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Summary: Where there Israelites in “Judaean Exile”?

In historical terms, there is evidence of an early political use of the name “Israel”
(14th–9th centuries BC) and a much later religious use of it (3rd/2nd centuries BC); in
the time in between, its predominant designation was “Samaria(ns).” Biblical and
non-biblical evidence supports the notion that Israelites/Samarians settled in Judah as
refugees after 721 BC, and therefore the impulse for the emergence of biblical Israel
can be located in the 8th century BC. The historiography of the Books of Kings should
be studied with caution, since its textual history documents quantitative and qualita-
tive changes that include the restructuring and deletion of texts. The literary history
of the Books of Kings reveals our lack of knowledge over the sources it draws from,
when it was composed, and how intensively earlier stages of the Masoretic text were
revised.

Keywords: Israel – Exile – 1–2Kings – Textual Tradition – Palimpsestus
Vindobonensis

Resumen: ¿Existieron Israelitas en el “exilio judaita”?

En términos históricos, existe evidencia que refiere a un uso político mucho más tem-
prano del nombre “Israel” (siglos 14–9 a.C.), mientras que su uso religioso es muy
posterior (3/2 siglos a.C.); entre ambos períodos el término que predominaba era el
de “Samaritanos”. La evidencia bíblica y no bíblica apoya la noción de que los israe-
litas/samaritanos se asentaron en Judá como refugiados posteriormente al año 721
a.C. Por lo tanto, el impulso para la emergencia de la Israel biblíca podría ubicarse en
el siglo 8 a.C. La historiografía de los Libros de Reyes debe ser estudiada con cautela,
puesto que la historia de su redacción documenta cambios cuantitativos y cualitativos
que incluyen la reestructuración y eliminación de textos. La historia literaria de los
Libros de Reyes revela nuestra falta de conocimiento acerca de las fuentes sobre las
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cuales se basan, cuándo fueron compuestos, y cuán intensivas fueron las revisiones
de las etapas tempranas del texto masorético. 

Palabras claves: Israel – Exilio – I–II Reyes – Tradición textual – Palimpsestus vin-
dobonensis

INTRODUCTION

Why people of Judah were called “Israel” in biblical texts? In 1974
archaeologist M. Broshi proposed that a massive expansion of the city
Jerusalem around 700 BC was generated by “the immigration of
Israelites, who came to Judah from the Northern Kingdom after the fall
of Samaria in 721 BC.”1 This hypothesis has been recently developed
by I. Finkelstein in many articles, based on a sudden growth of
Jerusalem and the rise and economic development of Judah.2 The most
prominent criticism of Finkelstein’s hypothesis has been N. Na’aman’s,
who interprets the archaeological data vastly differently;3 yet some of
Na’aman’s arguments allow for a reexamination.4 Recent excavations
in Jerusalem confirm Na’aman’s estimation that Jerusalem grew gra-
dually, starting from the 9th century BC and culminating around 700
BC.5 Therefore Finkelstein’s theory should be reconsidered and, at
least in part, revised.

Since until now archaeological data has been able to draw only
a rough picture, a theory based upon written sources must be develo-
ped.6 Why did the name of Israel survive in Judah? This essay follows
the path of the name “Israel” from what can be grasped archaeologi-
cally and historically from the 14th century BC to the 2nd century CE.
Furthermore, it explores how the name “Israel” is to be distinguished

148 SCHÜTTE ANTIGUO ORIENTE

1 Broshi 1974.
2 E.g. Finkelstein and Silberman 2006; Finkelstein 2015.
3 E.g. Na’aman 2007; 2014.
4 E.g. Burke 2012.  
5 Uziel and Szanton 2015; Gadot and Uziel 2017.
6 “The differences in type and quality of data between literary and archaeological mean that
archaeology is often a means of testing the credibility of the text, while the text provides details
that cannot be given by the artifacts” (Grabbe 2007: 60).
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from biblical “Judah.” I will also turn attention to the Books of Kings
and its textual history. Differences among manuscripts allow to answer
the main question under discussion here, in a way that has as yet scar-
cely been discussed. 

THE NAME “ISRAEL” AND “JUDAH” HISTORICALLY RECONSIDERED

Two references from the New Egyptian Kingdom that point to an
“Israel” entity located somewhere in Palestine are recorded on a stone
relief of unknown origin (14th century BC?), and in the famous victory
poem of Pharaoh Merneptah (ca. 1208 BC).7 However, it is not possi-
ble to connect this “Israel” directly to the 9th century BC Omride king-
dom of Israel. Archaeological excavations provide evidence that the
Omride kingdom developed into full statehood earlier than the Judaean
polity.8 In 853 BC Assyrian king Shalmaneser III mentioned the mili-
tary strength of “Ahab, the Israelite.”9 Slightly later, the Tel Dan Stela
(ca. 841 BC) reports [Hazael’s] victory over “[Jo]ram, king of Israel.”10

The Moabite Mesha Stela (ca. 840 BC) recorded the former strength of
Omri, “king of Israel.” After the rise of the Aramean empire of
Damascus under Hazael, Assyrian allusions to the “house of Omri,” the
“land of Samaria,” and finally to the “city of Samaria,” reflect the dimi-
nishing political status of the Israelite kingdom.11 “Samerina” became
in the end the name of the Assyrian province after the conquest of
Samaria in 721 BC. Judah, mentioned for the first time in the Tel Dan
Stela, was probably called “house of David.” However, from Tiglath-
pileser III’s reign on, as well as from Assyrian and Babylonian sources
in general, it has been identified as “Judah.”12
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7 Zwickel and van der Veen 2016; Rainey 2001; Morenz 2008.
8 Finkelstein 1999.
9 Kurkh-Monolith II,92 cf. Pritchard 1955: 279.

10 Kottsieper 1998; Lipiński 2000. However, G. Athas (2003) identifies the “king of Israel”
with Amaziah ben Joash.
11 Kelle 2002.
12 Tadmor 1994: 170–171 (Summary Inscription from Calah, No. 7, 11’).
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Although the existence of Israelites deported to Assyria in
734/33 and 721 BC can be reflected in the personal names referring to
YHWH, “no commoner bears gentilic ‘Israelite.’”13 Since 701 BC,
when Sennacherib deported people from Judah to Assyria, we cannot
distinguish Israelites from Judahites by name; between 700 and 602 BC
a sole name is explicitly described as Samarian.14 Religious life of
Israelite people continued in the now-Assyrian province of Samerina,
as we can assume from historical parallels.15 Although we will not dis-
cuss non-literary artifacts from Judah referring to Israelites here, it is
worth mentioning that analyses of the Siloam inscription have already
interpreted some linguistic peculiarities as pertaining to Israelite
Hebrew used by refugees living in Jerusalem.16 Refugees from Samaria
to Egypt and Transjordan can also be considered; however, up to now
we have no reliable evidence. Papyrus Amherst 63 Column XVII,1–6,
from the 3rd century BC, reports troops fleeing from Samaria, who seek
protection somewhere (in Palmyra?);17 they were led by a Judaean
whose “sister” came from Jerusalem.18

When the Assyrian empire disintegrated, Babylon became
Judah’s suzerain. The capture of “the city of Judah” in the 7th year of
Nebuchadnezzar (597 BC) is recorded in a Babylonian chronicle.19

Deportations in 597, 586 and ca. 582 BC (cf. Jer 52:30) are only recor-
ded by the Hebrew Bible. Besides the Babylonian Ration Lists for King
Jehoiachin, we have cuneiform sources dating after 572 BC from
Yāhūdu, the village of Judah in Babylonia and its Judaean inhabitants,
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13 Zadok 2015: 159.
14 Zadok 2015: 166.
15 Cf. Berlejung 2002; 2012.
16 Rendsburg and Schniedewind 2010. 
17 K. Van der Toorn (2018: 10–11.205), defends Sennacherib’s campaign in 701 BC as the his-
torical background of this text. On a Samarian background in Judah at the time of Micah, cf.
W. Schütte (2016e: 84–86). Yet a connection to the fall of Samaria (721 BC) cannot be exclu-
ded. “Nearly all the compositions compiled in this ‘anthology’ are from about 700 BCE or
before” (Van der Toorn 2018: 205).
18 Column XVII, 3–4: “my brothers have been brou[ght] from Samaria and now a man is brin-
ging my sister from Jerusalem” (Van der Toorn 2018: 75).
19 Grayson 2000: 102 (ABC 5 rev 11–12).
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bearing witness to these deportations.20 The biblical story of Gedaliah’s
assassination alludes to the assassins’ flight to Transjordan, along with
refugees to Egypt (Jer 41–42). But again, we have no reliable extra-
biblical evidence for these events. 

Evidence of Judaean life in Judah under Babylonian suzerainity
is scarce.21 Many settlements were destroyed and only the Benjaminite
area recovered soon;22 Mizpah seems to have served as a Babylonian
administration center. Although no Hebrew literary source has been
found as yet to demonstrate scribal activity for the period from 586 to
350 BC,23 the archaeology of the Persian period reveals a “religious
revolution” taking place.24 Cultic female figurines, widespread in
Judah before 586 BC, were found in the Persian period along the coas-
tal region but not in the areas of Judaean settlements. Instead of local
sanctuaries, the Samari(t)an sanctuary25 on Mt. Gerizim and the new
Temple (tyb or lkyh) of Jerusalem were now standing. Outside Palestine,
a YHWH “shrine” (arwga)26 existed in Elephantine, southern Egypt, in
the 5th century BC, while another temple (tyb) is mentioned by an
Idumaean ostracon dating to the 4th century BC.27 Written sources from
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20 Weidner 1939; Stolper 1985; Pearce and Wunsch 2014. I know of no Babylonian reference
to Judaean religious practices in the Babylonian exile. A rental contract for a slave shows that
by the time of Nabonidus Babylonian legal conventions were followed within the Jewish com-
munity (Pearce and Wunsch 2014: 106).
21 Lipschits 2003; even in Samerina: Zertal 2003: 380.
22 Lipschits 2003: 346–348; 2004.
23 Finkelstein 2016: 9–10.
24 Stern 2006, but cf. a criticism by Frevel, Pyschny and Cornelius 2014.
25 The sanctuary is often called “this place” (hnd arta), once “house of sacrifice” (axbd tyb),
“sanctuary” (vdqm) and “shrine” (hrga); evidence for “temple” (hlk[h]) is disputed, cf. Becking
(2012: 62) and Tsedaka (2012: 421–423), Hensel (2016: 39–43, 47–50). to. i`ero.n (Argarizin)
(Pseudo-Eupolemos, Fragment 1, cf. Holladay 1983: 172) denotes in a most general sense a
temple complex (Schrenk 1967: 232). 
26 TAD A4.7; A4.8; cf. inscription No. 200 (hrga), found on Mt. Gerizim, and its interpretation
by Becking 2012: 61–62; TAD A4.9 “Altar-house” (axbdm tyb); TAD A3.3; D7.18 “house of
YHW/YHH” (hhy / why tyb). Also Egyptian temples are referred to as shrines in TAD A4.7; A4.8
(arwga); Kratz 2006a: 251–252.
27 Lemaire 2001: 1152–1158. Refences to the YHWH temple at Leontopolis (163 BC–73 CE;
o` nao,j or to. i`ero,n cf. Josephus, Ant. 12,388; 13,62–73.285; 20,226; JW. 1,33; 7,426–436) and
at the Tobiad center ʽAraq el-Emir; cf. Frey 1999: 186–195.
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Elephantine (ca. 407 BC) document a request for help from the Persian
governors of Samaria and Jerusalem and from the temple of Jerusalem,
to restore the shrine at Elephantine that had been destroyed.28 These
and later sources from Egypt reveal Judaean (and Samarian) religiosity
to be notably different from biblical demands.29 The name “Israel” is
not recorded at all in these texts, only “Judaeans” and “Samarians.”30

During the Ptolemaic and Seleucid periods, Samaria and
Jerusalem belonged to a single province, Syria and Phoinike, or Coele
Syria. Competing economic interests between the Mt. Gerizim sanc-
tuary and the temple of Jerusalem increasingly generated tensions bet-
ween them.31 Then the Hasmonaean policy of expansion intensified
conflicts in the 2nd century BC, and religious hostility increased.32 In
the reign of John Hyrcanus (134–104 BC) the Samarian region was
conquered and the sanctuary on Mt. Gerizim destroyed.

Whithin this background, the name “Israel” is found again on
two Hellenistic inscriptions excavated on the Cycladic island of Delos
(250–175 and 150–50 BC).33 They mention a group of “Israelites”
making contributions to their (Samari[t]an) sanctuary on Mt.
Gerizim.34 The biblical manuscripts from Qumran show that the name
“Israel” was common in the 2nd and 1st centuries BC even in Judah, but
only in religious contexts. In contrast, a political use of the name
“Israel” was not usual in Hasmonean Judah after 142 BC, as shown
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28 TAD A4.7/8 cf. Porten and Yardeni 1986–1999.
29 Elephantine documents: the divine epithet “Bethel” as a synonym for YHWH (even in
pAmherst 63), cf. Van der Toorn (2018, 30); concerning offerings, cf. J. Frey (1999: 177–178);
in reference to the Sabbath cf. A. Rohrmoser (2014: 331–333.374–377); G. Granerød (2016:
204–206.) pAmherst 63 (3rd century BC) column XII,11–19 represents a Samarian psalm,
which is a precursor of Jewish Ps 20 (Van der Toorn 2018: 165–169); documents from
Herakleopolis (2nd century BC) show that Egyptian legal conventions were followed within the
Jewish community, e.g. for receivable interest J. M. S. Cowey and K. Maresch (2001: 25).
30 Judaeans: Tcherikover and Fuks 1957; Cowey and Maresch 2001; even Samarians: Van der
Toorn 2018.
31 Hensel 2016: 218–230.
32 Hensel 2016: 195–208.
33 M. Kartveit (2009: 219) re-evaluates the inscriptions and dates in the first half of the 2nd cen-
tury BC.
34 Bruneau 1982; cf. Hensel 2016: 76–85.
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especially by coin inscriptions.35 The name “Israel” was written for the
first time on tetradrachms from the period of the first Jewish rebellion
(66–70 CE) (“Shekel of Israel”).36 Rebels again alluded themselves as
“Israel” in coins and letters from the time of the Bar Kochba rebellion
(132–135 C.E.),37 while the title “nasi’” given to Simon bar Kochba
emphasizes their religious ideology.38

In sum, only Samarians and Judaeans are attested between the
8th and 3rd century BC. The name “Israel” appears historically until the
9th century, but then again only from the 3rd/2nd centuries BC on, when
it was claimed as a religious legacy by two increasingly competitive
communities, a Samari(t)an one based in the sanctuary on Mt. Gerizim,
and a Judaean/Jewish one oriented toward Jerusalem.

THE NAME “ISRAEL” BIBLICALLY RECONSIDERED

The Pentateuch that stands today was a textual tradition shared by the
Samaritan and the Jerusalem communities, while its completion in the
Persian or in the Hellenistic period39 was likely a result of the coopera-
tion between the two communities.40 It is probable that the Samari(t)an
Israelites living in the erstwhile land of Israel saw no problem in rec-
koning the Jerusalem Judaeans among the twelve tribes of Israel. But a
different question is whether this biblical understanding can be traced
back into the (pre-) monarchical period. For the Jerusalemite claim to
be “Israel,” examination of the local Jerusalem tradition of the Neviim
and Ketuvim takes precedence.41
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35 Goodblatt 1998.
36 For this discussion see Goodblatt (1998: 26–28).
37 Goodblatt 1998: 28–35.
38 Goodblatt 1998: 32–33.
39 “During the rule of the Persians, and in the time of the Macedonians, who overthrew them,
through intermingling with foreign nations, many of the traditional customs among the Jews
were altered. …This is what Hecataeus of Abdera has related about the Jews” (Diodorus
Siculus 40:3, cf. Jacoby 1954: 13–15); cf. also A. M. Berlin (2013).
40 On this discussion cf. B. Hensel (2016: 170–194).
41 Only some of the main lines of what I have elaborated elsewhere can be traced here (Schütte
2016a).
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For Haggai and Zechariah, “Judah” is a toponym for the place
where “this people” lives.42 The “remnant of this people” (Zech 8:6, 11,
12) is set by Zechariah 8:7 over against “my people,” who will come
from the east and the west to Jerusalem. “My people” (ym[) is biblically
always “Israel.” We can only presume that “the house of Judah” and the
“house of Israel” in Zechariah 8:13 were meant to denote the inhabitants
of the country43 and the Diaspora. A claim of this Diaspora-Israel to the
political entity44 Judah as homeland can be recognized in the mention of
“Israel” in Nah 2:3 and Joel 2:27, and of “my people” in Joel 2:18–19,
26–27.45 More clearly, 1–2 Chronicles formulate the idea that the
Judaean Israelites from Babylon newly settle Judah (1Chr 9:1–2).46

The book of Ezekiel alludes to an Israelite and a Judaean com-
munity in Babylon, as well as to one in Jerusalem.47 The Book of
Jeremiah names Israelites and Judaeans simultaniously (Jer 11:10, 17;
13:11; 32:30, 32), so it is not necessary to identify those Israelites with
the inhabitants of the Assyrian province Samerina or with the Israelites
deported to Assyria (Jer 3:18; 16:15; 23:8; 32:30)48 or to assign these
assertions to the Judaeans deported to Babylon.49 An interpretation
implicitly assuming Jeremiah’s “all Israel” perspective must be proved
rather than assumed. In political terms, Jeremiah speaks of the “people
of Judah” or the “man (= inhabitant) of Judah,” but speaks of “my peo-
ple” as a theological term, meaning Israel and Israelites only. Only with
the help of the covenant formula (Bundesformel50) did people who were
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42 Hag 1:1–2; 2:2; Zech 1:12; 2:2, 4, 16.
43 Cf. Ezr 5:1 “Haggai and Zechariah, son of Iddo, prophesied to the Judaeans (aydwhy), who
were in Judah and Jerusalem.”
44 “Judah” (fem.): Nah 2:1; Joel 4:20; Zech 14:14; Mal 2:11. See also Is 7:6; Jer 14:2; 23:6;
33:16.
45 Schütte 2016g: 201–218.
46 Bortz 2018: 257–268.
47 Ez 14:1; 20:1, 3 and 8:1 resp. Ez 8:11 and 8:17; cf. even Jer 50:4, 33. Zimmerli failed in his
attempt to eliminate every mention of “Judah” in Ezekiel as being a secondary insertion, pre-
cisely because of Ez 8:1, 11, 17 (Zimmerli 1979: 1258–1261, cf. Schütte 2016g: 203–208).
48 Fischer 2005a: 196; 2005b: 208 refers of the two parts of a former single Israel.
49 J. R. Lundbom (1999: 315.769: Babylonia and/or Assyria). P. C. Craigie, P. H. Kelly and J.
F. Drinkard Jr. (1991: 61: the Babylonian exile).
50 Rendtorff 1995.

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 154



Judaeans by descent become “for me the people” (~[l yl), that is, the
people of God.51 For the late Babylonian exilic chapters of Is 40–66,
Judah is merely a toponym to which Jacob-Israel will return home.52

If we look at the Books of the Prophets pre-dating the Babylonian
exile, at the time, when the kingdoms of Judah and Israel existed, only a
few statements must suffice here.53 The prophecy of First Isaiah, who
was historically from Jerusalem or Judah, is aimed at “Israel.” Micah,
living at Judahite Moreschet, was speaking to the “house of Israel” in
Judah and Jerusalem. Amos from Tekoah in Judah, whose writings are
dated as the earliest handed down in the Judaean-Jewish Neviim, was
active only in Israel. Words of Hosea, the Israelite “prophet”54 working
in Israel, distinguish time and again clearly “Israel” from “Judah.” His
writing leads the collection of the Books of the Twelve Prophets—not-
withstanding some changes in the order of the twelve prophetic writings
during the textual history.55 Even this prophetic literature is dominated by
an Israelite perspective, distinguishing Israel and Israelites in Israel and
Judah56 distinctly from Judah (and Judahites?57).

A Babylonian-exilic origin for “Israel” is probably hinted at by
the history of the term “remnant of Israel.”58 Although the survivors of
Nebuchadnezzar’s capture of Jerusalem in 597 BC are called the “rem-
nant of Israel” (Jer 6:9; Ez 9:8; 11:13), the biblical term developed lite-
rarily. Already Jer 6:9 threatened the remnant of Israel in Judah with a
“gleaning,” so this remnant—losing the attribute “Israel”—is condem-
ned (Jer 8:3; 15:9; 24:8). Conversely, the deportees in Babylon are
called “the remnant of Israel” (Jer 31:7; Mi 2:12; cf. Ez 11:14–20) who
will inherit the land of Judah (Mi 4:6–7; Zeph 3:12–13). 
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51 Schütte 2016g: 195–203.
52 Is 40:9; 44:26; 65:9 cf. 48:1.
53 Cf. Schütte 2016a. 
54 Neither Hosea, nor Amos, nor Micah, nor Isaiah is called a prophet in the book bearing his
name.
55 The order in the MT and in the Septuagint differ. Different again is that in the Greek Codex
Venetus.
56 E.g. Is 1:3; 2:5; 4:2; Mi 2:9; 3:1, 9.
57 Cf. Hos 5:10, 12, 14; Am 2:4-5. Referred to Is 5:3, 7 cf. Schütte 2016f: 179; Schütte 2016g:
202.
58 Schütte 2016g: 218–226.
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Alongside these mentions, there are two extraordinary referen-
ces. In 2Chr 34:9 a Judahite “remnant of Israel” living in Judah is dis-
tinguished, on one hand, from the people of Ephraim and Manasseh in
former Israel, and on the other hand from Judah, Benjamin and
Jerusalem. Only in the Old Latin manuscript Palimpsestus
Vindobonensis (L 115) in 2Kgs 17:18 does this term refer to the
Israelites deported to Assyria in 721 BC: “Therefore the Lord was very
angry with the remnant of Israel and removed them out of your sight;
none was left but the tribe of Judah” (et iratus est in indignatione domi-
nus in reliquos israel ut transferret eos a faciem tua (sic!) non remansit
nisi tribu iuda).59 Both passages refer to groups of Israelites from Israel
and do not conform to any other biblical language used elsewhere. 

In sum, the literary picture of the Masoretic Bible presents a
vision of the Israelites living beside Judahites in Judah until 596 BC,
moving from Judah to Babylon and later returning back to Judah. 

THE RISE OF “BIBLICAL ISRAEL”

The prevailing view among scholars is that the biblical understanding
of Israel—designating even people of Judah as “Israelites”—dates no
earlier than 721 BC, after Samaria was conquered by Assyria.60

Conversely, H. G. M. Williamson claimed for some expressions, espe-
cially Isaiah’s “the Holy One of Israel” and “the two houses of Israel”
(Is 8:14), a dating prior 721 BC.61 Yet, the biblical texts lead back to the
still undecided literary-historical question of who wrote theses texts
and when.62 According to Finkelstein, it was the strong pressure made
by Israelite refugees in Judah the force that prompted Hezekiah’s scri-
bes to develop the idea of the biblical Israel. Resulting conflicting tra-
ditions had to be reconciled, as shown for example in the Saul-David
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59 B. Fischer (1983: 87), sees a faciem tua as a scribal error in place of a facie sua.
60 Cf. Kratz 2000; Schniedewind 2004: 68–90; Finkelstein and Silberman 2006; Na’aman
2009; 2010.
61 Williamson 2001a; 2001b. 
62 Williamson 2001a: 31; Kratz 2006b. 
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tradition.63 Na’aman sees Josiah as the initiator of this process one hun-
dred years later, taking over Bethel as “the highly prestigious vacant
heritage” of Israel.64 In the same vein, E. A. Knauf views Bethel as the
center where the Israel tradition flowed into the Judaean literature, pro-
bably in the 6th century BC when Jerusalem was destroyed.65 However,
archaeological finds in Bethel speak against Knauf’s proposal.66 In har-
mony with the archaeological evidence, Ph. R. Davies points to
Benjaminite Mizpah as the factor behind the development of biblical
Israel in the 6th century BC.67 D. Fleming stands against these models,
arguing that “The crucial question here is whether a clear Israelite iden-
tity and literature would have survived somewhere in that region for
more than a hundred years, until it could be incorporated into Judah.”68

Although for Fleming, the David lore is an argument to assume a
Judaean Israel-tradition since the time of Rehoboam, claiming this a
historical assumption is, without non-biblical evidence, not sufficient.69

TEXTUAL HISTORY OF 1–2KINGS

The historiography of the Books of Samuel and Kings plays a large role
in the discussion. The Books of Kings in the Septuagint (LXX) differ
from the Masoretic tradition (MT) in manifold ways, but also among
its textual witnesses there are significant differences. The early, so-
called kaige recension brought large parts of the text into line with the
MT,70 while the remaining parts of the text show only a slight kaige
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63 Finkelstein and Siberman 2006: 275–279; Finkelstein (2011), yet for a different view on
Benjaminite history cf. Na’aman (2009).
64 Na’aman 2010: 17, cf. Schütte (2016b: 10).
65 Knauf 2006.
66 Finkelstein and Singer-Avitz 2009.
67 Davies, 2006; 2007a; 2007b; 2017.
68 Fleming 2012: 14; cf. Schütte (2016b: 10).
69 Fleming 2012: 299. This is true also for the assumption of Weingart 2014 that the biblical
concept of the Twelve Tribes is pre-monarchical. Cf. Schütte (2016f).
70 LXX 2Sam 10:1–1Kgs 2:11 and 1Kgs 22:1–2Kgs 25:30. 1Kgs 1:1–2:11 belongs for ANT
still to 2Sam and could have formed with the kaige section LXX 2Sam 10:1–1Kgs 2:11 (= ANT
2Sam 10:1–26:11) an early extension of 1–2Sam (Trebolle Barrera 2006), which linked the
book with 1–2Kgs.
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recension.71 The tradition of the Antiochene text (ANT) generally pre-
serves an older stage of the text than the strong kaige recension,
although it shows also traces of later recensions.72 The original Greek
translation (“Old Greek” – OG) of the Books of Kings may well have
used a Hebrew version that differed clearly from the MT. Numerous
scholars are convinced that this OG version represents a text form older
than the MT.73 Therefore the MT is perhaps responsible for the exchan-
ge of the chapters 1Kgs 20 and 21 or for the shift of the notes on
Jehoshaphat (LXX/ANT 1Kgs 16:28a-h cf. MT/LXX 1Kgs 22:41–
51).74 Several small changes in the text of the MT usually aim at sho-
wing an irreproachable and perfect representation of the Jewish reli-
gion throughout its history, better accommodating to the situation in the
Second Temple period.75

This discussion of the Septuagint and MT will now be broade-
ned through intensive engagement with the Old Latin (OL) tradition of
the Books of Kings.76 According to P. Lagarde’s axiom, the further a
(good) textual witness of the Septuagint is from the MT, the older is its
textual tradition.77 Why should anyone in ancient times waste his
resources for making an imprecise or even false text? If this supposi-
tion stands scrutiny, the OL text tradition of the Palimpsestus
Vindobonensis (ca. 5th century CE) stands out.78 As the only large OL
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71 1Sam 1–2Sam 9 and 1Kgs 2:12–21:28 (Aejmelaeus 2008; Kreuzer 2014). In my opinion, the
strong kaige recension could be accounted for by a strong textual revision by LXX/MT in these
sections, which connected the Books of Samuel and Kings (ANT 2Sam 10–26; Schütte 2018a:
39, cf. Trebolle Barrera 2006), dealt with memories of the Aramaic wars (LXX 1Kgs 16:28a-
h/ MT 1Kgs 16:29–2Kgs 14; Schütte 2018a), and conflated a description of Israel’s Judaean-
exilic times (2Kgs 16; 18–25) from various parts (very different traditions from the monarchi-
cal annals, Isaiah and Jeremiah respectively) with a revised 2Kgs 17.
72 Fernández Marcos and Busto Saiz 1992; Torijano Morales 2017.
73 Cf. Hugo and Schenker 2017: 315-317.
74 Schenker 2004: 86–107.
75 Schenker 2004: 175–178. This assessment of the history of the text of the Books of Kings is
disputed. On the additions of the Septuagint in 1Kgs 2 cf. P. S. F. van Keulen (2005); A. S.
Turkanik (2008) contra A. Schenker (2000). 
76 Kauhanen 2013; Tekoniemi 2016; 2017.
77 Lagarde 1863: 3. 
78 Critical edition by Fischer (1983).
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manuscript of the Books of Kings, it possesses numerous distinctive
features. The text in 1–2Kings is influenced by no clearly recognizable
kaige recension.79 Very striking are two large textual aberrations. The
death news of Elisha are moved from the time of Jehoahaz (2Kgs 13)
into Jehu’s (between 2Kgs 10:30 and 31). In addition, the Jehu infor-
mation in OL is more broadly developed, while the text of 2Kgs 17
diverges consistently from all tradition and 2Kgs 16 is missing. Text
historical studies hold Palimpsestus in these cases, which deviate from
the entire Greek and Hebrew tradition, for the oldest text tradition
(OG).80 The missing Ahaz tradition of 2Kgs 16 may well not be a cop-
yist’s mistake, because in 2 Kgs 17:1 the customary synchronism of
Hoshea of Israel with Ahaz of Judah was missing too. The obvious con-
clusion is that the Hebrew Vorlage of Palimpsestus Vindobonensis ori-
ginally knew no Ahaz tradition and with that no continuation of the
Judaean royal history after Jotham (2Kgs 15).81 Its narrative aims at a
theological commentary on the downfall of Israel and finishes with it.82

There are at least three reasons for following this interpretation.
This hypothesis allows for a resolution of the differences in the chrono-
logy of the kings in 2Kgs 15–18. It is very probable that Ahaz in Judah
reigned beyond the crisis of the year 721.83 When the MT makes
Hezekiah a contemporary witness to the downfall of Israel, this may
well be for theological reasons.84 Assuming that 2Kgs 16 and 18–25 are
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79 Tekoniemi 2016; 2017.
80 Schenker 2004; 2005; Richelle 2015; Tekoniemi 2015; Schütte 2018b contra Trebolle
Barrera 1984. 
81 However, Schenker (2004, 167–170) suspects the Ahaz alussion—against the chronological
structure of the Books of Kings—being after the Hoshea note and behind 2Kgs 17. Actually,
the Palimpsestus itself must have reported on the Judahite kings after Jotam, especially about
Josiah. Only so can OL 2Kgs 17,15 (and [?] OL 1Kgs 13:19–29 cf. MT 2Kgs 23:17) be explai-
ned (Schütte 2018c). However, OL 2Kgs 21–23 (Lucifer of Cagliari) shows textual deviations
from ANT/LXX/MT.
82 Schütte 2017. This thesis corresponds also to the narrative weight in the Books of Kings with
events from Israel.
83 Schütte 2017: 380; cf. Sulpicius Severus I 49:2–5, Jerome’s chronicle (Helm 1956: 88a) and
the Gallic Chronicles (Mommsen 1892: 124.135.393.635; Mommsen 1894: 443).
84 Schenker 2004: 170.
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secondary additions to the revised 2Kgs 17, it becomes clear why the
theological judgment about Hoshea (2Kgs 17:2) changed. If Hoshea
represented in the OL/ANT the peak of the growing wickedness of the
kings of Israel, then this was retracted by MT/LXX,85 and the evil of the
kings increased anew with Ahaz and Manasseh. From this point on,
Ahab of Israel was identified as the model of evil. Several pieces of evi-
dence also suggest that the Ahab stories were revised and enhanced.86

Also speaking for a later attachment of 2Kgs 16 and 18–25 is the phrase
“my servants, the prophets,” being documented only in MT 2Kgs 9:7;
17:13, 23; 21:10 and 24:2. Since OL leaves the verses 7–14 in 2Kgs 17
out, verse 23 is likely a later addition along with 2Kgs 17:13. The evi-
dence from 2Kgs 21:10 and 24:2 resides in the postulated addition. ANT
2Kgs 9:7 reads—other than later MT/LXX—only “the prophets.” The
phrase “my servants, the prophets” has recognizably its origin in the
Book of Jeremiah and could have come through the borrowing of
Jeremiah in 2Kgs 25 (cf. Jer 52) into the MT Books of Kings.87

Considering the fragmentary state of preservation of the manus-
cript, we can cautiously suggest that this OL text knew of no cove-
nant88—and originally89 also of no Torah theology. Only OL 2Kgs
17:15 does refer back to the Torah, where MT does, however, speak of
“covenant.”90 Instead, OL 2Kgs 17:16 prefers to speak of “the Lord’s
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85 From Omri (OL/ANT 1Kgs 16:25) through Ahab (OL/ANT/LXX/MT 1Kgs 16:30, 33),
Ahaziah (ANT 1Kgs 22:54) to Hoshea (OL/ANT 2Kgs 17:2). Incidentally, B. Halpern and D.
S. Vanderhooft (1992: 250–254, 260–261), only use the Septuagint and do not recognize this
older formal principle of OL/ANT which was abandoned by MT/LXX.
86 Schütte 2018a.
87 MT (and LXX) Jer 7:25; 25:4; 29:19 (MT only); 35:15; 44:4 and Am 3:7; Zech 1:6; Dan 9:6,
10; Ezra 9:11. For the late Torah and prophetic theology in 1–2Kgs cf. R. Achenbach (2007:
43–47). 
88 Thus four times in OL 1Sam 4:3–5 stands as in non-kaige LXX “ark” instead of “ark of the
covenant” (ANT, MT). The expression “covenant“ is missing in OL 2Kgs 17:15.
89 OL 2Kgs 10:31: “and Jehu was not careful to walk in the way [ANT/LXX/MT: the law] of
the Lord the God of Israel with all his heart” (et ieu non observare ire in viam domini dei israel
ex toto corde suo[…).
90 OL 2Kgs 17:15 “they despised his law [ANT: covenant; MT: statutes], and his command-
ments [ANT: statutes, MT: covenant] that he made with their ancestors” (et dereliquerunt
legem eius et mandata eius quae disposuit patribus eorum). 
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commandment” (praeceptum domini),91 as it was the characteristic gui-
ding concept of MT Dtn 12–26 and LXX 2Kgs 21:8 (“the command-
ment of Moses”) and was still used by Hebrew Ben Sira as precursor
concept in place of “the Torah.”92 The Deuteronomistic nomism in 1–
2Kings may well, according to OL 2Kgs 10:31; 17:16, have first begun
with a Greek Vorlage of Palimpsestus containing the text of OL 2Kgs
17:15.93 As the narrative of Josiah’s covenant was added (2Kgs 23) into
the Book of Kings, were also the Torah and covenant theology introdu-
ced successively into their narratives.94

1Kings–2Kings 17 had simultaneously two shorter political
touches as representations of an inevitable destruction of Israel. The
first is the theological criticism of grievances or abuses in Israel aimed
directly at Judaean conditions under Ahaz and Manasseh.95 Second,
although OL 2Kgs 17:18 reports on the complete deportation of the
“remnant of Israel,” the text continues:

V. 19 et iudas non observavit iustificationes domini dei sui set
ambulaverunt in actibus totius israel secundum quae fecerunt V.
9 et revelaverunt filis israel96 quae non ita oportebat at deos suos
et aedificaverunt sibi excel[sa in omnibus civitatibus
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91 OL 2Kgs 17:16 “and they left all the commandment (ANT/LXX/MT: commandments) of
the Lord their God” (et transierunt omnes praeceptum domini dei sui).
92 Hebrew Ben Sira speaks of “Torah” (hrwt), when he more closely characterizes the divine
“commandment” (hwcm) (cf. Sir 45:5). In language use Sir 41:8; 49:4 resembles OL 2Kgs 17:15:
(de)relinquere legem. The recommended reading of Ben Sira’s guiding principle “command-
ment” was “commandments,” already in the Hebrew text tradition through marginal glosses
(Ms B Sir 32:23; 37:12; cf. www.bensira.org). Greek Ben Sira translates hwcm—as LXX Dtn—
always with “the commandments” (ai` evntolai,). In Sir 44:20 Ben Sira’s grandson even trans-
lates the status constructus “the commandments of the Most High” ((!wyl[ twcm) with “the Torah
of the Most High” (no,mon u`yi,stou).
93 Schütte 2018c: 5; cf. Pakkala 2008.
94 On the development of covenant statements in 1–2Kgs cf. ANT, LXX and MT; Schütte 2017:
371.
95 “They passed their sons and daughters through fire” (OL/ANT/LXX/MT 2Kgs 17:17) cf.
ANT/LXX/MT 2Kgs 16:3; 21:6.
96 Fischer 1986: 86 assumes “filis = filiis possibly an error for filii.” Schenker 2005 argues con-
vincingly for the reading filiis. The result of both readings is a presence of Israelites in Judah
after 721 BC.
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V. 19 And Judah did not keep the statutes of the Lord their God
but walked in the customs of all Israel acting accordingly. V. 9
And they revealed the children of Israel, what is not right, to
their Gods, and they built themselves high [places at all towns

The Palimpsestus Vindobonensis assumes that after 721 BC
non-deported Israelites lived in Judah and started a new life, a time
during which they became acquainted with the religious practices of
Judah. The critical judgement of OL 2Kgs 17:9 is doubtless written in
Judah from a very special Israelite perspective. This manuscript refers
uniquely of a new cultural start of Israelites in Judah (cf. 2Chr 34:9),
taking the Masoretic picture of Israelite life in Judah to a decisive step
further: Israelite life in Judah was rooted in the Israelite homeland. The
reworked Masoretic text confirms that this historical origin of Israelite
tradition in Judah was later—because of antagonism toward the
Samaritans?97—no longer to be recounted.

The text-historical witness of MT, LXX, ANT and in particular
OL 1–2Kings points to Israelite life in Judah alongside Judahites before
597/586 and after 721 BC; Palimpsestus Vindobonensis recounts about
the Israelite exile in Judah. With the help of these sources, how can the
formation of the biblical Israel be understood? 

THE BIBLICAL ISRAEL AS CULTURAL LEGACY OF THE REFUGEES FROM

ISRAEL

In his History of Israel Chr. Frevel supports the idea that the kingdom
of Judah was for a long time more than a vassal of Israel. Judah was
rather a “filial kingdom,” a kingdom directly subordinated to Israel. At
times, for example, the Israelites Joram, Ahaziah and Jehoahaz were
both kings of Judah and Israel.98 Since Ahaz’s reign (respectively, after
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97 What does it mean for the text history that anti-Samaritan statements such as in MT 2Kgs 17:24–
41 are manifested outside the Bible for first time in the Hasmonean period (Hensel 2016: 207)?
98 Frevel 2016. According to Frevel, Jeroboam I is also a literary creation on the basis of
Jeroboam II. On this cf. the criticism of Grabbe (2017). See also the discussion on the text of
the Tel Dan inscription. Does it read “and I kill[ed Ahaz]iah, son of [Joram]” (Kottsieper 1998)
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the end of the Jehu dynasty), Judah emancipated from Israel. This pro-
posal can explain Israelite life in Judah not only after 721 BC (per
Finkelstein, Na‘aman), but before that. This perspective allows for a
new interpretation of the formula “both houses of Israel” in the book of
the Jerusalem Isaiah (Is 8:14).99 Since the biblical tradition constantly
identifies Jerusalem separately—as originally non-Judahite and
Davidic property—beside the dominion of Judah, it is worthwhile to
consider the possibility that in the 9th century BC “the house of David”
(Tel Dan inscription) only ruled Jerusalem. Before the territorial deve-
lopment of Judah in the 8th century BC, the southern Judaean areas were
under the hegemony of Israel, represented either by fortresses or tra-
ding posts like Kuntillet ‘Ajrud or by local chiefdoms that accepted the
Israelite-Jerusalemite supremacy.100

If Jerusalem’s royal house were more Israelite than traditionally
thought, it would be easier to imagine how the legacy of Israel was
brought to Judah. The rise of biblical Israel is then historically plausible
since the late 8th century BC—and not as late as the days of Josiah (per
Na’aman). OL 2Kgs 17:19, 9 recalls an extensive presence of Israelite
refugees alongside Judaeans in Judah after 721 BC. The note on the
“House On,” which was built in Jerusalem by the kings of Israel as a
high place for Baal, speaks by itself for an earlier Israelite presence in
Jerusalem.101 And Papyrus Amherst 63, column XVII, provides a third
reference to a history shared by Judaeans and Samarians. 

The regency of Ahaz and Manasseh noticeably contradicts the
ideological or religious aims of the narrators of the Books of Kings (cf.
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or “Ahaz]iah, [his] son” (Lipiński 2000: 378–379)? Was Joram Ahab’s son (Lipiński 2000) or
Jehoshaphat’s (Strange 1975)?
99 Williamson 2001b; cf. also Is 5:7 “house of Israel” and (Jeremiah’s term) “man of Judah.”
100 Cf. Tebes (2018: 174–181). With this modification, is conceivable Fleming’s assumption
that the Davidic dynasty understood itself as a representative of Israel from the beginning.
101 ANT/OL (Lucifer of Cagliari) 2Kgs 23:11 (kai. to. a[rma tou/ h`li,ou kate,kausen evn puri, evn
tw/| oi;kw| Wn o]n oivkodo,mhsan basilei/j Israhl u`yhlo.n tw/| Ba,al/et fontem solis conbussit in
igne in domo domus quam aedificaverunt regis Israel excelso illi Baal) gives a further example
that an early presence of Israel or of Israelite kings in Jerusalem was suppressed by MT/LXX.
Can the growth of Jerusalem in the 9th cent. BC (Uziel and Szanton 2015; Gadot and Uziel
2017) be attributed to the building activities of the Omrides?
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OL 2Kgs 17:9; MT 2Kgs 16; 21). They cover a period of time of
around 80 years since the downfall of Israel. Then Josiah is to have
brought a turnaround (of whatever kind) whose ideas were admittedly
not continued by his successors, but by someone within the upper class
of Jerusalem (the circle around the Shaphanids) into Babylonian exile
times.102 In this period the Benjaminite Mizpah, as Davies believed,
could have been a place of survival for the written tradition. The end of
the Books of Kings with its focus on the Babylonian exile of Jehoiachin
shows, however, that the work was aligned with the ideology of the
group of 596 BC exiles from in Babylon, who did not recognize
Zedekiah’s rule.103 Therefore the biblical Israel in the Book of Kings
cannot be distinguished by the use of the word “Israel” in, for example,
Jeremiah, Ezekiel or the pre-exilic prophets.104

The clear differentiation between Israel and Judah in Jeremiah,
Ezekiel and the Books of Kings suggests that their authors not only saw
themselves as “Israel,” but—in distinction to the Judaeans alongside
them—understood themselves as Israelites by descent. A promotion of
the idea of biblical Israel by the Judaean kings—such as that presumed
by Finkelstein and Na’aman—would have been in this case of secon-
dary importance. It is the cultural legacy of Israelite refugees in Judah
that is mirrored in our tradition of biblical Israel. 

The Books of Kings’ criticism of the pro-Assyrian kings Ahaz
and Manasseh raises the suspicion that the memory of their regency
could well have been problematic from an Israelite viewpoint. This is
so even though—or precisely because—Judah in the time of Manasseh
flourished in cooperation with the might Assyrian power.105 Hezekiah
and Josiah stand rather as symbols of hope during the critical period of
Israelite existence in Judah. 
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102 Schütte 2016b: 10.14–15 contra Na’aman 2010.
103 Cf. Ezechiel’s reckoning of time after the rule of Jehoiachin (Ez 1:1; 8:1 and 2Kgs 25:27).
104 Cf. Schütte 2016a. 
105 Finkelstein 1994; Stavrakopoulos 2004.
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“ISRAEL” AND HISTORIOGRAPHY

The Books of Kings reveals a structured composition; their accounts of
the kings of Israel and Judah are in strict chronological order, represen-
ting by themselves a historically remarkable achievement. Remarks
about the kings have a firm framework within which the historical
information is inserted.106 The historiography107 of the Books of Kings
uses the name “Israel” very accurately. The name first appears in the
description of the reigns of David and Solomon;108 from Rehoboam to
Ahaz of Judah the name “Israel” is not employed in Judahite con-
texts—also not as an epithet for God—but only in sections about
Israelite kings. This changes only after the downfall of the kingdom of
Israel, since Hezekiah of Judah. During the period of the two king-
doms, “Israel” was only a designation for the polity with capital in
Samaria—and for its God.109 G. Auld asked whether the fact that there
were 19 kings in each kingdom after Solomon, both in Judah and in
Israel, was more than a coincidental narrative pattern.110

Can the understanding of the narrative patterns help to know
more about the dating of the Books of Kings? The end of the Books of
Kings shows that this historiography of the biblical Israel included kno-
wledge of events as late as the time of the Babylonian Exile; it must the-
refore have been created after 586 BC.111 Can we postulate that a presu-
med precursor only reaching up to 2Kgs 17 was created after 721 BC?112

Anyone starting from such later or earlier dating boundaries—
and lacking appropriate ancient text witnesses—must grapple with
questions concerning the conditions for the possibility of this text tra-
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106 Cf. Halpern and Vanderhooft (1992).
107 Cancik 1976: 13, uses the term “historiography” for the historical literature that proceded
by critical writing about history, begining with the Greek tradition (Herodotus) (Cf. Grabbe
2008: 8–23).
108 1Kgs 1:1–2:11 (= ANT 2Sam 25:1–26:11).
109 Zobel 1982.
110 Auld 2007.
111 Noth 1957: 91; Wolff 1973: 309 “wahrscheinlich um 550 im judäisch-benjaminitischen
Gebiet” (probably around 550 in the Judaean Benjamite area).
112 Schütte 2017.
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dition. Thus, a discussion, for example, of the question of the begin-
nings of the historiography in the Old Testament113 should include a
comparative look at the cultural area surrounding Palestine.114

Archaeological evidence has already made clear that Israelite and
Judahite/Judaean historical writings can scarcely have begun before the
8th century BC. The absence of traits of divine epithets in the entire
Tanach, which are known by finds at Kuntillet ‘Ajrud and Khirbet Beit
Ley, is a literary indication that the Books of Kings must also have
undergone phases of linguistic “modernization.”115 Was this also part of
the “religious revolution” which took place at the start of the Persian
period or is this process to be expected after that time? The monarchi-
cal poly-Yahwism evidently lost its meaning for the biblical authors
during the Babylonian Exile. But we can still find the biblically-rejec-
ted identification of YHWH with the God of Bethel in a syncretic text
of Papyrus Amherst 63, (column XII, 17–18; cf. Jer 48:13). The poly-
templism, with multiple temples for YHWH, had a still longer existen-
ce until the closing of the temple at Leontopolis (73 CE). In terms of
the history of religion, the Egyptian evidence of the Judaean and
Samari(t)an religion up into the 5th century BC testifies to a precursor
of the Jewish religion represented by Torah, Neviim and Ketuvim.116

J. Pakkala sees two major tendencies in the Books of Kings.
The first is a bias toward the monarchy, shown (but not only) in 2Kgs
25:27–30. The second is an emphasis in some texts on the Jerusalem
Temple.117 Yet a nomistic reorientation of Israel’s religion breaks with
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113 Witte 2005. 
114 The work of Cancik 1976 regarding the dating of Old Testament historiography is now out-
dated. However, his description of the Hittite historiography of the 14th/13th century BC raises
the questions of whether and how this could have influenced the historical writings of the Old
Testament.
115 “YHWH of Samaria” and “YHWH of Teman” (Kuntillet Ajrud; early 8th century BC),
“YHWH … God of Jerusalem” (BLey A; ca. 701 BC). Cf. the explicit statement in 1Sam 9:9
and the late appearance of the designation “Prophet” for one of those figures having a biblical
book dedicated to his activities. 
116 Becking 2003: 225–226.
117 Pakkala 2008: 260–261.

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 166



these older tendencies. In Pakkala’s opinion, an orientation toward the
Mosaic commandments during the Persian period gave new accents for
the received textual tradition. He stresses that the new emphases were
likely far more than merely additions here and there to the traditional
text: “It is clear that they did not regard these texts as unchangeable.”118

Pakkala’s assumption comes close to the historically possible text com-
parison between MT, LXX, ANT and OL 1–2Kings.119 The comparison
between the Greek and Masoretic-Hebrew traditions suggests that the
Masoretic tradition formed the Jewish final product of the Books of
Kings’ Judaean tradition. The Old Latin textual tradition appears,
however, to come closer to the beginning of the nomistic reorientation
than the Greek tradition. The OL Nomism is still weakly articulated. Its
particular text form in 2Kgs 10/13 and 17 appears to confirm Pakkala’s
judgment about the Deuteronomistic nomists. To be sure, the text of the
OL tradition shows a large correspondence in wording with the Greek
and (at last) with the Masoretic textual tradition. Yet the story of
Elisha’s death, with only some minor changes relocated from the time
of Jehu (Palimpsestus Vindobonensis) to the time of Jehoash (ANT,
LXX, MT), undermines the idea for establishing an older or “original
text” by literary criticism without any textual witness. Under these con-
ditions the oldest Vorlage of the Books of Kings can be established
only to a very limited extent. 

The kings of Israel and Judah, to the extent that they are men-
tioned outside the Bible, are arranged in correct order by the biblical
historiography, but uncertainties arise concerning the Elisha cycle. The
fragmentary character of the Palimpsestus Vindobonensis leaves
unanswered the question as to whether 2Kgs 10/13 and 17 are the only
passages with serious cuts in the historical narrative. In this light, the
note of a Gallic chronicle gains significance: “under this Jehu Hazael,
the King of Syria, left from the army of Israel (in war) 50 teams of hor-
ses, 10 wagons and 1,000 men in accordance with the prophecy of
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118 Pakkala 2008: 266.
119 What does this mean for the texts with references to the Torah (1Kings 2:3; 2Kings 10:31;
14:6; 17:13; 21:8; 22:8, 11; 23:24, 25)?
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Elisha” (sub ipso Hieu Azael rex Syriae reliquit de exercitu (in bello)
Israhel quinquaginta equites, decem curros et mille viros secundum
Elisei prophetiam).120 ANT/LXX/MT 2Kgs 13:7 attributes this situa-
tion, whereby the troop strength was raised to 10,000 men, to Jehoahaz
the son of Jehu. The reference to a prophecy of Elisha suggests that the
depiction of the regency of Jehu could have been more extensive than
what is extant in the fragmentary textual tradition of OL. The textual
tradition on Joram (2Kgs 1:17; 3:1),121 the remarks on Jehoshaphat
(LXX 1Kgs 16:28a–h/MT 1Kgs 22:41–51), and the stories of Jehu,
suggest that the old depiction of the historical phase of the Aramaic
wars compelled the (pre-)Masoretic redactors in the Seleucid or
Maccabean period to put the history in a more favorable light. 

The textual history of the Books of Kings is evidence that there
is a double gap between real history and its historiography, a telling
reminder that events are constantly reported with purpose, selecting
them and then adding an assessment. Archaeology and exegesis stand
here in a never-ending critical dialog to judge historical events on the
basis of material culture and textual tradition. 

The history of the text opens a second gap. At least for the
Books of Kings, there exists an indisputable gap between the text-
documented history and any possible (undocumented) earlier presenta-
tion. Theories about the development of a biblical text are limited by
its textual witnesses; beyond that, only general assumptions can be
made. Text critics rightly expect exegetes to deal more intensively with
the textual history than has been done for a long time.122 Their work
must first pay attention to how the earliest transmissions of the biblical
tradition, which we can first grasp in the oldest textual tradition, are to
be understood in their historical contexts. This context is Hellenism, a
cultural phenomenon dealt with by early Judaism with a new emphasis
on its identity123 The letter of Aristeas (ca. 150–100 BC) shows this
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effort to stand out in the sophisticated Hellenistic world with one’s own
canon of writings. In that letter there are earlier Greek translations of
the Torah emphatically disparaged, which probably reflected a still
older form of the text.124 It was probably not by an accident that such
older biblical texts survived in a blind spot of the Hellenistic world,
Latin North Africa, texts like the Palimpsestus Vindobonensis that were
transmitted to us in the Old Latin tradition.

CONCLUSION

Various lines of evidence seem to suggest that after 721 BC Samarian
people settled in Judah in a time when Jerusalem was ruled by a
Judaean dynasty of probably Israelite origin. Since the 8th century BC,
Israelites in Palestine, in Babylon and in Egypt were invariably referred
to as Samarians and as Judahites/Judaeans in a political sense; from the
3rd century BC on, the expression “Israel/Israelites” was used solely in
a religious sense. Both Judaean “Israelites” returning home from the
Golah and Samari(t)an Israelites—who in spite of the polemic descrip-
tion of Josephus (Ant. 11,8,2) on the Gerizim, had quite indigenous
roots in the YHWH cult—shared the tradition of the Pentateuch. The
latter’s patriarchal tradition fits well with the picture conveyed by the
Egyptian textual evidence of a pre-monarchical Israel. This tradition
likewise supports those narratives having historical content.125 But
what could have given them the impulse—certainly differing in impor-
tance for Samari(t)ans and Judaeans/Jews—to call themselves
Israelites, with recourse to a distant past? In this respect, B. Tsedaka
refers to the Samaritans: “If the Jews … adopted the foreign nickname
Jews, it is their problem. On the contrary, the Israelite Samaritans …
never adopted the foreign nickname of ‘Samaritans’ but always called
themselves Israelites (see Delos inscriptions).”126 This assertion is con-
firmed by the biblical Books of Samuel and Kings but, likewise, many
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Jews were Israelites by descent according to the older textual tradition
of the Book of Kings. Of course, they were called Jews or Judaeans,
because they lived once in the Kingdom of Judah, a kingdom probably
originally Israelite. The modern question of why the Judaeans/Jews
were called Israel(ites) seemed to arise with the addition of the
Jerusalemite Neviim and Ketuvim to the Samari(t)an-Judaean
Pentateuch. These texts stress the Israelite descent of Judaeans/Jews
exclusively, sometimes with an anti-Samaritan claim. Did MT Neviim
and Ketuvim represent the final Jewish position on the Jewish-
Samaritan quarrel that reached its most terrible turn by John Hyrcan’s
time? Indeed, this subject deserves consideration on its own merit.127

BIBLIOGRAPHY

ACHENBACH, R. 2007. “Die Tora und die Propheten im 5. und 4. Jh. v.Chr.” In: R.
ACHENBACH, M. ARNETH and E. OTTO (eds.), Tora in der hebräischen Bibel.
Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für Altorientalische und biblische Rechtsgeschichte, vol.
7. Wiesbaden, Harrassowitz, pp. 26–71.

AEJMELAEUS, A. 2008. “A Kingdom at Stake: Reconstructing the Old Greek —
Deconstructing the Textus Receptus.” In: A. VOITILA and J. JOKIRANTA (eds.),
Scripture in Transition: Essays on Septuagint, Hebrew Bible, and Dead Sea
Scrolls in Honour of Raija Sollamo. Journal for the Study of Judaism, vol. 126.
Leiden, Brill, pp. 253–266.

ATHAS, G. 2003. The Tel Dan Inscription: A Reappraisal and a New Interpretation.
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, vol. 360. New York, Sheffield
Academic Press. 

AULD, G. 2007. “Reading Kings on the Divided Monarchy: What Sort of Narrative?”
In: H.G.M. Williamson, Understanding the History of Ancient Israel.
Proceedings of the British Academy, vol. 143. Oxford, Oxford University Press,
pp. 337–343. 

BECKING, B. 2003. “Die Gottheiten der Juden in Elephantine.” In: M. OEMING and K.
SCHMID (eds.), Der eine Gott und die Götter:  Polytheismus und Monotheismus im
antiken Israel. Abhandlungen zur Theologie des Alten und Neuen Testaments,
vol. 82. Zürich, Theologischer Verlag, pp. 203–226. 

170 SCHÜTTE ANTIGUO ORIENTE

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

127 For now cf. G. N. Knoppers (2012); M. Böhm (2012).

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 170



BECKING, B. 2012. “Is There a Samaritan Identity in the Earliest Documents.” In: J.
FREY, U. SCHATTNER-RIESER and K. SCHMID (eds.), Die Samaritaner und die Bibel.
The Samaritans and the Bible. Studia Samaritana: Studia Judaica, vol. 70/7.
Berlin, de Gruyter, pp. 51–65. 

BERLEJUNG, A. 2002. “Notlösungen. Altorientalische Nachrichten über den
Tempelkult in Nachkriegszeiten.” In: U. HÜBNER and E. A. KNAUF (eds.), Kein
Land für sich allein. Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 186. Fribourg, Academic
Press, pp. 196–230.

BERLEJUNG, A. (ed.). 2012. Disaster and Relief Management. Forschungen zum Alten
Testament, vol. 81. Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck.

BERLIN, A. M. 2013. “Manifest Identity: From Ioudaios to Jew. Household Judaism
as Anti-Hellenization in the Late Hasmonean Era.” In: R. ALBERTZ and J. WÖHRLE

(eds.), Between Cooperation and Hostility. Multiple Identities in Ancient Judaism
and the Interaction with Foreign Powers. Journal of Ancient Judaism, vol. 11.
Göttingen, Vandenhoeck and Ruprecht, pp. 151–175.

BÖHM, M. 2012. “Wer gehörte in hellenistisch-römischer Zeit zu “Israel”?
Historische Voraussetzungen für eine veränderte Perspektive auf neutestamentli-
che Texte.” In: J. FREY, U. SCHATTNER-RIESER and K. SCHMID (eds.), Die
Samaritaner und die Bibel. The Samaritans and the Bible. Studia Samaritana:
Studia Judaica, vol. 70/7. Berlin, de Gruyter, pp. 181–202.

BORTZ, A. M. 2018. Identität und Kontinuität. Form und Funktion der
Rückkehrerliste Esr 2. Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche
Wissenschaft, vol. 512. Berlin, de Gruyter.

BROSHI, M. 1974. “The Expansion of Jerusalem in the Reigns of Hezekiah and
Manasseh.” In: Israel Exploration Journal 24, pp. 21–26. 

BRUNEAU, P. 1982. “Les Israélites de Délos et la Juiverie délienne.” In: Bulletin de
Correspondance Hellénique 106, pp. 465–504.

BURKE, A.A. 2012. “Coping with the Effects of War.” In: A. BERLEJUNG (ed.) Disaster
and Relief Management. Forschungen zum Alten Testament, vol. 81. Tübingen,
Mohr Siebeck, pp. 263–287.

CANCIK, H. 2001. Grundzüge der hethitischen und alttestamentlichen
Geschichtsschreibung. Abhandlungen des Deutschen Palästinavereins.
Wiesbaden, Otto Harrassowitz. 

CARR, D.M. 2005. Writing in the Tablet of the Heart. Origins of Scripture and
Literature. Oxford, New York, Oxford University Press.

COWEY, J.M.S. and K. MARESCH 2001. Urkunden des Politeuma der Juden von
Herakleopolis (144/3 – 133/2 v. Chr.) (P.Polit.Iud.). Abhandlungen der Nordrhein-

ANTIGUO ORIENTE WHERE THERE ISRAELITES IN “JUDAEAN EXILE”?      171

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 171



Westfälischen Akademie der Wissenschaften, Sonderreihe Papyrologica
Coloniensia, vol. 29. Westdeutscher Verlag, Wiesbaden.

CRAIGIE, P.C., P.H. KELLY and J.F. DRINKARD Jr. 1991. Jeremiah 1–24. World
Biblical Commentary, vol. 26. Dallas TX, Word Books.

DAVIES, Ph.R. 2006. “The Origin of Biblical Israel.” In: Y. AMIT (ed.), Essays on
Ancient Israel in its Near Eastern Context: A Tribute to Nadav Na’aman. Winona
Lake, Eisenbrauns 141–148.

DAVIES, Ph.R. 2007a. The Origins of Biblical Israel. Library of Hebrew Bible. Old
Testament Studies, vol. 485. New York and London, T.&T. Clark International.

DAVIES, Ph.R. 2007b. “The Trouble with Benjamin.” In: R. REZETKO, T.H. LIM and W.
B. AUCKER (eds.), Reflection and Refraction: Studies in biblical historiography in
honour of A. Graeme Auld. Vetus Testamentum, vol. 113. Leiden, Brill, pp. 93–111.

DAVIES, Ph.R. 2017. “With a Bible in One Hand …” In: O. LIPSCHITS, Y. GADOT and
M. J. ADAMS (eds.), Rethinking Israel:  Studies in the History and Archaeology of
Ancient Israel in Honor of Israel Finkelstein. Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns, pp. 71–
86.

FERNÁNDEZ MARCOS, N. and J.R. BUSTO SAIZ (eds.). 1992. El Texto Antioqueno de la
Biblia Griega. Textos y Estudios Cardenal Cisneros 53. Madrid, Instituto de
Filología del CSIC. 

FINKELSTEIN, I. 1994. “The Archaeology of the Days of Manasseh.” In: M.D.
COOGAN, J.C. EXUM and L.E. STAGER, Scripture and other Artefacts: Essays on
the Bible and Archaeology in Honor of Philip J. King. Louisville, Westminster
John Knox Press, pp. 169–187.

FINKELSTEIN, I. 1999. “State Formation in Israel and Judah. A Contrast in Context, a
Contrast in Trajectory.” In: Near Eastern Archaeology 62/1, pp. 35–52.

FINKELSTEIN, I. 2011. “Saul, Benjamin and the Emergence of ʽBiblical Israel.’ An
Alternative View.” In: Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 123, pp.
348–367.

FINKELSTEIN, I. 2015. “Migration of Israelites into Judah after 720 BCE: An Answer
and an Update.” In: Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 127, pp.
188–206. 

FINKELSTEIN, I. 2016. “Jerusalem and Juda 600–200 BCE. Implications for
Understanding Pentateuchal Texts.” In: P. DUBOVSKÝ, D. MARKL and J.P. SONNET

(eds.), The Fall of Jerusalem and the Rise of the Torah. Forschungen zum Alten
Testament, vol. 107. Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, pp. 3–17.

FINKELSTEIN, I. and N.A. SILBERMAN. 2006. “Tempel and Dynasty: Hezekiah, the
Remaking of Judah and the Rise of the Pan-Israelite Ideology.” In: Journal for the
Study of the Old Testament 30, pp. 259–285.

172 SCHÜTTE ANTIGUO ORIENTE

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 172



FINKELSTEIN, I. and L. SINGER-AVITZ. 2009. “Reevaluating Bethel.” In: Zeitschrift des
Deutschen Palästina-Vereins 125, pp. 33–48.

FISCHER, B. (ed.). 1983. “Palimpsestus Vindobonensis: A Revised Edition of L 115
for Samuel-Kings.” Bulletin of the International Organization for Septuagint and
Cognate Studies 16, pp. 13–87. 

FISCHER, G. 2005a: Herder Theologischer Kommentar zum Alten Testament: Jeremia
1–25. Freiburg, Herder. 

FISCHER, G. 2005b. Jeremia 26–52. Herder Theologischer Kommentar zum Alten
Testament. Freiburg, Herder. 

FLEMING, D.E. 2012. The Legacy of Israel in Judah’s Bible. History, Politics, and the
Reinscribing of Tradition. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.

FREVEL, CHR. 2016. Geschichte Israels. Stuttgart, Kohlhammer.

FREVEL, CHR, K. PYSCHNY and I. CORNELIUS. 2014. A “Glorious revolution” in
Yehûd? The Material Culture of the Persian Period as a Test Case. Orbis Biblicus
et Orientalis 267. Fribourg, Academic Press Fribourg.

FREY, J. 1999. “Temple and Rival Temple. The Case of Elephantine, Mt. Gerizim and
Leontopolis.” In: B. EGO, A. LANGE and P. PILHOFER (eds.), Gemeinde ohne
Tempel. Zur Substituierung und Transformation des Jerusalemer Tempel und sei-
nes Kultes im Alten Testament, Judentum und frühen Christentum.
Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, vol. 118. Tübingen,
Mohr Siebeck, pp. 171–203.

GADOT, Y. and J. UZIEL 2017. “The Monumentality of Iron Age Jerusalem Prior to the
8th Century BCE.” In: Tel Aviv 44, pp. 123–140.

GOODBLATT, D. 1998. “From Judean to Israel: Names of Jewish States in Antiquity.”
In: Journal for the Study of Judaism 29, pp. 1–36. 

GRABBE, L.L. 2007. “Some Recent Issues in the Study of the History of Israel.” In:
H.G.M. WILLIAMSON (ed.), Understanding the History of Ancient Israel.
Proceedings of the British Academy, vol. 143. Oxford, Oxford University Press,
pp. 57–67.

GRABBE, L.L. 2008. A History of the Jews and Judaism in the Second Temple Period.
Vol. 2. Library of Second Temple Studies, vol. 68. London, New York, T&T
Clark.

GRABBE, L.L. 2017. “Jeroboam I? Jeroboam II? Or Jeroboam 0? Jeroboam in History
and Tradition.” In: O. LIPSCHITS, Y. GADOTS and M. J. ADAMS (eds.), Rethinking
Israel. Studies in the History and Archaeology of Ancient Israel in Honor of Israel
Finkelstein. Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns, pp. 115–123.

ANTIGUO ORIENTE WHERE THERE ISRAELITES IN “JUDAEAN EXILE”?      173

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 173



GRANERØD, G. 2016. Dimensions of Yahwism in the Persian Period. Beihefte zur
Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 488. Berlin, de Gruyter.

GRAYSON, A.K. 2000. Assyrian and Babylonian Chronicles. Winona Lake,
Eisenbrauns.

HALPERN, B. and D.S. VANDERHOOFT, 1992. “The Editions of Kings in the 7th–6th

Centuries BCE.” In: Hebrew Union College Annual 62, 179–244.

HELM, R. (ed.). 1956. Eusebius Werke. Vol. 7: Die Chronik des Hieronymus. Berlin,
Akademie-Verlag.

HENSEL, B. 2016. Juda und Samaria. Forschungen zum Alten Testament, vol. 110.
Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck.

HOLLADAY, C. R. 1983. Fragments from Hellenistic Jewish Authors, Vol. 1:
Historians. Society of Biblical Literatura. Text and Translations No. 20.
Pseudepigrapha Series 10. Chico, Scholars Press.

HUGO, PH. and A. SCHENKER. 2017. “Textual History of Kings.” In: A. LANGE and E.
TOV (eds.), Textual History of the Bible. The Hebrew Bible, vol. 1B. Leiden, Brill,
pp. 310–318.

JACOBY, F. 1954. Die Fragmente der griechischen Historiker. Teil IIIA. Leiden, Brill.

KARTVEIT, M. 2009. The Origin of the Samaritans. Vetus Testamentum, vol. 128.
Leiden, Brill.

KAUHANEN, T. 2013. “Lucifer of Cagliari and Literary Criticism in Kings.” In:
Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 125, pp. 418–432.

KAUHANEN, T. 2017. “Lucifer of Cagliari and the kaige revision.” In: A. AEJMELAEUS

and T. KAUHANEN (eds.), The Legacy of Barthélemy. 50 Years after Les
Devanciers d’Aquila. De Septuaginta Investigationes, vol. 9. Göttingen,
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, pp. 146–168.

KELLE, B.E. 2002. “What’s in a Name? Neo-Assyrian Designations for the Northern
Kingdom and their Implications for Israelite History and Biblical Interpretation.”
In: Journal of Biblical Literature 121, pp. 639–666.

KNAUF, E.A. 2006. “Bethel: The Israelite impact on Judean Language and Literature.”
In: O. LIPSCHITS and M. OEMING (eds.), Judah and the Judeans in the Persian
Period. Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns, pp. 291–349.

KNOPPERS, G.N. 2012. “Samaritan Conceptions of Jewish Origins and Jewish
Conceptions of Samaritan Origins.” In: J. FREY, U. SCHATTNER-RIESER and K.
SCHMID (eds.), Die Samaritaner und die Bibel. The Samaritans and the Bible.
Studia Samaritana: Studia Judaica, vol. 70/7. Berlin, de Gruyter, pp. 81–118.

174 SCHÜTTE ANTIGUO ORIENTE

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 174



KOTTSIEPER, I. 1998. “Die Inschrift vom Tell Dan und die politischen Beziehungen
zwischen Aram-Damaskus und Israel in der 1. Hälfte des 1. Jahrtausends vor
Christus.” In: M. DIETRICH and I. KOTTSIEPER (eds.), Und Mose schrieb dieses
Lied auf. Studien zum Alten Testament und zum Alten Orient (FS Loretz): Alter
Orient und Altes Testament, vol. 250. Münster, Ugarit-Verlag.

KRATZ, R.G. 2000. “Israel als Staat und Volk.” In: Zeitschrift für Theologie und
Kirche 97, pp. 1–17.

KRATZ, R.G. 2006a. “The Second Temple of Jeb and of Jerusalem.” In: O. LIPSCHITS

and M. OEMING, Judah and the Judeans in the Persian Period. Winona Lake,
Eisenbrauns, pp. 247–264.

KRATZ, R.G. 2006b. “Israel in the Book of Isaiah.” In: Journal for the Study of the
Old Testament 31, pp. 103–128.

KREUZER, S. 2014.  “Älteste Septuaginta und hebraisierende Bearbeitung. Old Greek
und Semi-kaige im nicht-kaige-Text von 2Samuel (mit einer Analyse von 2Sam
4,1–5).” In: W. KRAUS und S. KREUZER (eds.), Die Septuaginta – Text, Wirkung,
Rezeption. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, vol. 325.
Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, pp.73–88. 

LAGARDE, P. 1863. Anmerkungen zur griechischen Übersetzung der Proverbien.
Leipzig, Brockhaus.

LEMAIRE, A. 2001. “Les religions du sud de la Palestine au IVe siècle av J.-C. après
les ostraca d’Idumée.” In: Comptes rendus des séances de l’Académie des
Inscriptions et Belles-Lettres 145/2, pp. 1141–1158.

LIPIŃSKI, E. 2000. The Aramaeans. Their Ancient History, Culture, Religion.
Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta, vol. 100. Leuven, Peeters.

LIPSCHITS, O. 2003. “Demographic Changes in Judah between the Seventh and the
Fifth Centuries B.C.E.” In: O. LIPSCHITS and J. BLENKINSOPP (eds.), Judah and the
Judeans in the Neo-Babylonian Period. Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns, pp. 323–376.

LIPSCHITS, O. 2004. “The Rural Settlements in Judah in the Sixth Century B.C.E.: A
Rejoinder.” In: Palestine Exploration Quarterly 136/2, pp. 99–107.

LUNDBOM, J.R. 1999. Jeremiah 1–20. Anchor Bible. New York, Doubleday.

MOMMSEN, Th. 1892. Monumenta Germaniae Historica, vol. 9/1. Chronica Minora
saec. IV. V. VI. VII. Berlin, Weidmann.

MOMMSEN, Th. 1894. Monumenta Germaniae Historica, vol. 9/2. Chronica Minora
saec. IV. V. VI. VII. Berlin, Weidmann.

MORENZ, L.D. 2008. “Wortwitz – Ideologie – Geschichte: ‘Israel’ im Horizont Mer-
en-ptahs.” In: Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 120, pp. 1–13.

ANTIGUO ORIENTE WHERE THERE ISRAELITES IN “JUDAEAN EXILE”?      175

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 175



NA’AMAN, N. 2007. “When and How did Jerusalem Become a Great City? The Rise
of Jerusalem as Judah’s Premier City in the Eigth-Seventh Centuries.” In: Bulletin
of the American Schools of Oriental Research 347, pp. 21–56.

NA’AMAN, N. 2009. “Saul, Benjamin and the Emergence of ʽBiblical Israel’.” In:
Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 121, pp. 211–224, 335–349.

NA’AMAN, N. 2010. “The Israelite-Judahite Struggle for the Patrimony of Ancient
Israel.” In: Biblica 91, pp. 1–23.

NA’AMAN, N. 2014. “Dismissing the Myth of a Flood of Israelite Refugees in the Late
Eighth Century BCE.” In: Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 126,
pp. 1–14.

NOTH, M. 1957. Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien. Darmstadt, Wissenschaftliche
Buchgesellschaft.

PAKKALA, J. 2008. “The Nomistic Roots of Israel.” In: J. PAKKALA and M. NISSINEN

(eds.), Houses full of all good things: Essays in Memory of Timo Veijola.
Publications of the Finnish Exegetical Society, vol. 95. Helsinki, Göttingen,
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, pp. 251–268.

PAKKALA, J. 2013. God’s Word Omitted. Omissions in the Transmission of the Hebrew
Bible. Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments,
vol. 251. Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht.

PEARCE, L.E. and C. WUNSCH. 2014. Documents of Judean Exiles and West Semites
in Babylonia in the Collection of David Sofer. Cornell University studies in
Assyriology and Sumerology, vol. 28. Bethesda, CDL Press.

PERSON JR., R.F. and R. REZETKO (eds.). 2016. Empirical Models Challenging
Biblical Criticism. Ancient Israel and its Literature, vol. 25. Atlanta, SBL Press.

PORTEN, B. and A. YARDENI. (eds.). 1986–1999. Textbook of Aramaic Documents from
Ancient Egypt. Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns.

PRITCHARD, J.B. (ed.). 1955. Ancient Near Eastern Texts. Princeton, Princeton
University Press.

RAINEY, A. 2001. “Israel in Merenptah’s Inscription and Reliefs.” In: Israel
Exploration Journal 51, pp. 57–75.   

RENDTORFF, R. 1995. Die “Bundesformel.” Stuttgarter Bibelstudien, vol. 160.
Stuttgart, Stuttgarter Bibelgesellschaft.

RENDSBURG, G.A. and W.M. SCHNIEDEWIND. 2010. “The Siloam Tunnel Inscription:
Historical and Linguistic Perspectives.” In: Israel Exploration Journal 60,
pp.188–203.

176 SCHÜTTE ANTIGUO ORIENTE

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 176



RICHELLE, M. 2015. “Revisiting 2 Kings 13:14–21 (MT and LXX).” In: I. HIMBAZA

(ed.), Making the Biblical Text: Textual Studies in the Hebrew and the Greek Bible.
Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 275. Fribourg, Academic Press, pp. 62–81.

ROHRMOSER, A. 2014. Götter, Tempel und Kult der Judäo-Aramäer von Elephantine.
Alter Orient und Altes Testament, vol. 396. Münster, Ugarit-Verlag. 

SCHENKER, A. 2000. Septante et Texte Massorétique dans l’Histoire la plus ancienne
du Texte de Rois 2–14. Cahiers de la Revue Biblique, vol. 48. Paris, J. Gabalda. 

SCHENKER, A. 2004. Älteste Textgeschichte der Königsbücher. Die hebräische Vorlage
der ursprüng lichen Septua ginta als älteste Textform der Königsbücher: Orbis
Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 199. Fribourg, Academic Press. 

SCHENKER, A. 2005. “La cause de la chute du Royaume d’Israël selon le Texte
Massorétique et selon la Septante Ancienne.” In: R. DAVID and M. JINBACHIAN

(eds.), Traduire la Bible Hebraïque. De la Septante à la Nouvelle Bible Segond.
Montréal, Médiaspaul, pp. 151–171.

SCHENKER, A. 2006. “Die Textgeschichte der Königsbücher und ihre Konsequenzen
für die Textgeschichte der Hebräischen Bibel, illustriert am Beispiel von 2Kön
23:13.” In: A. LEMAIRE (ed.), Congress Volume Leiden 2004. Vetus Testamentum
Supplements, vol. 109. Leiden, Brill, pp. 65–79.

SCHENKER, A. 2007. “Wer war gegen die Reform Joschijas? Neue historische Daten
aus der Textgeschichte zu einem vielbesprochenen Text: 2Kön 23,1–3.” In: R.
SCORALICK (ed.), Damit sie das Leben haben (Joh10,10): Festschrift für Walter
Kirchschläger zum 60. Geburtstag. Zürich, TVZ, pp. 247–254.

SCHENKER, A. 2016. “Archetype and Late Literary Developments in 2 Kings 1:17–18
and 8:16. Recensions in the Masoretic Text and in the Old Greek.” In: S.
KREUZER, M. MEISER and M. SIGISMUND (eds.), Die Septuaginta – Orte und
Intentionen. Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament, vol. 361.
Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck, pp. 326–336.

SCHNIEDEWIND, W.M. 2004. How the Bible Became a Book. Cambridge, Cambridge
University Press.

SCHRENK, G. 1967. “Art. to. i`ero,n.” In: G. KITTEL, Theologisches Wörterbuch zum
Neuen Testament. Vol. 3. Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, pp. 230–247.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2016a. Israels Exil in Juda. Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 279.
Fribourg, Academic Press Fribourg. 

SCHÜTTE, W. 2016b. “Wie wurde Juda israelisiert.” In: Israels Exil in Juda. Orbis
Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 279. Fribourg, Academic Press Fribourg, pp. 7–24.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2016c. “Die Entstehung der juda-exilischen Hoseaschrift.” In: Israels
Exil in Juda. Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 279. Fribourg, Academic Press
Fribourg, pp. 63–83.

ANTIGUO ORIENTE WHERE THERE ISRAELITES IN “JUDAEAN EXILE”?      177

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 177



SCHÜTTE, W. 2016d. “Die Amosschrift als juda-exilische israelitische Komposition.”
In: Israels Exil in Juda. Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 279. Fribourg, Academic
Press Fribourg, pp. 44–62.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2016e. “Die Michaschrift und Israels Exil in Juda.” In: Israels Exil in
Juda. Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 279. Fribourg, Academic Press Fribourg,
pp. 84–99.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2016f. “Israel, Juda und das ʽBiblische Israel.’” In: Israels Exil in Juda.
Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 279. Fribourg, Academic Press Fribourg, pp.
165–185.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2016g. “ʽIsrael’ und ʽJuda’ in der (nach-)babylon-exilischen
Schriftprophetie.” In: Israels Exil in Juda. Orbis Biblicus et Orientalis, vol. 279.
Fribourg, Academic Press Fribourg, pp. 194–226. 

SCHÜTTE, W. 2017. “Israels Exil in Juda nach der Urfassung von 1–2Könige.” In:
Biblica 98, pp. 363–381.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2018a. “Die Vetus Latina und die Samuel-Königebücher. Zum
Miteinander von Textkritik und Exegese.” In: Biblische Notizen 177, pp. 25–43.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2018b. “2König 10,23–28 und seine Urfassung nach dem Palimpsestus
Vindobonensis.” In: Revue Biblique 125, pp. 504–524.

SCHÜTTE, W. 2018c, “Endeten die Königsbücher ursprünglich mit 2Könige 17?
Gründe dafür und Gründe dagegen”. In: <https://independent.academia.edu/wolf-
gang.schuette> (09.02.2019).

STAVRAKOPOULOU, F. 2004. King Manasseh and Child Sacrifice. Beiheft zur
Zeitschrift für die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 338. Berlin and New York,
de Gruyter.

STERN, E. 2006. “The Religious Revolution in Persian-Period Judah.” In: O.
LIPSCHITS and M. OEMING (eds.), Judah and the Judaeans in the Persian Period.
Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns, pp. 199–205.

STOLPER, M.W. 1985. Entrepreneurs and Empire: The Murašû Archive, the Murašû
Firm, and the Persian Rule in Babylonia. Publications de l’Institut Historique et
Archéologique Néerlandais de Stamboul, vol. 54. Leiden, Nederlands Institut
voor het Nabije Oosten.

STRANGE, J. 1975. “Joram, Kings of Israel and Judah.” In: Vetus Testamentum 25, pp.
191–201.

TADMOR, H. (ed.). 1994. The Inscriptions of Tiglath-Pileser III King of Assyria.
Jerusalem, The Israel Academy of Sciences and Humanities.

TCHERIKOVER, V.A. and A. FUKS (eds.) 1957. Corpus Papyrorum Judaicorum. Vol. 1.
Cambridge, MA, Harvard University Press.

178 SCHÜTTE ANTIGUO ORIENTE

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 178



TEBES, J. 2018. “The Southern Home of YHWH and Pre-Priestly Patriarchal/Exodus
Traditions from a Southern Perspective.” In: Biblica 99, pp. 166–188.

TEKONIEMI, T. 2015. “On the Verge of Textual, Literary, and Redaction Criticism: The
Case of 2Kings 17:7.” In: <https://helsinki.academia.edu/TimoTekoniemi>
(12.06.2019).

TEKONIEMI, T. 2016. “Is there a (proto-)Lucianic Stratum in the Text of 1 Kings of the
Old Latin manuscript La115?” In: <https://helsinki.academia.edu/TimoTekoniemi>
(12.06.2019).

TEKONIEMI, T. 2017. “Identifying kaige and (proto-) Lucianic Readings in 2 Kings
with the Help of Old Latin manuscript La115.” In: <https://helsinki.academia.edu
/TimoTekoniemi> (12.06.2019).

TEKONIEMI, T. 2018. “Between Two Differing Editions: Some Notable Text-Critical
Variants in 2 Kings 17.” In: S. HASEGAWA, Chr. LEVIN and K. RADNER (eds.) The
Last Days of the Northern Kingdom of Israel. Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die
Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft, vol. 511. Berlin, de Gruyter, pp. 211–227.

TORIJANO MORALES, P. 2017. “How Much Hexaplaric Material Entered into the
Antiochene Textual Tradition?”  In: T. KAUHANEN and A. AEJMELAEUS (eds.), The
Legacy of Barthélemy: 50 Years after the Les Devanciers d’Aquila. De
Septuaginta Investigationes, vol. 9. Göttingen, Vandenhoeck & Rupprecht, pp.
69–119.

TREBOLLE BARRERA, J. C. 1984. Jehú y Joás. Texto y composición literaria de 2 Reyes
9–11. Institución San Jerónimo, vol. 17. Valencia, Institución San Jerónimo.

TREBOLLE BARRERA, J. C. 2006. “Samuel/Kings and Chronicles: Book Division and
Text Composition.” In: P.W. FLINT, J. C. VANDER KAM and E. TOV (eds.), Studies
in the Hebrew Bible, Qumran and the Septuagint presented to Eugene Ulrich.
Vetus Testamentum Supplements, vol. 101. Leiden, Brill, pp. 96–108. 

TSEDAKA, B. 2012. “Due to the New Discoveries in Excavations and Research.” In:
J. FREY, U. SCHATTNER-RIESER and K. SCHMID (eds.), Die Samaritaner und die
Bibel. The Samaritans and the Bible. Studia Samaritana: Studia Judaica, vol. 70/
7. Berlin, de Gruyter, pp. 419–425.

TURKANIK, A.S. 2008. Of Kings and Reigns. Forschungen zum Alten Testament 2.
Reihe 30. Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck.

UZIEL, J. and N. SZANTON. 2015. “Recent Excavations near the Gihon Spring and
their Reflection on the Character of Iron Age II Jerusalem.” In: Tel Aviv 42, pp.
233–250.

VAN DER TOORN, K. 2018. Papyrus Amherst 63. Alter Orient und Altes Testament 448.
Münster, Ugarit Verlag. 

ANTIGUO ORIENTE WHERE THERE ISRAELITES IN “JUDAEAN EXILE”?      179

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 179



VAN KEULEN, P.S.F. 2005. Two Versions of the Solomon Narrative. Vetus
Testamentum Supplements 104. Leiden, Brill. 

WEIDNER, E. F. 1939. “Jojachin, König von Juda, in babylonischen Keilschrifttexten.”
In: R. EISLER (ed.), Mélanges syriens: offerts à Monsieur René Dussaud, secrétaire
perpétuel de l’Académie des Inscriptions et Belles-lettres, par ses amis et ses élèves.
Bibliothèque archéologique et historique 30,2. Paris, P. Geuthner, pp. 923–935. 

WEINGART, K. 2014. Stämmevolk – Staatsvolk – Gottesvolk. Forschungen zum Alten
Testament 2. Reihe 68. Tübingen, Mohr Siebeck.

WITTE, M. 2005. “Von den Anfängen der Geschichtswerke im Alten Testament – Eine
forschungsgeschichtliche Diskussion neuerer Gesamtentwürfe.” In: E.-M.
BECKER (ed.), Die antike Historiographie und die Anfänge der christlichen
Geschichtsschreibung. Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche
Wissenschaft 129. Berlin, de Gruyter, pp. 53–81.

WILLIAMSON, H.G.M. 2001a. “Isaiah and the Holy one of Israel.” In: A. RAPOPORT-
ALBERT and G. GREENBERG (eds.), Biblical Hebrews, Biblical Texts. Essays in
Memory of Michael P. Weitzman (Journal for the Study of the Old Testament
Supplements 333). Sheffield, Gillian Greenberg, pp. 22–38. 

WILLIAMSON, H.G.M. 2001b. “Judah as Israel in Eighth-Century Prophecy.” In: J.A.
GRANT, A. LO and G.J. WENHAM (eds.), A God of Faithfulness. Essays in Honour
of J. Gordon McConville on his 60th Birhday. London, T.&T. Clark, pp. 81–95.

WOLFF, H.-W. 1973. “Das Kerygma des Deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerks.” In:
H.-W. WOLFF (ed.), Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Testament. Theologische
Bücherei, vol. 22.  München, Kaiser, pp. 308–324.

ZADOK, R. 2015. “Israelites and Judaeans in the Neo-Assyrian Documentation (732–
602 B.C.E.): An Overview of the Sources and a Socio-Historical Assessment.” In:
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, vol. 374, pp. 159–189. 

ZERTAL, A. 2003. “The Province of Samerina in the Late Iron Age.” In: O. LIPSCHITS

and J. BLENKINSOPP (eds.), Judah and the Judeans in the Neo-Babylonian Period.
Winona Lake, Eisenbrauns, pp. 377–412.

ZIMMERLI, W. 1979. Ezechiel. Biblischer Kommentar XIII. Vol. 2. Auflage.
Neukirchen-Vluyn, Neukirchener Verlag des Erziehungsvereins.

ZWICKEL, W. and P.G. VAN DER VEEN. 2016. “The Earliest Reference to Israel and its
Possible Archaeological and Historical Background.” In: Vetus Testamentum 66,
pp. 1–12.

ZOBEL, H.-J. 1982. “Art. larXy.” In: Theologisches Wörterbuch zum Alten Testament.
Vol. 3. Stuttgart, Kohlhammer, pp. 986–1012.

180 SCHÜTTE ANTIGUO ORIENTE

Antiguo Oriente, volumen 16, 2018, pp. 147–180

05 A Schutte hebreo_Antiguo Oriente  25/06/2019  11:32 a.m.  Página 180




