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CHAPTER ONE

HISTORICAL-CRITICAL RESEARCH AND EXTRABIBLICAL
SOURCES

1. The Documentary Hypothesis

About a century ago, J. Wellhausen® synthesized the results of more
than two generations of Old Testament historical-critical scholarship on
the sources of the pentateuch into the “documentary hypothesis.” This
synthesis concluded that the pentateuch and indeed the first six books
of the bible had been formed from a composite of four originally
independent documents (commonly referred to by scholars as 1, E, D
and P: the Yahwist, the Elohist, the Deuteronomist and the Priestly
sources), dating successively from the early monarchic period to
postexilic times.”

' Summaries of scholarship presumed by this study that | have consciously avoided
repeating: M. Weippen, Die Landnohme der iracliischen Stimpme in der neueren
wissenschafilichen Diskussion (Goulingen, 1967); LM, Miller, “The Israelite Occupation of
Canaan,” in Israelite and Judaean History, ed. by 1M, Miller and J.H, Hayes (Philadelphia,
1977}, pp-213-284. G.W. Ramsey, The Quest for the Hisiorical Israel: Reconsiruciing Trael's

J-"r.:.".'_'.' .I'F.".':.'r.':_ﬁ' (Atlania, :l-'ﬁl_:l. M.P. |4:':r|:"|'|-:'_ .|"..'.'.r.|_'\.' Terael .-I.'lj.iarz.lj'.ur.|'.'.li_'1'4'.-.'|' & His I'.'I."r.l'galr

Studies on Israclite Society in Premonarchical Times (Leiden, 1985); and Th.L. Thompson,
The Crigin Tradition of Ancieni fsrael [, JSOTS 55 (Sheflicld, 1987) pp.ai-40

hucihie

* 1. Wellhausen, Geschichie feacls (Berlin, 1878; 2nd, ed. =Prolegomena mr Ge

Traels, 1883 idem, [mracliiische und wdische Geschichue (Berlin, 1894): idem, Skizzen und
3 ] )

Vorarbeitert, vols, 1-6 (Berlin, 1884-1899Y; idan, Die Compasition dex Hevateuchs und der
histarizchen Biicher des alten Testaments 3d. ed. (Berlin, 1890Y; iden, Grundrise num alten
Testamery, ed. by B, Smend (Munich, 1965) see also DAL Knight, Julius Wellhausen and
Hix Frolegomena to the History of Lorael, Serneia 25 (Chico, 1983). Weillhausen's work on the
pentateuch was closely associated with that of K. Gral (Die geschichilichen Biicher des alten
Testamenes: Zwei Hisiorisch-kritische Urntersuchungen, Leipzig, 18663 and A, Kuenen
(Historisch-kritische Einleitung in die Bicher des alten Tesiaments hinsichilich ihrer Entsichung
und Sammdung I Die Engeehung des Hevareuch, Leiprig, 1887)

} For a summary of recent discussions of the documentary hypothesis, 5. de Vries, “A
Review of Recent Research in the Tradition History of the Pentateuch,” SBL Seminar
Papers 26 (1937), pp-459-502; N. Whybray, The Making of the Penratcuch, JSOTS 53
{=hellield, 1987




b EXTRABIBLICAL SOURCES

The thrust of Wellhausen™s critical analysis of the pentateuch was
essentially historical: to establish through an understanding of the
history of the pentateuch’s composition and development as a composite
text evidence for an evolutionary history of the religion of ancient Israel.
In this, he sought to outline a stepped chronological development, away
from primitive forms of religious beliefs through henotheism to the
mature understanding of prophetic monotheism and ending in what he
understood as the narrow sectarianism of a priestly, cult-oriented
legalism. Essential to this historical and evolutionary goal of Wellhausen
and others was the isolation of discrele independent sources and their
chronological and ideological association with major epochal transitions
in Israel’s history: J with the United Monarchy, Judah and the Davidic
dynasty; E with the Divided Monarchy and the State of Israel, D with the
reforms of Josiah, the late preexilic period and the prophetic movement;
and P with the exilic and postexilic periods and the priestly circles [rom
Jerusalent.

However, while the orientation of Wellhausen's work was decidedly
in the direction of a positive historical reconstruction of a history of
Israel’s religion, the implications of the documentary hypothesis largely
eliminated any acceptance of the historicity of the referents of the
pentateuchal narrative, which includes not only the creation and origin
narratives of Gengsis 1-11 but also the patriarchal stories and the
Mosaic traditions. This aspect of his historical-critical research rendered
a polemical component to the acceptance and rejection of Wellhausen’s
documentary hypothesis that has rarcly been absent in the subsequent
discussions of his work.

Essential to the history of scholarship expressed in Wellhausen's
synthesis was that these four discrete sources of the pentateuch were 1o
be understeood as literary documents created at the time of their written
composition, and hence as compositions reflecting the understanding and
knowledge of their authors and their world. This assumption contained
the disturbing corollary that nothing historically dependable about
carlier periods in Israel's history could be gained from them. The
usefulness of the pentateuch for reconstructing the early history of lsrael
prior 1o the time of composition was therchy decidedly curtailed. After
wo decades of intense and often personal attacks on his work, the
“Graf-Wellhausen approach” to the so-called historical books of the Old
Testament had become the dominant critical interpretation by the end
ol the cenlury,
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Wellhausen's contributions to the history of critical scholarship were
immense. Bul none was as great or as lasting as this on the pentateuch.
It is hardly an exaggeration to state that most of the next century of
research on the pentateuch and the prehistory of Israel developed either
from Wellhausen's synthesis or was consciously in reaction against it. In
the century of scholarship following Wellhausen, and largely as a result
of the documentary hypothesis's dominance, many pivotal assumptions
and tendencies now common in the field have achieved the status of
axioms, moving historieal-critical scholarship along a path away from
theology and giving it an orientation that is increasingly historical and
secular. While these tendencies and assumptions are producis of the
enlightenment and of the nineteenth-century success of historicism in
Western thought, it was this work of Wellhausen, his colleagues and
successors that provided the fulerum of chanpe in biblical studics.

The broad acceptance of Wellhausen's and Graf's historical-critical
reconstruction of the composition of the pentateuch quickly influenced
the understanding of the rest of the Old Testament corpus, particularly
in the perception of sources, in compositional theory and in the
chronological analysis of the literary development of the Bible. Most
productive were the discussions about the extension of the pentateuch’s
sources (or the assertion of comparable sourees) in the collection of the
narrative traditions of the “Former Prophets” of Joshua-z Kings.

Derivative methods were used in the analysis of the relationship of
Joshua-2 Kings to the composition of Chronicles and the association of
Chronicles with the books of both Ezra and Nehemiah. Ultimately, the
methods that were developed in the study of the pentateuchal sources
gave a significant historical bent 1o the interpretation of the prophetic
corpus, especially in regards to Isaiah, and rendered chronological depth
to the collection of the psalms.

This comprehensive revision of biblical interpretation, following upon
the acceptance of the Graf-Wellhausen-Kuenen paradigm, was not
entirely dependent on the conclusions drawn from (or the ideological
implications of) their work. Nevertheless, the acceptance of the efficiemt
and practical methods and techniques of analysis, of which—even
today—Wellhausen's works illustrate his mastery, influenced the entire
field. The concentration on details and anomalies, linguistic variations
and the theological and ideological plurality of the received text enabled
distinctions between the implied and received literary contexts of the

sources. It fostered a concentration on the composition of a wext and its




4 EXTRABIBLICAL SOURCES

implied point of departure, and firmly established lasting and important
distinctions between the contexts and referents of these texts. Such
methods encouraged a discriminating avoidance of harmonies and an
increasing understanding of the composition of these complex traditions
in terms of process. The acceptance of these and like technigues of
scholarship were, in the debates that followed, of far more importance
than any of the controverted issues, such as the implicit rejection of the
pentateuch’s historicity, around which s0 many of the debates centered.
In the course of this still current debate, many of Wellhausen's specific
conclusions and ideological positions foundered and were with justice
rejected. The methods and principles of his analysis, however,
representing as they did some of the best of nineteenth-century historical
analysis, laid the foundation of the scholarship of even his mosi
trenchant critics,

The success of this nineteenth-century alternative 1o the Mosaic
authorship of the pentateuch gave increasing strength and acceptance to
the recognition of human authorship as a point of departure for all
biblical scholarship, and concurrent support for the growing separation
of critical academic scholarship from religiously and theologically
motivated biblical interpretation. MNevertheless, in the century that
followed Wellhausen, many efforts were made to bridge this ever
widening gap, and the context of biblical scholarship within university
and seminary departments of theology ensured a steady stream of theolo-
gians committed to such a bridge. Yet, the dichotomy has remained. The
new role of historically critical, biblical research, centered within a post-
Enlightenment understanding of exegesis as a critical intellectual
discipline with its own independent role in the academy, makes il
excecdingly difficult 1o maintain biblical studics as a subdiscipline of
theology. As long as theology has dogmatically insisted on maintaining
the historical facticity or historicity of ancient biblical historiographies,
the challenge that historical research has posed for theology has been
inexorable,

Cumulative historical-critical research over the past century has, at
its best and methodologically most rigorous, increasingly undermined any
theological enterprise that laid its foundation on the interpretation of
the past as normative. This union of the abiding interest in the past with
cfforts o reconstuct a critical understanding of that past has been one
of the most lasting results of the critical approaches espoused by
Wellhausen, and is perhaps the most far-reaching benefit of any of
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Wellhausen's many contributions to biblical research. If it is still possible
for a theological approach to biblical rescarch to take a legitimately
critical place within the academy, it must face with integrity the
historical-critical questions that both historians and theologians have
inherited from Wellhausen.

2. Synthesis of Biblical Tradition and History of the Ancient Near East

It was a younger colleague and close friend of Wellhausen’s at Halle, E.
Meyer, who, building on both Wellhausen's documentary analysis and his
own broad anthropological interests in Arab culture, added a complexity
to Wellhausen's discussion by creating a synthesis with the then known
history and pgeography of the ancient world.* This developed into the
first successful departure from Wellhausen’s more hypothetical literary
criticism. Especially in his Die Israeliten and ihre Nachbarstdmme, Meyer
argued that it is impossible to maintain, with Wellhausen and other
documentary critics, that the pentateuchal sources of J, E and P had
been independently coherent documents, since these sources were so
obviously lacking in any unifying self-coherent structures.

Meyer saw the traditions from which the documentary sources had
derived as having originated in oral traditions and collections of
narrative that consisted largely of folktale, legend and saga. The
narratives of Genesis, in particular, he saw as having litlle to do with
history,” belonging rather to the world of fiction. On grounds of literary
form and perhaps a historian's strong distaste for easy parallels, Meyer
strongly rejected the radical mythological interpretations of H. Winkler®
and the entire Babel-Bibel school then so popular, which saw so much
of Old Testament narrative as the refraction of cuneiform literature.”

1E, Meyer, Geschiciue des Altomoms 1=V (Stutigan, 1884-1002); idemn, Forschumnpen mur
altent Geschichie (Halle, 1892); idem, Die Iracliten und ifire Nachbarsidmure (Halle, 19o67;
but also, idem, Die .r'.'flr.'\u!{'.lll.'a.'.'_'a_] des Juderrthums (Halle, 18y iderm, Julive Wellhausen wnd
meine Schrift Die Entstehung des Judenthums: Eine Erviderung (Halle, 1897

 E. Meyer, op.cit., 1906, pp.130f.

* H. Winkler, Aliorientalische Forschungen 1-111 (Leipzig, 1B93-1906); See alwe idemn,
Religorspeschichilicher und Gesehichilicher Ovrient {Leipzig, 1006),

E. _VIL'}'::‘_ ap.cit, 1900, pp.a14b-148. The closure of this p-g'-;_',:li;lr chapler of biblical
exegesis came with the reductio od absurdum of A Jepsen's two-volume work, Das

Gilgamesch-Epos (Berlin, 1924=-1926)
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In this, Meyer's work was very closely aligned with the writings of H,
Gunkel (who taught with him at Halle as a lecturer from 1889 to 1894),
who explored the relationship of Old Testament narrative with what was
known of world literature and folklore and developed his well-known
understanding of oral traditions that he early argued lay at the founda-
tions of biblical narrative.” Following Meyer, Gunkel's wide ranging
historical interests and, in particular, his attempt to understand the
history of Israel more in terms of world history and comparative studies
than solely in terms of literary criticism, found mature expression in his
editorial work and articles in the first® and second™ editions of the
immeasurably influential encyclopedia, Religion in Geschichte und
GGegenwar,

Although Gunkel was by far the more renowned scholar in his day,
it was primarily through the work of orientalists, especially H.
Gressmann, a student of Wellhausens, that the growing influence of this
group—widely known as the “Religionsgeschichtliche Schule”—was very
quickly extended into ancient Mear Eastern studies generally. This
radically altered the almost exclusively biblical orientation to the history
of Israel of the literary critical followers of Wellhausen. Gressmann'’s
important publication of Altertentalische Texte zum alten Testament and
of Aliorientalische Bilder zum alten Testament,” as well as his close
collaboration with Gunkel’s narrative and folklore studies, had an
influgnce in Evrope comparable to that of J.B. Pritchard's more recent
ANET in America after World War 11, and extended the comparative
approach to the history of Israel o include the entire Near East.

I. Gunkel, Cenesiy, Handkommentar zum alten Testament (Gdttingen, 1gar), passim,

[his early position of Gunkel, subsequently abandoned, was most emphatically argued by
I [-

. Delitzse

wrrertior} and subsequently underlay G. Dalman's search {or an

anthropological and sociological context for biblical narrative, expressed in his: magnum

opus, Arbeir wnd Sine tn Paldsiing (onginally published in GOwersloh, 1928-1942 and

reprinted in seven volumes in Hildesheim, 1964-1987). Dalman’s pioncering work in this
field (reflected also in the mone :-:|1-{'|':|§|!. orcnted work of the Scandinavian J. Pedersen,
Early rael, vols. 1-1V, Copenhagen, 1926-40) was supporied by his influence in the
Dewtscher Evangelische Institut fur Altertumswissenschalt des heiligen Landes (Palistina-
Institut) and his founding and editing of the Paldsinajahrbuch from 1905, which helped
develop wider interesis in biblical studies in both geography and anthropology

4 100 11

1927 (I

© H. Gressmann, Alicerie e Texte zuom altern Testament and Altovientalische Bilder num

afient Texameny, and, od. (Berlin, 1o260 1
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This group of scholars was deeply involved in the flood of newly
discovered and newly translated texts of the ancient Near East. [tis to
4 great extent the influence of these new materials, coupled with a
freedom from the theological narrowness of the predominantly biblical
orientation of both liberal and conservative protestant scholarship that
led 1o a new understanding of the early history of Isracl. Some of the
adherents of this “history of religions school™ made major contributions
o comparative literature and folklore studies as well. Others hoped
through archaeological and comparative cultural studies 1o develop an
understanding of the sociological context or “world” of the Bible™ as
a starting point of biblical studies,

Without directly challenging the major theses of the documentary
hypothesis,” these scholars decisively undercut its impact on the issue

In more recent times, the historical-critical influence of this school has continued not

A, Hermann, A

Kuschke, and H. Donner, bui also in ihat of Gressman's student ¥ Galling, of French

only in the work of Alt and All's students, such as M. Noth, K Elli

scholars such as R, de Vaux and J. Tournay s such as 5. Mowinckel, |

a number of such your Cier ars as V., Fritz, 5. Mittmann, FL and M. Wei
P. Welien, M Wiist, 8. Timm and EA K

150

ul and their students

" The pivotal studies of M. Noth | rungspeschichie des Pen

iderrs. Liberiieferer seifefuliche S e I Halle, 19433 and G, von Bad (Th

Alten Tesraments, Munich, 1957, ideam, The Problem ¢ « Peni [ (hlver Fxs

Edinburgh, 1966; Day erste Buch Mose: Genesix Ghberserzt und o Gotingen, 1949-1953)
brought about a decisive shilt in the understanding of the sources involved in the formation

rative traditions of Gencais-2 Kings away lrom a perception of them as creative

L1

Ierary works, and gave atle ather o an extended process of tradition formation,

conoentrating
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of the history and origins of Israel by arguing persuasively that the
written documents (from which the narrative traditions of the Bible had
been formed) had an oral folk history long antedating their literary
composition. While accepting that the Yahwistic and Elohistic sources
reflected the period of the monarchy, they argued that this late context
wias decisively applicable only 1o the final editorial additions and
harmonizations involved in the process of unifying a previously oral
tradition. The Yahwist and Elohist were not understood as authors, let
alone as historians of lsrael’s past, but much more restrictively as collec-
tors and cditors of a variety of legends and folk traditions of disparate
date and origin.” The patriarchal narratives of Genesis, for example,
were first understood by Gunkel—fully concurring in Wellhausen's
adamant dating of them to the time of the monarchy—as originally
ahistorical family tales that had only secondarily and gradually become
historicized and understood by the Israelites as part of the history of
their past.

[ would place the initial turning point of the conservative reaction 1o
the “history of religions school"—ironically enough—in O. Eissfeldt's
championing of source criticism in his successful debate with Gunkel
over the role of the documentary hypothesis in form criticism as well as
of its function in the reconstruction of lIsrael's earliest history."
Gunkel's capitulation 1o Eissfeldt's eritique’ led 10 the far-reaching and
stll widely accepted assumption in Old Testament studies that form and
source criticism were in practice complementary procedures, Rather than
alternative and conflicting approaches, form and source criticism became
a joint effort in critical exegesis. Now, with Eissfeldt, the history of the
pentateuchal tradition no longer led back to an ever more fragmented
and inaccessible folklore, populated by myths and other tall ales. The

hypothesis with the persuasive power of Wellhausen's Frolegomena has not vet been writien.

" E. Meyer 1906, pvil; H. Gunkel, esp. op.cit. 1901, p.19; H. Gressmann, esp. “Sage und
Creschichte in den Patnarchenersihlungen,” ZAW 30 (1910), pp.1=34; idem, “Ursprung und
Entwicklung der Joseph-Sage,” in Eucharisrerion, Festchrift H, Gunkel (Leipzig, 1923)

pp-t=55; and K. Galling

5 0. Eissleldt, “Slammessage und Movelle in den Geschichien von Jakob und von seinen

sthnen,” Eucharisterion (1923) pp.so-77 tdem, “Achronische, anachronische, und

symchronische Elemente in der Genesis,” JEQL 17 (1063), pp.148-164; idem, “Stammessape
und Menscheitserzihlung in der Genesis,” SSAWL 110, 4 (1965), pp.5-21
" M. Gunkel, opera citaia, 1917, 1919, 1922 [urther, Th.L Thompson, “The Confllict

Themes in the Jacob MNarmatives,” Semeia 15 (1979), pp.5-11.
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pentateuchal legends were now judged to have been in their earliest
forms tales about historical individuals: folk histories, which, because of
their mode of transmission as relatively unfixed oral traditions,
continuously attracted secondary inflations of what was asserted as an
original historical account, eventually achieving a resemblance to fictive
tales. That is, one had in the Old Testament not historicized fiction, but
fictionalized history. Eissfeldt established the immensely influential
doctrine that originating evenis lay behind the early biblical traditions
wherever more than a single variant or account of a tradition was extant
in the received text. An original historical event, which was thought to
have given rise to such a complex tradition, could be recovered, so
Eissfeldt argued, by discounting and removing the later, secondary
accretions, until ultimately one discovered the historical nucleus that was
hidden in all significant early traditions. It was only a short step to the
assumption—Ilong confirmed by scholarly practice and authority in both
Germany and the United States—that the discovery of the primary or
original core of a tradition was a discovery of the historical event itself.
Its converse implication was also important: that the designation of an
element of the tradition as secondary marked it, ipso facto, as
unhistorical."

Eissfeldt thus maintained the value of the early patriarchal traditions
as history. The historical nuclei of the traditions were now sought in the
process of a long Traditionsgeschichte that Old Testament scholarship
widely asserted must lay behind our received text. In this search,
secondary expansions were sharply distinguished by scholars from what
was (frequently mistakenly) thought 10 be more original, primary, cores
of tradition that were inevitably given great historical weight, since such
primary traditions were understood to originate in events which they
purportedly portrayed. It was often thought that to isolate the original
form of a tradition was to write the prehistory both of the biblical text
and of Israel as well. In this process, the thrust of Wellhausen's and
Meyer's efforts to construct a critical history of early Israel was decisively
parried, as historical-critical scholarship accepted an essential doctring
of fundamentalism, namely, that in the Bible one discovered history."

7 Only recently has it become widely recognazed that neither assumplion is probable; sce
I Miller and 1.H. Haves, A History af Ancient frael and Sudah (Philadelphia, 1956}, csp.
pp- 74-79; and Th.L. Thompson, ap.cir, 1957, ppa 13

"% B.0 Long, “On Finding the Hidden Premises,” JSOT 39 (1987), ppao-14




10 EXTRABIBLICAL SOURCES

Al the time, there seemed no question whatever bul that these earliest
traditions were in fact direct reflections of the historical origins of Israel,

Eissfeldt argued further that the earlier the pentateuchal source or
document in which a tradition was found, the more likely that tradition
wias 10 be close to the originating events. Thus the earlier ] and E
documents were given paramount importance as the primary historical
sources for Israel’s early history, Eissfeldt attributed many of the
patriarchal sagas of Genesis to a specific literary type of narrative that
he called a Srammessage. In this he understood the patriarchal stories to
have their origin, not in historically irrelevant family tales that had, as
Giunkel earlier suggested, only later become historicized. He understood
them rather o have their nuclei and points of origin in the events of
historical tribes and nations that had been fictively personified as
individuals in the stories through fictionalized eponymic ancestors."”
What in the extant text often gives the appearance of heroic tales
reflects rather the historical activities of groups. Not Jacob's sons but the
tribes of an historical Israel lay behind the originating events of Genesis.

By means of this union of source and form criticism, Old Testament
historical-critical scholarship was able to redirect in the analysis of
tradition history what originally had seemed 10 many (0 have been a
destructive, negative trend in the higher criticism of Wellhausen, Meyer
and others, towards a consensus in search of an historically positive
synthesis. The correlative assumptions, that the traditional narratives of
the pentatecuch were fictionalized history and that the originating evenis
of this tradition reflected the history of peoples of the ancient Near
East, were quickly assimilated in a new generation of scholars as
ungquestioned—and 1o a great extent unquestionable—presuppositions
of nearly all historical scholarship about the Bible and early Isracl. With
Eissfeldt and his generation, the pendulum of common opinion swung

decisively in a conservaltive direction.

3. The Rise of Biblical Archaeology

The gains for Israclite history of this conservative swing in scholarship
were immense. During the late 19208, and increasingly through the

Mter 124,

0, Eissfebdt, i, 1923 see further opera citala, 1963, 1965, On eponomy generally,

Ih L. Thoempson, ap.cir., 1974, cha
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19308, supporied by the proven illustrative power of geographical
rescarch and anthropological studies strongly supported by such
religiously conservative scholars as Dalman,™ the influx of a very large
number of remarkable epigraphic and archaeological discoveries from
the ancient Near East permanently transformed the historical component
of biblical studies, Systematic archaeological explorations and major
excavations throughout Palestine and its neighboring regions brought a
food of new information to both biblical exegesis and 1o the history of
Isracl, affecting particularly biblical scholarship’s understanding of the
early history of Israel. As is also the case today, the problem of the
synthesis of a mass of new data (and the relative inadequacy of methods
in the field for integrating mew types of historical information) was
pivotal 1o the interpretation of details. This unfortunately depended
largely on the research and imagination of only a handful of scholars.
While Eissfeldt’s major contributions 10 Old Testament scholarship lay
in literary criticism, the work and methods of two of his contemporaries
strongly influenced the future development of historical studies on both
sides of the Altlantic for nearly a half-century: W.F. Albright in the
United States and A, Alt in Germany.

Although Albright was more conservative and Alt more liberal than
Eissfeldt, both shared his essential union of source and form criticism.
They also shared his conservative presuppositions that the biblical
tradition was generally historical in origin and that the historical events
which lay behind any tradition could theoretically be discovered in the
carliest forms of that tradition, Albright and Alt shared a common goal
of constructing a history of early Israel on the basis of a critical appraisal
and synthesis of biblical, archacological and ancient Near Eastern
studies. To uncover the historical events of lsrael's past was the task
which both men hoped o find resolved through the new extrabiblical
sources now becoming available. Unlike Eissfeldt, neither of these
scholars was much interested in the problems of source criticism. Alt was
openly pious towards Wellhausen's work but, in practice, a successor
more of E. Meyer or of the early Gunkel. For him, the oral prehistory
of the text was of immense importance for historical reconstruction. The
documenis of the pentateuch were perhaps necessary assumplions, but
were of limited use. Albright, on the other hand, after an initial Mirtation
with the panbabylonianism of the Babel-Bibef school and with form

* See above, note B
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criticism,” was openly hostile o Wellhausen and his successors,
particularly to their source-critically and form-critically based rejection
of the historicity of what were for Albright many of Isracl’s earliest
traditions. Although Albright never attempted a sustained criticism of
the documentary hypothesis, he, like Alt, held a strong brief for a
preliterary oral transmission, and openly espoused the tradition history
promoted by many Scandinavian scholars.™ In the wide range of studies
that Albright undertook, covering nearly the entire field of ancient Near
Eastern studies, he created an accumulating list of new historical hy-
potheses based on a direct correlation of biblical tradition with
extrabiblical data. On the strength of these theses, he was able to
conclude that the early history and prehistory of Israel—from a
patriarchal period 1o the time of the monarchy—had been in outline
confirmed by the historical archaeological information from Palestine,
Egypi, Mesopotamin, Palestine and Syria of the second-millennium B.C.*
Albright’s goal was o fit the early history of Israel into the framework
of the history of the ancient Near East.™ The biblical narrative, already
assumed to be motivated by a comprehensive historiography originating
from approximately the same time as, or immediately after, the historical
events which it portrayed, provided for Albright both an interpretive
structure and a framework for hundreds of complex and fragmentary
discoveries throughout the many distinct fields of oriental studies which
had been newly created during his very productive career.

The unfortunate butl understandable shallowness of Albright's
historical perspective, the essential circuity of his comparisons, the lack
of a clear method of analysis and of explicit principles of verilication and
the attraction 1o reconstructions in which every new element in his
hypothesis changed the constellation of the whole as new perspectives
were gained in related ficlds, ultimately destroyed his every attempt at

! W.F. Albright, “Historical and Mythical Elemenis in the Joseph Story,” JBL 37 (1918),

pp-111=143. H. Winckler, apera cirats

“* W.F. Albright, “Albrecht All,™ JBL 75 (1956), pp.16g=173

* For summary accounts, See esp. W , Frowm the Stame Age to Chrisganity

{Garden City, 1940, *1957); idorn, Archacolog he Religon of Israed (Baltimore, 1953);
tdem, The Biblical Period from Abraham 1o Emra (New York, 1963); idem, Yahweh and the
iy r-.l"{ Tl | -:L| ondon, 1o68)

MW .-"'.||'||:_'I|I_--_."..'.' 19440
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synthesis™ and resulted in many of the later contributions of his life
incoherently contradicting much of his earlier work.™ Albright was
neither an historian nor an exegete, but rather an antiquarian, an
archaeologist of great originality and a philologist of breadth. The ficld
of Semitic studies generally was poorly developed and allowed a range
of speculation that is of course impossible today. His great influence on
research in the fields of the archaeology and history of Palestine has,
however, been immense and extraordinarily creative. The wide range of
his interests, his productivity, and the quickness of his mind dominated
for both good and ill nearly two generations of American scholarship.

Albright’s work had a major impact on the development of three
critical theses in the history of Israel’s origins: a) the establishment and
delineation of an historical patriarchal period within the context of
ancient Near Eastern history. While Albright’s latest synthesis, in which
he attempted to portray Abraham as a donkey caravaneer of the Middle
Bronze 1 period, did not gain widespread support,”” and while his
earlier arguments for Abraham's historicity on the basis of the
“Amorite™ hypothesis and the nomadic character of Middle Bronze |
were strongly disputed and overturned in the mid-seventies,” many of
the details of our history of the second-millennivm B.C, especially as
they relate to chronology, archaeological stratigraphy and ceramic
typology are still woday rooted in Albright's often pioneering work. To
some extent this has been due to an ideologically saturated indifference
to any history of Palestine that does not directly involve the history of
Israel in biblical exegesis; b) an argument against an evolutionary view
of the origins of Israelite religion, coupled with the assertion of the
origins of Israclite monotheism in the Mosaic tradition.™ The negative

* Th.L. Thompson, The Historicly of the Pariarchal Narratives, BZAW 133 (Berlin, 1974),
pp-52=57. See also, more recently, idem, “W.F. Albright as Historian,” Proceedings of the
Midwest Regional Meeting of SBL (1992 forthcoming )

* Esp. W.F. Albright, “Abram the Hebrew, A Mew Archacological Interpretation,”
BASOR 163 (1961), pp.36-54; but also substantial portions of idem, ap.cir, 1968,

™ Weippert, “Abraham der Hebrier? Bemerkungen zu W.F. Albright's Deutung der
Viiter Israels,” Bb 52 (1971), ppgo7-432.

%L Thompson, Histericity (1974), ppa7-186; idem, The Settferment of Sinal and the
."trl:'ll;t'l-' in the Jrrnr--'fl:l".r'tll."'l.'. BTAFO B I;l'lllhlil.".‘uhﬁijt'll. Iu'_!-T']_ idern, The Seilernen n_|".|"'.-.'|'|'l..'rr|¢' ki
the Bronze Age, BTAVO 34 (Wiesbaden, 1979); 1. Van Seters, Abralarn in Histary and
Tradirion (New Haven, 1975).

g Op.cit,, 1940, P45 1942, p.6B.
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focus of Albright’s arguments was primarily directed against the spector
of Wellhausen's understanding of Israclite religion, beginning from an
original polytheism reflected in the patriarchal narratives, through the
henotheism of Joshua and Judges to the monotheism of the prophets.
Albright correctly saw this as severely undermining both the historicity
of the Mosaic tradition” and the perspective of most of hiblical
historiography.” It is perhaps this issue of Religionsgeschichte more
than any other that separated Albright (who had been a student of the
ultraconservative P. Haupt) from Alt (strongly influenced by Gunkel).
On most issues, Albright's views were very close to those of AlL
especially to Al's understanding of the “God of the Fathers” as a
distinctively proto-Israelite, pre-monotheistic religious conception.
Albright also accepted Alt's distinction in ancient Israelite law between
pre-Canaanite apodictic and originally Canaanite casuistic forms of laws,
and argued further that this distinction definitively established an
historical basis for an original Mosaic lawgiving. Albright also accepted
AlUs concept of amphiciyony as an essential, unifying political structure
of early lsrael—attributing Israel's amphictyony, however, o a
preconquest period, and dating it prior to Isracl's entry into the land.
Finally, Albright echoed Alt's understanding of charismatic leadership
as the primary ideological and sociopolitical foundation for the period
of the Judges.™

On the question of the historicity of the Mosaic tradition, however,
Alt was generally more skeptical than Albright, as his understanding of
a gradual and peaceful settlement of originally unrelated tribal groups
(which had become Israel only after their establishment in Palestine
under an amphictyony) was thoroughly irreconcilable with either an
historical patriarchal period or an understanding of Moses as the actusl
founder of Israclite religion. While Albright recognized the essential
improbability of establishing extrabiblical evidence for the Israel of
Moses in Egype or Sinai of the Late Bronze period, he used source and
form criticism® to argue that the documentary sources of the bible's
pentateuchal tradition originated from a single eleventh-century epic
narrative. Since J, E and P gave independent affirmation of the essential

* Op.cit., 1968, pp.a53ll
M fhid. p-183.
#.0n All, see below, ( hapler 2

L i 1 . J 5
= A Al apcin, 1940 |'ll:|.|5'--.- 193
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structure of the Mosaic tradition, he argued that the historicity of this
¢pic narrative could be accepted as likely. Once historicity could be
assumed, then the various Egyptian motifs of the Joseph and Moses
stories could function as supportive evidence. In Albright's argument for
the authenticity and historicity of the Mosaic tradition, he began to use
a principle of argumentation that in subsequent years became
increasingly common throughout both American and German biblical
scholarship; namely, that if the biblical “witness™ was “unanimous,” the
events recounted could be regarded as likely or probable™ Albright
reconciled his Mosaic period with an independent and prior patriarchal
period in Palestine by pointing 1o such stories as Genesis 345 (which
involved only some of the Israclite tribes) as evidence [or a preconguest
presence of these tribes in Palestine. This tradition Albright associated
with extrabiblical “evidence” by understanding the ‘apiru of the Late
Bronze Amarna tablets as reflecting a continuous Hebrew presence in
Palestine even during the period of sojourn. Albright's argument closed
with the observation that only some of the Hebrew tribes had been
directly associated with Moses in Egypt and Sinai.™

While few scholars today would care to support Wellhausen's view
of the evolutionary development of Israelite religion that had dominated
scholarly understanding of Israclite religion prior to the publication of

“W.F. Albright, apeir, 1940, poagh, Critical in the assumption of unanimity is of course
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Alts "Der Gott der Viter” in 1929,” an understanding of development
and change in Israelite religion and of the creative role played by Old
Testament prophecy in the origins of monotheism, while not as yet
dominant interpretations, are nevertheless strong tendencies.® A fully
developed Mosaic period in Israelite history has hardly survived in
today's scholarship,” and many of the positions that Albright had
accepted from Alt are no longer widely held. Nevertheless, several of Al-
bright’s seminal views have been further explored and strongly supported
by his students. Certainly the concept of the radical distinctiveness of
Israclite faith and tradition from its ancient Near Eastern matrix is
unfortunately widely assumed in detail. G.E. Wright,* F.M. Cross"
and W.W. Hallo" have argued adamantly and expansively for the
uniqueness of Israclite culture and tradition both in contrast to and in
conflict with its “Canaanite” neighbors. It is most clearly in the “revolt
model” of Israel’s origins that many of these ideas are put forward by
G.E. Mendenhall and N.K. Gottwald. Fundamental o their “revolt”
theory is the acceptance of a “Moses group” separate from the rest of
Israel as the originators of “Yahwistic” faith.” The historicity of the
Exodus* and the existence of an Israelite amphictyony as the

T AL Al Kleine S fartfeen I, ppor-78 (Munich, 1953)

* 1A, Emerton, *New Light on the Israclite Religion: the Implications of the Inscriptions
from Kuntillet Ajrud,” ZAW o4 (1982), pp.2-20; G. Ahlstrdm, Arn Archacological Picrre

af Iron Age Religions in Anciend Palesiine, Studia Orientalia 52y (Helsinki, 1984); idern, Bho
Were the Israelites 7 (Winona Lake, 1986

* For a brief survey see Th.L. Thompson, “The Joseph and Moses Narratives,” in fsraelite
and Judaean Hisiory, ed, by J.H. Hayes and LM. Miller (Philadelphia, 1077) pp.14o-179,
210-212 Also LB, Gever, “The Joseph and Moses Narrative: Folk-Tale and | listory," JSOT
15 {19580, Pp.51-56 and Th.l I'u-'-rninhnrl. "Hl:\lnl}' and Tradition: A ]i‘.:_"_\’.l,!{'l_"l_\u o J.B,

Geyer,” JSOT 15 (1980), pp.57-61.

NG E. Wr I!.'|I|. The Old Testament .-‘-.gnil'.xl its Environment :l__unu,::'-nl 1955 ':|'_ raerm, Ciond
Whae Acs (London, 1962)

4 FM. Cross, op.cit., esp. pp.79-90; see however more recenlly idem, “Biblical
Archacology: The Biblical Aspect,” Biblical Archacolagy Today, ed. by A, Biran (Jerusalem,
185 Pp9=15.

# W.W. Hallo, “Hiblical Histe ry in its Near Eastern Setting: the Contextual Approach,”
in Seripaure in Coried, ed. by W.W, Hallo (Winona Lake, 1980) pp.i-26.

4 Abowve all, NK. Gottwald, The Tribes af Yafweh: A Sociology of the Religon of Liberated
frrael, 1250-1050 B.C (New York, 1979) pp.aa-40
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foundation of Israelite unity also remain as essential elements of this
theory. ¢) The third major thesis of Albright is the well known
assertion that the biblical tradition of a united lsrael conquering
FPalestine has been confirmed by our knowledge of the destruction of
Late Bronze Canaanite cities by Israelite seminomads, resulting in the
onset of Iron I, understood as an Israelite occupation.

There are at least five distinct complexes of issues in this hypothesis,
which have often been viewed, even by Albright, as a single and univocal
theory—with unfortunate consequences. The affirmation of one part of
the hypothesis does not make the other aspects more probable nor does
it confirm the hypothesis as a whole. Each aspect has a life of its own.
The distinctiveness of the essential elements of this hypothesis has lent
much 1o its ability to persuade and to survive over the years in spite of
often trenchant and detailed criticism of various points of Albright’s
theories, which had been thoroughly reviewed in 1967 by M. Weippert
and again with devastating implications by J.M. Miller in 1977.%

1) Historiography. When Albright argued that biblical historiography
is confirmed by archaeology he had in mind a specific understanding of
the biblical tradition. He believed that the biblical tradition is primarily
an historiographical account of the past, very much in the terms of
Eissfeld.*” He took for granted that the Bible's representations of the
ancestors of Israel were not only as historical individuals, but were also
literary representations of peoples, such as the Late Bronze ‘apiru or the
Middle Bronze “Amorites." Moreover, Albright presupposed that the
affirmation of significant details of the tradition by extrabiblical sources
established the historicity of the tradition as a whole, while an absence
of affirmation and the contradiction of some elements of the tradition
by such sources required a scholarly reinterpretation of the tradition
which he understood to represent history through what was after all
story, with its structural, lictionalizing bias. Good examples of this
willingness 10 correct biblical tradition in the “light of history™ are his
Interpretation of the traditional biblical account of the conquest of Ai
and his dating of the conquest of Canaan 1o the Late Bronze-Iron Age
transition, which he shared with many. Since the excavations of ar-Tall

pp.5o-78 Th.L. Thompson, ep.cil., 1977, pp.160-166
15 Above all Godtwald, op.cil., 1979, pp-345-358

i .
" See above, note 1.

Y Opcir, 1903, 1965
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(commonly identified with Ai) suggested that the site had been
unoccupied between the Early Bronze period and Iron II, Albright
suggested that the story about A in the Book of Joshua should be
understood as referring historically to the conguest of nearby Beirin, and
that this relatively minor adjustment of geographical perspective would
permit the historical affirmation of the event. Similarly, since Albright
believed that archaeological data relating to the destructions of Late
Bronze cities in Palestire were best understood as a result of the [sraelite
conquest, he consequently corrected what had been understood as the
traditional biblical chronology—which generally he otherwise was careful
to maintain—and dated the conquest to the Late Bronze-lron |
transition rather than o an earlier date that might better follow the
biblical chronologies.*

Not only did Albright view the biblical narratives as an adjustable
history, his allirmation of historicity was specifically oriented 1o a select
group of traditions, particularly those of Joshua 1-9. Other traditions,
such as Judges 1" and Exodus 24:3-8,"" which present a differem
picture of Israel's settlement in Palestine, were of little interest to
Albright and were not included in his picture of what the biblical view
of the conquest was, This of course was, in Albright's terms, fully
legitimate, given his interpretation (following Eissfeldt) that the original
histories in the Bible had only survived in fragmentary and partially
fictionalized forms, of necessity limiting the scholar 1o an affirmation of
only a “minimal™ or *
2) Form Criticism. Albright's confirmation of an essential historicity

‘essential”™ historicity.

for the “biblical” framework of evenis rested independently on the
poetically formulated “credal" summaries of Israel's past. While probably
originating in the form-critical evaluation of credal formulas by Von
Rad,* this seemingly complicated thesis rests on the entirely unjustified

That this comtradicted Albright's repeated asserfions, that the historicity of the
B | ¥

patriarchal narratives gained in plausibility because the prevalence of analogous evidence

corresponded chronologically with a biblical dating of the patriarchs which presupposed a
tradiional dating ol the conguest, is one of the more \.I,|ii\.|||!_1 of the many anomalies of

Albright's historical reconstruction
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M. Weippert, apocit., 1967, LM, Miller, opeit., 1977
* Th.l. Thompsan, 1987, p.187
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assumption—commonly held in Old Testament circles®—that generally
speaking poems are early and prose is Iate. This is certainly rooted in
the common sense observation that poetry is easier to remember; so that
(and here logic weakens perceptibly) remembered history is more likely
1o be found in a form that is easier to remember. The jump in logic that
then asserts a date “close to the evenis™ on the grounds of assumed
“early” forms for such poems as the songs of Miriam and Deborah is
regrettable.™ The far too common unconfirmed assertion in biblical
studies derived from an oversimplistic concept: Formgeschichte (regnant
throughout this entire period of biblical scholarship), which decrees that
lexts can be dated on the basis of their forms, supports a methodology
that is wholly inappropriate 1o critical scholarship. The primary difficulty
with this method is analogous to the problems of its daughter discipline
Redaktionsgeschichre. That is, we do not have—by the furthest stretch of
imagination—an adequate number of traditions and varieties of forms
o say anything specific about their transposition and history™
Poetry—and especially highly dramatic epic poetry—gives no peculiarly
formal warrant for assuming roots in historical events, let alone
historicity (so also The Odyssey, The Aeneid). Nor does the particular
form of songs that find themselves within prose narratives support the
judgement that the song has a greater antiquity. Such an assumption
with reference 1o such songs as the frequently cited Exodus 15:21 and
Judges 5, which are refractions of a specific context within an
appropriate prose narration, is particularly mind-bogeling and needs to
be understood as a product of a systematic, ideologically motivated
scholarly agenda. Who would think of making any such claims for the
barmaid’s speech or for Ea's song to the reed hut of the Gilgamesh
story, or indeed the biblical song of Genesis 3:14-197 It is form-critically
characteristic of both biblical and ancient Near Eastern prose narratives
to break into song, but it does nothing for us in terms of chronology. To
assert that Ugaritic analogies to the song of Deborah help us date the
biblical song early not only flies in the face of even closer parallels in
the psalms bul also ignores the proven durability of motifs, plot lines
and literary narrative traditions across millennia in the ancient Near

¥ FM. Cross, ap.cit., 1975 pp.1i2-144, esp, Pz
33 WF. Albright 1gs5h, GnCH, 172
M See my comments on Redalatonsgeschichie in ep.crt, 1987, which are fully applicable

here.
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East. Neither the earliest examples of motifs or forms allows any preci-
sion of dating within the lifetime of that motif or form. Only if we can
establish that a specific motil or form has ceased to exist in intellectual
history can we render a “plus” factor of precision in our chronology, and
we do not have that kind of information for any pre-hellenistic
literature. Failing that capability in our sources, both Formigeschichre and
Redaktionsgeschichte are exercises in futility.

Except for purposes of chronology, Albright made little use of any
analysis of form or literary structure for the purpose of interpretation
and historicization, though he readily accepted many of Eissfeldt’s and
Al's conclusions and encouraged some of his students in this analysis.*
These uncritical form-critical assumptions, however, often marred his
otherwise¢ open and critical perspective of historical questions™ and
have made constructive dialogue on many of his positions extremely
difficult for critics of the “conquest model.™ Indeed, Albright was
admittedly least clear in his analysis of the Old Testament text itself, and
any but the most vague references 10 what in fact he understood the

o T ] B he _——H . T 3 r T, LR 7 - 5
biblical wraditions to have been were rarely given.”™ This unfortunately

Especially .M. Cross, "Yahweh and the God of the Patriarchs,” HTHR 55 (1962),

nt in [srael and the

pp-22s-259; idom, opocit, 1973, and G.E. Mendenhall, “Law and Com

Ancient Near East," BA 17 (1954), pp26-46; fdan, “Covenant Forms in Israelite

radition,” BA 17 {1954), pp.5o-76; iderm, “The Hebrew Conquest of Palesiine,” BA 25

(1062), ppbb-87; ider, The Tenth Generation (Baltimore, 1973)

¥ In this freedom and Openness [ows extrabiblical presentation and a near total
rejection of contemporary critical biblical research, Albright was followed by many of his
students and close collaborators, such as G.E. Wright, Biblical Archacology (Philadelphia,
1957}, VN, Freedman, “The Real Story of the Ebla “Tablets: Ebla and the Cities of the

Plhan,"” B4 41 [14978), PP 143=-164, and M. Glueck, The hler Side ..l_." the Jordar (MNew

Haven, 1940); fdem, The River Jordan (Mew York, 1946); and esp. idem, “The Age of
Abraham in the Negev,” HA 18 (1955), pp1o-22

7 Buch as, e.g. G. Von Rad, “History and the Patriarchs,” Expository Timtes 72 { 1060/61),
pRe2ra-206; and M. N
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th, "I¥er Beitrag der Archiologie zur Geschichie Israels,” FTS 7
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5% This lack of explicit reference and clarity is still a regrettable failing of some members
of Albright's school, a3 [or eample in DN Freedman, ap.cir., H. Goedicke {sec H. Shanks,
ind the Crossing of the Red Sea according 1o Hans Goedicke," BAR 7.5
Siuddy, ed. by DLW,

Thomas (Edinburgh, 1967), 245-263; idomn, Hazor: The Head of All Those Kingdoms, 1970
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gave much of Albright's work an appearance of superficiality, and
allowed it 1o be read with a greater dogmatic rigidity and flavor of neo-
fundamentalism than it deserved.

3) Nomadic Origins. The third issue of Albright's historical
reconstruction of Israel's origins rests in the identification of Joshua's
conquest as a military campaign carried out by a unified invasion of
Israclite nomads. This thesis rested on the assumption that both the
destruction of the Late Bronze culture of the city-states and the
establishment of the Iron Age cultural succession was caused by the
belligerent incursion of nomads. In this, issues of the historicity of
specific narratives like that about Jericho were functionally supportive
rather than central to the argument as a whole. By this, 1 mean that
Albright’s hypothesis of conguest did not stand or fall on the question
of historicity for any of the specific Joshua stories. That the historical
debates of the 19508 and 1960s focussed on such immature perceptions
was far more the result of the efforts of scholars such as J. Bright and
G.E. Wright.*®

The core of Albright’s arguments centered in his understanding of
the history of Palestine. In the current understanding of the Albright
school, this assumption of Albright’s has become very difficult o
maintain and has been implicitly but forcefully rejected by Albright's
student G. Mendenhall, as well as by C.H.I. de Geus, N. Gottwald, 1.T.
Luke, V. Matthews™ and others in their critique of the nomadic
background of the Israelite settlement that had been proposed by A, Alt,
M. Moth and M. Weippert.*

History, ed. by JH. Hayes and 1M, Miller (Philadelphia, 1977), esp. pp.1od- 120, Exceplions
; } i I j

to this are many, most notably the often careful and detailed work of F.M. Cross (esp
- 4 3

opcit. ) 1973 and A. Malamat {(e.g. “Die Frihpeschichie Israels: cine methodologische
( ! E B

I. Bright, op.cit., G.E. Wrighi,

®CHT, de Creus, “lThe Amonites in the Archac logy of tine,” L

(1971}, pp.41-60; idemn, The Tribes -'.l..'- Ierael, Studia Semitica | tandica 18 (Assen, 1976)

al Maodels in the Study of Pre-Monarchic

N.K. Gottwald, *Domain Assumptions and 5o
Israel,” FTF 258 (1 975}, pp.&9=-100; idem, op.cir., 1979; 1.T, Luke, Pasoralion and Politics
n the Mari Period {University of Michigan dissertation 1965} V.H. Matthews, Pasioral
Nomadisn in the Mari Kingdom {ca. 1830-1760 ».c.), ASORDS 5 (Cambr idge, 1978)
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Before the Monarchy, VTS 37 {Leiden, 1985 PP-35-47
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| share the opinion that the concept of a nomadic movement at the
beginning of Iron 1 (on a scale comparable to the equally questionable
“Amorite migration” of Middle Bronze I) is no longer an adequate
explanation for Israel’s origin and needs to be thoroughly reexamined.
Aside from the possible issue of naivelé and sociolinguistic outdatedness
(which is of importance to Mendenhall and Gottwald),”™ the difficulties
of asserling conquest and displacement, but above all a unity (as
Albright in contrast 10 Alt did) among such invading tribes prior 1o the
conquest, are formidable. Although the biblical historiography of a Sinai
covenant and a prior Egyptian enslavement could theoretically supply
that unity, the concept of the Israelites as nomadic in their economic
and social structure hardly allows for their identification in the biblical
tradition as refugees and fugitives lost in the wilderness. These
difficulties of coherence have encouraged many scholars who would wish
o support some element of conquest or seltlement from outside of
Palestine 10 reject the historicity of an Egyptian exodus and a source of
tribal unity in the patriarchs, 1o describe a fragmented prehistory for
Istacl,” or to accept the Shechem legend of Joshua 24 (in spite of ils
deuteronomistic character) as alternative carly historical bases for
Israelite unity.™ The issue of the role of nomads in Israel’s origins, in
spite ol strong reservations by most scholars, remains nevertheless
formidable. The assumption of a nomadic invasion and conquest,
however, is today rare.™

4) Canaanite-lsraelite Dichoromy. A fourth issue raised by Albright,
already referred to above, was that the destroyers of the Late Bronze
city-states were the settlers of the Iron age villages excavated in

subsequent strata. This was for Albright almost always an issue of

relative chronology, namely, that the destruction of the Late Bronze
"“Canaanite™ levels was followed by lron Age “lsraelite” strata. Given the
method of pottery chronology by key forms slotied to chronologically
perceived categories or “blocks of time,” the stratigraphic sequence lent

** See above all, M.P. Lemche, ider, pp.84-04

" With greatest elabortion by B, de Vaux, The Early History of Irael | Philadelphia, 1978)
I"!: 153~20u2

"M, Gottwald, opeit., 1079, ppsobl. and exp. pai6!

bs Perhaps A, Malamal, op.cit, 1978, 1983; J. Bright, A Hisory of forael (Philadelphia,
Yigfr), On the issue of nomads, see below chapters & & 7, and Th.l. Thompson,

'Palestinian Pastoralism and Isracl’s Ongins,” SA0T 6 (992}, pp.a-13
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itsell to the interpretation that the occupants of the Late Bronze city
had been displaced by the subsequent and distinet settlers of the next
discrete level. Unfortunately, careful observation of stratigraphy
methodologically recognizes change and difference but is often blind 10
continuity, Stratigraphically, continuity is by definition a non-recognition
of change. The difficulties in determining the ethnic identification of
both the destroyers and the occupants of given strata is now widely
recognized. With that awareness, scholars no longer find archacological
evidence for an Israelite conquest of Canaanite cities apparent. The early
failure of major excavations to identify the destruction of Canaanite
towns by Israelites on the sites of Ai and Jericho certainly weakened the
lorce of Albright’s argument.” The uncertainty of distinguishing
archaeological criteria for ethnic groups of Israelites and Canaaniltes,
therefore, renders the issue of the transition from Late Bronze 1o the
Iron Age dysfunctional as evidence for an Israelite conquest.
Albright’s questions regarding the transition from Late Bronze 1o
Iron Age archaecological strata in Palestine are closely related to the
assumption (held in common with Alt) that the question of Israel's
origin is to be solved in the elucidation of an historical transition from
a Canaanite 1o an Israelite Palestine. Since the early Iron Age strata have
indeed been difficult™ (some would say impossible)™ to identify as
peculiarly Israelite, the question inevitably has arisen whether this
historical assumption is justified, lacking as we do clear evidence that
Israclites and Canaanites are in fact ethnically distinct peoples.”
Albright’s view—largely shaped by his consistent opposition to All’s

=M Weippen, op.cit., 1967, pp.24 solf. (ET), IL.M. Miller, op.cit., 1977, Pp.270-276

For a dilferent opinion, see A, Malamat, o . 178,
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Territorialpeschichre and his identification of the Israclite settlement with
the conquest of the already occupied Canaanite territorics—establishes
a diametric opposition between the concepts “Canaanite” and
“lsraelite.” This is indeed central to Albright's theological understanding
of ancient Israel, and is strongly linked to the polarity of monotheism
(=lsraelite) vs. polytheism (=Canaanile) that one finds throughout his
work., The inability of Palestinian archaeology, however, clearly to
distinguish Canaan from Israel, suggests that this polarity is rather
biblically based, and remains unverified by exirabiblical evidence, a
requirement for the assumption of historicity that Albright himsell has
frequently siressed.™

5) Chronology. Finally, finding a biblical event's “place in the past,”
within the history of the ancient world, was ever Albright's starting
point, The biblical and archacological periods established by Albright
became mutvally definable and cyclically dependent. The central goal of
Albright’s vision of “biblical archacology,” so clearly elucidated in his
From the Stone Age ro Christianity, and followed throughout his career,
has been 1o find a context within the history of the ancient Near East in
which the history of Israel might develop. It is in respect Lo this central
goal that the final but central issue regarding Albright’s reconstruction
of Israel’s origins is his chronology: the, for him, pivotal perspective that
lsracl came to exist”' as a “dominant presence in Palestine” from abouwt
1200 B.C, and that the conquest occurred at the end of the thirteenth-
and the beginning of the twelfth-century B.C. Few scholars have
challenged this chronology.™ Indeed Alt wholly concurred in this
assumption in spite of the fact that it was perhaps Albright’s most
radical departure from Old Testament tradition and which in fact offers
a much earlier date. Most scholars today, whether conservative or liberal,
acceplt this date unquestionly as their starting point. Indeed, increasingly
the question of Israel’s origin has become—at least from the extrabiblical
and archacological perspective—Ilargely an issue of describing, examining
and debating what we know of the region of Palestine from approximate-

T &
Mhis does nol of itsell show that this polarity is false; however, the [abric of his

extrabiblical conlirmation of Joshua's historiography is thereby radically weakened, whether
in favor ol .|I|-.f;::l.'\ 1 OF S0Ie '.'I'|I|:'l.::.f.-' distinet :r||l:'|'|:|-:'|:|1i.:-|'|
o ;
As A Malamal, ep.cil., 198%, expressed so well,

20 however, 1.1, Bimson, Redaiing the Evodus and Conguest, JSOTS 5 (Sheffield, 1981)
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ly 1300 to 1000 B.C.™ The relatively long period in recent scholarship
in which there has been a consensus on such a pivotal issue as
chronology has greatly—albeit only implicitly—strengthened all of the
mainline interpretations of Israel's origins. However else these
interpretations have contradicted each other about what occurred, they
have been consistently and resolutely in agreement on the issue of when
it happened. Involved in this issue is not only the fragile issue of the
historicity of a period of the Judges, which twenty years ago none
doubted, but the much more central issue of what 15 understood by
“lsrael.”

Very recently, and closely linked to the challenges 1o biblical
historicity, departures by A. Soggin and J.M. Miller [rom this consensus
reflect a shift away from the equation of history and biblical
historiography, drawing a line between history and prehistory rather at
the monarchy.™ In his dissertation, J.J. Bimson also breaks ranks with

the consensus from the conservative side,™

making it adamantly clear
both how far Albright and his followers disagree with common tenets of
biblical historiography and chronology and how much the interpretation
and the chronology of the archaeology of Syia-Palestine has been
harmonized on the basis of the scholarly consensus.™ The assumption
that the history of Israel’s origin can be understood as a history of the
chronological transition between Late Bronze Canaanite city-states and
Iron I Israelite highland settlement stands as a hypothesis 1o be tested
anew and not as an historical starting point from which we may proceed
with conflidence.

In two brief articles, and again in his very thorough synthesis of the
sources for early Israclite history, K. de Vaux summed up the Albright-
Alt consensus, and few would have seriously disagreed with him then.™

™ 1A, Callaway, esp. op.cir, 1985 MK Gouwald, opcir, 1979; 1 Finkelsicin, T
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The long-standing debate between the schools of Albright and All,
belween the alternative interpretations of “congquest™ or “settlement™ as
an explanation of Israel’s origins, has not been as important as the
common gains and the expanding basis of agreement that have been
achieved by the two sides of the issues. Alt and Albright, and Noth and
Bright, did not after all stand so very far apart.

De Vaux's history of 1971 was conceptually a four de force of all that
we have come 10 understand of both the history of early Palestine and
of the origins of early Israel in terms of a synthesis of biblical and
cxtrabiblical evidence. De Vaux brought together a lifetime of familiarity
with the details of biblical archaeology critically appraised with a deep
respect for an historical-critical interpretation of the biblical tradition.
De Vaux's work is one of those rare achievements in biblical scholarship,
accomplishing the synthesis of biblical and extrabiblical evidence that he
sought. Again, few in 1971 could or did disagree with him.™ But this is
no longer true. As de Vaux's I'Histoire represented the achievement of
biblical archacology at itg critical best, it also marked its climax. The
questions raised by Albright and dealt with throughout the history of the
Albright school had run their course, and yet the quest of the historical
Israel remained as elusive as ever, This attempt at a synthesis of biblical
and extrabiblical evidence in the historiography of ancient Israel soon
entered a long period of deconstruction that still continues today,™

Archaeology,” Near Exsiemn Archaeology in the Tweritieth-( “ersury; Essays in Honor of Nelson

Cilueck, ed. by LA, Sanders (New York, 1970) pp.6g-8o; iden, op.cit, 1971
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the Fatriarchal Narratives (ap.cir.. 1974) in press from early in 1971, in no way dealt with
the radical alterations reflected in de Vaux's 1971 NHinoire,

L Weippert, apeit., 1967; Th.L. Thompson, ep.cir., 1974; 1. Van Seters, op.cit., 1975
I.H. Hayes and 1.M. Miller, op.cit,, 1077 G. Ramsey, ap.cit,, 1981; N.P. Lemche, ap.cil.,
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CHAFTER TWO

SOCIAL ANTHROPOLOGY AND THE HISTORY OF
PALESTINE

1. Historical Polariries

While Albright had sought to reestablish the prehistory of Israel in its
Mear Eastern setting and Dalman had made considerable progress in
illustrating the sociological aspects of the biblical world in terms of the
anthropology of Palestine, much of Alt's energics were dedicated o the
establishment of the historical origin and character of the periods of the
judges and of the rise of the monarchy. His focus was that of integrating
his understanding of biblical and extrabiblical texts and archaeology with
his reconstruction of the historical, social and anthropological realitics
of Palestine, This choice of Alt's was partially determined by the form-
critical and literary studies of the refigionsgeschichiliche Schule with 1is
general skepticism concerning the historical value of the patriarchal and
Exodus narratives, as well as its widely held conviction that the literary
forms of the biblical traditions had each their own definable history,
which directly reflected the historical context of their emergence in
[sraelite history. This led Alt 1o major and influential investigations of
several aspects of the Old Testament tradition which he saw sharply
contrasting with Israel’s largely Canaanite context. Where Albright had
traced the various avenues of historical coherence and harmony between
Israel's origin traditions and the world of the ancient Near East, All
used contrast and polarity as his key (0 the discovery of Isracls
prehistory.

For Alt, one of the most important clues to Isracl’s origins was its
uniqueness, its nonconformity with what he understood as a much older
Canaanite society. Through a series of form-critical studies, distin-
guishing Canaanite from [sraclite features of the biblical 1exts on the
basis of closeness to and distance from cuneiform tradition, Alt was able
to argue that the origin of major aspects of Israelite society (most
importantly its concept of deity and its legal codes) were reflected in
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uniquely Israelite aspects of the traditions,' such as “the God of the
Fathers" and such apodictic laws of the Old Testament as those found
in the ten commandments. Other traditions that Israel held in common
with the rest of the Near East (such as the El deity and agricultural
laws) were understood by Alt as having been originally “Canaanite.”
Understandably, albeit illegitimately, Alt gave an historical dimension to
this contrast and polarity by classifying what he recognized as uniquely
Israelite as belonging to Israel’s origins, and what he saw as Canaanite
with those aspects of society that Israel had only later adopted after its
cstablishment in Palestine. These two different kinds of elements, Alt
argued, had been brought together in the course of Israel’s integration

into the Canaanized world of the monarchy. Through a careful
examinalion of the “lsraelite” traits of the received tradition, All
believed that much of what had originally belonged to a presettlement
period of Israel's history could be reconstructed. Hence, Alt spoke of a
premonarchic adherence to “the God of the Fathers™ (as well as the
worship of Yahweh centered on the apodictic laws of the pentateuch) as
[!Fi\'__[s'[]l.I”:n' Israclite, in contrast 1o the more centralized, harmonized
monotheism of the Israelite monarchy, For Alt, there was indeed an
essential Israel dominant already in the premonarchic period of the
judges forming a bond of unity for the tribes. It was this bond which had
made them lIsrael during the process of settlement, in a form of
“amphictyony™ (or federation) of tribes. This form-critically oriented
polarity not only led Alt 1o view the eventual Canaanization of the
Israelite tribes under the united monarchy as an adulteration of the
pristine purity of premonarchic Yahwism in a manner reminiscent of 1
Samuel,” but his entire analysis was so structured that such dichotomies

'A All, “Der Gon der Vater,” K5 [ (Munich, 1953) pp.1=-78 ="The God of the
Fathers,” Essavs an Od Tevamene History and Refigion (Onford, 1966) PP-3-77
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and oppositions inescapably distorted his perspective, built as they were
on the assumption of a Canaanite-Israelite polarity.

This observation must lead to a more nuanced inquiry into Alls
Canaanite-Israelite contrast. To what extent has the importance of the
differences observed been [1TL'{[1:1L'rn1i!]L:q[ by the literary ﬁ]i‘.-'l‘,u;'l-ijjil_”'| of
Canaaniles and Israelites in Joshua and Samuel? Are Alt's observations,
as he believed, confirmation of the historical reality of the polarities
expressed in the tradition? In the issues of laws and concepts of the
divine, the chronological differentiation (so necessary to Alt's opposition
of Israelite vs. non-Israelite in legal and religiously implicated traditions)
i5 a differentiation which Alt himself has supplied. Nothing in the texts
themselves identifies one side of the polarity as either earlier or later
than the other. Nor in fact can it be argued with any objectivity that any
of these aspects of the tradition can be identified ethnically as peculiarly
Israelite or Canaanite.?

Moreover, an observation based on literary form itself requires a
certain distance from Alt’s original conclusions. The biblical concepts of
4 "God of the Fathers,” and of a God giving laws by command, are in
their essence literary concepts observable in story traditions of the Old
Testament! Because of this, it must be taken seripusly that we are not
first of all dealing with types of deities and laws, but rather with types
of literary motifs that may or may not reflect deities or laws of a real
world. If we do not have corroborative evidence from the real world that
such deities and laws existed—and unigqueness was the very basis for
Alt’s identilication of them as Israelite—then we can hardly have any
form-critical or literary and interpretive grounds for using such materials
for historical reconstruction. Such historical conservatism and sobriety
15 justified by the further observation that such literary motifs as the
divine “command”—both negative and positive—and the “God of the
Fathers” function admirably both as central literary elements in the
multiple variant stories of Israel's constitutional law being given to
Moses by God and as redactional efforts associating the patriarchal
narratives with the Mosaic traditions. Chronologically, these motifs
function within the literary narrative connections that the traditions

3 Muratis mutandis, this same argument is 1o be made :1;._'.;Ii|'!‘\.| the Mendenhall-Gotiwald
polarity regarding a revolutionary purity of the time of the judges ws. the brutal
centralization of the monarchy.
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make, between the story time of distinct individual narratives and other
origin traditions already recounted,

In 1924 and especially 1925, Alt began o develop a history of Israel's
origins that survived essentially intact over a half-century.’ Here again,
the Canaanite-lIsraelite polarity played a central role in the development
of Alt's hypothesis. [ believe this polarity is both the central strength and
the fatal weakness of his understanding of Israel’s origins, namely, that
Israel came into existence as the result of a process of gradual
infiltration and sedentarization of pastoral nomads in the territories of
‘alesting that were furthest from the densely occupied agricultural zones
of the lowlands.

Canaan was above all for All the concrete Palestinian “city-states”
of the Amarna period and the Egyptian Empire during the Late Bronze
Age, and both the chronological and socio-geographical designations are
aspects of his understanding. “Presettlement Israel” on the other hand
was an abstract and derivative concept, its details drawn out principally
in contrasl to, and through the negation of, those aspects of the tradition
which he understood o be “Canaanite"” in essence and origin. In i]n]nril:;

with “presettlement Israel,” moreover, Canaan became a type specimen,

YA Al “Ein Reich von Lydda,” ZDPV 47 (1924), pp.169-185; idem, Die Landnaline der

Israeliten in Paldsiing: Reformationsprogramm der  Ustiversitd Leipzip (1925) ="The

nert Hictory and Re

Settlement of the Israclites in Palestine,” Essays on Ofd Te
(Oxford, 1966) pp.133-100, See also wlem, e Staatenbildung der Iraeliten in Pold
Reformarionsprogramun der Universiiit Leipzig {1930) “The Formation of the Ismaelite
State in Palestine,” Essays, Pp.i7i-23% and idewr "'.".:\.-\..l_|_-|,||1-'_-_;-;'|1 iiber die Landnabme der

lsraeliten in Palisting,” FF 35 (1939), pp.8-63. More recent studies strongly influenced by

and agrecing with Alt's model have nol only been such crestive and detailed German

studies as M. Noth, Das Systern der awalfl Sidmme Trraels (Gollingen, 19300 idem,
Creschichie Israels (51 uligan, :'I 054 )5 M. 1I-'-'li.'l|l:l'u.'r‘.. Ihe Landnahme der israelitisehen Starmrme
i der meneren Itf.'».'--:'-'l.'.'-:'.".'|jllr.’.l'.'-.'||.| n Diskussion, FRIANT o2 .;I'.:--:::linll_r-r:, 1967y idem,
“Semitische Nomaden des sweiten Jahrtausends. Uber die shapae der Sgyplischen Quelien,’
Bb 55 (1974), pp.265-280, 427-433; idem, *The Israclite ‘Conguest” and the Evidence from
Transjordan,” in Symmpoesia, ed. by F.M. Cross (Cambridge, 1979) pp-15=34; 5. Herrmann,

Creschichie Isracls; H, Donner, Geschuchie dies Volkes forael und seiner Na hbar

Crundzigen: Grundrisse zum Alten Testament: ATD Erglinzungsreihe 4,1-2; 2 wols.
(Gotingen, 1984, 1986), but also most major European and American histories of the past

tiard €n

wor decades: B de Vaux, L 'Hinoire ancienine o Trael 1. Des ongines & !'insall,
Cangan (Pans, 1971); H. Jagersma, A History of Isael in the Old Testament Period

(Philadelphia, 1983); M. Gowwald, opcir.. 1979, B. Halpern, The Emergence of Irael in

Cangan, SBLMS (Chico, 1981): LA, Sopgin, A History of firael: From the Beginnings 1o the

Bar Kochba Revolt, AD 135 (London, 1984) and .M. Miller, and J.H. Haves, A History of

Arncierit frael and Judah (Philadelphia, 1986)
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no longer directly reflecting the known historical realities of the Late
Bronze Age. “Canaanite” Palesine was the political system of
interlocking city states which were by definition agricultural, monarchic
and polytheist—Ilegally, cultically and intellectually associated with the
cuneiform world. “Presettlement Israel” was its opposite—a  tribal
culture, sheep herding and seminomadic, with personal gods and an élan
vital that was structurally democratic.® The polarities that Alt used in
developing his argument for the origin of Israel had been constructed
from two presumably complementary dichotomies: not only that of
“Canaan” vs. “Israel” but also the chronological and typological contrast
between the Late Bronze and the Iron Ape cultures of Palestine. The
first of these, of course, as we noted above, was a dichotomy which the
biblical tradition itself had presented to us.” The Late Bronze-Iron Age
contrast, however, Al developed on geographical, historical and arch-
aeological grounds, within the temporal contrast of before and afier
Israel had become a dominant presence in Palestine” Because of the
mixed categories of Al's polarity, the contrast that he presented was not
simply descriptive, recounting typical characteristics of two known
contemporary and historical groups, the Canaanites and the lsraelites
Rather, Alt's "Canaanites” were known primarily through a harmony of
an identification and synthesis of historical sources with a (largely

independently derived) biblical ethnic concept. “Israelite™ was known (if
at all) only from the later historiographical accounts of its own origin
traditions. The Late Bronze Period {(or indeed Palesiine of the whole of
the second and third millennia)—a concept that is applicable to all of
Palestine—was designated descriptively as “Canaanite” because this

* See also now NK Goltwald, opeir, 1979; G.E. Mendenhall, ap.cit., 1973 and G.A
Heron, “The Impact of Modemn and Social Science _";_\\lj'::l'\-l;lq'p; on the Reconstruction
of Israclite History,” JSOT 34 (1986, pp.3-13.

* A similar argument, based on Alts Canaanite-lsraclite polarity has recentlv been put
forward by G. Ahilst

cm, Wi Were the Ieraefites? (Winona Lake, 1986, Ahlstrim, however

altempls 1o ground the polanty cara-biblically, not only with the

seological and

geographical distinctions drawn by Al earlier, but also through the identification of the hill
B k B

couniry of early lron | as unigquely Isracl, in contrast to a Canaan of the coastal region and

central valleys, on the h!rr."l_ﬂh of the lsrael stele of _"..1{'r:'||_'!:'-|.1|'_- In this—and whaolly

from questions of method—Ahlsirdm approaches the interpretations of Mendenhall and
Gotiwald

" Here | again borrow the very useful concept of A Malamat (“Die Frithgeschichue

Israels: eine methodologische Studie,” Thealogische Zeischrifi 19, 1983, pp.1=16), for

separaling lsracl's history from its prehistory,
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period was in principle for Alt “pre-lsraclite.” The Iron Age was either
understood as “Israelite™ or was thought of as Palestine in the process
of becoming Israel, the changes in the “non-Canaanite” territories of
Palestine being identified with the emergence or the origin of Israel. In
this we become aware that Alt’s argumentation proceeded most
emphatically as a complex typological abstraction that traced the
chronological trajectories from what he had assumed 1o have been the
radical cultural changes brought about by the settlement of disparaie
groups that, during this process, had come to identify themselves as
“Israel.” In his specific delineation of these groups, Alt emphasized a
presettlement nucleus of biblical traditions that he identified through his
form-critical approach to biblical narrative. This presettlement nucleus
of biblical narrative formed a substantial portion of Israelite tradition
that he believed had survived the integration of the early proto-Israelite
tribes with what was an alien Canaanite culture.”

W.F. Albright" and many of his students™ have applauded and gen-
erally adopted both Alt's influential interpretation of the “God of the
Fathers™" and his amphictyony hypothesis as developed by Noth,"”
However, many of the Albright school felt that Alt’s unnecessary and
formal distinctions encouraged an arbitrary and negative approach 1o
most of what they considered lo be [srael's earliest prehistory, in
particular the traditions ol the patriarchal and Moses narratives."

* This presetilement tradition is developed further in Noth's concepl of Grundlage (M.
Noth, Uberlieferungsgeschichiliche Studien 1, Halle, 1943, passim; idem,
Uberlicferungspeschichee des Peruareuch, Stuttgart, 1948, passim) and i consciously laken
over by N Goltwald (ap.cis, 1979), and largely presupposed by B. Halpemn {opcir., 1983).
Indeed, some such argument is an essenlial requirement il one wishes 1o bridge the gap
between the later biblical traditions and what are largely late second-millennium historieal
IBSULE,

¥ Wo.F. Albright. “Albrecht Al JBL 75 (1056), pp.16o-173.

i I ]5!1.;:|'|:. A Histary of foraef | ?Izi!ﬂ|1-:'|||l'.'.:1_ I|1)."i| ]

Developed, with major revisions, in F.M. Cross, “Yahweh and the God of ihe
Fatnarchs,” HThR 55 (1962), pp.225-250.

" M. Noth, Das System der zwolf Stidmme Toraels, BWANT TV,1 (Stultgart, 1930).

3 It was this issue, more than any other, which scparaied the American and German
schools of biblical studies throughout the post-World War 11 period until the mid-seventies.
The seemingly sharp divisions in the conguest vs. seltlement controversy, oullined so clearly
in M. Weippert (Die Landnahme der iraclitischen Stdrme in der neweren wissenschafiliche

y, FRIEANT g2, Gottingen, 1967), had little more substance than the sharp
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Given Alt's form-critical approach, the presettlement period of
Palestine was “Canaanite” not only in itself but in contrast to “Israclite.”
Through this complex dichotomy, historical research into the texts and
archaeological remains of Bronze Age Palestine, and the history and
culture of the rest of the ancient Near Eastern world of the second
millennium, was pursued by Alt without reference to the biblical themes
that were so necessary to Albright’s approach. Logically and very
coherently, preseitlement Israel was for All, by definition, extra-
’alestinian! The historical and geographical setting of the patriarchs in
Palestine was consequently understood as anachronistic and fictional, a
result of post-settlement efforts to organize Palestinian Israel's cultic
tradition in its new home. Alt’s student Noth,'" under the influence of
Eissfeldt and Albright, attributed to the patriarchal narratives a minimal
historicity: the early memory of a migration of “Proto-Aramaean”

Archaecloge, London, 1957) and 1. Bright's (Early forael in Recens History W 19,
A a B

London, 1956; idern, Histary of Irael, Philadel

Ji

Jt (“Erwiigungen i
aid M. MNoth's

hua's narratives about the conquest of Jer nd Ad against A

dic Landnahme der Isracliten in Palistina,” PF 35, 1939, Pp-B-63

(Geschichie Fraels, Gattingen, 1959; ideni, “Uberliclerung peschichiliches zur zwelien

Sndien: Friedrich Nowscher zum secizprion
m, 8EH 1, ed, by H
lunker and J. Botterweck, Bonn, 1950, pp.1s2-167) characterization of these stories as
'I.. H. |.!I.' 1I.I.:l.l'\l\. :I'\-'_'

in the Swudy of Early Hebrew History,” The

Hille des Josuabuches,” -

Cieburtstag, 19 Jull 1950, pewidimer von Frerunden und Sch

intve evalua
¢ ard Modern 5 e, ed, by 1P,

Hyatt, Atlanta, 1966, pp.i§-29). The recognition of the acticlogical elements as sir

ly rejects any subss ol this conllict (*Method

]

molils in per, bul nevertheless [ctional, narmatives should :|||_-|||:.; close this issue

Certainly today the differences between adherents of these two scholarly traditions are no
longer substantial, but are limited (o specific details of historical reconstruction only (B0

tve in the CNd Testament, B7AW 108, Berlin, 1Ry,

Long, The Prol ]
" M. Noth, Die isr

g, BHANT 1o (Stottgan, 1928) pp27-30. 4% idem, Geschichie foraels
1 F4 19 (1930}

154 ) P-117
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nomadic groups into Palestine. These groups, known from Mari in the
carly second-millennium  B.C, MNoth suggested, were historically
connected with migrations of semi-nomadic, Aramaean related Israelites,
For All, however, with greater logic and theoretical consistency, only
with the sctilement could the history of Israel, and with it the
interrelating and harmonizing of historical and biblical sources, begin.

[t was this systematic and methodical exclusion of most of the then
known historical texts and archaeological remains from the second-
millennivm B.C, and not any philosophical skepticism regarding the
historical value of the pentateuch, nor any lack of confidence in the
potential of archacological research for biblical studies that distinguished
Alt's research so sharply from that of his less theorctically oriented
American colleague Albright, who quite clearly held no assumptions
about an ethnic unity—for all its seeming necessity—ofl any of the
preconguest aspects of ancient Israel. While Albright could argue for
both the historicity of the patriarchal narratives and an historical
reconstruction of the conguest based on an immigration or invasion of
nomads from the desert, Alt could not. Unlike Albright, Alt was unable
Lo separate “preseltlement Israel” from his understanding of the process
of settlement.

2. The Extrabiblical Sources

In Alt's justly famous 192§ article” on the settlement of the Israclites
in Palestine, he began with the prescient stalement that “as long as
research continues 1o embrace only the history of the tribes and the
people of lsrael, and is based only on the relevant traditions in the Old
Testament, it is extremely doubtful whether the major uncertainties can
ever be resolved,”"™ This has certainly been borne out in the work of
M. MNoth, who sought 1o substantiate systematically Alt's understanding
of Isracl's origins through an examination of the history of Israel’s
traditions.” In this study, Noth undertook a full-scale and radical
revision of Wellhausen's history of the pentateuch as well as of the so-

called deutcronomistic histories. Thus, he spught 100 make these

= AANL o cil, 1E2S.

" fhief mopaE
1o, Pais

W, MNoth, epcil., 1940
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traditions historically accessible. The valid results of Noth's study are a

serics of negalive judgments regarding questions of historicity.™ H
lasting historical contributions to Alt’s program lay not so much in his
biblical amalysis, but rather in his detailed clarification of the

“amphictyony” hypothesis" and in the many historical studies of detail
that he pursucd Over many vears [;llnn_y_ with similar work 3‘}- such
scholars as Galling and de Vaux). The fruits of this work are reflected
in his still very useful Die Umwelt dex aften Testaments, which was aimed
lowards the as yet unrealized poal of a comprehensive history of

Palestine.™

By Moth. am e - s T Teal e O Bk ol o Ias . N
M. N« Lo, e, 1962, The [u nplications of Math's inalysis miay be glimpsed in the
thorough evalustions of the biblical narratives by Miller-Haves, apocir, 1986
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All's view, however, was much simpler than the more developed and
very complex tradition-oriented perspective of Noth. Alt adamantly
maintained that a detailed discussion of the problems surrounding the
origin of Israel could emerge “only when the topographical and
archaeological study of Palestine has succeeded in providing independent
evidence 1o fill the gaps left by various forms of literary tradition.”" In
this, Alt is far closer 10 Albright than is Noth, both in his questions and
in the direction of his solutions. All’s analysis of the regional changes
from the Late Bronze Age to the Iron Age of central Palesrine (his
“Territorialgeschichte™) attempts to define those gaps. It is a prelude,
1ot an alternative, o direct archaeological research. [t attempis 1o
provide an historical context which only recently has begun to be filled
out by archaeological research. It is a sketch, tracing the fragments of
the information we have in the search of a greater Gesralt, including
what is yet 10 be discovered: the task of future archaeologists in the
region of Palestine.™

In the clarity of Alt's distinction of the known from the unknown, the
model that he projecied for Israel’s origin became programmatic for all
subscquent research into Israel’s origins whose central task has remained
until today identical to that originally proposed by Alt: to describe in
detail the socio-geographical and political changes that occurred and that
created the transition [rom a Palestine dominated by the Late Bronze
Canaanite city-states of the plains and valleys, to the political and
military dominance of Palestine by Israel, a nation-state centered in the
hill country at the time of the United Monarchy. In spite of the long
delays in this program resulting from the divisive controversies over
issues of historicity on one hand and tradition-history on the other

tor tread the history of [srael in the context of the geography, history and archacology of

Palestine. Sec above all, the Aras of foael (lerusalem, 1969), the many maps and

hs related 1o Palestine in the Tibinger Adlas des vorderen Onients (Wieshaden,

1974=1. but also the brief preliminary geo cal study: Toponorie Palestinienne: Plaine

de Xt Jean [VAcre de Jdmsaler, Publicaiions de 'nsiitut Ortentaliste de Lowvaln (Louvain

= PR e Tl
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between the German scholars Noth and von Rad and the Americans
Bright and Wright, more recent approaches to Israel’s origins have
returned to Al's programmatic essay.™ With some considerable
exceptions,™ it is generally assumed today that our ability 1o write a
history of Israel’s origins is directly dependent on our ability to carry out
a program comparable to that established by Alt in 1925. Even such
scholars as Mendenhall and Gottwald, who frequently begin their
discussions of Israel’s origins with the claim of radical disagreement with
Al's concepts of nomadism and the autochthonous nature of early
Israel, not only structure their “alternative” model within Alt's paradigm
of Canaanite-lIsraelite polarity, but also present identical descriptions of
pastoral life in ancient Pafestine within a substantial paraphrase of Alt’s
understanding of the geographical origins of the people who made up

- See nole 4 above
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monarchic Israel. There is today but one dominant model among Old
Testament scholars for reconstructing Israel’s origins: that proceeding
from Alt's dichotomy of the Canaanite city-states and the Israelite
nation-states.™ What are frequently spoken of as the “conquest™ and
“revoll” models woday are derivative variations of Alt's program. The
distinctions of conquest, settlement and revolt reflect three individual
scholarly emphases and evaluations of one programmatic model: that of
the transition from Canaanite Late Bronze city-state o Israelite Iron
Age nation-state. The structural questions asked relating to Israel's
origing, and the presuppositions identifying what was being asked (even
the rules by which one determines and measures the validity of potential
historical descriptions) are identical. When one understands a research
model as a programmatic question, one finds that Alt's formulation is
widcly shared, however much specific reconstructions might differ in
detail. AlCs own hypothesis, for example, has substantial room for
conquest traditions, and would take elements of “revolt™ for granted.
Bright’s 1981 reconstruction differs from MNoth's Geschichie Israels
primarily in wishes and tendencies, understanding little of the conquest

as dated or proven, and has much room for peaceful settlement.
Gottwald's “revoll™ model follows Als plan in detail, adding only an
identification of the political and religious motivations of the new
settlers (which of course, historically speaking, are unknown, and only
guessed at on the basis of traditions of at least five centuries later).™
The importance of All's procedure is particularly clear now, fifty
years later, when the known results of archacology offer so much of the
data that his thesis needed, Alt's method was to contrast the regions of
Palestine of the times before and after Isracl existed: quite specifically,
the Late Bronze city-state system of the lowlands, which he outlined

This perspective on the “sociolog

al the 1987 5BL Annual Meeting in Boston

ical model” was first suggested to me by LM, Miller

* One might also note that Gottwald and Mendenhall cather radically disagree with each
other as to the religious and ideological nature of that motivation (cf. G.E. Mendenhall,
“Ancient Isracl's Hyphenated History," Palestine in Transiton: The Emergence of Ancieru
forael, SWHAS 2, ed. by D.N. Freedman and D.F. Graf, Sheffield, 1983, pp.9t-103). One

must aprec with both the apiness and accuracy of Hauser's objections (AJ. Hauser,
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from the records of the Eighteenth- and Nineteenth-Dynasty Egyptian
military campaigns and [rom the Amama letters, over against the later
cstablished control of the hill country by the tribes of Israel, unified
under an intertribal bond comparable 10 an amphictyony—an analogy
that Alt drew from classical tradition. Through his comparison, Alt was
able to make critical assertions regarding what brought about such a
radical change, namely the process of settlement.”

Starting from his observations of biblical toponyms (drawn from
Joshua and Judges) that the regions most commonly atiributed 1o carly
Israel, especially those in the Nabius hills of central Palesiine, lay entircly
outside of or on the fringes of the city states, and that it was, moreover,
these regions that in fact began to receive new seltlement during the
Iron Age period, Alt suggested that the initial entrance of the Israclite
tribes could not reasonably have threatened the Canaanite states. When
Alt compared Late Bronze Canaan with early Isracl territorially, it
became clear that whatever other changes had occurred, the most
immediate and noticeable result was the emerpence of new settlement
in what hitherto had been sparsely inhabited regions. No complex
relationship and few contiguous connections had existed between the
new nation of Israel and the Canaanite territories. The conguests of
cities—that Judges 1 denied anyway—was hence al best peripheral to
Israel’s origin, however Joshua might be read. From this vantage point,
Alt’s analysis presented biblical scholarship with the unshakable doubt
that the initial Israelite entrance into Palestine had been by way of a
unificd invasion and conquest as suggested in Joshua®s historiography,
For All an initial conquest was both unnecessary and unexplainable. This
central core of Alt's argument originated primarily from his observations
regarding Egyptian texts of New Kingdom military campaigns and the
biblical traditions of early Israclite settlement in the Book of Judges, and
was not significantly dependent upon either his sociological and

*I' For this and the following, see A, All, opera cirata, 19258 and 1939, but also a numt
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anthropological analogies of nomads from the eastern steppe or his
understanding of an institution of amphictyonic union that he used in an
effort to clarify and explain his model.™

Alt proposed that the groups that later formed Israel’s tribes had
lived from very early times on the [ringes of the Canaanite city-states, in
the hill country of Palestine and in the adjoining steppe zones 1o the
South and East of the agricultural regions.™ These disparate groups,
who, according to Alt, had entered Palestine in different periods and had
independently originated in many different ways, had lived in a patiern
of subsistence analogous 1o that of transhumance shepherds: seasonally
maoving from the winter grazing lands of the steppe into the hill country
and the more lertile regions of Palesiine during the summer drought,
living in a close symbiotic relationship with the distinct Canaanite
population of the settled region.™ When All wrote, the term “nomad”
had na extensive range of meaning, and was applicable to what were
recognized as several distinct patterns of living. Alt himself understood
nomadism to have a wide spectrum of forms,” and he generally tended
to calegorize them into larger contrasting types. He was particularly
inclined to compare forms of “transhumance pastoralism™ (which he
understood (o belong to both the steppe and agriculturally fertile
subregions ol Palestine in a complex mix of herding and agricultural
involvement, including a broad spectrum of sedentariness ranging from
nomadic campsites 10 more permanent settlements in villages and
hamlets) with the varieties of patterns of “inner-nomadism,"” that he
understood 1o be found throughout Arabia and particularly to the
various forms of “[ull™ nomadism associated with camel herding, the
caravans and with trades associated with metallurgy. Alt identified the
carly settlers who became Israel exclusively with the various forms of
transhumance pastoralists of the Palestinian steppelands. Although G.E,
Wright—in what he understood as a support of the conquest tradition

B NP, Lemehe, op.cit, 1985, p.45.

v G Dalman, Arbeit und Sine in Paldsiing VT Zelileben,
Vieh- und Milchwirschafi, Tapd, Fischfang (Hildesheim, 1087) pp.aoill.

AL AL op-cil., 1939, pp.139-14

¥ A AN, apcit., 1939, p.i42 *Dalb durch dieses I'-:'J__'.:'|||'|.i.~.\ig wicderholie und ebenso
regelmissip unterbrochene Nebeneinanderieben der Sesshaften und der Nomaden
rwischen thnen entsichen. versteld sich von Sefbsr; aber die

mancherlei Beziehu

Gruppen bleiben dabei noch klar voneinander geschieden,”
AL Al opein, 19253

¥ oA Al OLCIL, 1P, PRt
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in opposition 10 All—favored an understanding of the origin of the
Israelite tribes as land-hungry nomads from the desert sweeping over the
fertile zone,” Alt had reserved this concept of “buin™ 1o forms of
inner-nomadism that he consequently associated with the Amelekites
and Midianites of biblical traditions.® Very gradually—over many
centuries—under a potentially wide variety of impulses, these groups
settled the unoccupied agricultural zones (many of them forming new
tribes wherever lands were most available) throughout the many separate
geographical areas that were early Israel. In spite of their lack of
territorial coherence, Alt believed—and here his thesis became severely
streiched—that a unity was given to these many distinct groups through
some form of intertribal religious or cultic bond, analogous to the Greek
amphictyony. Only after this initial peaceful settlement, with the growth
and gradual consolidation of the Israclite territories, did he understand
the tribes of early Israel to have come into direct conflict with the
Canaanite city-states, and only then did what were wars of ex
break out. It was in this second stage that the narratives of conquest and

Mansion

the wars of the judges found their historical context for Alt. Building on
earlier attempts to consolidate power under a “personal union™ or
chieftainship, such as that of Labayu of Shechem, Yabin of Hazor and
the biblical portrayal of military leaders as “judges,” Alt suggested that
the monarchy gradually emerged under Saul and David and was finally
consolidated under Solomon.

3. Amplificanions of Alt's Serlenent Hyporhesis

This hypothesis of Alt's is well known and widely used by writers on the
lopic today. Alt used three analogies drawn from his understanding of
ancient society that enabled him to expand his model in a concrete and
specilic historical mode: the amphictyonic bond, the concept of city-state
and the concept of transhumance nomadism. Alt's concept of tribal

¥ G.E. Wright, Biblical Archacology (London, 1957). In Wright's reconstruction, this
highly romantic image did double duty also for the hypothetical Amorite invasions of his
patriarchal period; Th.L. Thompson, ap.cir., 1974, p.52

MA Al "-'ll'J.l'J'I. 1925, alsa shmacliles; see M “'-,'l:'.p{'r[, opcit, 1907 (ET: 1971) Pp-4 afT..
1odf=1 10, On this whole question, sec now the excellent studies of E.A. Knaul, Shmael

(Wieshaden, 1085, 2nd.ed. 19Bg); fdem, Midian (Wieshaden, 1698Y.
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amphictyony as the bond of unity in ancient Israel has come under
increasingly serious attack in recent years and can no longer be
maintained with confidence on the basis of the arguments put forward
by Alt and his student Noth. It is also my observation that the wide-
spread misunderstanding in recent years of AlUs use of the central
concept of city-state has grossly distorted the realities of ancient
Palestine. Furthermore, Alt’s understanding that ancient Israel emerged
from the nomadic pastoralism of the Palestinian steppe has been a
deeply disputed issue that is critical for any understanding of the
scholarly controversies of the past thirty years.® For these reasons the
following appraisal of these three issues must be offered before an
adequate evaluation of the direction of research initiated by Alt's
programmatic model can be made.

Although Alt's thesis about Israel’s origin does not depend on a
concept of a tribal league or “amphictyony,"™ this concept of a twelve-
tribe federation around a central shrine was built on an analogy 10 the
carly Greek amphictyony. This theory was introduced in biblical
scholarship as early as Ewald” and was fully developed by Noth.® It
served All with the unity he needed 1o explain the formation of a
national society in the period of the judges prior to the political
centralization of the monarchy of Saul, David and Solomon.® Noth's
elaboration of this intertribal bond was, as such, a basic constituent of
AlU's cffort to establish the historicity of a period of the judges as a
period of early Israclite history. This thesis has been supported in recent
years by Weippent™ and, in a revised form, plays a critical role in
Gottwald’s theories about Israel’s origins in a revolt of Canaan’s urban
poor.” It has also faced devastating criticism from many directions.”

i { ¥ i

Mendenhall, apcir., 1962 M. Weippen, apet., 1967; C.HJ., de Geus, Op.CiL, 1976;
Th.L. II""""r“': n, gp.cir., 1978, and M.P. Lemche, op.cil, 1985
* With N.P. Lemche, ap.cit., 1985, p.41
H, Ewald, Geschichie des Valkes Irael 1 (Berling 18763
¥ M. Noth, ap.cit, 1930
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1055, pas.

" Weippert, ap.cir., 1967, esp ppgt, 105, 143

Conrg NLK. Gottwald, opcit., 1979, pBE3!
* The most important of these have been H.M Orlinsky, *The Tribal System of Israel
and Related Groups in the Period of the Judges,” @4 1 {1962), pp.11-20; G, Fohrer,
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One of the central dilficulties that scholars have faced in evaluating
Al's amphictyony hypothesis since Noth's amplification is that no
common understanding or clear definition of amphictyony existed.™
Hence, criticism and refutation of aspects of the analogy (such as the
number twelve, the identity with Greek tradition and the relationship 1o
sedentary people)™ can be accepted without necessarily undermining
the uselulness of the concept as an analogy for early Israclite unity. As
sheer analogy, it is harly falsifliable. Even s link with “holy war™ can be
severed without requiring more than a few minor adjustments (0 an
understanding ol its historiographical function.™ Smend’s argument,

Cresehichie des Exodus. Eine Analyse von Ex 1-15, BZAW g1 (Berlin, 1964) ppafl; CHL

de Geus, "De | NWederfane

{s theologische Tijdschrift 20 (10965),
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however,* that the biblical references to a tribal league are secondary
elements in the traditions relating to holy war, and Mayes's argument
that the Israelite twelve-tribe structure has roots in a later perception of
a Solomonic provincial system,* seriously undercut Noth's conclusion
that the pericd of the judges can be understood as an historical period.
This league, our sole reason for speaking of Israel at all in this period,
is the bond of unity among the twelve tribes. Furthermore, the existence
of a central shrine for all the groups within Palestine rests precariously
on unsupportable assertions of a premonarchic date for such apparently
deuteronomistic-style narratives as Joshua 24 and Judges 19. Finally, any
social bond uniling the tribes comprising Israel in this very arly
period—assuming for a moment their existence as historical realities,
geographically widely scattered and separated one from the other as they
are assumed 10 have been—is difficult 1o imagine historically, whatever
analogies might be entertained.

I'he fundamental weakness of the amphictyonic hypothesis is that it
is only an analogy and not an historical reconstruction of early Israel
based on evidence, [t is in the final analysis really unimportant whether
what exisis in the Old Testament narratives is identical or similar to
what is known to have existed in Greece or elsewhere. For all the
closeness or distance between this amphictyonic analogy and ancient
Israel—and that quite distant analogies can indeed be useful 1o historical
reconstruction is an everyday experience—no analogy can replace for us
the lack of evidence for any bond of unity the alleged early tribes may
have had. If the traditions reflecting unity are secondary 1o the traditions
about the monarchy, then what we know about premonarchic settlement
and conguest is also by that fact knowledge that is post monarchic
hence we do not yet have grounds for establishing the existence of an
Isracl in premonarchic times. It appears today unlikely that such
evidence will come from the biblical texts.® The collapse of Noth's
explication of and central contribution 1o All's programmatic model for
the reconstruction of Isracl’s origins exposes a central weakness in Al's
attempt 1o establish and maintain the historicity of a period of the
judges. Noth, moreover, ook Al's earlier work in the direction of

165, 20410

R, Smend. epoeir, 1977, esp. pp.:
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Traditionsgeschichre®
efforts to understand the earliest of Old Testament tradition as a
reflection of the time of the judges drew on Eissfeldt’s attempt 10 see
tradition as having originated in putative historical events. This
permitted Noth to reconstruct history out of idealistic presuppositions

and away from history and archaeology. Noth's

and analogies.” In this categorical fallacy, in an effort to support what
was at best an illustrative analogy of Alt's, Noth undermined the more
Nexible, historical and archaeological direction of Alt's 1925 article that
had in fact been much closer 1o the work of Albright in orientation,
Moth's assumption that many of the Old Testament traditions
reflected the times of the judges cannot be substlantiated. Consequently,
one must conclude also that the failure of Noth's elforts requires us 1o
recmphasize that the known Israel of Alt's programmatic model is in fact
not the period of the judges but the national entity of the monarchic
period.” If some form of intertribal union in premonarchic Israel did
not exist—and (though it is certainly necessary if a period of the Judges
is 10 be used) it is extremcly difficult any longer to assert that it
did—then the question of unity, and the process of unification, becomes
a critical factor in the question of the origin of Israel at whatever date.
The second concept relating to the structure of ancient society that
Alt used is the “city-state,” an important element and the starting point
of his programmalic model that attempted to trace the social and
political changes from Late Bronze Canaanite city-states to an Israelite
nation-state of the Iron Age. Alt's understanding of the Canaanite city-
stale was developed in his 1924, 1925 and 1926 articles.” His views
were based almost exclusively on his examination of Egyptian texts from
the second-millennium B.C., with some supporting reference to the
archacological exploration of the time. Any reference to the biblical
tradition was limited to his designation of these “city-states” as
“Canaanite,” in contrast to its polar opposite, “Israelite™ transhumant
nomadism.* The dialectical structure of Alt's argument unfortunately

% M. Moth il 1948
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led him 1o understand the whole of the sedentary population of Late
Bronze Palestine under the broad rubric of an Egypto-imperial structure
of interlocking city-states that controlled the lowlands of Palestine and
some large areas of the highlands (such as Hazor, Shechem, Ayvalon,
Giezer, Jerusalem and others).™ Although Alt's explicit use of the term
“city-state”™ was generally bound by a careful use of original sources, he
overextended its use and applied it to the whole of the diverse sedentary
agricultural population of Palestine. In this excess he inappropriately
cxaggeraled the reach of Egyptian influence and power within the region.
Of course, Alt did not derive the political structure of the city-state from
the Egyptian imperium itself, since this structure had long antedated the
empire in Asia.” However, concepts such as a “system of city-states”
or a “system of interlocking city-states” were either as yet
unsubstantiated historically or needed to be understiood in terms of
support for or as a reaction to Eighteenth-Dynasty imperial interests. In
either case, the implication that such a “system” existed goes far beyond
what we know and what we might reasonably conclude from our sources,
Although this was a central concept in Alt's program for tracing the
origin of Israel, it was little examined beyond the scope of Alls

]

Territorialeeschichte?

Canaanite-Israclite polarity highly problematic
* This basic description of the Canaanite city-state is accepted by G. Buccellati (Clies
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Generally, All understands the ancient Palestinian city-state as a
petty dynastic principality based on a central settlement or town,
potentially with subordinate willages and settlements within its
territories.?” Extended political power was achieved through coalitions
and treaties with other city-states, During the Eighteenth-Dynasty,
Egyptian imperial authority maintained this political structure in a quasi-
feudal direction by establishing the princes and their families as vassals
of the Egyptian crown, the Egyptians maintaining a generally indirect
control of the region.

In 1962, Mcndenhall, basing himself primarily on E.F. Campbell's
1960 popular summary review of the Amarna letiers in the Biblical
Archaeologist,” arpued that the Late-Bronze Canaanite city-state was
a brutal, oppressive and largely dysfunctional political structure that
“dominated the whole of Palestine and Syriar at the end of the Bronze
Age.”" This was a not untypical exaggeration. Campbell, on the other
hand, discussed large arcas of Palestine which were not under city-state
control. Moreover, the Amama letters, which comprised the sole
historical source for Mendenhall’s understanding, were dated by
Campbell from 1376 to 1350 B.C. rather than to the end of the Latwe
Bronze Age, variously dated to the end of the thirteenth or o the
beginning of the twellth-century 8.C. I the city-states discussed by
Mendenhall were yel o survive two centuries—and many of them yel
longer—one must certainly hesitate before acceptling Mendenhall's

n credenes without direct evidence, Brandfon, admittedlv, does discuss
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description of them as dysfunctional!™ Mendenhall, furthermore,
accepting Campbell’s equation of the ‘apiru with the Hebrews,”
undersiood the ‘apiru disturbance reflected in the Amarna texts as
evidence of revolutionary activity. The ‘apiru are understood on this
hypothesis not only as homeless and staleless malcontents, but as a
group specifically identified in their opposition to an oppressive
government structure.”™ Thalt is, to be a Hebrew was for Mendenhall to
be in a state of resistance to or withdrawal from city-state power. The
rest of Mendenhall’s hypothesis builds on this interpretation of the
‘apiru, secing Israel’s origin as an internal revolution of ‘tbrim (Hebrews)
against corrupt city-stale oppression, comparable wo and to some extent
an extension of what he interpreted the Amama ‘apiru disturbances 10
have been. However, with the cohesive aid of his hypothetical “Exodus
Yahwists,” the thirteenth to twellth-century ‘apiru-Hebrew revolt was (in
contrast to the analogous disturbances during the Amarma period)
successful, Mendenhall understood this revolution in religious and
pacifist terms. For him the revolution was primarily internal and
psychological.” There is of course not any echo of this sentiment in
Campbell. Mendenhall repeated this theme of the Israclite spirit of
revolutionary independence in his stinging repudiation (1983) of what
he understood as Gottwald's misappropriation of his hypothesis in terms

" EF. Campbell did make the common assumption (based on the complaints in the
Amarrra letiers from the Palestinian leaders to Egay for not [ulfilling requests for military
suppoert) that Egypt, under a somnolent Akhenaten, was losing control of its empire. Cf
however, now, P. Bienkowski, Jemcho in the Lale Brorze Age I'.'\"r.i'\rl'l'l-i-l'\-!{'r_ 1986
pPp.137-150; also idem, op.eit, 1987

(TR

E_F. Campbell, op.c i, 1D .10} on this B5Ue see £5p M \H'L'u';ﬁ[\ﬂ‘rt lfl-'|!".L'|.J.. 1907 =ET
1971, ppa3-1ar) for a critical review of the ‘apire =Hebrew =lsraclite equation. In a
recently published amicle, “Le “origini® d'lsracle progetto irrealizzabile di ricerca
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of an egalitarian social wprising that had brought about a radieal shift of
power.™ For Mendenhall, who is more Protestant theologian than
historian, the freedom was a thoroughly religious one, and the spirit of
liberty—that revolutionary Yahwism—was for him at the very heart of
Israel’s existence. The historicity of the Mosaic tradition and of Israel’s
covenant with Yahweh™ is the core of Mendenhall’s thesis. The ‘apiru
uprising of the Amarma texts is merely the first occasion for its
expression, for that revolt offers an historical analogue to the later
Israel’s freedom in Yahwism over against an oppressive Canaanite
Ba'alism.™ Mendenhall argued that the villages of Canaan became
‘apiru by choosing their religion instead of political power: “When the
political empire became intolerable and unable to preserve order, they
withdrew from all obligation and relationship to it, in favor of another,
nonpolitical overlord whose obligations were of an entirely different and
functional order. This was what being an ‘apiru meant in early Israelite
times,”" Israel was, for Mendenhall, first and foremost a “religious
federation.” Moreover, the so-called revolt model of Mendenhall is a
theological description of [Israel's essence and not an historical
explanation of Israel’s origin. It is no more legitimate to accept it than
its predecessor, Israel’s own construct of Heifseeschichie™
Mendenhall's image of the city as corrupt and oppressive—shorn of
iis function as representative of Ba'alism and counterpoint to the
revolutionary concept of belief in Yahweh—is taken up into Gottwald's
radical revision of Mendenhall's thesis in which [srael's origin now serves

rather as an idealistic form of a socialist proletarian revolution,

" NLK. Gottwald, ap.cil, 19838, pp6-8
** Th.L. Thompson, ap.cit., 1977

* G.E. Mendenk

all, op.cil., 1973, Ppr22=141

b Tdem, oL CiL, P37
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In reviewing Gottwald's understanding of ancient Israel and its origin,
il is important 1o recognize that what Gotlwald says about the
methodology of sociology and history IS quite distinet from  his
hypothesis isell. The value of Gouwald’s book and its associated
writings is in fact entirely heuristic. It is a theological and philosophical
work intended to provide contemporary theology with an alternative to
the discredited biblical theology movement. That is, it deals more with
the theological use of the bible by modern theologians and is neither
historical nor sociclogical—though it frequently proposes 1o be both.

Following Mendenhall, Gotiwald contrasts the Canaanite city-state
over against a lower class or “peasant™ society. In his major work on this
subject, whose publication was delayed until 1979, Gottwald viewed the
Canaanite city-state in terms of feudalism, with an elite aristocracy
dominant over against an oppressed and indebted peasant class.™ It is
often difficult 1o determine both what Gottwald means by “elite” and
what he means by “peasant.” This confusion is greatly exacerbated by
Gottwald's 1976 (written after the manuscript of the 1979 book) and
1983 articles in which he rejects the feudal paradigm so central 1o his
1979 work in favor of the broad Marxist concept of an “Asiatic mode of
production.”" This terminological shift, however, as Gottwald himsell
would certainly agree, is not merely an exercise in semantics but relates
directly and fundamentally to what Gottwald understands as a sociology
of ancient Isracl, one of the difficulties of which is that this concept is
undersiood as a holistic construct: each aspect of the society affecting
our perception of the whole.

There are several reasons in the current debate over the history of
Israels origing for suggesting that our understanding of Late Bronze
sociely prior to the emergence of lsrael 15 a fundamental and useful
starting point of discussion. As poinied out above, the modern scholarly
discussion both begins with All's description of Bronze Age Canaanite

UMLK Gottwald, apoeir., 1979, p.212

"MK Gol twald, “Ear |} lrracl and the Canaanite Socio-economic Svstem.” Palestine in

Tramesitione (1983) pe26; fdem, “Two Models for the Origins of Ancient Isragl: Social
Revolution or Frontier Development,” The (heest for the Kingdom of God: Saedies in Haror

of Georpe . Mendernhall, by H.B. Huffmon, F.A. Spina and AR, Green (Winona

Lake, 1983) Pp5-24 “Early lsrael and the Asiatic Mode of Production in Canaan,”
SBIL Sermtingr Papers 14 (1976) pp145-154. Unfortunately, Goliwald does not grapple with

I shilt of s socu

rical perspective in the appendix to his 1979 book, which

updaics and revises substantial porticns of the book itscll
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city-state control of Palestine, and still understands the guestion of
Israel’s origins as answerable within Alt's programmatic model of the
transference of political realities—in all their forms—{rom the city-states
of the plains o the national states of the hills. Gottwald proposes that
we accept the existence of an historical eveni—social revolution—as the
pivot of Israel’s amalgamation, bringing about the radical political shift
from the Canaanite city-states to the regional states of monarchical
Isracl. In order to posit the historical event of a revolt for which we have
no direct historical evidence whatever,”™ it is critically important that
we not take for granted what the specific revolt was about. If one is (o
approach history in neo-Hegelian idealistic structures of polarities and
societal dicholomies, one must be ever aware that neither aspect of the
polarity can be understood unless both sides of the dichotomous
relationship are clearly specified.

Given this dichotomouos nature of Gottwald's choice of the words
“revolt” or “social revolution™ o specify the historical events which gave
rise to early Israel, one must conclude, without cavil, that the immensely
provocative theory of an “original Isracl™ as an egalitarian and
revolutionary society falls like a house of cards, when it is noticed that
no detailed discussion of any extent is offered about the previous city-
state society which ostensibly had been overturned.™

Gottwald’s 1970 book, The Tribes af Yahweh, | submit, is fatally
dependent on misunderstandings of Canaanite society that he has
borrowed from Mendenhall and others, This is a view of ancient Bronze
Age Palestinian society that is not only in itsell false but is tomally
incompatible with Gottwald's own 1976 and 1983 proposal of redelining
this society in terms of the Marxist concept of an “Asiatic mode of
production.”™ Because of the lack of an effective terminology to describe
the social realities of Bronze Age Palesitme, great care must be used to
avoid the undesirable implications that the choice of language brings 10

historical 15sues,

* LML Miller, apocit., 1982; idern, ap.cit, 19846
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As early as 1976, Gotiwald presenied a description of “the political
economy of ancient Canaan™ to support the core of his hypothesis that
“early Israel represented a revolutionary breach in the prevailing
political economy of ancient Canaan.” He thereby intended to replace
his earlier support for the idea of Canaan as a form of feudal society™
that had long been disputed. In the hope of resolving this debate, which
Gotiwald perceived as turning on the understanding of the concept of
hupshu,™ he proposed the Marxist concept of “Asiatic mode of
production™ as a distinct type of class-society to describe ancient
Palestine. In his description, he listed fourteen characteristics of varied
importance, which 1 list below in an abstracted form. Gottwald'’s list was
freely formulated, ofien redundant, and many of his descriptions are
marred by unessential moral evaluations, which 1 have just as freely
deleted. These characteristics of Asiatic society have their origin in a
variety of articles by K. Marx and [. Engels about China and India,
mostly from the 18508, which Marx and Engels used as a counterpoint
lo a European capitalism that had i1s roots in mediaeval feudalism.

Asiatic Mode of Production™

1. Communal, not private ownership.
2. Cohesion and persistence of the village community.

Close unton of agricultural work with crafis.

4. Large-scale irrigation requiring a central authority,

YIbid, p.igs

M, Heltzer, “Problems of the Social History of Syria in the Late Bronze Age,” La Siria

mel Tardo Bronze, ed. by M. Liverani (Rome, 1969), pp.31-46; tdem, “Sonale Aspekie des

Heerwesens in Ugarit,” Beftndge zur soztalen Strukiur des alien Vorderasien, ed, by H. Klengel
{Berlin, 1971 ) pp.i25-130; H. Klengel, The Rural Comurnunity in Ancient Uparit (Wiesbaden,
1y rieY; pderm, The Iniermal Crpanization of the Kingdom of Upgarit (Wicsbaden, 182 idemn,
"Ariru von Amurmu und seine Rolle in der Geschichte der Amarnazen,” Miterlungen des

Tresadiit fir Chric “Sesshalie und Momaden in der alien

s 100 19h47, Pp-57-83
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M

Elite social strata based on a concentration of the o

hands of a central authornty

6. Economic dependence of towns on agriculture, and political subordir

the central authority.
7. Subsisicnce, nol commodity production.

8. Retardation in the development of the means of production

9. Oiher socia

groups: large landholders, merchants and bankers

10. The village as the basic productive unil.
11. Trade oriented to the international {frontier.
12. No free bourgeoisie, no (ree labor and no capital devetopment

13, Central authonty related to the whale of society

14. some feudal aspects (however they are 10 be underst

Gottwald himself recognizes that there are difliculties in taking his
description of Manx's concept as deseriptive of Late Bronze Palestine
Private ownership, for example, certainly existed, and “communal
ownership” of the kind that Marx speaks of for nineteenth-century A.D
China and southern India existed neither in Late Bronze Canaan nor in
Israel (no.1)! The presence and dominance of an elite social stratum
(no.s) is assumed by Gottwald and exaggerated. Similarly, the
significance of political subordination both in Late Bronze Palesrine and
in Marx’s “Asiatic mode of production™ is not as greal as Goltwald

believes, and agriculture is of far greater significance to the economy of

the Late Bronze towns than Goltwald seems to acknowledge (no.6); for
the central economic structure of the towns of Bronze Age Palestine is
agricultural with only very limited traffic in commodities.” The
presence of other social groups (no.g) varies substantially in different
regions of Palestine. Gottwald's assertion of large landowners needs
definition. Early Palestinian class structure seems rather oriented
towards a very small bourgeoisie, some slaves and hired labor™ (contra
no.12). Late Bronze Palestine was not in the control of any central
authority that related to the whole of society (no.13). Quite the contrary.
Very small states were virtually autonomous and regional and a non
integrated foreign imperial system controlled aspects of the greater

society, especially in regard to the military and 1o extra-Palestinian

TTh.L. The wmipesin, T he S he Bronze Ape, BTAVO 34 (Wiesbaden

tence agriculture is simplistic. See below Chaplers

1970 PR 61, An assumplion of subsis

4 and 6.

H. Klengel, ap.cir,, 1982
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foreign policy, but related only marginally to the economy.™ Given
Gottwald's description of the “Asiatic mode of production,” it is difficult
to understand why he wishes to recommend this term as a replacement
of the less inadequate concept of “quasi-feudalism,” which at least has
the advaniage of being related 1o the concrete evidence for the military
appropriation of lands, a maryannu warrior class and the dynastic
leadership that we find in our texts.™ Unlike Marx, Gottwald secs some
ol these descriptive characteristics as both necessary and definitive
aspeets of the Asiatic mode ol production, especially its foundation on
large-scale stalé-run irrigation agriculture, although unaccountably,
Gotiwald recognizes that such agriculture does not exist in Palesrine.™
Large-scale irrigation systems are indeed radically different from the
forms of small-scale irrigation which were practiced in Late Bronze
Palestine.™ Since Gottwald (who inevitably describes all societies except
that of “revolutionary Israel” in dichotomous relationships) understands
the elite as the foundation of the Asiatic mode of production, he is hard
pressed 1o explain how Palestine could have such a society without an
agricultural economy based on such large-scale povernment work
projects, as one readily understands 1o have been the case in ancient
Sumer and Middle Bronze Mari, and as Marx frequently observed in
regions of the Yellow, Yangize and Indus valleys during the nineteenth-
century A.D. Inconsistently for one who explicitly proposes this model of
Marx’s concept of primitive Asiatic society for ancient Late Bronze
Palestine, Gottwald suggests rather that the basis of the Late Bronze
cconomy rests not in the Asiatic mode of production at all, but rather
in an ancient Egyptian imperial policy for Palesiine, which somehow
sought 1o “replicate the system™ that existed at home. It boggles the
mind to guess what Kind of system would result that was an “imitation”
of the large-scale state-run irrigation network™ he seems to imagine
Egypt had, in a region such as Palestine in which such an economic

" P. Bienkowski, opooi, 1956

** Mot only the letters of Amama but also texts from fvbios and the so-called Execration

o . aal ilvmasiis Fadgsms e PE o N ek T - P T Ty L N, T T WORRL, PRl |
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system would be totally inapplicable. I the elite structures of Late
Bronze Palestinian .kl:h._'i-.‘lf-. had been modelled on the ]':_‘-'.j‘-'|"|ji||| cmpire,
then they would have been independent of indigenous Palestinian
economics, incompatible with Gouwald’s proposed model and irrelevant
to the issue of social revolution (in contrast to such other disruptive
political events as rebellions and uprisings). This is not the basis
Gottwald needs for his hypothesis of social revolution. The Arab revolt
ol 1917, for example, cannol be understood in terms of social revolution,
however Far-reaching its political implications.

Gottwald’s undersianding that the foundations of Palestinian Bronze
Age society rests on “imperial politics from the Nile, the Tigris
Euphrates and Anatolia™ since the Hyksos period of the Middle Bronze
Age makes fiction of history. The only imperial force that had a major
mpt, and Egpr did little

cither 1o determine or 1o structure Palestinian society. Rather, the term

role in Palestine of the second-millennium was E

pr's function in Palestine’s economy during the New

“overlord,” for Eg

Kingdom period, is exceptionally apt. The importance of Palestine as a
land bridge between Egypd and the great Asiatic empires is greatly

exaggerated by Gottwald, and his concept of a “corridor effect™ requires

detailed documentation o be ;|L'-.'-.'|l!;&|1ic.\‘ The real political structure

of Palestinian society long antedated both the Egyptian and the Hittiwe

c:npir-.-\' and remained intact until the end of
in the early Iron Age
overlordship in Pal

economic and political foundations of Ps

gyptian imperial control

Even il one assumed the importance of a Hyksos

tine {(and that is a formidable assumption),™ the

lestinian society—including the
I

eriod, and, like the “Asiatic mode of produeciion™ elsewhere, are
|

construction of elite strata—are much earlier than the so-called Hyksos

indigenous and rooted in the material economy of Palestine! The quasi-
teudal, dynastic, petty principalities referred to in the literature as “ciiy

states™ po back at least to the end of the nineteenth-century B.C™ Nol

cuphrates socictics never had political or economic influence of any

at this early period

1 New T siparton (New Flaven, 1o667; also Turther befow
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We lind many of the major “citics” of Pa with their * princes | piher leaders
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only did the Egypuan empire not establish Palestinian society, it hardly
Changed it.

Much of Gottwald's moralistic rhetoric in describing ancient
“Canaanite™ sociely is also without warranl. In general, he seems to
imagine a Palestine where large masses of poor are oppressed by a huge
and complex bureaucratic, entreprencurial elite who rapaciously absorb
maost of the region’s wealth and foree the working class into irreversible
indebtedness. Not only does this not fit the concept of Marx that he
wishes 1o use, it does not fit what we know of the Late Bronze towns in
Palestine.

The so-called revolutionary motive, according 1o Gottwald, is o be
i

seen as an effort 1o preserve an indigenous, village, egalitarian solidarity

from a form of imperialism thathad been established by the central

state”” (whether he means Egypr here or the city-state elite is ol
marginal importance). The ‘apiru are still the catalysts of revolution in
Gotiwald’s new theory, but they now are understood as people who have
been “pushed out of the security system of the family communes of
village communitics,”"™ an understanding of ‘apirk which is impossible
L justily on the basis of ancient texts and equally impossible to imagine.
The critical means of revolution is for Gotiwald the ability of “the

sophistication of coordination o be able to provide the basic services
that central authority had claimed as its prerogative.”™ That is to say,
according to Gottwald, the centralized elite had oppressed the village to
such an extent that an uprising reestablished the original function of the
village economy. Apart from the far more important questions of
historical reality, this is not a revolution in the ordinary sense of that
term, but rather a description of reactionary stability of a basic economy
that had a history of nearly 3,000 years in Palestine.

Although Gottwald accurately recounts many aspects of the economy
and society of the Asia that had interested Marx, many other aspects
might also have been discussed. Those that Gottwald chose to deal with
apply only to some of Asia’s societies and economies. Moreover Marx's
concept, necessarily general and naive in the form in which it was

developed in the 18505 and in Das Kapiral of 1867, is an atiempt 10

TN Gottwald, epocit., 1976, pigg; idem, op.cit, 1983, pp.29-14
 Jdern, apocic, 1983, pag

¥ Jdemn, op.cit, 1976, Pe149
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distinguish the economics of Asia from those of Europe and especially
aristocratic England. Marx was fascinated by the—from the perspective
of Europe—unusual degree of independence that the agricultural
economy and society of Asia had within the context of the equally
extraordinary absolutist state forms of “oriental despotism.” Marx found
the distinctive characteristic of the Asiatic society in the agricultural
small-scale village economy frequently described as “subsistence
agriculture™: an economic system in which each unit of the society—the
village or small town—provides its own necessities. There is little
division of labor (a critical element for Mam—of far more importance
than communal property, for example), and both the means and control
of production is in the hands of the producers. Typically, the elite
comprises only a small handlul of people (Marx speaks of a dozen in
villages of some complexity). This elite is also related to the specific
functions they perform. Given the subsistence nature of the economy,
the village is economically independent of any greater form of imperial
administration. Because of this independence, the village moreover is
typically politically and socially indifferent to the empire, excepl insofar
as such greater governmental administration occasionally impinges upon
the subsistence structures of the village beyond the modest level of the
surplus commodities normally produced. Marx makes an effort 1o
describe this apoliticism of a basic subsistence agricultural society:
“While the village remains entire, they care not 1o what power it is
transferred or to what sovereign it devolves; its internal economy
remains unchanged."” For Marm, such a society is not vulnerable to
social revolution. Indeed Marx’s concept of the “Asiatic mode of
production™ is his explanation why revolution in such an economy is
there largely unthinkable, in contrast o the riper feudal-capitalistic

structures of Europe:

“This simplicity supplies the key to the secret of
the unchangeableness of Asiatic societies, an unchangeableness in such
striking contrast with the constant dissolution and refounding of Asiatic
States, and the never ceasing changes of dynasty. The structure of the
economical element of socicty remains untouched by the storm clouds
of the political sky.”” Gotiwalds misrepresentation of Marx comes
from his concentration on the despotic and oppressive nature of some
Asiatic states. For Marx, however, despotism is neither constant nor

SRS VML (AN
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unique 10 Asia. It comes and goes. It is the village which establishes the
N,

For Bronze Age Palestine, the term “city” is seriously misleading, and
“city-state" is an immense exaggeration if we think of the normal use of
such terms. The size of settlements in ancient Palesiine was in direct
proportion 1o their agricultural exploitation of the regions in which they
were situated: a preeminent characteristic of village culture.” The city
of ancient Palestine is equivalent to the modern small town; its “prince,”
“king,” and “lords" might best be translated as “village head” (in the
sense of mukhrar) and “elders.” The term city-state used to describe the
society of ancienl Palestine refers to little more than the autonomy of a
local village or village cluster from other Palestinian powers. The very
largest towns rarcly exceed one or two thousand people, and the average
only a few hundred.” One could rightly think of Marx's handful of elite
as typical also of the Late Bronze town, if one were o include some of
the maore feudal functionaries that we meet in the Late Bronze
Lexts—such as the Manvannu. Moreover, the Late Bronze village and
town did have slavery, free labor, capital and private ownership, all of
which must be understood if we are to describe the society ::-;_Ia:r.| uately.
Nevertheless, the core of the Late Bronze Palestinian economy is
quintessentially that of village subsistence agriculture. Mendenhall also
states this principle, but does not seem 1o recognize that the “cities” of
Palestine are themselves just such villages™ There is little aristocracy

i Th.l. Thompson, ap.cir., 1974, ppol
i ; FE

"R, Gophna (“Middle Bronze Age 11 Palestine: lts Settlement and Population,” BASOR

T0ate, PPLTI-00) Lar 1o Feneno sslhimales the [Hli'l'.l| wtion of Jerusalem (assumed

1 be the tenth-century capital of Jud al approximatcly 2,000 people. Some lexis report
absurdly high numbers of people involved in accounts of military campaigns, and one must
recognize the value of such propaganda, Most notable are the Mesha Stele, which describes
the im possibly high Digure of 7,000 casualtics in a single morning (pointed out by 5.1, Janke
in personal communication) and the ro1,000 caplives on the Kamak inscription of the

Rameses period at a time when the population of all of Falestine—al best estimates—barely
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Processes in

sraels Coastal Flain lrom the Chaloolithic to the Middle Bronze Age,”
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to speak of and little economic surplus to exploit.” In this regard, such
language contrasting “urban™ and “folk” communitics™ is grossly
inappropriate.

Gottwald’s tendency to blend history with abstract sociological theory
is shared by J.M. Halligan in his article on the Late Bronze “peasant.”™
Halligan begins with the axiom that “Canaanite Society in the literature
of the second millennium B.CE is reflected through the mind and
interest of the royal court, its administrative personnel and the powerful
upper strata of society.” Such statements, of course, would make good
sense if they referred to texts written by scribes of the Egyptian imperial
court that controlled a population of perhaps 2,000,000 people.”™ Bul
Palestine was occupied by perhaps 100 largely autonomous settlements
with a total population of hardly 200000 people. Even regionally
dominant city-states such as Shechem or Hazor had only a few thousand
people. The great battle of Thutmosis 111 against the coalition of Asiatic
kings under the leadership of Kadesh at Megiddo, Tor example, resulted
in only 340 eénemy captured with 83 killed.” In Palestine we are nol
dealing with kings or great courts in any significant way. The resulting
effort of Halligan to reinterpretl the Amarna letters in terms of a class
conflict in which scribes, merchants™ and potiers™ became an
arisiocracy, is a caricature of sociological analysis. “Aristocracy”™ relers
to the rule of what is perceived as the “best born™ cr the nobility.

Scribes, merchants, craftsmen and free soldiers hardly [it this term.
Halligan argues rather vigorously against an understanding of Palestinian
society as based on either subsistence or village based agriculture, and
claims that the texts reflect rather a feudal Palestine ruled by “the King
with his military aristocracy . . . exercising total control over the fund of
power, the productivity of the people and their land.""™ Since Halligan

¥ Conra G.E. Mendenhall, il LpET, Py

¥ ;. Herion, opcil., 181,

IM Halligan, “The Role of the Peasant in the Amarna Period,” Palestine i Trarsition
r

The Emerpence of Anciend frael (1953) ppaa5-24

¥ gee 1. Burck

W\, The Ape of Constaniinie the Greal (New York, 1949)

¥ ANET, P-237T: G.l. Davies, “*Megiddo in the Period of the Judges,” OTE 24 (19863,
PP34-53

" 1M, Halligan, ep.cit,, pid

N K. Gotwald, ep.cit., 1979, p217
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somehow knows that the ancient Palestinian villager was a “peasant,”
theories of peasants derived from a wholly different culture allow him
to see Rib-Addi as a “great totalitarian dictator™™ and, as it were out
of thin air, 1o create “a network system of marketing” which allows him
o create even further a middle-class which impoverishes his “peasant™
through indebtledness. Similarly, Halligan introduces the feudal term
“serl™ for the ancient Palestinian slave, but then unaccountably describes
him as “landless.” This may or may not fit medieval Europe, but the
concept “serl™ (usually signifying a subject who is by definition bound
to the land and therefore not in any normal sense of the term
"landless™) hardly applies, and, like the term “peasant,” does not fit the
realities of ancient Palestine. Halligan's definition of the Late Bronze
hupshu™ as “[ree proletarians™ not only cannot adequately stand as
synonymous with “peasant,” but the meaning of hupshu cannot apply to
the word “proletarian™ as it is used of a stratum either of Roman society
or of the laboring class of more modern times. However poor, oppressed
and miserable any particular member of the hupshu of the Late Bronze
Age might have been, he held in his dependency not only a family of
several generations, but free laborers, tenant farmers, indentured
servants, slaves, concubines, cattle, orchards, fields, terraces and houses!
We have no knowledge of his debil. Halligan concludes his article with
the claim that “it may be projected that the political turmoil witnessed
in the Amarna letters did not conclude with the last datable tablet, but
continued piecemeal until the unification of the land by Dawvid,"™
without considering that the period he is projecting amounts to three
and one-half centuries: ten times the length of the period of the so-
called Amarna disturbances.

It is admittedly extremely difficult to reconstruct the history of a
period for which we have little direct written evidence. Nevertheless, that
is the task we have, and it simply will not do either to make up the
evidence we need or 1o borrow it from societies of other times and of
other places. This is not to say that the use of sociological analogues

since that 15 50 oy ioas

sly nol true (the Exccration texis?), he must mean eighteenth dy nasly
Palestine. However, the evidence he cites does not in [act relate (o Palestine at all but
comies [rom E.H, Wolls book, f

193 1.M. Halligan, op.cit., p.17

vensarnts [ Englewood, 1964
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does not have its place in the reconstruction of Israel’s origins. It only
argues against their misuse. Sound historical rescarch is not a highly
speculative discipline, but rather is based on the very conservative
methodology'™ and simple hard work of distinguishing what we know
from what we do not know, and of 1esting our syntheses and hypotheses
to ensure that they respect the all-important separation of reality from
unreality. It is only in this way that history, like any other of the social
sciences, can be scientific, progressive and cumulative. To the extent that
the social sciences are based on probability and analogy, they arc also
based on pguesswork and prejudice, The heart of historical science
(Geisteswissenschaft), unlike that of the natural sciences which are
predictive, is the specific and unique observation of what is known.™

When historiography functions “scientifically,” it attempts to discover
what did happen. When researchers go beyond the observable singular,
they also goes bevond what is known and involve themselves with the
theoretical and the hypothetical. When one deals with ancient history
critically and where our perspective on the subject of observation is
removed by millennia from the past we hope to represent, rigor in our
methodology is demanded all the more,

This lack of a clear, sound methodology is at the heart of the growing
number of objections raised against Gotiwald’s attempt to expand Alt's
historical model," and this lack of method is pervasive in his book: in
history, in biblical criticism and in sociology and anthropology. 1 have
pointed out the very great difficulty caused by his lack of distinction
between theory and reality, between hypothesis and data; his misreading
of analogies; and the confusion he adds to both ancient and modern
terminology. His claims of the existence of historical data to match
anthropological analogues,” when he knows that none exisis, is quite

vobh ; f
Th.L. Thompson, apcil, 1974, pp32o L
i (5 ¥

Contra EA. Knauf, “From History to Interpretation,” in The Fabric of Hisory: Toa,

/1r.'.'_.'-m:.' arnd Teeael's Past, JSOTSE 127, ed. by D, Edelman (Shefficid, 1991) pp

"% The cntical review of the revoll hypothesis as put forward by Mendenhall

Bepins, of

eourse, with M. Weippert, op.cit, 1967, In 1978, JSOT published a brief exchange between

Gotrwald, Hauser, Mendenhall, and T

ipsan, Since the publication of Goltwald’s |

book in 1979, however, both criliciam amd suppert have grosn immensely. See CapoChl
N.P. Lemc
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extraordinary. JL.M. Miller has already clearly pointed out the uncritical
methodology of Gottwald's biblical criticism, primarily his inconsistent
treatment of questions of historicity, his arbitrary use of tradition
history, willful and very idiosyncratic exegesis of central passages (for
example, Joshua 24 and the Sinai crossing)"” and his total lack of any

criterion for recognizing texts as relatively early or late.

1T

The publication of N.P. Lemche’s Early [srael presents a thorough
and devastating review of Gouttwald’s sociological and anthropological
methods. The primary thrust of Lemche's review deals with Gottwald's
understanding of nomadism. Lemche makes some very important
observations regarding Gotiwald's distortion of our understanding of the
ancient form of “city.” Lemche objects strongly to the sharp separation
that Goitwald and Mendenhall have made between urban culture and
the countryside,"" arguing rather for the need to understand a variety
of sedentarization in the Middle East, existing within a continuum from
the city dweller to the tent dwelling nomad,"* understanding the city
o be largely a conglomerate of smaller villages. He also points to the
small scale of the Palestinian society in contrast 10 other ancient Near
Eastern social structures," One must guestion (with Lemche) whether
Gottwald's understanding of the ancient city and of Near Eastern
agriculture (whether ancient or modern) is not rather a construct of
Gottwald’s own ideology, which is anthropologically simplistic and
uninformed. Gottwald’s concept of peasant rebellion is as romantic as
that older concept he ridicules of an eternal conflict between the desert
and the sown. Evidence of discontent and conflict cannot arbitrarily be
cast into a model of class warfare. Gottwald's description of ancient

Palestinian city and peasant culture as “antimorphemes™" is totally
wrongheaded, since the two are virtually identical in Palestine. Neither

Gottwald nor Mendenhall has presented a description of the sedentary

1]

Here, [ am l]':.llk:l.'l_t of his radical I::\.:-::|iq"..-'||1;.: al the wilderness tradition in, opLCIL,

1979, pp.4s54l [he lack ol literary comprehension is clear in his translation of the
murmuring maodif inte “the problem of sociocconomic survival® (p.gs4). On Miller's

cntigue, see .M, Miller, opeit, 1952, pp.2ishs rederr, PORG, PP T4 79,

"'NLPL Lemche, opocir, 1985, pogs,
" Th.L. Thompson, ap.cit., 1978
"3 NP, Lemche, op.cit, 1985, p2o7

"N K.Gottwald, apcit., 1979, pp457-473
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population of Bronze Age Palestine,"* and it is extremely doubtful that
their allusions to it and assumptions about it can be taken seriously as
informed views." In this, Mendenhall, Gouwald and others have
introduced a rather serious misunderstanding of the classical views of
Palestinian society. In particular, they have introduced a distortion of
Alr's understanding of pastoralism. Since this distortion has played a
major role in the discussions aboul pastoralism and nomadism in the
1g70s and early 19808, il is instructive o review their position in the
light of AlU's hypothesis.

In the 196z presentation of his alternative to Alt's hypothesis,
Mendenhall’s thesis was conceptually oriented to an attack on All's
understanding of nomadism. Without warrant, Mendenhall claimed that
AlUs "model™ had proposed that Israel originated in the sedentarization
of nomadic tribes who invaded Palestine from outside, seized land and
settled on it."” Mendenhall adamantly rejected what he presented as
Alt’'s assumption that a dichotomy had existed between the small village
agriculturalist and the shepherd. In rejection of this idea, Mendenhall

described these two groups rather as "blood brothers.™ ™ In what many
of his followers have come 1o describe as a “radically new™ proposal,
Mendenhall then built on this “critique™ of All and argued that the
“primary contrast of ancient times” lay rather between the city and the
village, and that Israel originated in a political and subjective withdrawal
“of large population groups from any obligation to the existing political

regimes. This pacifist “revolt,” built on the rejection of what is
after all not Alt but a “straw man,” based on what Mendenhall describes
as an interest in “social and especially cultural history,™™ quickly
became In [1|:ﬁ|-|tj-ﬁ;' hi'l‘.i'r];ll':xh.']‘.- the “alternative”™ model of lsrael's
revolutionary origin, though its boast of presenting a “sociological™

approach was empty.”" Mendenhall pointed out correctly”™ that his

g &

M.P. Lemche, op.crt., 1985, pabb

" i, ppo3el., 200,

™ G.E. Mendenhall, ap.cit, 1962, ppb6-72
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understanding of the symbiotic relationship between farmers and
pastoralists was drawn from Albright™ and not from the more recent
research of Mendenhall's student 1T, Luke. Mendenhall does not seem
aware, however, that—save for their understanding of full nomadism in
ancient times—All and Albright are substantially in agreement in their
understanding of seminomadism.

Luke, in an unpublished dissertation reevaluating J.R. Kupper's study
of the pastoral groups of Middle Bronze Mari on the Euphrares,"”* had
argued that some preclassical nineteenth-century views on nomadism,
which had understood nomadism solely in terms of marauding beduin
and which understood most ancient Near Eastern Semitic groups to have
originated in the desert, could no longer be maintained. The Mari texis
referring to the Jaminites and Haneans in particular,”™ with references
to both transhumance migrations, agriculture, tents and sedentary
dwellings, clearly supported the classical understanding of “seminomads®
that Luke saw emerging in Old Testament studies since 1945."™
Because Kupper described these tribal groups as in the process of
sedentarization at Mari, as having possibly originated from the steppes
of Jabal Bishri and as violent in some of their relations with the Mari
povernment, Luke caricatured Kupper's treatment as tainted with an

social structures and political power, while for Mendenhall this so-called revolution was an
internal I':l.'=l|-'t‘:|-'.'.|- rearentation  of SOCHEDY % values 'n"|1:||,:|l|'_'r| seems o accepl
Mendenhall's caricature of Alt's view ol the prodo-Isracliles as “inner nomads”™ rather than
as the semi-nomadse ranshumance pastoralisis All had proposed ".‘.-'.-_'El'ug'.._-n seems o base

this on a nomadic imerpretation of the patnarchs—perhaps [ollowing Noth's coneept of

proto-Aramacans (M « 1967, pp.5sal.)

' (LE, Menden
"=} WF. Albright, Arch:

ull, apoce,, 19E7, P10

l"|"-'_I:'".' ared tle Rel

of ferael (Ballimore, 1942) ppo7-99.
" 1R, Kupper, ap.cit., 1957,

'3 1.T: Luke, G cil., 1965, esp, ppabg-75
Lo Inaccountably, Luke seems wotally unaware of the German litemature cited above, of
Albright’s treatments of 1942 and earlier, or indesd, of any af the many reélerences ciled
by Kupper’s study, including such indispensable works as those of G. Dossin (“Benjaminites
dans les textes de Marn,” Mdanges Syriens offers & monsiewr Rend Drssaud: Secretaire

perpetuetl de [ Academie des inzorpiions ¢f belles lettrey par ses dmus of sex éldves; Bibii hedque

maque of festorrgue, vol. 30, Pans, 1919, pPp-odn-goh ) and R. Dussaud (“Nouveaux

renseignements sur la Palestine ef la Syrie vers 2000 avant notre Ere,” Smia B, 1927,
e, “Nouveaux lextes Epyplicns d'Execration contre les peuples Syriens,”™

d L1, 1940, pp-1T0 18z,
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unacceptable nineteenth-century understanding of nomadism.”™ Luke
himself (like Kupper before him) otherwise describes the groups at Mard
in the classical pattern of a symbiotic relationship of transhumance
shepherding with sedentary village agriculture.”™ Luke does add one
significant issue 10 the debate in his attack on the assumption that the
origins of semites through time had derived from migrations out of the
desert." In spite of his vehement defense of the Amorite hypothesis
for patriarchal origins,”® which is wholly dependent on this concept of
nomadic migration,” Luke argued against a derivation of pastoralism
from the steppe or desert. In the fundamentals ol his presentation, the
issues are straightforward and obvious and one has no trouble or
argument with Luke. The romantic concept of a direct evolutionary
development from nomadism to pastoralism to the sedentary cultures is
false. The domestication of sheep and goats is part of the neolithic
revolution and is a development from agriculture as early as 8000-7000
B.C. (Luke: 6000-5000 B.C.). These observations are guite valid. However,

T In a much modified form, Luke reg
16:3, 45) An Essay on the Amonte Froblem in Old Testament Traditions,” The Chuest for
the Kirg ed. by H.B. Hulfmon, F.A

Spina, and AR.W. Green (Winona Lake, 1983} p.zz6. V.H. Matthews's {ap.

cdam af God: Snidies in Honor of George E, Mer

i) I8 T

balanced and makes much of Kupper's work available 1o English readers,

122 References 1o Luke and, indeed, Luke himsell are not _||-.-\..|:,.-. clear o whial 18 being
described. Al limes, as in 1965, Luke descnbes two [orms of society, based on a mixture
of agriculture and stockraising, living in symbiosis. In other discussions, however, the
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Luke, noticing that at Man some farmers were shepherds as well,
illogically argued that second-millennium pastoralism was not merely
symbiotically related to but an aspect of agriculiure on the basis of the
origin of animal domestication. When this peculiar observation was
combined by Gotiwald with his own related misunderstanding of Alt's
position, Luke's thesis was accepted as substantially overturning Alt's
"pastoral-nomadic immigration theory” of Israel’s origins.'”

Gottwald, who unaccountably accepts Luke's thesis without signifi-
cant qualification, himself presents an interpretation of the relationship
between transhumance pastoralists and village agriculturalisis that is
nearly identical o that of AlU's,"® marking both the distinctiveness of
the two economic groups and their close symbiotic interrelationship.'™
Gotiwald’s insistence that “the regnant pastoral nomadic model for early
Isracl and the sweeping historical and cultural inferences drawn from it
are fundamentally in error™ founders in self-inflicted contradiction
and illogic. His conclusion, following Luke, that pastoralism is an aspect
of Palestinian village life’ is a truism recognized by every scholar he
argues with! However, it is true because of observation,' and does not
follow logically from the Lukan premise that it originated there. It is
astonishing that Gotiwald and Chaney also seem to insist that forms of
sociely are best explained in terms of their original evolution. However,
the fact that the domestication of sheep and goats originated in the
neolithic, agriculturally-based revolution tells us nothing either about
transhumance pastoralism of the second-millennium or about questions
concerning the origin of the economically distinet varieties of Semitic

M.E. Gotwald, op.cie., 1979, pp.435-463, and more emphatically ppBgal; M.

Chaney, "Ancient Palestinian Peasant Movements and the Formation of Premonarchic

Israel,” Palesiine in Transiton (1983) pp.4z-44

2N Giontwald, oapcit, 1979, pp.43o-442; LM, Miller, opocic, 1986,
! The position of M. Chancy (ap.eit, 1983, pp.42l) i different only in that it atlempts

to reduce the proportion of pastoral nomads in contrast 1o farmers, undowbtedly (o salvage

the descoiption of Gottwald's revolutionanies as indigenous. Cha v, of course, has no

cvidence whalever for his gualification, M.k, Gottwald, with more caution if no more

cvidence (apcir, 1979, pp436l.), merely aflirms a partial role of pastoral nomads in early
Israel’s formation
e
IEid., p.
Vb 7
™ i, p471.
Cl. G. Dalman ef alif {opera citatay with V. H. Matthews, apcir, Also see the eritique

of M.P. Lemche [y, 19855)
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groups in the Middle East. Forms ol nomadism—especially hunting and
food-gathering—go back, of course, to early palaeolithic times. Many
thousands of years separate issues of origins from the “indigenous,”
sedentary, Semitic agricultural villages of the third, second and early first
millennia 8.c., and we have only very recently been able firmly o trace
the forms of agricultural socicty in Palestine of the Late Bronze through
the Early Iron Ages back to the neolithic period. We have many reasons
to believe that the village life of Palestine of the Bronze Age is not
entirely continuous with at least the earliest of the neolithic periods.
Connections are only partial and fragmentary at best."”” We do know,
however, both from anthropological analogy and from writlen sources
such as the Mart archives as well as from archacological remains, that
Gottwald's views of nomadism are thoroughly inadequate, Farmers from
villages and towns raised sheep and goats and other livestock. Shepherds,
both as individuals and as distinct groups, lived symbiotically with the

more sedentary population in forms of seasonal transhumance and, in

the south, in patterns of regional transmigration, They played a
significant role in the economics of many of Palestine’s subregions, the
central hill country not being among the more important of these, There
was a wide spectrum of societal forms relating o nomadism associated
with greater Palestine, including several forms of “full” or “inner”
nomadism. The classical descriptions of non-urban Near Eastern society

are, in their major lines and often in detail, still valid descriptions of the

ypes of societies we are dealing with in ancient Palestine

In the second half of Alt's polarity, through which he constructed his
programmatic model for Israel’s origins in terms of the transition from
the Late Bronze Canaanite city-state to the regional states of the Iron
Age, he argued that the origin of Isracl was to be understiood in terms
of a gradual transition of transhumant pastoralists {understanding them
with Noth 1o have been I1|i‘!!::['|;,||!:1 Aramaean or Aramacan-related)™
to sedentary life in those arcas beyond the immediate control of the city-
states. All's hypothesis was built primarily on the basis of an analogy

constructed from the observation of similar pastoralisis who were

'¥ P, Mircschedji, [ Epagque pre-urbaine en Palestine, CEE 13 (Pans, 1971) pp7=11, 130
and esp., H. Weippert, Paldsting in vorfteflenisischer S, Hlandinch der Archacolome,
Farderasien 1171 {(Munich, 1988) pp.iri-it4

M. Moth, opcit., 1954, ppa7l; also M. Weippert, opooit, 1967 (E1 1971, ppY
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engaged in animal husbandry and agriculture in these same regions of
*afestine in the nineteenth and early twentieth-century a.D.—a way of
life which Alt sharply distinguished from what he referred to as “full
nomadism™ or more clearly as “inner nomadism."" The discovery of
the Mari administrative archives of the eighteenth-century B.C. pave
substantial support 10 AlUs hypothesis, since several quasi-nomadic
groups mentioned in these texts (the Jaminites, Simalites and Haneans)
were understood to reflect a similar way of life and appeared not too
distantly related ethnically and linguistically to the Israelites."" While
All's description of these groups as “proto-Aramaeans™ 15 excessive, and
evidence is lacking for a clear historical relationship with any known
analogous groups in Palesting'” the analogy to Alt's hypothesis is
nevertheless useful. Were it not for the important elements of state
encouragement and concerted pressure on the nomadic pastoralists
towards sedentarization that were determinative factors at Mari, we
would have a very good analogue to what Alt proposed. Although absent
in Alt’s reconstruction is the not vet available historical and

archacological evidence from the Late Bronze-Iron [ transition'* as

well as some explanation of sufficient cause to bring about the
sedentarization of transhumance pastoralist in Palesiine at this time,""
the description Alt offers of pastoral nomadism on the steppes bordering
Palestine is fully consonant with the anthropological research in Alt's day
and, although pgrossly gencralized and lacking specificity, still very
instructive today. It is on the basis of transhumance patterns of grazing
that Alt assumes the association of his pastoralist with both the steppe
and the agricultural regions of Palestine.'® He argued that this long-
lime association had created both a common bond with the sedentary

WA, opcit, 1939, PRt

M. MNoth {opcn) and esp. M. Weippert fop.cit, 1967, p.125), who based much of his

on the studies of LR, Kupper (Les mownades en Mesopotamie au temps des
Mari, Licge, 1957) and H, Klengel, (Berjamirisen wred Hander zur Zeit der Konige von
Mard, Unwersity of Berlin dissertation, 1958, idem, “Au einigen Problemen des
.'.:'..l-'|'..\.i7\.".||3'\-|.||:.\\.III.'|| N:"'Ilu.l-\.:l'.':l:l.'ll
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farming population and a distinctiveness which was brought about by the
annual departure. The symbiosis of this relationship, established over a
period of half a millennium (All supgests the dates for this long
transition of 1500-1000 B.C.), formed a basis for sedentarization, This
process explained for Alt the partly known and (at that time) partly
assumed expansion of scttlement in the hill country prior to the
monarchy. Alt concentrates particularly on the hill country—and above
all Judaea and Samaria—because of the radically different settlement
patterns he noticed when the Late Bronze period was compared to the
known biblical sites of the Iron Age. The economic culture of the
transhumance pastoralist involved a mix of agriculture and animal
husbandry, and suggested 1o Alt"" that the early pastoralist gradually
drifted towards an increasing dependence on agriculiure."” Alt's
understanding of the pastoral background of Israel was not substantially
drawn from any supposedly nomadic background in the biblical tradition
This Alt very definitely understood to reflect a sedentary and agricultural
background."” Rather, Alt’s understanding of the early pre-lIsraelite
pastoral groups'* was specifically related to the realities of Palestinian
topography.

Alt did not see this gradual movement from the steppe o the
sedentary regions of Palestine as either extraordinary or unigue to [srael.
He understood such transitions as having occurred in different forms and
at different periods throughout the history of the Middle East. Nor did
he understand this proto-lsraclite transition as an historically single
migration." In this, he referred to a wide body of anthropological
literature which he felt strongly supporied his own experience in

M Ihid., r145

7 [‘:i!:lu__' P H:m;l.'_ ke Kiaueebeie Palitinas -:_:"|'.'|||L|||:1_ [T ped] ||i|1_|.’|: idlerm,
“Wissenschaftliche Ergebnisse ciner genealogischen Forschungsreise

Frihjahr 1928," ZDFV 55 (1932), pp-42-74, here pp.s3fl; idemn, Die [sthmuswiisie und
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FPatamrna (Hamburg, 1926%; 1 icard and P. Solomonica, O the Geolopy of the Gaza
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District,” JPOS 16 (1936), ppoaSo-223.
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Palestine, and above all that of Dalman.”™ AlUs understanding of the
general range of socio-economic types of groups in Palestine was not

substantially different from that of E. Meyer,'"

who had beecn largely
dependent on G. Schumacher'® and Wellhausen. The strength of much
of this work (particularly that based on Schumacher, Dalman and Hifeli)
lies in pre-First World War anthropological rescarch and in descriptions
of socictal patierns that, although chronologically far from ancient Israel,
have been influenced by the same geographical and ecological
contingencies as Pafestine. They do provide substantial analogies that,
when used with flexibility and care, can be quite valuable to the task of
rcconstructing the social and cconomic forms that existed at the end of
the second and the beginning of the first-millennium B.C. Of course, they
were also merely analogies (as Alt also was aware) and did not of
themselves provide historical reconstructions.

Meyer' made three distinctions among tribal groups in Palestine
that classically describe the general range of non-urban societal forms as
understood by scholars until well after the end of the Second World
War. Meyer understood this description as valid for all periods of
Palestinian history: a) scttled farmers who live in permanent houses and
villages, raising grain and cattle, wine and oil; b) half-sedentary
pastoralists (whom All refers o olten as “seminomads™) who live both
in tents and tent villages as well as in permanent dwellings, in a pattern
of transhumance grazing. They live in oases and near water sources of
the steppelands, and, in the dry season, are closely associated with group
a) and live in peaceful symbiosis with the agrarian villapes. They
understand their enemy to be the desert bedouin, not the sedentary
agrarian; ¢) the bedouwin of the desert (whom Alt refers to as the “full

[E1]
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nomad” or “inner nomad™), living on animal breedi

and some patch cultivation.” Meyer, like most nineteenth- and early

Lrade, hunting

twentieth-century scholars, understood the origin of most Semitic groups
in Paflestine 10 have proceeded in an evolulionary manner from these
desert beduin: not only the Israelites, but the Canaanites, the Aramacans
and the Arabs as well. He understood a basic antagonism o have existed
between the beduin and the other two types of Arabs. To speak of an
“grernal conflict between the desert and the sown™ was al worst only an
exagperation. However, Meyer observed that to describe the inner nomad
as "land-hungry” 1s wholly mappropriate. In known periods of nomadic
conquest of the fertile zones ol Pafestine a twolold pattern of change
occurred: a widespread abandonment of agriculture, land care and soil
drainage systems (along with the transition of many areas (o grazing)
and subsequently a gradual resettlement of the area.

Following this very broad and general descriptive pattern, Al
identified the sedentary village group a) of Palestine with the Canaanites,
the seminomadic group b) with the proto-lsraclites, -Moabites,

Ammonites and -Edomites, and what he called the “inner-nomadic™
group ) with the Midianites, Amalekites and Ishmaelites.,™ It is an
important aspect of AlU's thesis™' that the processes of sedentarization
and Canaanitization went hand in hand, and that the social types a) and
b} had become closely integrated by the end of the Bronze Age.
However, the somewhal inconsequential separation that All allowed
(and this was based on his form-critical and peographical, not his
anthropological studies) was the sharp cultural division between hill
country tribal groups on one hand and lowland citics on the other. This

gically onented

procedure was dictated for Alt by the initial chronol 3
observations on the shift in the settllement patterns of the Late Bronze
and Iron Age periods. In the synthesis of his geographical and biblical
views with his social and anthropological observations, Alt unfortunately
adjusted his anthropological understanding in support of a dimorphic
Late Bronee Canaanite-Early Iron Israelite historical transition. This has
led to many misunderstandings of his model, involving both his position
regarding the close symbiotic ties as existing between the migrating

pastoralist and the in

genous agricultural population, and the assumed

A Musil, opocic; 1. Wellhausen, ap.cir

L Weippen, op.cir, 1907, p.1io; EA Knaul, opocit, 1980, idam, op.cil, 1988, passin

. D25, Pacaen,
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length of the proposed process of immigration and sedentarization. It is
significant that Alt's reconstruction is marginally compatible with the
understanding that the settlement was indigenous 1o Palestine in so far
as he had understood that the process of immigration had lasted
throughout most of the Late Bronze period, and that sedentarization
proceeded from the basis of fully acculturated Palestinian shepherds. Alt
is very clear in distinguishing these pastoralisis from the “inner nomads”
of the Arabian and Sinai deserts. His consistent use of the analogy of
pastoral nomadism implies that they were associated with the Palestinian
and neighboring steppe, and (insofar as we can judge from the
anthropologically derived examples available o Alt) tied to the pattern
of transhumance exchange of pasturage between the steppe and the
agricultural zones of Palestine. If one abandons the presupposition of
migration from Arabia, Alt's hypothesis encourages one to accept his
pre-lsraclites as indigenous to the greater Palestinian steppe, and to
describe the formation of ecarly Israel as the amalgamation of the
“Canaanite™ sedentary agriculturalists of the settled region with the
transhumance pastoralists, who, in the process of sedentarization,
structured themselves in geographically distinctive tribal groups. There
is then no clear reason that, within Alt's hypothesis, the groups that
made up Isracl cannot be understood historiographically as indigenous
1o the greater region and at the same time be easily recopnized as
understanding themselves as ger in the region. This quite minor though
significant revision of All is substantially furthered when it is recognized
that the range of the entire spectrum of nomadic and sedentary groups
in Palestine and the adjacent steppe is both now and in history much
larger than is allowed by the three classical categories, which, of course,
" The adoption of a broader
spectrum-oriented description of social differences within Palestine would

were never intended to be exclusive

naturally reduce the emphasis on a dichotomous so-called antimorpheme
between the “desert and the sown,” which is such a strong tendency of
classical descriptions.™ It would further recommend that situations of

<8 ! . ;
1 As very strongly urged in the context of the current debate by Th.L. Thempson, ap.cit,
1978 and N.P. Lemche, op.cit., 1985,
' As the classical model tended 1o see an unbridgeable societal rift between agriculture
oral groups and inner nomads, Gottwald and Mendenhall tend (as we observed above)

 a widpe between the city and oiher EroLps This \:il_'h-\.ll:'-ln:\.{ i irrelevant 1o the
agricultural heartland of Bronze Age Palestine where cities, as such, did not exist, Even in

Phoenicia and Philistia, where some of the towns had substantial econcmic functions apart
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cross-social conflict be examined as discrete historical events, rather than
understood as a structural, quasi-class conflict endemic to the Middle
East. Such dogmatic presuppositions about the forms and events that
society “must” undergo are a disservice to both history and historical
anthropology.

The Mendenhall and Gotiwald School’s aliernative description is
unusable for historical reconstruction at several points:

A) an urban culture, such as we find a1t Mar and Ugarit, did not exist
in Late Bronze Palesting, and the assumption of an wrban-village
“antimorpheme” in Late Bronze Palestine is meaningless.

B} Conversely, we do have reference in both second- and first-
millennium texts to nomadic groups from the desert that are a threat 1o
the sedentary population. These conflicts need to be understond as
specific historical conflicts rather than as antimorphemes or class
conflicts.

C) Just as nomadism in the region of Palestine needs a much more
complex description, 50 100 the various forms of agricultural sedentary
culture are multifarious, and need to be understood as part of the wider
spectrum of Near Eastern culture which extends from extreme patlerns
of full nomadism to town culture, and are not constructively served by
the harmonizing and very distorting concept of a “village-farmer-
shepherd” construct. As Lemche has clearly pointed out™ in his
discussion of this problem, we are dealing with an overlapping of two
different economiec, social and cultural categories: cattle raising and
spatial mobility.

[ The issue of the origin of the West Semites is not an issue that
can easily be settled. The debate has not been furthered by the seemingly
dopgmatic rejection of many texts which refer 1o the homeland of many
groups of the second-millennium B.C. Rather, both the coneept of
wholesale desert origins and the concept of a totally indigenous

population are to be eschewed."' On this issue as well it is insufficient
10 build a history on sociological theory alone, uninformed by direct

evidence. The archacological and epigraphic evidence relating to the

(rom agriculiune and |!.|\.Illr.|i sm, [his dichotomy seems unjustificd.
1y

M.P. Lemche, ap.cit., 1985, p.12g; Th.l. Thompson, epera crtata, 1978A; 19780

Y Already M. Weippert, opocit, 1967, pp.rozil
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pericd and region involved must not only inform but direct our
theories."

E) Gottwald's reference to anthropological data is narrow and largely
unrelated to both Palestine and the social forms he wishes 1o describe,
Because of this, he is driven to use an abstract interpretive structure in
licu of evidence. Lemche™ has suggested 3 much more complex and
legitimate use of social scientific materials relating to forms of
nomadism, which can be used with great benefit,

F) Major historical events have significant effect on patterns of
society, and sociological analysis alone is inadequate for dealing with
history. Such events range from political and international changes of
empire and dynasties, economic changes directed to the planning and
maintenance of trade, ecologically significant changes in climate, to
smaller decisions of specific rulers and states 10 go 0 war, change
structures and use of taxes, force sedentarization and open new lands to
exploitation. It is true that such events might be expected to elicit
patterned behavior and responses from the many different individuals
and groups involved in such changes and events. Nevertheless, since such
patterns involve many spectra of possible behavior and response, to deal
with them historically one needs evidence both for the events and
changes themselves and [or the specific historical responses that did in
fact occur.

G) Gottwald's very strange concept of “retribalization™"™ is without
any sociological or anthropological parallel and seems absurd.'®
MNevertheless, Gottwald needs some such concept il he wishes 1o explain
the process of the emergence of Israel (from what is for Gottwald a non-
tribal society of Canaan) in the form of a tribally organized, egalitarian
socicty.™ In describing Israel (and indeed all tribal societics) as

"SNP, Lemche, ap.cit., 1985, p.7s

03 Ihid, [ASEIS

"KL Gotrweald op.cit,, 1979, PR.323=329, 405-473. On vanouos aspects of Gottwald's
conce, see also G. Herion, oo, 1981, ppaill; C. Hauser, "From Alt 1o Anthropology:
The Rise of the Israclite State,” JSOT 36 (1986),

T also idemn, “Anthropalogy in

| ||'\.l:-.'|il.l;'_'.'.||l|':!.-'." I5T 39 (1987), PRS-z,
M5 Gee G.E. Mendenhall, ol 1983, poz

8 = i . ' 5 .
: similarly, B Brandlon, op.ci., 1988, p.56, in support of N.K. Gottwald, ap.cie, 1979,

Pp-465-473. CL CHJ. de , opcil, pad3 NP, Lemche {op.cit, 1985, p236) sees de
Ciels as :|I!\|!II!_'I,Ii:\||!:!5_': lirselites and Canaanites on the basis of the similar concepl of

ethnic umiy.



AMPLIFICATIONS OF ALTS SETTLEMENT HYPOTHESIS 15

“epalitarian,”" Gottwald not only confuses ideology with reality,"” he
also blurs the distinction belween segmentary lingage societies (with
which he would identify Israel) with acephalous societies,"” which are
not “tribal.”™ Tribal organization is necessary for Gottwald not only
because it is essential ww his amphictyonic union of Israel under
Yahwism of Joshua 24, but also because it is a central ingredient of his
understanding of the period of the judges, so necessary to both his and
Noth's revision of AlL

H) Alt’s concept of the formation of Israel’s tribes on a geographical
basis, subsequent to their entry into Palestine, is similarly adapted by
Gottwald, not only in the merger of clements of both Canaanite and
pastoral nomadic elements in the newly formed tribes (ultimately any
difference between Gotiwald and Al here becomes one of proportion
only), but also in the unifying funclion this tribalization serves in the
greater theory. Both AlUs and Gottwald's hypotheses depend wholly and
entirely on an acceptance of some substantial form of historicity for both
Judges and 1 Samucl, a historicity which can no longer be taken for
granted but reguires detailed support. Gottwald makes no major
departure from Alt on the basis of whether Israel is or is not indigenous
to Palestine in its origin, The difference between Al and Gottwald here
15 one of degree. Gottwald {ollows Mendenhall in his assertion, without
evidence,"™ that a “Moses group” brought Yahwism trom Egypt,'™
and sees them joining “retribalized™ villages and pastoralists in Palestine
to form Israel. All, following Noth, does nol deal specifically with
the Mosaic tradition, but lays more stress on the contrast of Joshua with
Judges, In s0 doing he requires a larger proportion of pastoral nomads
from the steppe. Ironically, a comparison of Gottwald’s thesis with Alt's
suggests that Al's reconstruction is more closely linked with
anthropologically and sociologically derived analogues, and, unlike
Gottwald's, largely independent of alleged “events” which can be

=T Lemehe, o ir,, 1088 p.122 1.W. Rogerson, Ll PoEn, noEee idesn, Andfiroms

ard the ©d Testamen (Shellield, 1084)

See 1LW. Rogerson, ap.cil, 1986, p.ag

¥ Th.L. Thompson, *The Joseph and Moses Narmatives,” in foraefite ard Judaean History,

ed. by LH. | 2. also J.M

wes and LM, Miller (Philedelphia, 1977) pp.149-180, 210-212

Miller and J.H. Hayes, op.cit., 1986,

™ MK Gottwald o, 1979, P2

M. Noth, Das Svstern dor swalf Stgrmime Trocls, BWANT 1V, 1 (Stuttgart, 1930)
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falsified by the historian. In contrast, Gottwald’s vision requires
acceptance of the historicality of an as yet unverified agrarian revolt as
well as of the historicity of the Exodus-Wilderness stories.'™
Gottwald’s thesis stands or falls on his ability to ask questions based on
the belief in a preliterary tradition-history of the pentateuch, which,
prior 10 1975, would believably be premonarchic on the sole basis of its
classification as pre-Yahwist. Since 1975, however, there is very serious
doubt regarding the existence of any such preliterary historiographic
source surviving from such an early period. Gottwald throughout follows
MNoth's pentateuchal analysis of 1948, and his tradition-historical
investigation makes sense as a product of 1975, but it hardly survives the
revision of pentateuchal studies in the mid- o late 1970s.

Both Gottwald and Alt long before him assume without significant
argument that these early Old Testament traditions reflect a period of
the judges. It is however loday clear that many scholars working with
these texts would doubt such an assumption of historicity. They rather
understand the tradition to reflect the events and perceptions of a
substantially later period.

" The long delay in the publication of Gottwald's book [rom 1975 (o 1979 has resulied
in dated perspoctives that Goltwald did not deal with in his revisionary essay on

ppBE3-g16. Mol least 5 the problem that has been brought about by the increasingly

radical shilt downwards in pentateuchal chronology. J. Van Seters, Abraham in Hisory and

Tradivon {New Haven, 1975) and H.H. Schmid, Der soperaririse Jakwiss: Beobachtungen und

Frapen aur Podatenchforschune (Zunch, 19765,
] LA P

MK Gottwald, ap.ctl., 1979, pu.7



CHAFTER THREE

HISTORICITY AND THE DECONSTRUCTION OF
BIBLICAL HISTORIOGRAPHY

1. The Conservalive Movermenr rJ_,"' Biblical Archaec hrl:-l_:;'ﬁ

As we have seen in the two previous chapters, the programs of both Al
and Albright represented a decidedly conservative swing of scholarship
away from the tradition of Wellhausen and the early tendencies of the

“history of religions” school. This new consensus of Alt and the early
Albright, which had been building prior to the Second World War,
bepgan to break up in the post-war years. Many scholars, following the
lead of Albright’s quest of extrabiblical evidence for Isracl’s origins,
adopted the rapidly developing understanding of biblical archaeology as
a means of confirming the historicity of the biblical traditions, especially
of the patriarchs, Moses and the exodus, the wilderness wanderings of
the pentateuch and the conquest stories of the book of Joshua, Such
generally conservative scholars as N. Glueck” and G.E. Wright' were
representative of this trend.” Other more mainline scholars such as J
Bright’ and R. de Vaux" were also strongly influential in this search for

ht, “The Israclite Conquest of Palestine in the Light of Archacology,”

BASCR 74 (1939), pp.1-23

* M. Glueck, The (rher Side af the Jordan {New Haven, 1940); ez, Rivers in the Desert
(New Haven, 1950).

* G.E. Wright, “The Literary and Historical Problem of Joshua X and Judges 1,7 JNES
154

5 (1946), pp105 idern, The Od Testameni Agairst Tes Envirormient (London, 1955)
idem, Biblical Archaeology (Philadelphia, 1957); idern, God Who Ace (Garden City, 1962)

4 See the review of this issue in Th.L. Thompson, The Ongin Tradeion of Ancient Torael
I, JSOTS 55 (Sheffield, 1987) pp.ar-15

5 1. Bright, Early Irael in Recert Hisiory Writing SBTh 19 (London, 1956); fdem, History
af Israel, (Philadelphia, f1981).

b Esp. R. de Vauwx, e hebriischen Patrigrehum und die modernen Entdeckuingen (Stuligan,
||J_I:1_J'J, idem, [he "..u.rf:.ln,.I'J.;'m;r._'n.'a.'u.rlll;n‘.l.' und die Creschichee (Sluligar, 1965); de Waux's
position was, of course, radically aliered by 1971: tdem, Uifistoire d'fsraef (Pans, 1971); also

J.A. Dugan, Martin Noth and the History of lrael (Brandeis dissenation, 1978) p-94.
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extra-biblical confirmation of biblical historiography.” With the
publication of Bright's History of Israel in 1957 and Wright's Biblical
Archaeology in 1958, many scholars confidently spoke of the assured
results of biblical archaeology for the history of early Israel: a patriarchal
period well established in the extrabiblical history of the early second-
millennium,” the authenticity of the Joseph and Moses traditions
supported by our understanding of ancient Egypr,” the confirmation of
the historiography of Joshua 1-12 by the excavations of major sites in
Palestine supporting an understanding of the origins of Israel in terms
of a unified conquest, and an assessment of the “historical reliability” of
the period of the judges in our growing understanding of the Iron |
period.

Noth and von Rad, however, found some difficulty with this direction
of scholarship.”™ Their qualms lay not so much with the widespread
assumption and even conviction that the earliest traditions of the Old
Testament about Israel's prehistory were historically rooted in the
second-millennium;" Rather they did not believe that non-textual
archacological discoveries were capable of confirming the biblical

L3t Broght, op.cir, 1956, pp.atil; also LA, Dugan, op.cit, p.og

E Mote however, that a considerable number of scholars, above all C.H. Gordon, reflecting
on the Late Bronze Nuzi texts, wished 1o date the patniarchal age to the fiflcenth- or cven
the fourteenth-century (“The Patriarchal Age,” JBR 21, 1953, pp23f-243; idem, “The
Patriarchal Narratives,” JNES 13, 1954, pp.56-50; idem, “Abraham and the Merchants of
Ura,” JNES 17, 1958, pp.28-31; idem, The World of the Ofd Testament, Mew York, 195%;
idernt, Before the Bible, New York, 1962 idemn, “Hebrew Or igins an the Light of Recent
Discovery,” Biblical and Other Studies, ed, by A Altmann, Cambridge, 1963, pp.a-14; idem,
“Abraham of Lir,” Hebrew and Semitic Studics: Essays in Honour of G Driver, ed by D.W
Thomas and WD, Mcl Iardy, Oxford. 1963, pp.77-84).

1]

* 1. Vergote, Joseph en Egypie: Gendse chap. 37-50 8 Lo humidre des érudes dmpalogiques

récentes, ORL 3 (1

aris. 1959); KA. Kitchen, Ancion Orient and the 8 Testament (London,

1gbt). For a review of general issues, see Th.l.. Thompson, “The Joseph and Moses

Marratives,"” feraelite and Judacan History, ed by LH, Heyes and LM, Mille {Philadelphia,

IOTT) P 1 50100,

"W G, von Rad, "History and the Patriarchs ™ ET 72 (1960-1961), pp.213-2146; M. Math,

‘[Der Hl_':!|.‘l_q der Archiol .-|_:i;." sur Geschichie lsracks,” VTS 7 {Lei

fen, 1960) pp.2bz-282;
fdem, Ihe Urspringe des alten Ieael ime Lichee newer Quellen (Cologne, 1961).

"' Noth himself strongly affirmed such historicity in his *Proto-Aramaean” hypothesis, M,
Moth, Dfe fraelitischen Personennamen im Rahmen der pemeinsemitischen Namengebung
(Stutigan, 1928) pp.27-30; idem, *Zum Problem des Ostkanaander.” ZA 39 (1930), P24,
idem, “Die syrisch-palistinische Bevilkerung des zweiten Jahriausends v.Chr. im Lichte
never Cuellen,” ZDPE 65 {1942), r'F"'-:"":' 1idern, . i To6d, Pp-3I-33
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historiographical traditions.” Somewhat arbitrarily and dogmatically,
Noth argued that “history can only be described on the basis of literary
traditions which record events and specify persons and places.™? For
this reason, he believed, the history of Israel must be approached
primarily through the text of the Old Testament. It was the biblical
tradition that was for Noth the primary source for the history of carly
Israel." Archacology could serve only a very limited and supportive
role."”

In this rejection of any major role for biblical archacology in the
reconstruction of Israel’s carliest history, Noth turned aside from that
part of Alt's proposal which looked to the future of archacology for
confirmation,” and in doing so he undermined the conservative
consensus reflected in the work of Alt and Albright. Emphatically by
1930, in his monograph on the amphictyony, Noth abandoned Alts
attempl to create a synthesis of the potential epigraphic, archacological
and biblical sources for Israel’s early history in favor of an exploration
of the history of the oral tradition underlying the “historical” narratives
of the bible."

* 5ee Lhe similar conviclion l.']..l!'li.'.'\..‘-l.'\.'. recently by R, Ellon, op.cit, 1983, p.rog; and the

detailed eval jons of J.M. Miller [oypcil., 1Epsh) !'L'_:'!.II'.“I.E: the lemiis of the contributlions
of biblical ar ology for the entire carly history of Israel

¥ M. Moth op.CiL, 1960, p.4z.

" fhid ppg2-s50 also LA, Dugan, ap.cit., 1978, pp.aol.

M. MNoth, ibid, pp-47L J.M. Miller, in a pof casay (“Approaches o the Bible

through History and Archaeology: Biblical History as a Discipline,” BA 45, 1982,
PP2i1=210, esp. p215), argues adamantly for the primacy of the bblical tradition in
histoncal reconstructions. He points out, quile appropriately, the inadequacics of

archacological methods to either aflirm or -.!l.':l:. hiblical historic iy, Griven these limitations,

he recommends a profound skepticism towards any historical reconstruction of laracl's e

history prior to the time of the Omride Dynasty, wamning against a too sanguine confidence
in iblical archacology’s ability 1o render positive historical reconstructions of what is a
biblically oriented histor iography.

T 2 .
A, Al Die Landnafune der firacliten in Paldsing (Leipzig, 1925)

L.A. Dugan, ap.cit.,, 1978, pp.28-49, for a convenicnt summary of he n ideas of

Noth's work. The mos imporiant of Moth's studies for our ssue are: M, Moth, Das Sysierm

der rwilfl Stdrrrne Toraels (Stult

, 1930); Ihe Welt des alien Tenaments (Berlin 1940

‘1962); idem, Lberlicferungspeschichuiche Suudien I (Halle, 1943y, Uberlieferunprgeschiclie
-'I."":l.'.:I

Bertholet zum 80 Geburtsiag powidmet von Kollegen und Freunden, ed by W, Baumgariner

des Pemtarench (Stutigart, 1948); “Das Amt des ‘Richicrs [sraels',” Fessschrifi

et alii (Tibingen, 1950) Pp4o4-417; oprCil., 1960; op.cik, 1661
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The tradition-historical method, in tracing the primary roots of a
tradition and its secondary developments, carries far more conviction in
its negative conclusions than in any positive affirmations. Noth was hard
pressed in his study both of the pentateuch™ and of the so-called
deuteronomistic tradition™ to make, in his own estimation, a fully
convincing case for the historicality of any of the traditions and themes
that he understood made up the core of the biblical historiography.
Historicity eluded Noth except in the rarest of moments, and these
exceptions ironically enough related to those aspects of the traditions for
which he turned to extrabiblical sources: the “proto-Aramaean™ roots of
the patriarchal traditions that he had related 1o references 10 West
Semitic groups in the Mari texts;™ the internal tribal amphictyonic
union that he believed to be conlirmed on the basis of a detailed socio-
historical analogue with forms of ancient Greek amphictyonies;™ and
the peaceful settlement of the Israelite tribes in Palestine that, following
Alt, he based on a synthesis of ancient Egyptian records; the evidence
from excavations and surveys disclosing the absence of significant
archacological remains in the hill country of Palestine; and the
sociological analogue of late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century
transhumance pastoralisis. That Noth’s arguments regarding the peaceful
settlement of [srael in the central hills of Palestine are still viable today
should not distract us from the fact that this positive construction of
Israel’s origins is not based on the biblical traditions as primary
evidence. Quite the contrary, this particular theory has developed out of
and carries conviction to the extent that it adheres closely to observation
of cxtrabiblical data, above all Egyptian geographical texts and
archaeological remains in Palestine and views the biblical traditions only
as a point of orientation and as a conceptual context, To the extent that
Noth has depended on a synthesis with the biblical tradition, he has
failed. Following the development of Noth's principles of tradition

] i )
M. Noth, ap.cir., 1948,

" M. MNoth, apcir, 1943 A similar evaluation of the traditio-historical method is
expressed by LM, Miller (op.cit., 1982; idemn, ap.cit., 19867, Miller himself has carried Noth's

methods thr

ugh (o an even more devasiating analysis of the biblical traditions leading to
& healthy skepticism of historical reconstructions for the period of the judges and the early
monarchy as well,

M. Noth epoeir, ro61; Thl. Thompson, The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives,
BZAW 133 (Berlin, 1974) pp.75-78.

* n. Moth, P Cil., 1930.
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history, his detailed analysis of the pentateuchal stories and of the so-
called deuteronomistic history began a long process of deconstruction in
biblical history that continues today. In the final analysis, one must agree
with Bright that biblical historiography can only be affirmed on the basis
of extrabiblical confirmation.™ Noth’s own careful tradition-historical
work is the best proof that a critically acceptable history cannot be
written on the basis of ancient biblical historiography. Moreover, in the
few instances where Noth himself has written dependable critical history,
it has been with the substantial aid and sometimes the exclusive use of
extrabiblical sources,

Moth’s work since 1930 moved scholarship away from the directions
sel by Alt and Albright. Repeating Alt's understanding of Israel’s origins
in his History and later works,” Noth added substantially 10 All's
influence although he did not develop the argument in any lasting way.
He held firmly to the classical view of history as a description of the past
which can only be written “on the basis of literary traditions, which
record events and specify persons and places.”™™ Why this must be so,
Noth never explains.™

In addition to his traditio-historical work, Noth inaugurated a period
of fundamental critical appraisal of the efforts of scholars of the 19408
and 19508 to establish a history of Israel on the basis of a synthesis of
biblical, archacological and ancient Near Eastern data through his
presidential address before the International Congress of Old Testament
Studies in 1959." Noth's critique was primarily aimed at the Albright
school’s reconstruction of Isracl's prehistory. In his survey of the issues,
Noth raised substantial objections to efforts at placing the patriarchal
era in the Middle Bronze [, Middle Bronze 11 and the Late Bronze
periods, and pointed out the many opinions about the patriarchs that
could not be reconciled. Noth also argued that while the archacological
discoveries at Hazor could be understood as reflecting evenis similar to

* 1. Bright, op.cit, 1956, ppoiff. However, the largely negative implication of this
principle, as pointed out by 1M, Miller (opcit, 1982), must be underlined

3 Esp. M.Noth, ap.cir,, 19461

* M. Noth, ap.cil., 1900, p.42

* Noth's historiography here as clsewhere is wdealistic, with strong affinities (o Hegel and
Weber—ceriainly not “positivistic™ as Dugan (op.cit, 1978, pit) unaccountably asserts

|'hlg:trl'.'L whole discussion s somewhat baflling, not least his description of Noth's

'JIIJ-;:F!-‘.-‘II'I-JI!'.;:‘_ of the scitlement and the lsrael

- M. Noth OLCIL, 1900

e .|:r||_'-|'|:|_'-_1..|'|l. as "observable facis
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those described in the biblical tradition of the conquest (Joshua
11:10-15), the same could not be said of the extensive excavations al
Jericho and A" Noth's lecture began a period of reevaluation of the
alleged gains of biblical archaeology that in the 19705 and 19805 has
brought about an exiensive rethinking of what since Wellhausen passed
for a history of Israel.

Work on literary analysis and tradition history of Old Testament
narrative had long since made clear the disparate origins and nature of
the traditions that were brought together as a relatively coherent whole
only by the shell of their secondary literary frameworks. The awareness
of these literary and redactional structures caused many, who, like Noth,
wished 10 argue on behalf of the primacy of biblical sources for Israel’s
history, to appear highly skeptical and even nihilistic by the more
positivistic supporters of extrabiblical approaches.™ The problem was
that once the acceptance of the biblical historiography had been called
into question, every historical construction that held the biblical
historiography as integral 1o its view of history must of necessity
collapse. This unfortunately led Noth, and many familiar with the use of
tradition history, to follow a fundamentally contradictory and
reductionist approach to Israel’s earliest beginnings. On one hand he
ignored the patriarchal and exodus traditions themselves while asserting
their historical roots in the second-millennium. On the other hand, he
identified the beginning of Israel’s history with its presence in the land™
because before that Israel was nol. The conservative character of Noth's
tradition-historical effort to salvage a period of the judges was never
recognized as such. Rather, in the barrage of criticism from supporters
ol a patriarchal period and an historical exodus (above all Wright), Noth
was tarred a *minimalist™ and a “nihilist.” Ironically, this false position
did more 1o establish adherence 10 a belief in the historicity of a period
of the judges than all of Noth's constructive efforts combined.

" Ihid, pp 3740 Noth’s argument that the Jencho and Al stories are acliological has nol

survivied (1.0 Lang, The Probferm of Edological Narradive in the €00 Testament, BZAW 108,

Berlin, 1068). Long's analvsis, however, whitle ol cnoouraging a broad E‘I""'"i'.l-'in-:!

classil

ication of the Joshua conquest narradives as aetiological, also does not permit an
evaluation of these stories as cither histonographical or historical (B.O. Long, “On Finding
the Hidden Premises,” JSOT 39, 1987, pp.oo-14)

*Th.L, Thompson, ap.cit., 1974, pp-5-9
* See now A Malamat, “Die riithgeschichte Isracls: cine Methodologische Studic,™ ThZ

39 (1933) pp.i-16



THE CONSERVATIVE MOVEMENT OF BIBLICAL ARCHAEOLOGY 83

In M. Weippert's 1067 description of the then contemporary debate,
three distinct positions supporting the historicity of Israel's origin
traditions were clearly delineated. The focus of each was radically
conservative (all adamantly affirming the historicity of the biblical
historiography for the period of the judges and the united monarchy),
with Noth on the far left of the spectrum.

In this pivotal study, Weippert started from the observation of the
limited promise for a history of Israel’s origins resulting from the
breakup of a beliel in biblical historiography’s coherence.™ Weippert
largely limited his discussion o All and Albright’s programs, which
synthesized biblical and extrabiblical sources on the basis of analogy.”
As many scholars do today, Weippert viewed history no longer as a
direct (perhaps naive) description of events on the basis of sources, but
rather as an historiographical reconstruction based on ideal models or
patterns of what {on the basis of better known analogies) can Or must
have happened. Accordingly, he put forward three consiructs of Israel's
beginnings: the settlement model of Alt and Noth,” the conquest
model of Albright, Wright and Bright,” and the revolt model of
Mendenhall.” In this {of necessity harmonized) presentation, significant
differences in the positions of Alt and Noth, and especially some major
differences between Wright and Bright, were neglected by the form of
the discussion itself, in spite of the fact that none of these scholars had
understood himsell as working within constructs of an historiographical
model.

In this 1967 master's thesis Weippert did not seck a direct answer to
the origin of Isracl, but rather asked which of the accepted models of
scholarship was most viable as an explanation of Isracl’s origins.
Weippert chose Alts approach not because it offered a thoroughly
convincing and positive reconstruction of Israel’s origins, bul rather
because it best withstood the criticisms of the opposing models (not,
however, without significant problems).® As [ have pointed oul

M. Weippe

T esraelitischen Sidmme in der neveren wissersschafil

Diskussion (Gotlingen, 1967) p.a

1 -
Thidern,

hidd,, pp.&-46.
2 fhid.

M Ihid M

PP-40-55.
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elsewhere,” the results of Weippert’s review, although functioning
largely as a refutation of positions of Wright and Bright, which have
hardly been seriously revived since, had a much more positive effect on
the acceptance of Mendenhall’s revision of AlU's hypothesis. These
results ironically also attracted greater scrutiny and critical appraisal to
the proposals of Noth.

2. Early Alternatives to Settlement and Conguest Theories

In the 19605 and 19708, the Israeli scholar B. Mazar wrote a series of
very imporiant articles proposing a synthesis on the origins of Israel that
offered a far-reaching revision of Alt on the basis of our increased
knowledge of Palestinian history and archaeology.” Mazar’s most
significant improvements on Alt's hypothesis gave new impetus and focus
to questions about Israel's origins that had been largely deadlocked in
the German vs. Albright school controversies reviewed by Weippert.
Like Alt before him, Mazar saw the issue of lsrael’s emergence in terms
of the transition from Late Bronze Canaan to the nation-states of the
[ron Age. However, Mazar [ocussed on a larger context than the
transition from Late Bronze Canaanite city-states of the lowlands to Iron
Age Israclite hill country settlements. He rather focussed on the general
changes that occurred throughout Syra-Palestine in the transition from
the second- 1o the first-millennivm B.c. This transition he understood
from the perspective of the emergence of three new semitic peaples,
each of which he believed o have developed a national state with its
own culture: the Israelites, the Aramaeans and the Phoenicians.” Mazar
begins this transition with what he understood as the collapse of the
Assyrian, Hittite and Egyptian imperial hold on Syria and Palestine at
the end of the thirteenth and beginning of the twelfth-century,” and

*Th [hompson, ap.eil, 1987, ppas-17
B. Magzar, *The Middle Bronze Age in Canaan,” JE 18 (1968), pp.65-97; idem, " The
Early Israelite Settlement in the Hill Country,” BASOR 241 (1981), pp.75-8s; iderm, “The
Philistines and the Rise of Isracl and Tyre,” fracl Acadany of Sciences and Humaniiies
Proceedings 1 (Jerusalem, 1964) Pp.1-22 These and related articles are collected in B,
Mazar, The n':..'r.'f'.' ik

af Peroed: Historical Snedies {Jerusalem, 1g86),
" B. Mazar, ap.cii., 1964

i ord =
rderr, pahgy



ALTERNATIVES TO SETTLEMENT AND CONQUEST &5

with the migrations and invasions of “sea peoples” theroughout the
Mediterranean coast.

Mazar identified the early emergence of Israel with the many non-city
Iron | settlements in the central hills of Palestine.* The original settlers
of the hill country were associated by Mazar with this territory, as by
Alt, through the assumption of a gradual process of sedentarization of
transhumance shepherds.

Mazar made several sipnificant additions o Alt's model that
strengthened it and gave it new scope: a) the orientation of the
transition within an ethnic history of the region (This closely tied
Mazar's revision to a geographical framework, and allowed the transition
to be understood as part of the fortunes of international policies and
potential mass migrations); b) the integration of the questions about
origins with the vastly improved knowledge of Palestinian archaeology,
particularly as they relate to the new settlements of the hill country
(This has provided the very specific archacological information Alt had
hﬂ[h‘d for in 1925); €} the reference to and use of Conlemporany
epigraphic evidence about New Kingdom nomadic groups referred to as
Shasu (This stregthened the historical basis for Alt's immigration
hypothesis by introducing a supporting argument from evidence to Alt's
anthropologically and ﬁtthLhIthzc'::Ei}' based analogy of ;::11{1]|i|._'|].'nnj..1;"
d) and most importantly; the refocusing of the chronological aspect of
the transition. No longer was the transition understood as that of a shift
from Late Bronmze to [ron | {(or the late thirteenth to the twelfth-
century), a perception that had encouraged a narrow fixation of the
question to processes of development in the initial stages of Iron | only.
Mazar concentrated on the geopolitical changes between the second and
first millennia and, in understanding the entirety of Iron [ a5 a transition
period, he focussed the question of Israel’s origin not on a period of the
judges but on the rise of the Israclite monarchy, a period in Israelite
h]'\1-:1-]"_|.' that in the late 19605 and t_".|||_\ 19708 stood apart from {E.LIL'_"-lji_:'H_h
of origin and was undisputed in terms of historicity; ¢) finally, in arguing

¥ B. Mazar, ap.cit., 1981
" The epigraphic evidence of the Shas has been svitematically collected and interpreied
v R. G

Was alr

eris, Leiden, 1971). Mazar's

reon (Les bedouins shozon des documenis & i
ady strongly influenced by the research of Giveon and 7. Kallai (The Tribes af

Isracl, Jerusalem, 1967) and has been followed by 5, Herrman (A History of Jsrael in OF
Times, London, 1975, esp. pp.6g-857; also, M. Weippert, “The Israclite '‘Conguest” and the

Evidence [rom Transjordan,” Symiposia, ed. by FM. Cross {Camby

2, 19T79) pPpa15-34
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for a historical background of the patriarchal narratives in the period
immediately preceding the monarchy (whether or not historicity be
attributed (o these stories), antedating their then widely assumed original
written form by only a generation or two,” Mazar offered not only a
more convincing historical evaluation of patriarchal traditions than was
then generally put forward,” but also avoided a major weakness of the
dominant theories of the Albright school that required a doubling of
Israel’s origins into two distinet pericds that were in many ways
incompatible and contradictory: an  origin in the patriarchal
pericd—whether in terms of the Amorite hypothesis of the Albright
school or of the proto-Aramaean concession of M. Noth®—and a
separate origin in the carly lron Age in terms of conquest or
settlement.® By associating the stories of the patriarchs with the initial
process of settlement, Mazar pul forward very reasonable arguments that
the two traditions (of the patriarchs and ol Isracl’s settlement) reflect
what was in fact a single historical process. This bold revision had its
most immediate effect on evaluations of the historicity of the patriarchal
period, an issue which was o dominate discussions of Israel’s origins
through the 19708, Magzar's position unfortunately has had liutle
influence outside of lsraeli scholarship until most recent times.

In 1971, de Vaux published the first volume of his comprehensive
study of Israel’s early history.” He presented a reconstruction of Israel’s
origins on the basis of a synthesis of the biblical traditions with
Palestinian archaeology and ancient Near Eastern remains, taking as his
model F. Kittel's great three-volume history first published in 1838, De
Vaux ook great pains 1o integrate Israel’s history with the geography,
anthropology and prehistory of early Palestine.” Of necessily, much of
this work is a critical summation, bringing together the current state of

research, Nevertheless, de Vaux made several major departures from the

S T Magar, ap.cir,, 1968, also i “The Book of Genesis,” JNES 28 (1909), pp.73-53
3 fhid. P54
UThil. Thompson, op.cil., 1974, Passimn.

I meation only the two most commonty discussed of Isracl’s alleged onigin pernods. Both
tradition and schiodarship deal with many more, most nolably Israel’s onigin in the exodus
from E'i;:-'!,'-l_ in the l;hr_'.;.i'.h..:n- on Sinai, and in the tradition of the rnse of the |:|||'-I|.|I';."|1:\'
(Th.L. Thompson, op.cit, 1977, pp.2io-2i2% and iden, “History and Tradition: A Response
to LB. Geyer,” JSOT 15, 1980, pp.s7-61).

R. de Vaux, 'Histoire d'ferael (Paris, 1971) =A Higory of [wael (Philadelphia, 1978)
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vicws then dominant and introduced seripus doubt about his own earlier
published views." De Vaux allowed a great deal of uncertainty in the
dating of the patriarchal period.® Without challenging the existence of
such a period directly, de Vaux's agnosticism on the question, coupled
with a detailed discussion of the sources from the second-millennium,
seriously undermined confidence in any specific reconstruction of that
period. Similarly, de Vaux, who carly in his career had made substantial
contributions to the understanding of ancient Israel’s social customs and
practices,”™ withdrew his earlier confidence in the long held parallels
between patriarchal family practices and the conditions reflected in the
tables of fif

eenth-century Nuzi in North Mesopotamia, pointing out that
some practices were common to cuneiform law generally, others were
better understood as reflecting practices close to the time of the wrilten
form of these traditions in Genesis, and vet other parallels were not
entirely convincing.” De Vaux's briel summary marked the first major
critique of the Nuzi parallels since E.A. Speiser’s Anchor Bible
commentary on Genesis™ and R. Tournay's DBS article on Nuzi® had
established them as GPINIC communis, ,-"-.Il}]nu":!'h he -'111iIIT]iII'|:|_\ asserted
the historicity of the patriarchal narratives, the skeplicism de Vaux
introduced into the consensus on this and other issues dealing with the
patriarchs irrevocably undermined the nearly total acceptance of “the
patriarchal period™ as a definable stage of the early history of Palestine,

De Vaux also strongly asserted the historicity of the Joseph and
Moses narratives.” However, his presentation of the ancient Near
Eastern extrabiblical evidence for his assertion™ does not go beyond the
issue of verisimilitude.™ The weakness of the support for historicity was
glaring in a book dedicated 1o a comprehensive synthesis of the biblical

and extrabiblical sources. Given de Vaux's greal integrity and depth as

As ez, in B de Vauwx, apocir., 1965

W R, de Vaw, opcit,, 1978, pp.2sh-263,

£ " | i N i : ] |
I oy de PAncren Testarmene, 2 vols, (Paris, 19583 [ Fic

L. de Vaux, Les fnsi

(Mew York, 1950)

R, de Vaux, apert., 1978, pp.2g-25h,

E.A. Speiser, Genesis, Anchor Bible, vol.1 {Garden City, 1965)
R. Tournay, *MNuzl,® DBES 6 (Paris, 1967} cols. bg4-674

I 2 R. de Vaux opcil, 1978, P33

TBid., pp.313-320

I'h.L. Thompson, op.cir, 197
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a scholar, readers were led 1o the inevitable observation that no such
evidence existed for the historicity that was claimed,

In his treatment of the period of the judges, de Vaux forcefully
rejecied Noth's position supporting the existence of an amphictyony in
ancient lsrael,’” and accepted the historiographical problems involved
in dealing with Israel in both the period of the settlement and that of
the judges without any critical bond of unity which might enable
premonarchic Israel 1o be viewed as a whole. In this he, like Mazar,
oriented the discussion of Israel's origins in the direction of the
monarchy, a period in which de Vaux found a stable coherent center for
his nation Israel, In this radical departure from the histories of Noth and
Bright, de Vaux like Altl understood the period of the judges and of the
settlement as quintessentially a part of the prehistory of Israel. As a
consequence of denying the existence of an “all-Israel” prior o the time
of Saul, de Vaux was then free to locale many scparate origins of the
groups and people which made up Israel, and 1o extend the period of
settlement and conquest over the entire second-millennium B.c.#®

One certainly might argue that de Vaux's synthetic methodology led
him 10 an unattainable comprehensiveness, one that would allow
everything of importance 1o the history of ancient Palestine 1o feed into
the question of [sracls origins. On the other hand, de Vaux's greai
complexity is thoroughly justified by the question of origins, which needs
10 be understood in terms of the entire corpus of early biblical tradition.
Above all, when one observes the many indigenous qualities of this
tradition that demand an explanation within a history of Palesrine, such
complexity of treatment is a necessity. De Vaux's weakness lies in his
recurrent cquivocation regarding the role of the biblical tradition in his
history, and in the constriction to a confirmatory role which he forced
on the extrabiblical side of his equation. Nevertheless, de Vaux's work
stands as a watershed in the history of scholarship, which built on and
completed the longstanding projects of biblical archaeology and the
comparative methods developed by Alt and Albright. De Vaux, however,
shared the circular method of reasoning, so well established in the
comparative method of his colleagues, whereby texts, historical referents
and hypothetical harmonies were understood and interpreted “in light
ol each other, a method that encouraged a state of scholarship in which

51 K. de Vaux, ap.cir, 1078, pp-6g5-716
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neither biblical traditions, nor archacological excavations nor ancient
Mear Eastern texts were ever examined in their own right.

3. The Systematic Critigue of the Comparative Method

While Mazar and de Vaux were presenting their revisions, a number of

critiques of the accepted understanding of the biblical tradition were
being prepared around the issue of historicity. The first of these was a
work written for an academic competition in Copenhagen in 1968 by H.
Friis.** In this work, Friis critically and lucidly argued that the biblical
traditions that placed the formation of the state or the “United
Monarchy” under David had been the product of the exilic period. She
also placed the origins of Yahwistic monotheism in the exilic period. In
line with this, she understood the traditions that found the origins of
Israel in Egyps as actiologies. Finally, she argued that the entire complex
of narrative of 2 Kings was oriented 10 explaining the causes of the exile
o Babylon and must therefore have been written at some time after the
deportation. Methodologically, Friis was the first 10 present a systematic
demonstration of the necessity of developing a history of Israel
independent of the Bible when she argued that questions regarding the
history of David’s empire have two distinct aspects. The first is an aspect
of the political history of the ancient Near East in the carly first
millennium. The other relates 1o the Old Testament traditions and
belonged 1o a period centuries later.

This study was far ahead of its time. The author drew conclusions
that most of Old Testament scholarship was not ready to draw for
another decade. It existed, however, only in Danish, and the only
available copies were in the library of the University of Copenhagen.
Like many of the most promising young scholars of the late 10608 and
early 19708, Friis had no secure academic post. Unpublished until 1586,
the work had little if any influence on others in the field™

¥ H. Friis, Die Bedingungen fur dre Emchiung des davidischen Reiches in feroel wnd seiner
Umwelt, DBAT 6 (Heidelberg. 1986). The Danish original was entithed: Forudsdeminger i
og uden for Irael for obrettelsen af Davids imperium (typescripl, Copenhagen, 1968 unseen
by the present wniter)

* B, Dicbner ("Forschungsgeschichtliche Einfihrung,” DEAT 6, 1986, pp.217=241) is
certainly justified in his complaint abowt the professorial onentation of rescarch and
|

LT :-,n!;-,:;\h;i'. in the 19705 and carly 19805, However, this |-|.-'I' em his :'.-:.'-.'::. been confined
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The first major published work on the issue of historicity, pursuing
independently some of the themes laid out by Friis three years earlier,
was my own study, The Historicity of the Pamiarchal Narratives.™ This
work systematically evaluated most of the major historical
reconstructions which had been put forward between 1920 and 1970 that
had supported the reconstruction of a patriarchal period within the
history of Palestine in the second-millennium B.C. Concentrating
especially on a review of the long accepted Nuzi parallels to “patriarchal
customs,” and the widely held understanding of alleged migrations of
nomadic “Amorites” in the early history of the second-millennium
throughout Mesopotamia, Palestine and Egypr (the two strongest
arguments pul forward for the acceptance and dating of a patriarchal
period), the study challenged most sustained efforts to establish the
historicity of the patriarchs on the basis of extrabiblical materials. It
became clear that the nature of the comparative method, as it had been
practiced, had depended so heavily on circular argumentation (the
understanding of the biblical text affecting and even determining the
interpretation of potentially related extrabiblical materials, and the
reconstruction of the extrabiblically based event, custom or tradition
aftecting or determining our interpretation of the biblical) that any
major change in the interpretation of one part of the circle of evidence
affected radically the validity of our understanding of all other parts.™
Hence, a rejection of the Nuzi parallels to patriarchal customs changed
not only our understanding of the biblical narratives, bul also questioned
our past misunderstanding of the Nuz/ tablets and the Hurrian customs
therein alleged. The rejection of the Early Bronze IV or Middle Bronze
| period as the patriarchal period undermined the substantial scholarly
context for understanding that period as “nomadic.” Similarly, a change
in the dating of the “Execration Texts” to ca. 1810-1770 B.C, separating
them from the Early Bronze 1V-Middle Beonze | period, enabled these
texts to be read apart from the assumption that they derived from a
period involving the incipient sedentarization of nomads. More
comprehensively: separating the process of writing a history of the

to Grermany (Th.L. Thompson, “W.F, Albright as Historian,” forthcoming). [t is, of course,
well known that most oniginal rescarch s done at a sub-professorial level, and—at least in
the United States—at the level of the dissertation

[

Ih.L. Thompson, op.cit., 1974.

== Ibid.. pp.52-57
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second-millennium in Palestine from efforts 1o reconstruct a prehistory

of Israel based in biblical tradition—however much the issue of

historicity is involved—radically altered our historical perspective and
interpretation of the history of Palestine. The fundamental need for an

independent understanding of both archacology and the history of

Palestine became patent. There is also a comparable need (well
understood by de Vaux and Noth but generally ignored by the Albright
school) for an independent understanding and evaluation of the biblical
tradition as an historical source and as literature. Not least at stake is
the assumption of an historiography (developed in secondary redactions
of the tradition) as applicable to the whole of the tradition, as well as
an understanding of the prehistory of the tradition as rooted and
originating in history—an assumption nowhere justified in the texts
themselves but derived rather from quite abstract assumptions about the
nature and origin of folk traditions.

This book called for, and itself began, a critical revision both of our
understanding of second-millennium Palestine and of our understanding
of the nature of the biblical traditions of Genesis.” Since the book
addressed the field on the issue of methodology, it also had an impact
on those related questions regarding Isracl's early history that had shared
the uncritical historiographical techniques of the “Comparative
Method.™™

The most serious methodological limitation of this 1974 book 18 1ts
wholesale assumption of the documentary hypothesis and the closely
associated u[]d;_'[ﬂ;mdiu:_{ of the i‘.-:,[[l'i:lﬁ'l's:l] traditions as Stammessage or
folk accounts of the histories of peoples. Although the work already
containg some implicit distancing from the more extended uses ol
tradition or redaction history in its insistence that the traditions derive
from the contemporary milicux of their written forms,” it reflected a

naive adherence to the historical implications of the four-source

3 On this lasi issue. see [uriher 'Thl Thompson, A New .";ll:.!II|!| to [Date the

Patriarchs," JA0S 98 (i978), pp.76-84; idem, “Conflict Themes in the Jacob Narmatives,”

Semeia 15 {1979), pp.S and esp. fdem, opcit, 1987, In the 1974 study, ~positive”

reconsirclions were large riented towarnds guite specilic historical ssues in Palestinian

history. More compreh
work

ve discussions of biblical interpretation can be found inthe 1957

™ Se¢ the debate between E.F. Campbell and LM, Miller, *W.F. Albright and Hisiorical
Reconstruction,” BA 42 (1979}, pp.a7=47.

5 Thal '|"!'--|||i:.\--: on.cif., 1974, p
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documentary theory. This issue is significant (as is pointed out above in
the discussion of Mazar's proposals) in that the assumption of the
development of the pentateuch from as early as the beginning of the
monarchy, as well as of the persisience of some very early oral forms of
the narratives surviving through late preexilic and exilic periods, has two
corollaries: the existence of a patriarchal tradition close to the time of
Israel's origins, with a potential verisimilitude that might legitimately
suggest a historical reference 1o Israel's origins, and an original core of
tradition buried in the pentateuch that might understandably be
misunderstood as primary, and therefore historiographically preferable
10 traditions that bear clear references (such as the golden calf story, or
the references in Genesis 15 10 Damascus and in Genesis 17 1o
Chaldaea) not normally undc.rmmd as belonging to the prehistory of
Israel. The necessary revisions in the early history of Israel consequent
upon a rejection of an early date of the J and E material, whether or not
some lorm of the documentary hypothesis is maintained, is of some
consequence to any history of early Israel. Without the document: ary
hypothesis, or some other means of ests iblishing an early date for many
of the narratives of the pentateuch, the use of the biblical tradition of
the pentateuch as an historiographic source becomes questionable.

J. Van Seters's study of the patriarchal narratives® concentrated
most emphatically on just this issue, which had been left unexamined by
me in 1974. Van Seters's book has two se parate parts, both of which are

significant: Part 1 is a survey of the extrabiblical evidence for an early
dating of the patriarchal narratives with the resoundingly negative
conclusion that the evidence that had so far been put forward was not
only wholly inadequate, but suggestive of a much later date than had
previously been considered.® Seven distinet conclusions were drawn, a)
The patriarchal stories do not reflect “a nomadie presettiement phase of
Israelite socie ty" or “migr: iory movements™ of the second-millennium
B b) What “nomadic details™ there are are best understood in terms
of the mid-first-millennium B.C. ¢) Archaic designations of peoples in
Palestine reflect not the second-millennium but a much later period. d)
The place-names of the patriarchal traditions reflect the history of the
Israclite monarchy. ¢) Social customs, in any case a poor means of dating

1. Wan Secters, Abralam in History areed Traditon {(New Haven, 1975); idem, Der Jatnwist
als Historiker, Theologische Swudien 134 (Lurich, 1987).
T fbid, pazi
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traditions, reflect a mid-first-millennium dating. ) The arguments which
had been put forward for connections with the Early Bronze 1V-Middle
Bronze 1 and Middle Bronze 11 archacological periods of Palesfine are
unconvincing. g) The efforts to establish a second-millennium date for
Genesis 14 have not been successful.®

In summary, Van Seters's investigation adequately challenged “the
presumption of antiquity™ of the patriarchal narratives. One might
also add that, while Van Seters's arguments were oriented in opposition
to the dominant second-millennium and especially an early second-

millennium dating of the “patriarchal period,” and, as such, deserving of

resounding agreement and approval, his argumenis also are applicable
(by intention) to any attempt at an early monarchic dating of the JE
sources of the tradition! Here Van Selers’s arguments are more
provocative than totally convincing, for there is little historiographic
value in “better” or “best” analogies, when there is no clear evidence,
only uncertain possibilities.”™ What 1 wish 1o emphasize as a caution in
dealing with Van Seters’s conclusions is thal our means of daling are
wholly inadequate at present. Greal reserve must be practiced before
claiming a known historical context for these narratives that reflect an
exceedingly complex history of transmission.™

The first part of Van Seters’s study had the primary function of
clearing the way for his far-reaching revision of the documentary
hypothesis in the second part of his work. The parallel roles with which
Van Seters structured the two parts of his book (questions related to the
history of Palestine and those related to the history of Israelite tradition)
underline the intrinsic scholarly interrelationship of what are two quite
distinct disciplines. Van Seters drew two fundamental conclusions in his
study that, as they have become increasingly more acceptable, have made
it extremely difficult to posit any early context for the patriarchal
traditions. Most important is his conclusion that most of the narratives

*2 For a review of Van Seters's, see Th.L. Thompaon, ep.cit., 1978, pp.76(l
™ 1. Van Seters, op.cit., 1975, p.122

™ van Seters and [ would, 1 believe, agree. | would no longer suggest that the traditions

arc from the early first-millennium. In fact, 1 think they are later and would anguee that a
very early date is not only unlikely but impossible. Nor would 1 insist on a late Assyrian
period dating (corra Th.L. Thompson, ap.cit., 1987, pp.19i-i94). On this, [urther bl
fl'll.'||'!I|.'; 8 and {.‘h;iplrr i)

" Th.l. Thompson, op.cit, 1087
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of Genesis were in their origin written tradition and were not based on
an oral foundation. This is a contention that radically undercuts
scholarly arguments that assume long periods of oral transmission, on
the basis of which one might understand the narratives as having been
rooted in historical events—an axiom essential to the projects of both
Alt and Albright. Moreover, the historical context of the central ]
tradition is not monarchic, but, Van Seters has argued, belongs to the
exilic and postexilic periods and reflects the events of that time. This
second conclusion is a major step in Van Seters’s source-critically based
subsequent reconstructions of early Israelite historiography, that have
had immense implications for the early history of Israel and the
reconstruction of Israel’s origins.™

I have expressed my objections to Van Seters’s conclusions in detail
clsewhere.™ 1 do not think that we are as able as Van Seters believes
to distinguish written traditions that have oral backgrounds from those
which do not. However, [ also do not believe that we can (because of
our limited resources) reconstruct the Redaktionsgeschichte of our
biblical traditions beyond what is clearly observable in the extant text.
Departures in the history of the tradition beyond the extant text are
highly speculative and largely unprovable. Although a very late preexilic
or even early exilic dating for the formation of both the pentateuch and
the so-called deuteronomistic history seems most likely, | do object very
strongly to Van Selers's efforts to use the exilic period as an essential
interpretive context for the patriarchal narratives and the pentateuch; for
this historical context is derived purely from the texts interpreted, and
his method consequently involves him inextricably in the kind of circular
argumentation that he has so emphatically opposed in his predecessors.

The debate raised against the historicity of the patriarchs soon
quickly expanded into other closely related issues. Van Seters's revision
of pentateuchal chronology was followed almost immediately by the
publication of H.H. Schmid's tradition historical revisions of the
documentary hypothesis,™ which also, like Van Seters’s work, argued
for a sixth-century date of the Yahwistic source in close association with

Lt | Van Seters, Mn Search ral".llﬁ.-..'n.llj.' [Nl_‘w Haven, ju"':_l,].

T Thl [hompson, ap.cit, JAOS, 1978; idemn, 1. i, 1geT, pp.5afl

M H.H. Schmid, Der FpeRannie Jatrwist Recbachmngem und .f".-'u;r.': zur Pertateuch-
forschung (Zurich, 1976); also idems, “Aul der Suche nach neuen Perspektiven fir die
Pentatcuch-Forschung,” FTS 32 (Leiden, ro81) PP.375-304.
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the deuteronomist and the deutcronomistic traditions.™ In 1977, R.
Rendtdorfl attacked the coherence of the documentary traditions
themselves, arguing persuasively that in its earliest development Genesis
must have stood independent of the rest of the pentateuch. Further
attacks on the documentary hypothesis by E. Blum,™ N. Whybray™
and Thompson™ make it extremely doubtful that the documentary
hypothesis, and associated developments of tradition history, can any
longer be used to defend a claim of early historiographic traditions in
the extant text of the pentateuch, long antedating the latest redactions.
It has also changed radically the assumption of what is early and late in
Hebrew narrative.™

The recent chronological studies of H. Vorlinder and Lemche,® for
example, seem 1o require (on the basis of evidence external to the
pentateuch) a dating of the Yahwist substantially later than the middle
of the eighth-century B.C. The pentateuchal narratives might best be
understood as common traditions of Judah only sometime afier 600 B.C.,
closely contemporary with Ezekiel and Second lsaiah.* They can hardly
be used as historiographical sources for any period prior to the
monarchy.” Only very rarely can they be used for the period of the
monarchy, as a significant period of historical dislocation separates the
historiographical contexts that structure the biblical narratives of
Genesis—2 Kings from the periods of their putative referents.

Jehowisisehen Geschichinwerkes

(Franklfur, 1978): M. Rose, Dewreronomist und  Jal

See also H. Vorliinder, D¥e Enis

-".'n'ql'l_l;\."r':.' des

N den

Berithrungspunkien beider [iteraturwerke (Zurich, 1981)

T

E. Blum, Die Komposition der Vitergeschiche, WMANT 57 (Neukirchen, 19847 i
fudren our Komposition des Penitateuch, BZAW 189 (Berlin, 1990).
" N. Wiwybray, The Making of the Pentatench, JSOTS 53 (Shelfield, 1987)

yl . 3 = a 1
" Th.L- Thompson, op.cit, 1987, For an extensive bibliography of the recent debate see

5. de Viies, <4 Roview .u_r' Recent Research in the Tradition His ary :._|" the Pemtateuch,. 581
Seminar .n”uj'-ln TE 20 (1037 ) pP-459-502

™ N.P. Lemche, ap.cit., 1955, ppaTil, 3840 This very complex problem cannot be dealt
with extensively in this forum. The |Ii.\|..'i-:.|:|:'|'| of this \u,';'u;-r_q:i;-n of .||\:-|||! nes | have
discussed in op.cic, 1087, p.ag.
' H. Vorliinder, op.eit., pp23ll., 6of, 2850, N.P. Lemche, op.cit,, 1985, pp.as7l
il M.P. Lemche, LCL, ROBE, PP~ 320,
¥ £o 1 understand Lemche's remark that “we cannot write a history of Israel which gOes
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This still ongoing tradition-historical revision of our understanding
of the pentateuch has deepened the historically oriented deconstruction
Of biblical history, and raises a fundamental challenge 1o many long-held
assumptions of more biblically oriented approaches to Israel's history,
such as that of Noth. Noth's reconstruction of the early history of Israel
had extended Alt’s hypothesis in a direction that became increasingly
dependent on the acceptance of an historiographically oriented history
of traditions that was thought capable of reconstructing premonarchic
and carly monarchic times. As the publications of the mid-1970s
thoroughly undermined the extrabiblical and comparative approaches (o
the so-called patriarchal history, three pivotal books between 1974 and
1977 fully subverted Noth’s synthesis, that had been based on a history
of biblical traditions supported by comparative analogies.

4. The Historicity of the Period of the Judges

In 1974, A.D.H. Mayes published his revised 1969 dissertation, and in so
doing seriously threw into question the biblical basis for an acceptance
of a “time of judges™ as an historical period. The primary object of this
book was to review the evidence put forward in favor of Noth's concepl
of the amphictyony, and to show that this analogy was inadequate. Mayes
concluded that the tradition itself presented no positive support for the
existence of an amphictyony in early Israel.® In the process of
establishing his argument, Mayes was able 1o formulate a series of
significant judgments that have subsequently undermined acceplance of
the historicity of the narratives about judges in Old Testament
scholarship. The existence of the concept of “all-Israel,” so central to an
acceptance of a period of judges, was related to a deuteronomistic
reconstruction of earlier traditions and was not an original motif of
those traditions themselves.™ Even Joshua 2-g9 (with 1ts stories of an
invasion and conquest of towns in Benjamin) became associated with a

conquest by “all-Israel™ only at a secondary stage of the tradition’s
development. On the basis of the bible, there had existed no central

authority prior to that reflected in the Saul narratives. Nor is it implied

" AD.H. Mayes, fsracl in the Period of the Judpes, SBTh 2/29 (London, 1974) passim, csp.
p83

B Thid. p.5.
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that the “tribes of Israel™ had undertaken any communal activity
involving all of Israel. Hence it is, in Mayes judgment, a serious error 1o
continue to defend any premonarchic unifying structure for Israel. Even
the song of Deborah, which plays such a central role in Mayes's own
historical reconstruction, does not reflect any Israelite federation existing
in the twelfth-century. Rather, Mayes would date this poem to the end
of the eleventh-century and associate it with a victory in a struggle with
a coalition of Canaanites and Philistines, a victory that first enabled the
tribes of the central hills o join with those from the Galilee in a
decisive battle for the Jezreel,™ shortly before Israel’s defeat at Aphek.
Mayes's negative judgments are particularly strong here. Finally, Mayes
argued that the critical bond of Israel’s unity was not created by the
establishment of Saul’s kingdom. Rather, Mayes presupposed the
existence of Israel already prior 10 Saul.” Its union was found by Mayes
not in terms of a central authority, but in the gradual development of a
shared worship of Yahweh. This he attempted to explain by reference to
Kadesh, where some pre-settlement tribal groups had united around a
common religious faith. Yahwism came to Judah through the migration
of Caleb to Hebron from the South, and to Shechern and the northern
tribes of later Israel through the migration of the “mid-Palestinian™
tribes,

In this argument, Mayes followed the classical methods of tradition
history, and because of this, his conclusions have carried great authority
against Noth's hypothesis. However, while he is able to demonstrate the
lack of any solid historical evidence for the amphictyony, for a very carly
dating of the song of Deborah and for any premonarchic unity of the
Israelite tribes, his argument for a later date as “better” is largely
inconsequential, and indeed is itsell undermined by the same critical
spector he raised against Noth, His historical reconstruction is based
more on what his reading of the bible’s stories would allow as fitting,
rather than on evidence: any other reading must, of necessity, offer an
alternative and, indeed, contradictory reconstruction. He has presented
what might best be described as a scenario in which his historical
reconstruction is not only interesting and aitractive, but certain elementis

of the tradition arbitrarily assumed 1o be early such as the Song of

Deborah take on a major role in the history of the origin and

"5 fhid, pp.og-o8
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development of Israel. Following what seems to be the principle that
events probably happen at the most opportune times and where they can
achieve the greatest possible historical significance, Mayes presents an
aliernative to Noth’s rightly discredited amphictyony hypothesis. His
argument, however, is hardly more substantial than the impression that
4 new reconstruction must be somehow “superior™ to a known false
approach. But is it superior, or simply different? Is inner coherence a
criterion for historical conviction, or is it rather a criterion which would
be far better suited to good story and good philosophy, telling us more
about what ought to have been and should be, rather than pointing out
anything that had been in the past?

Mayes has performed an immense service in clearly detailing the lack
of historical evidence for a period of judges. One must in all fairness ask
lor evidence for his reconstruction as well. Showing that the “all Israel”
concept is late is not and cannot be undersiood 1o be the same as
demonstrating that the tribes indeed once existed as independent
historical realities in a period prior to Saul. Similarly, showing that the
song of Deborah is to be understood as a creation of the late eleventh-
century does not convince us that it in fact was. The objection is not so
much that Mayes"s reconstruction is hypothetical, but rather that the
foundation blocks of his reconstruction are mere assertions growing out
of an interpretive context, even though neither that interpretive context
nor the texts interpreted have any known concrete relationship o each
other in fact, other than that found in the assumption (hardly self-
evident) that their association is somehow fitting. Finally, Mayes's
arguments are circular, in that he is forced to presuppose that some such
period of judges did indeed exist (in spite of his conclusion that no
unifying structure is known) before his argument that “biblical events”
best fit early or lale within a premonarchic period of Israelite history can
itsell become convincing. Similarly, Mayes asserts™ that “the monarchy
presupposes the existence of Israel.” But this is not at all true. Mayes
himself has shown us that David's kingdom, if historical, was structurally
a territorial state, and one must suspect that only if one understands
Isracl as an entity apart from the state, and preexisting that state, need
one draw the conclusion that the Davidic kingdom—not of itself a
national entity—presupposes Israel by its very existence.
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If one does not presuppose the existence of a period of judges, or any
such comparable period, it is no longer obvious that the existence of
David’s or even Saul’s kingdom presupposed the existence of Isracl, only
that the narratives aboul the United Monarchy do; but that is a literary
not an historical issue! This confusion in modern biblical studies has
raised the question of the definition of “lsracl” as one of the most
critically important questions in any historical reconstruction of Israel’s
origins. It is doubtful that any critical history of origins can be wholly
acceptable il such a pivotal question does not become clearly focussed.
Simplistically put: before we can adequately discuss the origins of Israel,
we have to know what *Isracl™ involves; for, once the traditional biblical
historiographical answer has been thrown into question, we do have a
significant problem in understanding our task.

Mayes makes much of the common worship and religion of Judah
and Samaria. Placing Yahwism as he does as the fundamental originating
cause of the ethnic nation of Israel, it is not surprising that he creates
a difficulty whose solution requires the supposition that Israel's religious
bond must have been established prior to the settlement. The Kadesh
stories give him a story context, drawn from the Bible for this religious
bond. However, none of the parts of Mayes's scenario is necessary, nor
have any been shown 1o be historically involved in Israel’s origins. Since
Mayes has not demonstrated that a single text is in fact premonarchic or
even probably to be dated 1o pre-state times, how can he presuppose
that either the tradition’s or Israel’s involvement with Yahwism must
have derived from such an early period? The question is legitimaicly
pressed, as Mayes proposes to make Yahwism not merely an adjunct of
but the originating motive factor in the existence of Israel. It is perfectly
understandable that any traditions, originating from a time when
Yahwism was established as the sole religion of both Israel and Judah
might readily presuppose Yahwism at the very foundation of the
existence of a composite “all Israel,”™ but such an ideolopgy does not
itsell offer evidence for actual history. Nor can such a concept of an “all-
Israel” oriented Yahwism be shown to have existed throughout this large
geographic area prior to the postexilic period! That is, Mayes asserts a
common religious pround for both Israel and Judah, and he sees the
religion of these two states as having developed for the same reason, o

B8 oy i H g g 3
This 15 Tundamental to Isracls understanding of 15 essence: Th.d [Thompson, e,

1957, PP 1271,
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create their ethnicity out of their adherence to Yahwism (as the later
exilic and postexilic narratives of Genesis-z Kings have presented that
development). Mayes has done this on the basis of these later
historiographies, without showing that the Kadesh stories had been
associated with both fsrael and Judah (in contrast to Judah alone) or that
these stories derive from a period antedating any Judaean hegemony
over the north, or indeed any period prior 10 the primacy of Yahwism
in either state. As such, his argumentation remains circular.

It becomes clear that the deconstructive value of Mayes's book is
great, but its reconstructions are premature, and are perhaps understood
best, along with Mazar's and de Vaux's works, as evocative: pointing
lowards a growing need for a new approach to Israel’s origins. Like
Mazar and de Vaux before him, Mayes largely takes for granted an
historiographic tradition in the Old Testament, from at least the early
monarchy, based on an even yet earlier oral tradition. As was pointed
out above, this assumption has been seriously undermined since 1974, to
a preat extent by Mayes's own contributions.

In 1976, in the Dutch scholar C.H.J. de Geus's refutation of Noth's
amphictyony hypothesis, a series of arguments were made which went
well beyond the issue of whether the ancient Greek amphictyony was or
was not a wholly appropriate analogue to the religious bond which held
the early Israclite tribes together and led to the formation of a national
consciousness. That it was an inadequate and inexact parallel had already
clearly been shown.™ De Geus sought further to challenge the concepl
of sedentarization as the principal explanation for Israel’s origins, Here
he attacked Alt's fundamental thesis,

De Gews used three approaches in his comprehensive challenge 1o
Noth's understanding of Israel’s origins. He based his conclusions on a
negative historical and archacological inquiry, which argued that no
conquest could be demonstrated on archaeological grounds. He also
argued that the origin of the Early West Semites (or “Amorites™) should
be understood as agricultural and sedentary: indigenous to Palestine.
Finally de Geus argued™ that the expansion of settlement in the central
highlands did not give evidence of incursion from outside, but seemed
rather 10 have been an extension of the indigenous Late Bronze and Iron

Age town culture.

4 See above, € hapter 2.

TCHY, de Geus, The Tribes of forael {Assen, 1976) pp.16siE
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De Geus also argued, on the basis of the social structure observable
in the biblical traditions, that the tribal system of Israel, which led many
early scholars to suppositions about Israel’s past in nomadism, is in fact
relatively late in the history of Israel, and actually originated during the
time of the monarchy.” He concluded that the traditions not only do
not give evidence for an origin of Israel in nomadism outside Palestine,
but the oldest biblical tradition has its roots in an undersianding of
“tribes” as geographical entities within Palestine, and not in any actual
ethnic structure. This rather had its roots in the social structures of
classes and extended families, forms of societal organization that are
fully consonant with an indigenous and agrarian origin of lsrael in
Palestine.

Finally, de Geus argued on the basis of biblical texts—somewhat
arbitrarily analyzed—that the biblical concept of an Israel which was not
autochthonous was connected with the patriarchs. The background of the
patriarchs he placed with the Amorites of the Middle Bronze Age,
understood not  as an incursion into Palestine but as an indigenous
development within Palestine itself.” The unity of Israel, centered in
the hill country and going back to the Middle Bronze Age, was for de
Geus an ethnic unity closely associated with the Amorites.

Like Mayes's study,® de Geuwss work was writien apart from the
critical reviews of the historicity of the patriarchal traditions and the
radical revision of the early dating of the pentateuchal traditions. As
such, the biblical and historical sides of his work were fundamentally
undermined as valid historical construction, for his own study was
entirely dependent on both historicity and an acceptance of the early
historiography of the biblical narrative traditions. But his attack on the
interpretive concept of sedentarization and the many provocative
arguments he raised for the indigenous nature of early Israel were

permanent contributions in the ensuing debate.*

W [bid, ppoo-119

% [bid., esp. pp.176-181
* AD.H. May

Maonarchy,” Israelie and Judaean Hisory, ed, by 1.H, Hayes and 1M, Miller { Philadelphia,

s, Op.cil., 1974; fdemre, “The Peniod of the Judges and the Rise of the
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With the publication in 1977 of a series of essays on Israelite history
in the textbook Israelite and Judacan History,” the deconstructive shift
in Old Testament historical studies, begun in the early and mid-1970s,
received sharp focus. Over hall of this large volume dealt with the
biblical traditions and historical periods leading up to the united
monarchy. These contributions revealed the consensus that little to
nothing was known about Israel’s origins, that it was highly unlikely that
exirabiblical materials would add greatly to our knowledge of Israel’s
prehistory, and that the biblical tradition is at best an inadequate source
for historical knowledge. The range of disagreements in both methods
and conclusions among the authors of this handbook, however, clearly
demonstrated that this consensus could not be understood as the
opinion of any single school, but rather that it represented a movement
already widely entertained in the field.

The fact that presuppositions regarding both the biblical texts and the
extrabiblical sources varied considerably, and that the various authors of
the textbook’s chapters were frequently in sharp disagreement regarding
specific conclusions and approaches to the problems of Israel’s history,
underlined the strength of the negative evaluation of any traditional
history along the lines that had been proposed by Albright and Alt.

Of the seven authors who contributed to the discussion of Israel's
prehistory, three (Miller, Mayes and M. Clark) developed a positive,
though tentative, historical reconstruction almost solely on the basis of
analyses rooted in the tradition-history of biblical historiography. Three
(Thompson, D. Irvin and A. Soggin) distanced themselves sharply from
tradition-history, and questioned the appropriateness of viewing the
biblical narratives as historiographical traditions, preferring much more
the categories of traditional stories and other types of imaginative
literature. Five of the articles dealt explicitly with archaeological and
extrabiblical sources for these periods (W.G. Dever, Thompson, Miller,
Mayes and Soggin), and all were very skeptical of past syntheses of the
biblical and extrabiblical sources. Only Dever attempted a synthetic
correlation of archaeological discoveries and biblical tradition, in an
effort to defend the historicity of the patriarchal period.” Most”

s Op.cit, ed. by 1.H. Hayes and J.M. Miller (Philadeiphia, 1957).
¥ W.G, Dever, “The Patnarchal Traditic ns," foraelite and Judaecan History, ed t'\!_!, J.H,
Hayes and LM, Miller (Philadelphia, 1977) pp.1o2-1 1o

7 M. Clark, “The Patriarchal Iradilions," ibid Pp. 142~ t48: LM. Miller, *The Izsraclite
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attempted a tentative biblically-based history of the period with which
they dealt, while Thompson™ asserted that there is no historiographical
value for a prehistory of Israel to be found in the biblical tradition.
JM. Miller's article on Israel’s occupation of the land is the most
directly pertinent 1o our discussion of origins, and the one which ook

as ils starting point the need for reconstructing Israel’s origins apart

from simple questions of historicity and apart from the use of

archaeological and historical data merely to confirm or reject the biblical
historiographies which are based on much later redactional frameworks.
After a clear and precise survey™ of both the written and the
archaeological sources (the most complete and comprehensive since
Weippert's 1967 review), Miller suggesied three tenlative conclusions
which sharply and accurately focussed the issues of concern on historical
and archaeological research from 1967 until today: a) “The oldest strata
of the conguest traditions and the narratives of the book of Judges
associate the tribes of Israel primarily with the mountainous regions..."";
i.e., this was the core of their settlement. Only alter the establishment
of the monarchy, Miller argued, was Israelite domination extended
throughout the lowlands of Palestine and central and northern
Transjordan. This observation has become an important common
denominator in the understanding of what early premonarchic *proto-
[srael™ has been in many of those studies of the following decade, in
which the central hill country settlement of Iron [ has been understood
1o be virtually identical with Israel. {']nlj-.' Ahlstrdm has (subtly) distanced
himself from this opinion. b) “Since the tribes had their own individual
origins and had entered Palestine under different circumstances—indeed,
since the tribalization itsclf occurred 1o some degree after settllement in
the land—it is not possible to assign a specific date to the [sraclite
occupation,” Here Miller has not only raised anew Alt's view of the
origins as lasting an extended period of time, he has also implicitly cast
doubt on the concentration of scholarship on the Late Bronze-lron Age
transition, and encourages us 1o view all of Iron | as a transition period,
potentially prior to Israel. He brings the discussion of origins greater

Occupation of Canaan,” ibtd, ppato-284; ADH. Mayes, opoedt, 1977, pp.ao8-331; 1A
SOgEIn, ap.cil, 1977, PP-343=-350

*Th.L. Thompson, “The Joseph and Moses Narratives: The Narratives about the Origin
of Israel,” ep.cit, 1977, pp.210-212

T 1M. Miller, ap.cit, 1977, pp.213=-284.
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clarity with his restriction of Saul's monarchy to the hills of Ephraim,
and with his questioning of the historicity of the stories about the
United Monarchy in his A History of Israel and Judah of 1986. 3) “Only
occasional glimpses of the early histories of the individual tribes can be
attained from the biblical materials.""™ This last conclusion of Miller's
has incipiently carried discussion of Israel’s origins away from the need
to deal with “all Israel™ in our historical reconstructions, and has
encouraged discussions of regional and geographic studies. Israel of the
twelve tribes, embracing all of Palestine, was a product of a period no
carlier than the monarchy and perhaps belongs to an even later period.
Miller's summary study is not only the most thorough to date; it has also
had immense influence. Without question the issues he formulated in
1977 have dominated research through the 1980s, and have been critical
to a number of significant works of this decade."™

What can be described as the rising tide of literary studies of Old
Testament narrative'™ in the 19708 such as D.M. Gunn's study of
David"™ and JL.P. Fokkelman's extensive study of the Jacob and Samuel
stories,™ added immeasurably to the growing disassociation of biblical
narrative and history, but the negative thrust of the deconstruction of
biblical history was at its greatest in the publication and reviews of the
Hayes-Miller textbook of 1977. Four years later, G.W. Ramsey, echoing
the perspectives of de Vaux, Thompson and Miller, published a popular
but detailed summary of this movement and its effect on biblical
studies."™ The inconclusiveness of any positive reconstruction of the
history of Israel’s origins at that time was apparent through every page
of this admirable statement regarding the state of scholarship. What was
not history had become very clear. In fact the distinction in Old
Testament studies between what we know about Israel’s past and what
we don’t know might be undersiood as having been a newly won insight,

" Quotations from 1.M. Miller, ap.cit, 1977, pp.279-282
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however discouraging it might have then appeared. Even the methods
and sources available for a constructive historiography of carly Israel
were clearer than ever before. Nevertheless, the effort towards such a
new historiography had not yet been taken, and a brief hiatus in research
set in that was to last from the publication of the Hayes-Miller volume
in 1977 to the appearance of Soggin's History in 1984. Five reasons
might be used to explain this hiatus: a) a strong, almost virulent reaction
against the traditional historical orientation of Old Testament studies,
especially in Old Testament narrative studics; b) the emergence of a
bitter reaction in biblical archaeclogy against subordination 1o or close
association with biblical studics in protest to the excessive concentration
on issues of synthesis with biblical studies for the sake of maintaining
historicity; ¢) the outbreak of a far-reaching, complex revision of and

debate over the documentary hypothesis in the mid- to late 19708,

continuing today, which is of major importance (o our understanding of

tradition history and comsequently to issues aboul the historical
relevance of the biblical narratives, d) the publication of Gottwald’s
Tribes of Yahweh,"" which dislocated much of historical research into
an alternative sociological and anthropological approach to historical
questions; and finally, €) the continued concentration of the mainstream
of historical scholarship on the methods of tradition- and redaction-
history, in spite of a paralyzing uncertainty about both their legitimacy
and adeguacy.

5. The Search for a New Paradigm for the History of Israel
During the past five vears or 50, an immense surge of publication™ on
- k o .

Israel’s origins has occurred. A significant group of these studies are
marked by a conscious distancing of their assumptions from both the

" NLK. Gottwald, The Trbes of Yehweh (Marvknoll, 1979)
9T 1A Sogain, A Fistory of Israel (Philadelphia, 19847 N.P. Lemche, Early foracl, VTS 37
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conquest™ and the revolt'" models for Israel’s origin, and most can
be understood as cither supporting Alt's settlement hypothesis™ or
offering a variant of Alt's reconstruction. The differences among these
scholars in  methods and conclusions are considerable, and one can
hardly claim that there is today anything like a consensus in the field.
Nevertheless, there is much common ground.

Unlike most earlier studies of Isracl’s origins, these do not start with
a review of the pros and cons of the three classical alternative
explanations from the past generation: the conquest, the settlement, and
the revolt models for Israel's origins. Rather, all take as their point of
departure the historiographical crisis created by the rapid deconstruction
of “biblical history,” which culminated in the Hayes-Miller textbook
volume fsraelite and Judean History of 1977."" The historiography of

" Mot thoroughly developed in J. Bright, A History of Tsrael, (Philadelphia, 1983); also
A Malamat Dic Frihgeschichte Israels: Eine methodologische Studie," The 30 {1983,
For critiques, see M, Weippert, ap.cit, 1967; 1M, Miller, ap.cit, 1977, pp.213-284.
Mendenhall, The Te i MK, Gottwald, The Tribes
of Yahweh: A Sociology of the Religion of Libvrated Torael (Mew York, 1979) D.N.

pPp.1-16

'™ G.E

nift Greneraiion (Ballimore, 197

Freedman and D.F, Gral, Pafestine in Tror

tion: The Emergence of Ancienr [rael, SWRAS
2 (Shellield, sy for ili|!||llr.':~. se¢ A, Hauser, “lsrael's t...('l!ll.|||\'."-|. al Palestine: A
Peasants' Rebellion?,” JSOT 7 (1978), pp2-19; idem, "Response 1o Thompsen and
Mendenhall,” JSOT (1978}, pp.35-36; Thl Thompson, “Historical Motes on Israsl's
Conquest of Palestine: A Peasants' Rebellion?™ JSOT 7 (1978), pp.2o-27; idem, The Clrigin
Tradition of Ancient fwrael § JSOTS 55 (Sheffeld, 1987) pp.17-20; B, Halpern, The
Emerpence of fwael in Caraan [ Chico, 1984} and esp. the devastating sociologically based
eritique of MNP, Lemche, op.cit, 1985

ted in A All, *Die Landnahme der Isracliten in Palisting,” Elefne

e .Iir.-__l':.;-n f pp-89-125; iderm,

Classically formul

viagungen diber dic Landnahme der Isracliten in Palasting,”
5i M. Noth, The Hisiory aof Trael (New York, *1g6c); M
Weippert, ap.cit, 1967; and R. de Vaux, opcit, 1971 most recently supported by V. Fritz,
“Die Kul

und das Problem der Landnahme,” ZDPV o6 {1980}, pp121=135; idem, *The lsrae

Kletne S¢ .I'Jr.'_;".u:.'.' f. Pp-126-17

islonsche HL‘;.’-_".ILI;:!:_‘_ der [rihesenaeitlichen Hl{;””'ig auf der Hirbet ¢ Mzas

fe
Conguest in the Light of Recent Excavations at Khirbet ¢l-Meshash.” BEASOR 241 (1981,

pp-61-73; fdern, “'The Conquest in the Light of Archaeology,” Proceedings of the Eigl

Wowld Cornpress of Jewidl Studies {Jerusalem, 1982), pp.15-22; V. Fritz and A, Kempinski,
ox) J972-1975 (Wicshaden,

I

Erpebnisre dor Ausgrabunpen auf der Hirber ef- Mias (Tel M,

1983), B, Halpern, ap.cit, 1983 7. Kallai, Historical Cieography of the Bible {Jerusalem

1986%; H. Donner, Geschichie des Volkes fsrael und seiner Nochhar in Crrin
(Gotlimgen, 19841 OEG)

Op.cit;; especially W.G. Dever, Th.L. The mpson, J.M. Miller, A.DH Maves and J.AL

SOPRIN, OPera ¢
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inly G, Garbini, Hiseory and J':."-e'r-u'-'-{'- i Ancient feeael (London, 18 ) belangs 1o this
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the tribal conquest of the Book of Joshua is nowhere understood in
these reviews as a viable historical understanding of Israel's origins,'”
and most ignore any such reconstruction without discussion.

The revolt hypothesis, on the other hand, still receives considerable
allention. Lemche subjected the revolt hypothesis 1o a sustained and
devastating attack."? Not only did Lemche object to the commonplace,
arbitrary and uncritical use of biblical and historical materials, he made
his strongest criticisms against Mendenhall and Gottwald’s use of
sociology and anthropology, and in particular their understanding of
shepherds, farmers and city dwellers in the Middle East. A yet more
recent major work, I. Finkelstein's The Archaeology of the Israelite
Settlement,"* closes this peculiarly ill-conceived and uncritical chapter
of Old Testament historiography by pointing out, as Miller had done in
his 1977 article, that there is no support for the revolt hypothesis from
the archaeological evidence of early Iron Age settlements in the hill
country of Palestine, the very groups which Gottwald and Mendenhall
would see as revoelutionaries.

Alt's thesis of a peaceful setilement of nomadic steppe dwellers is the
only one of the classical hypotheses which has survived in this recent
literature, but it too is being given significant revision today. These
recent studies, since the mid-1980s, take a new direction which today
seems most promising and takes us away from an historiography based
on the fragile syntheses of biblical and archaeological research that had
been overly dependent on issues of historicity and a biblical perspective,
in the direction of an independently conceived history of Israel’s origins.
To fulfill this potential, the goal of research into Israel’s origins can no

movement of deconstruction. While Garbini's skepticism regarding an carly historiography
for ancient Israel must be commended, his methodology i idicsynoratic. O grealer ise i3
his earlier, important work, I Fenicl: Storia @ Religtoni | Maples, 1980).

d For a brel discussion of the !'.u.f.-:u:n.' of these issucs up to E::-.!;'_Il'l. set [he summary in
Th.L. Thompson, op.cit, 1987, pp.1i-40

"3 NP, Lemche, op.cit, 1985, pp.Ro-395; for earlier critiques of the “revoll™ hypothesis,

M. Weippen, op.cit, 1967 A. Hauser, apcii, pp2-i; fedeart, opcir,

'|'||(II;:§,'|'\1:'\'|I_ o CiL, |l;?.“3_ P

H, apcik, 1957, pp.1b-20,;

pp-49fl, S10f; and G.E. Mendenhall, *Ancient Isracl’s Hypl

iporiant summary st I

supporting the “revolt model” iz that of M.
Movemenits and the Form

ey, “Ancienl Palestinian Peasanl

ation of Premonarchic Israel” in idem, pp.ag-oga

"4 1. Finkelstein, op.cit, esp, pp.aob-314.
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longer be some point within the “history of Israel,” where historical-
critical research might acceptably meet or harmonize with biblical
historiography, at which point our research into Israel's prehistory might
be seen to support and establish—however critically—what is finally only
a bible history, Rather, our goal must be to write a history of Israel
which is methodologically apart from the late Judaean historiography
about its past. Whether elements within the history of Genesis—z Kings
have survived within folk tradition from early events within Israel’s
actual past can only be established if we first have a history within which
the folk narratives can be compared and find a context, but that basic
historical reconstruction must be formed independently of that to which
it might render a context. This new perspective is a significant departure
from Alt"s understanding of his task.

Although Alt understood the original transhumant migration to have
extended throughout the Late Bronze Age, and the period of settlement
to have extended throughout a period of judges and to have culminated
in the period of the United Monarchy, he also saw his interpretation as
establishing the historicity of a period of judges, and understood the
early history of Israel as beginning with that period,

It is on this issue of the synthesis of historical data and biblical
historiography that the greatest revisions are now sought and on which
the debates over historicity of the 19708 have been most deeply felt. The
theses of J. Van Seters and the present writer rejecting the historicity of
the patriarchal narratives™ are accepted by these writers. Moreover,
an acceplance of the lateness of the extant biblical tradition and the
radical questioning of the historicity of the traditions about Moses,
Joshua and judges also seem now to be in the center of contemporary

discussions.

6. The United Monarchy and the Origin of Israel

soggin and Miller'™ both begin their histories of Israel on the basis of
biblical criticism with the United Monarchy and [ind in the rise of the
monarchy a suflicient coherence of historical political forees to create

what might be understood as the Israel of history. Both stress the issues

"5 Thi Thompson, op.cit, 1974: J. Van Selers, epcit, 1975.
[FL]

LA S gein, apc, 1gRg: LM, Miller and JLH .‘_:.l_\.-_'-, apcit., 1980,
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of historicity, Soggin indeed sceing the period of the United Monarchy
in the biblical tradition as a demarcating watershed between an
historiographically dependable history and the legendary prehistory of
the biblical traditions leading up to the monarchy,"” while the Miller-
Hayes history, in presenting a more detailed critical review of the carly
traditions and the issues of historicity and plausibility, considers the
book of Judges to reflect an “authentic tradition” about Israel’s origins.
Miller is more thorough and consistent in his historical-critical
methodology than Soggin, and radically questions the historiographical
value of the biblical story about the united monarchy'® on the same
grounds of literary and form criticism on which he had dealt with with
the traditions of the patriarchs, Moses, Joshua and judges. For example,
Miller locates the stories of the judges within an understanding of early
[sraél’s seltlément in the central hills of Palestine. Indeed, in this he is
both dependent on the biblical tradition and critical of it, on the grounds
of plausibility and tradition-history as well as on grounds of a hoped-for
synthesis with historical and archaeological information. Miller is among
the first to limit Saul's kingdom to the central hills of Epfiraim and to
support the ahistorical and literary character of the biblical traditions
about the rise of the monarchy as made immensely clear in the recent
literary studies of Gunn and Fokkelman.'"?

While both Soggin and Miller see the monarchy of Saul and David
as central wo issues of the origins of Isragl, both clearly indicale marked
ambivalence aboul the united monarchy, in both its origin and nature,
and stress the divided monarchies’ separation and the independence of
Judah and Israel as essential and structural characteristics of these two
nations. Soggin makes this point in his opening remarks about the David
** and Miller-Hayes, as mentioned above, clearly underline this
independence and distinctiveness in the title of their work itself. In this,

SLOries,

they mark the artificiality of the concepts of a “united monarchy™ and
an “all Israel™ at this very early period and see in the union of these

"1 Th.L. Thompson, ap.cit., 1987, pp.3of

1 b8

E.g., J.M. Miller, gp.cir., 1956, p.200

"% DM CGunn, op.cit, 1978, idom, L, 1080; J.P. Fokkelman, op.cit, 1981, The specific

hy s

issue of historicity of the United Mor iditions was brielly raised by the present
wriler in “The Marratives aboul the lirlgll'.H of lsracl” opcil, 1977, pp-210-212, and n
“History and Tradition: A Response to J.B. Geyer,’ JSOT 15 (1980), pp.57-61.

170 1AL Soggin, op.cit, 1984, pp.gof.
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states a quasi-imperialist expansion by the southern kingdom. This
historicizing revision by bath Soggin and Miller marks what I see as an
understandable but nonetheless significant departure from their
otherwise commendable critical reading of the biblical tradition. Their
cfforts at reconstruction of a united monarchy no longer proceed from
or are based in what we know, They are rather centered in a wish to
salvage a substantial element of the tradition, namely, a greater-1srael
ruled by David and Solomon. Critically speaking, once the specters of
literary form and historicity have been raised, there is no as yet
discernible characteristic within the biblical traditions alone by which the
historicily of any major segment can be ascertained. The character of the
narratives themselves is not historical, and historicity—even historical
relevance—cannot be assumed of them. “External evidence™'™ i5 no
longer a luxury but a necessity, and without it we simply cannot write a
history of Israel.

Both Soggin and Miller speak of the biblical tradition as the
“primary source™ for their histories, however undependable they have
judged it, marking their adherence o Alt's tradition of historical
criticism, as well as to Noth’s critique™ of a misuse of biblical
archaeology that has often occurred through a wvaricty of fanciful
reconstructions of early Israelite history and origins.'™ Indeed, Miller
has often argued orally (and one may assume Soggin's concurrence) that
a history of Israel’s origins can only be written from the perspective of
an historical-critical evaluation of the biblical traditions on the prima
facie basis that it is from the biblical tradition alone that we understand
what Isracl is and take the measure of the history we wish to write. In
this, Miller is unquestionably correct. Nevertheless, Miller has also
demonstrated that this biblical tradition must be our entry to an
understanding of what Israel was that we wish to reconstruct historically.
It is however decidedly a “secondary” source for the historical
reconstruction itself. The issue of whether a history of Israel can be
written at all must indeed take central stage in all future discussions.
Both Soggin and Miller are decidedly skeptical of our abilities today to
say anything about Israel's origins,

M. Moth, “Der Beitrag der Archiiologie zur Geschichie Tsraels” VTS 7 (1060}

pp.26z-282
172
Ihidem

3 Th.L. Thompson, op.cit., 1974; 1.M. Miller, op.cit., 1977
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The conclusion of Miller and Soggin, that there is little that can be
learned from The Bible about [sracl’s origins in history, but they
concentrate on only one of several potential sources for that history: thal
which derives from late Judaean tradition. Other sources are also
available, some of which are clearly more germane 1o a modern history
than folk traditions, several centuries removed from the events. There
are many pood reasons for concluding, on the strength of these two
scholars, that a major step forward has been taken in contemporary
biblical historiography, in that a heretofore centrally used source for the
carly history of Isracl (the historiographical perspectives and the
reconstructions of the Genesis-2 Kings tradilions) can now be seen as

both inappropriate and of limited use to the task of writing a history of

Israel’s origins.

This is not 1o deny all historical relevance and historicity to this
biblically derived historiographical body of literature, elements of which
may indced prove useful. Nor do I wish to imply that some of the
perhaps historically more viable traditions are themselves made of whole
cloth. OF particular importance are the traditions dealing with the

Assyrian conquest of Samaria and with events that led up to the fall of

Jerusalem. 1 wish, rather, to stress the need for corroborating historical
evidence, either in sources independent of the specific tradition, or,
minimally, from a context contemporary with the tradition’s formation.
For example, the raditions of dynastic succession, insofar as they can be
reconstructed, and perhaps also some of the regnal year accounts of the
monarchies of fsrael and Judah, appear 10 be usable historiographical
accounts (albeit secondarily dependent on their earlier sources. As long

as one remembers that such historicity hardly applies to those aspects of

the traditions about Saul, David and Solomon that mark them indelibly
s legends of dynastic founders and of rulers of a golden age. Similarly,
the tradition fragments about Israelite kings prior to Omri, falling as
they do outside a fixed dynastic structure, have a weak claim to
historicity. Also questionable is any connection between a kingdom of
Saul and the historically more verifiable Omride dynasty.'™!

The success of the movement challenging historicity represents the
growing departure of mainstream Old Testament historical research from

such earlier more conservative i1|'|FT'II3I-ZlL'|"II_‘}~ as those FL‘E‘.-[-.':{L‘I'I[I.'“ by 5.

"' For a new treatment of dvnastic ¢ |'|:‘l.'lﬂl:-|-.|+'il.'.\. see the forthcoming study of J.H. Hayves
(in press).
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Hermann's Geschichte Isracls™ or John Bright's History of Israel.'™
[t is not only Soggin's and Miller's dismissal of the historicity of the
biblical traditions with reference to a premonarchic period in Israel’s
history (neither is wholehearted in this), nor their insistence that a
history of Israel as such must begin with the monarchy (both, and
especially Miller, are skeptical about the historicity of many of the
biblical narratives about the united monarchy) that marks this change.
Much more important is the shilt in historical-critical perspective that
finds expression in their work. This has changed the foundations on
which the history of Israel is written today.

I have used the term “deconstruction” to describe the process that
has brought about this change 10 emphasize the fact that it is not just
that the conclusions of historians about Israel’s early history have
become increasingly critical, but rather that the methodology itself that
has governed the historiography of scholars dealing with the history of
Israel during the last decade and a half has altered. So magnificent work
as de Vaux's I'Histoire ancienne o'lsrael™ is no longer viable, not
simply because its conclusions are wrong but far more because iis
questions are wrong. It is no longer apparent that he has written about
the origins of the historical Israel. In fact, he has not: he speaks of Israel
only in respect to the plausibility and potential historical relevance of
[srael’s traditions and their many possible external referents. That is a
task, however sophisticated, of biblical exegesis and interpretation; it is
not the same as writing history. Moreover, while questions of historicity
and judgments of historical relevance and association are fundamental
o the historian’s task of evaluating potential literary sources, they are
critical questions that are largely negative in their thrust. They do not
render history;, they prepare the ground for it

7. The Synthesis of Syro-Palestinian Archacology
D. Edelman, in her dissertation, limits Saul's kingdom, as Miller had, to

the hills of Ephraim and Manasseh, and attempis to relate this kingdom
directly to the new early Iron I settlements there, offering rather

Fad

5, Herrmann, A Fhistory of Irael in (Nd Testarmerns Times {London, T1981)

, A Hisiory of fsracl (Philadelphia, Y1g81),

*T R. de Vaux, The Early History of Iwacl (London, 1978)
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archacological support for Ahlstrom’s reading of the Mernepiah
stele.”™ Ahlstrdom’s 1982 study of early Israclite religion likewise
renders historical support to this understanding of the name “Israel.”
More important than whether this thesis is provable by iwself is the
usefulness of Ahlstrém’s hypothesis in the more complex picture of a
history of Palestine, as well as the promise it holds for an understanding
of both the bible and Israclite religion within such a history of
Palestine."™® Like Lemche's 1985 work, Ahlstrom’s siresses the non-
ethnic indigenous nature of early Israel. Ahlstrom’s and Edelman’s work
can be understood as a much needed complement to Lemche's.'” As
in Lemche’s work, the issue of exactly where the early [sraclite settlers
came from is exploréd butl in no way settled, except in the general
designation of themas indigénous to Palestine and indistinguishable
from “Canaanites.”

D. Edelman’s thesis, that the monarchy developed out of the
sedentarization of the central hills during the Iron [ period, has its roots
in the archaeological research done since Y, Aharoni’s disseration of
1957 on his surveys in the Galilee, and is particularly strongly focussed
on the work of M. Kochavi and 1. Finkelstein in the central hills."™
The competence with which she deals with many of the issues of
historiography and historicity make this work particularly useful for
illustrating both the benefits and the pitfalls of reconstructions of the
early history of Palestine on the basis of a synthesis of archacological
evidence and biblical tradition. In the explication of her hypothesis of an
early Saulide monarchy, not only are some (perhaps primary) episodes
of the biblical tradition isolated, but her historical reconstruction, resting
on the possible historical reality of some such analogous political
structure—limited to the central highlands, as JM. Miller had long

argued'™—is well developed and persuasive. Since archaeological data,

2R % . i i 5 g
D. Edelman, The Rise of the [sraclite State under Saul (University of Chic AED
dissertalion, 1987

" G. Ahlstrdm, ep.cit in press,

1

Withou! enthusiasm, Ahlstrbm also ciles the work of Mer wilh approval

rather i

{pp.6LY, understanding the early hill country seltlers as “withdr i
rebelling from Canaanite socicty. Ahlsirdm’s work is written independently of Lemche's
major stedy (cf., however, p8 n.2o, where he cites Lemche’s carlier critiques of the
revolution hypothesis), but is nevertheless at one with it

4

aee below, Chapler 4

]

"M 3\1|II:-r,.--_.-~.'.-.', 1977, 5P, PP.213-245
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however, and especially evidence from surveys, can be reconstructed
politically and chronologically in a variety of ways, and are notoriously
difficult to circumscribe geographically, synthetic aguments are at best
plausible—what is olten confused with historical “probability,”
Edelman's argument depends on our ability to maintain a close
association between Iron I Ephraim and the Israel of tradition. In spite
of the sophistication of her archacologically oriented discussion, the
ultimate validity of her synthesis stands or falls on the much simpler
issues of historiography and historicity.'®

Some of the difficulties I find in seeing with Edelman an early
monarchy of Saul in the developing sedentarization of Iron 1 Ephraim
are the following: a)If one follows, as Edelman generally does, the recent
late datings of 1-2 Samuel, there exists a three o four century gap,
including a period of dislocation of the population of Palestine, between
the biblical tradition and the reconstructed events to which the
“primary” traditions supposedly refer. Considerations of dynastic
tradition make this weakness particularly awkward. The continuity
necessary 1o this thesis, between a hypothetical kingship of Saul and the
dynastic development of the state of Samaria, and through both of them
with the “Israel”™ of the extant biblical tradition, is a continuity which is
supported by a fictional, or at least fictionalized, continuity with the
legendary'™ Davidic dynasty of a neighboring state. b) In spite of her
conecurrence with Ahlstrom in rejecting the Canaanite-Israclite ethnic
distinction, Edelman does not escape the assumed equation (developed
especially by Israeli scholars from Aharoni to Finkelstein) between the
[ron I settlements of the central hills and the origin of the state which

3 Edelman's interesting methodological advances are well worth noting, since they
involve an acceptance of many of the new developments in Syro-Palestimian archacology,

and esp. the historically significant survey studies of the central hills. In her discussion of

methodology (“Doing History in Biblical Studies,” The Fabric of History, ed. by D,
Edelman, JSOTE 127, Shelfield, 1991, pp.11-23), she stresses the importance of distinct

anabyses of literary and anifactual evidence, Nevertheless, she maintains the primary quality

of the biblical tradition (or historical interpretation, and, [ollowing radition history's
understanding ol riblical narratives as rosled in memorics of |..‘I.‘-I cvenls, lends 1o dcceplt
the histonety of any given tradition on the basis of verisimiliiude and i'l’.:1‘:i'\.:-l‘-i||lf.'. as well

as the appropriaiencss of the tradition within the historical reconstruction, Methodaolog

she is very close to the work of Soggin and Miller, excepi that she has a greater conlader
i the uselulness of ang |=:':I.'l\.l!i'\l!_"_::'.l| research in historcal reconstruction.
' Lam thinking here, among other things, of the well-worn numerical motif of 40 for the

number of kings [roan Saul 1o the Judacan exile
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in much later periods i8 known by both tradition and iniernational
politics as Israel, with its capital in the city of Samaria.'* This

equation, even with objections to any overly simplistic identification of

the Iron I settlements before Saul as “Israelite,” is open lo an
unwarranied double association: that of Saul with the political structures
of the Iron 1 settlements, and that of Saul's chicftainship with the state

of Samaria. Both of these derive from a hardly independent selection of

“primary™ biblical traditions. ¢) The doubis raised by these observations
are intensified when we further notice that we lack any direct evidence
for the (surely necessary) process of regional centralization in the central
hills prior 1o the foundation of Samaria during Iron IL. d) To assert, as
Edelman does, the existence of an historical political entity, “Israel,” as
early as Iron I (however small a “chieftainship™ or “kingship” that might
be) creates enormous difficulties in establishing political continuity.
These difficulties are twofold: continuity with the state of Samaria of the
Assyrian period and unity with the early settlements of other regions
{such as with those of the Jezreel and the Upper Galilee) and especially
with the Iron I sedentarization of Judah. However judiciously these
associations might be expressed, they remain in the realm of assertion.
To relate, further, a hypothetical Davidic chieftainship with the Hebron
and northern Negev does not lighten the problems of political continuity,
however much it may help bypass issues of historicity with arpuments of
comprehensiveness bolstered by plausibility.

The greatest problem with all such synthetic reconstructions raises
the paramount issue of modern historiography of ancient Isracl: the
effervescent relationship between biblical literature and  historical
research. One cannot bul question any alleged “reliable poal ol
information.”" Reminiscent of the Albright school's syntheses of the

19508 and 19608, the concept of a state or chieftainship of either Saul or

W r : ’

BB Mazar, Canaan and Jerael (Jerusalem 1974 Y, rderr 1951, pR7S-850 1
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David is an unhistorical hybrid, and bears little resemblance to either the
Israel we know from tradition or any historical realities potentially
derived from archaeology. Historical reconstructions are based on
research, not theoretical models. They must be related to established
evidence if they are to be historically viable. History is Wissenschalft, not
metaphysics. When historicity cannot be granted to the biblical traditions
as a whole, nor to specifically defined parts of the tradition, we must not
be tempted o adopt a perspective which is derived from that
theoretically comprehensive whole, or from any segment of it whose
historicity will not stand on its own. Such anachronistic reconstructions
as that Saul’s kingdom was a precursor of the Davidic monarchy, or that
it had its roots in the divinely rejected northern hills, are not supported
by evidence. If this is so, what benefit do we derive historically in
attributing any observable political centralization of the central hills
during Iron [ 1o Saul?

8. Ideology and Biblical Historiograph)

The issue is neither the lack of evidence nor whether our history will be
thick or thin. The central issue is the nature of the historical questions
themselves, These no longer ask whether biblical historiography can be
critically reconstructed, but rather how 1o describe the origins and
development of the Isracl that we know from tradition. Such a history
cannot be derived directly from the Bible itself, but must understand that
tradition as the endpoint of an historical trajectory. This change in
perspective has  greatly  influenced recent archaeologically and
geographically oriented research into the origins of Israel in the central
hill country.™ In spite of dependence on Alt’s foundational work,"”
and in spite of the assumption that Israel existed from the time of the
united monarchy, the basis of critical evaluations lies apart from the
biblical tradition, in the epigraphical, archaeological and regional history

D He -'?'-L.::\. The .'.l'rll;.:.'-'.l.'.'..'-.' af Canaan {(Shelhield, 1985 i M.P. Lemche, Early Toael
FT§ 37 (Leiden, 1985); R.B. Coote and K.W. Whitelam, The Emergence af [sraef {(Sheffield,

1987) and esp., [ Finkelstein, ap.cit
3T Esp. A Al OpCIE, 1925, PP.13§=169; rdoer, “Die Staatenbildung der [zraeliten in
|‘\-II-"|'|'iI .':l,'l:I fi

ne der Isracliter

1 M (Munich, 1964) pp.=65; idem, “Erwagungen dber dic

in Paliisting,” PAR 35 (1939), pp8-63
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of Palestine. Therein lies the history of Israel’s origin—culminating, not
beginning, in Israel’s tradition.

G. Garbini's recent popular work reflects this change of perspective,
and attempts (o supporlt and justify i.'"" Garbini's work makes no
effort to deal with the issues comprehensively. His book is first of all a
collection of originally independent essays written in the course of the
19808 and deals with several guite disparate topics. Although published
in 1986 (revised ET: 1988), its point of departure is that of the late
19705 and early 1980s. Moreover, it is sell-consciously the work of a
Semitist concerned with philological and historical details that point to
and largely determine, but do not themselves comprise, historical
synthesis. Nevertheless, the issues Garbini raises effectively carry the
discussion of Israel’s origins beyond the works of Soggin and Miller, and
emphasize the methodological need for new departurcs in the
development of a modern historiography of Israel’s origins. One may be
strongly tempied to argue with Garbini's provocative and acerbic account

of recent biblical scholarship from Noth to Hayes-Miller of 1977,'"
and with his (al times) idiosyncratic interpretation of biblical tradition,
especially in regard to what he refers to as “ideological™ motivations of
the later redactional frameworks in which a variety of independent
sopurces have been integrated. Nevertheless, the essential relevance of
Garbini’s approach cannot bul be acknowledged: a reappraisal of lsrael’s
earliest history must be undertaken apart from a theologically motivated
defense of a biblically derived historiography.

Garbini's case for an historiography of ancient Israel independent of
the biblical tradition is not objectionable. Not only is there no evidence
for any biblical period prior to the time of the monarchy, but there is
also no basis—other than theoretical—that could support the traditional
chronology. In dealing with the putative earlier periods, Garbini is
refreshingly consistent, not only in his rejection of a patriarchal period
but also in his recognition, for example, that we have no evidence that
judges ever existed, and no convincing evidence of a conguest.

'¥* G. Garbini, gpcir. A work based on similar assumptions that comes 10 dilferent
conclusions, is N.P. Lemche, Ancierie ferael (Sheflicld, 1988
"% M. Moth, A History of Iwacl (Philadelphia, 1950); 1LH. Hayes and 1.M. Miller, op.c,

1977,
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Grarbini claims not to consider any tradition of the bible historically
reliable unless it has been confirmed elsewhere."” Basing himself on
observations which allow for a description of the tenth-century B.C. as a
period of settlement and of consolidation of Phoenician material culture
in Palestine, and judging from the general improbability of any strong
interregional state at this time, Garbini does offer a reduced history of
David and Solomon.'"" However, he is emphatically aware that even
that does not have the substance of reliable history, but lics at best in
the realm of possibility.

The most important benelits of Garbini's essays lie in the clearer
focus he _!J',ik'l.‘.\ o the extreme 1'r:lgi!u:.' of our modern ]|,i,:~;[nr[g};_-_r;1]':ah:. of
Isracl even when addressed to the post-Davidic periods. His reassessment
of the reign of Omri, his disassociation of the Shoshenk campaign from
biblical chronology, his observations on the epigraphic evidence for the
so-called Hebrew language as distinct from Phoenician (which supgests
a southern orientation postdating the onset of the Assyrian period)™
and his awareness of the distortions implicit in 2 Kings's all too
comprehensive assessment of a Josianic reform—all serve 1o reduce our
confidence in translating any of the biblical traditions relating to
pre-exilic times directly into history.

Garbini’s deconstruction of biblical history is not limited to the
assured observations of Soggin and Miller that the United Monarchy
period was created in story during what he calls the “exilic” and *post-
exilic” periods as a Golden Age, comparable to Arthur's England.
Rather, he argues that all of early Israel's history needs 1o be understood
as an artificial construct, shaped by motivations long postdating any
known evidence ol events. A real history ol Israel for Garbini begins
with the fragments of information we have of Omri's dynasty and the
limited epigraphic remains from the eighth to sixth centuries B.c, Nor
docs Garbini find a secure watershed within biblical tradition for a
dependable historiography after what he understands as "the exile; for
the putative accounts of Israelite history during the Persian period are
themselves dependent on jdt?ni[:1giL':|| fictions deriving from |_1{']'j|.‘];l.\ long
postdating the events they only purportedly recount, Critical historical
reconstruction for Garbini must begin apart from them and largely

ini, ap.ce,, pab

E ppi p.az
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independent of them—even down 10 the hellenistic period. While
Garbini's deconstructive work is most provocative and exciting, it should
not distract us from the detailed positive attempts he makes towards a
modern reconstruction of Israel’s history, many of which need to be
considered seriously in any comprehensive treatment. [ select three
essays—that on Abraham, that on Exzra, and that on Israelite
religion—1to illustrate what I believe are some of the most critical issues

In his treatment of the Abraham traditions,"” Garbini follows the
conclusions of Van Seters and mysell™ that the received tradition
reflects the sixth-century Babylonian exile, and more specifically can be
placed in the reign of Nabonidus, He also [ollows me against Van Seters
in arguing that, in placing Hebrew origins with Abraham in Ur of the
Chaldees, the tradition implies the existence of stories about Abraham,
whether written or oral, that antedate the exile. Garbini goes further, in
arguing for a southern context for the Abraham stories, and in
contrasting the role that Abraham plays as the ultimate ancestor of all
[srael with that of the patriarch Isragel who is the direct eponym of the
northern state, and whose narrative tradition was supplanied by the
identification of Isracl with the stories of the hero Jacob and his twelve
sons, reflecting ancestral traditions with a much wider geographical
range in Pafestine. The long acknowledged independence of the Jacob
cycle [rom the Abraham traditions is now observable in the secondary
and fragile linkage doubling Abraham with [saac and—I might
add—Ishmael with Esau, The ultimate origin of the ancestral hero
Abraham, Garbini suggests, is the eponym ol the tribal group referred
1o as Raharm in a thirteenth-century inscription of Sethos [ from Beth
Shan.® The context for the amalgamation of tradition whereby the
southern Abraham tradition took pre-eminence over Israel and Jacob
lies in a Judacan post-exilic understanding of themselves as the political
and cultural heirs of their northern neighbors,'™ a process which with
justice might be seen 1o have begun as early as the reign of Herekiah,
but almost certainly by the time of Josiah

M2 Thid PR TG=54

' 1. Van Seters, opocit, 1975; Th.L. Thompson, ap.cit, 1974.

14 = - - :
W Onginally suggested by M, Liverani. “Un ipotesi sul’ nome di Abrameo,” Henoch

(1g79), pp.o-15.

Ca. Crarbami, op.cil, pA2
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There are some difficulties of detail with Garbini’s reconstruction
that prevent a wholehearted affirmation. The association of the
thirteenth-century Raham with a “southern” Abraham tradition of the
seventh- 10 sixth-century, apart from the historicistic implications of
Garbini’s adoption of this alleged parallel,'" reflects more than a
passing gap in evidence. This gap is both geographical and chronological.
The geographical gap is all the more important if one wishes to assert,
with Garbini, the independence of the cultural and political history of
Judah from the North. Similarly, the chronological gap of over five
centuries is almost unbridgeable if Judah's involvement in the north
began only with Hezekiah! Moreover, the growing conviction among
scholars that the Abraham stories are relatively late products of
tradition, in contrast 1o, for example, the Jacob stories® and the
Moses traditions,’ is an aspect of the perspective on the patriarchal
narratives which forms Garbini's point of departure, and Garbini would
be hard pressed 10 propose an adequate historical cultural linkage.
Garbini's efforts 1o maintain a southern provenience for the Abraham
storics 1s perhaps, after all, questionable—little more than a holdover
from efforts 1o define the sources of the documentary hypothesis
geographically by ignoring Abraham's association with the central hills
in the itinerary of the “wandering” tradition. Finally, the lucidity of
Garbini’s contrast of the Abraham with the Jacob traditions is marred
by the peographic complexity of the Jacob traditions.”™ Jacob's
association with Shechem cannot be entirely explained by assumptions
regarding the displacement of the patriarch Isracl, and an understanding
of the patriarch as uniquely southern is hypothetical. The methodology
pursucd by Garbini that arbitrarily focuses on some aspects of the
traditions as original simply because they have acquired, in the process
accumulation of tradition, a greater weight, must be questioned. A
similar criticism must also be made of his treatment of the ien
commandment theophanies of the Mosaic tradition. That they are now

"7 Garbini™s efforts here evoke ¥, Aharoni's earlier attempt 1o find an historical reference
to Abraham in the pizce name of the Shoshenk list: l.'?.': .".'.','.r ibrrn, which, however, at least

iatencss. Y., Aharonl, “Excavations at Tell

has the virtue of geographical approy

HBeorsheba," BA 35 (1972) PR TI=127; here paig
S H, Vorldnder, apeiL, 1978

¥ Alrcady K.Gall ng, D¢ Erwdhilungsiraditionen Jeraels (Berlin, 1928)

** Garbini follows de Vaux here: opocit, 1978, ppoibg-175; G. Garbini, op.cit, p8i
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dominant tells us nothing of the history of tradition-building. That the
Abraham and Jacob stories developed a focus oriented to southern
FPalestine may reflect nothing more than the perspective of some of their

later tradents; for few of the stories of the patriarchs—or indeed of

Moses—bear geographical markings that are indigenous to the stories,

Apart from the Abraham wandering narrative and the exodus
itineraries, geographical location is most commonly a characteristic
cither of the narrative chain or of closing actiologies, clearly separable
even when not separated from the mainline stories. Some of the stories
that are geographically fixed reflect toponymic variation within the larger

tradition—FHaran-Ur, Gerar-Egypt, the wilderness of Shur-wilderness of

Beersheva and Padan Aram-Aram Naharaim; others do not easily lend
themselves (o Garbini's Judaean ideoclogy (e.p., Damascus of Genesis 15),
Some narratives, furthermore, bring Abraham from the south (e.g.,
Genesis 14) only secondarily, as a by-product of the accumulation of
traditions. The old folkloric theory of Crisgebundenheir is, 1 believe,
peculiarly ill-suited to a discussion of the Abraham narratives. However
much such stories might have become attached o localities and regions,
these localities are not demonstrably indigenous 1o the extent that we
can define places or regions of origin. In this Garbini confuses the world
of the tradition’s tradents with actual origins. In his discussion of the
Abraham stories generally, Garbini is strongest when he draws attention
1o the tradition's complexity, weakest when he attempts a synthetic
harmony through efforts at tradition history by means of a hypothetical
ideology.

Garbini’s treatment of the Ezra tradition 15 perhaps the most
provocative of the many contributions of this book. Because of Garbini's
interest in the ideological function of the biblical traditions, his
arguments for the fictional nature of the book of Ezra take central [ocus.
His dating of the work to 150 B.C. and his attempt to dentify Ezra’s
“law"™ with the “Temple Scroll” are subordinate to this. Since much of
this argument is an attempt to historicize as sectarian conflict the
1|.u;i]d|||:_', 0l Q.'rn.'r.‘u.', with the aid of the Damascus Document and
fragments of information about the high priest Alcimus and his liturgical
reform, we are left at the mercy of cisegetical efforts that identify such
worthies as the “teacher of righteousness” and the “wicked priest” with
historical personages. Garbinis identification of Ezra as a [ictional
Alcimus 15 clever, but unconvincing. The less precise arguments he
makes for a late dating of the Book of Ezra on one hand and the greater
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antiquity of 1 Esdras on the other, which are comparable 10 his earlier
discussion of the relationship between Chronicles and Kings, are of
greater value because of his understanding of their relationship as
ideologically independent variants rather than as directly dependent
traditions. However, such a perspective makes a precise determination
of the specific Vorlage of tradition, whether oral or written, impossible,
and any association between content and context bewildering. The use
of such materials for an historical reconstruction of the late Persian
period is wholly precluded, and we are on no firmer ground than when
using 2 Kings and Chronicles for a reconstruction of the history of the
states of ancient Judah and Tsrael,

I find it difficult to evaluate Garbini's contribution to the history of
the origin and development of Yahwism."' His primary conclusion is
that the worship of Yahweh is to be described as an indigenous
development within Phoenician-Canaanite religions. The exclusive
Yahwism of the Old Testament is understood as a product of a
Jerusalemite priestly class of Garbini's post-exilic period that, through
a fiction of origing, grounds its faith as extra-Palestinian and understands
that faith as inimical to the Phoenician cultic traditions of the
indigenous population. These conclusions go far in creating a synthetic
framework for understanding much of the biblical tradition and of the
epigraphic and archaeological evidence from Palestine. However, there
are difficulties of severe oversimplification on both sides of Garbini's
synthesis. From the biblical side, his presentation of “Hebrew religion™
* ¢reates a straw man, on the
basis of which Garbini can argue for the existence of an ideology that
strongly reflects what is in fact a fictional composite: “biblical
monotheism.” This concept has generally been assumed of the tradition
by a long history of Jewish and Christian interpretation. His emphasis
on an “exile,” a critical evolutionary watershed and a period of radical
transformation, lends itself well to the support of this mainline
interpretation. This enables Garbini to identily the social class of a post-

from “the Old Testament as a whole™

exilic Jerusalem priesthood as the creative force behind this revision,
However, the “exile” is not immediately translatable as an historical
period within the history of Israel. It is an ideological concept of Israel’s
self-understanding, Only our almost total ignorance has allowed us o

'S Thid, pp-52-65

152 Ihid pp.5al
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assume its pivotal place in history. We base this, however, on its lilerary
and theological centrality, a centrality that it has been given by those
great Persian- and early hellenistic-period philosophers who were the
writers of the biblical texts and their commentaries.

We need to ask more specifically what the role of the exile in fact
wis: in the real past as well as in the perceived past of those who [ormed
and accepted the tradition and in the created past that grew from the
tradition itself. For instance, did an “exilic period™ have a significant
role in the formation of the so-called post-exilic period at any lime prior
to the late Persian period’s comprehensive consolidation of the
tradition? This is an important question because it was this assumed
wholeness of the tradition that gave the concept of exile the ability 1o
empower Israel with a sense of new beginnings, and for the first time
render for the people of Palesrine a sclf-understanding as one people.
Without this later and fictive ideology, the exile itsclf disappears from
history as a significant period in Israel’s formation. Without it, Jews who
actually lived in Babylon play no more intrinsic role than those from
Nineveh or Elephantine. Indeed, one must also ask whether the concept
“return’ is historically significant as event! Or was the self-definition in
terms of “exiles returning”™ both synchronous and synonymous with their
sclf-understanding as Jews and therefore “the remnant of Israel™? It is
in this kind of a context, I think, that Lemche’s suggestion that we
“erase the exile™* has powerful heuristic implications for a critical
history of Palestine and ancient [srael.

Garbini nowhere argues a case for the ideological or cultural unity
of the various traditions that comprise his view of the “Old Testament
as a whole” at such an early period, and his own work in the history of
the formation of the tradition argues rather vehemently against the
existence of so early a core of orthodoxy, whether in origin pricstly,
prophetic or proto-rabbinic. One must wonder whether Garbini, in his
enthusiasm for identifying specific religio-politically motivated ideologies
as factors in the creation of biblical tradition, has not presented us with
an anachronistic view of the Old Testament and placed it in the minds
of a Jerusalem priesthood. Such a view did not exist or cannot be shown
1o have existed (like the priests themselves) prior to the second temple
period, and perhaps not before the hellenistic period. However much
cultic centrism might be associated with the Jerusalem pricsthood

'*3 Personal communication
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consonant with the Josiah of Chronicles and 1 Ezdras, the creative Siiz
im Leben of such distinctive religious themes as an inautochthonous
Yahwism, henotheistic exclusivity and universal monotheism cannot be
s0 radically delineated, though one might well claim that both an exilic
concept and the Jerusalem priesthood played important formative roles
in the development of both. What Garbini refers to as “Yahwistic
monotheism™ 5 not an historically established datum of Israclite
religion, expressive of the “Old Testament as a whole,”™** though it
commonly appears as a theologoumenon in Old Testament scholarship.

“Yahwistic monotheism™ (as il true monotheism needed such a
determinative) is historically derivative of these three quite distinctive
orientations, and is better understood as an ideological product of a
modern theological perception of the “Old Testament as a whole™ than
a5 an understanding of the traditions themselves. For example,
Zechariah 14:5, late as jt is, is still an acceptable product of a
henotheistic perception and worldview. Similarly, Deuteronomy 32:8f,
LXX, as thoroughly Yahwistic as Deuteronomy and the LXX are,
subordinates Yahweh to Elohim as his son. This Garbini unaccountably
argues is comparable o what occurs in the Baal Cycle of Ugarir and
suggests [or Yahweh a role comparable 1o the gods of other nations in
his effort 1o offer an analogy to Yahweh's role with Israel.'™ However,
if these texts were read within the “Old Testament as a whole,” the
Yahwism of Deuteronomy and Zachariah must be understood as
identifiable, if not entirely synonymous, with Garbini’s Jewish
maonotheism. This, of course, Garbini is not claiming, and [ do not think
it unfair to sugpest that the anachronism he has introduced here is
unintentional.

It is unfortunatc that this also hides an important aspect of the
tradition that might be of great imporiance in understanding the
historical development of carly Persian period inclusive monotheism,
There are many texts in the bible that reflect various degrees of
polytheism, henotheism and syncretism. Some of these, such as in 2
Kings, but unlike those in Zechariah 14 and Deuteronomy 13z,
understand individuals and groups—even lsrael as a whole—to be
practicing and promoting religious beliefs that are inimical to the
religious perceptions of the author. Other texts, however, suggest that

" G, Garbini, op.cit, pp.52

153 Thid., p.56
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the perceptions of the authors themseclves imply a polytheistic,
henotheistic or syncretistic worldview. These texts reflect the perceptions
of the tradents of the received tradition. Here no passage clarilies this
issue better than that of Leviticus 16: 6-11, on Azazel, a desert deity
subordinate to Yahweh,

The presence of such texts, as well as those of Zechariah and
Deuteronomy, begs explanation. It is extremely difficult 1o argue that
such texts are “fragments of the past”—that is, no longer conscious
remnants from the past that the tradition has inadvertently included in
spite of an effort 1o present an “ideal of a religious reform . . . bent 1o
the sole purpose of showing the truth of a particular religious vision

S 1t is abundantly clear that many of these texts are themselves
bent on “showing the truth of a particular religious vision,” and that
such religious perspectives continued to be acceptable to subsequent
collectors and redactors. The pluralism of religious perspectives reflected
in the Old Testament is apparent not only in the earliest stages of an
only supposedly past “mythology™ and folklore, but lies at the very heart
of the collective tradition, and this, I submit, i$ a lully conscious choice
of the late Persian period editors. No part can serve legitimately as an
interpretive matrix for the whole bible. In this early period there is no
comprehensive tradition to give such wholeness that the traditions
themselves could be judged and “corrected.” That historical passage in
the evolution of religion belongs more properly to the use to which the
traditions were put, once normative status was achieved,

In describing what he calls the “pre-exilic” Israelite-Phoenician cult
that the “post-exilic” priesthood adamantly opposed, Garbini creates a
context in which the polemical tradition of Israelite religion might be
judged realistic. However, Garbini also dehistoricizes both the
extrabiblical evidence of the religious practices in Palestine during the
.-"I.._w'_-'..j..'rju n ]:r._'_r]'u-d and the r{]]é[ilﬁuh conflicts that are related in the biblical
texts as meaningful in the later world of their tradents. The religious
pluralism implicit in the prophetic tradition’s attack on syncretism was
long ago recognized by such scholars as Ahlstrom."” The more recent
archaeological and epigraphic evidence of such pluralism in Palestine

"5 fhid., p.61.

T GOW. Ahlstrim, Aspects of Syncretism in fwaelite Religion (Lund, 1963); idem, An

ns i Ancient Palestine, Studia Onentalia

Archaealomcal Pichure of lron Age Rel

{Helsinki, 1984)
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does not so much confirm the exisience of an Israclite syncretism as
present us with historical data with which we might understand the
development of monotheism in Pafesrine. With the awareness of such
pluralism we come to understand how many in Palestine, understanding
themselves as a remnant of ancient Isracl and identifying themselves with
ancestors—understood 0 have suffered deportation and exile—reflected
on their tradition in terms of a lapse into syncretism. To identify the
ideology motivating the biblical text, as Garbini has attempted to do,
does not in itself translate that text historically; for the text does not
only speak to an ideological motive in a description of a real past. It also
creates a vision of that past, and it is this figment that it addresses as its
primary referent and from which it develops an ethnos.

It is not relevant whether that vision is historically accurate. It is not
even essential that we affirm the historicity of a contemporary existent
“Israel” other than as a literary process in history through which this
vision is achieved. The text presents us with a window into the
intellectual world of the authors and tradents of the tradition's history,
and enable us 1o understand how they understood their past. In only a
limited and very distorted way, however, does it let us glimpse the real
world of the author’s present. Literature is not readily transposed into
a history of ecither its referent or its context."® While Garbini has
much to say about ideology in Persian period Palestinian literature, the
sources he uscs as the primary basis of his reconstruction render little
history as such.

An independent history of the people and the religious ideas
reflected in the Bible must be created on yet other grounds. Ideology is
only one of the motivations in the formation of literature, and it is
questionably a dominant one. Certainly those ideologies that played a
role are neither so transparent nor so obvious that we are permitted to
understand the history of the so-called second temple period in Palestine
as simply the mirrored reflection of our biblical texts. Rather, we first
need an independently derived history before we can adequately discern
the nature and context of the ideologies that are implicit in the text.

" Th.L. Thompson, “Text, Context, and Referent in Israelite Historiography,” The Fabric
af Histary, JSOTS 127, ed. by 2. Edelman (Sheffield, 1991), pp.65-02. See further below,
Chapter 8.



CHAPTER FOUR

NEW DEPARTURES TOWARDS AN INDEPENDENT HISTORY
OF ISRAEL

1..An Anthropological Revision of Alt's Settlement Hypothesis

In writing an independent history of ancient Israel, we must consider
three different types of direct evidence' from primary sources for the
historical reconstruction of early [srael:a) a rchacological excavations and
their analysis, the classification and interpretation of archaeologically
derived realia and archacological surveys and the settlement patterns of
ancient Palestine understood regionally and geographically; b) the wealth
of ancient written remains directly and indirectly related to ancient
Palestine: the people, its neighbors, its economy, religious and political
structures, mode of life and known events; and ¢) the biblical traditions
that reflect explicitly and implicitly the world in which they are formed
and which poriray that understanding of Israel whose origin we are
secking.”

This last source is, of course, of use when we consider the origin of
a specifically Israclite religion and tradition. The text often renders
direct circumstantial witness to Israel's history at the time of that specific
tradition’s formation and transmission. Distinctions must necessarily be
made, however, as 1o what the biblical account knows as reality and what
it knows as tradition. For example, there is a narrative world of
difference between peoples it knows from its own real world of politics
and diplomacy, such as Ammon, Moab, Edom, Midian, Aram, the
Philistines, Phoenicians, the Egyptians and Assyrians, and those it knows
from tradition, such as the Horites, Hivites, Girgashites, Perizites,

' What follows should be read in the |i_[';||l of Thl .'|'I'.l'-||'||l:\.- n, “The H-fl.l."'L:l_'!\.li:rI..I of the
Patriarchs,” JSOT o (1978), ppyl; idem, “History and Tradition,” JSOT 15 (1980),
Pp.57=61; and esp. idemn, The Chign Tradition of Ancient fsraed [, JSOTS 55 (Sheflicld, 1987)
Pp:36-40.
1hrii
of History, ed. by D. Edelman (Sheffield, 1991); and idem, “Historiography: lsraclite,”
Anchor Hible Dictionary, ed. by DLN. Freedman, forthcoming.

T ThL. Thompson, “Text, Context, and Referent in Israclite Historiography,” The Fi
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indeed, even the Canaanites, Midianites, Amorites and Hebrews: or of
places of tradition such as Eden, Aram Naharaim, Gerar, Goshen, Sodom,
Gomorrah and Salem—even perhaps Har Sinai, over against places
actually known by the tradents, such as Jerusalem, Gezer, Megiddo, Jericho
and AL

Much that was hitherto considered obvious are indeed problematic.
For instance, are the tribes of Israel “real™ or “traditional” within the
world of the biblical tradition's formation? Sirz im Leben has both
historical context and syntax. For the fifih- to third-century Judaean
traditionist, are the twelve tribes of Israel—indeed is “Israel”—past or
present reality? And, if past, to what extent is that a known past? Are
they realities of the present based on and interpreted by traditions of the
past? Or are they traditions of the past made present for present
ideological purposes, or perhaps for a future goal? Or are they idealistic:
projections of wishes and hopes without reference to any existent reality,
past or present?

Of indirect value for the historical reconstruction of Israel's
pasti—but nevertheless providing primary data—are sources that relate
o the reconstructible physical world of ancient Israel: Palestinian
geography, knowledge of the history and cultures of the ancient world;
and especially information regarding the people and events most closely
related 1o the development of Israel.’ Rendering secondary and indirect
evidence for Israel’s origins is a growing body of research involving
historical and modern anthropological studies that offers potential
andlogies 1o the ancient peoples of Palestine, as well as sociological
studies that can be wsed to illustrate the changing structures of the
ancient societies existing in Pafestine of the first-millenniuvm. With such
secondary and indirect analogies and sources, however, it is of course
ever necessary 1o recognize their chronological and geographical distance
from the historical realities we are trying to describe. Anthropological
and sociological studies offer us analogies for what Israel might have
been, that is, models and forms for a history of Israel, but not substance.
The closeness of such analogies is of first importance methodologically,

* The bibliography on these issues is immense and cannot be treated here. See most
recenlly the vanous publications associated with the Tibirger Atlas des vorderen Oriens;
dlsa some of the creative maps of J. Rogerson. Adas of the Bible (Onford, 1985); also M.
Weippert, Edom (Tlbingen dissertation, 1971); E.A. Knauf, [enagel, ADPY (Wiesbaden,
19849, MN.F. Lemche, Ancient frael (Shelfield, 1988); and esp. H. Weippen, Paldsting in
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and analogues from the Middle East and especially from the same
regions of Palestine and, if possible, from a period close 1o the time of
Isracl’s origing must be sought. Minimally, one must offer the cavear that
both the extent and the appropriateness of any analogy must be
examined in every case, and its limitations included in evaluation.

Regarding this critical issue, N.P. Lemche’s Early Israel is important.
Of particular value is Lemche’s departure from a “models” approach to
historical anthropology and the lucid and erudite manner in which he
displays anthropological data not as forms and laws to be accepted or
rejected, but rather as elements of a specirum of possibilities which
enables us to structure our much more specific and significantly different
historical data. Lemche’s book does not attempt to offer vs a solution
to the questions of Israel’s origins, as much as it opens a means by which
one might enter the labyrinth of the anthropological and sociological
worlds relevant to ancient Palestine. The richness of Lemche's work
cannot be overestimated. Moreover, while Lemche's critical command of
sociological and anthropological literature relating to nomads is
impressive." This work is also the first sustained attempt since A. Alt's
seminal essay in 1925 that has suggested an historical account of Israel’s
origins apart from the bible's own view of its past. Lemche's review deals
with many of the relevant issues and should command respect.® In fact,
as Miller-Havyes, A History of Israel and Judah, marks the culmination of
a long tradition of critical revisions of biblical historiography,” Lemche's
book, published just briefly before the Miller-Hayes volume, marks a
distinct departure from that scholarly tradition in the direction of an
independent historiography of Israel.

The more recent studies of Coote and Whitelam and Finkelstein” are
also based on extrabiblical texts and on the archaeology and settlement
patterns of Palestine. But both of these works—whatever might be said
of their use of archacologically derived data and their historical

4 A recent sound study of one aspect of greater Palestine’s nomadic past is the critical,
detailed and refreshingly clear monograph of E.A. Knaul, apcit, 1989, See also his Midian,

ADPY (Wiesbaden, 1988) pp.g-13.

*M.P. Lemche, PG, TGRS, ppa3ob-435; soc also the less sustained study in tdemn, Ancieni
Ierael (Shellield, 1988),

" P.R. Davies and DM, Guan A History of Ancient Israel and Judah: A Discussion of
Miller-1 !-.'1}.'l.'.\ {19861, JSOT 39 (1987, pp.3-63.

"R.B. Coote and K.W. Whitelam, op.cil., 1986, 1. Finkelsiein, ap.cil., 1988
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reconstructions—presuppose the Isracl of the biblical traditions, and,
like M. Noth and J.A. Soggin before them, seek the Israel of biblical
tradition within an historical and geographical context pre-determined
by the much later biblical historiographical framework. This is clearest
and most specific in their identification (with Alt) of originating Israel
in the Iron | settlements of the central hill countries, particularly in
contrast 1o both the lowland population on one hand, and a Late Bronze
chronological horizon on the other. G. Ahlstrdm, however like
Lemche, raises serious abjections both to the Canaanite-Israelite and the
Late Bronze-Iron [ dichotomies of AlUs reconstruction.

Lemche's book is only a start to such a new historiography. In his
opening discussion of a history of Israel's origins,” Lemche argues
against Mendenhall and Gotwalds unverified and unverifiable
assumption that substantial blocks of tradition were datable to a period
of judges. He asks rather: “In what phase of the history of Israel did the
concept of a common prehistory for the entire Israelite people emerge
a5 a guideline for historical writing in the Old Testament?™" Basing
himsell on a review of current scholarship’s chronology of Old
Testament literature, and building on the studies of H. Vorlinder" and
recent critics and revisionists of the documentary hypothesis,” Lemche
has come to the conclusion that “on no account were the basic
preconditions present for the emergence of the concept of Israel as a
unity before the period of the monarchy,” and further, “on no account
could the concept of a united Israel have resulted in pan-Israelite
historical writing before the time of the exile.""* Lemche’s positions are

® (. Ahlstrtsm, Whe Were the Joraelines? {Winona Lake, 19867,

¥ M.P. Lemche, oGk, pp-326-385

W thid,, p.afy

" H. Vorlinder, Die Entsichungszert des jehowistuschen Geschichiwerkes, Europdische
Hochschulschriften 23/ 109 (Frankfurt, 1978)

sce I Van Selers, Abraham in History and Tradinien (New Haven, 1978 K.
i a)

Rendidodl, Das 1 berlicferungspeschichiliches Probfern der Periaterch, BEAW 147 (Berlin,

1977 alko H.H. Schmid, Der SRS Jalyvist Hu,'.-.:.:.'u.'Frr:.u.'_\:n'.'.' wnd }-'.ru\-.-.l.- FLLF

Peratenchfors '.'-""i.l.' (Funch, 1976); as well as M. Rose, Demteronamis wund Jahwisr

Untersu

1 o den Borchrungepunkien: beider Literamrwerke, ATRANT 67 (Zurich, 1981
Blum, henposinon der Vilergeschichie, WMANT 57 (1984); N. Whybray, The Makine
af the Pentatench, ISOTS 53 (Sheilield, 1987 ThL, T hompsan, The Origin Tradition of
Anciens Tsrael I, JSCTS 55 (Sheflield, 1987)

B NP, Lemche, apoeft, pafy,
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certainly well argued, however one might eventually need to adjust them.
The biblical tradition does not and cannot supply us with a factual basis
for the existence in history of a “united monarchy.™
literary concept that shares in the “all-Israel” tradition that is a creation

This is a motil, a

of the late redactions of disparate traditional materials that are [irst
brought together in their final redaction. And, if only for the sake of
historiographical integrity (however disorienting this may first appear),
one ought not presuppose the existence of a united monarchy in fact,
without first having either corroborating evidence—which indeed
fails—or, minimally, a sustained historical and form-critical evaluation
of the received tradition that strongly supports both the historiography
and the historicity of the narratives about Israel's “golden age.”

This methodological issue must be stressed here, as it 1s the collapse
of just such argumentation that Lemche thoroughly chronicles in the
pages prior to his conclusions.” On the other hand, I am not as
convinced as Lemche that the entirety of the pentateuchal and the
deuteronomistic tradition must of necessity fall into the exilic and
postexilic periods. Only a firm belief in at least a revisionist’s view of the
documentary hypothesis and similar theories regarding the so-called
deuteronomistic history could lead one to such global conclusions,’
While a relatively late date for many of these collective traditions scems
appropriatle and necessary, any date subsequent 1o the fall of Sanmaria in

720 B.C. is theoretically possible and periods close to the reigns of

Hezekiah or Josiah seem viable for some of the narratives.'

[ would not, however, wish my quibble on this relatively minor issue
of tradition-history to obscure a wholchearted concurrence with
Lemche's methods and conclusions, epitomized succinctly in the

"4 i, pp.asT-384.

' As Tor example, the positions (aken by J. Van Seters (op.

History: Historiography in the Ancient World and the Oy f Bitlical History, Mew Haven
lives 1o the documentary

;B
Rendidordf, opcir, 1977 E. Blum, opcit., 1984; Th.L. Thompson, epoei, 1987, and BN

1983) and H. H. Schmid {(op.cir., 1976

theory which, il

accepled, would seriously undermine this copclusion of Leme

Whybray, ap.cit, 1987, Following some of the observations of EA. Knaul concerning

histornical context and reflerents (

pera citara, 1988, 198g), [ think onc must clearly

distinguish the traditions themselves from the traditions as collected and (ransmitted
MNevertheless, the logic of Lemche's arguments [or a Hellenistic dating 15 unmassalable (s

also chapter VI, note 10)

b LW, Provan, Herekiah and the Book of ‘l‘.-"'-'=."'- BZAW 172 (Berlin, 1988) PRI 14=130
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principle he has formulated at the close of his study: “I propose that we
decline to be led by the biblical account and instead regard it, like other
legendary materials, as formally ahistorical; that is, as a source which
only exceptionally can be verified by other information.™”

Lemche presents as an alternative to the biblical historiography a
review of the transition from Late Bronze to Iron Age Palestine on the
basis of archaeological sources. In this aspect of his approach it is clear
that Lemche follows the broad procedural lines drawn by Alt in 1925,
namely, the well known thesis that by contrasting the changes that occur
in Palestine between the Late Bronze and the Iron Ages, a historical
trajectory can be drawn from the Late Bronze Canaanite city-state
culture to the Iron Age Israclite nation-state. Lemche’s analysis is
restricted both by the then limited availability of archacological
surveys—especially relating to the Iron Ape—and by the inadequate
differentiation that has plagued Palestinian archacology between the sub-
periods within the Late Bronze and Iron Ages,

Lemche improves on this situation through a judicious review of
excavated sites. His Bronze Age settlement patterns are, however, largely
limited to the broad review offered by this writer in 1979.®
Unfortunately the present understanding of Late Bronze Settlement
patterns has only slightly improved since this summarizing study, the
research for which was done in the early 1970s. This improvement has
come mostly in the Transjordan, as Lemche notes, The current
reconstruction of the Iron Age on the other hand is much improved over
anything that had been available 1o Lemche.

Lemche'’s understanding of the transition from the Late Bronze to
the Iron Age, like Miller's similar discussion,” reflects the growing
awareness in archaeological circles of the many cultural continuities (in
spite of differences in settlement patterns) between the Late Bronze and
Iron Age periods in Palestine. Lemche accurately observes that the
common distinction between Canaanite and Israelite culture is not
justified in the received archacological record. This lead him also to the
historical conclusion, shared by a growing number of scholars, that Israel

T N.P. Lemche, op 415

ThL. 1 hompson, The Settlernent of Palestiree in the Bronze Age, BTAVO 34 (Wieshaden
FEFTo

" IM. Miller, op.eit, 1977, pp.2i80
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had been indigenous to Palestine.® This, in itself, is not as major a
departure from Alt as one might be led to believe when reading him
through the eyes of Noth, since the transhumance shepherds that Alt
had proposed as his model for the proto-Israelites, had lived in the
steppe zones and hill country of Palestine from as early as the beginning
of the Late Bronze Age.”

Lemche's conclusion that there is nothing intrinsically “Canaanite”
about the Bronze Age nor “Israclite” about the subsequent Iron
Age—an observation which also has broad validity in the eyes of Soggin
and Miller, and especially Ahlstrém—points oul quite emphatically that
we do not find in Alt's dichotomies a method directing us to the
question of Israel’s origin. It is this understanding, already present in his
1985 study, that drives many of the developments of Lemche’s 1991
book.” This observation is already implicit in Miller’s greater
skepticism about our ability to define that origin on the basis of any of
the mainstream biblical traditions. Soggin's unsubstantiated assertion
that the history of Israel begins with Saul and David"s monarchy, in spite
of Miller's caveat, both short-circuits the historiographical process, and
itself shares the fictive quality of those earlier assertions which had
begun that history with the patriarchal narratives. Sopgin sees the stories
about the united monarchy as marking a transition in biblical narrative
between the historically undependable biblical folklore prior to the
stories of Saul and David and the truly historiographic and dependable
traditions of the monarchy.™ Lemche, on the other hand, clearly argues
for the necessity of extrabiblical confirmation and evidence before the
biblical traditions can provide us with an adequate basis for
reconstructing the history of Israel.

M E.g JA Callaway, A New Perspective on the Hill Country Seltlement of Canaan in
Iron Age 1," Palestine in the Bromnze and fron Ages: Pap

i Homowr of Ofea Tufnell, ed. by

JHN. Tubb {London, 1985) pp.ai-49; L.E. Siager e Archacology of the Family in
Ancient [srael," BASOR 260 {1985), pp.1-35

M A All, “Die Landnahme der lseacliten in FPalastina,” Ademe Schrifierr | 1925)
pp-i115-125. . Finkelstein {(op.cn,, 1988}, arguing within the same specirum of ideas, indeed,
points to the Middle Bronze II occupation of this hill country for the eltimate origin of
these pastoralists, marking the potential compatibility of Al's program with the concept of
the indigenous character of Isracl’s ongins, However, see further below, chapters 6 and 7

= N.P. Lemche, The Canaanites and Their Land (Shefficld, 19913,

23 See the review of this position in Th.L. Thompson, opcit, 1987, pp.ao-12
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This issue becomes particularly clear in examining the way that
Lemche has dealt with the prehistory of the monarchy, especially his
treatment of the Late Bronze ‘apiru and the early Iron [ period
“Philistines.” Lemche’s decision to speculate on the ‘apiru as potentially
informing the origins of Israel is self-consciously hypothetical: an idea
awaiting evidence.™ It is a revision of an interpretation of the Amarna
‘apiru tecently reasserted by M. Liverani™ that the ‘apire were originally
a disaffected underclass, refugees of Egyptian imperial oppression, who
had fled to the hill country to live ofl brigandage and banditry against
the overland trade routes. They are seen 1o have eveéntually settled the
hill country in the post Amarna period, and to have formed—under
pressure from the Philistine Pentapolis—political structures of lineages
and clans that later became Israel under the centralizing fictions of tribal
associations. These changes connect the ‘apiru we meect in the Amama
letters with the early Iron Age sedentarization of the hill country that
Lemche suggests may have formed the core of a population that at a
much later date developed a narrative tradition that frequently identifies
Israclites with the seemingly ethnic biblical term ‘ibrim. Important to this
interpretation is the effort to explain not only the historical development
of the ‘apiru-‘ibrim, but also the semantic shift from a social class of
apir 1o the gentilic ‘thrim which we find in the bible, The objections to
any reconstruction based on an ‘apiru =‘brim identification are many.™
Loretz, who is very critical of historians efforts to associate ‘apiru with
Hebrews, points oul the categorical mistake of these efforts 1o explicate
the origins of Isracl with this association. His devastating critique is both
simple and straightforward: We have no historical evidence 10 associate

*¥ This is neither dependent on a necessary historical association with §brim or with any
later biblical tradition. That Lemche does not depend on such associations is very clear in
his 1991 book (M.P. Lemche, The Canagnites and Their Land, Sheilicld, 1991). It is
unloriupate that this work was unavailable to me wntil the very final stages of this siudy

5 M, Liverani, Review of B, De Vaux, [ ' Hisoire ancienne o Tseael [-11, in QA 15 (1976,
Pp-145-159; also, NLP. Lemche, *'Hebrew' a5 a National Name for lsrael,” $tTh 33 (1979),
pp.1-23; idee, “'Hebracerne”s Myths over habiru—hebracerproblemet,” DTT 43 (1980),
PR 153- 190, See, already 1. Botléro, Le Probi¢rme des Habin & la 4e Renconire assyriclogique
iniernadionale (Paris, 1954) and M. Weippen, Die Landnahme der sraclitischen Summune in
der neveren |~'|'.u|;'.r|.'.|:'|l||1__l"ﬂ'."| hen Diskuession (Ldlingen, 1G67)

* For a very thorough review of this problem, see now O, Loretz, Habinu-Febrder: Eine
sozio-lirnguistische Studie dber die Herkunft des Gertiliziums ‘thei vom Appelativiurn Habiru,
BZAW 160 (Berlin, 1984), esp. pp.226-232, 271-275; also M. Weippert, op.cit, 1967
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the [ourteenth-century Amarna letiers and the ‘apirn mentioned in them
with the origins of Israel. Whatever linguistic associations there may be
between these radically different terms, we have no reason 1o see this
philological issue as in any way related to the historical origins of Israel.
Not least important is the argument fostered by Lemche's critique of
Gottwald’s Tribes of Yahweh, namely, that the largely exilic and postexilic
tradition takes its written form only centuries after the essential social
structures of Iron Age Palesrine had been established, throwing into
doubt any ad foc use of these traditions for a reconstruction of
premonarchic times.” The issue is not merely the length of time
involved, but the extent of the social transformation that took place,
sgparating the very different worlds of the premonarchic and postexilic
worlds. Lemche has given us substantial a prior reasons 10 doubt that
the fifth to third-century literary world can be translated in such a way
as to give us insight into the real social world of [ourteenth to tenth-
century Pafestine. With Loretz and Lemche,™ we might add that we
have even less hope of reading in these biblical texts any reflection of
the Late Bronze Amama period, given the radical social transformations
of the Late Bronze-Iron Age transition.™

For none of the literary traditions about Hebrews would Lemche
argue historicity. Hardly the Abraham, Joseph, Moses, and David stories!
But without such historicity, where might one, following Lemche, find
premonarchic roots in the biblical tradition about Yhrim? Even if the
‘apiru ='ibrim equation were granted, and that is a very formidable

equation,™ all we could conclude from this is that by the postexilic
period this term had undergone a substantial semantic shift and had
taken on a dominant quasi-ethnic signification, and was used at times as
a synonym for the gentilic “Isracl,” which term iself had undergone
considerable change over centuries. The lack of evidence for historical
continuity between the Amarna letters and the biblical tradition prevents
historians, in the light of Lemche's and Liveranis work, [rom

*T'This does not detract from the v of Lemche's and Liverani's efforts to understand

the ‘apiru as part of the carly history of highland Palestine and their su

presiion of i

|‘=|l:'.:\lil':|.' transvaluation of the term ‘apire (o thrim over the course of a millennium
15 :

0. Loretz, op.oit
L 4 e |

aee below, Chapler v

¥ 0. Loretz, op.cil, pp235-248; also pp.igl.
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understanding the term ‘brim apart from the literary world in which it
has its context.

Essential to Lemche'’s understanding of the social realities of Late
Bronze Palestine is his perception of the Egyptian empire’s role as
oppressive and exploitative, conducive (o both the impoverishment and
the dislocation of the Palestinian population. This not only contradicts
the little evidence we have of the tax structures of the Late Bronze Syro-
Palestinian city-states,” but recent evaluations of the economic effects
of the Egyptian empire in the region indicate that the presence of
Egyptian imperial authority helped to stabilize many of the towns in the
central valleys and the coastal plain during the disruptions of the latter
part of the Late Bronze Age and early Iron |, enabling some regions to
maintain a level of prosperity, when 5o much of Palestine faced economic
disintegration. It is hence difficult to see the ‘apind phenomenon as a
direct reaction to Egyptian imperial policy or as a movement leading to
the sedentarization of the central hills in an effort 1o “escape” the
oppression of government. Moreover, the evidence of ‘apiru banditry in
the Amama letiers comes from a time considerably earlier than any
significant breakdown of the Late Bronze town structures, and centuries
carlier than any substantial withdrawal of Egyptian interests in Palestine.
This makes it difficult 1o accept that the ‘apiru disturbances were caused
by either city-state political collapse or the weakness of Egyptian power
in the area. The association of the Amarna ‘apiru with new settlement
s particularly specious, as the settlement patterns of the central hills
during the Amarna period are uniquely marked by a gap in such
settlement!™ One might, indeed, consider the possibility that the ‘apiru
disturbances themselves may have been a significant factor during the
Amarna period preventing settlement in this region which could only
with difficulty be policed by the regnant city-states or by imperial troops.
For this, at least, we have evidence,®

! See above Chapter 1 and below Chapier VI.
*Th.L. Thompson, The Seilentent of Palestine in the Bronze Age, BTAVO 14 (Wicsbaden,
1979} pp.45il.

' The bibliography here is enormous. | still find J. Bottero, (op.cit, 1953) extremely
helpful; for more complete references, O, Loretz, op it cip. 057, For translations of the
Amama tablets, 1A Knudizon, e EfAmama Tafeln (1 eipeig, 1915), and A. Rainey, El
Amarmna ablets 330-378 AAT 8 (Neukirchen, 1978)
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Lemche's assumption that these brigands, having removed themselves
to the sanctuary of the central hills, survived by plundering the trade
routes runs into topographic and historical difficultics. During the
second-millennium, overland trade proceeded along the coastal plain,
largely bypassing the central hills (reaching Jerusalem, for example, by
way of the Ayalon Valley, not the Judaean highlands). Most trade was
still seaborne. An association of overland trade routes with transients,
nevertheless, is supported by evidence from this period, but that is found
along the MNorth Sinai coastal strip.” Furthermore, international trade
seems 10 have been considerably disrupted throughout the whole of the
eastern Mediterranean world, ¢a. 1200 B.C, just at the time that Lemche
would see the ‘apiru ambushing caravans in the highlands. One need
hardly more than mention the economic and demographic difficultics
involved in assuming such large numbers of ‘Apin, as are mentioned in
the Amama letters and as Lemche needs for the extensive highland
settlement of Iron I, in terms of outlawry. Not even nineteenth-century
Sicily had the prosperity to support $0 many thieves.

Lemche's suggestion that this name may have survived in the biblical
traditions in the form ‘ibrim is very appropriale and marks this problem
as a purely literary and linguistic issue, and stands apart from questions
of historical continuity of the population. One finds a similar problem
with Lemches related argument that the process of political
amalgamation of the central hill country settlements is 10 be understood
in terms of a reaction of the independent hill country settlers o growing
Philistine political ambitions during the eleventh-century. The continuity
of the peleset of the Egyptian texts and the archacological remains of the
early Iron [ period along the Palestinian coast with the Philistines of the
biblical tradition and of Assyrian records is understood in quasi-ethnic
terms: as a continuity of a people, and not first of all as a continuity in
a name and within the parameters of etymology and texts. In this case,
the continuity, in fact, is assumed and not argued. For Lemche, as for
most historians of early Palestine® the Philistines of biblical tradition
are the historical people, living in the southern and central coastal plains
of Palestine, who played a major role in the historical developments of
the early Iron Age in Palestine: not only as successors 1o Egyplian power

H-Thl. Thompson, The Settlement of Singi and the Negev in the Bronze Ape, BTAVO 8
(Wiesbaden, 1975} ppo=13

¥ Mow, most recently, G. Ahbsirdm, The Early History of Palestine, forthcoming
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during Iron [, but also in the context of a political and military polarity
with the emerging statehood of the United Monarchy. In accord with the
narratives of the Books of Samuel, most modern historiography of
Israel's origins, early Israel's opposition to Philistine hegemony is
commonly understood as the raison d'etre of Saul and David’s kingdoms,
and is a central aspect of the nearly unanimous opinion of scholars that
the central hill country of Palestine is not merely the heartland of the
Israel of biblical tradition, but also the historical geographical context of
its origination. This perception of the history of the Philistines justifies
for many the relegation to secondary status (historically and traditio-
historically) of not only the entire “Philistine” plain, but the coastal
plain of Acco, the Jezreel, the whole of the Galilee and the Jordan Valley.
This is methodologically disturbing as essential aspects of this “history™
are critically dependent on the historicity of traditions otherwise known
to be largely legendary and late. Again we are faced with a many
centuries long break in the chain of evidence between the Egyptian texts
and the archacological evidence on one hand and the Assyrian records
and biblical tradition on the other. The archaeological evidence,
moreover, is substantially tainted, as its alleged coherence rests almost
solely on biblical traditions.” The history of analogous and largely
contemporancous woponyms in Palessine should lend caution 1o efforts
to historicize biblical referents to Philistines on the basis of the
historical Peleset (prst) of the early Iron Age. Among the “Sea Peoples”
who migrated to Palestine in the wake of the Mycenacan collapse were
the Dananu (dnyn). They, however, survive in the history of Palestine
neither ethnically nor material culturally, but only in their name. Any
toponymic similarities with the later biblical traditions tribe of “Dan®
might well have given credence to the legend about a translation of the
tribe of Dan from its “original” homeland to the region in Northern
Galilee in the Jordan Rift which was attributed 10 the time of Dan in the
tradition. Even the meaning of the biblically ubiquitous name “Canaan”
that in historical texts originally refers 1o the Bronze Age territory (and
derivatively, the population) of Palestine, and in some texts (most
notably the Merneptah stele) seems restricted to the lowlands, is rather
radically transposed centuries later in the biblical tradition where it is

¥ '|.'||1'||‘..'1:r_' T, Dothan, The Philisttnes and Their Material Culiure (lerusalem, 1982), and
the more caulious treatment of H. Weipper, !Jn-/|r|_-_r'_|‘-.-|.-_-'.-|3_'r'4- Paldsiinag in vorhellenisuischer
Zeit {Munich, 1988)
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used most frequently to designate a legendary ethnic population of pre-
Israelite Palestine, which is perceived in some texts as a variant of
“Amorite™ and even *Jebusite.” That such a group ever had an historical
coherence which we normally associate with ethnicity is hardly likely.
Nevertheless, the name survives in transmuted form as that of a people
in biblical tradition. The name “Israel™ itself might be so0 understood.
Etymologically, it is unguestionably a gentilic.”™ Nevertheless, the first
attested reference to this name in the Merneptah inscription of the late
thirteenth-century might conceivably understand it as the name of a
region, in polarity with the clearly geographical name: Canaan.™ G.
Ahlstrim, in presenting this thesis, had further argued that the name
"lsrael™ had been first used to refer to a political entity when Saul's
kingdom (involving, for Ahlsirém, only the hill country north of
Jerusalem) was established. The name “Judah™ that had also originally
been a territorial name had, at this time, its proper northern correlate
not in “lsracl” but in the regional designator: “Epfiraim.” The mountain
regions of “Judah™ and “Ephraim” hence had been understood in
Ahlstrdm’s revision of the “United Monarchy™ as subregions of a larger
territorial entity called “Israel,” which represented the whole of the
central hills. Objections to the traditio-historical assumptions involved
in Ahlstrom’s understanding of the biblical term “Israel” are quite
formidable. Such assumptions are hardly to be taken for granted. Equally
difficult is Ahlstrom’s effort to establish a correspondence between the

T See EA Knauls review of Ahlsirfm's book in INES 49 (19907, pp.81-83. This
ejection ks nol simply based on the hicroghvph sign for “people” in the Memeptah stele
itsell, which, as Ahlstirim correctly points out may be interpreted variously, but rather on
the function of this type of name which is confirmed by the syniactic use of the name
“Tsracl”™ in other contexts. 1, | fl.l|l:.':-'r.'l'. A search .I'JI." Methund: A Studdy in the Symtactic Use af

the H-Locale in Classical Hebrew, Siudies in Semitic Lanpuapes and [inguisties 12, Leiden,

1981, p2g1 n63S. On the other hand, against Knaul (op.cic, p.82, and femael ADPY,
Wicsbaden, 1989, p.38 n170) one might agree with Ahlstrém (epcic, p.7) that in names
such as Israel {and Ishmael), formed by an epithet + ‘ef, the divine name E! is (o be
understood, rather than the common noun “God.” in contrast to those names where the

element ‘el ofcurs in conjunction with a divine name. Only rarely, and usually in

mjunction with or by reference 1o another deity other than E1, do the words ‘el- ‘elofim

ind their vanants clearly and unequivecally carmy a generic signification. Following Knauf,

I would lind Genesis 33:20'% & elohe vigra el as the best proofiext for identilying the name
of the god £l in the name [rael
3, Ahlstrdm, Hhe Were the Iracliies? (Winona | ake, 15 ) Ahlsirdm's !'.:.'!hc'llu'.\u-. 1%

based on the assumplion of 3 poctical chiasm. This is attractive, bul implausible.
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Egyptian late thirteenth-century use of this term and biblical usage.
However, Ahlstrdm does not only offer a disputable interpretation of the
Merneptah stele, he also argues wery clearly that the biblical
identification of the term “Israel™ in theological terms as the people of
Yahweh was a very late development, which allowed the name “[srae]”
to be preempted by the southern kingdom of Judah some time after the
fall of Samaria, and 1o be ultimately used as a term referring to the
cultic community of an all Israel, with strong exclusionistic tendencies
in the postexilic period.™

However the disputed issue regarding the Merneptah stele might
resolve itsell, Israel is clearly the name of a state in the Assyrian period,
with its capital at Samaria. In the yet later, largely postexilic biblical
iradition, not only does this signification survive in the tradition, but,
independently, the name “Israel” is used both as the name of an
cponymic ancestor, and of the whole people of Palestine, reflecting the
claim of a common ethnicity in the religious ideology of the survivors of
the state of Judah.

The semantic transformations of the originally geographic toponyms
of Judah, Ephraim, Benjamin, Gilead, and Issachar similarly undermine
Lemche's cfforts to historicize the biblical traditions about the
Philistines. The Aegean associations of aspects of the material culture
of coastal Palestine during Iron [ are in no way to be denied. They
certainly reflect the historical reality of incursions into the region from
the Aegean. However, that the “Philistines” are 1o be understood as
representing a foreign population intrusive to Palestine must certainly be
denied. The influence from the Aegean is only partial, and, on the basis
of known evidence, largely peripheral and superficial. In language,
religion, and material objects—even in the earliest forms of so-called
Philistine pottery—the culture of the central coastal region is markedly
native 10 Palestine. It might be described well as Ac¢gean influenced, but
wholly semitized and acculturated 1o Palestine. From its very roots it is
the heir to the Late Bronze coastal towns, and for a short period it may
have been the political successor to the Egyptians. However, that a
cultural political unity was formed in Phifistia during the Iron I period

" Ahlsirtm’s discussion should be rend together with his important earlier study:

Adminisiration and Natonal Religion in Anciens Palestine (Leiden, 1982) as well as the
extremely able dissertation of D). Edelman on the monare hy of Saul: The Rive of the fsroelite
State wrdder Saved (University of Chicago, 1987)
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is no more likely here than in any other region of Palesiine. Rather,

anything like Philistine ethnicity is far better understood as an aspect of

the regional orientation of Palestine that developed during the Iron II
period, a product of the political structures directly and indirectly foreed
on Palestine by the Assyrian Empire's interests in the region. The
inautochthonous origin of the Assyrian period’s Philistines, along with
their putative origins in Caphior is as much a fiction created by the
biblical tradition as the comparable origin of Judah itself. Both Judah
and the Philistines are cultural entities indigenous o Palestine,
ultimately derivative of the culture and population of the Bronze Age,
which, in the course of the Iran 11 period was distinguished into regional
proto-ethnic groups in the form of petty states under the demands of an
external empire.*

2. Agriculture in the Central Hills

These issues regarding the associations of both Israel and biblical
traditions with historical reconstructions is also at stake in two other
recent works that deal with the agriculture of the early Iron Age hill
country settlements. The first of these, published in 1685, is the
dissertation of D. Hopkins on the ecology and early agriculture of the
hill country of Palestine.” Hopkins's book is partially based on and
supplements the dissertation of O. Borowski.” Both books share the
common assumption that their studies deal directly with Israel’s origin
because they deal with early Iron Age setilement in the Palestinian hill
country. This assumption is both understandable and common among
recent scholars since Y. Aharoni’s dissertation on the then newly
discovered largely one period settlements in the Galilean hills.*
Methodologically, however, this assumption is worrisome, not only
because Hopkins, Borowski, and others assume a prionn a specific
resolution of the problem of [srael’s origin before that issue has been in

* On this, see below Chapter VI

1 D.C. Hopkins, The Highlands of Cansan, SWRAS 3 (Shefficld, 1085)

2.0, Borowski, Ah'n:u:u.r!r:n: i frow Age Frael (Winona Lake, 1987).

BY, Aharoni, The Setilerneni of the fraclite Tribes in Upper Galilee, (PhD Jerusalem,
1957 “Galiles, ”PPL'F." ,l'-'_a|_.';'_|'.f.|'.__ val. 1, pp.74f, B2-Bg: “Mothing Early, Nothing Late:
Rewriting Israel's Congquest,” B4 39 (1976), pp.55-76
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fact resolved, but also because they then understand conclusions drawn
from this procedure as evidence and justification of their hypothesis!
Hopkins, whose historical methodology is more consistent than
Borowski's, limits his inquiry to the highland region, but his assumption
that this early Iron Age settlement is in fact “Israclite” settlement™ is
nowhere defended or in any way supported, although it appears seriously
anachronistic.” Apart from such problems, these two very solid
monographs on agriculture provide a wealth of information, important
not only for issues relating to the Iron Age settlement of Palestine, but
also to an understanding of the central role that agriculture played in
Palestine’s economy, and therefore in the formation of Israel in the
course of the transformations of Palestine during the Iron Age.

There are significant differences between the two studies. Hopkins's
work has two parts: the first is a study of the agricultural ecology of the
Palestinian highlands,” and the second is a very innovative, if
methodologically undisciplined, research into possible “agricultural
objectives and strategies,”" associated with the initial agricultural
settlement of the hill country, leading up 10 an original and exciting
discussion of “risk spreading” and “risk reduction” as determinative
factors of the highland economy that Hopkins believes formed a
significant basis for the Israclite polity.* Hopkins's central thesis is well
argued, and insofar as it relates to the history of agriculture (however
much one might of necessity adjust details in the argument), convincing.
Borowski’s study, on the other hand discusses the agriculture of the hill
country more from a technological perspective in the tradition of Forbes

D Hopkins, op.cit, ¢ £, pa6s.

" This growing anachronistic assumption is also shared by Coote and Whitclam and 1
Finkelstein  (furiher below), Coote and Whitclam, indecd, take this unsupporicd
idenlilication of lsrael's OTIgINS S0 much [or Ll_r.||;||_.;;._] that |;|-|,;-:~. force their uncritical
assumption onto a quotation which had been consciously formulated to avoid just ihis
assumplion, R.B. Coote and K.W. Whitclam, The Emergence of Early Iirael in Historical
Perspective, SWBAS 5 (Sheflicld, 1987) p.75. quoting Th.L. Thompson, “Historical Notes
on ‘lsrael's Conguesi of Palestine: A Peasant's Rebellion,'” JSOT 7 (1978), p.2s.
Finkelstein, on the other hand, is fully sware of the anachronistic quality of this assumption
(1. Finkelstein, ap.cit, pp.271.), but nevertheless unaccountably chooses 1o restrict his study
1o its parameters.

* D. Hopkins, op.cit, pp.25-170

Y [bid, pp.a71-261

¥ Ibid . pp-265-275.
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or Dalman,” with detailed discussions of land usage and tenure;* field
work;™ types of crops;® and issues of fertility and crop destruction.”
Given the encyclopedic nature of his study, Borowski’s brief chapter,
entitled “Conclusion™ is wholly unnecessary and mars the work as a
whole, olfering little more than an unsupported and summary statement
about some very interesting issues which Borowski considers important.
Here, Borowski, with enthusiastic if mispuided nationalism, tries 1o
identify whatever was innovative in Palestinian agriculture during the
[ron Age with “Israelite” inventiveness: most importantly, terracing,
which “enabled occupation™ of the hill country, also, deforestation,
runoff agriculture, innovations in water storage, iron tools, erop rotation,
fertilizing, fallowing, the invention of the “beam oil press,” and
innovative storage facilities.™

Hopkins, on the other hand, inheriting this assumed time frame
which takes for granted an identity between the emergence of Israel and
the emergence of early Iron [ highland agriculture, rejects such a
constellation of agricultural advances as having been causative in the
settlement process, and apparently perceives such an effort as a
misbalanced “focus on technology."* In this critique, however, that
adds no new information to the discussion, Hopkins misunderstands
Borowski and others, who are not so chronologically oriented as he in
their discussions of the origins of Iron Age hill country agriculture. They
rather deal with these technological issues structurally, arguing that such
technological elements are indeed fundamental to this settlement
process, taking a position parallel and complementary to Hopkins’s own
discussion of the “dynamics” of highland agriculture and its “struggle for
subsistence,"™’ a dynamic and a struggle which were effective largely
thanks to just such long term, innovative, technological advances if not

WR_1. Forbes, Studies in Ancicnt Technalogies, g vols. (Leiden, 196401 3; G, Dalman, Arbeit
i Seite i Palasiinag, B vols (Paderbs wm, 10400

* 0. Borowski, apheil., PP-15-44.
S Ibid , pp.45-B4

2 [hid., pp.B5-140.

 fhid, pp.141-162.

H Ibid., pp.16af

¥ Ibidemn.

#* D. Hopking, op.cit., pp.22-24

M Ihid , p.24
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inventions of Palestinian agriculture, developments which are indeed
born out by the archaeological record!*” Hopkins's polemic against such
technological innovations and their explanatory potential for new
setilement is misdirecied. A widening use over time of most of these
technological advances enable the very processes of “risk reduction” and
“risk spreading” which Hopkins puts forward as alternative explanations.
While it is true that no “single innovation in agricultural technology™ is
the “key for explaining the transformation of the settlement map,”* it
is also true that no one whom Hopkins refers to in his notes claims that
there exists any such single innovation, nor do any of these scholars see
a constellation of such technological innovation as adequately
“explanatory” of the settlement change. Nor are Hopkins's “subsistence
strategics” in themselves explanatory, and they are even less able to
explain the difficulties of agriculture in the hill country if one sees them
as somehow independent of such technological innovations. Hopkins's
conclusions are in fact most questionable when they follow upon his
devaluation of the importance of technology.™

Some of the important innovative technologies which enabled
seltlement in the highlands are as follows: A) Forest clearing, whether
by fire or axe, though gradual, is nonetheless an essential ingredient in
the diversification of economy, as well as in the interrelationship of an
expanding population with an expanding region of settlement, so
necessary 1o both the mass and continuity of population which became
involved in subsequent historical political developments in the hill
country. B) The “hewing of cisterns™ is, as far as we can say today,
“among the prereguisites for highland settlement,” in many subregions
of central Palesrine, which solves a very real need for water. Of course,
as with most human needs, this need for water was also open 10 a variety

of technological solutions: hewn cisterns, slaked lime cisterns, closeness

* Contra Hopkins, ibid, pp.26s]
* Ihid., p.267

s |'|'||_'i||-.h'i|:||:5-.!l|{'.1||:|' [alse in history writing to isolalc any :‘CII'IE”I'.' element, whether of
material advancement or sacial strategy, as being of ilsell "explanatory.” It is even worse
to assume that because they are not fully and independently explanatory they are irrelevant,
It is also a mistake to mark one point in Ume & a point of onigin for a8 people when Lhe
conjoining of many factors—each with ils own history—is involved in the formation of a
poople, an economy and a culiure. Hopkinss allempl 1o separate [sraels origins [rom
factors of technological development, in an effort to find an all explanatory key, acts as an

argumenl against his enam Thesis
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to springs, wells, and the use of pithei for water storage.” That the
hewing of cisterns is not universal in all settlements of the highlands
does not reduce its importance in those settlements where it does play
a pivotal role. C) | find it difficult to agree with Hopkins that the use of
Iron is unimportant,”™ though I would agree that it is hardly a sine qua
non of hill country agriculture. Its widespread use in the hill country
from the tenth-century on does correspond to a major expansion of
settlement into the hill country’s most difficult terrain, as well as to the
later expansion during Iron II into the more arid areas of the Judaean
Hills where poorer soils pertain. Very possibly, the increased use of iron
does correspond with an augmented construction of terracing and forest
clearing, enabling especially southern highlanders of the Iron II period
and other settlers of marginal areas 10 take the increased risks involved
in extending their regions of exploitation. D) Similarly, terracing is not
a factor at all sites, but it is a prerequisite in some regions where
settlement expands from as early as 1050 B.C. (in the western sector of
the central hills). There is good reason to believe that terracing becomes
standard practice in most regions by the eighth-century. [1s necessary
interrelationship with horticulture links it with oil, wine, and fruit
production, which form the foundations of the agricultural economy
throughout large areas of the highlands, and hence, like forest clearing,
terracing is of immediate relevance to questions of the origin of the
highland settlements. Hopkins, unfortunately, does not adequately
discuss either chronology or regional differences within the highlands. E)
Finally, the extensive use of grain storage silos and pithoi as a buffer
against famine created a more stable environment in an area where
rainfall patterns are extremely undependable.” Hopkins is partially
correct, however. These technological innovations are not of themselves
explanatory. They reflect rather the survival techniques of these early
settlements.

Hopkins®s introduction of such concepis as “risk spreading™ and “risk
reduction™ is immensely vseful in understanding the development and
stability of hill country agriculture, and especially some of the anomalies
in the settlement patterns. It is certainly one of the most imporiant
contributions of ankinh'h study, though [ would welcome greater clarity

I. Finkelstein BpLCIL, 1G58
*: . Hi pkins, ap.cil, p.265.

"* See also ibid , p.o6s
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in the distinclive function of each technique. Similarly, Hopkins's
designation of the extended family™ as a context for risk sharing is of
great interest, but he offers little evidence and little reason for our
knowing how the family actually functioned in this capacity, and one is
left 1o wonder whether this is perhaps only a fashionable sociologism.
His use of later biblical traditions as aids in his discussion of subsistence
strategies™ is questionable at best. His assumption of the historicity of
the “sabbatical year,” and his understanding of it as a device for the

“simulation of a crisis of crop failure,” enforcing an “elasticity of
agricultural production and promoting social cohesion™ are difficult to
take seriously. Hardly a “simulation,” the transregional practice of a
sabbatical year, if ever put into effect, would create quite real famine and
nullify the essential risk reduction technigues of food storage which we
know were used. It is exceedingly difficult to see the sabbatical year as
an early Israclite form of Ramadan.

3. SJM'I'U."H_;,"';' and the Rize .'.IJT" the ,1.!::.!,!‘“.'{’|'_'.II.!_!|'

Hopkins's portrayal of the rise of the monarchy as opposed to the basic
Israelite “village based subsisience objectives” is not only exegetically
and historically uncritical, but such a disruption in the agriculture of the
highlands at the onset of the monarchy (or at the close of the eleventh-
century) is hardly supported by the “ample evidence” Hopkins claims.™
I select this particular issue for discussion because it is critical to
Hopkins’s entire understanding of highland agriculture in relation to his
view of the emerpence of Israel. Like Alt and Gottwald belore him (and
indeed like the redactor of 1 Samuel), Hopkins does not see the
monarchy as crealing the nation Israel so much as bringing about a fall
from grace.

Hopkins secs the monarchy as having been responsible for a twofold
change in agricultural production: A) First of all, he sees the monarchy
as having been the effective cause in the development of such cash crops
as oil, wine, and cereals for the purpose of taxation and trade. That is,
Hopkins sees the development of an agricultural regime that follows the

L3

" The .'-irl"--l-'fr-'lll-'l. C.HL). de Geus, The Tribes af Txrae] (.‘\I'l:‘.sﬂ.'l'||:||||_ 19760) pp |_?|_|.Lf_
® D. Hopkins, ep.cit, pp27al,

8 hid P74
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typical patiern of a Mediterranean economy in Palestine’s hill country
both as an Innovative creation of the monarchy, and as having had an
origin which was separate from the period of Isracl's emerpgence. He also
sees this Mediterranean form of agricultural economy as having been
inimical to the “village based subsistence objectives of risk spreading and
optimizing labor through the diversification of subsistence means,”"" B)
Secondly, largely in conflict with “the realities of the variable environ-
ment of highland subsistence,” he sees the very early monarchy to have
created new agricultural systems, distinet from those of Iron L% What
those systems actually were is left to further study, though their function
is identified as having been created to enhance “specialization and
regularity.”™

That Hopkins has any, let alone “ample,” evidence for such changes
within this early period of settlement is doubtful. Rather, this purely
hypothetical discussion about the monarchy’s effect on Palestinian
highland agriculture illustrates a major danger in the careless and
uncritical use of sociological “theory”™ when dealing with the social
structure and economy of early Israel. Hopkins assumes many things we
do not know. e do not know that these settlements are “lsraclite™; we
also do not know whether the biblical tradition of centuries later is
directly applicable to an understanding of these Iron [ sites. Hopkins,
himself, gives substantial arguments which make such assertions
gratuitous, Finally, and much more importantly, we do not know
whether we are dealing with a form of subsistence apriculture, an
assumption upon which Hopkins's entire book depends, although it is
nowhere justified or supported by evidence. Unfortunately, Hopkins
neglects describing or defining this, for him, pivotal concept of
subsistence agriculture, which he contrasts o the equally undescribed
and undefined Bronze Apge and lowland agriculture, as well as to what
Hopkins thinks of as later economic forms of the monarchy. Subsistence
farming, in simplest terms, is a sociologically distinct form of agricultural
production which enables a self sufficiency and independence of villages,
hamlets, and homesteads. It also has an adverse effect on inter-village
and transregional relationships, since these are extraneous infringements

on a subsistence economy. Hopkins's insistence on this particular form

-
58 hidern

™ hidern
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of agriculture as characteristic of hill country farming—in spite of all its
clarifying abilities for biblical history—needs justification through
sustained argument. Though 1 believe, and have often argued mysell,™
that subsistence farming was in widespread use throughout much of
Palestine during the Bronze Age (and especially in the Early Bronze |
and the Early Bronze IV-Middle Bronze | transition periods), it was
hardly universal at any time. As Hopkins rightly points out: cereals,
wine, and oils are cash crops. Minimally, they reflect some agricultural
" of subsistence
farming, on the other hand, requires neither specialization nor

specialization and some regional trade. The “surplus

centralization in production or marketing. The diversification and
professionalization of agriculture required for the development of such
cash crops, have not been developments fostered by centralized political
forces such as monarchies alone, howevermuch such complex economic
levels of society may have promoted centralizing tendencies in political
power, and however much their preexistence may have been a
requirement lor monarchy to develop. They have, nevertheless always
been essential characteristics of any Mediterranean type of economy, as
they have always been necessary for any substantial settlement in the less
optimal regions of Palestine’s hill country. That is, there are a priori
reasons to suspect that Palestinian highland village agriculture during
Iron I was unlikely to have been a form of subsistence agriculture,”
Hopkins's assertion that it was taxation that was the major cause of
sweeping changes in hill country agriculture during the transition to the
monarchy not only makes unsubstantiated assumptions that initial and
earliest settlement had been the creation somehow of isolated and
independent individuals—an assumption of major proportions given the
widespread and relatively rapid nature of such settlement™—but also
implies that this taxation by the hypothetical early Israelite monarchs
was s0 oppressive and burdensome that survival required a massive
transformation of the entire economy throughout the hill country away
[rom subsistence agriculture. That any monarchy had such power cver,

|.._.!.. Ih.L. |1'l.l||'||:.\'l.l.".. OrLCIL, 197; iderm, "The Back ground of the Painarchs: A |l:'|_:-|.!. io

Villiam Drever and Malcolm Clark,” JS0OT g (1978), pp.2-43
" Below, in Ch tpler VI 1 digcuss some evidence that il in facl was nol, and could fol
have been & [orm of subsisience agncullure

™ Even il we could assume with Coote and Whitelam an almost frenclic fertility rate

.|||'.|-i|!_'.'.i
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anywhere, is certainly open to dispute. That premonarchic Iron Age
Palestine was [ree of taxation is morcover unknown, although any
consistent and enforced policy of taxation during the Iron Age is unlikely
before the Assyrian period. What we do know 18 that in the city-state of
Ugarit on the North Syrian coast al the end of the Late Bronze Period
(and in the eyves of this new n‘ﬂuih]n_g'.:':s', school of American Old
Testament research, nothing is more oppressive than a Canaanite city-
state monarch, or more “Canaanite™ than Ugarit!) taxation on crop yield
was (by today's standards) a modest 109%™ which, while large enough
1o complain about, was hardly sufficient 10 create any major economic
dislocation. Although the extent of taxation in the kingdoms of Israel
and Judah is largely unknown, the system of tithing—a form of taxation
set at 10% as well—1s known from the much later biblical tradition.
Methodologically speaking, this unfortunate effort to develop theoretical
reconstructions of early Israelite history on the basis of arbitrary and

unfounded assumptions concerning ancient societies and economies,
without a concerted effort to build a body of evidence, lends itself far
too readily to the creation of imaginary historical scenarios with no more
justification than the rhetoric used to sustain them,™

While Hopkins's work is marred by unsupported assumptions of
sociological generalizations, a yet more recent book by R. Coote and K.
Whitelam carries this methodology even further.™ At first promising,
particularly because of its emphasis on the fuidity of shifts in the
Palestinian economy between wvillage oriented agriculture and less
sedentary pastoralism, it is ultimately a disappointing work, both because

* B.R. Foster, *Agriculture and accountability in Ancient Mesopotamia,” The Grigins of
i g, ed, by H, Wiess

Cliries in Diry-Farming Syria and Mesopotamia in the Third Mi

(Guilfiord, ro869 p-t16 M. Liverani

Eeonomia delle ALEline Ii!:.ll'll'L hie ." Dial '|.;.".'.'

di Archeol
MIM. Mi
“Il we had some cggs, we could have ham and

da 1 (1979), pp.roll

describes this method as the “Ham and method of historiography

il we had some ham.” MNumerous
artickes on economics and taxation in the ancient orient have been published over the past

twenty yvears in the JESNO senies, See also on Uigant the very imporiant publications of M

Helizer, esp. his: The Rural Commrnunity in Ancient Ugarit {Wiesbaden, 1976): and idem, The

1 (Wiesbaden, 1982)

Freterrral Orpanization of the Kinpdeom of U

R.B. Coote and K.W. Whitelam, The ."”.'-:'.*;'-.ri‘nr -'.'." Irael in Mistorical Perspeciive

1

(Sheffield, 1086); also their article: “The Emer e of Israel: 3ocial Trans(o ton and

Slate Formation Follo

BETH

g the Decline in Late Bronze . T'rade,” Social Sciennfic

CrtIcierm -'-'_,'.I'III:' Hebrew Bitle and iz Social World: The [sraelite Moniar n'l_‘. Sermgda 37 (1o84G)

Pp. 107147
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it neglects the historical contexts for such shifis which are so marked in
both the Early Bronze [V-Middle Bronze | and the Iron I transition
periods, and because it isolates one aspect of these economic changes as
peculiarly causative. | would like 1o choose two issues which are central
to Coole and Whitelam’s work that might help to illustrate what [ see
as substantial problems in accepting their hypothesis that the rise and
fall of international trade are an exceptional key to understanding
Isracl’s origins. These remarks are apart from objections to the unargued
assumption, which they share with so many, that the beginnings of Israel
are somehow reflected in the changes and dislocations of the transition
between Late Bronze and Early Iron 1 in Palestine. Nor do these remarks
deal with the complex assumption (whose seeming contradiction should
at least have given pause) that Israel is both indigenous to Palestine and
inscparably connected with the fortunes of the new Early lron Age
settlers of the central hill country but not with conlemporary
developments in the lowland so-called Canaanite population.™

A) Coote and Whitelam ask the very difficult but significant question:
“Did bedouin exist in Palesiine prior 1o the emergence of Israel?"™
Their answer to this question is largely based on secondary research,
particularly on their reading of M.B. Rowton’s concept of “enclosed
nomadism™™ as well as on the dissertations of J.T. Luke and V.
Matthew on nomadic forms reflected in the Mari texts.™ Unfortunately,
they do not use the much more relevant and intellectually more
sophisticated sociological and historical anthropological studies of M.
and H. Weippert, N.P. Lemche and E.A. Knauf™ This topic of

™ Ewidence for the indigenous qualities of the ceniral hill seitlers is extensive (see below,
passim’), but rooted in the early, ofien cited observaiions of J. Callaway, that the culiural
remains of these settlements are nol sullicieatly distinctive Lo supporl an identilication of
them as a separale elhnic entitv: JA. {'.5.:.|:l'.l.'.:.f.-'. “Mew Evidenoe on the [.l"EIIIlI!.-S-l of Ai'
JEL 87(1968), pp.312-320; idem, “Village Subsistence at Ai and Raddana in Iron Age 1"
The Answers Lie Below, od. by H.O. Thompson (Lanham, 1984) pp.51-066; idem, “A New
Ferspective on the Hill Country Settlement of Canaan in lron Age 1" Palestine in the
Brownze and fron Ages, ed. by LM, Tubb (London, 1985 pp.3r-49.

T R.B. Coole and W, Whitelam, ap.ciL, p.iot

P M.B. Rowion, “Enclosed Nomadism,” JESHO 17 (1974), Pp.-30

™ 1T, Luke, Pastoralism and Politics in the Mari Period, (University of Michigan
dissenation, 19653 V. Matthews, Pastoral Nomadism in the Man Kingdom {Cambndge,
1G78).

8o ; . 1 " 2cr
" M. Weippert, Edorm (Tibingen dissertation, 1971} N.P. Lemche, op.cit, 1985; idem,

“Det Revolutionaere Israel. En Praesention al en Modeme Forskningsretning,” Dansk
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nomadism is admittedly difficult, if only because of the extremely limited
and fragmented state of the evidence for nomadism in the ancient world.
The attempt 1o see the many forms of Palestinian nomadism as
subsumed under such a rubric as “enclosed nomadism™ is hardly more
helpful than the commonly repeated observation of Luke's that animal
husbandry was developed originally from agriculiure. We have long had
overwhelming evidence of many [orms of nomadism in Palestine during
the Bronze and Early Iron Ages.” Not even Mari fits this abstract ideal
of “enclosed nomadism.” The Suteans were hardly such, and the
Yaminites only marginally so. It is suspected that the Haneans seem to
fit this model only because the content of this abstract concept is drawn
from texts referring to the Haneans. Finally, the description of nomads
at Mari can indeed be used analogously with biblical interpretation (as

long ago recommended by Kupper, Klengel, and M. Weippert™) insofar

leologisk Tidsshrift 45 (1982), pp.16-3g; tdem, “Isracl in the Period of the Judpes—The

Tnbal League in Recent Research,” Snedra Thealogica 38 (1984), ppo-28; E.A Knouf

., iy idern, "Midianites and Ishn in LA Sswver and DAL Clines (eds.)

. Moab, and Edom, JSOTS 24 (Shelfield, 1983) pp.1g7-162; idem, op.eie, 1988; H
Weippert, op.cil, 1088,

™ Coote and Whit
and K.W. Whilcla
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as it reflects an understanding of pastoral groups in the process of
sedentarization, and 1 see no substantial reason to deny that such
sedentarization was an Ongoing process among many pastoral groups in
the territory of Mari in the seventeenth-century B.C. [ believe that such
an analogy is even more directly relevant to the process of Iron |
sedentarization east of the Jordan, a position which | think is in partial
agrecment with Coote and Whitelam,

B) Central to Coote and Whitelam's understanding of Israel's origins
is the idea that initial highland and steppe setilement at the beginning
of the Iron Age came as a result of the collapse of Late Bronze Age
trade, and that a revival of trade later in Iron | “caught the crest of the
trade growth that eventually led to the formation of an Israclite State
under David and Solomon," They state the governing principle that
“the focus of settlement shifts to the highland or steppeland villages at
times of decline or collapse in interregional urban trade, as a means of
risk reduction when an agricultural pastoral subsistence economy offers
the greatest hope of survival away from the more vulnerable lowlands,
The emergence of Israel appears to fit this . . . pattern.,”™™

Many things must be said against any such interpretation:

1) It is simply false that “the focus of settlement shifts to the
highland or steppeland villages.” These regions do have many new sites,
but the majority of the population still lives in the lowlands and valleys,
and the new sites in the hills are small, initially few, and fragile,

2) It i5 not obvious that this new settlement comes out of any Late
Bronze collapse in trade.™ Not only is the chronological sequence un-
sound, but many other factors are also involved, including the role of the
Egyptian empire in support of trade, the role of Palestinian city-states,
new technologies, and political and economic stability in the hill country.

3) New settlement is not restricted to the highlands and steppe, bul
is found also on the coastal plain and in the Jezreel, dating from the Late
Bronze period and extending into the Iron Age.™

4) Hill country and steppeland settlement does not occur at one time
only, is not simply progressive, and substantially depends on

Weippen, op.cit, 1947, pp.1ob, 110; Th.L. Thompson, sp.cit, 1974, ppBTL
" R.B. Coote and K.W. Whitelam, ap.cit, p.75.
" fhidemn
5 So alzo 1. Finkelsiein, ap.cik., [T ta

" Ibid.; furither, below, Chapler VI
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4) Hill couniry and .-:tu.-.p]ar.-l:nld settlement does nol occur at one time
only, is not simply progressive, and substantially depends on
interregional trade.”” As “expansion,” the history of new settlement in
each region seems to be independent and has its own chronological
setting, dated from the Late Bronze Age to well into the Iron 1 period,
suggesting that the correlation of the new scttlement with the Late
Bronze-Early Iron Age trade collapse is partly coincidental and not
entirely causative.

51 Coote and Whitelam choose the Early Bronze [V-Middle Bronze
[ transition period as an instructive analogue to the collapse of the Late
Bronze and the settlement of the hills in Early Iron, as it illustrates their
sociologically based generality that settlement patterns shift from the
lowlands to the highlands and steppe at times of decline or collapse.”
Howewver, their ;Lr:;llg‘-gug' fails, because the pattern of settlement after the
Early Bronze collapse is substantially different from that of Iron [. The

hill and steppe regions of western Palestine are strikingly empty of

significant settlement during Early Bronze IV-Middie Bronze L
Although Coote and Whitelam are probably quite right in describing the
changes of settlement patterns during this period as an indigenous

development (and are surely correct that they are not the result of

Amorite migration),” the settlement patterns are otherwise not really
comparable to the Late Bronze-Early Iron changes in their geographical
displacement. In contrast to both the Early Bronze and the Middle
Bronze Il periods, when the Cisjordan hill country hosts a substantial
population, the Early Bronze 1V-Middle Bronze | rll:riLJ-L' resembles
much more the gap in settlement of the Late Bronze period than it does
the new settlement of Iron L™ Some aspects of the Early Bronze-
Middle Bronze transition in Western Palestine can be compared to the
Middle Bronze [1C-Late Bronze transition which follows the widespread

T See below, Chapter VI
* R.B. Coote and K.W. Whitelam, ep.cit.,
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collapse of Middle Bronze 11 hill country agriculture. On the other hand.
the Early Bronze [V-Middle Bronze 1 settlements of the MNegev and the
Transjordanian highland settlement are unique to this period. Analogies
with other periods of settlement in this region, such as the Chalcolithic
or Iron II periods, because they are a part of the larger spectrum of such
shifting settlement patterns, are also unhelpful in that they illustrate the
variable quality of what are after all discrete historical responses 1o
unique situations of economic stress,

6) Although we lack evidence to distinguish the ethnicity of the
highland settlements from contemporary settlements in the lowlands, and
undoubtedly we must see the period of the early Iron Age as a
significantly indigenous development, we do not have evidence ver®
that these changes are 10 be explained exclusively in terms of a
transference of population from the lowlands to the highlands. There are
SOmE reasons Lo argue that the origins of the Iron 1 highland population
can not be reduced to any single factor.”

7)1 Coote and Whitelam's assumptions about the differences between
the lowland and highland economies are not sound. Such an asseriion
that “an agricultural pastoral subsistence economy offers the greatest
hope of survival away from the more vulnerable lowlands” is
unacceplable for several reasons: They nowhere clarify the nature of the
vulnerability of the lowland sedentary population, nor do they show that
specifically in Early Iron I, the lowlands are particularly in danger, so
that the vulnerability of lowland agriculture might be understood as a
significant factor in the process of the repional settlement in the
highlands. My understanding of the lowland scttlements of this period
is that most are unfortified,” which [ believe might be seen as an
apparent indication that military danger is not excessive. Furthermore,
the lowland economies are also agriculiural and pastoral with some
regional commitments (o horticulture, and in terms of agricultural
potential are less vulnerable than the central highlands. The highland
economy, during Iron 1 is hardly to be understood as involving more of
a subsistence type of farming than that of the lowlands. The broad
geographic spread of many aspects of the material culture of Iron |

L Pacem, € ':|I|;|w;p:.', OpeTd & I

¥ I Finkelstein, op.cic, 1988; H Weippert, opoeic, 1988 Turther below Chaplers VI and
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suggests that, in spite of the relative regionalization of Palestine during
this period, regional and interregional trade in both the lowlands and the
highlands is minimally maintained. The collapse is markedly in the realm
of international not regional trade. One would never claim that
international trade was responsible for the very existence of lowland
settlements, however much it may be seen o contribule 1o prosperity.
The existence of these villages and towns is rather clearly related to the
agricultural potential of the regions in which they are found.™ Trade
collapse may have deepened the Iron I economic depression, and it may
have hastened the departure from the towns, but this identifies the
collapse of international trade as a contributing factor in the dislocations
of this period, not its principle cause.

8) Nor can the rapid expansion of the highland population be seen
as the direct result of a rise of international trade as Coole and
Whitelam have sugpested. Such trade is hardly significant until Iron IL
The growing population, however, did have a substantial surge late in
Iron [ which seems to have continued throughout the early part of Iron
Il. This can be directly associated with the concomitant expansion of
horticulture and terracing in the region. That is, it can be associated with
regional and interregional trade. International trade is only clearly
reestablished in Iron 11, as a result both of a prosperous economy and
of the centralization of political powers. Coote and Whitelam are fully
150-200 years too early in giving a major role lo international trade in
hill country economics.

9) The rise of a limited kingship or chieftainship in the region of the
central hills, as for example, Miller and Edelman describe,” scems
possible at the end of Iron [ or at the beginning of Iron II. However,
such a small political unit as might be posited in the hills of Ephraim al
this early period seems wholly independent of any expansion of
international trade. At least | know of no evidence for any such trade,
and Coote and Whitelam’s assertion that international trade is the
causative factor in the rise of the monarchy remains baffling,

10) Finally, the dramatic rise of population in the hills towards the
very end of Iron I and in early Iron I, because of its relationship to
horticulture and terracing, requires an assumption of substantial stability
in the region. Coote and Whitelam’s assumption—shared by many—of

“Th.L. Thompsan, ap.cit., 1979

% D. Edelman, opcit, 1987, LM, Miller, opocrr., 1977, idemn, op.cik, 1956
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an intense conflict and open warfare of the Israclites with the Philistines
at this early date is an unverified assumption based on the historically
anachronistic retrojection of much later biblical traditions.

In the opening chapter of Coote and Whitelam's book, the authors
had proposed to write a new form of history of Israel largely
independent of biblical traditions, based on historical geography and the
patierns of settlement in Palestine as reflected in recent developments
in Palestinian archaeology.” They sought to interpret the data provided
by archaeology in order “to throw light on the settlement history,
demography, and economic and political relationships.”™ In the actual
production of the book, however, the settlement patterns and the
historical, economic, and political relationships are assumed ai the
outsel. Archacology and historical geography are used, when they are
used al all, as merely illustrative of sociological, anthropological, and
ecological patterns that are drawn largely from outside of Palestine and
apart from historical evidence.

Coote and Whitelam do not move the discussion of Israel's origin
significantly beyond the discussion of Alt's similar descriptions of the
radical changes of settlement patterns during the Late Bronze-Early Iron
transition. The issue of whether the ultimate origin of the hill country
settlers lies apart from Palestine is not as great as it at first migh
appear, since Alt himself had suggested that the original migrational
patterns of many of his transhumance pastoralists who settled down
during the Iron Age was first established as early as the Middle Bronze-
Late Bronze transition, when great areas of the hill country lay empty
of permanent settlement, H. Weippert, presenting much the same data
that Coote and Whitelam have used as a basis for their book, has offered
a synthesis which is both more accurately detailed and more healthily
independent of any single all explaining cause. Of particular interest are
her discussions of “submycenacan Palestinian™ pottery, of the hill
country’s pillared houses, as well as her clear designation of the whole
of Tron 1 as a transition period between the Late Bronze and Iron 11.%
Coote and Whitelam's suggestion, shared by H. Weippert, Finkelstein,
and Esse, that the process of periodic collapse and resettlement was a

" R.B. Coote and KW, Whitelam, op.cil., pp.18E
97 Ihiden.
o I "-‘fx'-;~|'{rl in-a lecture al St |:=L"l'..:'l'|'| Frankfurt on November 16 1gHE; 500 NOw

e, opcit, 1988



SOCIOLOGY AND THE RISE OF THE MONARCHY 157

recurrent process endemic 1o the more marginal regions of Palestine, is,
in spite of an urgent need for refinement, a concept of substantial
importance, and must certainly continue to play a future role in
discussions of both new settlements and nomadism. It can not, however,
serve as the sole explanation of the source of the highland settlers of
Iron I and I1, and should not be understood as an alternative to other
explanations, but rather is to be seen as a structural context for
interpreting the specific historical causes of the new Iron I and Iron II
ethnic formations II‘iII:II,I._L!_]LL'I:;II Palestine,”™ Connections of some of the
highland settlements with the established towns of both the hills and the
lowlands needs yet to be clearly traced. Moreover, there is sulficiently
substantial reason 10 believe that there was, in addition 1o the
indigenous populations of greater Palesting, considerable influx of new
population elements into Palestine between the end of Middle Bronze
[1C and mid-Tron II: from the Aegean, from Syria and Anatolia, and from
the West Semitic and Arab related groups to the East and to the South
of Palestine

In a recent joint article,™ members of the Madaba Plains Project
have focussed on what they describe as “cycles of intensification and
abatement in settlement and land wse.™™ In such terms, comparisons
between the Middle Bronze 1IC-Iron 11 and the Early Bronze 1I-III
Middle Bronze II transitions can proceed much more clearly and more
satisfactorily, as these broader cycles of land use can be viewed
analogously, This more complex and comprehensive understanding also
supports the similar thesis of 5. Richards, which proposes what she
refers 1o as a “systemic perspective of urban collapse, decline, and
regeneration” for an understanding of the Early Bronze IV transition at
Khirbet Iskander,' rather than seeing such transitions, as Coote and
Whitelam and Finkelstcin have, as simple shifis from sedentary
agriculture 1o pastoral nomadism. Such structural arguments allow more
complex descriptions of change over time in both transregional and
subregional contexts. Al Khirbet Iskander, [or example, it is not so much

¥ See my discussion below in Chapter VI
Lo I
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a change in specialization from farming to pastoralism that has
occurred,™ as it is a systemic adaptation to climatic, demographic,
lechnological, and other change.

4. Archaeology and an Independent Hisee wy of fsrael

Alt had pointed 10 the new field of archaeological exploration and
cxcavation as carly as 1925 as the (as yet inadequatce) primary source
necessary 1o put the history of Israel’s origins onto a sound footing,"
Recurrently since Alt's paradigmatic study, historians have echoed this
frustration, as it has become clearer how enormous and complex was the
demand that AlU’s thesis made on the field." Finkelstein’s English
edition and revision of his 1986 work: The Archaeology of the [sraelite
Seftlement™ finally fills this gap with a survey of archacological
remains relevant to Israel's origing which is breathtaking in its scope as
well as sound and critical in its arpumentation. Finkelstein’s book offers
4 new perspective, which, I believe, radically changes our approach to
the field of Israel’s origins. We now have a well presented, synthetic
account of the archacological remains of the early Iron Age that opens
this period to historical research, wholly independent of the hitherto
dominant issues of biblical historiography and historicity. Finkelstein’s
survey makes it abundantly clear that the conquest theory is dead.
Moreover, several footnotes have been added to Lemche’s obituary of
the “revoll model." Certainly the extent 1o which Finkelstein's study
revises All's settlement model will be debated in the reviews.

Of central importance today for research into the issue of Israelite
origins, is the question whether the new highland settlements of the Iron
Age are in any way related to the lowland, so-called Canaanite, towns.
What becomes so refreshingly clear is Finkelstein's perspective, which

" Ax WG Dhever has argued: “Mew Vistas on the EB [V *MB I'y Horizon in H}-_r_.ﬂ.
Palestine,” BASOR 237 (1980), pp.as-64; fdem (with R Cohen), “Preliminary Report of
the Third and Final Season of the Central Negev Highlands Project,” BASOR 243 (1981),
PP-57=T7

o4 AL Al apLcil, 1625,

"™ As early as M. Noth, Die Urspriinge des alten fsrael im Lichte neuer Quellen, {Cologne,
1961 )

" 1. Finkelstein, op.cit, 1988,
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contrasts the remains of hill country settlements with the contemporary
Iron Age settlements of the lowlands, marking cach type as reflecting
regionally distinctive economic units, rather than more simplistically and
lypically as chronologically successive entities.

While Finkelstein's publication does provide much of the
archacological data asked for by Alt, and presents it in an easily
accessible form, his work is only indirectly related to Alt's questions and
methods. Finkelstein himselfl argues for an alternative to Alt's thesis,
taking as his starting point a perspective which was Alt’s conclusion;
namely, the hypothesis that the Iron Age settlement of the hill country
was quintessentially Israelite settlement. This very central hypothesis
from Alt’s earlier work plays the role of a postulate in Finkelstein's
argument, disarmingly put forward as a necessary procedural assumption,
allowing questions of origin 10 be asked of the archacological record
through a perhaps questionable understanding of these new settlements
as a single historical entity in complex flux. For example, Finkelstein's
request that we accept those highland settlements which later become
Israel as in themselves Israclite, in contrast 1o the cities and towns of the
lowlands, is only acceptable if one already assumes his postulate! Not
only does Finkelstein believe, in contrast, for example, to Ahlstrém,'"™
that his proto-lsraelites are significantly distinct historically from the
contemporary lowlanders or Canaanites, but this (for Finkelstein) very
Important contrast becomes tenuous, when one reflects that the Jezreel
and much of the coastal plain also later “became”™ Israelite. Not only can
these and other regions not be excluded from a discussion of the origins
of emerging Israel but a political economic unity embracing both the
central hills and the Galilee is difficult 1o imagine without the Jezreel
and only an assumption which would insist upon the biblical
historiography's necessary ethnic distinction between Israclites and
contemporary Canaanites could exclude the population of the Jezreel
from any workable reconstruction of a greater fsrael, extending beyond
the hills of Ephraim. Yet, the new Iren [ settlements in this region are
specilically excluded from “Israel™ by Finkelstein. Similar, but with even
less logic and consistency, is Finkelstein's distinction between settlements
which are Gibeonite and those which he would see as Israelite in the
traditionally Benjaminite territories. This fundamental principle which
guides Finkelstein's identification of early Isracl would become wholly

T G, Ahlstrdm, o cit, 19846 fdern, opocit, forthooming




160 AN INDEPENDENT HISTORY OF ISRAFEIL

arbitrary and self contradictory if one were also 1o argue—as I suspect
Finkelstein ultimately does—that those wholly new settlements which
became Israel at the inception of the monarchy are the ones which are
o be classified as “Israelite settlements™ in the “prehistory” of the
settlement puriu-‘.!—-.ﬂiﬂr:u. as we shall notice below, ma ny |ilr1_'L‘. sections
of the hill country, which Finkelstein posits as “Israelite,” hardly fit this
criterion. Moreover, Finkelsicin asserts a priori, on the apparent basis of
unexamined later biblical traditions, that Israel’s origins are to be found
uniquely in specific clusters of new settlements of the central hills and
the Galilee. Certainly the patterns of settlement which he does examine
are of paramount importance, but we have no reason to claim that either
the hill country population, or the new settlers of that region are
uniquely to be identified with emerging Israel. In evaluating Finkelstein's
study, the issue of the identification of what is to be included under the
concept of Israel within any given chronological horizon, becomes most
critical, for Finkelstein's own criterion seems wholly arbitrary. One is
even driven 1o question the confidence of Finkelstein’s title for his book:
The Archaeclogy of the Israelite Setifement, Is he not rather and perhaps
better dealing with the archaeology of the early Iron Age settlements of
central Palestine, leaving for others the question of Israel's origin? What
Finkelstein describes of these new settlements, however, might be
mistaken as vicariously answering the question of Israel’s origins. The
circularity of Finkelstein's argument easily escapes the unwary reader.
Finkelstein  departs from Al's hypothesis of transhumance
pastoralists in arguing for an indigenous origin of the highland settlers,
relating them not so much to the contemporary lowland (or
“(anaanite™) towns as to a prior highland settlement, which had
collapsed in Middle Bronze [IC and had been transformed into a
pastoral nomadic population, living in the uplands and the sleppe areas
integral to them in a relation of symbiosis with the limited Late Bronze
sedentary elements of the region. He further presents a carefully argued
chronology for the development of the highland settlements in three
stages between 1200 and 1000 B.C, directly leading to the “United
Monarchy”™ of Iron II. It might be noted that the nature of his survey
data and the inadequacies of pottery chronology mark Finkelstein's three
stages as perhaps more uncertain than we would wish. Nevertheless,
Finkelstein makes substantial progress here. Finkelstein's study confirms
much of Miller's reconstruction and works very well with Soggin's
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history,"” as well as with the studies of Lemche, Ahlstrdm, Edelman,
and the technical aspects of Borowski's study,™ and could be
synthesized with them profitably with only minor adjustments. It is
substantially at odds, however, with Coote and Whitelam', and
Hopkins's work,"" though Hopkins's development of the techniques of
highland agriculture—particularly the issues of “risk spreading” and
“risk reduction”—could profit greatly from the concreteness of
Finkelstein's *“data base,” and indeed, Coote and Whitelam deal more
with the issues surrounding the collapse of Late Bronze and the rise of
the monarchy, taking for granted many of the issues of the setilement
process itself. The Miller-Hayes history could be well used to correct
Finkelstein’s relatively limited efforts at biblical interpretation, and with
its greater critical historical ability, would help to overcome the few, yet
formidable faults of Finkelstein’s excessively biblically oriented historical
reconstruction of Israel’s beginnings.

Finkelstein's work is above all else a very honest book; that is, he
presents a clear and detailed picture of the information and
archaeological data on which he bases his interpretations, and he leads
the reader through his argoment from data to hypothesis 1o conclusion,
with the happy result that—however much any individual might wish to
debate the specific steps along the way—his book remains an elemental
source book and an ever welcome approach to a very difficult complex
of historiographical issues.

As such, Finkelstein's book is a landmark in biblical archaeological
research, now finally moving out of the historiographical crisis over the
history of Isracl’s origins which has dominated the field for the past 15
years.'" His book establishes a firm foundation for all of us to begin
building an accurate, detailed, and methodologically sound history of
Isracl. 1 believe Finkelsiein’s work has made it abundantly and
unequivocally clear that it is no longer legitimate to write a history of
Israel and its origins apart from the archacological record, even though
archaeological surveys and excavations leave us with substantial
uncertainties, not the least of which are the difficulties of identifying
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cthnicity, and the even greater uncertainties of a pottery oriented
chronology that is founded on a basis more biblical than historical.'?
It is important to stress that this book has demonstrated that we must
and can wse primary historical evidence in writing a history of Israel.
Historical criticism of the bible, as well as anthropology and sociology,
are all important to the history of Israel, and broad syntheses of data
and interpretive hypotheses are needed. Indeed, an interpretive context
for our work is as necessary as ever. However, the nature of the
historical discipline as one which is descriptive is demonstrated by
Finkelstein's seminal study.'” Basing himsell on some of the most
successful work of Isracli, American, and German scholarship,"
Finkelstein presents a new departure in the study of Israel’s earliest
origins,

Nevertheless, there are a number of issues of method which cause
major concern in a reading of Finkelstein’s book. They are issues which

"* I am referring here not only (o the general penchant to date specific archacological
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are also critically at stake in the Hopkins, Ahlstrdm, Coote and
Whitelam, and Miller-Hayes histories. Five of them seem 1o me 10 be
both substantial and pivotal in understanding the history of lsrael's
origins and will be discussed in greater detail in Chapters 5-7 below. A)
The use of the concept of subsistence agriculture as a description of the
economy of the early I settlements in the central hills functioned as a
domain assumption of both Hopkins's and Coote and Whitelam’s work
It also has considerably affected Lemche’s and Finkelstein's
understanding of the nature of early lsrael. B) The “ethnic”
identification of the terms “lIsraelite™ and “*Canaanite,” so0 common in
comemporary scholarship, forms a structural foundation [or Finkelstein's
work, and needs 1o be seriously reexamined in the light of the objections
raised by G. Ahlstrom, H. Weippert, and especially N.P. Lemche.'* C)
The far reaching and historiographically very productive development of
regional histories, which has played such an important role in
Finkelstein's study of the settlement patterns of the central hills, not
only needs 1o be integrated with other historical data, but needs to be
applied to the whole of greater Palestine. 1Y) The validity of the new
benchmark of the “United Monarchy,” towards which most scholars
since J.A. Soggin have direcied their investigations into lsrael's origins,
and from which most assume today that Israel’s history proper can begin
in terms of Saul's rise to power in the central hills or of David's
consolidation of territories in an effort at centralization, needs 10 be
examined not only in terms of the historicity of the appropriate biblical

traditions but in view of its historical warrant and the principle of

falsifiability. E) The pivotal and most critical issue of dispute about the
autochthonous or indigenous quality of Israel’s origins needs further
explication in a more comprehensive discussion of the historical and
archaeological evidence. Finkelstein's arguments, which trace the origing
of the early Iron 1 highland setilements to a steppeland pastoralism that

adds substantially to the discussions of Alt, Coote and Whitelam, Esse
and H. Weippert., The issue, however, is far from resolved but needs to
be integrated both with data from the whole of Palestine and with other

information relating 1o the dislocation and transferences of population

A x o i g . - !
G, Ahlsirdm, ep.cit, 1986, idern, op.cit, forthcoming: H, Weippert, opucic, 1988; NP

Lemche, "Who Were the Canaanites?,” Lecture at Mar quells Liniversity, Dec. 5, 1o The
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in the region from Middle Bronze 11C to the recstablishment of stability
in the course of lron 11

This review of scholarly literature, 1 believe, finds an appropriate
close with reference 1o two recent major works in the field: H.
Weippert's Die Archdologie Palldstina in vorhellennistischer Zeit"® and
G. Ahlstrom’s The Early History of Palestine'” Both works are
comprehensive syntheses of the antiquities of Palestine, and both present
an overview from the Stone Age to the Hellenistic period. Both are
clearly and critically written and establish rather formidable standards for
historical work in our discipline. Weippert's study offers a surprisingly
well condensed summary of most of the siles, excavations and surveys
that are significant o the history of Palestine. Although hundreds of
critical issues are raised throughout, the book is marked by two critical
perspectives rarely engaged in books of this magnilude. Weippert
recurrently reminds the reader that the concept of Palestine as a single
coherent region i5 mislcading. Not only does an  archacological
understanding of the territory demand constant reference beyond its
borders and an awareness that no single archacological issue is either
uniquely or specifically Palestinian, but she also makes it refreshingly
clear that Palestine itsell is profoundly divided into separate and distinct
subregions and that within greater Palestine we have a number of
independent evolutions of material traditions. This is 50 much the case,
that the custom of archacological discussion that assumes homogenous
spectra and  direct linear developments of material forms is
fundamentally distorting. The second critical perspective that rewards the
reader of this work is one that is closely associated; namely, her
understanding of chronology. In reading through this study, one becomes
painfully aware of the extreme fragility of Syro-Palestinian archacology’s
absolute datings—not merely those that are based on an only presumably
well anchored Egyptian chronology, but also and particularly those that,
linked as they are to a much later, literarily motivated and artificial
biblical chronology, have truly very few referents to historical reality at
all. The archaeological chronology that is derivative of such thinking
provides—by whimsy—Ilittle that is of use. Few scholars are as aware of
this as is Weippert. It is not s0 much that she counsels caution when
ficld archacologists assign destructions to the time of a Deborah or a

bé py Weippen, op.eit, 1988
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David, or when administrative buildings and fortifications are made over
to a Solomon. Rather she raises the more serious question as 1o whether
this kind of language and thought belong to the field of archaeology at
all. Weippert directs the reader’s attention both to the accumulated
archaeological data that have been uncovered during the past century,
and 1o the fundamentals of historical interpretation of archaeological
remains. It is a rare treat when a book on Palestinian archaeology is
written by a good historian.

These two perspectives: geographical regionalism and chronological
ambivalence and fragility, are clearly brought together in her discussions
of relative chronology, Of particular interest is her treatment of
evolutionary developments thought to be contemporary, especially during
major periods of transition such as that between Late Bronze and Iron
I, or between Iron | and Iron 1. Weippert presents a principle for
consideration that must ever be a concern to any involved in historical
questions that have reference to more than a single subregion within
Falestine. She refers to this principle as that of the “Gleichzeitipheit der
Ungleichzeitigen™ (the “contemporaneity of what is not contemporary™).
L is a principle based on common sense. Al times of rapid change in the
heartland, regions at a distance or on the periphery will accept
developments and change in technology and material goods at a different
pace and hence often in a different evolutionary order than that of the
creative center, In Palestine this issue is compounded by the existence of
multiple creative centers. The mmplications of this for archacological
theory are serious. For example, the many evolutionary and transregional
typological studies of artifacts, pottery, and palagography, so popular in
the late 1960s and in the early 19708 are rendered almost totally
dysfunctional,"” and urges us to attend more intelligently 1o both the
chronological and historical implications of the new directions and
interest being taken in regional archaeologies.

Ahlstirdom’s History of Early Palessine like Weippert's synthesis, also
lays stress on the regional differences within Palestine. What
distinguishes it from so many of the earlier histories is not simply ils
regional orientation, but its ability to work historically—when dealing
with Isracl—apart from biblical historiography. This has given the study
the flexibility to entertain historical approaches that are far less
dependent on issues of historicity than are, for instance, the works of

S Oine must oen tainly here think of the inscriptions from Tell Kivoweilifeh
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Coote and Whitelam and Finkelstein. Ahlstrdm clearly demonstrates the
potential of a “secular™ history. Nevertheless, like most other recent
histories, once Ahlstrdm enters the period of the monarchy (whether he
is dealing with the “United Monarchy™ of David and Solomon, the
separate states of Judah and Israel, or with conflicts with the Philistines
and other neighbors) his history becomes more conventional. The issucs
about historicity and efforts 10 creale a coherent synthesis of
extrabiblical literature with biblical narrative increasingly dominate.
Although the critical quality of this discussion is consistently high,
frequently offering valuable correctives 1o biblical historiography, the
validity of the biblical historiography continues to be the issue that takes
central stage. What in the biblical tradition remains plausible and
possible after critical reflection consequently finds a substantial place in
this history.

Two recent monographs make additional specific contributions 1o this
new direction of historical research. EA. Knauf, in his study of the
Ishmael traditions' clearly establishes the rootedness of some of the
Genesis Ishmael tradition in the Assyrian period, by identifying the
gentilics of this tradition with Arab tribes that existed between the ninth
and seventh centuries B.C. Not only does his respect for an ad guern
dating of the referents of this tradition set his work apart [rom
comparable efforts of the Albright school, but his concentration on the
historical context of the tradition referent, without thereby assuming the
historicity of the biblical narrative itself, allows for a critical sensitivity
to narrative forms that departs wholly from any form of historicism. In
a yet more recent study, Knauf argues similarly that the historical
referents of the Shem and Ham penealogies of Genesis 10 are
geographical and gentilic entities of the ninth 0 seventh-century
Assyrian and Egyptian empires.'™

In these discussions, Knaul has made the important and necessary
shift from the question of historicity to the historiographically more
important questions about the context and milieu out of which the
stories and their referents derive. This method of analysis promises 1o
be particularly valuable in identifying specific traditions or tradition
clements (in either written or oral form) as having their origins in a
period prior to and considerably earlier than their contexts in biblical

" E.A Knaul, ap.cit, 1989

% E AL Knaul, unpublished lecture read in Heidelberg: June, 1oq1
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narration. In this, Knauf raises the issue of the historicality of biblical
narrative: that delicate and difficult 10 delineate relationship that texts
have 1o their contexts.™ Knauf remains within the classical tradition
of critical biblical scholarship, and understands Old Testament narrative
in a manner not far from that of Van Seters and Garbini," in that he
sees it as a form of creative historiography, expressing the ideologies,
perspectives and distortions of its writers, and reflecting the historical
and political worlds and conflicts of its origins and transmission. With
Van Secters and Garbini, Knaul understands the narrative world of the
bible as a refraction of a specific and potentially identifiable real world.
However, this is neither patent nor implicil from Knaul's analysis, and
his argument that it is appropriate (o understand the narratives in this
manner 15 not furthered by pointing out the plausibility of such
historiography by translating the text in terms of its received context.
The question of whether biblical narrative is in fact historiographical
is finally clearly raised by N.P. Lemche in his recent study of the
“Canaanites.”"™ Lemche was led to this question by his conclusion that
the biblical tradition’s understanding of “Canaanite” did not refer 1o any
ethnicity of the real world of Israel’s past or of any historical-politically
defined contemporary entity. Not only does this lead Lemche 1o question
the appropriateness of our use of modern concepis of ethnic groups and
nations when attempting to understand the bible, but it has also drawn
him to ask whether the bible secks to view the world of the real past at
all or tries to do something altogether different. Although Lemche's
understanding of the function of biblical narrative and tradition
collection, stressing its character as an ideological refraction of the
Persian period is similar to that of Knaul and Garbini,"™ his
characterization of the tradition as “story” carries the issues of reference
substantially further than a discussion of historiography can. It i5 not so

iy o ¥ § 9
© For & preliminary feview of this ssue, see ThL. Thompson, "Test, Conlext, and

Referent in Israelite II:.x'.c-rungr.||'l':'-.'.' The Fabre of History, ed. w 1. Edelman (Shelfield,
TEERE ) ;'IPJ:!IR oF,
22 1 Wan Seters, Abraham in History and Tradision (New Haven, 1995y idens fn Search
af History (Mew Haven, 1983); G. Garbini, ep.cir,

23 M.P. Lemche, OpCIL, 1991, pp.Is iffi:  alen, Illxil'il,':ilh ||If:.'_ Ih.l 1 ::.'n":'-kn||_
“Historiography: Israclite,” ABD, {orthcoming

4 One might also refer (o an article by B, Lang: “The Yahweh Alone Movement and the
Making of Jewish Monotheism,” Monatheisrn and the Prophenic Minoniy (Shelficld, 1983)
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much merely ideological tendentiousness that distinguishes fictional
stories and tales from historiography. Historiography is a subgenre of
narrative literature, and, even in the ancient world, distinguishes itself
from other narrative genres by its intention to give a representation of
what was perceived or traditionally held to be the real world of the past.
The worlds of biblical traditions are, however, neither those of the real
past, nor of its contemporary world's politics and cant. They are rather
worlds of story and fragmented tradition past, worlds from which
theology and self understanding—with their future orientations—spring.
In terms of genre, the biblical traditions are rather origin traditions than
historiography. In this, Lemche's deceptively little book offers a major
contribution to discussions of biblical genres

The validity of Alt’s program to understand the origins of Israel in
terms of a transition from a Canaanite Late Bronze Palestine dominated
by the lowland city-states, to that of an Israelite nation-state in the Iron
I central highlands, as a framework for a history of Israel constructed
independently of biblical historiography has been seriously challenged on
many [ronts. The following chapters will undertake a revision of Alt's
paradigm on the basis of which we might be more able to understand the
emergence of the people of Palestine, its economies, its languages, and
Ils political and economic organizations, leading to the development of
an ethnos that we might ultimately identify as the historical foundation
of the “Israel” of biblical tradition."* It is hoped that the foregoing
survey of literature, while neither complete nor wholly adequate, has
helped 1o demonstrate what | believe 1o be the potential which exists in
the research of contemporary scholarship to understand the complex
historical process by which the Israel we know from the bible acquired
a dominant presence in the history of Palestine. Scholarship of the past
iwenty five years'™ has not only grown exponentially; it has also
created a basis from which a critical history of Israel can develop
independently of biblical scholarship. Recent publications show clearly
that a history of Israel's origins can now be written, in a relatively

"% This proposed revision has much in common with the remark of W.G. Dever when he
wriles: Yl is evident that we can recover its (i.e., the Bible's) original use as historical
commentary in the orfental world of the Orst-millennium Be, -.|‘.'||!. il we can putl the texd

isely the use that archaeology can make.”

back inlo is original context, And that is pre

el Phizcoveries and Biklical

Recent Archaeoloy Research (Seattle, 1990) it
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objective, descriptive manner, once issues relating to the historicity and
relevance of later biblical tradition are bracketed. Of the three models
for Israel's origins that have traditionally been put forward: conguest,

revolt, or peaceful settlement, both the conquest and revolt models'™’

seem completely out of place in any descriptive analysis of settlements
and settlement patterns of Bronze and Iron Ape Palestine, and AlUs
settlement model needs profound revision.

Our growing ability to reconstruct a detailed history of Israelite
origins makes it increasingly necessary to abandon the use of biblical
historiography as a viable source of our own history writing. Such
reconstructions are without legitimate historical foundation. We must be
ready to radically alter and consciously distance ourselves [rom all
presuppositions that have been imposed on us by the biblical account.
Such a task will undoubtedly be disorienting and has unforeseeable
consequences, for when the foundations of historiography undergo such
radical transformation, everything indeed for a time can appear
questionable—even (and the implications of this are hardly yet
understood) the very chronology of our archaeology that has played such
a central role in the present historiographical revolution. Our long range
goal of reconstructing a sound and critical history of Israel and of its
origins within the context of the historical geography of Palestine is not
one which will be reached quickly or easily—nor should it be otherwise.

Each of us works with our own questions and within our own
complex of issues, and each of us contributes 1o the greater task—which
is that of an entire field of research. No single work will provide us with
the answer of Isracl’s origins or its history; we rather together establish
an understanding and a context within which our discipline might write
a history of Isracl. In this task we are building a foundation for a new
history of Israel. In the work of establishing a vast factual base upon

e The conguest model can no loneer e LM irled for the following reasons: many sitcs

were not occupied at the end of the Late Bronze Age; many Late Bronze sites were

abandoned towards

the end of the period, but not destroved; many Lale Bronze sitcs

coniinu

d dunmg Irom [, and those Late Bronze sites that did show destruction were either
subsequently unoccupied for a long period alter the destruchion or were immediately
o the revoll model, N.P. |

rececupied by the same population. For a critigu smche, oy ik,

1985, and above, Chapier 2 Finkelstein's intermpretatio

I n is wholly incompatible with the
revoll model as he does not allow [or any substantial direct connection between the new

Iron | highland settlement and the lowland populations—a relationship that & essential to
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which our work might proceed confidently, the task of interpreting such
data accurately is of immense importance. The works which have been
reviewed above have all offered major and significant contributions
which will occupy us for some years to come,

In such an environment, whether one of us is correct or mistaken on
any given issue is only briefly of importance. What we are building is a
comprehensive alternative view of ancient Israel, wherein not only our
interpretation but also the object of our interpretation must be
established and given foundation, and this in a context in which the
presuppositions of our research are themselves collapsing. Some of us
will bring new data to our research; others present new interpretive
hypotheses; yet others will challenge the presuppositions upon which the
whole has been constructed, In the process, much ]1|_|mi,|i[].' will be
learned. Qur field is no longer in crisis and can remain productive as
long as the revolution it is now undergoing is kept clearly in mind,



CHAPTER FIVE

THE ORIGINS OF THE POPULATION AND SETTLEMENTS OF
THE WEST SEMITES OF GREATER PALESTINE

1. The Origin of the Semites in the “Green Sahara™

Thanks to Old Kingdom texts from the south of our region and those of
Ebla from the North, we have little doubt that a West Scmitic
population was firmly established in Palestine and in the whole of the
South Levant since at least the late Early Bronze period. Continuities of
the material culture and settlement patterns throughout the early third-
millennium are particularly instructive, and suggest the probability that
the origins of this population as a whole must certainly have extended
minimally from the beginning of the Early Bronze 11 period, and possibly
even as early as the Late Chalcolithic.”

Certainly, it seems increasingly difficult o clearly define a break in
the cultural continuity of the Palestinian population as a whole prior 1o
the gaps in the archaeological records from the late fifth and fourth
millennia (absolute chronology: ca. 4500-3500 B.C.), and even then il
seems somewhal arbitrary 1o argue for a massive incursion of a
completely new population and a displacement of the indigenous
neolithic agriculturalists and shepherds, when more conservative

].L'Il'L‘r|'|E'L'|iI|.!.'i!'II:\ dic -i!-'|3":.'II 10 IJ?\.:
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Recent studies in comparative linguistics, together with our
increasing knowledge of the history of Quaternary climatic changes,
suggest significant alterations in our understanding of the changes and
fluctuations of the population of Syria-Palestine from what was
commonly held 30 years ago as, for example by 5. Moscati who
supported the long held view that the Proto-Semites formed a unified
people, indigenous 1o Arabia, who had, in successive migrations, moved
from the desert to the periphery, forming the semitic cultures of
Mesopotamia, Syria, and Palestine of the fertile crescent with their
languages over time. By 1960, however, Moscati expressed seripus
doubts thalt the Arabic wverbal structure was indeed archaic and
recognized that this observation undermined his assumptions of Proto-
Semitic as closer to Arabic than for example Accadian, Ugaritic and Old
South Arabian.’ O. Rossler’s earlier theories attacking the independence
of the Semitic languages on the basis of affinities recognized between the
Accadian and Berber languages,” pained much support during the 19608,
most importantly in the classificatory study of LM. Diakonoff” that
opened the way for comparative linguistic studies of Semitic with the so-
called Hamitic branches of the Afro-Asiatic language family; namely,
Egyptian-Coptic, Berber-Lybian, Cushite, and Chad. This encouraged the
study of the antecedents of the historically later Semitic languages in the
context of a history of the whole of what is understood as the Afro-
Asiatic linguistic family.” The essential lexicographical basis for these
comparative studies was firmly established in the pivotal studies of P.
Fronzaroli in the late 1960s, in which he worked out in convincing detail
a history of Semitic isoglosses.” In an even earlier study, Fronzaroli had

LDV g0 (1974), pp.6of,

' 8. Moscati, The Semites in Ancient History (Cardiff, 1959) pp.28-36.

5 8. Moscati er alii, An Inrroduetion fo the Comparative Gravimar of ihe Semiiie Languages
{Wicshaden, 1969) p.6

® 0. Rassler, “Werbalbau und Verballlexion in den semilohamitischen Sprachen.” ZDMG
100 (1950}, ppati-514; idam *Der semilische Charakier der lvbischen Sprache,” Z4 50
L1952), pp.121-1500 tdem, “Ghain im Ugaritischem,” Z4 54 (19613, pp.a58-172; idem,
“Eine bisher unbekannte Tempusform im Althebriischen,” ZDMG 111 (1961), PP-445-451;
also 5. Mos

ali, epcit, 1964, pp.aGf
T .M. Diakonoff, Sewito Hamitre Languapes (Moscow, g
" Paraphrasing .M. Diakonofl, ibid, p.1o5

*P. Fronzaroli, “Siudi sul lessico commune semitica™ -1, Acadermia Nazionale dei
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already argued on the basis of prehistoric archacology that the homeland
of the Semites had been not the Arabian desert but the agricultural
heartland of Syria-Palestine itself.”
established by Fronzaroli as a point of departure, Tyloch (while not

Using the Semitic “protolexikon™

accepting Fronzaroli’s theory of Syro-Palestinian origins) strongly
confirmed his understanding of the origin of the Semites as “a sedentary
people to whom agriculture was well known."" One of the main
strengths of this new direction in comparative linguistics was ils
historical orientation and its recognition of the necessity of linking
linguistic theory to the archaeological records in terms of ethno-
archacological history.”

Because of the ties of this new perspective in historical linguistics 1o
archaeology and the specific historical languages of the comparison, il
was able to understand Proto-Semitic (and proto-Afroasiatic as well) as
involving an historical rather than a purely theoretical concepl. Burney
underlined the necessity of recognizing an overlapping but nevertheless
independent development and spread of genetic, linguistic, and material
cultural aspects of the population,” and Fronzaroli stressed that proto-
Semitic must indeed be understood as an historical language. 1t existed,

T3 T ([ T0g -~ 1

" p,

aroli, “Le origini del Semiti come Problema Stoncoo,” Accademia Nazionale

Lincel Rendiconn della Clasee di scienze Morall, Storiche e Filologche 15 ( 1960) pp-123

144
also, 0. Rissler, “Das Agyptische als semitische Sprache,” Cheastenncee am Rowen Meer, ed
“The Evidence of

the Proto-Lexikon for the Cultural Background of the Semitic Peoples,” Flamito-Semitica

by F. Altheim and B, Stieh] (Berlin, 19713 pPp-263-326, and W. Tyloch

ed by 1. and T. Bynon (The Hague, 1975) p.55. Some of the implications of this shift of
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Archaeological Context of the Hamitic Languages in M. Alnca,” Marmulo Saniica,
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and needs to be understood as a linguistically differentiating continuum
prior to the separation of Accadian."

In 1981, basing himself on the proto-lexikon of Fronzaroli, Diakonoff
attempted a schematic history of the origin of the Semitic languages out
of proto-Afroasiatic in migrations from North Africa between the sixth
and fourth millennia consequent upon the desiccation of the Sahara."
The original dissolution of the Afroasiatic dialects into families
Diakonoff places between the ninth-seventh millennia prior to the
expansion of the North African dunes.” In the mid 1g80s, P. Behrens
suggested a major correction of Diakonoll’s reconstruction, arguing
against his placing the origin of the Afroasiatic languages in the “Green
Sahara,” recommending rather the Kordefan-Darfur region of the Sudan
at some lime prior to 6000 B.c, when he suggests the Berber language
moved into the Sahara before the expansion of the desert closed North
Africa from the “proto-Berber” languages of the Southeast.” Behren's
correction of Diakonofl is particularly attractive as it resolves the
problem of isolated Berber languages both North and South of the
Sahara. 1L is, however, dependent upon the accuracy of the recon-
struction of the progress of the Sahara’s desiccation and does not seem
to offer as adequate an understanding of the development of the other
Afro-Asiatic languages in the North.

In the early stages of the post glacial Holocene (ca. gooo-7000/6500
B.C.), global sea levels rose considerably and a warmer and wetter climate
with longer winters and summer monsoon rains pertained generally,”

" p Fromzaroli, ap.cic, pp. 50f

SOLM. Diakonodl, “Earlicst Semites in Asia,” Aloreualische Forschunpen 8 (1981),
PP-23-T4

® fhid pp-27i

TP, Behrens, "W anderbewegungen und Sprache der (rlhen Saharanischen Viehziichter,”
.'nT.,':-.rr.r{'."ar werred (Feschichie i ;[_I‘.'r.'-'r.J 6 (1984~ 1985, pp.135-216, esp. p.2o8,

*® A wholly satisfactory synthesis of climatological conditions duris g the holocene is sl
problematic, and only the mosl general understanding is offered here: E. Galili and M.
Weinstein-Evron, “Pre-History and Palaeocnvironments of Submerged Sites along the
Carmel Coast of Isracl,” Paldorten 11 (1985), pp.a7-52, here pp.go-51; DO, Henry, “The
Fre-History and Palécenvironments of Jordan; An Cverview,” Paldoriery 12 (1986 P 5-26,
cEp. pu20; A Horowitz, The Creaternary of Isragl (New York, 1979) pp.agal; AD. Crown,
*Toward a Reconstruction of the Climate of Palestine S8o00 BC-o e, INES 31 {1972),
PRa12-330, esp. pp.a2el. 329; HH. Lamb, *Reconstruction of the Course of Postglacial
Chimate over the World,” Climaric Chanpe in Later Pre-History, ed. by AF Harding
(Edinburgh, 1982) pp.11-32, esp. p.27-30; and from a quite different perspective: B,
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During the seventh-millennium B.C,, the temperatures continued 10 rise,
but the climate grew gradually drier. Archaeologically, this corresponds
with the agricultural sedentarization of the North African neolithic and
the pre-pottery neolithic B of Palestine (Jericho) and Jordan {Beidha).
Around 6000 B.C. or shortly before, a regression of the seas and an
extremely dry period set in, extending into the ¢arly fourth-millennivm™
and lasting perhaps as late as 3500 B.C., with the height of the drought
being reached around 4oo0 B.C In North Africa this drought brought
about the gradual desiccation of the Sahara and the expansion of sand
dunes across the entire region and particularly into the Lybian desert,
cutting off and isolating the proto-Egyptians in the East from the Berber

dialects in the far West. It must have been during this long period of

drought of 6000-4000 B.C. (following Diakonoff),™ that the cross
cultural transfer of the Afrosemitic languages occurred, with migrations
Easiward into Egypr and northwards into Syria-Palestine.™ How early
this transfer began is uncertain. The gradual movement of Semitic
peoples into Syria-Palestine may be understood to have begun anytime
in the course of the drought, and might be considered to have lasted
throughout this period, though in the early centuries of the drought
movement across the Egyptian Delta (at this time a region of marshland
and lakes) scems unlikely for shepherds and farmers. A route across the
Nile and up the Wadi Hamamat is far more plausible if one sets the
transference early. A late date, closer to 4000 B.C. is particularly ap-
propriate for explaining the isolation of proto-Egyptian, because the
lowering of the water table in the Delta and the lessening of the Nile

Brentjes, “Zu den Ursachen der Herausbildung 2zu Domestikation in Vorderasien,”
PalEariens 1 {1973), pp-207=-211, ind W, Nitzel, “The Climatic ("|||||£j-.'\ of Mes: LT TH
and -IFL'l."L:L'!ir:g ANtas ¢ 1 4000=-2000 1L, ' Sumer 32 LI9T0), PP i 1-24 On the Muctuations
v AL Ronen, “Late Quale

tratigraphy and Archacology in lsracl,” Cuarernary Coastlines and &

of Sea Levels, see espec: nary Sea Levels inferred from Coastal

iree Archacology, ed
by P.M, Masters and N.C. Flemming (London, 1983) pp.r21-134; Y. Snch and M. Klein,
"‘Holocene Sea Level Changes at the Coast of Dor™ Science 2

b (1984), pp831l, and the
early article of N.C. Flemming, "Mediterranean Sea-Level Changes,” Scierce (1968),

PP.51-55.
"% A Horowitz, E. Galili, W, Nilizel, ALD. Crown, FLH. Lamb opera citawr; H.A. MeClure,
The Arabion Perinsufa and Prehistoric Populations (Miami, 1g71); CK Pearse, “Cirazing

in the Middle East,” Jowrnal of Range Managermeni 24,1 (1966), pp.13-16; AM., Khazanov,
Nomads and the Cuiside World :E'.'|I||:I|::||F||.' 1953 ) CEp. PPa-95,
™ 1 M. Diakonoff oI, 1981

lbid.; B. Brenljes, op.cit., p.2o8.
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floods at the height of the drought would have opened up large areas of
the Delta and the Nife Valley 1o agriculture,™ while at the same time
Egypr would have grown more isolated from the West because of the
growth of the Lybian sand dunes (optimal growth: ca. 4ooo B.C.). The
corresponding desiccation of the Negev, Sinai and Eastern desert of Egypr
would also likely have broken sustained contact with Afro-Asiatic groups
into Syria-Palestine, allowing the development of the Egyptian language
independent from Semitic, now (5000-4000 B.C.) geographically located
in Syria-Palestine.™ It must also have been during this period (the
height of the period of extreme aridity: ca. 4000 B.c) that West Semitic
separated from the North Central Semitic dialects which moved into
Mesopotamia, coming into contact with Sumerian during the course of
the fourth-millennium. The following subpluvial phase in Syia-Palestine
lasting from 3500 to approximately 2350 B.C (developing the intensive
agricullure of the Early Bronze Ape) also led, in the course of the
intense sedentarization of the region, to the linguistic isolation and
individualization of the early North Central Semitic dialects that we find
in our late third and second millennia texts.™ This process of language
change in Palestine and Syria during the Late Neolithic and early
Chalcolithic periods should probably not be understood either in terms
of any massive invasion or of a dislocation of the indigenous population.
By the Neolithic period the genetic mix in Palestine is already complex,
and no known significant change is introduced during this transition to
the Chalcolithic period. Moreover the level of material cultural existence
of the indigenous population with villages and towns of considerable size
and a social structure far surpassing anything that might be expected in

2 y . ¥ p— .
For a similar phenomenon occurring in lower Mesopotamia, H.T. Nissen, The Early

History of the Ancient Near Fast (€ hicago, 1088) pp.ssi

** The frequemly noticed West Semitic influence in early Egyptian {Th.L. Thompson, The
Hestortcity of the Patrtarchal Narratives, Berlin, 1974) should perhaps best be understood in
the context of a return of Semites across the Negev and Sinai during the subpluvial
Chaleolithic-Early Bronze occupation of the Sinai, when many areas were amenable o

grazing and some dry agriculiure, rather than 1o the period of the sixth and Gith millennis
at the time of the Alroasiatic linguistic dissimulation. Evidence for this can be drawn from
the archacological surveys of the Sinai which indicate a considerable semi-sedentary
population in the Sinai from the Chaleolithic-Early Bronze | and the Early Bronze 11
Pericds (For a summary review of these surveys, Th.L. Thompson, The Seafemens of the
Sinai and the Negev in the Bronze Age, BTAVO B, Wiesbaden, 1975, passin

™ Most notably Eblaite, Amorite, and Ugaritic.
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Africa, makes it very difficult to view Syria-Palestine as vulnerable to
what must have been the very small number of Semitic agriculturalists
and shepherds who moved into the region from North Africa in the
courseé of these two millennia. Rather, the indigenous population
remained; the change was linguistic and gradual. In a process of
acculturation and as a result of sedentarization and integration (perhaps
after the dissimilation of Accadian eastwards into Mesopotamia), Proto-
West Semitic became first a second language and—with the inten-
sification of sedentarization in the Late Chalcolithic and Early Bronze
Ages”—developed into the dominant, and eventually exclusive, dialects
of the indigenous populations of Syria and Palestine, at a time
considerably earlier than Ebla.

2. The Early Bronze Age and the Development of a Mediterrancan
Economy

However speculative such reconstructions may be, they clearly suggest
that the indigenous population of Palestine has not substantially changed
since the neolithic period. In the course of the sixth- to fourth-
millennium RB.C., it became Semitic (linguistically understood) and,
during the course of the Early Bronze Age established a patiern of
settlement and economy™ that was characteristic of the region until at
least the Assyrian period.

The basic pattern of Palestinian agriculture, involving forms of grain
agriculture, horticulture, viniculture and animal husbandry was
established during the Late Chalcolithic and expanded during the Early
Bronze Age, when the extent of the regional expansion of agriculture
reached a degree unsurpassed before the Tron Age I period. Supporting
this expanse of agricullural regional displacement, considerable rise in
population, and intensification of sedentarization characterizing the
Mediterranean mode of agriculture, was a significant climatic change in
the region beginning as early as 3500 B.C. and lasting until approximately
2350 B.C,, during which extended period considerably higher rainfalls and

BThL. T hompson, The Setlernernt of Palestine in the Bronze Age, BTAVEO 34 (Wieshaden,

1g79) P. Mircschedi, op.cic; H. Weippert, op.cit

™ Thl. '|'||.:|.".;'-\| w1, i p-hyg
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cooler temperatures pertained throughout most of our region.” In the
early part of this agriculturally optimal period, the sea level and water
lable continued to fall,” large areas of swamp and marshland dried up
and opened rich usable ficlds to agriculture for the first time.®™ The
opening of the Beisan area and the north central Jordan Valley to
agriculture, with the subsidence of Lake Beisan to the present contours
of the Sca of Galilee and the drying up of the marshlands of the
Chalcolithic period, permitted the development of a region that was
perbaps, through most of the Bronze Age, one of the most densely
occupied regions of Palestine™ Concurrently, a considerable extent of
marsh must have closed to agriculture much of the lower Jezree!l and the
low lying coastal plain East of the sand dunes prior to the fourth-
millennium, which gradually became available wo agriculture only in the
course of the Chaleolithic period.” The Chalcolithic and Early Bronze
agricultural expansion also browght about substantial deforestation as
large arcas were opened o olive production and other forms of
horticulture and viniculture.®

This period of agricultural stability and expansion, which with its
intensive sedentarization had undoubtedly established some regional
diversification in the early West Semitic languages and had also led o
the establishment of some considerable political structures, has led many

*T . Brentjes, opocit, p-208; E. Galili and M. Weinstcin-Evron, ap.cir

pp.gs: V.M. Farpo

and K.G. ('Connell, “Four Seasons of Excavation at Tell el Hesi,” BA 41 (1978),

pp-165-182, esp. pafo; AD. Crown, epcic, ppazt 6 1L, Biliff, “Climatic Change,

Archad gy and l_:'.li-.'[t'lll.ll'!. Scienee in the | i Mediierranean |E.{'w::-||_" in ALF

Harding, apeir, prg7 KW, Butzer *Environment and Human Ecology in Egypt during
Predynastic and Early Dynastic Times,” Bulleiin de la Sociéid de Géographie d Egipte 32
{1954), p.bs; . Hehrens, gpoor,, paigs.

™ i, Galili and M. Weinstein:Evron, ibid., pp.49-51, M. Inbarand D, Sivan, “Paleo-Urban
Development of the Quaternary Environmental Changes in the Akko Area,” Paldoriont g
{1983}, pp-B5-91, csp. ppSal

* F.L. Kaucky and R.H. Smith, “Lake Beisan and the Prehistoric Settlement of the
Northermn Jordan Valley,” Paldoreni 12 {1986), pp.27-36, esp. pp.3zf

¥ Th.] |'||-|:|||:»--::||_ |.l||'.111.£ 1979, pp.25-29

3 i i . . ® " i . wrly " N
For a brief discussion of the relationship of potential Early Bronze settlement of these

lowlands 1o problems of drainage, hiel, ppaal and Pp-57-10
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I, Baruch, “The Late Holocene Vegetational History of the Kinneret,” Paldorient 12

{1086), pp.37-4%; A Horowitz, “Preliminary Polynological Indications as to the Climate of
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Israch duning the Inst 6000 Years,” Paldorienr 2 (1974), pp.407=-414; idemn, The Quaternary

aof fsrael {(New York, 1979) pags
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scholars to speak of an “wrbanization™ of Palestine during the Early
Bronze Period. While such an understanding might well fit some of the
larger sites of Syra (above all Tell Mardikh-Ebla) the lack of clear
regional hegemony, the primary orientation of even the very largest
settlements towards agriculture, the absence of considerable luxury poods
and of writing—that mainstay of city bureaucracy—make it difficult to
assume that any of the larger towns (and some were considerable) had
achieved any greater complexity than that necessary for regional trade,
mutual defense and the maintenance of cult. Whether one ought to
speak in terms of petty kingships, chieftainships or more simply
headmen is perhaps, lacking texts, a moot point.® C.8. Sicele has
argued for a form of paramount chicflainship as a framework for
understanding the integration of regional settlements in Pafestine in
terms of core periphery relationships. Much of her argument seems
important to an understanding of Early Bronze Palestine, however much
il may seem necessary o reject the relatively small amount of trade
(with Egypt and its concomitant political ties) as critical to the
Palestinian economy.” One need not go outside of Palestine and Syria
1o explain either the prosperity or the complexity of Palestine's
thoroughly agricultural population at this time. Specialized trades, cash
crops (above all horticolture and herding, but also grains), luxury goods,
(above all metals), regional and interregional trade (an important aspect
of any complex Mediterrancan agriculture), in addition to a small
priestly, political and perhaps military “elite,” existed and can casily be
understood 10 have maintained themselves substantially in terms of the

inner economy and society of Palestine. International trade existed and

it introduced some wealth and some [oreign influences, but these were

marginal 1o the survival and maintenance of what was an indigenous

CCONOmY.

Similarly, we do not need 1o look 1o a breakdown in international
trade to explain the collapse of prosperity during the last third of the
third-millennium. Understanding Palesrine as a land bridge beiween
Egypt in the South and Syria-Anaiolia o the North and Mesoporamia 1o
the Northeast may be significant in understanding the value Palestine

had for other states of other regions—though during the Bronze Age it
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was hardly ever anything more than a land bridge. This geopolitically
strategic location had little positive effect on Palestine’s economy that
had ever been almost entirely self sufficient and was largely unaffected
by the international trade that passed through its borders. It is hardly
believable that the