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Biblical history is important to us as Christians. The Christian’s faith is based, in part, on 

historical fact. Paul wrote the following in 1 Corinthians 15:13-14: “But if there is no resurrection of the 

dead, neither hath Christ been raised: and if Christ hath not been raised, then is our preaching vain, your 

faith also is vain.”
1
 Like the historical event of Jesus’ death and resurrection, we believe biblical history, 

both in the Old and New Testaments, to be factual and true.
2
 

 

We believe biblical history to be based upon reality, the actual events that took place just as the 

biblical authors said they did. But, it is not just a belief of the mind. In the case of Jesus’ death, our belief 

also has a corresponding expression in the weekly memorial observance of the Lord’s supper (1 

Corinthians 11:23-29).
3
 And with regard to this week’s lectureship, “In the Beginning”, we believe the 

events of Genesis to be accounts of things that actually happened (true, real, and actual history), from 

God’s “Let there be light” in chapter 1, to Joseph’s embalmed body in Egypt in chapter 50, and every 

event in between.
4
 

 

Biblical Minimalism 

 

However, not all contemporary Bible scholars profess this same belief. The main question today 

in Old Testament studies is this: to what extent is the Old Testament
5
 historically reliable? Biblical 

minimalism would answer this question with, “Not much.” Biblical minimalism
6
 is an approach to OT 

studies by some contemporary (unbelieving) scholars, mostly in Europe, that suggests there is only a 

                                                           
1
 Scripture quotations in this lecture are taken from the American Standard Version, 1901. 

2
 The Christian’s relationship with Christ stemming from the historical event of the resurrection is similar 

to the Jew’s relationship with God stemming from the historical event of the exodus (Exodus 20:2). 
3
 Graham A. Cole makes a good point about the observance of the Lord’s Supper as it relates to history. 

He writes: “When a church celebrates the Lord’s Supper as an important part of its regular assembly, it 

has a safeguard in place against historical amnesia” (“The Peril of a ‘Historyless’ Systematic Theology”, 

68). 
4
 For an approach to Genesis that maintains the truthfulness and historicity of the narratives, see the works 

of Arnold, Averbeck, Bright, Hess, Howard and Grisanti, Kaiser, Kitchen, Provan (et al), Rooker, Ross, 

and Shanks in the bibliography. 
5
 I am referring to the 39 books of the Bible from Genesis to Malachi (of the Protestant and Jewish 

canon); hereafter, “OT”. 
6
 “Minimalism” is used to describe simplicity found in art, music, architecture, interior design, etc. 

“Biblical minimalism” is also associated with the practice of living with less. 



minimal amount of historical reliability in the OT. Only a minimal amount of OT information is factual; 

hence, the term “minimalism”.
7
 

 

“Israel”, according to minimalism, is a fabrication of biblical writers
8
 who wrote around the time 

of the Persians (500-300’s B.C.) or the Hellenists (300-100’s B.C.). It is alleged that biblical writers, 

relying upon their “cultural memory,”
9
 wrote their “story” consisting of fiction and they fabricated an 

entire “history” and nation called “Israel”. Minimalists say that biblical writers did not even intend to 

write history (about facts), merely theology (about God). So, according to some minimalists, the 

“Israelites” as we know them from the Bible, did not even exist. “Israel”, according to minimalists, was 

never a nation (united monarchy), but merely an insignificant group of people among many peoples in 

Palestine. Surprisingly, such thinking has led minimalists to conclude that books like the Apocrypha (1 

Maccabees) are historical, while the biblical books are non-historical.
10

 

 

Some minimalists say that the “biblical Israel” we have come to know today is nothing more than 

“a scholarly construct based upon a misreading of the biblical tradition and divorced from historical 

reality”.
11

 According to minimalists, the majority of OT material is fiction and so the OT is a doubtful 

source of information for ancient Israel. Some go so far as to say that the narratives of the Pentateuch are 

“radically irrelevant as sources of Israel’s early history”.
12

 Because of minimalism’s popularity in some 

circles, it is now fashionable to call the “Old Testament”, the “False Testament.”
13

 

 

Given the large amount of material in the OT that contains references to persons and events, one 

wonders how the OT as a whole fairs with the modern minimalists. Lawrence J. Mykytiuk raises the 

question: “How much of the Bible is potentially affected by the minimalist view?” He concludes: “Of the 

thirty-nine books in the Hebrew Bible, thirty-five books are potentially affected by minimalist teaching. 

These amount to about 90% of the number of books in the Hebrew Bible…”
14

 So, when you remove 90% 

of the OT from a discussion of historical Israel, what would a minimalist “history of Israel” even look 

like? It would look very slim. For example, when one minimalist, Jim West, attempted to write his history 

                                                           
7
 Bible students and “scholars” among Churches of Christ are typically disinterested in using this type of 

approach to biblical studies. However, various brethren have written articles through the years that touch 

on issues presented in this lecture and they have brought attention to some of the methodologies of liberal 

scholarship. These articles are listed in the bibliography. From Truth Magazine, see the articles by 

Jenkins, King, McKee, Roberts, and Willis. From Restoration Quarterly, see the articles by Ash, Batey, 

Hamilton, Huddleston, Lewis, Olbricht, Roberts, Scott, Watson, and Zink. From Reason & Revelation, 

see the articles by Bryant. 
8
 Minimalists will describe biblical writers as “Judaean scholars” or the “intellectual elite”. It makes me 

wonder if maybe these minimalist “scholars” among today’s “intellectual elite” share an affinity with 

their alleged ancient Judaean counter-parts in knowing how to creatively fabricate a non-history of Israel. 
9
 For a good critique of “cultural memory”, see the article by Jens Bruun Kofoed, “The Old Testament as 

Cultural Memory.” 
10

 Thomas L. Thompson, “Giovanni Garbini and Minimalism,” 1. 
11

 K. Whitelam, The Invention of Ancient Israel: The Silencing of Palestinian History (Routledge, 1996): 

3. 
12

 Dorothy Irvin, “The Joseph and Moses Narrative”, quoted by Edwin Yamauchi; “The Current State of 
Old Testament Historiography” in Faith, Tradition, and History: Old Testament Historiography in Its Near Eastern 

Context. 
13

 See the March 2002 article in Harper’s Magazine by Daniel Lazare titled “False Testament: 

Archaeology Refutes the Bible’s Claim to History.” 
14

 “Strengthening Biblical History,” 6. See Appendix 2 for a full list of works by Mykytiuk covering 

various confirmations of biblical persons and scholarly responses to minimalism. 



of Israel without the Bible and without appealing to archaeology, he was able to do so in just under five 

pages!
15

 

 

In 1981, when minimalism was in its commencement stage, George W. Ramsey, himself a 

minimalist, wrote the following which serves as a good summary of the minimalist mindset: 

 

“Biblical interpreters are now exploring afresh methods of interpretation which do not require or 

rely heavily on a recovery of the events lying behind the biblical stories. While the reconstruction 

of the history of biblical times will always be a legitimate and important historical undertaking, 

we seem to be witnessing in biblical studies the end of an era in which the settlement of the 

historical questions was thought to be of first importance and a sine qua non in the interpretation 

of the Bible. There is a serious effort in much recent biblical scholarship to come to grips with the 

biblical narrative as a story – which means listening to what it says about God and ourselves, 

apart from the question of how accurately the narrative reflects the actual events of the past.”
16

 

 

More recently, in 2017, Ingrid Hjelm, a minimalist as well, wrote: 

 

“Such analyses, archaeological achievements and considerations have resulted in a dismissal of 

the historicity of the Patriarchs, Moses, Joshua’s conquest, the kingdoms of Saul, David and 

Solomon, and an increasing skepticism about the remaining narratives in the Hebrew Bible, their 

time scale, geography, sociology, political circumstances and cultic behavior. From seeing 

biblical tradition as a continuous narrative that had been updated concurrently to the history it 

told, biblical narratives have been loosened from their own chronology and setting, and dated at a 

distance from the events narrated. The biblical tradition, especially in the so-called 

Deuteronomistic History, has undergone a transformation from historical source to historical 

narrative and has become ‘fictional historiography’…”
17

 

 

 Daniel I. Bock summarizes the current debate over the history of Israel this way: 

 

“Within scholarly circles the poles of debates swirling over the place of Israel in history are 

represented by labels like “maximalist” and “minimalist.” Both terms are often used 

disparagingly of others by those who are involved in the discussions. While the detractors accuse 

‘maximalists’ of a naïve approach to Scripture and an uncritical acceptance of the information it 

purports to communicate, contemporary scholars in this camp represent the long history of 

scholarly investigation into the origins and history of Israel. Following the train of W.F. Albright 

and John Bright, ‘maximalists’ assume the Old Testament does in fact speak of historical 

realities. When seeking to reconstruct the history of ancient Israel they readily refer to the biblical 

record as a valid and valuable source for their reconstruction. On the one hand, they recognize 

that archaeological discoveries may force modern readers to question long held opinions on the 

meaning of biblical statements, but on the other they assume that the traditions recorded in the 

Hebrew Scriptures have their origins in real historical events. Accordingly, when all the data are 

in, a biblical history of Israel will exhibit a close correspondence with the real history of Israel.” 

 

“‘Minimalists’ operate from a fundamentally different perspective. A century ago skeptics 

questioned the historical value of the first chapters of Genesis (were Adam and Eve historical 

figures?). However, most assumed that the stories of the Patriarchs, the exodus of Israel from 

Egypt, the conquest and settlement of the land of Canaan, the united monarchy under David and 
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 “The History of Israel – Without the Bible: A Thought Experiment”, 99-103. 
16

 The Quest for the Historical Israel, 123. 
17

 “Maximalist and/or Minimalist Approaches,” 4-5. 



Solomon, the divided history of the kingdoms of Israel and Judah, the conquest of these states by 

Assyria and Babylon respectively, represent a solid historical core, even if the accounts have been 

embellished by historians who were more interested in theology than history per se. During our 

lifetime we have witnessed the successive dismissal of almost all these records. The minimalism 

has developed incrementally; it seems that every decade more and more branches of the tree have 

been stripped. The first doubts arose over the historicity of the patriarchal narratives, then people 

began to wonder if Moses was a real figure from the past, if the Israelites actually came as a 

group from Egypt and seized the land of Canaan, then the historicity of David, and finally the end 

of the nations of Israel and Judah themselves. Some have argued that the history of Israel begins 

with the post-exile community around Jerusalem, who created the traditions in order to give 

account for themselves and their distinctive religious notions and practices within their ancient 

Near Eastern context. Where there is tension between the biblical and extra-biblical records, the 

latter are not only preferred as evidence but the apparent contradictions are also exploited 

expressly to undermine the former.”
18

 

 

A Brief History of Histories of Israel 

 

 To set the stage for understanding minimalism today, we will first look back about 200 years to 

the OT studies of German scholars and examine their attempts at a “quest for the historical Israel”.
19

 This 

200-year quest has been divided into “early quests” (1800 to 1970) and “modern quests” (1970 to 

present)
20

 by those who are interested in its progress. When you examine this quest you will find certain 

trends in German scholarship that have led the way to the contemporary approach known as minimalism. 

 

Early Quests (c. 1800 to 1970) 

 

Early study of OT literature and history can be traced back to German origins in the late 1700s. 

German scholars, influenced by the so-called Age of Reason and Enlightenment, and teaching in German 

universities, engaged in “critical”
21

 scholarship. During this time, many sought to understand the truth of 

their world apart from the Bible and religious explanations. “Critical thinking” was promoted, rather than 

“irrational” or “superstitious” belief. Knowledge was acquired through the empirical (scientific) method. 

With regard to history, the story being told was tested and examined with rational thinking and critical 

research. At this time, the Bible story (the “story” with the “hi” of “history” removed) was no longer 

accepted by scholars as a self-evident, unquestioned story about Israel’s past. One practice of these 

German scholars was “historical criticism”, the scholarly inquiry into how the past influenced the Bible 

writers and how the Bible story evolved. Also known as “the historical-critical method” or “higher 

criticism”, historical criticism seeks to investigate the origin of ancient texts in order to understand the 

“world behind the text”. Unfortunately, while scholars, old and new, are looking for the “world behind the 

text,” they often refuse to see the “God behind the text.” 

 

German scholars like J.G. Herder (1744-1803), J.G. Eichhorn (1752-1827), and W.M.L. de Wette 

(1780-1849) sought to investigate the authors and sources behind the OT books. Two schools of thought 

emerged among these German scholars. The first school followed the ideas of Leopold von Ranke (1795-

1886) who was located in Göttingen. Ranke adhered to a rationalist intellectual tradition that sought 
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 “Israel – Ancient Kingdom or Late Invention?”, 4-5. 
19

 This is similar to the contemporary “quest for the historical Jesus” made popular in the 1980s by Robert 

Funk and the Jesus Seminar. 
20

 These dates, of course, are approximate. 
21

 “Critical”, in biblical studies, often results in an unwillingness to accept traditional interpretations and 

presuppositions of scripture; namely, the presence of the divine, the supernatural, inspiration, inerrancy, 

and the use of the historical-grammatical method. 



empirical objectivity in historical matters. History, according to von Ranke, was to be separated from 

philosophy (theology) and only the “facts” of history should be considered. He approached history as 

“wie es eigentlich gewesen”; that is, “as it really (essentially) happened”. Heinrich Ewald (1803-1875), a 

student of Eichhorn, and Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918), a student of Ewald, were also in this first 

school. 

 

Influenced by the work of Friedrich Hegel, Wellhausen believed that religion and history were 

evolutionary and that they followed a progressive development. Like Ranke, Wellhausen looked for 

“facts” and so he dismissed any oral tradition (myth) that he supposed was present in the OT.
22

 However, 

Wellhausen was also different. He took the four alleged “sources” of the Pentateuch (the first five books 

of the OT) that had already been proposed by scholars of his day and placed them in a new chronological 

order. Critical scholars at this time alleged reasons for the origin of these sources. They looked at things 

like the use of different divine names in the Pentateuch, the existence of what they believed to be 

contradictory accounts (“doublets”), differences in literary style, and differences in theological outlook. 

But, it should be noted here that no consensus at this time was found among German scholars as to the 

dating of the “sources”, the order of the “sources” (PEJD, EJDP, or JEDP), or the connection between the 

“sources”. Admittedly, much of the enterprise of “source criticism” was still in the realm of the 

hypothetical and theoretical. 

 

The “source criticism” approach of Wellhausen found in his famous Prolegomena zur Geschichte 

Israels (1893) would determine and define the face of OT historical-critical studies for many decades to 

come. In this work, Wellhausen set forth his well-known “Documentary Hypothesis” or “JEDP theory”.
23

 

According to Wellhausen’s theory, the “J” (Yahweh) source was written to promote the anthropomorphic 

nature of God and the “E” (Elohist) source was written to promote positive memories of the northern 

tribes. Both of these sources were composed c. the 10
th
 to 7

th
 centuries B.C. The “D” (Deuteronomistic) 

source was written to promote obedience to the law code. It was composed c. the late 7
th
 century B.C. The 

“P” (Priestly) source was written to promote the order of the priesthood. It was composed c. the 5
th
 

century B.C. Accordingly, these “source” documents were written and compiled by a “redactor” long 

after the time of Moses and so are worthless in establishing the historical realities of the peoples and 

events of the Pentateuch. 

 

The second school of thought followed the work of J. Burckhardt (1818-1897) who was located 

in Berlin. Burckhardt, a student of de Wette, opposed Ranke’s idealistic objectivity. He sought to join 

history and philosophy (theology) once again and to explore the evolution of the Zeitgeisten of history 

(the spirits of the times) in a non-chronological way. He focused more on the evolution of the thoughts 

and ideas of biblical writers than on the “facts” demanded by the Rankean school. Burckhardt believed 

that biblical writers were not actually authors, but editors of traditions that go back to very old myths and 

legends. Burckhardt and other scholars sought to reconstruct the history of these OT traditions regardless 

of the accuracy of what was contained in them. They believed that an original core of Israel’s history 

could be identified within these traditions. Hermann Gunkel (1862-1932), a student of Burckhardt, H. 

Gressmann (1877-1927), and F. Delitzsch (1813-1890) also belonged to this second school of thought. 

German scholars like Otto Eissfeldt (1887-1973), a student of both Wellhausen and Gunken, and Albrecht 
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 When a scholar does not want to accept something in the biblical text, he often labels it “tradition”. The 

scholar’s label of “tradition” is nothing more than his own “ipse dixit” (what he himself says). 
23

 Also known as the “Four-Source Documentary Hypothesis” or the “Graf-Wellhausen Theory.” 

Anthony L. Ash documented in his four-part series, “Old Testament Studies in the Restoration 

Movement,” how various members among the Disciples of Christ in the late 1800s actually adopted 

elements of the German “higher critical” approach to the Old Testament. 



Alt (1883-1956) carried these ideas forward into the 20
th
 century. Alt’s theories about Israel’s history, 

law, religion, etc., are often the starting point for scholarly approaches to the OT even to this day.
24

 

 

At this time outside of Germany, OT scholars associated with Uppsala University in Sweden 

were reconstructing Israel’s history as well.
25

 Men like J. Pedersen (1883-1977) and Sigmund Mowinckel 

(1884-1965), similar to Wellhausen, reconstructed Israel’s history by using source criticism and by 

focusing on the supposed myth and folklore behind Israel’s traditions. J. Lindblom (1882-1974) and H. 

Ringgren (1917-2012) were also a part of the Uppsala school of thought. This school, in turn, influenced 

two German scholars Gerhard von Rad (1901-1971) and Martin Noth (1902-1968). G. von Rad, following 

the works of Eissfeldt, Gunkel, Mowinckel, and Alt, was interested in the process of tradition 

transmission in early Israel. Noth, following the works of Alt and Mowinckel, also put his History of 

Israel (1958) into the commonly accepted framework of source criticism. He emphasized the role of oral 

traditions in the formation of biblical texts and he believed that one editor wrote the “Deuteronomistic 

History” (Joshua, Judges, 1-2 Samuel, and 1-2 Kings). 

 

Across the Atlantic, the critical study of the OT continued with the work of William F. Albright 

(1891-1971).
26

 Albright was both a biblical scholar and biblical archaeologist. His primary interest was to 

understand the historical claims of the Hebrew Bible using his mastery of archaeology and ancient Near 

Eastern texts. Albright had a more positive view of the historicity OT books than the European scholars of 

his day. George Ernest Wright
27

 and John Bright
28

, both students of Albright, followed the same basic 

approach to OT studies as Albright and maintained a high regard for the historicity of the OT. 

 

Megan Bishop Moore and Brad E. Kelle summarize well the relevant assumptions found in OT 

biblical studies from the days of Wellhausen to the present: 

 

“1. Scholarship must recognize that the biblical texts were written in definite historical 

circumstances. Sometimes these circumstances can be ascertained with certainty; other times, 

historical research and hypothesis are necessary for making historical claims about the text itself. 

 

2. The authors of the Bible had opinions about the past, their own world, and how the two were 

connected. 

 

3. Any author’s opinions about what was important in the past, what in the past led to the present, 

and how this happened, affected his or her presentation of and interpretation of the past. 

 

4. Modern scholarship can, and must, recognize the biblical author’s particular outlooks, aims, 

and biases, and explain them in historical perspective.”
29

 

 

Before moving on to the minimalism of the “modern quest”, a brief evaluation of the impact of 

Wellhausen on present OT biblical studies is in order. What of Wellhausen’s influence today? First, it 

must be noted that liberal critical scholars today, including minimalists, are in some way or another 
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 For a good survey of Old Testament studies from 1900-1950, see Jack P. Lewis, “Old Testament 

Studies in the Past Fifty Years.” 
25

 See James K. Zink, “The Scandinavian Oral Tradition School.” 
26

 See Thomas H. Olbricht’s “The American Albright School” and Seymour Gitin’s “The House That 

Albright Built.” 
27

 God Who Acts: Biblical Theology As Recital. Studies in Biblical Theology. No. 8. (London: SCM 

Press, 1956). 
28

 A History of Israel (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1959). 
29

 Biblical History and Israel’s Past, 9-10. 



modern day successors of German critical studies. The trends in OT biblical scholarship coming out of 

Germany that led the way to contemporary minimalism would be the following: 1) source criticism: 

suggesting multiple editors/redactors of biblical books, over a single author; 2) tradition criticism: 

suggesting oral tradition of biblical books (with all of its myths and legends),
30

 over written history; and, 

3) form criticism: suggesting a late date of composition for biblical books (the Persian or Hellenistic 

period), over an early date. It is these three trends that led to the slow erosion of confidence in the 

historical reliability of the OT in the past 200 years of critical scholarship. These three trends, naturally, 

found their way into modern liberal biblical scholarship and they make up the foundation of modern 

minimalism. 

 

However, the well-known “JEDP” – Documentary Hypothesis of Wellhausen’s day no longer 

remains the predominant force in OT biblical studies. Wellhausen’s theory was not always completely 

accepted by scholars even in his day. Men like Wilhelm Moeller, Hermann Gunkel, and later Martin 

Noth, rejected various aspects of Wellhausen’s theory. Additionally, the 20
th
 century witnessed the use of 

newer approaches to OT studies (form criticism, tradition criticism, redaction criticism, and structural 

exegesis) which challenged and rejected many of the approaches and conclusions of Wellhausen. Another 

factor leading to the decline of Wellhausen’s theory was the work of the archaeologist in the early 1900s 

and the resulting examination of biblical texts in light of extra-biblical Ancient Near Eastern literature and 

artifacts recovered from the biblical world. Archaeologists discovered evidence of writing among ancient 

peoples and the existence of otherwise unknown ancient peoples and practices. More recent linguistic 

studies have also played a role in overturning Wellhausen’s theory by dating OT books farther back based 

upon word use and etymology. Today, many critical scholars are more interested in “socio-scientific” 

approaches to the OT than the older “source criticism” of Wellhausen.
31

 

 

Simply put, it is more acceptable to attack and reject Wellhausenism today than a hundred years 

ago. While we may not speak of the “death of Wellhausenism”, we can surely speak of the “collapse of 

Wellhuasenism.” It is well-recognized today in scholarly circles that Wellhausen’s theory in its classic 

form has ceased to exist. But, be that as it may, many contemporary OT scholars still do accept that same 

conclusions (foundations) set forth by Wellhausen (the late dating of OT books), but based upon different 

theories. As mentioned above, modern minimalist scholars remain the inheritors of the great Wellhausen 

legacy. They continue to promote the same natural, anti-supernaturalistic (God, miracles, inspiration, etc.) 

character of the OT as Wellhausen did long ago. What they have done, however, is succeed in putting the 

new face of post-modernism on the old body of modernism. 

 

Modern Quests (c. 1970 to present) 

 

Having examined some of the “early quests” originating in Germany, let us now turn our 

attention to some of the “modern quests” that fall into five broad categories: 1) maximalists, 2) qualified 

maximalists, 3) minimalists, 4) Wellhausian, and 5) convergence.
32

 

 

First, the “maximalists”: they are known for their “traditional approach”, typically drawing most 

of their data for a history of Israel directly from the Bible (“biblical history”) and integrating archaeology 

(“biblical archaeology”) and extra biblical sources when appropriate. They believe the Bible to be a 

reliable source, for the most part, that should be weighed and evaluated fairly along with other ancient 

                                                           
30

 For a good critique of the liberal’s use of “myth” in the Bible, see John N. Oswalt’s The Bible Among 

the Myths: Unique Revelation or Just Ancient Literature? 
31

 For more on influence and/or decline of Wellhausenism, see the articles by Arnold, Hurvitz, Kratz, and 

Surburg. 
32

 Different scholars offer different categories ranging from three to five. I have chosen to use the 

categories offered by R.D. Miller II in his article “Quest of the Historical Israel”. 



sources. They believe that although the Bible contains different kinds of literature (including the 

figurative), that literature is set within a historical context. W.F. Albright
33

 could be placed at the head of 

this group along with his student, John Bright.
34

 Rainer Albertz
35

 and G. E. Mendenhall,
36

 a student of 

Albright, are also in this group. Eugene Merrill would be considered a maximalist.
37

 The more recent 

work by Iain Provan, V.Philips Long, and Tremper Longman III, A Biblical History of Israel,
38

 is a 

classic example of maximalism. Similarly, Paula McNutt
39

 approaches the biblical accounts of Israel as 

“probably true” and Walter C. Kaiser, Jr.,
40

 assumes that they are true. 

 

Second, the “qualified maximalists”: they are known for being critical (even minimalist) of the 

early history of Israel (the 12
th
 to 9

th
 centuries B.C.), but not the later history (the 7

th
 century B.C. and 

following). Scholars of this sort will often start their “history of Israel” with the period of Joshua, Judges, 

or, the United Monarchy, and they are not willing to simply paraphrase the biblical text, from beginning 

to end, as a history of Israel. They interpret archaeology through the lens of a “new paradigm” to date 

Israel’s history with a “Low Chronology”.
41

 The works of J. Alberto Soggin,
42

 Giovanni Garbini,
43

 Victor 

Matthews,
44

 and Israel Finkelstein
45

 would fall into this category. 

 

Third, the “minimalists”: they are known for rejecting the historicity of the OT. Within this 

category, there are three distinct branches of minimalism (also called “revisionism”). There are those 

scholars who are antibiblical. They say the OT biblical narrative is doubtful or out-right wrong. Niels 

Peter Lemche would be of this persuasion. Then, there are those scholars who are extra biblical. They 

ignore the Bible for the most part and attempt to reconstruct a history of Israel from archaeology and Near 

Eastern evidence alone. Philip R. Davies and Thomas L. Thompson fit into this category. Finally, there 

are those scholars who are nihilist. They say that a “biblical Israel” never existed, period. Keith Whitelam 

would be of this persuasion.
46
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 For a good critique of this position, see the articles by Dever and Provan reviewing Whitelam. 



Fourth, the “Wellhausians”: they, though fewer in number today, are known for continuing to 

work firmly within the Wellhausian paradigm of source criticism of the Pentateuch and for using 

archaeology as well. Scholars like F.M. Cross
47

 approach the history of Israel this way. 

 

Fifth, the scholars suggesting “convergence”: these scholars view the OT like a “painting” which 

has many elements, some true and some false. This makes it the work of the scholar, then, to take biblical 

information (the “painting”) and the interpretations of archaeological excavations in Palestine to see if 

any “convergence” (or “anchor point”) can be found between the two. These scholars are looking for 

“historical nuggets” or a “core history” in the biblical text. Scholars of this category include John H. 

Hayes and J. Maxwell Miller,
48

 G. Ahlström,
49

 Norman K. Gottwald,
50

 and William G. Dever.
51

 

 

The Emergence of Minimalism 

1970’s 

 

Let us now focus our attention further on the minimalists category of contemporary OT scholars. 

Beginning in the mid 1970s, more scholars began to evidence a minimalist approach to the OT.
52

 This 

period of time saw rapid, radical changes and innovation in OT scholarship. Thomas L. Thompson in 

1974
53

 and John Van Seters in 1975
54

 were two of the first minimalists to exercise such a radical 

approach. These men proposed the idea that the patriarchs of Genesis were non-historical figures made up 

by Jewish writers living in the Persian and Hellenistic periods.
55

 

 

1980’s 

 

Early on, minimalist approaches were considered controversial in the world of biblical studies, 

but by the mid-1980s, minimalism had become a part of mainstream scholarship. Along with Thompson
56

 

and Van Seters,
57

 more scholars began to emerge who viewed the OT as fictitious creations of Jewish 
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writers from the Persian or Hellenistic periods; scholars like Niels Peter Lemche,
58

 G sta Ahlstr m,
59

 

Keith W. Whitelam,
60

 Israel Finkelstein,
61

 and Giovanni Garbini.
62

 In one way or the other, these scholars 

approached the OT books as late creations of Israelite ideology and not as true history. They rejected any 

historical value in the Patriarchs, the Exodus, the Conquest, and the Judges. The 1980s also witnessed a 

“paradigm shift” in the practice of archaeology. There was a moving away from “biblical archaeology” 

among some archaeologists to archaeology more disinterested in proving the historical accuracy of 

scripture. “Biblical archaeology” was replaced with “Palestinian archaeology” by some in the field.
63

 

 

1990’s 

 

Scholars taking a low or negative view of the OT since the mid-70s were soon labeled 

“minimalists” by their opponents who were in turn called “maximalists”. Regarding the OT, maximalists 

and minimalists held to a trust or distrust of the text respectively.
64

 Lemche actually described himself and 

other scholars like him as “maximalists” on one occasion because, in his words, 

 

“…we try to get as much historical information out of the sources as we can. We’re historians, 

after all. The only difference is the amount of information we think we can get out. We try to get 

as much out of it as possible, but we don’t think it’s very much.”
65

 

 

The debate between maximalist and minimalist scholars was intense in the 1990’s. William 

Dever, the well-known American archaeologist was fond of calling these scholars “revisionists” is his 

critiques. “Nihilist” was another name given to them by conservative scholars. Many books and articles 

were written during this decade, for and against minimalism. Two journals, going back to the mid-1970s, 

published articles in favor of minimalism: the Journal for the Study of the Old Testament (JSOT) and 

Semeia
66

. A newer journal beginning in the late 80’s, the Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament, 

supported minimalist approaches and gave scholars like Lemche and Thompson and outlet for their 

theories. 

 

Some of the more prominent advocates of minimalism that developed their craft during the 90’s 

were Lemche
67

 and Thompson
68

 of the University of Copenhagen in Denmark,
69

 Philip R. Davies
70

 and 

                                                           
58

 Early Israel: Anthropological and Historical Studies on the Israelite Society before the Monarch 

(Leiden: Brill, 1985); idem, Ancient Israel: A New History of Israelite Society (Sheffield, JSOT Press, 

1988). 
59

 Who Were the Israelites? (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1986). 
60

 With Robert B. Coote. The Emergence of Early Israel in Historical Perspective (Sheffield: Almond, 

1987). 
61

 The Archaeology of the Israelite Settlement (Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society, 1988) 
62

 History and Ideology in Ancient Israel (New York: Crossroad, 1988). 
63

 See the articles by Dever, Downing, Eakins, King, Lance, and Meyers. Downing writes about “a 

paradigm shift” at this time where “archaeology is no longer the handmaiden of biblical theology. 

Archaeology no longer seeks to prove the historicity of the Bible” (“Rewriting the History of Israel”, 

340). 
64

 See Tim Bulkeley, “The End of Scripture and/or Biblical Studies.” 
65

 “Face to Face: Biblical Minimalists Meet Their Challengers,” 1. 
66

 JSOT is published in England by University of Sheffield and Semeia (now in book form) in the United 

States by the Society of Biblical Literature. 
67

 The Israelites in History and Tradition (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1998). 
68

 The Early History of the Israelite People (Leiden: Brill, 1992); idem, The Mythic Past: Biblical 

Archaeology and the Myth of Israel (New York: Basic Books, 1999). 
69

 Minimalism is sometimes referred to as “the Copenhagen School”. 



Whitelam
71

 of the University of Sheffield in England, and Finkelstein, the Israeli archaeologist. By the 

end of the 1990s three clear debates emerged surrounding archaeology and the study of Israel’s history: 1) 

the “Biblical archaeology” debate – to what extent archaeology should be connected to the historicity of 

the Bible; 2) the “maximalist-minimalist” debate – to what degree, large or small, archaeology 

demonstrates any historical worth contained in the Bible; and 3) the “10
th
 century debate” – whether or 

not archaeology confirms a 10
th
 century B.C. date for the beginning of Israel’s history.

72
 

 

Present-day 

 

Minimalist scholars, and their numbers continue to grow,
73

 assume that OT biblical accounts are 

automatically wrong and their first order of operation is to discard them for something else. They are 

suspicious of the biblical text and they either ignore it, or treat it as fundamentally flawed in comparison 

to other ancient Near Eastern texts. They suggest that no historical material in the OT should be 

considered factual or reliable until it is verified by external sources like archaeology. Since, according to 

them, archaeology has not confirmed the existence of a nation called “Israel”, no Israel existed.
74

 

Minimalists do not agree among themselves on some points of their argument.
75

 While their method is not 

the dominant one, they do in fact continue to exercise a considerable impact on OT biblical studies today, 

especially in Europe. 

 

Moore and Kelly summarize the key questions that are being asked today by scholars, both 

maximalist and minimalist, in OT biblical studies: 

 

“Should the Bible be accepted as a historical source? Why or why not? If so, how should one use 

the Bible?” 

 

“Should historians put more or all of their faith in external sources? If so, what is the place of 

archaeology and artifacts in studying Israel’s past? What about other fields, such as anthropology 

and sociology?” 

 

“Should the biblical concept of ‘Israel’ be the subject of history, or should historians write about 

‘ancient Palestine’ or some other entity? Is there sufficient evidence that there existed an entity 

akin to the unified religious Israel that the Bible assumes, and, if so, at what point do we find it? 

 

“How has narrative and literary criticism, also on the rise since the 1970s, affected historical 

interpretation of the Bible?” 

 

“How have postmodern perspectives influenced biblical interpretation and the practice of writing 

history?”
76
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Minimalists Speak 

Thomas L. Thompson 

 

1974: “The results of my own investigations, if they are for the most part acceptable, seem 

sufficient to require a complete reappraisal of the current position on the historical character of 

the patriarchal narratives. These results support the minority position that the text of Genesis is 

not an historical document, but is rather a collection of literary traditions whose ‘historical 

background’ …need to be sought at every stage of each tradition’s development. As literary 

tradition, no part of Genesis can be assumed to be history unless its literary character can first be 

shown to be historiographical … in this quest for the historical Abraham, we are not dealing with 

a legitimate historical reconstruction which merely lacks verification; we are rather dealing with a 

search that is essentially misdirected. Not only has the historicity of Abraham not been proven, 

but it does not seem to be implied in the biblical narratives themselves ... not only has 

‘archaeology’ not proven a single event of the patriarchal traditions to be historical, it has not 

shown any of the traditions to be likely
77

 … it must be concluded that any such historicity as is 

commonly spoken of in both scholarly and popular works about the patriarchs of Genesis is 

hardly possible and totally improbable
78

 ... Salvation history is not an historical account of saving 

events open to the study of the historian. Salvation history did not happen; it is a literary form 

which has its own historical context. In fact, we can say that the faith of Israel is not an historical 

faith, in the sense of a faith based on historical events; it is rather a faith within history.”
79

 

 

1997: “We find a great deal in the Bible, it’s just that we don’t find the Bible to be a 

historical record.”
80

 

 

1999: “Today we no longer have a history of Israel. Not only have Adam and Eve and the flood 

story passed over to mythology, but we can no longer talk about a time of the patriarchs. There 

never was a ‘United Monarchy’ in history and it is meaningless to speak of pre-exilic prophets 

and their writings. The history of Iron Age Palestine today knows of Israel only as a small 

highland patronate lying north of Jerusalem and south of the Jezreel Valley. Nor has Yahweh, the 

deity dominant in the cult of that Israel’s people, much to do with the Bible’s understanding of 

God. Any history we write of this people will hardly resemble the Israel we thought we knew so 

much about only a few years ago. And even that little will hardly open to us the Bible’s origins in 

history. Our history of biblical tradition has come topsy-turvy. It is only a Hellenistic Bible that 

we know: namely the one that we first begin to read in the texts found among the Dead Sea 

scrolls near Qumran. I have argued that the quest for origins is not an historical quest but a 

theological and literary question, a question about meaning. To give it an historical form is to 

attribute to it our own search for meaning. Biblical scholarship used to believe that we might 

understand the Bible if we could only get back to its origins. The question about origins, 

however, is not an answerable one. Not only is the Bible’s ‘Israel’ a literary fiction, but the Bible 

begins as a tradition already established: a stream of stories, song and philosophical reflection, 

collected, discussed and debated. Our sources do not begin. They lie already in media res.” 

 

“We can say now with considerable confidence that the Bible is not a history of anyone’s past. 

The story of the chosen and rejected Israel that it presents is a philosophical metaphor of a 

mankind that has lost its way. The tradition itself is a discourse about recognizing that way. In our 
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historicizing of this tradition, we have lost sight of the Bible’s intellectual centre, as well as of our 

own. The question of origins which has dominated modern research into the Bible belongs to 

theology rather than to history. It asks after the meaning of the Bible in its beginnings. In this, it 

shares the same Hellenistic quest that was also the Bible’s: to trace our traditions of ourselves and 

God back to the creation.”
81

 

 

Niels Peter Lemche 

 

1997: “What this means is that he was not really writing history. He was making it up. He 

didn’t know the genre of history writing. Antiquity simply did not know that genre. That’s a 

modern genre. That means there are traditions; the tradents [creators and carriers of a 

tradition] were creating mythologies. It has nothing to do with history
82

 ... Similarly, the David of 

the Bible, David the king, is not a historical figure … The Biblical David did not exist.”
83

 

 

1998: “Modern scholars created an image of ancient Israel in this way. It was little more that a 

repetition of the image of Israel as found in the Old Testament, however, transferred into the 

historical world of which it had no part, being the creation of the imagination of the biblical 

authors … As far as ancient Israel is concerned, there can be no doubt that it is an artificial 

creation of the scholarly world of the modern age … It simply developed out of the usual bad 

habit of paraphrasing the biblical text … Modern scholars invented ancient Israel, not because 

they wanted to invent something new but simply because of a rather naïve reading of scripture … 

It is one of the theses of this book that the Israel found on the pages of the Old Testament is an 

artificial creation which has little more than one thing in common with the Israel that existed once 

upon a time in Palestine, that is, the name. Apart from this not absolutely insignificant element, 

the Israelite nation as explained by the biblical writers has little in the way of a historical 

background. It is a highly ideological construct created by ancient scholars of Jewish tradition in 

order to legitimize their own religious community and its religio-political claims on land and 

religious exclusivity … At the end we have a situation where Israel is not Israel, Jerusalem not 

Jerusalem, and David not David. No matter how we twist the factual remains from ancient 

Palestine, we cannot have a biblical Israel that is at the same time the Israel of the Iron Age.”
84

 

 

Philip R. Davies 

 

2017: “‘Israel’ in the Hebrew Bible is not a historical community but an identity claimed by 

several communities
85

 … My main concern has been to show how ‘biblical Israel’ is not a 

historical datum but a construction of cultural memory that defines not the community of the past 

but that of the present. It is not at all a common denominator of literature and archaeology: it 

exists only as a literary phenomenon. Attempts to write a history of correlating biblical and 

archaeological date are misguided until and unless the character of literary Israels is [sic] 

understood.”
86

 

 

Keith Whitelam 
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1996: “The picture of Israel’s past as presented in much of the Hebrew Bible is a fiction, a 

fabrication like most pictures of the past constructed by ancient (and, we might add, modern) 

societies”
87

 … “Israel has been invented”
88

 

 

Israel Finkelstein 

 

2007: “The Patriarchal, Exodus, and Conquest narratives, which describe the formative history of 

the people of Israel, cannot be read as straightforward historical accounts. It is conceivable that 

many of the stories preserve old memories, folk tales, myths, and aetiological anecdotes. Yet, in 

the way they are portrayed in the Bible, they are wrapped in late-monarchial … realities. 

Moreover, the way in which they were compiled discloses that they serve the ideological aims of 

their late-Iron II period authors. These stories should not be read therefore in a sequential order, 

from early to late; rather, they must be understood from late to early – beginning from the 

perspective of the period when they were set down in writing.”
89

 

 

Minimalist Methodologies and Critique 

  

 What fallacies in methodology are committed by minimalists? Let us now consider some of the 

main methodologies or approaches suggested by minimalists
90

 and a brief critique of each one. 

 

1. Minimalists argue that persons and events of OT books are to be rejected and considered 

unhistorical where there is no external documentation or corroboration such as found in archaeology or 

ancient Near Eastern documents. This is a poor argument for at least four reasons: 

 

First, it is true that archaeologists have not discovered evidence of certain biblical characters, 

places, and events. But, consider the large amount of evidence that archaeologists have discovered and 

much of it 100 years before minimalism was even born! Minimalism is to be rejected simply because it 

refuses and resists the plain and obvious evidence of archaeology. For example, the minimalist, Thomas 

L. Thompson, said that the reference to “Omri, king of Israel” on the Moabite Stone is simply an 

“eponym of the highland patronate Bit Humri” and it “belongs to a theological world of Narnia.”
91

 This is 

nothing more than intellectual dishonestly. I would liken the minimalists of today to the mockers of 

Peters’ day who “willfully forget” (2 Peter 3:5) what has been shown them over and over again from the 

archaeologist’s spade. Minimalists are like the audience that Stephen preached to when he said, “You 

stiff-necked and uncircumcised in hear and ears, you do always resist the Holy Spirit…” (Acts 7:51). 

 

Before the advent of minimalism it was common knowledge that archaeology had demonstrated 

the historicity of OT biblical persons. Here are a few examples. The Sheshonq (Shishak) Relief (or 

Bubastite Portal) discovered in 1825 mentions the military accomplishments of Pharoah Shishak against 

Solomon’s son Rehoboam. The Sennacherib Cylinder (or Taylor Prism) discovered in 1830 describes the 

siege of Jerusalem and Hezekiah shut up “like a bird in a cage”. The Behistun Inscription discovered in 

1835 provided evidence for the reign of Darius the Great. The Black Obelisk of Shalmaneser discovered 

in 1846 shows “Jehu of the house of Omri” kneeling down to Shalmaneser III. The Belshazzar Inscription 
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(or Nabonidus Chronicle) discovered in 1854 listed Belshazzar as coregent with Nabonidus. The Mesha 

Stele (or Moabite Stone) discovered in 1868 mentions Moabite-Israelite relations and the following 

statements: “Omri was king of Israel” and “the vessels of Yahweh”. The Cyrus Cylinder discovered in 

1879 illustrates the restoration policy of Cyrus. The Merneptah Stele discovered in 1896 is the earliest 

extra-biblical mention of “Israel” that we have to date. 

 

Several of these artifacts just mentioned I have seen with my own eyes and I tell you that it is 

quite a faith building experience to see them firsthand. Archaeologists even continue to make new 

discoveries every year which offer detailed corroboration of the biblical text.
92

 In 1993, the now-famous 

Tel Dan inscription was found which contains the words: “house of David”. 

 

In this century alone, there have been many discoveries that confirm biblical persons and places. 

Consider here just a few: the Gedaliah Ben Pashchur bulla (2017) and the Yehuchal Ben Shelamayahu 

bulla (2010),
93

 the Lachish gate cultic shrine (2016),
94

 the Gath city gate (2015),
95

 the Eshbaal inscription 

(2012),
96

 the scarab of Sheshong I or Pharoah Shishak (2014),
97

 the Matanyahu seal (2012),
98

 the 

Absalom pillar (2011),
99

 the Solomonic gatehouse wall (2010),
100

 the Netanyahu seal (2008),
101

 and the 

Goliath inscription (2005).
102

 

 

Additionally, site work at Khirbet Qeiyafa has shown evidence of administrative buildings dating 

to the time of King David.
103

 Of interest to us here is the archaeological work of Luke Chandler, son of 

Royce Chandler, and minister for the North Terrace church of Christ in Lutz, Florida. Luke participates 

annually in archaeological excavations in Israel. He did site work at Khirbet Qeiyafa from 2009 to 2013 

and Tel Lachish from 2014 to 2017.
104

 He wrote in 2016: 

 

“The Bible describes some unusual customs involving worship and sacred space 

during the 11
th
 and early 10

th
 centuries BC. This is the time of Samuel, Saul and 

David, shortly before the Temple’s construction. Recent excavations at Khirbet 

Qeiyafa, a contemporary site in Judah, uncovered evidence of these time-specific 

practices.”
105
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There is a very large amount of ancient epigraphic and archaeological remains that support the 

historicity of many biblical texts and these remains continue to be uncovered every day. There are 

numerous Bible land sites that still need to be excavated. There are final reports that still have to be 

published. There are earlier reports that are at times questioned and overturned. There are sites that are re-

excavated and new finds reported on a regular basis. Archaeology is in constant flux and, in the words of 

Edwin Yamauchi, “The absence of archaeological evidence is not evidence of absence.”
106

 Paul L. Maier 

put it this way: 

 

“Let the debate continue, but let all the evidence be admitted. Ever since scientific archaeology 

started a century and a half ago, the consistent pattern has been this: the hard evidence from the 

ground has borne out the biblical record again and again — and again. The Bible has nothing to 

fear from the spade.”
107

 

 

Second, even when archaeological confirmation of OT persons is found, it is often quickly 

dismissed by minimalists. For example, minimalists at first rejected the 1993 Tel Dan stele, which read 

byt dwd, “house of David”, as a forgery, then they argued that it should not be translated as “house of 

David,” and finally, they dismissed the whole thing as insignificant to the debate.
108

 Some minimalists 

refuse to be convinced no matter how much archaeological evidence you present to them.
109

 

 

Third, historians typically do not reject the histories of peoples outside the Bible because of a lack 

of archaeological corroboration. Edwin Yamauchi makes the following astute observation: “Roman 

historians do not reject Tacitus’ account of Agricola’s seven-year administration of Britain because only a 

single inscription of Agricola has been found there.”
110

 

 

Fourth, archaeology should not take preference over written sources (such as the Bible) as some 

minimalists suggest. Paul Watson reminds us: “One must start with Israel’s own accounts of her history 

and let them shape our reconstructions. External, secondary, non-literary materials may then be used to 

illuminate and illustrate; they should never be allowed to dominate.”
111

 

 

Minimalist scholars proceed from the understanding that written sources are “open to different 

interpretations”, while the results of archaeology are not. But, this simply is not the case. While 

archaeology has value, it also has its limitations.
112

 An archaeological find may be “objective” evidence, 

but the analyzing of it involves “subjective” interpretation. Nadav Na’aman reminds us of a basic fact 

concerning archaeology that all honest archaeologists would have to admit: 

 

“Like the written sources, the results of the archaeological excavations are open to different, 

sometimes even contradictory, interpretations. The archaeological literature is replete with 

controversies on endless number of issues, including stratigraphy and pottery, typology, the 

function of the excavated building and artifacts, settlement hierarchy, population estimate, among 
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many others. Archaeology data do not speak for themselves and its interpretation is fraught with 

difficulties.”
113

 

 

2. Minimalists argue that the OT scriptures are to be rejected as historical sources because their 

composition (they would say, “redaction”) is later than they claim to describe. Three responses are in 

order: 

First, literary analysis of an ancient text (source criticism, form criticism, literary criticism, etc.) 

is a theoretical venture.
114

 By itself, literary analysis cannot determine the date or historicity of biblical 

books. Additionally, modern scholars employing various “criticism” methodologies often approach the 

text with a biased perspective and an arrogant attitude that essentially says, “If the text is not coherent and 

it contains the unhistorical, then it must be. If the text does not say what I think it should say, then it is 

flawed.” 

 

Second, this argument fails to accept the fact that a writer can record history with an accurate 

memory and by using earlier reliable and primary sources. This is done all the time by writers of history 

of various peoples, ancient and modern and it is done by writers of both sacred and secular history. We 

cannot simply ignore the Bible, the OT in particular, when it comes to a study of Israel’s history.
115

 

 

Third, claiming that the OT is unhistorical is no small claim. When minimalists make this claim, 

they are saying in effect that much of the OT is a fraud. When they do this, they undermine the moral 

character of the Bible and cause people to lose their faith in the Scriptures as a reliable guide in matters of 

religion and morals – but, this might be exactly what they want to accomplish. 

 

3. Minimalists argue that the historicity of the OT is to be rejected because the OT contains the 

accounts of a deity (God) and the miraculous (supernatural) which are not verifiable. However, 

minimalists are inconsistent. They do not reject the historicity of other ancient texts (Near Eastern, Greek, 

Persian, etc.) when those texts make reference to deities and the supernatural. To be consistent and truly 

“scientific”, these same scholars would have to reject the historicity of the writings (traditions?) of other 

ancient Near Eastern cultures, Greek, and Roman, which contain a claim to pagan deities, miracles, etc. 

An historian, biblical or otherwise, should not be disqualified outright simply because he makes reference 

to a deity or the supernatural. 

 

4. Minimalists claim the OT is to be rejected because its message is ideologically and 

sociologically conditioned. Minimalists argue the OT books were written by Jews living in the Persian or 

Hellenistic period in order to offer a legitimate claim for the people of Israel to the land of Palestine after 

the Babylonian captivity. Biblical writers were just recording their own personal ideology or 

“propaganda”.
116

 Four points are in order here: 

 

First, minimalists assert their own theories about OT ideology and sociology without proof. 

Additionally, minimalists themselves have their own ideologies.
117

 They are minimalist with regard to OT 
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history and maximalist with regard to their own philosophies.
118

 They are guilty of having (an ideology) 

the very thing (an ideology) they accuse the OT of having. Why is it that the “history” of biblical writers 

is to be rejected because of their ideology, but the “history” of minimalists is to be received in spite of 

their ideology? Additionally, minimalists exhibit inconsistencies and hypocrisies. They will at times 

appeal to the OT to make their case and other times reject it when it does not suit their agenda. 

 

Second, a text can contain ideology and still be historical. Ideology is one thing and historical 

accuracy is another. OT authors indeed presented an “ideology” of a saving God among Israel and the 

nations, but that did not skew their presentation of historical facts in the process. Biblical writers intended 

their documents to be factual and they expected their readers to be attuned to their document’s historicity. 

Charles David Isbell remarks: 

 

“If the Bible is read only as a search for “facts,” then most of its message will be lost, for the 

authors of the Bible were not interested in “just the facts.” They looked at the ways in which 

“facts” which they assumed true influenced people to live. That is why the Bible is so difficult to 

read and understand. We want to know facts of a kind that the Bible most often does not give. But 

it does not follow that because their interest in “history” was different from ours we may 

pronounce them at fault, even less that we may accuse them of twisting the truth to create out of 

whole cloth a piece of writing they themselves knew to be false and did not believe. We may be 

so arrogant as to assume that we know better than they did what they should have put in their 

“Bible.” But I doubt that they were so arrogant as to presume readers would be so gullible that 

both their present and all later generations [including us] could be fooled by ideas they 

themselves knew fully well to be mere fiction.”
119

 

 

Third, if it is the case that Jews made up their history, then how did many unknown and 

unhistorical figures going back to Adam become so significant and so widespread during the exilic 

period? 

 

Fourth, why would any knowing person in the Persian court believe such lies made up by a 

handful of Jewish writers? The Persians had their own records to check and see if an entire nation of 

“Israel” was being invented by biblical writers. Were Persian officials that ignorant to accept such a 

made-up “history”?  

 

5. Minimalists argue the parts of the OT narrative that speak of individuals instead of nations are 

to be judged unhistorical. They say “stories” of individuals are not “history”. This is not true. This is 

simply an arbitrary and restricted use of the term “history” by minimalists. 

 

6. Minimalists argue that the “history of Israel” we know today is simply an invention of modern-

day scholars paraphrasing OT material. Two points in response are in order here: 

 

First, how is that the biblical writers, living a few hundred years from the events they wrote 

about, got it wrong, but minimalists, living thousands of years from the events they write about have 

gotten it right? How is it that OT scholars over the past 200 years have gotten it wrong about Israel, but in 

the past 40 years, minimalist scholars have gotten it right? How it is that a multitude of believers have 

gotten it wrong about Israel over the past 2,000 years (including Jesus, Paul, many Jews and Christians), 

but minimalist scholars in the past 40 years have gotten it right? 
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Paul Lawrence offers a good reminder with these words: “It is our contention that history should 

primarily be based upon written sources and … theoretical reconstructions of the past based on minimal 

or no evidence have no place here. Ancient writers lived much closer to the events they described than we 

do, so it is our basic policy to show them healthy respect.”
120

 

 

Minimalists believe they have exposed the elaborate ruse of OT writers and have broken the spell 

these writers have had on people for 2,000 years! Apparently, thanks to minimalist scholars, “the jig is 

up”. These scholars are quite assured of when biblical texts were written and why they were written. They 

know precisely the correct interpretation of all the archaeological data. Minimalist scholars do not want us 

to put our faith in the ancient OT narratives, but rather in their modern scholarly narratives. Such 

academic hubris! There are approximately 419, 687 Hebrew words in the Old Testament. It would be 

interesting to compare how many words that minimalists have written about Israel’s history over the past 

40 years with how many words the ancient Israelites have written about their own history. At some point, 

if not already, the all-knowing minimalists will have written more about Israel than she has written about 

herself. 

 

Second, minimalist scholars are not even agreed among themselves and they have not brought us 

to an agreed understanding of Israel (either Israel or “Israel”) in the past 40 years. Examine their theories 

and you will not find consensus about what is right with Israel, only what is wrong with “Israel”. 

Minimalists are united in their rejection of the OT and they are confident about their theories, but they are 

also highly critical of each other’s views. Lemche criticizes Whitelam, Finkelstein finds fault with 

Lemche, etc., etc. 

 

When Richard Coggins, the British scholar, spoke in 1994 about the future of OT studies 

concerning a “History of Israel”, he concluded that he could not offer “any kind of confident 

reconstruction” of Israel’s history and “What kind of model may emerge to replace the historical one 

cannot yet be determined with confidence … I am as yet not much nearer to seeing what shape the future 

pattern of study will take…”
121

 

 

So, we are left with a scholarly agnosticism about the whole matter of Israel’s history. And, I 

believe many contemporary scholars would be perfectly fine to leave it that way. Consider the following 

from the minimalist Davies as recent as 2017: 

 

“The history of scholarship is littered with many firm conclusions and even more agreed ones. 

But the history also shows that most conclusions have a limited shelf-life. Some are disproved; 

others go out of fashion; some become irrelevant. But this fact does not diminish the value of 

scholarship. Biblical scholarship is a conversation and a quest as well as a science. If we can 

rarely decide definitely what is right, we can often declare emphatically what is not right. We also 

learn to ask new and better questions; and, most importantly, perhaps, we realize that scholarship, 

like history-writing, answers questions of its own time and can therefore never reach any 

definitive goal. In other words, understanding does not necessarily mean knowing more answers: 

it can mean knowing better questions.”
122

 

 

When minimalists, like Davies, set forth their theories today about “biblical Israel” and OT 

“history” they lead off with words like “may,” “maybe,” “possible”, “possibly”, “suggest”, “suggested”, 

“suggestion(s)”, “guess”, “presumably”, “seems to me”, “perhaps”, “appears”, and even “surmise”.
123
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When the minimalist Lemche posed the question of the origin of “Israel”, he proceeded to answer his own 

question with mere “possibilities”, “probably the most likely explanation”, what “may be found”, and 

what “seems to be.
124

 

 

Apparently, this passes for “critical scholarship”. This is contemporary biblical scholarship at its 

finest. This is the expert understanding of Israel’s history that we’ve all been waiting for. This is the high-

priced academic education that some young seminarians are paying for today. Minimalism’s rejection of 

the historicity of the OT inevitably leads to what some have called “historiographic skepticism” and 

“historiographical suicide”.
125

 The “history” (or lack thereof) of minimalism, then, is simply the 

contemporary step-child of modernism’s rejection of the supernatural and postmodernism’s rejection of 

objective truth.
126

 The acceptance of minimalism among young seminarians today will lead to the 

denigration and death of the OT. Very little of it will be preached from the pulpit or read for personal 

profit. 

 

History and the Christian’s Faith 

 

 So, according to minimalism, the OT is fiction, fabrication, falsehood, and fairytale. It is legend, 

lie, and lore. But, it is odd to me that some minimalists will say that the OT is not historical, yet that 

should not keep us from having a “biblical faith” derived from OT writings. They speak of “faith”, 

“truth,” and, “revelation” like we do, but they mean something completely different by those terms. To 

them, “faith” is simply the “experience of Israel’s history” (written in the present Persian or Hellenistic 

period, but made to look like the past); “truth” is not factual or historical, but merely “the ability to 

express the reality that Israel experienced”, and, “revelation” is nothing more than “the extent that this 

experience can be communicated”.
127

 

 

For many contemporary scholars, the Bible does not have to be historically accurate to be of 

value. The Bible, according to them, is a “story,” and as long as you are moved by “the power of the 

story”,
128

 then you have gained some value from the Bible. These scholars speak of the “power in myth 

and legend”
129

 and the ability of these literary forms to “convey truth and meaning”, even if the “story” is 

unhistorical. They even ask what is gained if one were to demonstrate the historical accuracy of a biblical 

account. They believe the “story” does not depend upon its correspondence with actual historical realities. 

For them, a “story” can “move us” regardless of whether or not it is based upon actual persons or events. 

What is important to them is that the “story” captures our “imagination” and “illumines our contemporary 

situation.” They say that the “story” being “true to life” is more important than being “accurate”. What is 

important to them are the traditions received from the Bible “story” not the “past-as-it-actually-was.”
130
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All this rhetoric is simply scholarly gobbledygook. If minimalists of this sort who claim to be 

believers
131

 want this kind of post-modern “faith”, “truth,” “revelation”, and “story”, that is their choice. 

But, we will have none of it. We choose to operate in a real world unaffected by post-modern, biblical 

minimalist scholars. (I hasten to add here that not all biblical “scholars” are liberal.) We will not have a 

“faith” that is based upon the unhistorical. Minimalism may work in the academic classroom where 

young, wide-eyed students look to their professors for ever-changing and chic critical theories. But, 

minimalism will not work where we spend most of our time: in the home, in the local church, in the 

community. 

 

Try telling people that the Bible is unhistorical and un-factual; people who are hooked on drugs 

and alcohol, addicted to pornography, quitting school, having children out of wedlock, living with the 

boyfriend or girlfriend, cheating on their spouse, trans-gendering, marrying someone of the same sex, 

abandoning their children, having an abortion, living with a dying marriage, beating their spouse, facing 

divorce, shooting innocent bystanders in a school or church building, fighting cancer or some life-

threatening illness, giving up on God; or, people who are on their death-bed. See if that helps them in any 

way to properly handle the difficult issues that they are facing in life. 

 

On the other hand, the Christian’s faith in, and use of, God’s word can actually help these people 

with the problems they are facing each day. The Christian’s faith is based, in part, upon historical fact. 

The record of that historical fact was made by men, including OT writers, who were inspired by God in 

their speech (2 Peter 1:20) and in their writing (2 Timothy 3:16). God, who is unlying (Titus 1:2), 

revealed his word to men and inspired them to write the story of how he saves mankind through Jesus 

Christ. This revelation is set in history and this history is not full of lies, but of truth. It was Jesus who 

said, “Thy word is truth” (John 17:17). 

 

Our belief in the historicity of the OT is founded upon sound reasoning. There is no reason to 

doubt the historicity of the OT. First, the OT is a document of God’s revelation to mankind (Hebrews 1:1-

2). Second, the OT makes no distinction between truth and reality. What was reported in the OT actually 

happened (Numbers 33:2). Third, the God of the OT is a God who rules and acts in the historical events 

of mankind (Isaiah 28:21). Fourth, the many authors and scribes of the Bible, both early and late, were 

literate – capable of reading and writing many different forms of literature (Exodus 24:4; Joshua 24:26; 1 

Samuel 10:25; Jeremiah 36:4; Daniel 7:1; etc.). Finally, the large amount of ancient Near Eastern texts 

and archaeological remains that have been discovered in the past 150 years confirm the historicity of 

many biblical characters, events, and places.
132

 

 

Additionally, the Christian’s faith as it relates to the OT is patterned after the faith of Jesus, Paul, 

Peter, James, John, Jude, and other New Testament believers. We believe the stories of the OT are 

historical and true just like these men did. For example, Jesus believed in the historicity of Abraham 

(John 8:31-59), Paul in the historicity of David (Acts 13:34-36), Peter in the historicity of Noah (1 Peter 

3:20; 2 Peter 2:5), James in the historicity of Job (James 5:11), and John in the historicity of Cain and 

Abel (1 John 3:12). Jude even believed in the historicity of Israel’s exodus from Egypt (Jude 5).
133

 

 

God has revealed himself in past history.
134

 It is the Christian’s acceptance of that divine 

revelation and inspiration of scripture that is the crux of the whole matter regarding our topic at hand. 
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Unlike us, minimalist scholars are often atheistic and anti-supernatural, while at the same time teaching in 

Biblical Studies departments in various universities around the world. Amazing! They do not believe in 

God, the miraculous, inspiration, etc., so they “deconstruct” the Bible for their students. They gut the 

Bible of all that is God, the miraculous, and the historical. What is left is a Bible that is merely an 

interesting, maybe even “inspiring”, piece of literature for today. In this way, the Bible is on par with 

other popular religious texts like the Muslim Quran, the Hindu Vedas, Upanishads and Bhagavad Gita, 

the Buddhist Sutras, the Egyptian Book of the Dead, the Chinese Tao Te Ching, the American Book of 

Mormon, etc. Here is an example from Thompson of the anti-supernaturalism found among some 

minimalists: 

 

“Nevertheless, the present stage of research into the origin traditions of Israel has only begun to 

distinguish between the real and the imagined. Even the little we can already do is - with few 

exceptions - negative: a process of discounting what is obviously unhistorical, the maraculous 

[sic], the most apparent motifs of literary origin and intention, and most of the more complex plot 

developments, the clearly editorial and derivative passages, and others.”
135

 

 

We will never see eye-to-eye with the contemporary minimalist because we both proceed to 

understand the OT from two different starting points. We start with God, miracles, and the divine 

inspiration of scripture and many of them do not. The late Phil Roberts, writing back in 1978 about 

modernism’s assault on the history of Israel, made this fine point: 

 

“…we must realize that the real gulf between us and modernism in the study of Biblical history is 

neither a matter of scholarship nor of argumentation. They work with the same data we do. They 

know it just as well as we do, and often better. It is naive for us to think we can overthrow them 

by argumentation from that data, because their position was not arrived at by argumentation from 

that data to begin with. Rather, their reconstructions are the interpretation of the data which is 

forced upon them by their anti-supernatural presuppositions and methodology. And until that 

philosophical impass [sic] is solved, no real communication with modernism is possible.”
136

 

 

In 1 Corinthians 10:1-10, Paul was addressing the historical event of Israel’s exodus from Egypt 

and their wilderness wandering, when he wrote the following: “Now these things happened unto them by 

way of example; and they were written for our admonition, upon whom the ends of the ages are come” (1 

Cor. 10:11). The minimalist scholar would say, “These things did not happen.” The Apostle Paul wrote: 

“these things happened”. Who will you believe the minimalist or the Apostle Paul? Christians can indeed 

gain admonition from these, and many other OT events, because “these things happened”. 

 

Bibliography 

 

Adler, Joshua J. “Archaeology and the Bible.” Jewish Biblical Quarterly 28.1 (Jan. – Mar. 2000): 45-51. 

 

Allen, Leonard. “Archaeology and Ai and the Accuracy of Joshua 7:1 – 8:29.” Restoration Quarterly 20.1 

(1977): 41-52. 

 

Amit, Shimon. “Biblical Archaeology and Identity: Israel Finkelstein and his Rivals.” Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/PDFs/Biblical%20Archaeology2.pdf. Accessed 26 Frebruary 2018. 

 

Arnold, Bill T. “The Genesis Narratives” in Ancient Israel’s History: An Introduction to Issues and 

Sources. Bill T Arnold and Richard S. Hess, Editors. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014. 

                                                           
135

 “History and Tradition”, 59. 
136

 “Modernism’s Assault on the History of Israel,” 666. 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/PDFs/Biblical%20Archaeology2.pdf


 

Ash, Anthony L. “Old Testament Studies in the Restoration Movement – Part 4” Restoration Quarterly 

10.3 (1967): 149-160. 

 

_____ “Old Testament Studies in the Restoration Movement – Part 3” Restoration Quarterly 10.2 (1967): 

89-98. 

 

_____ “Old Testament Studies in the Restoration Movement – Part 2” Restoration Quarterly 10.1 (1967): 

25-39. 

 

_____ “Old Testament Studies in the Restoration Movement – Part 1” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 

216-228. 

 

Averbeck, Richard E. “Factors in Reading the Patriarchal Narratives: Literary, Historical, and Theological 

Dimensions” in Giving the Senses: Understanding and Using Old Testament Historical Texts. 

David M. Howard, Jr. and Michael A. Grisanti, Editors. Leicester: Apollos, 2003. 

 

Banks, Diane. Writing the History of Israel. Library of Hebrew Bible / Old Testament Studies 438. New 

York: T&T Clark, 2006. 

 

Barr, James. “The Meaning of ‘Mythology’ in Relation to the Old Testament.” Vetus Testamentum 9.1 

(Jan 1959): 1-10. 

 

Barrois, Georges. “The Notion of Historicity and the Critical Study of the Old Testament.” The Greek 

Orthodox Theological Review 19.1 (Spring 1974): 7-22. 

 

Barstad, Hans M. “History and the Hebrew Bible” in Can A ‘History of Israel’ Be Written? Lester L. 

Grabbe, Editor. Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series 245. Sheffield: 

Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.  

 

Batey, Richard. “The Continental Heilsgeschichte School.” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 257-260. 

 

Becking, Bob. “Did Jehu Write the Tel Dan Inscription?” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 

13.2 (1999): 187-201. 

 

Bimson, John J. “Merenptah’s Israel and Recent Theories of Israelite Origins.” Journal for the Study of 

the Old Testament 49 (1991): 3-29. 

 

Biran, Avraham and Joseph Naveh. “The Tel Dan Inscription: A New Fragment.” Israel Exploration 

Journal 45.1 (1995): 1-18. 

 

_____ “An Aramaic Stele Fragment from Tel Dan.” Israel Exploration Journal 43.2-3 (1993): 81-98. 

 

Blenkinsopp, Joseph. “The Bible, Archaeology and Politics; or The Empty Land Revisited.” Journal for 

the Study of the Old Testament 27.2 (2002): 169-187. 

 

Block, Daniel I. “Israel – Ancient Kingdom or Late Invention?” in Israel: Ancient Kingdom or Late 

Invention? Daniel I. Block, Editor. Nashville: Broadman & Holman Academic, 2008. 

 

Block-Smith, Elizabeth. “Israelite Ethnicity in Iron I: Archaeology Preserves What Is Remembered and 

What is Forgotten in Israel’s History.” Journal of Biblical Literature 122.3 (2003): 401-425. 



 

Bret, Mark G. “Israel’s Indigenous Origins: Cultural Hybridity and the Formation of Israelite Ethnicity.” 

Biblical Interpretation 11.3/3 (2003): 400-412. 

 

Bright, John. A History of Israel. Fourth Edition. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2000. 

 

Brown, William P. “An Update in the Search of Israel’s History” (Appendix) in  A History of Israel. 

Fourth Edition. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2000. 

 

Browning, Jr., Daniel C. “‘The Hill Country Is Not Enough for Us:’ Recent Archaeology and The Book 

of Joshua.” Southwestern Journal of Theology 41.1 (Fall 1998): 25-43. 

 

Brueggmann, Walter. “The Invention and Persistence of Wellhausen’s World.” The Catholic Biblical 

Quarterly 75 (2013): 15-31. 

 

Bryant, Dewayne. “The Death of Biblical Minimalism.” Reason & Revelation (2011). Retrieved from 

http://apologeticspress.org/APContent.aspx?category=13&article=1661. Accessed 14 February 

2018. 

 

_____ “An Interview with Israel Finkelstein.” Reason & Revelation (2011). Retrieved from 

https://www.apologeticspress.org/APContent.aspx?category=13&article=3814&topic=283. 

Accessed 14 February 2018. 

 

Bulkeley, Tim. “The End of Scripture and/or Biblical Studies.” November 2010. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/wars357902.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

Carr, David M. “No Return to Wellhausen.” Biblica 86.1 (2005): 107-114. 

 

_____ “Controversy and Convergence in Recent Studies of the Formation of the Pentateuch.” Religious 

Studies Review 28.1 (Jan. 1997): 22-31. 

 

Carroll, Robert P. “Madonna of Silences: Clio and the Bible” in Can A ‘History of Israel’ Be Written? 

Lester L. Grabbe, Editor. Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series 245. 

Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.  

 

Chandler, Luke. “Does the Bible Accurately Depict Historical Detail? Fresh Evidence from 

Archaeology.” Truth Magazine 60.3 (March 2016): 6-7. 

 

_____ “New Khirbet Qeiyafa Inscription Published. What Does it Say?” June 3, 2015. Retrieved from 

https://lukechandler.wordpress.com/2015/06/03/2nd-kh-qeiyafa-inscription-published-what-does-

it-say/. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

Chavalas, Mark W. “Recent Trends in the Study of Israelite Historiography.” Journal of the Evangelical 

Theological Society 38.2 (June 1995): 161-169. 

 

Chisholm, Jr., Robert B. “Old Testament Source Criticism: Some Methodological Miscues” in Do 

Historical Matters Matter to Faith? A Critical Appraisal of Modern and Postmodern Approaches 

to Scripture. James K. Hoffmeier and Dennis R. Magary, Editors. Wheaton: Crossway, 2012. 

 

http://apologeticspress.org/APContent.aspx?category=13&article=1661
https://www.apologeticspress.org/APContent.aspx?category=13&article=3814&topic=283
http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/wars357902.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
https://lukechandler.wordpress.com/2015/06/03/2nd-kh-qeiyafa-inscription-published-what-does-it-say/
https://lukechandler.wordpress.com/2015/06/03/2nd-kh-qeiyafa-inscription-published-what-does-it-say/
https://lukechandler.wordpress.com/2015/06/03/2nd-kh-qeiyafa-inscription-published-what-does-it-say/


Cole, Graham A. “The Peril of ‘Historyless’ Systematic Theology” in Do Historical Matters Matter to 

Faith? A Critical Appraisal of Modern and Postmodern Approaches to Scripture. James K. 

Hoffmeier and Dennis R. Magary, Editors. Wheaton: Crossway, 2012. 

 

Coggins, Richard. What Future for the “History of Israel?” London: University of London, 1994. 

 

_____ “Changing Patterns of Old Testament Studies.” Journal of Theology for Southern Africa 34 (Mar 

1981): 17-24.  

 

Coote, Robert B. and Keith W. Whitelam. “The Emergence of Israel: Social Transformation and State 

Formation Following the Decline in Late Bronze Age Trade.” Semeia 37 (1986): 107-147. 

 

Cryer, Frederick H. “Of Epistimology, Northwest-Semitic Epigraphy and Irony: The ‘BYTDWD/House 

of David’ Inscription Revisited.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 69 (1996): 3-17. 

 

Davies, Philip R. “The End of Biblical Minimalism?” December 2011. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/dav358019.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “Beyond Labels: What Comes Next?” April 2010. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/moore1357926.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ The Origins of Biblical Israel. Library of Hebrew Bible / Old Testament Studies 485. New York: 

T&T Clark, 2007. 

 

_____ “Crypto-Minimalism.” Journal of Semitic Studies 50.1 (Spring 2005): 117-136. 

 

_____ “Final Comments on Minimalism.” June 2003. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Davies_Final_Comments.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “Minimalism, ‘Ancient Israel’, and Anti-Semitism”. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Minimalism.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “What Separates a Minimalist from a Maximalist? Not Much.” Biblical Archaeology Review 26.2 

(March/April 2000): 2. 

 

_____ “Whose History? Whose Israel? Whose Bible? Biblical Narratives, Ancient and Modern” in Can A 

‘History of Israel’ Be Written? Lester L. Grabbe, Editor. Journal for the Study of the Old 

Testament Supplement Series 245. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.  

 

_____ “Method and Madness: Some Remarks on Doing History with the Bible.” Journal of Biblical 

Literature 114.4 (Winter 1995): 699-705. 

 

_____ “BYTDWD and SWKT DWYD: A Comparison.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 64 

(1994): 23-24. 

 

_____ “House of David” Built on Sand: The Sins of the Biblical Maximizers.” Biblical Archaeology 

Review 20.4 (July/August 1994): 13. 

 

_____ “The History of Ancient Israel and Judah.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 39 (1987): 

3-63. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/dav358019.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/moore1357926.shtml
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Davies_Final_Comments.shtml
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Minimalism.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


Dempster, Stephen G. “Mythology and History in the Song of Deborah.” The Westminster Theological 

Journal 41.1 (Fall 1978): 33-53. 

 

Dever, William G. “Whom Do You Believe—The Bible or Archaeology?” Biblical Archaeology Review 

43.3 (May/June 2017): 5. 

 

_____ “Merenptah’s ‘Israel’, the Bible’s, and Ours” in Exploring the Longue Duree: Essays in Honor of 

Lawrence E. Stager. Winona Lake: Eisenbauns, 2009: 89-96. 

 

_____ “Contra Davies.” January 2003. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Contra_Davies.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ What Did the Biblical Writers Know & When Did They Know It? What Archaeology Can Tell Us 

About the Reality of Ancient Israel. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2001. 

 

_____ “Excavating the Hebrew Bible, or Burying It Again?” Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental 

Research 322 (2001): 67-77. 

 

_____ “Biblical and Syro-Palestinian Archaeology: A State-of-the-Art Assessment at the Turn of the 

Millennium.” Currents in Research: Biblical Studies 8 (2000): 91-116. 

 

_____ “Save Us from Postmodern Malarkey.” Biblical Archaeology Review 26.2 (March/April 2000): 3. 

 

_____ “Archaeology, Ideology, and the Quest for an ‘Ancient’ or ‘Biblical’ Israel.” Near Eastern 

Archaeology 61.1 (1998): 39-52 

 

_____ “The Identity of Early Israel: A Rejoinder To Κeith W. Whitelam.” Journal for the Study of the 

Old Testament 72 (1996): 3-24. 

 

_____ “Revisionist Israel Revisited: A Rejoinder To Niels Peter Lemche.” Currents in Research: Biblical 

Studies 4 (1996): 35-50. 

 

_____ “What Remains of the House That Albright Built?” Biblical Archaeologist 56.1 (1993): 25-35. 

 

_____ “Archaeology and the Bible — Understanding Their Special Relationship.” Biblical Archaeology 

Review 16.3 (1990): 4. 

 

_____ “Retrospects and Prospects in Biblical and Syro-Palestinian Archeology.” Biblical Archaeologist 

(Spring 1982): 103-107. 

 

Dixon, Tom. “Postmodern Method: History” in The Death of Truth: Responding to Multiculturism, the 

Rejection of Reason, and the New Postmodern Diversity. Dennis McCallum, Editor. Minneapolis: 

Bethany House Publishers, 1996. 

 

Downing, Frederick L.”The Biblical Archaeology Movement: Building and Re-building the Albright 

House.” Perspectives in Religious Studies 33.4 (Winter 2006): 495-506.  

 

_____ “Rewriting the History of Israel.” Perspectives in Religion Studies 31.3 (Fall 2004): 325-341. 

 

Drinkard, Jr., Joel F. “ The History and Archaeology of the Book of Joshua and the Conquest/Settlement 

Period.” Review and Expositor 95 (1998): 171-188. 

http://www.eisenbrauns.com/item/SCHEXPLOR
http://www.eisenbrauns.com/item/SCHEXPLOR
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Contra_Davies.shtml


 

Eakins, J. Kenneth. “Biblical Archaeology in Transition.” Perspectives in Religious Studies 10.1 (Spring 

1983): 33-39. 

 

Earl, Douglas S. “‘Minimalism’ and Old Testament Theological Hermeneutics: The ‘David Saga’ As A 

Test Case.” Journal of Theological Interpretation 4.2 (2010): 207-228. 

 

Emerton, J.A. “The Value of the Moabite Stone As An Historical Source.” Vetus Testamentum 52.4 

(2002): 483-492. 

 

Finkelstein, Israel and Amihai Mazar. The Quest For the Historical Israel: Debating the Archaeology and 

the History of Early Israel. Brian B. Schmidt, Editor. Atlanta: The Society of Biblical Literature, 

2007. 

 

Finkelstein, Israel and Neil Asher Silberman. The Bible Unearthed: Archaeology’s New Vision of Ancient 

Israel and the Origin of It’s Sacred Texts. New York: Touchstone, 2001. 

 

Friedman, Richard E. “Response to Lemche’s ‘Writing Israel out of the History of Palestine’.” October 

2012. Retrieved from http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/fri368024.shtml. Accessed 26 February 

2018. 

 

Finkelstein, Israel. “The expansion of Judah in II Chronicles: Territorial Legitimation for the 

Hasmoneans?” Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 127.4 (2015): 669-695. 

 

_____ “Geographical and Historical Realities Behind the Earliest Layer in the David Story.” 

Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 27.2 (2013): 131– 150. 

 

_____ “The Historical Reality behind the Genealogical Lists in 1 Chronicles.” Journal of Biblical 

Literature 131.1 (2012): 65-83. 

 

_____ “The Iron Age Chronology Debate: Is the Gap Narrowing?” Near Eastern Archaeology 74.1 

(2011): 50-54. 

 

_____ “Rehoboam’s Fortified Cities (II Chr 11,5-12): A Hasmonean Reality?” Zeitschrift für die 

Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 123 (2011): 92-107. 

 

_____ “Saul, Benjamin and the Emergence of »Biblical Israel«: An Alternative View.” Zeitschrift für die 

Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 123 (2011): 348-367. 

 

_____ “Stages in the Territorial Expansion of the Northern Kingdom.” Vetus Testamentum 61 (2011): 

227-242. 

 

_____ “The Philistines in the Bible: A Late-Monarchic Perspective.” Journal for the Study of the Old 

Testament 27.2 (2002): 131-167. 

 

_____ “State Formation in Israel and Judah: A Contrast in Context, A Contrast in Trajectory.” Biblical 

Archaeologist 62.1 (1999): 35-52. 

 

_____ “Ethnicity and Origin of the Iron I Settler in the Highland of Canaan: Can the Real Israel Stand 

Up?” Biblical Archaeologist 59.4 (1996): 198-212. 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/fri368024.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/fri368024.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


 

_____ “The Emergence of the Monarchy in Israel the Environmental and Socio-Economic Aspects.” 

Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 44 (1989): 43-74. 

 

Fosdal, Lisa. “Was the Tel Dan Inscription Referring to ‘BYTDWD’ as a Fundamentalist Faction?” 

Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 23.1 (2009): 85-102. 

 

Garfinkel, Yosef and Saar Ganor. “A Reply to R. Arav’s Review of Khirbet Qeiyafa Vol. 1.” July 2012. 

Retrieved from http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/gar368026.shtml. Accessed 26 February 

2018. 

 

Garfinkel, Yosef. “Data, Paradigms and Paradigm-Collapse Trauma: from Biblical Archaeology to Brutal 

Biblical Archaeology.” July 2012. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/gar368025.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “The Birth and Death of Biblical Minimalism.” Biblical Archaeology Review (May/June 2011): 

46-53, 78. 

 

Gericke, Jaco. “When Historical Minimalism Becomes Philosophical Maximalism.” Old Testament 

Essays 27.2 (2014): 412-427. 

 

Gitin, Seymour. “The House That Albright Built.” Near Eastern Archaeology 65.1 (2001): 5-10. 

 

Glock, Albert E. “Early Israel as the Kingdom of Yahweh: The Influence of Archaeological Evidence on 

the Reconstruction of Religion in Early Israel.” Concordia Theological Monthly 41.9 (Oct. 1970): 

558-605. 

 

Grabbe, Lester L. “Are Historians of Ancient Palestine Fellow Creatures or Different Animals?” in Can A 

‘History of Israel’ Be Written? Lester L. Grabbe, Editor. Journal for the Study of the Old 

Testament Supplement Series 245. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.  

 

Grisanti, Michael A. “Recent Archaeological Discoveries That Lend Credence to the Historicity of the 

Scriptures.” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society 56.3 (2013): 475-497. 

 

Hagelia, Hallvard. “The Dan Debate.” September 2010. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/teldan357923.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “The First Dissertation on the Tel Dan Inscription.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 

18:1 (2204): 135-146. 

 

Hallo, William W. “The Limits of Skepticism.” Journal of the American Oriental Society 110.2 (Apr. - 

Jun. 1990): 187-199. 

 

Hamilton, Mark W. “The Problem of History in Old Testament Theology: A Review Essay.” Restoration 

Quarterly 50.4 (2008): 197-211. 

 

Harvey, John. “The Structure of Deuteronomistic History.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 

20.2 (2006): 237-258. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/gar368026.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/gar368026.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/gar368025.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/teldan357923.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


Henige, David. “In Good Company: Problematic Sources and Biblical Historicity.” Journal for the Study 

of the Old Testament 30.1 (2005): 29-47. 

 

Hess, Richard S. “Personal Names in the Hebrew Bible with Second-Millennium B.C. Antecedents.” 

Bulletin for Biblical Research 25.1 (2015): 5-12. 

 

_____ “Questions of Reading and Writing in Ancient Israel.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 19.1 (2009): 

1-9. 

 

_____ “Writing About Writing: Abecedaries and Evidence for Literacy in Ancient Israel.” Vetus 

Testamentum 56.3 (2006): 342-346. 

 

_____ “Fallacies in the Study of Early Israel: An Onomastic Perspective.” Tyndale Bulletin 45.2 (1994): 

339-354. 

 

_____ “The Genealogies of Genesis 1-11 and Comparative Literature.” Biblica 70.2 (1989): 241-54. 

 

Hjelm, Ingrid and Thomas L. Thompson. “The Victory Song of Merneptah, Israel and the People of 

Palestine.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 27.1 (2002): 3-18. 

 

Hjelm, Ingrid. “Maximalist and/or Minimalist Approaches in Recent Presentations of Ancient Israelite 

and Judaean History” in History, Politics and the Bible from Iron Age to the Media Age: Essays 

in Honor of Keith W. Whitelam. Library of Hebrew Bible / Old Testament Studies 651. Jim West 

and James Crossley, Editors. New York: T&T Clark, 2017. 

 

_____ “Bibliography of Thomas Lawrence Thompson.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 23.1 

(2009): 149-159. 

 

Hoffmeier, James K. “The Evangelical Contribution to Understanding the (Early) History of Ancient 

Israel in Recent Scholarship.” Bulletin for Biblical Research 7 (1997): 77-90. 

 

Hong, K.P. “Once Again: The Emergence of ‘Biblical Israel’.” Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche 

Wissenschaft 125.2 (2013): 278-288. 

 

Howard, Jr., David M. and Michael A. Grisanti. Giving the Sense: Understanding and Using Old 

Testament Historical Texts. Grand Rapids: Kregel Publications, 2003. 

 

Huddleston, Jonathan. “Recent Scholarship on the Pentateuch: Historical, Literary, and Theological 

Reflections.” Restoration Quarterly 55.4 (2013): 193-211. 

 

Huesman, John E. “Archaeology and Early Israel: The Scene Today.” The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 

37.1 (Jan. 1975): 1-16. 

 

Hurvitz, Avi. “The Historical Quest for ‘Ancient Israel’ and the Linguistic Evidence of the Hebrew Bible: 

Some Methodological Observations.” Vetus Testamentum 47.3 (1997): 301-315. 

 

_____ “Dating the Priestly Source in Light of the Historical Study of Biblical Hebrew a Century after 

Wellhausen.” Zeitschrift f r die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 100 (1988 Suppl.): 88-100.  

 

Isbell, Charles David. “Minimalism: The Debate Continues: Part 2.” Jewish Bible Quarterly 32.4 (Oct - 

Dec 2004): 211-223. 



 

_____ “Minimalism: The Debate Continues: Part 1.” Jewish Bible Quarterly 32.3 (Jul - Sep 2004): 143-

147. 

 

_____ “More Comments on the Davies-Dever Exchange.” April 2003. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/More_comments.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “‘History’ and ‘Writing’.” August 2003. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Isbell_history.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

Jenkins, Ferrell. “The Value of Archaeology.” Truth Magazine 8.5 (Feb. 1969): 11-12. 

 

Kaiser, Jr., Walter C. The Old Testament Documents: Are They Reliable and Relevant? Downers Grove: 

InterVarsity Press, 2001. 

 

_____ A History of Israel: From the Bronze Age Through the Jewish Wars. Nashville: Broadman & 

Holman Publishers, 1998. 

 

Keynan, Eldad. “Interview with Yosef Garfinkel Director of the Khirbet Qeiyafa excavations and 

Professor at the Institute of Archaeology at the Hebrew University.” Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/2013/09/key378016.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

King, Daniel H. “Considering Historical Background and Setting.” Truth Magazine 42.3 (Feb. 5, 1998): 

6-9. 

 

_____ “Two Important Finds.” Truth Magazine 21.35 (Sept. 8, 1977): 556-557. 

 

_____ “Archaeology: Abram – The Man to Whom God Revealed Himself.” Truth Magazine 20.32 (Aug. 

12, 1976): 505-507. 

 

King, Philip J. “The Contribution of Archaeology to Biblical Studies.” The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 45 

(1983): 1-16. 

 

Kitchen, K.A. “The Victories of Merenptah and the Nature of Their Record.” Journal for the Study of the 

Old Testament 28.3 (2004): 259-272. 

 

_____ On the Reliability of the Old Testament. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2003 

 

_____ “A Possible Mention of David in the Late Tenth Century BCE, and Deity Dod As Dead as the 

Dodo.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 76 (1997): 29-44. 

 

Knoppers, Gary N. “The Vanishing Solomon: The Disappearance of the United Monarchy From Recent 

Histories of Ancient Israel.” Journal of Biblical Literature 116.1 (1997): 19-44. 

 

Kofoed, Jens Bruun. “The Old Testament as Cultural Memory” in Do Historical Matters Matter to Faith? 

A Critical Appraisal of Modern and Postmodern Approaches to Scripture. James K. Hoffmeier 

and Dennis R. Magary, Editors. Wheaton: Crossway, 2012. 

 

_____ “Saul and Cultural Memory.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 25:1 (2011): 124-150. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/More_comments.shtml
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Isbell_history.shtml
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/2013/09/key378016.shtml


_____ “The Role of Faith in Historical Research: A Rejoinder.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old 

Testament 21.2 (2007): 275-298. 

 

_____ “The Critical Danes and History: How to Avoid Being Hit by the Boomerang from Copenhagen.” 

April 2005. Retrieved from http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Kofoed_Critical_Danes.shtml. 

Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “Epistemology, Historiographical Method, and the ‘Copenhagen School’” in Windows Into Old 

Testament History: Evidence, Argument, and the Crisis of ‘Biblical Israel’. V. Philips Long, 

David W. Baker, and Gordon J. Wenham, Editors. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans 

Publishing Co., 2002. 

 

Kratz, Reinhard G. “Eyes and Spectacles: Wellhausen’s Method of Higher Criticism.” Journal of 

Theological Studies 60.2 (October 2009): 381-402. 

 

Laato, Antti. “Make History for Israel – Foundation, Blocking and Policy.” Svens  exegetis   rsbo  70 

(2005): 145-176. 

 

_____ “The Levitical Genealogies in 1 Chronicles 5-6 and the Formation of Levitical Ideology in Post-

Exilic Judah.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 62 (1994): 77-99. 

 

Lance, H. Darrell. “American Biblical Archaeology in Perspective.” Biblical Archaeologist (Spring 

1982): 97-101. 

 

Larsson, Gerhard. “Possible Hellenistic Influences in the Historical Parts of the Old Testament.” 

Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 18.2 (2004): 296-311. 

 

Laughlin, John C.H. “‘The the god who is in Dan’: The Archaeology and History of Biblical Dan.” 

Review and Expositor 106 (Summer 2009): 323-359. 

 

Lawrence, Paul. The IVP Atlas of Bible History. Alan Millard, Senior Consulting Editor. Downers Grove: 

IVP Academic, 2006. 

 

Lazare, Daniel. “False Testament: Archaeology Refutes the Bible’s Claim to History.” Harper’s 

Magazine (March 2002): 39–47. 

 

Lemaire, André. “The Tel Dan Stela As a Piece of Royal Historiography.” Journal for the Study of the 

Old Testament 81 (1998): 3-14. 

 

Lemche, Niels Peter and Thomas L. Thompson. “Did Biran Kill David? The Bible in Light of 

Archaeology.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 64 (1994): 3-22. 

 

Lemche, Niels Peter. “A Sectarian Group Called Israel: Historiography and Cultural Memory” in History, 

Politics and the Bible From Iron Age to the Media Age: Essays in Honor of Keith W. Whitelam. 

Library of Hebrew Bible / Old Testament Studies 651. Jim West and James Crossley, Editors. 

New York: T&T Clark, 2017. 

 

_____ Ancient Israel: A New History of Israel. Second Edition. New York: T&T Clark, 2015. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Kofoed_Critical_Danes.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Kofoed_Critical_Danes.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


_____ “When the End is the Beginning: Creating a National History.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old 

Testament 29:1 (2015): 22-32. 

 

_____ “When Past Becomes Present.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 27:1 (2013): 96-106. 

 

_____ “It’s the Same Old Story.” November 2012. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/lem368005.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “Writing Israel Out of the History of Palestine.” October 2012. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/lem368022.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “Does the Idea of the Old Testament as a Hellenistic Book Prevent Source Criticism of the 

Pentateuch?” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 25:1 (2011): 75-92. 

 

_____ “How Christianity Won the World.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 23.1 (2009): 103-

121. 

 

_____ “Conservative Scholarship on the Move.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 19.2 (2005): 

203-252. 

 

_____ “‘Because they have cast away the law of the Lord of Hosts’—or: ‘We and the rest of the world’ 

The authors who ‘wrote’ The Old Testament.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 17.2 

(2003): 268-290. 

 

_____ “Ideology and the History of Ancient Israel.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 14.2 

(2000): 165-193. 

 

_____ The Israelites in History and Tradition. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1998. 

 

_____ “The origin of the Israelite state — A Copenhagen perspective on the emergence of critical 

historical studies of ancient Israel in recent times.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 

12.1 (1998): 44-63 

 

_____ “Clio Is Among the Muses! Keith W. Whitelam and the History of Palestine: A Review and 

Commentary” in Can A ‘History of Israel’ Be Written? Lester L. Grabbe, Editor. Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series 245. Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.  

 

_____ “Response to William G. Dever, ‘Revisionist Israel Revisited’.” Currents in Research: Biblical 

Studies 5 (1997): 9-14. 

 

_____ “Early Israel Revisited.” Currents in Research: Biblical Studies 4 (1996): 9-34. 

 

Lemke, Werner E. “Revelation through History in Recent Biblical Theology  

A Critical Appraisal.” Interpretation 36.1 (Jan. 1982): 34-46 

 

Lewis, Jack P. “Old Testament Studies in the Past Fifty Years.” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 201-

215. 

 

Long, V. Philips. “Introduction” in Windows Into Old Testament History: Evidence, Argument, and the 

Crisis of ‘Biblical Israel’. V. Philips Long, David W. Baker, and Gordon J. Wenham, Editors. 

Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2002. 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/lem368005.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/lem368022.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


 

_____ “How Reliable Are Biblical Reports? Repeating Lester Grabbe’s Comparative Experiment.” Vetus 

Testamentum 52.3 (2002): 367-384 

 

_____ The Art of Biblical History. Foundations of Contemporary Interpretation. Volume 5. Moisés Silva, 

Editor. Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1994. 

 

Luke, John Tracy. “Abraham and the Iron Age: Reflections on the New Patriarchal Studies.” Journal for 

the Study of the Old Testament 4 (1977): 35-37. 

 

Maier, Paul L. “Biblical Archaeology: Factual Evidence to Support the Historicity of the Bible.” Retrieved 

from http://www.equip.org/article/biblical-archaeology-factual-evidence-to-support-the-

historicity-of-the-bible/. Accessed 4 March 2018. 

McKee, Aude. “Historical Accuracy of the Bible.” Guardian of Truth 27.1 (Jan. 6, 1983): 14-16. 

 

McKenzie, John L. “Myth and the Old Testament.” The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 21. 3 (Jul 1959): 

265-282. 

 

Merrill, Eugene H. “Archaeology and OT Theology: Their Interface and Reciprocal Usefulness.” Journal 

of the Evangelical Theological Society 58.4 (2015): 667-678. 

 

Meyers, Eric M. “The Bible and Archeology.” Biblical Archaeologist (March 1984): 36-40. 

 

_____ “Israel and Its Neighbors Then and Now: Revisionist History and the Quest for History in the 

Middle East Today.” March 2009. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/emeyers.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2008. 

 

Millard, Alan R. “The Value and Limitations of the Bible and Archaeology” in Israel: Ancient Kingdom 

or Late Invention? Daniel I. Block, Editor. Nashville: Broadman & Holman Academic, 2008. 

 

_____ “Israelite and Aramean History in Light of Inscriptions.” Tyndale Bulletin 41.2 (1990): 261-275. 

 

Miller, J. Maxwell and John H. Hayes. A History of Ancient Israel and Judah. Second Edition. Louisville: 

Westminster John Knox Press, 2006. 

 

Miller, J. Maxwell. “History or Legend? Digging Into Israel’s Origins.” Christian Century (Feb. 24, 

2004): 42-47. 

 

_____ “Old Testament History and Archaeology.” Biblical Archaeologist (March 1987): 55-63. 

 

_____ “In Defense of Writing A History of Israel.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 39 (1987): 

53-57. 

 

_____ “Approaches to the Bible through History and Archeology: Biblical History as a Discipline.” 

Biblical Archaeologist (Fall 1982): 211-216. 

 

Miller II, Robert D. “Once More: Minimalism, Maximalism, and Objectivity.” May 2011. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/miller358004.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

http://www.equip.org/article/biblical-archaeology-factual-evidence-to-support-the-historicity-of-the-bible/
http://www.equip.org/article/biblical-archaeology-factual-evidence-to-support-the-historicity-of-the-bible/
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/emeyers.shtml
http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/miller358004.shtml


_____ “Quest of the Historical Israel” in Dictionary of the Old Testament Historical Books. Bill T. 

Arnold and H.G.M. Williamson, Editors. Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2005. 

 

_____ “Identifying Earliest Israel.” Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research 333 (2004): 

55-68. 

 

Moore, Megan Bishop and Brad E. Kelle. Biblical History and Israel’s Past: The Changing Study of the 

Bible and History. Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2011. 

 

Moor, Megan Bishop. “Studying the World in Which the Bible was Written: History’s Contribution to 

Biblical Studies in the Classroom.” April 2011. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/moore358028.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “Beyond Minimalism.” March 2010. Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/moore357925.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ Philosophy and Practice in Writing a History of Ancient Israel. Library of Hebrew Bible / Old 

Testament Studies 435. New York: T&T Clark, 2006. 

 

Moye, Richard H. “In the Beginning: Myth and History in Genesis and Exodus.” Journal of Biblical 

Literature 109.4 (1990): 577-598. 

 

Mykytiuk, Lawrence J. “Strengthening Biblical Historicity vis-à-vis Minimalism, 1992-2008, Part 1: 

Introducing a Bibliographic Essay in Five Parts.” Libraries Research Publication Paper 148 

(2010): 1-12. 

 

Na’aman, Nadav. “Does Archaeology Really Deserve the Status of a ‘High Court’ in Biblical Historical 

Research?” in Between Evidence and Ideology: Essays on the History of Ancient Israel Read at 

the Joint Meeting of the Society for Old Testament Study and the Oud Testamentisch 

Werkgezelschap Lincoln, July 2009. Bob Becking and Lester L. Grabbe, Editors. Leiden: Brill, 

2011. 

 

_____ “The Contribution of Royal Inscriptions for a Re-Evaluation of the Book of Kings As a Historical 

Source.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 82 (1999): 3-17. 

 

Niesiołowski-Spanò, łukasz. “Primeval History in the Persian Period?” Scandinavian Journal of the Old 

Testament 21.1 (2007): 106-126. 

 

Noll, K.L. “Is the Book of Kings Deuteronomistic? And Is It A History?” Scandinavian Journal of the 

Old Testament 21:1 (2007): 49-72. 

 

_____ “Looking On the Bright Side of Israel’s History: Is There Pedagogical Value in a Theological 

Presentation of History?” Biblical Interpretation 7.1 (1999): 1-27. 

 

Olbricht, Thomas H. “The American Albright School.” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 241-248. 

 

Ollenburger, Ben C. “Review Essay: The History of Israel Contested and Revised.” Modern Theology 

16:4 (Oct. 2000): 529-540. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/moore358028.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/moore357925.shtml


Oswalt, John N. The Bible Among the Myths: Unique Revelation or Just Ancient Literature? Grand 

Rapids: Zondervan, 2009. 

 

Pakkala, Juha. “The Monotheism of the Deuteronomistic History.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old 

Testament 21.2 (2007): 159-178. 

 

Pasto, James. “When the End Is the Beginning? Or When the Biblical Past is the Political Present: Some 

Thoughts on Ancient Israel, ‘Post‐Exilic Judaism,’ and the Politics of Biblical Scholarship.” 

Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 12.2 (1998): 157-202. 

 

Pehlke, Helmuth. “Obersavation on the Historical Reliability of the Old Testament.” Southwestern 

Journal of Theology 56.1 (Fall 2013): 65-85. 

 

Petrovich, Douglas. “Amenhotep II and the Historicity of the Exodus-Pharoah.” The Master’s Seminary 

Journal 17.1 (Spring 2006): 81-110. 

 

Provan, Iain , V. Philips Long, and Tremper Longman III. A Biblical History of Israel. Louisville: 

Westminster John Knox Press, 2003. 

 

Provan, Iain W. “(Perhaps the) Last Comments on the Davies-Dever Exchange.” June 2003. Retrieved 

from http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Last_comments.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ “In the Stable with the Dwarves: Testimony, Interpretation, Faith, and the History of Israel” in 

Windows Into Old Testament History: Evidence, Argument, and the Crisis of ‘Biblical Israel’. V. 

Philips Long, David W. Baker, and Gordon J. Wenham, Editors. Grand Rapids: William B. 

Eerdmans Publishing Co., 2002. 

 

_____ “The End of (Israel’s) History: K.W. Whitelam’s The Invention of Ancient Israel A Review 

Article.” Journal of Semitic Studies 42.2 (Autumn 1997): 283-300. 

 

_____ “Ideologies, Literary and Critical: Reflections on Recent Writing on the History of Israel.” Journal 

of Biblical Literature 114.4 (1995): 585-606. 

 

Rainey, Anson F. “Down-To-Earth Biblical History.” Journal of the American Oriental Society 122.3 

(2002): 542-547. 

 

_____. “Stone for Bread: Archaeology Verses History.” Near Eastern Archeology 64.3 (2001): 140-149. 

 

Ramsey, George W. The Quest for the Historical Israel. Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1981. 

 

Reid, Garnett H. “Minimalism and Biblical History.” Bibliotheca Sacra 155 (October-December 1998): 

394-410. 

 

Roberts, J.J.M. “The Historicity of David’s Imperial Conquest.” Theology Today 70.2 (2013): 109-118. 

 

_____ “Myth versus History.” The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 38.1 (Jan 1976): 1-13. 

 

Roberts, Jimmy J. “The Decline of the Wellhausen Reconstruction of Israelite Religion.” Restoration 

Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 229-240. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/Last_comments.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


Roberts, Phil. “Modernism’s Assault on the History of Israel.” Truth Magazine 22.41 (Oct. 19, 1978): 

663-666. 

 

Rooker, Mark F. “Dating of the Patriarchal Age: The Contribution of Ancient Near-Eastern Texts” in 

Giving the Senses: Understanding and Using Old Testament Historical Texts. David M. Howard, 

Jr. and Michael A. Grisanti, Editors. Leicester: Apollos, 2003. 

 

Ross, Allan P. “Did the Patriarchs Know the Name of the Lord?” in Giving the Senses: Understanding 

and Using Old Testament Historical Texts. David M. Howard, Jr. and Michael A. Grisanti, 

Editors. Leicester: Apollos, 2003. 

 

Rusak, Tal. “The Clash of Cults on Mount Carmel: Do Archeological Records and Historical Documents 

Support the Biblical Episode of Elijah and the Ba'al Priests?” Scandinavian Journal of the Old 

Testament 22:1 (2008): 29-46. 

 

Sasson, Jack M. “On Choosing Models for Recreating Israelite Pre-Monarchic History.” Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testament 21 (1981): 3-24. 

 

Schoville, Keith N. “Top Ten Major Archaeological Discoveries of the Twentieth Century Related to the 

Biblical World.” Stone-Campbell Journal 4 (Spring 2001): 13-26. 

 

Schreiner, David B. “What Are They Saying About Khirbet Qeiyafa.” Trinity Journal 33.1 (Spring 2012): 

33-48. 

 

Scott, John A. “The Old Testament and Archaeolgy – Part 1.” Restoration Quarterly 1.1 (1957): 41-45. 

 

_____ “The Old Testament and Archaeology – Part 2.” Restoration Quarterly 1.3 (1957): 124-129. 

 

Shanks, Hershel, Editor. Ancient Israel: From Abraham to the Roman Destruction of the Temple. Revised 

& Expanded. Washington, DC: Biblical Archaeology Society, 1999. 

 

_____ “Face to Face: Biblical Minimalists Meet Their Challengers.” Biblical Archaeology Review 23.4 

(July / August, 1997): 1-18. 

 

Strange, John. “Solomon and His Empire: Fact or Fiction?” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 

29:1 (2015): 11-21, 

 

_____ “Biblical Archaeology: A Plea for Its Continuation.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 

27.1 (2013): 64-75. 

 

_____ “Geography and Tradition in the Patriarchal Narratives.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old 

Testament 11:2 (1997): 210-222. 

 

Surburg, Raymond F. “Wellhausenism Evaluated After a Century of Influence.” Concordia Theological 

Quarterly 43.2 (April 1979): 78-95. 

 

Thompson, Thomas L. “Biblical Archaeology and the Politics of Nation-Building.” Holy Land Studies 8.2 

(2009): 133-142. 

 

_____ “Imago Dei: A Problem in Pentateuchal Discourse.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 

23:1 (2009): 135-148. 



 

_____ “The Politics of Reading the Bible in Israel.” Holy Land Studies 7.1 (2008): 1-15. 

 

_____ “Mesha and Questions of Historicity.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 21.2 (2007): 

241-260. 

 

_____ “The Role of Faith in Historical Research.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 19.1 

(2005): 111-134. 

 

_____ “Giovanni Garbini and Minimalism.” Retrieved from 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/PDFs/Finding%20Myth%20and%20History%20in%20the%20Bible

%20Chapter%201a.pdf. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

_____ The Historicity of the Patriarchal Narratives: The Quest for the Historical Abraham. Reprint. 

Harrisburg: Trinity Press International, 2002. 

 

_____ “Problems of Genre and Historicity with Palestine’s Descriptions” in Congress Volume Oslo 1998. 

André Lemaire and Magne Saebo, Editors. Supplements to Vetus Testamentum. Volume 80. 

Leiden, Brill, 2000.  

 

_____ “If David Had Not Climbed the Mount of Olives.” Biblical Interpretation 8 1/2 (2000): 42-58. 

 

_____ The Mythic Past: Biblical Archaeology and the Myth of Israel. New York: Basic Books, 1999. 

 

_____ “Historiography in the Pentateuch: Twenty‐Five Years After Historicity.” Scandinavian Journal of 

the Old Testament 13:2 (1999): 258-283. 

 

_____ “Defining History and Ethnicity in the South Levant” in Can A ‘History of Israel’ Be Written? 

Lester L. Grabbe, Editor. Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement Series 245. 

Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1997.  

 

_____ “A Neo-Albrightean School in History and Biblical Scholarship?” Journal of Biblical Literature 

114.4 (1995): 683-705. 

 

_____ “How Yahweh Became God: Exodus 3 and 6 and the Heart of the Pentateuch.”  Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testament 68 (1995): 57-74. 

 

_____ “History and Tradition: A Response to J.B. Geyer.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 15 

(1980): 57-61. 

 

_____ “The Background of the Patriarchs: A Reply to William Dever and Malcom Clark.” Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testament 9 (1978): 2-43. 

 

_____ “Historical Notes On ‘Israel’s Conquest of Palestine: A Peasants’ Rebellion?’”  Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testament 7 (1978): 20-27. 

 

Velázquez II, Efraín. “The Persian Period and the Origins of Israel: Beyond the ‘Myths’.” July 2009. 

Retrieved from http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/persian.shtml. Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/PDFs/Finding%20Myth%20and%20History%20in%20the%20Bible%20Chapter%201a.pdf
http://www.bibleinterp.com/PDFs/Finding%20Myth%20and%20History%20in%20the%20Bible%20Chapter%201a.pdf
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Andr%C3%A9_Lemaire
https://books.google.com/books?id=mFL0__dIdlcC&pg=PA323
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/persian.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


Watson, Francis. “Bible, Theology and the University: A Response to Philip Davies.” Journal for the 

Study of the Old Testament 71 (1996): 3-16. 

 

Watson, Paul L. “The Ras Shamra Discoveries and Their Impact on the Old Testament Studies.” 

Restoration Quarterly 11.3 (1968): 144-152. 

 

_____ “Old Testament Theology.” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 261-274. 

 

_____ “The Deuteronomic Historian.” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 281-284. 

 

_____ “Review Article: The History of Israel.” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 300-303. 

 

Wenham, G.J. “Method in Pentateuchal Source Criticism.” Vetus Testamentum 41.1 (1991): 84-109. 

 

Wenham, John. Christ and the Bible. Third Edition. Grand Rapids: Baker, 1994. 

 

Wesselius, Jan-Wim. “The Road to Jezreel: Primary History and the Tel Dan Inscription.” Scandinavian 

Journal of the Old Testament 15:1 (2001): 83-103. 

 

_____ “The First Royal Inscription from Ancient Israel: The Tel Dan Inscription Reconsidered.” 

Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 13:2 (1999): 163-186. 

 

West, Jim. “The History of Israel – Without the Bible: A Thought Experiment” in History, Politics and 

the Bible From Iron Age to the Media Age: Essays in Honor of Keith W. Whitelam. Library of 

Hebrew Bible / Old Testament Studies 651. Jim West and James Crossley, Editors. New York: 

Bloomsbury T&T Clark, 2017. 

 

_____ “A (Very, Very) Short History of Minimalism: From The Chronicler to the Present.” September 

2010. Retrieved from http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/hist357908.shtml. Accessed 26 February 

2018. 

 

_____ “The Copenhagen Boomerang: Deadly Weapon or the Retrieval of A Forgotten Truth.” April 

2005. Retrieved from http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/West_Copenhagen_Boomerang.shtml. 

Accessed 26 February 2018. 

 

Whitelam, Keith W. “‘Israel Is Laid Waste; His Seed Is No More’: What If Merneptah’s Scribes Were 

Telling the Truth?” Biblical Interpretation 8 1/2 (2000): 8-22. 

 

_____ The Invention of Ancient Israel: The Silencing of Palestinian history. New York: Routledge, 1996. 

 

_____ “The Identity of Early Israel: The Realignment and Transformation of Late Bronze-Iron Age 

Palestine.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 63 (1994): 57-87. 

 

_____ “Israel’s Tradition of Origin: Reclaiming the Land.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 44 

(1989): 19-42. 

 

_____ “Recreating the History of Israel.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 35 (1985): 45-70. 

 

_____ “The Defence of David.” Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 29 (1984): 61-87. 

 

http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/hist357908.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/opeds/hist357908.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/West_Copenhagen_Boomerang.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018
http://www.bibleinterp.com/articles/West_Copenhagen_Boomerang.shtml.%20Accessed%2026%20February%202018


Williamson, H.G.M. “The Origins of Israel: Can We Safely Ignore the Bible?” in The Origin of Early 

Israel – Current Debate: Biblical, Historical, and Archaeological Perspectives. Shmuel Ahituv 

and Eliezer D. Oren, Editors. Beer-Sheva: Ben-Gurion University of the Negev Press, 1998. 

 

Willis, Cecil. “History and the Isaiah Theories.” Truth Magazine 3.9 (June 1959): 6-8. 

 

Wyatt, N. “The Mythic Mind Revisited: Myth and History, or Myth versus History, a Continuing Problem 

in Biblical Studies.” Scandinavian Journal of the Old Testament 22.2 (2008): 161-175. 

 

Yamauchi, Edwin. “The Current State of Old Testament Historiography” in Faith, Tradition, and 

History: Old Testament Historiography in Its Near Eastern Context. A.R. Millard, James K. 

Hoffmeier, and David W. Baker, Editors. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1994. 

 

Younger, Jr., K. Lawson. “The Fall of Samaria in Light of Recent Research.” The Catholic Biblical 

Quarterly 61 (1999): 461-482. 

 

Zink, James K. “The Scandinavian Oral Tradition School.” Restoration Quarterly 9.4 (1966): 249-256. 

 

_____ “The Place of Archaeology in Biblical Interpretation.” Restoration Quarterly 8.2 (1965): 111-118. 

 

Zevit, Ziony. “Three Debates about Bible and Archaeology.” Biblica 83.1 (2002): 1-27. 

 

Zvi, Ehud Ben. “On the Reading 'bytdwd' in the Aramaic Stele from Tel Dan.” Journal for the Study of 

the Old Testament 64 (1994): 25-32. 

 

Appendix 1 

( Recommended Reading List ) 

 

When preaching, teaching classes, or writing about OT matters, be mindful of the contemporary 

maximalist – minimalist debate. When using study resources outside the Bible, include those from 

authors who interact with minimalist issues and arguments and who are also committed to a maximalist 

approach to Bible. I recommend that you look for current resources with a publication date from the late 

1990’s to the present. Stay current, especially in the area of archaeology. With that in mind, I would 

recommend the following: 

 

History of Israel 

 

1. A History of Israel: From the Bronze Age Through the Jewish Wars. Revised Edition. Walter 

C. Kaiser, Jr. and Paul Wegner. Nashville: B&H Academic, 2016. 

 

2. A Biblical History of Israel. Second Edition. Iain Provan, V. Philips Long, and Tremper 

Longman III. Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2015. 

 

3. Ancient Israel’s History: An Introduction to Issues and Sources. Bill T. Arnold and Richard 

Hess, Editors. Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2014. 

 

4. Kingdom of Priests: A History of Old Testament Israel. Second Edition. Eugene H. Merrill. 

Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2008. 

 

5. On the Reliability of the Old Testament. K.A. Kitchen. Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans 

Publishing Co., 2003. 



 

Archaeology 

 

1. Evidence for the Bible. Clive Anderson and Brian Edwards. Green Forrest: Master Books, 

2018. 

 

2. Zondervan Handbook of Biblical Archaeology. Randall Price with H. Wayne House. Grand 

Rapids: Zondervan, 2017. 

 

3. Biblical Archaeology. Volumes 1 and 2. David E. Graves. Toronto: Electronic Christian 

Media, 2015, 2017. 

 

4. The Stones Cry Out: What Archaeology Reveals About the Truth of the Bible. Randall Price. 

Eugene: Harvest House Publishers, 1997. 

 

Geography / Atlas 

 

 1. The IVP Atlas of Bible History. Paul Lawrence. Downers Grove: IVP Academic, 2006. 

 

2. Carta’s New Century Handboo  and Atlas of the Bible. Anson F. Rainey and R. Steven Notley. 

Jerusalem: Carta, 2006. 

 

3. The Sacred Bridge: Carta’s Atlas of the Biblical World. Anson F. Rainey and R. Steven 

Notley. Jerusalem: Carta, 2006. 

 

Dictionaries 

 

1. Dictionary of the Old Testament Prophets. Mark J. Boda and J. Gordon McConville, Editors. 

Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 2012. 

 

2. Dictionary of the Old Testament Wisdom, Poetry & Writings. Tremper Longman III and Peter 

Enns, Editors. Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 2008. 

 

3. Dictionary of the Old Testament Historical Books. Bill T. Arnold and H.G.M. Williamson, 

Editors. Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 2005. 

 

4. Dictionary of the Old Testament Pentateuch. T. Desmond Alexander and David W. Baker, 

Editors. Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 2003. 

 

Appendix 2 

( Publications by Lawrence J. Mykytiuk ) 

 

Dr. Lawrence J. Mykytiuk has been a Purdue University Libraries Faculty member and History 

Librarian since 1993 and is currently a tenured Associate Professor of Library Science. In 2014 he 

received a courtesy appointment as Associate Professor of History, Purdue University, West Lafayette, 

Indiana. He holds a Ph.D. in Hebrew and Semitic Studies (1998) and an M.A. in Library and Information 

Studies (1992), both from the University of Wisconsin-Madison. He also holds an M.T.S. summa cum 

laude in Theological Studies (1983) from Asian Theological Seminary, Quezon City, Philippines; a 

B.A. summa cum laude in English (1972) from Trinity International University, Deerfield, Illinois; and 

a Diploma in Bible-Theology (1970) from Moody Bible Institute, Chicago, Illinois. He reads 12 

languages: modern English (mother tongue), French, German, Italian, and Pilipino, plus ancient 



Aramaic, Canaanite dialects, Greek, Hebrew, Phoenician, Syriac, and Ugaritic. He has been a member 

of the Society of Biblical Literature since 1988. This list below was supplied by Dr. Mykytiuk. 

 

A. On the Bible, archaeology, and ancient writings: 

 

1. “New Testament Political Figures Confirmed.” Biblical Archaeology Review 43.5 (September/October 

2017): 50–59, 65. 

 

2. “New Testament Political Figures: The Evidence.” A web supplement to “New Testament Political 

Figures Confirmed.” Bible History Daily, Biblical Archaeology Society, September 7, 2017;  

https://www.biblicalarchaeology.org/daily/people-cultures- in-the- bible/people-in- the-bible/new- 

testament-political-figures- the-evidence/ (with endnotes). 

 

3. “Herod the Great and the Herodian Family Tree.” Excerpted from “New Testament Political Figures 

Confirmed.” Bible History Daily, Biblical Archaeology Society, September 25, 2017; 

https://www.biblicalarchaeology.org/daily/people-cultures- in-the- bible/people-in- the-bible/herod- the-

great-herodian-family- tree/. 

 

4. “Did Jesus Exist? Searching for Evidence Beyond the Bible.” Biblical Archaeology Review 41.1 

(January/February 2015): 44–51, 76. 

 

5. “Did Jesus Exist? Searching for Evidence Beyond the Bible. Lawrence Mykytiuk’s feature article from 

the January/February 2015 issue of BAR with voluminous endnotes.” Bible History Daily, Biblical 

Archaeology Society, December 8, 2014; http://www.biblicalarchaeology.org/daily/people-cultures- in-

the- bible/jesus-historical-jesus/did- jesus-exist/. 

 

6. “Archaeology Confirms 3 More Bible People.” Biblical Archaeology Review 43.3 (May/June 2017): 

48–52. 

 

7. “Archaeology Confirms 50 Real People in the [Hebrew] Bible.” Biblical Archaeology Review 40.2 

(March/April 2014): 42–50, 68. 

 

8. “53 People in the Bible Confirmed Archaeologically.” A web supplement to “Archaeology Confirms 

50 Real People in the Bible.” Bible History Daily, Biblical Archaeology Society, March 3, 2014, with 

updates; http://www.biblicalarchaeology.org/daily/people-cultures- in-the- bible/people-in- the-bible/50- 

people-in- the-bible-confirmed- archaeologically/#note05r. 

 

9. “Eleven Non-Royal Jeremianic Figures Strongly Identified in Authentic, Contemporaneous –

Inscriptions.” In Eretz-Israel: Archaeological, Historical, and Geographical Studies, Volume 32: Joseph 

Naveh Volume. Jerusalem: Israel Exploration Society and The Institute of Archaeology, The Hebrew 

University of Jerusalem, 2016, 57*–64*; http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/lib_fsdocs/164/ 

 

10. “Sixteen Strong Identifications of Biblical Persons (Plus Nine Other Identifications) in Authentic 

Northwest Semitic Inscriptions from before 539 B.C.E.” In New Inscriptions and Seals Relating to the 

Biblical World, 25–57. Edited by Meir Lubetski and Edith Lubetski. Archaeology and Biblical Studies 

19. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature, 2012; http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/lib_research/150/. 

 

11. “Corrections and Updates to ‘Identifying Biblical Persons in Northwest Semitic Inscriptions of 1200–

539 B.C.E.’” Maarav 16.1 (2009): 49–132; http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/lib_research/129/. 
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12. Identifying Biblical Persons in Northwest Semitic Inscriptions of 1200–539 B.C.E. SBL Academia 

Biblica 12. Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literature; Boston: Brill, 2004. 

https://books.google.com/books?id=CS9DKZgzfDIC&amp;printsec=frontcover&amp;dq=mykytiuk+iden

tifying&amp;hl=en 

&amp;sa=X&amp;ved=0ahUKEwjNxfXDuMPZAhXCwVkKHZPRCGwQ6AEIKTAA#v=onepage&am

p;q=mykytiuk%20id entifying&amp;f=false 

 

B. On scholarly responses to biblical minimalism: 

 

1. “Strengthening Biblical Historicity vis-à-vis Minimalism, 1992–2008 and Beyond, Part 2.3: Some 

Commonalities in Approaches to Writing Ancient Israel’s History.” Journal of Religious and Theological 

Information 14.1–2 (2015): 30–48. Author’s accepted manuscript: 

http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/lib_fsdocs/137/. Link to original published article, containing the official 

version of record: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10477845.2015.1035197. 

 

2. “Strengthening Biblical Historicity vis-à-vis Minimalism, 1992–2008 and Beyond, Part 2.2: The 

Literature of Perspective, Critique, and Methodology, Second Half.” Journal of Religious and 

Theological Information 12.3–4 (2013): 114–155. Author’s accepted manuscript: 

http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/lib_fsdocs/58/. Link to 

original published article, containing the official version of record: 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/10477845.2013.841475. 

 

3. “Strengthening Biblical Historicity vis-à-vis Minimalism, 1992–2008 and Beyond, Part 2.1: The 

Literature of Perspective, Critique, and Methodology, First Half.” Journal of Religious and Theological 

Information 11.3–4 (2012): 101–137. Author’s accepted manuscript: 

http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/lib_fsdocs/52/. Link to original published article, containing the official version 

of record: 

http://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/10477845.2012.673111?src=recsys#.VCBYcpRdXK0. 

 

4. “Strengthening Biblical Historicity vis-à-vis Minimalism, 1992–2008, Part 1: Introducing a 

Bibliographic Essay in Five Parts.” Journal of Religious and Theological Information 9.3–4 (2010): 71–

83. Author’s accepted manuscript: http://docs.lib.purdue.edu/lib_research/148/. Link to original published 

article, containing the official version of record: http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/10477845.2010.526920. 

 

Appendix 3 

 ( New Testament References to Old Testament History ) 

 

 Below is a list of references in the New Testament to Old Testament persons and events.
137

 

Clearly, individuals in the first-century, like Jesus, Paul, and others, viewed Old Testament persons and 

events as real and historical. A brief appraisal of these references follows at the end of this list. 

 

Matthew 

 

1. Matthew’s genealogy from Abraham to Jesus (1:1-17). 

2. The angel’s reference to Joseph as son of David (1:20). 

3. John the Baptist’s reference to Abraham our father (3:9; Lk. 3:8). 

                                                           
137

 I did not include all OT passages that are quoted or alluded to in the NT. I focused on references to OT 

persons and events. For a comprehensive list of NT references to OT passages see the following: 

Commentary on the New Testament Use of the Old Testament. G.K. Beale and D.A. Carson, Editors. 

Grand Rapids: Baker Academic, 2007. 
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4. Jesus’ reference to Solomon in all his glory (6:29; Lk. 12:27). 

5. Jesus’ reference to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom (8:11). 

6. The blind men’s reference to Jesus son of David (9:27; 20:30; Mk. 10:47-48; Lk. 18:38-39). 

7. Jesus’ reference to Sodom and Gomorrah (10:15; 11:23-24; Lk. 10:12). 

8. Jesus’ reference to Elijah to come (11:14). 

9. Jesus’ reference to David eating the showbread (12:3-4; Mk. 2:25-26; Lk. 6:3-4). 

10. The multitudes’ reference to Jesus son of David (12:23). 

11. Jesus’ reference to Jonah the prophet (12:39-41; Lk. 11:29-30, 31). 

12. Jesus’ reference to the Queen of Sheba’s visit to Solomon (12:42; Lk. 11:31). 

13. The Canaanite woman’s reference to Jesus son of David (15:22). 

14. Jesus’ reference to the sign of Jonah (16:4). 

15. The disciples’ reference to Elijah, Jeremiah, and the prophets (16:14; Mk. 8:28; Lk. 9:19). 

16. The reference to Moses and Elijah on the mount of transfiguration (17:3-4; Mk. 9:4-5; Lk. 9:30, 33). 

17. The disciples’ reference to the scribes acknowledgment of Elijah (17:10; Mk. 9:11-13). 

18. The reference of the Pharisees and Jesus to Moses and the bill of divorcement (19:7-8; Mk. 10:3-5). 

19. The reference of the multitude and the children to Jesus son of David (21:9, 15; Mk. 11:10). 

20. The Sadducees’ reference to Moses’ law concerning marrying a brother (22:24; Mk. 12:19;             

Lk. 20:28). 

21. Jesus’ reference to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (Mt. 22:32; Mk. 12:26; Lk. 20:38). 

22. The reference of the Pharisees and Jesus to the Christ being the son of David (22:42-45;                 

Mk. 12:35-37; Lk. 20:41-44). 

23. Jesus’ reference to the OT prophets from Abel to Zachariah (23:29-35; Lk. 11:51). 

24. Jesus’ reference to the abomination of desolation spoken by Daniel (24:15; Mk. 13:14). 

25. Jesus’ reference to the flood of Noah (24:37-39; Lk. 17:26-27). 

26. The crowd’s reference to Elijah coming (27:47, 49; Mk. 15:35-36). 

 

Mark (parallel accounts are listed under Matthew) 

 

1. Jesus’ reference to Moses’ law concerning the leper (2:44; Lk. 5:14). 

2. Jesus’ referencing to Moses saying “Honor thy father…” (7:10). 

 

Luke (parallel accounts are listed under Matthew and Mark) 

 

1. The angel’s reference to the power of Elijah (1:17). 

2. Luke’s reference to Joseph of the “house of David” (1:27). 

3. The angel’s reference to Jesus on the throne of David over the house of Jacob (1:32-33). 

4. Mary’s reference to Israel, the fathers, and Abraham (1:54-55). 

5. Zacharias’ reference to David and Abraham (1:69, 73). 

6. The angel’s reference to Bethlehem as the “city of David” (2:11). 

7. Luke’s reference to the law of Moses concerning purification (2:23). 

8. Luke’s genealogy from Joseph back to Adam (3:23-38). 

9. Jesus’ reference to the work of Elijah and Elisha (4:25-26). 

10. Jesus’ reference to the woman being a daughter of Abraham (13:16). 

11. Jesus’ reference to Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (13:28). 

12. Jesus’ reference to Abraham and Moses (16:22-31). 

13. Jesus’ reference to Lot and Sodom (17:28-29). 

14. Jesus’ reference to Zacchaeus being a son of Abraham (19:9). 

15. Jesus’ reference to Moses and the prophets with the two on the way to Emmaus and later the disciples 

(24:27, 44). 

 

John 



 

1. John’s reference to creation (1:1-3). 

2. The Pharisees reference to Elijah (1:25). 

3. Jesus’ reference to Moses lifting up the serpent (3:14). 

4. John’s reference to the ground that Jacob gave to Joseph (4:5). 

5. The Samaritan woman’s reference to her ancestor’s worship (4:20). 

6. Jesus’ reference to Moses’ writings as a witness (5:45-47). 

7. Jesus’ reference to the Israelites eating manna in the wilderness (6:31-32, 48). 

8. Jesus’ reference to Moses giving the law and circumcision (7:19-23). 

9. The multitudes’ reference to the Christ being from the seed of David (7:42). 

10. The Pharisees’ reference to stoning in the Law of Moses (8:5). 

11. The reference of the Jews and Jesus to the father Abraham (8:33-41, 52-53, 56-58). 

12. The Jews’ reference to being a disciple of Moses (9:28-29). 

 

Acts 

 

1. Luke’s reference to the patriarch and prophet David spoke (2:29-31). 

2. Peter’s reference to the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob (3:13). 

3. Peter’s reference to Moses, Samuel, and Abraham (3:22-25). 

4. Stephen’s reference to historical persons and events from Abraham to Solomon (7:2-50). 

5. Paul’s reference to historical persons and events from Israel’s exodus to David (13:17-23). 

6. Paul’s reference to Israel being of the stock of Abraham (13:26). 

7. Paul’s reference to the God of our fathers (24:14). 

 

Romans 

 

1. Abraham’s belief reckoned for righteousness (4:1-23). 

2. Adam’s sin and its consequence (5:12-21). 

3. The children of promise: Abraham, Sarah, Isaac, Rebecca, Jacob, and Esau (9:6-13). 

4. The hardening of Pharaoh’s heart (9:14-18). 

5. Isaiah’s reference to the remnant of Israel (9:27). 

6. Mention of Abraham, Benjamin, Elijah, and David (11:1-10). 

 

1 Corinthians 

 

1. Israel’s exodus from Egypt and wandering in the wilderness (10:1-11). 

2. The creation of the first man and woman (11:8-9). 

 

2 Corinthians 

 

1. Moses’ face shining upon receiving the law at Sinai (3:7, 13). 

 

Galatians 

 

1. Abraham’s belief and God’s blessing (3:6-14). 

2. The law that was given after Abraham’s blessing (3:17-18). 

3. The children of Abraham by Sarah (Isaac) and Hagar (4:21-31). 

 

Philippians 

 

1. The stock of Israel and the tribe of Benjamin (3:5). 



 

1 Timothy 

 

1. Adam was formed first and Eve’s transgression (2:13-14). 

 

2 Timothy 3:8 

 

1. Jannes and Jambres withstood Moses (3:8). 

 

Hebrews 

 

1. God speaking through the OT prophets and Jesus creating the world (1:1-2). 

2. The seed of Abraham (2:16). 

3. Moses, the exodus, and the wilderness wanderings (3:2-6; 3:16 - 4:11) 

4. Joshua leading the Israelites into Canaan (4:8) 

5. The high priesthood of Aaron and Melchizedek (5:1-6, 10). 

6. God’s promise to Abraham (6:13). 

7. Melchizedek as king and priest (7:1-10). 

8. The change in the OT priesthood (7:11 – 8:5). 

9. The change in the Old Law (8:6-13). 

10. The items and service of the tabernacle (9:1-10). 

11. The OT sacrifices (9:11 – 10:18). 

12. Punishment under the Law of Moses (10:28). 

13. OT characters of faith from Abel to David (11:4-40). 

14. Esau sold his birthright (12:16-17). 

15. The quaking of Mt. Sinai at the giving of the Law (12:18-21). 

 

James 

 

1. Abraham and Rahab were justified by works (2:21-25). 

2. The patience of the OT prophets and of Job (5:10-11). 

3. The fervent prayer of Elijah (5:17). 

 

1 Peter 

 

1. The OT prophets (1:10). 

2. Sarah obeyed Abraham calling him lord (3:6). 

3. Noah’s ark (3:20). 

 

2 Peter 

 

1. The flood of Noah’s day (2:5). 

2. The destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (2:6-7). 

3. Balaam and his donkey (2:15-16). 

4. The creation and the flood (3:5-6). 

 

1 John 

 

1. Cain killed Abel (3:12). 

 

Jude 



 

1. Israel’s exodus from Egypt (verse 4). 

2. The destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah (verse 7). 

3. The body of Moses (verse 9). 

4. The way of Cain, the error of Balaam, and the gainsaying of Korah (verse 11). 

5. The prophecy of Enoch the seventh from Adam (verse 14). 

 

Revelation 

 

1. The teaching of Baalam (2:14). 

2. The tribe of Judah and the root of David (5:5). 

3. The children/tribes of Israel (7:4-8). 

4. Gog and Magog (20:8). 

5. The twelve tribes of Israel (21:12). 

6. The root and offspring of David (22:16). 

 

An Appraisal 

 

What can be said about these references in defense of Old Testament historicity? Six points come 

to mind: 

 

First, there are many different NT individuals who refer to OT historical matters, not just one or 

two. The more who refer to OT historical matters (especially the same story), the more credible their 

testimony. 

 

Second, individuals are often making an argument when they reference the OT historical persons 

and events. Their argument means nothing without the OT references being historical, true, and factual. 

Using unhistorical persons and events from the past to make a case in the present would be a terrible way 

to debate. Surely, Paul, for example, learned at the feet of Gamaliel better than to do this. 

 

Third, sometimes the audience is drawn into the historical reference and they too admit the 

historicity of the OT reference (see the Jews concerning Abraham in John 8:37-39). The use of OT 

historicity, then, is not limited to Jesus and his followers, but also to Jesus’ enemies or to the crowds in 

general. 

 

Fourth, in some cases, there are large groups of Jews like in Acts 7 and 13 who could easily hear 

these OT references and discredit them as untrue, but they did not do that. 

 

Fifth, when there is a longer recounting of historical matters like in the speeches of Acts 7 and 13, 

what part of the speech is historically accurate? All of it, part of it, or none of it? In these two examples, 

the ancient past (the patriarchs) is just as historical as the recent past (Jesus’ rejection in Jerusalem). If 

not, why not? Will we “deconstruct” these NT speeches to determine what part of the speech is historical 

and what part is not? Will we now say, like some scholars, that Jesus is unhistorical too? 

 

Sixth, NT writers documented NT individuals referring to OT historical persons and events. If 

these OT persons and events did not exist, as minimalists argue, then what you have is this: 1) an untrue 

person or event is purposely made-up by an OT author, 2) the OT made-up person/event is then 

referenced knowingly or unknowingly by a NT individual, 3) this is then recorded knowingly or 

unknowingly by a NT author which makes the whole matter stem from incredible ignorance or incredible 

deception, and, 4) to top it off, all of these OT persons/events are wrongly believed for 2000 years by 



thousands of Jews and Christians! I think not. Given the choice between the minimalist’s explanation of 

OT (made-up) “history” and the NT use of OT history, I choose the NT. 

 


