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theses submitted to American institutions of higher education. These kind
of data would have been still more useful would Dr. G. have decided to
give details as to the availability (c.g. through Dissertation Abstracts Inc,,
Ann Arbor) of such dissertations for serious study. .
3°) Why are photomechanical reprints of older works hardly mentioned
at all? The poor quality, bibliographical inadequacy or wilful obscurity of
title-pages and sometimes unlawfulness of some modern Israeli reprints
does not distract from the gencral usefulaess of reprints in making availa-
ble older works that are completely out of print and/or hard to obtain
even from larger libraries.

THE <“HEBREW SLAVE”
Comments on the Slave Law Ex. xxi 2-11

BY

N. P. LEMCHE
Copenhagen

Leiden W. Baass In general it is accepted right away that there is a direct connecticn

from the law of the Hebrew slave, Ex. xxi 2 ff., to Dtn. xv 12 fI. and
’ Jet. xxxiv 8 ff., because the word *12y has been used in all 3 passi-
ges1). As a matter of fact it would be more reasonable to fasten
upon the use of *wpn in those passages. The last \.xord very clearly.f
implies a dependence of Dtn. xv 12 ff. znd Jer. xxxiv 8 ff. on Ex. xxi
- 2f., since in Deuteronomic literature *wpn is practically only used
" in Den. xv 12, 13, 18 and in the Deuteronomically coloured Jer.
| xxxiv (vv. 9, 10, 11, 14, 16). Besides the passages mentioned *won 1s
: only used once in the Deuteronomic historical work, in 1.3 am. xvii
25, but then this is a non-Deuteronomic setting, and the word is used
"ina sense that is probably often misinterpreted 2). The words 2y
and *won thus show that there were links from Ex. xxi 2l to the
- mentioned passages, but they are also of the utmost importance whc-n
trying to understand Ex. xxi 2 ff. and the “Sitz im Leben’»’ (_)f this
. passage. From the way ™ay and won have been applied, it is also
passible to draw conclusions with regard to the historical arrangement
 of the first part of the Book of the Covenant, Ex. xxi 2-xxiii 16.

RoBerTt Du Mesnin pu Buisson, Nowvelles éwdes sur les dienx et les
nmythes de Canaan, Leiden Brill 1973, 250 pp., index alphabétique,
132 f. xviii Planches.

L’auteur avait déja publié en 1970 des Etudes sur les disnx phénicions
hérités par PEmpire romain. Plas développé, le présent ouvrage témoigne
de la richesse d’information, de I’érudizion aimadle et de Pingéniosité
d’interprétation de Pauteur. Il y est peu question de la Bible, une note
trop breve sur Gen. iii (p. 235), une allusion 4 Jos. v 11 (p. 19), et surtout
un effort dinterprétation de Is. xiv 12-15 (Helel, p. 160 et 202-3); et xvii
10-11 (jardins d’Adonis p. 160). C’est surtout par linterpretation du
symbolisme des dieux cananéo-phéniciens que le livre intéressera le bibliste.
I’auteur centre essentiellement ses interprétations sur le rythme diurne,
Ashtar étoile du matin conduit le taurean symbole de la chaleur du jour
avant que celui-ci ne soit tué par Ashtart étoile du soir, Certains, avec pE
Moor (et ce serait mon point de vue) rattacheraient plutdt ce symbole aux
phénomenes saisonniers et hésiteront 4 donner i Ashtar un tel rapport
avec I’étoile du matin ou avec le lion. Mais la thése de R. D MENSIL pu
Buisson mérite d’étre discutée, surtout en fonction de sa traduction du
texte ngaritique des “‘dieux gracieux”. Au moment ol leur rapport avec
les Dioscures est contestée (cf. P. XeLra) le riche dossier proposé par
Pauteur mérite d’étre réexaminé.

1. The First Part of the Book of the Covenant, Seen in the Light of
Canaanite and Mesopotamian Law

It will fall outside the scope of this article to account in details
for the discussion on exactly when the first part of the Book of the
Covenant was amplifed by the second part, Ex. xxii 17 — xxiii 19, and

Paris H. CazevLirs

1y Cf among others G. Beer & K. Garring, Bxodus, HAT 13, 19:?:9, p. 107,
and especially M. David, ““The Manumission of Slaves under Zedekiah”, OTS
5,1948, pp. 63-79. ) )

%) This is usually interpreted as if David’s family was Qromlsed a specx_gl :ax
exmption.—Literature, see H. J. StoEsE, “Die Goliathperikope 1 Sam. xvii 1—
xviii 5 und die Textform der Septuaginta”, V7T 6, 1956, pp. 397-413, p. 403, and
Das erste Buch Samuelis, KAT VIII 1, 1973, p. 324.—Cf tc this my note ““WBM ia 1

Sam. xvii 25" (forthcoming).
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by the apodictic passages of the first part. Most modern Old Testa-
ment scholars date the amalgamation of the two parts o the time
of the judges 3). Also it is generally agreed upon that the first part
of the Book of the Covenant is even older, and that the so-called
casuistic laws are related to the Near-Oriental law tradition 4).

I.t seems natural at this place to refer to the study by S. M. PauL
which has recently appeared, and which, I think, represents thé
most comprehensive commentary on the Book of the Covenant of a
more recent date, based on Near-Oriental source materizl 5). There
is hard}y one section in the older part of the Beok of the Covenant
Ex. xxi 2 - xxii 16 (apart from the secordarily inserted verses Ex. xxi
12-17, 23-25) that has not its parallels outside Istael in the law litera-
ture from the second millennium. Based on an analysis of details
PauL endeavours to prove that the Book of the Covenant as a whole

3) e.g. F. Hogsr, “Bundesbuch”, RGG I, col. 1524;: M 7
i Pentatench, (1940), 1 Ges.S1., 1, 1957, pp. 9-141, pp. 1031 g o e
Mose, Exodm, AT'D 5, 3.ed., 1965, pp. 140f.; G. von Rap, Tlleo/ogi;de: Alten
7 e.rla‘mmff, I, 4}851." 1966, p. 44; E. NieLseN, The Ten Commandments in New Per-
:pe{t;z_'e, SBT §J 7 1968, p. 77.—Some deviationists: A. PurLries, Aacient Israel’s
Criminal Law, 1970, p. 159, who dates the amalgamation to the time of David and
Solomon and G. Fourer, in SELLIN & FouRrER, Einleitung in das Alte Testamens
'1_(). ec;l., 1965, Pp. 149E., and Geschichte des israelisischen Religions, 1969, ». 131 who,
fixes it to the time of Jehu. Cf already A. Menzs, Die varexi/i;rben C,;e-n;tve ffrae/:
BZAW 50,1928, p. 43, but cf also NoTir’s decisive counter arguments &er RY; I)
pp.30f. Fourer discusses the question from the viewpoint that the B,ook 'of.t’hé
Cox:enant was & reform pamphlet and in this connection refers to Mesopotamian
codices. But the codices of Mesopotamia can hardly be called actual reforms:
these were contained in the miSarum—acts, the 1oyal edicts; cf in this connccrior;
F. R. Kraus, Ein Edikt des Kinigs Ammi—Saduga von Babylon, SD &, 1958
182—24”7;”_]. J', FINKELSTEIN, “Ammisaduqa’s Edict and -he ’Babvl(;;ﬂan “,Lgf‘;
Code.s : ,]€J 15, 1.961,.pp. 91-104, and “Some New Misbarum Material and its
I’mphcat.lons s Assyriological Studies 16, 1965, pp. 233-246; J. BortEro, “Désordre
;:co.nomlgue et annullation des dettes en Mésopotamie a Pépoque i’aléo—Baby-
3?235??;/1,’]15755[%%1;3%, pp. 113-164.—Cf also in general C. J. Gabpin CAH,
%) Deviationists from the general interpretation: M. Dav T ’
Hammurabi ﬂl’rld itg Relations to the Provisicl))ns of Law in Exsc;:?’,’ O}'};’e7 CIOQCIS%X
pp. 149-178; 2. V. Favx, Hebrew Laws in Biblical Times, 1964, pp. 33 £; and
\\ PREISER, w\f‘ergcltung und Sithne im altisrazlitischen Strafrecht” Fe.rt.;cljrz_'//
f/z‘ Eber/mr'a' Schwidt, 1961, pp. 7-38, reprinted in K. Kocu, Um das ’Priﬂ-*ip der
Iﬁe/;ge/t/mg in Religion und Recht des Alten T estaments, Wege der Forschung 12ﬁ5
236-277, pp.240 f.-~The parallels from the Ancent Near East do, hewever I;Sr
le:;eei:the“‘lgen?ril c&nditions” and possibly include the sm—uctura’lization of3 the
erial, of V. WacNER, “Zur § ik i < Bx 2! ”
ZAV B 1960 o 176 1o , “Zur Systematik in dem Codex Ex 21,2-22.26”,
s o
Bib;j[g} lll\/all.y’P;(;r:f ]:Sg’”flge; Om the Book of the Covenant in the Light of Cuneiform and
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was part of a code of laws extending over Ex. xix-xxiv where Ex.
zix 3b-G (plus the Decalogue) formed the prologue and xxiii 20-33
the epilogue. He dates the amalgamation to the time just before the
settlement of the Israclite tribes ¢) and refuses to accept that the
casuistically formed laws should have been taken over from the
Canaanites even though he does admit that, as far as investigations
z0, the Canaanite law seems to show a strong dependence on cunei-
form law 7). Though PauLr’s thesis must be rejected—apparently he
fails to follow up the conclusions of his own analyses while not fully
alive to the value of modern literary criticism and the history of
radition—the results of his investigations will be that very little—if
any—material in the casuistic laws of Ex. xxi 2—xxii 16 suggests that
[sraelite lawgivers :nspired their amalgamation 8). As a matter of fact
't is quite possible 0 look for the origin of the first part of the Book
of the Covenant in any Canaanite city-state in the second half of the
second millennium and to assume that it was later (in extenso?)
aken over by the Israelite tradition ¥). The consequence of this will

8) Op.ciz. pp. 101 f. The author here tries to prove the existence of a codex
modelled on the prologue-main body-epilogae lines by analogy to Codex Hammu-
abi (from now on CH..

%y Op.cit. pp. 104 £., 116 f.; cf to this ALy, Eine neue Provinz des Keilschrifts-
cechts”, (1947), K/.Sckr., 111, 1959, pp. 141-157 and R. pDE Vaux, Les institutions
de I’ Ancien Testament, 1,2.ed., 1961, pp. 226 £.

8) It is a fact, however, that this part of the Book of the Covenant has been
enlarged by certain apodictically formed rules: Ex. xxi 12-17, 23-25.— Cf also
G. LiEDKE, Gestalt wnd Bezeichnung alttestamentlicher Rechtsitze, WA ANT 39,
1971, pp. 130 ff. Apart from vv. 23-25, the talion formula, there is in every single
case an unmistakable connection to the decalogue: Ex.xxi 12 0 xx 13; xxi16 o
xx15; xxi 15, 17 @ xx 12 (cf to the original content of xx 15: E. NieLsEN, op.ciz.,
ap. 85.91, who follows Art, “Das Verbot des Diebstzhls im Dekalog”, 1949, in
Kl.Schr., 1, 1953, pp. 333-340).— R. HEnTscHkE, “Erwigungen zur israelirischen
Rechtgeschichte”, Theslogia Viatorum 10, 1965/66, pp. 108-133, suggests tha: this
alternation between casuistic and apodictic sections should be compared to a
cotrresponding variation in Ammisaduqa’s edict (about 1645), which has been
published by KRraus, op.cit., and provided with a substantial supplement by
J. J. FingeLsTEIN, “The Edict of Ammisaduqa: a New Text”, R 63, 1969,
op. 45-64.— HENTSCHKE’s argumentation has been emphatically opposed by
S. Herrarany, “Das ““apodiktische Recht”. Erwigungen zur Klirung dieses
Begriffs”, MIO 15, 1969, pp. 249-261, pp. 255 f—Cf also apodictic law outside
[srael: L1EDKE, op.ciz., pp. 115 £, p. 126 f.

9) Thus most recently L. Rost, “Das Bundesbuch”, ZAW 77, 1965, pp. 255-
259; cf also O. EissreLpt, The Old Testament. An Introduction, 1965, pp. 26 ff,
EissreLDT is inclined to think that what we find here is the taking over of contin-
uous series of laws, 9p.cit., p.29; cf also to this L, WATERMANN, “Pre-Ismelite
Laws in the Book of the Covenant”, AJSL 38, 1922, pp. 36-54 and A. T. OrLm-
STEAD, History of Pakstine and Syria, 1931, pp. 104 fi— ALt thought that the
casuistic laws in the Book of the Covenant were otiginally Canaanite (sece his
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be that undocumented assertions such as put forward by G. E.
MENDENHALL will have to be turned down. MENDENHALL maintains

that the Beok of the Covenaat cannot belong to a Canzaanite back.
ground because of the low moral stage of the Canaanite communities -

and their strict social classification 19), This way of argumentation s
evidently founded on an insufficient knowledge of the social stratifi-
cation of the Canaanite city-stztes and also implies that MENDENHALL
uncritically accepts the estimate of the Canaanite civilization formed
by the old Istraelite history tellers and prophets.

It has been argumented that the total absence of a codex in Western

Asia speaks against the idea thar the casuistic laws in the Book of -

the Covenant should have been inherited from the Canaanites 1,
However, this argument is not decisive. The lack of codices may be
ascribed to chance archacological finds—great text discoveries
have so far cnly been made in Alalah and Ugarit. It is a fact that the
civil servants of the West Semitic states had a profound knowledge
of Accadian cuneiform writing through most of the second millen-
nium. The greater part of the international correspendence was written
in Accadian, also letters exchanged between West Semitiz princes,
and it is evident from the “Canaanisms” which are especially well-
known from the Amarna letters that these lettets were written by
West Semitic clerks 12). Another result was that the part of the popu-
lation that was familiar with Accadian must have possessed a considet-
able insight in a substantial part of the Mesopotamian litemture (cf.
the teaching methods of that time).

Die Urspriinge des israelitischen Rechts, 1934, in K/.5chr., I, pp. 278-332, pp. 295 ).
A. JEPsEx, Untersuchungen zum Bundesbich, BW ANT 111 5, 1927, pp. 76 f.,, 97 ff.,
admits that they were of ‘Palestinian’ origin, but he introduces the idez ofa “He.
briergesetz” based on an understanding of the “Hzbrews” waich is now obsolete,
Neither JEPSEN’s nor ALt’s interpretations exclude the possibility that the amal-
gamation was brcught about by the Israelites.

% G. E. MENDENHALL, “Ancient Oriental and Biblical Law”, BA 17, 1954,
pp. 26-46, now in B.4.Re 111, 1970, pp. 3-24, p. 15.

1) Thus PREISER, 0p. vit. p. 246.

%) To this F. M. Th. Bouw, Die Spracke der Amarnabriefe wit besondersr Bersich-
sichtigung der Kanaanismen, LSSV 2, 1909; cf also K. BEYER, Althebraische Gramma-
%k, 1969, pp. 23 f—Cf as to Ugarit J, NoucGaryror, “L’influsnce babylonienne 2
Ugarit d’aprés les textes en cunéiformes classiques™, Syria 39, 1962, pp. 28-35
and J. KRecwHer, ““Schreiberschulung in Ugarit: Die Tradition von Listen und
sumerische Texten”, UF 1, 1969, pp. 131-158; and as to Alalah M, TSEVAT,
“Alalakhiana”, HUCA 29, 1958, pp. 109-136, particularly II, pp. 124 ff, and
G. Grakumaxrs, The Akkadian of Alalab, Janua Linguarum Ser. Prac. 59, 1970,
passim,
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The fact that the Mesopotamian codices hardly had tl_le ée.gal
function normally ascribed to them proves that the absence of c}c: ices
in Western Asia should not be overestimated. As Wftllknowln t ter:;alls
scarcely one reference to CI in the very compre.hensw.e lcelzglz rga tethis,
which has been saved from the Old Babylonian perio )‘ u s
means that legal usage in Babylonia must have restc.:d ond commTO
sractice’ based on “usus” which .had not been \yrxtte? ho;;/nk.) w0
all appearance it is a misapprehension of the.fu.nctxon do the 7 rae ;nOt
aian codices that makes LIEDKE say that similar co {Cf.:slxcxi ete.
aeeded in the West Semitic states because there the ;udlga deaysm}r;sr
were in the king’s hands, and the king could not be t,led owr. .azl
gxed rules ¥). Besides it must be assumed tkat the L\Iassopota;;ilrt
kings like their West Asiatic colleagues formed the supreme
h 1 15), ) v
3flatp?se?ilmp)ossible truthfully to say tha.t the first part .of ?hz I:;);)ek
of the Covenant hzs come into being without a Canaanite 1;1 u ’ r;
‘ust because no written evidence of legal rules has beecrll oun 116)
‘Syria—Pa[estine. The appearance of a code ﬂof laws, or leg?l FCISi?\;fselt_
andoubtedly goes back to an influence from the Babylonian

» 17

mgiﬁl:ruz%holgrs have said against the thesis of a non—{s}:aeht;:

origin of the first part of the Book of the Covenant that althoug

13) Cf B. LANDSBERGER, “Die babylonischen Termini fiir G‘Es%tz unfi Reilétu;
Symbolae 7\;015/):1,%#, SD 2, 1939, pp. 219—234}63;1(; 2111955?1 P. 1&1(51(1112&252}; 12if
ati Codex Bilalama”, N , PP- -122, pp. .
Interpretation des Art. 59 de§ B e D s
o fact that a judge is nowhere found to refer e g g .
u‘tt;l?lsfi)tigf t(ickeep to ]the law. CH § 5 warns the judges against corrup.tlon,fbtl}\lte;]t:
?loesgnot impose upon them any coercion with regard to the foundation o
u(i%m;;tasi‘nst LIEDKE, 0p.cif. p. 57—Cf the king’s funCtliO;\l as jxllc)lgc_tir;r'iljiizllf’:
G YER, 3 "Ugarit dans ’Histoire de I’ Ancien Droi ental”,
;’IRI(S/S) ;IEIR,l‘)]g: P;fc;égls-gcggc;g 2%?15. and A. F. Raey, 7he § at.;a/ [f tm}f/ﬂméz.oz
2. pp. .2 ] y whir
i, . 21: “Disputes were not settled merely by the
T O et i es, well known from other
‘ i legal procedures, we :
of the king. On the contrary, certain . T e s 18
3 g foliowed”—To the Babylorian codices: cf I'r: CEL /€
;%urfg;) f?‘f‘fioyal apologies and testaments” \Vhlfh _w)ere to prove to the gods,
: ricar the king was, that the king was ¢ Jar misarim). . .
W}i?)se’lfcicj}:is partic{ilzrly W, F. LeEman’s “King Hammuxapl as Judglge ,RS]{{'zfz:/Sa:
Martino David, 2, 1968, pp. 107-129 (with ample docum_entatlon).é:fa so R. Haase
iEz'nﬁi/),‘zmain [i’(l.f Studivm keilschriftlicher Rev/)zxqzlelliii, 1965, pp.’?6F .R K racs “Fin
15) Onothe interpretation of CH as a codex of )udgfner}ts Ci .C(;dexAHa’mmu_
zentrales Problem des altmesopotamischen Rechtes: was ist der H
rabi?”’, Genava NS 8, 1960, pp. 283-96.
17y Cf Noucayror, op.cit., p. 32.
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this does betray a relationship to Mesopotamian (and Canaanite) law,
yet it is more primitive, thus (under the influence of blood feuds)

presupposing more severe punishments 1), This objection does no

t,
however, take into considerati

on, first that there are also variations

from one code of law to another in Mesopotamia as to the character of
the punishments (especially fines as opposed to death penalties) 19),
secondly it is only natural that the more comrplicated Babylonian
community needed other rules than a Canaanite city-state. There were
also differences from state to state in Mesopotamia as can be seen
when comparing CH to other codices *). It is unreasonable to look
for special West Semitic traits in the creation of codes of laws in
Mesopotamia 21), Many laws, and among them at least one codex,
have been handed down from the Sumerians, ard it seemg that the
Western Semites in Mesopotamia only followed in the wike of the
earliest inhabitants. Still, the possibility exists th
CH of certain penalties in relation to former cod
a West Semitic influence 22),

at the increase in
ices may be due to

%) Among others vox Rap, op.cit,, pp. 44 &,

1) JEPsEN gives an example of a Mesopota:
g p p

mian law that demands capital
punishment in cases where the Book of the Covenant only imposes fines, Ex. xxii

15, cf Bundesbuch, p. 69, This g0¢s to prove that it cannot be consistently main-
tained that the Book of the Covenant is more primitive. Bur Jepsew is dependent
on an obsolete translation of Y/ Babylonian Collection 2177 {(publ. by A. T, Cray,
Yale Oriental Series, Babylonian T exts, Vol. 1, no. 23) § 8in B. MEISSNER, Babylonien
und Assyrien, 1, 1920, p. 151, cf A. IRy, Altorientalischer Kommentar um Alten
Testament, 1923, p. 98 (“Wenn jemaad die Tochter ejnes Mannes gewaltsam
fortfithrt gegen den Willen (?) ihres Vaters und jhrer Mutter und sie erkennt, so
soll der Mann, der sie wider Willen(?) erkannt und vergewaltigt hat, auf Befeh]
der Gotter getotet werden”; compare zlso FINKELSTEIN'S translation in ANET?,
1969, p. 526 «If (a man) deflowered the daughter of a free citizen in the street, her
father and her mother having known (that she was in the street), but the man who
deflowered her denied that he knew (her to be of the free citizen class) and, stand-
ing at the temple gate, swore an oath (to this effect, he shall be freed)™.
20) Cf M. San N ICOLO, Beitrijge wur Rechigeschichte imt Berviche der keilsihriftlichen

Rechtsquellen, 1931, pp. 63 f.; cf also Davip, 0757, pp. 149 ff. Davip arrives at the

negative conclusion that there is no connection.

*1) Against JEPSEN, “Die “Hebrier und ihr Reche”, AjO 15, 1945-51, pp.
55-68.

) Cf Codex Ur-Nammu (abour 21 12-2095), Uy I, translated by FINXELsTEIN
in ANETS pPp. 523 ff. and Y/ Babylonian Collection 2177 (cf n, 19), ibid pp. 525 f,
The theory of a Wast Semitic origin of the regularly recurrent royal edicts cannot
be upheld inasmuch as the oldest testimony of this is Sumerian and dates back to
¢. 2350 (“Urukagina’s reform’) see also Frvxerstem, JCS 15, £p. 103 £,),
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: 6.
23) Avr, KL.Schr., 1,p. 291 and n.2; JEpsEN, Bundesbuch, p. 5
> * | 3 7
24y PyuL, op.cit., p. 40, 0. .
3 istic law, compare in p
s thﬁt ca;;{StllJ-él. LLIEDKE also locksv ulponmgf
LXEDiIs{tIiEé ff}:;;nl ;t’ules asthe product of a later develop .
casu -
28y PauvL, op.cit., pp. 101 £ ,
27y Cf further E. NIELSEN, OP'NZ'. ;
) Avrt, Kl.Schr., 1, p. 291 r; ; -
29) AvT, ibid.; cf NorH, ATD, p. .

rticular the very exhaustive s'cu«liy 1?3
y “when-you” wording in

chr 1
i Avt, KLSdhr, 1, p. 286 0. 1.
’ pfp;xlf)s})'jErI;SEN, Buadesbuch, p.56: W 13P° 2.
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Israelite) 39, Vin prr PLokc’s mai
e ’ . main argument is that
Ef threlgc(l;‘r]c;l;sn ttl}lrelaotherwlse systematical arrangement oi‘h:hcl: rl(;zeol}:
267, poyant i Os})rpucb as its slave laws do not appear till Ex. xxj
In the e o o e]ectl.ons may be. riised against van per Prokc
that the o P2 | threbls,. as' mentioned, every reason to believé
seconday gsec c:dl eglnn%ng of v. 2 has been influerced by the
SCeondary laws.(eve I(I)ns 1 Cyhtil: Insertion of slave laws at the head of
Ic)ilo no‘t e};c]udc that other deczrl:;s a:)th:llz;rparticular dfcumsmﬂces)
ace in t ;
Pacein :1 ;31:12 ‘;(:dedx. To keep to the best known patallel there
eros ;SpCdaHv : 2(7;3cr’e)cs on slaves) in the §§ 116-119, bur also
e o S hm:e \Jb§ -18_. Finally, even though it could be proved
nant at a later stage Zi'ntgsii?gnatt;he heaqbolf et Cove
e st > the possibility is not e
b Cozlclt;(c)goirx\%lirtlﬁlly Tbelonged.somcwhtre els}é and, if :;}L;Cii)i;g? t
g pectior, vV, 26—27f in which the slave reaches the ! d
e has been mutilated by his owner. >

III. »5ay and “won

IO DIldeIStand E}\. XX1 2-6 1t 18 neCCSSar} to relhze eXaCdy Whﬂt
thCOtCIIIlS ’:Ov aﬂd o mean. T()‘da}' neﬁrly a.l Old Testament
SCh laIS aCkIl Wledge the connection bet“ cen 13V ﬂlld bﬂb}li/. But

of an appellative, is wav i
sal; l?miig Counti’r;nte}:qlsal‘;ay it becomes 2 questior. of purchase and
us on one .

inEx. xxi 2 f afg r;i&};z}\iORlH recognizes a connection between 3y

in 2 traditinnal h‘gl{t o }? the whole, yet he understands the verses

Dtn. xv 12 £, is dep;fndn ¢ other ha.nd he is doubtful as to whether

that both Taws b ent on Ex. xxi 2-6, and he therefore suggests
4 common source, a babirn Jocument ), The

%) J. P. ML vax pe :
. M. vax R PLOEG, “St diss i

pp. 416-427 s udiss in Hebrew Iaw”
“Savery in the Ot 204 1L CBO 13, pp. 28.43, pp il o1 1950,

IS A estament”, 17775 22, 1972, pp. 72:87 .sec - 3;8 gyt recently
Rech, 1561, s 1ors Lritilegrett Juwes, FRLANT 45, 130 now i G
1, 1961, p. 129 (cf pp 1:1536 2;5’, R DE Vaux, Les institutions ;z’e .”A;zcien 73:11 "
op.cit., p. 107, thougk; the' re)}'thls also applies partly to BEER AnD GIL(Z:”G’
Israelites, but to the“Hebre)\;,S”a ze that vv 26 did nor originally refer‘ to the

82) R. NorrH, Sotiols
. . s ' of the Bibl; b7 .
view is shared by Paur, fb.g;. ;B‘{g/lt‘ﬂ/]wz/ee, AnBi 4,1954, p, 148; this point of

Ty
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most original suggestion within recent years has been made by
A. PrrrLps 33). To Purriips it is a decisive factor that the slave is
tc be set free in the seventh year. The Book o the Covenant gives
no reason for this; but, based on Dtn. xv 1 ff and especially Dtn.
xxxi 10f, PHILLIPS suggests that Ex. xxi 2-6 is taken for a secondary
“secularizing” of an originally cultic decree. According to this,
Israelites, who had fallen into slavery, were to be set free to enable
them to take part in the amfictyonic feast of the renewal of the
Covenant as free citizens. According to Phillips it can be deducted
from Dtn. xxxi lof. that this feast took place every seventh year.
But Phillips’ suggestion is dependent on several unclarified circum-
stances. First he takes it for granted that the classical amfictyonic
thesis can be maintained which is very uncertain according to more
recent studies 34). This alone will force Phillips tc moderate his theory.
Secondly the discrepancies between D, xv 1-11 and xv 12-18 show
that the sabbath year and the liberation of slaves do not originate
in the same tradition. In fact Dtn. xv 12 ff. seems to treat the liberation
of the slaves individually, setring them free after a certain perod
of slavery, not collectively every seventh year.

Paur, who on this point follows J. LEwy, says that the parallels
from Nuzi may be taken as a proof that *nay in Ex. xxi 2ff. is an
appellative, but with his views on the Book of the Covenant in mind
it is not sufficiently clear how he interprets "2y as opposed to
habirn®). ]. LEwY ttied to re-interpret the word in the direction of a
certain element among the inhabitants in Palestine, “the Hebrews”,
not to be confused with the Israelites or the Canaanites, and in this
he has later been backed by J. WEINGREEX 38). Lewy’s argumentation
is based partly on a traditional view of the origin of the Israelites,

38y A, PriiLvies, op.cii., pp. 73 ff.
38y Compare my Zsrarl i Dommertiden. Teksi og Tolkning 4, 1972.To the literarure

mentioned there should be added the very important article by R. pE Vaux, “La
theése de I’ “Amphictyonie Istaélite” ”, HTAR 64, 1971, pp. 415-436.

3%) Op.cit., pp. 45 f.— J. Lewy, “Habird znd Hebrew”, HUC -1 14, 1939, pp.
587-623, “A New Paralel between Habiril and Hebrews”, HUCA 15, 1940, pp.
47-58,

36) J. LEwy, “Origin and Signification of the Biblical Term “Hebrew” 7,
HUCA 28, 1957, pp. -13; ¢f J. WEINGREEN, “Saul and the Habira”, IV Wor/d
Congress of Jewish Studies, 1, 1967, pp. 63-66, p. 65, “The Deuteronomic Legishtor
—a Proto-Rabbinic Type”, in Proclamation and Presenc:, Old Testament Essars in
Honour of Gwynne Hentsn Davies, 1970, pp. 76-89, and “The Continuity of Tradi-
tion from Bible to Mishna”, in V Waorld Congress of Jewish Studies, 1, 1972, pp. 27-34,

pp- 29 f1.
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artly on a 7 i i
Ewin}é . Eiosw d?iaéoleu? ;n.terpretatlon of the pabirn problem, which
o oy, 4 ;%Ei nL?gd betwee'n “Hebrews” and Israelites:
wrgimens sonime pc o n erstandl:i‘g of the pabiru 3%). His main
e Yot st the & ,Cj ion tbat thf: Hebrew” of Ex. xxi 2-6 was
- possess;on = a. };}\\ '43’., in which is demanded that slaves in
oy Posse practicann sraf:hte should be foreigne:s 38), However, Lev
became it el i"kn? Importance as evidence in this connection.
e s mote tkely that thc‘ whole passage from vv 39 ff. is a’
o € ways more modified te-writing of Ex. xxi 2 ff
2ably also of Din. xv 12 £, Besides oo v
traditio-historical unity 3%),
ALt has first of all realized that » i
et : at ™M1y in Ex. xxi 2 f, do
rete eve":l cge(r)teasuzodiscent, but ss)lely to the slave’s social srandicnsg?‘gt
the Ol e £ ar ss to clzim that ™ay is probably nowhere in.
imende n e huse a!)out the Israelites as “eine echte und voll-
ol Eieoma :;Ezngsbefzemhnung”. By ™M1y is meant a person that
o1 3 ’-’:ye or. dc‘bt. On the whole Avr js right, but hj
[babiru is 100 narrow. ’ S
' To‘—day the sociological interpretation
identification berween babiry and

the passage is in no way 2

predaminates, and the
y r
73V may, so long as the opposite

. D. A more detai
B : ed, be : .. etailed ac i
terpretation of Aabiry will accordingly not be needed 42;0‘1“ o this

37y A
. riiscza;)g;;csxztg;gﬁghe p’revglent discussion on ubiry the same ob
voraied aga V reen’s theory on habiri/ 0" i 2
Ux, Histoire ancienne 4 Lsrael, 1971, p, 205, wh/o thir::li,s l1rt1 rlcasszlelz;b(f: :150 S
0 suppose

that apart trom EX.XXI 2 fi and 1 Sam xiv 21 (& 1S in the Old lestament
.
- X1 ( ) 2y

:;)) HUCA 28,pp. 31,
NotH, Das dritte B h
- " . 116 Moge. Leviticus, ATD 6
K friicn, Leviticns, HHAT T 4, 1966, pp. 341 £+ 1 ZG T R 0 167 £
gk ige;et{ Ifrmgercbz:/]t/z’r/} untersucht, W, UA‘.\”T 6 ;{;fl Foreaow, Das
’ ; . o ‘ ‘ > : ;
5B 1S, 1o ;r;r {;{;ﬁé‘zH;{mf: Jornigeschichiliche Untersuchung dej ’[1[:}}1 kle;f S
20,1964 P'51i ; - FEUCHT, Uniersuchungen Tum Hei/zlg»%eilrge:efz y Zei‘;j"f;;;
10y A . J |
o 3/” bL}‘/, KI..Sch:', .I, pp. 291 f.; see also J. Henexr, Dje 4,
o eBmz:z‘u:/J—,wdz:fbem Nachleben, 1934 pp. 75 éC e
- BORGER’s linguistic object: gainst this
der Upirn (CETal:. oo Jections against this j ificazion,
or Sapiru (“Uabin”)", ZDPL” 74, 195 ppy 171138 0% “Das Probiem
and J B > e l:f”‘dfl‘{/mle der israelitischen Stimme FRZ-’,)‘I'\@” > 1967 a Se b
) CorrERo, “Habire”, RLATV/1, 197, pp 1427, 5 2, 21T P T 8,

jections may

briische Literatur

portant study by M. Lrvegans

1965, pp. 315-336. Cf also R. DE Vaux’s research st Storica Ualano o

1965 . . I L .
Zapliru apres quinze années”, JNES 27, 1968, pp. ZZS;l-rgéga?ndI};iS;?flemc' o
s stoire ancienne,
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Nearly all testimcnies from Western Asia use the determination
habiru collectively. InNuzi, though, the fabiru are treatedas in dividuals.
Here they are mentioned in private documents stating the terms of
their voluntary surreader into bondage *3). The Nuzi contracts mention
o fixed time limits, but they usually cpened up the possibility of an
annulment of the contract (defined as ¢ breach of contract), either by
letting the Jabiry slave produce a substitute or by letting him pay
for his manumissior. But in case of the slave being a woman there
seems to have been no possibility of zliberation*t). No doubt these
shve contracts were the only means a jabirn had of being legaily
accepted in the Nuz. society ).

It is remarkable that there is hardly one testimony of a paliru
wanting to become a slave because of debt. It is possible that he
had become a Jabirs owing to economic trouble and then become a
shve to release himself from his life as a pabirn. In view of this it is
too schematical to take it for granted that the Hebrew of Ex. xxi 2
sold himself for debt. On the other hand this is a thought that lies
near at hand since debt was one of the main teasons for slavery in
that period, but also because the wellknown Mesopotamian parallel
o” Ex. xxi 2-6 CH § 117 holds rules “or a man’s delivering himself
into bondage for debt and his manumission from the same 45).

In Ex. xxi 2 the time of service has been tixed at six years, possibly
originally seven years as proposed by B. Staps, with a reference to
Gn. xxix 18 47). After having served six (or seven) years an ™21y
reached the status of 'won without, like in Nuzi, being under the

pp. 106-112, 202-208, and J. BorrEro, RL A IV/1, pp. 14-27. Important in this
connection is also M. L. HeLtzer, “Problems of the Social History of Syria in the
Late Bronze Age”, in Liverant (ed), La Siria nel tardo bronzo, 1969, pp. 31-46.

13) The documents have been collected and commented upon by BortEro (ed)
Le problime des Habirn o la 4¢ RAI 1954, pp. 43-70, and in M. GREENBERG, The
Hab|piru, A0S 39,1955, pp. 23-32.

4y Cf BorrEro, 46 RA7, no. 61,62, 66b,

15) CfE. Cassin, 4e RAIL p. 69.
46) Against I. NIENDELSOHN, Slavery in the Ancient Necr East, 1949, p. 85. In the

Old Testament there is one example to the eflect that a private person vouched by
his own life for a debt, 2 Kg. iv1; but this has probably no relation to Fx. xxi 2 ff.

a7y B, STADE, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, 1, 1887, p. 378; cf 1. BENZINGER,
Hebraische Archiologie, 3.ed., 1927, p. 131, n. 2and Beer & GALLING, 0p.c/t., p. 107,
Davip, OTS 5, p. 65 1.7, says against BExzinGER and BEEr & GALLING, that
Jacob’s services to Ladan cannot be characterized as slavery and further, that
Laban is no ““clansman” to Jacob. Davip’s objections become irrelevant when the
preconceived understanding of *33Y in Ex.xxi 2 is given up, as mentioned above;
besides Jacob’s positior: corresponds rather accurately to the position of the bebiru
slave in the Nuzi docurmrents, and so does the dating.
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obligation w0 give something in return. Usually wpn is translated
by “freedsman”, “Freigelassener™ 48). This translation, which has
been generally accepted, is based on the word’s secondary use in the
Old Testament, or rather, the word seems to have been used without
regard to its original meaning, as e.g. Job iij 19, J. PEDERSEN empha-
sizes that won is normally used to dencminate the opposite of a slave
in the Old Testament, and he is right of courset9); still, it is worth

noting that examples of this use of the word *wsn outside the Book -

of the Covenant (Dtn.xv 12, 13, 18; Jer. xxxiv 9,10, 11, 14, 16)—may-
be apart from Job iii 19; Jes. 58, 6—are dependent on Ex. xxi 2 ff,

PEDERSEN also saw that there Wwas a connection between *won and
the bupsu, known from the correspondence of Rib-Addi from Bybluss0)
Hupsn was the name of a sociz] class, which has later been testified
in documents from the Old Assyrian and the Old Babylonian period,
including Nuzi, and also later-on, apart from the Amarna letters,
in Western Asia in documents from Alalah and Ugarit 1), A closer
definition of this social group is, howerver, still 2 matter of debate.
The choice is between defining them as “independent”, that is free
in the modetn sense of the word (“free proletatians™) of as “half
free”, that is dependent on private persons or on the government
(the king). To look upon them zs ““free proletarians” or “Bauern” 32)

) Cf KBL?, p. 328; Beer & GALLING, op.cit, p. 106; Notn, ATD 5, p. 136;
cf further New English Bible: “He shall go free”.

%) J. PepErszN, “Note on Hebrew hofsi”, JPOS 6, 1925, pp. 103-105, p. 105

50) Ibid.

51 Literature: cf WEIPPERT, 0p.ci., 5. 74 1.9 and to this may be added W. voy
SopbeN, A4 Hw, I p.357a; CAD 6, H, 1956, pp. 241 £.5 J. Gray, Th Legacy of
Canaan, 1'TS 5, 1957, p. 100 n.6: A. F. RAINEY, The Social Stratification of Ugarit,
diss. Brandeis University 1962, p. 144; M. Hrrrzer, “Klassovaja i politideskaja
borb’a v Bible mmarnskogo vremeni”, (“Class struggle and political conflicts
at Byblus during the Amarna period”), 17D 1954/1, pp- 33-39, pp. 36 fi. “Vojsko
ugarita i ego Organizacija” (“The Army of Ugarit and its Organization™), 1"DJ
1969/3, pp. 21-38, p. 33; his results have been summarized i1 Liveran: (ed.), La
Siria, pp. 31 £, and in “Soziale Aspekte des Heerwesens in Ugaric”, in H, K1gn-
GEL (ed), Beitrige sur sozialen Strukinr des Alten Vorderasien, = § chriften ur Ge-
schichte und Kultur dos Altey Orients 1, 1971, pp. 125-131; H. KLENGEL, Geschichte
Syriens im 2. Jabrtansend v 7 . Teil 2. Alitte)- und S, #dsyrien, pp. 250, 255; M. Drey-
RICH & O, Lorerz, “Die soziale Struktur von Alalah und Ugarit (II)” PO Vv 1,
1969, pp. 59-93. To the etymology of Jupiu, L. Korr, “Das arabische Wérterbuch
als Hilfsmittel fiir die hebriische Lexicographie”, 17 6 1956, pp. 286-302, pp.
299 4. ; cf already W, P, ALBRIGHT, “The North-Canaanite Poems of Aléyin Ba’al
and the “Gracious Gods” ”, JPOS 14, 1934, pp. 101-140, p. 131 n. 102, and From
the Stone Age 14 Christianity, 2. ed. 1957, p. 285 n. 12,

82) “Bauern”: thus after K~uprzoN, Die El- Amarna Tafdn, 1"AB 11, 1915,
p. 1417. — “Free proletarians’: according to I, MENDELSORN, “The Canaanite
Term for “Free Proletarian” 7, BASOR 33,1941, pp. 36-39,
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is incompatible with the sources from Byblus, Ugarit and Alalah and
also with the employment of Jupsu in Assyria. M. HELTZER has sh’own
that in Ugarit jupiu belonged to the bus mik, “the king’s men”. In

* Ugarit as well as in Alalah jupiu had a predominantly military funciion

and received from the palace administration the su.p‘plies necessary
for their subsistence in the form of plots ar}d pr.ov151or.1’s 53). Thls—:s
n agreement with the mention of Z)I/lpfll. in Rlb—Addx. s letter§° ).
It has not yet beea possible to tracs a direct connection between
pabiry and pupsn; but it has been supposed that the polm?al propa-
;;anda of AbdiaSirta of Amurra was directed at the Jupin class at
Byblus, and that accordingly Rib-Addi had 1eason to fc?af tk:iltt)dl?ls
mpsy would either revolt against him or bolt in order to join N ia-
§irta %), The social standing of [Jzzp:’z/.m Assyria seems to haveldieen
very much the same as in Western Asia, Thgre they were also so er;
(mercenaries) with certain corvée obhgatl?{ls 56). The mentlon o
bupsu, however, is not restricted to the military profc:?smn. Frorvn
Nuzi we know of three cases, in which persons character}xed as .jmpm
are weavers 57)and in Alalah (stratum IV,15th century) various artxs.ans,‘
shepherds, one courier and one doctor (all tl}ese are e.xceplufnklls
though) 58) are mentioned as belonging to the Jupsu = name in Alalah.

3 1 3 ig ¢ ¢ ie Gudi” (bnf mlk) i casskie
%) Hevtzer, I7DI 1969/3, p. 33, cf his «“Carskie |j : ca
xoszijstvennye centry (g#) v Ugarite” (Royal Dependents (bng mik) a.nd Lfnts cif
the Royal Estate (gt) in Ugarit), I7D11967/2, pp. 32-47, and the same in Ln F.J.AI\;
(ed), La Siria, p. 34, and in KLENGEL (ed), Beitrige, p. 129—The. test!mon'xlels O,
/ngbf’ﬂ in Ugarit are few; they are mentioned, though, togethgr with t‘?e m1 itary
g oup Sanannfinnin PRU 5, 15 (cfalso I Krt 90 f.: j)pjla'b/‘::pr/_ﬂ.m.dli/.l)g, !J.S\X ithout
;gximeral ¢. without number).—Important in this connection is also. the”R ‘24 24?
(not pu};l_ished) milkn. j°zz. *Lbpth, “Our king shall prevail over his /J , cited bvy
Gorpon, UT, p. 404, no. 915. The greater part of the material relating to Jupin
in Alalah has been treated by DisTRICH & LORETZ, op.¢it. ) A ‘
in 54)a1§i‘b-Addi’s failing confidence in the loyalty gf his pupsu was a xeSer)lt 0£ gls
inability to provide them with the mentioned supplies, f EA 118:23f,; 125:25 £, ;
5 : ﬂ-. < . . . . .
8)551)0 KLENGEL, Geschizbte 11, p. 250, and Liverani, “Implicazioni soc];zllf)nella
politica di Abdi-Ashirm di Amurru”, RSO 40, 1965, pp. ,26,7_277’ pp. .:7.{12;
t also E.A 118:36-39: al-lujpa-td-vi-ma LUMES hu-up-5i il sa-ab-tn LL./._. §.
GAZ.MES|URU, “it is a fact that the hupsi have run away, and the habiri have
tly) captured the town”. ) '
(cc;i})se%ﬁznm?terisl has been summed up inCAD, loc. cit.; cf most recently g
CarDASCIA, Les Lois assyriennes, 1969, pp. 220f. (to 1\IA£A3§ 45, dating from the
12th century though the law may be older, cf MzEk, AZ\LbT p._18€)’2. OR 86
57) Cf E. R. Lacuenann,“Note on the Word Hupsiu ar Nuzi”, B.AS ,
2, pp. 36-37. )
19jr@)’ I()?l; Dietricn & LorEeTz, op.sit., p. 87. Only in the case of 18 out of 542
persons has an occupation been mentioned.
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- ]?;i)ei,syns .til:e rIr_)Iatg:nalv It 1s possible to define wen in Ex. xxi 2
i Slavery. the he rew has become & won through being released
formes sy and das ;?s;ead entf:red to a private clientage to his
L rmer mas > OF the hitherto privately owned ™3y has passed into

ective dependency on the cty state :0 which his former

just fr an., f i

; Slavecc;i;gl;n.fi;g?n should be spc1ally ranged somewhere between

bervecn oy & e gmag' .Accordmg tcL this there is the difference

i X kx :n391ft; secondary further development in Dtn,

o manumi.SSion : . that the tw_o last mentioned passages

e ther spp o missor s a cornplete. restitutio whereas Ex. xxi 24
¢ to a subordinate class only.

from Nuzi defin i i

mvery 10, thateotfhzel i}oocrl;.i sanding of a jabirs slave as wardutu

punishonent for e r & 1 as amtn. In the case of the 'atter the

oo o or br 7} 3 contract on the part of the slave was severe

omporal 1 and re-sale, which might be taken to mean that

o r}orma.lly allowed to sell a slave in Nuzi. Wheth imi

measure existed in the Book of the Covenant is ﬁncertainerb?.u?;n;g;r

, :

able. I\]OWhCIOe n Othe ()ld ICSIanlCIlt has re'sale Of Iiebrew SlaVeS

slave i

Save tn ahprolonged slavery. The term o5v% 172y Ex. xxi 6 seems t
e m 3 s 0

mdeﬁnitti atbthe slave was to remain in the service of his master

ince le v, . ut whether this meant that the owner could nor get rid
18 slave by selling him or sett im 7 b

setting him “ree later
present be left an open question 6), o mustfor the

59 :
) Further detalls to vv. 3-6 in Pau 2
w o als - -0 PavL, ep.eit., pp. 47 A,
s L < ;t);iipgxfc;.eli?orrzﬁgoa jtc YR;A[,‘no. 54:?: [a-na gil-el-lisup-li-ti The reading
g, i yet quute certain. of voN Sobzx, AHw, 1, p, 284
) Paur, op.cit., p.50, thinks ,
, 0p-cit., .50, that 81R7, Ex.xxi
ot 1, Ex.xxi 6, refers to th,
(elsewhere in the Ol Testament B*09N), In this case the slave \x?agzlclzzlg?;g f;) :
) ; a

B°29D as enabli
; ing Jacob to break his i
without hi " contract of service to Laban
is having to break away from the protective penates, of M Gﬂ:EﬂL vy
> oE M, INBERG,

N “hel’e "
fan;?i?iiif;};:;—}{ad}d s "Ihe;ft of the Teraphim”, JBL 81, 1962 (the rath
on of Rachel’s psychology may be neglectéd in this corxfxtlezr
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IV. Ex. xxi7-11

With regard to vv 7-11, which in their present context state the
reles a Hebrew must adhere to in the case of his wanting to sell
a daughter, it is necessary to obviate some misunderstandings. It
is expressly mentionzd that the questicn is of the sale of a daughter,
apparently a virgin, not of a Hebrew woman, an 791y Thus the
law, given in vv 7-17, cannot be taken to apply to Hebrew women in
general and to mean that these could not be set free on the same
conditions as the men-slaves®?), Either thereare no rulesfor a Hebrew’s
selling his wife or his sons for that matter, or these two categories
ate incorporated in tae law of vv 2-6 in the way that it was considered
impossible that a man should be able to sell his wife and remain free
himself, and further, that 2 son sold into bondage had the same
possibilities of a manumission as his father.

V. Résumé

The traditional point of view that the Book of the Covenant should
be of Israelite origia has brought about many absurdities and dis-
tortions in the interpretation of the Hebrew slave and his social
standing. This article is an attempt to throw new light over a number

of obscurities in Ex. xxi 2-11:
i)
ii)

The first part of the Book of the Covenant fits in very well with

a context that is Canaanite, not Israelite.
This also applies to the first law in the Book of the Covenant,

the law of the Hebrew slave. The placing of this law within the
first part of the Book of the Covenant cannot really be challenged,
but several objections may be raised against the wording of v. 2.
The beginning of v. 2 should be corrected in accordance with

ALT’S views.

tion). It is, however, mote probable that @19 RM indicate that the ceremony took
place in the local sanctuary, cf to this most recently M. WrINFELD, Denteronnzy
and the Deuteronomic Schoel, 1972, p.233.

2) In opposition to BEER & GALLING. apsit., p. 108; Notn, AT D 5, p. 144,
and P. A. H. pE BoEr, “Some Remarks on Exodus xxi 7-117", Orientalia Neerlanaica,
1948, pp. 162-166.—Cf JEpsEN, Bundesbuch, pp. 27 f., who is probably right when
stating partly that it is a question of a daughter, partly that she is not set free
because of the status she obtains with her owner. Both JerseN, Bundesbuch, p. 28
and DE BOER, op.cit., p. 162, are right when intetpreting OV in v.8 as “family” taus
indicating that the slave girl cannot be sold to another family. I. MeNDELsOAN,
Slavery, pp. 12 £., takes vv 7-11 as parallels to the “sale-zdoption” contracts from
Nuzi; but it is doubtful whether this is actually a parallel; cf also Paur’s hesitations

op.cit., p.53.
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GEBA/GIBEAH OF BENJAMIN

BY

J. MAXWELL MILLER
Atlanta, Ga.

The question of the location of Benjaminite Gibeah and its relation
to Benjaminite Geba received considerable discassion between 1841,
when Rosinson published the first edition of his Biblical Researcpes,
and 1924 when W. F. ArsricuT published the results of his first
season of excavations at Tell el-Fal.%) On the one hand, “Geba”
(giba) is but an abbreviated form of the appellative, “Gibeah
(haggibheab, ‘the hill);2) both appear with tie qualifier “... of
Benjamin”’; 3) and both appear in contexts which point unquestion-
adly to the site of present-day Jeba®. #) On the ocher hand, the biblical
texts are not always consistent in their usage of the two forms, %)
and Judg. xix 10-15 seems to place Gibeah in the mote immediate
vicinity of Jerusalem than Jeba“. The solution finally reached was to
treat “Geba” and “Gibeah™ as separate villages and to associate them
vith Jeba® and Tell el-Fal respectively.

Since Tell el-Fal is a rather prominent “hill” located just north of
Jerusalem, its identification as ancient Gibeah was already widely
accepted when ALBRIGHT began bis excavations there in 1923. The
major objections to this identification came from those who doubted
whether Tell el-Fil was actually occupied during the periods required
for Gibeah by the biblical texts. The issue seemed settled, therefore,
when ArsriguT assured the scholatly world in his excavation report

that:
... Tell el-Fal was occupied at precisely the periods indicated by the exter-
nal literary evidence, that it was a most important place, and that there

1y “Excavations and Results at Tell el-Fal (Gibeah of Saul)?’, AASOR IV
1924. Cf. pp. 28-31 for a brief review of this discussion.

2) Cf. Y. Amaronr’s chapter entitled ““Tae Study cf Toponomy” in his 7he
Land of the Bible, trans. A. Rainey, Philadelphia 1967, pp. 94-117, esp. p. 109.
AHARONTs discussion is based largely on G. KaaprrMEYER’s study which appeared
in ZDPT/ XV 1892, pp. 1-33, and XVI 1893, pp. 1-71.

3 Cf., e.g., Judg. xix 14 with xx 10 and 1 Sam. xiii 2, 15; xiv 16 with xiii 16.

4 Cf,, e.g., 1 Sam. xiv 2 with Isa. x 27b-32.

§) Cf. esp. the abrupt shifts from Gibeah to Geba (and zice versa) in 1 Sam.

xiii 1-xiv 46.
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