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ABSTRACT

Discussion about the reconstruction of the history of ancient Israel
seldom interacts with theoretical literature on the nature of history.
Modern attempts to write Israel’s history, however, have been shaped
by their theoretical underpinnings for the past two centuries. This essay
explores the epistemological underpinnings of the historical criticism
of the Hebrew Bible, outlines trends in historiographical theory, and
assesses the impact newer theories of intellectual cultural history can
have on studies of the history of the social world of ancient Israel.

While the issue of just what biblical or Israelite history is has been raised
implicitly, and occasionally explicitly, since the advent of critical scholar-
ship, debates over Israelite historiography seldom recognize literature on
the critical theory of history itself (Dever 2001b: 6, 75). Dever challenges
us to see that ‘it is high time for a mature, searching, sophisticated inquiry
into the epistemological foundations of all our disciplines’ (1996c¢: 41; cf.
1996b: 9). This essay will do so by discussing the problems and issues
associated with attempts to define and construct biblical or Israelite his-
tory. It will, in essence, examine the historiography of biblical scholar-
ship: what have been the theoretical underpinnings of the methodological
concerns, and just what has ‘history’ meant for past biblical scholars and
for those of today. Biblical scholars have rarely grappled with broader
theoretical discussions of the nature of history. This essay will conclude

*  Clio is the Greek Muse of History.
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by exploring the impact newer theories of intellectual cultural history can
have on the study of the history of the social world of ancient Israel.

German Origins of Historical Criticism

Over a century ago, Cheyne argued that Eichhorn (1752—-1827) was ‘the
founder of modern Old Testament criticism’ (1893: 13; cf. Eichhorn
1780). More recently, Rogerson has argued that it was Eichhorn’s rival,
de Wette (1780-1849), who ‘inaugurated a new era in critical Old Tes-
tament scholarship (1985: 28; cf. de Wette 2001). Both scholars were
German, and it was, in fact, in German universities that this modern
scholarship arose. ‘In the year 1800, there existed a tradition of critical
scholarship [in Germany] in which the investigation of the authorship and
sources of Old Testament books was taken for granted, and whose results
were readily available... There was also the growth of the modern
historical method’ (Rogerson 1985: 249).

This latter point is quite important. Coincident with the critical move in
biblical scholarship in Germany, there were also new theories of histori-
ography. Both of these trends were accompanied by developing German
nationalism. It is a truism that historians write from their own situation.
Historians are not blatantly dependent on the views of their time and place,
but there are certainly intellectual paradigms that are present in a given
time and place, and intellectual traditions to which scholars may adhere.
Thus, many scholars have noted that nineteenth-century German bibli-
cal scholarship was intricately tied with trends in historical theory, and
ultimately with German unification ideology (Sasson 1981; Oden 1987;
Schwartz 1991; Lemche 1998: 9; Whitelam 1998: 50).

Simply put, there was an underlying paradigm common to most of the
scholars of the time that assumed an organic analogy for history (Iggers
1988: 35); history was a great progressive movement, which paralleled
the advance of the German people (Iggers 1988: 42; Oden 1987: 21, 31;
Schwartz 1991: 37; Lemche 1998: 9).

These were scholars who were in the rationalist intellectual tradition of
Leopold von Ranke (Maier 1999: 195; Becking 2000: 128). In light of
Ranke’s goal of empirical objectivity ...wie es eigentlich gewesen war’
(simply as it actually happened), history was to be divorced from philoso-
phy, and only those periods for which there were ‘facts’ should be consid-
ered, although the pattern of development—on the German analogy—was
taken for granted (Iggers 1988: 73-78; Sasson 1981: 8; Lemche 2000: 1).
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Into this group one may place Ewald (1803—-1875; cf. Ewald 2004) and
Ewald’s student Wellhausen (1844-1918) (Lemche 1998: 6). Wellhausen’s
definition of history was progress (Oden 1987: 22). One example should
suffice. In his famous Prolegomena (Wellhausen 1957), he describes a
sequence of Pentateuchal sources, the earliest of which he assumes would
be the most accurate, and a sequence for the history-of-ideas in ancient
Israel (Becking 2000: 128). He arrives at this sequence by source criti-
cism (Wellhausen 1957: 13), but then tests the validity of this sequence
by seeing if it conforms to the overall progress of history as he knows it
(p. 12). Wellhausen primarily arranged the history of Israel to be teleo-
logical and coherent, like that of Germany (Schwartz 1991: 40). Following
Ranke, he was looking for Uberreste (facts), and for this reason thought
that oral tradition was not something that the scholar could examine, and
so Wellhausen ignored it.

It is true that the Myth-and-Ritual History-of-Religions movement of
Gunkel (1964) followed Ranke’s rival Burckhardt in opposing Ranke’s
idealistic objectivity, and in proposing a reunification of history and phi-
losophy which would explore the evolution of the ‘Zeitgeisten’ of history
—‘the spirits of the times’—in a non-chronological way (e.g., Burckhardt
1992; Gay 1974: 20-32, 139-82). Nevertheless, Burckhardt’s followers,
such as Wilhelm Dilthey, wholeheartedly adopted Rankean objectivity
(e.g., Dilthey 1976). And even for the Myth-and-Ritual History-of-
Religions school, the underlying analogy was the German ‘Volksgeist’
(popular spirit) (Oden 1987: 5-12). This school attempted to trace the
evolution of thought along stages analogous to the rest of the ancient Near
East, but this was still the grand Germanic-style progress (Sasson 1981:
9-10; Oden 1987: 31). ‘Historicism, old and new, is always reactive
against a prior idealism—an ever-recurring “German Ideology” which
produces the historicist’s need to slay by satirically sending up ever-
recurring young Hegelians’ (Lentricchia 1989: 231).

T.L. Thompson (1992) maintains that it was Eissfeldt who first held
that Wellhausen’s sources and Gunkel’s traditions were historically
accurate in what they said (note, e.g., Eissfeldt 1914:38-41; 1947: 12-16).
Eissfeldt and, similarly, Kittel (1853—1929), also represented a return to
theological interests, from an apologetic Protestant starting point (Lemche
1998: 141). Kittel’s student Alt (1883—1956) in particular combined
Gunkel’s and Eissfeldt’s methods. He used Gunkel’s and Gressmann’s
‘earliest legends’ for historical information, and this he interpreted in
terms of Max Weber’s sociology, which was itself in the Rankean
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Rationalist Prussian tradition (Becking 2000: 128; Iggers 1988: 128,
165; Sasson 1981: 8-9). This is not to say he considered the Hebrew
Bible to be a strict historical record, but he was interested in what his-
tory lay lurking within its ‘Bericht’ (record). Even with Noth, we are
still hearing Ranke: ‘“Israel” was a historical reality with its own his-
torical period... The sequence of events which constitute the history of
Israel...has come down to us directly’ (1958: 1, italics added).

The paradigm also crossed the Atlantic. With the Albright ‘Baltimore’
School, there was a twist: the analogy became American history (Sasson
1981: 12-14; Whitelam 1998: 51). Without developing this in much
detail, one can see the idea of a nation of historically conscious immi-
grants at work in Albright’s work on early Israel, and his interest was in
being a ‘scientific’ historian (Albright 1940: 70; but cf. below).

Modern-Day Rankeans

One may question whether, even today, the historians of ancient Israel
have really broken with the Rankean historicist paradigm—be those
historians ‘maximalists’ or ‘minimalists’ (Barstad 1997: 53, 63; Gottwald
1997: 18; Grabbe 1997c: 189). Grabbe says ‘our goal as historians is to
find out “what actually happened”’ (1997b: 14; cf. 1997a: 20), and Barr
continues to appeal for objectivity (2000: 69, 71, 81-82). At one time,
Dever held ‘that it is not hopelessly naive to ask, What real/ly happened in
history’ (1997c: 306, italics original). He even quoted von Ranke, stating
his goal as ‘wie es eigentlich gewesen war’ (1995: 74). More recently, he
has made such statements as ‘there are no “objective facts” ...we all have
“ideologies”’ (1998: 50), ‘there is no “objectivity” in archaeology, his-
tory, or biblical studies’ (1998: 40; cf. 2001b: 90), and ‘we all create our
own ancient and biblical “Israels” to suit the demands of our modern
situation’ (1998: 40; cf. 2001b: 297).

Among scholars who claim to be more critical, Lemche strives for
objectivity and has ‘demands for scientific stringency’ (1991a: 103; cf.
1988: 52). In fact, Lemche’s Scandinavian colleagues have criticized his
Rankean outlook (Berge 1994: 198), and Herrmann has dubbed Lemche
‘neopositivistic’ (1999: 355). T.L. Thompson seeks ‘historicity, as the
measure of the truth and reality of falsifiable historical statements’, and
searches for ‘the real’ (1996: 39 and 40, respectively; cf. T.L. Thompson
2000). He argues that ‘history is Wissenschaft, not metaphysics’ (1992:
116, 389), that it is an objective social science (1992: 61; 1995: 695).

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

MILLER II Yahweh and His Clio 153

Davies wants a history of ‘what is really there’ (1992: 29, 35, italics origi-
nal). Whitelam, while acquainted with postmodern historical relativism,
in the end rejects anything short of proof, noting, ‘plausibility...provides
no control for the historian’ (1998: 59).

Provan has published a critique on the Rankean, positivistic nature of
the ‘minimalist’ historians (Provan 1995: 589, 601). In his response to
Provan, T.L. Thompson has not clearly understood Provan’s arguments:
Thompson writes, ‘events...can be directly described... What is objec-
tionable or naive about that?’ (1995: 690). Thompson claims to have no
biases, and seeks objectivity (1995: 687, 693). More recently, Thompson
has opined, ‘Judgments that events are plausible, likely or even probable
are hardly ever very good tools for an historian. History doesn’t require
the plausible’ (1999: 229). The response to Provan by Davies at least
seems to understand Provan’s post-structuralist critique (1995: 699, 705),
but somehow assumes that since he, Davies, like all historians, is subjec-
tive and biased, he will use a historical method that is itself objective to
arrive at the objective reality of the past (1995: 703-704). Davies alone of
the ‘minimalists’ may be moving beyond this. He seems willing to allow
that ‘there can be no historiographies which are objective and reliable’
(1997: 120), as long as they can be subjected to critical conventions and
subjective judgments (1997: 119). Nevertheless, in a subsequent essay
(1998), Davies laments postmodern historians as free to invent anything
and call it history, and accused them of Naziism (1998: 137-38).

Barstad has repeated Provan’s observations (1997: 51 n. 35). The ‘New
Historicist’ Veeser notes how incongruous it is to ‘assert truth claims
while professing, in principle, to doubt the availability of truth’ (1997:
466). Thus, the so-called ‘minimalists’, far from being postmodern, as
argued by Dever (1996¢: 36; 1998: 41; 1999: 89;2000a: 107; 2001b: 258)
and Barr (2000: 68), ‘have come to represent the first of the last mod-
ernists’, as Barstad has rightly observed (1997: 51; cf. Provan 2000: 295,
304-305).

The ‘minimalists’ maintain that one cannot present an item from the
biblical account as history unless that historicity is proven; the ‘maximal-
ists” maintain that one can present an item from the biblical account as
history unless that historicity is disproved (Grabbe 1997c: 192; Kofoed
2002: 36; Isabell 2003; this latter policy is explicitly encouraged by
Provan 2000: 292, 301, 303). Both beliefs are based on Rankean notions
of ‘historicity’ and ‘proof” (Smelik 1992: 3; Dever 1997a: 178; Becking
1997: 67;2000: 129). In both cases, ‘probability’ or ‘plausibility’ does
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not matter (Smelik 1992: 3-4). Yet, these subjective notions are precisely
what ‘history’ has come to mean in developments in the broader field of
history, that is, in historical theory as it has come to be known in univer-
sity history departments, journals such as the Journal of Modern History,
and organizations such as the American Historical Association.

Developments in Historical Theory

Before approaching this modern definition, some of the intervening move-
ments in history since von Ranke must be discussed. The most important
developments in historiography came from historians of the French An-
nales School, founded in 1929 by the introduction of the journal Annales
d’histoire ecenomique et sociale, edited by Lucien Febvre and Marc
Bloch, and after World War Il represented primarily by Fernand Braudel.
Without rehearsing the familiar outline of événement-conjoncture-longue
durée (event-conjuncture-long duration), we can say the Annales School
represented a form of intellectual and social history with structuralist
overtones (e.g., Braudel 1980). The most important aspects of history
were those environmental and other quantifiable long-term aspects that
dictated and produced events. This approach was valid and valuable, but
it was current with historians quite some time ago. Since biblical scholars
have recently ‘discovered’ Braudel, it has become vogue to use Braudel
as the ‘latest thing” in historical theory. The list of Braudel’s worshipers
has become endless: Whitelam (1986: 52, 55-56; 1994: 77), Finkelstein
(1990: 680, 684; 1996: 206), Ahlstrom (1991: 116), Knauf (1991: 42-53),
Lemche (1991b: 8; 1992: 541; 1994: 179), Dever (1994: 113-14; 1996a:
19%; 1997b: 22), Thompson (1995: 687, 692). Only a few scholars have
remarked about the bizarreness of this Braudel fixation (e.g., Yoffee 1995:
542-44; Provan 1995: 601 n. 73).

Historians have left Braudel far behind (Himmelfarb 1989: 661; Hunt
1989). He is a figure now taken for granted, whose contributions are well-
understood elements of the theoretical heritage of modern historical theo-
rists, or even rejected as impractical and Rankeanly positivistic (Hunt
1990: 97; McCloskey 1991: 33; Chartier 1997: 17). The first reactions
against Braudel came in the 1960s, with the British Marxists such as E.P.
Thompson and Charles Tilly rejecting the over-quantification of Annales
history and the submergence of the individual in its structuralism (E.P.
Thompson 1975: 9; Hobsbawm 1984: 10, 12).
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Deconstructionism

Then, in the 1980s, New Cultural History took a deconstructionist (or at
least post-Saussurian) approach to history (Hunt 1990: 102). Its greatest
proponents were Hayden White and Dominick LaCapra, reflecting in
historiography the ideas, respectively, of Michel Foucault and Jacques
Derrida (e.g., White 1990; LaCapra 1979; 1982). Foucault argued that
one should avoid supposed processes or Braudellian trends in history
and deal with unique, acute manifestations of events (Foucault 1977: 154;
Hunt 1990: 103-108). Historiography for him is simply perspective on
those events (Foucault 1977: 157). Of Foucault’s ‘spokesperson’, Hayden
White, it has been said that, ‘No one writing in this country at the present
time has done more to wake historians from their dogmatic slumber than
has Hayden White. One cannot over-emphasize his importance for con-
temporary historiography’ (LaCapra 1979: 1037; cf. similar assessments
by Burke 1993: 126; a contrast assessment obtains from Momigliano
1982: 224: ‘the most eminent representative in this country of the combi-
nation of the rhetorical with the ideological approach in order to dissolve
historiography into fiction is my friend Hayden White’). Following Fou-
cault, White and Burke see history as fictive constructions by scholars
bound, or at least situated, by their own circumstances (White 1990: 122;
Burke 1993: 128; 1997: 197-98). They accuse historians of holding to a
nineteenth-century theory that posits a radical distinction between fact
and philosophy. White argues that this has led historians to apply irony to
the past, that is, to take a superior view over those who supposedly lacked
the perspective in their own time to see the disjunction between their
words and experience (White 1990; one example would be when irony is
used to describe the difference between ‘us’ as historians and ‘them’ as
historians, as with Lemche 1984: 105, 109; and Davies 2001: 246; in a
twist that is itself ironic, Dever believes that irony itself is characteristic
‘especially of deconstructionist New Literary Critical discourse’; Dever
1999: 92). Historians have failed to see that both their history and ours are
fictive and language-constructed (White 1999: 27). Foucault has also had
great influence on British historians such as Burke (cf. Burke 1997: 1, 23,
73-74). Burke points out that the Rankean claim of ‘writing down “what
really actually happened”, no more and no less, is to fall victim to... “the
myth of realism”’ (Burke 1993: 127). This is not to say that all recon-
structions are equal, but only that ‘the “adequacy” of any given account
of the past, then, depends on the question of the choice of the set of con-
cepts actually used by historians in their transformation of information
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about events into, not “facts” in general, but “facts” of a specific kind’
(White 1988: 1196).

LaCapra goes further and denies even language any meaning, seeing
only many alternative meanings that various modes of describing the past
provide. The categories through which the world is described, he argues,
are always opposed by other tendencies that are already within the cate-
gory that they theoretically oppose (LaCapra 1982). This post-structuralist,
deconstructionist school of historiography is sometimes called ‘New His-
tory’ or ‘New Historicism’ (Moore 1997: 291, 298). In this incarnation it
is exemplified by Stephen Greenblatt (who coined the term in 1982 [cf.
Greenblatt 1989: 1])—and Veeser (1989). It is a sad commentary on bib-
lical studies that a scholar like Brettler would identify the Annales School
and New Historicism as two terms for the same movement (Brettler 1999:
48). Veeser, having read Whitelam, affirms that the ‘minimalist’ school
is far from New Historicism (Veeser 1997: 475). Nevertheless, Davies
claims to be influenced by New Historicism (Davies 2000).

Up to this point, Dever is correct in his surveys of postmodernism
(e.g., Dever 1998: 41;2000b: 30; 2001a: 69; 2001b: 25-26)—although his
rejection of it (2001b: 249, 264) is certainly open to debate. He neglects,
however, to move from postmodernism’s /iterary proponents, whom the
‘biblical minimalists’ do follow, to its historiographic proponents (Dever
1998: 41; cf. Derrida 1990: 91). T.L. Thompson, in fact, has explicitly
rejected postmodern literary criticism of the Bible: ‘the text cannot be
divorced from its historical context without loss or grave distortion...
through growing ignorance of the world from which our text comes’
(1991: 67). At the same time, Dever rightly derides the revisionists for
being ‘committed...to scientific knowledge’ (1998: 43-44). What is more
confusing is Dever’s citing of ‘neo-pragmatism’ as ‘now a centrist trend’
away from postmodernism ‘in the social sciences and humanities’ (2000b:
31; cf. 2001b: 17, 266). Neopragmatism is not only not new—as typified
by Putnam, Rorty, and others, it goes back to the late 1970s (e.g., Putnam
1981; Rorty 1982)—but it is decidedly postmodern and deconstructionist
(Isenberg and Thursby 1985).

Some biblical scholars have tentatively embraced deconstructionist
historiography: Knauf’s statement ‘We do not find knowledge, we make
it” (1991: 29) is promising, although he then uses the philosophy of Karl
Popper to argue right back into objectivism (1991: 30-33). Flanagan thor-
oughly understands that the historian is biased, that the past is recon-
structed, and he seeks a postmodern biblical historiography (1991: 219;
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1995:44-45,49-57, 61). Recent work by Halpern seems to go in the same
direction (e.g., ‘what we really know’ is the least interesting part of the
field [Halpern 1997: 331, italics original]; ‘history is fiction’ [p. 336];
‘imagination based on evidence’ [p. 331]; and, more recently, ‘only a
philologist could expect that an accurate written history must be devoid of
untruth’ [1999: 424]). Gottwald has lately described the historical quest
as ‘unavoidably, and appropriately, ideological’ (1997: 27). Barstad also
notes, ‘Future studies must start from the presumption that “truth” on
the one side and “fiction” on the other is not a valid distinction anymore’
(1997: 43).

Yet, many others seem wary, like T.L. Thompson, who protests, ‘all
historiography is not narrative’ (1995: 692). Neusner, in his mistitled essay
‘Beyond Historicism, After Structuralism’, is unaware of anything that
has happened in newer historical theory since structuralism. Neusner’s
‘beyond structuralism’ looks remarkably like ‘before’ (1981: 175).

Post-Deconstructionism

Among historical theorists, there have been developments since White and
LaCapra (Moore 1997: 289). Thus, New Historicism was pronounced dead
as early as 1991 (Moore 1997: 289 n. 2), possibly even earlier (Himmel-
farb 1989: 661). This essay will not discuss the small but vocal retreat to
positivism marked by such scholars as Momigliano (e.g., Momigliano
1981; 1982: 226). A post-deconstructionist school has developed around
such figures as Roger Chartier (e.g., 1982; 1985; 1997) and Robert Darnton
(e.g., 1986; 1990), looking at history as the ‘process by which meaning is
constructed’ (Chartier 1988: 14; Marcus 1994: 563). While affirming with
White and LaCapra that language lacks meaning without its reading, and
that our historical narratives are symbols that only correspond to the events
described in our biased minds, they draw attention to a real past that con-
strains our reconstructions (Chartier 1988: 62; 1997: 26-27). Even if the
‘real past’ is equally culturally constructed, the history of that cultural con-
struction really exists (1988: 46-47).

Thus, LaCapra and White should not sink us in a morass of cynical
nihilism (Chartier 1988: 66; 1997: 34). Even Derrida points out: ‘When
one analyzes systematically the value of truth...it is not in order to return
naively to a relativist or sceptical empiricism...we must have [il faut]
truth’ (1981: 105 n. 32, italics original). It appears that Derrida means
that one story is not always ‘as good as another’. Chartier and others point
out that the aim of research is to gain knowledge that ‘constrains’ the
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historian not to make statements for which evidence is lacking, and that
some reconstructions are better than others (Chartier 1988: 63; 1997:
25-26; Burke 1993: 129; Reisch 1995: 54-55, 57). Criteria for such
judgments on reconstructions include intelligibility, coherence, and the
inadmissibility of contrary reconstructions (Chartier 1988: 66; cf. Provan
2000: 307).

Reconstruction of the past, however incomplete, is still important
(LaCapra 1982; 1985: 21). We need a way to investigate the past self-
consciously and critically, which is the intention of this study. Some guid-
ance may be found in a perhaps unexpected quarter: Albright. This should
not be very surprising: Albright was certainly au currant with the works
of Toynbee, Croce, Collingwood, and other great historical theoreticians
of his day; see Glock (1985: 470) and Dever (1994: 113; 2001b: 75).
Albright pointed out that scholars had not ‘diverged from the approach of
L. von Ranke and his followers in order to lay more secure epistemologi-
cal foundations’ (1964: 23). He criticized ‘a common tendency among
historians to evade a thorough analysis of their underlying postulates and
philosophical principles’ and pointed out that history will always ‘involve
the historian in subjective considerations’ (1964: 23, also 24, 26).

The historian is in a dialogue with the past, examining evidence in
a way much more like jurisprudence than science (Miller 1993). This
jurisprudence analogy or forensic model is used in part by Long (1999:
581-82) and Grabbe (1997c: 193). The analogy was used by Foucault
(1977: 156), and is the primary analogy for historical research used by
Carlo Ginzburg, another post-deconstructionist historian along the lines
of Chartier, Darnton, and Burke, to ‘help us to break out of the fruitless
opposition between “rationalism” and “irrationalism”’ (Ginzburg 1989:
96; 1990: 96). Ginzburg insists that ‘notions of “proof” and truth are,
rather, integral parts of the historian’s profession’ (1999b: 17), but he
argues that ‘historical knowledge is indirect, presumptive, conjectural’
(1989: 106), based on testimony subject to cross examination, and on
material evidence that is not self-interpreting. The historian makes
conjectures about the past like a physician making a diagnosis of disease
(the term Aistoria in fact derives from medicine) or a detective weighing
evidence and clues (1990: 117; 1999a: 12; Whitelam 1996: 24-26 explic-
itly rejects the forensic model). These clues may be ‘apparently negligible
details [that] could reveal profound phenomena of great importance’
(Ginzburg 1989: 124); for the biblical scholar these may be what Hud-
dlestun has called ‘tidbits of information...often given in ideologically
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unguarded moments’ (Huddlestun 1994: 340). There is ‘the ability to
pass, on the basis of clues, directly from the known to the unknown’
(Ginzburg 1989: 125). Such clues ‘are neither open windows, as the
positivists believe, nor fences obstructing vision, as the skeptics hold’
(Ginzburg 1999a: 25).

The Use of the Bible in Writing Israel’s History

At this point one must approach the issue of the relevance of the Bible
for the history of ancient Israel. There are two dangers to be avoided.
Lemche has rightly pointed out that scholars often ‘repeat the age-old
mistake of much history-writing based on the Old Testament, that is, to
perpetuate the so-called “meta-history” of the Old Testament historical
books’ (1991a: 103-104; also 1984: 113 and 1988: 31). Dever similarly
decries histories of ancient Israel that are ‘little more than “paraphrases
of the Biblical story”’ (1997b: 22; also 1994: 114; 2001b: 46). Scholars
should not write a biblical-text-based history with the miracles edited
out and the ancient Near East as supplement (Long 1987: 11; Miller
1991: 96; Soggin 1993: 33). ‘Historians of the 20th century CE who claim
to agree with the historians of the Sth century BCE (or, to be precise, with
what they consciously or subconsciously reconstruct as the ancient his-
torians’ view) may sound rather suspicious to those historians who main-
tain that there has been some progress in the field of historiographical
theory-building within the past 2500 years’ (Knauf 1991: 28). Such
near-paraphrases would include not only older studies such as Bright’s
History of Israel (1972: esp. 15-20, 166-76, 234-36, 245-49), but more
recently Rendsburg (1997), Isserlin (1998) and Kamm (1999).
Scholars also must be wary of the opposite error (Frendo 1998: 163).
Lemche says that ‘since...it is from a scholarly point of view highly
questionable to maintain anything which even remotely resembles the Old
Testament narrative’, a description of Yahwism using the Hebrew Bible
must consequently be wrong (1991a: 100, italics added). As Freedman
has said, ‘there is a good deal of scholarly enterprise which seems to pro-
ceed from the assumption that the biblical pattern is automatically wrong
and that the first principle of operation is to discard it for something else’
(1963: 313; Herrmann 1999: 353; Deist 1990: 7; Barr 2000: 79). This is
still an interpretive presupposition, and a positivistic one at that (Deist
1990: 10-13; Barstad 1998: 127; Williamson 1998: 148; Kofoed 2002:
32, 40). One need not say that ‘the Old Testament historical narrative
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should no longer be considered the starting point of the historical inves-
tigation’ (Lemche 1991a: 104). It does not, of course, have to be the start-
ing point, but if all models are explicit and tested seriously and equally,
surely they can be suggested from any source—ethnographic analogy,
ancient Near Eastern history, or even the biblical text (Barstad 1998: 121;
Kofoed 2002: 34). Grabbe notes that ‘Egyptologists would regard it as
rather foolish to allow these [biases, errors, corruptions, fabrications] to
prevent the use of Manetho’ (1997a: 24; on Manetho, see Waddell 1980).
Barstad makes the same observation concerning the Sumerian King List
(1998: 124-25). As Collingwood says, ‘anything is evidence which is used
as evidence, and no one can know what is going to be useful as evidence
until he has had occasion to use it” (1951: 280). One might add that there
can be no end to such ‘occasions’, as long as new approaches are presented.

Barstad has argued that in some situations it would be ludicrous for the
Bible not to be the source for tentative models (1998: 126). As Machinist
has said, ‘whatever its problems it still defines the arena within which the
non-Biblical data have finally to make sense, by opposition or integration’
(1994: 35; cf. 1991: 202-203). Long adds, ‘How would one know where
to look for [Israel’s] cultural artifacts, or in which chronological period,
if not with some minimal and guarded acceptance of the biblical testi-
mony?’ (1988: 329).

So, how then can one write a critical postmodern history of Israel,
avoiding Rankean empiricism, naive biblicism, and the rest of the dangers
outlined above, including a postmodernist skepticism about the approach-
ability to any external reality? The key is the construction of well-argued
plausibilities, of possible pasts (Ginzburg 1999b: 18; Shermer 1995: 72;
Reisch 1995: 51; Soggin 1993: 210; Barstad 1998: 126). Such ‘working
hypotheses that approximate accurate knowledge’ (Hallo 1990: 188) are
available to further testing and examination, and challenge other possi-
ble pasts, yielding better-informed reconstructions (Grabbe 1997a: 31).
Gottwald has recently stated the cogency of this approach:

The ‘twists’ and ‘turns’ that are made in weighing, combining, and pri-
oritizing data, leading toward different emphases and perspectives,
implies, I believe, that no single construct, however in the majority it
may be at the moment, stands apart from the alternative constructs that
shadow and call it into question. One could even go so far as to say that
it is impossible to formulate any well-considered hypothesis without
grappling with alternative ways of comprehending the evidence (1999:
262).
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We must always clearly distinguish what it is possible to know and what
it is possible to propose. Let us be explicit with our models, open to revi-
sion, and seek not ‘how it really was’, but ‘what we can really say’.

Abhlstrom, G.
1991

Albright, W.F.
1940

1964
Alt, A.
1953

Barr, J.
2000

Barstad, H.
1997
1998

Becking, B.
1997
2000

Berge, K.
1994

Braudel, F.
1980

Brettler, M.Z.
1999

Bright, J.
1972

Burckhardt, J.
1992

Burke, P.
1993
1997

Carroll, D. (ed.)

1990

BIBLIOGRAPHY

‘The Role of Archaeological and Literary Remains in Reconstructing Israel’s
History’, in Edelman (ed.) 1991: 116-42.

From the Stone Age to Christianity (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University
Press).

History, Archaeology, and Christian Humanism (New Y ork: McGraw-Hill).

Kleine Schriften zur Geschichte des Volkes Israel (3 vols.; Miinich: Beck’sche
Verlagsbuchhandlung).

History and Ideology in the Old Testament (Oxford: Oxford University Press).
‘History and the Hebrew Bible’, in Grabbe (ed.) 1997: 37-64.

‘The Strange Fear of the Bible’, in L.L. Grabbe (ed.), Leading Captivity Cap-
tive (European Seminar in Historical Methodology, 2; JSOTSup, 278; Shef-
field: Sheffield Academic Press): 120-27.

‘Inscribed Seals as Evidence for Biblical Israel?’, in Grabbe (ed.) 1997: 65-83.
‘No More Grapes from the Vineyard?’, in Lemaire and Szxbe (eds.) 2000:
123-41.

‘Comments’, SJOT 8: 198-205.

On History (trans. S. Matthews; Chicago: University of Chicago Press).

‘The New Biblical Historiography’, in Long (ed.) 1999: 43-50 = The Creation
of History in Ancient Israel (New York: Routledge [1995]): 2-6.

A History of Israel (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 2nd edn [1959]).

The Civilization of the Renaissance in Italy (New York: Barnes & Noble
[1890]).

History and Social Theory (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press [1992]).
Varieties of Cultural History (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press).

The States of ‘Theory’ (Irvine Studies in the Humanities, 4; New Y ork: Colum-
bia University Press).

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

162

Chartier, R.
1982

1985
1988
1997

Cheyne, T.K.
1893

Currents in Biblical Research 4(2) (2006)

‘Intellectual History or Sociocultural History?’, in LaCapra and Kaplan (eds.),
1982: 13-46.

‘Text, Symbols, and Frenchness’, JMH 57: 682-95.

Cultural History (trans. L.G. Cochrane; Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press).
On the Edge of the Cliff (trans. L.G. Cochrane; Parallax Re-visions of Culture
and Society; Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press).

Founders of Old Testament Criticism (London: Methuen & Co.).

Collingwood, R.G.

1951
Darnton, R.
1986
1990
Davies, P.R.
1992

1995
1997
1998
2000

2001

The Idea of History (Oxford: Clarendon Press [1946]).

‘The Symbolic Element in History’, JMH 58: 218-34.
The Kiss of Lamourette (New York: W.W. Norton).

In Search of Ancient Israel (JSOTSup, 148; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press).

‘Methods and Madness’, JBL 114: 699-705.

“Whose History? Whose Israel? Whose Bible?’, in Grabbe (ed.) 1997: 104-22.
‘The Future of “Biblical History”’, in D.J.A. Clines and S.D. Moore (eds.),
Auguries (JSOTSup, 269; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press): 126-41.
‘Minimalism, “Ancient Israel,” and Anti-Semitism’, The Bible and Interpre-
tation, http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/minimalism.htm.

‘The Intellectual, the Archaeologist, and the Bible’, in J.A. Dearman and M.P.
Graham (eds.), The Land That I Will Show You (JSOTSup, 343; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press): 239-54.

De Wette, W.M.L.

2001

Deist, F.E.
1990
Derrida, J.
1981
1990

Dever, W.G.
1992
1994
1995
1996a
1996b

1996¢
1997a

Critical and Historical Introduction to the Canonical Scriptures of the Old
Testament (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press [1805]).

‘Biblical and Modern Historiography’, OTE 3: 7-22.

Positions (trans. A. Bass; Chicago: University of Chicago Press).

‘Some Statements and Truisms about Neo-logisms, Newisms, Postisms, Para-
sitisms, and Other Small Seismisms’ (trans. A. Tomiche), in Carroll (ed.) 1990:
63-94.

‘Unresolved Issues in the Early History of Israel’, in P. Day (ed.), The Bible
and the Politics of Exegesis (Cleveland: Pilgrim Press): 195-209.
‘Archaeology, Texts, and History-Writing’, in L.M. Hoppe (ed.), Uncovering
Ancient Stones (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns): 105-18.

< “Will the Real Israel Please Stand Up?” Archaeology and Israelite Histori-
ography, Part 1°, BASOR 297: 61-80.

‘Archaeology and the Current Crisis in Israelite Historiography’, E725: 18%*-
27%*.

‘The Identity of Early Israel’, JSOT 72: 3-24.

‘Revisionist Israel Revisited’, CR:BS 4: 35-50.

‘Archaeology, Urbanism, and the Rise of the Israelite State’, in W.E. Aufrecht,

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

1997b
1997¢
1998

1999
2000a
2000b
2001a
2001b

Dilthey, W.
1976

MILLER II Yahweh and His Clio 163

N.A. Mirau and S.W. Gauley (eds.), Urbanism in Antiquity (JSOTSup, 244;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press): 172-93.

‘On Listening to the Text—and the Artifacts’, in W.G. Dever and J.E. Wright
(eds.), The Echoes of Many Texts (BJS, 313; Atlanta: Scholars Press): 1-23.
‘Philology, Theology, and Archaeology’, in Silberman and Small (eds.) 1997:
290-310.

‘Archaeology, Ideology, and the Quest for an “Ancient” or “Biblical” Israel’,
NEA 61:39-52.

‘Histories and Nonhistories of Ancient Israel’, BASOR 316: 89-105.
‘Biblical and Syro-Palestinian Archaeology’, CR:BS 8: 91-116.

‘Save Us From Postmodern Malarky’, BARev 26.2: 28-35, 68-69.
‘Excavating the Hebrew Bible, or Burying It Again?’, BASOR 322: 67-77.
What Did the Biblical Writers Know and When Did They Know It? (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans).

The Development of Hermeneutics: Selected Writings By Dilthey (ed. and
trans. H.P. Rickman; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).

Edelman, D.V. (ed.)

1991
Eichhorn, J.G.
1780
Eissfeldt, O.
1914
1947

Ewald, H.G.A.
2004

Finkelstein, 1.
1990
1996

Flanagan, J.
1991

1995
Foucault, M.
1977

Freedman, D.N.
1963
Frendo, A.J.
1998
Gay, P.
1974
Ginzburg, C.
1989

1990

The Fabric of History (JSOTSup, 127; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press).
Einleitung in das Altes Testaments (Leipzig: Leipzig Universitatsverlag).

Israels Geschichte (Praktische Bibelerklarung, 4; Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr).
Geschichtliches und Ubergeschichtliches im Alten Testament (Beitrige zur
Theologie und Religionswissenschaft, 109.2; Berlin: Evang. Verlagsanst).

Antiquities of Israel (Eugene, OR: Wipf & Stock [1841]).

‘The Emergence of Early Israel’, JAOS 110: 677-86.

‘Ethnicity and Origin of the Iron I Settlers in the Highlands of Canaan’, B4
59:198-212.

‘New Constructs in Social World Studies’, in D. Jobling et al. (eds.), The
Bible and the Politics of Exegesis (Cleveland: Pilgrim Press): 209-23.
‘Finding the Arrow of Time’, CR:BS 3: 37-62.

Language, Counter-Memory, Practice (trans. D.F. Bouchard and S. Simon;
Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press).

‘On Method in Biblical Studies. The Old Testament’, Int 17: 308-18.
‘Ancient Israel—An Invention?’, PEQ 130: 162-65.

Style in History (New York: W.W. Norton).

Clues, Myths, and the Historical Method (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Uni-
versity Press).

Myths, Emblems, Clues (trans. J. and A.C. Tedeschi; London: Hutchinson
Books).

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

164

1999a

1999b
Glock, A.E.

1985

Gottwald, N.K.
1997
1999

Grabbe, L.L.
1997a

1997b
1997¢

Currents in Biblical Research 4(2) (2006)

History, Rhetoric, and Proof (Hanover: Historical Society of Israel).
The Judge and the Historian (trans. A. Shugaar; New York: Verso).

‘Tradition and Change in Two Archaeologies’, American Antiquity 50: 464-
77.

‘Triumphalism vs. Anti-Triumphalism’, CR:BS 5: 15-42.
‘Response: Twenty-Five Years and Counting’, Semeia 87: 255-65.

‘Are Historians of Ancient Palestine Fellow Creatures or Different Animals?’
in Grabbe (ed.) 1997: 19-36.

‘Introduction’, in Grabbe (ed.) 1997: 1-18.

‘Reflections on the Discussion’, in Grabbe (ed.) 1997: 188-96.

Grabbe, L.L. (ed.)

1997

Greenblatt, S.
1989

Gressmann, H.
1905

Gunkel, H.
1964

Hallo, W.
1990

Halpern, B.
1997
1999

Herrmann, S.
1999

Himmelfarb, G.
1989

Hobsbawm, E.J.

1984

Can a ‘History of Israel’ Be Written? (JSOTSup, 245; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press).

‘Towards a Poetics of Culture’, in Veeser (ed.) 1989: 1-13.

Der Ursprung der israelitisch-jiidischen Eschatologie [‘The Source of
Israelite-Jewish Eschatology’] (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht).

The Legends of Genesis (New York: Schocken Books, rev. edn [1901]).
“The Limits of Skepticism’, JAOS 110: 187-99.

‘Text and Artifact’, in Silberman and Small (eds.) 1997: 311-41.

‘Erasing History’, in Long (ed.) 1999: 415-26 = Bible Review 11.6 (1995): 26-
35, 47.

‘The Devaluation of the Old Testament as a Historical Source’ (trans. P.T.
Daniels), in Long (ed.) 1999: 350-55 =ET of ‘Die Abwertung des Alten Testa-
ments als Geschichtsquelle’, in H.H. Schmid and J. Mehlhausen (eds.), Sola
Scriptura (Giitersloh: Mohn, 1993): 156-65.

‘Some Reflections on the New History’, American Historical Review 94: 661-
70.

Worlds of Labour (London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson).

Huddlestun, J.R.

1994

Hunt, L
1989

1990

< “Who is this that rises like the Nile?” Some Egyptian Texts on the Inunda-
tion and a Prophetic Trope’, in A.H. Bartlett ef al. (eds.), Fortunate the Eyes
that See (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans): 338-63.

‘History, Culture, and Text’, in L. Hunt (ed.), The New Cultural History

(Berkeley: University of California Press): 1-24.
‘History Beyond Social Theory’, in Carroll (ed.) 1990: 95-111.

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

MILLER II Yahweh and His Clio 165

Iggers, G.G.
1988 The German Conception of History (Middletown, CN: Wesleyan University
Press, rev. edn [1983]).
Isabell, C.
2003 ‘“History” and “Writing”’, The Bible and Interpretation, http://
www.bibleinterp.com.
Isenberg, S.R., and G.R. Thursby
1985 ‘A Perennial Philosophy Perspective on Richard Rorty’s Neo-Pragmatism’,
International Journal for the Philosophy of Religion 17: 41-65.
Isserlin, B.S.J.
1998 The Israelites (London: Thames & Hudson).
Jobling, D. et al. (eds)
1991 The Bible and the Politics of Exegesis (Cleveland, OH: Pilgrim Press).
Kamm, A.
1999 The Israelites (London: Routledge).
Kirkpatrick, P.
1988 The Old Testament and Folklore Study (JSOTSup, 62; Sheffield: Sheffield
Academic Press).
Kittel, R.
1932 Geschichte des Volkes Israel (3 vols.; Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Verlag).
Knauf, E.A.
1991 ‘From History to Interpretation’, in Edelman (ed.) 1991: 26-64.
Kofoed, J.B.
2002 ‘Epistemology, Historiographical Method, and the “Copenhagen School”’, in
V.P. Long, D. Baker and G. Wenham (eds.), Windows into Old Testament
History (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans): 23-43.

LaCapra, D.
1979 Review of H. White’s Tropics of Discourse, 1978, in Modern Language Notes
93:1037-43.
1982 ‘Rethinking Intellectual History’, in D. LaCapra and S. Kaplan (eds.) 1982:
47-85.

1985 History and Criticism (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press).
LaCapra, D., and S. Kaplan (eds.)
1982 Modern Intellectual History (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press).
Lemaire, A., and M. Sebe (eds.)
2000 Congress Volume Oslo (VTSup, 80; Leiden: Brill).
Lemche, N.P.
1984 ‘On the Problem of Studying Israelite History’, BN 24: 94-124.
1988 Ancient Israel (The Biblical Seminar; Sheffield: JSOT Press).
1991a ‘The Development of the Israclite Religion in the Light of Recent Studies on
the Early History of Israel’, in J.A. Emerton (ed.), Congress Volume Leuven
1989 (VTSup, 43; Leiden: Brill): 97-114.
1991b ‘Sociology, Text, and Religion as Key Factors in Understanding the Emer-
gence of Israel in Canaan’, SJOT 5: 7-18.
1992 ‘Israel, History of: Premonarchic Period’, in D.N. Freedman (ed.), Anchor
Bible Dictionary (Garden City: Doubleday): III, 526-45.
1994 ‘Is it Still Possible to Write a History of Ancient Israel?’, SJOT 8: 105-90.

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

166

1998
2000

Lentricchia, F.
1989
Long, B.
1987
1988

Long, V.P.
1999
Long, V.P. (ed.)
1999

Machinist, P.B.
1991

1994

Maier, G.
1999

Marcus, G.E.
1994

Currents in Biblical Research 4(2) (2006)

The Israelites in History and Tradition (Louisville, KY: Westminster/John
Knox Press).

‘On the Problems of Reconstructing Pre-Hellenistic Israelite (Palestinian)
History’, Journal of Hebrew Scriptures, October, http://www.jhsonline.org.

‘Foucault’s Legacy—A New Historicism?’, in Veeser (ed.) 1989: 231-42.

‘On Finding the Hidden Premises’, JSOT 39: 10-14.
Review of The Origin Tradition of Ancient Israel, vol. 1, by T.L. Thompson,
JBL 107: 327-30.

‘The Future of Israel’s Past’, in Long (ed.) 1999: 580-92.

Israel’s Past in Present Research (Sources for Biblical and Theological Study,
7; Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns).

‘The Question of Distinctiveness in Ancient Israel’, in M. Cogan and I. Eph’al
(eds.), Ah, Assyria (Scripta Hierosolymitana, 33; Jerusalem: Magnes Press):
196-212.

‘Outsiders or Insiders: The Biblical View of Emergent Israel and Its Con-
texts’, in L.J. Silberman and R.L. Cohn (eds.), The Other in Jewish Thought
and History (New York: New York University Press): 35-60.

‘Truth and Reality in the Historical Understanding of the Old Testament’
(trans. P.T. Daniels), in Long (ed.) 1999: 192-206 = ET of ‘Wahrheit und
Wirklichkeit im Geschichtesverstidndis des Alten Testaments’, in G. Maier
(ed.), Israel in Geschichte und Gegenwart (Basel: Brunnen, 1996): 9-23.

‘What Comes (Just) After “Post”? The Case of Ethnography’, in N.K. Denzin
and Y.S. Lincoln (eds.), Handbook of Qualitative Research (Thousand Oaks,
CA: SAGE Publications): 563-74.

McCloskey, D.N.

1991
Miller, J.M.
1991

1993
Momigliano, A.
1981

1982
Moore, S.D.
1997

Neusner, J.
1981

‘History, Differential Equations, Narration’, H7 30: 21-36.

‘Is it Possible to Write a History of Israel without Relying on the Hebrew
Bible?’, in Edelman (ed.) 1991: 93-102.

‘Reading the Bible Historically’, in S.L. McKenzie and S.R. Haynes (eds.),
To Each Its Own Meaning (Louisville, KY: Westminster/John Knox Press):
11-28.

“The Rhetoric of History and the History of Rhetoric: On Hayden White’s
Tropes’, Comparative Criticism 3: 259-68.

‘Biblical Studies and Classical Studies—Simple Reflections about Historical
Method’, BA 45: 224-28.

‘History after Theory?’, BibInt 5: 289-99.

‘Beyond Historicism, After Structuralism’, Henoch 3: 171-96.

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

MILLER II Yahweh and His Clio 167

Noth, M.
1958 The History of Israel (trans. P.R. Ackroyd; New York: Harper & Row, 2nd
edn).
Oden, A., Jr.

1987 The Bible Without Theology (New Voices in Biblical Studies, 4; San Fran-
cisco: Harper & Row).
Popper, K.
2002 Unended Quest (London and New York: Routledge, rev. edn [1974]).
Provan, LW.
1995 ‘Ideologies, Literary and Critical’, JBL 114: 585-606.
2000 ‘In the Stable with the Dwarves’, in Lemaire and Sabe (eds.) 2000: 281-319.
Putnam, H.
1981 Reason, Truth, and History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press).
Ranke, L. von
1824 Zur Kritik Neuerer Geschichtschreiber (Leipzig: G. Reimer).
Reisch, G.
1995 ‘Scientism without Tears’, HT 34: 45-58.
Rendsburg, G.A.
1997 ‘Early History of Israel’, in G.D. Young, M.W. Chavalas and R.E. Averbeck
(eds.), Crossing Boundaries and Linking Horizons (Bethesda, MD: CDL
Press): 433-53.

Rogerson, J.
1985 Old Testament Criticism in the Nineteenth Century (Minneapolis: Fortress
Press, rev. edn [1984]).
Rorty, R.

1982 Consequences of Pragmatism: Essays, 1972-1980 (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press).
Sasson, J.
1981 ‘Models for Recreating Israelite History’, JSOT 21: 3-24.
Saussure, F. de
1966 Course in General Linguistics (ed. C. Bally and A. Sechehaye, in collabora-
tion with A. Riedlinger; trans. W. Baskin; New York: McGraw—Hill).

Schwartz, R.

1991 ‘Adultery in the House of David’, Semeia 54: 35-55.
Shermer, M.

1995 ‘Exorcising Laplace’s Demon’, HT 34: 59-83.

Silberman, N.A., and D. Small (eds.)
1997 The Archaeology of Israel (JSOTSup, 237; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic
Press).
Smelik, K.A.D.
1992 Converting the Past (OTS, 28; Leiden: Brill).
Soggin, J.A.
1993 An Introduction to the History of Israel and Judah (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity
Press, 2nd edn [1983]).
Thompson, E.P.
1975 The Making of the English Working Class (Harmondsworth, Middlesex: Pen-
guin Books [1963]).

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

168 Currents in Biblical Research 4(2) (2006)

Thompson, T.L.
1991 ‘Text, Context and Referent in Israelite Historiography’, in Edelman (ed.)
1991: 65-92.
1992 The Early History of the Israelite People (SHANE, 4; Leiden: Brill).
1995 ‘A Neo-Albrightean School in History and Biblical Scholarship?’, JBL 114:
683-705.
1996 ‘Historiography of Ancient Palestine and Early Jewish Historiography’, in
V. Fritz and P.R. Davies (eds.), The Origins of the Ancient Israelite States
(JSOTSup, 228; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1996): 26-43.
1999 The Mythic Past (London: Basic Books).
2000 ‘A View From Copenhagen: Israel and the History of Palestine’, The Bible
and Interpretation, http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/copenhagen.htm.
Toynbee, A.J.
1947-57 A Study of History (2 vols.; ed. D.C. Somervell; New York: Oxford University
Press, 1st American edn).
Veeser, H.A.
1997 ‘Christianity, Wild Turkey, and Syphilis’, BibInt 5: 465-81.
Veeser, H.A. (ed.)
1989 The New Historicism (New York: Routledge).
Waddell, W.G.
1980 Manetho (repr.; LCL; Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press [1930]).
Weber, M.
1952 Ancient Judaism (Glencoe, IL: The Free Press).
Wellhausen, J.
1957 Prolegomena to the History of Ancient Israel (New York: Meridian Books

[1883)).
White, H.
1988 ‘Historiography and Historiophoty’, American Historical Review 93:1193-99.
1990 Tropics of Discourse (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, rev. edn
[1978])).

1999 Figural Realism (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press).
Whitelam, K.
1986 ‘Recreating the History of Israel’, JSOT 35: 45-70.
1994 ‘The Identity of Early Israel’, JSOT 63: 57-87.
1996 The Invention of Ancient Israel (London: Routledge).
1998 ‘The Search for Early Israel’, Beer-sheva 12: 41-64.
Williamson, H.G.M.
1998 “The Origins of Israel’, Beer-sheva 12: 141-51.
Yoffee, N.
1995 ‘Conclusion: A Mass in Celebration of the Conference’, in T.E. Levy (ed.),
The Archaeology of Society in the Holy Land (London: Leicester University
Press): 542-48.

Downloaded from cbi.sagepub.com by peni leota on September 8, 2010


http://cbi.sagepub.com/

