Palestine. Sam 3: 19 dıstinguıshes “ Israel”” and “BenjJamın”.
Sam describes the terT1tOry of the kıngdom of Ishbaal. There “°a ]] Israel”
Ssummarızes SOTITNIC all of the areas mentioned before 1n that In anı y dSc the
SI7Ze of thıs kıngdom Wa smaller than that Ot the later Northern Kıngdom of Israel.

IR Davıes, CAIC} of "Ancıent srael’, 62-63
22  “We wıth examples mentioned Dy Phılıp Davıes: SCC the foregoing ofe
A 15 oolısh O denY thıs fact. But ON has {O dPICC the MOStT ımportant connecting lınes those
hıch ex1st the people’s mıind.

D  M INDAV be relevant that SOMME dıscussıon ook place whether call the modern state srael”
dah” In the fiınal analysıs the Orı1IC decısıon in thıs matiter makes dınerence for (QUT CAasec.
NLG asel, “"Israel” the erneptah Stela”. 296 (1994) 45-61] Most cholars AdpTCC

that the Israel of the Merneptah stela 1S 1n SOMIMNEC WaV :elated {0O the STrae: of the Hebrew Bıble”
Explicitly AaSse. menti1ons the ames of tchen ger, Albe: Lemche. inger. (Coote. Mazar.
Ahlström. Yurco, Bımson. Dever, Murnane. Neu. and ( 4  urg. We ShNO! also mention Garbıini.
HiStory and Ideology 1n Ancıent srae) New ork 1988 I5 and for example Lemche.
IS it stil] possible wriıte StOTY f Ancıent Israe1l” SJOT &Q  8  n (1994), [165-190 170
“MHere CONCenIirate the geographıic ‚DE ONIY. For the and for the [WO 10N3! aSpeCISs
S Ösel., “Israel en seinen ängen  ‚ T (1984), 76-91 which 1s
entiC:; wıth ÖSEe. Israel Kanaan. Zum ' oblem der ntstehung Israels. v}
Frankfturt a.M. SIiC:: 1992; 23-
“"See aVvl| and the stines from Geography {O Story'  atk 109 (2001).

[15-18] 16 erature ‚oOte L1): Na aman. "CThe gdom ofOne should not discard this line of reasoning by arguing that the connection of  the Israel of Merneptah and the biblical Israel is one of names only*':  (1)The geographical aspect adds to the aspect of the name: The ‘“Israel” of the  Merneptah-stela lived somewhere in the territory of biblical Israel.  (2)Names often suggest the probability of historical relations””. The ancient Scots are  not identical with the modern inhabitants of Scotland, but connecting lines exist.  The same is true for the Britons of the Roman Period and the modern British.  Likewise there are connections between the tribe of the Alemanns and 1’Allemagne  akin to those between the tribes of the Germans and modern Germany. If  connections exist”” between Old Testament Israel and the modern state of Israe  124’  and they do, why should we not assume the existence of connecting lines between  the Israel of Merneptah and biblical Israel””? It should be stressed that the entire  matter is not one of identity but of the development of Israel in history.  Finally we turn to ‘“Israel” in the Old Testament and concentrate on a few verses  which highlight special aspects of its meaning. This may serve as an additional  indication that “Israel” is no literary invention of later times devoid of historical  reality.  Three different aspects can be distinguished in the meaning of Israel: the  geographical, the religious, and the military, each of which may be dominant in a  certain verse“”.  Concerning the geographical aspect, note the absence of any uniformity:  “Israel” may include Judah, may exclude Judah, or may designate an even smaller  entity in the north of Palestine. 2 Sam 3,19 distinguishes “Israel”” and “Benjamin”. 2  Sam 2,9 describes the territory of the kingdom of Ishbaal. There “all Israel”  summarizes some or all of the areas”” mentioned before in that verse. In any case the  size of this kingdom was smaller than that of the later Northern Kingdom of Israel.  “PR. Davies, In Search of ‘Ancient Israel’, 62-63.  °We start with examples mentioned by Philip R. Davies; see the foregoing note.  “It is foolish to deny this fact. But one has to agree that the most important connecting lines are those  which exist in the people’s mind.  “*It may be relevant that some discussion took place on whether to call the modern state “Israel” or  “Judah”. In the final analysis the historic decision in this matter makes no difference for our case.  M.G. Hasel, “Zsraef” in the Merneptah Stela”, BASOR 296 (1994), [45-61] 47: “Most scholars agree  that the /srae/ of the Merneptah stela is in some way related to the Israel of the Hebrew Bible”.  Explicitly Hasel mentions the names of Kitchen, Stager, Albertz, Lemche, Singer, Coote, [A.] Mazar,  Ahlström, Yurco, Bimson, Dever, Murnane, Neu, and Rendsburg. We should also mention G. Garbini,  History and Ideology in Ancient Israel, New York 1988, 15, and compare for example N.P. Lemche,  “Is it still possible to write a History of Ancient Israel?” SJOT 8 (1994), [165-190] 170.  °Here we concentrate on the geographic aspect only. For the details and for the two additional aspects  see H.N. Rösel, “Israel — Gedanken zu seinen Anfängen”, BN 25 (1984), 76-91, which is virtually  identical with H.N. Rösel, Israel in Kanaan. Zum Problem der Entstehung Israels, BEATAJ 11,  Frankfurt a.M. etc., 1992, 23-35.  ”See E.A. Knauf, “Saul, David, and the Philistines: from Geography to History”, BN 109 (2001).  [15-18] 16 (literature in note 11); N. Na’aman, “The Kingdom of Ishbaal”, BN 54 (1990). 33-37.  15754 (1990). S
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The assumptıion 15 NOT reasonable that it Wds ate author wrıtine in the Persijan
Period close it who invented these slıght geographical dıfferences nd in
general, why should such ate author invent 1ke Sam Z al all?

In the SUINMET Y Davıd and his government read

Sam 545 he Davıd) reigned forty In Hebron he reigned MAGT:
Judah and S1X months, and In Jerusalem he reigned thırty-three
YCAaISs Ver all Israel and Judah

Kıngs Z11 the time that Davıd reigned GV Israel Was forty '
reigned he In Hebron, and thırty-three reigned he in

Jerusalem.

it aAaDDCAIS that the note INn Sam 15 INOTE ancıent than that in Kıings Ihe former
dıfferentiates Davıd’s g0Overnment VeEeT Judah from his government “°QOVver all Israel
and Judah” “A11 Israel” ere northern Israel. author writing in Cal
Persian times would NnOTt have used °°a ]] Israel” in such hıs geographıcal
dıfferentiation longer ex1sts in Kıngs Here “Israel” the whole empire.
Why should ate author introduce such dıfferences nto his writings“”?

One reaches the conclusıion that the bıblical tradıtion developed long
PTOCCSS and absorbed dıfferent notions and hıs contradıcts the theories of
the “"revisionıst school” about the CINETSCNCC of Old Testament lıterature. “Israel” Wäas

invention of the Persian OT: the Hellenistic Peri0d:; 1OT Wäas the CONCEPL of °°al]
Israel” invented In the time after the disappearance of the Northern Kıngdom.

Now IU  Z the dıfficult question of the hıstorical TOOTS of thıs CONCEPL. One
would first f al] thınk f the per10d of the Davıdıc and Solomoanıc empıre suıtable
for the development of all-Israel CONCEDTL

But Judging by the present of scholarshıp thıs solution 1S longer
acceptable. Accordıing the archaeological remaıns the ingdom of Davıd existed

much smaller scale than it AaDpCATrs in bıblical tradıtion. We don’t intend deal wıth
the question of the s1ze of thıs kıngdom, clear aNSWEeEeT 1s st1l] impossible.

But ‚VEn according bıblical tradıtion the Davıdıc empıre ex1isted for
comparatıvely short peri10d only In thıs tradıtion ONe Can find the termıinologiıcal
dıivisıon between Judah and Israel, ven In related Davıd’s reign. It IS hard
belıeve that durıng thıs reign CONCeDL emerged stressing the importance of Israel,
thereby dımınıshıng the importance ot

SOne VOMDAaTre Sam 24,1
agaın the AdllSCI of the Lord Was agaınst srae. and he moved aV agaınst them {O

SdV, Go, number sSrae. and Judah.
Here ‚c  Israel  27 hirst people fOl afterwards the wriıter the polıtıcal sphere and
dıstınguishes tween Israel (NOW: “"northern IS! and Judah. FOr ddıtıonal examples SCC
Öse. srae: in Kanaan.
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So far ave elıminated several hıstorical per10ds matrıces for the
EINCISCHCEC of the 1D116a CONCepPL of Israel

(1)Israel Wds$s NOT invented durıng the Persian Period.
(2)ine Northern Kıngdom after ıts end could nOTL have served hıstorical

matrıx for the development of the bıblıcal CONCEDL of Israel
)Such CONCEDL could NnOT have been developed durıng the Davıdıc and

Solomonic Period either.

So dIi© left wıth the pOossıbılıty that the rTOOTS of 1D11Ca. Israel back the
premonarchic per10d and dic NnOL connected the ex1istence of f Israel“”

hus the attractıveness of the theory of Martın Noth. who explaıned “Israel”
aIiInle of amphıctyony ın premonarchıc tımes, becomes intellıg1ble. hıs theory 15
attractıve for second 1e4S0ON In it “Israel” 15 defined DYy cult and relıgıon (or
ıdeology), which dI© the central themes of the Old lestament

But mentioned before, Noth’s theory 1S longer accepted DYy OSsTt scholars:
in its orıginal form  U it probably 15 incorrect.

Nevertheless, have PIESCIVC the notion that the element of rel1g10uUs
ideology 1S MOST important factor for understandıng ancıent Israel and 1TS
development”

According bıblıcal tradıtıon there ex1sts specı1al relatıon between Israel and
Judah hıs relatıon 15 dıtferent from other relatıonsh1ps, for example, that between
Israel and Edom, although both dI© explaıned in the Bıble along the lines of blood
t1es. The 1CasSson for the specıal relatıon mıght ave been the fact that the SdINe god
WasSs worshipped in Israel and in Judah, although the detaıls of thıs worshıp certamly
WeTeEe dıfferent.

The SdadINe god Was god of the Northern Kıngdom of Israel and of the kıngdom
of Judah The question immediately arlses: How dıd thıs happen”

The detaıls of the PIOCCS leadıng thıs realıty AI NnOTt Lransparent and probably
111 be Based the bıblıcal evidence SUPPOSC that Elohe Israel?”*
orginally belonged Israel and nNnOT Judah Judah and Jerusalem WEeIC latecomers

” Again, the exIistence of sState IS nOoL precondıtion for the development of COINIMON CONSCIOUSNESS.
also be the other WdY round: CONSCIOUSNESS precon«  10N for the EINCISCHNCEC

of stiate. But these quest10ns probably sıimılar the ımponderable of the chicken and the DB,
””Compare Ihe Inbes of Yahweh. OC10102Yy of the Relıgion of Tateı Israel.
50-1050 B London 1980, Gottwald 0€eSs not aCCepL theorv. Dut he SITESSES ıts
heurıistic values and CVEI concludes: M  In the end. SOITIC aspects f analvsıs INaV
better grounded 1O  < IDC. the case” Recently interesting proposal {Or understandıng
the earlv sraelıte trnıbal Was made by Schaper. Dıie relıg1onsgeschichtlichen Wurzeln des
frühisraelitischen Stämmebundes” 46 (1996). 204375 Hıs proposal 15 free of SOMMNEC ot the
shortcomings of Noth’s COTY.
ärFor the followıng SCC the artıcle cıted Ofe 26
YThis fact 1S stressed by Knauf. “Review of Ahlström. Who WEIC the Israelıtes?” 49

(1990). 81-83| 82
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1N the NistOry of Israe133 The existence of dıfferent meanıngs of “ Israel” in the Old
Testament miıght be exlaıned DYy the supposition that Israel SICW during ıts hiStOTYy,
startıng from nucleus in the northern part of the COUNITY. hıs MAaY be alluded in
the Merneptah-stela.

Israel, durıng its development, succeeded ın integrating addıtional SI OUDS,
geographical expansıon Was the result. We SUDDOSC that [CasONs of ideology and
relıgıon played important part In thıs DITOCCSS. The detaıls of thıs PTOCCSS dIe NOT
clear. We do NOTL ‚VE know what degree Judah took part in thıs DTOCESS.

The integrating force of Israel Wäas essential for its development. Israel had
specılal attraction, 16 15 be connected its ideology and relıg10n. Such
phenomena dIe well known in connection wıth the development of other “successtful”
rel1g10ns ıdeologıes.

At the end of the day have concede that KNOW nexTt nothıng about
the DIOCCSS CINCISCHNCC of early Israel and ıts development. But teel that ONEC

should bear LWO pomnts in mınd
Israel developed startıng from small beginnings.

Relıg10us ideology Wäas essent1al in thıs PDITOCCSS.

*””°Compare S3
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