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The Hebrew anı the even Year NC
Nıels er Lemche Aarhus

ent.l1y Oswald LORKET2Z has tried WIr1ıte the efinitive dissertation
about the problem Of the habiru/Hebrews th1ıs SsStudy LORETZ 155 anx10us

demonstrate that longer have whatsSoever cons1ıder
habıru ethnıc GL OUD the Late LONZE doubt , habıru

1S SOoCiological designation Of { simplistic i1dent1ıfıiıcatıon
OT habiru Hebrews must refuted false; T 15 indication Ot the

application Of Talse methodology , Ot d1ıfferent categor1es,
'ash l1inkiıng OT Biblical 1en: studies 1° SECONd thes1s

SaVYS the "Hebrew" the must wıthout qualifications inter-

pre natıonal designation 15 DE VT SoC1ological desıgnation
the Oother LORETZ maıntains that the dent1ıfıcatıon Of Accadıan

habıru and CEW ?"2Y 15 unproblematic from etymological point OT
V1eW cordinglyv, entitled reckon wıth ana LO0gous evelop-
ment f rom SoCcC1ological interpretation ÖT habiru/Hebrew Thnıc

understanding. LORETZ, however, IONS attempt SE“ suCch
evolution because Of n1s thırd assumpt1ion that NONE OF the references

O.LORETZ, Habıru-Hebraäaer. ıne sozlo-linguisti1ısche Studie ber dıe Her-
kunft des Gentiliziums P  ıbrı VO] Appellatiıvum habıru, ZAW 160, Berlın
1984
LORETZ , Habiru-Hebräer, DD /OTIT.,
LORETZ, Habıru-Hebraäer, p. 195
7 Habiru-Hebräer, pp.181£fCN 07} . WLG LOÖRETZ, Habiru-Hebraäer, PpP,245,) but with reservations. We must acknowl-
edge hat Öf COULISEe ‚e 1.S problem hat habıru 1S ‚PP'  ative
whereas 272y 1Ss gentilic. On the other hand, separatıon OT the
twOo erms because Of his philological problem 1S over-hasty, because

Ma speak OT development YOM habıru TOo 2712 peculiar TtO the
Hebrew anquage after al the term ?13Yy L1S generally sed Of
Israelites 1N the and 18 NOTtT. known outsiıde the before the
Hellenistic Perıo0cd
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272 15 pre-ex1l1ic, z Gr them being post-exilic designatiıons of
bers Of the Jewısh commun 1ty

Evidently, h1ıs assumpt1ions the f1rm coNViıct.ion

PasSSages whıch ment.ion the Hebrews a 1: late, 15 the Ca|! with the

Joseph Novella and the "Passover I;egend"8 However , LORETZ doe: NnOt glıve
i1dea OT earlıer fOor the narratıves 5Sam , whiıch

Hebrews appCAarL , wner:t the always refers sraelı population
e lermren the Ca OT LORETZ O1 LOWS 1LfTferen! path and SIMpLy
eliminates all whıch include references the Hebrews. Or

LORETZ these sect.ions MUST. YEC| La  T (post-exilic) additıons

the older narratıves10

Outs1de Ot these airly extensive Of the designation
"Hebrew'  “ also appeCars ınterrelated texts, all Ot which seemingly
contaın s l1ave Law: 21,2-11 13,12-18 and Jer 34,8-20. Contrarv
the usual ınterpretation, LORETZ SUggeStSs quite origiınal theorvy S1NCE he

arqgue>s the S lLave 1L1aw the Of DE must

la  than the appearance Ot the Law. in Dtn The 1LeASON LS
the seven-year-cycle S clearly LESUPPOSCS the "idea Of the

Sabba: LORETZ SaYS ı, and 14 1S5 indisputable Ttact thiıs idea
171d1ıd only originate the S and Post-exilic periods ına.  V ı

LORETZ den1es and here he 1S expressively varlıance wiıth this author
the mentions OT "Hebrews" Jon A,3 and 1467438 contaıin

Ssociological connotations spıite Oof the 'ansl1atıon Of 7712
14 ,13 NEDAÄTNC "+he straggler”". According LORLETZ the

LORETZ, Habiru-Hebräer, DRA864£.;
Gen SO AF 4015  7  * 41,12; 4332
EX 15049 Z 5I 156  Q 1143 O 3 1so ExX 2I

Sam 6 A D &i iu 2in 293W C CO ©) &— Habiru-Hebräer, PP  17/7-12 In advance Ma S a his
method 18 MOST. unsatisfactory because he oes NnOt er CO SO Lve the
Adifficulti:es 1N the exXxt exep bvy cutting hem aAaWAY . LORETZ would
ave een MNOTEe cogent YOM methodological point OÖf view ın ase he
had passed the Same sentence the narratıves ın Sam the
Joseph Novella anı the Passover Legen: @ A he had considered
“ äß  — OT hem post-exilic (thereby do NnOtT iıntend CO Sa hat by
necessityvy consider the narratiıives OÖf the Philistine Wars to be POST>-
exilic).

11 ‚x  7 Habiıru-Hebraer, pp.160£f
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anslation 15 etymological interpretation Ot 2712 the
12basıs ar the verbal

ınlvy, wıth nat1ıona. ethnic interpretat-
105 Of habıru 15 much the point and extremely important.

further discuss1ıon OT this subject MUST. Cecase,., less, thıs
theme takes much SPaCE his ıt 1S, \OW , F£icult

SCSCAPDC the feeling „<  1S unting MOSCUL wıth 1g-game i Ea
Furthermore, his OppoSsition the "national” urnX  TS  ding has almost

obsession him therefore he does NOot realıze that his
theses have him he draws quite untenahble conclus1ions.

refer nh1ıs thes1s Of the exclusively late

origin Of the designation "Hebrew". This g}  Ss1s 15 evidently
problematic because 1S forced postulate that the post-exilic
wrıters )NOOSEe the Hebrew' Tandom aINONG perhaps OT

Oft Other possibılities. he would have improved h1s thesis 1r he
habıru correctly read hapıru “apiru) thus

eEeNY1INg e Oog1ical conNnNeCct ion habiru and 7712 —

quite correctlv gıves this CaSyY S6110 he decides for
5  st IC explanation habiru 2712 etymologically.

Thus the problem 15 unsol1ved: WwhY th1ıs des1ignation'  2  C He:  $ the render-

INg Of 14,13 might have him well point Of departure
would have been entitled ar’gu the interpretation Oof 272

here, the verbal LO Ja clearly demonstrates WhY signat-
10N CeWwW chosed sSs1gna!‘ Israel1ites: th1ıs Term evidently
describes the sraelites foreigners, that 1S, immigrants  » alestıne
according the COMMONPLACE canonical picture Of Israel’s past the
Post-exilic Per1ıo0od,. Instead h1s mass1ıve argumentation L£avour f
onal interpretation Oft 2712 OPPOSCS such OGg1C: conclus1ıon.

Therefore also underest imates the importance Of the fact that the

designation "Hebrew" 1S NOt Sprea‘ randomly throughout the OT: N

12 v Habıru-Hebräer, D, 24 concern1ing NEDAÄTNC etymological
rendering Oft 27323 and PP-  73-18 concerning Gen 14513 and Jon AA

13 CO his LORE'TZ, Habiru-Hebräer, DD 23920 1N chapter completely
devoted CO the question ÖOf the e  V Ot 23 TU.
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nearly alwayv: specific CONTESXTS. The 1S generally placed
14Ot ıiıther Egyptians 11isSt1 ‚ This must be compared

another fact 4 namely "Hebrew" 1S LIEVET Oft post-ex1ilic the

sect1ions t+he which expressly refer this per1iod. O0g1Ca.
clusion n1s thes1s LORETZ might have postulated the
"Hebrew" the Post-ex1ilic Period f Jews specific socıal

Context, and MOST. ObV10uUS theory would signation
common.Ly attached Of the Egyptian ASpor: Egyptians,
though much doubt er there 15 eV1lidence Of such applic-
atıon the SOUTL CS pertaining Jews Ore generally
SuppOosed dead-line f the 'anslatıon Of +t+he UT', T Ore the
Second

spite Oft meticulous Of the indivıdual 1N-

cluding ?'"12Y Gen-Ex and B  St conc lude he O0Ses his
Mass Of detaıls. Thi1is 15 the LASON WhY he has able explain

the MOt1L.ves Of redactors WhO the designation exactly these SEeCt-
1O0NS and NOT elsewhere. 1S e  ınly acc1ıdenta the
"Hebrew" 15 placı the mouths Ot Egypt1ians and Philistines; the C-—
OrSs cClearly kınd f LEASON AA there, 1S invest-

ı1gate these LeASOQONMNS might have Accordinglyv, Paper
from 1979, "YTHebrew'" Natıonal Name for Israel” tried delineate
the semant ıc 1ı1e according whıiıch ?712Y Ssigna' Israel-
1tTe: non-Israelites Jonah being onLy exception this rule

Jon 298 also tried UNCOVET the Ssecondary connotat1ions S  Q
WEr conclus1ive FfOr the application by the Biblical wrıters Ot exact.ly
th1ıs exactly places. Thus 1E possible CONCIUW
"Hebrew" 1s NEeEVEeTLr MSa designation Of sraelıtes the OT 1NSs
ä4 always includes special flavour: Abraham 1Ves foreigner
Canaan, 15 refugee from nNn1s ome-land, the raelites

14 N.  E  E, "Hebrew" A  { Natıonal Name for Israel, St' 33 (1979),
90 DE,

15 hat ‚N 1S well-known act hat the members Of the Elephantine
colony termed themselves "Jews", ST T B A.COWLEY, Aramaıc Papyri Of
the Fifth Century, Oxford 1923 n0.6:3.9 and Manı y Other places)
7717)n2?. thank colleague F.,Cryver LOr this reference.



lestin.ıan fugitives, and the hiılistines clearly about

—m aWAY S 1aves and members O Israelıte triba SOC1ety the
T1Mme.

interesting point 1 the fact the semant ıc 1e CcCOovered Dy
the Varıous connotatıons O 23 the clearly Stand

% L genera. SUur VEYV Ot Arı the applications Of the Term

the Ba This 1e includes aspects which much ThOSe
when deal W: Old SOC1010g1Cca. des1ignation habıru. Thus E

1S NOt unreasonable ar’gu« that the Bıblical redactors least had

understanding O pre-national Mmeanıng Oft 2712 th1s knowledge
decısl1lve, 1NCEe thevy 'NOSe ÖT the Gen-Ex
matter er C111 LOr early date late Oft the

16ct1ıonal wWOrCk
aus has pointed kınd OT explanation: The 1C-

al authors reflecting aCctua. ‚I - S =1110)9109| the Phılıstınes (in the

(Da f Jonah, but Inly also ESVE) the Post-ex1ılıc
Period1 varıatıon Ot this theOrv and per' MOTEe probable 15 tche
thesis that the On 1 T A the 77132 designation had kept Ot the
connotatıons whıch fOormed Ot the Old habıru the 2 A 1 A BL

Accordingly, ı1t 15 nOot unimportant tfact, m 15 rather dec1ıs1ıve
Tn 14 1S possible point examp le Otf application Of the

designation 272 'ONTEexXTtT wnıch 15 NO perforce, 1a  f
eticnar: natıral point ÖT de]  ure for the analysıs 1S, Of COULC’SS ,

B including tChe el rarı OnNs” 15 and Jer 15

o PUL DOSSC demonstrate that i 1S UD than
12-18 1ı1ts original wording 1Iso maintains texts

16 COULCLSE, L1N hıs Study 1 1S impossible CO dwell 7LS theme. Mvy
aCCOount Of the MEr JGENCE Of the historıical tradıtıon LN the will
be published L1n 1Era T. Anthropological and Hıstorical tud-
1es Israelite Soc1iety K Pre-Monarchical Tımes, whıch wıll
aDPDPeCaAr ın prın a 1985 (C£E part chapter Dut O 1s0o Det
am. Israel, Aarhus 1984, pp.28-65 gOoeS wiıthout Sayıng nat
Tto large degree 1N accordance with the V1LlewWws Of to
the ate redaction OÖf the traditions in_question «

K ‚K  s Dıe Hebräer VUO: AuUSZug au Agypten D1s Z,U) Grossreich
Dav1ıds, 19 (1969) , pp:37-81,, pp.43£f., but 1so the refutatıon 1N
LEMCHE , en 3 DeTO n D Hs LORET2Z, Habıru-Hebraer, D1i81
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and 19 121751:) enNnC' ach Oother ec1iprocally
The 1a  f OÖr A n a PE LORET?Z maintains, 1S dependent

1 bearıng the dea Ot the Sabbath , which he reckons tOo ex1ılic
19

EVE] post-exilic Now , here LORETZ 15 really quite ground.
he 15 r19g] (and IL .CARDELLINL 1Ss wrong maintaining the

formalızed dea Oof the the reflects rather late levelop-
Of this notion. Therefore the sabbatical l1aw 15 15 NOT.

TE  10N OT Old law Of pre-exilic origin, understood whole.

the other have demonstrated IC dealing with the

manımission f slaves, the law OT Sabbatical 15 15
f eaAs fTferent and Or19g:  1y independent e Lements

ROft which WLLE onL1y secondarily attached the Sabbatical
The wording f 271 S clearly ShOWS that thıs MuUuSTtT because EL

regulates aAses OT individual, rather ‚1 1ective manım1ıss1ions. The
remaAarks apply the actual WOrding OT 15,12-18, which evidently

al refers 1Nd1V1dAduUa. Manum1SsS10NSs and NOT. cCOlLlect1ıve transactıons

SCVELV SsSeventh This interpretation Oft 2  e and 15,12-18 15

preferable ather extens1ıve CUTtS and emendat1ions Ot the
r 5,12-18, whiıch mOS done Order the fit his
thes1is

fallacy, however, 15 the tact LORETZ TeCkOonNs the
scheme A S lepen the stitution Oft the Sabbatical
Year. This assumption 1S quite the L5

obviously rOUNd number The ment ıon Oft the "seven vears only indıcates
that the Hebrew has to be a slave Or some years and it does not give a
precise Ot h1ıs manumiss1ion. The traditional importance Of the TOUNd
number SEeEven Oriental 'ad1ıt1ıon 15 we | 1-known POr th1ıs e3a!

18 LÖRETZ, Habiru-Hebraer, DA161%
RET Habiru-Hebräer, HD

I.CARDELLINI, Die biblischen ”Sklaven”-Gesetze L1M Lichte des
keilschriftlichen Sklavenrechts, 55 onn 1981, PP-  66-368.

21 -  E, The "Hebrew" ave, 25 (419757 PP-  29-14 and
The Manumission Of Slaves the Fallow ear the Sabbatical ear
the Jobel Year, (1976), pp.38-59 See especially 2
43-45

22 7 Habıru-Hebraer, pp.153-16



onLy draw attentıion Papec aling wıth Chıs subject Dy
23M. LIVERANI dating £rom 196 / Because OT tCh1s Talse 1dentıfıcatıon

SECONd argument concerning the interrelationship between door-

POSTS PpC1Lva houses temples 1S rather unimportant H1ıs e —
25might Just well l1ead the OppOS1 conc lus1ıon

Furthermore, PapeL > dealing with the "Hebrew" sS.Lave the
manum1ıss1ıon OT s l1aves assumed 2& 0I MuUST considered the

original SOUT.CE®e Ot the l1aw Otf 15 and Of the deuteron-
omıst1ıc vers1ıon OT the edict OT Zedek ıan Jer Since / aiter alt;
"Hebrew" S..NO appCar random the C th1ıs explanation f
the application Of "Hebrew" all instances 1S5 the MOST. ely  71
1 1 all 'OST. preferred assumed post-ex1iliıc date OT ESVEeN

the WOFrd1InNg OT 21 SE er argument avVOur OF th1s 1onal

unders  d1ing Of the relationsh1ıp between the examples OT the S | ave

1aw 1S the Tfact the priestly eg1slatıon OF the f Jubilee, whıch

clearly SUPPOSCS the deuteronomistic 1dea Ot the Sabbath elaborates

i E has SUpPreSSE the Cerm "Hebrew", 3E gOCS wıthout
that thı1ıs dea Oft the "Jobel Vear  IA 15 post-exilic

The speclalıtv Of the law 21 .2 1 the combining Ot the

hupSu, TEW ?wu5an habiru, LEW 2712 Exact 1y $his combınat-
10N Of the made TI possible laım that thıs 1aw MUST have

had Pre-Israelite origin Against th1ıs interpretation LOREIT'Z ar ques
1E SUPPOSCS that 7wW5än sSsometimes used Gr Spec1fic SOC1aL

23 M.LIVERANI, "Ma nel settımo 111N10O Studı sull’Oriente Ka Bıbbia
Offerte P G4iöVannız RINALDO, GenOova 1967, pp.49-53.

24 LORETZ, Habiru-Hebraer, p 4457
25 LORETZ'Ss interpretation OT Eıx 2176 1s aseı Dten 6I he arques hat

EX 215 1.S dependent Dtn 67 1 1& CONSECqUECNH:!  © OÖtf the eut-
eronom1ıstıc centralızation O the cult. D7A5X8A must be monotheistic,
LORETZ maıntalns, and therefore S 1S impossible CO consıder his god
“household gOo!  N Nevertheless, 4T 15 OAF F CLE CO understand whYy C 11-

tralızation Öf the uLlLt should result L1N ecentralızatıon Ö the WOL =

sh1ip, at 1east hnh1Ss lLevel the indıv1ıdual house) . ACcor':  ngly, EX
215 miıght just well represent pre-deuteronomistic CusSstom. Whether
D7358 hen 1S "household gO!  AA Yahweh SOME oöother god (the N PEEOCar“”
god) MUuSt. be decıded the background un X „2-11.

LEMCHE , 2 pp.46-51.
R LEMCHE , 2 PPp.13S6I£.

A



lass Israel, but 15 Tar eVvidence OT ex1ıstence Of such
cClass f 7wan tfact kin Of argument related ecriticism

28of about pOosSt-exilic TEeW-Jews have previously vVOoiced

M  in the note in 1 Sam 17,25 we have an example of ?7wWan used
SOCial designation Of S1ince a point

promise PE SON WwhO 13a he 3  1d ing's
client, 1.e. would emnplLovee Of the king Evidently the
narratıve Of Davıd 1a fFIirnd which ‚ONgS
Ööf. fairy-tale  : The 15 the only who the test,
and CONSEQUCNCE mMmarrıies the ing’'s daughter and1 the king-
dom. 15 well- Davıd reCcCeived Saul'’'s Y, Michal (Or SO _ the
narratıve Y and obtained high position the SETrV1LCE Ot Saul.
The usual happy ending the fairy-tale 15 1s also well-known,
the author Of v  d’s Rise" Of iterarv patterns ö  ST eLy
bOorrowed from the ealm OT aliry-tale In spite OT the ob7jections

28 ‚O]  ‚x}  ’ Habiru-Hebräer, D: 259 n 33 We MuUuStT. ass hat a  V matter Oft
act nobody has vet made penetrating study 1N Oorder CO UuUNCOVEeLr client
groupS LN Israel 1N the Period Ooft the Monarchy. Nevertheless, LlLf LORETZ
had demonstrated 1ittije INOTL sociological insight he might nOot ave
een categoric, S1NCeEe the phenomenon Of clients 1Ss feature
ın SOCietiles Of the Cype represented 1s0o6 by the historical Israel,
oth 1ın the pre-national per1od and under the 1ngs. 'T speak Öof
"Bevölkerungsklasse  A 1S 1so* In TaCt,; the notıon Ot class" 1S
unsulıtable analytıc ınstrument hen dealing wıth uch SOC1let-
1es. The clıents do NnOt LTOrm specıfic class”"; thevy Ar aC
r’o their patrons 1ın individualistic WaVYV . The society 1 thereby
NOTtT. structured horizontally ”"celass society”, but vertically, ın
parties Tractions. Oöllows hat 1 INa Y be quite difficult D
detect classes" 1N ancient Israel.
N.P.,LEMCHE, 29 . S am Ar a (1974) , PP-  73-374, 'T be
honest, his ypothesis has generally nOt een well received. Normallıy
scholars stıck LO the traditiıonal interpretation and consi1ıder exempt-
1ONS f rom axes the 1ike CO Orm the background Oof Saul'’'s promise.
However, scholars ave forgotten hat d Wa NnOt bad 13Ta CO be
clıent Of the king  ; NO does they understand hat CO be emploved by

K1ing L1S the AdamnMme CO be An1Ss clıent. The clients received their
SsSustenance YOM the palace N the ase Oof Davıd his sustenance
WOU ave een quite substantiıal because ÖOf his important position
at the 1so the description Oft the gifts CO the king's
clıents ın Sam ££G

30 The 1L1.ıterature nNn1ıs toplic 18 110} quite extensive. ere shall only
mentıon N.  E,  E, Daviıd’s Rise, JSOT 10 (1978) , pp.2-25; z KYLE



by . WLLL.L interpretation O Z NOT. ischarge the

possibilıty his application OT 79 Ca that th3is author,
WNO presumablıy WTOTE t1me during the Per10d OT the narchy, had
SOM ıntormatıon about the ex1ıstence OF SCCaTl Ca  OLV which
"m]jients" whereas the des1iıgnation fOr "c1l1en 7woan emptied er

OT 1 s eä| mean ıng onLy rather Dbleak referenCce
who 15 VE  „

1T 1S NOT pOS. OVt tChe COrrectness OT th1ıs thes1s,
‚Oug] Che pOSS  1UYV OT the ex1ıstence Of uch client Ggr OUPD 1n

Israe l 1S NOT. unlikely 1NCEe iıt wide-spread SOC1aL phenomenon
the East (Or better the dıterranean WOTL. ancıent T 1mes y

I 15 ‘Venrn davy The interesting Fact 1S, however, that the l1aw ÖT

McCCARTIER, The Apology OT Davıd, JBL (1980) , pp.489-504; 2 1so0
the Nnewest sStudy Dbvy K.W.WHITEL. The Defense Otf David, SO'T 29 (1984).,
pp.61-87 Concerning the airy-tale motı1ıf must refer Ü M.LLVERANL,
Partıre su l pPer 3. 1: deserto, EL pp.403-41 (dealıng
Aa the LAdrimı inscription). 1L1so LIVERANI'Ss uUuS: OT S theme Ll1M
Hıs 1D ST17 e de Joas, (1974),; pp.438-45 Regrettablyv, he has
nOot. submitted the narratıve SÖf YDayvidt*seRıSsSe"” CO analogous evaluat-
LON.; On the Other hand, the basıc similarıty between the Carecers G
Davıd anı Idrımı nas long AaQ! een pointed Oout DV „BU'  ALTL, La
"carriera" dı Davıd quella dı I1drımı dı Alalac, Biıbbıa Orıente

49622 pR.95-99
31 T, WILLI} Dıe Freiheit Israels, Beitrage OT alttestamentlichen

Theologie, Festschrift W  a 8B- Göttingen P, DDS  31-546. In splıite
OL LORETZ'Ss objections LO refutatıon Of ın H S DiZ n.4d
(LORETZ, Habiru-Hebräer, StT1CK CO remarks ‘hat the e& CO110111-—

1ıcal interpretation O the slave legislation 1N EiX E bDYy
and DY LORETZ himself forces upON hem another understandıng Gr 272
1N X Z S am L1 25 SC Nevertheless, the ]1aw 1n Fı E

discloses Nar economical troubles should De the 1LEA4SOINMN for tChe
Yransactıons; O NS extent the Law 1.S “"neutral® T the mot1ives
behind the Cts OÖf the "Hebrew".

32 N  P  E, Z p.45; C 786 O.LORKET'Z, Die hebräischen Termını
hpS)j "Freigelassen, Freigelassener” und hpsh Freilassung”,
EL pp.163-167, A h1ıs Habiru-Hebräer, D: 263

33 Se N
34 The relevant informatıon IMa be found Ln Man Y nographical descr1ıipt-

1L1ONSs Otf Middle Eastern society ‚Ven O davV . ar Ot MS materıal W:
be presented Dvy LN Early 1Srael (part E: chapter anı but
‚OFrOUG: analysıs Ooft the phenomenon has NO vet appeared, at least NnOTtT.
1n Mıddle Eastern CONTLEeXT.



the "Hebrew" lLave T1ts mıL1iıeu perfectly whıch 2712 and
7woän T SOC1al designatlions. Ne1ither ?712Y 2995 appCars the

incidental WAaY « 29095 15 directly wiıth 272y and

majority f examples Oft 7w9n found three terrelated
TCeXTtS, 2152n 5,12-18 and Jer 4 ‚8-2035 Therefore . 15 Har

satısfactorv LORETZ dissolves this basıc relationship between

designations, because the CONSECQUECNCE Ot this S the authors Of Al
etCc. MUST have chosen designations 'andom ? 712y 299

der 1ve from spec1if1ic SOC10logica: least before EMECTGENCE of
ıstorıca Israe .. UCEe free cCcitatıon from

OTE accidental er miıght permissible, but
lıkte grLoSS negligence: The applıcation Of Oft the signations,
?7ıny 2w5n p might explain AaWAaV , but ogether this application 15
NOt eLV tfortuıtous.

There DEVET. PrOOF Oft this thes1s Ar remains NMere

hypothesis that. 1aw Of the "Hebrew s lave 2  ® could FfOorm
OT the ınher1ıtance datıiıng from the era OTe r  IX OT the

sraeliı Sstate BG else iıt perhaps reflects SOC1al uSage
dur1ing the early sraelı monarchy. This 1aw meaningless later and
1r accordingly NECESSALYV explain who the TEW  A the
l1aw D Cited.

ına.  V y Ea 1S NECESSALVYV emnphasi1ize this interpretation whiıch

explains the cCho1Cce OT signation "Hebrew" Ssuch late TEXTS

osep! the "Passover Legend" does PreSUPPO: the
raelıtes ß  T AUS CEeWS Thus the developmen! from SOC10O1-

Ogica. Mean ıng OT a Thnic O] developmen: NOot. brought
conqlusion the 1a  r CONTEXTS whiıch 242 appCarLr’Ss the C

dAOes NOT PILESUPDPO! historicity Ot the MOosaic tradition the C
LORETZ misread 1C from 979 he would have acknowledged

that. nowhere Of ANn1istoricai SO7OUrN Oft early sraelites
onl1y mention fa  Q such iınformatıion 15 contained

later ’ad1ıt1]ı.on. Thus this 'ad1ıt1ıon MUuStT evalua

35 EX B Dtn I1 Jer 34930  A  .16; anı outside nNn1ıs COM -
ext only Job e LIs 58 ,6 and UM COUTLSE@ Sam ET 25

74



Survıival NOtT 1ıstorical recollectıon
other 'aditio-historical analysis OT the Ta  f Of

designation "Hebrew" sraell m1ılıeu mıght contrıibute

COvering r SOCial IL( wnıch place a lestıine the

SSO |vemen: Ot the cCity-state SYSTEM Ot the Bronze Age and the

appCaLaNCceE f sraell.ı monarchy Iron th1ıs historical
context have Of natıonal interpretation Of habıru such

understandı1iıng O the rather Oobscures erstanding OT the

question, because an Ces quite x tTTraneOuUS ideas:
quest1ion Oft national identity and ethnıc ar  ” Quite the

nothing SOC1ial II’OUD , 1.e., SOCiety Of abıru, from evelLop-
O] ideology and i1dentity t1me TgOCS by C:  I

collect.ıve SOC1al exper1lience, 1,.e. pre-history which

all f the SoC1liety part:icipated37 . The iınterest1ıng point 1S5 that.

thiıs mode l dOoe: NOT. early mıxture Oft bıblıcal and Oorıental

es,. The wOorks weil OU: C1Ng the biblical 'adıt1ıon GE

pre-historyv Ot Israel, and ıt L1S onlLy dependent COTTYTECT ıinterpret-
atıon OT the results T tChe arC)  logical excavationé and O the available

inscriptional materıals whıch inform about conditions alestıne
the neighbouring countries. Ourse such al L eSUPPOSCS
the SCANOLAT quest1ion 15 the possibilities OT applyıng

dynamic SOC1al theor1es

36 Habiru-Hebraer, D, 167 wıth reference LO LEMCHE , St' 39
U: ere wrıte  *  * Yn al  H those examples 2ı1.e. 1N the O0k Of OC -
us the Israelites ar  D Hebrews because thev Aa confronted with the
Egyptıans ‚IM 'hom thev L1ıved fugit1ves (foreigners) and Were

treated 1ıke slaves, LCWO f1ixed ideas 1N the L1ater Israelıte understand-
ding OÖf the origin Of the nation".

37 reconstruction OT the early hıstory Ot Israel 1N Det

gamle Israel, pp.66-102 11221 This explanation ollows mode l
1C learly differs YOom the usual immigration ypothesis but 1s0o
YOM the revolutıon hypothesis correctly identified B ACOHTO:
though Öof couysse 0oes NnOTtT with model, cf£f his Histor1-
sches Geschehen Uberlieferung Erklärungsmodell, BN D (1984),
pp.63-80, p.69,
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