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    PREFACE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The “Balaam Texts” were discovered by H.J. Franken at Deir 
€Alla in the Jordan Valley in 1967. The editio princeps of this excep- 
tional inscription, written on wall plaster, appeared in 1976, and 
many scholars have been studying the text fragments since then, 
offering new solutions for so many difficulties in their understand- 
ing. The number of publications and their impact on so many dif- 
ferent fields of study suggested to us the desirability to organise a 
symposium in order to re-evaluate the *‘Plaster Texts”, twelve and 
a half years afier the editio princeps. Both of us were very much in- 
terested in organising such a meeting in Leiden, since not only the 
excavations of the text fragments, but lso their conservation and in- 
itial study were accomplished by the University of Leiden. At the 
same time, the renewed excavations at the site of Deir Alla, a 
joint project of the Leiden University with the Yarmouk University 
in Irbid and the Department of Antiquities in Amman, made it 
desirable to organise an exhibition about this project in the National 
Museum of Antiquities in Leiden. This mainly was to cover the 
scttlement phase of the plaster texts. We are most grateful to the 
directors of the Department of Antiquities (Dr A. Hadidi and Dr 
Gh. Bisheh) and to the Jordanian Government for their exceptional 
permission to include the panels with the inscribed plaster fragments 
in this exhibition, and make them available for study during the 
symposium 

‘We have the honour to present here the proceedings of the sympo- 
sium held in Leiden, August 2124, 1989. In principle the lectures 
and written responses are published in the order in which they were 
presented, under the headings of the subjects of the sessions. This 
order was partly influenced by circumstances, but it has been re- 
tained because sometimes reference is made to lectures presented 
earlier. There are two exceptions: **archacology” is placed after the 
introductory lecture, dealing with archacology as well, and the short 
communications are placed at the end. The discussions are 
represented only by an additional note by F. Isracl, added to the 
short communications 

Looking back, gratefully, at the symposium, we would like to 
thank many persons and institutions that made this meeting possi- 

  

  

  

 



  

   

viii PREFAGE AND ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

ble. Firstof all we wish to thank all those who accepted our invitation 
toattend the symposium and by their enthousiasm and their dedica- 
tion to the subject made it unforgettable for us. We especially thank 
those who lectured and those who responded. The State University 

of Leiden and the National Museum of Antiquities in Leiden gave 
us many facilities, such as administrative help and rooms for the 
meetings. Brill's publishing house gave us a reception. A number of 
organisations and institutions provided us with the indispensable 
financial aid, which not only enabled us to realize the symposium, 
but also to publish its results. In alphabetical order they are the 
Centre for Non-Western Studies (CNWS) and the Faculty of Arts 
of the State University of Leiden, the Koninklijke Nederlandsc 
Akademic van Wetenschappen and the Stichting Leids Universi- 
teits-Fonds. We wish to express our sincere thanks for their support 

  

  

  

J. Hoftijzer 
February 1990 G. van der Kooij     
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    DEIR ‘ALLA RE-VISITED 
HJ. Franken 

In memoriam Ali AsbuL Rasur 

‘This time thirty years ago I was busy preparing for the first excava- 
tion at tell Deir ‘Alla. The first season took place from January to 
the end of March, 1960. The sixties was a time of enterprise and of 
great expectations for archaelogists working in the Near East. New 
insights were gained in how to solve chronological and cultural 
problems during and after the Jericho excavations i the fifties. New 
techniques of excavation had been introduced. One had opportuni- 
ties galore to make a name for oneself as being the most progressive 
field archacologist, at least in one’s own eyes. It was stil the time 
of the ‘Einzelganger,” who knew their job, the archaeology of the 
Near East, could read pottery and make typologies of everything 
found, and knew the dates, the history and the languages and 
the Bible where necessary. They were real leaders of the excavation 
teams and they discovered great things 

But the time had already passed when excavators published the 
results of their fieldwork within a few years after the excavations. 
Specialists began to work with excavations to analyse samples, who 
handed in their reports on time. But archacologists had academic 
obligations. Consequently, no matter how much organisation sup- 
ported the enterprise in the field, preliminary reports were most like- 
ly, and often even remain, the only tangible documents about the 
finds, 

Meanwhile, another process in archacological research was de- 
veloping, which proved to be a serious obstacle for plans to publish 
the complete results of excavations. This process was one of cons- 
tantly updating methods, rethinking archacological procedures and 
introducing new possibilities and techniques to archaeological 
rescarch. ‘If only we had better samples of the soil and artefacts and 
could do some statistical work, the publications would be much bet- 
ter. Therefore we cannot publish.” 

Today, few people seem to be aware of how fast things have 
changed, especially since the early seventies. It looks almostlike two 
different worlds, 

 



    

  

H.J. FRANKEN 

Rethinking Deir CAlla in the sixties and my hopes for the work, 
Tam embarrassed that the excavations of the Late Bronze Age settle- 
ment have not yet been fully published and that several other picces 
of research I did have not yet seen the light. Nevertheless, one is in- 
deed fortunate, after so many years, to be able to work on publica- 
tions oneself in cooperation with competent young people, and 
together to think about the possible meaning of the excavated 
materials in the light of modern developments. There s also comfort 
in the possibility that the interpretation may be more to the point 
now than it would have been in 1964, when the excavation of the 
Late Bronze Age levels at Deir Alla took place 

The present generation of field archaeologists is probably not so 
‘much concerned about the methods of their predecessors as we were 
thirty years ago. But as modern archacologists formulate the sys- 
tematics of their research programs, they encounter unexpected and 
totally unforeseen hazards. 

Accurate recording was the subject of innovation in the sixties and 
had 0 be promoted. Then it became common practice, and today 
every site supervisor on Near Eastern digs s trained to understand, 
draw and put on record all plans and sections as they appear during 
the daily work as a matter of routine. Moreover, bureaucracy has 
also turned up on excavations. Forms have to be flled in by all mem- 
bers of the excavation team. As a result, the excavator needs six 
‘months to process the reports produced during a two month excava- 
tion season before he or she can even begin to evaluate the season’s 
work 

It is often maintained nowadays that the understanding of the 
material growth of asite depends entirely on the precision of record- 
ing and on the application of other modern methods. Mind you, we 
can no longer be certain that five times five is twenty-five unless this 
figure lights up on the screen of a pocket calculator. But the promise 
of accurate recording has not been fulfilled 

Furthermore, another panacea has crept into archacology. It be- 
gan rather innocently attempting to teach archacologists in all areas 
to use ‘the’ right terminology. Good intentions however quickly de- 
teriorated into sheer word-magic at best. Most often however it is 
nothing more than jargon that communicates nothing but itself. The 
jargon does not foster clear thinking. Rather it has created muddle- 
headedness. You belong to the ‘in-crowd” if you talk complicated 
technical language while dealing with absolute trifles. If someone 
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   talks models in historical archaeology, in nine out of ten cases he 
does not have a clue as to how to deal with his archacological subject 

The present state of affairs n that archacology 
will explain the archaeological situation itsclf in an historical and 
cultural perspective. The present state of archacology does however 
indicate the possible future of archacology. Namely, archacology 
will end up promoting itself by showing what great things itis doing 
t0 update itself 

Archacological research seems to be more concerned with better 
text books about how 1o excavate and more popular books about 
how archacologists work. Furthermore, archacology produces for it- 
selfa continuous stream of more and more complicated locus sheets 
for almost every expedition. 

‘The situation is comparable to modern university management. 
Administrators are constantly finding new ways to update adminis- 
trative techniques. Such techniques however have a point of 
diminishing returns. The concern with the accuracy of administra- 
tion and the administration of accuracy absorbs far too much energy 
and time to be productive. But more important, it prohibits proper 
scientific research and curtails the inventive and unorthodox mind. 

Tno longer concern myself with problems of balancing creativity 
and invention on the one hand and accuracy, or probably rather 
would-be accuracy, on the other. In defence of the great pioneers in 
the field of Near Eastern Archacology, I point to these false hopes 

of the present day as being a straightforward successor of false hopes 
that were cherished in the past by the lesser gods. Having played a 
part in this historic theatre, I shall not try to absolve or excuse 
myself. 

Yet after all these years of development in excavation and process- 
ing techniques, Near Bastern Archacology still lacks fixed and 
agreed upon rules for the interpretation of ruins. This situation will 
remain so long as new-fangled ideas are not brought into balance 
with the humanities, if not with intelligent thinking. 

Today, twenty-two years after the texts were discovered I would 
like on this occasion afforded me to attempt  synthesis of the results 

of my excavations at the site, trying to separate the essentials from 
the accidental. Meanwhile my explanation of the ruins of Deir 
€Alla has to be seen in the perspective I have sketched above. T 
can assure you that I shall not interfere seriously with what the 
speakers of this conference have to say about their subjects. As an 
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    6 HLJ. FRANKEN 

introduction I would like to say something about how the text was 
found and what happened afterwards. 

A story which has captured the imagination of the public has 
been recently circulated in announcements of the exhibition which 
will be opened this week in this museum. It runs something like this. 
‘On the day that the text was found the great Bileam was sound 
asleep while his donkey ambled along the King’s Highway. All of 
a sudden the animal stopped and brayed: ‘wake up, ya pasha, look 
what lies there, the aramaic text’, the morale being exactly the same 
as the one in the story in Numbers: adonkey is more clever than the 
would-be prophet. (As a matter of fact, Prof. Diderik VAN DER 
Waats, prehistorian from Groningen, had taken on the responsibil 
ties of the work on the tell, because he was interested in tell stratigra- 
phy and he wanted to get some experience in working in the Near 
East.) 

‘The background of this anecdote cannot really be guessed from 
this Sinbad-the-Sailor tale. And it does not do justice to the donkey 
Who was this man who spotted the first bits of plaster text? 
When I came for the third time to the Jericho excavations at the 

end of 1957, the dig had already started. But one project had been 
designed for me by Kathleen Kexvow; I had to dig the north trench 
down to bedrock in one season. I was given as foreman, Ali ABbuL 
Rasut, 12 pickmen and 80 workmen to do the job. Miss Kenvon 
took one more measure: she forbade tourist guides to take people to 
the north trench because what was going on there looked so much 
like a dig of the twenties, something like an ants nest. Between the 
two of us Ali and I organised the dig which was a full scale dig by 
itself. After two months T got assistance from a Dutch student. Ali 
and I became a very efficient set of managers. We not only shared 
the general organisation of the work of twelve pickmen but also the 
overall strategy of where o excavate and the study of the strati- 
graphy. 

Consequently when I started excavating tell Deir “Alla, Ali As- 
DuL RasuL was my right hand who could take my place on the tell 
at any moment. He knew my strategies 
ganise work when I had business for the day in Jerusalem or Am- 
man. He was very lucid in his explanations of what was going on and 
he would tease me by saying the wrong things on purpose. 

On the dig in 1967 we were both aware that unexpected develop- 
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‘ments could take place. Ali had of course been on many more field 
expeditions than I had. He had seen many situations which he could 
compare with Deir “Alla. I did not have o tell him that the ar- 
chacological situation was something out of the ordinary. And in his 
quiet way Ali kept an eye on what was going on in the trenches. On 
the 16th of March I had been invited by Paul Lapp to meet some 
American visitors in Jerusalem. In the afternoon I had phoned him 
much to his disappointment that I could not leave the dig, since 
going up to Jerusalem at night meant coming back late the next day. 

On the 17th at 8 o’clock in the morning Al saw the first bit of 
plaster text being uncarthed, stopped the pickman and went down 
to the camp to call me. We phoned Jerusalem and invited Paul Lapp 
to come down with Crystal Benxert and Pére Roland DE VAUX, 
Professor Martin Nots, and in Amman Dr. Awni Dajant, the 
Director of the Department of Antiquities with Gerald Laxkeser 
Haroina. It is very sad to think that they have all passed away. 

The chief administrator of the Netherlands Organisation for the 
Advancement of Pure Research (ZWO) that financed the cxcava- 
tion was Mr. J.B.H. OTkex. Ben OTker had taken a special interest 
in the Deir ¢Alla excavation and accompanied the enterprise from 
the beginning. He had become friends with the people from Deir 
€Alla, who remember him and siill ask me whenever I visit the vil- 
lage, how he is. I needed infra-red photographic paper for the Lin- 

hoff camera to photograph the texts and Ben OTKeR in the Hague 
put three people on the job to get the materials as soon as he received 
my telegram. No firm seemed to have the right material at that par- 
ticular moment. Yet he managed to load a refrigerator for cooling 
films with the required paper, and he added a Leica with an almost 
complete set of extra lenses and filters and enough infra-red ma- 
terial. The refrigerator was nstalled on a first class seat of the plane, 
the only place where it could be connected to electric current. Once 

in Jordan it could be connected with the battery of the Landrover 
or run on almost any conceivable fuel 

T had 0 stop all digging except in the area of the text because I 
had to use the whole team to make sure that every single bit was not 
only rescued but also properly treated, and provisionally fixed in 
paraffin in metal trays which we had to make on the spot. 

Then we stored the text in the Palestine Museum in Jerusalem 
where it was waiting to be packed for transport to Leiden to be ex- 
pertly treated and restored. I was barely back in Leiden when the 
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June War broke out and the text was in occupied territory. While 
everybody was keeping quiet and waiting to see how things would 
develop politically, it was again Ben Otker who volunteered to go 
and take the texts to Holland. Things were so uncertain that our 
own Ministry of Foreign Aflairs did not want to know about this 
move. Ben went first to Amman to have the export licence con- 
firmed, then to Jerusalem to the head of the Department of Antiqui- 
ties, Dr. A. Birax.. Then he went to the Museum where he packed 
the metal trays and contents in such a way that no damage could be 
done to them. He arrived at Schiphol airport with I think seventeen 
teaboxes flled with fragments and packing materials. Thanks to him 
we could immediately deliver the fragments to the Laboratories of 
the Rijksmuseum in Amsterdam, where conservationists could ex- 
periment with their treatment and conservation. The report of that 
work is published with the editio princeps of the texts. 

To conclude the story, let me relate how the text was returned to 
Amman. Thanks again to the good care of ZWO, Ben Otxex had 
the texts mounted in the most beautiful wooden cases and flown to 
Amman in three large boxes. On the Ist of May 1972 the Director 
of ZWO, Mr. J.H. Baxnier and his co-director, Mr. H.G.A. 
KoRTewEo, were in Amman to hand over the texts officially o the 
Dircctor of the Department of Antiquities, Mr. Jacoub Owes, with 
a short ceremony in the Jordan Intercontinental Hotel in Amman. 
One does not like to think how much money was spent by ZWO 
from the moment this text was found until it was returned to the 
Department of Antiquities in Amman, quite apart from the energy 
that went into the attempts to rescue and consolidate whatever had 
remained of the original text. 

At the risk of being wrong one has to interpret ruins while ex- 
cavating them, even if only in general terms. One cannot excavate 
in total ignorance of the archaeological situation. Each season pro- 
vides fresh information. But information has to be processed to be- 
come intelligible. Hence, the results of further research supersede 
provisional interpretations and preliminary reports. The problem 
with such procedures is of course that the information that is first 
published, cither by the excavator or by other reporters, has a kind 

of directness which is remembered more than the fruits of study and 
reflection which follow, or at least, should follow. 

Thus there is the question of the destruction date of so-called 
phase M of the plaster texts. Some attempts in the past to work out 
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   the evidence from the associated pottery failed. But at present this 
pottery is being studied by Miss Monique Viipers.! She found, 
and I agree, that it would be very difficult to date this pottery later 
than the first half of the eighth century B.C. It could be earlier but 
not later. 

Some problems of a more general nature have often occupied my 
mind. The problems are related. Why was there such a large sanctu- 
ary right through the Late Bronze Age, and what possible relation 
could it have had with biblical Succoth? 

T have refused to accept the identification of the tell with Succoth, 
but not the identification of the Deir ¢Alla district with the emeq 
or Valley of Succoth. A site like tell Deir Alla cannot be identified 
with any site mentioned in antiquity, unless one knows something 
about the nature of both. Biblical Succoth has no identity as a place 
in the Old Testament. Once it is called a town, probably mistakenly 
But there is no archaeological town dating from those days that we 
know of in the area. From the Mount of Olives light structures, or 
booths, were probably visible in the Valley of Succoth and that is 
how the Valley of Succoth got its name. And there was a high mount 
right in the centre which you could clearly see at times, but in 
Jerusalem one did ot talk about what went on there. 

T am convinced that superficial identifications bar the way to a 
proper understanding of history. And this I will attempt to show. 
Why was there such a large sanctuary right through the Late 

Bronze Age? It was not fenced in by a wall. It was not a sanctuary 
belonging to a city state because there are no traces of settlements 

of any size dating from the Late Bronze Age anywhere in that valley 
orits immediate surroundings. Why was the sanctuary with its aux 
iliary buildings so large? Why was it standing on an artificial plat- 
form more than six metres high on the north side where we disco- 
vered it? There was what the Arabic name says: a high deir. But 
why, who had built it, who had kept it up and what purpose did it 
serve, apart of course, from the most obvious answer in cases of 
sanctuaries. 

At this point T have to include a short technical excursus, impor- 
tant to understanding the site. 

  

+ This study wil be published as an artile called “The stratigraphy and the por 
tery of Phase M at Deir Alla and the date of the destruction of the plaster texts.
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Out of our Deir ‘Alla pottery stems a new approach to some of 
the archacologist’s problems with pottery. Part of this kind of 
research s that it enables one to sort potsherds into groups according 
t0 the different mineral inclusions added by the potters. When com- 
bined with other discrete technical features one can in most cases tell 
which pottery was locally made and which was not. 

In this way regional pottery trade can be traced. For the Late 
Bronze Age it was previously possible to distinguish local pottery 
from imports from the Mycenean world. It was not however possible: 
1o distinguish pots made in the Jordan Valley from pots produced, 
for instance, up in the mountains. Studying the non-plastic inclu- 
sions in the Late Bronze Age sherds two years ago, it became obvi 
ous to me that Late Bronze pottery travelled to Deir Alla from 
rather long distances, a journey of two or more days. 

Local clays used in potting at Deir Alla have certain charac- 
teristics which may be found in more places, such as river deposits 
in the ancient Lissan lake. But what certainly was not available near 
the site and its surroundings is, for instance, basalt sand in combina- 
tion with pure lime sand. For that one has to travel roughly forty 
km. (o the north to find the nearest deposits. 

Pottery tempered with fossiliferous lime sand may have come 
from the eastern mountains but may also have come from Late 
Bronze Age sites at the West Bank like Shechem. Pottery with shale 
comes from a different region. Right through the Late Bronze Age 
about 20% of the entire pottery repertoire came from elsewhere. 
Since we are dealing with a sanctuary, one is inclined to think that 
such pottery was brought in by peopie who had some business with 
the sanctuary. Having searched first in the immediate environment 
for a reason for the existence of the sanctuary, I found that its pur- 
pose has to be looked for in Gilead in its entirety, or even beyond. 

This fact combined with other indications, not the least of which 
are the numerous imported objects from Egypt, made me decide 
that Deir “Alla is best explained as having been—probably right 
through its long history—a sanctuary connected with trade 
Products from Gilead were traded via Deir “Alla to the Mediterra- 
nean coast and to Egypt. And trade was and always will be 
sacrosanct. But in need of heavenly protection. 

Egypt clearly tried to keep contacts with Deir “Alla even when it 
had been politically thrown back on its own borders, as it seems to 
have been in the days of queen Taousert, and during the carly 
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twelfth century B.C. During the Late Bronze Age the trade may 
have been controlled by Egypt from Beisan via tell Sa‘idiych with 
its rich Late Bronze occupation and via tell Mazar, as the place 
where functionaries from Deir Alla may have been living, beyond 
the reaches of the terrible castern Deir “Alla gales called the sher- 
giye. Thisis also the route chosen by Sheshong I circa 925, who went 
up the Zerqa, following the trade to its sources. Another place con- 
nected with the Gilead trade via Deir ‘Alla must have been 
Shechem. 

Deir €Alla was the place, or one of the places, where after the 
harvest of various materials the products of the mountain slopes and 
the table land above were collected, marketed and bought by agents 
of the big customers and shipped off by caravan. Gilead was a rich 
production area of all kinds of products. The export of these 
products must have been channeled in certain fixed ways s0 as to al- 
Tow the political powers to control the flow of goods and the markets. 
Therefore the original layout of the sanctuary on top of ts artificial 
hill may have been constructed under Egyptian supervision after the 
Hyksos had been expelled from the country. 

What were these products and who were the cultivators or the 
producers? We have MiTrany’s survey of northern Jordan from 
1970 and Otrosson's study *Gilad, Tradition and History' published 
in 1969. Little fresh information has been published since then. 

Mirrmany, whose subject was Siedlungs- und Territorialge- 
schichte, identified Deir “Alla with Succoth. According to his finds 
there is a rather strong increase of sites in the early Iron Age ex- 
plained by population or tribal incursions from the West Bank and 
from the north. These newcomers are supposed to have cleared 
forest areas to make crop raising possible, in addition to herding 
flocks of sheep and goat. This process is usually seen by scholars in 
terms of ownership of the land and contrasting interests of the small 
kingdoms of the Aramaeans, the Ammonites o Israclites. Mirr 
Man follows this tradition of attempting to attribute the arca of Suc- 
coth to one of the Israclite tribes that went accross the Jordan from 
the west 

I have never seriously been concerned with this question. But I 
would like to make some suggestions at this point concerning the in- 
terpretation of Deir “Alla as a trade sanctuary and about its posi- 
tion before and after this supposed influx of people from the west 

The first i that biblical texts mention products from Gilead which 
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come from trees and wild shrubs. Tt s difficult to identify some of 
those mentioned in antiquity with the ones known today. But gums, 
raisins, certain kinds of balsam and fragrant oils were crops export- 
ed by means of caravans. ZowaRr deals with a number of trees and 
shrubs which produce such aromatic gums and etheric oils, (Plants 

of the Bible, 1982). Thus Zowwi mentions for instance: Storax tree 
(Liquidambar orientalis Miller), an aromatic gum, 6~ 10 m high, Rici- 
nus communis (wondertree), medicinal oil, 4 m high, Henna (Lawso- 
nia inermis L.), for dyeing, 4 m high, or shrubs such as: Ladanum 
(Cistus incanus L.), etheric oil, 0.70 m high, Tragant (Astragalus gum- 
mifer Labill), 0.50 m high 

Trees and shrubs like these were abundant on the western slopes 
of the Ajlun Mountains. But of course not only in the wadis on the 
western slopes of the mountains where archacological surveys have 
been made, but also between these wadis on the slopes, where we 
don’t look for, or know of, setiled life. Modern travellers who have 
traversed the slopes have often commented on the large amount of 
bedouin tents they saw there. The more or less natural vegetation 
goes with sheep herding but is lost when people start clearing the 
trees from the land. The products of the forests and the maquis were 
exported, rather than the cereals or other crops raised from arcas 
where forests had been cleared. And the products were collected by 
shepherds and bushmen, not by farmers 

My second remark concerns the direction of the culture. Was it 
from the west like one would expect, if Israclite clans settled there? 
Or was it from the east? And if so, how can one explain this? I am 
convinced that everything excavated at the site of Deir “Alla came 
from the east and not from the west. As far as one can speak of a cul- 
tural identity of the site, Deir CAlla is an Ammonite site in every 
respect. This does not necessarily contradict the notion that tribes 
crossed the Jordan in an easterly direction. 

And so, the third remark concerns the fact that there is almost as 
a rule no agreement between literary sources and archacological 
finds. This has been beautifully worked out by Hans Jiirgen Ec- 
ers, who coined the phrase 

“Archiologische These, literarische Antithese, historische Syn- 
e in his Einfiikrung in die Vorgeschichie (Miinchen, 1959). 
Eccers even wrote an ‘Archiologische Quellenkritik’. Why have 

archacologists working in the Near East not taken note of his book? 
Because of the title (Vorgeschichte) and because they are used to 
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explain things ‘in the light of’, or worse, by ‘dovetailing’ their finds 
into historically accepted situations. What dovetailing does is com- 
bining two sets of information which are of a totally different nature 
and value 

Byits very nature, historical reality must have been far more com- 
plicated than can be deduced from archaeological finds. On the 
other hand, there is no archacological reason as far as I can see that 
the site was taken over by Israclite tribes at the beginning of the Iron 
Age. At least as long as archacology in the area identifies people 
from the material culture. If we accept that in the case of defining 
Israelite culture, then the site never was in the hands of an Israclite 
tribe. 

The fourth remark concerns the search for ‘Succoth’ or huts. It 
would be rather difficult to try and locate some of the ‘succoth’ 
around the tell. We know for instance that the Iron Age remains at 
the north and west side of the tell are 4 m below the present surface. 
To the east in the valley somewhat higher areas made up by pleisto- 
cene clay deposits are denuded and lower ones are filled up with 
eroded materials from the slopes that surrounded the valley on three 
sides. One may expect that temporary or seasonal buildings are 
cither deeply buried in wash or long since eroded away. During 2 
recent survey a pocket of Late Bronze sherds was found close to and 
east of Deir “Alla 

‘The ffth remark is that Succoth does not have to be a name which 
waslocally used in antiquity. This would mean that the valley was 
indicated in the Old Testament by the ‘huts’ as land marks, whereas 
locally the site may have been named for a deity like Shréa and 
known as such by farmers and trade people who came to the site. 

The possibility that the name Succoth was not the local name, 
made me wonder whether something similar might have caused the 
change of the name Succoth into tréla as the Talmud states. Deir 
“Alla may be taken as a corruption of the Hebrew. The habit of 
calling the site trla may date from a much earlier time and indeed 
may have been taken from prophetic texts such as Ps. lx 

  

  

  

  

“Thou didst shake the land, didst cleave it 
Tts breach doth sink down, it doth totter. 
Thou hast let Thy people see hard things: 
Thou hast made us drink wine of staggering” 

and: “Yahweh spake in His Sanctuary
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“Lwill exult, I will divide Shechem: 
““And the Valley of Succoth will I mete out. 
“Gilead is Mine, and Mine is Manassch:’ 

(Bricas, ICC, 1925) 

On the one hand people are horrified by what is described as an 
earthquake. On the other hand however there is Yahweh’s trium- 
phant claim on Shechem and the Valley of Succoth. 

Some explanations are possible: the place where people were reel- 
ing from a blow, caused by an carthquake, was associated with the 
non-Israelite sanctuary of Deir ‘Alla when it was destroyed by 
earthquake. 

Or, tréla replaced Succoth at an early stage because the valley 
became known as the place where people became drunk when feast- 
ing in the sanctuary after successful dealings. 

And thirdly, if after the fal of Jerusalem in 70 A.D., or after the 
second revolt, a Jewish community lived in the area as exiles, they 
may have coined the name from Ps. LX, applying its prophecy to 

their own situation. But the tell was certainly not inhabited in those 
days 

Where doT get this from? When I occasionally look up something 
‘which is connected with Hebrew texts and Hebrew grammar, Ilook 
itup in the ‘Jubelauflage’ of Gesetus Hebrischer Grammatik, pub- 
lished in Halle, Oktober 1889 by E. Kavrzsch. There I found this 
explanation of the word trla. 

Tell Deir “Alla was uninhabited since the 5th or 4th century 
B.C. but there were large farmsteads since Roman times at various 
places in the valley. From then on there was a continuous habitation 
in the area until the 16th century A.D. 

My suggestion is that both names were not the names which were 
used by the locals. Tr¢la would have indicated the valley and not 
the tell unless the name was already used while the site was still in- 
habited. But regardless of when it happened, the change of the name 
mayindeed also have been inspired by a living memory of the rituals 
that accompanied the trade in and around the sanctuary in the days 
‘when the influence of the Jordanian prophet, or seeér Balaam, was 
manifest. Because Balaam was never forgotten. 

It is dlear that the Valley of Succoth was the scenery of inter- 
regional trade, which in the Late Bronze Age and the beginning of 
the Tron Age was largely controlled by Egypt. And if the products 
that were traded there did not change, the people who produced the 
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goods, the bushmen, and the ones who transported them, the Mi- 
dianites or the Ismaclites, did not change either, no matter which Is- 
raclite tribe came across the Jordan from the West Bank. That is 
why in the 8th century B.C. we find religious concepts in agreement 
with the international character of the trade. Research nowadays 
should not in the first place ask which tribe owned the site but ad- 
dress such questions like who controlled the trade and supervised the 
trade-routes at various periods. The site itself represented the reli- 
gious centre of a complex of activities that needed lots of space in the 
valley like every market site. This probably lasted for more than a 
thousand years. 

 



   THE ARCHAEOLOGY OF DEIR “ALLA PHASE IX* 

Moawiyah M. Teratim, Gerrit van per Kooy 

Archacology has a considerable impact on the understanding of the 
Deir “Alla plaster texts. Apart from the immediate archacological 
situation of the inscribed plaster fragments (see p. 239, below) 
several other archaeological subjects have been dealt with or touched 
upon in connection with these texts: 

1. The character of the settlement of phase IX (M) in general, and 
the question whether a cultic place is connected with the texts; 

2. The identity of the culture of Phase IX in relation to neighbour- 
ing regional cultures, both nearby and further afield (Ammon, Is- 
rael, Judah, Aram-Damascus and the Phoenician coast); 

3. The dating of the settlement/culture of Phase IX, and its des- 
truction. Several of these subjects, for example, were touched upon 
during the International Congress on Biblical Archacology in 
Jerusalem in 1984, Epigraphic Session (Birax, ed., 1985), especial- 
Iy by B. Levine, but also by A. Lematre (cf. too his 1985), and in 
the discussion, in particular by J. BaLexst (Biran ed. , 1985, p. 368). 

The subjects have partly been dealt with by H J. Franke, 1976 
(editio princeps) as well as by M. MarTix (1976), based on the excava- 
tions of *‘Phase M"” in 1967 (c. 300 m? was exposed then, namely 
squares B/C ~E 2-6, excluding B/C6) and on preliminary studics 

of the materials. A third study based on the 1967 dig, but including 
analyses of some of the pottery concerned, is to be published soon 
by M. Vioess 

The excavations at Deir “Alla were resumed in 1976 by a joint 
expedition of the Department of Antiquities in Amman, Leiden 
University, as well as Yarmouk University in Irbid, since 1980. 
Main preliminary reports have been published in ADA/ (FRankeN, 
Israntm, 1978, Tsrarim, Van ber Koo, 1979, 1983, 1986). The 
stratum called Phase M has been labelled Phase IX in these reports. 

* Amajor part ofths paper had been prepared, but not read, atthe symposium, 
However, most of the ssues dealt with in i played a role in the discussions at the 
archacological session, 5o i was thought ncessary to include them in the proceed 
ings. On the other hand, the part that was presented atthe symposium s communi. 
cated here in a short version. 
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The continuation of the excavations of Phase IX occurred ina minor 
way in 1976 (B/CS, the plaster text area), 1979 (B/C6) and 1982 
(B/C8), but the main work was in 1984 and 1987. 

Quite a bit of the archacological information from Phase IX was 
included in the temporary exhibition about the Deir “Alla project 
in the National Museum of Antiquities in Leiden and accordingly 
published in the accompanying book (Vax bEr Koo, Isratin, ed. 
1989) 

The study of most of the material remains is still in its initial 
stages. This means that the subjects referred to can only be dealt 
with provisionally here 

  

1. The character of the settlement 
It is possible to study the character of the settlement rather well. 
Although only a small part of the remains has been uncovered (c. 
800 m?, probably about 1/3 of what is left of the setdlement) the 
quality of the remains is relatively good, for two reasons; 

~ The settlement had been destroyed suddenly, accompanied by 
fire at many places. This was apparently caused by an earthquake, 
aswas concluded in 1967 from long cracks found immediately below 
the debris (FRankex, 1976, pp. 71.) 

~ The debris, had been relatively litle affected by erosion and 
pit digging of later inhabitants except for the part in the E. squares. 
There erosion and egalisation for Phase VI has almost completely 
removed the remains of Phase IX. 

The stratigraphy 
The total process of building up, use, modification and destruction 
of the phase is rather complicated. At many places the walls have 
been rebuilt and in several rooms walls have been added and re- 
moved, doorways closed and roofs fallen in. Also the final destruc- 
tion went in stages. At first the roofs came down and parts of walls 
Then the other parts of walls collapsed by a second earthshock, prob- 
ably, and by man levelling the ruins. This second stage occurred af- 
ter some time, because the new surface had been used abit. The first 
destruction apparently was sudden enough for the inhabitants to 
leave probably all their chattels behind, but remains of victims 
caught by the collapse have not been found. 
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The architecture    
   

‘The excavated architectural complex shows a series of small rooms 
(Fig. 1). Most of them had been roofed, some by a reed mat only, 
buta few courtyards (some having one or more bread ovens) were 
open or only partially covered. The yard floors were often originally 
cobbled, but mud had washed over them and this was covered with 
reed layers, apparently during the rainy seasons. All the walls were 
made of mud-brick (size 46 x 32 x 11 cm). No stone foundation was 
used, but only reed layers to build the walls on. Most of the walls 
were as wide as one brick’s length, some of one brick’s width, and 
a few both length and width wide. It is difficult to combine rooms 
into larger units, because very often doorways are not clear: many 
of the walls do not have indications of expected door openings. Ap- 
parently the thresholds were high and constructed of mud bricks. In 
one case (the room in square B/B4, mainly used for storage) all the 
walls had been preserved 1 m high, but there were no doorways. 
Clearly the room had to be entered via the mud brick steps found 
at both sides of the W wall 

  

       

                           
        
                

                                      

   

Use of space 
The excavated architectural complex consists of about 40 rooms, 
including the unroofed ones. The contents of the rooms indicate 
storage and work facilities. In fact altogether 15 groups of loom 
weights have been found in them, each comprising more than 15 
picces, probably representing one vertical loom. One, or perhaps 
w0 of these groups were found in an arrangement that reflects their 
use. Apart from that, also about 15 large groups of varied pottery 
were found. They generally include storage jars (often filled with 
wheat or barley), small jars and jugs, craters, and sometimes also 
one or more cooking pots, dishes and sieve-spouted jugs. Rarely a 
lamp and a *‘sieve bowl”” on three legs are found with them. These 
two groups of finds may indicate about 15 separate houscholds, cach 
with food storing and food serving facilities as well as weaving 
equipment. 

About 10 upper grinding stones were found in a functional con- 
text in different rooms, but no corresponding large lower quern. 
This may mean that one or more of these lower stones were placed 
ata central location. A central baking or cooking area was used too,   



      
  
Fig. 1. Top plan of the recovered archi 
IX (Area B). Dotted lines refer to later 

  al remains of the last stage of Phase 
rbances (pis, erosion, egalisation) 

  

where the people went with their dough and cooking pot as well as 
their fuel (dung and threshing remains), which was found stored in 
many of the rooms.  
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Some of the rooms may have had a special, or perhaps even a cen- 
tral function in the community, as they had a remarkable installa- 
tion or furnishing. 

- The room in square B/A8 with the large and exceptional grind- 
ing and pounding complex, may have had a special usc. Small hand 
mortars and especially small pestles have been found in several 
rooms, presumably used for grinding plant materials for food, or 
cosmetic, medical or paint materials. This large mortar may have 
had a different use, but it is not known what had been ground in it 
(it was not in use during the destruction).! 

- The room in squares B/C3 -4 has a brick lined, bath shaped, 
pit (DD#17) taking up most of the floor space. In the pit a grinding 
stone, some pestles and about 10 loomweights were found, but no 
further data to indicate a special use. Only the enormous jar, taking 
up the space of the complete alcove to the NW in a lying position, 
is exceptional in the unburnt room. 

- The burnt room DD409, further east, with a trapezium shaped 
1'm deep pit with a step, may have had a special loom, because 30 
loom weights have been found inside the pit. 
- In square B/C5, room EE334 has a gently sloping shallow pit i 

, but it may not have had a special use, because the depres- 
sion had its origin in the underlying debris with wall stumps around 
standing higher. On the other hand, the depression was maintained 

for some reason—during the first destruction burnt roof debris filled 
and leveled the floor. 

~ The room further east (EE335) had a depression in the floor 
t00, with “benches’ at two sides. In fact these benches were old wall 
stumps reshaped at places with clay plaster. The room had the ex- 
ceptional ink written Balaam text on lime plaster on the W wall (see 
p. 241). Lime plaster was used at about 5 other places in the ar- 
chitectural complex but with no obvious specific purpose; perhaps 
it only served to reflect the little bit of light that entered the rooms. 
‘This room, however, had enough light (being only partly roofed by 
reed matting). The religious contents of the illustrated text writien 
onthe plastered wall obviously gave a religious meaning or function 
t0 the room, but nothing of a definitely cultic character has been 
found inside the room or in the vicinity.2 One may only point at the 

  

  

its centr   

 The room has been extensively described in the writrs, 1989, pp. 82-86. 
% A “hand-pipe’” (made of serpentinitc) was found in the room to the south 

        

   



    

   THE ARGHAEOLOGY OF DEIR CALLA PHASE IX 21 

fact, that some sanctuary rooms have benches along the walls to put 
objects on, but only the southern bench would be suitable for this 
and no objects were found. Thin layers of plant matter had accumu- 
lated on the floor of the room itself and some trodden sherds were 
found there, as well as a lamp near the NW corner. So the room was 
“‘empty”; perhaps it included a place to sleep, to obtain a vision! 
Unfortunately the W and NW part of the architecture are not com- 
pletely clear, 0 it is not certain in which way the room was connect- 
ed with those parts. A doorway originally existed to the SE, but it 
was blocked in a secondary phase, before the final destruction. The 
space to the NE, with a special mud brick built structure, as well as 
a small oven, is not yet completely excavated and understood 

The kind of religious space we are dealing with here cannot yet 
be compared with rooms found elsewhere, including those at Kun- 
tillet Ajrud (MeskeL, 1978), 

~ Two other rooms have been considered as having a special use, 
namely rooms BB421 and BB418 in square B/E5 6 (see ed. pr. p. 
15). The southern one had a jar with a short inscription, the one to 
the north had a stone with a short text. Both texts have the word 
37", preceded by respectively zy and 'n (“‘of 5.”” and “‘stone of 
5."). The word has to be taken as aname (HoFTIjzER, ed. pr., p. 274); 
probably a geographical name or perhaps a personal one. A deity’s 
name has been considered because of a religious interpretation of the 
stone, suggested by a shiny surface. An exceptional type of goblet 
(fig. 2d) found in these rooms and a large pierced conical weight in- 
terpreted asan outsize loomweight (see . pr. P1. 16b) may be further 
evidence. For that reason Frankex thinks of a cult connected with 
weaving. This would mean a house or workshop cult. On the other 
hand, the shape of the conical weight is unlike that of the loom- 
weights used at so many places in the settlement. The stone, which 
is a bit shiny almost all over the surface, may be interpreted as a 
weight (the specific mention of ‘stone’” may indicate this). Taking 
this line the jar could be taken as a measure too. With this interpre- 

  

  

(ADAJ XXIL, 197778, PL28, and the writers, 1989 object no. 98) These objects 
have been associated with incense and ointments, bt in fac their use is uncertain. 

3 10 unlikely that the inhabitants removed objects from the room during the 
destruction, since this clearance did not happen at any other place. Moreover, no 
objects can have been removed afier the destruction, because the debris on top of 
the floor had not been disturbed in antiquity (see the scction drawing in ADAJ 
XXIL, 1977-78, p. 66, deposit BIC5.57). 
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tation the rooms would rather have to be connected with trade, as 
well as with houschold activities, judging from the pottery repertoire 
(though the goblet remains exceptional) and the loomweights found. 

General character o the culture 
The cultural character of the setement may be concisely and 
preliminarily described as follows. 

The population exploited the immediate surroundings. The yel- 
low clay was taken from the nearby Lisan banded clay beds and used 
for most of the bricks, wall and roof plaster, as well as loom weights. 
Stones were presumably taken from the wadi Zerqa and used un- 
worked for floors (mainly courtyards). Pebbles were used as tools, 
for example, for whetting and polishing (plaster surfaces) 

Animal bones, especially those of sheep and goat, as well as 
antlers of different types of deer (cerous, but mainly dama mesopotami- 
ca), were used for different kinds of tools (cf. the writers, 1989, nos. 
79-93, and CLasox, Burrennuts, 1989). Sheep and goats were kept 
and herded. They were used not only for meat and wool, but also 
for milk; some of the pottery vessels found probably have to be con- 
nected with the processing of milk 

‘The agricultural soil around was irrigated, at least partly. The use 
of Zerqa water does not demand a very complicated canal system to 
create an oasis in the steppe lands (A very rich variety of plant re- 
mains was found; see Vax Zeist, Heeres, 1973, and especially 
Nesr, 1989). 

Itcan be inferred from comparative data, that the agricultural set- 
dement in the steppe region was of significance for herding nomads 
living there seasonally . The usual exchange of goods can be presup- 
posed; and it is possible that woven products played a specific role 
in this. 

With the data available it is not necessary to interpret the large 
number of looms (see above) as an indication for a craft centre at 
Deir “Alla with a more than local significance. The fact that at a 
random moment (the time of destruction) only one or two of the 
looms were in use?, rather suggests that weaving was practised oc- 

  

  

  

4 The loomweights in the NE room of square B/AG and probably also those in 
B/A7 were lying in such an arrangement that it can be interpreted that they had 
fallen from a burning warp-weighted loom. It i interesting to mention here, that 
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casionally only, perhaps limited to a household use. On the other 
hand it is possible that weaving was seasonally conditioned and 
practised much more at one moment than another. 

‘The building complex was rather limsily constructed, but the fur- 
nishing of the rooms was often rather rich. Sometimes with lime 
plaster on one wall (or rather part of a wall), often a lot of ceramics 
were availablg   including imported ware (with contents, see below). 
Some bone inlay panels were found in the room of square B/AB, be- 
longing to wooden furniture or a box; well shaped pestles were in use 
and a small decorative basalt tripod mortar, etc. (see for illustrations 
the preliminary reports and these writers, 1989). The evidence from 
the room of the plaster text does not indicate a cultic centre of the 
settlement, but allows for the reconstruction of another kind of reli- 
gious centre, not yet archacologically known. 

  

2. Relations t0 other sites and regions 
A full description of the identity of the culture of Phase IX in dia- 
chronic and synchronic relation to other ones s not yet possible 
Many of the comparative and interpretative studies stil have to be 
accomplished. A full understanding of the kind of settlement, ar- 
chitecture, economy, as well as the use and the artifactual back- 
ground of the different groups of smaller artifacts will only be possi- 
ble at a later stage of research. 

In this section we will 
a. refer to the regional situation, and 
b. compare typologically some of the artifacts with those from sur- 

rounding regions in order to understand artifactual relations 

a. Setlements in the region 
Ecologically the lower middle part of the Jordan Valley is a steppe, 
with some natural oases caused by brooks like the Nahr ez-Zerqa, 
Wadi Rajeb, Wadi Kufrinji and a few springs. The cultural history 
as known from surveys, a few excavations and etnohistory indicates 
analternating use of the area stressing either agriculture or herding, 
something which is reflected in the character or use of settlement 

small carbonised picces of cloth were preserved here and that an analysis of the 
thread shows that it was made of hemp (not wool or linen) 
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sites. The East Jordan Valley Survey, conducted in 1975 and 1976 
by M.M. Inranmm, J. Saver and Kh. Yassine,® makes it clear that 
the Zerqa river is the southern most border of the inhabitable part 
of the Jordan Valley, except for the eastern parts of the wadi areas 
further south (from Shune onwards). The survey also suggests a 
quantitative fluctuation in site use, including a resettlement of the 
‘Wadi Kufrinji—Zerqa region, in the later Iron I period, with a more 
orless continuing occupation, mainly of the same sites, through the 
Iron I1 period, but only a few inhabited sites in the Persian period 
Three of the conspicuous sites in the region have been more or less 
extensively excavated, e.g. (from N-S) Tell es-Saidiyeh, Tell el- 
Mazar and Tell Deir ¢Alla, making it possible to compare the cul- 
tural assemblages more closely. 

However, at Mazar no settlement contempory with Deir “Alla 
Phase IX has been touched upon yet, judging from the cultural 
‘material published (YassiNe, 1983). Mazar Phase V seems rather be 
related to Deir “Alla Phase VI. On the other hand the excavations 
at Tell es-Saidiyeh revealed settlements with pottery assemblages 
comparable to that of Deir cAlla Phase IX. The publications of 
this material suggest Deir “Alla IX connections with Stratum VII, 
but it seems that comparable material is also found in Stratum VI 
and IX (Prircrarp, 1985 and Tuss, 1988). A much closer com- 
parative study, qualitatively as well as quantitatively is needed to be 
more precise. 

   

b. Other regions 
Looking beyond the local region it is clear, that some of the pottery 
traditions, represented at Deir ‘Alla Phase IX (locally made 
Franken, 1976, p. 11), are also found elsewhere to the east of the 
Jordan (e.g. at Pella, for the older types), as well as to the west. The 
storage jar types of Phase IX for example are frequently found there, 
especially in the N (e.g. Tell el-Fara, Stratum VIId; Hazor, Stra- 
tum VI, but also Strata VIl and VIII; Samaria Strata III and IV) 
as well as at the short lived site of Kuntillet Ajrud.® This is also 

  

e survey is published preliminarly: Part Iin BASOR 222, 1976, pp. 41-66 
and parts 1 & 11 in Yassive, 1988, pp. 159-207. 

© An archacometric study of the pottery from Kuntillet *Ajrud (using neutron 
activation analyses: J. GuNNEWEG, 1. PEataeax, Z. Mesuet, 1985, pp. 278-280) 
indicates 3 provenience of the storage jars from the *‘southern coastal region”’, 
more specifically Ashdod, 
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Fig. 2. Some characterstic and exceptional pottery shapes from Phase X (not 1o 
the same scale). a. crater, reg. no. 3011; b, storage jar, reg. no. 2844; c. spouted 
juglet, containing shels, reg. no. 3088; d. goblet, reg. no. 1990; c. jug, reg. no. 
3186 £, “jug” with large spout, reg. no. 3087; g. jug, red slipped and burnished, 
containing cummin, reg. no. 2975. (drawings H. de Reede and A.J. Cool, no.d.) 
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true for several other vessels, but some pottery common in Phase 
IX, such as the almost globular juglet with short neck and trefoil 
mouth, is hardly spotted elsewhere. Special mention has to be made 
of wwojuglets of the same type (Fig. 2g), to be connected with pottery 
traditions represented especially along the Phoenician coast (c.g. 
tombs at Achzib), red slipped burnished ware, so conveniently put 
together by Cuticax, 1982. At Deir “Alla Phase IX both jugs 
were found filled with carbonised herbs, mainly cummin but mixed 
with fenugreek and grapes in one jug, and with coriander and 
pomegranate in the other (see Nege, 1989); both may have been 
traded containers with these herbs, coming from the Phocnician 
coast. Another jug (Fig. 2f) of comparable ware, but completely 
differently made and shaped, probably originates from the same 
region, but no comparable examples are known. 
Among the other artifacts reference may be made to a *‘neck- 

lace”, found in a small spouted juglet, and consisting of 60 pierced 
shells of Arcularius Gibbosulus (L. originating from the shallow waters 
of the castern Mediterranian.” 

We may also mention loomweights. At Deir “Alla a clear dis- 
tinction exists between the shapes of loomweighs used during the 
phases IX, VI and V. Those used during Phase IX show quite a 
variety in itself, also within one group of c. 15-30 weights. It is 
striking, that about the same variety of 5 different shapes was found 
at Tell Qasile (B. MatsLEr/Mazar, 1950/51, PI. 39, 3, from Stra- 
tum IX; see also the group from Stratum X of the later cxcavations, 
A. MazaR, 1985, p. 80), but unfortunately loomweights are hardly 
or only very selectively published, o it is difficult to evaluate the 
similarities. 

Reference may be made also to the basalt bowl on high connected 
feet, distributed all over the Levant during the first three or four cen- 

turies of the first millenium BC (cf. BuckroLz, 1963, pp. 59£.). (For 
further examples of the artifacts from Deir “Alla Phase IX, sec the 
preliminary reports and especially the writers, 1989). 

No specific evidence is available to postulate a close contact with 
the Aramaic culture at Damascus or Hama, except for the short in- 
scriptions on stone and jar (see above) classified as Aramaic 

Tt may be useful to add here that the pottery culture of the later 

    

       
         

       

        

        

     

   

                                          

7 See fig. 2c and the writers, 1989, no. 47 for th juglet and no. 93 for the shlls.   
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Deir Alla Phases VI and V' has close relations 10 the so-called 
Ammonite assemblages from e.g. the tombs in Amman, Sahab and 
Megabelein (Deir “Alla phases V and IV), as well as to those of 
the Tron Age setdements of Sahab, Area B (Iratny, 1975, pp. 
70-74) and Tell Safut (12 km NW of Amman; sec Winser, 1987, 
especially pp. 166-172 for the Iron Ilc and Persian material), 

3. Dating Phase IX 
Dating the remains of Deir ¢Alla Phase IX is preliminarily being 
accomplished by two methods: 

a. cultural stratigraphy and comparison; 
b. 4G analysis. 

a. Comparative studies of cultural assemblages from different sites can- 
not yet offer a very precise date, for two reasons. Well established 
artifact types (e.g. of pottery) usually appear not only in one, but 
rather in two or more successive strata/phases of a site (supposing 
a correct archacological stratigraphy is established), so for a precisc 
comparison frequency studics have to be included and relevant fac- 
tors, such as the possibilities of cultural contact, have to be evaluat- 
ed. This information for other sites is hardly available. The second 
reason is the margin for absolute dates of different strata. For many 
Iron Age strata absolute dates have been proposed, often based on 
textual information only, but often alternative dates are possible 

This means for our subject, that the cultural relations of Deir 
CAlla IX with other sites in the region and further aficld, as 
cussed briefly above, indicate the 9th and 8th century BC. In any 
case before any Assyrian cultural influence is visible. Thisinfluence, 
however, may have started decades before the actual military- 
political incorporation of the region into the Assyrian empire (from 
<. 730 BC), but at some places it may also have become visible only 
decades after the Assyrian conquest 

On the other hand a terminus ante quem s given by the cultural 
identity of Deir ¢Alla Phase VI, which has a close connection with 
Ammonite sites referred to above, to be dated in the 7th century or 
perhaps the end of the 8th century BC. 

    

    

b. Some Carbon-1# analyses have been done with carbonized plant 
remains (grain and leaves) from the final destruction of Phase IX. 

All three point to a time between 770 and 880 BC, with a high
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probability of the date being at the end of the 9th century BC. (sec 
Mook, 1989). 

A carbon-14 analysis of a sample from an earlier collapse of Phase 
IX gives a century older result; one from the preceding phase, two 
centuries older. Two carbon-14 dates from Phase VI point to the 
second half of the 8th century BC.3 

     
     

         

  

    
    

        

    
    
    
    

    

   
    

            

    
       

    

     

     

Conclusion 

      A date for the destruction of Phase IX has to be looked for in the 9th 
and 8th centuries BC, but the statistic probability lies around 800 
BC, and the last quarter of the 8th century is not really possible. 
Comparative cultural stratigraphy cannot yet add much to this. The 
date of ¢.760 BC for the destruction, suggested by an identification 
(LEMAIRE, 1985, p. 272) of the destructive earthquake with the one 
mentioned in the Old Testament for that time (e.g. Amos 1:1) is 
quite possible, but another earthquake may as well have been 
responsible for the destruction in this earthquake-rich region. 
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La bibliographie des études sur les inscriptions sur platre de Deir 
CAlla ne cesse de s'allonger' sans que I'on ne voic apparaitre un 
début de consensus quant 2 la date, 4 Iécriture, & la langue et 3 la 
lecture de nombreux mots de ces inscriptions, méme s'ily a eu quel- 
ques améliorations de lecture et de placement aprés I"editio princeps?. 
Bien plus, la relation entre le groupement I et le groupement Il reste 
trés incertaine. Enfin, alors qu'il semble possible de restituer quel- 
ques lignes complites au début du groupement I, ce n'est mal- 
heureusement toujours pas le cas pour le groupement II malgré la 
longueur conservée de plusieurs débuts de ligne. 

A ces difficultés, divergences et incertitudes concernant les in- 

  

1 C. en annexe, des indications bibliographiques complémentaires 3 W.E. 
Aveeci, A Biblography o the Deir “Alla Plaster Texs, Newslter for Targunic and 
Cognate Studies, Lethbridge, September 1986, 8 p. 

£ G surtout les propositions de: A. Caguor - A. Lewame, “Les textes 
ens de Deir Alla”, Syria 54, 1977, pp. 189-208, spéc. p. 195%; PK. 

McCaates, *“The Balaam Texts from Deir Alli: The First Combination’”, B4 
SOR 239, 1980, pp. 4960, spéc. p. 51; H. et M. Wewppear, *“Dic ‘Bilcam’ 
Inschrift von Tell Dei ZDPY 98, 1982, pp. 77-103, spéc. pp. 81-82; 
J-A. HAcKErT, The Balaam Text from Deir “Alls, HSM 31, Chico, 1984; A 
Lewa, *Les inscriptions de Deir Alla et la litérature araméenne antique’’, 
CRAT 1985, pp. 270285, spéc. pp. 217 -279; id., “L'inscription de Balaam trou 
vée & Deir ‘Alla: épigraphic”’, dans J. AiTal, éd., Bilical Archaslogy Todsy, 
Procesdings o the Inernational Congress on Bibical Archaclogy, 1-10 April 1984 (BAT), 
Jérusalem, 1985, pp. 313-325, spéc. pp. 315-319; E. Puec, *'L'inscription sur 
Plitre de Deir CAlla", ibidem, pp. 354-365, spéc. pp. 358-360; id., “Le texte 
*ammonite’ de Deir “All: les admonitions de Balaam (premiére parte)”, dans 
La Vie de la Parole, De l'Ancien au Nowweay Testamen, Etudes .. offrtes & P. Grelt, 
Paris, 1987, pp. 13-30, spéc. pp. 15-17. Tl va sans dire que ces propositions res: 
tent parfo trés incertaines, voire contradictoires. Ainsi, aprés vérification de. 
Voriginal, avions-nous abandonné, en CRAI 1985, pp. 278279, Ia propasition de 
placer le fragment Illa, écrit & Pencre rouge, au début de la ligne 1 (B4T, pp. 
517-319) car on y lit clairement un { et non un 7. De méme, nous accepterions 
volontiers aujourdhui, & cause du paralldisme probable, de restituer . . J au 
licu de 3§l liph?] (CRAI 1985, pp. 278-280) vers le milicu de Ia ligne 5 (cf. A 
‘Woteas nfra). Par contr, aprés nouvel examen des originaux & Leiden, il nous 
semble toujours que, paléographiquement, a trace de la 
de la ligne 2 convient micux 3 un [ qu'a un 7 et qu'il vaut micux lire ngs et sdh & 
Ta ligne 8 (au liew de nhs et 7). 
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scriptions proprement dites, s'ajoute le fait que leur contexte ar- 
chéologique, la phase M/IX de Deir Alla n’a fait I'objet que de la 
publication de rapports préliminaires, dont certains, il est vrai, sont 
assez développés. Or il est possible que la publication définitive de 
cette phase M/IX éclaire le problime de la datation et celui de 
Videntification régionale éventuelle de la culture matérielle: 
araméenne, ammonite, isradlite ou *“galaadite”? 

Nombre de ces points s'éclaireront peut-étre lors de ce sympo- 
sium cependant il peut paraitre, pour le moins, prématuré de le 
commencer en proposant une interprétation générale des inscrip- 
tions alors qu’on ne peut, apparemment, s'appuyer sur aucun con- 
sensus minimal. C’est cependant ce que nous essaierons de faire, 
non seulement en tenant compte des recherches publies et de nos 
propres recherches antérieures, mais aussi et surtout en uilisant 
plusicurs approches différentes qui pourront dégager certaines con- 
vergences. 

  

1 - DATATION DE LA PHASE M/IX DE DEI® CALLA 

Les datations au Carbone 14 de la phase M/IX de Deir “Alla pub- 
liées jusqu'ici semblent indiquer une date vers 800 av. J -C.%, cor- 
roborée par les datations au Carbone 14 des niveaux inférieurs et 
supérieurs*, et il semble que les archéologues tendent maintenant A 
dater cette phase M/IX soit dans le courant du VIIle s. av. J.-C.5, 
soit, plutdt, vers 800 av. J.-C.6. Cette datation archéologique reste 
encore, bien siir, assez approximative, cependant il apparait bien 
qu’on puisse retenir, au moins provisoirement, une datation vers 
800 ou dans la premidre moitié du VIIle s. av. J.-C. 

Cette datation archéologique, essentiellement basée sur analyse 

3 f.J. Horryzes - G. Van pex Kooy 
Leiden, 1976, p. 16, 
“CE MM, Toaiie — G. Vax oen Kooy, “Excavations a Deir “All, Sea 

ADAJ 30, 1986, pp. 131~ 143, spéc. p. 142: “770-880 B.C.”" 
Excavations at Tell Deir “Alla, Season 1979, ADAJ 23, 1979, p. 

41250, spéc. p. 50. 
© Gf. G. Vax e Koo, *“The Identity of Trans-Jordanian Alphabetic Writ- 

ingin the Tron Age”, dans A. Howor é., Sudis i the Histoy and Arhacology of Jor- 
dan I11, Amman, 1987, pp.107-121, spéc. p. 103; id., ““Tell Deir “Alla (East 
Jordan Valley) During the Achacmenid Period, Some Aspects of the Culture”, 
dans H. Saxcisi-Wesxoenunc, Achaemenid History 1, Souce, Snctres and Synthess, 
Leiden, 1987, pp. 97102, spé. pp. 97-98. 

, Aranaic Tatsfiom Deir Alls (ATDA), 
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au Carbone 14, peut éire rapprochée de la datation paléographique 
proposée, indépendamment, dés 1967, par un spécialiste de la 
paléographic araméenne ancienne, le professeur J. Naven: “We 
suggest, therefore, that this wall inscription from Deir Allah be dat- 
ed to the middle of the 8th century or even earlier (by one or two 
decades). Its script represents an early stage in the development of 
the Aramaic cursive’”. 

Une troisitme approche pourrait corroborer une datation de la 
destruction de la phase M/IX dans la premitre moitié du VIITe s. 
av. J.-C.: d’aprés tousles rapports préliminaires des foulleurs, cette 
destruction semble clairement attribuable & un tremblement de 
terre.? Le rattachement d’une destruction 2 un tremblement de 
terre, & Deir “Alla, semble généralement une sérieuse possibilité 4 
envisager car il sagit d’un phénoméne naturel plusieurs fois attesté 
aux époques historiques dans cette région.? Cependant un tremble- 
ment de terre qui aboutit & une destruction systématique d’habita- 
tions, 4 la destruction de tout un niveau archéologique, reste assez 
exceptionnel, méme dans cette région. Dis lors, comme nous 
Pavons déja proposé!’, on doit se demander s'il ne faut pas rap- 
procher cette destruction du *‘fameux”” tremblement de terre men- 
tionné dans le livre du prophtte Amos (1,1; cf. aussi 4,11; 6,811 

8;9,1; Zacharie 14,5)!", probablement un peu avant la moitié du 
VI s. av. J.-C., peut-étre plus précisément dans le deuxiéme 
quart de ce sicle car, selon notre chronologie'?, le roi Ouzzya- 
hu/Ozias a commencé & régner seul vers 776 et Jéroboam I, roi 
d’Israél est mort vers 750. 

Ce rattachement vraisemblable invite & comparer la phase M/IX 
de Dei 
danie, possiblement aussi détruits par ce tremblement de terre: en 

  

   lla & divers niveaux d'autres sites, surtout de Cisjor- 

7 J. Naven, “The Date of the Deir Al Insciption in Aramaic Seript”, £/ 
17, 1967, pp. 356-258 

o Cf.‘dernidrement M.M. Iinasi — G. Vax bs Kooy, ADAJ 27, 1985, p. 
583; i, ADAJ 30, 1986, . 157. 

5 G, par ex., D.H. KaLoxen Auinax, “A Revised Earthquake Catalogue of 
Palesine” 1E] 1, 1950/51, pp. 223246, 

I CRAT 1985, p. 272 
1 Cf. ].A. Socemw, ““Das Erdbeben von Amos 1,1 und die Ghronologie der 

Kanige Ussa und Jotham von Juda'", Z4W 82, 1970, pp. 117121 
12 G, A. Lewinixe, Histore da peupl hébreu, Qi sais-je? 1898, Paris, 1985, pp. 

6-41. 
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particulier 3 Hazor, niveau VI'%, & Samarie, niveau IV ou niveau 
V15, 3 Sichem, niveau VIII' et & Lakish, niveau IV7. Tl reste aux 
archéologues, et spécialement aux céramistes, & comparer le 
matériel de ces divers niveaux pour infirmer ou confirmer cette 
éventuelle contemporanéité, si cela est possible. 

  

IT - GEOGRAPHIE HISTORIQUE ET PHASE M/IX pE DEIR ‘ALLA 
Comme beaucoup de commentateurs semblent I'avoir pensé, et 
comme I'a éerit récemment B. HALpERN: *“Location is the most ob- 
vious starting-point for classifying the DAPT dialect ... At the 
same time, Deir Alla lay within Israclite territory” 1%, Cette posi- 
tion a priori, implicite ou explicite, semble largement répandue, 
cependant une étude historique plus approfondie!? semble révéler 
que le rattachement politique e Deir ¢Alla au royaume d’Israél & 
Ia fin du IXe s. ou dans la premitre moitié du VIITe . av. J.-C. est 
trés incertain et finalement peu vraisemblable. 
Comme il n’existait pas, au début du VIIIe 5. av. J.-G., d’entité 

politique indépendante, de *‘royaume” de Galaad ou de la moyenne 
vallée du Jourdain, un premier coup d'oeil sur la situation géo- 
graphique de Deir Alla révéle que ce site peut, a priori et pour 
cette époque, se rattacher soit au royaume de Samarie (Israél), soit 
au royaume de Damas (Aram), soit au royaume ammonite. 

Tl semble que, au moins depuis I'époque davidique jusqu’au coup 
d'étatde Jéhu en 841, lamoyenne vallée du Jourdain et au moins une 
partie du territoire de Galaad aient été rattachées au royaume israé- 

    

1 CE, Y. Yaw, Hasor I, Jérusalem, 1960, pp. 24, 26, 37; id., Hazor, The 
Schweich Lectures 1970, Londres, 1970, pp. 113, 181, 185, 198, 200, 

1 CF. Y. YADIN, “‘Ancient Judacan Weights and the Dae of the Samaria Os- 
traca’", Seita Hierosoymitana B, Jérusaler, 1961, pp. 9-25, spéc. p. 24, n. 72 

15 f. J.W. Crowroor e ali, The Object from Samaria, Londres, 1957, p. 470, 
16 Cf.'E.F. Caupsit, “The Excavation of Shechem and the Biblcal Tradi. 

tion””, BA 26, 1963, pp. 226, spéc. p. 20. 
¥ Gf. D. Ussisukix, “The Destruction of Lachish by Sennacherib and the 

Dating ofthe Royal Judean Storage Jar", Tl Avio4, 1977, pp. 28-60, spéc. p. 52 
8 B Hapen, “Dialect Distribution in Canaan and the Deir Alla Inscrip 

tions"", dans D.M. Govows &d., “Workitg With No Data”, Semitic and Egyplian 
Stadies Preened to Th. 0. Lambdin, Winona Lake, 1987, pp. 119~ 139, spéc. p. 121 

G, notre communication: **Les territoires d' Ammon, Mosb et Edom dans 
a deusiéme moitié du IXe s. av. n. &.”, & paraitre dans les actes du #éme Congrés 
@ Histire o d’Archiloge Jordanienncs, Lyon, 1989. 
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lite. En 841, le coup d’état de Jéhu semble lié & une tentative de 
Joram d'lIsraél, appuyé par le roi judéen Achazyahu, de reprendre 
la ville de Ramot-Galaad prise ou menacée par les Araméens de 
Hazaél®, tentative qui échoua?! et révéle la gravité de la menace 
araméenne sur les possessions israélites du Nord de la Transjordanie 
2 1a fin de la dynastie des Omrides 

L'histoire de la dynasie de Jéhu fut profondément marquée par 
cet affrontement entre Isral et le royaume araméen de Damas. Dis 
le régne de Jéhu (c. 841~ 814), Hazaél priva le royaume isralite de 
tout son territoire transjordanien: *Hazaél les mit en déroute dans 
tout le territoire d’lsraél & est du Jourdain, tout le territoire de 
Galaad, de Gad, de Ruben et de Manassé depuis Aroér sur ' Arnon, 
et le Galaad et le Bashan” (2 Rois, 10,32-33). 

Une analyse du contexte historique international situe probable- 
ment cette perte aprés la dernitre campagne assyrienne de Salmana- 
zar I11 dans la région, en 838 (~8372)22. Bien que le texte biblique 
ne le précise pas explicitement, on peut déduire de certains indices 
du texte de la stéle de Mésha et de diverses allusions dans les oracles 
prophétiques d’Amos (surtout 1,3 et 13) que cette guerre fut une 
guerre de conquéte et d’annexion systématique du territoire avec 
massacre (hrm) de populations?, les Ammonites et les Moabites y 
éant les alliés, et éventuellement vassaux, des Araméens de Damas. 

Sous le successeur de Jéhu, le roi Joachaz de Samarie (c. 819~ 
814-803), Hazaél puis son successeur Barhadad contrdlérent 
presque totalement le royaume de Samarie (2 Rois 13,3) qui dut ac- 
cepter Iétablissement de comptoirs araméens dans sa capitale (cf. 1 
Rois 20,34), la réduction de ses forces armées 2 “‘cinquante 
cavaliers, dix chars et dix mille fantassins”” (2 Rois 13,7), ainsi que 

  

  

2 CF. 2 Rois 8,28-20; cf aussi 1 Rois 220 les rois d"Tsraél et de Juda sont de- 
venus postéricurement Achab et Josaphat. 

21 GI. le coup d'état de Jéhu: 2 Rois 910,128, 
2 Sur le probléme d'une éventuclle campagne assyrienne en 837, cf. J E. 

Reaoe, “Assyrian Campaigns, $40-811 B.C., and the Babylonian Fronticr”’, Z4 
68, 1978, pp. 251-260, spéc. p. 254 W.T. Prraro, Ancient Demascus, Winona 
Lake, 1987, p. 149. 

G, J.A. Sociy, “Amos VI, 13- 14 und 13 auf dem Hintergrund der Bezic- 
hungen Zwischen Israel und Damaskus im 9. und 8. Jahrhunderc”, dans H 
Gorvicke éd., Near Eastern Sudie in Honor of W.F. Aliright, Baltimore/Londres, 
1971, pp. 433441, spéc. p. 434: ... “die Aramier in Gilead cine bewusst 
geplante Politik der Ausrottung baw. der Vertreibung der isracliischen Lokal- 
bevilkerung verfolgten.” 
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le passage des armées araméennes sur son territoire cisjordanien, 
spécialement pour aller assiéger Gat et recevoir la soumission de 
Joas, roi de Juda (cf. 2 Rois 12,18-19). A la fin de son régne, 
Hazail avait porté la puissance araméenne & son zénith?. Une in- 
scription araméenne le mentionnant, découverte récemment 3 Sa- 
mos, vient méme de révéler qu'il exergait probablement un certain 
contrdle politique, une sorte de suzeraineté, sur le royaume 
d“Umq, dans la basse vallée de I'Oronte, et qu'il franchit 
I’Euphrate?’ 

Au début du régne de Barhadad, successeur de Hazaél, 'armée 
araméenne assiégea méme Samarie (cf. 1 Rois 20,1-21; 2 Rois 
6,24-33), sidge qui ne semble avoir & levé que sur la rumeur de 
Parrivée d’une grosse armée étrangere (2 Rois 7, 6-7), peut-étre 
une armée assyrienne car Adadnirari IIT reprit les campagnes vers 
I"Ouest  partir de 805. On doit souligner que lors de cette cam- 
pagne araméenne contre Samarie, Barhadad semble avoir éé 2 la 
téte d’une coalition de plusieurs rois et qu'il avait établi son camp, 
sabase d’opération militaire, 2 Soukkdt2%. Quelle que soit la locali 
sation exacte de Soukkot: a Tell Deir ‘Alla ou  Tell Absas?, cette 
indication semble confirmer, pour cette époque, le contrdle araméen 
sur la Transjordanie du Nord et, plus spécialement, sur la parti 
transjordanienne de la moyenne vallée du Jourdain (‘mg skut: cf. 
Psaume 60,8; 108,8) 

Les rapports politiques araméo-isradlites ne se rééquilibrérent 
que sous le rois Joas d'Israél (c. 805803~ 790; cf. 2 Rois 13,22~ 
25) qui, en particulier, repoussa une attaque araméenne en plaine, 
2 Apheq (1 Rois 20,26-30; 2 Rois 13,17), probablement dans la 
plaine de Yizréel®. A la suite de cette dernitre défaite, Barhadad 

  

  

  

4 G W.T. Prrano, Ancient Danascis, 1987, pp. 151-150. 
Cf. H. Kywietess - W. Réttic, “Ein aliorientalscher Plerdeschmuck aus 

dem Hersion von Samos”, Mitlunge des Deschen Archiolgischen Tstituss ~ 
Athnische Abtitung 103, 1988, pp. 37-75, ob on lit 2y nin hdd lm°n h=>L mn “mg 
bint “dh mr°n nir, “Ce qu'a donné Hadad i notre maltre Hazaél, depuis 
dans Pannée od notre maitre a traversé e fleave”: cf. F. Brox - A. LEMAIRE, 

inscriptions araméennes de Hazadl”, R4 83, 1989, pp. 35~ 44; cf. aussi | 
= J. Naves, “‘Hazaels Booty Inscriptions”, [E/ 39, 1989, pp. 192~ 200. 

i Dapris Ia Septante, cf. Y. Yaoiv, “Some Aspects of the Strategy of Ahab 
and David (I Kings 20; 2 Sam. 11)", Biblica 36, 1935, pp. 333-341, spéc. p. 337; 
W.T. Prrano, 1987,p. 168, 

Cf. A. Lewaie, “Galaad et Makir”, VT 31, 1981, pp. 39-61, spéc. pp. 
53 
1. 1 Samuel 29, 
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reconnut I'indépendance du royaume d’lsraél?? avec réciprocité 
des droits commerciaux et restitution par Barhadad des villes que 
son pere Hazaél avait prises au pére de Joas, c'est a dire Joachaz (cf. 
1 Rois 20,34)%. 1l s'agissait apparemment d’un retour au statu guo 
ante, non pas A celui du début du régne de Jéhu, mais seulement 
celui du début du regne de Joachaz, comme le confirme 2 Rois 
13,25, 

“Joas fils de Joachaz reprit & Ben-Hadad fils de Hazaél les villes 
enlevées par les armes A son pere Joachaz’ 

Ainsi, par ce traité (bit: 1 Rois 20,34), le royaume d’lsraél 
retrouvait sa totale indépendance mais Joas reconnaissait probable- 
ment le Jourdain comme sa frontitre orientale avec le royaume 
araméen. On notera d’ailleurs qu’en 2 Rois 7,15, les éclaireurs is- 
radlites arrétent au Jourdain leur poursuite de 'armée araméenne. 

Sous le régne de Jéroboam IT (c. 790~750), le royaume de 
Samarie parait avoir retrouvé une certaine prospérité et exercé un 
certain protectorat sur le royaume de Juda (cf. 2 Rois 14,25). Les 
livres des Rois ne mentionnent explicitement aucune reconquéte du 
Nord de la Transjordanie par Israél, cependant la plupart des com- 
mentateurs pensent qu'un certain nombre de textes bibliques y font 
allusion dansle cadre de I’extension de la suzeraineté israélite depuis 
Lebo-Hamat jusqu’a la Mer de la Aravah (2 Rois 14,25; cf. Amos 
6,13)%!. Clest ainsi que Amos 6,13 est généralement interprété 
comme une allusion & une victoire isradlite & Lo-Debar’? et & Qar- 
nayim (probablement Cheikh-Sa‘ad)®. Le contréle israélite sur 

  

  

  

   

  

Ortsname, Leipaig, 1904, p.34, lignes 11~ 12; M. Hara, “The Rise and Decline 
of the Empire of Jeroboam ben Joash”, VT 17, 1967, pp. 266297, spéc. p. 210; 
JM. Mutkex - J.H. Haves, A History of Ancint Ireland Judoh, Londres, 1986, 
b 301 

% Gf. 1 Rois 20,32 o Isppelation “fr 
les rois de Damas et de Samaric. 

50 Pour cette interprétation, of. 46 M, Harax, VT 17, 1967, pp. 270-271. 
51 CF.J. Grav, Jang I Kings, Londires, 11970, pp. 615-617; . Butonr, 4 Hi 

ory o Lviel, Londres, 1972, p. 254 .A. Socan, 4 Histoy of Lvael, Philadelphia, 
1984, p. 217, ] M. Muvsex — J.H. Haves, A Hisory of Isracl, Lonies, 1986, pp. 
307-310. 

5 Lidentification de Lo-Debar reste incertine, cf. A. Lescatee, VT 31, 1981, 
b5 

55'CI. F.M. Avet, Glographi de la Pulesine I, Paris, *1967, pp. #13-414; D. 
Keuwsrsoans, “SAdchrdt - Aforét Qurnayim — Qamayim', ZDPV 97, 1981, 
P 4561 B. Mazaw, The Earl Bilical Parod, Hisorical e, rusalem, 19 
P. 161.On y a trouvé une *“stle égyptienne de Ramsés I1” (R Dussaun, 

    

* manifeste Iégalité retrouvée entre 
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Galaad dans les dernidres années du royaume isradlite semble in- 
diqué par: 
~ les références & Galaad en Osée 6,8; 12,12; 
— le concours de Galaadites lors de la prise du pouvoir par Péqah 

(2 Rois 15,25); 
- la mention de Galaad dans la liste des territoires israclites con- 
quis, avec déportation de la population, par Tiglath-phalazar I1I en 
2 Rois 15,29%; 
~ la probable mention de Galaad comme limite du ter 
araméen conquis par Tiglath-phalazar I11%%; 
~ lamention d’un recensement de cette région vers la fin du régne 
de Jéroboam TI (1 Chroniques 5,11~17). 

1 est plus difficile de fixer la date de cette reconquéte qu’Amos 
a critiquée comme éphémre et inutile dans le contexte de la menace 
assyrienne (Amos 6,13~ 14). Avec M. Harax™, il semble possible 
de distinguer, dans I'activité prophétique d’Amos, qui a probable- 
ment commencé “‘deux ans avant le tremblement de terre”” (Amos 
1,1) une période durant laquelle Israél/Jacob est encore ““petit’” 
(Amos 7,2.5) et Galaad opprimé par les Araméens (Amos 1,3) et 
leurs alliés ammonites (Amos 1,14). Les oracles contre les nations 
voisines d’ Amos 1,2~2,6 se situent apparemment dans un contexte 
ou Israél se sent encore inférieur et opprimé par les royaumes voisins 
alors que le furtanu assyrien Shamshi-ilu est encore tout-puissant (cf. 
Amos 1,5)"; or ce véritable “‘Assyrian king of the West” resta 
en poste au moins jusqu’en 752%%. Une autre partie de Pactivité 
d’Amos semble se situer tout A fait & la fin du régne de Jéroboam 
11 dont le prophéte annonce la mort ainsi que celle de sa “‘maison”” 
(Amos 7,9.11) liée a la perspective de la chute du royaume ct de 

    

graphic istoigue de la Syrie antgue et méditale, BAH 4, Paris, 1927, p. 344.-345) et 
e seulpture de lion dans e syle “néo-hitite” (cf G. GonTaxav, ria 5, 1924, 
PP 207-210, pl. L) 

 Cependant on notera I'absence, dans cete liste, de Mégiddo ct de Dor. Cf. 
ausi 1 Chroniques 5,26. 

3 Ci, H. Taowok, “The Souther Border of Aram"”, IE/ 12, 1962, pp. 
114-122 

% VT 17, 1967, pp. 266-297; IEJ 18, 1968, pp. 201-212 
57 Cf. A MALAMAT, *“Amos I:5 in the Light of the Til Barsip Inscriptions”’, 

BASOR 129, 1953, pp. 25-26; A. Lenatee ~ .M. Durawp, Les inseiptions ara: 
méenes de Sfir t Assyric de Shamshi-lu, HEO %, Gengve/Paris, 1984, p. 44 

3 Cf.J.D. Hawsixs, *“The Neg-Hitite Statcs in Syria and Anatohia”, dans 
The Caibridge Ancint History Z11,1, 1982, pp. 404-405 
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Vexil des Isradlites (Amos 7,11.17; 8,13). C'est dire que, comme I'a 
déja bien vu M. HaraN, la reconquéte de Galaad par Jéroboam 
11 se situe probablement 3 la fin de son régne et est probablement 
contemporaine du régne d’Assur-nirari V (754-745), Clest dire 
qu'on peut la situer vers 750 av. J.-C. 
Comme P'avait pressenti Amos, cette région ne fut probablement 

replacée sous contrdle israélite qu’une vingtaine d’années tout au 
plus puisqu’elle fut transformée en province assyrienne par Tiglath- 
phalazar III c. 733.40 

Ainsi, selon toute vraisemblance, le pays de Galaad et la partic 
transjordanienne de la moyenne vallée du Jourdain comprenant le 
site de Deir “Alla ont é¢ contrdlés par les Araméens de Damas de 
c. 8354 c. 750, puis par les Isradlites de Samarie, avant d'étre an- 
nexés par I'Assyrie c. 733 av. J.-C. 

Au terme de cette recherche de géographie historique et dans 'at- 
tente d’une analyse plus poussée du matériel archéologique de la 
phase M/IX de Deir “Alla, on notera simplement, sans tenir comp- 
te, pour 'instant, du probléme linguistique posé par les inscrip- 
tions sur plitre, que le rattachement de cette phase & la culture 
araméenne ou, tout au moins, & un certain contrdle politique 
araméen, semble confirmé par les autres petites inscriptions trou- 
vées dans ce niveau, inscriptions fonctionnelles (%n i et zy 

discuté. 

  

  

  

    

#2) dont le caractére araméen ne semble pas avoir ét 

III - LA DISPOSITION PRIMITIVE DES INSCRIPTIONS SUR PLATRE 

Ala suite d’une étude détaillée et, en particulier, d’un examen per- 
sonnel au Musée d’Amman en 1984*%%, il nous semble que 
Phypothése suivant laquelle ces inscriptions étaient primitivement 
écrites sur une stdle n'a pas de fondement solide. Selon toute 
vraisemblance, comme d’ailleurs certaines inscriptions & peu prés 

9 VT 17,1967, pp. 278-284. 
4 Pour cette transformation, <f. H. Taowor, £/ 12, 1962, p. 121; B. Opo, 

““Observations on Methods of Assyrian Rule in Transjordan after the Palestinian 
Campaign of Tiglath-Pileser III", JNES 29, 1970, pp. 177-186; id., dans A 
Mavanat éd., World Histoy o e Javish Peopl, First Sercs, Volume IV,1, The Age of 
the Morarchies: Political History, Jérusalem, 1979, pp. 270 et 362, n. 111 

41 CL. ATDA, pp. 15, 167, 267; A. Lews, CRAI 1985, p. 275, 
1" G, suriout “La disposition originelle des inscriptions sur plétre de Deir 

CAla”, SEL 3, 1986, pp. 79-95. 
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contemporaines de Kuniillet ‘Ajrud®, il s'agit d'inscriptions 
écrites a I'encre sur la paroi plitrée ou, plutdt, chaulée d’un mur. 
De faon plus précise, l'inscription était probablement écrite sur la 
paroi orientale du “Mur 36" commengant vraisemblablement & 
Vangle du mur 42 et du mur 36. 

Tiest plus difficile de préciser si tous les fragments conservés ac- 
tuellement proviennent d’une méme colonne®: 
1 - On notera tout d’abord que, si P'on tient compte des fragments 
anépigraphes XIV et X111a, il apparatt que encadrement A encre 
rouge était prévu pour inscrire une autre colonne & gauche de celle 
du groupement I et donc que I’hypothése d’une présentation éven- 
tuelle en pl: usement envisagée méme 
si la colonne prévue & gauche du groupement I n'a, apparemment, 
pas & inscrite. 
2 ~ L'hypothése suivant laquelle tous les fragments inscrits recucil- 
s auraient &€ primitivement écrits dans une seule colonne, adoptée 
par E. Puecu#, P.K. McCARTER®® et G. Garsini®é, ne semble 
p 
alacontinuation deslignes du groupement I aprés le groupement I 
3 - Le lieu de trouvaille, différent pour les groupements I et I, et 
le contenu, lui aussi, semble-t-il, assez différent, en particulier du 

fait de I'absence de la mention de ““Balaam’” dans le groupement I1, 
semblent plutdt favoriser I'hypothdse de deux colonnes différents 
4 - La hauteur conservée du plitre lié au groupement II (84 cm) 
et spécialement celle du début des lignes inscrites (63 cm) paraissent 
& peu prés suffire pour qu’un scribe puisse écrire verticalement sans 
trop de difficulié 

  

eurs colonnes doit étre s   

  s pour Pinstant, avoir abouti 3 un résultat positif quant 

  

42 Gf. surtout Z. Meswew, Kuntill jrud, A Religious Centrefom the Time of the 
Judacan Monarchy o the Borderof Snai, The Tsracl Museum Cat. n° 175, Jérusalem, 
1976; M. Weneewo, “Kunilet “Ajrud Tnscriptions and Their Sighificance’” 
SEL1, 1984, pp. 121 -130; A. Lesane, *“Date t origine des inscriptions hébrai. 
ques et phériciennes de Kunillet “Ajrud”, ibidem, pp. 131-143; id., “‘Manus- 
rit, mur et rocher n épigraphic nord-oucs! sémitique’, dans R. Laurex éd., Le 
et sun iseiption, Pars, 1989, pp. 35-42. 

45'GH.A. Lewaiw, “Fragments from the Book of Balsam Found at Deir Alla”, 

  

  

    

  

     BARXLS, sept. 1985, pp.26 -39, spéc. p. 31 id., SEL 3, 1986, pp. 85-89; cf. aussi 
E. Putci, “Remarques sur a disposition du texte”", Le Monde de la Bible 46, 1986, 
p. 38 

# Cf. RB8S, 1978, p. 116 et surtout “Le textc ‘ammonite’ ...”, 1987, p. 14. 
# P.K. McCates, BASOR 239, 1980, p. 49 
4 G. Ganmiw, “Liiscrizione di Balaam bar Beor”, Henach 1, 1979, pp 

1661668, 
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Bien qu'il s'agisse 13 plutbt d'indices que d’arguments vraiment 
décisifs, il nous semble actuellement plus probable que le groupe- 
ment I et le groupement II n’appartenaient pas primitivement a la 
méme colonne. Concrétement le groupement IT occupait probable- 
‘ment le bas et le milieu de la colonne la plus 2 droite, prés de Pangle 
du mur 42 et du mur 36 (premitre colonne), tandis que le groupe- 
ment IT occupait le haut de la colonne située a sa gauche (deuxieme 
colonne) et que les colonnes 3 et 4 n’ont pas té inscrites. 

Cette disposition en colonnes accentue encore la ressemblance de 
cotte inscription avec Paspect général de colonnes d’un 
manuscrit*?, ressemblance déja soulignée par: 
1 - Pemploi de Pencre pour écrire sur une surface & peu prés 
blanche; 
2 - ladélimitation d’un encadrement au gros trait rouge, horizon- 
tal pour indiquer la limite supérieure de la colonne d'écriture et ver- 
tical pour marquer la fin des lignes; 
3 - Pemploi de I'encre rouge pour les “rubriques’ 
sages importants; 
4 - Pécriture cursive régulitre dénotant un scribe professionnel; 
5 - la longucur méme des lignes: environ 31,5 cm*®, qui n’est pas 
sans évoquer la longueur des lignes des manuscrits araméens an- 
ciens: par exemple environ 32 cm pour le manuscrit d’ Ahigar trouvé 
a Eléphantine? ct environ 33,3 cm (avec une marge d’environ 2,5 
em) pour le manuscrit araméen de 'inscription de Béhistoun®’, 
tandis que la longueur moyenne des lignes des lettres officielles 
&Arsham est A peu prés la méme: environ 30-35 cm®! 
Comme I’a bien souligné A.R. MitLarp: *“This inscription from 

Deir Alla probably represents a column of a scroll”#Z, ‘it shows 

  

titres et pas- 

7 C. déja A. Lesiaire, “Manuscrit, mur et rocher ..”", 1989, pp. 37-38. 
4 Cf. A. Lesiaine, SEL 3, 1986, p. 86 
4 CF. Ed. Saciny, Araiische Papyrus und Ostraka aus ine jidischen Miltirkoloie 

2u Elephantine, Leipeig, 1911 
0 Cf. ].C. GuEsnweLp — B. Pote, The Bisitun Inscription of Daris the Gra, 

Avamaic Vasion, CILIV, Londres, 1982, p. 2. 
51"CL. G.R. Daven, Aramaic Dcurents of the Fifh Century B.C.,, Oxford, 1954, 

aprés les planches; f. aussi B. Porex — A. YARDEN1, Textbook of Aramaic Doc 
ments fiom Ancient Eeypt I, Leters, Jérusalem, 1986, pp. 102-129 e Cowey 30/31 
(pp: 57-73), Cowtsy 17 (p. 95), CowLev 25 (p. 97) ... etc. 

% AR Mittaro, “In Praise of Ancient Scribes'’, B4 45, 1982, pp. 143-153, 
spéc. p. 149, 
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how a column of Aramaic writing would have appearcd on a papy- 
rus or leather scroll”® au VIIle s. av. J.-C. 

IV — GENRE LITTERAIRE 
L'épigraphie nord-ouest sémitique comporte de nombreux types 
dassiques d'inscriptions: monumentales, votives, commémora- 
tives, dédicaces, marques de propriété, graffiti, messages, listes, tex- 
tes économiques .. . Il est clair que la présentation extérieure des in- 
scriptions sur pltre de Deir ‘Alla n’évoque aucun de ces types 
classiques. Comment expliquer cette présentation matérielle 
spéciale? Il semble que la manitre la plus simple soit de comprendre 
que Pinscription sur plitre de Deir ‘Alla a été copiée directement 
& partir d'un rouleau manuserit, plus spécialement d’un rouleau de 
manuscrit littéraire. 

Cette interprétation semble confirmée par le contenu des inscrip- 
tions. En effet, bien qu'il y it de nombreuses divergences dans la 
lecture et Pinterprétation du groupement I, presque tous les com- 
‘mentateurs semblent s"accorder aujourd’hui sur le fait que, selon le 
titre écrit a l'encre rouge au début de la ligne 1, il 'agit de la copie 
d'un extrait™ du b7 [5]0 Sf.br b¢)5..hih lh, *“texte/livre de Ba- 
laam fils de Beor, Phomme qui voyait les dicux’”. Balaam fils de 
Beor y regoit une visite divine durant la nuit avec transmission 
dune parole divine, apparemment 'annonce d’un chatiment des- 
tructeur. “Et Balaam se leva le lendemain” et se mit 3 jedner et 
2 pleurer pendant plusieurs jours. Son *‘peuple’” le visite alors et lui 
demande d’expliquer sa conduite: *“Pourquoi jefines-tu? Pourquoi 
pleures-tu?”". Balaam leur demande alors de s’asseoir (ou de se con- 
vertir? comme le proposent A. WoLTeRs et M. DKSTRa: infia) et 
il leur révilera sa vision divine avec 'annonce d’un chatiment des- 
tructeur. Suit une description de 'obscurité et de la terreur, ainsi 
que, probablement, un envahissement du ciel par toutes sortes 
dloiscaux et de la terre par divers animaux sauvages ... Le texte 
semble ensuite défier toute interprétation suivie. 

  

    

% Id., “Epigraphic Notes, Aramaic and Hebrew””, PEQ 110, 1978, pp. 2326, 
spéc. pp. 24-25: “Seribal ractices at Tel Deir ‘Alla” 

54" Malgré E. Puec, “Le texte ‘ammonite’ ...", 1987, p. 15, Ia restitution 
d'un mot (ym?) avan spr ne nous semble pas 'imposer. En tout cas, ele ne peut 
S'appuyer sur le paralle du début de inscription de Siloé ob on ne it que hight 
et non i higbh (malgré E. Pusc, “Linscription du tunnel de Siloé”, RB 81, 
1974, pp. 196-214, spéc. p. 199 qui a lu deux fos ). 
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   Quelles que soient les incertitudes, surtout celles de la fin du texte, 
il $'agit 2 visiblement d’un texte que I'on peut rapprocher de la tr 
dition biblique de Nombres 2224 ainsi que d"autres traditions b 
bliques de visions ou de prophéties concernant Abraham®, Jacob 
(Genise 28,11-18), Joseph (Gendse 37, cf. 40-#41), Josué (Josué 
7,6-16), Samuel (1 Samuel 3; 15,10-23), Natan (2 Samuel 
7,4-17) ... Lamention de I'assemblée divine se retrouve en 1 Rois 
22 et Isaie 6, la réaction des auditeurs & I'annonce d'une menace de 
destruction en Juges 20,26; 21,2; 2 Rois 22,11-20; Joél 2,15-27, 
tandis que I'obscurité du ciel est souvent liée au jour du Seigneur 
dans les oracles prophétiques (cf. Amos 5,20; Joél 2,2.10; Sophonie 
1,15; Ezéchiel 32,7 8)"S. Ce titre et les rapprochements littéraires 
confirment le classement du texte du groupement I comme un texte 
littéraire de genre prophétique 

11 est beaucoup plus difficile de préciser le genre littéraire du 
groupement I dont aucune ligne n’a pu &re restituée compléte- 
ment. Si Ion admet comme plus vraisemblable qu'il puisse s'agir 
d’un texte écrit dans une colonne différente, dont rien n'indique 
qu'il s'agisse aussi d’un extrait du “‘livre de Balaam’’ méme s'il a 
pu étre copié d’un méme manuserit original®?, sa présentation ex- 
téricure est la méme et il 8 agit apparemment aussi d’un texte lité- 
raire. Son contenu reste trés incertain: plusieurs expressions pour- 
raient laisser croire qu'il s'agit Iz de conseils & un jeune dauphin, & 
un futur roi, qui pourraient se rattacher & un genre lttéraire plus ou 
moins sapiential. Malheursement tout cela reste extrémement in- 
certain. 

De fagon plus générale, avec A.R. MILLARD, on peut reconnaitre 
que “The plaster inscription from Tell Deir ¢Alla is important be- 
cause it presents us with our oldest available specimen of a lengthy 
literary text in the West Semitic Alphabet’’5%. Tl nous semble que, 
2 quelques nuances prés, la plupart des commentateurs pourraient 
Saccorder sur ce point. 

        
            
                    
         

       
    

                        

    

    

       

   

    

  

  55 Cf, J.D. Sarne, “Balaam and Abraham”, VT 38, 1983, pp. 105113, 
5 Cf., par exemple, M. WeinreL, ““The Balaam Oracle in the Deir ‘Alla In- 

scription, Shnaton 5-6, 198182, pp. 141~147 et LXVIL 
57 Dans I'antiquité, un méme manuscrit pouvait contenir plusieurs textes litér- 

aires différents écrits T'un 3 la suite de Pautre 
5 AR. MitLaro, PEQ 110, 1978, p. 25 
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V'~ LANGUE DES INSCRIPTIONS SUR PLATRE 

Ge point reste 'un des plus controversés et nous n’avons pas 'inten- 
tion de reprendre ici une analyse linguistique détaillée que nous 
avons conduite et publiée ailleurs™. Nous nous contenterons de 
remarques générales. 

Sauf J.W. WesseLius™, personne ne semble avoir soutenu qu'il 
s'agissait d’une inscription hébraique. Méme si E. PuecH a qualifié 
récemment ce texte d’*‘ammonite”, lemploi des guillements 
semble révéler que le terme ““ammonite”’ qu'il emploie ne doit pas 
étre compris au sens strict mais en tenant compte d’une certaine 
confusion_entre les appellations “‘ammonite” et *“transjorda- 
nien”2. En fait, dans la premitre moitié du VIIle 5. av. J.-C., 
faut distinguer, en Transjordanie, quatre régions politiques et cul- 
turelles: Aram, Ammon, Moab et Edom, et ce que nous savons déja 
dela langue ammonite exclut tout A fait le rattachement linguistique 
de ces inscriptions & I'ammonite®. 

Si on laisse de coté des propositions de rattachement au 
madianite® ou au nord-arabe®s, deux interprétations restent en 
concurrence: 
~ le rattachement & araméen, proposé par I'editia princeps, en no- 
tant toutefois qu'il s agirait alors d’un dialecte araméen différent de 
Paraméen classique d’époque achéménide; 
~ le rattachement 3 un dialecte cananéen inconnu jusqu’ici, proche 
de Phébreu, de 'ammonite et du moabite, et parfois qualifié de 
galaadite. 

Dans un article récent, B. HALPERN, tenant de la seconde inter- 

      

 Cf. notre étude: “La langue de Vinscription sur platre de Deir “Alla”, Com 
ples rendus du GLECS 24~28, 1979~ 1984 (1986, paru en 1987), pp. 317340 

W, WesseLivs, “Thoughts about Balaam: The Historical Background of 
the Deir “Alla inscription on Plaster”, Bibliothca Orientalis 44, 1987, col. 
589-599, spéc. col. 591 

61 E. Puscn, ““Le texte ‘ammonite’ ..., 1987, pp. 13-30. 
6 Cette méme qualification d”‘ammonite” au lieu de “wansjordanien”” se 

trouve déjh dans E. Pugc, *‘Deux nouveau sceaux ammonites”, KB 83, 1976, 
PP. 59-62, 01 'un des sceaux est sirement paléo-hébreu (cf. P. BORDREUIL — A. 
Lewatss, Semidica 26, 1976, p. 63). On notera d'ailleurs que, 3 1a fin de son article 
“Le texte ‘ammonite’ .. ", E. Pugci concluait 3 “‘une écriture et une langue 
ammonites aramaisantes'” et on peut se demander il ne vaudrait pas micux com- 
prendre “une écriture et une langue tongiordarientes aramaisantes” 

0 Cf. A. Lamatwe, Comptes rendus du GLECS 2428, 19791984 (1986), p. 334 
© GI. A. Rov€, The Bok of Balaam, Jérusalem, 1979, pp. 59~70, spée. p. 69. 
© G G. Gassixa, Henoch 1, 1979, pp. 169-170. 
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prétation, reconnaissait quelaplupart des experts “‘have pronounced 
the language Aramaic albeit with qualification”’% mais il est clair 
qu'untel probléme ne serégle pasen e soumettant auxvoix. Onnote- 
rasimplementici que les conclusions de notre éude sur ladate, la géo- 
graphic historique, la disposition et e genre lttéraire desinscriptions. 
sur plitre de Deir ¢Alla semblent mieux se situer dans le cadre d’un 
rattachement & I'araméen que dans celui & un dialecte cananéen. 

1) En effet, le premier argument avancé en faveur d'un dialecte 
cananéen ou **sud-cananéen”” est celui de la position géographique 
de Deir “Alla qui est dit “within Isralite territory”®”. Or I'étude 
de géographie historique nous a révélé que la phase M/IX de Deir 
“Alla se situait probablement A Iintérieur du territoire du 
royaume araméen de Damas 2 la fin du IXe et dans la premitre 
moitié du VIITes. av. J.-C. On notera, de plus, que I'existence d’un 
dialecte cananéen galaadite, et spécialement d’un dialecte galaadite 
lttéraire, différent de 'hébreu (ou de P'araméen, ou de I'ammonite) 
reste, & ce jour, une pure conjecture qui ne peut s’appuyer sur au- 
cune entité politique galaadite indépendante au début du premier 
millénaire avant notre &re. 

2) Le deuxitme argument avancé en faveur d'un dialecte 
araméen est celui de Pécriture que certains qualifient d'**ammo- 
nite”’®. En fait, il s’agit |2 d’un classement a priori, basé au point 
de départ sur une datation basse des inscriptions au début du Vile 
s. av. J.-C.%%, datation que I'on peut difficilement soutenir au- 
jourd’hui. Cette appellation “ammonite” de Pécriture parait 
@autant plus a priori que nous n’avonsaucun exemple sir de cursive 
ammonite A 'encre avant la seconde moitié du V1le 5.7 

3) Un troisiéme argument, évoqué par J.A. Hackerr’! et B. 
HaLPERN'2, est assez surprenant. s reconnaissent que “‘the gra- 

    

6 B. Haupsa, “Dialect Distribution ", 1987, p. 120. 
1 lhidem, p. 121 
 Thiden. 
 Cf. F.M. Cross, *“Notes on the Ammonite Inscription from Tell Siran’” 

BASOR 212, 1973, pp. 12-15; id., ' Ammonite Ostraca from Heshbon: Heshbon 
ca IV-VIIL". AUSS 13, 1975, pp. 1-20, spéc. pp. 10-17. 

inseription dela statue d'Amman et Ia paléographic am: 
5, pp. 5-24, spéc. pp-12-13 b il date P'ostracon de Nimrud 

(peut-étre, en fait, en eriture araméenne?) de 650625 et lostracon IV de Hesh- 
bon de Ia “fin du VIle s. - début du Vic s." 

71" J.A. Hackerr, The Balaom Testfrom Dir “Alls, HSM 31, Chico, 1980, pp. 
111-113, 

B. Haupea, “Dialect Distrbution 

  

    

  

  ”, 1987, p. 122,    
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phic tradition follows that of Old Aramaic’’ mais soulignent qu’il 
ne s'agit 12 que de graphémes et que nous ne savons pas comment 
les phontmes étaient réalisés; pour cux ce témoignage cst donc 
““ambiguous™"*. Franchement cet argument nous semble s 
et irrecevable puisqu’il est bien clair qu'il nous est impossible de 
connaitre la langue de inscription de Deir ‘Alla autrement que 
par la manitre dont elle a été mise par éerit; il en est d’ailleurs de 
méme pour I’hébreu ancien en général ou pour toute autre langue 
““morte””. 1l faut donc reconnatre, de fagon positive, que la repré- 
sentation du *d par un g, et non par un , dans les inscriptions sur 
plitre de Deir “Alla rattache nettement ces inscriptions 2 P'ara- 
méen ancien puisqu'il s'agit 13 de la seule différence de tradition 
graphique, en écriture consonnantique, entre la branche araméenne 
etla branche cananéenne ancienne du nord-ouest sémitique. 

4) De faon positive aussi, le rattachement & Paraméen semble 
tout afait cohérent avec la découverte de deux inscriptions fonction- 
nelles araméennes dans la méme phase M/IX et  quelques métres 
des inscriptions sur plitre de Deir CAlla. 

5) i ces inscriptions sont la copie d’un ou de plusieurs textes lit- 
téraires, I'état de langue qu'ils représentent n'est pas nécessaire- 
ment celui de la langue araméenne du deuxitme quart du VIIIe s. 
av. J.-C. En effet, ce ou ces textes littéraires, pour la date et le liew 
précis de rédaction desquels on est réduit & des conjectures, ont 
nécessairement été rédigés avant leur copie sur le pltre du mur de 
Deir “Alla: ils représentent donc vraisemblablement un état de 
langue araméenne plus ancien que celui des deux inscriptions fonc- 
tionnelles de la phase M/IX, état que lon peut qualifier 
darchaique™ ou de proto-araméen’ et qui pourrait représenter celui 
duTXe ou du Xes. av. J.-C., par exemple. Il est probable que cer- 
taines particularités de I'état de langue de ces inscriptions peuvent 
s'expliquer dans ce contexte: peu” ou pas d'attestation de I'état 

    

» idem 
% ). Hackerr, The Balaam Text .., 1960, p. 112 
7 G déja P. McCanten, BASOR 339, 1980, p. 50: “Certain features of the 

language are characterisic of a ltrary o a least an archaistic tradition”; A 
Wotrsas, *“The Balaamites of Deir “Alla as Aramean Deportees”!, HUCA 59, 
1988 (1969), pp. 101113, spé. p. 111: “an archaic orm of Aram’” 

7 G EA. Knavs, ZDPV 101, 1985, p. 190: “Proto-Aramaic’” 
7 Sur les auesations veaisemblables de Pétat emphatique, of. A. Lewnice, 

Compe evdus du GLECS 24-28, 19791984 (1986), pp. 524-326, 333 
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emphatique -, éventuellement niphal™, lexique parf 
dialectes cananéens (rh, ). 

La découverte récente des deux inscriptions araméennes de 
Hazaél 2 Erétrie et 2 Samos, provenant probablement du royaume 
d'“Umq et od I'état emphatique n’apparalt pas, spécialement Ia 
on I'attendrait, 2 la fin du mot nkr, “fleuve’"™, semble confirmer 
que nous avons encore beaucoup & apprendre de cet araméen ar- 
chaique et des divers dialcctes araméens du IXe, voire du Xe's. av. 
J-C. 

proche de 

VI - SIGNIFICATION HISTORIQUE DES INSCRIPTIONS SUR PLATRE DE 
Derr ‘ALta 

   

  

       
    

     

   

                      

     

    

    

Silles inscriptions sur platre représentent un texte lttéraire vraisem- 
blablement copié d'un manuscript plus ancien, il faut évidemment 
&tre trés prudent quant A leur interprétation historique. Ains 

1) I est clair que rien ne permet d'affirmer que Balaam ait éé 
contemporain de ces inscriptions et qu'il faile dater ce personnage 
célébre de la premiére moitié du VIIIe s. av. J.-C. A plus forte rai- 
son ne peut-on s’appuyer sur ces inscriptions pour affirmer que la 
tradition biblique sur Balaam doive étre nécessairement postérieure 
au milieu du VIIle 5.%0. La datation des inscriptions sur plétre de 
Deir “Alla dans la premiére moitié du VIIIe 5. ne fournit qu'un 
terminus ante quem pour une datation de I'éventuelle existence histo- 
rique du personnage 4la source de cette tradition littéraire. En fait, 
pour dater ce personnage historique éventuel, il faudrait d’abord 
dater la premidre rédaction du spr b'm et ensuite essayer de situer 
la tradition historique qui en est la source, si tradition historique il 
ya. 

2) Plus généralement, le spr bm représentant une tradition lit- 
téraire, la découverte des inscriptions sur le site de Deir ¢Alla ne 

        

™ Liabsence d'état emphatique et Vemplof éventuel du niphal semblent sc 
rezouver dans le dialecte araméen archaique du royaume de Sam’al:cf, suriout 
P.E, Dio, Le langue de Ya'udi, Ottaw, 1974, spéc. pp. 135138, 208-209. 341 

7 G, F. Brox - A. Liuaie, “Les inscriptions araméennes de Hazadl”, RA 
83, 19689, pp. 35-44. 

% Malgré G.W. Anvstaow, “Another Moses Tradition””, JNES 39, 1980, pp. 
6565, spéc. p. 69, n. 29; M. Detcor, “Deir “Alla et Iés oraces bibliques 
de Balafam”", dans J.A. Exexron &., Congress Volume, Viema 1980, SVT 32, 
Leiden, 1981, pp. 5273, spéc. p. 75 
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permet pas d’affirmer un lien direct, historique, entre le personnage 
de *“Balaam fils de Beor” et ce site. Selon toute vraisemblance, le 
lien entre Deir “Alla et Balaam fils de Beor n'est qu’indirect: la 
découverte d’extraits du “‘livre de Balaam™ & Deir ‘Alla permet 
seulement d’affirmer que la tradition littéraire au sujet de ce person- 
nage y était connue dans la premidre moitié du VIIle 5. av. J.-C. 

3) Enfin, en corollaire, si les inscriptions sur plitre de Deir 
€Alla représentent un état archaique de la langue araméenne, il ne 
s'agit pas nécessairement d’un état de langue parlé et écrit & Dei 
cAlla méme au IXe ou Xe s. av. J.-C., voire plus tét. Cest méme 
peu probable puisque nous avons vu que, jusque vers 835 av. J.-C. 
Deir Alla faisait probablement partie du royaume d’Israél et 
qu'on y parlait et écrivait probablement Phébreu ancien (du Nord). 

  

    

VII - SIGNIFICATION CULTURELLE DES INSCRIPTIONS SUR PLATRE DE 
Derr “ALLA 

  

   
   

En fait, puisqu'il 'agit de la connaissance d"une tradition lttér: 
le lien entre Balaam et Deir “Alla, 3 Ia phase M/IX, est essentiel- 
lement culturel et c’est dans ce domaine de la culture lit 
sémitique que I'apport des inscriptions de Deir 
primordial 

1) i, comme nous I’avons vu plus haut, la phase M/IX de Deir 
<Alla faisait partie du territoire du royaume araméen de Damas et 
siles inscriptions du mur 36 sont la copie d’un ou de plusieurs textes 
Tlittéraires araméens archaiques, cela signifie probablement que ce 
ou ces textes faisaient partie du patrimoine itéraire du 1yaume araméen 
de Damas dans la premiére moitié du VIIle 5. av. J.-C. 

2) Lexistence d’un tel patrimoine lttéraire est, de soi, vraisem- 
blable puisque le royaume de Damas parait avoir été une puissance 
politique comparable 2 celle du royaume d’lsral 2 la fin du Xe et 
dans la premitre moitié du IXe s. av. J.-C., et méme supérieure 
dansla seconde moitié du IXe 5. On peut d'ailleurs se demander si 
1a mise en forme de ce patrimoine littéraire et, surtout, sa diffusion 
n'ont pas été particulitrement liées au régne de Hazaél qui 
représente Papogée politique du royaume araméen de Damas?!. 
Nous possédons déja quatre inscriptions araméennes mentionnant 
Hazaél avec le titre mrn, “‘notre maitre”®, et il ne serait pas 

8 GF. W.T. Prearo, Ancient Damascus, 1987, pp. 132-160. 
 Supran. 79, 
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étonnant que cette apogée politique ait coincidé avec une apogée de 
la culture araméenne du royaume de Damas, spécialement du point 
de vue littéraire, 

3) Dans ce contexte historique, les inscriptions sur plétre de Deir 
€Alla ne peuvent nous informer directement ni sur la religion ni 
surla culture populaires israélites, qu’elles soient yahvistes ou non- 
yahvistes®. Dailleurs, avec A. WoLtes, il faut reconnaitre que 
“in general, it is striking that the inscription appears to be non- 
israeite in religion as well as in language and script”#. 

4) Par contre, ces textes refletent la culture littéraire et religicuse 
araméenne archaique. On notera, en particulier, que le voyant (hzh) 
semble y jouer un réle politique et religieux trés important, déja at- 
testé par la mention des ‘“voyants” (hyn) dans I'inscription 
araméenne de Zakkur®® et que la religion araméenne semble géné- 
ralement polythéiste (cf. lhn et idyn au pluriel) avec coexistence de 
plusieurs grands dieux®. Malheureusement le caractire fragmen- 
taire des inscriptions rend les lectures des théonymes *Sh(amash?)”” 

et “EI” incertaines et discutées. Si elles étaient vérifiées, on pourrait 
rapprocher ces mentions du “‘panthéon’’ araméen apparaissant 
dans les proverbes d’Ahiqar avec le présence de */lhn et de fm?’ 

5) Cette interprétation des inscriptions sur platre de Deir Alla 
et, plus spécialement, du “livre de Balaam”” dans le contexte de la 
culture araméenne archaique s'accorde parfaitement avec les dé- 
ments essentiels de la_tradition biblique concernant Balaam, 
spécialement celle de Nombres 22-24. En effet, il est clair que 
Balaam y apparait comme un personnage célébre et un voyant ré- 
puté (cf. Nombres 24,4.16) mais non-isradite. En fait, comme le re- 
connait récemment B. Hatpex: *‘Balaam in the biblical account is 
associated with Aram”®. Gela est explicite en Nombres 23,7 et 
semble implicite en Nombres 2 

  

    

5, Deutéronome 23,5 

 Nous diférons done de J.A. Hackerr, ‘“Religious Traditons in Iacice 
Transordan”, dans P.D. MitLen  ali, Ancnt rachie Reigon, Esiys in Honer of 
FM. Crss, Philadlphia, 1987, pp. 123136 
A Woursns, HUCA 59, 1983 (1989), p. 102 
5 Gi. KAI 203 A 12; J.C.L. Guwson, Texbook of Syrian Sevitic Iniripions 11, 

Aramaic nscripions, Oxford, 1975, p. 8, n° 5 
% Dans ce panihéon, 1t premitre place ext souvent occupée par Hadad: cf 

récemment J.C. GraznrieLp, “Aspects of Aramean Religion”" dans P.D. Muvsex 
e ali, Evays . FM. Cross, 1981, pp. 6765 
G M. Livomosaces, “The Gods of Ahiqar”, UF 14, 1982, pp. 

105187 . The Aramaic Prosrs of Abigar, Baltmore, 1983, p. 20 
 B. Haueenx, “Dialeet Distibution - ., 1987, p. 133 
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6) Sans entrer ici dans le détail de la tradition biblique sur 
Balaam, nous voudrions attirer I'attention sur un passage qui nous 
semble largement méconnu. 1l s'agit de Gense 36,32, repris dans 
1 Chroniques 1,43: *‘Et Bela¢ fils de BeOr régna en Edom et le 
nom de sa ville était Dinhabah” 
Apparemment ce verset mentionne le premier des *‘rois qui rég- 

nérent dans le pays d’Edom avant que ne régne un roi sur les Israé- 
lites”” (Genese 36,31). En fait, il s'agit vraisemblablement d’une tra- 
dition ancienne sur les premiers “rois” araméens, et la capitale de 
Balatam/Bela‘ est vraisemblablement A situer dans le Hauran®. 
Si, un peu comme Samuel, Balaam a é¢ 2 la fois un “‘voyant”’ et 
le premier *‘chef’” (juge/roi) araméen, on comprendrait facilement 
que la tradition littéraire araméenne ultérieure en ait fait le héro 
dun livre. 

7) Ainsi les références de la tradition biblique au personnage 
araméen de Balaam fils de Beor s'éclairent quelque peu  la lumitre 
des inscriptions sur platre de Deir ¢Alla. En fait, c'est parce que ce 
personnage était célebre dans la tradition littéraire araméenne an- 
cienne ou archaique, probablement connue dans une part impor- 
tante de la Syrie-Palestine, au moins & 'époque de Hazaél et de 
Barhadad (deuxiéme moitié du IXe s. ~ début du VIIIe s.), que les 
seribes israélites ont cru utile d’annexer, en quelque sorte, ce per- 
sonnage célébre régionalement de telle fagon qu'il devienne favora- 
ble a Israél. 1l y a probablement 2 un phénoméne littéraire com- 
parable 2 la mention d’Ahiqar dans le livre de Tobit® et, d’une 
autre manidre, au récit de la désignation de Hazaél comme roi 
& Aram par Elisée (2 Rois 8,7 15; cf. 1 Rois 19,15). 

En nous révélant un fragment de la littérature araméenne an- 
tique, les inscriptions sur platre de Deir ‘Alla nous révélent, du 
‘méme coup, l'influence que cette littérature araméenne a pu exercer 
sur la littérature hébraique antique et sur la Bible. 

VIII - FONGTION DES INSCRIPTIONS SUR PLATRE 
En conclusion de ces diverses approches pour une meilleure com- 

© Cf. A, Lewan, “BalaCam/Bela fils de Beor”, ZAW 102, 1990, pp 
180-187. 

50 Cf. A, Lewatns, “Aramaic Literature and Hebrew Literature: Gontacts and 
Influences n the First Millennium B.C.E."”,dans M. Bar-Aswew éd., Prcedings 
ofthe Ninth World Congrss of Jwish Sudis, Panel Sesions: Hebrew and Aramaie Lan- 
puages, Jérusalem, 1988, pp. 9~24, spéc. pp. 15~     
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préhension générale des inscriptions sur platre de Deir CAlla, nous 
Voudrions revenir au lieu de leur découverte en nous demandant ce 
que pouvait bien faire la copie d’extraits d’un manuscrit littéraire 
sur le mur chaulé n® 36 de Deir “Alla: quelle pouvait bien ére la 
fonction exacte de cette inscription? 

La fonction de ces inscriptions pourrait s'éclairer 3 la lumidre des 
découvertes archéologiques faites dans le locus B/C 5.57/58 (= EE 
335). Apparemment il s’agissait d’une pidce pratiquement vide, 
recouverte par une épaisse natte faite d’au moins cing épaisseurs de 
feuilles de roseau entrelacées?; les restes d'une structure, probable- 
ment une sorte de banquette (B/C 5.69), occupaient, en partie, la 
portion méridionale de la pitce. Bien que plusicurs commentateurs 
aient fait référence & un lieu de culte, apparemment rien de ce qui 
a été trouvé dans cette pidce ne permet de penser  une utilisation 
proprement cultuelle 

A défaut d’indications provenant du matériel trouvé dans e locus 
B/C 5.57/58, nous en sommes réduits A comparer les inscriptions sur 
plétre de Deir ¢Alla  des inscriptions similaires. Elles ne sont pas 
nombreuses! 1 s'agit essentiellement des inscriptions sur platre de 
Kuntillet “Ajrud,  la limite du Négev et du Sinai, malheureuse- 
ment seulement en partie publiées; elles datent probablement, com- 
me celles de Deir Alla, du deuxiéme quart du VIIIe 5. av. J.- 
C.%2. On peut aussi, mais le rapprochement est moins direct, com- 
parer ces 
G. trouvées dans une tombe 3 Cheikh Fadl en Moyenne Egypte, ac- 
tuellement en cours de publication” 

En fait, Cest surtout le rapprochement avec les inscriptions de 
Kuntillet “Ajrud qui mérite d'étre souligné 2 cause de la similitude 
du matériau sur lequel a é inscrit I'inscription, de la date et du fait 
que ces inscriptions étaient accompagnées de dessins®* et d’abécé- 

  scriptions aux inscriptions araméennes du Ve s. av. J.- 

  

91 GF, ADAJ 22, 1977-78, pp. 65 et 68; cf. aussi ADA] 23, 1979, p. 48: BICS, 
qui semble la continuation de B/C 5 (= 57/58) éuit aussi recouvert d'un toit. 

7 G, supra . 42 
55 Gf. N. Gisox, ““Note sur une tombe découverte prés de Cheikh Fadl par 

M.F. Petric et contenant des inscriptions araméennes”, Ancien Egypt 1923, pp. 
38-43; A, Lesas, *‘Manuscrit, mur et rocher ...”, 1989, pp. 39-42 

4 G, P. Beck, *“The Drawings from Horvat Teiman (Kunlet *Ajrud)”, e 
Aviv9, 1982, pp. 3-68; cf. aussi .M. Hapiey, “Some Drawings and Inscriptions 
‘on Two Pitho from Kunillet ‘Ajrud”, PT 37, 1987, pp. 180-213. 
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daires ou de fragments dabécédaires. Cependant, si le rapproche- 
ment des deux groupes d”inscriptions parait évident, leur interpré- 
tation risque d’étre aussi difficile et discuté pour I'un et 'autre site. 

En ce qui concerne Deir “Alla, il semble que la copie de textes 
littéraires surle mur 36 soit Pocuvre d'un mailre-scribe. Dans quel but 
at-il recopié aussi soigneusement ces exctraits de textes littéraires sur 
un mur? C’était probablement la meilleure manitre de les faire con- 
naitre, ’est & dire d’enseigner ces textes littéraires servant de réfé- 
rence 4 la culture nationale et religieuse araméenne. A défaut de 
pouvoir distribuer un manuscrit & chacun, le maitre recopiait des 
extraits de celui-ci sur le mur chaulé afin que les auditeurs/*‘éléves” 
puissent en pendre connaissance, éventuellement en les répétant et 
en les apprenant par coeur. 

Un tel but didactique & la copie d'inscription sur un mur, plus 
précisément sur un mur enduit de chaux, semble plusieurs fois 
évoqué dans la Bible: *“Tu répéteras (ces paroles) & tes fils . . . et tu 
les écriras sur les montants de porte de ta maison et dans tes portes 
devilles . ...” (Deutéronome 6,9). *“Tu dresseras pour toi de grosses 
pierres ct tu les enduiras de chaux et tu y écriras toutes les paroles 
de cette inscription (fattirdk)” (Deutéronome 27,2-3; cf. aussi 
27,4.8: ““urés distinctement”’: ba%r hyieb). ““Et il écrivit I3, sur les 
pierres, le double/la copie de Pinstruction de Moise (miinéh (Grat 
moieh)” (Josué 8,32). 

La présence des inscriptions sur plitre sur le mur 36 de Deir 
Alla semble don révéler que la pidce B/C 5.57/58 de Deir “Alla, 
probablement couverte et comportant vraisemblablement une sorte 
de banquette, a pu scrvir de lieu d’enseignement’®, c'est a dire de 

sorte d"**école””. Lemploi de ce dernier mot a parfois suscité des cri- 
tiques de la part de divers commentateurs™ qui ne se rendent peut- 
étre pas suffisamment compte que le mot *“école’” ne doit pas étre 
pris ici avee comme archétype une école moderne, mais plutdt 
Pécole traditionnelle dont un des exemples, encore actuel, est I'école 

   

    

9 Cf. déja A. Las, Les dols et o formation de l Bible dans Uancien sral, 
OBO39, Fribourg/Gattingen, 1981, p. 92, n. 67; ., CRAI 1985, p. 283; id., BAT, 
1985, p. 322; id., “Manuserit, mur et rocher ..., 1989, pp. 37-38. 
9 Cf. récemment F.W. Govxa, “Die isacliische Weisheitschule oder ‘des 

Kaisers neue Kleider'™, V733, 1983, pp. 257-210; E. Pusca, BAT, 1985, p. 363; 
M. Harax, “On the Diffusion of Literacy and Schools in Ancient Isracl”", dans 
J.A. Enexron &d., Congrss Volume Jerusalem 1986, SVT 40, Leiden, 1988, pp. 
81-95 
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coranique traditionelle. D'ailleurs les historiens de la Mésopotamic 
ou de I’Egypte n’hésitent pas & parler décoles dés le I1le millénaire 
av. J.-C. etil n’y a aucune raison de ne pas désigner de ce nom un 
licu o est donné un enseignement de la culture scribale, littéraire 

ieuse’” tel que semble avoir été la picce B/C 5.57/58 o ont 
& trouvées les inscriptions sur plétre de Deir “Alla. 
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THE PLASTER INSCRIPTIONS FROM DEIR ‘ALLA: 
GENERAL INTERPRETATION 

Baruch A. Levive 

‘This study is the third effort on my part to investigate the inscrip- 
tions from Deir ¢Alla. In the brief span of time since their publica- 
tion, these inscriptions have stimulated a considerable literature 
from which we have all learned a great deal. 

My first study was a commentary of sorts, whereas the second was 
an attempt t0 establish Sitz-im-Leben.! In the first study I proposed 
relating the themes of the Deir “Alla inscriptions to Syro- 
Mesopotamian myths and omens, particularly sources pertaining to 
the Ishtar-Venus astral synthesis. In my view, the goddess ad- 
dressed in Combination I is Shagar-we-Ishtar, a name written out 
fully in line 14 of Combination I. Tn the second Combination, I saw 
traces of the netherworld descriptions known from such composi- 
tions as ““The Descent of Ishtar.” All of this is in addition to the 
plentiful affinities to biblical literature. 

In my second piece I proposed that the Deir ‘Al inscriptions 
belonged to an El repertoire, a body of literary creativity originally 
composed at various centers of El worship on both sides of the Jor- 
dan; in biblical Israel, as well as in Gilead of Transjordan. Excellent 
examples of such works are preserved in the Hebrew Bible, includ- 
ing the Balaam orations of the book of Numbers, where El has been 
synthesized with Yahweh, the God of Israel. T went so far as to sug- 
gest that these inscriptions might speak for Israclites in Transjordan 
who were El worshippers, and as such, similar to those who were the 
targets of Hosea’s denunciations. It seefns quite possibe to me that 
some of the El literature preserved in the Hebrew Bible, especially 
in the Balaam orations, had actually originated in Transjordan. We 
can all probably agree that the Deir ‘Alla inscriptions mandate a 
rr-evaluation of the cultural climate in Transjordan during the 
tenth-to-eighth centuries B.C.E. The style and diction of the Deir 

      

     

  

  

  

| BA. Levixe, “The Deir “Alla Plaster Inscriptions,” JAOS 101, 1981, 
195205, Idem., “The Ralaam Inscription: Historical Aspects,” Biblical Archaclogy 
Today, Jerusalem: lsrac: Exploration Socicty, 1985, 326335
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“Alla texts indicate a high level of literary creativity, by any con- 
temporary standards, 

Since these earlier studies appeared, basic questions relevant to 
the plaster inscriptions from Deir “Alla have been focused more 
sharply. There is, first of all, the question of provenance: Are these 
compositions regional in origin, having been composed in Gilead, 
orin nearby areas; or are they foreign in origin, having been import- 
ed into central Transjordan from Syria, or elsewhere? In other 
words, do the plaster inscriptions represent native culture, or not? 
In a larger sense, this is the significance of the language question, 
although language and cultural provenance do not preciscly 
overlap. 

Questions of dating have also occupied considerable attention, 
with scholarly opinion, generally supported by archacological data, 
now opting for a time earlier in the cighth century B.C.E. than was 
initially thought. The political situation in Gilead, and in Transjor- 
dan generally, has come in for considerable attention, as well as the 
relative valence of the ruling, Aramean administration versus the 
regional population in determining the cultural climate of the area. 

The present address is my response to the invitation to offer some 
further thoughts in the area of General Interpretation. I cannot 
guarantee that it will be possible to eschew details of the texts, to 
avoid reference to language, or to maintain my distance from all 
biblical associations, subjects to be discussed by others. And yet, it 
should be possible to revise some of my earlier impressions on the 
general, interpretational level.? 

Permit me to propose two methodological caveats: Some of the 
readings suggested by different investigators should be regarded as 
open options; they often result from the process of elimination. Such 
options at times lack real significance, and need not be debated 
heatedly, and at any rate, cannot be verified palacographically. We 
must guard against basing too much on uncertain readings, while 

      

  

   

    

  

2 See primarily the contributions of André Leise, *‘L Inseription de Balaam 
trouvée & Deir CAlla: Epigraphic” In Bilical Archaclogy Today, 313-325, and 
that of Emile Puscn, “Response - Inscription sur plitre de Tell Deir ‘Alla, 
ibid. 354-365. Also scc by Pugci *“Le texte ‘ammonite’ de Deir ©Alla; Les ad: 
monitions de Balaam,” La Vie de la Poroe, Melanges Grlt, Paris: 1986, 12-30. 
Further see S.A. Kavewax, *The Classification of the North-West Semitic Dia 

Jects of the Biblical Period,"” ctc. Proceedings, Ninth World Congessof Jowish Stdie, 
Jerusalem, 1988, Pane Sesions: Hebrew and Aramatic, 41-51. 
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at the same time using plausible suggestions prudently. The second 
point to be made pertains to the poetic, or *“parallelistic” quality of 
these texts. L have, of course, corrected the format I initially present- 
ed wherever new information relevant to the positioning and spac- 
ing of the inscribed fragments has so indicated. And yet, I find the 
parallelistic alignment highly suggestive and I recommend it to 
others. 

Tintend to discuss Combinations T and IT in tandem, and then 
deal with the relationship between them. I am intrigued by Emile 
Pukci’s suggestion that where we again encounter red ink, in line 
17 of Combination II, we may have the beginning of a new unit, 
possibly setting forth the functions of the diviner, in the form of a 
manual 

As T see it, Combination 1 is comprised of four identifiable 
sections: 

1) Lines 1-3: the introduction of Balaam; the report of his visita- 
tion by gods who reveal to him a vision uttered by E1. There follows 
arhetorical dialogue between Balaam and his associates in which he 
announces what has been disclosed to him. 

2) Lines 5 (end) ~7: What Balaam saw and heard from EI's mes- 
sengers. Some gods and Shadday-beings convened . council 
(mwtd = mo‘ed) and issued a decree against a goddess, who, by 
my interpretation, is Shagar-we-Ishtar, whose name is written out 
fully in line 14. She s ordered to produce celestial darkness by cover- 
ing the heavens with dense cloud. She is told never to raise her voice 
again. 

3) Lines 7 (near end) ~ 10: A depiction of desolation and wilderness, 
with birds shrieking and wild animals fecding frecly. The implica- 
tion is that where domestic animals had formerly been tended, wild 
animals now reign. 

4) Lines 10 (ear end) - 16): Beginning with the words: m‘w muwsr 
““Heed admonition!”, this poorly preserved section almost defies in- 
terpretation. We will defer any attempt to identify its meaning until 
first engaging the beter preserved, three sections which precede it 
in Combination I. 

Ilack a new contribution to each and every section of Combina- 
tion L Asa matter of interpretation, I now intend to agree with those 
who find in Section 3 an uninterrupted list of birds and animals, and 
reluctantly surrender the tempting but less likely reading nks wyrh 
““distress and trouble” for the more likely bny nss wsdh ‘young fal- 
cons and the owl.”” 
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Following is my proposed rendition of Section 2, about which T 

will have the most to say in the context of Combination I: 
tpry skry imym 65 
ky m hik wl ngh 
Com wl sir 
by thby b 60 Bk 
wl they d “im 
“*Sew up, block up the heavens with dense cloud, 
So that darkness be there, not brilliance; 
Darkness and not bristling (?): 
‘That you may instll dread, in the density of darkness, 
And may you never raise your voice again!” 

May I call your attention to the recent publication by E. Reier 
and D. PixoReE of parts of the Babylonian omen series, Enuma Anu 
Enlil (EAE).? When we examine the protases and apodoscs, and the 
terms of reference recurring in these omen texts, representative of 
an Old Babylonian tradition, but undoubtedly the work of carly, 
first millennium scribes in their preserved form, we gain insight into 
the ominous diction of this section of Gombinat 

First, a word about the visibility, or shining of stars, in general 
Contrast the following entries: 

a) (EAE, 50-51: IIL: 15~ 16): 

  n 1   

MUL.MES nam-ru ana 1v.21.GA 
MUL.MES SARMES-Au ana 2110 
““Bright stars are for the rising of wind; 
Scintillating stars (napi) are for the rising of wind.” 

b) (EAE, 50-51: TII:18): 
MUL.MES DUL.LA ana 1.3UB.5A 

  

““Veiled stars (katm) arc for abated wind.” 

Rising wind ({ibu) signals rain, which is a good forecast. (cf., EAE, 
50-51: IV:10~ 11,13). The Akkadian verb Aatdmu is suggestive, be- 
cause it variously refers to veiling, or covering by means of a gar- 
ment, as well as to covering the sky with dust, smoke, or fog (CAD 

5 E. Rewex, D. Pivonss, The Venss Table of Amisaduga, Babplonian Planetary 
Omens; 1, (Bibliotheca Mesopotamica, Volume Two), Vol. One, and Jdem.,, Babylonian 
Planetary Omens, 3, Enuma Ana Enll (EAE), Tablets 50-51, Malibu, CA: Undena, 
1975 and 1981 
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K, s.v.). This wide range of meanings for Akkadian katimu may 
clarify usage of the verb - “‘to sew” in the Deir Alla text. Af- 
terall, we read in Hebrew poetry of the heavens depicted as a tent- 
flap, and as thin cloth. Thus, Isa. 40:22: 

hanniteh kaddiq Samdyim 
wayyimihém kiihel     
““Who spread out the heavens like gauze, 
Stretched them out like a tent for dwe 

Or Pss. 104:2; 

  

ich %ir kasiamih 
niteh Tamdyin kayyériSah 

  

   ““You wrapped yourself in light like g 
Spread out the heavens like a tent-flap.’ { 

  

Yet another Akkadian verb of interest is aramu *‘to streich, or 
place a membrane, skin, or layer of metal over an object.” The fol- 
lowing protases are instructive: 

4) [itar 9:4, and duplicates 
[Gumma] I3t ina pan Satti 5-i-tam dr-mat 
“If in the spring of the year, Ishar is cotered by a ‘membrane’ - 

b) Adad 112:14:7 

Summa expetu salimtu eldt Famé i-rim 

  

“If a black cloud covers the upper sky - 
A third Akkadian verb that s suggestive for the interpretation of 

our text is adaru *'to obscure,” usually occurring in the stative, in 
the omen texts. Cf., EAE 50~51: Il:7c: 

DIL.BAT ina 1TLAPIN a-dir 
““Venus in month VIII is obscured. 

Itis significant that in Akkadian, derived forms of the verb adiru, 
such as adirtu, for instance, mean both “darkness’ and “‘misfor- 
tune, calamity.”” 

The point to be made is that Mesopotamian omen literature uses 
comparable diction to that of the Deir “Alla inscriptions, and to            ¢ Apud CAD A TL 2 
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    that of the Hebrew Bible, in describing celestial phenomena. We are 

warranted in concluding, in literary terms, that the diction of omen 
literature of various sorts resonates in the Deir ¢Alla inscriptions, 
and helps us t0 establish their meaning. 

At some risk, T would like to comment on the still uncertain read- 
ing sinf in line 7, which by virtue of its parallel position should, I 
think, constitute an antonym to “m, and consequently, should 
connote “‘light””, in some sense. The reading “fm is pretty well ac- 
cepted, though the interpretation of this vocable is sill being debat- 
ed. A relationship to Akkadian efi (adj.) “*dark”” (and related forms) 
is surely logical, but it s less certain how to explain the final Men 
of m. Others derive 4m from other roots, while agreeing on the 
meaning “‘darkness.”” 

Now, if the reading sinis viable, then this vocable may be related 
to Hebrew-Aramaic s-m-r (cf. s-m-r), *‘to bristle, stand up like hais, 
nails, etc.”. (Pss. 119:20, Job. 4:15, and in Late Hebrew). It may 
be relevant that Sumerian MuL.MuL “stars” at times refers (o the 
Pleiades, and has the Akkadian value zappu *“the Briste”, in that 
context.’ The point is that visible features of heavenly bodies can be 
referred to as ““bristling.” 

While I am discussing the diction of celestial omens, T would like 
to call attention to a series of consecutive entries in EAE 50 =51, 
1V:65 regarding the astral “profile’” we might say, of Ishtar-Venus. 
T do not fully understand these entries but I sense their relevance: 

    

DIL.BAT ina WTV.50.A 1G1-ma zik-rat 
MUL.SAL.A. KE, 01 NAM.SAL.TUK ana US.Me8 ul-lu-di 
DIL.BAT ina AT,k 161-ma in-ni-sat   

  The Star of Men is for pestilence. 
Venus is seen in the West ~ she is male. 
The Star of Women is for taking a wife [ .. for giving birth to males. 
Venus is seen in the East - she is female.” 

‘These statements express the Ishtar-Venus astral synthesis where- 
by the aspect of fertility associated with Ishtar is fused with the 
aspect of celestial brilliance. Ishtar-Venus is hermaphroditic, and 
her female aspect i that of fertility, whereas the male aspect is nega- 

50 10 speak. 

  

tive’, “anti-life,” 

5 See CAD Z, s.v. zappu
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Isee nodichotomy, therefore, between Ishtar as depicted in ‘“The 
Descent of Ishtar,” whose incarceration in the netherworld, and ab- 
sence bring all human and animal fertility to a halt on the one hand. 
and the astral phenomenology, on the other. The fusion expressed 
in the omens clarifies the composite, divine name ggr wtr, as it 
was originally explained by Prof. HoFTijzer, as expressing the hypo- 
stasis of fertility conveyed by the verb i-g-r “'to issue, give birth.”” 

Usage of the noun Afft (or: At = Hebrew hat) ‘“dread"” in the Deir 
“Alla texts correlates well with the biblical diction, as we read in 
Jer. 10:2: 

a4t halimdyim al (it 
iy yéhattu haggdyim méhémah 
“And do not be in dread of the celestial omens, 
Let the nations be in dread of them!” 

  

The above analysis of Section 2 raises the question of the profes- 
sional roles attributed to Balaam in Combination I. In Syro- 
Mesopotamian magical literature, such roles are more clearly desig- 
nated by official titles and classifications, although inevitable over- 
lapping of functions, and the common utilization of practices are 
also evident there. 

Whereas the vision of cclestial darkness, as it is expressed, recalls 
the functions of the biblical mdnén *‘cloud-observer,” a term 
often occurring together with gésém *“diviner,” (actually used with 
reference to Balaam in Jos. 13:22; cf., Deut. 18:10,14), Balaam’s 
relationship, both to the gods and to his listeners makes him a verita- 
ble hizeh, a function also mingled with that of the gdsém in biblical 
literature, as we read in Micah 3:6-7: 

lakén liylih likem métizin 
wakhiiakih likem miggesem 
°ah hissemes ol hanndhi 
wigidar “ilighem hayyim 
“It shall be night for you without visions 
And darkness for you without divination. 
The sun shall set over the prophets, 
And daytime shall be darkened for them. 

  

6 

What I find poignant here is the suggestion that false prophets rely 

61 have taken liberty with the Masoretic pointing, to render the reading 
smoother 
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on a starlit sky and celestial omens, and that they will be sorely dis- 
appointed! 

Reference to the verb f-z-4 brings me back to line 1 of Combina- 
tion 1, in section 1 of my outline. T continue to insist that the title 
hzh (= hzeh) oceurs there, and find difficulty with assuming a rela- 
tive clause % hzh >lin for independent reasons. Taking A as an ex- 
clamation before a verb in the consecutive tense, wy’tw, strikes me 

as jarring, stylistically. The problem of where the red ink ends has, 
I have been informed, been solved by measuring the lengths of those 
lines wherein it appears. The red ink, it seems, reaches to precisely 
one-halfof the length of the line, and resumes right below, extending 
over the second half of the second line. It may have no syntactic im- 
plications at all. Although we have in Exod. 24:11b: wayehézi et 
hailihim “They beheld God” (cf., ibid., vs. 10), the diction of 
Deir “Alla suggests that the object of f-z-h is mhzh ““vision,”” as we 
read in line 1: fuwjyhs mhzh “He beheld a vision™ (cf., Num. 
24:3,16). I prefer, therefore, to sustain the titulary here, and I have 
already documented the emphatic syntax required to generate: °% 
hzh 2ln B> ““He is a divine seer’” (cf., Lev. 13:44, I Kings 13:26, 
Zech. 13:5). T should also mention that m (= Hebrew maii@ 
““forensic vision”) serves as the direct object of the verb A-z-h in 
biblical diction (Hab 1:1, Lament. 2:14). 

To continue the discussion of roles, it is clear that Balaam is prin- 
cipally a hizeh in the Deir “Alla text by virtue of the fact (a fact ob- 
taining whether or not we can agree on the syntax of line 1), that he 
beheld and heard divine visions. These visions, in addition (o in- 
forming him of the “‘actions’” (#°lt) of the divine mu<d, also in- 
cluded a depiction of celestial darkness strongly reminiscent of Syro- 
Mesopotamian celestial omens, some specifically relevant to Ishtar- 
Venus herself. Whereas we might say that omens appear as auto- 
matic, impersonal and objective, the spirit of Balaam’s visions cx- 
presses divine will and authority. This raises a question endemic to 
the relation between astrology and religion, namely, the role of the 
gods (or of God), in determining the position of the stars and the 
other heavenly bodies. In biblical literature this question was finally 
answered in Isa. chapter 40, a product of exilic times. But the power 
of gods, individually and collectively, to assign the heavenly bodies 
to various positions, and to darken them by eclipse and by means 
of clouds, was hardly an exclusively monotheistic notion! 

Second 3 in my outline of Combination T appears to me to be part 
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of Balaam’s transmission, and in the context of omen literature, 
functions as an apodosis of sorts. Celestial darkness, as a punish- 
ment for some acts by the goddess Shagar-we-Ishtar, means that 
there will be desolation in the land. This situation is predicted, or 
projected, somewhat symbolically, somewhat realistically. At the 
very beginning of the effort to interpret Deir “Alla, Prof. Horr- 
yzex had already cited the extensive biblical sources on the role of 
birds and wild animals in descriptions of disaster and desolation. T 
merely follow his lead in this matter. 

My understanding of lines 1~ 10 (near end) of Combination I, 
what Thave charted as Sections 1 - 3, may be summarized as follows: 
The 2lkn who appear to Balaam were sent by El to warn Balaam’s 
people of impending disaster. The prediction s expressed as an edict 
pronounced by a divine council (mwd) over the goddess, Shagar- 
we-Ishtar who has acted against some of the gods and who is being 
punished. Her punishment, projected in terms similar to the pro- 
tases and apodoses of Syro-Mesopotamian celestial omens, some 
pertaining to Ishtar, herself, equates darkness with desolation. The 
goddess s not permitted to shine. On earth this condition is drama- 
tized by reference to the frenzied movements and shrieking of birds 
and the abandonment of grazing land to wild animals. 

Before attempting to relate Section 4 to these first, three sections 
of Gombination I, permit me to comment that it should not sur- 
prise us when we encounter reflections, o versions of Syro-Meso- 
potamian genres in West Semitic languages such as Aramaic, 
Hebrew and regional dialects of various sorts. Long ago, W.F. AL~ 
BRIGHT noted a passage from the Neo-Assyrian utukké limniifi magical 
series, translated almost literally in an inscription from Arslan- 
Tash, composed in a West Semitic dialect.” In Ugaritic we have 
West Semitic renditions of Summa izbu omens. There should be no 
problem, historically or cultrally, in concluding that magical 
sources from the classical omen literature of Babylonia would be 
known in some form to eighth century B.C. E. writers on either side 
of the Jordan 

Now, let us turn to the last section of my outline, which I se 
beginning in line 10 with the words: Sn‘w musr g1y §gr w<in] 

    

  

  

7 Sce W.F. Auswicnr, BASOR 76, 1939, 5-11 
8 See the contributions of A. Hexoxw, 

Ras Shamra™ in Ugarica VII, Paris; 1975, **P 
    extes alphabétiques de 

ages” pp. 4463 
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(pace, Pugch and others, who divide the text in different ways). How 
shall we read this statement? To me, there is a symmetry between 
this statement, and the one in line 13, below: wimcw hrin mn rha, 
which I translate: *‘Hear incantations from afar!”” I therefore trans- 
late the former, opening statement ‘‘Heed admonition!”” At this 
point, a real difference in possible interpretations arises, one which 
could affect our overall understanding of how Section 4 relates o the 
first three sections of Combination I, as I have outlined them. 

a) ““Heed the admonition of the adoersaries of Shagar-we-Ishtar. 
b) ““Heed admonition, ok adversaries of Shagar-we-Ishtar!”” 
Option (a) bids the listeners obey the admonitions of the enemies 

of the goddess, whom I take t0 be the gods and Shadday-beings of 
the inimical mutd. The adversaries would be the admonishers! 
Option (b) makes someone else the admonisher, and bids the ene- 
mies of the goddess obey the admonition 
Who is the speaker? To me, it makes better sense to regard 

Balaam as the speaker, and to posit that his oration simply con- 
tinued. Balaam would be doing what he is best known for in biblical 

ion—he would be pronouncing execrations, if my reading of 
line 13 is deemed preferable to a reference to the deaf (4ériin). This 
model suggests that Balaam is attacking the adversaries of the god- 
dess. After all, he is severely distressed to hear that an edict has been 

' issued against her. He is depicted in Section 1 as empathizing 

   

  

tra 

   

strongly with “‘his people” (k) and eager to warn them of im- 
pending disaster. It would be in character for him to attempt to de- 
fend his people by rescuing their goddess 

Twish I could be more certain of the contents of Section #. In line 
14 we read clearly wkl fzw gqn which likely means: *“And all beheld 
acts of oppression.” But I question the syntactic analysis which 

| makes the goddess, whose name appears fully, the object of a poss 
sive construction: ““And all beheld the oppression of Shagar-we- 
Ishtar.” The author of the Deir “Alla texts knew how to express 
the masculine plural construct in normal ways. More likely, the 
name fgr wtr begins a new clause in line 14, relating something 
about the goddess, herself. 

AllT can offer is the observation that cultic and magical activities 
are being carried on in Section 4. In line 11, we have two profes- 
sional ttles: rght mr **perfumer(s) of myrrh,” and khnh “‘priestess.”” 
Nobody disputes kink, and I prefer a tile, rather than an active par- 
ticiple for rght (., Hebrew hdragyah in Neh. 3:8, and feminine plural 
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raggahétin 1 Sam. 8:13). Much less obvious are such possible terms 
as hkmn ““skilled practitioners,” Snyh *‘oracle” (rather than “‘poor 
woman') and A% *‘craftsman,” whether n >2r gm means “‘bearer 
of an offering in a horn,” or: *‘bearer of a horned belt,” is, of 
course, uncertain, as is the sense of min >zm nearer the end of the 
section. 

Some have argued that in ancient Near Eastern myth and magic 
diviners could not take on the gods, or act against them, and that 
Balaam would not be given an heroic role of this kind in the Deir 
€Alla inscriptions. What we have here is something more complesx: 
El, the supreme god of the Deir ¢Alla inscriptions, acts to warn 
the people, through Balaam, of impending disaster. That disaster 
was decreed by a mutd or other gods. There s, therefore, conflict 
among the gods, themselves, and in championing the cause of the 
goddess Shagar-we-Ishtar, Balaam is aligning himself with El and 
his messengers against the inimical gods of the mu<d. 

Let us now turn to Combination IT. 
T would like to pursue the suggestion I first made, that ngr in the 

second Combination means “‘corpse,” based on a comparison with 
Isa. 14:19: Kénéser nicab ““like abhorrent carrion,” parallel in se- 
quence to kieger milbis *‘like a trampled corpse.” I once mentioned 
a cognate Aramaic-Syriac vocable néyl#’. JoAnn HAGKETT ques- 
tioned my interpretation by noting that in Aramaic, the postulated 
phoneme Dod, required to produce the Deir cAlla term ngr, would 
not be represented by Sadz in the Aramaic dialects. Upon further 
examination, 1 discovered that lexicographers had, indeed, con- 
fused the situation, and that Aramaic nésla” was actually a variant 

of another verb n-z-{ *‘to flow, run,”” and was irrelevant to my dis- 
cussion. It turns out that all of the relevant forms I have considered 
are Hebrew, where postulated Dod is often realized as Sadé, after all. 

Anote in the New Jewish Version of Isa. 14:19 refers the reader 
to posteexilic nigel “‘putrefying flesh, or blood,” as justification for 
not rendering néjer as *“offshoot,”” by extension *‘scion, offspring”” 
(cf., Tsa. 11:1). Context alone would recommend positing two 
vocables: 

  

  

  

  

1) néger 1 *“offshoot,” cognate to the Arabic verb nadara “to be verdant, 
o shine, grow.” 
2) néjer 11 “carrion, dead flesh,” a phonetic variant of post-biblical 
Hebrew neyel, and cognate to the Arabic verb nagala “to pull back, tear 
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off,”” as is said of “‘drawing a sword or selecting an arrow from the 
quiver”; ““to extract.”®    

Let us examine the Late Hebrew form, nésel, also written ndsdl. In 
Mishnah, Nazir 7:2 (also >Ahilot 2:1). This word appears in a clear 
context: 

““Over which sorts of impurity is the Nacirite required to shave (Num 
6:81.)? Over a corpse, over the equivalent of an olive from a corpse, 
over the equivalent of an olive of résel and over a large, ladle-full of 
bloodied soil.” 

The law of Numbers 6 provides that if a Nazirite accidently comes 
into contact with a corpse during the term of his vow, he must begin 
all over again, shave and bathe, etc. What constitutes a sufficient 
substance to interrupt his votive term? Not only a corpse or a part 

of one, we are told, but also négel and bloodied soil. The Talmud of 
Jerusalem, ad loc., Nazir 9:2 explains néiel as follows: *“What is a 
‘égel? Flesh from a corpse which has become detached (Hebrew senut- 
tag) and [bloody] liquid that has congealed. 

There are, in fact additional Late Hebrew forms derived from the 
root n-g-1. There is a fe 

(cf., MAtMONIDES, Code, Terumot 11: 
of rotten parts of priestly gifts.”) 

But, we need not venture so far because I identify another biblical 
form akin to néer of Isa. 14:19, and refer you to Isa. 49:6: 

  

  ine form fiesiilah *‘refuse, what is cast off’” 

: ““The waste-product (néflet) 

  

waydPmer: nigil mikyiti liy ebed Whigim >t bty Yisa'd 
inginty (Qere: ndsiry) Yistioal 1 

  

“Is it of s0 little import that you act as my servant, to reconsiitute 
the tribes of Isracl, and to bring back the castoffs of Isracl?” 

Usually, fiesiréy/néstiréy has been derived from the verb n-s-r “‘to 

guard,” and this verse has been interpreted with reference to pris- 
oners and captives. Some have suggested, and I agree, that we 
actually have a vocable deriving from the same root as néger “‘car- 

rion, corpse.” The unifying factor is that of *‘detachment,” said of 

9 See Inw Maxzur, Lisin al-‘arab Beirut 1956 v. 2 p. 663, s.v. Nadale. Stem 
tanaddala means: “[10 remove] a sword from its scabbard,” and the same meaning 
s atested for the dialectal variant enasala. Stem V also has the extended connota- 
tion “10 get out of something,” as o get out of  sin or evil deed. I am indebied 
to my colleague at New York Universiy, Prof. Michael Caxte, for directing me 
0 this reference, 
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dead, putrefying flesh, and of abandoned, or exiled human beings. 
The context of the servant passage certainly suggests this because in 
the continuation, Isracl is characterized as follows: libzih-nepes 
liméti“b giy—""to the despised person, to the abhorred nation.” 
Here, the cast-off is mitsab, whereas in Isa. 14:19, carrion is 
nifab! 

1 prefer this interpretation to concluding that ngr means *“descen- 
dant,” and/or that Combination I depicts child sacrifice. The af- 
finitics to Isaiah, chapter 14, are in my opinion, compelling, as is 
the similarity of diction between our text and “The Descent of 
Ishtar.” This persuades me that in Combination Il we have a corpse 
languishing in Sheol; more precisely in a necropolis, or netherworld 
(byt Clmn) built by El, himself. 

The question now poses itself as to whether Combination II fol- 
lows topically upon Combination I, or to put it another way: Arc 
both Combinations speaking of Balaam, or of the same prediction? 

1 am grateful to André Lematke and to Emile Pueck for their 
painstaking atiempts to resolve this question by reconstructing the 
physical position of the fallen plaster fragments within the structure 
at Deir “Alla where they were discovered 

According to Lewaire, Combinations I and II were written on 
plastered surfaces lateral to each other, and for this reason, as well 
as for others based on content, we need not conclude that the two 
Combinations are topically related to each other. According to 
Pukch and others, the two Combinations stood above and below 
each other, more preciscly—Combination I was below Combina- 
tion I, in the same column, and was sequential to Combination L1 

These discussions have re-opened the overall question of the rela- 
tionship between the two Gombinations. 

We would do well to re-examine the readable content of Combi- 
nation IL. I find only two clues to an oracular function, and the 
pronouncement of exccrations that might suggest that the corpse of 
Combination II (or the scion, for that matter) is, indeed, Balaam. 
At the present time, the name of Balaam cannot be read with any 
assurance in Combination 11, and there is no readable clause or 
group of words where this name is required, or where its absence can 
be assumed. The two clues I find are as follows 

    

   

10 A, Lewatne, ““La disposition originelle des Inscriptions sur Plitre de Deir 
“Alla”, Sudi Epigrafc ¢ Linguistic (SEL), 3,1986, 79-93. Also see E. Pusc, 
“‘Admonitions de Balaam", ctc. Le Monde dela Bibl, 46, 1986, 36-38. 
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1) in line 911 read: 
AEsh bk bty 
2w mlkh btk 

Toriginally translated as follows, and I see no problems with this 
translation now: 

   

  

“Ifit i for counsel, no one will consult you! 
O for his advice, no one will take counsel!” 

         
        

    
       

        

   

                                

     

2) The second clue comes in I 
WP spr dir Emb 
& L U /it 
wmlgh *mr 

e 17    

““—To know how to transmit an oracle to his people, 
You have been judged for your speech, 

1 And [banned] from pronouncing words of execration.’ 

   ‘The sense may be that someone has been deprived of the gifts of 
the diviner, thus reinforcing the suggested meaning of line 13, as 
pertaining to one such as Balaam. If, however, Puec is correct that 

| line 17 begins a new unit, this passage would lose its relevance for 
| defining the relationship between Combinations I and II. We would 

then be left solely with the statement in line 13, which could just as 
well be understood as part of the generally moribund description of 
the netherworld, where the dead never sense emotion or perform 
any useful function! 

T now seriously doubt that Combination IT i topically sequential 
to Gombination I, which is to say that it should be understood as re- 
counting the assignment of Balaam to Sheol as punishment for his 
actions performed in Combination I; or that the contents of Combi- 
nation 1 relate to the goddess punished by the mud, or to celes- 
tial darkness and desolation. I agree with the analysis of Pugc, and 
with my own original hunch, that the introductory statements of 

| Combination I functioned as the general title of all that followed, in 
our two Gombinations, as well as in what might have been intended 
for other sections. What we have in the plaster inscriptions is a 
collection of Balaam’s orations, the spr of Balaam, son of Beor, 
who was a divine seer (hzh 2lin). It is not entirely clear how much 

of what Gombination I says about Balaam is part of the overall in- 
troduction to the spr. A conservative view would be that only the ini- 
tial statement served as the title: (zh/jsry) spr bl‘m br br s heh lin 
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“This is/ the admonition of the recorded collction of Balaam son 
of Beor; he s the divine seer!”” As is true of biblical collections of 
prophecies attributed to a single prophet, separate orations may 
cover a range of subjects. In our case, Combination I preserves one 
prophecy, and Combination I another, in which the netherworld is 
depicted in language reminiscent of Isaiah, ch. 14. 

There is, however, indication of what may turn out to be a further 
relationship between the two combinations, and I have already al- 
Iuded to it: The real link is expressed by the presence of El, and by 
descriptions of his acts, as found in both Combinations. In Combi- 
nation 1, it is EI's masi@ ““forensic vision” that is revealed to 
Balaam, and in Combination I, it is El who, afier sating himself 
with lovemaking, builds a netherworld which is then depicted so 
dramatically. The two combinations (and possibly additional in- 
scriptions) belonged near each other in the structure at Deir Alla, 
whatever its precise function was, because they were part of the EI 
sepertoire of Deir “Alla. El s a deity who shows concern for human 
beings; the preparation of a proper Sheol is also an act of concern! 
For me, this proposed literary provenance represents the most sug- 
gestive aspect of General Interpretation to have emerged. 
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Let me say first that it is a pleasure o be here and be asked to 
respond to the papers by Prof. Lewarre and Prof. Levine on the 
general interpretation of the plaster text(s). We have had two very 
different gencral interpretations offered to us today and I will 
respond to Prof. Levine’s first. 

Levine 

   

  

       
    

                      

     

   

            

I have greatly appreciated what Baruch Levine wrote in his two 
previous articles about Deir Alla: his explication of underworld 
language in his JAOS article of 1981, and his use of the ““Descent of 
Ishtar’” there; and his attempt to align Deir “Alld with pre- or 
post-Assyrian North sracl, and his suggestions about the °El cult 
in his article in the book Biblical Archatology Today. He is today, as 
he says, “discussing the diction of heavenly omens,"” and has again 
given us a great deal of useful information for comparison with the 
“diction”” of the Deir ‘Alla text. 

I was particularly pleased with Levine’s several approaches to the 
problem of “‘sewing up the heavens” in line 6 of the first combina- 
tion. I found the comparison to biblical passages that portray the 
heavens as a veil or a tent, some kind of cloth or garment, more help- 
ful than the comparison with the Akkadian katdmu; I have translated 
{pry *“sew up” without ever really understandingit, and now Levive 
has provided a context that makes sense of the Deir Alld com- 
mand. My foray into the Chicago Assyrian Dictionary, however, 
produced less satisfactory results than Levie’s paper led me to ex- 

He says, ““The Akkadian verb katamu is suggestive, because it 
variously refers to veiling, or covering by means of a garment, as 
well as to covering the sky with dust, smoke, or fog ... This wide 
range of meanings lends dlarity to [the] usage of the verb fpr ‘to sew” 
in the Deir ‘Alla text.”” katimu is, of course, defined as LEviNe 
says: first of all, *‘to cover with garments”’; and besides that, “to 
cover with dust, sand, [to cover] (the sky) with smoke, etc."” There 
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is a perfect opportunity here for passages that suggest combining 
those two definitions and covering the sky as with a garment, leaving 
us a garment in the heavens that might be equated with the sky or 
that might be sewn up. I think, in fact, we need to find that combina- 
tion for katimu to be useful to us. Otherwise, all we have is a verb that 
means “to cover,” sometimes with a garment and sometimes cover- 
ing the sky, but with no intrinsic connection implied between the 
“‘garment” part of covering with a garment, and the *‘sky” part of 
covering the sky. But in fact, none of the passages that the CAD 
quotes does precisely make that connection.2 I did not look beyond 
CAD and AHw, butin neither place were there any passages quoted 
with garments precisely in the heavens, or garments that were taken 
tobe the sky. The biblical passages were, however, as I said earlier, 
quite nice: the heavens stretched out like a tent (Isa 40:22) and like 
a tent-flap (Ps 104:2), and I do not think anyone has pointed them 
out before. 

Where Levin discusses the words m and smr I am less inter- 
ested because I do not read either of those words where he does, but 
T would make a minor point. MUL.MUL is not “the bristle”; it just 
means ““stars,” and was the Sumerian name for what we call the 
Pleiades. In Akkadian, zappu does mean *“the bristle”” and it is used 
of the Pleiades, but when yarra-hubullu equates the two, it does 
not equate MUL.MUL with all the meanings of zappu. It only equates 
them when zappu means the Pleiades. When zappu means cone or 
bristle, there are completely different Sumerian equivalencies for 
appu 

Let me move on to LevNE's suggestions about the section im- 
‘mediately following the direct address to a goddess, and continuing 
until the end of what we have of Combination 1. LeviNe suggests 
that the command to the goddess and the *“birds” section serve as 
asortof protasis and apodosis, placing Combination I in the context 

  

2 A sampling of the passages cited in CAD K 300 include: o cover (the sky) 
th smoke, etc.”: the wide extent of the sky was covered (by the dust) as by a heavy 

/g OIP 2 44v 59 (Senn.); a red cloud arose and covered a red cloud CT 23 37:63 

  

(inc.)s i th sky] is covered snd the south wind blows ACh Samad 2:2; 1 covered 
{his province ke heavy evening clouds TCL3 253 (Sar.); 1 covred this city ike 
acloud Lic Sar. 211; you Samas cover (everyihing) like fog Lambert BWL 128:39; 
When you (Sama) rise thestas of the sy are oushone [kaum] for th entire day 
KAR 105:5; Hislght covers all hecies ATK 1 24 . 11; Samas your torch covers 
the lands KAR 32:33 

5 CAD Z 49-50. 
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of the diction of omen literature. If I understand correctly, LEVINE's 
goddess, Shagar wa-Ishtar, is commanded to punish herself for 
some outburst by sewing up the heavens, covering them with a 
cloud, and instilling dread in her people, the folks of Deir Alla. 

on, the “if”” clause. This is the “protasis” of LEvINE's interpreta 
““If the heavens are sewn up, and the skies covered with cloud, 
There follows the apodosis, the *‘then’” clause: Levine says, *[this 
section] appears to me to be part of Balaam's transmission, and in 
the context of omen literature, functions as an apodosis of sorts.” 
This apodosis begins: *“Because’” (the word is &7, which seems an 
odd way for an apodosis to begin)—‘because’" animals and birds 
will do all sorts of odd things. He describes this section, as I have 
also, following McCARTER, as a sort of *‘reversals”” passage, 5o that 
some sort of ideal order is being violated. This is not to say that the 
violations are unheard of. T once published the opinion that a small 
bird’s chasing a large bird would be “unnatural,” a reversal of the 
natural order, but since that time I have moved away from the city 
to the countryside, just outside Boston, and I have seen more birds 
than I saw in many years of living in cities. I can testify that there 
is nothing at all ““unnatural”” in small birds’ chasing large ones 
pecially in the nesting season, but such a sight might still have 
scemed a reversal of the most common order. After all, even living 
i cities, one sces the sun covered by clouds; there is nothing un- 
natural about that, but it could certainly be seen as *‘ominous,” as 
Levine has documented, and as a reversal of the way things should 
be. I think perhaps our use of our own language on this interpretive 
point (certainly in my case, anyway) has made difficult a fairly sim- 
ple line of thought. 
Atany rate, I find Levine’s protasis/apodosis language less il 

luminating of this portion of Gombination L. Much rides on exactly 
what the ki toward the end of 1,7, means: the & just before the 
“birds” section is a crux of interpretation, and Prof. Hortijze will 
address this issue also. Saying that I find the protasis/apodosis lan- 
guage unsatisfying is just another way of restating that I think the 
ki of line seven gives the reason for the covering of the sky and not the 
consequences of that covering. The most obvious reading of K suggests 
that the following clause is causal, of course,* and after all, it is not 

  

    

  

  

  

4 As do the verb forms. I read the verbs 
of prefix-conjugations and suffix-conjugations, although all but two of my suffix 

the section following the K as a series   
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any more authentic to have a scene of chaos represent the desolation 
aflr the punishment than it is to have chaos and the crossing of per- 
ceived natural boundaries represent the rason for divine anger. The 
early stories in Genesis are proof enough of that. 

For me, one of the least satisfying of LEviN’s translations s his 
“‘Hear incantations from afar!” in line 13. Several of us have trans- 
lated *“the deaf hear from afar’” or some such. The deaf hearing 
from afar is such a lovely and sensible phrase, in context, and why 
incantations should come from afar eludes me. But the deaf hearing 

does not fitinto Lievine s interpretation at this pointin Combination 
1, because Levine (and others?) breaks off the *‘chaos’ section in 
line 10 and sees the rest of Combination I, as far as we can make 
any sense of it, as a warning addressed to the Shadday-gods, who 
are in Levine’s reading the enemies of his goddess. Let me address 
several issues that come together here in this section 

T have said before, in response to a different paper at a different 
conference, that I find the parallelism of lines 5/6 of Combination 
1 compelling: ““The */lahin gathered together, the Saddayyin took 
their places as the assembly.” That has always looked to me as 
though the *Ilihin and the Saddayyin are the same group, especially 
inlight of the most likely reading further back in line 5, again paral- 
lelistic: “‘Sit down! I will show you what the Saddal yyin] (almost cer- 
tainly) [have done, or some such]; Come, see the works of the 
>Ilahin!” T would simply caution against secing two scparate and 
warring groups of gods here. And as long as we are on the subject 
of gods, T think it is also risky to interpret the words fgr.u<3tr in 
line 14 as a divine name. The context is not merely broken: it is 

  

    

conjugations could also be read as participles. If one reads the lincs following the 
direct address o the goddess as one section, there i atleast one suffx-conjugation 
init, Argt i line 15, and many of us read several more. One alternative reading 
would be to fit the sufix-conjugation(s) into a sort of “prophetic perfect,” i.c., 
“things that will most certainly have happened,” in order to make the 4f passage 
represent what will o on after LEvINg's goddess is punished and as a consequence 
of that punishment. Levive’s interpretation divides these lins into two sections, 
with the result that hgrgis not part of his *‘apodosis.” He reads the possible suffix- 
conjugation verb forms in his “apodosis”” a3 participles or s nouns. 1 find it casier 
0 take ths picce as one longer section, and to translate such a serics of verbs as 
habituals and perfects, or perhaps even present tense for the ones that might be. 
pariciples, that s, things that are happening or have been happening. 

5 Eg., ). Horrijzen in ]. Horrizes and G. vax per Kooy, Aramaic Texts fiom 
Deir “Alla (Leiden: Bril, 1976) 179, 209; H. and M. Weiprexcr, * Dic ‘Bileam” 
Inschrif von Tell Dér “All," ZDPY 9 (1982) 98, 105 
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broken and utterly confusingat the same time. I grant that the name 
of the goddess who s addressed in this section begins with 7or §, but 
there is no room for the entire double name in line 6. One might sug- 
gest filling in just the first half, §¢r], as some have, but this is a god- 
dess we know virtually nothing about, and 5o appealing to her here 
has never been very satisfying. Perhaps she will turn out to be the 
West Semitic seamstress-god, and will it in to our text perfectly 

Several scholars’ readings,® as well as LeviNe's, propose in one 
or two places in lines 7 and following, that we should read a list of 
nouns rather than a mixture of nouns and verbs. For instance, 
Levine readsinlines 7-9: *‘For the swift and crane will shrick insult 
to the cagle, and the voice of vultures will resound.”” So far we have 
real sentences. Then we have: *‘young falcons and the owl, the 
chicks of the heron and the sparrow, a cluster of eagles, pigeons and 
birds of ... (broken). To use LEVINE's own words in another con- 
text, I find this absolutely “jarring”: in the middle of a perfectly 
reasonable narrative with subjects and verbs, we have a long list of 
birds and no possibility of an explanation or much of an introduc- 
tion. There is a lacuna between the sentences and the list, but it 
could only contain about 5 letters. What precisely i this list doing 
here? Why opt for a list anyway, when we can easily make verbs out 

of two of those birds and have real sentences instead of an uncon- 
nected list? I would make the same complaint about all those profes- 
sional titles further down in Combination I (lines 11-12). Because 
itis possible to read several of the combinations of letters as magical 
tides, Levine? has presented us with another st that continues 
even through at least one and perhaps two rather large lacunae. 
Again, why prefera list, no matter how conveniently magical, when 
you can just as casily translate sentences that make sense, especially 
in tandem with the earlier “chaos”” passage of birds and animals? 
My own preference is for sentences. 

Baruch Levine and I have gone round and round about ngr in 
Combination I1. I believe 1989 is the 10th anniversary of our first 
conversation about it. And I am afraid I will have a few remarks to 
make on this occasion also. 

  

  

  

© Eg.,]. Hormyzes, o. cit, 179-80; E. Pueck, “Le texte ‘ammonite’ de Deir 
€Alla: Les admonitions de Balaam (premitre parcc),” La Vie d la parole de A 
cie au Nouseau Testament: Etudes d et et & herméneutique bidliguesofferes & Pirre Gre 
ot (Paris: Descléc, 1967) 359; H. and M. Werppear, op. cit., 103 

7 See also J. Horrizes, op. cit, 160.
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Leving begins by pointing us to the New Jewish Version English 
translation of the Bible at Isa 14:19. They translate: *“While you 
were left lying unburied, like loathsome carrion, like a trampled 
corpse ... The Hebrew word that is here translated “carrion”” is 
néger. The editorial note at ““carrion’” says: *‘So several ancient ver- 
sions; cf. postbiblical néel, ‘putrefying flesh or blood.”” Levine 
wants to use this verse in Isaiah, where it is possible that néer should 
be translated as a word parallel to corpse, to justify his translation 
““corpse” for ngr in Deir “Alla Combination 1L 

First of all, while the NJV translators are correct to point to the 
ancient versions for justification of their rendering “carrion” (some 
Greck versions have vexpog), they are on shakier ground when they 
point to Mishnaic négel. There are a few instances of //interchanges 
in Hebrew and Aramaic, but they are rare and hardly a solid foun- 
dation for anew translation. The ancients who translated néjer *‘car- 
rion” did so, I would think, because they knew a word néger that 
meant carrion; or because they, like the NJV translators, felt the 
context required it; or because they read, or corrected to, néfel. 
Other versions read, or corrected to, népel—*‘abortion.”” There is 
some possibility that this proposed *carrion”” néger later evolved into 
Mishnaic négel, but that is a linguistically shaky suggestion. 

On the idea of etymologizing Mishnaic néiel from the root *n-4-1, 
nadalain Arabic, I would simply say that that Arabic root looks sus- 
picious tome. Iassume Prof. LeviNe found it in one or more diction- 
aries, and I found it in one also, listed as confused with nagala, just 
as LEVINE reports. But a mix-up in Arabic does not provide an ety- 
mology for a Northwest Semitic word, in the first place, unless it 
bespeaks a mix-up in Proto-Semitic. Secondly, Arabic dictionaries 
have been known to lie—that is, to get information from a badly 
pointed manuscript, with the result that new roots appear, or new 
meanings for roots, that never really existed. So one would want to 
consult an expert in Arabic manuscripts to find out whether nadala 
probably ever meant much the same as nasala (dad and sid, of course, 
look the same in an unpointed manuscript), or whether that was a 
mistake in the dictionaries.® 

Furthermore, I stll would argue it is not prudent to re-ctymol- 

    

  

© Regardless of the result of such a search, the first point still holds, that a con- 
fusion in Arabic s not a confusion in Proto-Semitic and necd have no impact on   

a given Northwest Semitic dilect. 
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ogize Mishnaic néel. It has a perfectly good etymology in the tradi- 
tional one that takes it from *n-s-J, and I do not think the re- 
etymologizing is necessary to LEvINE’s argument. In other words, 
there s no reason not to suggest that Deir ‘Alld ngr meant 
““corpse,”” based on the passage in Isa 14:19 where a word ner 
seems to mean something ike *‘corpse” (and perhaps supplemented 
by Isa 49:6). T would say that translating ngr as “corpse,” in line 
with all the rest of the underworld language in Gombination I, is 
perfectly reasonable. I am only quibbling over the details. The trou- 
ble is that we do not know whether the ¢ in this proposed Hebrew 
néger (= corpse) would come from original dotted edh and so would 
be cligible as a cognate for Deir ‘Alld ngr. Any attempt to 
etymologize this néjer based on Mishnaic nésel, however, is probably 
ill-advised for LEVINE’s argument, and for two reasons: 1) the //in- 
terchange is rare in the first place; and 2) Mishnaic négel is most 
casily explained as from a root with original s, not original dotted 
edh. Original 5 would, of course, not yield g at Deir Alla. 

So that is the 1989 version of the Levine-HAGKETT ngr saga 
In a response of this kind, we seem always to concentrate on 

where we disagree and not on where we agree, 50 let me conclude 
my discussion of LEVINE’s paper by reiterating what I said at the be- 
ginning: that he has given us new information for understanding 
some of the more veiled passages in our inscription, and even more, 
he has made suggestions for interpretive contexts that help us to 
‘make sense of larger sections of the inscription, even when we do not 
fully understand their constituent parts. 

  

    

LeMatre 

As I turn to Prof. LemaiRe’s paper, I should point out that my re- 
‘marks are based on a three-page summary that was provided to me 
before the conference. 

Prof. LemaIRe was, of course, one of the first commentators on 
the plaster tex(s) from Deir ¢All3, publishing along with André 
Cagquor an article in Syria shortly after the appearance of the editio 
princeps, and he has been one of the most prolific commentators so 
his contributions o our understanding of Deir ‘Alla have been 
legion. We have all learned a great deal from his work, not only on 
the general interpretation of the inscription, his topic today, but on 
the details of placement of the plaster, on the grammar, and on the 
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possible function of the plaster inscription. I will comment briefly on 
just a few of the topics he has brought before us today, and, inevita- 
bly, I will concentrate on those topics where we disagree. 

My first observation is that T believe Prof. Lemamre has stretched 
the evidence too far in his attempt to see the Deir “Alla text 
emanating ultimately from the Aramean Kingdom of Damascus. 
The weakest link in this entire presentation is, to my mind, his 
theory, which he has presented more fully in other contexts, that the 
Deir “Alla text was necessarily copied word-for-word from a 
previously-existing red-bordered manuscript that was written in the 
dialect of Aram-Damascus of the 9th century or even carlicr. 
Lemare finds support for this speculation in the fact that the Deir 
CAlla text has a red border (among other characteristics), but T 
must say that this particular theory finds little to recommend it, and 
T am afraid I think it owes far too much to an attempt to find some 
story-line that would account for the odd dialect that the text is 
written in. That is to say, I think the agenda behind this particular 
speculation is not an attempt to explain the red border so much as 
it is an attempt to explain the odd dialect. Most are agreed that the 
writing of the inscription dates from the 8th century. Since, 
however, the dialect does not look quite like anything else we have 
in the 8th century, LEMAIRE’s answer is to propose that the dialect 
is, in fact, something else and, conveniently, he has chosen a some- 
thing clse that no one has ever seen—that is, a dialect of Aramaic 
carlier than any Aramaic we have yet found. Hence the necessity to 
assert that only a scribe with a red-bordered manuscript on his lap 
could have dreamed up the idea of putting a red border around a 
wall inscription. (A.R. MiLLaro® made what is to my mind the 
reasonable form of this suggestion by saying simply that the red- 
bordered inscription shows us ‘“how a column of Aramaic writing 
would have appeared on a papyrus or leather scroll”” in the same 
period.) Suggesting the text lookslike a papyrus manuscript or some 
such seems perfectly reasonable to me. Where I think LeMAIRE has 
gone too fars his suggestion that the plaster text is, therefore, a copy 
of a particular manuscript, and what is more, a very old manu- 
script.!% LeMatRe’s version of this explanation for the appearance 

    

pigraphic Notes, Aramaic and Hebrew,” PEQ 110 (1978) 25; se also “In 
Praise of Ancient Scribes,” BA 45 (1982) 14353, csp. 140, 

10 In response to this statement at the conference, Jonas GeenrieLo remarked 
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of the inscription, that we are in truth dealing with an Aramaic 
dialect in a manuscript either very old, or copied and recopicd in 
modern script but preserving the ancient spelling, has the advantage 
that it is materially impossible to disprove, but it has the disadvan- 
tage that it is on that account virtually impossible to set a boundary 
tosuch speculation beyond which we cannot reasonably go as scho- 
lars. There is no rigor, that s, no control. It is an argument of last 
resort, to be called upon only after every other avenue has been e 
hausted, and even then it is not really an explanation, but only a 
speculation. Even as an argument of last resort, it is vulnerable to 
an onslaught of new information: someone might find some Damas- 
cus Aramaic that dates from the 11th century and is already clearly 

      

that the scribe would have had in hand a “particular manuscript” that was copied 
onto the wall at Deir Alli T would, of course, agree and would restate my objec- 
on in the following way in light of GREENFIELD's comment: 

T assume, and 1 think most other commentators make the same unspoken as: 
sumption, that the scribe did not compose the Deir Al text while standing at 
the plaster wall, but rather copied the text onto the wall from a manuscript that was 
prepared ahead of ime. It is in that sense, then, inaccurate (o maintain as | did 
that the Deir CAlla inscription is not a copy of  ““particular manuscript.” But [ 
assume further that that particular manuscript was a practice manuscript, a copy 
of the story that was sketched out to fill the wallin question (or some combination 
of sketching to fi the wall and plastering o certain measurements so that the wall 
\was the appropriate siz for the text in question), and that care was taken ahead 
of ime to nsure that this mock-up manuscript was a grammaticall perfectand ele- 
‘gant version of the story that was ( be told 

Furthermore, the physical appearance of the Deir Al plaster inscription 
leads one to speculate that it might have been drawn to resemble the physical ap 
PR e e e period, as MituaRp suggested (see 

We have two reasonable assumptions, then: 1) that there was a mock-up 
‘manuscript from which the scribe worked while standing at the wall; and 2) that 
the physical appearance of the Deir ‘Alli inscription might suggest the physical 
appearance of a formal (papyrus) manuscript o the same time period. There is no 
evidence to suggest, however, that we should combine these two reasonable as- 
Sumptions and maintain that the Deir Al inscription’s appearance indicates 
that the manuscript the scribe must have copied from what was a particular formal 
(ot to mention ancient) manuscript with red borders and a sphinx. It s, in other 
wwords, an extra leap to combine the *formal-manuscript-appearance” assumption 
with the “practice mock-up manuscript”” assumption (o arrive at  theory that the 
Deir Al inscription was something on the order of a true copy of a formal (and 
old) manuscript that corresponded to the wallinscription in detail. It s possible to 
make ths final leap in one’s mind, of course, but it is not a step tha is necesary 
in order merely to explain the scrollfike appearance of the inscription; there is 
nothing about our cvidence here that compels . (Perhaps one should add that cven 
if the inseription were the copy of a particular formal manuscript, the age of that 
proposed manuscript would be impossible to guess.) 
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the Aramaic we know and love. What then? Does Deir “Alla have 
tobe pushed back to the 13th century or the 15th? It is undoubtedly 
aconservative dialect: it has no definite article, for instance. (I think 
‘most scholars have stopped using the alep’s in the first two lines of 
the inscription as the definite article. One can get the impression 
that the only things defined at Deir Alla were the lacunac.) Still, 
even to explain a conservative dialect, LeMAIRE’s suggestion fecls 
100 much like an admission of frustration and defeat, and I would 
prefer to look to more linguistically-oriented explanations of the dia- 
lect, a number of which I am certain we will hear before this con- 
ference is over. 

Twould also argue that Prof. LEmAIR has too quickly assigned the 
Deir ‘Alla narrative to the Damascus-Aramean cultural circle. In 
the summary that [ have, he writes that *a detailed historical study 
seems to reveal that, from the end of the 9th century till 732 B.C., 
Deir ‘Alla probably was essentially under the control of the Ara- 
mean kingdom of Damascus.” Baruch Levine’s *“detailed historical 
study” in his article in the book Biblical Archacolagy Today found 
enough evidence o assert that Aramean control was lost at points 
during the carly 8th century, especially during the reign of 
Jeroboam I of Israel, and the hedging in Lemare’s sentence is a 
tacit recognition of the same evidence. And we might suggest any- 
way that it does not stretch the imagination too much to believe that 
even during periods of sure Aramean hegemony, hegemony does 
not necessarily mean a wholesale giving up of a native culture in 
favor of one imported from Damascus so that every text found on 
the tell dating during this time period must be said to reflect what 
Lemaire calls “the Aram-Damascus literary heritage.” Levine and | 
Learre, like others, both point to the Aramaic inscriptions on a 
stone anda potsherd that are from the same level on the tell as imply- 
ing a connection between the plaster text and an Aramean culture. 
But Levare goes further and maintains, in fact, that the “‘book of 
Balaam" from Deir “Alla was part of what he calls the Aram- 
Damascus culture of Phase IX at Deir CAll3. 

Butsurely there is a problem here. Ifthe presence of bits of recog- 
nizable Aramaic serves as the evidence for administrative control 
from Damascus, as both LEMAIRE and Levie argue, then we 
presumably know what a document that is part of that cultural 
sphere would look like. It would look like the Aramaic being used 
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as evidence. The very fact that the plaster text does not look like that 
Aramaic, that an inseribed stone and potsherd have to be called 
upon to provide the evidence of real, regular Arameans at Deir 
CAllA, should logically push us in the direction of looking for some 
culture ofher than that of Aram-Damascus for the source of the ideas 
and mythology included in the text. But then LemaIRE would point 
us, I think, to the suggestion that the plaster text we have really was 
a very ancient story, written many years earlier in the dialect of 
Aram-Damascus at that time, with a red border, that was simply 
copied on the wall at Deir ‘Alla in the 8th century, in modern 
Transjordanian seript, so the people could read it, and with the red 
border dutifully reproduced. T understand that this narrative is 
probably the only way one can argue both that those sherds are the 
real Aramaic of Aram-Damascus of the 8th century and that the 
plaster text or the ideas in it come to Deir Alla from Aram- 
Damascus. But I have already said that I do not think this particular 
speculation should be allowed to stand. We really are basing a great 
deal on that red border, and the strain from carrying such a load is 
beginning to show. 

Finally, LEMAIRE’s reiterating the biblical evidence for Balaam as 
an Aramean gives, of course, a large part of the picture, but only 
a part. Those of us who have struggled with who various biblical 
authors believed Balaam (0 be have, of course, noted the evidence 
for his Aramean origin, but we have also duly noted that there is 
conflicting evidence. 

LEMAIRE points to the common Aramean use of “'seers” (the root 
h-z-), but let me close by saying that the occurrence of this word 
in relation to Balaam at Deir “Alla set my thoughts in another 

| direction. T am thinking here of Robert WiLson's discussion of 
Ephraimite vs. southern intermediaries. ! Two of the hallmarks of 
WiLson’s southern intermediary, or rather, of the way southerners 
described their intermediaries, are the reference to the intermediary 
as hizeh and the description of the oracle as masi@. Most of us 
see the word Azh in the first line of Combination I as referring to 
Balaam’s 
the second line of Combination I, as a word that defines the vision 
Balaam received. There is a very litle bit of evidence, then, that like 

    e, and many of us have suggested reading maséa   

1R WiLsox, Prophey and Scidy in Ancient Isee (Philadelphias Fortress, 1980) 
passim.
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the passages usually assigned to the ] writer in Numbers 2224, the 
Deir “Alla inscription offers a picture of Balaam as a ‘‘southern 
intermediary,”” that is to say, it paints Balaam in the same terms as 
the southern sources in the Hebrew Bible used to talk about inter- 
mediaries, according to WiLsox’s hypothesis. I am not arguing that 
Balaam was a Judahite; he clearly is not. Witsox's hypothesis sim- 
ply outlines the way Judahites talked about prophecy, the terms they 
used, and I am suggesting that the Deir “Alla plaster text uses 
some of these same terms. Why this should be true I do not know, 
and I do not think anyone has worked with WiLsox’s suggestions 
enough to say what it could mean about mutual cultural influence 
between some group at Deir ¢Alld and some others in the kingdom 
of Judah, and any others who might be involved, but T would sug- 
gest that this is a more fruitful area of future research than setting 
us all on the road to Damascus 
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    THE DIALECT OF THE DEIR ‘ALLA TEXTS 

P. Kyle McCarTer 

From point of view of language and dialect, the study of the plaster 
texts from Deir “Alla has led to two useful questions for scholarly 
debate. The first has to do with linguistic taxonomy. How is the 
dialect of the Deir “Alla texts to be classified with regard to the 
other Northwest Semitic languages? As we shall see, this has proved 
a difficult question to answer, because the language of the plaster 
texts displays features that resist easy classification into our cus- 
tomary categories. Itis this situation that has led to the second ques- 
tion. How are the linguistic peculiarities found in the plaster texts 
0 be explained? 

Let us turn first to the question of language classification. Where 
does the dialect of the Deir “Alla plaster texts stand within the cus- 
tomary division of the Northwest Semitic group into Aramaic and 
Canaanite? Although HorrijzeR categorized the dialect as Aramaic 
in the editio princeps (1976), he identified many features that are cus- 
tomarily thought of as distinctively Canaanite, and subsequent in- 
terpreters have pointed to the presence of both Aramaic and 
Ganaanite traits in the text 

Features that have been cited as Aramaic include phonological, 
morphological, and lexical phenomena. The phonemic inventory of 
ourtexts and its alphabetic representation are reminiscent of the Old 
Aramaic inscriptions: 

‘The characteristic consonantal mergers of later Aramaic (*d > d, *d 
>, % > (,and *L > () have not taken place; thus ¢ is represented 
by zayin, d by gop, 7 by sade, and 1 by jin, exactly as in Old Aramaic 
inscriptions but in contrast to the situation in contemporary Ca- 
naanite (Phoenician, Hebrew, Ammonite, Moabite), where *d > zis 
represented by zayin, *z > 1 by jads, and *L > $by sin, but *d > 5 by 
sade. (McCARTER 1980: 50) 

  

Similarly, the situation with regard to diphthong contraction re- 
minds us of Old Aramaic: 

Diphthongs remain uncontracted in all positions ... whereas they 
have contracted consistently or sporadically in_ contemporary 
Canaanite languages with the single exception of Judahite Hebrew. 
(McCarrex 1980: 50), 
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In discussing the morphological characteri 
been compared to Aramaic, I prefer to o 
lar determination with final >, Various interpreters, including 
myself, have identified examples in our texts, but none is certain 

    

dely agreed upon. It is clear, moreover, that if articular de- 
termination was used at all in the language of the plaster texts, it 
was used only rarely and exceptionally. (We shall return to this 
point later.) 

Itis better in this context, therefore, to confine our list to the im- 
portant Aramaic-like features of our dialect that are beyond dispute 
In this category is the use of final -n, rather than final -m, to mark 
the absolute form of masculine plural nouns (lhn, “gods” I 1 bis, 
15 bis; “rmbn, “hares” T 9; gbn, “hyenas” 1 10; hkmn, “wise 
men”” I 11; hrin, “deaf men’”; mikn, *‘kings” I 13). The Deir 
“Alla dialect shared this feature not only with Aramaic but also 
with the Arslan Tash dialect and, notably, nearby Moabite, which 
otherwise stood close to Judahite Hebrew 

Another distinctive feature aligning our dialect with Aramaic s 
the use of the -uw third masculine singular suffix on the preposition 
3 (liwh, “to him”* 1 1,4), on dual nouns (puwh, “‘his palms™ [Xa; 
of. ATDA300 n. 31), and, presumably, on plural nouns. This suffix 
(-awhui) is identical to that of Old Aramaic (-awhi; cf. Sefire 111 8 
[ijwh, “to him™), and it probably developed in the same way 
(<*-aphu; cf. GarR 1985 107, 109). As Naven (1979: 136), Green- 
FiELD (1980: 250), and others have pointed out, the -h (= -dhu/) 
suffix of Moabite seems to have arisen in a similar way (-dhu/i < 
*-awhu < *-ayhu). Moreover, the -w suffix of Judahite Hebrew is 
best derived from the same original form (-aw < *-aww < *-awwu 
< *-awhu < *-ayhu). Thus we have a common development shared 
by Aramaic, Hebrew, Moabite and the Deir “Alla dialect in con- 
trast to the development within standard Phoenician (- = -u/i < 
*-ayhu); cf. Garw 1985: 108) 

The use of -at as the third person feminine singular ending of the 
perfect verb (irpt, **has reproached,” 17/8; nirt, “has belitded”” (2), 
18; hqrgt, ‘has chased,” 115) is another feature that aligns the dia- 
lect of the plaster texts with Aramaic, against Phoenician and 
Hebrew, which used . 

The Deir “Alla texts employ an ¢l conjugation, like Aramaic 
ltpecal and *ltpa‘al, rather than a hipcl, like Hebrew HitpaCel 
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That is, the suffix-inflected or “perfect” form of the (G and D 
conjugation is prefixed by >- rather than A- (yhdw, “‘they have 
gathered,”” in I 5' and possibly >fnig, **he has torn away,” in Ve 
4). This is somewhat surprising, since our dialect employs an - 
prefix causative (Hapcel or Hipil), as in hgrgt, “i¢ has chased,” in 
1 14,2 and we expect the prefix on verbs of the infixed-t conjuga- 
tions to follow the prefix on C. But this is not what we find at Deir 
€Alla, where the forms are evidently mixed. Such a mixture is at- 
tested elsewhere in Northwest Semitic.* 

A number of the lexical items in the plaster texts remind us of 
Aramaic. In line 5 of combination I, we find the verb uwkm 
(*ahawikkum), “T shall inform you,” a common Aramaic word 
occurring only in later Biblical Hebrew. In line 7, the verb yhb is 
used in the indicative mode (thby, “‘you will place” I 7). Though 
very common in Aramaic (also Old South Arabic, Ethiopic, and 
Arabic wahaba), this verb is used only in the G imperative in Biblical 
Hebrew and not at all in Phoenician. The Deir ‘Alla word for 
““son’” s br, not bn, and this, of course, makes us think of Aramaic, 
despite the fact that Kilamuwa’s patronymic uses br in his Phoeni- 
cian inscription (cf. HACKeTT 1984b: 64). Furthermore, we have in 
our texts id, not hd, for the number “‘one”” (II 10), in alignment 
with the predominant Aramaic form but in contrast to Hebrew, 
Punic and Ugaritic. 

Features of our dialect that have been cited as Canaanite include 
morphological, syntactical and lexical phenomena. In the first 
category is the use of the N-conjugation, elsewhere unknown in 
Aramaic,5 which is found in line 6 of the first combination (wnsbw, 

  

  ! 1 still prefr to hink of this form a (G; cf. McCakre (1980: 53), following 
Hormyzz (1976: 192). On the basis of  technical usage in Rabbinic Hebrew and 
Aramaic, Hacxer (1964a: 40, 119) asigns it (0 . 

= The verb is *d, later Aramaic ‘ry; f. Hormizes 1976: 219. 
> Assurming that the Proto-Semitic form tform, *( Jabbara, became higabbar or 

igabbar in 3 given dilect by anaptyxis and analogy with the causatve prefx 
used in the disiec 

" Hackerr (1984a: 119; 1984b: 63) notes the apparent mixture of HapCel and 
>Apel causative at Scfire, citing Firzuvex 1967: 157. HaLpeRx (1987: 128-29) 
points (0 alternation between > and A- preformaives in Biblical Hebrew. 

5" The form it in Cowtev 15:10 scems to have the form of an N-participle, but 
it i obscure. I it s derived ultimately from an N-form, it s probably a tchnical 
term of commerce that originated in & Canaanitc speaking cnvironment. Thus 
Livzsans (3.80) attributed i o th influcnce of Phoenician merchants so Stz 
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“and they [viz., the Shaddayin] have taken their places”)? and 
twice in line 12 of the second (naf, ““he has sighed””). 

A second morphological feature that seems to link our dialect to 
Canaanite is the formation in line 17 of combination IT of a I G- 
infinitive with suffixed - (l&, *‘in order to know”). No I-w infini- 
tive is yet attested for Old Aramaic, but the form is produced in later 
Aramaic with prefixed m-, not suffixed -, which is the expected form 
in Canaanite for the Ginfinite for verbs I-w or I-y. 

The verbal syntax of our dialect is distinguished by the use of 
waurconsecutive verbs, which we ordinarily think of as characteris- 
tic of the South Canaanite (Hebrew and Moabite) type of simple 
past narrative.” Among the inscriptions generally classified as Old 
Aramaic, the waw-consecutive sequences are found only in the in- 

ion of Zakkur of Hamath (KAI 202). 
ally, there are a number of lexical items that associate our di- 

alect with (South) Canaanite rather than Aramaic (see HAckeTr 
1984b: 64). These include: (1) the use of the verb dbr, *‘speak’” (dbr, 
“he spoke,” 11 17), probably in the D-conjugation, as in Hebrew 
and Phoenician but not Aramaic; the occurrence of i as the singular 
imperative of hlk (I, *“come!”” IT17) and liw as the plural impera- 
tive (wlkw, “now come!”” T 5); the use of the verb 4/ for “‘do, 
make’” (5%, “let [someone] make’” 1 2; cf. pcl, *‘deeds” I 5), as 
in Phoenician and secondarily in Hebrew, but not in Aramaic, 
where “bd is the expected verb; and the use of the verb r for com- 
mon seeing (rw, “'see!”” T 5) alongside hzh used for prophetic see- 
ing (heh, “a seer” 11). 

As this compendium of features shows, it is not easy to describe 
the dialect of the plaster texts as either Aramaic or Canaanite, and 
it is impossible to o so without some kind of qualification. This 
difficulty has been recognized from the beginning of the scholarly 
discussion of the texts. The binary division of Northwest Semitic 

  

    

   

  

  

1975: 257), and, recently, Haupeax has suggested that “it reflects a terminology 
in jobbing probibly rooted in the Jewish culture underlying the text” (1987: 129 
0. 46). 

© I light of the reasonable certainty of the occurrence of an N-form verb in Il 
8, thisis the most likely interpretation of wnsbw. Levive (1981 196) analyzes it as 
D-form, 

7 The consecutive tenses are not widely used in Ugaritic and Phoenician (cf. 
Seoxxr 1976: 194). 
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into Aramaic and Canaanite is based on assumptions about lan- 
guage classification that cannot easily be applied to the Deir “Alla 
dialect. Thus, in the editio princeps of the plaster texts, when Horr- 
yzer proclaimed the language to be Aramaic, he did so with some 
reluctance, explaining that * ... the received distinction between 
Canaanite and Aramaic languages can—in my opinion—only have 
arclative value”” (1976: 301). Subsequent interpreters who accepted 
Horryzer’s Aramaic classification of the language (Caquor and 
Lemaire 1977; Frrzmyver 1978; McCarTer 1980; Kaurman 1980; 
Levine 1981; etc.) also expressed, in various ways, agre 
the difficulties inherent in the customary binary classification. As 
Levine put it (1981: 185) “Whether one can call this language 
Aramaic is really a question of definitions.” It is not surprising, 
therefore, that there have been other interpreters who, impressed 
especially by the features the Deir ‘Alla dialect shares with 
Hebrew, have preferred to describe the language as Canaanite or 
South Canaanite (Naven 1979: 133-36; Greenriewp 1980: 
248-52; and, in most detail, Hackerr 1984a: 109-24; 1984b: 
57-65) 

It may be appropriate to observe at this point that students of the 
Northwest Semitic languages seem to be becoming increasingly di 
satisfied with the usefulness of the Canaanite-Aramaic distinction 
for categorizing features found in texts from the Persian Period and 
carlier. A careful reevaluation of the binary organization of the 
Northwest Semitic family seems now to be underway. The study of 
the Deir “Alla texts is one of the principal things prompting this 
reevaluation, and this may be counted as one of the very positive 
results of our work on these texts, 

This brings us to the second question asked at the beginning of 
our discussion. Given the mixed inventory of linguistic features we 
have described, how are the peculiarities of the Deir “Alla dialect 
0 be explained? 

To answer this question, we should begin with the observation 
that many of the features that have been identified as distinctively 
Aramaic or Canaanite in these texts are linguistic retentions. That 
is, they are features that must be reconstructed for Proto-Northwest 

ement about   

    

   

    

& “Provided one wants to maintain the distinction between Canaanite and 
Aramaic languages .., there can be no doubt that here we have (0 do with an 
Aramaic one” (1976: 300).  
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Semitic. To put it another way, the language of Deir “Alla shares 
relatively few innovations with other Northwest Semitic languages. 

This is true, in the first place, of the phonology of our texts, as 
described above. The uncontracted Deir “Alla diphthongs corre 
spond to the primitive situation in Northwest Semitic, a situation 
that was preserved in some dialects (Aramaic, Judahite Hebrew) 
and lostin others (Phoenician). The phonemic inventory is similarly 
conservative. As we have seen, the alphabetic representation of con- 
sonantal phonemes in the Deir ¢ Alla texts is identical to that of the 
Old Aramaic inscriptions. In the languages of the Old Aramaic in- 
scriptions, however, the consonant mergers that would distinguish 
later Aramaic from other Northwest Semitic languages (*¢ merging 
with d, *d with €, *z with ¢, and *( with §) had not yet taken place, 
50 that the orthography reflects the preservation of the older Proto- 
Northwest Semitic distinctions. After these mergers occurred, the 
alphabetic representation of consonants in Aramaic texts became 
distinctively Aramaic (dalet being used for d< *d or d< *d, ‘ayin for 
€<% 0r €< *4, (et for {<*{ or (< *z, and law for (< *[ or (<*0). 
By contrast, the older system employed in the Old Aramaic texts 
and at Deir “Alla reveals nothing diagnostically Aramaic about 
the consonantal phonology of the languages in which these texts 
were written. Instead, the system suggests a primitive situation, in 
which d, ¢, 7 and ¢ remained distinct phonemes. Presumably, the 
scribes chose the letters zayin, gop, sade and in to represent th 
phonemes because they seemed the closest equivalents available in 
arepertoire of symbols that had been limited by the phonetic charac- 
teristics of the dialects in which alphabet writing had been trans- 
mitted. That these choices were somewhat arbitrary is shown by the 
use of samek rather than Sin to represent { in the Fekheriye inscrip- 
tion.? 

Some of the most striking morphological peculiarities in our dia- 
lect must also be characterized as linguistic retentions. The use of 
the N-conjugation, although it may remind us of Phoenician and 
Hebrew, is, of course, a survival from Proto-Semitic rather than an 
innovation shared by the languages that employ it.!° Similarly, the 

  

  

  

  

9 Sce further HALpERx 1987: 122-26, 
10 On this point, Hackerr (1984b: 62) states her case against an Aramaic 

ation for Deir “All too strongly: “It s possible that Aramaic had an N conjuga 
tion at some point in its history. Certainly, Proto-Northwest Semitic included an 
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formation of the I-w-G-infinitive with suffixed -, rather than 
prefixed -m as in later Aramaic, is a conservative trait, preserving 
the Proto-Northwest Semitic form. Again, the -at form of the third- 
person feminine singular ending of the perfect verb, which the 
dialect of the plaster texts share with Aramaic against Phoenician 
and Hebrew (-a), is a retention of the Proto-Semitic form. 

As for syntax, the use of the so-called wau-consecutive narrative 
sequences is regarded by many analysts as a survival from Proto- 
Northwest Semitic. GARR (1985 186) describes the situation as fol- 
Tows: *“Most dialects—Old Aramaic (Zkr), the Deir Alla dialect, 
Moabite, and Hebrew—used the old consecutive imperfect; this dis- 
tribution suggests that the consecutive imperfect was a common 
NWS verb form. In the other dialects, the consecutive imperfect was 
lost.”” The alternati 

    

to regard the waw-consecutive narrative se- 
quences as an innovation shared by those dialects that employ it. If 
this is the case, however, the evidence of the Zakkur inscription is 
erucial, because it shows that the breakdown is not along Aramaic- 
Canaanite lines. Instead, the Deir “Alla dialect sides with Hebrew, 
Moabite, and the language spoken by Zakkur (the dialect of 
Hamath or neighboring LuCath) against Phoenician and the 
majority of Old Aramaic dialects. 

When we turn to features of the Deir ‘Alla 
‘more likely to be linguistic innovations shared with other dialects, 
we again find that the distribution does not correspond closely to the 
Canaanite-Aramaic bifurcation. This is true, for example, of the 
correspondences of the original (stressed) *-dt ending on absolute 
feminine singular nouns, a phonological feature not mentioned 
above. In the Deir ‘Alla dialect, *-dt is written -4, representing -d 
(nph, ““heron” 18; kimh, *‘priestess” I 11). This change is shared 
with Old Aramaic, but also Hebrew, whereas the original -t was 
preserved in Phoenician (as -i), Ammonite (as -af?) and Moabite (as 
“at?) 

‘The morphological innovations in our dialect also resist easy clas- 

alect that seem     

    

N conjugation, since it s present in every other NWS dialect except the Aramaic 
ones. At present, however, we haveno evidence of an N form within a distinguishar 
bly Aramaic inscription. If the N conjugation ever existed in Aramai, it fell out 
of use very carly, certinly earlier than 700 B.C.E. Hence, we would expect a 
genuine N verb in an Aramaic inscripton in 700 B.C. E. only if the dialect of the 
inscription were extremely conservative, and had retained the N centuries longer 
than any other known Aramaic. This i, of course, not likely.”  
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sification as Canaanite or Aramaic, asin the case of the use of final 
-n, rather than final -m, to mark the absolute form of masculine 
plural nouns. Both -n and - plural markers might be reconstructed 
for Proto-Northwest Semitic, but it is also possible to regard both as 
secondary developments (so Garr 1985: 91). In any case, the dist 
bution of their use does not coincide with the customary Aramaic 
Canaanite boundaries. Instead, as we have seen, Deir ‘Alla 
shared the use of -n with the nearby dialect of Moab, with the dialect 
of Arslan Tash, and with standard Old Aramaic, in contrast to the 
-m of nearby Ammonite and Hebrew and of Phocnician. 

Similarly, with regard to the perfect of the D conjugation, it is 
possible that both prefixed h- and prefixed >- should be recon- 
structed for Proto-Northwest Semitic, but it seems more likely that 
both are secondary developments within differing language 
groups.!! It is also quite reasonable to argue, as HaLPERN docs 
(1987: 128-29), that the larger development in later Aramaic, 
where - is generally replaced by >- in these forms, shows the >- 

prefix to be a secondary, phonological development. In any case, the 
use of the ¢l in the Deir ‘Alla dialect is shared with Aramaic, 
but also with Biblical Hebrew. 12 

Another of the distinctive features of the Deir ‘Alla dialect 
described above is the -wh third masculine singular suffix on dual 
and (probably) plural nouns and on prepositions that share the form 
of plural nouns. As we noted, this suffix is a linguistic innovation 
that our dialect shared with Aramaic. We also noted, however, that 
the same suffix is probably to be reconstructed in the development 
of the Moabite suffix -6hu/i (< *-awhu < *-ayhu) and the Judahite 
Hebrew suffix -aw (< *-aww < *-awwu < *-awhs < *-ayhi). By 
contrast, the equivalent Phoenician suffix -y (= -éu/) was derived 
directly from *-ayku, without the intermediate form -awhu. Here 
again we have a situation in which the dialect differentiation does 
not follow the customary Canaanite-Aramaic division. 

Let me summarize what has been said so far by making two 
generalizations. First, the Deir <Alla dialect is extremely conserva- 
tive in comparison to the Northwest Semitic languages in general 

  

  

  

    

  

  

1 As explained in n. 3 above. 
12 Cf. Havpex 1987: 128-29, as cited above in n. 4. It would be difficult to   

explain all the instances of %/ forms in Biblical Hebrew by reference to late. 
Aramaic influcnce, 
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   Second, in the few instances where the language of Deir ‘Alla 
shares linguistic innovations with other Northwest Semitic dialects, 
the pattern of innovation does not suggest a firm or consistent alli- 
ance with either the Canaanite or Aramaic group, as these lan- 
guages have been customarily divided. Let me comment further on 

  

   
both of these generalizations. 

We have described our dialect as conservative because of its 

primitive phonological inventory and the striking linguistic reten- 
tions in its morphology and syntax. To these we may add the ab- 
sence of the nota accusalivi, the absence or very sparse use of the rela- 
tive pronoun, and the absence or very sparse use of the article. (As 
we noted at the outset of this discussion, a number of interpreters, 
the present reader included, have thought that we found instances 

of the use of the 2y relative pronoun!* or the final *alep article!* in 
the plaster texts. But even if all our proposed examples were sound, 
the fact would remain that the Deir ‘Alla dialect uses relative 
pronouns and articular determination with remarkable infrequen- 
cy.) Taken altogether, these features suggest that the dialect of the 
plaster inscriptions is archaic. This might be because the text itself 
is very old, much older than the particular copy of the text that was 
made at Deir “Alla, as Lemaire has suggested (1985a: 38; 1985b), 
But archaism is characteristic of literary language, especially poctry, 
and the literary quality of our texts may be enough to explain their 
archaic linguistic features. 

Horryzer recognized this aspect of their character and articulat- 
ed it tentatively in the editio prindeps (1976: 301), where he proposed 
that 

  

    

    

15 C. MeCaRTER 1980: 59 n. 3, where [ proposed to read 2y in I1 8.s the rela- 
tive or determinative pronoun. Subscquent collations of the text by HAcKerT 
(1984a: 63) and myselfhave failed to confirm the necessary word divider before the 
Zayin. 1 am now satsfied that the correct reading is mn. phay.by. 5 *from the up- 
Starts (2) of the sons of men,” whatever it might mean. KauRA's reading 

(Y2 bny.>7, “from the sight of human beings,” is attractive, but the sign 
in question seems 10 be a clear pe, not a mem. 

14All the proposals are problematic. The phrase wbikm?, “and in these 
mountainous regions (2),” proposed by Horryze (1976: 183-89), disappears 
with rearrangement of the text (cf. H 1984b: 59). The reading Anijy 
“according to these words, " proposed by Caguot and Lewake (1977: 194-95; 
cf. McCaxten 1980: 52), fequires reconstruction of the text at the beginning of I 
2, 50 that, whatever its merits,it can hardly bear the sole burden of evidence for 
the existence of the - artice. The same is true of the problematic %, **here- 
after (%) (cf. McCartex 1980: 52), later i the same line. 
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We have to do with two types of language in our texts, the more “com: 
mon”” language and a *poetic”” language, used for e.g. the curses, 
proverbs and the prophecy itself . ... That the curses are poetry is also 
probable because of the parallelismus membrorum which oceurs there, 
€.g. 116,8,9, see also I1 35,36. If this hypothesis turns out to be true, 
we would have in our texts the first clear examples of Aramaic poetry 
of the first millenium B.C 

  

In 1980, I commented on these archaic and literary features in terms 
of general agreement with Horryzer’s judgment (McCarTex 1980: 
50-51) 

If “poetic’” s t00 precise a term to use at this point in our study of 
the texts, at least we can speak of  “literary” dialect. We have found 
her the hallmark of the prose literary tradition known from Biblical 
Hebrew, viz., the use of the “‘wau-consecutive” narrative sequences 

Certain features of the language, such as the avoidance of relative 
pronouns and of articular determination of nouns, are characteristic 
of a literary or at least an archaistic tradition ... With regional 
‘modification this language was the common lierary vehicle for Isracl, 
Judah [and) Moab, as the elegant narrative sequences of the Mesha 
Stele (KAI 181) demonstrate 

1 might now add that occasional departures in our texts from the 
consecutive imperfect syntax'? point strongly in the direction of 
poetry. Consider the parallelistic couplet in T 5-6: 

Ujnthdio 
wngbu. Siyn.md 
The glo]ds have gathered 
and the Shaddayin have taken their places 
in the assembly 

The literary character of the Deir ¢Alla texts is further indicated 
by the use of literary formulae, idioms and phrascology that arc 
familiar from Biblical Hebrew. In line 5 of the first combination we 
find the literary formula wlkw Puw pelt >lin, *“Now come, sce the 
deeds of the gods!” which also survives in Biblical Hebrew (Ps 
66:5): Lk irPd mipilit *¥hin, “Come and see the deeds of 
God!” (McCarter 1980: 53). The account of Balaam’s audience 
with his people in combination I displays narrative conventions or 
stock language that the Deir ‘Alla texts share with the biblical 

  

  

1 As noted, for example, by Gak (1985: 190-91), who cites instances of 
clauses in which the verb is not initial. 
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Balaam narrative. As I commented in 1980, ““Often the language 
is 50 close as to suggest stereotyped patterns in the telling of Balaam 
stories” (McCARTER 1980: 57), 

Archaic as the Deir “Alla dialect is, however, it is not Proto- 
Northwest Semitic. That s, it is not entirely devoid of linguistic in- 
novations, as we have noted. Let us now return to these briefly. 
They are very important, because it is linguistic innovation that is 
diagnostic for dialect classification. That s, dialects that share inno- 
vations with respect to a common parent language may be said to 
be related. 

The innovations we have noted present an interesting pattem 
‘The use of the “‘imperfect consecutive”” narrative sequences, if it is 
not a Proto-Northwest Semitic survival, links Deir “Alla wit 
Hebrew to the west, Moabite to the south, and the Aramaic dialect 
of Zakkur of Hamath to the north. Morphological innovations as- 
sociate the Deir “Alla dialect with Aramaic (final -n on absolute 
masculine plural noun, -wh third masculine singular suffix on plural 
noun forms, and the %! conjugation), Hebrew (-wh third mascu- 
line singular suffix on plural noun forms [reconstructed for the de- 
velopment of Hebrew], and, occasionally, the ! conjugation), 
Moabite (final -n on absolute masculine plural noun and -wh third 
‘masculine singular suffix on plural noun forms [reconstructed for 
the development of Moabite]), and, in one instance, the dialect of 
Arslan Tash (final -n on absolute masculine plural noun). Some of 
the distinctive lexical items noted above can also by classed as inno- 
vations, so that they serve to associate the Deir ¢Alla dialect with 
Aramaic (hd, “‘one”) and Hebrew (dbr [D], “‘speak’’; I/ impera- 
tive of hlk, *“go”). 

These details show that while the Deir cAlla dialect resists clas- 
sification as Aramaic or Canaanite in categorical terms, it fits well 
into its geographical context. It is remote from Phoenician. It is 
strongly linked to Hebrew and Moabite. It is also strongly linked to 
Aramaic. These associations are easy to understand in terms of dia- 
lect geography. Hebrew and Moabite were spoken and written in 
nearby or contiguous communities. The Aramaic region lay farther 
away to the north, but we know that Damascus exercised a substan- 
tial political and cultural influence on northern and central Jordan 
until the fall of Damascus in 732 B.C. The adoption of the Aramaic 
alphabet for writing Ammonite is powerful testimony to this in- 
fluence. 
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We conclude, therefore, that the language of the Deir ‘Alla 
plaster texts is a local dialect (cf. Kaurmax 1980: 133; HaLpern 
1987: 133) that can be described as both archaic and literary. As 
Kaurman stressed already in 1980, it displays affinities with neigh- 
boring dialects to the north, west and south, so that it fits comforta- 
bly into its geographical setting in Jordan. There is no reason to 
assume a Syrian origin for the Deir ‘Alla community in order to 
explain the Aramaic connections of the dialect (cf. LemaIRE 1985b; 
Worexs 1987), especially since such a hypothesis would leave the 
Hebrew and Moabite connections unexplained 
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   THE LINGUISTIC CLASSIFICATION OF THE 
DEIR ‘ALLA TEXT WRITTEN ON PLASTER! 

Dennis PARDEE 

1. GENERALITIES 
Order of importance of isogloss categories: phonology, morphology, 
syntax, lexicon, literary features 

The most important form of isogloss is that constituted by innova- 
tions within a linguistic group. Parallel innovations can occur, of 
course, and the likelihood of that occurring must be assessed in each 

  

““Zero"features are weighted as zero: the absence of the nota ac- 
cusativi and of a relative pronoun in the Deir “Alla text cannot be 
used as evidence in favor of either the Canaanite or the Aramaic 
hypothesis, because both of those language groups have both fea- 
tures. The argument could only be used in favor of a language group 
which lacked the two features in question. 

Because the phonology is unknown in an oral form, we must work 
from the indications provided by the writing system. 

The experience provided by attempts to classify Ugaritic should 
provide sufficient warning against ascribing improper atention to 
lexicon and literary features: those who weighted those aspects too 
heavily classified Ugaritic with Hebrew, while those who observed 
the less easily borrowable features classified it as a more archaic 
language. 

  

  

1 Because I did not receive P.K. McCaTe's paper to which it was my assign- 
ment 10 respond uniil the day it was delivered, these remarks represent (1) com. 
‘ments prepaed before the conference and independent, thercfore, of McCARTER's 
paper (some of these notions were already expressed in my review (© appear in 
JNES of J.A. Hacker, The Belaam Text fm Deir “All); (2) reactions to ll of the 
apers, responses, and discussions that took place a the conference. These remarks 
are not, therefore, organized along the lines of any one paper but according (o 
isogloss categorics. 

2 See already the review cited in note 1. One can consult, in the specific arca of 
linguistic borrowing, I. Lemiste, Lectures on Languagesin Contact Cambridge, MA, 
1988), esp. p. 22 
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A proto-Semitic retention hitherto not attested in any Aramaic 
dilect’ is the N-stem. To avoid the appearance of trying at all costs 
0 see in this text a form of Aramaic, I have accepted the presence 
of the N-stem in this text. It must be reiterated, however, that this 

is not certain: of the two apparently clearest cases, nnh (Il 12) 
could be 1 c. pl. of the G-stem, while nsbw (I 8) could be G-stem. 

1 

A proto-Northwest Semitic retention attested in both Canaanite and 
Aramaic is the w + yagul preterite. Since this feature is well known 
in Hebrew and Moabite, the point of debate i its occurrence in Ara- 
maic. But twist as one might, it remains indisputable that this fea- 

5 W.R. Gaa cies three Hebrew/Phoenician isoglosss in this text: (1) the syn- 
cope of causative A-in the imperfect; (2 the ending of Leak nfintives construct 

"6 (3 the imperative of Ak withou . (Dialc Gegraphy of Syia-Palsie, 1000-506 
B.C.E. [Philadelphia, 1985]229). The irst feature occurs only once (b, e vl 
leadibring,” in 1 11) and cannot be described as certain (s GARR, p. 56). Given 
hathe G-sem s attested in Samalian an the D-stem in Syriac, it harly appears 
necessary to analyze the Deir All form as Haphel. Even if it were a Haphel, the 
fact that the -h. s clided in the imperfeet in Samalian and sporacically in laer 

dinlects (Dro, La langue de Ya'udi Ontario, 1974] 12122, 201 -2, 332) means that 
it not implausible to characterze a dilect vincing thi feature a8 Aramaic. It 
s probably t0 be classfied a3 a morphologically linked change (i.c., characteristic 
of the Haphel/*Aphel stem) and not as & general phonetic shit (1., i is not 3 
uestion of the general clision of inter-vocaic ). 

“Ax for the second feature, there i e reason to doubt that &€ in 11 17 con 
sists of the preposition  plut the noun d, derived from the root yd*. Wht is (o 
be doubied i that the form s o be analysed morpho-syntacticaly a an i 
consiruct, Thetest before thi phras hat ciappeare (nd of i 16), b the ol 
lowing text is well preserved and it onsiss of  new sentence (uw ... ). Since o 
direct object is present, we may simply be dealing with the common noun 
Knowledge, " 3 the editor assumed. Compare bibical Hebrew, where the gal- 

base noun functons as both common noun and infintive construct. 1t must be ob- 
served that it is the morpho-syntactc category of infinitve that i important 3s an 
Ssogloss, for the galt form appears as  common noun in later Aramaic and was al 
ready present in Ugaritic. Untilthat morpho-syntactic category can be proven for 
Deir Al gal forms, the word d°t cannot serve to prove the presence of the 
Ganaanite isogloss in this dislect. 

“The third feature s certainly present and i previousy unattested in Aramaic 
“The question here is how far back the form went. It already attested in Ugritic 
and i thus perhaps to be classified 3 a proto-Northwest Semitic reention n this 
ialct Tn any case, it s lexically limited and is not, thercfore, o be placed high 
on the prioriized list of isoglosses. 
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ture is present in one Old Aramaic inscription, the Zakkur inscrip- 
tion (KAZ 202), and this fact makes the appearance of the feature in 
another dialect of Aramaic plausible      

  

    

  

IV. ProTO-NORTHWEST SEMITIC FEATURES RETAINED ONLY 
N ARAMAIC 

1)-0T (< -at) 3 £5. pf. of the strong verb. Citing the retention of 
the old feminine ending in weak roots in Hebrew is irrelevant as 
proof of the presence of this feature in Canaanite, for the -at ending 
was proto-West Semitic and the important point is the pattern of 
retention. In Aramaic the old ending was retained in the strong root, 
i.c., where other phonetic changes have not triggered the retention 
(as in Ill-y/kw roots in Hebrew') 

2) The non-assimilation of the -n of the preposition mn (rare in 
Canaanite: before the definite article only in Hebrew). Judging 
from the several occurrences, each followed by a different consonant 
(minl5,7in115,g, , and fin118), the -n was everywhere retained 
in this dialect. 

3) The preservation of the old Ill-weak ending of the word ssh 
““horse”” (ssw in Ugaritic, sk in Imperial Aramaic, ss in Hebrew). 
This argument would be stronger if the analysis were certain; unfor- 
tunately, the context is broken (II 15) and the form could be cither 
feminine or masculine +3 m.s. pronominal suffix. 

  

        

    
    

          

      

   

      

    
   

          

    

     

  

V. ARAMAIG INNOVATIONS 
1) One phonetic (= graphemic, as noted above) feature: {q) for 

/dl is a feature limited to Old Aramaic. 
2) One morpho-phonetic feature: -wh as the form of the 3 m.s. 

pronominal suffix on a masculine plural noun is a feature charac- 
teristic, in this form and in various developments, of the Aramaic 
dialects. Unfortunately, the phonetics and the historical derivation 

* *bonaat ~ *bandt ~ *4inoi? (3 by analogy 1o the strong root. I the inal 
form, the " ofthe old -a ending i, of course, n longer word hinal and i thus re- 
tained. The realization of it i the Siloam tnnel inscription may represent either 
ofthe fnal wo stages, though one would expeet the mater betonss f the third stage 
were already in use 

5"Sec the review mentioned in footnote 1 for the necessary reservations to the 
use of this argument
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of the form are unknown®, but the writing -wh is certainly an 
Aramaic isogloss. 

3) Two lexico-phonetic features: b (< bn-),’ “‘son,” and hd (< 
abfad-), “‘one.” 

VI 
The lexicon is mixed, with some elements common West Semitic, 
some primarily Aramaic (e.g., %k “‘come,” yhb, “give,” huh, 
““announce,” perhaps I/, “enter”), others primarily Canaanite 
(e.g., dbr, “‘speak,” Ph, “see”). Two points must be made here: 
(1) T know of no first-millennium Canaanite lexical innovation 
present in this text. For example, some consider dbr, “‘speak,” to be 
a denominative from dbr, “word.”® However that may be, the 
meaning “speak”” is already atested in Ugaritic? and one can ar- 
gue that that meaning is early Northwest Semitic. On the other 

  

  

  

© J, Huennexoawp pointed out in the course ofdiscussion that the Aramaic and 
Deir ¢Alla forms could have diflerent derivations and different phonetic realiza- 
tions. Thisis, of course, true. But it i cqually true that they could have the same. 
derivation and a same or similar phonetic realization—the hypothesis s certainly 

wsible, 
D. Tesrex, *“The Significance of Aramaic 7 < *n,"” JNES 4 (1985) 143-46 

(according to Testa, the base form bn-would be proto-Semitic;the question i the 
origin ofthe shift o n o in Aramaic and South Arabic: common origin, or parallel 
development?). 

“The word br cannot be totall ignored as some attempied 1o do in the course 
of the conference. It is neither a proper name, nor part of a proper name. It is a 
common noun serving (0 indicate the patronymic. The presence of b in the other- 
wise Phoenician Kilamuwa inscription (KAI 24:1 ko br ) proves that the. 
Aramaic word can be used in a Phocnician text to indicate the patronymic but this 
occurrence s a unicun among the thousands of patronymics attested in the various 
West Semitic languages. One can cite as a counter-argument the fact that in the 
Hebrew version of the Balaam story the Canaanite form bn was uscd; if the Deir. 
€Alla text were in a Canaanite dialect one can only ask why that author did not 
o the same as did the biblical author. At the conference the following answer was 
given: the biblical version is an adaptation and the lexical clement *“son’” under- 
went linguistic adaptation. But why did the same not happen in the Deir “Alla 
text? I that version the primeval version, never before recounted, with br used for 
the sole purpose of indicating that Balaarm was Aramacan? There is no reason to 
believe such (o be the case. We simply know nothing abou the antecedents of the 
story. And the dialect, whatever it was, must have had  gentilic ending to indicate: 
ethnic origin. 

©E.g., T.O. Lawwow, Introduction to Biblical Habrew (New York, 1971) 194, 
RS 34.124: 18 (numbering as per new cditon (0 appear in the fortheoming 

edition of all the texts from the 34 campaign at Ras Shamra). 
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hand, fuh, *“announce,” may be a semantic innovation, for it does 
not occur in Ugaritic, and that word is characteristically Aramaic. 
(2) When making comparisons with other Northwest Semitic 
lects, we are talking about characteristic distributions, not about 
presence or absence per se. All of these dialects were so closely 
related that most lexical items appear in more than one dialect. And 
Ugaritic, even as poorly attested as it is, has shown that many poorly 
attested words have a long history (o them. The lexicon of the Deir 
“Alla text gives an impression of archaicity similar to that of 
Ugaritic, but may contain the one Aramaic semantic innovation 
cited. 

   

  

  

Vi 

   
The literary aspects find most of their points of comparison in the 
Hebrew Bible. Here the problem is the absence of a comparable 
Aramaic literature. Given the similarities and differences between 
the Hebrew and Ugaritic literatures (and taking into consideration 
the generalities of literary comparisons), one could hazard a guess 
that regional and chronological factors were present: though a 
second-mil 
points of contact with a first-millennium literature of southern Ca- 
naan, two first-millennium literatures from the southern Canaanite 
arca would be expected, all other things being equal, to have more 
in common. One will not be in a position to say whether this bit of 

* or “‘more Aramaic”” until a signifi- 
cant Aramaic literature from the period is at hand 

  

ennium literature of northern Syria would have certain 

literature is “‘more Canaa 

  

VIIL Susmary 

§IV and §V indicate Aramaic; SII and SVIT indicate Canaanite; all 
but §V indicate archaic. SI is an isogloss high on the list of priorities 
(morphology) but it is alone and can be seen as a retention. STV has 
one important morphological element and two lexically limited ele- 
ments. §V is the most important, for it contains innovations of 
various levels on the prioritized list given in §I. To these may be 
added the possible Aramaic semantic innovation in the word fuk, 
““announce” (discussed in §VI), 

Several speakers at the conference attempted to avoid the trap of 
a binary system of classification, viz., that this text must be either 
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Aramaic or Canaanite. This is laudable and may be in the end the 
correct solution. With the data presently at hand, however, it ap- 
pears to me that an ascription to the Aramaic group is unavoidable 
It is true that the damaged state of the Deir “Alla text has as an 
unavoidable result that arguments based on so few data cannot be 
conclusive. Moreover, every one of the features discussed above can 
be explained otherwise than by an Aramaic affiliation. Finally, it is 
also truc that a collection of weak arguments (poorly attested iso- 
glosses) does not constitute a strong argument (a clear set of iso- 
glosses). But it does appear to me that the isoglosses favoring an 
Aramaic affiliation outnumber those favoring a Canaanite affilia- 
tion and that their prioritized value is significantly greater. Liste 
ing to the arguments against them in the course of public discussions 
and private conversations during the conference, T could understand 
the validity of the argument in each case but could only ask why so 
many features should be argued away. I cannot accept, therefore, 
HUEHNERGARD’s attempt at a triadic system (three branches from a 
common node, Aramaic, Canaanite, and Deir “Alla) but would 
only differ from him by millimeters: instead of placing the three 
branches at a common point of juncture, I would maintain the tradi- 
tional binary system and place Deir ‘Alla, along with Samalian'?, 
near the head of the Aramaic branch. The language of the Deir 
“Alla plaster inscription is typologically a very archaic form of 
Aramaic, the archaism probably being due to regional isolation.'! 

  

  

  

10 According to the -wh isogloss, Samalian should be placed above Deir “Alla 
on the Aramaic branch, for that writing occurs only once, with the noun “father,” 
probably /%ab + & + hu/, whercas the plural noun plus 3 m.s. suffix is b 

11°S.A. Kauruay, BASOR 239 (1980) 73. In terms of the most basic formaula- 
tion, T cannot sce that any progress has been made over KAunuaN's description, 
neitherin publication during the decade since it was made, nor orally in the course: 
of this conference. It is impossible to know whether the typological archaism cor- 
responds to a chronological one (.c., whether the text was already an ancient one 
when written down ca. 800 B.C.) or/and has a geographical component (i.c. was 
imported from Damaseus or further aay). Sulfic it o say that such hypotheses 
are neither necessary to explain the presence of the text nor, on the other hand. 
ruled out by any historical or literary data of which I am aware 
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PHILOLOGICAL OBSERVATIONS ON THE 
DEIR ‘ALLA INSCRIPTION 

Jonas C. GreenFiELD 

In preparation for delivering this paper on the Deir “Alla Plaster 
Text (= DAPT), I reread a good part of the literature that has been 
published since the editio princeps appeared. T admit to having felt 
a good deal of alienation. My feeling was that beside the editor of 
the text, there were only two others, among those who had written, 
who could lay claim to being an Aramaist. For an Aramaist is not 
one who teaches a course in Biblical Aramaic every few years and 
piddles with some Aramaic inscriptions; he is rather a scholar for 
whom Aramaic is one of the main focuses of his attention. After 
years of dealing with Aramaic in all of its dialects I thought that I 
would recognize an Aramaic text when itis set before me. It was dis- 
maying to lean that establishing an Aramaic text was for some 
scholars simply a balancing act. A matter of reckoning the supposed 
Aramaic features and setting them against the supposed count of 
Canaanite features.? This sufficed for them. The same effect could 
be achieved by listing and counting those scholars in one group 
against those in the other.? Simple bookkeeping rather than serious 
deliberation. 

What then are the arguments in favor of DAPT being Aramaic? 
Let us first examine the morphological details listed in favor of this 
identification.* 

1) The plural ending -n (i.c. -in) for the masc. noun. Beside 
Aramaic this is found in Moabite, more or less contemporary with 
DAPT. It is also the standard plural in Mishnaic Hebrew.* 

+ The bibliogeaphy presented in Jo Ann HACKETY, The Balaam Tect fom Deir 
All, Chico, 1984, is assumed in this stady. T will reaie to later articles not listed 
by her at the approprite plae. 

2 S0.S.A. Kaurwiax, “The Clasification of the North West Semmitic Dialects of 
the Biblical Period and Some Implications Thereof” in the Prcesdings of the Ninth 
World Congrss of Jewish Stadics Jeusalen, 1985; Hiebrew and Aramaic Panel Ses: 
sions, edited by M. Ban-Asusi (Jerusalem, 1988), pp. 41-57, esp. p. 51 

5 So A. Wovreas, ““The Balaamites of Deir CAlla as Aramean Deportees””, 
HUCA 56 (1987), 101-113 

# See also HaGer, pp. 109~124 
5 The plural - is not due to Aramaic influence, since Biblical Hebrew was in 
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2) Determination in the noun. The examples of determination 

noted are not from DAPT but from probably later Aramaic material 
found at Deir ‘Alla.¢ 

3) Preformative aleph in the %pL. Ts this known elsewhere in 
carly Aramaic? Bar-Rakib (KAZ 216, 14) used a form of the Apfl 

d we find ¢/ clearly used in Ugaritic, while 
Phoenician, Moabite, and Hebrew have Aip<l and hpi<l. This form 
must clearly be seen as an innovation in DAPT. 

4. Infinitive with mem-preformative. No example exists!” It is 
worth emphasizing that the peal infinitive with mem-preformative is 
afeature of early Aramaic, occurring in the Tell Fekherye inscrip- 
tion and would have been a clear hallmark of Aramaic. 

5. The ¢ as a sign of the third person fem. sg. per. as in hgrat (I, 
15).% This is the usual form in Ugaritic, and is preserved as a rarc 
feature in Hebrew. With suffixes it is the normal form in Hebrew 
and Phoenician. There is good reason to assume that the regular 
form for final w/y roots in Hebrew, i.e. hyih, Pth, glth preserves a 
final ¢, adjusted to the prevalent third fem. sg. perf. form. Note that 
in Mishnaic Hebrew forms such as Ay, rt etc. are standard in the 
better manuscripts. 

6. The yw in (I, 10).% If the text read %w (with prothetic 
aleph) T would be the first to raise the Aramaic banner. However, 
forms with yw are well known in Hebrew. For the perfect note syw 
(Deut. 32,57); ntyw (Ps. 73,2) diyw, (Prov. 26,7) and the nifal 
nit@yi (Num. 24,6 Bileam!).10 

7. The possessive suffix with plural nouns and pronouns -wh. This 
has been compared with Early Aramaic -wh (= awhi). Note 
however the presence of - in Moabite ymh “his days” (1.8).!1 

  

   

  

continuous lturgical use. It undoubtedly originated in a colloquial dislect (north: 
ern?) which replaced ‘Biblical’ Hebrew 

© The reading ms®, rather than mly”, has been argued for by Hacker, p. 
33, and by E. Puscr, most recently in *‘Le texte ‘ammonite’ de Deir Alla: Les 
‘admonitions de Balaam (premiere partc)'” in La se de la Parole, Etudes ... offertes 
& P. Grelot (Pari, 1987), pp. 13-30. 

Teis lsted by KAUnax, p. 51 without any reference. He is the only scholar 
dealing with DAPT to make this claim. 

# Thave chosen this sure verb rather than bptsince some have taken it a the 
of  fowl 

5 Kaurseax, p. 51, no. 7. 
10 See Gesenius-Kaurzsci-Cowtey, p. 212, #75 u for further examples in the 

perfect and imperiect. 
We have no idea what the situation was like in Israclite Hebrew. Notc that 
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8. The jussive forms in the third person masc. sg. imperfect of 
final /y roots in -y. This is an innovation shared with Early Ara- 
maic. There is no trace of this in later Aramaic dialects. I do not 
believe that there is in the morphology of the DAPT real evidence 

of the text being in an Aramaic dialect, or one particularly close to 
Aramaic. 

If syntax is properly the next subject to be dealt with, it is quite 
clear that there are no syntactic features in the DAPT that can be 

distinctly labelled Aramaic. The rubric inline 1. must be interpreted 
in a way to include the word 4. This descriptive phrase is then 
syntactically proper > fzh 2ln B “he is a man who ‘sees’ the 
gods”. The attempt to take & as the Aramaic exclamation ha 
rather than the copula i would produce a syntactic structure for 
which there is no known parallel.!2 The nominal sentence begin- 
ning with the word > can normally be followed by a phrase begin- 
ning with a waw consecutive. The Aramaist feels the lack in this text 
of two items that are frequent in Aramaic texts: a) the use of /as the 
nota accusativi and b) the relative pronoun zy.'% 

The following are the morphological features that are without 
doubt Canaanite, thatis they are known from the various languages 
and dialects that are usually subsumed under the unsatisfactory 
heading ‘Canaanite’ 

1) Nifal. There is no trace of the nifial in any Aramaic dialect. 
This includes Samallian where its presence has been established by 
restoration. A dubious procedure at best.! 
2) The waw consecutive. The past tense s clearly stated in DAPT 

by the use of waw with an imperfect verb: wyh (I, 1); wytew (I, 1) 
wymno (I, 2), etc. some of which are clearly identifiable as short 
forms. These are used in narrative prose, rather than in a poetic, 

  

  

  

      

     
       
    
        
    
    
    
      

‘Samallian Aramaic differsin this point from other dialects of carly Aramaic, and 
Byblian is also different from ‘standard” Phoenician 

12 Can a comparable use of i, followed by past action, be cited ? As Gordon 
Hawitrox, quoted by HACKETT, p. 30, n. 1, noted, the use of red ink should not 
be taken as a syntactic unit marker. In the first line it finishes with *n, and is 
taken up in the second line a the point that it leaves off in 1.1. This was confirmed 
by close examination of the original, on display, in Leiden. 

13 This discussion of the *Aramaic” features, 4s well as that of the ‘Canaanite’ 
features has profited from the study by B. Haupea, “Dialect Distribution in 
Canaan and the Deir Alla Inscriptions”, in Working with no Data, Semitc and Eoptian 
Studies Presented to Thonas 0. Lambdin (Winona Lake, 1987), pp. 119~ 135, 

4 Worrexs, p. 111 has not bothered to check the evidence 
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context as in the Zakkur inscription, the only other Aramaic inscrip- 
tion in which a waw consecutive may be discerned.!s The poetic 
form of the Zakkur inscription—the Danklied—, the use of chias- 
mus and other features indicate Canaanite influcnce.!® 

3) Peal infinites without men- preformative. As noted above this 
is lacking in DAPT. Even if one argued that this feature was not 
common to all dialects of Early Aramaic, the presence of 't (11, 
17), the typical Canaanite infinitive of a prima waw verb demon- 
strates that the infinitives in DAPT are ‘Canaanite’ in type. On the 
other hand the infinitive absolute cannot be used as a ‘proof® since 
itis also found in Early Aramaic. 

4) The apocopated form of final weak verbs with wazw consecutive. 
5) Forms of the indicative imper. pl. without -n. 
6) The use of the imperative /kw “go”, undoubtedly Canaanite, 

Whereas it was possible to show that almost all of the supposed 
Aramaisms were easily disposed of, the ‘Canaanitisms’ in the mor- 
phology of DAPT are not refutable. 

‘The truly egregious problem may be placed under the heading 
of phonology, or more correctly, what passes for phonology but is 
actually a matter of orthography or graphemics. The problem sim- 
ply stated is that at first blush the representation of the consonantal 
inventory of this dialect, and I am purposefully avoiding the term 
phoneme, is the same as that of Early Aramaic. That is, the feature 
that distinguishes the orthography of DAPT from that of the 
Canaanite dialects s the use of a /q/ rather than /§/ for etymological 
*d.17 Although I believe that a plausible ctymology and interpreta- 
tion can be found for all the proposed examples of supposed *d > 
/q/, it shall be assumed for the sake of argument that this derivation 

is correct.® The one example that I would exclude from this group 

  

    
              

      
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

                        

    

   

   
     

  

   

  

19 E.Y. Kurscies denied that this was a waw consecutive and interpreted the 
wse of the imperfect as a ‘narrative mode 

16 See |.C. Gueexrieto *“The Zakir Inscription and the Danklied"” in Prceed 
ings §f the Fifth Congress of Jevish Studies Jerusalem, 1969 (published 1971), pp. 
332339, 

17 Twould note thatin Early Aramaic there are some exceptions too, *dr ““ene 
my"” is written /g in KAI 214, 1.30; and *hdr is by in KAJ 222, 138, 

18 By *d > /q/is meant the graphic representation of an etymological *d by the 
sign for the go/. The pronunciation remains unknown to us. In contemporary in- 
scriptions of Tiglath-Pileser I, the ruler of Damascus whose name is written con 
sonandy in the Hebrew Bible as RSYNis found as both Ra-bhi-a-nu and Ra-qi-acnu 
in cunciform transcriptions. 
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is hgrgt (1,15). If it is a verb, rather than the name of still another 
bird, there can be no doubt that it s the causative of grg known from 
both Old Aramaic and Reichsaramiisch. It is however unsound to 
assume that behind the root grg there is a oot drg. The reasons for 
this are: 1) this root does not appear in any known language; 2) in 
terms of Semitic consonantal patterns it is doubtful that it could exist 
since the presence of two emphatics in a root was highly unusual; 3) 
a neater explanation for grg is known; the original root was rg, 
which has both Hebrew and Arabic etymons.!® The Old Aramaic 
form came into being by assimilation rg > grg. 

However, if one does accept the generally shared view that in 
DAPT the phenomenon *d > /q/ does oceur, what does it signify? 
Does Ugaritic become a form of Aramaic because most, but not all, 
etymological d appear as d? Indeed, the phonology of Ugaritic pro- 
vides an object lesson. In Ugaritic both *d and *s have coalesced, 
asin the later Canaanite dialects, and also in Akkadian, leaving only 
5. In the Ugaritic repetoire we find that etymological * s represent- 
ed by both /7/ and /¢/. Ts this phonetic, graphemic or perhaps some- 
thing clse? As is well known there are two tablets (CT4 75,77) that 
use for some of the phonemes a different set of signs. The Tell Fekh- 
erye inscription has been cited by some writers when discussing 
DAPT. In that inscription there is the anomalous situation that t is 
written with a /s/ as if we were dealing with Ethiopic or one of the 
modern Arabic dialects. It is clear that this is only a local 
phenomenon 

To return to the problem of the *d, how does one explain the co- 
existence in Hebrew of the frequent mhs together with the unique 
mhg, both presumably from *mbd, o rbs and 76< both from *rbd. 
To these still other examples may be added. In the Bisitun inscrip- 
tion in Aramaic from Elephantine both Frgh and £k are found 
for ““toward him". Other words with etymological *d are also found 
written with both /q/ and // in the Elephantine papyri and other 
documents of that period. Will any one claim that the use of °rg 
“land, carth”” in these texts as well as in Jer. 10,11 is anything more 
than a historical spelling? One should also note that in Mandaic the 
word for *“land, earth” was written arga rather than ara, as expected. 

  

9 The Arabic etymon Seraga means ‘to penetrate into a country” and i a good 
example of opposite meanings in roots, while crg ‘o flec is surely the corret root 
of hi-Cirgim * those who flec” in Job 30,3 
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Here t00 orthography can play no role in determining the position 
of this dialect; this is even truer for dialects that are poorly 
documented. The graphic realization of a phoneme that is 
problematic in all the Semitic languages cannot play an important 
role in determining the dialectic status of a dialect or language. 

Vocabulary. Are there any lexical elements in the DAPT that may 
be labeled as particularly Aramaic? From my point of view the only 
item that can be surely marked in this manner is Ad (IL,10). This 
would be an innovation that the dialect of DAPT shared with 
Aramaic. The word ér that is part of the name bim br 6% is used 
to indicate the ethnic background of #m but nothing elsc about 
the language of the inscription can be learned from it. The Kilamu- 
wa inscription (KAI 24) which is in Phoenician indicates Kilamu- 
wa’s ethnic background in a like manner. Three verbs that may at 
first blush seem typically Aramaic—th, hzh and huh—also arc 
found in Hebrew, 2tk and hwh admittedly in a specific context, 
and >th and zh are known from Ugaritic. Many of the ‘Aramaic’ 
vocabulary items listed by some who have discussed this inscription 
prove under scrutiny to be fata morgana when examined closely, and 
some taken to be Aramaic are not really that. Is tpr *‘to sew” (I,6) 
Aramaic??! The usual Aramaic oot s hy. Is hrpt *‘revile”” (I, 7-8) 
Aramaic? Recourse to DALMAN or even JasTrow is not sufficient, 
rather a painstaking investigation is needed for each vocable. Such 
an investigation would show in the case of At that this occurs only 
in the Targumim, and there overwhelmingly in the Pseudo-Jona- 
than targum, a dubious lexical witness. The noun At” is usually a 
translation of Heb. herpd, while the other noun krupyn betrays by its 
form its Hebrew origin. 

We are frequently told that in establishing the linguistic affliation 
of alanguage or dialect, the vocabulary is not of prime importance. 
There are, however, circumstances when this is not so, and the case 
athand is surely one of them. In DAPT there s a large number of 
phrases and expressions whose Canaanite connection is clear and 
not accidental, 

1. wyhe. mheh. kmf. 21 (1,1-2). DAPT presents here a complex 

    

     

  

   

  

  

Tt should be noted that the pronunciation of d was a problematic subject in 
classicl Arabic and remains so in the modern dialects. 

" Assuming that thisis the correct explanation. Others would se here a form 
of prr “t0 break, scatter’". Would this be Aramaic?      
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phrase. In Hebrew, in the Bileam pericope the phrase mahize Sadday 
yehize is found (Num. 24, 4.16) while in Isa. 13,1 and Hab. 1,1 the 
phrasing is maia> *dier hiz. DAPT combines both phrases. 

2. khypel. (1,2) In Biblical Hebrew koh ya“de is part of an oath 
clause, and is different in function than kk </ in DAPT, but they 
both refer to divine action. 

3. wyPmr. lhm. Shw. hokn. mh. § ... (L5). The use of jib fol- 
lowed by a verb indicating narration is not found in Biblical Hebrew 
but other anticipatory verbs are used in this manner. Thus I Sam 
15,16: heref wi >aggidih (ki > aier dibber ¥ elay ha-layla; Gen. 
49,1: hedsifi waggidah lakem. The verb huwh is found three times 
in similar circumstances in Job: 1) (32,10) SimCu f *dhauwwe dE<7; 2) 
(36,2) katter [ 2% wiPdhawuwekd; and with a skillful shifting of the 
verbs 3) (15,17) >ahauwkd Rna-[i wéze haziti widsappérih 

4. wikw.Pw gl thn (1,5). This is essentially a continuation of 
the previous phrase with the imperatives 5w and lkw connected by 
the waw of wikw. Two Biblical verses are parallel to this phrase: 1) 
Uéki hizie mifidlat Y (Ps. 46,9) and 2) (ki i mif ot *dakim (Ps. 
66,5) with both r2h and hzh used in the Biblical text.22 In both pas- 
sages divine deeds are related. 

5. 2Ufhjn. tyhduw.wnsbuw Sdm.musd (1,5-6). Tt should be noted 
that the root yhd i virtually non-existant in Aramaic. The only other 
occurrence known todate in carly Aramaic is in the Zakkur inscrip- 
tion, itself colored with Canaanitisms. The few occurrences in later 
Jewish Aramaic are clearly based on Mishnaic Hebrew usages. The 

xb nshw is surely to be construed as a nifal, and the usage is 
similar to that of Ps. 82,1 a verse referred to by various scholars. I 
do not believe that sufficient attention has been given to the occur- 
rence of mutd here. The word mutd for the place of assembly, di- 
vine or human, is known from Ugaritic, Canaanite and Hebrew 
sources, but not from Aramaic material. The scene of the gods as- 
sembling is reminiscent of the divine assembly known from Ugaritic 

6. Smiskwlngh (I,6-7). Although sm could be taken as 
“‘there’” the use of t/ym hik for bringing on darkness is well known 
in Biblical Hebrew (Isa. 5,20; Ps. 104,20) and makes the verb 

  

   

  

  

   

  

2 One is tempted 1o sce the mem of mif<alt as being a misconstrued endlitc 
mem which belongs properly with the previous verb. This would make the Biblical 
occurrences and the DAPT even closer in form  
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preferable here, and ngh/Ask constitute a highly usable word-pair 
(Isa. 9,1; 50,10; Amos 5,20; 2 Sam. 22,20/Ps. 18,28). The next 
three words must be of similar import since w?l functions in a 
similar manner. 

7. $méw.muwsr (1,10). Tt is quite possible that the previous word 
gbén or the following gry should be read together with méuw.muwsr, 
both have been suggested. 1 do not, however, think that these two 
words should be separated. The noun muws is known particularly 
from Hebrew, and not from Aramaic where mardita s the usual term 
for ‘discipline’ or ‘chastisement’. The combination of §m¢ with 
musris found in a number of passages in Proverbs, and in expanded 
form in Jeremiah and Zepheniah 

he second combination presents greater difficulties in interpre- 
tation and translation but here t0o there are usages that have clear 
parallels in Biblical texts: 

8. ruy.ddn (I1,4). The parallel with Prov. 7,18 and perhaps with 
5,19 has been noticed. 

9. wrmh.mn.gds (I1,8). Despite various attempts to understand 
byt.Slmn in the previous line in a different manner, it must clearly 

mean ‘cemetery’, and gdSis then a ‘tomb’ asin Job 21,32, Thisword 
does not have a cognate in Aramaic, although it does have one in 
Arabic 

10. Ash.bk. s, w. Imikh.btmik (IL,9). As Hacs 
have noted this is an extended question, introduced by th 
rogative k. .. and continued by %w. .. There is one example of 
this in Biblical Hebrew in 2 Kings 6,27: hdmin ha-goren %3 min ha- 
yeqeb. The king of Isracel declares that he cannot supply food for the 
famine-stricken population of Samaria and asks “'shall it come from 
thessilo or from the press?”’ The question in DAPT follows the form 
of rhetorical questions known from Ugaritic and Hebrew.? In 
Ugaritic the rhetorical question takes the form @. ... hm. ... while 
in Biblical Hebrew the form is /... .. >m. ... In DAPT the form is 
k... %w.... The interchange of * and m is well known (see Ex. 
21,31 vs. 21,32, etc. %w...w. .. for >m...%w. ..). There is no 
known example of the rhetorical question from Aramaic texts. A 
word s in order about the two roots used here. It is clear that )¢, 
the standard Aramaic equivalent of Hebrew ¥, occurs only in 

  

  

't and others   

  inter- 
  

  

  2 Sce M. Hsin, “Rhetorical Questions in Ugaritic and Biblical Hebrew”, 
Eretz Iral 9 (1969), pp. 71-79. 
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Standard Literary Aramaic (Ahiqar Framework Story, Daniel, 
Ezra). Itis unknown in the other Aramaic dialects and the examples 
that may be adduced from ‘Jewish Aramaic’ are chimerical 2 On 
the other hand the root mik as *‘to counsel”” is found in Akkadian, 
as well as in Hebrew and Aramaic, and is not a typically Aramaic 
root. T would translate this line as ““will he surely not take counsel 
with you, will he surely not ask advice (of you)?”” The  preceding 
the nouns having an emphatic function, those preceding the verbs 
anegative function. Asis typical of both Ugaritic and Hebrew poetic 
texts the preposition - has a double duty function. 

These ten items, to which some others may be added, are not 
mere vocabulary but are part of the inner structure of the literary 
dialect whose sole remains are t0 be found in DAPT. 

Various terms have been used in discussing the language of the 
DAPT and it might be best to say something about them at this 
point. Thus some scholars have spoken of a ‘linguistic continuum” 
The language of the DAPT i considered a stage in the linguistic 
continuum from the Aramaic north to the Canaanite south. But do 
such linguistic continuums exist when there are real physical bar- 
riers such as mountains, rivers, deserts, etc. Political boundaries are 
often just as real and linguistic boundaries can be hard and fast. It 
has recently been suggested that we have in the Deir “Alla inscrip- 
tion a sort of pidgin Aramaic, with Amarna Akkadian used for com- 
parison.2* This comparison is not real, for the Amarna corre- 
spondence with Canaan was written in Akkadian, but an Akkadian 
shaped by Canaanite morphology, and using Canaanite words, the 
latter on the whole clearly demarcated by the use of the Glossenkeil. 
The language of the DAPT is dlearly not a pidgin language. 

It is important to note at this point that the current tendency is 
t0 see a common ‘Northwest Semitic’ as the dominant language of 
the second millennium B.C.E. This idea was first propounded by 
Johannes Frieorici and then variously expounded by Giovanni 
Garpint and Sabatino Moscatr. Even though there is litde to 
recommend this view it has become rather fashionable recently.26 Tt 

  

  

2 As has been noted by some scholrs s may be from the root <us which is 
rather rare in Hebrew; the forms quoted in Jewish Aramaic of “uf also seem 
secondary 

2 See A. Rawey, BASOR 2 
2 See most recently G. Garan, 

  

(1985), p. 95 
mitico nordoccidentale ¢ amorreo”, in his 
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seems to me, however, that the bifurcation of the Northwest Semitic 
languages into two basic groupings—Canaanite and Aramaic—took 
place in the early part of the second millennium. Over thirty years 
ago Epzarp showed that there were no traces of Aramaic in Amur- 
rite.?” Indeed there are no such traces in Ugaritic, and if one is to 
speak of a ‘linguistic continuum’ then it is between Amurrite, 
Ugaritic and Canaanite, a continuum in time rather than space. 
The linguistic phenomena registered for Ugaritic are on the whole 
Canaanite, and when a subject such as the taxonomy of the Semitic 
languages is dealt with, the linguistic phenomena known from 
Ugaritic can be used for the identification of a Canaanite feature, 
and in turn for that of retained features in the Canaanite dialects of 
the first millennium.2* 

    

What language or dialect are we dealing with then when we dis- 
cuss the DAPT? Although Deir “Alla is not that distant from Bi- 
blical Ammon proper, there is now hesitation t0 use the term *Am- 
monite’ for it. Ammonite, as known from the limited corpus of 
material available, displays a different set of linguistic features. The 
term ‘Southern Canaanite’ is best preserved for the Canaanitisms 
in the Amama correspondence and related texts from the second 
millennium. Although the comparisons that have been made by this 
writer and by others are perforce with Biblical Hebrew, the lan- 
guage of the DAPT s clearly not Hebrew, as known from the major 
literary works preserved in the Hebrew Bible.2? Taking geographic 
factors into consideration it may best be called Gileadite. Itis a local 
dialect, close to the Canaanite of its time, sharing with it essential 
morphological, syntactic, phonological and lexical features. 

Some of the studies of the DAPT have dealt with its relationship 

  

Le lingue semitiche® (Napoli, 1984), pp. 113144, with an excellent bibliography in 
the footnoes, 

   

  

fari und Aramier”’, Z4 56 (1964), pp. 142-149. 
convinced by S. Secsxr, *“Ugaritsch und Aramiisch” in 

Studia Semitica . Bakas dicata (Bratislava, 1965), pp. 21526 and his later articles 
on this subject 

29 Although there are interesting ideas in J.W. Wasseuius, *“Thoughts about 
Balsam: The Historical Background of the Deir Alla Inscription on Plaster”, 80 
XLIV (1987), 389-99, | do not accept his thess that DAPT is writien in Hebrew. 

30 This docs not mean that contact with Aramaic and shared isoglosses are en- 
tirely excluded. There is undoubtedly Aramaic influence on the Ammonite sript, 
and this could have extended to certain morphological, lexical and orthographic 
features. 1 we had a better idea of Israclte Hebrew in its varied aspects, it might 
be possible o assess the role of this dialect in the transmission of Aramaisme. 
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with the Bileam pericope in Numbers. From the Biblical text it is 
clear that Bileam was considered an Aramean, but d 
nificance as to the language of the DAPT. He was a hize, who saw 
visions by day and by night, asleep and awake. If pétord (Num. 22,5) 
is not a geographic direction, as it is usually interpreted, but rather 
an occupational designation, we would learn that he was also an in- 
terpreter of dreams, that is he engaged in onciromancy, which was 
widespread in the ancient world ! In the Biblical narrative he 
sacrifices seven oxen and seven rams before each pronouncement, 
as has been suggested, he may have functioned as a bari engaging 
in extispicy. In the so-called Cuthean Legend of Naram-Sin a bari 
sacrificed seven and then another seven sheep and then prophesied, 
his predictions being dire.%? In the DAPT there is no inkling of 
sacrifices being made. Instead there are possible indications of the 
use of incubation rituals such as fasting and weeping (1,4). I under- 
stand the passage not as a means of expressing grief, or a post- 
factum expiatory act, but the means used to induce a vision. There 
may also be in the enigmatic list of birds a reference to augury or 
ornithomancy, another form of foretelling the future in which 
Bileam bar Beor may have been engaged. And ifa bit further indul- 
gence of fancy is allowed it may be suggested that the equally enig- 
matic “nyt rght mr wkhnk (1,11) may be a list of terms used for fe- 
male sooth-sayers. The myt is not a ‘poor woman’ but an 
‘answerer’, the equivalent of the apiltu, known from an earlier peri- 
odin the Mari texts, and of the ragintu *‘speaker’” known from neo- 
Assyrian texts. The rght mr describes the specific function of prepar- 
ing myreh, probably for libanomancy, and the Khnk ‘priestess’ 
presents no problem. It may be assumed that in our text these three 
terms are used of one and the same person who performed ries for 
Bileam bar Beor. Needless to say this is all sheer speculation. 

Bileam was revered by these people, the Gileadites or north Am- 
monites, if you wish, and his memory was preserved in this shrinc. 
Who read this text? A priest, or a scribe, in all likelihood, rather 
than schoolboys, as has been suggested. This is surcly not the way 
that reading was taught in the ancient world. Literacy was still very 

  

s has no si 

  

51 See M. Drtcor, “Le texte de Deir Alla et les oracles bibliques de Ba- 
, VTS 32 (1981), pp. 5273, esp. pp.64-65. 

5% See O.Gurxe, “The Cuthean Legend of Narim-Sin”, 4 5 (1955), pp. 
93-113, csp. p. 104, 1. 109. 
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limited in the mid   ighth century and inscriptions, when visible, 
were intended to make an impression by their presence rather than 
by their contents, since these were not readily available to the aver- 
age attendant at a shrine. 

A fruitful area of comparison with the Deir Alla inscription 
which has not been given the attention that it deserves is the Book 
of Job. It has been noted by various scholars that the author skilfully 
used dialect to place the various speakers in context. Even the Elihu 
speeches are characterized by usages that may be considered dialec- 
tal. Itis only the voice of the lord from the whirlwind that is written 
in classical Hebrew, albeit one that is highly poetical and lexically 
rich. There is also an important religious context for the book of Job 
is dominated by El and Shaddai, divine names also present in the 
DAPT. 

We have in the DAPT, be it a unified composition, or composed 
of two separate texts, be it an original composition, or the copy or 
reworking of an carlier text, a work in a local dialect. This dialect 
may have been affected by contact with Aramaic, or with greater 
likelihood shared certain innovative morphological, orthographic 
and lexical features with Aramaic. T would at this point abjure any 
pan-Canaanite bias. My preoccupation with Aramaic studies in its 
literary, linguistic, historical and cultural aspects would forestall 
that. My opposition to meaningless lists of Aramaic compositions is 
strong, especially if such works do not exist. The addition of the 
DAPT to the supposed corpus of Aramaic literature distorts the na- 
ture of this literature, and adds very little to our appreciation of it 

   

   



     WHAT DID THE GODS SAY? REMARKS ON THE FIRST 
COMBINATION OF THE DEIR ‘ALLA-PLASTER TEXTS 

    
    

    

     
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

                                              

     

J. Hozer 

    

On one point those who occupy themselves with the Deir ‘Alla- 
plaster texts will agree: there is no communis opinio. This is also true 
of the lines 8ff. (61T.) of the first combination: the words spoken by 
the gods who were gathered in an assembly.! Most authors agree 
that these words were spoken to a goddess, but recently WesseLius 
has proposed that they were spoken t0 a city, namely Samaria? 
hose who think the words were spoken (o a goddess do not agree 

on the identity of this goddess nor on the tenor of the words. Accord- 
ing to some the words were meant to restrain her from punishiny 
according to others they were meant to incite her to a severe punish- 
ment. Although it is clear that the direct discourse starts in1. 8 (6), 
there is also disagreement on which part of the following lines still 
belongs to it and which not. And T have not mentioned yet the dif- 
ference of opinion on nearly every detail. The idea of this symposi- 
um s to evaluate the studies made so far on the Deir ‘Alla-plaster 
texts. In this lecture on a special problem from these texts, T will try 
o discuss, as far as possible, every relevant opinion and to deter- 
mine which solution is the most probable one. The words skry jmyn 
in 1. 8 (6) can be explained in two ways, cither as “‘the bolts of 
heaven” or said to a female person *‘close the heavens.3 That the 
words are spoken toa “‘you’” in the female singular is clear from the 
form thby in 1. 9 (7) and from the forms bky and sm/krky in 1L 8 (6) 
and 9 (7). Tt seems less probable that we are not dealing here with 
a pronominal suffix 2 p.s.f. but with the conjunction £.# Between 

  

  

  

1 quote the text in accordance with the numbering of the aditio princep. The 
new numbering proposed by Caguor and Levatne (1977) 193, is placed in 
brackets aftr . Although the rearrangements of fragments proposed by them 
seems, a firstsight, very convincing, I tll have some doubrs, cf. Horrizes (1986) 
140. 

¥ CF. Wasseuus (1987) 3931 
5 For the first interpretation, cf. already Hopryzex (1976) 194, for the second 

one, cf already Caguo and Lewie (1977) 197. 
4" For the interpretation of A in those two instances as conjunction, cf. Levine 

(1981) 1971, (1985) 329, cf. also Lesearxe. (1985) 318, (1985b) 280, Pusc (1986) 
286, (1987) 21
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& and sm/kr on the one side and &y on the other there is no word 
divider. Word dividers can be left out in this text, but only between 
words which are closely related as nomen regens and nomen rectum, as 
verbal form and subject, and as a preposition with the following 
nominal form.® It seems less probable that a conjunction introduc- 
ing a hypotactic clause should be followed by a word divider, but not 
be preceded by it. The question which interpretation of skry imym is 
preferable largely depends on that of the word preceding skry. In the 
aditio princeps T proposed to read y/4Jhip.1y.® Caquor and Lemarre al- 
ready proposed to read tpry, which most authors read now. I am 
inclined to agree with them.® They have interpreted this tpry as a 
Qal Imper. s.£. of ¢pr *“to sew” and many authors have followed 
them.? However H. and M. Werppert have rightly stated that it 
remains completely unclear how a form of a root with this meaning 
would fit the context. ! Therefore I prefer to interpret fpry as a form 
of the root prr as H. and M. WeipperT have done, translating *‘you 
may break” 11 If this translation is right we have to interpret skry 

         

           
                        
            
    

          

     

  

     

  

    

    

     

    

     

    

    

    

Hormyzex (1976) 183 
© G, Hormyzen (1976) 173, 193f. The reading of the  is uncertain, cf. .. 

Kooy (1976) 110 
7'GE. Gaguo and Lesuts (1977) 197, 
# CI. the remarks of HAcKerr (1984) 426 ef. also MLex (1982) 224 . 60. 

I is possble that the bit of ink which I and v.0. Kooty (1976) 111 read s a word 
divider s “the tip of the long tail o a lettr lost n the brcak in the line above”", 
of. McCare (1980) 53 

Lalso disagree with Wesseius” proposal 1987) 596 not o read lipry but sy 
The (0p of the sign which nearly al authors read as . stands on a fragment which 

‘i oincd o the main fragment (turned nearly 1807)", cf. v.0. Kooy (1976) 110, 
‘WasseLivs himself agrces that this top has prefeeably t be identified with 2 p-top. 
Therefore T do not understand his considering the reading Jthy (with a £ instead 
of a ) “better, whether or nor the fragment rally belongs here 

Aiso against Sxsso (19862) 288, 290, 296, who proposes the reading ik (cf. 
Sasson (1986b) 149) 

2'Cl. Caguor and Less (1977) 1961 
0 GI_H. and M. Werpper (1962) 92; cf. also Snssox (19863) 296. The remark 

of McCanten (1980) 54 that pry and skr are both imperativs (o ¢ and shrrespec- 
tively) and that we find here “an instance of verbal hendiadys, meaning “stop up. 
by sewing’” and thus “sew shut" " docs not help cither in solving the problem of 

the use of a derivative of the root ¢rin thiscontext. The reference made by Weix 
FrLD (1982) 143 to God's tearing the Heavens (Is i 19) s as such no justfication 
for assuming the idea that the Heavens can be sewn up. The interpretation pro- 
posed by Miven (1952) 218, 224 n. 60 for gy as “verhile(?)” is not based on 
argumentation. 
TG H. and M. Wetppenr (1962) 92, 103, In Classical Hebrew we find the 

Hiphil of the this root used in  figurative sense: breaking a covenant (Gen. xvii 
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smyn as “‘the bolts of heaven”. The breaking of the bolts of heaven 
means that the mass of water held back by them will not be res- 
trained anymore.!? Doors/gates with bolts are a safeguard from 
danger outside, there being no doors or bolts means that one is not 
protected from that danger (cf. Jer. xlix 31, Ez. xxxviii 11£); if the 
bolts are destroyed somehow, the enemy may come in (cf. Jer. li 
301F., Nah. iii 121, cf. also Lam. ii 9). But doors/gates with bolts can 
also serve as a safeguard from the danger within. According to Job 
xoouvil 10, God put bars and doors for the sea, to prevent it from 
crossingits border (cf. v. 11), and in this way shutting it i (cf. v. 8). 

If we interpret skry Smyn as *‘close the heavens” we have to ask 
ourselves what this would mean. Caguot and LEMAIRE have pro- 
posed that it would mean a covering of heaven with a cloud which 
prevents the light of the sun from penetrating to the earth (they con- 
nect 6bky with skry Smyn and do not consider it as the beginning of 
a new clause).!” Although RincGreN translates the words in the 
same way as they do, he utters some doubts for contextual reasons: 
““The expression “close the sky” is strange, since similar expres- 
sions usually refer to the withholding of rain ...""!¥ Indeed, the 
closing of heavens where it occurs in the Bible means the stopping 
or withholding of rain: Gen. viii 2 (the shutters of heaven being 
closed; form of skr used), Dt. xi 17 (form of %7 used), 1 Kings viii 
35 (form of “sr used; = 2 Chr. vi 26), 2 Chr. vii 13 (form of % 
used). The opening of the heavens means rain: Gen. vii 11 (cf. v. 

    

14, Lev. xxvi 15, 44, etc., etc.), a vow (Numb. xxx 9, etc.), the law (Ps. cxix 126), 
etc. But in Zech. xi 10 the breaking of a covenant by God is represented by His 
breaking onc of the two rods He has in His Hand (i 7) in two picces, cf. also v 
11, After that He breaks the brotherhood between Judah and Isracl by breaking 
the other rod in two pieces (v. 14). Morcover the Polel of the root is used in Ps. 
Lexiv 13 in the sense of “to crush” parallel with a form of the root 7r. In Job xvi 
12 the Pilpel of the root is used in the sense of “o crush” (sc. a person) parallel 
with aform of the root gss. In Is. xxiv 19 the Hitpolel of the rootis used (o describe. 
the destruction of the €arth parallel with a form of the root r° (to break). I do not 
think that we have two roors prin Classical Hebrew, as supposed in ¢.g. BDB and 
HAL. One may also compare Arabic fafr-, which among others can mean “to 
cut” o break” 

12 Cf. Hormyzes (1976) 1941, 
15 Cf, Caguor and Lewame (1977) 197. Most authors have followed them, also 

those who divide “bly in b and the conjunction by (v. supra). CI. recenty Lav- 
Tox (1988) 184. However Puscu (1985) 361 utters some doubts about bk be- 
longing to the preceding clause 

1 CE. Rivaonex (1983) 94 (ranslation), 95 (remark); cf. already Kauran 
(1980) 173, 
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12), or it means God procuring food: Ps. Lxxviii 23 (the manna 
which rained upon the people, cf. v. 24; cf. also Ex. xvi 4, where God 
letit rain food from heaven).!> Whereas rain is related to clouds and 
darkness (see below), phenomena which are mentioned in the con- 
text, it would, in my opinion, be very strange if here an expression 
was used meaning the withholding of rain and at the same time in- 
dicating darkness. Combining 4¢4ky with skry Smyn does not solve 
this problem (“‘close the Heavens with your cloud”).1® Cf. also the 
fact that clouds are said to cover something.!” 

Inl. 9(7) the third word up o and including the seventh were read 
in the aditio princeps wlsmrky. thby. . 1® WesseLius has proposed to 
read thby instead of thty.!® There is however no doubt that a & has 
t0 be read here.2’ Instead of smrky the reading skrky proposed by 
HAGKETT is possible.2! It also remains uncertain whether onc has to 
read a word divider after bt or not.22 In deciding which reading is 
the most probable one, we also have to look at the degree of proba- 
bility of the different interpretation proposals. HAcKerT has pro- 
posed to read wl.skrky.thby. hifm b ik and translates: *‘And put the 
dark [ seJal on your bolt”. *“The gist of the phrase is still that the 

    

       
    
                        
          
        
        

              

    

     

    

       
    

    

    

  

5 I ato Mal. i 10. 
1 For this nterpretaton, f.already Caquor and Leveae (1977) 1961 The a- 

termtiv interpretation sugesed by Hackerr (19642) 29, (1986) 217, 320: “in 
your cloud” (nstead of “with your cloud") docs not sole the probler cither 

17 G, Ps. cxii 8 (the heaven), Ex. xouvil9, 16 (he carth), cf. alto Ex. xiv 15, 
16,5134, Lev. vi 13, Numb. i 15, 16, xvi 7, Ez. xxx 18 (¢Falso Ex. o 7 the 
covering of the sun with a cloud), 

15 The preceding clause vl be reated below 
1 CF Wesseuius (1987) 596 
2 Gi. v.p. Kooy (1976) 107. The reason for Wessetaus® hsitaion to accept 

the reading hby s that in Hebrew and Aramaic there would notoccur  Qal Imper- 
fectofthe oot yb. I s truc th .. in Offcal Aramai there only occurs an im. 
perfect Qal of in and no of yb. The way however in which WasseL.us dismisses 
the imperect form (i) in KAT 222B 38 is too casy. In the Sfir texts no imperfect 
formof i occurs, and although the context s damaged, th tranlation of kb iy 
with “you wil no procure my bread/food” scems highly probable in 3 context 
speaking about the procurement of ood. The situation we find in Offcal Aramic 
(and clsewhere) must not for that reason be necesarly found in cvery older 
Aramaie diaect. Thercloe I pefer to follow the majorty of authors (e.g. Deca 
(1969) 74) in interpreting this (4 as Qal Impericct 2p.s.m. of hb. That the Deir 
Al dilec hasalso its own pecularities i a resson the mare to consider the pos- 
sibily of the interpretation of i as Qal Tmpr. 2p... of yb. Morcover lingutstic 
problems can be. no real argument for proposing 4 new reading. against 
palacographical evidence. 

2 G, Fackare (19843) 45, (1986) 220. 
2 Gf. also v.0. Kooy (1976) 107 
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goddess s being told to put a (dark) seal on her ““bolt” in the 
heavens, a “‘bolt” that may be the cloud itself, or something applicd 
to the cloud.””? This is done “to seal up the sky forever” 2 This 
interpretation can be considered only if the text speaks of a closing 
of the heavens; in my opinion however this interpretation is not 
probable (see above). 
McCarTer has been the first to read him. % But before I go into 

this point it is best to discuss the problems of *Lsm/krky. In the 
context there is no interpretation possible of skrky (provided one ac- 
cepts this reading) than as a derivative of skr “to close” + a 
pronominal suffix 2p.s.f. “your closing” or ‘““your bolt”’. This 
makes this reading less probable. Those who read smrky have pro- 
posed different interpretations. This difference in interpretation is 
(at least partly) connected with the different clause divisions they 
propose. Many authors consider Ak L. ngh. Sm.wLsmrky as two 
pairs which are more or less parallel. It is clear that f5k.wLngh is 
a pair.2” That smrly has a pronominal suffix may seem peculiar at 
first sight, nevertheless it cannot be used as an argument against the 
interpretation mentioned here 2 The question is whether tm and 
smr can be interpreted as nouns referring respectively to ‘darkness” 
and “light””. The other question is whether smr can refer to *‘dread”” 
and o could be a parallel to 4.2 Sasso has said that ‘it s erro- 
neous to equate smr with “fear’” because the root smr denotes “‘the 
physiological reaction which a person experiences'” as *‘the outcome 
of the psychological process denoted by yr> and phd.”%® There is 
1o doubt that smr denotes the physiological reaction to fear, cf. the 
parallel of yr°ty with smr béry in Ps. cxix 120 (the last expression 

  

  

      

  

  

B G, Hackerr (1984) 29, 45 
¥ G, Hacxerr (1986) 217 
 GF. McCaren (1980) 51, 54 
3 G, already Caguor and Lexatae (1977) 197, For the discussion whether 

e reading < s right, sec below: 
G, e parallel pairs bt . wl>2uwr w?pl wl-ngh in Amos v 20. OF. also the 

pai A3k P31 in Amos v 18, Job xi 25, Lam. i 2. 
" For  survey of the occurrence of the o-called double duty sufx,cf. . Da 

w00 and Pean (1970) 42011 
S Hormyjuex (1976) 198, The reading of °1 before smrky cannot be consi 

dered as certain (el v.0. Kooy (1976) 106%., Hackerr (1984) 49), nevertheless 
cveryone accepts this reading. Garai (1979) 171, 176 proposes (o read 

mis, fog . For contextual reasons this proposal is o convincing 
" CI. Shsson (19864) 297, cf. already idem (1985) 102 
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also in Job iv 15).%! However this also implies that the physiological 
reaction to fear can stand in parallelism to fear itself. CF. also the 
wyP wybrd lw in 1 Sam. xxviii 5 and hrd wphd in Is. xix 16 
Against this background the parallelism of two nominal forms 
denoting respectively “‘reaction to fear” and *“fear” is not to be ex- 
cluded. Cf. also the parellelism of yr*h and r“dh in Ps. ii 11% and 

of phd and dh in Job iv 14. One may also compare qul hrdh im‘w 
phd wyn lwm in Jer. xxx 5. Therefore one cannot exclude the 
possibility that one finds in our text a parallelism of smr (= *“shud- 
dering for fear”) and t (= “‘terror”). 

The question we now have to consider is, can “fm and ! smr(ky) 
possibly be a pair which is more or less parallel to 4% w?! ngh? For- 
mally there is much which pleads the case of this interpretation 
However, if we accept t, there remains the problem of the interpre- 
tation of both words “m and smr. The interpretation of smr as an 
object (an interpretation which in itself is possible): pole, sceptre, 
does not fit the context.? McCarTer (1980) 51, 5¢ has hesitandly 
proposed to interpret smr with *‘radiance””.% However his remark 
“that the verb smr, “bristle”, might mean by extension “‘bristle 
with light'” and thus “‘radiate”; hence the noun would mean “‘radi- 
ance’ % in my opinion, tells us more about the semantics of the 
English “to bristle”", than that it is an adequate description of the 
semantic possibilities of the oot smr. PuecH (1987) 22, interpreting 
smrin the same way, refers to a corresponding word in Arabic mean- 
ing “light/radiance of the stars/the moon””. An Arabic noun exists 
which indeed can have this meaning: samar-. Still I doubt whether 
itis right to adduce this noun as a possible help for the interpretation 

of the smrin the Deir Alla-plaster texts. The Arabic noun is probably 
derived from a oot in which the idea of “‘night”” is one of the 
semantic components: hence the meaning *‘light of the moon””, etc. 

     

      

  

  

51 Here also the context speaks of fear (v. 14) 
32 Cf. the combination yr°h wr'd in Ps. Iv 6 
38 Caguor and Lewaik (1977) 196 transhte hesitantly “ton timon”", but they 

mention on p. 198 the contextual problems. MoLLew (1982) 22¢ transiates with 
“lance”, but combines 1 smrky with the next clause. His proposal ibid. 218 to 
take mrky a the subject of this clause scems impossible. Also Rivcaxe (1983) 94 
hesitantly proposes a translation “pale, scepire” 

" Some authors followed him, cf. Levixe (1981) 197, 
% Cf. McCaren (1980) 54. 
% Cf. e.g. Lax (1872) 1425 
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This is an insufficient basis to defend an interpretation with 
“‘radiance’”.¥ 

The interpretation of fm is also very difficult. T completely 
agree with those who considered my original interpretation as  pos- 
sible derivative from the root zm as less convincing.’® However 
the reading can be considered as reasonably certain.*® The reading 
proposals “dm and <l (the last mentioned one would in itself fit 
the context very well) seem less probable.** H. and M. WeipperT, 
assuming the existence of the two parallel pairs mentioned above, 
propose for <fm a negative interpretation (** Dunkel’?) without be 
ing able to give an ctymological or semantic explanation. ! Sasson 
(1985), 102 (cf. idem (1986a) 297) relates pm to the Arabic root 
Ctm derivatives of which have the idea of *“darkness’ as semantic 
component.*? Although the meaning as such would fit the context, 
the proposed ctymological relationship is unconvincing. PuEcH 
(1987) 22 has proposed to relate m to the Akkadian noun demmu 
(= shade of a dead onc).*? In my opinion a possible etymological 
relationship of the “m in the Deir Alla texts with this Akkadian 
noun is an insufficient basis to defend an interpretation as “dark- 
ness”. Another interpretation proposed by PuecH stands a better 

    

  

    

   
  

       
(7)t0 the same Arabic root, reerring o semar- meaning 

mar- meaning *(dark-Jbrown””. To avoid however an interpretation of 
ight'" (which would not it the context) he proposes o read 

fsrh.bjamky . However, in my opinion, there s not enough room o jusify the 
‘assumption that between w and smrky there once stood four graphemes and a word 
divider (also against Sassox (1986b) 149; cf. also v.o. Kooy (1976) 1061 

 Cf, Horryzes (1976) 197, 264, For the criticism, cf. .g. Naven (1979) 136, 
Roré. (1979) 66 n. 28, H. and M. Werwrexr 93 n. 77, Puzci (1985) 362. 

% CE. v.0. Kooy (1976) 106; cf. also H. and M. Weiepexr (1982) 92, Pusci 
(1987) 22. 

40 For the seading dm, f. Caguor and Leaie (1977) 197 (f. also Gassini 
(1979) 171, 176, MovLe (1982) 224); for the reading Clm, cf. McCaxrea (1980) 
54 (. also Livine (1981) 197, Hacxerr (1984) 27, 44, Gare (1985) 27). 

1 H. and M. Weippexr (1982) 93. 
42 Tn dhis connection he also mentions the nctm in Is. ix 18. Cf. also Sassox 

(1986b) 149. 
45 Tn chis article he justly withdraws a previous proposal (Pusci (1985) 361) to 

relate “fm ctymologically o the Hebrew root <. The proposal of Puecw (1987) 
2210 consider the g in 1s. xix 3 as etymologically related to cemmu s less prob 
abl, because for contextual reasons it is most probable that %ym is a plural form, 
in which case the m is not a root radical. The proposal of Roré. (1979) 66 n. 28 t0 
interpret Cfm as Picl Imper. s.{. + sull. 3p.pl.m. i not convincing for contextual 
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      chance, in my opinion. It is his proposal (at a suggestion of 
GREENFIELD) to relate “/m with the Aramaic root ‘m{ which has 
“darkness’” as semantic component. (In this case one has to presup- | 
pose a metathesis). # 

A this stage of my argumentation it is impossible to give an an- 
swer to the question I asked with any reasonable certainty. It is very 
attractive to consider /5% wl ngh and m w?l smrky as two parallel 
pairs. But the uncertainty of the interpretation of the sccond pair 
(especially of smr) precludes all certainty. In my opinion, it is also 
attractive to consider smr and it as parallels; from the interpretation- 
al side there is nothing against it. But it remains uncertain whether 
we find here ft followed by a word divider.> What i certain is that 
no k, m, n or ¢ followed.*s This means that readings like At or htm 
which are proposed by some authors can be considered as ex- 
cluded 7 

Different interpretations also have been proposed for the words 
wlthgy “d “Im in 1. 9 (7). Some authors have proposed not to derive 
thgy from the root hgy “‘to make a certain kind of noise”", but of the 
homonymous root Agy ““to remove””.# What the goddess is asked 
not to remove is either a cloud or darkness.* 

Those authors who derive thgy from the root gy “‘to make a cer- 
tain kind of noise”” give mutually different interpretations. The in- 
terpretation with “do not make noise forever’” does not make much 
sense in the context, in my opinion. The interpretation with “do 

  

    
           

   

         

    
       
    
             

     

  

    

        

        
   
    

     

   

     
       
   

     

  

4 CI. Puscn (1987) 22 (n.39) 
# This is considered probable by v.o. Kooty (1976) 107, 
 Cf. also Horryzex (1976) 196, 
¥ For the reading i, f. already Cauor and LEAIRe (1977) 198 (cf. also Le- vixe (1985) 329, Puec (1985)336, (1987) 17). For the reading hm, cf. McCawTEx 

(1980) 51,54 (cf. also Hackerr (1984a) 27, 45; compare also Wessevaus (1987) 597). 
¥ Cf. Garsii (1979) 1761, 185, McCarre (1980) 51, 54, Hackerr (1984a), 

29, 46, (1986) 220, (1987) 125 
" For the cloud as object, cf. McCartex (1980) 51 (cf. also Hacerr (1987) 125). For the darkness as object, cf. Gaxnisi (1979) 177, 185. Ifone takes the cloud a3 object one has (o presupposé a restoration //b i in the preceding clause. 

* Cf. Caguot and Lewatse (1977) 196, 198 (Also their explanation (p. 196) of 
these words as a request “3 ne plus jamais faire de bruit adressée au solei dont Ie 
voyage quotidien faisai croyait-on, un certain bruit”, does not make much sense, even fone accepts thatthe words were dircctedto asun-goddess). For ths interpre. tation, cf. also Pusch (1985) 359, Rincore (1983) 94, There is no argumentation given for Sasson’s interpretation (1987) 288 n. 14 of *“and keep thou silent for- 
ever’ s “and do not seck to rebel”" 
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not be angry forever’” would make sense in the context, but there 
are not enough arguments in support of it.?! The interpretation 
with “‘and never raise your voice again’” does not make much sense 
in the context.® Whether the gods are presented as trying o re- 
strain the goddess from punishing or as trying to incite her to do so, 
a future speaking of the goddess is not excluded. The only possible 
interpretation, provided one derives gy from the root gy “to make 
a certain kind of noise” is, in my opinion, *‘will never say” % 

Making a provisional assessment of what is said until now, it 
seems highly improbable that the words of the gods were spoken to 
‘atown (whether Samaria or another one). One would not ask a town 
to break (or: not to break) the bolts of heaven (etc.). What has been 
said until now does not allow us to choose between the two possibili- 
ties mentioned above: a) that the gods are trying to restrain the god- 
dess from punishing b) that they are trying to incite her o punish. 
In the first case we have to assume that before tpry an >/ was lost, 
that we have to take smr as a parallel to h¢* and that “lthgy d “Im 
has to be interpreted as *“will never say”’. We also have to assume 
that a compound nominal form Ingh *‘not-light'” is possible, as I 
proposed in the editio princeps. 1 still believe this possible with refer- 
ence to Prov. xii 28.% In the second case we have to assume that 
originally there was no *l before tpry, that ik wl ngh and Sfm 
smrky are two parallel pairs and that 2lthey has to be interpreted as 
<“will not remove””. Up to now, the argumentation given does not 
provide us with any clue which makes it possible to make a choice 
between them with any reasonable certainty. 

In the following lines 1L 10, 11 (8, 9) there two imperfect forms 

    

   

    

  

51 Against H. and M. Werpper (1982)93, 103. The fact that Agy can be trans- 
lated with “knurren”” (especially said of a lion defending his prey: Is. xxxi 4)is no 
argument enough. The root g is used to indicate the typical sounds of men and 
‘animals and of the shades of the dead (also against MOLLER (1982) 218, 224) 

%2 Cf, Lavixe (1981) 1971. The interpretation of Sassox (1986a) 208 (1. 14) as 
“keep thou silent forever' .¢. “do not seek to rebel” does not have enough argu 
ments in support of it. (Also against Sasson (1986b) 148, 149, 153). 

53°CI. Horriyze (1976) 179, 199 (sce also the parallels mentioned there). The 
translation of Puecy (1987) 27: ‘et tu 'intrigues plus & jamais” s not convincing 
cither in view of the available materil 

54 The clause §¢bly im ik w?lagh has in that case (0 be interpreted as bei 
nominl clause without modal function, but conaining a statement/description. 

55 Against H. and M. Wippeat (1962) 93 . 76. The Pngh and P->ur in 
some classical Hebrew texts (cf. n. 27) have in my opinion also (0 be interpreted 
as compound nouns. 
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(5%nh, yybl) occur. It s interesting that the first one has the ending 
-k and not - (cf yry in i 6). It seems probable that in our text with 
this formal opposition a functional one corresponded. * This means 
that ynh is an announcement of what will happen and not a 
wish.¥” What will happen is according to the clause wgl rhmn y‘nh 
something highly unpleasant. The question is, what the relation is 
between this unpleasant future and those words of the gods by which 
they try to induce the goddess to punish (or: not to punish) the 
land/world severely. The function of the ky in 1. 9 (7) is of interest 
here and the question whether the clause gl rhmn 5k is depen- 
dent of it. It goes without saying that the interpretation of the word 
Ioptin the clause introduced by Ay is of great importance. The ques- 
tion is whether it has to be interpreted as a noun or as a verbal form. 
That it is a noun indicating an animal is not very probable.? If we 

      

5 Cf. Horryzex (1976) 29711 of. also Gana (1985) 136, 
57 Some authors have not interpreted y‘nh a5 a verbal form, but as a noun 

denoting the ostich. In tslf a bird would fit a context speaking of birds. (cf. Gar- 
w1 (1979) 177, H. and M. Wewperr (1982) 95, 103, Lewiwe (1985a) 318, 
(1985b) 260, Puscw (1985) 359 (cf. however idem (1987) 22, 28)). In classical 
Hebrenw the ostrich is not normally denoted by y°nk but by b )¢k cf. Lev. x 16, 
D xiv 15, Is. xii 21, xxxiv 13, i 20, Jer. 1 39, Micah i 8, Job xxx 29). H. and 
M. Weppesr (1982) 95 refer to Lam. v 3 where one finds in the Qere ymm 
denoting ostriches (Ketiv & “nym) and suggest that it is @ plural form of a noun 

e, 1t remains possible that in Hebrew there existed 2 noun y“nh (and not yr) 
denoting the ostrich. Sl I prefer to interpret y°nk in the Deir “Alla plaster text 
a5 a verbal form, because 1 agree with Puecn (1987) 22 that otheruwise we would 
et amere st of animals, which would b strange. 1 do not agree with Puec ibi 
that we find a paralll becween 41p and ny in Ps. cxix 42 (in Prov. xxvii 11, also 
quoted by him, we do not find  derivative of ). 

58 Cf, Horrigzex (1976) 202, 204, 2061, <f. also Levi (1981) 199, Rincorex 
(1983) 95(. The reading gn instead of g is palseographically possible, cf v.. Kooy 
(1976) 107. This reading is proposed by Gassixi (1979) 1771, who interprets the 
word as "“the young birds in the nest” (c. also . and M. Wawpexr (1982) 94, 
Puscr (1985) 359, (1987) 22, 26). s possible (0 interpret gn in this way, cf. Dt 
xexi 11 (where g is parallel with guslyw), cf. possibly also Job xxix 18. So one 
cannot deny the possibiliy that gn rhm <k has to be read (cf. also the *prhy *nph 
inl. 10 (8)). The reading g° instead of glgn i less probable (cf v.o. Kooy (1976) 
107), against Lexaiwe (19852) 318, (19836) 280. Gansivt (1979) 177 has proposed 
to read ripn instead of rbmn. This reading is possible (cf. v.o. Kooy (1976) 108). 
However the words gn rhpn y'nh (*la nidiata cova lo struzzo’”, <f. Garaixi ibid. | 
185) do not make much serise in the context. 

% Against Lesaine (19832) 318, (1985b) 280 interpreting it as ‘“bac” 
Although the translation as such is not impossble (cf. firapt in Jewish Aramaic) 
it seems to me less probable to use it in this context, because it presupposes a lis 
of animals (birds) which s far as one can judge, doc not make a clause (cf n. 57). 
The ending -t also offers problems. 
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take Arpt as the singular construct of a noun meaning “reviling, 
contumely”” we have to translate the context as “‘the swift has 
answered the reviling of the eagle and the voice of the vultures"'% 
I do not think this translation is probable, because in that case we 
have to take hrpt nir as *‘contumely/reviling uttered by the eagle’” 
To the best of my knowledge the object of the reviling always has 
to be someone whose powerstrength/importance the reviler wants 
to inveigh against. This means that the object must be someone 
who is considered by the speaker/writer as having power/strength/ 
importance or as someone presenting himself as having it. Since in 
the translation mentioned above the swift (?), a weak unimportant 
bird, is the only one who can be the object of the eagle’s reviling, 
the translation seems less probable.*! The only possibilities left are 
to interpret rpt cither as Qal/Pacl Impf. 3p.s.f. or as an active 

# Caguor and Lenarws (1977) 19 propose this as a possible translation (cf. 
also Rincore (1983) 94, Routiaxo (1985) 117). 

61 CI. 2 Kings xix 4 (~ Ls. xoxvi 4 where Hesekiah is introduced saying that 
Rabshake has taunted the living God (cf. Rabshake’s words that God will not be 
able to save Jerusalem (2 Kings avii 35), f. also 2 Kings xix 16, 22, 23 (= Is. 
Joxvi 17, 23, 24 f. also 2 Chr. xcxit 17)). In Judg, vii 15 Gideon is introduced. 
Saying that the men of Succoth taunted him by refusing o help him when he pur- 
Sued Zebah and Zalmuna. By the words they used they denied his power o cope. 
with them (cf. also v. 6) at the moment he had already shown to be able to do o 
(cf. Juds. vii 21). In Neh. vi 13 Nehemiah introduces himself speaking and describ- 
ing his enemies as looking for an opportunity to write an evil report about him and 
5010 taunt him, They tied to do 50 by wrongly implying that he was not a really 
plucky man (cf. vv. 10T). Goliath (1 Sam. xvii 10) s introduced saying that he 
taunts the army of Iracl, i.c. that by standing there in al his power (vv. 41F) he 
defcs the Israclites, implying by his words that there is no one among them who 
is able to stand up to him (in other words that they standing there in array have 
noreal power, i.¢. that they and their God are powerless; f. aso David's reactions. 

in 1 Sam. xvii 25, 26, 36, 49), cf. also 2 Sam. xxi 21 (= 1 Chr. xx7)). In Ps. bxiv 
10, 18 the psalmist says that God's encmies have taunted Him (paralll with con 
temning His Name; forms of % used). It goes without saying that for the 
Psalmist God is @ mighty God (cf. v. 12~ 17) Whose power the enemies by their 
attitude and actions defy (cf. also Ps. xix 12, <f. also the question in v. 10 “where. 
s their God?” cf. Prov. xiv 31 where taunting God is opposite to honouring Him), 
In Ps. bxxix 52 the taunting concers God's anointed who s rejected by God (v. 
3901, He is taunted by God's cnemies who selfevidently present him as being 
worthless, whereas i the cyes of the psalmist he i special because of the promises 
made by God concerning David and his house (¢ vv. 201T, 50). Tn Ps. i 11 his 
enemics taunt the psalmist who finds himself in adverse circumstances, but who 
hopes for Gods help (cf. vv. 6,9), the enemies question the effcacy or the realizing 
of this help (v. 11). G, also Ps. xliv 17, I 13, vii 4, ci 9, exix 42 in their contexts 
(cf. also Zeph. ii 8, 10). InIs. Ixv 7 the Lord is introduccd saying that those Israe 
lites who comit idolatry taunt Him, holding His power in contempt by transgress- 
ing His prescriptions. 

  

  

  

     



           

       
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

          

     

     

   

                            

    

     
       

132 J. HoFTIZER 

   
participle of the Qal in the construct state.5? So, the only possible 
interpretation of the clause ssgr rpt n seems to be that it speaks 
about a small bird taunting/reviling a mighty one, the cagle.6* 

Some authors consider this clause as the first one of a group of 
clauses belonging together, in which in each instance something or 
someone is described as behaving in a way that s contrary to, indeed 
precisely antithetical (o, its natural character. However, I doubt 
whether clauses describing people or animals behaving contrary to 
their natural character, must for that reason be considered as neces- 
sarily belonging together and describing one and the same situation. 
The swift’s reviling of the eagle is a description of an undesirable 
situation. 5 However, if we have to take the fmcuw in 1. 12 (10) as a 
form of the perfect and not as an imperative form, the clause 
wqbn Fmcw muwsr would speak about the gbn listening to exhorta- 
tion. Whether we take the gbn as “aggrievers™ or as “‘hyenas’ 
(as most authors o), this would mean the gbn acting contrary to 
their normal way, but such a change would not be considered some- 
thing undesirable, but a symbol of a situation which is better than 
the *‘normal’” one.% Compare e.g. Is. xi 6-9 and Ixv 25 (here is 
described that in a happy future ferocious and dangerous animals 
will become harmless), cf. also Is. xliii 20 (here is described that in 
such a future jackals and ostriches will honour God and that there 
will be rivers in the desert). For these reasons, I do not believe that 
we find in Il. 9fF. (7fF.) of the first combination a description of one 
and the same situation.®” This also means that the clauses in these 
lines do not all depend on the £y in 1. 9 (7).5% 

This brings us back to the question about the function of this ky 

    Against WesseLivs (1987) 597 who interprets it as probably being a form 
of the perfect 2p.5.{. But as he himselfagrees in that case “the construction of the 
sentence scems somewhat awkward”. On the ending - as ending of the Perfect 
3p.s..in this type of language, cf. ¢.g. Garn (1985) 60, Kavraiax (1988) 51 

& Gf. already Horryzen (1976) 201 
4 Gf. McCartea (1980) 58, cf. also Hackerr (19843) 46, (1986) 217, (1987) 

125, Sassox (1986a) 299, (1986b), 149. 
& Cf. Horryzax (1976) 201 
% On gi‘n see below.  Sussox (19862) 301 also coneludes tht the hyen 

willbe willing tolisten to words of chastisement and reform”". But his way of letting 
this fact coincide with a description of bad times (“ironically, this willtake place 
at a time when the forces of darkness have dominion over the carth") is uncon- 
vincing. 

& Against c.g. Hackert (1984) 46. 

a reacherous animal   
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and the relation of the clause ky ss%gr hrpt 7 to its context. 
Tt is possible o interpret this clause as a hypotactic clause with 

causal function related to the preceding clause(s). The words sscgr 
Jupt ¥ can indicate a sin, mention being made by the use of 
““animal symbols”” of a disobedience of mortal men to the gods (or 
to the central goddess).5 If one accepts this interpretation one has 
to take Arpt as indicating an event in the past and one has to accept 
the interpretation that the gods ask the goddess to punish the 
land/earth severely. In that case the clause wq/ rhmn ynh cannot be 
dependent on ky, because it speaks of a future event.” 

PucH has proposed o take the clause ky sscgr Arpt niv as having 
a consecutive/final function.” In that case the clause ssCgr hipt nir 
has to be taken as indicating a punishment.”? The *‘animal sym- 
bols”” are used to indicate the overthrow of the established social ord- 
er. The question is whether in such a context the form Jipt (taken 
asa form of the perfect or as a participle) can indicate a future event. 
In classical Hebrew one finds ky-clauses with consecutive/final func- 
tion having cither a perfect-form or a participle as “predicate’”. In 
those instances where a perfect is used the ky-clause describes a situa- 
tion/action which has already taken place, which is already a reali- 
ty.7* In those instances where a participle is used the ky-clause also 
describes an action/situation which is presented as being a reality.”s 
This makes it less probable that in the relevant lines of the Deir 
€Alla-text a consecutive/final Ay-clause is to be found with either a 
perfect-form or a participle as ““predicate”’ and speaking about a 
situation which has not yet been realized.”® 

  

  

    

 Cf. already Horryzex (1976) 201 
70 1 do not agree with the interpretation of Livixe (1981) 197 who translates 

““For the swift [and] crane will shrick insult .. Also against Rixcasex (1983)94, 
Pusch (1985) 359; unless they think of a consecutive/final interpretation. 

71 CI. Puscn (1986) 37, (1987) 28, 
1 do not agree with Pugc (1986) 37 that this clause and the following ones 

describe the birds (1nd the other animals) as panicking because of the darkness (aso 
against Puech (1987) 22) 

"3 For instances which prove that the overthrow of the established order could 
be felt as a punishment, cf. Horryzea (1976) 215, 

74 OF. GesenusKavrzson-CowLev par. 166b. Cf. the following instances: 
Gen. xx 9, 1 Sam. xxii 8, Is. st 1, 16, xxxv 5, Micah iv 9, Hab, ii 18. CF. also 
Lachish leters i 31T, vi 21 

7 Cf. Judg. xiv3, 1 Sam. xx 1, 1 Kings xvii 9, 2 Kings v 6, Ez. xxiv 19. Most 
ky-clawses of this type have an imperfect as “predicate” 

© Selfevidently absolute certainty is excluded. 
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Another possibility is to take the words ky ssCgr hipt 37 as a k- 
clause with causal function being the protasis of the apodosis wql hmn 
ynh. The fact that the small bird has taunted the eagle is then 
given as the reason for the hopeless situation described in the next 
clauses. 

Itis also possible to take & in1. 9 (7) as the introduction of a main 
clause. In the case one prefers the interpretations that the gods ask 
the goddess not to punish the land/earth, the clause ky ss%er hrpt nir 
has t0 be taken as the (first clause of the) direct discourse.” 

All the interpretations of the clause ky 5s%gr hrpt nir which as such 
can be considered tenable, presuppose that the clause wgl rhmn 
¥nh is a main clause. Those who prefer the interpretation that the 
gods ask the goddess to punish the land/earth severely, must take 
this clause as representing something the gods wish, namely that 
chaos will be realized and that the voice of the vultures will re- 
sound.™® However, in that case one would expect, in my opinion, 
¥ny a form with modal function (as one also finds in the preceding 
Clauses, cf. e.g. lthgy). This means that a solution which presup- 
poses that the gods asked the goddess not to punish seems preferable. 
But it is better to consider some other points beforehand. 

Ifwe were to concur with this interpretation, this would mean that 
before the #pry in 1. 8 (6) there originally stood an */. The question 
is whether there is enough room. Caguor and LEmaIRe have pro- 
posed a rearrangement of the fragments of the first combination 
which s accepted by nearly every author.” If we did not accept this 

      

  

See above, that in case one preersthis interprecation one has (0 interpret the 
preceding Uiy as “will not say". For the interpreation of ky 4 introducing a 
s clause, cf, Horrizsn (1976) 202, Sasson (1986a) 268 (n. 15). 

. above. The interpretation of MOLLER (1962) 218, 2251.of the clause ugl 
sy ith “und (umgekehrt) muss die Stimme der Geicr sich ducken’” i ess 
Convincing. He adduces Is. xxv 5 25 reference: emyr “rypm ¥k (cf. the parallel 
with ty® n the preceding clause). I this case therc can b 1o reasonable doubt 
thx the text spealks of the snging of the ruthlss ones being brought low. S0, the 
s gl by s such could be transated as “the voice o the vultures wil 
be broughtow”. But e has o ask oneself what function  cause with this mean- 
ing would have n the context, the vulturcs, i my opinion, being not th represen- 
tatives of pover and might, but of desruction 

G, Caguor and Lexia (1977) 193 For a good survey, f. aso Puscn 
(1987) 15, where also the insertion of other fragments is discussed. In my 
apinion, als the probable insetion of ragments VI11d and Xlle as proposed by 
Hacxerr (19843) 7, Puscns 1985) 359., (1967) 15 does notproc the rearrangement 
mentioned here. 
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rearrangement (and T have still some doubts)™” there would be no 
problem. But even if we accept the proposed rearrangement (which 
in itself is very attractive) there is, in my opinion, after w’mno b 
in1. 8 (6) room for more than two signs and a word divider, namely 
for around four signs and a word divider. Let me explain 

‘The main observation of CaquoT and LemARE is that the rests of 
red signs on the first line of fragment Ic do not belong to the third 
line of the first combination but to the first line.®! They tried to de- 
termine the exact relation of fragments 1a and Ic by proposing the 
restoration wy’mnw I[bl%Jm br b°7.%2 When this last proposal (which 
in itselfis a very attractive one) is correct, there is no room between 
the & and the ¢pry in 1. 8 (6) for much more than two signs and a 
word divider. But I doubt whether this proposal is correct. If this 
were so, there would not be room between the first sign of 1. 1 of 
fragment 1a (1) and the /sfpr of 1. 1 of fragment Ic for bi%m br b° to 
be inserted, even without any word dividers.® So, if we accept the 
central rearrangement proposal of Caquor and LEMAIRE we have to 
move fragment lc somewhat more to the right than they pro- 
posed.® In that case there is enough room between & and tpry in 
1. 8(6) for around four signs and a word divider. Now the question 
remains what to do with the attractive restoration suggestion 
wymw [bm br br. Perhaps 1 may propose wySmrw Ifh bl )m br 
b 

The next problem is: of which name is § the first letter? Caguot 
and Lemarre have proposed imi as the name of the goddess™ If 
we leave aside for the moment the fact that Shamash is only attested 
as a female deity in Ugarit (which makes it less selfevident that 
in Deir “Alla $im§ was known as a female deity), there is also an- 
other reason for doubting whether this name originally stood here. 
As McCaRTeR has already said “it would be most curious for 
the Sun to be given the task of obscuring the sky”® and one 

     

  

  

@ Cf. Hormyzes (1986) 140. 
91 Cf. aguor and LEsaIRe (1977) 1931 

Caquor and Lesaiws ibidem. 
. the space needed by #m (15 (3)) and b 5° (1.2). CF. also the draving of 

Puscnt (1987) 16 where nearlyallroom between the relevant signss eft out to make. 
the restoration possible. Also if we take the tail (et of /o) in . 1 of fragment Ic. 
as the til of the last sign of 4%m there is not cnough room for brb bevween 4°m, 
and the r of 1. 1 of fragment 1a 

# According to my estimation more than a centimeter. 
5 Cf. Caguor and Lentks (1977) 1961, 
# Gf. McCarren (1980) 53, cf. also Pukcn (1985) 361, Sasson (19863) 295 
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would add to be given the task of breaking the bolts of heaven. The 
most probable solution seems to me to take Jgr as the name of the 
goddess, the more so as, in my opinion, the name of this goddess 
occurs in 1. 16 (14).8 

If we restore w’mnw 5fgr there is, in my opinion, enough room 
for 1 after fgr. So the possibility that the gods did not ask the 
goddess to break the bolts of heaven, but did ask her not to break 
them, has to be seriously considered. 

In this case we have to accept in 1. 9 (7) the parallelism of smrky 

  

    
  

  

with At and not the parallelism of A% w’l ngh with tm wl smrky 
For the interpretation of wl smrky thly as “do not spread the shud- 

dering for you”, one can adduce texts like Ez. xxvi 17, xxxii 23, 24, 
26, 32, texts already quoted by Caquot and Lemarre.® It also 
‘means that fm has to be taken as an attribute to ° ngh®; its mean- 
ing remains obscure. If the suggestion that “fm has to be related to 
the root “m{ is true one could think of an adjective meaning some- 
thing like “‘dark”, “dense”.% 

    

The remarks of Hacker (1984a) 41, that we nevertheless could think of 7 be- 
causell. B, (6, “that the goddess in question does have the power t0 ordain light 
‘and that, in fact, that is her normal function’ are less convincing, because they 
presuppose the closing of the Heavens and not the breaking of the balis of heaven 
which not only means darkness but alo heavy rains which docs not plead the case 
of the goddess being a sun-goddess. 

#7 Caguor and Lewatke (1977) 201 have argued that the fgrt and <ir of Dt 
Vi 13 (cf also Dt. xxvii 4, 18, 51) prove that in the for wir of . 16 (14) we are 
ot concerned with two gods, but with the indication of the ittr of cows and sheep. 
In my opinion, there can be no doubt that fer can be the name of a goddess (the 
same is true of ), cf. Horrizen (1976) 273, MLLER (1978) 641., and that we 
have to consider this possibilty also for the Deir ‘Alla text. We also have (o con- 
sider the fact that in Ugarit the goddess Jgr occurs in combination with <tr and 

 (on the relevant Ugaritic text, cf. Xz1ta (1981) 99). The interpretation of 
the Gorin L. 16 (14) as the name of a god and not as “liter” could be supported 
by the feminine ending of <t in the Di.instances (on the problem, cf. MOLLER 
(1978) 64 n. 48, H. and M. Weipper (1982) 100L, . alio Rixcoae (1983) 96). 
1 do not believe that fer w®itr s the indication of one female deity (against Livive. 
(1981) 1981., (1985) 333: Shegar weClshtar), because <ir clearly is a male deity 
(also against Sassox (19862), 285, 307, (1986b) 148). The proposal of McCawTeR 
(1980) 53 10 restore a goddess 7 cannot be disproved, but I prefer (o restore 
name which is atested in the text itsll 

# Cf. Caguor and Leaiwe (1977) 198, 
# For ngh being a masculine noun, cf. Horrijzea (1976) 197 (n. 32). 
%0 What stood between b and At remains uncertain (for the reading problems 

of the sign before 4%, cf. v.p. Kooy (1976) 112). The proposal to read i.5/6 hik 
(cf. already H. and M. Weippear (1982)93) s very atractive, but, in my opinion, 
it does not il the space, even ifone accepts the rearrangement proposals of CAQuoT 
and Lisuares 
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Alsoif we give preference to the interpretation that the gods tried 
to restrain the goddess from punishing, we also have to take the 
clause ky ssCgr hpt nir as (part of) a direct discourse. 

The question is whether the next clause belonged to this direct dis- 
course. This could very well be the case, for then the goddess (hav- 

ing stated that the small bird has taunted the eagle, i.. that mortal 
man has taunted the goddess/the gods) would announce what would 
happen.?! In my opinion, it is even preferable to assume that the 
announcement of what would happen would belong to the direct dis- 
course, for it seems probable that the gods would try to prevent the 
consequences of the sinful behaviour of the people: that means that 
they would especially try to prevent the goddess from saying that she 
would draw consequences from that behaviour. 

Although I prefer (for the reasons given above) the interpretation 
that the gods seek to restrain the goddess from punishing, I am 
aware that this proposal remains based on hypothesis and probabili- 

   
  

  

ty reasoning. The opposite interpretations, although in my opinion 
less probable, cannot be said to be disproued. 

Twould like to end this lecture by some short remarks on the que 
tion which part of the following lines still can belong to the words 
of the gods and which not 

In 1L, 10F. (8F.) the words prhy >nph up to and including wspr 
form a list of birds. Some authors have proposed to interpret the 
preceding words also as indications of birds. Instead of sk they pro- 
pose to read sdh indicating a type of owl.2 However, the reading of 
the second sign as d instead of s less probable.%% The reading nls 
for the word preceding wsrh is ascertained.* The proposal to inter- 

  

  

pret nhs as indication of a certain type of bird (unknown until 
now)® seems less probable because the nhs and s7h both can be in- 
  

91 1f we take the clause fy ssCgr rpt ni s & hypotactic clause with causal func- 
tion related to the next clause, this last-mentioned clause must belong to the direct 
discourse 

2 Cf. already Caquor and Lenaiw (1977) 198, cf. also Lewaie (1984) 142, 
(1985a) 318, (1985b) 380, Puscw (1983) 359, 361, (1987) 17, 22 n. 41, Sasson 
(19863) 288, 299 

9 CI. v.0. Kooy (1976) 113, ci. also Garsiw (1979) 178, McCaste (1980) 
54, H. and M. Wairpsar (1983) 95 

54 G1. v.. Kooy (1976) 113. The proposal of Lisarne (19854) 318, (1985b) 
280 (fllowed by Purcr (1985) 362, (1987) 17, 22 n. 41) to read i (indicating a 
falcon) can be excluded for palacogeaphical reasons. 

3 CI. already Caguot and LEsaire (1977) 198, cf. also McCarrex (1980) 51 
55, Rivccrex (1983) 94, Sassox (19863) 288, 299 
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terpreted as indicating distress.% In the list of birds the word ywn 
has to be interpreted as *‘dove’” as rightly indicated by Caguot and   

LeMARE (1977) 199 and not as “‘marsh’” as I originally proposed.*" 
These birds serve as “auguries portending calamity’’® The 

question is what is the relation of this lst of birds to the context. To 
answer this question we have to look first at the end of 1. 11 (9), the 
words mfh up to and including k. It seems very probable that 
mik and htr which can both indicate a kind of staff or rod are paral- 
lels here, as the majority of authors assume. % The question is what 
kind of rod is meant. Caquor and LemAIRE (1977) 199 already pro- 
posed to interpret it as a shepherd’s staff. % This interpretation is 
preferable to the one proposed by me, namely to take mfh and hir as 
words indicating “punishment’” 10! A shepherd’s staff fits better in 
a text speaking of ewes. 1?2 

There can be no reasonable doubt that ris the subject of 341,193 
The parallelism of mh and it also makes it probable that there were 
two parallel clauses in which mih and hir respectively were sub- 
jects.!%* In that case the *rmbn have to be the object of yybl. This 

  

   

    

% Cf. Hormyze (1976) 2021 ; cf. also Garaisi (1979) 178, H. and M. Wae- 
PR (1982) 95. This semantic correspondence also pleads againt interpreting s 
as a nominal form and g7 as a verbal form (“he ripped up"”) as proposed by 
McCasres (1980) 51, 55 (also against Hackerr (1984a) 29, 46). 

7 Cf. Horryzes (1976) 204; forthe interpretation as “dove’”, cf. also H. and 
M. Weipper (1982) 96. McCaRTER's interpretation of it s a verbal form ((1980) 
51, 55) is unnecessary, because the word (as indicating a bird) it perlectly in the 
context (also against Hackerr (1984a) 29, 49) % Cf. Rixcorex (1983) 951, It i interesting that the yunk is described in Jer. 

  

    

  

vl 28, Cant. i 14 as living in inhabitable surroundings, % For his reason I doubt whether mih has o be interpreted s ““below”, 
although in itslf this would be possible (sgainst Lewar (19853) 318, (19855} 
280) 

1% For mih indicating a rod in the hand of a shepherd, cf. Ex. iv 2 where Moses 
(kecping the flock of his father-in-law: Ex. ii 1) has a mh in his hand. For b in- 
dicating ashepherd’s rod in some kinds of Aramaic,cf. DeLcor (1981) 57. For the 
Hebrew: paralll 7 being a shepherd’s staf cf. Lev. xxvi 32, Micah vi 14, Ps. 
i 4 cf. v. 1), 

10 CF. Hormizer (1976) 205 
1% For texts where a rod is described as “acting on its own”" cf. Ps. xxiii 4, cf. 

also Numb. xxiv 17, Zech. x 11. Puscn (1987) 17, 23 proposes to place fragment 
IXk just before mfh and o read the word preceding mih as /gr. This would ft the 
context very well. Unfortunately the reading of the g is uncertain, cf. v.. Kooty 
(1976) 158 

10°Gf. Hornyzen (1976) 205, 
1% For that reason I do not agree with those authors who propose to take riln 

bl bt as a relative clause to % (so already Caguor and Lewaixe (1977) 199) 
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means that the parallel clause to which mik belonged must have had 
amore or less parallel meaning. If we accept the rearrangement pro- 
posed by Caguor and LEMAIRE this means that the w which proba- 
bly has to be read after the /yn. in . 11 (9) s the introduction of this 
clause. 1% 

Because a lst of birds as such does not make much sense in the 
context, the list of II. 11f. (9£.) must be part of a clause having a 
meaning more or less parallel to wl rbmn yuh.1% However uncer- 
tain the attempts to reconstruct the context may be, it seems proba- 
ble that there were two clauses telling of the disastrous presence of 
certain birds and two clauses telling of what the rod did (in the last 
one telling that the rod would bring hares to the place fit for breeding 
ewes). It seems also probable that all these clauses contained an an- 
nouncement of what would happen because of the sinfulness of the 
people. As such they were probably part of the words the goddess 
was asked not to speak. 

The two clauses containing the verbal forms >klw and Sw are 
very difficult to interpret because they are heavily damaged. The 
next clause wgbn m‘w musr, in my opinion, cannot belong to the 
words of the goddess. Whether one interprets gbn as “‘aggrievers”” 
(as T have done)!%7 or as “*hyenas’ as most authors do,!® their 

Their translation **a I'endroit o Ie biton (= la houlette) menait paitre des brebis 
deslidvres mangent” denies the parallelism of mth and fr, the more so because they 

take *Hiw and Zouw in I 11, 12 (9, 10) rightly as parallels (cf. ibid. 200). One can 
ry to avoid the problern by taking yy as 3 verbal form with stative meaning (cf. 
Levine (1981) 197, 199, Sxssox (1986a) 288, 300 who take the verbal form as a 
iphilform), but (eaving aside the peculiar interpretation of the verbal form) tis 
is less convincing because it would not b lear what the function of the rod would 
be (the same problem exists if one proposes (o interpret ybl as a passive verbal 
form, <f. ¢.g. McCaxre (1980) 51, 54: Pucal, cf. also Hackerr (1984a) 49). Le- 
vinesinterpretation Here the text rojects the beating and scattering of herds and 
flocks as a wrathful act of the gods' is unconvincing. 

105'For the probability that this waw has to be read, cf. v.o. Kooy (1976) 108 
105 For such a proposal, cf. Sassox (19862) 268, 299, It is possible that afer 

¥ there was a b (fo the reading possibilities, <f. .. Kooy (1976) 10 intro- 
Aucing a prepositional phrase indicating the place where the voice of the vulures 
would resound. It s aso possible that o -ny we have o read bny as already pro- 
posed by Caguor and Lesatae (1977) 198 (for the reading possibilities, cf. .. 
Kooty (1976) 1121.). Mustone read bry nhs yrh, “those who belong to the sphere, 

of distress and trouble”?? (cf. MLLex (1982) 218, 226) 
107 Cf. Horryze (1976) 2101 
108 Cf. already Caguor and Lamaixs. (1977) 200. Both interpretations are, in 

my opinion, as such possible. For the grapheme g representing the phoncme *7 in 
the Deir “Alla plaster texts, cf. now ¢.g. Hackerr (1984) 111., (1984b) 61, 64, 
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listening to admonition is a change for the good. What the goddess 
speaking about is a change for the worse. One can interpret 

$méw as a form of the perfect or as an imperative form. If it is a 
perfect-form it only can be interpreted as so-called perfectum propheti- 
cum.1% As such it would announce a change for the good. But in 1. 
13 (11) we have in the words lbkmn yghk to do with a change for the 
worse which is announced. For this reason I prefer, with all due 
reserve, (o interpret Sm&w as an imperative. If this is right the 
clause wgbn $m‘w muwsr contained an exhortation and did ot be- 
long to the words spoken to the goddess.!0 Possibly those words 
ended already with >mbn. 
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T hope I shall not be misunderstood if I say that I was alitle disap- 
pointed when I read Professor GREENFIELD'S paper—not of course 

| for any lack of learning, or wit, but because it mainly took us back 
into the Sprachesteit of yesterday evening, rather than grappling with 
the problems of interpretation of a particular section of the plaster 
texts. A full evaluation of his very carefully argued paper would be 
arewarding exercise, but it would take more time than we have, and 
all that I could hope to do now would be to try to bend some of his 
missiles and exploit some of his concessions'. But I will pass over 
this, because I want to leave as much of our discussion time today 

    

* For example (i) (s) the instances of final -1 replacing final -m in Mishnaic 
Hebrew words that are not masculine plurals are of e relevance o the situation 
in the carly Ist milennium BC., when consistent m.pl. in -n remains 
predominantly, though not exclusively, an Aramaic feature: (b) the retention of - 
in the 3rd sing. f. SC before suffixs in Hebrew docs not alter the factthat,in the 
st millennium, final -Ufinal - in the unsuffixed form is an Aramaic/Canaanite 
opposition; () the fact that the -4y distinction in the PC of third weak verbs was 
obscurcd in later Aramaic counts for nothing in the face of the clear attestation of 

the phenomenon in carly Aramaic nscriptions (R. DEGEN, Alaramaiche Granmaik, 
Wiesbaden, 1969, pp. 76-78); (d) I do ot see how the genre in which waw con: 
sccutive plus PC occursin the Zakkur inscription disqualifis it from being an ad. 
mittedly rare indication that early Aramaic knew this costruction, especialy 1s it 
is not used with any greate CAlla text (ef. 1 8 wnihw, 
wmra, and possibly 115, win‘w); (¢) G.'s doubts about all the °d > g equivar 
lences in the Deir “All text are unduly cautious, and in the particular case of grq 
the Hebrew and Arabic roots ry do not provide a suitable meaning for the 
(other) Aramaic occurrences; () whatever exactly the writing of *d s g implis (and. 
itis agreed on al sides that it does not mean that *g was pronounced exacly like. 
*qin the communities which used thisscribal convention), it is impossible o escape 
the factthat it is in Aramaic alone that sccure examples of it are found (it is by no. 
means certain that the g in Hebrew i and rby represents *d); (g) surprising as it 
may scem, works were written in Old French in England after the Norman Con: 
quest, for example the twelfth-century Arthurian romances of Walter Map, just as 
after Alexander the Great's conquest of Egypt much was written there in Greek! 
(i) (a) hd is recognised by G. as Aramaic, and so also should be grg (see above; 
(b) his acceptance of “shared innovations and some retentions from 4 common 
ancestor” in Aramaic and Canaanite leaves open  way in which features of the 
Deir ©Alla text which are hitherto unattested in Aramaic (e.g. the N-stem) could 
readily be accommodated by those who hold that the language of the text is 
Aramic 
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as possible for a consideration of what this text might mean, as dis- 
tinct from complex general issues of linguistic classification. As a 
matter of fact I do not think it will make too much difference to the 
interpretation of the text whether it was written in a Canaanite d 
alect or akind of Aramaic, and this is certainly not the only interest- 
ing issuc which the text raises, as Professor GREENFIELD's brief con- 
cluding remarks indicate?. On the question of the language I will 
say only this; after reading and hearing the earnest protagonists on 
cither side of the debate I find myself increasingly wondering 
whether a fight to the death (metaphorically speaking!) s cver going 
0 settle the argument, and T incline (0 the view that it is our (already 
stretched) conceptions of Aramaic (especially) and Canaanite which 
need to be rethought further still in the light of the Deir ‘Alla text, 
which (geographically and historically speaking) is very much in a 
border zone between the two language groups. Which side of the old 
categories the Deir “Alla text falls down on is not necessarily a 
very important question, ifit is even a possible one. Do we yet know 
enough about cither early Aramaic or Transjordanian Canaanite to 
be sure that the distinction between them was always so clear c. 800 
B.C. as it became later? ““Intermediate” languages are not un- 
known, however different may be the ways in which they arise. The 
evidence we have suggests that in early times *‘real Aramaic”” was 
a varied phenomenon, sometimes more like (certain of) the Ca- 
naanite dialects, sometimes less so. In general I should want to align 
myself with the balanced standpoint on these issues of Kyle 
McCarter’s lecture last night, which was in danger of being lost 
sight of in the debate which followed it 

Tturn now to Professor Hortijzer’s paper. The editor of the text, 
to whom we are all so much indebted both for the editio princeps and 
its pioncering studies, and also now for the organisation of this sym- 
posium, has to a very large extent kept his thoughts to himself as 
other scholars have offered their various interpretations of the text 

  

      

   

* find his suggestion of lierary, linguistic and even religious paralcls with the 
ook of Job partcularly inviting, in view of its likely Transjordanian sctting. 

> Compare also the general line of argument in W.R.. GAx, Dialct Gasgraphy of 
Syria- Palstine, 1000-386 B.C.E. (Philadelphia, 1985). The central issue for future 
discussion should be, [ believe, whether the cxisting categories “‘Canaanite”” and 

**Aramaic” should be widened, so that one or other of them can accommodite the 
language of the Deir Alla text, o whether carly 1t millennium North-West 
Semitic should be scen as having more than merely two components, so that the 
language of the Deir *Ala text as wel, presumably, as “Samalian” are atribut. 
ed 0 a separate category or categories altogether. 
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      these past thirtcen years. He broke his silence to some extent with 
the translation and notes included in a fascicle of Texte aus der Umsell 
des Allen Testaments published in 1986, but that was of necessity brief 
inits treatment of the problems, and we all welcome the opportunity 
which we have just had to hear his considered and detailed evalua- 
tion of the proposals which have been made for the understanding 
ofatleast partof the First Combination. T myself hope that there will 
be an opportunity before long of hearing or reading his reflections 
on the interpretation of the remainder of the text as well! 

No doubt cach of us has been listening carefully o see how our 
own interpretations have fared in the editor’s review! In fact it is 
clear that he has carefully studied all that has been written, and he 
has accepted a number of the newer proposals, even if within this 
particular section his overall understanding of the text has remained 
similar to that which he proposed in 1976. The most distinctive fea- 

| ture of this overall understanding, in which (as far as I can sce) he 
remains opposed to nearly all other scholars who have written on the 
text, is his view that the gods in council are trying to dissuade or re- 

1 strain the goddess whose name begins with §- from causing judge- 
| ment to fall on the earth. As we read the text with him we first en- 
| counter this view in his proposal to restore the negative particle °/ 

| in the lacuna in line 8 of the original numbering (6 if the Caguor- 
Lemare realignment is accepted), but this proposal is not of course 
the basis of his interpretation—for that we must, and will, look 
where. I should like to spend most of the time allotted to me con- 
sidering the validity of this overall interpretation of the lines under 
discussion, in the light of detailed points of translation and the wider 
context. I will begin with the wider context, which seems to me to 
raise a difficulty for HorTijzer's view. In the earlier part of Combi 
nation I we have been told that Balaam received a divine visitation 
in the night, in which the gods spoke to him. When he wakes in the 
morning he is found weeping and asked why. It s in reply to this 
enquiry that he utters the words which we are studying. My ques- 
tion is—against this background would it not be surprising (o find 
Balaam offering an explanation that begins with the gods in council 
discouraging one of their number from sending judgement? Would 
we not expect him to begin his answer with a statement of the threat 
which caused him to weep? Another general point: do the references 
to the gods in the context lead us to expect a disagreement in the 
council of the kind that Horijzer’s interpretation implies? Dr. Sas- 
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son thinks sof. But it i 
Balaam the ori 

  after all “the gods” who in lines 1-2 bring 
al message of doom. 

But now we must turn to the details of the text under examina- 
tion. In his discussion of the text Horrijzex acknowledged that what 
survives as far as near the end of line 9(7) is compatible with either 
view, the gods dissuading the goddess or encouraging her. But he 
believes that there are three aspects of lines 10~12 which, taken 
together, support his view that the gods are discouraging the goddess 
from bringing judgement. T will concentrate on these: 

(1) The scope of what the gods say. He argues that “hyenas™ or 
“aggrievers”, whatever gb‘n means in line 12(10), hearkening to 
chastisement or correction (mussr) may be unnatural, but it would be 
a good thing, and is therefore unlikely to form part of 
‘metaphorical accusation or a threat of judgement such as we seem 
10 have in the previous lines. By this point then the accusation or 
threat has ended, and *“the clauses in [lines 9fT.] do not all depend 
on the ky in line 9”". The observation is I think a correct one, and 
if 50 it means that what follows line 12 is not dircctly relevant to the 
assessment of what is going on in lines 9~ 11. That is important, be- 
cause it narrows down the evidence which we have to consider at this 
point. But it does not by itself decide the question. 

(2) The form ynk: it is, Horryzer argues, not to be taken as a 
noun meaning “ostrich”’, but as a verb, and the usc of the “‘long- 
imperfect”” points t0 a future meaning, not a jussive onc?. 

(3) The function of kyat the end of line 9: ** All the interpretations 
of the clause ky ss‘gr hrpt ni7 which as such can be considered tena- 

ble, presuppose that the clause wgl rhmn ynh is a main clause”, 
. not dependent on ky. Thisis based in part on (2) and in part on 
adetailed review of some other possibilities, and it leads Horrijzer 
t0 the conclusion that the gods cannot be inciting the goddess to act, 
because in that case the *‘short-imperfect”, yny, “‘may it answer/ 
sing”, would be required 

T think Horrijzer has overlooked an important possibility here 
‘which undermines his argument. This is that the “long-imperfect’” 
may have an iterative or durative senseS, as McCarTer and 

  

  

  

ither a   

  

  

F i (1986) 292-95. 
e Decex, pp. 76-7, for the distinction between forms of final weak verbs 

ending in -y and - in Aramaic generally, and ynay in Comb. IL6 of this text. 
© CF. Decew, pp. 108-9, and compare ybtk and thth in line 6 of this text 
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Hackert have understood it”. There is then no difficulty in taking 
this clause, like the previous one (though the SC is used there), as 
a metaphorical accusation which gives the reason why the gods in- 
cite the goddess to bring judgement. The following clauses (to the 
end of 11) could be understood in a similar way. The alternation of   

  

SC and PC is frequent in prophetic accusations (e.g. Hos iv 7-8, 
12-13) 

Even so, I believe that this passage is also compatible with Horr-    
yjzer’s overall interpretation, especially if he is prepared to render 
Iy by “although””. He seems (0 prefer (0 see it as introducing direct 
discourse, but I find the idea that Agy I might introduce direct (or 
indirect) speech difficult to parallel. For that this text (and other 
texts) prefers >mr. Within the general approach which Hormijzer 
takes it seems to me that there is a better possibility, which he too 
quickly rejects on etymological grounds. M. and H. WEipPERT pro- 
posed that >lthgy means “‘do not be angry”’%; but HoFTijzER (sec 
his note 51) doubts whether even the use of Agh of a lion in Isa xxxi 
4 justifies this rendering. The consonants of our text may, however, 
be from a root Age, not Agh, and cognates in Arabic (ajjc) and more 
especially Akkadian (agdgu) would strongly support a meaning ‘‘be 
angry”. Then we could translate: *“Do not be angry for ever, even 
though ...” 

Thus far in the detailed examination of the text I think the 
honours are fairly even between the two overall approaches. In the 
carlier part of the passage so much is indeed uncertain that a deci- 
sion one way or the other is certainly very difficult. Even the fact that 
Horrijzex has to supply a negative in the lacuna in line 8 is not too 
great a problem for him, in view of the negatives later on in line 9 
1 think there is room for it, because his observations about the plac- 
ing of fragment Ic are very acute. I had myself at one time thought 
that the problem to which he alludes was an objection to the 
Caguor-Lemaire re-alignment as such, but this is not so provided 
that the horizontal placing of the fragments is carefully watched. 
Horriyzer’s proposal to read {/h. b Jm in line 2* is one possibility 
Alternatively we may do without the second / and regard the name 

    

  

7 PK. McCanten. BASOR cexcxix (1980) 51: “resounds”: J.A. Hackerr, 
The Balaam Text from Deir Alls, Harvard Semitic Monographs 31, Chico, 1984, 
P 29: “sings"" 

# ZDPV xevii (1982) 93, 103 
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asa vocative introduction (o the speech of the gods: ‘O Balaam son 
of Beor ...." (cf. Gen xxi 1, I Sam iii 4,6 etc., Amos vii 8, viii 2, 
Jeri 11y’ 

‘The biggest problem in the passage for Horrijzer, I think, is what 
he sees as a compound negative expression, */ ngh in lines 8-9. To 

have this standing, as he wants it, in a nominal circumstantial clause 
would be most irregular. The parallel to which he appeals in Prov 
xii 28 is itself textually very problematic and may well be a late 
seribal creation!®. It is more likely that the use of */ here in the 
Balaam-text is due o the precative context, and that the gods are 
asking for the removal of light 

In conclusion, then, T believe that the choice between the two 
overall patterns of interpretation of this passage is even more finely 
balanced than Horrijzer does. But partly because of the overall con- 
text and partly because of the problem over  ngh which I have 
just mentioned, 1 think it tips slightly in the opposite direction to 
him. 

9 In the discussion Horrujzex mentioned the possibility of reading Ik yb¥jm: 
€f. 1110 or the vocative paricle,. Both this proposal and my own make the change. 
from black to red ink occur within the speech o the gods, but this need not be a 
problem, as it is not certain chat the change s syntacically significant 

10 GE| R. Tournay, RB lxix (1962) 495-7; W. McKaxe, Proverbs: 4 New 4p- 
proach, London, 1970, p. 451 
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THE BALAAM TEXT FROM DEIR ‘ALLA AND THE 
STUDY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 

Manfred WerpperT 
     

1. IntroDUCTION 

   
As thetitle I have chosen for my contribution is rather general I shall 
briefly state in this introduction what I want to deal with. 

Before I began looking for indications to the impact of the Deir 
€Al inscriptions on biblical studies, I was convinced that almost 
everything that could be said on this subject had already been said 
in the course of the twelve and a half years which have elapsed since 
the publication, in 1976, of the monumental volume by Jacob 
Horrijzer and Gerrit vAx bEr Kooy, Aramaic Texts from Deir “Alla. 
First and foremost, I had in mind all those articles and reviews from 
about 1980, which pointed out a number of *‘parallels’ between 
“‘combinations™ I and II on the one hand, and the biblical Balaam 
pericope in Numb. 2224 on the other. It seems to me that here, 
especially with regard to *‘combination” I, the possibilities of isolat- 
ed comparisons have been exhausted to a large extent. Upon closer 
scrutiny it appears, however, that questions of a more general na- 
ture such as problems of literary and rhetorical criticism or of the 
history of Ancient Near Eastern religion have not been dealt with 
properly. There are, of course, a number of treatments of this kind. 
For these, I refer only to Prof. HoFTijzer’s commentary on the Deir 
<AllA texts in the aforementioned book and to articles by Hans- 
Peter MivLer, Mathias Dencor, and Helga Werpperr.? My 
general impression is that the impact of the Deir CAlla texts on the 
study of the Old Testament has been very restricted during the last 
decade, or, to speak more frankly, that Old Testament scholars until 
now have more or less ignored these texts. Even in the compre- 
hensive volume by Hedwige RoutLLarp on the biblical Balaam 
pericope? the texts from Deir Alla play only a marginal role. 

  

  

    

! Bibliography in AurRecrT 1986, supplemented by Lenaine 1990, above, 
P, 55T 

% Horryzen-van bix Kooy 1976, pp. 173-262; MiLLex 1978 and 1982; Drv- 
o 1981; H. Wepsexr 1981, 

5 RoutLiaRp 1985, pp. 25-28 and passin (the references are, unfortunately, 
not registered in the indices).
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Considering the fact that the interpretation of these inscriptions is 
extremely difficult this scholarly discretion may perhaps be ground- 
ed on a wise decision 

In this situation I shall refrain from repeating all the *“parallels’ 
between both sets of texts which can be gathered from previous pub- 
lications. Nor shall I present a survey of the findings of the authors 
just mentioned. I shall rather focus on the importance of Deir 
€Al for the study of some of the literary and linguistic aspects of 
the Hebrew Bible and for the research into the religion of Palestine 
(or, Isracl) in the first half of the First Millennium B.C. This paper, 
therefore, deals with questions of a more general nature, and I will 
try not to dwell too much on details. 

One more restriction will be made in this paper. T shall base my 
considerations exclusively on *‘combination” I, the *“Book of 
Balaam, son of Beor. is that I do not suffi- 
ciently understand “‘combination” L. In my opinion, it would 
make o sense to speculate upon the bearing of such a poorly- 
understood text on the interpretation of another group of texts. My 
decision to put aside, for the moment, *‘combination”” I1 has been 
facilitated by André LematRe’s recent demonstration* that it has to 
be separated from *‘combination” I as a fragment of a distinctive 
literary work which has nothing to do with Balaam. 

       
        
                
        
    

          

      
     

   

  

    

   

                  

    

  

   

  

he main reason for this   

  

2. RECONSTRUCTION AND LANGUAGE OF THE BALAAM TEXT 
It must not be stressed among experts that, for obvious reasons, a 
scholarly accord with regard to deciphering and understanding the 
Balaam text has not yet been obtained. This causes some i 
venience; but it is a fact we have to live with—and which keeps dis- 
cussion alive. Therefore, for still some time to come, scholars work- 
ing on that inscription will have to base their researches and results 
on their personal reading of the epigraphical material and on their 
interpretation of what they think can be read. But it is essential, in 
this situation, that everybody who is going to discuss the text make 
explicit the recensio on which the discussion is founded. For this rea- 
son T am presenting here my latest version of the original text in 
transliteration together with an English translation. Both are revi- 

  

* Levaise 1986,
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sions of those published in 1982.° It will be evident from the trans- 
literation that I accept the joining of fragments ITTh.e.d to the be- 
ginning of line 1 proposed by André Lemarre, and of fragments 
VIIId + XIIc’ to lines 35 as suggested by Jo Ann Hackerr,? as 
well as LEMAIRE’s putting fragment Vh into line 4 at the spot where 
fragment Ic breaks off.% T hesitated to include in my transliteration 
Lemare’s proposal to restore fragment V1la to the beginning of line 
11, and finally dropped it, though this is a possibility that should 
seriously be considered. On the other hand, I am not in a position 
to accept the suggestion by Gordon HamiLToN, published by Ms. 
HACKETT, to join fragments Ve and XVa to the end of line 11! as 
the former displays traces of characters above those claimed for line 
#1712 These joins'® and, in addition, a reconsideration of the 
syntactical microstructures of the text have resulted in a certain in- 

  

  

crease in the number of sentences that can be isolated. In order o 
retain, for the present, the original numbering of the sentences as 
employed in the 1982 article I introduced numbers with the indices 
a, b, ¢ where it was necessary 
Transliteration'* 

T Ifzn ) Spi [ Bt [ sropCJR . % . i k(] 
R 
I wytw . lwh . 2lhn . biylh [] 

5 Werppexr-Weippesr 1962, pp. 83,1021 
ik 19854, pp. 3161.. 1985b, p. 279. In 1985a, also [11a was restored 

here, but was—correcily—dropped from 1985b (the firsletieris < (>, not <b>), 
7 Joined already by CaquoT-Lewatte 1977, p. 193 
8 Hacker 1984, p. 59; 1984b, p. 21 
5 Liviaine 1985, p. 317; 1985b, p. 279 (in both cases read “VR'” in place of 

1), 
10 Livatse 1985, p. 317; 1985b, p. 279, 
1 Hacxerr 19845, p. 33. 

? See already LEsatne 19853, p. 279, . 45; Puscu 1985, p. 360; 1987, p. 17, 
. 12 

13 Additional joins have been proposed by Pusch 1985, pp. 3501 ; 1987, p. 
15.17, which arc not included here and will be discussed at another occasion. 

4 Passages written in red are indicated by small capitals. Outside square brack 
cts, 3 dash represents a ltter traces of which can be seen, but cannot be identifid. 
Between square brackets, the number of dashes corresponds (o that of the letters 
missing which can be calculated on the basis of the average length of the lines of 

the inscription. A group of three points symbolizes an unknown number of charac- 
ters mising 

     

  

  

  

 



     
v 
v 

VI 
v 
VII 

Villa 
VIIIb 

IX 
X 

XI 
Xt 

XIla 
X1 
X1V 
XV 
XVI 
XVII 
XVII 
XIX 
XX 
XXI 
XXIT 

XXIIa 
XX 
XXIV 
XXV 
XXVI 
XXVII 
XXVII 
XXVIIIa 
XXVIIb 

XXIX 
XXX 
XXXI 
XXXII 
XXXII 
XXXIV 
XXXIVa 
XXXV 
XXXVI 
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[wy'mrw 
wymrw 
¥#iG! 

1Jh 2%km# . 31 
I[bic]sh . br b 

- HRR 
Swyqrh . bt . mn . 

-1l ymn 
Wl gkl .M ] 
[wysm [] 
whikth . ybkh 
wifl . cibh . lwh 
wyPmrw ] ibim 
Im i [.] 
[wijsh . tbkh 
wimr . lhm 

  

    

b bt 

s 
“hwkm 
sl 
i . plit 
Si[hJi . Sighdw 
Gwngbw . Sdyn 
Wi . I§{m ] 
ipqy . skéy . Smyn 
bibky . §m b3k L Wl 
“m . Wl [.] émrky 
thby . hi . [bb . bk 
wlthgy . d . Im 
ky . ss cgr . hrfpt . iE 
wq[n] . thm]a . yénh 
Bsd ] bny . A 
wsdh . *prhy . >nph 
drf D nft . %jwn 

b dfyn . - ] 

Sfhi 

  

myvd 

ngh 

  

   

Jybl . her . >ribn 
()] 
hmi 
mwsr [.] 

kiw 10[<J3b, 
  

[=O)ln . Styw 
waben . Smew 
gy - 3] 
[---] 
[...] ibkmn 

rqh 

  

yahk 
wenyh mi [.] 
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XXXVII wkhnh 1[....] 
XXXVII [...] 
XXXIX [...Jib® . zr . qm 

XL bib . hib 
| XLI whib . hi¥{3b 

XL [ %) 
XLII vidrn®v © hri (] i . fhq 
XLIV M[...] 
XLV Wkl . baw . qqn . 5 . wétr 
XLVI I9]....] 
XLVIa [...] 
XLVII [....] fimr 
XLVIIT hays . hqrat . bn'ély 
XLIXA[%.) 

L [...]4n . %bdn . wiyn 
(remainder broken off) 

    

Translation’s 
T [131s 15] THE BOOK OF [BAJLAAM, [SON OF BEOJR, A SEER 

oF THE GoDs 
ILTI And to that (man) came the gods at night 

IV [And they spoke to] him according to the utterance® of 
El 

V And they spoke to [Balaa]m, son of Beor, thus: 
VI S0 

5 Passages written in red are indicated by small capitals. Outside square brack- 
ets, a group of three points represents passages that [ am not able (o translate, 
within square brackets, passages destroyed completely. —The commentary in 
Wpperr-Weippear 1962, pp. 83-102, should be compared for the interpreta- 
tions, where still applicable. The translations of bird designations are conventional 
(for the problems sce H.-P. MLz, below, pp. 189IT.). 

16 Hebrew maifd (nf) s, in my opinion, an abbreviation of an original *masid 
471, & nomen acionis derived from NS® b g, “t0 utter.” The trandations 
‘oracle” (Hackerr 1984b, pp. 29.33%; 1986, p. 220; Puscw 1985, p. 356; 1987, 

P.27; Wessetivs 1987, cols. 593L.) or “vision"” (Levix: 1981, p. 196) should be. 
. avoided. 

17 Sentence VI is still a play-ground of scholarly imagination as the wording of 
the pasage is far from being assured. See the lsting of carlicr proposals in 
Werppsar-Weiprexr 1982, p. 85, and further McCakres. 1980, p. 51 (p°l 

P 2hh . 35 b 2 )t “let someone make a .| hereafier, so 
that [what] you have hefard may be sejen’); Detcow 1981, p. 53 
avenir un feu pour ...."); Levive 1981, p. 196 (b yp°L [ 

this will they [ ] do in the future. N6 man has sfeen what you have 
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VII And Balaam arose in the morning, 
VIIL (40 20 

VIlla And he was not [able to cat.]'d 
VIIIb [And he fast]ed, 

IX while he was weeping grievously 
X And his people came to him. 

XI And the[y said] to Balaam, son of Beor: 
XII Why'® do you fast? 

Xlla [And whly do you weep? 
XIII And he said to them: 
XIV Sit down! 
XV I shall tell you what the 
XVI Now come, 
XVII see, what the gods are about to do! 
XVII The gofd]s gathered, 
XIX while the Sadday deities met in assembly 
XX and said to Sa[ms: 

  

addlayin®® are .. .ing.] 

  

hefard”); Werpper-Weippext 1982, pp. 85.103 (<1 
“ein jeder wird gemacht werden chne .. ...[...]"); Koswic 1983 
0ff h .23 . lbyn . him] “elle va se produire la suppression de la 
colére, que tw avais an[noncée 3 des gens nom]breux-"); HackerT 1984, p. 25 = 
1986, 'p. 220 (¥ . yptL [ ... - hPh . % . bf.... ot “thus will he do/make 
hereater (2), which [....]..."); Liname 19833, p. 318 (% b . 2bh . %7 
htyth - 59t **la derniére lumiére cst apparue, un feu pour le chitiment est ap- 
paru’"y; Lewaiee 1985, pp. 2795, (' (h5° _ 4k . 5 . lhyrh . ypt “la der- 

bre flamme est apparue, un feu pour e chitiment est apparu”); PUgci 1985, p. 
360 (1 b % % (>t mb 1 Sl sera ait sans postérité/avenir 'homme sur la 
point de voir e que tw as entendu”); Puecw 1967 (p. 17: () yp° b7 
5GPl (] mh (] 3nCt; p. 18: * il va se rouver sans avenir/postérité homme 

qui (devra) voir ce que t as entendu’ ou micux Thomme réalisera la destruction 
de s postérité, w n'as jamais vu ce que tu as entendu’; p. 27: “ainsi 
ferala destruction de sa postérité, t n'as jamais vu ce que t as entendu”’); Wes- 
seLius 1987, col. 593 (3p° P . h Pk . 57 . b....|° “he saw a shining without 
a brazer, a fire ... ["]"), etc. For the moment, 4 satisfctory and well-founded 
interpretation of this passage obviously cannot be obtained. 
1wl yh{l. %H ] (here is no space for more letters) = “wa-li yakll 

akal/akil). yhl = 3rd person masculine singular perfect G of YKL; Kl dto. (in 
analogy to the Aramaic of the Elephantine papyr) o infinitive G (as sometimes in 
Biblical Hebrew) of °KL. 

19 See Kavrian 1980, p. 73, 
20 If this restoration s right, there would be in sentences XV - XVIT  sequence 

Styn 2l (name - general term), while in sentences XVIIL + XIX the sequence is 
i : idyn (general term : name). The combination of both sequences results in 2 

chiasm. For the alternation gencral term : name, see Waippexr-Watppexr 1982, 
p. 88, fn. 41. In the Old Testament, cp., e., Hos. 4:12; Mic. 2:4 
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XXI Thou mayest break?! the bolts of heaven, 
XXII in thy clouds let there be gloominess and no brilliance, 

XXIla darkness (?) and not thy radiance ()2, 
XXIII thou mayest cause terror [by] the gloomy [cljouds— 
XXIV but do not be angry? forever! 
XXV For the swift is reproaching the cagle, 
XXVI and the vultures’ brood the ostrich 
XXVII The stfork is . ..ing] the (young of the) hawk, 
XXVIII and the owl the chicks of the heron 
XXVIIla The swallow is .. .ing? the dove, 
XXVIIIb and the sparrow the [ ...}      

  

2 The first word of sentence XXI was read by Caguor-Lexaime 1977, pp. 
1961, 3 iy and interpreted as dhe imperativ feminine singular of TPR, 10 sew 
(up). " Ths proposal has been accepted almost unanimously by later commenta 
ore Weippear- Wetppex 1982, p. 92, howener, suggested (o understand tp as 
nd person feminine singular (shor) imperfect - jussve) of PRR H, 1o break.” 
“To this hypothesis can be objected (1.C. GResrieL, personal communicaton) 
hat in Bibical Hebrew PRR H s used only with abtract nouns,frst and foremost 
\with for, “reaty, covenant.” The problem can be solvd by reading the verbal 
form 5, which s described a5 pastble by G. vax ek Kool in Horryzen-vax 
oex Kooy 1976, p. 111, and recommended by Hackerr 19845, pp. 42F. with n. 
25, Tollowing 4 suggesiion by P.K. McCakren, although both authors finaly 
adopte the reading i#y. The form iy is  2nd person feminine singula (short) 
imperiect G of POD, o smash,break 0 piece. The verb i attsted nthe G con 
Jugation as P4 i Jewish Araiaic and Syriac and 35 DD (fuds) in Arabic. In 
Jevish Aramaic it occurs alsoin the R (o), in Syria in the D and A conj 
ations with similas notions. The Hebrew equivalent s P3, usedinthe Ol Testa 
Tnent only in the L (i) and R conjugations (Mishnaic Hebrew F<¢ R is obr 
Viously an Atamaism). The roo, thereore, i /PDD) (withlateral ) which n Old 
Aramaic orthography has t0 appear 35 < PQO> (i < PQ,Q,> following 
‘Steex's writing convention; STEINER 1977, p. 38). s 

= The meaning of cm and smr 1 conjectred on the basis of the paralll sen- 
ence XXIT, scc Warppexr-Waippexr 1962, p. 93 with . 77. 

"5 Usaally the verbal form tiy s explained as a 20d person feminine singular 
(short) imperfee (= Jussiv) G of HGI 10 uter 3 sound." This was nterpreted 
by Wetertss-Weiopiar 1962, p. 93, 3 “to growl” (“knurren, grolln”) > “to 
b angry." thus perhaps introducing 2 Germanism (or Anglsm) into  text much 
Older tha German or English, The fom may, however, be derived from *GG; 
Cp. Akkadian agigu, 10 be sngry,” the 1oat of which may be /HGG/ on the 
Strength of Arsbic HEG (o, 1o burn” (Levine 1981, p. 198, . 12; G.. 
Daviss, oally) " has been explained asa verbalform by Meg 
1984b, p. 49. The root most probably is <NSR>., i.c., /NS R/ (Hebrew *ASR), 
e itz NG o AT Both suthorsderv it homs TR, “to e 
Gowi” (Mishnac Hebrew N3R, Biblical and Jewish Aramaic, Syrisc NTE; cp. 
‘Arabic NTR, "o disperse”); but theiratempts to elucidate the semaniic develop 
Thentof thi verb seem to me somewhat forced 
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XXIX And[...]... staff 
XXX Where the stick would lead sheep, hares are (now) cat- 

ing [the g]rass. 
XXX 84 ] 
XXXII The [...] are drinking wine. 
XXXIII And the hyenas are listening to instruction. 
XXXIV The young of the ...[...J% 
XXXIVa [...] 
XXXV while [the ....%] is laughing at wise men 
XXXVI And the poor woman is preparing an ointment of 

myrth 
XXXVII And the priestess [... ] 
XXXVII [...] 
XXXIX [...] 

XL.... 
XLI And 
XU 
XLIIT while the deaf are hearing from afar. 
XLIV [...] 
XLV And all are beholding the oppression (exercised) by 

Sagar-and-CAgtar.7 
BV B[] 
XLVIa [...] 
XLVII [...] the leopard. 
XLVIII The piglet is driving out the (you[ng] of the) [. . .] 
LI (28] 

L [...]..., destruction and ruins.?® 
(remainder broken off) 

As the Werppexts have been criticized for their silence, in the 1982 
article, on the question of the language of the Balaam text®—in 

2 Here Lewaike 19853, p. 317; 1985b, pp. 279F, restores i<I, “fox,” with the 
help of fragment VIla; see above, p. 153, and already Caguor-Lesatke 1977, p. 
200; McCawTeR 1980, pp. 51.56; HackErr 1984, pp. 25.51; 1986, p. 220. 

 The person laughing at the wise cannot be the fool (Caguor-Lisiame 1977, 
p- 200; Weippexr-Wrippeer 1982, p. 98),for this would be his normal behaviour 
(cp. Prov. 1:7B; 23:9); sce Swevk 1984, p. 86 = 1987, p. 62 

 Alterative ranslation: ““And all are behalding the restriction of procreation 
and fertility Levaiee 1985b, p. 281 

2 See Lewaime, ibid, 
 Lewaine 1987, pp. 3201, 
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fact, we wanted to include a paragraph on this problem together 
with a grammatical sketch in the second part of our essay which we 
intended to publish in due course®—TI shall this time take care to 
express my opinion. I am stil convinced, however, that t s feasible 
to analyze the grammar and semantics of an obviously Northwest 
Semitic text like this one on its own merits without recourse to such 
preconceived categories as “Aramaic” or “‘Canaanite.”” But to let 
the cat out of the bag—I am sure that HorTijzer, vAn bR Koot and 
others, ¢.g., LEMAIRE, are basically right in calling the language of 
the Balaam text (and probably that of the other plaster text frag- 
ments as well) Aramaic. But this is only basically so. All the at- 
tempts I have scen to determine the language of the Deir CAlla 
plaster inscriptions scem to start from a static view of language 
which underestimates the universal phenomenon of linguistic 
change and development 32 The only exceptions I have met with so 
far in this context are a brief remark by Hans-Peter MLLer who 
reflects on the possibility that the language of the plaster texts might 
be ““ein Araméisch, das seinen Gegensatz zum Kanaaniischen noch 
nicht voll ausgebildet hat,”** and Ernst Axel KNAUF's attempt to 
demonstrate the Proto-Aramaic character of the Balaam text%* 
which scems to have been overlooked completely in the current dis- 
cussion 

From the four linguistic categories which have to be considered in 
this connexion—orthography (often improperly termed *‘phonolo- 
gy""), morphology, syntax, and lexicon—two speak in favour of 
‘Aramaic: In spite of some minority statements to the contrary,” it 
is evident that the orthography of the Balaam text conforms with 
that of the Old Aramaic inscriptions from Northern and Central 
Syria®® (with the sole exception of the Aramaic of the bilingual 
statue inscription from Tell Feberiye™). Also the morphology is 

    

9 See the “noch nicht” in Warprenr-Waippsxr 1982, p. 8, . 26 
31 Sce the summary description of the siatus quactionis in LEMAIKE 1987, pp. 

318-321, where the partisans of Aramaic are listed in pp. 318. 
32 This has been underscored in many publications by R. Herzon. For a re- 

cent application of this principle to Arabic, sce Kxaur 1988, pp. 64-71 
5 Movies 1982, p. 215 
34 Knavr 19856, pp. 189-191; 1988, pp. 64r, fn. 313. 
35 Naven 1979, pp. 135(.; GreenvieLo 1980, pp. 250. 
36 J. Horryzes in Horrijzza-vax bex Kooy 1976, pp. 283£; Lawame 1987, 

pp. 2331, 
57 Sec Anou Assar 2.0, 1982, especially pp. 38-46. 
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much dloser to Old Aramaic than it s to the Canaanite languages 
of the First Millennium B.C. (and to the younger Aramaic idioms). 
The case is, however, different with the syntax and the lexicon. It 
is the morphosyntactical phenomenon of the so-called *‘consecutive 
imperfect” that has induced scholars to hesitate about identifying 
the language of the Balaam text*—although it occurs in Old 
Aramaic at least in the Zakkiir stela inscription which is approxi- 

  

mately contemporary with the Deir ‘Al plaster texts.® But when 
we look closer at the syntax of the Balaam text we can only conclude 
that it is in complete harmony with that of Moabite, Classical 
Hebrew (both epigraphical and biblical) and Edomite prose. It 
varies from the syntax of Old Aramaic, and differs fundamentally 
from that of the later Aramaic languages and dialects as well as from 
that of Phoenician and Post-Classical Hebrew. The vocabulary of 
the Balaam text has been described as *“mixed.’0 By this it was 
meant that it contains side by side lexemes which are specific to only 
one of the established subdivisions of First Millennium Northwest 
Semitic, i.c., Aramaic and Canaanite #! 

At first sight this is disturbing evidence. But T believe it will be- 
come less disturbing or can even be explained if we consider the 
general history of the Northwest Semitic languages during the First 
Millennium B.C. under the aspects of continuity and change. Both 
the Aramaic and the Canaanite branches of that family are rooted 
in the closely related Northwest Semitic idioms of the Late Bronze 
Age. The phonetic and syntactical character of these languages can 

be deduced from the Old Canaanite of the Sinaitic and Palestinian 
inscriptions, from the Canaanite glosses of the Amarna letters and 
from Ugaritic. In the 
in general the more dynamic and innovative of both. From the out- 
set, it displays a remarkable tendency to simplification in regard to 
phonology and syntax. The reason for this is, in my opinion, that 

      

  

  

rst Millennium, the Aramaic subdivision is 

  

* Firauven 1978, p. 94; McCarter 1980, p. 50; Levine 1981, p. 195, HAGKETT 19843, p. 62; 1984b, pp. 118L.; Puscn 1985, p. 362. But e, on the other 
hand, J. Hormyze in Horrijzen-vax bix Kooy 1976, p. 296, fn. 23; Hassess: 
A 1977, p. 241; Rixcoe 1977, p. 85; Leeatks 1987, pp. 5271 

* Zakkir (Dowwes-RoLuic 196871 no. 202; Dcex 1969, pp. 5-7) A 11 
) )um).15 (wy>mr); see Decex 1969, pp. 1141, with fn. 21. For the dating 

of the inscription (0 about 796 B.C. see M. Werppexs forthcoming, chapter 4. 
 McCarran 1980, p. 51; cp. Kaueseax 1980, p. 73; Purcit 1987, p. 29. 
4 See the word lisis compiled by Hackerr 1984b, pp. 120- 123; Lewame 
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Aramaic always was in close contact with political and economic 
centres. The Old Aramaic lterary language which we know from 
the inscriptions was formed in the great regional metropoles of Syria 
such as Arpad, Sam’il, Hamath and, probably, Damascus. For 
its wide geographical range and its simplicity Aramaic became the 
lingua franca of all of the Near East not later than the 8th Century 
B.C. and subscquently grew into a universal language under the 
Achaemenids. According to the evidence at hand the Canaanite 
branch developed along different lines, at least partially. Here we 
can distinguish between the development of language in the centre 
and in the periphery. In the centre there were without doubt the 
Phoenician city-states along the eastern coast of the Mediterranean 
which could keep and even strengthen the economic position they 
had occupied already in the Late Bronze Age. Accordingly, the de- 
velopment of the Phoenician language took a dynamic course and 
showed an early tendency to phonetic and syntactical simplification 
similar to that of Aramaic. The situation was different i 
phery. Here we find the languages of the Judaeans, Ammonites, 
Moabites, and Edomites from which we have epigraphical evidence 
and, of course, the Hebrew Bible. These were conservative lan- 
guages with an archaic phonology and an old-fashioned syntactical 
system. I cannot go into detail here and, therefore, will confine my- 

self to giving only the most obvious examples. For the phonology, 
mention can be made of the preservation of lateral /4/ in Moabite as 
evidenced by the Assyrian transcription KamaShal@ of the royal 
name *Kamaf-as by the scribes of King Ashurbanipal (7th Cen- 
tury B.C.).* In addition, we have the possible preservation of in- 
terdental /t/ in Ammonite if the BEI® (*Babata?) of a recently 
found Ammonite seal impression®® s the same person as the Am- 
monite king Baalis (Ba‘fis) known from the Book of Jeremiah (ear- 
ly 6th Century B.C.).# The real phonetic conditions of all these 
languages are obscured by the basically Phoenician orthographical 
conventions employed. The crucial point of the syntax is the exis- 
tence of the so-called *“consecutive tenses’ at least in Judaean and 
Moabite. These reflect, mulatis mutandis, Second Millennium usage 

  

    

the peri- 

     

2 Kucaur-Makai 1987, p. 93 
# Hexn 1985, 
4 For the problems involved in this identifcation, see Kxaue-Makst 1987, p. 

91, fn. 3; M. Wepber 1987, p. 101, fn. 51
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and were abandoned very early both in Phoenician and Aramaic. 
The position of Israclite among the Canaanite languages is not well 
known as no texts have survived from which we could glean suffi- 
cient information regarding its phonology, morphology, syntax, 
and lexicon. For the phonology, we could perhaps refer to the 
“*Shibboleth’” incident narrated in Judg. 12:6 the linguistic implic: 
tions of which are much disputed. Since Hebrew iibbolet most prob- 
ably means “ear”” (of corn) the salient point of the questioning of 
the Ephraimite fugitives by the Gileadites is a difference in the pho- 
netic realization of the consonantal phoneme /s,/ (Masoretic He- 
brew [3]) which seems to have been pronounced as[s] by the Ephr: 
mites, but as [3] by the Gileadites and the Judacan tradents of the 
story. In Northwest Semitic, however, [s] and [5] were allophones 
of /s,/ already in the Late Bronze Age; ® this prevents us from ex- 
ploiting this dialectal difference in pronunciation for our problem of 
central and fringe languages. (By the way—the deadly pun would 
have been as effective even if the Gileadites spoke Aramaic, not 
Hebrew.) It can be assumed that the diphtong /ai/ was monophton- 
gized in Israclite as in Phoenician and Moabite,*7 while the diph- 
tong /au/ could still be heard in the late 7th Century B.C. as in 
Judaean.® Thus the picture will remain indistinct until more 
scriptions have been found 

Ifwe now, with these observations in mind, cast a second look at 

  

   

  

  

    

5 The lexeme is attested in Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew. s cognates in 
other Semitic anguages prove beyond doubt that the sibilant in ibitt i /5,/: Ak- 
Kadian subwil, Jewish Aramaic /uballi, Syriac 7819l and 7bbals, Mandacan 
Sumbil, Arabic sabala and sunbula, Ethiopian (G3%7) sabl, The variant @bal in 
Jewish Aramaic s, in my opinion, a case of hyper-correction and cannot decide, 
therelre, the issuc of the ctymology of 5431, ls Biblcal and Mishnaic Hebrew 
homonym 5bbild, “'strcam, flow,”” may be ctymologically related (o Fbbc, 
ear." The deniity ofth sbilantof this word cannot be determined indiependent 
Iy, however, on the basis of Syriac izbald &-nahri 1sa. 27:12, s ths is only acalguc 
of Hebrew fishlet han-nikis which in tself is the result of a sribal mistake 

4 Knaur 1988, pp. 73, with fn. 340 
7 The Samaria ostraca (first half of the 8th Century B.C.) have yn = i, 

“wine” (Jean-Horrizen 1965, p. 109, 19F). Contrast Judacan yn = “pain 
(Anaron+Naven 1981, nos. 1:9; 2:25; 3:2; 43; 10:2; 11:3; Bible yn [Masoretic 
yein, construct sate y51]), R 

" See the Assyrian transeription 'A-is-2 of the Israclite royal name *Haui 
(Masoretc Hifia), Rawwinsox 1870, pl. 10:2 = M. Wewpexe 1971, p. 490, 
text 38, line 17 (132 B.C.). —Regarding the pronunciation of /au, the Situation 
in Judacan is ambiguous; sec on the one hand, e., Huiyhw (NAven 1960, pl. 
17, line 7) = *Haui/i*yahi (personal name), on the other ym (Anaron-NAVER 
1981, nos. 1:4; 24:19; 40:11) = *yom, *‘day.” 
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the language of the Balaam text from Deir “Alld, we may notice at 
once that it displays grammatical features that can be interpreted as 
characteristic of a fringe language. There is the archaic phonology 
which it shares with Old Aramaic, and there is the old-fashioned 
syntactical system which is identical with that of the Ganaanite lan- 
guages of the periphery. We could consequently identify this lan- 
guage as a species of peripheral Old Aramaic with traits which have 
already disappeared from *“Standard”” Old Aramaic or which are to 
disappear soon in the subsequent development of *‘Standard”” 
Aramaic.#* But perhaps we have to go one step further. There is 
also the lexicon which is neither distinctly Aramaic nor distincily 
Canaanite. This can, in my opinion, only mean that the vocabulary 

of the inscription reflects a stage in the history of First Millennium 
Northwest Semitic when both of its subdivisions—or at least the 
Aramaic branch—had not yet developed their specific lexica. %0 

On the combined evidence of orthography/phonology, morpholo- 
gy, syntax, and lexicon T am inclined to identify the idiom of the 
Deir “Alla Balaam text as a peripheral language which is not yet 
Aramaic, but is about to become Aramaic. 5! The archaic character 

of this language? may also account for the rareness or even absence 
of the postpositive article which has been a matter of dispute among 
scholars. As the article was only gradually introduced into the 
Northwest Semitic languages in the early First Millennium B.C.  its 
presence in or absence from the Balaam text would cause, in my 

  

  

© Gp. Kaursiax 1980, p. 73 
 Theoretically, the lexemes and roots shared by both the language of the Deir 

€Al Balaam text and Canaanite could be explained as borrowings from neigh- 
bouring languages such as Ammonite or Israclie. See Kaurvax 1980, p. 73; 
MGLLER 1982, pp. 2151, Such loans are normal with languages in contact. But only 
those isoglosses are decisive which appear in Deir “Alla and in Canaanite (snd 
perhaps in other Semitic languages, t00) ( the exclusion of Aramaic. When we apply. 
this rule, only o instances remain: the verb BT, 10 see” (standard Aramaic. 
HZI), and the root FFL (in *plh, “work,” and perhaps in the verb <L, “to 
do,” if this has been correatly identified in sentence VI; standard Aramaic *BD). 
These may indecd be borrowings from Canaanite literary language (scc LeseaikE 
1987, pp. 320, where also other explanations are discussed). But this is not suffi- 
cient to callthe language of the Deir “Alli Balaam text **Canaanitc.” In the con.- 
text of the hypothesis advocated here, even this assumption s not necessary. 

51 This translates E.A. Kxavr’s defnition, “cine westscmiische Sprache, die 
auf dem Weg ist, Aramisch 2 werden, ohne cs schon ganz geworden zu sein.’” 
See Kxaur, 19830, p. 191; 1988, pp. 64(, fn. 313. 

3 See Kaursian 1980, p. 73; Knae 1988, p. 65, fn. 313, 
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understanding of the linguistic position of this inscription, neither 
an ideological problem nor a problem at all     

3. ReFLECTIONS ON FORM AND MEANING OF THE BaLAAM TEXT 

The general disposition of the Balaam text—as far as it is 
preserved—is clear. We have 
a. a heading (written in red) in sentence I; 
b. a narrative in the 3rd person (Fremdberichi) (written in black with 

sentence V1 in red) in sentences II-XVII, and 
<. a relation of a vision and/or audition (written in black) in sen- 

tences XVIIIIF. 

  

Unfortunately we lack any evidence for the end of the text as it is 
badly broken already from line 10 on and completely breaks off after 

line 16.% Perhaps it once ended with the relation of what Balaam 
had heard in the council of the gods (section c) without returning to 
the narrative about Balaam (section b). It then would be similar to 
the story of Amos and Amaziah in Am. 7:10~17 which ends in a 
prophecy of doom addressed to Amaziah. If this comparison is right 
the literary genre of the Balaam text would be the apophthegma as 
described by Rudolf Burtmanx—a narrative told in order to in- 
troduce and hand down to posterity sayings of some important per- 
son, a god, prophet, philosopher and the like.5* 

Let us now consider in some detail the three sections of the 
Balaam text 

  

3.1. The Heading 

  

The first seven readable or restorable words of the inscription are 
written in red. Unless sufficient proof to the contrary can be present- 
ed, T hold that the rubrics of our text are meaningful. This would 
imply that the limits between the passages written in red and those 
in black constitute also syntactical boundaries.® Therefore, I agree 

  

59 G. Garaint's attempt to join “‘combination” I directly to ““combination" I 
(Ganuni 1979, pp. 16811711185~ 188) has not been received with approval by 
subsequent commentators 

5 Butrwans 1958, pp. 8-75. 
55 McCarrex 1980, p. 52; Kauesax 1960, p. 73; implicily, J. Horryzes in 

Horryzexvax bex Kool 1976, pp. 179.184.186; Haseswatus 1977, p. 223; 
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with Horryzer that the eighth word /°, written in black, does not 
belong to the first seven ones. The contents of the phrase (sentence 
1) suggest that it is a title or heading identifying the text which fol- 
lows. Although the word spr has now been almost completely re- 
stored, there is still some space in front of it that would suffice for 
filling in two or three more characters. In 1982, we suggested o re- 
store here the demonstrative pronoun znk which would result in the 
nominal clause */[This is] the Book of [Ballaam, [son of Beo]r, the 
seer of the gods.”® But the alternative proposed by Lemae, 
namely, an indention at the beginning of the text, cannot be ex- 
cluded. 

Itis not obvious that an ancient document like our text should be 
provided with a title in form of a heading. In the Ancient World, 
colophons were much more common. * They are sometimes found 
alsoin the Old Testament, ¢.¢., in Ps. 72:20 at the end of a collection 
of Davidic psalms incorporated in the Psalter: ki @opillat Diwid ben- 
Yifdy *“to an end are brought the prayers of David, son of Jesse.” 
But book titles are much more numerous in the Old Testament. If 
we leave out of consideration the titles of originally independent 
literary works now constituting parts of larger books like the differ- 
ent collections of sayings which make up the Book of Proverbs, 
almost one half of the thirty-nine books of the Hebrew canon is 

    

  

Rincore 1977, p. 85; Roré 1979, p. 65 with fn. 19; MoLien 1982, p. 220, 
Weiprexr-Weippex 1962, pp. 83.85 with fn. 20; Lisara 19853, p. 316; 1985b, 
p. 280.—The boundaries of the passages writie in red are ignored by Frrzaves, 
1978, pp. 941.; Naven 1979, pp. 1341.; Greexmizsp 1980, p. 250; DaHooD 1981, 
p. 125; Levie 1981, pp. 1961.; F.M. Cross apud Hackers 1984b, p. 31, fn. 1} 
Hackerr 1984a, p. 60 with fn. 19; 1984b, pp. 0L, fn. 1; 1986, p. 221; Pugch 
1987, p. 27. 1t must be admitted that in line 1 the resulting sentence 7 hah lin 
1, * & seer of the gods s he,” s a good nominal clause; but form-critical con- 
siderations (see below) do not favour this segmentation and understanding. It must 
also be conceded that the observation by G. Hasitox (apud HAcKeTT 1984b, pp. 
30, . 1) that “the rubric in 1,2 begins at the same point in the line where the 
rubric n I,1 leaves off” s correct, But I cannot agree with the conclusion that  the 
reckink sections in Combination I need not be complete statements in themsclves, 
but nstead simply cxtend approximately half-way across the line in which they aré 
writien.” What would have been the reason for such a strange. seribal 
“technique?” 

5 Weippexr-Weippext 1982, p. 83; independently, MovLe 1982, p. 219. See 
also Garaiw 1979, pp. 1721 

57 Leatme. 19854, p. 317 
5 Kageue 1978, pp. 1161.; Hovosn 1980-83; Orrex 1980-83; Luxosow 

1986 (with carlier bibliography) 
5 Prov. 1:1; 10:1A; 22:17; 24:2%; 25:1; 30:1; 31:1 
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provided with a title. The shortest form of these titles occurs only 
once, in Ob. 1, where it consists of the term fdzin, “‘vision,” and 
the name of the author to whom the book is ascribed. More ofien 
the author’s name is given in a fuller form with filiation (8 times); 
it can also be accompanied by other personal data such as his place 
of origin and his “profession”” (7 times). Genre indications like 
hazon, ““vision,” in Ob. 1 or ser, “‘book,” dabirim, “‘words,”” 
maisa, “‘utterance,” etc. are often extended by attributive (*‘rela- 
tive™) clauses (11 times). To seven titles dates are added, usually 
introduced by bimé, *‘in the time of.” 

Itis remarkable that—with the exception of Deuteronomy—only 
prophetic and sapiential books have ttles in the Old Testament. 
They are lacking altogether from the historical books although these 
are quoting titles of some of their sources, e.g., *‘The Book of the 
Wars of Yahweh” (siper milkamst YHWH, Numb. 21:14); but T 
doubr that these titles can really be traced back to headings of lier- 
ary works—rather they have to be interpreted as secondary citation 
tidles. 

The heading of the Balaam text from Deir “All fits well into 
the general picture of First Millennium book titles obtained from the 
Old Testament by employing the expanded simple form spr (*sipr) 
+ author's name with filiation + an indication of his “‘profession.” 

Like the biblical examples, it differs remarkably from Late Bronze 
Northwest Semitic book titles which, according to the sparse 

evidence from Ugarit, seem to have consisted only of the preposi- 
tion &- and a name indicating the protagonist, ¢.g., lb (*li-Batle), 
““About Baal.”®! The element siper, “‘book,”” cognate with the spr 

  

  

  

  

      

 Deut. 1:1 (v. 2 is secondary); Isa. 1:; Jer. 1:1-3; Hos. 1:1; Jo. 1:1; Am. 
1:1; Ob. 1; Mic. 1:1; Nah. 1:1; Hab. 1:1; Zeph. 1:1; Mal. 1:1; Song of Songs 1:1; 
Koh. 1:1.~Neh. 1:1 is probably not the il of a separate *“Book of Nehemiah 
which would have started with a date like Ezra 1:1, but rather that of an carler 
work incorporated into the greater Book of Eara (= Ezra + Nehemiah). 

61 This is the scheme of the tites of the great epics (sce further bt DiETRicH- 
Lowerz-Savwakriv 1976, nos. 1141 1; 1.16 121; ([ight iid., no. 119 11). The 
headings of smaller, non-literary works may contain the clement 1pr (*sipm) as in 

7 2 S5um (DiETRICH-LORETZ-SaMARTIN 1976, no. 1.85:1), sip]r bimm (ibid., 
0. 1.86:1), o spr dbh £im (ii., ne. 1.161:1). The headings of sdministrative lsts 

are often introduced by spr (bid, nos. 3.3:1; 4.33:1; 4.74:1; 4931 1; 4.120: 1[7); 
124113 413815 4,181 11 41461, 215115 4160:1; 4.166:1; 4.181:1; 4.207:1; 
4215105 6245 11; 4.247:1; 4.061:1; 4.263:1; .264:1; 4.269:1; 4.275:1; 4.288:1; 
4322115 4.335:1; £.337:1; 4.338:1-3; 4.348:1; 4.355:1; £367:1; 4.369:1; 4,370 

1564271, 84851 4.515:1; £.554:1; 4.561:1; 4.574:1; 
4.680:1; 4.683:1; 4.689:1; 4.690:1; 4.714:1). 

      

7 
2. 1 

378:1; 4,385:1; 4.424: 
9:1; 4631:1; 4.6%6:1; 

1 
4,60 
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of the Balaam text, occurs in the Old Testament only in the title of 
the prophetic Book of Nahum. 

3.2. The Narmative about Balaam 

The title (sentence I is followed by a narrative about Balaam (sen- 
tences I1- XVII). According to the interpretation advocated here it 
begins with the first word written in black, i.e., 4 (sentence II), 
which T understand as the anaphoric personal pronoun of the 3rd 
person masculine singular. 52 It functions as a connecting link be- 
tween the heading and the narrative referring both back to the per- 
sonal name mentioned in the title and to sentence III which isa nar- 
rative verbal clause with which the story actually starts. By this 
simple means the heading is more closely annexed to the corpus of 
the Balaam text than are the biblical book titles to their respective 
books. Tn these books there normally does not exist any syntactical 
or logical connexion between title and corpus. The only exception 
is probably the Book of Amos in which the extended title in Am. 1:1 
isfollowed up in v. 2 by the phrase waydmer, *‘he said,” the intrinsic 
subject of which can only be supplied by reference o the title 

‘The narrative may be divided into three scenes according to the 
persons appearing in them. 

The first scene includes sentences (IL)III-VI. Here we are told 
that the gods paid a nocturnal visit to Balaam and communicated 
t0 him a message of El, apparently the highest god and head of the 
pantheon. EI's message is quoted verbatim by the narrator and, as 
the climax of the first scene or even of the Balaam narrative as a 
whole, has been accentuated by the use of red ink by those respons- 
ible for the manuscript Vorlage or for inscribing the text on the wall 
Itis a great disadvantage that precisely this divine oracle cannot be 
read and interpreted with certainty 

It is certain, however, from the continuation of the narrative in 

  

  

& Syntactically, i is a nominal clause, “that (man) was it.”—The alternative. 
explanation of A° s “lo! behold!” (Old Aramaic, Elephantine £, Biblical and 

Jewish Aramaic g, Biblical Hebrew A < Aramaic) proposed by GAGUOT-Lowaike 
1977, p. 194, and accepted by RixcoRex 1977, p. ket 1979, pp. 173,185 
187; McCanten 1980, pp. S11. (vith alte ): Kavrsaas 1980, p. 73 
Lexae 1985a, p. 318; 1983b, p. 280; 1987, p. 325; PUsch 1985, p. 356; Wes- 
seus 1987, cols. 5931, (undecided Flawemsuaivn 1977, p. 223; MitLen 1982, 
Pp. 218.220) is less ikely because of the following y’te: 
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the seond scene (comprising sentences VII-IX) that the divine 
message was understood by the addressee as an oracle of doom. It 
is not clear what Balaam did immediately afier he had risen in the 
morning (sentence VII) as the large lacuna counted by me as sen- 
tence VIII (perhaps rather two sentences) cannot be filled in at the 
moment. But we can reconstruct sentence VIIIb, [he fast]ed,”” from 
XII, and guess what might have been contained in sentence VIIla. 
I these restorations are right—at least approximately—, we are in- 
formed that Balaam reacted to his nocturnal experience by fasting 
and weeping (sentences VITTa~IX). Thisis, of course, a manifesta- 
tion of consternation and grief. But I believe it is more than that. 
Fasting and weeping are also rites of self-abasement (Selbstmin- 
denungsriten) which are performed to turn away threat and danger 
from the person in question or from the community represented by 
this person.® The ritual of the lamentation for the dead known in 
all countries of the Mediterrancan may be quoted as an illustration. 
We can probably interpret as such rites also the strange behaviour 

of David during the deadly illness of his firstborn from Bathsheba 
(2Sam. 12: 15B-23). After having sought a divine oracle, the king 
fasts and weeps and sleeps on the ground dressed in a ag. This con- 
duct is given up as soon s the child is dead since there is no longer 
any chance—and necessity—to divert God’s wrath. 

In the third scene (sentences X~XVII) the ‘amm of Balaam ap- 
pears on the stage. This s not his *‘uncle, as originally conjectured 
by Horryzer,# but most probably his “‘people,” the group on 
which he exerts his authority. His fasting and weeping causes them 
t0 ask the reason for his behaviour. The “‘lachrymonous scene’” 
(Trinenszene) is a common motive in the literatures of Ugarit and Is- 
racl. When king Kurit wept he was questioned by the god El about 
the cause of his distress (Krt A 1264259, Similarly, when Hagar 
had been expelled into the desert with her child, the Angel of the 

  

6 Kursca 1964 = 1986, pp. 78-95. 
# Hormyzsa-van bsx Kooy 1976, pp. 179.190. On p. 190, Horryass reflcts 

on the possibilty to understand ni 23 “with him."" This was taken up subse- 
quendy by Wevexr-Weirpex 1962, pp. 8¢, who quoted evidence from Ugarit- 
ic that e cundi coukd b constructed with <, “ith,” to ndicat the destina- 
tion. There are also Hebrew examples for BA> + Cin/s, “10 come 07" Ps. 
26:4; Prov. 22:24; Song of Songs 48, But McCarrex's proposal (1980, p. 33) 0 
vead luh instead of *gh is certinly righ. 
 Diercn-Loxerz Sassixrrin 1975, no. 11412642, 
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Lord asked her why she was weeping (Gen. 21:16f.). The motive is 
employed in like manner in dialogues between mortals. Thus Han- 
nah is induced by her husband Elkana to tell him the cause of her 
weeping (1 Sam. 1:71.) as is Elisa by Hasael (2 Kings 8:111.) or the 
Gibeonites by Saul (1 Sam 11:4£.). This stereotyped question en- 
ables narrators to reveal hitherto untold motivations of the acting 
persons o the antecedents of the story. In our case a flashback to the 
beginning of the story is intended. It is now Balaam himself, not the 
narrator, who is to relate his nocturnal vision. That this report will 
be much more extensive than the initial summary quotation in sen- 
tence V1 is already clear from Balaam’s invitation to his audience 
o sit down (sentence XIV). Balaam can now start to describe in de- 
tail “‘what the gods are about to do”’ (sentence XVII). 

3.3. Balaam’s Report about the Divine Council 

Everybody who has tried to interpret the Balaam text will agree that 
section 3 is the most difficult of all. There are several reasons for this. 
First and foremost, the text is in a bad condition showing many lacu- 
nae which grow larger and larger when we approach the lower end 
of the inscription fragment. This makes the segmentation of th 
quence of words into sentences an arduous task with uncertain 
results. Itis, therefore, hard, and sometimes impossible, to find out 
the syntactical structure of the text. In addition, there is a lot of dis- 
puted readings and words difficult to understand, especially animal 
designations. 

What is certain, however, is that Balaam here gives an account 
ofa council of the gods which obviously he had witnessed. His report 
must refer to the same experience that was described in sentence IIT 
as “the gods’ coming to him at night,” perhaps in a dream vi- 
sion.5 The fact that Balaam was honoured by the gods to observe 
the divine council makes him an authorized medium for conveying 
to his audience what they are intending to do or what they are actual- 
ly doing. According to Jer. 23:18,22, the true prophet is required 
““to have stood tosad YHWH, in the council of Yahweh.”® The di- 
vine assembly, a sort of parliament of the gods, is known from Meso- 

    

   

  

7 See, e, Rovivson 1944; Cross 1953; 1973, pp. 186-190; Kinssuky 1964; 
PovLey 1980,  
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potamia, Ugarit, Phoenicia, and the Old Testament®® where, 
however, Yahweh became the only “‘real”” god at the expense of 
the others who were made into lower heavenly beings and finally, 
angels. In the Balaam text, the gods, called >lhn (*?ilikin) or 3dym 
(*Saddayin®), are depicted as addressing a certain goddess whose 
name, unfortunately, has only been partially preserved. As its first 
letter is <3> it was restored by Horryjzer”” as i{gr] (*Sagar) on the 
strength of sentence XLV. T accepted this proposal in 1982, but 
I am now inclined to find here 5mi] (*3ami),” the Sun divinity, 
who was usually conceived as a goddess in Greater Syria during the 
Second Millennium B.C.3 (and therefore perhaps also in the 
First). This restoration is, however, stil conjectural as I cannot dis- 
cem in the photographs the final <3>> of the divine name read here 
by LeMAIRE.* What the gods are saying to Sam is a matter of dis- 
pute. In my opinion, in sentences XXI-XXIV they attempt to in- 
duce the goddess to limit the extent ofa catastrophe she brought over 

  

  

 See Motz 196% Mutvex 1960, 
 For the i, sce still Waipvexr-Weioear 1962, pp. 88-92. That the idym 

(Masoredic dim) of Deut. 32:17; Ps. 106:37 should be re-vocalized s *iaddayyim 
(Hackerr 1984, pp. 88f) is rather wnlikely. These are late texts the authors of 
which certinly knew Sadday as an epithetof Yahweh and therefore might have been 
reluctant to use the plural of ths theonym to denote beings “that are not god”” 
(Deut. 32:17). On the other hand, they may well have known */, “demon,” bor- 
rowed from Akkadian i (lomni), probably via Aramaic (cf. Syriac and Jewish 
Aramaic 72, Mishnaic Hebrew 7). O the question of Palmyrene 4%, sec 
Weppier Weppexr 1982, p. 92, fn. 72. Itis inerestng to notce that WenveLo 

p. 146, translates idyn of the Balaam text by (Modern) Hebrew 2. 
70 Horryies-vaw bes Kool 1976, pp. 272-275 
71 Wearpea-Werprear 1982, pp. 02.101; s further Hawnesianis 1977, p. 

225; MLz 1978, p. 64 with . 49; 1982, pp. 217.223; Rost. 1979, pp. 61.66; 
Weireio 1982, p. 146; Puecn 1985, pp. 356.361; 1987, pp. 17.21.261. Ser 
wi) i resored by Levive 1981, p. 196 

72 First proposed by Caguor-Liaiks 1977, pp. 1961 see further Gaxaist 
1979, p. 176; Hackare 1984, pp. 14 Lesatas 1985a, pp. 317L.; 1985b, p. 260. 
Undecided whether o restore Slr or Smf): Rixccxex 1977, p. 86; Drscon 1981, 
p.55. Mention can also be made of MoGARTER's recontrution S0, *Sheol 
(1980, p.53), Wassiuaus' suggestion S{mm], Samaria’” (1987, cols. 5931, seems 
far-eiched. 

75 M. Werpper 1969, pp. 2041, (Ugarit, Tyre, Ascalon). The personal names 
with the theophori clement fn quoted by Puscit 1987, p. 21, n. 35, cannot prove 
the masculine gender o the sun deity a in names o mles the verbal clement may 
be congruent with the sex of the name-bearer, not with that of the god(dess) in- 
voked. Sec Enzaro 1962 (Akkadian). In the Hellenistic and Roman periods, the 
sun deity had become masculine i all of Syria. 

W Sec fn. 72 
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the world, while in sentences XXVII. they try to add weight to their 
wish by describing the disastrous consequences of her acts. 

Breaking the bolts of heaven (sentence XXI) most probably 
means to open the road for the water of the supercaelian sea in order 
to pour out upon the earth’ causing heavy rains and inundations. 
The dark clouds and the absence of the light of the sun (sentences 
XXIla-XXIV) fit well into this scenario. These meteorological 
phenomena, as well as the terror spread upon the carth by the 
gloomy clouds, call to mind the biblical depictures of the Day of 
Yahweh and similar events?® which are, according to Am. 5:18,20, 
““darkness and not light.” Since water and darkness are attributes 

of chaos the situation provoked by Sam can also be interpreted as 
the re-transformation of the earth into chaos. It is the will of the 
majority of the gods that this should not last forever (sentence 
XXIV) 

The limitation of cosmic catastrophes by the gods is a common 
feature in Ancient Near Eastern mythology. In the Mesopotamian 
flood narratives contained in the Atra-hasis”” and Gilgames epics 
the original decision of the divine assembly is to exterminate all of 
‘mankind from the carth. In the course of events this is thwarted by 
one dissident god so that in the outcome the other gods are com- 
pelled to accept the fact that some human beings have survived the 
disaster. Subscquently the gods agree about reducing mankind by 
smaller catastrophes without destroying man completely.” A simi- 
lar attitude is reflected in God’s decision never again to bring about 
aflood to annihilate mankind in the Priestly document in Gen. 9:15. 
It s found also, in a more general sense, in the persuasion of Old 
Testament authors that God’s wrath will not last &¢dlam, forever, 
which is pronounced both in God’s own words in Jer. 3:12; Isa. 
57:16, and in confessions of the community in Ps. 103:9; Lam. 3:31 
(cp. Jer. 3:5). That the limitation of divine judgement may be 
caused by conflicts in the h 
Near Eastern examples 

    

  

  

cavenly sphere is clear from the Ancient 
d (to which could be added the Era 

  

  

% Opening the windows or doors of heaven means rain: Gen. 7:11; Isa. 
24:18F; Ps. 78:23. See J. Horrizex in Horryzer-vax pex Kooy 1976, p. 195 

% Sec, eg., Levine 1981, pp. 204 H. Weiprext 1981a, pp. 49-54. 
7 Lasinexs-MiLLaRp 1969 

7 Sciorr-vox Sopx 1958, pp. 86-94; E.A. Speisew in PRITCHARD 1969, pp. 
95 

7 Not in Gilgames. 
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epic®). This conception may also be reflected in the narrative 
framework of the Book of Job in which God twice grants the Satan 
o place Job at his disposal but in both cases only under certain 
restrictions (Job 1:12; 2:6) 

We now come to the, asit were, Hitchcockian vision of birds and 
other animals, including also some human beings, behaving in an 

irregular and abnormal manner. Since there is no indication that the 
speech of the gods ends with sentence XXV, and no other speaker 
is appearing on the scene, I think that the gods continue to address 
Sam3 also in the following until the end of the preserved text. The 
words contained in sentences XXV - XXVIIIb are interpreted by 
Lemaws?®' as a list of birds (with the exception of &y in sentence 
XXV, naturally). But, though I accept most of his new readings, T 
cannot agree with his interpretation. There are several problems in- 
volved here. It is tempting, at first sight, to identify Arpt (sentence 
XXV) as the bat (Jewish Aramaic *harpa, st.emph. harpotd) which 
might be included among the birds as it is in Lev. 11:19; Deut. 
14:18, or s the bee in Ben Sira (Sir. 11:3). But since the feminine 
ending of nouns in the absolute state is -k in nph (sentence 
XXVILI), <nyh (sentence XXXVI), and kink (sentence XXXVII), 
it would be strange if it were - in the case of hrpt and nirt (sentence 
XXVIITa). In my opinion, both words have to be understood as ver- 
bal forms, i.c., 3rd person feminine singular perfect,® on the 
strength of rght (sentence XXXVI) and Agrgt (sentence XLVII), 
Thus the syntactical structure, as T understand it, speaks in favour 
of a serics of sentences, not a lst. In terms of English grammar, the 
construction of sentence XXV could be expressed by S-P-0O,1 
the predicate being a finite verbal form in the perfect. In Northwest 
Semitic grammar, I would callthis a nominal clause in which a ver- 
bal clause has been substituted for the rhema (*“predicate’”) which 
is normally nominal. If we look around in the “birds” section of the 
Balaam text we can detect some more examples of this construction, 
namely, sentences XXVIIla, XXXII, XXXIII, XXXVI, XLV, 
and XLVIIL, to mention only the certain ones. This scems to be a 

  

  

    

   
     

 Gacat 1969 and 1977. 
51 Leaie 19853, p. 313; 1985b, pp. 2801, with fin. 50. 
52 For it this is almost universally accepted (with the exception of Lewnrse, 

see fn. 81). For ni, sce above, n. 24. 
 This is the normal order of consituents in the so-called *‘composite nominal dlause’” in Old Aramaic; sec Decex 1969, p. 122 § 82 (b). 136 § 98. 
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typical feature of this section, especially, if we take into account also 
those sentences which most probably were constructed in the same 
manner, but where lacunae prevent us from being more definite 
(XXVII, XXXIV, XXXVIL, XLVI). Another syntactical-stylistic 
feature can be recognized in this section, too. This s the formation 
of pairs of sentences similar to the * parallelismus membrorum”” in 
biblical poetry and literary prose (Kunstprosa). There are two 
schemes for this. In the first scheme, the verb is deleted in the second 
sentence of the pair, as in sentences XXV + XXVI (if in XXVI 
ynh is a noun signifying ‘‘ostrich”), XXVII+XXVIII, and 
XXVIIa + XXVIITb. The second scheme is less certain. Here in 
the second sentence of the pair a finite verbal form is employed 
which is not a perfect, but a so-called *‘consecutive perfect” in ver- 
bal clauses, a (long) imperfect in nominal clauses. In the “birds” 
section I count two examples of this construction, i.c., sentences 
XXXV and XLIII, which only have the disadvantage that the first 
component of the pair has not been preserved. Sentence XXVI, 
forming a pair with XXV, could here be included if 5ok in XXVI 
had to be understood as a verbal form. A certain, complete and even 
expanded example can, however, be found in sentences XVII-XX 
where the nominal clause XVIII, with the verb in the perfect, is fol- 
lowed up by two verbal clauses (XIX.XX) beginning with verbal 
forms in the *“consecutive perfect.” This all is parallelled in Classi- 
cal Hebrew prose not only in the Old Testament, but also in the 
reaper’s petition inscribed on an ostracon found at Mosad 
Hiavyahii.% The perfect of those sentences can be translated into 
English cither in the past or the present tenses. Personally, I prefer 
the present describing something that is actually going on® (in En- 
glish, probably, also the perfect would be possible). My argument 
is that in the whole narrative the goddess Sam§ who seems to have 
caused the prevailing situation has not had leave to speak in the di- 
vine assembly and, therefore, has not announced the disaster still to 
come. For me this means that it is already extant, at least in the vi 
sion of the seer. The sentences with *‘consecutive perfect’” or imper- 
fect fit well into this picture. They have to be interpreted, in my 

  

® For “Kunstprosa’” in Classical Hebrew lierature, see H. Weippesr 1973, 
pp. 74-81 

5 Sce M. Weippenr, 1990a 
 Similar to the so-called Koincidefal, but not resticted to the first person.  
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opinion, as circumstantial clauses which are constructed in exact- 
Iy the same way in Classical Hebrew and are used there to de- 
note the simultaneousness of the action described in the second sen- 
tence with that expressed by the first one. In microsyntactical 
structures like these here they cannot be understood as referring to 
the future. 

I refrain from going into the factual details of the *‘birds’” section. 
Twill only state my continuing conviction that we have here some- 
thing of the sort classical and medieval scholars would call the 
“‘adynata,” the world turned upside-down, ¥ as pointed out for the 
first time by Helmer RixGoReN. This s a motive already known 
from Ancient Near Eastern literature, especially from Egyptian 
texts from the First and (perhaps) Second Intermediate Periods, as 
stressed by Jo Ann Hackerr, but also from the Bible.% Al those 
texts depicta reversal of natural and political conditions regarded as 
“‘normal’” which is interpreted as a disturbance of world order and 
are-transformation of the earth into chaos. 

T believe that, with these prospects in mind, Balaam had enough 
reason 10 fast and weep even if the extent of the disaster was o be 
restricted by order of the gods. 

   

  

¥ Durorr 1936; Curmius 1965, pp. 104- 108, 
5 RuogRex 1977, p. 86. In Hackerr 1984b, p. 46, McCaxtes (1980, pp. 

58L)is credited with the prioriy regarding thisida. Sce also Koexic 1983, p. 81 
W Hackerr 1984, p. 75, 
% Sce, g, Tsa. 3:1-5; 10:15; 24:1-3. Also the irreal statements in Am 

6:12AB (in 12B read %im yahiriahrii bo-bigir yim, but sce Lonerz 1989) may 
belong in this context.—Without the cosmic perspective, the molive occurs also in 
modern literature. See, ¢.g., the chanson “Les quat’ cents coups” by Léo Fexé 
(Estiexxe 1962, pp. 123-125; Rieces 1987, pp. 236-241), especially the fourth 

“Doner aux brébis des bergeres 
Aux chevaux des maquignons frais 
Aux chiens le flics de Ia fourriére 
‘Aux baleines les balciniers 
‘Aux oiseaux e permis de chasse 
‘Aux enfants les parents mineurs 
‘Aux souris e matou d'en face 
Aux matous les tois du bonheur 
(Relrain) 
il faut tirer par tous les bouts 
Copains trons les quat’ cents coups.” 
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4. The BaLAAM TEXT AND THE STUDY OF THE OLD TESTAMENT 

In chapters 2 and 3 of this paper the language and some of the con- 
tents of the Old Testament were used t0 support my view of the 
meaning of the Balaam text from Deir ‘Alla. That this can be 
done s not at all surprising as the Hebrew Bible contains the largest 
collection of Northwest Semitic texts from the First Millennium 
B.C. that have survived the vicissitudes of time. Moreover, they be- 
long to litcrary genres related to that of the Balaam text. If the other 
peaples speaking Northwest Semitic languages had bequeathed tous 
Bibles the picture would probably be more or less the same, since 
there is nothing in the Balaam text which is foreign to the Near East 
during the First Millennium B.C. In this chapter [ will deal with the 
significance of our text for the study of the Old Testament in the 
sense sketched in the introduction. There are only two main sub- 
jects: literary and historical questions, the latter including also 
religion. 

  

  

  

4.1. Literary Questions 

1. The Balaam text from Deir CAlla proves that the Balaam tradi- 
tion is rather ancient, though in the Bible it appears only in late com- 
positions none of which can be dated with certainty to the Pre-cxilic 
Period. Nowhere in the Old Testament is Balaam called a seer 
(Hebrew hizé or 1) as in the tite of the inscription; but his self- 
characterization in Numb. 24:4,16 comes close to it. He is rather 
presented as a gisim, a soothsayer,?! in Josh. 13:22, and is given 
gosamim, the soothsayer’s fee,  according to Numb. 22:7. What he 
does and says in Numb. 22-24 shows him in two réles: that of a 
mighty “‘man of god”’ who is able to pronounce effective curses,®* 

  

51 A gisén may originally have been a pracitioner of technical oracles as be- 
lomancy is called gésem in Ezek. 21:26 (cp. Davies 1980). But there, as in gosimim 
in Numb. 22:7 (sce fn. 92), a more general notion may be implied 

2 Others interpret the gasinin as “‘instruments of divination’” (rg., Gross 
1974, pp. 141~ 143). According to GRoss, the sentence Numb. 22:7B docs not 

make sense n s context, and should be understood as an addition. This conclusion 
i not necessary, in my opinion, as Balaam’s role is described ambiguousy in 
Nurmb. 22-24, and gemym might casly be re-vocalized as *gisdmin. See the discus 
sion of Numb. 22:7B in RoutLLakD 1985, pp. 62-66. 

% See (besides Numb. 22-24) Deut. 23:51. (> Neh. 13:2); Jos. 24:98; Mic. 
65, 
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and that of a prophet who can foretell even events of much later 
times as, e.¢., the rise of David (Numb. 24: 171.).% As there are 
only a few literal parallels in the Deir ‘Alla Balaam text and 
Numb. 2224 there is probably no direct literary connexion be- 
tween both narratives. The best parallel is that between Numb. 
22:9,20 and Deir “Alld sentence III, while that between Numb. 
23:13,21 and Deir “Alla sentence VII has biblical analogies also in 
Judg. 19:27 and 2 Sam. 24:11 (cp., in addition, Gen. 22:19; Judg. 
20:19). One could perhaps argue that the mention of El and Sadday 
in Numb. 24:4,16 reflects Balaam’s relations to El and the Saddayin 
in the Deir CAlla text; but since both theonyms are common desig- 
nations of Yahweh in post-exili literature this is at best ambiguous 
evidence. In Numb. 31:16, a late text, the rdle of Balaam has been 
developed into that of the false prophet who seduces Isracl to aposta- 
cy as all false prophets do;® but this is an internal question of Old 
Testament theological historiography which has no longer to do with 
the Balaam we know from Deir “All3.% 

2. The example of the Balaam narrative from Deir “Alli— 
which is doubrless aliterary text—demonstrates adoculos what a level 
of literacy can be expected in early 8th Century Palestine even in a 
rather remote place. The date can probably be raised by several de- 
cades to the second half of the 9th Century B.C. It is by no means 
unlikely that the text was handed down in manuscript form for some 
time before it was made public as a sort of “‘poster”” in the building 
where the inscribed plaster fragments were excavated. This would 
make the Balaam text approximately contemporary to the stela in- 
scription of King Mesha of Moab from Dibon which is, in my opin- 
ion, another testimony to the existence of a literary tradition in the 
Transjordan already in the 9th Century B.C.” It should also be 

    

% This i, in my opinion, the obvious meaning of this passage. It is possible, however, that in the post-xilic period when the fourth Balaam oracle was com- posed alsothe hope for the future restoration of “Isracl” was expressed n this man- 
ner in historical guise. See RouiLuarp 1985, pp. 419~ 448, 

# The text is unclear. Perhaps it means that the Midiante women seduced the sraclites” (i.¢, the Israelte men) 0 postacy at <Baal- > Peor o the instigation 
of Balaam (bi-dbar Bilam). For the implicic “ratio’” of Numb. 31, sce Knaur 
1988, pp. 167 

* For the development of the Old Testament presentation of Balaam, sec in 
general Doxnex 1977; RouiLLkp 1985, pp. 483 -485; Kxaur 1988, pp. 1671, 

7 That the scribes of King Mesha used a literary language almost identical 
with that of the Hebrew Bible should be evident to every reader attentive to syntax 
and style. 
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mentioned that the lay-out of both *‘combinations”’—writing in 
columns, the use of rubrics—gives evidence of a scribal art which 
transcends the qualifications necessary for everyday writing.% It 
presupposes a tradition of professional scribes which can ultimately 
be traced back to Second Millennium Egypt. T am stressing these 
rather trivial facts in order to challenge the present tendency among 
Old Testament scholars to postulating very low dates for large por- 

| tions of the Hebrew Bible. That there were no *‘real”” literary activi 
tics in Palestine prior to the middle of the 8th Century B.C. is a 
hypothesis?® that has been definitively called in question by the 
plaster texts from Deir CAlld although the Mesha inscription could 
already have taught us a similar lesson. 

3. The Balaam text is the earliest example so far of the literary 
genre of the prophetic narrative or rather, the prophetic apophtheg- 

| ma as described in chapter 3 of this paper. Itis similar to the slightly 
later story about Amos and Amaziah in Am. 7:10~17, and can to 
a certain degree be compared with that about Micah ben Imlah in 
1 Kings 22.1%0 From this can be deduced that the prophetic narra- 

| tive of the Old Testament is rooted in a tradition older than its ear- 
liest occurrence in the Hebrew Bible, and likewise, that the pro- 
phetic oracle of doom is not specific to the Old Testament 

| 4. The Deir ‘Alld plaster inscriptions also throw a light on the 
formation of literary collections. It is well known that the Old Testa- 
ment is a small library comprising books of different authors from 
different times. But also most of the individual books that constitute 
the Hebrew canon are again collections of often heterogeneous 
materials. Compiling such collections was a common literary activi- 
ty in the Ancient Near East during the second halfof the Second and 

| the First Millennia B.C."". If “combinations” T and II of Deir 
CAlla belong together as originally surmised by Horrijze and 

    

  

  

    A. Lewaime has convincingly argucd that the lay-out of the inscription(s) 
reflccts that of a leather or papyrus manuscript (scroll); see LEMAIRe 1986, p. 89; 
1989, pp. 371, 

0 See, eg., Smiuik 1977, pp. 84-99; 1984, pp. 25-27 = 1987, pp. 200; 
Knaur 19854, pp. 35-37. In this connexion, it s important to make clear the con- 
ception of “literature” on which the judgement is founded. For Kxaur's view, see 
ibid, p. 35, fn. 146. 

109 For a recent treatment of this narraiive, sec H. Weippexr 1988 
101 G, the *‘canonization"" of Mesopotamian lterature beginning in the Kas- 

site period (Reen 1978, p. 205). 
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accepted by most of the later commentators then the master 
manuscript from which the wall inscription was copied must have 
been such a literary collection. We would have to admit then that 
there existed at Deir Alla in the late 9th o the carly 8th Century 
B.C. a compilation of the literary legacy of a seer or prophet called 
Balaam, son of Beor, analogous (o the prophetic books of the Old 
Testament. If LEMAIRE is right in separating both *‘combinations” 
the picture would be only slightly different. In this case, the copying 
of *“combinations”” I and IT side by side either in the manuscript 
Vorlage of the wall inscriptions or on the wall would have resulted in 
the formation of some kind of *‘Bible” in nuce comprising in one 

rary collection religious texts by different authors. It would also 
provide an analogy to the compilation of Sammeliafeln from various 
prophetic oracles addressed to King Esarhaddon of Assyria in the 
7th Century B.C.1% In the present situation of the study of the 
Old Testament a rather early date for the formation of prophetic 
books o of collections of such in the same area from which the 
Hebrew Bible originated is most helpful 

  

  

    

4.2, Historical Questions 
Is the Deir “Alla Balaam text or are the plaster inscriptions Israel- 
ite? Usually, the absence of the divine name Yahweh and the un- 
deniable presence of a pantheon are adduced in favour of an answer | 
to the negative. I believe, however, that the matter is not so easy. 
Itis certainly true that Yahweh was the national god of both Isracl 
and Judah. As such he was honoured by a national cult performed 
in the state sanctuaries of Jerusalem, Bethel, Dan, and some smaller 
places. But this does not imply that he was venerated with the same | 
intensity by all Israelites and Judaeans, or at every local or regional 
bima. Thus for me the absence of Yahweh even from an Israclite reli- | 
gious text would not be amazing. Nor would I be disturbed by the | 
apparent presence of a pantheon here, called “the gods' (*ilahin) | 
or “‘the Saddayin,” with El as its head. We have ample evidence both 
from irenic and polemic passages of the Old Testament and from in- 
scriptions like those from Hirbet e-Qom and Kuntilet ¢Agrid!%® 
that the Israclites of the Pre-exilic Period worshipped a number of 

  

  

  

102 See M. Werpper 1981, pp. 72r.; 1988, pp. 3033171, 
103 Texts and references in M. Wetprext, 1990, pp. 171, . 40 
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gods—and goddesses—besides Yahweh. I am strongly convinced 
that Israclite religion until the Persian (or even the Hasmonaean) 
Period was polytheistic.!* A true pantheon, with Elyon asits head, 
can be found in Deut. 32:8f., where Yahweh s not yet the highest 
god. In Ps. 89 he is; but the pantheon is still there. %% Thus a poly- 
theistic inscription from a region which according to the Bible had 
an Tsralite population would not per se be non-Isralite. The “‘na- 
tionality”” of the Balaam text, therefore, cannot be determined by 
internal criteria. 

External criteria also fail, such as the political allegiance of the 
Deir ¢Alla region during the 9th and 8th Centuries B.C., or the 
language of the text. 

It may be true that most (if not all) of the northern part of the 
Transjordan including Deir ‘All was in Aramaean hands in the 
second half of the 9th and at the beginning of the 8th Century. The 
Balaam text, therefore, may have been monumentally published on 
wall no. 36 of stratum IX (ex-M) at Tell Deir ‘Alla under 
Damascene rule. On the other hand, there are the allusions to the 
re-conquest of the ¢Agiiin (Lodebar) and the Golan (Carnaim) by 
Jeroboam II in Am. 6:13f. which, in my opinion, are historically 
reliable. This would imply that the Deir ‘Al area returned under 
Israclite control—at least temporarily—during the reign of this 
King.1% There is no evidence that the inscription was destroyed at 
this occasion. Apparently the authorities of the Israclite kingdom 
did not interfere in these matters, and there were still no hisbullih 
activists—I refer to what Morton ST, Bernhard LANG and others 
have termed the “Yahweh-alone Movement™”?7—at this remote 
place to wipe out the text they would certainly have abhorred as 
““heterodox.”” 
If the language of the Balaam text is indigenious—and I am con- 

vinced that it is—this would mean that in the late 9th Century B.C. 
the inhabitants of the northern part of the Transjordan claimed by 
the Bible as Israclite territory, or groups among them, spoke a 
(Proto-) Aramaic language, % and not Hebrew. There is no hint at 

  

  

" ex, 1990b, especially chapter 2. 
105 See M. Wempear, ibid, chapter 1 
106 A brief survey of the sources in M. Wriper 1976-80, p. 203 
10 See, ¢.g., Swrrw 1971, chapier Il; Lanc 1981; 1983, pp. 13-56; M. Weip- 

pexr, 1990, chapter 3 
104 For “Proto-Aramaic 

    

  * see also Knavr 19836, pp. 190 1988, pp. 641 with
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all that the tradents of the text have been Aramaean immigrants to 
the region as suggested by Al Worters.!%% On the contrary, the 
character of their idiom as a peripheral language strongly speaks in 
favour of their autochthony. Since language and ethnicity must not 
be confused the question is only whether these people identified 
themselves as Israclites or not. Thisis primarily a political problem, 
and we know nothing about the attitudes of those concerned. 
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    DIE FUNKTION DIVINATORISCHEN REDENS UND DIE 
TIERBEZEICHNUNGEN DER INSCHRIFT VON TELL 

DEIR ‘ALLA* 

‘Hans-Peter MoLLER 

1 

Es war eine von der alttestamentlichen Wissenschaft kaum regi- 
strierte Sensation, als J. Horryzer und G. vax per Kooy 1976! 

ie Inschrift von Tell Deir ‘Alla versffentlichten. Und doch ent- 
ielt die vermudich aus dem 8. oder 7. Jh.v.Chr. stammende? In- 

schrift nicht weniger als eine Unheilsankiindigung des aus der Bibel 

  

  

* Abkiraungen nach Zeischrif i Aleraistik 1, 1988, 2. 
| Aramaic Teis from Deir “Alla (Documenta et Monumenta Orientis Antiqui 

19); Zeilenzihlung im Folgenden nach einem Vorschlag von A. Caguot und A. 
Lematse wie bei V., “Die aramiische Inschrft von Deir Al und dic ilteren 
Bilcamspriiche”, Z4 W 94, 1982, 214-244 

# So dic von mir a0. (Anm. 1) 214 angenommene Datierung. Wegen der 
mangelnden Trennung von lexikalischen und grammatischen Elementen, dic sich 
spiter auf das Aramaische und Kanaanische verteilen — cin Phinomen, das an 
das in ciner Randlage gesprochene “‘Ja’idische’” erinnert -, kinnte der Text 
freilich alter scin; mit einem zugrundeliegenden Bileambuch aus dem 109, 
Jh.v-Chr. rechnet A. Lewaia, “‘Les inscriptions de Deir “Alla et la litérature 
‘araméenne antique”’, CRAIBL 1985, 270285 u.6. - Moglicherweise lift sich 
der Mangel an Differenierung spiter aramiischer oder kanaansischer Sprach: 
clemente auch aus dem israclitischen ~ genauer: gileaditischen — Charakier 
der Inschrif erklaren, insbesondere wenn man dicse relativ frih datirt; so E.A. 
Knaur (“War ‘Biblisch-Hebrisch’ cine Sprache? Empirische Gesichtspunkte ur 
linguistischen Annaherung an die Sprache der althebraischen Literatur”", Zitschrift 

Jfir Althebraistk 3, 1990, 11-23, bes. 15-18.2), der auf den Vorgang von B.A. 
Levine, B. Havvens, H. Werpner (Palistina in vorbellenistscher Zeit [Handbuch dex 
Archiologie: Vorderasien I1 1], 1988, 6261.) und M. Weappenr (in dicsem Band) 
verweist. Nach H. Weppsr wurde die Inschrift vor dem Erdbeben von 762 
v.Chr. angebracht, also bevor die israclitsche Stadt 733 der assyrischen Provinz 
GalPad cingegliedert wurde ~ was cin hoheres Alter des Texts allerdings nicht 
‘ausschiiet. Nach Kxaur handeltessich beim * Sukkoth-Israclitschen im Gegen- 
satz 2um Gezer- und Samaria-Isracischen um populire Erzihlsprache der 
rtardierenden Peripherie. Oder soll man an das archaisch-lokale brw. archai- 
sierende Idiom (vgl. B. HaLpeax, “Dialect Distribution in Canaan and the Deir 
‘Alla Inscriptions”,in: D.M. GoLow [ed. ], Werking With No Dat. FS Th. 0. Lanb- 
din, 1988, 119-139, bes. 137M1) ciner poetisch-gehobenen Sakralerzihlung 
denken, wofir u.a. das Fehlen des Artkels baw. Determinationsmorphems und 
der Nota accusativi (vgl. zu diesem Archaismus und anderen KAZ 181, 21b-31b 
auller 30b) gelend gemacht werden konnie? Dagegen kennen dic gleicharitigen 
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wohlbekannten Sehers Bileam, die dieser namens ostjordanischer 
Gtter iiber deren Verchrer ausbrachte. Damit gewinnt nicht nur die 
schon friiher vom Typos des *‘Propheten’” (ndb) unterschiedene 
Gestalt des ““Sehers’ (ri%d, hézd)® schirfere Konturen; auch die 
Phraseologie des Scherspruchs, dic sich besonders durch ihre Legiti- 
mationsfloskeln von AuRerungen prophetischer Berufungsgewiheit 
abhebt, kehrt hier weitgehend wieder!. Aber auch eine cigentlich 
prophetische Wendung aus der sog. Denkschrift Jesajas hat im 
Munde des heidnischen Bileam cine Parallele: wenn dieser in I 12/3 

seine offenbar als *‘Feinde (Sagars)” titulierten Horer mit ciner dop- 
pelten figura etymologica A b whibh/[ib] *“bedenkt ein Beden- 
ken”” oder *‘plant einen Plan”", wie es scheint, zur Umkehr ruft®, so 
erinnert uns dies an die ebenfalls paronomastische, freilich ironische 
Aufforderung s 75 *‘plant einen Plan” Jes 8,9. ~ Wichtiger 
aber ist eine funktionelle Ubereinstimmung mit der biblischen Pro- 
phetie: die Unheilsankiindigung gegen das eigene Volk, bislang fiir 
apologetischen Eifer als ein proprium biblicum verwendbar, als Er- 
weis der besonderen Souveranitat Jahwes, der sein Schicksal und 
seine Existenz von denen seiner Verchrer zu lsen vermag, hat nun 
eine auerbiblische Parallele. Auch Jahwes kanaandische Vorganger 
samt ihren Divinatoren fungieren nicht einfach als Heilsgaranten 
ihrer Vélker; sie bewéhren vielmehr gegentiber einschligigem Be- 
darf an Sicherheit eine Freiheit, die Auswirkung von Heiligkeit der 
betr. Gétter, von so etwas wie gottlicher Unbestechlichkeit it 
Wihrend E. Noowt® sich in dem auf die Verdffentlichung der In- 
schrift folgenden Jahr noch bemhte, die Mari-Prophetic méglichst 

  

      

profanen “short texts on clay and stone”” 1 und 2 (Horiyzen - vax oxx Kooy, 
240, [Anm. 1] 267) das Determinstionsmorphem - 

5 Vel nach dem Vorgang von G. Hotsciix u.a. C. Wasteasians, Grundformen 
propheticer Rede, 1960, 14, D. Verren, Unirschungen sm Schersprac, Diss theol 
{masch.| Heidelberg 1963; Ders., Sheprach und Scgnsshildeung (CTRM A 4, 
1974, 

4 Vgl VL, 20 (Anm. 1) 239-241. 
5 Dic Auffasung von g 1 12 als Vokatv (i) Feinde'” in Anslogie zu gin 

(i) Riuber ()" und g7l *(ihe) Gegner der Safgar]” Z. 10/) sowie die 
Ablitung von 47 oder g5 von ciner ursemitschen Bass *DR (vgl. althebr. m) 
sind frilich unsiche. - Zur Uersetzung von 4743 whih K1) vel. VL., 320. 
(Anm.1) 218,220, H. und M. Weirpesr, ZDPV 98, 192, 99.105; ahnich . 
Horriyzew, TUATLL, 1986, 144:4c,der andere Ubersetzungen zarickweis. Vil 
aber auch S. 188 mit Anm. 15 

& Unirschungen v Gottbescheidin Mari, Die “Mariprophetie” in der altestoment- 
lichen Fuschng, AOAT (5) 202, 1971 ine i vielem vorbidlche Materialzusam- 
‘menstllung zor Divination in Mari bictet etz ).-M. Dunaxe, drchieséisolaits 
e Mari /1 (\RM XXVI), Paris 1988, bes. 3771 
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weit von der Prophetie Isracls fortzuriicken, stellt sich uns nun in 
unmittelbarer Nihe Isracls, dazu etwa gleichzeitig mit dessen frii- 
hen Propheten nicht nur ein Sehertum dar, dessen Redeformen den 
biblischen entsprechen, sondern auch ein Verkiindigungsinhalt, der 
dem der biblischen Unheilspropheten funktionell ahnlich ist. Wir 
erinnern daran, daf die Funktionsbestimmung fir die biblische Un- 
heilsprophetie in der alttestamentlichen Wissenschaft — zwischen 
M. Buser” und G. Fonrer® auf der einen, C. WEsTERMANY? und 
vor allem W.H. Scumint® auf der anderen Seite - kontrovers st 
ist die prophetische Unheilsankiindigung Umkehrpredigt, dic die 
Katastrophe im Wort vorwegnehmen sollie, um sie ~ mitiels gefor- 
derter und geschehener Umkehr Isracls, dazu eines Gnadene 
weises Jahwes  in Wirklichkeit zu eriibrigen, oder gilt die Unheils- 
ankiindigung vorbealtls, weil die Katastrophe auch durch Umkehr 
nicht mehr abwendbar ist oder mit Umkehr nicht ernstlich gerech- 
net werden kann!!? Ergeht also die Unheilsankiindigung, damit ihr 
Inhalt ~ mittels einer Entscheidung der Angesprochenen und der 
Antwort Jahwes auf diese ~ geradezu falsifiziert werde, oder soll sie 
sich so erfillen, wie sie ausgesprochen wird? Ist der Ankiindiger der 
Katéxov (2 Th 2,7) oder umgekehrt cin Vollstrecker des Gerichts, 
letzteres insbesondere, wenn er das Angekiindigte durch die Ankiin- 
digung sogleich magisch herbeifiihrt'2. ~ Mir scheint im Blick auf 
gelegentliche Drohworte in der Mari-Prophetie!? und die Unheils- 

  

  

     

  

Der Glaube der Propheen, 1950, wiedier abgedruckt in: Warke IT: Schrfien 2ur 
Bibl, 1964, 231385, 

& Eowa in: Studie zur altestmentichen Prophti, 1967, 36.240; Geschiche der i 
raitschen Religin, 1969, 274~276; Theologische Grundsirakuren des AT, 1972, T9F. 

9 Grundformen prophetscher Rede, 1960, 451., wa der Terminus “Drchwort” b 
gelehnt wird, weil er “das Eintreffen des Angedrohten offen 1a61”; stark abge 
schwicht in: Thelegie des AT in Grundsigen, 1978, 110,124, 

10 Vor allem in: Zukunfisgwifheit und Gegenuanshiik (BSt 64), 1973, 1511, Ahn 
lich vorher H.W. Wousr, “Die Begrindung der prophetischen Heils- und Un. 
heilsspriche'", ZAW 52, 1934, 122, wicder abgedruckt in: Geammelte tuden 
AT, 1964, 9-35; Ders., Die Sunde des Amos, 1969, Wovse hat spiter, in: *Di 
cigentiche Botschaf der Klassischen Propheten”, FS W. Zinmal, 1977, 541557, 
bes. 552,555, cine dritt Position gesucht 

1 Vgl dazu far Amos dic Postion R. Swexvs in: “Das Nein des Amos' 
EvTh23, 1963, 404425, wieder abgedruck in: Die Mitt des AT. Gecammele Stufien 
Band 1, 1986, 85-103. 

12 Zum Fakior, der das Angekindigte unmittelbar, d.h. durch dic Macht des 
Ankindigens bewirkt, wird dic Unheilsprophetic nach Hos 6,5; Jer 23,29; vel. dic 
Symbolhandlung Jer 51,591 und die Reaktion des Oberpricsters Amasja Am 
7,10b. 

5 Ein bedingtes Drohwort liegt vor in A-1121, Z.16-18: “Wenn er (scil. der 

  

    
  

  

     



   

  

188 HP. MOLLER 

ankiindigung der Tell-Deir-Alla-Inschrift das Verstindnis auch 
der biblischen Unheilsprophetie als Umkehrpredigt, ihrer Ankiin- 
digung als heilsamer Drohung weithin wahrscheinlicher!t. Dafiir 
sprechen, was die Unheilsankiindigung der Tell-Deir-<Alli-In- 
schrift angeht, die bereits zitierte Aufforderung zu besonnenem 
Bedenken 1 12, aber auch, falls diese Wendung doch anders zu 
verstehen sein sollte!?, Bileams Fasten und scin Ausbrechen in 
Trinen 1 3/4 ~ offenbar Tranen des Mitleids mit seinem vom 
Gericht der Gattin bedrohten Volk, das er am liebsten von ihm ab- 
wenden méchte —, ferner die Firbitie auch der Gétterversammlung 
gegeniiber der zirnenden Gétin Sagar I 7'6 und vor allem die Para- 
nese des Sehers mcw 'musr “hort die Mahnung”” T 10. Die Un- 
heilsankiindigung hat also Erfolg, wenn sie das Angekiindigte ver- 
hindert: wenn sich das Ankiindigen pragmatisch als wirksam erwelst, 
wird das Angekiindigte infallich zur Unwahrheit; so greift der 
Mensch als Dialogpartner der Gottheit in sein Schicksal und damit 
in den Weltprozefs in. — Zwar entscheiden aufierbiblische Analoga 
nicht eo ipso iber biblische Inhalte und Funktionen. Umgekehrt 
aber kann das alttestamentliche Problem, das wir hier natiirlich nicht 

        

Kenig) nicht geben will(scil. Opferiee ix Adad; vel. Z. 31, o bin ich (Adad) 
der Here von Thron, Erde und Stadt: ch werde, was ich gab, wegnehment”” (W. 
Vox Soex, *“Verkindigung des Gotteswillens durch prophetisches Wort i den 
alibabylonischen Bricfen aus Mari”, W40 1, 1950, 337403, bes. 405, mit Er- 
weiterungen wieder abgedruckt i Bibd und Al Orin, 1985, 19-31, bes. 29). - 
Zur Verbindung von Mahnrede und Unheilsankindigung vel. K. Kocw, *Die 
Bricte ‘profetischen’ Inhalts aus Mari”, UF 4, 1972, 5317, bes. 65, wicder ab- 
sedruckt in: Studien zuraltetamentihen ind altretalischn Religinsgeschiche, 1988, 
155-188, bes. 171 

4 V. hierzu und zum Folgenden VI, “Mythos - Kerygma ~ Wahshei. Zur 
Hermeneuti ciner biblischen Thealogie', in: Ders (ed), #as it Walviei?, 1969, 
53-67, bes. 57-59 

15 Vgl cwa dic Interpretation von J.A. Hacksrr, The Balaam Test from Deir 
<Al (HSM 1), 1980, 27.29.53 

1 Diese Deutung von 17 beruhe zunichst auf der Ubersetzung von ! 
hejdim durch “und grolle micht cwig!”. Sic wurde aufer vom VI. (340. 
{Anm. 1] 218.2241) von H. und M. Weirpexr 120 [Anm. 5)93.109) vertreten; 

P K. McCaxria, BASOR 259, 1980, 51.54: and you will not emove 
" Aber auch Horrijze, der anders iberstat, bemerktin TUATT1 1, 

1985, 142:9, das die Gitte di G vom Bésen sbeuhalien versuchen. Ob auch 
dic vorangehenden Wendungen . . bk l'/gh dfm w?| ok ‘B | 16k 
“Finsternisund kein Glanz, - und nicht dein ... du magst Scheecken berciten 

T6/7 die Gortin beschwichtigen sllen, ist mir nicht mehe sicher. Vieleiht 
ligtin den Worten “du magst Schrecken bercten’” die Einriumung vor, die der 
Gotin Grund und Recht fir cinen begrenten Zorn, der Finsternis und Schrecken 
brichte, zugestcht. 
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als solches entfalten kénnen, schon darum nicht ohne die aufier- 
biblischen Analoga angegangen werden, weil es sich im Grunde um 
cine linguistische Frage im Themenkreis der Sprechakttheoric 
handelt. 

Zunichst interessieren uns darum zwei methodisch-hermencu- 
tische, die Pragmatik des Textes betreffende Fragen, die sich aus 
dem Detail der Tell-Deir-Alli-Inschrift ergeben, und damit frei- 
lich gerade diesem ecine theoretische Bedeutung verschaffen. Es 
werden namlich, wie es scheint, der Géttin Sagar seitens der fiir- 
bittenden Gétterversammlung Griinde zur Abwendung ihres Zorns 
vorgehalten, so wie Amos in seinen ersten beiden Visionen (7,1-6) 
Jahwe im Interesse einer Verschonung Isracls begriindet entgegen- 
‘ritt. Unter diesen Griinden sind - nach der erwahnten abmahnen- 
den Firbitte an die Géttin 1 7 - Beispiele bedenklichen Verhaltens 
in der Tierwelt, cines Zustands mithin, der infolge des bevorstehen- 
den Gerichts cintritt, wenn dieses nicht durch gotdiche Firbitte 
sowic durch die Umkehrwirkung der mit der Ankindigung ver- 
bundenen Mahnung und den darauf antwortenden Gnadenerweis 
der ziirnenden Géttin eben gerade noch verhindert wird. Die beiden 
‘methodisch-hermeneutischen Fragen sind: 
- Wi sind Tierbezeichnungen in den altorientalischen Sprachen 

Giberhaupt zu deuten? Dafi die Einzeldeutungen weithin unbe- 
friedigend bleiben, wie schon die Vielzahl einander wider- 
sprechender Identifikationen zeigt, hat m.E. einsichtige Griinde. 

- Welche Funktion hat die Benennung der betr. Ticre und dic 
Schilderung ihres bedenklichen Verhaltens innerhalb einer Un- 
heilsankiindigung? Welches ist das dieser Funktionswahl zu- 
grundelicgende Wirklichkeitsverstindnis, das es gestattet, Tier- 
und Menschenwelt in der fiir die Tell-Deir-¢Alla-Inschrift cha- 
rakteristischen Weise zu verbinden? 

    

  

I 
1. Wie Tier- (und Pflanzen-)Bezeichnungen in den altorientalischen 
Sprachen zu deuten sind, ist ein Problem der kontrastiven Lin- 
guistik, das alle altorientalistischen Philologien betriffe. Es lassen 
sich dazu zwei Positionen einander gegentiberstellen, von denen 
cine von allgemeinerer Relevanz, dic andere speziell althebraistisch 
bezogen ist. 

a. Einerseits hat C. Livi-STauss in La pensée sauvage (1962) von 
ciner besonderen ‘Logik der totemistischen Klassifikation™ im 
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Blick auf die “Taxonomien’ der Indianer Sidamerikas ge- 
sprochen!’, d.h. im Blick auf die Klassifikation und Benennung der 
diesen bekannten und von ihnen verwendeten Pflanzen: die ““Taxo- 
nomien’” der Indianer seien Mittel eines Denkens, das sich zwar wic 
das unsere von Zufélligkeit und Schematik gleich weit entfernt 
halten méchte, das aber anders als das unsere di mit gefihlsbeton- 
ten Bedeutungen besetzten Bezeichnungen einzelner Arten so 
gebraucht, da8 diese Bezeichnungen die Verwandtschaft oder 
Nichtverwandtschaft der Arten mit dem Menschen darstellen kén- 
nen; dabei seien diese *‘Taxonomien’” weder Mittel eigennitziger 
Verwertung noch mystischer Partizipation, sondern vielmehr Me- 
dien ordnenden Denkens innerhalb eines System von einander aus- 
gleichenden Bedeutungsbeziehungen. Zwar sind die Altorientalen 
keine Indianer; vor allem ist ¢in nennenswertes Vorkommen von 
Totemismus im Alten Vorderen Orient zumindest zweifelhaft's, 
obwohlich allerdings gern wiifte, wie die Haufigkeit von nicht im- 

cgenden Tiervergleichen in Stammes- und Vélkes 
onsgeschichilich zu erkliren ist. Aber auf die alt- 

amerikanische Herkunft des Paradigmas und auf die Klassifikation 
der indianischen *“Taxonomien®" als totemistisch kommt es nicht 
an, sonder vielmehr darauf, daf die heutigen Naturzivilisationen 
ebenso wie die friihantiken Volker Tiere und Pflanzen nach anderen 
Kategorien als wir benannten und Kassifizierten. Thre *“Taxono- 
mien’” waren nach komplexen, ja polyvalenten (widerspruchstole- 
ranten) Beobachtungsprinzipien organisiert; ihnen lagen andere 
Beobachtungskriterien zugrunde als den abendlindischen Benen- 
nungen und Klassifikationen, die Carl vox Liwg in scinem Systema 
naturce (1735) begriindet -hat. Die abendlindische Taxonomic 
Kniipft allgemein an logische Verfahren an, die seit Parmenides und 
Platon bewufit gepflegt werden, wéhrend als Begrinder spezicll 
ciner regelmafigen zoologischen Klassifikation nach Genus und 
Spezies letztlich Aristoteles gilt!®. C. vox Liné aber hat zugleich 

  

     

7 Deutsch: Das wilde Denken (s 14), 1981, 4991 
18 A. Suvowex (Viged und Vagefang in eien Mesopotamien [AASF B 180, 1973, 

9.79) weist alledings 2uf mesopotamische Stidicnamen hin, die auf Vogelbescich: 
nungen zurickgehen, viclleicht den Namen des Totemyt 
Stadt; icefor it ctwa dic Ubereinstimmung von b u u,§in.ous) “Krahe’” und 
iUk als Schreibung fir *“Lagas” bezcichnend. 

19 Vgl B. Sxewt, Die Entdckurg des Grises, *1975, 2u Parmenides S. 223, zu 
Platon 178. Zu Aristoteles u.a. vgl. dic unten genannte Diss. von P.C. Wapxisi, 
. 320, (Lit), 
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fiir die spitere evolutiondre Klassifikation, d.h. fir eine lincar 
strukturierte, im Idealfall monovalente (widerspruchsintolerante) 
Theorie, mithin fir die Evolutionslehre von Charles Darwx Bedin- 
gungen und MaBistabe geschaffen. Zumindest uns scheint cine 
lineare, monovalente Konstruktion systemtheoretisch iiberlegen. 

Auch der Altorientale hat ~ darin mit den Indianern vergleich- 
bar, anders aber als der Abendlinder ~ bei lassifikatorischen Iden- 
tifikationen offenbar nach der Rolle gefragt, die die einzelne Gat- 
tung oder besser: der von dieser représentierte Typos innerhalb 
cines Systems von Bedeutungen spiclte; um dieser typischen Rollen 
willen werden bestimmte Tiere in der Tell-Deir-Alla-Inschrift, in 
den alttestamentlichen Unheilsankiindigungen oder den Gottes- 
reden des Hiobbuches genannt. ~ Nach welchen Regeln sind solche 
rollenorientierte Typisierungen in einer altorientalischen Natur- 
kunde erfolgt? Uber Leistung und Grenze dessen, womit zunéchst 
die sumerisch, dann die akkadisch sprechenden Mesopotamier Wis- 
senschatt antizipicrten, angefangen mit diversen Zeugnissen einer 
““Listenwissenschaft”’, hat bekanntlich W. vox Sope mehrfach 
gehandeli?%, ohne doch nach der Rolle der *“Taxonomien” im Be- 
deutungssystem zu fragen 

   

  

Es gibt dancben m.W. nur einem ersten groferen Versuch, die vorwissen 
schafdiche Logik in den Tierbenennungen und -Klassifikationen einer 
orientalischen Kultur systematisch aufzuzeigen: P.C. Wapxisti hat sich in 
ihrer 1984 vorgelegten Dissertation der Columbia University ber dnimal 
Nanes and Aninal Clasificatons in Mesoptania cinen *nerdisciplinary 
approach based on folk taxonomy”, wie s im Untertitel heiit?!, zur Auf- 
gabe gemacht; der rezentes ethnographisches Material vergleichende Ent 
wurf zielt auf eine die mesopotamische Kultur betreffende Theoric des 
Wissenserwerbs und der Kategorienbildung in bezug auf die Tierwelt. “A 
discussion of scientific lassification shows the development of logic and 
‘modern systematics, and especially its interface with philology. A parallel 

 Leistung und Grenae sumerischer und babylonischer Wissenschaft, Die el 
als Gesciche 2, 1936, 411-134.509-557, mit Erginzungen wieder abgedruckt 
Zusammen mit B. Laosenoex, *Die Eigenbegriffichkeit der babylonischen 
Wele” (Isaiza 2, 1926, 355 -372), als Libellus 142 der Wissenschafuichen Buch: 
gesellschai, 1965 = 1974, hier zu “Nawrwissenschafien”, spesiell zur 
“Zoologic™ . 691L.; Ders., Sprachs, Denken und Begrifbildung im Al Oriet 
(Akademic der Wissenschaften und der Literatur [Mainz], Abh. d. geists- und 
sozialwiss. KI. 1973:6), 1974, bes. 1111 Ders., Einfilinng in die Alorimialiit, 
1985, 138-164, 2u Ansitzen von *Naturwissenschaften” 152~ 154 

21 University Microfilms International, Ann Arbor 1985 (8511567); dic nach: 
folgenden Zitate finden sich 5. 1/2.161. - Vfin bezieht sich nicht auf Lévi 
Sraavss 
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discussion of folk classification shows how it can act as an integrative tool 
between philology and systematics.” Die Arbeit zeitigt cine Reihe von 
Einzelergebnissen zur Soziologie der Schriftkulturen und in bezug auf eine 
in sich nicht widerspruchsfreie *“taxonomic organization through the lin- 
guistic encoding and arrangement of terms employed by the scribes"", die 
wir hier nicht darstellen wollen 

Als Material solcher Analysen altorientalischer *“Taxonomien’ 
bicten sich eben die in friihe Zeiten zuriickreichenden Listen aus 
Mesopotamien an®, vor allem die zweisprachigen (sumerisch- 

    

        

    
        
    

    

   
     nem umfassenden Uberblick biewt A. Cavioeavx, “Lexikalische Listen””, RLA VI, 1980 - 1983, 609—641. Dashohe Alterund die weite Verbreitung 

der Gattung Tiernamenliste (dazu CAVIGNEAUX 612, acigt ctwa die seinerzeit von 
A. Deniew verdffentlichte cinsprachig sumerische Liste von Vogelnamen aus 
prisargonischer Zeit VAT 9124 (Die Inschrfien ass Fara I1: Schuleste aus Fara [WVDOG 43], 1923, Nr. 58 VI 11, wosu jetzt cin Duplikat aus Ebla vorliegt 
(G. Perminaro, “Liste presargoniche di uceli nella documentazione di Fara ed 
Ebla”, Ordnt 17, 1978, 165178 + Tafeln XIV - XVI; Neubearbeitung Ders., Tost lesicali monalingus dela biblskeca L. 2769 [MEE 1), Neapel 1981, 105120, 
dort . 120/1 Hinweis auf drei weitere Vogellisten aus Ebla); speziell zu anderen 
Vogellisten aus dem 3. Ji. (Uruk IIl, Laga, Nippur) vgl. CAvioNeaux 613a. 

Zu yanra = ubadlaus Emar v D. Arvaup, R echerches au pays d’ Aitata. 
Emar VI 4: Textes de la bibliothique, transcriptions ct traductions (Mission ar- 
chéologique de Meskéné-Emar), 1987, 38-160; die Texte sind zum Tel bereits 
weisprachis, 
 Kommentierte Edidionen: Laosogc, Di Fauna de alten Mesopotamin nach 

der 14, Tofelder Serie ar-a = fubudl (Abh. d. phil.-hist. KI. d. Sichs. Akademie 
der Wissenschaften XLI1, Nr. VI), 1934; Ders., The Faina of Ancient Mesopotamia 
/I (Materialien zum sumerischen Lexikon (= MSL] VIII 1/2), Rom 1960/2. 
Lanpsuexozs bemerkie (1934, 43) zu der zweisprachigen Liste von Schlangenna- men Hb XIV 1-47.407-409, da8 die von ciner sumerischen Klassikation aus | gehenden *Einteilungen nach anderem als zoclogischen Prinzip” erfolgte. Dic 
Beispicle, di seine Skepsis crregten, sind dic Gleichsetzung von m u .51 .51 g, 
“dic gelbe (griine) Schlange’” offenbar mit dem wenig schlangenhniiche urn 
““Waran(?)" Hb XIV 15 (dazu Kommentarzusatz wS afr-gu] Hg 265 [MSL VII1 | 2, 45) sowie mutlal-lit : ™urnu e dr-ga Fauna 51 <7, worin das Determinativ 
‘musbei umu zu beachten ist und das Verstindnis von m u £.b u 1 “bse Schlange’ 

als Artbezeichnung, namiich fulmiffun (4Htw: ctwa “Drache’” mit hebr., syr, und 
arab. Isoglosse; CAD: a snake o lizard) und hulnh (4Huw: cine Schlange; CAD: 
asnake) Hp XIV 211, (vgl. mir-bul = humif, hulndhu 407, ferner mu 5. hul 
ful-mit{tum] Fauna 31 c3). Liegtin ersterem Fallcine Subsumion des Waran (?) 

unter den Oberbegrifl m u § nur an der Armut des Sumerischen an nominalen 
Wortwurzeln, oder bestand foreine genauere Begrenzung des unter m u § Begrifl- 
nen kein Bedarf? - Beruhtim zweiten Fall die Wahl von sumerisch m u £ uund 
mirhulin b XIV 217407, fur zwei akkadische Reptilbezeichnungen, von 
denen reiich das isoglossenlose fuimahu eine ad-hoc-Bildung sein kann (Feuna 62), 
infach auf der Suche nach einem semaniisch sinnvollen sumerischen Lautanalo- 
gon zu den akkadischen Lexemen? Offenbar mufie in dicsem Fall fir ein vorgege- benes akkadisches Wort, damit es in die Liste aufgenommen werden konnte, einc 
sumerische Entsprechung gefunden werden (vel. vox Sobe, Leistung und 
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akkadischen) Aufreihungen von Tierbezeichnungen in der spiteren 
Serie gar-ra = hubullu (), u.zw. Tafeln XITL, XIV und XVIIL, 
wozu cine parallel laufende Kommentarserie wie gar-gu d (Hg) ge- 
hort. Bei B. LaNpseerGe, der diese Texte, .T. zweimal, ediert 
hat, findet sich bereits eine ganze Reihe wertvoller Einzelbeob- 
achtungen®®. Deren Zufilligkeit entspricht vielleicht gerade einer 
den friihantiken Benennungen und Klassifikationen eigentiimlichen 
Systemschwiche, die sich zum Ordnungswillen der Listen® kon- 
trafaktorisch verhilt. Reiche Auswertungen verschiedener Texte 
zur mesopotamischen Naturkunde finden sich in den Arbeiten A 
SaroNENs®. 

b. Andererseis ist es in der althebraischen Lexikographie, aber 
auch in den Lexikographien anderer altsemitischer Sprachen iblich 
geworden, Tier- und Pflanzennamen im Idealfall mit den 
lateinischen Doppelbezeichnungen der modernen Zoologie und 
Botanik zu bestimmen. So ist die im dbrigen sehr verdienstvolle 
Monographie von F. S. BobexneiMer, Animal and Man in Bible 
Lands, das Werk eines Zoologieprofessors an der Hebréischen 
Universitat, so stark an der modernen zoologischen Taxonomie 
orientiert, daf am Ende ein umfangreicher “‘Index of the Latin 

  

Grenze’” [Anm. 20], 700, Das sumerische lement, b1 “bdse”" ist zumindest 
in' i XIV 2114071, fir die beden ltanalogen akkadischen Lexeme bumifi und 
udnhu dic Konstant, das zweite sumerische Element, m u3 *‘Schlange’” und 
mir 2" (vgl. m ugmi r 115, im Wechsel zwischen 211, und 4071, die Variable; 
50 verdank! sich das konstante sumerische Element b u  wohl cbenso der Laut 
‘analogie, wie dics bei der Wahl des Wortacichens .. i fulmifu der Fa 
Ungekehr figt Hg 264 zu mu £bul = fulmilu als dritte Angabe 
hinzu; cin medizinscher Kommentar zu Hb (Fauna, 42:65() sell vor m u . 
= hubmitu die nicht durch Laughnlchkeit motivierte altmatve Glichung 
mutidim - bunieie. Der Begiffm u war alo auf Bumifu snwendbar, ob- 
wohl desen Beschreibun als vierfubi (4 1R MES5i Fauna 53:26) wic offenbar 
Fall von umu “Waran (3" cher an eine Echscnart denken 1t 

2"Das schon dic sumerischen Zeichen- und zugleich Wordisen der Urk 
periode von cinem “den Sumerer scit altes in gan cinigartger Weise cigenen 
Odnungawillen'” gelenkt waren, “der ale, Sichtbares und Unsichtbares, in iner 
hiheren Ordnung zusammenzufassen und zusammenzudenken sich bemiht,” 
und da8 auch dic jingeren ausschlclich nach Sach- sat nach Schritgesichs- 
punken (Zeichenformen) geordneten Gegenstandisten dic Augabe haten, “cine 
Systematische Orcdnung dergesamten Gegenstands- und Erscheinungswelt zu 
crmiglchen’”, hat o Sovex, “Leisung und Grenze'” (Anm. 20), 9.31f. us., 
betont; vel. zum Problem Wamis, 320, 1631 

" Hippologica Accadica (AASF B 100), 1956; Die Fischeri im allen Mesputaien 
nach sunerisch.akbadischn Qulls (AASF B 16), 1970; Vage und Vogelfng im alln 
Masopotamicn (AASF B 180), 1973; Jagd ud Jagdir im alien Meootamicn (AASF B 
196), 1976 
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Names of Animals and Species of Animals” (S. 223-228) zu er- 
stellen lohnt®. L. KoHLER vollends hat seinem vielbenutzten Lexi- 
con in Veris Testamenti libros im Supplementum ein Register wissen- 
schafdlicher — botanischer und zoologischer ~ Wrter beigegeben 
(S. 119f. = 12651.), das jeweils von dem betr. Begriff der modernen 
biologischen Nomenklatur zu cinem entsprechenden althebréiischen 
Begriff fiihren soll; W. BAuMGARTNER empfichlt im Vorwort des 
postum erschienenen Supplementum (p. VII) u.a. diese Zusammen- 
stellung als ein besonders willkommenes Novum, woran man 
zumindest heute fiiglich zweifeln kann 

<. Es scheint mir offenkundig, daf man zuerst die altorient 
schen, mithin auch die althebréischen Klassifikationskriterien ken- 
nen miifte, die den betreffenden *“Taxonomien” zugrunde licgen, 
che man iiber die Bedeutungen oder besser: iiber die Bedeutungs- 
potentiale althebréischer Tier- und Pflanzennamen und damit iiber 
den Platz der cinzelnen Signifikate im Bedeutungssystem der alt- 
hebriiischen Kultur eine Entscheidung trifft. Wir brauchen eine 
At “‘Systemarchiologie’”, die an Listen sicherer ablesbar ist als an 

erarischen Gestaltungen, deren *‘Denkform’ crst durch viel 
risikoreichere Analysen zu gewinnen ist. Viclleicht greift schon der 
Begriff ““Taxonomie’” zu weit, insofern er an cine mit unseren 
200logischen Klassifikationen zumindest vergleichbare Systematik 
denken 1it, wahrend in Wirklichkeit mehr oder weniger zufallige 
Eindriicke und Assoziationen, vor allem aber wechselnde Lebensin- 
teressen nicht nur zu Benennungen (dic ohnehin die divergentesten 
Urspringe haben), sondern auch zu Klassifikationen und den ihnen 
entsprechenden Ordnungsentwiitfen fihren, an denen, wenn sic 
erst cinmal - etwa in Listen ~ literarisiert waren, beharrlich festge- 
halten wird. Wir haben den Begriff **Taxonomie’” deshalb, wenn 
wir ihn auf das Denken des Alten Orients bezichen, in Anfilhrungs- 
aeichen gestellt. Eine Wertung liegt darin nicht: sollte, was uns als 
kontingent erscheint, nicht unter anderen Aspekten auch seine Not- 
wendigkeit haben? 

2. In dic gleiche Richtung weist die bekannte Schwierigkeit, 
althebriische, aramaische oder akkadische Ticr- oder Pflanzen- 
bezeichnungen, speziell die Liste von Vogelnamen in I 7-9 der 

          

  

  

2 Leiden 1960. - Vgl. etwa auch SaLoxen, Vigal 296.-302, der dort in ciner 
Liste der mit modernen Namen identifizierten alten Vogelnamen” sumerische 

und akkadische, moderne (deutsche, englische) und lateinische (zo0logische) Be- 
zeichnungen zusammenstel. 

    

  



         

  

      
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
        
    
    
    
    
    
    

  

   
      

     

    

      

    

     

   
     

    

    

     

DIE FUNKTION DIVINATORISCHEN REDENS 195 

Tell-Deir-Alli-Inschrift, in ciner uns geldufigen Terminologic 
wiederzugeben 

a. Fiir viele der einschligigen Lexeme stellt das Deutsche mehrere 
bedeutungsmaBig unterschiedene Aquivalente zur Verfigung: 
diese altsemitischen Lexeme erscheinen im Blick auf die Zielsprache 
der Ubersetzung als polysem; sie haben verglichen mit den Be- 
griffen, durch dic sie bersetzt werden, ein breiteres Bedeutungs- 
potential. So ist, um mit etwas verhltnisméfig Einfachem, Unstrit- 
tigem zu beginnen, das in I 8 gebrauchte 57 und das zugehdrige 
Nomen unitatis nirt am Ende der gleichen Zeile ~ als ndiér - nach 
der althebraistischen Semantik sowohl mit “Adler”'?, als, zumin- 

| dest wegen wichtiger Einzelstellen, auch mit *“Geier” wieder- 
zugeben. Fir eine stellenweise Ubersetzung von nifar mit ‘Geier” 
spricht, da nur auf den Geier das in Tjob 39,(27-)30 vermerkte 
Aasfressen®® (vgl. Spr 30,17; 1QpHab 3,11) und die in Mi 1,16 er- 

| wihnte Kahlkapfigkeit paft. Wie aber verhalt sich dann if7 zu dem 
| in 18 fast unmittelbar folgenden rh[m]n, das, wenn die Lesung 

  

  

7 So_herkbmmlicher Weise, in der althebrdischen Lexikographic bei F. 
offenbar nach éetés LXX und Aquila V, und zum Biblisch-Aramaischen 

r KBLY, E. Voor; zum Nabatiischen DISO. 
% G.R. Daive, “Birds in the OT”, PEQ87, 1955, 5-20. 120140, bes. 81 

| “primarily the vulture, in all probability the griffon vulture” mit der Ein- 
schrinkung: At the same time the neier undoubtedly includes the cagle”; vel 
Ders., PEQ 90, 1958, 56-58, bes 561 Beide Bedeutungen nebencinander Haben 
auch GesB, BDB, E. Kowo, KBL:, HAL. AusschlieBlcher fir “cine grofe G 
art, wahrscheinlich den Gnsegeier (Gyps fulvus)” ist O. K (Johues Enlgenune 
an Tjoh, 1978, 69™) cingetreten, wenn auch cbenfalls nicht ganz ohne Ej 
Schrinkung. Ahnlich geht T. Knonots (Art. navier, THWAT YV, 1986, 680-689) 
davon aus, *‘daf s sich normalerweisc nicht um den Adler handeln kann, sondern 
um cine Geicrart” (682), den Gyps fulvus; KroxtoLy gesteht aber zu, da nicht 

| “alle at ichen neier Belege cindeutig vom Geier sprechen’” (683), wob er n.a. 
Keet zitiert. In bezug au das Sidsemitische bemerke Kroxioy zu Recht, daf 
arabisch nasr™ u.3. “als konturschwache Bezeichnung fur die Gattung der Geier- 
Vogel (mit Ausnahme von rahan, ‘adlerihlicher Geier') fungieren kann, aus- 
nahmsweise auch far den ‘Adler” (81); zu ithiopisch na, das nach KxonwoLw 
chenfals *“sowohl “Adler’ als auch bezeichnet, vel. jetzt W, Lesuav 
(Comparatve Dictimary of Ge“ez, 1987, 403): “‘eagle, voluure, hawk'”. ~ Keet und 
Krownows fahren die durchgingigen LXX- und V-Wiedergaben von nadér als 
““Adler"” auf eine von den Griechen im Alten Orient cingefGihrtc Geringschitzung 
des Geiers und Hochschitzung des Adlers als cines kéniglichen Vogels zurick. 
Wienweit solche Wertungen die Ubersetzung becinfluten, bediirft freilich einer 
breiter angelegten Untersuchung 
 Fraglich ist aber, wie sich ndfir Hi 39,27 zu folgendem wfki verhilt, da 

11Q1gJob und LXX in 4 cinen weiteren Vogelnamen finden, nimlich ‘e’ 
“Geier(?)" (vgl. ATTM 296.625) baw. rov. Vgl. G.R. Duves, PEQ 104, 1972, 
64-66, und K, 220. (Anm. 28) 
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richtigist, wie althebraisch raam Lev 11,18 und das Nomen unitatis 
ikin Din 14,17 entsprechend seinen beiden arabischen Isoglossen 
mit “Geier, Schmutzgeier”™® wiederzugeben ist? Umfalt 77 als 
konturschwacher Begriff die Bedeutungen ““Geier”” und “Adler”” 
zugleich, so da sich der Ubersetzer lediglich mit Riicksicht auf di 
Zielsprache entsprechend dem jeweiligen Kontext fiir eine der 
beiden Ubersetzungen entscheiden miifte'? Ist also in I 8 der Tell- 
Deir-Alla-Inschrift nur wegen der kontextuellen Differenz zu 
7h{m]n deutsch an *“Adler’” zu denken? Und wie verhlt sich dann 
althebriisch ndfir zu pirds (gewshnlich:) “Lammergeier”, zu 
Soznijji oder zu Cajif, zu Lexemen mithin, die die althebraische 
Lexikographie ebenfalls fiir gro8e Raubvogel festlegt’2? 
Ungekehrt kennt die althebriische Lexikographie zahlreichere, dafiir 
jeweils enger begrenzte Begriffe, wo wir pauschaler kategorisicren. Man 
beobachtete anders, weil man andere Interessen verfolgte oder weil andere 
Weisen der Beobachtung es gestatteten, andere Interessen zu verfolgen. So 
hatte die Unterscheidung von Adler und Geier fir das Leben wohl kaum 
eine Bedeutung. Wohl aber scheint es darauf angekommen zu scin, mit 
den in Joel 1,4 und - in gleicher Reihenfolge, aber anders abgetrennt — 
in Joel 2,25 gebrauchten vier Termini®®, zumindest nach ener Hypo- 
these™, vier verschiedene Stadien der Heuschreckenmetamorphose zu 

  

% Vgl. zu arabisch rahan®® Anm. 28; das arabische Nomen unitatis rafant™™ 
wird schon n GesBerwihnt. — Zur Ubersetzung “Schmutageier” vel. Kxostos, 
220, (Anm. 28) 684 (Lic.). 

*! Das gieiche Problem ergibt sich fur akkadisch eri (1) = ard (IT) (4w 
gewshalich “Adler”’; vel. CAD: eri C “cagle”), wozu Satowex (Vigel [Anm. 18], 
104-106, vgl. 1601.292) mit Zitat Lanosneaceks (MSL. VIII 2, 130) cinen Text 
nachweist, der das Aasfressen des e (A, uSi) voraussetzt: Maqld, VI 85. — 
Wahrend akkadisch naf in der Aquation (<19 = en-d = no-dru g C 26 
offenbar Kanaanismus st (vgl. W. vox Sobex, 4f0 18, 1957/8, 393), fragt es sich, 
ob nicht in nadrs = (<]u . baw.[Aus] g u. 13 Hp XIV 137b'c, = &.u 5™ Hg. 
BIV 241, - 4G ™<"KBo 47 + 57 + KUBIV 96:11 25 (MSL VIII 2, 60)ciné 
ferne Tsoglosse zu i .3, vorliegt; zur Deutung von nadnu als ““Gansegeier” 
(Gyps fulvus) SaLove, Vgl (Anm. 18), 107.292; anders AHuw: “wild, aggressiv™ 
als Adjektiv 2u nadra(m); CAD: * ranging, furious”", was natilich for die Gbrigen 
Belege zutreffen vird, 

5 Vel. Krownoua, 20. (Anm. 28) 683/4, S.P. Toresor. 
ble and Midrash”, Dor leDor 15, 1986/7, 260-263. 5 

3 In Joel 1,4 folgen gasam, ar, jlag, hasl auicinander, in 2,25 %arbd, jlig, 
hist, gizim. gizim steht also cinmal am Anfang, cinmal am Ende der gleichen 
Rehenfolge (vl. L. Komve, “Die Bezeichnungen der Heuschrecke im AT”, 
ZDPV49, 1926, 328333, bes. 328);es handeltsich offenbar um cinen Regelkreis. 
Da arbd Lev 11,22 (s. sogleich) u.0. als Speziesbezeichnung vorkommt, bedeutet 
s wohi dic enuwickelte Form und stcht darum in Joc] 2,25 am Anfang der Reihe. 

4 So nach dem Vorgang von Ceonix (1831) L. Auarows, Hi'arbd, Jalfa 
1920, 120137 (vgl. das Referat bei Davwa, AuS 12, 394), L. Bavex, “Die 

  

  

  “The Eagle in Bi- 
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unterscheiden. Dagegen kennt das Reinheitsgesetz bei der Aufzihlung 
efbarer, d.h. reiner Heuschreckenarten in Lev 11,22, als Spezics dort 
jeweils durch Fmird und Fminéhi * nach sciner Art” ausgewiesen, wieder- 
um vier Termini, von denen nur %arkd auch in der Nomenklatur von Jocl 
1,4; 2,25 vorkommt 

Auf ciner etwas anderen Ebene wieder liegt die Vielzahl hebriischer 
Begriffe, dic dem deutschen Wort “L 

    

  

    " entsprechen’S. 

b. Zuriick zur Liste von Vogelbezeichnungen in 17-9 der Tell- 
Deir-Alla-Tnschriftt - In cinigen Fillen scheint hierzu die 
Schwierigkeit einer Identifikation durch den onomatopoetischen 
Charakter der Bezeichnungen, fiir den es in Vogelnamen vieler 
Sprachen Parallelen gibt, relativ gering. 

Dies gilt schon in bezug auf die erste Bezeichnung der Reihe, 
nimlich ss¢gr. Fir die Deutung dieses Wortes als Bezeichnung 
einer Spezies der Gattung Schwalbe spricht zunichst der Befund der 
Versionen zu sis Ggdr Jes 38,14 MT. So hat LXX offenbar nur 
Kesis gelesen und dies mit b (eMB@v *'wie eine Schwalbe’ wieder- 
gegeben, wihrend offenbar Symmachus Ksis <dgir durch (b xeh- 
S0v Eyxexheonévn bersetzt, was wiederum Asuwg? d-hjd “wie 
eine eingeschlossene Schwalbe”” im Targum Jonathan entspricht; 
Vulgata hat fiir ks <Ggir: sicut pullus hirundinis®. Sodann fallt 
fiir “Schwalbe’” zu sis “gir Jes 38,14 MT in die Waagschale, dafs 
von dem bezeichneten Wesen im Folgenden eine Lautiufierung 
ausgesagt wird, namlich sagsép *‘wispern”, die auf die Schwalbe,   

    Heuschreckenplage in Palistina’’, ZDPY 49, 1926, 166-171, bes. 170, Komizx, 
das. (vel. Anm. 33) 332 [z jilig und suf'am Lev 11,22), S. KAvss, ZDPV 50, 
1927, 24411, F.S. Booy , Aninal Life in Paletire, 1935, 3091T., OR 
Seavkns, A/SL 1935/6, 11, und J.A. Towrsox, JNES 14, 1955, 52IT., denen 
H.W. Woirs, Dodelapropheion 2 (BK XIV 2), 30-52, unter Einbezug 2.T. cin 
schrankender zoologischer Informationen zugestimme hat, ~ Zurickhaliender ju 
Berte sich W. Ruvoven, Joc, Amos, Obadi, Jona (KAT XIII 2), 1971, 42. Vgl 

‘zletat M. Taaw-Aseney, BiTians 36, 1985, 216-220. 
3 Hier erscheint cine urspringlich konturschwache Bezeichnung wie %1 > 

ai, deren semitsche Tsoglossen verschiedene grofe und gefihrlche Tiere 
benennen, neben engeren Begriffen verschicdener, Herkunft und 2.T. altrs- 
spesifscher Bedeutung, was aber u semantischen Uberschneidungen Ghr; vel 
GJ. Borrenwac, Art, 1, TAWAT I, 1973, 404418, bes. 405-407 

% H. Waoseroen (i3 (BK X 3], 1982, 1431.) nimm meur causa an, daf 
ir von cinem Glossator hinzugefug sci, um das richiige Versiandnis von sis 

2u sichern, was dem Befund bei LXX zu enisprechen scheint. ~ Hicronymus 
itiert Symmachus mit sicut hirundo inclusa (vgl. zum Gesamibefund J. Zizoizx, 
LX Jesaja, 1983, 263); cr sclbs. hat pullus hirundinis, wic aus dem Zitat be F. 
Fieud (Orignis Hapla 11, 1875 = 1964, 506) hervorgeht, fir die richiige 
Wicdergabe von hebriisch SUS AGUR im Gegensatz 7u LXX gehalien, 
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freilich nicht nur auf s 

  

pakt. Entscheidend ist aber, da8 sis, mehr 
aber noch das zu wsws Sgur Jer 8,7 bezeugte offensichtlich rich- 
tigere Q°ré sis (vgl. SIS Theodotion bei Hieronymus zu Jes 38,14, 
oaig Aquila zu Jer 8,7) als cine onomatopoetische Bezeichnung 
der Schwalbe?? plausibel ist, was dariber hinaus durch sngnita’ 
‘Schwalbe” S zu Jer 8,7 eine weitere Bestitigung findet. — Als 

Bezeichnung ciner Spezies der Gattung Schwalbe ist ss%gr/sis agir 
wohl auch durch seine Struktur als Kompositbezeichnung aus No- 
men + Auribut (Dehnungsstufe des beschreibenden Adjektivs nach 
qatul) kenntlich, der in Jer 8,7 freilich (wtar) w'sis w/(!)cdgir 
gegeniiberstcht. Die lexikalisch-grammatische Maglichkeit der Ver- 
bindung siis “agir Jes 38,14 wird durch ss‘gr in 1 7 der Tell- 
Deir-<Alla-Inschrift auch dann bestitigi, wenn Ggir in Jes 38,14 
Glosse sein sollte. Woran aber dachte der Giberlieferte hebraische 
Text zu dem durch w’ - abgetrennten “gir Jer 8,7%%? 

Die Annahme ciner onomatopoetischen Wortbildung hilft wohl 
auch bei der Identifikation von drr in 1 8 der Tell-Deir-<Alla- 
Inschrift, dem im Alten Testament d7or < *durir entspricht; 
dagegen gibt s fiir ¢rir m.W. keine semitischen Isoglossen. Daf 
drrin 18 “Schwalbe’” bedeutet, wie aufgrund der jiidischen Aus- 
legung ein Grofteil der althebriischen Lexikographie® zu d7dr an- 
nimmt, ist schon deshalb unwahrscheinlich, weil dieser Begriff 
bereits durch sscgr 1 7 besetzt ist. Fiir die Ubersetzung mit dem im 
ersten Teil ebenfalls onomatopoetischen *“Turteltaube”  oder 
““Taube’” sprechen Wiedergaben in antiken Versionen wie 1purv 
LXX (= turtur Hieronymaus sec. LXX), und i(w)pnjn’ Targ. und 

    

  

    

57 F. Zowews (Levion Hebraicun t Aranaicum Veters Testament, 1955 = 1968, 
.v. s ) kennt nach st und L. Kot (454, 1935, 269; Kleie Licter, 
1945, 35-39) modern-arabisches s “Maucrsegler” “i-si st camor huius 
avis". Vel Danvex, 340, (Anm. 28) 1311, (weitere Lit.). Eine onomatopoctische 

cutung, frelich anderer Art, hatte auch Symmachus mit séced,  Zikade'' vor 
Augen. 

55 Konuen (340, [Anm. 37]; KBL) dachi an dic Kurzfubdossel. - Zu ak. 
Kadisch iir *Reiher (2)" scheint wegen des /i als miglic ten Radikal 
zunichst keine Berichung 20 beschen. Dic Geichseuzung (x| ot wusex = [; 
ginw) B XVIIT 150 (vel. CAD 1], 9; MSL VIII 2, 122) 8t aber zu akkadisch 
fgiri cher an cin sumerisches Lehnwort denken (vgl. 4Hiw 5.v.) 30 da fir cine 
bernahme ins Hebriische nicht dieseben Voraussetzungen wie im Fall uspring; 
tich semitischer Worte bestinden. 

5 Vel u mitilhebriisch sppir i = “Schwalbe” L. Liwyson, Die Zolgic 
des Talmads, 1856, 206 - 209; anders Did T (*a fee bird'") und WTHM (“schnell. 
Micgende Vel Speringe'"), vgl. Datseas, 4uS VI 976; VIT 267. Zur neueren 
Lesikographie GerThes, B, ferner BDB, KBL 
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S, beides zu Ps 84,4%. Zwar liefic sich fir cine Identifikation von 
dir als *“Sperling” ebenfalls auf antike Ubersetzungen hinweisen, 
nimlich auf 67povd6s Aquila und passer V zu Ps 84,4 sowie auf 
otpovdol LXX und passer V zu Spr 26,2; doch fallt dagegen ins 
Gewicht, dafh onomatopoetisch vermittelte Bedeutungen in allen 
semitischen Sprachen und dariiber hinaus vorrangige Wahrschein- 
Tichkeit haben, wahrend umgekehrt manche Wiedergabeweisen der 
Versionen mehr auf Gelehrtentradition als auf Anschauung beruhen 
dirften®!. jun 19 st offenbar — wie tir (?) - eine andere Taubenart. 

Ist auch sr in 19 der Tell-Deir-cAlli-Inschrift - wegen des w- 
“‘und” offenbar das letzte Glied in der Kette der Speziesbezeichnun- 
gen vor einer Textlicke®? ~ eine onomatopoetische Bildung? Hilft 
auch hier die klangmalende Funktion bei der Identifikation? — Die 
Warzel spr hat im Semitischen verbale und nominale Realisierun- 
gen. Zweifellos erwecken die Verben, akkadisch sabaru(m) (1) *‘sich 
schnell bewegen, zwinker, tuscheln, zwitschern”*3, araméisch 
par (1) “pfeifen’* und arabisch safara ““pfeifen (von Menschen, 
Végeln)#5, den Eindruck des Onomatopoetischen, insofern Vogel- 

gezwitscher nachgeahmt zu werden scheint®. In welchem Verhalt- 
nis aber stehen dazu die Nomina mit den Radikalen spr? Akkadisch 
sibaru(m) (1) *‘Sperling (2)"" und issiny(m) *‘Vogel”’, welches letztere 
W. BAUMGARTNER von *(i)gpiirum entsprechend arabisch Cugfir 
ableiten wollte?”, lassen sich nicht als piris- bzw. gar ipris-Bildungen 
auf das Verb sabaru(m) (1) zuriickfiihren. Noch weniger sind die o.g 
Verben als Denominative zu verstehen, zumal man in diesem Fall in 
einer Sprache, die den zweiten Radikal des Nomens sr schirft 
(aramiisch sippar / sipp'rd; vgl. die agyptisch-aramiische Dissimi- 
lationsform snpr), die Grundbedeutung im D-Stamm erwarten 

  

  

  

   

4 An eine wilde Taubenart dachien zu sippir dir schon S. BoouaRt und 
EF.C. Rosexbuies; vl. Lewssomy, 220, (Anm. 39) 206 

4 Formulicrung nach Koutes, 2a0. (Anm. 33) 329. 
42 Vgl. aber auch H. und M. Weippext, 320. (Anm. 5) 96 
45 AHiy 1065; CAD sabinu A: “1. 10 be voluble, to pratle (said of lips), to fli, 

   move quickly ... 
W ATTM 677; WTM IV 212/3 mit dem Derivat fpir, i “PE"; DictTalm 

Fpar I “to whistle” 
5 A, Wanrsunp, Handuirtebuch der nevarabischen wnd dewtshen Sprache 1 2, 

1898, 35; vgl. Laxe 14, 1697: “*He, or i, ... whistled ... [Itis mosly said of & 
bird]", ferner Dozy 1835, 

%6 Vel Scuwan, Art. “fippir”, THWAT VI 8-10, 1989, 11021107, 
bes. 1103, 

47 “Das semitische Wort fir ‘Vogel’", ThZ 5, 1949, 315(. - Vgl. AHw 390, 
anders Lavpsaxoes, MSL VIII 2, 145.
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   wiirde®. Ist also wegen des Nomens die Annahme einer 

onomatopoetischen Bildung doch mit Unsicherheiten belastet®, so 
verwundert es vollends in bezug auf die Bedeutung, da spr in 19 
der Tell-Deir-Alla-Inschrift wic in Ps 84,4 und Spr 26,2, wo ip- 
pir jeweils parallel zu drir ““Taube”” steht™, offenbar ebenso wie drr 
in 18 eine Speziesbezeichnung ist; dabei bezeichnet spr 19 nach den 
semitischen Isoglossen und nach LXX am ehesten den *‘Sper- 
ling”3. Dagegen ist sigpér (II) im Alten Testament sonst Allge- 
meinbezeichnung fiir “(Kleine) Vogel""s? oder diberhaupt fir Klei- 
nere flugtiichtige Lebewesen? 

c. Faktisch ungedeutet ist bislang die in der Wendung 5n%¢'nks’ 
wyrhprkj *nph 1 8 begegnende Speziesbezeichnung >nph, die offen- 
sichtlich der des in Lev 11,19; Dtn 14,18; Tempelrolle 48,1¢j 
>ndpi genannten unreinen Vogels entspricht. Die an den auf- 

  

4 Vgl C. Brocxeiuas, VG I, § 257 Bbr, zum Aramischen S. Seosar, AL 
aramiische Grammati, 1975, § 6.6.1.65 

9 Suwon, Vigel (Anm. 18) 7991, vermutetin *s ibar < sib + -ax “cin 
spitneolitisches Substratwort”, dascf, anknipfend an cine vorsichtige AuSerung 
Lavpsoenoeas (MSL VI 2, 145), mi engisch *sparrow’” und deutsch *Sper- 
ling” in Zusammenhang bringe 

5 In Ko 12,4 sind hessippér und hl-#ndt ke cinander parale: hier scheint 
20 haippir an 0 ciwas wie *der Singrogel” gedacht; die Bedeutung stinde in der 
Mitte zwischen dem Oberbegriff “Voger” und ciner Speziesbezeichnung 

5 Ausfihrich zu den Ioglossen Scuwap, 020 (Anm. 46) 1103. LXX ber 
szt i 7 von 37 mal it tpouov “Sperling” (Sciwas 1104), welche Uber- 
Sctzung umgckehrt in Spr 26,2 im Unterscid zu sippir = Spvea hebraischern 
1 vorbehalten st die anderen Wicdergaben der LXX, xertov, Opov und 
épvito, sind keine Spericsbezeichnungen. ATl im Sinne der Polysemic von 
Sperisbeacichnungen st Gbrigens, dab b bow. § 0xpoudds cinerseits wie das 
Deminuti orpoutiov den “Sperling ", andererseits allgemein den Vogel (Rischy- 
los Ag 143), auch grofe Vogel, vor allem den “Straus”, bezcichnet - letteres 
nichtnur in Verbindungen wie  ueyddn o, 0. kaséyi0g oder in dem Kompositum 

ondern auch ls implex (Aristophanes Ach 1105; LXX fir bt 
[igjcnd und 12, vel. O. Bavensrei, Art. otpovbiow, THWNT VI, 1964, 
729-752). " Sehr unsicher i auch dic zo0ogische Identifkaton von passer 

% i ipr 19 der Tell DeirCAli-Inschrift hat B A Livise, “The Deir ‘Alla 
Plaser Tnsriptions"", JAOS 101, 1981, 195-205, bes. 197: “birds of [ " vor 
eschlagen; dhnlich V' Sxsson, “The Book of Oracular Visions of Balaam from 
Deir SAll”, UF 17, 198, 753-305, bes. 288, - Nicht an Keine Vagel ist 
matilich bei 4 sipds “Raubvgel” Bz 39,4 zu denken 
'In b XVIIT 206-299 werden auch die Fledermiuse unter die Vogel 

erechnet (MSL VI 2, 143). Auch Lev 11,1; Din 14,18; Temperoll 48,1 er- 
Schein dic “Fledermaus” (“ull) sm Ende ciner Liste von Vogeln, dic Lev 
11,13 als dp, D 14,11 s ippr cingefiht werden (vel. 4p Den 14,30, 

3+ Zur Erginzung o] oder b vel. A. Caguor - A. Liwaie, “Les textes 
aramécns de Deir CAll", S 54, 1977, 189-208, bes. 198, Hackere, 130 
(Anm. 15) 48, v 
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gezihlien Stellen unmittelbar vorher erwihnte Fsidi (*‘Storch, 
Reiher”) 138t eventuell auch zu *napi an einen “Reiher’” 
denken?; aber auch das bleibt Vermutung, die etwa durch die 
Versionen nicht gedeckt wird. Fiir die akkadische Isoglosse anpatu 
hat A. SaLoNEN - aufgrund einer Gleichsetzung mit sumerisch 
gi%mm Simmusex als “Flammenvogel” Hb XVIII 337 - die 
Ubersetzung *“Flamingo” vorgeschlagen; anpatu schien als Un- 
gliicksvogel zu gelten®. Dagegen fihrt syrisch *anpi® nach R. 
PavNe Smrn auf “Wiedehopf”, wobei zugleich eine ganze Reihe 
anderer, schr verschiedener Deutungen notiert wird”/; C. Broc- 
KELMANN, der sonst zu *anp@® (auch zu S Lev 11,19; Din 14,18) an 
den “‘Geier”” denkt, gibt zu Elias von Nisibe 43,86 ‘Chameleon” 
an®. Mag hier auch manches korrekturbediirftig sein — gerade bei 
Speziesbezeichnungen haben Isoglossen oft einzelsprachlich schr 
divergierende Bedeutungen. 

3. Das Problem einer Ubersetzung altorientalischer Tier- (und 
Pllanzen-)bezeichnungen und das ihrer Klassifikation innerhalb 
cines umfassenderen Bedeutungssystems kann natiirlich anhand der 
kurzen Liste von Tieamen in 17~9 der Tell-Deir-°Alli-Inschrift 
nur in groben Konturen angedeutet werden. Es kommt hier vor al- 
lem auf cin Bewuftmachen der Frage an; weitere Untersuchungen 
sind ohnehin erforderlich 

    

  

  

m 
Wir kommen zu unserem zweiten methodisch-hermeneutischen 
Problem: welche Funktion hat die Benennung bestimmter Tiere und 
ihres bedenklichen Verhaltens innerhalb ciner Unheilsankiindi- 
gung? Inwiefern sind gerade diese Tiere, auch in ihrem Verhaltnis 
zueinander, fiir die Unheilssituation symbolisch? ~ Die Tell-Deir- 
CAlla-Inschrift bestatigt hier manches, was auch dem Alien Testa- 
ment und Texten aus dessen Umwelt als Grundmauster cines alt 
orientalischen Wirklichkeitsverstndnisses ablesbar ist. 

  

55 Vgl. KBL?, Ges' J. Feuws, BHHW, 1578. ~ Ebenso u *nph 1 8 Caguor 
—Lewaine, Gaxint, HAGKETT, McCARTER, LEVINE, E. PUEch und Sassox, a0, 
(Anm. 52) 288. - Zu dem in HAL versdichneten gricchischen dvonala brw 
vbnoa vgl. dagegen E. Massow, Reherces sur s plus ancins emprants smitiqus e 
e (Etudes et commentaires 67), 1967, 991 

5 Vigel (Anm. 18), 21.110.120, 
57 Thesaurus Syriacus 1, 1875, 2771, 
58 LexSyr 30a 
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1. Die Symbolik der Tiere und ihres Verhaltens ist ambivalent 
a. Einerseits sind die aus der Tierwelt gegebenen Verhaltens| 

spiele insofern bedrohlich, als Niederes sich gegeniiber Hoherem als 
iberlegen darstellt. Ein Kleiner Vogel wie ss‘gr, offenbar Spezies 
der Gattung Schwalbe, schméht einen majestatischen Vogel wie ni7, 
den ““Adler’” oder *“Geier” (I 7/8); offenbar ist die Wendung mit 
ihrer gnomisch verwendeten Afformativkonjugation®? sprichwort- 
haft und bezeichnet schon insofern etwas in Unheilssituationen 
Immer-Wiederkehrendes, fir sie Typisches. Das Tierverhalten ist 
dann aber symbolisch fiir die Menschenwelt, wenn infolge des Un- 
heils die soziale Hierarchie und damit ~ fiir den frithantiken Men- 
schen ~ ein wesentliches Stiick sinnhafter Weltordnung geféhrdet 
scheint. Entsprechend beklagt I 11, daf man iber die Weisen lache, 
womit zugleich ein Miierfolg der in I 10 und 12 ausgesprochenen 
seherischen Mahnungen antizipiert sein kann. Auch die Nennung 
ritueller Funktionstragerinnen in I 11 scheint paradigmatische 
Strungen der sozialen Ordnung im Auge zu haben, die eben in den 
vorher bezeichneten Zustinden der Tierwelt ein symbolisches 
Analogon finden. 

b. Andereseits scheint die Aufzahlung von Tierarten in I 7ff. der 
Tell-Deir-<Alla-Inschrift. solche Gattungen zu wahlen, die eine 
gegenmenschliche Welt reprisentieren: die Tiere stehen fir einen 
Typ innerhalb des Systems von Tierbenennungen, der fiir eine 
Chaotisierung der kosmischen Ordnung_ charakteristisch ist®. 
Vigel wie die in 179 aufgezihlten sind offenbar wegen der Rolle 

gewihlt, typologie spielen: sie nehmen die Stat- 
ten cin, von denen die Menschen im Fall einer Katastrophe wie der 
von Bileams Weissagung angekiindigten vertricben werden, d.h. 
die sie verlassen miissen, wenn sie gotdichen Gerichten verfallen. 
Insbesondere 5751 bzw. nirt und >nph'?, vielleicht auch sscer und 
Jwn (vgl. zu beidem Jes 38,14) spiclen diese Rolle (I 8): sie mogen 
allgemein als Unheilsboten angeschen worden sein, als “auguries 

  

  

  

  

  

    

Vgl Seorar, 2a0. (Anm. 48) § 6.6.3.2.2.1; zum Hebrischen GKa § 106k; 
C. BrockeLsanx, Synt. § 41k, ~ Oder liegt cin Partzip vor? 

 Keet, 220. (Anm. 28) 61T, hat die Reprasentanz ahalicher, 2.T. glicher 
Tierspezics fir cine “‘menschliche Gegenwel” an einigen der in den Gottesreden 
des Tjobbuches dargestellten Tieren, aber auch an deren Vorkommen in 
prophetischen Unheilsschilderungen aufgewiesen 

61 Kaet, 220, (Anm. 28) 691 
62 Zu dem anpalu der akkadischen Tsogloss als Unglicksvogel 5.0. und Sato- 

wex, Vigel (Anm. 18), 120. 
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portending calamity””, wie H. Rixccren sagt®; auch in Mesopota- 
mien galten Végel - neben der Leber von Opferschafen und neben 
Schlangen - als Vorzeichentriger. ~ Charakteristisch fir die 
von den aufgezahlien Végeln reprasentierte Atmosphire it dic un- 
mittelbar darauf folgende Schilderung: wo friiher der Weideplatz 
von Mutterschafen war, werden nach einer wenig umstrittenen 
Wendung in T 9 jetzt Steppentiere wie die im Alten Testament als 
unrein geltenden Hasen hervorgebracht®®; eine entsprechende 
Funktion hat wohl auch die Benennung vom nmi *‘Panther(?)"” im 
leider zerstorten Kontext von I 15%. Man vergleiche die Erwah 
nung von Heuschrecken und anderen gefahrlichen Tieren, dazu 
von Ruinenbewohnern wie u.a. Hasen, Eulen’ und Elstern in 
dem Fluch, der nach der Sfire-Stele I den Vertragsbrecher treffen 
soll (KAT222 A 3211.)%; vorher wird unter den Vernichtern des eid- 
briichigen Volkes u.a. der Panther genannt (31). ~ Nicht erst das 
bedenkliche Verhalten der aufgezihlten Tiere, schon deren 
Auswahl liefert also Griinde, die die Géttin Sagar zur Abwendung 
ihres Zoms zu bewegen vermogen. Der Gegensatz zwischen dem 
Menschen und gewissen Tieren, die etwas Gegenmenschliches, 
Chaotisches reprisentieren, ist ein Unordnungsmodell, etwas, das 
den Ordnungswillen des Menschen prinzipiell in Frage stellt, wobei 

  

© “Balaam and the Deir ‘Alla Inscrption”, in: A, Roré - Y. Zaoviron 
(cdd.), Isa Leo Seigmen Volure H1: Non-Helrew Sctin, 1983, 9398, bes. 931 

i dic Ubersctzung von phanisisch 13 jpm in der Inschrftdes Azitawadda als 
Rip der Vogel” KAl 26 11 10/11 richtg ist und nicht cowa nach der bilduw 

schen Fassung an Rip als Hirschgott2u denken it 50 hat 5 méglicherweise als 
Bringer von Kricg und Krankheit sine Bezichung zu Vogeln. Dic “Mahsal” 
(Gamal) bingenden *"Kinder des Rai" von Tgb 5,7 sind gefligele gedacht s 
Hicgen’ hoch Gaghihi “dp) wenn Krankbeit den Menschen it in Sie 49,17 
beseichnet rip appellaiv *(die) Vogel(wel)” . Tm vorislamischen Hedentum 
haben Vogelnach). Wetausex “swar allcsamt cowas Dimonisches, besonders 
Rabe, Specht, Wizdchop und Eule doch gelten s nich .- als Incarnation der 
Ginn” (Reste arabichn Hedentms, 1697 = 1961, 152) 

4" Vil. von Sope, Leistung und Grenze'” (Anm. 20), 71; Ders., Eifihnas, 
145-149 

65 Vgl zur Unreineit Lev 11,6; Din 14,7 
 In HId 4,8 werden Lowen und Panther in den unwegsamen Bercichen des 

Hochgebirges vorausgeseist 
& Caguor - Lissks, 0. (Anm. 54, wolien mit Blck auf KAI222 A 3 ik 

“Eule” auch in 18 der Tel-Deir-‘All-fnschrif finden; vel, A. Lewase, in 
Biblcal Archaolgy Todsy. Procedigs o the Inimatoal Congrs of il Arhaclog 
Jersalem 1984, 1985, $18; dagegen HAcker, 320 (Anm. 19) 48 

@'Vl Ket, 20, (Anm. 28) 64 u.5. 
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freilich das Analogieverhiltnis von Menschen- und Tierwelt, das 

eins fiir das andere symbolisch sein lait, wieder einem Ordnungs- 

modell entspricht®®. 

  

    

    

2. Welches ist schlieflich das Wirklichkeitsverstandnis, das fiir 
cine solche ambivalente Tiersymbolik innerhalb einer Unheils- 
ankiindigung die Voraussetzung ist? Ich setze dabei voraus, was 
sich bislang an den Texten bewahrt hat, daf der grundsatzliche 
Zugang zur Wirklichkeit ~ im Gegensatz zu spezifisch-isracliti- 
schen Vorstellungen und Begriffen sowie deren heidnischen Op- 
posita ~ der biblischen Prophetie und einem Text wic dem 
Bileamorakel aus Tell Deir “Alla gemeinsam cigen ist. - Fir 

dieses Wirklichkeitsverstandnis scheint mir charakteristisch zu sein, 
daf nach ihm Ordnung und Chaos, Kosmisierung und Dekomposi- 
tion in der Welt ein schwebendes, labiles Gleichgewicht, ein System 
cinander ausgleichender Beziehungen bilden ~ mit einer Option fiir 
Ordnung und  Kosmisierung beim menschlichen Handeln, 
Sprechen und Denken, insbesondere aber im religiésen Glauben, 
wobei selbst die seherische oder prophetische Unheilsankiindigung 
ihrer Funktion nach gegen die angekiindigte Katastrophe optiert. — 
An einem labilen Gleichgewicht zwischen Ordnung und Chaos, an 
ciner Dialektik gegenseitiger Aufhebung zwischen Kosmisierung 
und Dekomposition haben nach dem Wirklichkeitsversténdnis des 
frihantiken Menschen™ einerseits Tier- und Menschenwelt in 
gleicher Weise Anteil. Andererseits aber vermag es allein der 

     

      
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

     

   

      

    

   

                          

       

  

© Welche Bedingungen erfill sein missen, damit cin Syndrom von Vorstel- 
lungen und Begriffen nach frihantikem Verstandnis cin befricdigendes System bil- 
det, st cine noch gar nicht gestlle Frage. 

7 Nach modemer Anschauung sind Kosmisierungen und Chaotisierungen 
Vorgnge, dic sich stindig schon in der anorganischen Welt abspiclen und infol- 
gedessen auch dic Welt des Lebens beherrschen, wobei llerdings im engriumigen 
Bereich des Lebens die Kosmisicrung im Sinne der Entropicverminderung cine 
zunchmende Optimicrung erfihrt, Einer Selbststrukturierung der Materie in 
offenen Systemen, zu denen vor allem dic Iebenden gehdren, die zugleich selbstre- 
produkiiv und mutabel sind, scheint universal cine Tendenz zur Dekomposition 
gegenberzustchen. Ein “‘Denkproac”, wic ihn G.W.F. HeosL. dem Welprozel 
unterstllte, den er damit spiriualisierte, scheintsich in molekularen Organisatio- 
nen vorabauzeichnen, ohne da die Frage nach einer Prioritit des Denkens oder 
seiner materiellen “Basis” sinnvoll wire: das System cinander ausgleichender 
Bezichungen, das im Austausch offencr (disipativer) mit relativ geschlossenen 
Systemen den Kosmos durchwaltet, st subjekiiv und obiektiv zugleich; es gibt, 
wenn Gberhaupt ciner Inbrunst, weder der materialistisch-mechanistischen noch 
der idealistsch-dezisionistischen, sonder allenfalls ciner solchen den Anla, dic 
den cartesianischen Dualismus von Denken und Natur Gberwinden hilf. 
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Mensch, im Dialog mit den Gttern bzw. mit Gott auf scin Schick- 
sal und damit auf den Weltproze im Dienst von Ordnung und Kos- 
misierung einzuwirken: so ermoglicht es eine Unheilsankiindigung, 
dic funktionell Umkehrpredigt st, daf die Umkehr der Bedrohten 

auf Gétter bzw. Gott cinwirkt, damit diese in einem Gnadenerweis 
vom Unheil verschonen; die Vorstellungen und Begriffe, dic in 
solche Unheilsankiindigungen eingehen, ihre semantischen Fakto- 
ren, dic wir in Abschnitt I an einem Teil untersuchten, tragen je 
auf ihre Weise zur Funktionalitit der betreffenden Unheilsankiin- 
digung 

Eine direkte — magische oder technische ~ Einwirkung auf die 
Welt und ihre Bedrohungen dagegen steht weder in der Tell 
Deir-¢Alla-Inschrift noch in der biblischen Unheilsankiindigung 
im Vordergrund der Reflexion. Man mag sich dariiber wundern, da 
doch aufier Zweifel steht, da8 auch der friihantike Mensch ¢ 
schlieflich Israels magisch und vor allem technisch auf die Wirklich- 
keit cinwirkte; dic religiose Einwirkung auf die Welt stand fir das 
Denken jedenfalls im Vordergrund. Uber die Gétter baw. Gott als 
Mittelinstanz, d.h. im Dialog mit géttlichen Personen, optiert der 
Mensch fiir Ordnung; eine Kosmisierung der standig ins Chaotische 
abdriftenden Realitit, auch der Realitit im Menschen, an den sich 
Unheilsankiindigung und Mahnung richten, kann nicht in erster 
Linie durch direkten Zugriff des Menschen auf die Wirklichkeit cr- 
folgen. Man mag, ja man mu$ m.E. ein Wirklichkeitsverstandnis, 
das gotliche Personen zwischen den Menschen und seine Welt 
setzt, ein mythisches nennen; diese Kategorisierung hat zur Folge, 
daB dic Differenz zwischen biblischer und auBerbiblischer Religion, 
wenn beide am Wirklichkeitsverstandnis als ihrer unbewuBten 
Voraussetzung gemessen werden, nicht so sehr ins Gewicht fallt. 
Alttestamentliche und altorientalische Religion sind am Ende ver- 
schiedene Realisierungen desselben Organisationssystems, cines 
menschlichen Handlungskontinuums, das bereits auerhuman, ja 
auflerorganisch préfiguriert sein mag, also am Ende Teil cines 
gesamtnatiirlichen Prozesses ist. 

      

71 So konnten deuteronomistische Redaktionen nicht nur der Prophetenbicher 
dic prophetischen Unheilsankindigungen unter die Bedingung ausbleibender Un- 
keht stelen und auf Mahnungen zur Umkehe hinauslaufen lassen (2 Kon 17,13; 
Jor 3,12014.22; 4, 163 18,11 25,5; 35,15; 36,3.7. u.5., vgl. Sach 1,4). 

  

    



   RESPONSE TO H.-P. MULLER AND M. WEIPPERT    
    

  

   

Meindert Dyjkstra 

   

  

Ladies and gendemen’ 
Let me start to express my appreciation, not only for both lectures 
presented today, but for all the contributions which Prof. MiLLER, 
Prof. WerppeRT and also Mrs. WerppERT have written to date con- 
cerning the interpretation of the Balaam-text?. When I worked my 
way through all those contributions, their wealth of information in 
addition to HoFTijzew’s extensive commentary made it very clear to 
me how Old Testament scholarship should be convinced of the cru- 
cial importance of our text for the study of the nature of biblical 
prophecy. Perhaps, it is too harsh (o say that our text has been 
neglected, if not ignored in the last two decades, but I agree, that 
it certainly did not get the attention it deserved from the outset. It 
is difficult to find reasons for that cautious attitude. Fact is, indeed, 
that 50 many aspects of the Balaam-text seem to be unorthodox. If 
we only reconsider the struggle ~ almost the batle — which is still 
carrying on to assess the text epigraphically and linguistically, we 
can imagine that it took quite a while for Old Testament scholarship 
to change their tacks. I agree with Prof. MiLLER and Prof. Werp- 
PERT in this respect that apart from an initial restraint after the 
publication of the ditio prinaps, no Old Testament scholar should be 
excused for overlooking the Balaam-text five or more years later’. 

    

        

    
      
    
    

                          

   
    
   
    

  

     

    

! The conversational, somewhat unpolished stle of my original responses was 
not changed. Scholarly discussion and support fo my own views were referred to 
the notes 

2 Cf. HLP. Mitex, “Einige altestamentliche Probleme zur aramiischen In- 
schrift von Der “Alla®”, ZDPV 94 (1978) 56-67; idem, “Der Neu Gefundene 
Bileam-Text_aus Deir “All,”, ZDMGSip (1980) 123-130; idem, “Dic 
aramiische Tnschrift von Deir “Alla und die ilteren Bileamspriche” ZAW 94 
(1982)214-244; H. Werperr, *Der Beitrag ausserbiblischer Prophetentexte zum 
Verstandnis der Prosareden des Jeremiabuches"', in Le liore de Jémie. Le prophite 
et son milic, e orcts e lur transmission, P-M. Boosw (ed.), Louvain 1981, pp. 
83-104; H. and M. Waippssr , ““Dic “Bilcam"-Inschrifi von Tell Der “Alla."" 
ZDPY 98 (1982) 77-103; H. Watepear, Palistina in Vorhellenistischer Zei 
Handbuch der Archaologie. Vorderasio I1. B4 IT, Minchen 1988, pp. 625 

¥ To mention only a few examples. Despite of the extensive description of the 
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1 am glad that I can plead not guilty. T quoted my own reconstruc- 
tion and translation of the first lines of the first Combination in my 
Ezekiel commentary, published in 1986 to illustrate Ezekiel’s emo- 
tional behaviour and symbolic actions as part of his prophetical per- 
formance!. T assume that it has been one of the reasons why Prof 
Hormyzer invited me to join this happy family of *‘Balaamites”. 

Secondly, I was pleased to discover once more in both lectures of 

  

today the continuous effort of lifting the discussion above the mere 
level of linguistic and epigraphic research to the assessment of the 
Balaam-text for the study of the Old Testament. Of course, Idonot 
deny the necessity for the determination of its paleographic and lin- 
guistic affiliation. Prof. WeipperT devoted quite a long and in my 
opinion illuminating section on the language of the text, but I will 
skip that subject today, hoping to be able to say something more 
about it tomorrow. It becomes more and more clear that even if we 
succeed to piece together all the preserved plaster-fragments and so 
the text and finish this symposium by taking a vote on the language- 
issue, interpretational problems will remain. So for instance, the 
birds passage to which Prof. MiLLER devoted almost his entire lec- 
ture and Prof. Werppexr a considerable part of his. 

Our text mentions a number of birds. So far so clear, but as soon 
as we try to define more closcly what family, species, what subspe- 
cies etc., we discover how arbitrarily, how faulty even many of our 
identifications sill are. The Balaam text, like every newly found text 
helps us (0 a better understanding of certain lexical items, like for 
instance the sigr, but provides us at the same time with the tan- 

ing problem of a number of new words, of which I mention only 

  

    

   

nether world in Combination I no word about it is found in K. Sesonk, Batfc 
Aferlein Anciet sl and in the axcent N East, (\OAT 219) Neukirchen-Viuyn 
198 L. Ruppenr, aricle ¥°S, TWAT 111 (1962), cols. 719w does not mention 
b and 5% in Combination 11.9., which arc very important for the under 
standing of Y°§ in Numbers 24:14, a text cited by Ruppext (0 support an alleged 
original meaning “to ask/give an oracle’ 
G M. Dysras, Exchil 1, (Tekst e Toclchting), Kampen 196, pp. 1161 

Text and translation were irsy discussed with Dr. G. van pex Kooy in a letter 
of January 26th 1985, who drew my atention to the work of André LexAIge, P. 
Kyle McCarte and Jo Ann Hackerr. 

5 About amr sce below. The reading NHS scems to me well esiablshed and 
should notbe replaced for N33 pace A. Lestaiae, “Linscription de Balaam trouvée 
 Deir Alla: épigraphic’” in . At (cd) Biblical Archology Today. Procdingsof 
theinermational congrsson Biblal Archelog, Jerusalem 1985, 313f; E. Purc, “'Le 
texte < <ammonite> > de Deir “Alla: Les admonitions de Balaam (premiere 
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SMR and NHS. Nevertheless, Prof. MiLLER encourages us to ask 
further for the literary, cultural and religious horizon of the Balaam- 
text where its fragmentary state allows such a comparative ap- 
proach. And Prof. WEipPERT refers us (o the study of such problems 
as literary and rhetorical criticism and the impact for the history of 
ancient Near Eastern religion. The mutilated condition of the text, 
which defies a scholarly accord concerning decipherment and inter- 
pretation is of some inconvenience (I like that understatement made 
by Prof. Weipper), but it s a fact we have to live wit 

In general, 1 agree with Prof. MULLER’s view that the Balaam-text 
provides additional proof of the fact that we cannot draw an exact 
border-line between biblical and extra-biblical prophecy. Of course, 
some of the texts from Mari and Assur already made us fecl uneasy 
about the classic distinction between prophecy of salvation and 
doom, accrediting the latter with the mark of authenticity®. In the 
Balaam-text of Deir ‘Alla the seer is indeed presented as the 
““storm petrel’” of judgment, a designation so often applied to the 
Old Testament prophets. I am also convinced that the biblical 
prophecy of doom from the outset intends to be Umkehrpredigl, 
preaches repentance and return as the late professor Walther Znu- 
MERLI said concerning Ezekiel’s preaching *“Gott will toten um zu 
heilen””. Still, I do not think the controversy concerning the func- 
tion of prophetic speech implies such an absolute either-or as is 
formulated by Prof. MovLEr. Prophets who preach repentance, 
make intercessions and look for ways to divert judgment, like Amos 
and Ezekiel did, often also knew about a point of no return (e.g. 
Amos 7:8; Ez. 9:9; 21:6-7; 22:30 etc.) 

‘The first observation, that Balaam is depicted as a prophet who 
takes action to divert disaster is probably truc. In particular, when 
Prof. WerppeRT is correct in his supposition that Balaam’s ritual of 
fasting en mourning intends to be a Selbstminderungsrite performed to 
divert judgment®. Whether the words quoted from the mouth of the 

  

  

    

partie), in: La vi e la Parole, de 'Ancienax Nowweas Testanent. Etudes d'edgise et d'hr- 
ménauique bibliques offres & Pierve Grdot ..., Paris 1987, p. 22; Waterext, The 
Balaam Text 1989. 

© CL. my thesis Gods Voorsllng. Prdikatiee exprssie van slfopebaring in 
Oudbstre wlsten en Deaterjesaia, (Dissertationes Neerlandicae. Series theologica 2), 
Kampen 1980,pp. 1461, 1651, 

7CL. W. Zinweau, Ezechel I, (BKAT XIIU1), Neukirchen-Viuyn 1969, p. 
313, 

8 Beside the reference to David's behaviour 2 Sam. 12:15b-23 one could alo 
reer (0 the inhabitants of Nineveh in Jona 3:61. also Ezra 9:4(F, Joel 1:131T. 
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Shadayin are a request to bring about judgment or not — Prof. 
Davies made that perfectly clear yesterday — doom from the side 
of the goddess Shagar is pending?. One may object that the double 
figura etymologica hib b!* is still far remote from a biblical call to 
repent, it is clear that it has a crucial function in the structure of the 
text, as Prof. MOLLER and others have noticed. Even, if we cannot 
grasp exactly what these words mean, they stand out as a syntactic 
cluster in the context. In my opinion the prophet ends the quotation 
of the heavenly speech here and turns himself again to his audience 
More about that below. 

Whether Balaam diverted judgment or brought it about, is - Tam 
afraid ~ an unanswerable question and perhaps even irrelevant, be- 
cause cither outcome could create the reason to hand down his story 
and words. The fact that Balaam’s prophecy was publicized on a 
plastered wall in a sanctuary at Deir Alla, that is, if it was a 
sanctuary'! scems to imply that it gained a certain recognition of 
the people who lived there ca. 800 BC. More on that topic will be 
said at the end of my response. At this point I would like to continue 
on the meaning of the bird-list and the character and function of 
Balaam’s divinatory specch, in particular the part that was called by 

  

  

5 The interpretation of the words .ty . In by MULLR and Waepier a3 
““aber grollenich ewig”, upports in my opinion rather srongly Hormyzax's view 
hat th gods try o intercede and reguest Shagar o withhold disaster. Sce Werr- 
Pexr’s reference (o Jor. 3:5,1215.57:16,P5.1039;Lam.3:31. Therclore Horr- 
yeea’s rendering [ py.skymyn 35  balan (o the just mentioned sentence i 
accepiable too, It might be true that the verb, PRR docs not exactly mean 
“reak,destroy’” (GRaxnmELD), but certainly an interpretation “ake apart, dis 
solve ctc.” will rovide the desired result, The sk fmy could mean the bolts of 
heaven (e in paricular CAD(5), 256, 258b), but also theloc, the dam (post)or 
Someihing similar, . Lave, Wirirbuck 11T, 589; Jxsrnow, Didinary, p- 93a .v 
Suilod lock suice n river)". Gilgamesh X1.101 “Erragal tears out the posts (of 
the world dam)” (Prrciuro, ANETS, 94a). 

T scc no eal bjecion to red it 23 an imp. with absolute infincive emphasi- 
ing the imp.cf, Gessuus K v, Granmar, 113r.gace MOvLER, ZDPV 9% (1976) 
61 ZAW 94 (1982) 229, Wk, ZDPV 9B (1952) 99, I Balaam’s people (‘mh 
1.4) is the supposed audience such a coletive could easly be addresed in the 
plural and occasionally in the singular 

1" About the mature and extent of the builing in which th plstertext s dis 
covered and which with some hestation was dentifed as a sanctuary,cf. FRaxKzs, 
TDA, pp. 12-13; Hornyzrs, ATDA, 269, f. however Ionaspulvax b Kooy 
4DA7 36 (1986) 181, who suggest  rligous use or the “bench” room (B/C 3,58 
only. See also H. Waippear, Palistina in Vorhellenistischer Zei, in Handbuch dr 
Archiolog, Vordrasin 11BLII, Miinchen 1988, pp. 6251, who thinks of a 
“Wahlfahrts-oder Memorialtiti’” comparing it the relgious centr of Kuntlt 
Agrud
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   Prof. Werppert: Reflections on form and meaning of the Balaam- 
text. Between a pure linguistic explanation and a comparative | 
evaluation of its religious contents, still a number of stages have to | 
be passed through in text linguistics. For instance, the study of par- 
ticular stylistic devices and formulas, which structuralize our text | 
and its genre. These are aspects of the Balaam-text, which in my 
opinion also should have an impact on the study of prophetism in 
the Old Testament 

Firstly, it is Prof. MULLER’s taxonomic treatment of the bird- 
list, which poses a question, not so much on the level of what Prof. 
Moter called the *‘kontrastiven Linguistik”’, which he handles 
impeccably to my knowledge, but on the level of the textform. Is it 
indeed a list? A number of scholars, of whom some are present, 
opted for a certain poetic structure in the birds-passage!2. Original- 
ly, Prof. WerppexT also read alist with the exception of the beautiful | 
bicolon in XXV/XXVI: “Denn die Turmschwalbe verhshnt den 
Adier, und die Geierjun[gen] den Strausz”". This time he has chosen 
for a poctic division of the text’%. We all know very well that our 
text shows gaps, which causes any analysis of its parallelism to be 
arbitrarily. On the other hand parallelism teaches us something 
about the meaning of the text even, if we cannot complete or under- 
stand all the words used. To ascribe a meaning to a word does not | 
always succeed by discovering a more or less obscure cognate, from 

an even more obscure lexicographical stock. For example, the trans- 
lation of the enigmatic words <¢*m.w? */.smr. If, indeed according 
0 the very suggestive parallel in Amos 5:18 '* sk w’l ngh means 
““darkness and no light”", in which the negative part simply cmpha- 
sizes the first, a stylistic device often found in the Bible, c.g 
Ceqirah 5 yaladah (Is. 54:1), siri s nikamak (Is. 54:11); in prose 
c.g. whabbr rég %n b3 mayim (Gen. 37:24), it is feasible that the 
parallel words “(*m. w'*/i]. smr expressed a similar idea’, It is an 

  

        
            
                        
    
    

                          

     

    

    

  

    

  

   

12 Cf. the treatments of McCartes, Hackerr, Puscn et al. Also the Waip- 
vkt understand ky 557 r/pt i wgn hmn.ynk a3 & bicolon, cf. ZDPV 98 (1982) 
o3 

19 WatprexT accepts the questionable readings NSS instead of NHS and wsd*h | 
instead of gy, sec note 17. 
14 Cf. also Is. 50:10; Hos. 11:9; Job 12:25. 

5 C. Warpvexr, ZDPV 98 (1982) 93. For this reason Sasson's deliberations 
concerning smr " darkness”” (*“Two Unrecognized terms in the Plaster Texts from 
Deir Alla,” PEQ 117 (1985) 1021, idem, *“The Book of Oracular Visions of 
Balaam from Deir “Alla”, UF 17 (1985) 207) cannot be accepted. The evidence 
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extended colon like the one in Amos 5:1816. 
The poetical structure of the beginning of Balaam’s description 

has already been pointed out by several students of our text. But 
there is more. We find some word-pairs like nit//rbmn; bny NHS // 
Sprky >nph and in particular, dr//spr". 1 mentioned nsr//rhmn as a 
‘wordpair, though I am aware of the fact that this pair does not occur 
somewhere else. MOLLER’s discussion about the problem i eagle o 
vulture is somewhat off the mark. Especially, as far as it concerns 
ancient classification. Of course, an eagle and a vulture are different 
species, but they belong to the overall family of birds of prey and that 
is what the word nr actually means. They are specialized species of 
the same family and have often been confused and are still confused 
by untrained observers because of similarities in appearance and 
behaviour'®. Occasionally, an eagle feeds himself on carrion and a 
vulture may rob birds nests'®. 

““Nach welchen Regeln sind solche rollenorientierte Typisierun- 
gen in eine altorientalische Naturkunde erfolgt?”, asks Prof. 
Miver. Earlier this week Mrs. Hackerr remarked that the 
description might indicate unusual behaviour, but not necessarily 
impossible or completely unnatural behaviour. Indeed, a swallow 
challenging an cagle or a vulture, might occur as an ominous sign 
in the eye of the observer, but is easily explainable in terms of 

  

  

of Arabic samara s very confusing due to the fact that two or three homonym roots 
are involved. The root samure used to express & tawny, reddish brown colour, has 
probably nothing to do with semara “to spend the night awake etc.”". The well- 
known Arabic song quoted by Sassox (UF 17 (1985) 298 n. 32) implies a pun be- 
tween these verbal roots. The classical expression alsmara wal-gamara refrs © the 
clarity of a star- and moonlighted nigh, cf. PUc, La vie de la Parole, 22. Here 
seemingly contrary 10 a pitch-dark night = ‘fm? 

16 CF. on this type of extended colon M.C.A. KorpeL/J.C. be Moos, “Fun- 
damentals of Ugaritic and Hebrew Poetry”, UF 18 (1986) 17311 

17 In the OId Testament they appear twice i the reversed, but seemingly fixed 
order sprildr (Ps. 84:4; Prov.26:2). 

18 In this respect the picture of the nir(m)/dix(m) in the legend of Danel (KTU 
1.17-19) is exemplarily confusing. Translations choose between cither vulture 
(Grusoenc in: Purrciiako, ANET?, 1520) or cagle (//diym “kites” De Mook, 
ARTU, pp. 245fTetc.), but behavioral descriptions in the tale move between both 
Species; not llogically ecause both specics ofien appear and act ogether. An cagle 
snatches  prey and after cating his fil the vultures, kites etc. will come t0 inish 
itot 

19 Cf. in general P.A.D. Hottow, R F. PoRrx, S. Chistexsex, lan Wi, 
Birds o the Middle East and North Afrca, Calton 1988, pp. 50F; K.H. Voous/H.J. 
Suyper, Roofeogds en uiln tan Europa, Leiden 1986, .. the description of the 
golden eagle (p. 971T) and the black vuliure (p.35). 
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natural behaviour. For instance, when a swallow shows the un- 
believable, but nevertheless instinctive courage to divert a bird of | 
prey much larger than himself from its nest. The same might be truc | 
when a brood or group of vultures challenges a giant bird like an os- 
trich, breaking its eggs with a stoneX. There is not only internal, 
but also external parallelism because the fem. verbal form Arpt is 
almost certainly parallelled by the fem. form nirt found between the 
dr and yuwn?!. Mrs. HACKETT (and in a way also Mr. McCaRTER) 
translated here ingeniously *“The swallow tears at the dove’”2. T 
agree with Dr. MULLER that the translation “‘swallow”” is hardly 
maintainable and I wonder whether it is a coincidence to find here 
the species “‘dove”” distinguished as female d'rér “‘pigeon’ and 
male yawn *“cock-pigeon”’, or not. If a female pigeon tears at a cock- 
pigeon (as Mrs. HAGKETT has it) or even acts as a ns7, behaves 
vulturelike?® as my ornithological informant says?, it is not so di 
ficult to figure out along what lines of ancient folk taxonomy our text 
thinks. The latter case is even more interesting from ornithological 
point of view because a male and female dove are almost impossible 
to distinguish from birdwatcher's view. However, one dove attack 
ing another is explainable in terms of natural behaviour (defense of 
breeding-place), but it seems that the observer read the situation in 
terms of distorted marital behaviour. | 

Without specifying all the details, it is possible to say something | 
more about the description of birds here when using modern or- 
nithological information. The same is true for a more close analysis 

    

0 Cf.J.C. Woop, Bible Aninals, 1869; Voous, Roofuogdls, p. 27. f this observa 
0 our text, it supports strongly the identification of rim Hebr. 

i Arab. rahamu”ohants” cte. wih the Egyptian Vulture/Schmitz: 
geer (Neaphron perenapterss), see also Kowsious, TWAT V., col. 684, 

2 CI. also Weippear and already McCarrer, Hacker, Pukc, (note 22) see 
further L11 wSnph rght mr.wkink, which in my opinion could be completed by 
fragment V/(d) nayt *[s4] “and the priestess sprinkles [her] donkey () [with if] 

% Cf. Hacker, The Balaam Tex, p. 49; McCastes, BASOR 239(1980) 55 who 
says that the overall pattern of the passage suggests a verbal form. Puscn, in: La 
Vie de s Porole, p. 28: “la colombe dépdce(?) 9)le pigeon’ 

5 1t is probably a primitive noun in the West- and South Semitic languages 
(AKK nairu only atested in lexical listis probably a loan, cf. Werppexr, ZDPV 98 
(1982) 94 n.84). However, a verb derived from such 2 noun is possible, comparc. 
e.q. diaayih with, D>H and “ayif with “YT. A connection between nifr and 
M.Hebr. J. Aram. NSR cannot be excluded 

4 T owe the majority of these omithological observations and references to my 
son Klaas-Douwe Diykstia, who alter cight years of iving in Egypt knows a great 
deal about birdlife in the Middle East by his own observations. 
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of the poetic structure of these and other lines of this visionary 
description. Following the lead of both lines of information the text 
reveals some features of ancient taxonomy indeed, describing viol 
tions of the natural order according to ancient Near Eastern et 
quette as some scholars noticed before, the adynata or *Umwertung 
aller Werte””: small against great, female against male etc?. 

One more question, one step further on the textlinguistic stair- 
case, concerns the literary form or genre of our text. The title of the 
work, though in itself interesting s not very informative about its 
genre. We are pretty certain about spr Bim br Bir. Prof. Wiip- 
peRT refers to parallel book titles from the OT and marks the lack 

of such tiles in the Late Bronze period. As yet, Ido not know of tides 
such as spr PN tc., but in some Ugaritic documents we find spr 
nm &éwm; spr bimm and spr dbh zlm, in which spr certainly indicates 
something more than an administrative document®. 

I start my genre-critical remarks from the observation that 
Balaam’s words were not accepted without resistance by his au- 
dience. The audience of the prophet is very lively introduced; on 
purpose, as Dr. WerppEaT remarks. The narrator needs them to 
create a decor, a backgrond-sheet which helps Balaam to act accord- 
ing to his assignment, to relate his vision and finally to hammer the 
message home. The framework of the story and the description of 
the prophet’s vision are larded with calls to look and tolisten. A call 
like “Hear you, deaf from afar”, which has an almost literal parallel 
in Second Tsaiah (Is. 43:18), indicates something of the prophets 
despair to make his folk listen?’. As I said before, the enigmatic 

   

 Such a text division, suggests that between - and dr another vers exist- 
ed, of which the scond colon s complete wirh *prky *nph. The rendering s s 
epfgraphicall impossible (i of 3 prescrved!) s s most probaby a oun (el 
Horryzex, ATDA, p. 307 a.0). A verb of wich i could be the subject s *HZ 

er 49:24) or HQ. (Jer 6:24,50:43), Hgtit.Jony by wish ry. nh or_ e 
St by ks pry. aph, “tror scize th youn of the NHS bird and fear 

the chickens of the heron'". t s difficult o igure ut precscly what hisverse wants 
10 express. Seemingly a pun on the bird-names N9 “tormentor (3" (. LHS 
1) and >uph < NP o rage ulminaie” is intended, ic. the brood of those 
birds which usually inspire terror and fear become panic-struck themselves? 

2 Dr. Pusci, La i de la Pal,p. 15 placd fragment () n the upper right 
comer and completed yry sr. 1 suggcsted  similar complecion in my Eeech /,p 
117, but although such a reconstruction is suggestive, i cannot serve yet a1 an 
sarting:point for adiscussion about the form and meaning of the text. 
1 is lso tempting to understand the words fxw ggn S T in 3 similar 

way. The word preceding few, most probably K (cf. a bex Koot ATDA, 
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words b hsh whib b/[3b] represent in all probability a stylistic break, 
indicating the end of the visionary description and the beginning of 
Balaam’s immediate address to his people. The singular is, of 
course, unexpected, but if the am, the clan or family is the au- 
dience, it may happen that they are sometimes addressed as a body 
of people, especially, when a plural vocative is left out?®. 

Now, if the prophet is the speaker in lines 1316 and his people 
the audience, one wonders whether this situation continues in the 
second Combination. T know I am now entering a very slippery 
area, but even if we cannot understand all words and sentences of 
the second Combination in their connection, a provisional structur- 
al analysis may help us on the way. The classic questions in form- 
criticism are always: who is the speaker, who is the listener, what is 
the ambiance. Perhaps twice or three times a question introduced by 
Im ““why” is found in the second Gombination®. In I1.16 ~ just 
before a new chapter indicated by writing in red ink ~ we find the 
warning rhg/.mjm/n’k. Itk bm.nf |**Keep/remove far [from] you 
your request, lest we [ ]?%0. According to the male pronominal 
suffix -+ there is clearly someone addressed in IL 11T, be it a group 
or an individual, but it seems to me out of the question that this 

  

  

P. 117)or Kl (HAcKerT, The Balaam Tt p. 54 is better taken to the lost preced- 
ing sentence, which helps us to read Az ggn er <t in the usual syntacic order. 
Take ggn as  real plural from a parciciple/adjecive gg =dig* *frightened, deject- 
ed”. For the godhead as object of HZH cf. Balaam’s tie A2k Ui and Ex. 24:11, 
Job 19:267, Ps 63:3. It s probable that Balaam urges his people to share his vision 
of Shagar-we-<Ashiar. 

2 The transition from plural 0 singular when addressing a body of peopl is 
also often found in Deuteronomy, the Second Isaah and lso the Sfire-reatis. Sec 
J.H. Hosvess, De Namenuwiseling in het bock Deuionamium, Utrecht 1947; G. 
Mixierre pe TitLese, “‘Sections “t” et sctions “vous'” dans le Deutéronome, 
VT 12 (1962) 29-87. Though both authors investigated and figured out the 
licrary- and tradition historical connections between the plural and singular scc- 

tions in Deutcronomy, they acknowledge thatn certain texts the transiton s beter 
explained stylsically, sec also A. Wases, Einletung in das Al Testament, 1949, 
Pp. 10115 D.J. McCakriy, Traty and Covetant(Analecta Biblica 21a), Roma 1978 
b. 158 n. 2,166. For a similar transition in Hitite and Aramaic treatis, cf. K 
Bavraee, Das Busdesformudar, (WMANT 4), Neukirchen-Viuyn 19642, p. 43 n. 1; 
JA. Fresseves, The Avamaic nseritions of Sge (Biblica et Orientalia 19), Roma 
1967 18f SCLB.31F etc; F. RosenraaL in: Prrcuaro, ANET?, 65011 { 

% Gf. Combination 115 and 16 and perhaps also on fragment VIII(h) located 
i the arca between Combination I and 11, cf. vax bew Koo, ATDA, p. 15+ 

0 im could be introduction of direct speech (Horryzew, ATDA, p. 222), inter- 
rogative “why" or following a prohibition etc. “lest”, cf. 1 Sam. 19:17b, Bccl 
5:5,7:161; Neh. 6:3 

    

 



      

   

RESPONSE TO H.-P. MULLER AND M. WEIPPERT 215     
   

  

       
    
    
    
    
        
    

          

      
    

                              

    

    

        

     

““you”” is identical with the person addressed in the rhetorical ques- 
tions of line I1.9. The words Al'sh <bk> bs. >winlkh. iymlk *‘Did 
not someone consult you for an oracle, or did not someone ask for 
advice?”3! have the character of an objection said by or quoted 
from the mouth of Balaam’s audience. If o, it means that something 
like a dialogue or dispute is going on. T might complete these obser- 
vations with the suggestion, that in one or two instances the “T” of 
the prophet appears on the scene again. Just preceding the objection 
inline IL9 I read n*/. /iy which completed into /'mr}/n°[. Jly. *'those 
saying tome ...” seems to strengthen the idea of a quotation from 
the mouth of the prophet’s audience by the prophet himself. In I1.12 
T would suggest to read *hp*g/r* Afl].irdk*. T will frustrate all 
your motives ...”"32. May be not all my suggestions will stand a 
test, but I hope enough will hold to support my view that the first 
part of Combination II (Il 1 - 16) is the continuation of Balaam’s dis- 
pute started in C.L. 12ff. Within the framework of a tale about the 
prophet, which Prof. WeippeRT very convincingly compared to the 
apophthegmata we find as subgenres a report of a vision (V 
bericht) and a prophetical disputation, a combination also found in 
the story of Micaiah son of Imlah (1 Kings 22). So far my reflections 
on the form and meaning of e text developed in response totoday’s 
lectures. 

One question was not discussed in both lectures. The question 
which should have haunted students of our text from the outset” 

  

31 The use of ¥<S in the story of Balaam Num 24:14 shows how it comprises 
the connotation ofrevealing a future plan, i.c. o provide an oracl, f. L. Ruppest, 
TWAT I, 720vv. (who even thinks it to be the original meaning of the verb, cf 
however W. Wexex, Studien sur altcstamenichen Vorsellung com Plon Jahivs, 
(BZAW 173), Berlin/New York 1988, pp. 20). In the book of Isaish the term 

h nowwithstanding its wisdom background comes close (o revelation of Yah 
weh's future plan by the prophet, ci. ¢.g. Wiosesaex, BKAT X/1, pp. 1831, In 
particular his connection of Gods workiaction to this future plan is of significance 
for the relationship between the vision of the ¢l lin and their “gh//nlkh revealed 
to Balaam! 

52 Hestem of the verb PRR, cf. Hebr. hipar. Retention of the prefixed 7 n the 
imperfect like in Old-Aramaic, cf. Dece, Allaramaische Grammati, par. 55, p. 65 
For this verb in the semantic fild of Y5, . for example Is. 14:27;44:251. 

| 33'A question, which sccording to J.W. Wessevius, ““Thoughts about Balaam: 
‘The Historical Background of the Deir Alla Inscription on Plaster”, BiOr ##(1987) 
598 should have plagued students of the text from the outset why it was publicized 
this way. His own solution: governmental propaganda of the kingdom of Judah at 
the end of the 8th c.BC seems to me ll-founded (questionable reading &fmrm) and 
quit farfetched. It flls through in any case, if o text proves 0 be a hundred years. 
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   Why did people in the valley of Sukkoth (Ps.60:6) copy Balaam’s 
story on plastered wall nr. 367% Because I got no direct answer to 
that question, T would like to connect my final remarks with Prof. 
WeippeRT's description of the literary genre of our text. Referring 
10 the story of Amos and Amaziah (Amos 7:10~ 17), he classifies our 
text as an apophihegmon, a genre described by R. BuLtMANN - a 
narrative told in order to introduce and to hand down to posterity 
sayings of some important person, 2 god etc. I consider this to be 
a very important pointer into the right direction. It is an insight in 
the function of the text quite different from the usual one. In order 
t0 explain the reproduction of Balaam’s book on the plastered wall, 
scholars often refer to Habakkuk's instruction to write the hizin 
on the [zhit so that whoever runs along may read it, or whoever 
reads it may run (Hab. 2:20) and similar texts (Is.8: 1ff; 29:18f; 
30:8; Jer.36:6f; Ez.24:10)%. Lematre even thought of a copy for 
educational purposes, like the copy of the torah in Deut.27. In my 
opinion these references are of litle value, because our text s far as 
readable neither contains such an instruction nor is, as far as I see, 
the result of such an instruction®. I am not convinced that 

older (C14 datings), cf. G. va pes Kooy *“The Identity of Trans-Jordanian Al- 
phabetic Writingin the Iron Age””, in: A. HavI (ed.), Sudis inth History and A 
chalog of Jordan 3 (1987) 109 and E. Puscn.” Approches paléographiques de Pin- 
scription sur plitre de Deir “Alla”, in this volume. 

5% Because the text presentsitself s a part o the book (r) of Bileam and con 
tains  story, a presentation of the scer,the text on the wall was most certainly co- 
pied from a Vorlage. Also the copying mistakes point in that direction. 

35 OF course, it s impossible (o discuss here the enigmatic words Inn ywy 
gur’ hu. My first translation is inspired by NBG 1951 and Jerusalem Bible, 
KBS, butcf. other translations: *'so he may run who reads it” (AV, RSV, or even 
o that a herald may run with it” (NIV, alio NEB), which seems to me quite 
farfeched. For similar, sill unanswered questions, cf. Horrijzex, ATDA, p. 271 
So much is now clear that the inscription was written on the castern side of wall 
BIC 5.36, inside the “bench” room, which was covered by reed mating and had 
a “bench” along the southern, the castern and maybe the northern wall. The en- 

trance was in the south-west comer, cf. Inkakine, vAx pEx Kooy, ADAJ 23 (1979) 
49630(1986) 132 fg. 1. Room B/C 5.34 where combination 1 was discovered, had 
originally nothing 16 do with the location of the plaster-text 

% The second red line in Gombination 1 (1.2) s unfortunately too broken to al- 
low certain conclusions. McCARTER's rendering is suggesdive, cf. BASOR 239 
(1980) 511, sce also Puecw, La v de a Parol, p. 27. T would suggest: yp°l 471 
S % )" mk*.S*m "<t “Let someone take action without delay to reveal (?) 

the idings'", but I do not think thatsuch an instruction refers 0 @ record in writing. 
L read it as a polite instruction (o Balaam (o take action reporting his vision to his 
people 
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Balaam’s book was copied on the wall to prove his case. Of course, 
T do not deny the importance of our text for the research of biblical 
prophecy. But should we not distinguish between the literary and 
theological implications of the Sepker Balaam for biblical research as 
such and its secondary use on the wall of a cultic room in Deir 
CAlla? The Balaam in the text on the plastered wall is already a 
hero of a relatively remote past, as Dr. HoFtijzex puts it””. So there 
‘might have been another explanation which matches the archeologi- 
cal context of a very modest cultic room. A reason less theological, 
but stll religious. Could it be that this primitive chapel by means of 
this text, which proved not only his visionary abilities, but also the 
appearance and presence of the gods, was devoted o the blessed 
‘memory of Balaam as a sort of local saint’®? In short, could the text 
have been reproduced to serve as a kind of hieros logos? 

¥ Cf. Hornyzex, ATDA, p. 271 
% Compare centers of pilgrimage like the tomb of Nabi Saleh, or Sheikh 

Qerai in Sinai; cf. H. Wewper, Handbuch der Archislogie. Vordersion 11 B4 1, pp. 
6251 
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APPROCHES PALEOGRAPHIQUES DE L’INSCRIPTION 
SUR PLATRE DE DEIR ‘ALLA 

Emile Puech, cxRs 

Létude diligente et précise de inscription sur plétre si fragmen- 
taire et souvent mal lisible de Deir ¢Alla fait honneur aux éditeurs.! 
Elle a permis 4 un grand nombre de chercheurs de se pencher avec 
le plus grand profit sur ce texte si important et difficile & la fois parce 
qu’unique. Le personnage de Balaam fils de Beor, déja connu dans 
cette région-la par les textes bibliques, ajoute 3 la complexité des 
données que les auteurs ’efforcent de débrouiller de leur micux. 
Comme I'a fort bien précisé 1'édition, la science paléographique 

a pour but de déchiffrer les caractires ou ce qu'il en reste mais aussi 
de situer une écriture dans le temps et 'espace ct de lui trouver une 
filiation.? Ce point nest pas sans importance puisqu’a Iaide des 
premiers résultats archéologiques, le fouilleur datait 'inscription en 
écriture araméenne de 'époque perse.? Mais une étude plus appro- 
fondie ct unc stratigraphie plus précise par la poursuite des 
recherches sur le terrain suggérent de situer dans le VIIIes. la stratc 
IX ou M, confirmant la destruction par un tremblement de terre et 
par le feu. 

Dés 1967 il a été proposé par la méthode paléographique de 
remonter cette écriture sur platre vers le milieu du VIIle s. ou méme 
un peu avant, conclusion obtenue par 'insertion de ce texte dans la 
séquence du développement de I'écriture araméenne, premitre 
éape de la cursive araméenne, en particulier le ke, mais la langue 
peut ne pas étre araméenne.* D'autres voix se sont élevées pour 
abaisser la datation au début du VIle s. mais dans la tradition am- 
monite. Dans une éude comparative détaillée, I'édition arrive a la 

      

' Avanaic Tests from Deir “All, edited by J. Horryzex and G. vax bex Koo 
with Contributions by H.J. Frakex, V.R. Menka, J. Voskutt, J.A. Mosk 
Leiden 1976, cité ATDA. 

2.G. van bax Kooy, ATDA, 29-170, spéc. 42 5. 
3 HJ. Faaxkex, Texts from the Persian Period from Tell Deir ‘Alla, VT, 17, 

1967, 480 s. 
¥ J. Naven, The Date of the Deir ‘Alla Inscription in Aramaic Script, 78], 

17, 1967, 25658, 
3 F.M. Gross, Notes on the Ammonite Inscription from Tell Siran, BASOR, 

  

  

 



   

          

    

       

      
       

    
   

    

    222 E. PUECH 

conclusion suivante: écriture araméenne, ca 7002, + 25 ans.® Par la 
suite certains ont proposé d'identifier I'écriture de *‘galaadite’” 
mais la langue d’araméenne.” D'autres estiment que D'écriture 
araméenne incline a priori & retrouver une langue araméenne® ou 
proche de 'araméen.® D'autres sont partisans d’un dialecte cana- | 
néen local avec des aramaismes. !0 D'autres enfin y verraient méme 
de P'hébreu, ca 700, mais sans prendre en considération la paléo- 
graphic,'! du nord-arabique!? ou une nouvelle langue, le midia- 
nite.13 

Les désaccords, on le voit, ne peuvent ére plus grands ni les 

  

    

      
      

    

                                      

     

  

     

      

    
    

    212, 1973, 1215, spéc. 13- 14; du méme, Ammonit 
Heshbon Ostraca IV - VIII, AUSS, 13, 1975, 1-20, spéc. 11-17; J.A. Hackerr, 
The Balaam Tt from Deir *Alla, Harvard Semitic Monographs 31, Chico 1980, 
spéc. 9-19; V. Sxsson, The Book of Oracular Visions of Balaam from Deir 
Alla, UF, 17, 1986, 283309, 284 s 

© ATDA, p. 96, mais Horryzen hésite davantage & en fire une langue 
araméenne, voir aussi Aramaische Prophetien, dans Tecte aus der Ut des Allen 
Testamens, 1,1, Giitesloh, 1986, 138~ 148, p. 139 

7 P. Kyle McCakres, The Balaam Texts from Deir Alla: the First Combi- 
nation, BASOR, 239, 1980, 49-60, p. 5. 

¥ A. CaquoT-A. Lewatke, Les textes araméens de Deir <Alla, Syria 54, 1977, 
189-208, spéc. 190~ 192, préféreraient une datation dans la deusitme moitié du 
Be 5. cn suivant Naven, it (1967) et FM. Gross (BASOR 193, 1973, 13-19, p. 
14, 0. 2); A. Lesaise, L'inscription de Balaam trouvée a Deir ©Alla: épigraphie, 
dans Bibical Archacology Today, ed. by J. ANt Jerusalem 1985, 313 -325, spéc. 
$15 ct 320; du méme, Les inscriptions de Deir *Alla ct Ia liuérature araméenne 
antique, CRAZ 1985, 270-285, spéc.272 €1 281 s; S. Kaurwax, Review Artice. 
‘The Aramaic Texts from Deir “Alla, BASOR, 239, 1980, 7174, p. 7. 

° W. Randall Gans, Dialect Gesgraphy of Syria-Palsine, 1000586 B.C.E., 
Pennsylvania 1985, spéc. 229 ss, et méme, avec des nuances, un dialecte araméen 
H.P. MoLLer, Di¢ aramiische Inschrit von Deir ‘Alla und dic alicren Bileam: 
spriche, ZAW, 94, 1982, 214—244, spé. 215-216, 

10°B. Levixe, The Deir “Alla Plaster Inscriptions, J40S, 101, 1981, 196-205; 
du méme, The Balaam Inscription from Deir Alla: Historical Aspects, dans 
Biblial Acharology Today, cit., 326~ 339; ]. Hacwer, cit; F.M. Cross, ci. et Bib 
al Archaclogy Today, cit., p. 367-369; J'C. Gresries, JSS, 25, 1980, 248-52 et 
dans Biblical rcasology Today, it 369 s E. Puec, Liinseription sur plitre de tell 
Deir ©Alla, idem, 354-365; du méme, Le texte “‘ammonitc”” de Deir Als: Les 
admonitions de Balaam (premitre parti), dans La vide la Parol, De "Ancien au Now 
o Testament. Etudes d'exdise o d hernénetiquebiligues offres d Pere Grelot Pofss 
 Ultiut Catholigue de Paris, Pais 1987, 13-30; du méme, Linscription de Deir 
€Alla: Admonitions de Balaam, Ihomme qui voit les dieux, Le Monde de la Bibl, 
46, 1986, 36-39 (étude postérieure 3 la pré 

11 J.W. Wasseuius, Thoughts about Balaam: the Historical Background of the 
Deir Alla Inscription on Plaster, BO, 44,1987, 5t 

12 G. Garsiwi, Liscrizioni di Balaam Bar-Beor, Heroch, 1, 1979, 16685, 
13 A. Rove, The Book of Balaam (‘ioit), Jerusalem, 1975, spéc. 59-70. 

Ostraca from Heshbon 
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opinions plus variées. Bien qu’écriture et langue soient théorique- 
‘ment deux phénoménes différents, il importe cependant de regarder 
de prés car les indications paléographiques ne peuvent pas ne pas 
jeter toute leur lumitre sur le langage: date et peut-étre origine, 
‘méme si un scribe peut étre bi- ou multi-lingue, ou subir I'influence 
d’une autre école scribale. Trois courtes inscriptions (sur cruche, 29 
59, sur pierre, %n §#°, et sur bol, alphabet?) provenant de la 
strate M sont manifestement de langue et/ou écriture araméennes. 
Mais le rapport linguistique de ces objects mobiles, trouvés & une 
dizaine de métres au nord, avec I'inscription sur plitre sur un sup- 
port fixe reste posé et non résolu pour autant. 

Les derniers résultats archéologiques qui tendraient & dater la 
strate IX/M de la premitre moitié du VIIIe 5. ou méme avant, dirca 
800 + 70 ans par les indications de C14!# et demanderaient donc 
de remonter quelque peu la datation habituellement proposée pour 
les textes, favorisent-ils une filiation linguistique? L'édition ct un 
certain nombre d’auteurs ont opté pour une étude paléographique 
de ce texte dans la famille araméenne, géographiquement proche et 
Ia micux attestée paléographiquement dans les horizons chronolo- 
giques entrevus, 2 exclusion de Laire phénicienne.!? Ainsi sont-ils 
2 la recherche de formes plus anciennes ou contemporaines les plus 
proches possibles de celles de Pinscription. A défaut, ont &6 
retenues les écritures lapidaires qui semblent refléter une influence 
de la cursive. La plupart des modeles se retrouveraient dans 'unc 
ou Pautre inscription araméenne du VIITe s., la stéle de Zakkur ca 
800'%, mais quelques uns font figure d’innovation, tels sadé, ke et 

    

  

  

  14 H.J. Fraxkex, ATDA, p. 16, note: ca 800 + 70 ans; M.M. Iskanne:G. vax 
bew Kooy, Excavations at Tell Deir “Alla. Season 1982, ADAJ, 27, 1983 
57785, p. 581, Phase VI, C 14, a 650 (ou 750 avec correction), les mémes, idem, 
Secason 1964, ADAJ 30, 1986, pp. 131-143: Phase M/IX, C 14, ca 770-880. 

15 ATDA, pp. 72 s5. L'exclusion de la famille phénicienne, p. 73, es sans doute 
un peu trop rapide. Ce n'est pas parce que la tradition phéricienne est différentc 
dans les textes tardifs qu'il faut négliger I'époque ancienne, & preuve les inscrip- 
tions phéniciennes A l'encre de Kunillet “Ajrud, fin du 9's. ou ca 800, vor Z 
Mesuew, Kunille “Arud, A Relgious Centre from the Time o the,Judaean Monauchy on 
e Borderof Sinai, Jerusalem 1978, fig. 9. Sans doute fauti attendre la publication 
princeps s les 5 letres publices dans b ek montrent une parenté non négligea- 
ble des £,,10, et méme h aveele ler rait de gauche détaché qui ne peut qu'amorcer 
Vévolation de la cursive qu'on retrouve en CIS 86 B & Kition (voir Puscw, RB, 62, 
1975, 446-52). Le (e y est encore en forme ovale mais ouverte ave un croisilon 

16 ATDA, pp. 83 5. DA postéricure & Zakkur, Kilamuwa, Sfiré, Panamuwa [ 
mais antéricure 3 Iostracon de Nimrud, Arslan Tash. 
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probablement et dont la forme ovale avec une barre ne se retrouve 
pas clairement sur ces inscriptions. 17 Mais les nouveaux moddles 
des samek (Ia hampe ne coupe plus les 3 horizontales), de gof (téte ou- 
verte & droite des inscriptions de Panamuwa et Barrakib) et d’abord 
de kaf et zain ont déja commencé & s'imposer avec Pinscription de 
Zakkur. Malgré les difficultés subsistantes, les paléographes accep- 
tent généralement une parenté, dépendance ou tradition scribale 
araméenne A partir de la Syrie centrale (Hama), dans la deuxiéme 
moitié du VIIle s., situant I'emprunt des formes modéles ca 725, 
mais ils doivent postuler un écart de quelques décennics pour per- 
mettre des innovations, d'od Pestimation ca 700 + 25 ans.!® Vien- 
draient corroborer cette conclusion 'influence politique et militaire 
assyrienne, sous Téglatphalasar T avec la création des provinces 
dont le Galaad, et I'utilisation de 'araméen comme lingua franca.'® 

D’unc part, une telle conclusion n’est possible que si on néglige 
ou refuse d’admettre I'existence d’une tradition scribale locale an- 
crée dans la région depuis de longs sidcles, méme si les témoignages 
épigraphiques font encore défaut. Ceux-ci se multiplient depuis 20 
230 ans ct ils nous paraissent d’ores et déja suffisants pour postuler 
Pexistence multiséculaire d*écoles de scribes dans la région des bené 
Ammon. Les maigres témoins épigraphiques de Ialphabet linéaire et 
cunéiforme au Ile millénaire en Canaan et au Levant suffisent pour 
donner une idée de la répartition de cet art d’écrire un peu partout 
dans la région, Ia rive gauche du Jourdain pouvant difficilement 

17 Les frde Vinsciption de Barrakib, KAT 216, n son pas s clais. La forme, 115, sembe arrondic ave une barre obique mai .12 ¢ 16, Ia frme st avile et ds races descroisllons e sont pas impossbes, voir ausi s réserve de vaN oex Koo, ATDA, p. 92. Pour des e A deu baics, on et en dowter dans 1 méme inscription, 11 ct 14, 1 reproduction 'y s pas tos favorable, vis KAL TIL, PLXXXIL, e su I courie inserption de Barakib. e abe ¢ bieh 3 barrs, ol Vox Luscian-Scuny, Ausraburgenin Smdahi, 1-1V, Beri 1693, BL.LX. malgré ATDA, pp. 85 93, L graphie dessles de Barrakis st e tout semblable Secle de ln stle de Panarmuwa, 16 P VIIL 16 ATDA, spéc. 54-96. Vaw oax Kooy ajoute Pinnovation du taw avee 2 barres horizontales paralles. Ce schéma, 'l peat exise dans incription ¢n quesion, st pas le plus Iréquent ou méme habtucl. Ce dernier 'a qu-ane barye courte mais Epase, due au tait plein avee un calame fendu. Dans une autre éude, vav o8k Koot date DA 800 (C 14)sans expliction pléographique, voir The Idend &y of Transiordanian Alphabetic Writing n he ron Age, dans Sies i the iy and rchatlogy ofJordo, 1, v by A. Fisotos, Amman 1967, 107 121, p. 105 15 ATDA, p. %6 
2 Vair par exempl, E. Pusen, Liorigne de alphabet. Documents en al- phabet lindare et cunéiforme i T millénair, RB, 93, 1986,161- 213 
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échapper A ce phénomene culturel. La stéle de Balu'a au sud du 
wadi Mujib et les tablettes de Deir Alla, bien que non déchif- 
firées, ne devraient pas interdire la formulation de cette hypothise 

de travail, ni restreindre I'apparition de I'alphabet dansla région au 
Ter millénaire. Ainsi, P'art d’éerire en Moab, Edom ou Ammon 
aurait a priori rien d’un emprunt direct aux écoles des petits 
royaumes araméens du nord ou cananéens de Iouest au ler 
millénaire. Mais il faut aussi s'empresser d’ajouter que ces écoles 
nétaient pas totalement isolées, que des échanges existaient in 

| vitablement pour des motifs politiques, commerciau, diploma- 
tiques, culturels ou autres et que des influences pouvaient exercer 
dans les deux sens. 

D’autre part, il semble que la logique de la conclusion précédente 
(dépendance d’école scribale araméenne) ait réagi fortement sur les 
conclusions historico-politiques et entrainé une datation paléogra- 
phique de Pinscription de Deir “Alla  I'époque de la domination 
assyrienne, la période de la domination syrienne de Galaad sous 
Hazaél s'avérant par trop haute 

| Ces remarques générales devraient permettre d’apprécier dif- 
féremment les idiosyncrasies dans I'art d'écrire fixées sur la pierre 
de la Gitadelle Amman trés certainement antérieure: a-ton 
affaire & des formes secondaires de moddles araméens?! ou a des 
modeles de I'écriture locale, donc ‘nationale, ammonite’? Comme 
des formes particuliéres de lettres se retrouvent sur plusieurs sidcles 
dans les crits mis au jour dans la région et qu’elles ne peuvent 

| &trele fait d’un seul scribe, ne fautil pas postuler Pexistence 
dune *“école”” scribale ammonite?? dont les permiers essais font 
encore défaut, avant de chercher une filiation plus ou moins 

  

21 Comme Vaffiment J. Naven, The Dedopment of Aramaic Seip, Jerusalem, 
1970, spéc. 6 3, ou Early Histry ofthe lphabet, Jerusalem 1982, 107 -111; G. vax 
oex Koo, cit. note 18, pp. 109-115, et méme F.M. Cross, AUSS, 13, 197: 
10- 11, qui considére Iexistence d'une tradition scribale ammonite, mais atuibuc 
Vinscription de la Citadele 3 I'écriture araméenne. 

2 Comme je I'a proposé dans Bilical Archaeology Today, cit., et dans L'inserip- 
tion de Ia statue d' Amman et la paléographic ammonite, B, 92, 1985, 5-24. 
Nave, Early Histry ..., it p. 109, ne considére pour la premitré moitié du Ler 
millénaire que trois écriures nationalds alphabétiques: phénicienne, araméenne et 
hébraique, car “nationale ne s applique (selon lu) qu’aux traditions qui e 
Veloppées indépendamment sans aucune influence étrangire signific 
'est oublier que méme Décriture hébraique tout comme Ia langue n'est pas aussi 
unifiée qu'on veut e dire d’une part, ¢ que d’autre part, 'une comme 'autre sont 
un héritage du e millénsire au nord, en Israél, comme en Juda au sud, avec leurs 
développements propres. En Transjordanie, la différenciation doit remonter aussi 
‘au Tle millénaire. 
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lointaine et hypothétique, et de toute fagon bancale et donc non 
satisfaisante? I n’y a, semble-til, aucun critére décisif qui demande 
de rattacher Pinscription de la Citadelle 4 la famille araméenne de 
la Syrie méridionale ou centrale. 

Cela dit, il importe de passer en revue les inscriptions du pays des 
Bené Ammon qui ont un air de parenté afin de leur comparer ensuite 
Pinscription de Deir Alla. Les unes relévent de Iécriture lapi- 
daire, les autres de la cursive. 

La plus ancienne inscription lapidaire retrouvée cst actuellement 
celle de la Citadelle d’ Amman que 'on peut dater de la fin du IXe 
5. daprés les données a présent connues® (voir figure 1). La seule 
inscription araméenne qui se rapprocherait de celle-ci serait I'ivoire 
de Hazal trouvé & Arslan Tash, mais manquent les lettres les plus 
caractéristiques d’une part, et d'autre part, les tw ont tous une lon- 
gue hampe ct, en général, les hampes des lettres présentent un angle 
différent.2* Aussi I'inscription de la Gitadelle n'a-t-clle rien de typ 
quement araméen surtout pas les formes du fet ovale avec une seule 
barre a droite et du sade & longue hampe munie d’un ‘v’ couché en 
haut & droite, formes inexistantes en araméen,? ni celle de ‘ain 
ouvert 2 une date aussi haute. Les tw sont plus proches de ceux de 
la stéle de Mésha de Moab, un X plus ou moins réguliers, que des 
inscriptions araméennes avec le trait 2 gauche nettement allonge. 

  

   

  

  

2 Je renvoic & ma note, RB, 1985, p.10 et n. 24 pour les références ol je i 
gnalc mon dermier dessin aprés examen de a pierre paru dans The Interpreer’s Dic 
ionaryof the Bible, Supplementery Volume, Nashvill 1976, p. 433, pace vax ves Kool 
1987, p. 115. Le dessin de van bew Kooy, i 1987, p. 111, n'est pas exempt d'inex: 
actitudes: 2e tuw, 16, le trait oblique de droite & gauche est tracé en deux fois, non 
dans le prolongement, e ain, 12, st pas aussi arrondi, etc 

4 E. Pusc, Liivoire inscrit  Arslan Tash et les rois de Damas, RB, 88, 1981, 
544562 

5 Les tt de Barrakib ne son pas chirs comme on I'a signalé plus haut, n.17 
Un seul serait e forme ronde avec une oblique A droite, mais la stle st de la fin 
duBes. On peutrapprocher e ed’un poids de Hama, voir P. Boxbaeuit, BAALIM 
Syria, 62, 1985, pp.174s, ovale avec une barre horizontale et un autre consid 
‘comme probablement sidonien par les diteurs, mais peut-étre araméen par I éer 
ture, A. Lewaixs-F. Brox, Poids inscrits phénico-araméens du Vlle siele av. .- 
., At del I congressoinermacionale di st fnici ¢ punic, Rome 1983, 763770, 7655, 
mais le poids de Sidon, p. 765, n°2, porte un f avec le croisillon. Tous ces poids 
sont de la fin du 8 5. Le plat de bronze de Nimrud Pépt st d'origine inconnue, 
R.D. Barser, Layard’s Nimrud Bronzes and their Inscriptions, £1f, 8, 1967, 
1°-7°,1°19, (it ovale avec une oblique & droite. BARNETT émet comme hypothise 
une origine de Hama. Des preuves solides font défaut méme pour une origine 
araméenne, un d’entre eux porte un nom isradlite, etc. Les ft de Neirab (7e s.), 
de ostracan d’Assour (7c .) sont ronds avee une barre A gauche. Pour des sceaux 
araméens ave (¢ & une seule barre, voir HExg, dit., n°s 48 ct 79 (fin du Be 5. 
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Les yeux des tétes & double face portent gravées au dos des lettres 

de Palphabet ammonite qui n'ont rien de typiquement araméen, 
surtout pas le samek inconnu, etc. 25 

La statue inserite &’ Amman porte sur le piédestal une inscription 
de deux lignes que certains rangent parmi I'écriture araméenne.?’ 
Mais le et 3 deux barres n’est pas typiquement araméen, voir Siran, 
etc infra, ct le “ain n’est pas un rond parfait, méme si Iangle su- 
périeur droit a été recoupé. Le bet ouvert suppose une date vers le 
milieu du 7e s 

Le tesson inscrit de la Citadelle d’ Amman se lit au mieux [/, 
la haste du dalet ne coupe pas le pied du bet, de préférence a Forf.2 
Le Cain légérement ovale ne semble pas fermé. Datation ca 700. 

L'ostracon incisé de Heshbon, Jin’L/, s situerait aussi parmi 
les écritures ammonites, ca 700 ou peu aprés.? 

Le fragment inscrit du théitre d’Amman avec ses ‘ain large- 
‘ment ouverts dont I'un assez &talé, les bet ouverts, n'est pas d’éeri- 
ture spécifiquement araméenne, d’autant qu’en araméen ces formes 
ne cbtoient jamais le mem A téte horizontale en forme de “‘w”. Il st 
pluslogique par lelieu de la découverte et Ia forme de ces lettres bien 
connues en ammonite jusqu’au 6¢ s. de le classer dans ' écriture am- 
monite, ce que le contenu vient appuyer.0 Datation probable dans 
la deuxiéme moitié du 7e . 

Les sceaux ammonites, soit trouvés dans la région, soit atiribués 

        

 Voir Pusci, RB 1985, p. 11 avee ré 
+ cete particularité. 

7 Voir vax pex Koot 1987, p. 111, A. Laseaine, Notes d'épigraphie nord- 
| oucst sémitique, Syria, 61,1984, pp. 25156, 251-54, qualific Iinscription 

d'aramécnne spécialement par Ia lecture dm, mais trés peu vraisemblable paléo- 
graphiquement etlinguistiquement, waiotrés douteus et amedbien préférable; dma 
ferait au moins dmwt au cas constrit, on ne peut invoquer le mandéen ou e syri 
que, dialectes orientaux tardifs pour une époque ancienne en Ammon! On préfere 
toujours notre proposition ml NP et inp (de méme, vax ber Kooy) 3 Jub 
de Lesame. Le mot br n'est pas suffisant pour une qualfication d'écriture 
araméenne, il cst bien connu méme des inscriptions phéniciennes (Kilamu- 

 Voir Pusc, 1985, p. 11 (n. 26, corriger p. 26 et 33). L'éditeur a lu £, 
plus diffiile; il faudrait alors supposer (b Vax bew Kooy, 1987, p. 111, n 
2, it Véditeur 

i Pugcn, 1985, p. 11 
% Voir E. Pusci, 1985, pp. 11 s (avec les éférences), malgré vax pex Kooy 

1987, p. 111 La le letre de la dewxidme ligne est strement bt lire 1) J 
2) Jbn “m{n(ds). 1 onomastique st des plus connucs en ammonite. 

nces, van bex Kooy, 1987, p. 111,   
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3 ce corpus par I'onomastique et/ou la paléographie et I'iconogra- 
phie forment maintenant un ensemble assez conséquent mais 
difficilement datable vu leur courte inscription. La grande majorité 
entre eux doit dater de la fin du 8¢ 5. au début du 6e 5. On peut 
cependant utiliser avec une certaine précision ceux qui portent la 
mention d’un roi, byl bd pP! ca 700 ou début du 7e s., Pdnr 
Cbd mndb, Panplf bd “mad deuxitme quart ou milieu du 7e 5.3 et 
1a bulle de mlkm?wr bd %, début du 6e 5.3 Pour ne pas dépasser 
les limites raisonnables de cette communication, on ne retient ici 

‘ que certaines lettres caractéristiques de la paléographie sigillaire 

    

ammonite. Dans tous les exemples controlés, le fet est toujours un 
ovale, le plus souvent en position verticale et fermée avec une seule 
barre médiane.# Linclinaison de celle-ci importe moins vu I'écri- 

   

        

    

              

     

   

    

   
   
   

    

     
    
    

      
      

51 FM. Cross, Leaves from an Epigraphist’s Notebook, CBQ, 3, 
| 486-94, A Forgotten Seal, pp. 493 s, vers 700. 
‘ 92 G. Lankasren Haroix, Four Tomb Groups from Jordan, Palstine Explora 

1974, 

tion Fund Annial, V1, 1953, pp. 51 ss, PL. VL,1; Ch. C. Toraex, A Few Ancient 
Seals, The Amnual of the Amrican Schools of Or. Res. in Jerualem, 11-1I, 1925, 
103-108, 103s. 

55 L. Genaty et ali, Madabe Plain Project: A Preliminary Report of the 1984 
Season at Tell el-<Umeiri and Vicinity, BASOR Suppl. n°24, 1985, 117-144, 
p.135, 138, 34 Voir Panpl, cité n. 32 L.G. Hexw, The Scripts of Ancient Northwst Semitic 
Sals, HSM 18, Missoula 1978, Tg. 43 (n°s 17,19,24,31); A. Lisenise, Syria, 63, 
1986, p. 3175, mis lire e patronyme comme hypocoristique *dy (od inversé, & 
Pendroit sur le sceau, corrigé en %4, algf avec une e plus arrondie, voir le 
R°13, p. 321 ..., au liew d"dr, fautf, de I'éditeur; P. BORDREUIL-A. LEMAIRE, 
Semitiza, 6, 1976, pp. 5960t 65; K. Yxssive et P. BoRDREU, Two West Semitic 
Inscribed Stamp Seals, dans Tell el Mazar I, Genetery A, Amman 1984, 132-134, 
£°183. Le sceau d'Umim Udheina pris d’Amman porte un e une barre, de type 
‘ammonite mais d'autres lettes ont des caractéristiques moabites, M. Aso TaLEs, 
The Seal of plfy bn m°F the mazkis, ZDPY, 101, 1985, 21-29, PI. 1,B—C. 

  

  

   

Fig. 1. La lapidaire ammonite (p. 228). 
Git.: inscription de Ia Citadelle ' Amman, fin du 9¢ 5. 
Yx : yeux gravés de ttes & double face, début du 7e 5. 
O.A. : Ostracon d Amman, circa 700. 

Ostracon v de Heshbon, ca 700 
Sceau de byl b pL, début du Te s 
Inscription de la statue d’ Amman, Iére moitié du 7e s 
Sceaux d"danr et 2dnply b “mnds, ca 650. 
Sceaux ammonites de fin du Be 5. au début du e s 
Inscription du thédtre &' Amman, dernier quart du 7e s 
Inscription de la bouteille de Tell Siran, fin du 7e s 
eachet de Tell “Umeiri, début du 6e s. 
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ture en négatif de la matrice. Le gade trés spécifique de Pinscription 
de Ia Citadelle semble se retrouver sur un sceau dont on ne pos- 
side qu'un dessin au trait, récemment identifié comme ammo- 
nite.% Les autres exemples sans doute plus tardifs rappellent ceux 

  

de la bouteille de Tell Siran, tout comme d'ailleurs le kaf a téte 
triangulaire. % Le gof si caractéristique de Siran se retrouve sur 
des sceaux,’? de méme la forme du ain y est carrée,® angu- 
leuse ou ouverte. Les samek des sceaux ammonites different des 
formes araméennes, excepté ceux des sceaux tardifs.® Le he des 
sceaux ne posstde que 2 des 3 barres.® Les ket ont deux ou une 
barres. # 

Llinscription dela bouteille en bronze de Siran est des plus impor- 
tantes tant par le contenu (généalogies royales) que par la 
paléographie. Qu'on accepte I'existence de 3 ou 2 Amminadab sur 
le tréne ammonite au 7e . affecte peu la datation de cette inscrip- 
tion, deuxidme moitié du 7e s., vers la fin?*2 

Parmi les écritures cursives ammonites, outre celle du plitre de 
Deir “Alla dont I'attribution est a préciser, on doit rang 

  

  

r ostra- 

  

A. Lusaaine, Syria 62, 1985, pp. 44s,), voir E.J. Prrcex, A Moabite Seal, 
PEF, 1915, 42 (mas assez étrangement cette lettre Ia plus caracréristique n'a pas 
éé invoquée par Lisains). 

% Voir Here, at., n% 36, (5), t S. Avsant, Ein neues ammonitisches Sicgel, 
ZDPV, 95, 1979 36 5, proviendrait de Deir CAll; kaf  téte trangulaire 

¥ Syria 63, 1986, p. 319, et pour une étape antérieure, Hexw, di., n°s 25 ct 18, 
3 Les dessins de Herw, ci., ne sont pas toujours fdles. 
 Voir Hes, i, n° 22, la haste ne recoupe que 2 des 3 horizontales, n°s 11, 

33, les 3 horizontales sont reliées en zigzag, les n°s 13,14 sont plus proches des 
formes araméennes de la tablette d Assur, de méme ceux des sceaux de Tell el 
Mazar, Yassive-BoroReuit, cit., n° 185 

0 Voir Hekw, dt., n°s 12,14 ¢t 36. Smitca, 29, 1979, p. 83; 32, 1982,p.335, n® 
16 (ammonite). Sur un sceat de Tel el-Mazar, Yassivi-BORDREUIL, ait, n° 184, 
lire sdrement lhmi rdh ou rdy, hypocoristique, Rad(d)ah ou Radday, voir 1 Ch. 
2,14, au lieu des hypothétiques 14 ou ddy/ry des éiteurs. Le he aurait sot 2 paral 
I8les soit un trait rattaché 4 ' oblique de gauche, comme en araméen ct sans doute: 

1 Le scaraboide de Deir CAlla, n° 2550, a &¢ lu derniérement bntv’l bn %u 
Lewae, Syia, 61, 1984, 255 au liew de linn’l proposé précédemment. On 
doute séricusement de I'une et Iautre lecture, mais le caractére ammonite parait 
incontestable 

# Par cxemple, F.M. Cross, Notes on the Ammonite Inscription from Tell 
Siran, BASOR, 212, 1973, 1215, c 600 (3 Amminadab), ou J. Nave, Early His- 
tory ., cit, pp. 1105 (2 Amminadab, l petit-ils du ro régnant en 667). Une d 
tion ca 620600 parait tout & fait acceptable dans 'un et I'autre cas 
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con de Nimrud.# Celui-ci portant peut-étre deux mains différentes 
| aTavers et au revers se situe entre la campagne de Sennachérib et 

la destruction du palais en 612, probablement dans la premiére 
moitié ou le milieu du 7e s. (voir figure 2). Noter le trait inféricur 
de la téte du kef en forme de “v", avers 1.3 et revers 1.2 

Vient ensuite 'ostracon de Heshbon IV ( = A(mmonite)1), daté 
par I'éditeur ca 600.4 Peu distants dans le temps, les ostraca Hesh- 
bon XI( = A 2), probablement de la Ie moitié du 6e 5. et Heshbon 
XII(= A 3), ca 550 ou peu aprés*s sont & présent les derniers té- 
moignages de la cursive ammonite. H XII est déja marqué par des 
tendances aramaisantes, mais les 2/4/3 en particulier ont encore con- 
servé les caractéristiques ammonites. Les ostraca H TI( = A 4) et H 
(=A 5) de la fin du 6 5. ou ca 500 sont en écriture araméenne 

méme si pour P'un d’eux (A 5) la langue est ammonite.*? Sont aussi 
& classer dans la cursive ammonite quelques ostraca trouvés a Tell 
el-Mazar, L'ostracon n°3 dans la le moitié du 6e s. et probablement 
Vostracon 5.4 

Parmi les ostraca mis au jour  Deir “Alla, I'ensemble appar- 
tient d’apres les indications fournies aux époques perse et 
hellénistique. 

  

  

45 J.B. Seoat, Irag, 19, 1957, 139~ 145. Pour d'autres références, voir Puscr, 
1985, pp. 125, malgré B. Beckin, Kann das Ostrakon ND 6231 von Nimrud fir 
ammonitisch gehalien werden?, ZDPY, 104, 1988, 59—67 

“ FM. Cross, Ammonite Osiraca from Heshbon. Heshbon Ostraca 
IV-VIIL AUSS, 13, 1975, 1-20; Puecw, 1985, p. 13 

4 F.M. Cuoss, Heshbon Ostracon XI, AUSS, 14, 1976, 145148, le situerait 
575, En RB 1985, p. 14, j'a proposé de le rajcunir quelque peu mais comparé 

& HXIL, Véditeur a sans doute raison dans la datation. 
4 F.M. Cross, An Unpublished Ammonite Ostracon from Hesbin, dans The 
Archaclogy of Jordan and Other Sudics Prsenedto Sicgred H. Horn, cd. by LY. Graty- 
L.G. Hxs, Berrien Springs 1986, 475 489. Ligne 7, on pourrait préférer unc lec- 
wre (g5 & [ ]prf de Iédieur mais la reproduction n'est pas suffisante pour s¢ 
faire une opinion plus artéc. 

7 Références en Putch 1985, pp. 14-20, mais le Caincarré de A 5 rappelle un 
trait ammonite. F.M. Cross, ctén. 46, p. 484, st d'avis que la cursive araméenne 
de chancelleri s st imposéc ca300. Dans e méme sens P. BoxoRsutt, Perspectives 
nouvelles de Iépigraphic sigillaire ammonite et mosbite, dans Studies i the History 
and Archaclogy of Jordan, I, Amman 1987, 263-86, p. 284, estime qu'on peut con 
sidérer Iaramaisation de Iéeriture d'abord, puis du dialecte ammonites comme 
éalisée vers 500, 

45 K, Yassive]. Terxioos, Ammonite and Aramaic Inscriptions from Tel I 
Mazar in Jordan, BASOR, 264, 1986, £5- 50. Les reproductions ne permettent pas 

| une éuude paléographique précise d’autant que la lecture pose des problimes. 
9 H.J. Fraxen-M.M. Toraist, Two Seasons of Excavations at Tell Deir 
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Ayant regroupé le maximum de données écrites de la région, clas- 
sées autant que possible chronologiquement selon des critéres in- 
ternes ou & défaut selon Iévolution des caractéres, il importe alors 
de reconsidérer Pécriture de D.A. pour une authentification plus 
exacte. Un simple tableau synoptique montre que toutes les formes 
caractéristiques des lettres trouvent leur place normale et attenduc 
dans Iévolution de I'écriture régionale ammonite (voir figures 1 et 
2) 

Lécriture lapidaire n’évoluant que sous l'influence de Pécriture 
(semi) cursive, principalement & Pencre, les innovations se 
produisent d’abord dansla (semi) cursive avant de se traduire dans 
Décriture lapidaire. Ainsi, les particularités affichées dans Iinscrip- 
tion de la Gitadelle, particuliérement he (angle des traits), fet (ovale 
2 une barre & droite), % kaf (premidre exemple de trait inférieur & 
gauche), sade (2 longue hampe et 'v’ couché A droite)*!, mais aussi 
waw, (ouverture dela téte & gauche), samek (angle des barres horizon 
tales avec la hampe), Cain (plutdt ovale et ouvert),% aw (début 
dallongement du trait & gauche)** supposent une écriture (semi) 

  

CAlla, 19761978, ADAJ, 22, 1978, 5780, p. 79. Pour Lostracon n°2755, 
ADAJ, 27,1983, p. 581, Pi. 128,2, niveau VI, une bonne reproduction est néces: 
Saire pour décider de Iécriture. L'ostracon n°2768, niveau V, est aussi qualifié 
d'araméen par les fouilleurs, ide. 

50 Malgeé vax oeR Koot 1987, p. 109. Cette forme n'est pas spécialement 
connue ailleurs & haute époque dans les écritures araméennes du Levant (pas avant 
122 moiié du 8e s.), voir supra notes 17 et 25, mais pp. 109-111, il reconnait la 
similitude du (e de DA et de la Gitadelle 

51 Voir vax pex Kooy, idem, p. 111: méme gade 3 DA et & Amman. Ce jade 
reflete une forte influence de la cursive, inconnue de Ia lapidaire araméenne. 

52 Idom, mais le samek " Araman ne représente pas une forme ancienne, car 'in- 
clinaison & gauche des 3 barres paralRles et celle & droite de la hampe supposent 
une influence de Ia cursive. 

55 Idem, “représente une forme évoluée en araméen”, i on le compare & 
Varaméen! Mais il dépareille dans une écriture araméenne du 9e s. 

5+ Alors que I'sllongement du trait A gauche est attesté par toutes les lapidaires 
araméennes, le faw &’ Amman serat cette fois trés en retrait dans le processus 
voluti. 

  

  

  

Fig. 2. La cursive ammonite (p. 232) 
Deir Alla: Inscription sur plitre de Deir “Ala, Tére moitié du e s 
Os.Nim : Ostracon de Nimrud, avers et revers, 7e 5. 
Hiv  : Ostracon iv de Heshbon, ca 600 
Hxi  : Ostracon xi de Heshbon, Iore moitié du 6e . 
OMa. : Ostracon 3 de Tell - Mazar, Tire moitié du 6c s 
Hxii  : Ostracon xii de Heshbon, ca 3¢ quart du 6e s 
Hiii Ostracon i de Heshbon, ca 525 
Hi Ostracon i de Heshbon, ca 500   
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cursive qui a suivi son propre chemin et évolué 4 son rythme, com- 
paré & 'écriture lapidaire ou semi-cursive araméenne, (voir figure 
3), phénicienne ou moabite. Ainsi le it spécifique de Deir ‘Alla 
qu'on ne retrouve pas avant la fin du VIIle s. au plus 3t en 
araméen, n’est plus un unizun puisqu'il est déja connu  Amman, 

le sade de DA inconnu ailleurs, méme en araméen, ne Iest pasa Am- 
man. Le “ain ovale et ouvert d’Amman supposait déja une écri- 
ture semi-cursive en deus traits courbes ou arcs de cercle. Le he de 
DA n’est pas d’un ductus unifié: la premidre oblique & gauche peut 
croiser la haste, la toucher ou en ére détachée, les deux autres traits 
obliques & gauche peuvent étre paralleles au premier (wrmh II a-b 
8), ou, reliés entre eux en forme de °s’, étre rattachés au trait su- 
péricur, & la haste, ou méme sans attache. Cette forme de DA se 
comprend miewx dans la séquence ammonite, annongant et expli- 
quant la forme particulidre des ke de la bouteille de Tell Siran (les 
traits supérieur et gauche rendant un trait supérieur courbe, et les 
traits droit et inférieur rendant la forme cursive en ‘s’). De méme 
le kaf de DA se situe parfaitement bien entre ceux de la Citadelle et 
ceux de Siran, méme i la forme araméenne de Zakkur pourrait aus- 
si I'expliquer, la proximité géographique 'emporte dans ce cas de 
figure, sans avoir & chercher plus loin. Le samek de DA ala téte trés 
ramassée diverge de ceux des écoles araméennes, mais il explique 
ceux de I"école ammonite (yeux gravés, ostracon ammonite de Nim- 
rud, . ..). Le gof de DA, dansla logique du tracé du fe, annonce la 
forme de Siran, tris distincte de Pécole araméenne. Le sade de DA 
ne surprend plus entre celui de la Citadelle et ceux de I'ostracon de 
Nimrud. Le taw de DA se coule parfaitement dans Pévolution de 
I'écriture ammonite. Ces mémes constatations valent pour toutes les 
Tettres de Ialphabet de DA en regard de 'alphabet ammonite, alors 
que des fatus inexplicables ou des formes aberrantes sautent aux 

  

  

  

  

3 Poids et bronze de Nimrud, mais une origine précise est inconnue. 

Fig. 3. Beriture araméenne (p. 234) 

   
Zak. Inscription de Zakkur, ca 800 ou début du 8e s 
S Inscription de Sfré, ca milieu du Bc s 
BiR Inscriptions de BarRabib, ca 730. 
Br.Ha. Briques de Hamat, milicu ou 2c moité du 8c s 
Br.-P. Nim.-Ha.: Bronze ct Poids de Nimrud ct de Hama, fin du e 5. 
Tab.Ass. Tablettes d"Assour, milieu du 7c 5 
0.As Ostracon d"Assour, milieu du 7c 5. 
PSa. Papyrus de Sagqarah, fin du 7e 5 
TS Tablette ‘Starcky’, 571/70. 
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yeux si on les compare & Iévolution de Pécriture araméenne, Iécri- 
ture de Damascéne étant & ce jour & peu prés inconnue et celle de 
Hama guére micux attestée.% Ces innovations de la semi-cursive 
ammonite ont donc fait leur apparition  Amman indépendamment 
de I"écriture araméenne et bien avant, qu'on date Pinscription de la 
Gitadelle de la fin du IXe 5. ou peu avant 

Liécriture araméenne évolue paralltlement et souvent différem- 
ment, voir gof (téte en forme de ‘s’ couché), sade (avec un ‘2’ trés 
étalé), mem (avec un trait médian), fe (arrondi et ouvert, avec une 
barre & gauche, sttle de Neirab, tablette et ostracon d’Assour, 3 
droite sur les poids), fet (2 une barre dés le milieu du 8e s.), ‘ain 
(ouvert en méme temps que bet, dalet et r&3), samek (plus évolué), 
On peut méme se demander dans quel sens va 'influence, mais trop 
peu est encore connu des écoles des royaumes araméens pour 
répondre. 

Quoi qu'il en soit de cette question & laisser pour le moment sans 
réponse, force est dont d’admettre Pexistence d’une tradition d’éo 
ture locale & Deir ‘Alla méme par une guilde de scribes probable- 
ment attachés au temple de Penuel (= Deir “Alla), tradition trés 
fortement influencée par la tradition ammonite, i elle n’est pas elle- 
méme ammonite. Mais rien ne I'en distingue dans I'état actuel de 
la documentation. 1l faut conclure & un développement propre de 
Pécriture ammonite, parallélement & I'écriture araméenne dont elle 
ne peut pas ne pas subir des influences inévitables du fait du 
voisinage.5? 

D'une part, si comme tout semble Pindiquer, Postracon ammo- 
nite de Nimrud qui doit étre daté entre la destruction du palais en 
612 et la campagne de Sennachérib (donc probablement de la Tére 
moitié du VII 5.) est bien ammonite par le contenu et Pécriture 

     

% Voir supra note 24. On ne comprend pas comment vax per Koo, 1987, pp. 
114- 115, peut déduire que les seribes (ammonitcs) de Ia région nord ont appris & 
éerire d'aprés les traditions de Damas et d'autres villes ou états araméens, 
probablement pas plus tard que la fin du 9¢ ., alors que tant de particularités met. 
tent & part Pécriture ammonite dés le 9 s.! (Soit it n passant, l ft édomite de. 
VA Dex Koo idem, 114s, qui serait & rapprocher de la forme ammonite, n'existe 
pas; il fautlre un dalt certain par Ia paléographie et e contexte. On peut apporter. 
de nombreux autres exemples de cette forme de dal en édomite méme et illeurs, 
en mosbite, ... 

57 Voir déja E. Pusch, Biblical Archarlogy Today, cit., p. 355; Le Monde de la Bi- 
ble,cit, p. 36. Dans un sens assez proche, F.M. Cross, Siudis ... Hom, ct., pp. 
480451 
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| (q'il y ait une ou deux mains importe peu), un repére important 
est assuré pour le développement de la cursive ammonite. Comme 

| celle-ci est beaucoup plus évoluée que celle de Deir Alla, cette der- 
nidre ne peut étre située dans le Vle s. D’autre part, si Iinscription 
de la Citadelle avec ses particularités ammonites est bien 2 situer 
dans le IXe s., I"évolution de la semi-cursive de D.A. plus avancée 
que celle supposée par inscription de la Citadelle situe Pinscription 

| sur platre dans le VIIle s. Une datation dans le milieu ou méme la 
1re moitié du VIITe s. parait tout  fait raisonnable et vraisembla- 
ble, plus proche de Vinscription de la Citadelle que de 'ostracon de 
Nimrud. Je remonte donc d"un quart & un demi-siécle la propos 
que j'avais faite précédemment.® Une datation par la tradition 
araméenne a contraint I'éditeur A situer cette écriture de DA vers 
700, tout en concédant une série d’anomalies de formes locals sans 

{ aucune correspondance (sade, ke, kaf, taw, (et gof).%* 
Gette datation dans la premitre moitié du 8c 5. parait micux 

s'adapter [’ évolution de la graphie ammonite et serait appuyée par 
les dernitres données archéologiques: antérieure au grand tremble- 
ment de terre du milieu du VIIle s. sous Ozias (Am. 1,1 et Za. 
14,4-5), et historique: sous la domination isradlite, apres une domi- 
nation araméenne en Galaad sous Hazaél. Le texte fondamentale- 

| ment cananéen se comprend mieux dans ces circonstances, méme si 
des aramaismes ne sont pas absents. 

    

    

  

En définitive, il semble donc qu'il y ait un rapport certain entre 
“langue”” et “‘éeriture’” dans ce texte régional du territoire am- 
monite.% Quelle que soit la domination politique antéricure ou 
contemporaine, Iécole scribale nationale ou locale y transmet scs 
propres acquis. Mais la domination araméenne de la fin du IXess. 
expliquerait micux les aramaismes du texte qui peut étre plus ancien 
que la copic sur le plétre. Clest dire que les habitudes des scribes 
sont plus stables ou plus lentes et moins perméables aux change- 

  

58 Biblical Archaeolgy Todsy, cit. et RB, 1985, p. 12: deuxiéme moitié du 8c s. 
55 ATDA, pp. 92-95: cependant le b west plus fermé en araméen aprés le 

milicu du 8¢ 5., & I'exception de sceaux en écriture lapidaire. J.A. Hacker, it 
Pp. 10-11, tout en suivant une tradition ammonite, arrive & un méme résultat, 
mais clle considére encore Fostracon de Nimrud comme araméen ct sc fonde sur 
les traits caractérisiques de V'alef et du yod archaiques, des dald, ‘ain, et rei 
fermés, du he inhabitul, du het & deux(?) barres, 

L découverte dans des couches postéricures du site, phases VI, ..., d'ost 
ca ou inscriptions en riture araméenne ne doit pas surprendre, étant donnéla cré 
ation de la province du Galaad lors de Ia conquéte assyrienne du Be s, 
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ments et influences externes que des emprunts linguistiques qui, 
eux, touchent toute une population et sont donc plus vite adoptés et 
assimilés. Le milieu culturel ainsi dégagé ct la domination isradlite 
de cette premidre moitié du 8e . sur la région n’cxpliqueraient-ils 
pas au micux Pintérét porté au devin Balaam par la tradition 
blique postérieure? 

 



    
    

     
          
      

       

       

                                      

     

BOOK AND SCRIPT AT DEIR ‘ALLA* 

Gerrit van per Koory 

   In this paper I should like to deal with palacographical and other 
material aspects of the Deir Alla Plaster Text: 
1. The original location and general lay-out of the text; 
2. The relations between the seperate fragments and groups of 

fragments; 
3. The palacography; 
4. Some letter identifications 

1 

The subject of original location and general lay-out of the plaster 
text has, of course, been extensively dealt with by this writer in the 
ditio princeps (pp. 23~28) as well as in the preliminary report of the 
1976 dig with additional archaeological information (in FRANKEN, 
Israsin, 1977/78, esp. pp. 60~71). Subsequent studies about the 
inscription did not deal with the original location—or hardly so— 
except those by A. Lematke and E. Puec 

The original position of the plaster was studied from the way the 
plaster fragments had spread and been deposited in the soil. In fact 
a scatter map was made during the excavation, but it was not possi- 
ble to include all the fragments on it. Photographs and memory 
could fill almost all gaps. This information, including the orienta- 
tion of the fragments, has been included in the editio princeps (esp. pp. 
26£.). It had already been established by then, that all the plaster 
fragments had come from the E face, or perhaps also a S side, of the 
mudbrick built structure (a wall or something else) between the 
rooms 34 and 35, the upper part of the plaster having fallen to the 
SW. This reconstruction has been supported by the excavations of 
1984 and *87 recovering much of the phase IX remains. Several of 
the N-S walls had collapsed to the W, especially to the SW, with a 
twist in the wall’s line. This happened apparently due to the direc- 

* During the symposium the fist paragraph of this lecture was read in the 
archacology-session.
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tion of the clearly severe earth shock that probably destroyed the last 
remains of the settlement! after the first shock had destroyed quite 
a bit already, partly helped by fire. The ‘mudbrick structure’ could 
not be identified at first: a kind of sele (not stone cut) or wall. Clear- 
ly the remains show a wall, but it was thought that it may have had 
a S-face also, with a doorway with the fragments of the upper 

  

column (combination I) on it, while the E face bore the lower combi- 
nation II column. The word “stele’” has to be abandoned, but the 
original shape of the wall is not completely certain. In any case it 
bordered a room to the E of it, with a strange floor and a bench at 
the sides, partly made of old wall stumps, as well as a blocked ““back- 
door””. This floor was found covered by a mat of woven reed, that 
originally roofed the room (cf. fig. 1). 

The idea of a stele-shaped supporting structure had originated 
from the contour of the right-hand and upper edges of the plaster 
surface. LEMAIRE, 1986, p. 82, dealt with this and prefers to connect 
the backward curve of the right-hand edge with an opening in the 
wall (doorway, window). This is possible, assuming a high 
threshold; although one would expect the plaster to curve around the 
edge somewhat. Also the sloping upper edge remains unexplained 
in this way 

New information has to be added now. In the ed. pr. (p. 28, n. 7) 
the comparative problem has been mentioned, i.¢. whether the ap- 
plication of the layer of lime plaster was connected with the inscri 
tion or just with the architecture in order to provide a special finish 

of the wall. The recent excavations make it likely that the plaster was 
primarily connected with the architecture, because several other 
fragment groups of the same kind of plaster have been found in 
different locations, not inscribed and without drawings. Apparently 
walls, or, in fact, only parts of them, had been covered with this 
material and in one room this was used for a text.? It appears that 

  

 There i no proof of an earth shock being responsible for the last stage of des- truction. s possible that men tore down the walls, but the fact that the SW incli- nation occurs with several walls running N-S suggests a second shock. 
% The lime plastered walls at Kuntillet Ajrud, dated by the excavator to c.800 

BC, are comparable with the Deir Alla material, since at places they too were paint- ed with drawings (“colourful floral motis”, “red and black”, “linear design”) and inseriptions (sec Meswet, 1978, paragraph ““The Buildings’"). On the other hand, apparently in this case the decorative elements are much richer than the in- scriptional ones, of which very litle was found. Furthermore the painted and in- 
scribed plaster was located at doorways. 
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Fig. 1. Schematic reconstruction of room EE335 (see fig. p. 19), looking WSW, 
towards wall B/C5.36. 

the inscribed plaster had been applied in the same way as the other 
plaster was, sometimes with irregular edges. 

The general lay-out of the inscription has received some more atten- 
tion, but again not as detailed studies. Garsini (1979, p. 168), fol- 
lowed by Detcor (1981, p. 60), suggested one text column with 
combinations I and 11 overlapping, mainly based on the textual pos- 
sibility. Pugci (1978, pp. 114/, 1987, p. 14 and 1986, p. 38) also 
favors one text column, partly based on physical and partly also on 
internal textual evidence. LEMAIRE has reconstructed step by step a 
complex of two text columns to the right (comb. I to the right of 
comb. T) and two unwritten ones to the left, based both on internal 
and physical evidence (1986, pp. 86fT.). In the ed. pr. one text 
column was suggested, as well as the possibility of two, in which case 
comb. I would have been to the left of comb. II, but facing south 
(comb. II facing cast) so at right angles to comb. I1, supposing a pas- 
sage way between rooms 34 and 35. Even the possibility of more text 
columns was proposed on internal evidence.
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In my opinion, it is possible to give preference to the reconstruc- 
tion of one text column to the right and a space with drawings to the 
left of the vertical red line, as well as some drawings, including the 
sfinx, above them and the horizontal thick marginal line. There are 
three arguments to support this 

1. Probably not much of the lower part of the plaster facing has 
been lost. It is, however, quite possible that much of the plaster 
that had been deposited in the upper layers of the wall’s debris 
was eroded or levelled away after the destruction. On the other 
hand, damage at the lowest part of the plaster cover indicates the 
possibility that some of the bordering lower parts may have been 
worn away in situ, hit and trampled. Yet the fact that the lowest 
parts of the plaster cover have been found only at the northern end 

of the E-face of the wall indicates the southern limitations of the arca 
plastered. 

2. The right hand margin of combination I has broken off, but the 
remaining part of it shows a slight decrease of plaster thickness. 
More important is the slope of the upper edge (fragment I a; c. 20° 
from horizontal), where plaster thickness slowly decreases to zero, 
forming the upper right hand edge of the plaster cover. If all the 
plaster was facing the same direction (cast) this fact would suppose 
a one column text. The sfinx fragment was found very close to the 
comb. I fragments and has to be connected with the upper edge, and 
10 be located above and to the left of the text column. The fragment 
also has the oblique upper edge of the plaster and the red, string- 
made, horizontal line has the composition and width of the line to 

be scen to theleft ofthe writing on fragment i b (4 + 1 thin lines) con- 
trasting with the line on top of the text column (3+ 1). This 4 + 1 
composition is also seen on three other fragments (one published be- 
fore, fragment i a, cf. p. 165;* another one added here) that have 

  

    

3 See ad pr. p. 24. The gradual decrease of thickness of the plaster can, of 
course, not be seen on the surface only (the plaster being embedded in artificial plaster now), because the plaster surface does not curve backwards as on the right 
hand edge of comb. I1 (cf. Lesaire, 1986, p. 62). 

# The position of fragment xii i indicated by the position of the elements of 
the composed horizontal stroke (4 +1 below), identical to that on fr. 1 b 
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10 be placed in the position shown here, although their precise loca- 
tion is not certain (cf. fig. 2). This would mean a column for draw- 
ings and empty space, possibly 40 cm wide, but no left hand edge 
was found fitting here 

3. The fragments with red vertical marginal line o the left of the 
written surface (fragments viii a, b, ¢ and xii a) were found to the 
SW of the combination II fragments and to the N/NE of those of 
combination I. They were lying partly upside down and partly with 
the red line to the E and SE (cf. «d. pr. p. 27). This evidence supports 
the reconstruction that the plaster fragments came from a spot near 

  

the original site of the comb. I1 fragments, and that only one vertical 
line existed.? 

‘The reconstructed text column would be at least 33 cm wide, with 
9 cm margin to the right. The height would be at least 29 + 63 cm 

(92 em) with 13 em of plaster above it (with drawing) and some un- 
used plaster below it, of which 17 cm s preserved. This preserved 
height of 122 cm (minimally) of plaster did not start at the floor of 
the room, but above the slope running up against this wall, consist- 
ing of the stump of wall B/D5.51 (Van pex Kooy, 1977~ 1978, p. 
63). The plaster started probably c. 50 cm (or even more) above the 
floor level. This would mean that the first line would be at a level 
of 1.50 m (or more) above the floor. In any case, the lowest lines of 
the column (comb. II) show a slightly changed position of the writ- 
ing hand (see ed. pr. p. 25f.), indicating a rather low level for this 
line, such as 6070 cm. above the floor.5 

        

The relation between the separate fragments and groups of frag- 
ments has already been touched upon in the previous paragraph as 
far as the general lay-out is concemed. The inscription has the 

5 Leaine, 1986, prefers a rather westward callapse, the E-W wall 42 prevent- 
ing a SW direction. Iuis, unfortunately, notcertain whether wall 42 had a doorway 

  

at it castern part, weakening the comer. Apart from that, @ force giving a twist 
o the walls as described, would also make & SW callapse of both connected walls 
possble 

© The level of the horizontal upper line at 1.50 m above the floor, as proposed 
by Lesuize, 1986, p. 88, may be used. Itstll makes it possble, however, o locate 
combination I above combination I, and to have the lowest ine at 0.50 m from 
the floor. 
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appearence of an illustrated book, but many lacunae still have to be 
filled in. 

“The editio princeps located a large number of fragments, both those 
that are actually fitting physically and those that are grouped 
together on the basis of different physical criteria, but do no longer 

actually join because of damage at the edges. Naturally, one or two 
joining possibilities may have been overlooked. Several proposals 
for more precise locations have been made and T would like to men- 
tion and discuss just a few of them, concerning combination I. Some 
of those locations have been discovered independently by several 
scholars, such as Caguot-LemaiRe, Hackerr, Hamitox and 
Dijkstra—the last two not being published, but known to me from 
correspondence. In fact the job of finding locations for strayed frag- 
ments seems (o act as an addiction for many of us 

‘The most influential rearrangement within combination I is the 
one published promptly by Caguor and Lemare (1977, p. 193), 
namely the upward move of fragments i ¢ and i d by two lines; this 
has subsequently been accepted by almost all reviewers. The main 
reason that prevented us from doing this in the editio princeps, was 
the lack of a word divider at the end of line 2, after the law in red 
ink. We had chosen a distance between the fragments thought to be 
amaximal one, 50 as not to impose interpretations that could not be 
proved. The location of fragment xii c in between the approaching 
fragments i a and i d appears physically possible to me’ and sup- 
ports the rearrangement. Fragment viii d has been placed to the 
right of this xii ¢ because of internal evidence. In fact a small part 

of the edge of the fragment, namely at the mem’s tail, is surprisingly 
well fitting on to the spotted edge of i d, probably making a joint (fig. 
3). Furthermore, fragment i ¢ has been pushed to the left, (c.g. 
H.&M. Weippert, 1982, p. 82) leaving little room between i c and 
a+d, 
This new composition poses two questions: Firstly, the missing 

word divider referred to above, but this is a philological problem 

     
  

  

  

7 The surface character of this fragment xii ¢, as described in the d. . p. 163, 
differs from that of the other comb. I fragments, but this may be due o it having 
been embedded in different type o il (probably more moist only), s t lay some: 
what separate from the other comb. I fragments. 

‘The proposal toinsert the two combined fragments xi ¢ with vii d between frag- 
ments i 2 and i d was made independently by Hackerr, HaiLrox and Dijkstin 
(through writing to m). 

      
   



swaS e
y
 

¢ 

S 
g i 8 Z 

 



     
   

247 BOOK AND SCRIPT AT DEIR ALLA 

    

    
      

      
            
            
        
    

                

    

   

      

     

  

    

    

      

which I am not concerned with here. The second question is that it 
is difficult to locate fragment iv a, with the red tail at the top and 
two black line fragments below it. The fragment was found with 
combination I, but can no longer be placed there, unless i cis pushed 
o the right.® 

Apart from this the rearrangement is promising, since it slightly 
diminishes the possibilties oflocating other fragments that certainly 
belong within or very close to combination 1. In fact it has to be ex- 

| pected that the gaps can be almost completely filled with the frag: 
ments preserved. 

‘ Let us review some of the proposed locations that are placed not 
only for internal reasons. In fact most of the fragments are located 
because of internal reasons only. A few of them, however, thus 
have to join physically as well. There are three cases in combina: 
tion I 

| ~ At the top of fragment i ¢, fragment iii h seems to fit the loca: 
tion 50 as to form a pe (spr) ather well (aw1LTON in HacKETT, 1984, 
p. 31, and Lesare, 1985, p. 316): it is almost joining at the 
plaster’s surface (parallel crack and straw traces), however, further 

| down, below the surface, the plaster cdge (drawn in the ed. pr.) prob 
ably docs not allow such a closeness, but I cannot be certain.® 

~ The joining of fragment i a at the top of i c, s0 as to complete 
the head of re5 of the proposed reading spr (LEMAIRE, csp. 1985, p. 

317, followed by Purc, 1987, p. 15)is impossible: the plaster edges 
do ot fit at all and the first character on i a definitely is a fef and 
not part of a ref head 

— Itis proposed by Hamtiron in Hackerr (1984, p. 33) to add 
fragment v ¢ line 2 near the end of line 1, but this is impossible since 
this fragment shows the remains of a character of a preceding line, 
as has been mentioned already by LEMAIRE (1984, p. 142) and 
Pueci (1986 a, p. 17, n. 12) 

    

  

® Fragment iv a is a bt problematic because the lines of writing seer to have 
1l an irregular distance. It is composed of three separate fragments of which the lefl 

hand and middle one join well(sce . pr. p. 147), but doubt may remain concern- 
' the third onc, 
? It is not possible to check the edge on the original plasier without removal 

of the artificial plaster around the fragment. A close look at the fragmens on the 
infra red photographs (the fragments lying in trays 42 and 83) docs not decide the 
point. 
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3. PALAEOGRAPHY 

   
The description and classification of a script naturally is an impor- 
tant aspect of the study of inscriptions, since script is a physical ex- 
pression of human behaviour, like any archaeological artefact. Since 
itis also an expression of a language, script is a bridge between phi- 
lologists and archacologists. However, we have to be careful using 
seript as a bridge between the language of a population group and 
the other aspects of its culture, 

In this paragraph three tasks of palacography will be considered: 
to describe, to classify, which partly includes explanation, and to 
date scripts 

    

Description of the writing (fig. 4). 
The writing of the scribe, his artefacts, has not re 
tion after the editio princeps, except for comparative reasons. 

Knowledge of the ductus is not only necessary to understand the 
letter shapes as found, but also to understand the developments in 
the shapes (cf. Dantess, 1984, Secexr, 1980). So it would be useful 
to reach certain agreements about this. The subject has been dis- 
cussed briefly by Pusc in his first publication about the texts (his 
review of the ed. fr., 1978). T do agree with his observation concern- 
ing the ductus of the ‘alef, namely with the order of strokes b-d- 
a'%(but b-d not in one movement), but his thoughts about het, samek, 
sade, and taw cannot be accepted: 
~ the het always has three unconnected cross bars, so are not written 
in an S-move 

ed much atten-   

- the cross bars of samek also are always written unconnectedly (c.g, 
line i 15); 

10 It has become clear to me that, in fact, the strokes of the ‘al have almost al- 
ways been written in this sequence in NW Semitic writing (sce this write, 1986, 
.5, p. 196). The ideas of PUci concerning i, sade and taw are shaed by Caguor, 
Levaine, 1977, p. 191, but their example of e in i 11 probably was suggested 0 
them by some damage at the spor. Probably PuEci changed his ideas about the 
shape of fade comparing i, lter on, with the Amman Citadel shape. 

  
  

  

£ (p. 248). Script table of the Deir Alla plaster script, with, from cft to 
the general shapes, deviating shapes (the locations of thase occurring only 

once are given without brackets), nib-tip movements on the writing surface, and 
the skeleton forms (old and new types) (from this writer, 1986). 
   

     



    

    

      

  

250 G. VAN DER KoOI] 

~ the right hand part of sade is never written with a Z-move; 
~ the cross bar of taw was not written with one stroke (so also Ca- 
qQuor, Lematre 1977, p. 191), but with two, partly overlapping, as 
described in the ed. . 

The shaes of the letters have been discussed mainly for compara- 
tive reasons, but some remarks have to be made here about a few 
characters: 
- he; the shape of ke in line it 9, with the top of the S-move touching 
the upper cross bar (see ed. pr. Pl. 27) was taken as representative 
by Naves, 1967, p. 257, and Cross, 1975, p. 15 (both were working 
from a partial photograph of fragment i b published by FRANKEN, 
1967), and still as one of two representative shapes by HackerT, 
1984, pp. 11f., 147, and Pueck 1985a, p. 357 and 1985b, p. 19. 
However, this shape is, as described in the ed. pr. p. 62, most excep- 
tional and was not intended, but had come about by ink flow, which, 
on the other hand, was caused by starting the S-move t00 close o 
the upper bar. 
~ ht; all hets have three thin cross bars; a Z-stroke has been mistak- 
ingly seen by Caquot, LemalRe, inline i 13 (v4m), but even the pho- 
tos show three bars there. Naver (1967, p. 257), Cross (1975, p. 
15f) and Hackerr (still in 1984, pp. 121) took a two bar A as the 
normal shape. 
~ kaf; the little “nose”” was writien with a narrow V-movement, 
but not in such a way that a triangular nose was intended, as 
described by HACKETT, 1984, p. 14. On the other hand the triangu- 
lar head, occurring elsewhere (¢.g. Siran bottle), has been developed 
by this V-move (see below). 

  

  

Classification of the writing. 
Amajor task of the palacographer s to locate a script in a typological 
series and, based on this, to connect it with a specific cultural tradi- 
tion. Classification is based on comparative studies (see the ed. pr., 
as well as this writer, 1986 and 1987). The first comparative study 

of the script of the plaster text was published by Navest in his prompt 
note in 1967, in order to correct a hasty preliminary date by the ex- 
cavator. He connected the script with Aramaic writing traditions 
and still maintained this opinion in 1979. A close relation with 
Aramaic script traditions has, in fact, been advocated in several 
studies (e.g. Lemarre 1984 and 1985, p. 315), but a connection 
with *‘Ammonite” traditions has been stressed by, for example, 
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Hackerr and Pueci.!! Hackerr (1984, p. 18) gave herself the 
choice to connect the typologically rather *“early” script to an early 
period in the Aramaic tradition or to a later period (end of 8th centu- 
ry BC) in an Ammonite one, partly characterised, according to 
Cross, by the retention of older Aramaic script types. She has 

ing shapes of fet and kaf to be 
compared with the script of the Tell Siran bottle, and those of sade 
and fet with the Amman Citadel script. Pugc appreciates the 
similarities of shape with especially (¢ and sade of the Amman 
Citadel inscription (1985a, p. 355) by placing the plaster scriptin a 
“direct line”” with this stone inscription, which he labels Ammonite 

In my opinion the limited material available, both from the Am- 
monite and Aramaic regions, does not affirm the hypothesis of a 
continuous Ammonite script tradition. It is preferable to take the 
scripts used in the Ammonite region (and surroundings) as standing 
in one or more specific Aramaic writing traditions, contrasting with 
Moabite and Edomite scripts. The main reason to do so is the fact 
that the most influential agent for the development of the Aramaic 
scripts, namely the gradual increase of the writing angle, also occurs 
in the Ammonite scripts and, furthermore, the new shapes deve- 
loped by this increase arc shared. If Ammonite script traditions had 
been isolated for quite some time this common character would most 
probably not have appeared; there are no reasons to expect that a 
parallc] development would be responsible for this similarity in often 
related regions.!? 

However, within this framework it is also suggested by the data 
available, that the scripts of the Ammonite region and the eastern 
Jordan Valley occasionally show characteristics that were not com- 
‘mon in Aramaic and Phoenician regions. This concerns three letters 
that also play a role in the characterisation of the Deir Alla plaster 
script as Ammonite: 

chosen the second alternative, stres   

  

  

11 McCarten, 1980, p. 50, sees the script as a *“Transjordanian sub-family of 
the Old Aramai¢ cursive scquence”’, but does not wan t© use the term “Am- 
monite"” for it 

12'CI. this writer, 1987, pp. 109-115. Puscn, 1985a, p. 355, deals with 
Aramaic features in & slightly different way, assuming independent developments 
in the Ammonite tradition paralll to the development in the Aramaic radition, 
at the same time supposing Aramaic influences. The difference in point of view 
s a matter of accent and terminclogy. The more influence from Aramaic traditions 
is discerned the less paralel the development in Ammonite has 10 be called 

  

  

  

  

  

 



  

252 . VAN DER k0Ol 

~ fe; in the development of the et two aliernative changes oc- 
curred, dropping one of the two bars of the cross inside. The upper 
left to lower right bar was maintained in the BRRKB stele from Zin- 
jirli (c. 730 BC), as well as in a developed oval shape in the broad 
nib and ink writing of the Deir Alla plaster script, the Kuntillet 
Ajrud plaster script and that of ostracon no. 3 from Tell el-Mazar 
The oval shape undoubtedly developed in the broad nib and ink 
writing, because only there does the wide cross bar ask for such a 
shape, but it was also used with other writing, namely the stone 
script of the Amman Gitadel inscription, a jar inseription (soft clay 
writing) from Tell el-Qeda (Dan), a Nimrud bronze bowl (N19), the 
Adoni-pelet seal, and perhaps also on a clay tablet from Quyunjik 
(CISTL 38), dated 682 BC.!* 

‘The alternative shape with the upper right to lower left cross bar 
is generally used in later Aramaic writing (in ink and argillary writ 
ing from mid 7th century BC onwards), but not (yet) found in the 
Ammonite region.!* In Phoenician writing the cross was main- 
tained.* 

‘This evidence makes it possible to characterise the shape of the 
Deir Alla plaster text and the Amman Citadel inscription as *‘north- 
ern Trans Jordanian”’, but not exclusively, since the type is shared 
with Aramaic traditions and perhaps Phoenician ones too if the two 
texts mentioned from Palestine are to be called thus. Thus not in an 
isolated tradition, but in a closely connected onc. 

~ kaf; the development of the kaf, to be explained from ink writ- 
ing, shows a direction shift of the third (left hand) stroke. Within this 
series the triangular move and shape has been found in the plaster 
script, possibly in the Nimrud ostracon (convex side), and clearly in 

  

   

      

12 Mostof these inscriptions have been referred to i the . fr. s well. Subse: 
quentstudy of the BRRKB inscription made the existence of three examples of the 
et shape clear to me. The non-Hebrew texts from Kuntillet Ajrud are in part 
preliminary published by Meswex, 1978. The Tel Dan jar inscription (only sherd 
preserved) has also been published by DELAVAULT, Le g, 1979, PLI1. The in- 
scriptions from Tell el Mazar are published by Yassxe, Teixioos, 1986, Perhaps 
the bulla from Buseirah (this witer, 1987, p. 114) and some other seals may be ac 
ded here. 

+ During the Persian period, however,this type was spread al over the empire 
including the S. Levant. 

5 There are o examples of Phocnician texts with a (et with one cross bar, 
namely the plaster text from Kuntilet Ajrud and the jar sherd from Tel Dan (see 
above), but perhaps the two have to be labelled Aramai. 
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the bronze script of the Siran bottle. The type is also found in Phoe- 
nician inscriptions from Sidon (Tabnit, Eshmunazar), Cyprus and 
Pyrgi—all probably dating from the 5th/4th century BC and possi 
bly related.!6 On the other hand the type is not found in Aramaic 
writing, but the shape developed from it, with the third stroke 
almost vertically placed from the top down (supposing the develop- 
ment as sketched above is correct), did, for example on the Sfire 
steles (c. 730 BC) and the clay tablet from the Louvre (635 BC; 
BooreurL, 1973). This developed form is used too on the concave 
side of the Nimrud ostracon. 

The alternative development, with a decreasing angle between 
| the second and third strokes, is used both in Aramaic and Ammonite 

writing 
~ sade; the shape of the sade used in the Amman Citadel inscrip- 

tion, has, in my opinion, been developed by the use of the broad nib- 
ink ductus, since there the dropping of the connecting stroke of the 
Z-shape is hardly noticeable becau 
stroke. The reduced writing of the shape occurs with ink, apart from 
Deir Alla plaster, in the Nimrud ostracon (convex side), a later os- 
tracon from Deir Alla, possibly Tell Hesban ostracon no. IV, as well 
as on the clay tablet from Quyunjik mentioned above (CIS 11 38, 682 

| BC). The shape of the Citadel inscription is more angularly shaped 
(less stretched) than the ones just mentioned. The character is not 
often used in texts, but in any case another type was used on the Si- 
ran bottle 

The conclusion from this and other evidence may be summarised 
thus 

  

  

  of the contour of the one curved 

  

  

  

  

1. The writing of pre-Persian inscriptions from Aramaic regions, 
with Aramaic language, and those from N-Transjordan, have a 
common characteristic not shared with other NW-Semitic scripts, 
namely the gradually expanding writing angle up to 80°, in broad 
nib-ink writing,!” as well as the main letter shape changes caused 
by this angle (mainly the ‘alef, and the open be, dale, ‘ayin, qof 

  

| 16 One may add a seal with this shape, i.c. Hexs, 1978, p. 71, no. 36, from 
unknown provenance, but connected by him, following Cross, with the Ammonite 
Script tradition which, however,is not necessary (= AuFREcHT, 1989, Corpas, no. 
56). 

17 The beginning stage of the expanding writing angle (up to c. 60°)is shared 
by Phocnician wrting (sce this writer, 1986, p. 91).     
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and re9). The similarity is better understood as stemming from con- 
tact rather than parallel development, because of the good possibili- 
ties for cultural relations between the regions, and because the ex- 
panded angle could easily have resulted in alternative shapes in 
isolated traditions. 

2. The pre-Persian inscriptions from N-Transjordan have scripts 
stemming from several somewhat separate script traditions or 
branches. 

3. The script traditions represented in N-Transjordan arc also 
represented in Aramaic regions where, however, other branches 
also existed. This means that close tradition relations existed. 

4. It is striking that during the Iron Age IT period the political 
boundaries of the territorial states, or groups of states, using the 
same language, are, by and large, also bordering the local writing 
traditions, as is explained elsewhere (see this writer, 1986, pp. 2441, 
and 1987). This probably means that writing traditions are closely 
connected with the central administration, the court. Deductively 
this suggests the existence of a *‘national”” seript in Amman, what- 
ever its border was.!? But it is clear that this writing and script 
existed and developed in close contact with Aramaic writing, several 
traditions crossing the border at different times. 

5. The Deir Alla Plaster Script has the closest typological and 
probably traditional relations with scripts that show no alternative 
or opposite developments (cf. the ed. pr. pp. 771, uncertainty exists 
where diagnostic characters are not used). They include: 

a. With identical and some preceding types 

  

  

18 The raditions of two inseriptions are labelled *separate”” as soon as aspects 
of the writing pattern show dissimilaritis in ductus or shapes which have (o be con- 
sidered opposite developments. This is obvious where alterative changes have de. 
veloped, .g. with the , but also where the stages of development of the characters 
are not paralel, but opposed to one another, Thus the script traiton of the Am. 
man Citadel inscription is separate from the Tell Siran inscription, because the 
ran script shows an alternative development with fade, although severl oth 
characters show the same or a later sage of development. Thus the Amman statuc. 
script i separate from the citadel seript showing a later stage of development with 
e, but an carler one with ayin, and also separate from the Siran botle script, 
which has a further developed yod, but less, o differendy, developed wauw. 

19 Puc, 1985a, p. 353, postulates o prior “T'existence de scribes ammonites, 
moabite, édomites aussi bien qu'isralitcs, judéens, araméens ou phéniciens, dans 

ces diverses entités géographiques et régionales, de cribes attachés soit au pouvair. 
central (palais), soit & des temples, soit & d'autres insitutions plus ou m 
publiques, écoles, notariats, etc.” 
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   Kilamuwa inscriptions from Zinjirli (but fet not represented), as 
well as the Ordek Burnu stele; perhaps the Honeyman inscription 
from Cyprus, but the (et ads, kaf and samek are not present; the 
Zakir inscription from Afis (tet not represented), in a closer stage of 
development; the same applies to the Melqart stele from Brej and 
the Hazacl ivories, as well as some of the Hama brick graffiti, but 
in all these cases several characters are not used. Opposite develop- 

| ment stages occur with Sfire (kaf), Zinjirli BRRKB, some Phocni- 
cian inscriptions from Cyprus and Carthage (yod), as well as proba- 
bly the Amman Citadel inscription (ayin, and samek).? 

b. With identical and following types 
Nimrud ostracon convex side (but fet and samek missing; the 

difference of the word divider may not be significant); with the con- 
cave side the yod has an altenative development; Mazar ostracon 
no. 3 (including e, but kaf, samek and sade are not used); Deir Alla 
ostracon reg. no. 2755 (Vax ber Kooy, HoFTijzer, 1989, pp. 66, 
69) possibly, but the ‘alef probably shows an alternative develop- 
ment, and {et, samek and sade are not used; Hesban ostracon no. IV 
possibly, or hardly (because of yod), and more remotely (the shapes 
of yod, samek, “ayin and sade are difficult t0 see and he and ft are 
‘missing); clay tablet Quyunjik CISTI 38, 682 BC (including et and 
sade). 2! 

      

20 The open Sayin has preferably to be explained by diffusion from the broad 
nibink writing, where it casily develops by the use of the expanded wriing angle, 
indications of which are also to be recognised in other characters (sce this author, 
1987, pp. 111, 115{). However, if necessary for other reasons, the use of the open 
Cayin'may in this particular case be explained by the fear of the scribe that other- 
wise the encircled stone surface might chip away, as occurred with the first “ain 
he made in this flaky stone surface, thus invented independently but informally. 
However,  hesitae to accept this reconstruction, because, on the one hand, several 
ad ho examples of informal writing exist in NW Semitic writing, influenced by 
particular local situation of the writing surface, but there are no repeas. Furthe 
more the Amman Citadel scribe could have reached the same result by only enlarg: 
ing the circle, 4s in fact he did too. On the other hand the Phoenician ivory box 
from Ur shows an informality in writing the ‘alf, with a break in carving the vert 
cal line, apparently in order to avoid the tiny triangle bewween the three strokes 
chipping away, but in this inscription this action is formaliscd. 

The abstract model of sanek of Deir Alla has almost horizontal upper strokes, 
written from lft (o right, but those of the Amman Citadel stone are oblique, like 

the cross bars of e and e - clearly representing the thin bstrokes of the broad i 
ink writing. Therefore 1 take this samek as an alternative or later development. 

‘On the other hand, the shapes of e and sadeare both developed in a broad nib-ink 
writing tradition very close to the Deir Alla plaster script traition. 

21 The developed type of sanek is alternative for the type usual in East Jordan. 
On the other hand bath types developed from the Deir Alla one. 
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Dating the writing 
Dating preferably has to be done with examples from the same tra 
tion or branch, using the typological order of developing elements 

of the writing pattern, mainly the writing angle, strokes for a charac- 
ter and shapes. Typological order, of course does not automatically 
mean a chronological order of the inscriptions concerned even if the 
pattern relations are very close, because, in practice, the same writ- 
ing pattern may be used longer by one scribe than by another one 
from the same *“school. 22 In our case the closest, less developed 
related inscriptions and the closest further developed, possibly close- 
ly related, ones suggest a date roughly between 850 and 650 BC. 

Afurther comparative study with scripts from possibly (or clearly) 
more remote but still related traditions or branches, makes it possi- 
ble to use more dated material resulting, in this case, in a more de- 
fined time margin. A terminus ante quem may be based on the last d: 
ed appearance of the older types that die out relatively early; in ¢ 
case the fet with three cross bars. This type is not used any more on 
the clay tablets (all from the beginning of the 7th ¢.BC. onwards), 
having one cross bar only, as well as on other 7th. . B inscriptions. 
The last uses occur on: 

~ the polished and burnt brick tiles from Hama used at the en- 
trance floor of Building I11 of Period E, destroyed in 720 BC. 
(Fuaman, 1938, p. 176); 

~ Hazael ivory from Arslan Tash, probably from c. 800 BC 
(Brow, Lemaire, 1989); 

~ two ivories from Nimrud, Fort Shalmaneser, to be dated be- 
fore 720 BC.%%; 

~ bronze bowls from the NW-Palace at Nimrud; probably be- 
fore 740 BC.%; 

    

  

2 In this connection it may be useful o refer to the factthat the corpus of dated 
clay tablets with Aramaic writing from N-Syria and Mesopotamia clealy indicates, 
on the one hand, that newly developed shapes in ink writing may be quickly adopt- 
ed in other writing paterns, but on the other hand, relatvely ancient types, that 
had already changed considerably ehewhere up to 150 years previously, may con 
tinue to be used alongside modern types of other characters n the same inscription 
(For a chronotypological schema, see this author, 1986, fig. 13, pp. 342-346) In 
those cases, of course, separate schoolsbranches, instead of jus scribes, are con 
comed. 

5 The ivories are NDI0IS1 (hnt) and NDI2049, cf. ¢.g. MLk, 1962 
# The bronzes include N50 and N75; sce Barwers, 1967,pp. 2°11. 
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~ Sfire basalt steles, c. 750 BC., using more old types, including 
| zayin; 

~ Zakir basalt stele from Afis, c. 780 BC 
“This gives a preliminary ante quen term of 720 or even 750 BC.% 

The carliest examples of the developed types, all originating in 
broad nib-ink writing, in traditionally related scripts, make this ter- 
minus ante quem possible. The types of the ke, zayin, kaf, samek, sads, 

| 40f, taw and probably ft were already generally used (apart from 
shapes of alternative developments), all of them even ofien in a fur- 
ther developed stage, in the carly 7th ¢. BC. clay tablets from N- 
Syria, N-Mesopotamia. Examples of most of these developed types, 
but not those of ke and sads, are found in use earlier: zayin and kaf 

both in the Afis stele, c. 780 BC. ; samek and taw both in Hama bricks 
before 720 BC., Zinjirli BRRKB & PNMW, c. 750 BC. or a bit 
earlier; gof in Zinjirli BRRKB. One would expect that the new 
curved cursive strokes of ke and jade are less easily adopted in non- 
ink writing. 

This evidence, in fact, does not really indicate a terminus a guo, be- 
cause the shapes have developed in ink writing, which is not 
represented in the list of dated inscriptions, and necessarily ap- 
peared some time earlier. All this leaves a rough margin of dating 
for the plaster script between 800 and 720 BC.20 

  

  

  

4 
Letter identification is part of the palacographer’s tasks and has, of 
course, to be accomplished primarily without philological bias. To 

25 Tuis, of course, posible, that new discoveries give a late result, but it not 
very likely that closely related witing deviates very much from the picture based 
on a relatively large mumber of texts. Phoenician writing consistendly maintains the 

| 3 cross bars for centuries, but the 7th ¢.BC material (mainly from Cyprus) stems 
from a separate tradition. 

2 The same dating method was used in the ad.pr., pp. 941F., but the disuse of 
et was mot considered, Apart from that an effort was made (p. 96) to limit the mar- 
gin by using historical considerations. The end of the Oth c. BC and the end of the. 
Bth c. BC were both taken as periods in which a contact resulting in script diffusion 
between Aram (-Damascus) and Deir Alla (region) could have easily occurred. The. 
last period was chosen as fiting the palacogeaphical data somewhat beter. 
However, it became clear to me from additional palacographic stuy, that the text 
category and the social positon of the inscription do not usually indicatc a slowly 
developing pattern (f. this author, 1986, ¢.g. pp. 1247.), thus also making the car- 
Tier period possible. Apartfrom that, new historical evidence seems o allow a possi- 
bility for diffusion during the intervening period.
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c 

Fig. 5 Detail-drawings of three problematic lettr remains: | 
.1 4(6) ¢~ 19 waw instead of go/? 
b. § 8(10) d-6 dalt instead of 172 

i 17-6 samek instead of wau? 

identify fragmentary characters one has to identify the (fragmen- 
tary) seperate strokes also (preferably first), in order not to be in- 
fluenced by a false suggestion of a mutilated shape. 

Since the ediio princeps quite a number of scholars have attempted 
aliernative identifications of (not very clear) characters or remains  
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of characters, differing from the readings offered in the catalogue of 
the first edition. Several of them have consulted the original inscrip- 
tion in the museum of Antiquities in Amman, often using magnifi- 
cation glasses, some also a binocular. Others worked with the origi- 
nal prints of the infra red photographs made before restauration, 
and with glossy prints of the colour slides which had been used for 
the colour plates in the ed. fr.. It i interesting to note that the num- 
ber of alternative identifications decreases with the increase of years 
of study 

Because of the way we felt obliged to study and publish the text 
for the editio princeps (cf. p. 97) serious alternative identifications are 
of great interest to me. Let me review some influential ones 
- 11(3) (i c 1-7) peinstead of kaf (or mem) to read spr: because of 
the high position of the head the e is a better reading. The thickness 

of the point (the m-part in the ed. pr., p. 9) does not occur elsewhere 
with pe and therefore suggested the mem/kef, but may be explained 
here because of an excess of ink (it is doubtful whether fr. ii h fits 
here to complete the pe's head; sce above). 
~ § 2(4) (i ¢ 2- 3) Sin instead of taw (or lamed) to read km"; the thin 
stroke indeed is better explained as the right hand stroke of a fin 
rather than the top stroke of a (aw, because a faw's head would have 
0o little space to the right; the stroke is too short for a lamed. It is 
possible to explain the litde bit of ink visible to the right on the 
crack’s edge as secondarily deposited. 
- 12 (i a 2-15) nun instead of lamed to read yptn .. . is impossi- 

ble; the upper parts of the lamed-b stroke are dearly visible. 
~ i3 (i b 4) end of line: kef instead of proposed iin; kaf is possi- 
ble, although hardly any other instance exists where its b-stroke 
reaches above the a-stroke (viii b line 3); in this case the scribe may 
have tried to avoid the red tail of the taw of the preceding line; T am 
not sure whether the lower part of the tail can be seen—it was not 
seen when the ed, pr. was prepared, and surface damage is involved. 
— §4(6) (i ¢ 4~ 19) waw instead of gof to read 'hwk; for a gof the posi- 
tion of the upper stroke is unique; there would have been litle but 
still enough room to the right for a more appropriate position (cf. the 
gof on fragment x cJ; it is possible to explain the ink of this stroke 
as being secondarily deposited—in any case much of this ink, blotted 
with dirt, is involved; the left hand short stroke can be easily seen 
as a waw-c stroke, s0 a waw is preferable to gof (fig. 5a) 
~ §5(7) (i d 3-22) nun instead of aw to read ‘I the following fea- 
tures rather indicate a nun: length of short 6-stroke at top; hardly any 
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or no extension of a cross bar to the left of this b-stroke (surface 
damage prevents the upper right and upper part of a long b-stroke 
from being seen; the infra-red photograph -ed. pr. PL.10- suggests 
these parts due to dirt in a straw pock); the &-part does not indlicate 
a taw as clearly as mentioned in the ed. fr. (some blotting is in- 
volved). Al this makes a nun preferable, not certain. 
~ 16(8) (id 4-4,5); in order toread fpry the suggestion of gofinstead 

of re, with word divider between pe and re5, can casily be avoided 
by taking the thin bit of ink at the spot as the end of a long b-stroke 
from the preceding line (McCarTeR, 1980, p. 53). 
~ 7(9) (i c 7-5); a dalt or lamed instead of fet (%fm) are impossi- 
ble, because (et i perfectly clear (ed. pr. P 9 as well as Pl. 2) 
- §7(9) (i ¢ 7~ 10); a lamed with wdl. 1o read |« is not impossible; 
some ink of a wd. may be visible (cf. also ed. fr. P1. 9, but surface 
damage may be misleading) 
~ 17(9) (i ¢ 7-24) taw or mem instead of suggested wd. to read 
or him; both proposals are possible, but only the upper right hand 
top would be preserved; in fact a wd. would be rather unusually low 
on the line. 
~ 18(10) (i d 6-6) sade instead of het to read nss is impossible; the 

Jet i clear (upper part of right hand a-stroke as well as the thin cros 
bars are clear) and also identifiable on Plts. 2 and 10 of the ed. fr. 
- i8(10) (i d 6~ 11) dalet instead of réf to read sdh; some secondarily 
deposited ink with dirt is clearly involved at the long tail, but the ink 
of the lower tail part differs from that and is most probably primarily 
deposited; a dalet however cannot be completely ruled out because 
of the slight possibility of the ink being secondary (fig. 5b) 
~ §9(11) (i 9~ 14) a mem to the right of yod, to read myn, is possible 
(together with nun, kaf, ke, etc.), with ink of the uppermost tip vi 
ble (point ¢ in the ed. r.). 
- §10(12) (i ¢ 10~2) fin or ‘alefinstead of ke, to read 'sb or )'b, are 
not possible; the fet is perfectly identifiable from e.g. P1. 9 in the ed 
. 
- ii 6-12 ref instead of dalet, to read ybr, is not possible; ink of 
the tail would have been visible among the brown dirt; also there is 
10 wd. to the left of dale 
- ii 13-31 refinstead of gaf, to read rhm, is not possible; the ink of 
part of the upper right hand stroke of gof is clear (see ed. fr. PL. 11); 
also the wd. after het cannot be avoided. 
- §§17-6 samek instead of waw, to read spr; there is one detail giving 
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preference to a samek (or yod), namely the probable left hand opening 
between d1 and 2 strokes, but damage cannot be excluded for cer- 
tain; apart from that the head (unclear shape) and tail would be ex- 
ceptionally small. However, some straw-pock damage is involved 
and clearly also much removal of ink occurred without surface 
damage (as general on this part of comb.ii). All this makes a samek 
possible, but it has no clear support (fig. 5¢) 
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RESPONSE TO LECTURES OF PROF. E. PUECH AND 

DR. G. VAN DER KOOIJ 

Meindert Dijkstra 

Before some of you start to think I am a jack of all trades, T have to 
confess that in your illustrious company T am more the eye of the 
observer, than a trained paleographer. I am grateful that our hosts 
extended the title of today’s subject o aspects related to the paleo- 
‘graphical aspects of the Balaam-text. I cannot add anything substan- 
tial to the paleographic deliberations brought forward by Prof. 
Pukci and Dr. vax per Kooy. T had only a three-page summary 
of Prof. Pueck’s lecture and my notes of the first part of Dr. v.0 
Koory'slecture concerning ook and script, which prevents me from 
discussing their work in depth. Moreover, my response yesterday 
was certainly toolong, so that today I will try to meet the time-limit. 

Firstly, I will go back to a part of the lecture, which Dr. v.. Kooy 
presented on Tuesday, the part about the location and lay-out of the 
inscription. This lecture, combined with the one by Dr. Isratn 
was extremely helpful to clarify the circumstances under which the 
plaster text was destroyed and to reconstruct s position within a 
reasonable degree of probability. In my opinion further reconstruc- 
tion and study of the text can continue on a stronger basis than be- 

  

  

fore. From the outset the one-column lay-out appeared to me the 
most plausible one from epigraphic point of view—Prof. Pec will 
agree on this point—, but the all-out effort o present the evidence 
as complete as possible is in my opinion one of the real assets to this 
symposium. 

On the basis of the lay-out as presented by Dr. vax pr Koo, 
T suggest another placement for the fragment, which LEmAIRe 
thought in his “disposition” to belong to the end of a second 
column’. T mean fragment V(d), which was added to Combination 
V, but actually was found isolated from the other fragments of this 
Combination?. Horrijzex and LEMAIRE agree that the blank after 

e de   ! Cf. André Lewiaie, *'La disposition originelle des inseriptions sur pl 
Deir “Alla”. SEL 3 (1986) 79-93. See also Prof. Weippea's lecture, 

% CF. vax oe Kooy, ATDA, 152. It might be noted that ascription of frag- 
ments o a certain combination i very helpfulin most cases, but cannot always be. 
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the word kid probably indicated the end of a part of the inscription®. 
Perhaps, the rest of the line was left uninscribed, though we cannot 
be certain of it. On the other hand we do not find small blanks be- 
tween textual unities*. It struck me that HorrijzeR said: ““It is ex- 
cluded that this line was the last line of a column’*%. If Prof. Horry- 
2R expresses himself so strongly, 1 take it almost for the gospels 
truth. The question remains where it was located in the column. 

A new aspect or new chapter in the inscription is introduced by 
writing in red ink. In his reconstruction Prof. Puec placed all the 
fragments with red ink in the top lines of the inscription (Combina- 
tion TIT)6. This seems to indicate that no other red lines were writ- 
ten in the inscription. That is, if one assumes that the one in I1.17 
is complete”. Dr. van DER Kooij however pointed out that fragment 
111(a) written in red ink contains clearly (b, rejecting Prof. Pusc's 
reconstruction on this particular point. This fragment and also frag- 
ment IV(a) suggest together the existence of another line written in 
red ink somewhere in the inscription 

Isit possible that fragment V(q) contained the end of the chapter 
above the red line 11177 Unfortunately, it does not join, though 

neither colour nor condition of the surface seems to contradict such 
alocation. When given a position after lines 11.15~16 there is stll 
space for a few words following the blank. Because no setuma’s are 
found in the preserved text, it seems reasonable to assume that the 
text had a petucha. There is, in my opinion, no real difficulty in un- 
derstanding the words dt.s*r.dbr. nh.“L U7 to be the opening or 
tile of a new section, certainly if the reading s%r (Ca- 
QuOT/LEMAIRE, McCARTER, HACKETT etc) is accepted. In that case 
it could introduce another spr, a document containing a ‘“word 

  

  

  

  

taken as a definite clue. Also a fragment such as XII(¢) was found isolated from 
the combination it belongs to (I a-c). In general, the groups I11- VIII are related 
to Combination I (above the slanting line, which forms the top cdge of Combina- 
tion IT), whereas group 1X- XI are tobe located somewhere between the upper and 
lower part of Combination I (private communication of Dr. G. vAx b Koot 

5'CI. Horryzen, ATDA, 259,269; Lusais, SEL 3(1986) 86 
¢ Hacker et al. assumed a racat at the beginning of the inscription, sec my 

response 1 n. 26 for the possibility to restore fragment I1I() at the beginning 
> Gf. Horryzer, ATDA, p. 269, 
© CF. Puscn, La vi de la Paol, pp. 15(T 
7 Horriyaen, ATDA, p. 24 however assumes thatline IL17 is the continuation 

ofasentence beginning inI116. In that case the writing in red ink may have started 
in IL16. Also McCakTER, HACKETT and Livine translate 1117 as i it isthe con- 
tinuation of a preceding sentence/verse (Levine). 
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against wormwood on the tongue”, i.e. an incantation or charm®. 
Ut at the beginning reminds me of the exclamation/warning 
found at the beginning of KA IT *‘Attention!” 

But does the fragment make sense in this context? In I1.15 we find 
the words Plt.mlk.ssh.wilJi*ft]. HoFryzer’s translation: “What a 
king asks for is a horse, what [ .] asks for ... reflects his opinion 
that the sentence has proverbial character!?. Is it pure coincidence 
that in this fragment V(q) the word ssk “a horse/his horse!!”” turns 
up again? I would like to suggest the following completion: 

    

Plt.mlk.ssh. The kings desie is a horse, 
Wi JI*ft. Jssh.rfx]x the desire of a horse s a ... 12 

‘The proverbial character of these words s certainly strengthened by 
sucha completion. The big problem remains: what exactly could the 
meaning of such a proverb be in this context. Most probably its quo- 
tation has something to do with the prophet’s warning through 
which he asked his people to abandon their request, whatever that 
request was (IL.16)1* 

Prof. Pukck commented in passing on the divergent opinions 
concerning the language. T quote *“Les désaccords, on le voit ne peu- 
vent étre plus grands ni les opinions plus variées.” Well, after three 
days of discussion I am not so sure about the extent and intensity 
of our disagreements. Before this symposium, the paleographic and 
linguistic assessment of the text had already engendered a broad 
spectrum of classifications such as that the script was Aramaic and 
the language Aramaic, or that the script was Aramaic but not the 
language. The classification Aramaicis often modified to peripheral 
Aramaic (even a dead end in the development) or “‘ein von Ka- 

8 See also the word /1] 1137, peshaps byr.Ibf] “by intoning the incan: 

9 Cf. Downer/Rétuta, KAI ILp. 4 
Jean/Horryze, DISO, p. 105. 

10 Gf. Horruzew, ATDA, p. 244, 
11 Cf. Horrigzss, ATDA, pp. 243,259,289. If it i ssh “a horse””, it is another 

Aramaic isogloss (cf. remark D. PaxDee), but a rendering “his horse” or even 
“mare” (Hebr. sisah Song of Songs 1:0) s feasible as well, cf. Rixcoxex, Hackert 

12 The word starting in all probability with a sk can only be guessed, but it was 
certainly something _ desirable o a horse. Possibilities? rhy/rbs “crib, 
resting-place’"? 

13 The best parallel which came to my mind was Quod icetfovi non licet bori. C- 
Quot/LenaxE, Syria 54 (1977) 207 thought already of a connection between Uk 
“your (oracular) consultation"" and this gnomic line 

  

tnsow, Syrian Semitic Inseiptons 1, p. 17;
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naanismen unterlaufenen araméischer Dialekt”’!#. Others baptized 
the script “Gileadite” or Ammonite and thought the language to be 
a Southern Canaanite dialect!?. 

This symposium has enriched us, as I gathered from my notes 
with some more classifications. Firstly, some views diametrically op- 
posed to one another: a Damascene Aramaic provenance of the 
scroll and 5o its language (Prof. LEMAIRE), whereas Prof. Green- 
¥ieLp does not find any conclusive evidence for an Aramaic classifi- 
cation. Mediating positions are taken up by Prof. McCarTer: ar- 
chaic local dialect close to Ammonite and Moabite, Dr. Davies: a 
border-zone language, and yesterday Prof. Werppext, T quote: “‘a 
peripheral language which is not yet Aramaic, but is about to be- 
come Aramaic”. 

T will not go over all the evidence again. I am glad that Prof. 
Puecn stressed the point once more that script and language are 
different, not immediately interrelated phenomena, so that the kind 
of script cannot have a definite say in the matter of the language of 
our text!®. In the discussion the so-called Nimrud-ostracon is repeat- 
edly conjured up as a specimen of Ammonite seript-ductus and lan- 
guage, but in a recent article B. BeckiNG proved, convincingly in 
my opinion, that whatever the script-tradition might be, its content 
is not necessarily a list of Ammonite names!”. Three short inscrip- 
tions of phase M are according to Prof. Pueck ‘manifestement de 
langue et ecriture araméennes”. As far as I can see the linguistic 
identification Aramaic s only appliable to the inscription on the jar 
saying zy §#° “belonging to Shar(i‘a (2)""1%. The few major inscrip- 
tions from the Ammonite area may show some similarities, even 

   

  

4 G, A, Kavrsnus, BASOR 230 1960) 753 McGasrn, BASOR 259 (1980) 
50, HLP. Miuwaw, Z4W 94 (1962) 215 

i, McCarrix, BASOR 239 (1980) 50a; Hacert, The Balam Ted, 9-19, idem, Oritalia 53 (1964) 3711, . Haveky, “Dilect Disribution n Canaan and 
the Diir Alla Insription”,in: D. M. Gotows (ed) Working it s da. Semits and 
iaphic st prsied 10 Thomas 0. Labai, Winnowa Lake 1987, pp. 1371 

6"Sec lso Hackerr, Orinlia 53 (1984) 60 
17 G, B. Broxnvo, “Kann das Ostrakon ND 6231 von Ninnd far Ammoni tisch gehalen werden?”", ZDPY 104 (1988) 39-G 
s McCaran's suggesion for 7 “gaiekeeper” is ot very convincing with 

out paralls (BASOR 259 (1981 307). The reigious fanctio of the ston, i 
was probably  oomweight,scems o e very quesionabe (. Horryuea, 47DA, 
p. 2740, A personal or divine name cannot be excluded, cf. the roor S in 
Fibrew/Ugar. (KTU 1.19.114 “surge’?); fr “delormed” or something smila, 
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idiosyncrasies in their script compared to the Deir Alla script 
(sadé, kaph, (éth) but their language certainly reflects different dia- 
lects, a fact which becomes even more disturbing when the Deir 
€Alla text proves to be a century older (ca. 800 BC) than s usually 
assumed. 

As was remarked earlier in this symposium, the text on plaster is 
almost certainly a copy of a pre-existent Sepher Balaam a fact which 
infers that the written text could be considerably older than the in- 
scription, not to mention the tradition beyond it. If our text was de- 
stroyed during the famous earthquake, which rocked both sides of 
the Jordan-valley in the days of Uzziah and Amos (Zach. 14:5, 
Amos 1:1)!9 and shows signs of wear and tear, a date around or 
even before 800 confirmed by G!* datings, becomes almost 
inevitable20. Tt brings our text not only within the range of datings 
of the Amman Citadel text (9th~8th ¢.BC)?!, but it becomes con- 
temporary with the Mesha-inscriptions from Diban and Kerak (af- 
ter 860 BC), the Kilamuwarinscription from Zincirli (ca. 850); the 
Melqart-stela of Barhadad (between 850810 BC2), the inscrip 
tion of Zakkur of Hamath and Luash (somewhat after 800 BC)? 
and the Tell Fakhariyeh inscription (end 9th ¢ BC), i.c. the majority 
of them are datable, as far as | know within the range of fifty years 
and maybe less. And none of these inscriptions are written in the 
same vernacular. 

It s certainly a pity that we do not have a comparable text from 
the kingdom of Judah or Israel, but even a superficial comparison 
with the Mesha-inscription shows that the language of the plaster 
text cannot be a Hebrew dialect, unless Moabite is classified as a 
kind of Hebrew as well?. The linguistic variety between the seven 

    

  

  

19 CF. Lematns, SEL 3 (1986) 91 n. 9; Puscn, La Viede o Paroe, p. 14, a point 
of view repeated during this symposium. 

20 Cf. Innanmn/vax pex Koor, ADA] 30 (1986) 142; va pex Kooy, Sudies in 
the History and Archaelogy of Jrdan 3 (1987) 109 and again the second par of hislec 
tre today 

21 Though this dating is only based on paleographical data, cf. F.M. Gross, 
BASOR 193 (1969) 13- 19; G. vax oer Koow, Studis in the History and Archaslogy 

of Jordan 3 (1987) 1091 
%2'CL. W.T. Prraa, “The Ideniity of Bir Hadad of the Melqart Stela”, B4 

SOR 272 (1988) 3- 19 
 CF. A.R. MiLtawo, PEQ 111 (1978) 23, 
4 Cf. Wessewus, BiGr 44 (1987) cols. 591 His linguistic assignment: Hebrew 

with some deviations from standard Biblical Hebrew i certainly not tenable in the 
light of all the linguistic evidence. S. Seaear. “Die Sprache der Moabitischen
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mentioned texts, which played their part in the discussion about the 
language of the Balaam-text is certainly bewildering. The varicty in 
scripts and dialects in 9th century Ganaan (in general the nations on 
both sides of the Jordan) reminds me of the situation of the dutch 
dialects in the medieval Netherlands®®. There was neither a 
standard-language, nor a standard-script. There were only local 
vernaculars and local scripts with their own idiosyncrasies and spell- 
ing conventions. These and other epigraphic finds (e.g. the ostraca 
of Samaria from the same period)®® demonstrate that we are no 
longer able to conceive of a straight-line development for North 
West Semitic scripts and languages. 

‘The picture of the language map is confusing as early as the Late 
Bronze period, in which two major alphabetic writing-systems 
prevailed each with their local variants. For example, the script of 
the archaic alphabetic corpus of Serabit el-Khadim shows clearly its 
own peculiarities and conventions compared to the variety of the 
proto-Canaanite linear scripts. The scarce linguistic information ob- 
tained from South Canaanite inscriptional material points also to 
notable_phonological, morphological and lexical differences be- 
tween, for instance, the texts of Serabit and comparable Ugaritic 
prose texts?’. The elimination of alphabetic cunciform and gradual 
standardization of linear seripts in the Iron I period does not neces- 
sarily imply standardization of orthography and language. VAx DER 
Kooy proved convincingly that adoption of the Egyptian way of 
writing with a pen-brush, also called broad-nib ink writing, 
represents the archimedean point in the development of early alpha- 
betic scripts. Though it was used for more than one of the existing 
archaic scripts, basically one tradition survived and spread through 
the Levant and further®. 

    

  

Inscheit”, Archio Orientalni 29 (1961) 197 -267; Grwson, Srian Semiti Inscrptions I, 
p.72 

°CEJ M. va pew Howst/F.J. Mavscitt, Korte Geschicdens van de Neder- 
landse Taal, Amsterdam 1989, pp. 30N 

2 Gf. ALF. Ramney, “Towards a precise Date for the Samaria Ostraca’”, BA 
SOR 272 (1988) 69~74 who dates them ca. 785-782 BC 

27 Despite of ALwmicHTs essays there is no conclusive evidence that the Serabit 
texts were written in a inear twenty-seven lettr alphabet. Relative and demonstra- 
ive pronoun are formed with 2/ and not /4. Attibutive use of demonstrativ ¢.g. 
bmgdl = lexical tems e.g. bin Ugar. pin; mib st WHB not in Ugarit etc. See M. 
DysstanL.D.B. Bicas, Corpus of Proto-Siaitc Inerptions, (AOAT) forthcoming; 
provisionally M. Duyksta, Ploenix 34,2 (1988) 3953, 

2 Cf. G. vax bex Koow), Early North. West Semiti Serit Traditions. An Avchaslogi- 

  

    

  
  



  

  
    

     269 RESPONSE TO E. PUECH AND G. VAN DER KOOI 

  

This revolutionary development in writing tells us however, next 
10 nothing about the spread of North West Semitic dialects, nor does 
it imply that 10th century Phoenicia or Palestine were the only cul- 
tural cores of the area?. Why should we expect or try to find more 
order and pattern in a period, of which the history is dominated by 
local kingdoms en tribal confederations. Every new text from this 
period confronts us with variety and anomalous phenomena (for ex- 
ample, the archaic, or archaizing script of the Tell Fakhariyeh in- 
scription). The situation does not seem to improve according to our 
standards when the Balaam-text belongs to the latter part of the 9th 
€.BC., that i still a hundred years before the beginning of the Neo- 
Assyrian domination, the period during which Aramaic developed 
into a kind of lingua fianca or standard Aramaic to meet the adminis- 
trative needs of the Neo-Assyrian empire in the West 

In our modern usage the terms Canaanite and Aramaic seem to 
have become mutually exclusive, whereas a rather great number of 
texts discovered show to a greater or lesser extent linguistic 
phenomena ascribed to both. A condition which induces some scho- 
lars to speak of mixed languages. I see little merit in such a state- 
ment, because in reality no other languages exist than mixed lan- 
guages and dialects". The problem seems not only to be a question 
of definition but also of the right nomenclature. Perhaps, we should 
admit with Horrijzer the relative value of the distinction®! and 
learn to avoid the denominator Aramaic for texts, composed in the 
mixed, local East-Canaanite dialects (roughly East of the Beqa- 
valley and the Jordan: Hamath, Aleppo, Deir cAlla and Diban 
in the 9th and carly 8th c.BC) before Aramaic emerged as lingua 
Jfranca. Otherwise new classifications may compel us to identify 
(Old)Aramaic dialects avant la letir?. OF the seven inscriptions 

  

  

cal Sudy o the Linsa Alphabeic Seips up to . 500 BC; Ink G Argilay, Leiden 1985; 
idem, ATDA, 31T idem, Stadic in the Historyand Archaeology of Jordan 3 (1987) 107F. 

9 G, the remarks of E.A. Kxavr/C.] . Lixzew, “‘Edomite Copper Industry”, 
Studies in the Histoy and Archacolsgy of Jordan 3 (1987) 83, 

' Gf. Havpery, Dialect Distribution, p. 136, 
3 1t might be noted again that Horijze only choose to classfy the Balaam- 

text as Aramaic aftr he expressed his doubt about the classical istinction between 
Aramaic and Canaanite, cf. Horryzes, A TDA, p. 300, sce also TUAT I/, p. 139; 
also Hackerr, Orienalia 53 (1984) 58, 

5 Cf c.g. Kaurwax, BASOR 239 (1980) 73a; idem, Maarao 3/2 (1962) 146 n. 
22 who identifies the dilect of Deir ®Alla as peripheral Southern Aramaic com- 
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mentioned above the Tell Fakhariyeh bilingual, the Melqart Stela 
and the Zakkur-inscription are the earliest examples of evident 
Aramaic inscriptions™. When applying the classification Aramaic 
more appropriately for relevant texts as the bilingual of Tell Fak- 
hariyeh, the Zakkur-inscription, the Sfire-treaties ctc. from Aram 
Naharaim (ca. 800 BC onwards), we could continue to use 
Canaanite as the general denominator for the languages of the Le- 
vant (including the East-Canaanite dialects of the other side of the 
Jordan) up to the Neo-Assyrian period. 

  

pared (0 the central Aramaic dialects that served as basis of the better known 
Aramic dialects of ater periods! 

* Cf. S.A. Kaurwax, “Reflections on the Assyrian-Aramaic Bilingual from 
‘Tell Fakhariych”", Maaray 3/2 (1982) 14517 In my opinion the Melqart sela and 
the Zakkur-inscription take up a position between the Balaam-text and the 
Aramaic-Assyrian bilingual. They could also be classified among the East- 
Canaanite texts as classic examples of mixed dialect and style 
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DEUX OBSERVATIONS A PROPOS DES RAPPORTS 
ENTRE LE TEXTE DE DEIR ‘ALLA (COMBINAISON I) 

ET LA BIBLE 
J.-M. Husser 

  

   
La premiére observation concerne un point dhistoire des traditions 
La diversité des traditions bibliques relatives au personnage de 

| Balaam est un fait bien connu de la critique. Quoi de commun entre 
Ie prophéte exemplaire de fidélité & Yahvé que nous dépeint 'une 

| des strates de la péricope des Nombres!, et le Balaam responsable 
| de Papostasic des fils d’sraél & Péor selon la tradition sacerdotale 

(Nb 31,8.16, Jos 13, 22)? entre le devin ridicule, moins visi 
que son anesse (Nb 22, 22-35), et le magicien redoutable mis cn 
échec par Yahvé des récits deutéronomistes (Dt 23,5-6; Jos 

| 24,9-10)? Tl s'agit pourtant du méme personnage, désormais 
historiquement bien attesté, et les accointances du récit de Nb 
22-24 avec la tradition transjordanienne ne font plus de doute. 
L'importance de Pinscription de Deir “Alla ne saurait étre sures- 
timée pour Iétude de Phistoire des traditions. Si ces traditions 
remontent a un personnage historique, quelle qu’ait été I'ambiguité 
de ses rapports avec I'une ou Pautre des tribus israélites, leurs 

| divergences sont le fait d"interprétations et d"utilisations différentes 
d’un fonds commun. Permettez-moi de présenter ici une hypothdse 
rendant compte de I'histoire des traditions bibliques relatives & 
Balaam. 
Méme si Pon n’a pas encore épuisé toutes les directions de 

recherche sur ce sujet, nul ne peut nier aujourd’hui quela péricope 
des Nombres s’inspire pour une part de la tradition prophétique 
transjordanienne. De nombreuses affinités littéraires, tant dans la 
prose que dans les oracles, ont été relevées avec 'inscription de Deir 
“Alla - je n’y reviens pas. Le récit biblique a en outre retenu cette 
capacité du devin jordanien 2 entrer en contact avec le monde divin 

    

  

1 Coded. Nb 2223, moins I épisode de Vdnesse.
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pendant la nuit et décrit la familiarité de ses dialogues nocturnes 
avec Dieu? 

Llintérét de cette constatation réside précisément dans Putilisa- 
tion d'une tradition prophétique étrangére pour élaborer une 
histoire édifiante, prenant position sur la question des faux pro- 
phetes en Israél. Puisque le personnage de Balaam et scs oracles 
semblent bien connus en Tsraél, on comprend mal qu’on ait pu lui 
faire assumer le role exemplaire de fidélité 4 la parole divine si sa 
réputation était effectivement aussi sombre que le laisse entendre la 
tradition sacerdotale (Nb 31,8.16; Jos 13,22). Notre hypothése est 
quela péricope des Nombres a utilisé, dansles étapes successives de 
sa rédaction, en plus de la tradition transjordanienne, une tradition 
proprement isradlite relative 2 Balaam, A Ia fois littéraire et popu- 
laire, proche encore de la réalité historique (que nous ignorons), 
‘mais amorcant déja une interprétation de Pactivité du célébre devin 
qui permettra I'utilisation qui en est faite en Nb 22-24. 

Cette hypothise développe et réajuste, grice aux données 
présentement en notre possession, une proposition faite nagure par 
M. Noti’. Aprés d’autres, celui-ci constatait le caractére adventice 
de la péricope des Nb parmi les traditions rassemblées autour du 
theme de I"“Hineinfiihrung in das Kulturland””, et avec lesquelles 
elle n'a rien & voir. Pour Notw, il s'agit d’un cycle légendaire qui 
se développa autour du sanctuaire de Baal Péor, et qui n’aurait di 
son insertion dans les récits de la conquéte qu’au fait qu'il se serait 
trouvé associé & une antique tradition sur Balag. A partir de cettc 
““Grundlage””, le fonds proprement israélite se développa cn deux 
directions. D'un cdté la figure d’un Balaam hostile et dangereux, 
en relation avec Madian et ses rois, tué par les Hébreux lors de 
Pexpédition punitive contre les Madianites (Nb 31 & Jos 13): cette 
ligne de développement correspond au document J. 

D'un autre cdté, une tradition plus nuancée, transmise par E, ol 

   
   

2 La reprise en Nb 22,0.20 (uph” "iym * Bm k) de Ja formule de DA T: 1 
et les dieux vinrent vers 1ui pendant la nuit” (uy'aw. "hwh, "ln. byih) n'est pas 
due au hasard, méme s on Ia rencontre ailleurs dans Ia Bible (Gn 20,3 31,24 

3 M. Now, Uberlerungsgeschichte des Penatechs, Stuugart, 1948, 8086, 
* Primitivement indépendante, on trouverait trace de ceut tradition sur Balag 

en Jos 24,910, une fois supprimis s ragments 9b.10ab, considérés comme une 
nolice dr ajoutée posiérieurement pour harmoniser ce passage avec Dt 23,56, 
Mais cette opinion est aujourd hui abandonnée, Jos 24,9~ 10 est bien, en totlité, 
dr. 
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Balaam apparait aux cotés de Moab, et que Nori voit évoluer en 
trois étapes: 1) la redoutable efficacité de la parole du sorcier con- 
stitue le matériau primitif, mais sa malédiction proférée contre Is- 
raél fut tournée par Dieu en bénédiction (cf Dt 23,5-6); 2) dans un 
second temps, Dieu interdit 3 Balaam de prononcer sa malédiction, 
et ce trait interviendrait comme un retard dramatique dans une 
composition littéraire; 3) enfin, la tradition transforme le magicien 
paien en un exemplaire homme de Dieu selon les normes israélites. 

[ Poursuivant Ihypothise de NotH, G.W. Coats, dans son article 
intitulé *‘Balaam: Sinner or Saint?"”%, attribue cette transformation 
du personnage qui, de I'incantateur A gages, devient un prophéte 

| yahviste type, & Vintégration de cette tradition attestée par Dt 
| 23,56t Jos24,9 - 10 dans un récit légendaire dont le but est d'édi- 
| fier Pauditeur. Mais la définition du genre littéraire de Nb 22-24 

comme “légende’” me suffit pas & expliquer comment, d'un 
pécheur, on a pu faire un saint. 

D'accord avec W. Gross, H. Rourttarp, K. Sevsoiof, nous es- 
timons que la théorie classique des sources appliquée A 'étude du 

‘ Pentateuque ne peut rendre compte de I'élaboration de Nb 

[ 

    
  

22-247. Avec ces auteurs’, on peut dégager un récit primitif com- 
prenant Nb 22,4c-21; 22,36-23,26; 24,11.25. L'ensemble ainsi 
circonscrit apparaitlittérairement bien construit, avec une introduc- 
tion (22,4c~6), puis deux parties principales, elles-mémes articulées 
en deux volets (22,7-21 et 22,36-23,24), une conclusion 
(23,25-26 + 24,11.25). 

Le corps du récit est organisé en un diptyque relatant d’une part 
les deux embassades des émissaires de Moab, suivies chacune par 

| un dialogue nocturne du devin avec son dieu, d’autre part, les deux 

5 G.W. Coats, Balaam: Sinner or Saint?, BiR 18, 1973, 21-29. 
6 W. Gross, Bileam. Lirar. wd fombriische Unieruching der Proa in Num 

| 2224, Minchen, 1974; H. Roviiawo, La pircope d Balaam (Nb 2224) La rse 
4 ls “oracls”, Pars, 1983; K. Sevooup, in BZ 22, 1978, 144-145 

7 Malgé . tenaiive de réabilation d'unc “‘Quellenschedung” due 3 L. 
Somupr (Dic aluesiamentiche Bilamiberlclerung, BZ 23, 1979, 236-261) qui, 
abordant le texte par un autre biais que ses prédécesseurs (23,27-24,2), ne par- 
vient pas cependant & renouveler I problémaiquc. 

' H, RoutLuarn, Péiopr, déimite ainsice qu-cllc nomme le Niveau I du texte: 
22,2-21; 22,36-23,26. Gross, Biiam, qui s limite 3 I'étude du texte en prose, 
dome galément_comme. wité liérare. primicve (Eimheit 1) (p.  147) 
22,86 7a%c-21.36abet 3741 23,1. Zabe 542, 5ab~7b. 11~ 135,14 18625 
24,1125 
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oracles, précédés chacun par une scine sacrificielle. Cette structure 
symétrique est comme sous-tendue par le théme de I'opposition 
malédiction / bénédiction. Mais & travers ce théme structurel sc 
trouve développé un theme théologique, constituant 'intention et 
Pargument principal du récit: Pallégeance inconditionnelle du 
prophéte 2 la parole de Yahvé. La parole prononcée par Balaam 
sera celle que Yahvé “‘mettra dans sa bouche”?, et I'expression est 
employée avec assez d'insistance dans la péricope pour que I'on 
comprenne bien que I'auteur a voulu faire de ce devin étranger un 
véritable nabi de Yahvé!®, je n'insiste pas sur ce point maintenant 
bien établi 

  

Mi 6,5 - dont B. Rexaup!! situe la composition immédiatement 

aprés Pintroduction du Dt - suit fidélement la péricope des Nb 
Mon peuple, souviens-toi donc 
ce que tramait Balag, roi de Moab, 
et ce que lui répondit Balaam, fils de Béor 

La manidre dont Iallusion est tournée suppose connu le récit de Nb 
22-23. Au contraire, les deux notices de Dt 23,5-6 et Jos 24,9~ 10 
s'en distinguent par une particularité significative: elles soulignent 
I'une et Pautre que Balaam a effectivement maudit Israél, mais que 
Yahvé lui-méme tourna cette malédiction en bénédiction. Autre- 
ment dit, on retrouve le thtme de I'opposition malédiction / 
bénédiction structurant également la péricope des Nb, mais plus du 
tout le théme théologique de la fidélité du prophéte A la parole de 
Yahvé. Cette tradition dir est donc, peut-étre antérieure, en tout cas 
indépendante de Nb 22 -24. Nous en voyons un indice supplémen- 
taire dans le fait que Dt 23 et Jos 2¢ tilisent la racine gl (piel) pour 
“‘maudire”, alors que Nb 22 -24 n’emploie que 7 et gbb. 

Cette observation permet d’apprécier comment I'auteur de la 
péricope des Nb composa son récit 2 partir de la tradition transjor- 
danienne d’une part, dont il a repris nombre de traits relatifs au per- 

9 hdbr "5 yim “lym/yhuh by: 22,38b 23,5.12.168. 
10 Nb 2224 fonctionne comme une véritable cxplicitation de I'idéal prophé- 

tique tel qu'on le trouve résumé en Dt 13,18b en deux expressions paralkles: *Je 
mettrai mes paroles dans sa bouche (wnty dhry by) (A) / et il leur dira tout ce 
que je lui ordonnerai” (wdr 'bm ' € i ‘sunu) (B). Les deux expressions 
reviennent dans la péricope de Bala'am comme un véritable leitmotiv, mais 
toujours séparément. Ainsi on rencontre Ia formule A en 22,38 23,5.12. 16, et la 
formule B en 22,8.35 23,3b.26. 

1B, Rexaup, La formation d lior de Mickie, Paris, 1977, 289326, 
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sonnage de Balaam et d’expressions litiéraire, et d’une tradition 
isradlite d’autre part, dont Dt 23,56 et Jos 24,910 seraient des 
échos. Si nous nous risquons a définir en quoi consistait cette tradi- 

aélite sur Balaam - indépendamment du probleme que pose 
Phistoricité de Balag, roi de Moab ~ on peut supposer qu’elle vé- 
hiculait le souvenir que ce devin paien avait effectivement lancé des 
imprécations contre Israél. Apparemment, ces imprécations — mal- 
gré la redoutable réputation de Balaam ~ & 

   

  

  

    
étaient demeurées sans 

effet, ce que, du cbté isradlite, on interpréta comme le fait d’une 
intervention de Yahvé qui changea cette malédiction en bénédic- 
tion. 

Puisque la présence de ce devin aux frontiéres d’Israél est au- 
jourd’hui archéologiquement prouvée, I’hypothése qu'il ait pu, en 
des circonstances qui restent & éablir, prononcer des imprécations 
contre tel ou tel groupe israélite nous parait vraisemblable et rendre 
compte de I'image que I'on se fit de lui en-deca du Jourdain. Dans 
la péricope des Nb, il est méme possible de voir une allusion & cet 
épisode dans le second oracle, et dinterpréter en ce sens Nb 23,23 

  

Tl 'y a pas de présage qui vaille contre Jacob, 
ni de sort ot Israél!2: 
il est dit a Jacob en temps voulu, 
4 Tsraél, cé que El fait 

On remarque que ce verset contient précisément (23b6) 'une des 
nombreuses attestations du ND El dans les oracles bibliques de 
Balaam®, ainsi que la mention des oeuvres divines (o ') révé- 
lées par I'oracle, comme dans la premitre combinaison de Deir 
€Alla (I:5)'%. LeviNe n'a pas hésité & postuler “‘the derivation of 
the Balaam oracle from an El repertoire™!%, et nous verrions dans 
ce verset le souvenir de la réa 2 ces imprécations 
lancées en vain contre le peuple de Yahvé. 

De méme, I'épisode de 'anesse, dont Ioriginalité demeure si 

  

   

12 ky 1 nhs by*gb wl gom byl ol Von peut comprendre le b dans un sens ad- 
versatf, “contre’’; cf J. bE VAULX, Les Nombrs, Paris, 1972, 280, et aussi H. 

301-309. 
13 Mis en parallle 3 Jahvé en Nb 23,8, Y estsans doute possible utilsé comme 

ropre; il apparait quatre fois dans les oracles du ch. 23 (contre deux fois 
(23,8.19.22.23) et trois fos dans ceux du ch. 24 (24,4.8.16). 

DA L5 wlk . riw . polL. Thn : “venez voir les ocuvres des dieux” 
15 B.A. Levine, The Balaam Inscription from Deir “Alla, Historical Aspects, 

in Biblical Archaeoogy Todsy, Proceedings of the International Congress on Biblical 
Archacology (Jerusalem, 1984), Jerusalem, 1985, 354 -365. 
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surprenante par rapport au reste de la péricope, et I'insertion si 
maladroite dansle cours du récit'S, se comprendrait trés bien com- 
me une version populaire de cette tradition. Celle-ci pouvait facile- 
ment susciter un tel conte dont la verve ridiculise ce devin étranger 
réputé si puissant et rendu si faible devant Yahvé. Le fait que 'ange 
de Yahvé lui barre la route sous-entend qu'il était parti avec de mau- 
vaises intentions, ce qui est en contradiction avec la version des faits 
restituée par Nb 22 - 24, mais correspondrait & ce que Dt 23,5-6 & 
Jos 24,910 laissent entendre. La fable de Balaam et son dnesse ig- 
nore visiblement le récit trés théologique de Nb 22-23%, mais est 
dans le droit fil de la tradition évoquée par Dt et Jos. 

Ge Balaam payé pour maudire Israél, mais rendu inefficace par 
Pintervention de Yahvé, était suffisamment ambigu pour permetire 
deux développements inverses de la tradition: celui qui donna lieu 
au récit théologique de Nb 22-24 d’une part, celui qui renforga 
Paction négative du devin et que 'on saisit encore par bribes dans 
la tradition sacerdotale (Nb 31,8.16; Jos 13,22) d’autre part. 

Si cette tradition israélite relative & Balaam ~ chainon intermédi- 
aire entre la tradition transjordanienne et la péricope des Nb — 
transmet le souvenir plus ou moins déformé d’un fait historique 
réel, on se demandera od et quand le situer. Fautil le rattacher & 
la guerre entre Yoram et Mésha de Moab (ca 845 ~840)? Nous lais- 
sons la question sans réponse, d’autant qu'il s'en ajouterait alors 
une autre: pourquoi I’épisode d*une escarmouche contre Moab fut- 
il transposé et intégré aux récits de la conquéte? 

  

  

   

    

  

  

La seconde observation porte sur une structure littéraire commune & 
Pinscription de Deir “Alla et & la littérature prophéii 

On a depuis longtemps remarqué que l'oracle transcrit par notre 
inscription est intégré & un récit racontant les circonstances dans 
lesquelles il fut délivré. Il y a un véritable souci de composition lit- 

     

    

H. Rouiaro auribue I composition de cet épisode & une réaction 
défavorable au devin, résultatce débats sur la nature et a fonction du prophéte (Dt 
18,13-22) et pour contrer 'influence des oracles du Balaam de Deir “Alla (el 
Piricape,p. 480). Mais on sc demande alors pourquoi un réct composé postéricure 
ment au Niveau I sy integre i mal. La critique dassique attribue I'épisode 3 ] 
depuis WeLtitausex; & la suite de H. Gresswias, Mose und sene Zait, Gottingen, 
1914, 326 s., on y voit Putilsation par ] d'une “Volkssage” tell qu'on en trouve 

ailleurs dans son ocuvre (Gn3,1-5 32,34~ 32). L origine populaire du récit ressort 
en outre du fit qu'on n'y trouve aucun des thémes constituant la trame de la 
péricope 
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téraire, bien perceptible dans les premitres lignes de la Combinai- 
son I, et dont on peut énumérer les différents éléments. 

Aprés la rubrique de la ligne 1, donnant le titre général, on ob- 
serve quatre phases successives: 
A~ “Les dieux vinrent vers lui de nuit ..." (1 b-2). 
B - “Et Balaam se leva de bon matin ...”" (3-4a). 
C - “‘Son peuple monta chez lui et ils dirent ...” (4). 
D - “Alors il leur dit: “‘Asseyez-vous ...” (5 s5.). 

Schématiquement, nous avons donc: A) une instruction divine 
adressée au prophite, B) une action symbolique accomplie par ce 
dernier devant témoins!’, C) une question de la foule sur le sens de 
son attitude, D) un oracle. 

On rencontre une situation exactement analogue avec I'une des 
grandes figures du prophétisme biblique, Ezéchiel. 

  

Ez 24,15 La parole de Yahvé s'adressa  moi en ces termes 
16 *“Fils d’homme, voici que je vais Uenlever brutalement 

Ia joie de tes yeux. Tu ne célébreras pas le deul, tu 
ne pleureras pas ...” 

17 
18 Je parlai au peuple le matin; ma femme mourut le soir, 

‘et le lendemain matin, je fis selon ce qu'il mavait or- 
19 donné. Les gens me dirent: *“Ne nous expliqueras-tu pas 

la signification pour nous de ce que tu fais?”” 
20 Alors je leur dis: “Ily a eu pour moi une parole de 
21 Yahvé: Parle 4 la maison d’Israél: Ainsi parle le 

Seigneur Dieu: je vais profancr mon sanctuaire 

  

  

    

Les actions symboliques sont fréquentes chez les prophbtes, et par- 
ment chez Ezéchiel. Ici, il est demandé au prophite de 

S'abstenir des pratiques du deuil aprs la mort de sa femme; 3 Deir 
¢Alla, au contraire, Balaam convoque des personnes pour jefiner 
et pleurer en leur présence deux jours durant. Cette attitude n’est 
pas la simple réaction d'effroi devant la gravité de la vision recue, 
mais elle occupe, comme dans le cas d'Ezéchiel, une fonction essen- 
tielle dans la proclamation de Poracle. Gomme tous ces gestes 
prophétiques, elle signifie et actualise tout & la fois le message & 
transmettre!®. 

  

ticul 

    

17 Nous lsons bien, aprés la lacune de la 
(3 un repas)”, sens attesié en aram 
du jedne de Balaam un geste prophétique. 

W8 CEJ. LinobLos, Prophey in dncent Irael, Oxford, 1963, 171-172, 

i 3: yomn, de la rac. zmn “nviter 
breu mishnique (pie), ce qui fait      
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Mais en plus de cette fonction symbolique, atitude du prophdte 
ement pour but de provoquer I"étonnement des té- 

moins et de susciter leur question: ““Que signifie ce que tu fais?” 
““Pourquoi jednes-tu? Pourquoi pleures-tu?”’ dit-on 2 Balaam. 
Lloracle intervient alors en réponse 3 cette question. On a a trés 
certainement un schéma littéraire type servant de cadre 2 la trans- 
mission d’un oracle, et ce schéma comprend la séquence repérée au 
début de la Combinaison I: ~A) instruction divine, 

B) action symbolique, 
C) demande d’explication, 
D) exposé de Poracle. 

Cette observation confirme le caractére littérairement trés élaboré 
du texte de Deir “Alla et peut, par comparaison avec la tradition 
biblique, aider & préciser sa fonction. D'autre part, malgré la rela- 
tive rareté de ce schéma dans les textes prophétiques (on le retrouve 
intégralement en Ez 37,15 s5.), malgré aussi la distance chronolo- 
gique séparant le texte de Deir “Alla et Ezéchiel, nous n'avons pas 
affaire 3 une pure forme litiéraire; il n”est pas douteux qu’elle ait été 
Pexpression d’un comportement social précis, inhérent & la fonction 
prophétique. Sur ce point ~ etbien curieusement - Ezéchiel semble 
trés proche du comportement de Balaam. 

Bala’am regoit son message pendant la nuit et, dés le matin, con- 
voque le peuple (ou les chefs du peuple)!® pour commencer son 
“mime prophétique”’. Si nous prenons garde aux indications 
chronologiques du texte d’Ez cité précédemment, il semble bien 
qu'il, en fut de méme pour lui: “La parole de Yahvé s'adressa a moi 

. Etje parlai au peuple le matin” (Ez24,15.18). Puisqu’un méme 
schéma prophétique parait utilisé & Deir Alla et en Ez 24, on peut 
supposer qu’Ezéchiel, lui aussi, entendait pendant la nuit ce qu'il 
annongait le matin. Pareille fagon de faire n’apparalt pas ailleurs 
chez les grands prophates isralites; on I'attribuerait alors  I'une 

des caractéristiques d’ Ezéchiel qui fut de renouer avec certaines pra- 
tiques du prophétisme archaique. On le voit, par exemple, en train 
de consulter Yahvé au nom et en présence des anciens du peuple, 
assis autour de lui dans sa maison (Ez 8,1 ss.; 14,1 5.5 20,1 55,3 

semble avoir é 

  

19 Ligne 3: yemn . " Jghf. Jlw, I convoqua les chefs de I'assemblée chez 
i, selon uné lecture proposée par E. Pueci, Le textc ammonite de Deir “Alla 
Les admonitions de Balaam (premidre partie), in La vi de la Parole de ' Ancen au 
Noueau Testament, Enudes offertes & P. Grelot, Paris, 1987, p. 19. 
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33,31 ss.), comme le faisait Elisée (2 R 6,32)%%, es “‘audiences du 
matin’’ ont pu, & 1'occasion du moins, étre le lieu de la proclamation 

- 4 1la fois gestuelle et verbale ~ d’une parole ““vue’® pendant la 
nuit 

Ces remarques ne prétendent nullement démontrer une dépen- 
dance quelconque entre le texte de Deir “Alla et Ezéchiel, mais 
seulement la permanence d’une forme littéraire et d’un comporte- 
‘ment propres au prophétisme en-dega et au-deld du Jourdain 

0 GF W. Zimenwt, Esechiel, BKAT XIII/1, Neukirchen, 1969, 108,209, qui 
évoque la possibilté d une forme de clostration rituclle  laquelle aurait &é atreint 
le prophéte, au moins occasionnellement (cf Jr 36,5; Ne 6,10) 

 



    
    
    

    

      

                    

     

   

                                

    

REMARKS ON THE CLASSIFICATION OF THE 
NORTHWEST SEMITIC LANGUAGES* 

John HusxeroaRD 

   
The present communication, like several others offered at this sym- 
posium, concerns the dialect of the Deir Alla plaster text. It is 
part of alarger project on the classification of Gentral and Northwest 
Semitic, and is thus a report on work in progress 

There has been much debate at this symposium, and indeed since 
the appearance of the ediio princeps, ! about the proper classification 
of the Deir “Alla plaster text; some writers have expressed the 
opinion that the text represents an essentially Aramaic dialect, 
others that it reflects instead a variety of Canaanite. Most of the dis- 
cussion has been from a synchronic, purely descriptive point of 
view. In the present paper, I propose to take a diachronic perspec- 
tive and to move the discussion into the larger theoretical framework | 

of linguistic classification. I was happy to hear Prof. McCARTER in 
his presentation on the language of the text suggest that the Deir 
CAlla dialect seemed to fall somewhere in the middle, between 
Canaanite and Aramaic. My goal here is to show, from a historical 
linguistic point of view, how such a situation could arise. 

For some two decades now linguists have been re-evaluating 
traditional schemes of classification of the Semitic languages, and a 
consensus seems to be emerging of a new gross genetic classification, 
one that has had as its most articulate proponent Robert Herzrox.2 

      

  
* 1 wish to thank the organizers of the Deir All3 symposium, Prof. Jacob 

Horrizen and Dr. Gerrit va pix Koo, for the opportunity to present this con 
munication at the symposium and for including it in this volume; the written ver- 
sion has been revised only lightly from what was presented orally. I am also grate- 
ful o Jonas C. Greexriei, Prof. Horrigzes, Jo Ann HACKETT, André Lenigs, 
and Dennis PArDE for their helpful comments on the oral presentation. 

Note that angle brackets, < >, cnclose graphemes. 
1), Horryzer and G. vax bew Kooy, The Aramaic Tests from Deir “Alli 

(Leiden: Bril, 1976). 
= R. Herznon, “La division des langues sémitiques,” in A. Caquor and D. 

Con, cds. Actes du premier Congis intemational de linguistiue sémitigue t chamite 
simitque, Paric 16-19 juilet 1969 (The Haguc/Paris: Mouton, 1974): 181-9%; 
““Tuio Principles of Genetic Reconstruction, ” Lingua 38 (1976): 69— 108; “Semitic 
Languages," in Bernard Conniz, ed. The World's Major Languages (New York: Ox- 
ford, 1987): 654-63 
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In Herzrow’s scheme, as in many others, the Semitic languages are 
most fundamentally divided into an eastern and a western branch; 
the castern branch contains only Akkadian and, we may now almost 
certainly add, Eblaite, while the western branch, which includes all 
the other languages, exhibits a feature that is innovative with regard 
to Proto-Semitic and Akkadian, namely, the use of the predicative 
verbal adjective, gatela, as a perfective active verb. Within West 
Semitic we have again two branches: the conservative South Semit 
ic, which includes Ethiopian Semitic, the Modern South Arabian 
languages and probably the Old South Arabian languages; and an 
innovative branch including Arabic, Canaanite, and Aramaic, 
which Herzrox labels Central Semitic. The innovative feature 
shared by this group of languagesis that the form yagiolu, which was 
originally simply the perfective form yagtol marked for subordinate 
clauses (as in Akkadian), came to replace the earlier yugattol as the 
main clause imperfective form. 

Up to this point T and many others are in agreement with He 
RoN’s classification. With his internal subdivision of the branch he 
calls Central Semitic, however, we run into difficulty. Here Herz: 
®ox relies on the form of the feminine plural of the prefix- 
conjugation as his diagnostic feature: he suggests that Aramaic yig- 
Bolin preserves the carly Semitic form; thus, in his view, Arabic yag- 
tulna and Hebrew tigtold, both of which exhibit the ending -nd, 
reflect a shared innovation and constitute a separate innovative 
branch, Arabo-Canaanite, within Central Semitic. In a paper pub- 
lished in 1987, however, 1 argued that in the earliest dialects of 
Aramaic at our disposal, namely, the various Old Aramaic inscrip- 
tions, the second and third person plural feminine must likewise 
have ended not in -dn as in later Aramaic, but rather in -nd as in 
Hebrew and Arabic. I attempted to show this both on formal his- 
torical linguistic grounds and on the basis of some hard evidence in 
the Fkhariyye form Ppn ‘let them bake', where we should expect a 
<Y) to appear if the ending were -dn as in *layin. The formal 
difficultics involved in using yagtulnd as a diagnostic feature were 
also noted the same year in an article by R.M. Vora, who would 
nevertheless still group Canaanite and Arabic together as a separate 
sub-branch.* In my opinion the form jagtulnd or tagtuin of 

      

   

  

  

  

3 ““The Feminine Plural Jussi 
+ Rainer M. Voror, “The 
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in Old Aramaic,” ZDMG 137 (1987): 2671 
sification of Central Semitic,” JSS 32 (1987) 
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Hebrew and Arabic, which s also found in Ugaritic, reflects instead 
the carliest Semitic situation, and o the similarity of the forms in 
those languages is the result of a shared retention and therefore not 
significant for classil 

Twould propose a more traditional subdivision within Herzron's 
Central Semitic group. The members of the conventional Northwest 
Semitic division—Aramaic, Canaanite, Ugaritic—all exhibit a few 
features in common that are not found in Arabic. At least one of 
these features must, in my view, be considered a shared innovation 
vis-d-vis a common Central Semitic and thus evidence of a genetic 
subgroup divorced from Arabic. This feature, already noted, for 
example, by H.L. GINsBERG in his 1970 article on the Northwest 
Semitic languages,” is the regular pluralization of monosyllabic 
triradical nouns—that is, gatl, gil, and qutl forms—by means of a- 
insertion, in addition to the usual external plural markers. It may 
be objected that this feature was inherited from Proto-Scmitic and 
even from Proto-Afroasiatic, and is therefore, like shared retentions 
generally, not significant for classification.® Tt is certainly undenia- 
ble that a-insertion to form plurals is a trait going back at least to 
Proto-Semitic, for it is attested not only in the Northwest Semitic 
languages under investigation, but also in Arabic, in north Ethiopic, 
in the Modern South Arabian languages, and perhaps originally 
even in Akkadian.” What is unique to Ugaritic, Aramaic, and the 
Canaanite dialects, however—and this has not previously been 
given proper weight as a diagnostic feature—is the distribution of 
this feature, for only in those languages is a-insertion in the plural 
base both restricted to and obligatory in gutl nouns, and only in 
those languages is the addition of an external plural marker also 
mandatory (so that all such plurals are invariably doubly marked) 
The presence of each of these factors in the languages in questi 
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5 H.L Gixsaexo, “The Northwest Semitic Languages'” in The World Hisory of 
e Jewish Prople, vol.2: Patrarch, cd. B. Mazar (Givatayim: Jewish History Publi- 
cations/Rutgers Universiy, 1970): 102-24, esp. p. 102. 

© Joseph H. Greexneas, “Internal a-plurals in Afroasiatic (Hamito-Semitic), 
in ). Luas, ed. Afiilanistische Studien (Berlin: Deutsche Akademie der Wissen- 
schafien zu Berlin, Insttut fir Orientlorschung, 1955): 198-204. 

7 See my ““Three Notes on Akkadian Morphology,” in “Working with No 
Date”" Semitic and Egypian Stdies Presented to Thamas O. Lambin, ed. D. Gotoss 
(Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1987): 18194, esp. pp. 18385, 

# For more detal concerning this feature the reader is directed (o my forh: 
coming “Central Semitic and Northwest Semitic.” 

  

  

    

  



       

        
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

                                    

    

    

   

     

REMARKS ON THE CLASSIFICATION 285 
| 
| points clearly to an innovation in a common ancestor. Within 
[ Herzron’s larger Semitic scheme this subgroup ought properly to 
[ be labeled North Central (West) Semitic; we might also refer to it 

as the Syro-Palestinian (as opposed to the Arabian) branch of Cen- 
| tral Semitic, but there seems little harm in retaining the time- 

| honored Northwest Semitic, as long s it is borne in mind that its 
immediate ancestor is Central Semitic rather than Proto-Semitic. 

The internal sub-classification of dialects within the Northwest (or 
North Central) Semitic branch has also continued to be a much- 
discussed topic. In my opinion, several dialects and sets of dialects, 
namely, the substratum Northwest Semitic dialects of the Palestin- 
ian Amarna letters, Hebrew, Phoenician, and Moabite,? all exhibit 
a significant number of shared innovations and thus also share a 
common ancestor and constitute a genetic subgrouping. The in- 
dependent existence of this subgroup, which we may conveniently 
label Canaanite, must date at least to the fourteenth century since 
it includes Amarna evidence. The innovative features of Proto- 
Canaanite may be summarized as follows. 

First, for the D and G suffix-conjugation forms we may confident- 
ly reconstruct Proto-Northwest Semitic *gattila and *hagila, since 
these are of course the ancestors of the Aramaic forms, and since 
Ugaritic likewise probably had gattila for the D suffix-conjugation, 
as evidenced by a form in syllabic cuneiform;® these carly forms 
became *gittla and *higtila in Hebrew, of course, but also, to judge 
from the evidence, in Phoenician and in at least one of the Amamna 
dialects, where we find the G form /higbPel ‘he hid’ (4i-ik-bie, EA 
256:7, from Pella).!! 

Second, the first person singular pronoun, originally *andki as 
in Ugaritic, after becoming *aniki with the unconditioned change 
of *a> *—the so-called Canaanite shift, which is not in itsclf a sig- 
nificant feature—dissimilated to andki. Also Proto-Canaanite, and 

  

5 Ammonite and Edomite are also usually included among the Canaaitc lan 
guages, butsince they offer no evidence for the particular diagnostic eatures noted 
i the following paragraphs, they may not, obviously, be labeled Canaanite on the 
basis of those features. 

0 Viz., fa/ia-lima for Ugsr. liallmal “has paid", in J. Noveavsor, et al., 
Ugaitica 3 (Paris: Imprimeric National, 1968): 18789, text 96: passim. 

I For a detailed discussion of the history of the D and C suffix-conjugation 
forms in Northwest Semitic, Canaanite, and Hebrew, see my *Historical Phonolo- 
gy and the Hebrew Piel,” in Walter R. Booie, ed., Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew 
(Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, forthcoming). 
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more important, was the concomitant change of the first person 
suffix-conjugation ending *-tii > -fi; Aramaic and Ugaritic, of 
course, unfortunately offer no evidence for their early vocalization 
of this ending 

‘Third, the first person plural marker in Proto-Northwest Semitic 
was probably *ni to mark the subject on the suffix-conjugation 
(gatalnif) but *-ni to mark both the direct object on verbs and the pos- 
sessive on nouns. Proto-Canaanite saw the generalization of *-ni in 
all environments, whereas Proto-Aramaic leveled *-nd in all en- 
vironments; again we have no evidence for Ugaritic. 

While we therefore have evidence concerning only two of these 
features in each of Ugaritic and in Aramaic, nevertheless that is 
sufficient, in my view, (0 establish the existence of a Canaanite 
branch of Northwest Semitic distinct from Ugaritic and Aramaic al- 
ready in the fourteenth century.!2 That Ugaritic and Aramaic con- 
stitute separate branches of Northwest Semitic is accepted by most 
scholars. Thus, it seems most reasonable to suggest that Ugaritic, 
Proto-Canaanite, and Proto-Aramaic are to be considered distinct 
and coordinate branches within Northwest Semitic 

To review, I would point o three features as characteristic of the 
newly emergent Canaanite dialect group: the change of *gattla and 
*hagtila to *qittila and *higtila; the change of “anakii to >andki and 
the concomitant change of the first person singular suffix *-(i to *-fF; 
and the generalization of the suffix *-nii for the first person plural. 
Another development, shared by many of the Canaanite dialects 
later, but not something we can register as a Proto-Canaanite fe 
ture, s the phonological realization of the emerging Central Seniti 
category of the definite article as a doubling of the initial conso- 
nant of a word, with  preposed *ha- when the form was phrase- 
initial, 13 
When we turn to examine the dialect of the plaster inscription 

            

12 Here Lmust disagree with S. Kxurs, for example, who has recently stted 
that “th division between Canaanite and Aramaic cannot be traced back any 
distance into the second millennium, " in “The Classification of the North West 
emitc Dislects of the Biblical Period and some Implications Thercof,"” in Moshe 

Bas-Asie, ed., Hebrawand Aramaic Pancl Sssion, Pocdings ofhe Ninth World Con. 
gy of Jewish Sudi, Jeuslem, August 412, 1983 (Jerusalem: Magcs, 1960): 
157, . p. 42 

55" See 1.0, Lanoix, *“The Junctural Origin of the West Seritic Definte Ar- 
tice,” in H. Goroicks, ed., Near Easern Suis i Honor of Wil Fosuwell lbight 
(Ballimore: Johns Hopkins, 1971): 31335 
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found at Deir ¢Alla we find no evidence for any of the features T 

  

have just cited as characteristic of Proto-Canaanite. Features that are 
cited as Canaanite by various scholars are, as far as I can tell, all 
retentions from the common fund inherited from Proto-Northwest 
Semitic; they are not part of the package of shared, specifically 
Canaanite innovations of the fourteenth century. We have therefore 
no firm linguistic grounds to call the Deir Allz dialect Canaanite. 
On the other hand, there is also not much evidence that would con- 
tradict the inclusion of Deir ‘Al in the Canaanite fold. The two 
items that are most frequently cited in this connection are the use 
of (Q) to write the Deir ‘Alla reflex of Proto-Semitic *® and the 
writing of the third person masculine singular suffix on plural bases 
as (W-H). Concerning the (Q) I can only state emphatically 
that the use of an orthographic feature for linguistic classification 
is very risky; certainly the appearance of (Q) for etymological *§ 
may in no way be cited as evidence that the dialect is Aramaic. 
After all, the orthography of the text is, everyone agrees, based on 
Aramaic precursors; thercfore, if *3 remained a distinctive con- 
sonant in this dialect, it is only reasonable to expect that the 
scribe would write it with the same character as was used in 
Aramaic texts.!* At all events, the writing of *3 with (Q) shows 
only that that phoneme had not merged with *s; in this restricted 
sense, we may state that the Deir ‘Alla dialect did not participate 
in one sound change characteristic of most Canaanite dialects, 
namely the merger of * and *s. But the significance of this un- 
shared phonological feature for classification is marginal at best; af- 
ter all, we assign only minor significance to the very same situation 
in Hebrew in its preservation of *fas distinct from the merged reflex 
of *5 and *6, against the otherwise common Canaanite merger of 
those phonemes. Those who would point to the (Q) as significant 
for classification must also, on the same grounds, conclude that the 

1 See Jo Ann Hacxerr, The Balaam Text fom Deir “Alli (Harvard Semitic 
Monographs 31: Chico, Calf.: Scholars, 1984): 111-13; cadem, “The Dialect of 

0r. 53 (1984): 57-65, esp. p. 61. This 
point was also siressed by P. McCARTER in his presentation at the symposiun. 

‘Note that the same argument may be made concerning the prefixed (L) for the 
negative “lé- as evidence of an Aramaic dislect, as suggested by André Lewame, 
a languc de Pinscription sur plitre de Deir ‘Alla,”” GLECS 24 -28 (1979-84): 

317-40, csp. p. 325: the appearance of this feature shows not that the diact was 
linguistically Aramaic, but only that the othography was ulimately borrowed from 
Aramaic practice. 
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dialect of the Fkhariyye inscription is not Aramaic because its scribe 
wrote the presumably still-distinct reflex of *0 with (S) rather than 
) 

The import of the writing (W-H) for the third person suffix is 
less clear. Certainly this writing is typical of Aramaic dialects. But 
afeature is of value for linguistic classification only if it is an innova- 
tive feature, not if it is one preserved from an carlicr phase of ialect 
history. The problem with the ending (W-H) is that its origin is 
obscure; the traditional explanation, as often noted, is far from satis- 
factory. The most likely development is that proposed by W.R. 
Gare in his Dialect Geography, suggesting a simple carly sound 
change common to most of the Northwest Semitic arca, a change 
that cannot be regarded as taxonomically distinctive. > Thus we 
must hesitate to place much weight on the ending (W-H) for the 
classification of the Deir CAlla dialec. 

We have seen, therefore, that there are no firm grounds to label 
the Deir °Alla dialect Canaanite, and only marginal grounds 
against such a label 

We may now examine features characteristic of Aramaic. We 
must begin by noting that many features typical of later Aramaic 
dialects may not be considered Proto-Aramaic developments, since 
they are not attested in all of the Old Aramaic texts at our disposal 
I have already mentioned that the uniquely Aramaic form igtalin 
does not yet exist as a jussive in several Old Aramaic inscriptions. 
The uniquely Aramaic development of a feminine plural nominal 
ending -an s also not complete in the Sfire inscription, where we stll 

find an example of the earlier Semitic *~d. The triumph of the form 
migtal as the G-stem infinitive is likewise stll not complete at Sfirc. 
The ending *-¢* as the phonological realization of definiteness is 
only just emerging in the early inscriptions, as shown in 1971 by 
Lamsois (see n. 13), and later corroborated in the Fkhariyye text. 
And the orthography of the early texts obviously shows that the com- 
‘mon Aramaic set of consonant mergers reflects a later development 
Since these features may, a priori, not be called Proto-Aramaic, 1 
would suggest that they result from the spreading influence of one 
or two prestige dialects, probably of prominent urban centers, dur- 
ing the ninth and eighth centuries. 

    

  

      

15 W. Randall Gas, Dialet Geography of Sria-Palesing, 1000-586 B.C.E. 
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania, 1985): 1079, 
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There are, however, other innovative features that can be labeled 
Proto-Aramaic, that is, that can be considered innovations shared 
by all Aramaic dialects. One is the change of what was probably a 
vocalic *p to r in the words for ‘son’, ‘daughter’, and ‘two’.6 
Another is the levelling of the ending *-nd for the first person plural, 
whereas Proto-Canaanite, as we saw above, levelled *-ni. In the 
‘morphology of the verb we may further cite the creation of a new 
Gt-stem *hiltagtal and the complete loss of the N-stem; the sig- 

ficance for classification of ashared lossis debated by linguists, but 
view of the important morpho-lexical rearrangement in the verbal 

system that accompanied the loss of the N, i.c., the new morpho- 
lexical load that had to be carried by the ¢ forms, I believe that we 
must attribute that loss to the period of a common ancestor. 

Let us now return to the Deir ‘Alla dialect. We noted earlier 
that there is no evidence for or against calling it a Canaanite dialect, 
with the minor exception of the non-merger of *9 and *s. When we 
consider the dialect in terms of the Proto-Aramaic features just men- 
tioned, we must note first that the appearance of br in Balaam’s 
name s probably not relevant; names may not be used as linguistic 
data for the dialectology of the texts in which they appear,” and we 
may consider br in bl“m brbr to be part of the character’s name.' 
There is therefore overt evidence for only one of our Proto-Aramaic 
features, viz., unlike all Aramaic dialects, the Deir ‘Al dialect 
clearly has an N-conjugation. Thus, the Deir ‘Alla dialect does 
not participate in one of the significant innovations according to 
which we identify Aramaic. By definition, therefore, the Deir 
Al dialect may not be considered Aramaic. We may also ot 
suggest, as has naively been done, that this dialect is Proto-Aramaic, 

  

   

16 See D. Tesrax, “The Significance of Aramaic 1 < *n,’” JNES # (1985) 
143-46. Tt should be noted that, as TesTen observes, this change also occurred 
in the ancestor of the Moder South Arabian languages, a fact that must apparent- 
ly be ascribed 1o coincidence. 

17 See my “Northwest Semitic Vocabulary in Akkadian Texts,” JA0S 107 
(1987): 713725, esp. pp. T14-15. 

18 As Dennis Paroet rightly pointed out to me, however, br in 8m brbr s, 
stricly speaking, a common noun linking to proper nouns. Neverthless it isentir- 
Iy possible that the whole chain bm bri'r used o refer 1o the character is extemal 
o the dialect in which the text was written; cf. kimo br [°) at the begining of 
the Phoenician Kilamuwa text (KAT 24:1), and note that br is not written as a 
separate word in bi¢r at Deir AL, Certainty that the Deir All dialect had br 

  

  

as opposed to bn would require it occurrence in a fully contextual stting, such as 
“he said to his son’ or the lke. 
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or “‘on the way to becoming Aramaic, but was not yet,"” o trying 
to be Aramaic.!? That could only be true if the text were several 
centuries earlier than any Aramaic we have, which is clearly not the 
case. One has a curious picture of a dialect struggling desperately 
10 catch up with its more progressive relatives; languages simply do 
not develop that way, and people do not speak proto-languages. In 
other words, by the period of the Deir ‘Al text, Aramaic texts 
and dialects have been attested for a century. Aramaic exists in the 
cighth century BCE, and the Deir ¢Alla dialect cither is or is not 

t; we may not posit the existence of Aramaic and “almost 
Aramaic” at the same point in time. Since the Deir ‘Alla dialect 
does not manifest an important Proto-Aramaic development, we 
must conclude that it is not part of Aramaic. 

To recapitulate, we must, I believe, conclude that the dialect of 
the Deir “Alla plaster text is not Aramaic and not demonstrably 
Canaanite. Here we run into what seems at first to be a dead end 
To the best of my knowledge, previous writers, even those who 
recognize that the Deir CAlla dialect seems to have some of both 
Canaanite and Aramaic, have assumed, tacitly or explicitly, that the 
dialect must be one or the other, though Prof. HopTijzex in the editio 
princeps (pp. 300 - 1) did question whether one had to choose between 
the two; most, however, insist that the dialect must be either 
Ganaanite or Aramaic, usually with some degree of “mixing”’; that 
is, it is ““Aramaic with some Canaanite features,” or *‘Canaanite 
with some Aramaic features.” Even Garg, who at the end of his 
Dialect Geagraphy situates all attested early-first-millennium dialects 
on a continuum, must conclude that the Deir CAlla dialect is closer 
to Aramaic than it is to Canaanite, 2! as though those are the only 
choices available to us. In most of these discussions, the absence of 
a consistent historical linguistic perspective results in a certain fuzzi- 
ness concerning the likely linguistic developments that could have 
produced an apparently unusual phenomenon like the dialect of 

  

      

19 Ermst Axel Kxav, review of Hacxerr (sbove, n. 14), ZDPV 101 (1985) 
187-91 
0 The suggestion of Professor Lewalge (see his contribution to this volum), 

that the text must be dated carler than the inscription, cannot be countered.  find 
itdifficult o accept, however, since it eaves us with no methodological control over 
the material, linguistically o otherwise. Furthermore, as I will propose presenly, 
the suggestion is not, linguistically at least, necessary. 

21 P. 229 of the volume cited above in . 15, 
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the Deir “Alli text, which is neither Aramaic nor necessarily Ca- 
naanite. Some writers, to be sure, have suggested that the dialect 
represents a new language, proposing to call it variously Midianite, 
Gileadite, or the like. But these writers, too, generally describe their 
new language as closer to, or a dialect of, either Canaanite or 
Aram: 

Nearly all who have considered this problem, I believe, make an 
assumption that is linguistically unnecessary and insupportable, 
namely, that after the second millennium, a Northwest Semitic lan- 
guage must be, or derive from, cither Canaanite or Aramaic (s0 
that, as noted above, Deir Alla is said to be either “Canaanite 

| with some Aramaic features” or “‘Aramaic with some Canaanite 
features””). Likewise Ga lists Aramaic and Phoenician as the lin- 
guistic extremes of his dialect continuum; everything else must fit 
along a line in beween these two. GARR’s presentation of his linguistic 
features as a series of criss-crossing isoglosses in a tangle of mutually 
influencing dialects is both thorough and reasonable for a dialect 
geography; but, as noted earlier, that approach to the data by de- 
sign shows only part—the bare surface—of the true linguistic reali- 
vy 

| Let us return to the mid-second millennium. There we find a 
cluster of Northwest Semitic dialects identifiable by the features dis- 
cussed near the beginning of this paper. Around this time, in the 
northwestern part of the region covered by this cluster, a dialect that 

| we will identify by its later texts as Ugaritic begins to be distin- 
guished from the Northwest Semitic matrix by the innovation of a 
number of significant features in phonology and morphology. By 

| about 1400 we may also isolate a sub-group we will call Canaanite, 
which has likewise separated itself from the rest of Northwest Semit- 
ic with the various significant innovations described earlier. 

‘The question at this point is: what does the separation of Ugaritic 
and Canaanite leave? The usual answer to the question is, Aramaic, 
but this answer is not correct. Aramaic, like Ugaritic and 
Canaanite, is identifiable as an innovative dialect cluster, that is, as 
a group of dialects that share a common set of linguistic develop- 
ments. It is simply not the case that once Canaanite and Ugaritic 

| leave the Northwest Semitic fold the remaining speakers whose dia- 
lects were not affected by those developments all immediately took 
up the specifically Aramaic developments we find several centuries 
later. What was left after the specifically Canaanite dialectal de- 
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velopments, rather, was simply the remaining, still-developing 
Northwest Semitic matrix of dialects that were not affected by those 
developments. Some time later—by the ninth century at the latest, 
but otherwise impossible to determine in the absence of any earlier 
data—some of these remaining dialects in turn innovated the com- 
‘mon set of features we consider to be typical of Aramaic. Some, but 
notall; that s, there must, a priori, have been speakers of Northwest 

Semitic dialects whose dialects were essentially unaffected either by 
the changes by which we characterize Canaanite or by those com- 
‘mon to what we call Aramaic. In other words, there must have been 
Northwest Semitic dialects that were, by definition, neither 
Canaanite nor Aramaic. That we have little evidence for such dia- 
lects is interesting, but not surprising, since for the most part the 
texts we have come from major centers, which, as Gark has noted, 
are most susceptible to linguistic change. But that there were dialects 
unaffected by either Canaanite or Aramaic innovations is to be ex- 
pected. In the plaster text from Deir cAll we have one such dia- 
lect. That, I believe, is why it seems to be neither fully Canaanite 
nor fully Aramaic in appearance: we have no evidence that it shares 
in any of the innovative changes that distinguish either Canaanite or 
Aramaic. That is also why the Deir “Alla dialect seems so conser- 
vative: vis-a-vis the Canaanite and the Aramaic dialects, it is; the 
features it shares with Canaanite or with Aramaic are not the inno- 
vations, but features that are inherited from the common Northwest 
Semitic stock, features such as the following: the lack of a graphically 
explicit definite article; the relic consecutive prefix-conjugation for 

past tense; the preservation of the final -in the third feminine singu- 
ar of the suffix conjugation; the N-stem; forms like the second femi- 
nine singular suffix -4, the infinitive da°t ‘to know’, and the im- 
perative liki ‘go’. This is not to suggest that the Deir “Alla dialect 
is Proto-Northwest Semitic, without having undergone any devel- 
opment since the mid-second millennium. Rather, I would suggest, 
it was undoubtedly subject to areal phenomena like the loss of case- 
vowels and the subsequent change of final *-at to *-7 in feminine 
nouns. The dialect could also have undergone some innovative de- 
velopments not found in either Canaanite or Aramaic, but these, as 
far as we can tell, are not evidenced in the small, unvocalized sample 
of the dialect at our disposal 

In this paper T have tried to show that in a discussion of linguistic 
dassification, both the so-called “‘Stammbaum"" theory or genetic 
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classification and wave- theory or dialect geography must be brought 
10 bear on the evidence. When both the synchronic view and the 
historical development are considered, the picture emerges of a 
dialect that need not be classified as a form or sub-branch of either 
Aramaic or Canaanite, but rather as a representative, thus far 
unique, of another independent branch of the larger Northwest 
Semitic family. 

 



   
    
    
    

   ASPECTS OF THE LITERARY STRUCTURE OF 
COMBINATION I 

  

Al WoLrers 

The study of the Balaamite fragments found at Tell Deir “Alla has 
hitherto been concerned mainly with matters of reconstruction, 
paleography and linguistics. One of the results of the initial round 
of studies of these fragments has been the recognition that they are 
the remnants of a literary, as distinct from a monumental, inscrip- 
tion. In fact they represent, in the words of A. LEMAIRE, *‘le premier 
exemple d'un texte littéraire en araméen ancien.””! Since the first 
nine lines of Combination I can now be read as an almost continu- 
ous unit, we have a large enough passage of this remarkable ancient 
composition to_explore the possibilities of a specifically literary 
analysis. It is with that exploration, limited to the first nine lines of 
CGombination I, that the present paper deals 

true of course that any literary analysis will be significantly 
hampered by the remaining gaps in the text, and by the substantial 
disagreements which stil exist among scholars about the interpreta- 
tion of many details within the passage in question, but T hope to 
show not only that there is enough that is now clear to allow a 
preliminary literary analysis, but also that such an analysis can in 
turn help us t0 resolve some of the questions of detailed interpre- 
ation. 

T shall take as my point of departure the overall arrangement and 
reconstruction of the text proposed by LEMAIRE in 1985, although 
Ishall differ from him in a few readings, and although I recognize 
that some of his restorations are quite speculative. What follows is 
my own presentation of the relevant text, together with my own pro- 
posed translation: 

  

     

                                          

    
     

    

    

  
! A. Lesaine, “Liinscription de Balaam trouvée A Deir “Ala: épigraphi 

Biblical Archacology Today (Jerusalem, 1983), p. 322. 
? Lenire, *“Linscription,” p. 318. See'also A. LEwaIxe, *‘Les inscriptions de 

la e la litérature araméenne antique,” in Comples Rendus de U Académie 
des Insriptions et Blles-Letres (1985), pp. 27 79280, which s different 
on a few minor points. 
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    Cowmsmarion I, 1-9 
   

     
   

    

  

    

     

      

    

   

    

   

                

    

      

  

Tt te o s B o 
2% hah. lhn ] the seerman o the o, 

g 
N. 3 B2 wytw. Iwh. 2. blylh. <| Behad,the gods came o him at igh, 

& wiymlhe Mo kP21, 5] and soke ] i seconing t thse wors, 
5 wy?miw. 1bJm. br bér kh. 5 and they s o (Balaalm son o Beor ths: 

Q. 6 yp [nbe]’. *hech S| “The [Ligh hs shone s s 
7 3 fhwysh. ypl'e )t Fiefor udgement] has she. 

N. 8 wyqm. blm. mn. mbr | And Balam srose in the morning 
9 Lymn. o daye 

10 T g 
11 wyk(hllyk] ] snd coutd ot e, 
12 whith.ybkh, 20 b wepe bitr e 
13 wyll. mh. 2w, ond i peope came wp t him 
13 wylmrw.] Iim.br bt | nd they 1] o Balaam son o Beo 

Q 15 Im. tsm.wlim thch, Why are you fasing and why are you 
wecping?” 

N. And he sid 0 the:     
Q17 Fw. hwkm. mh. id{yn Jw S| “Return! | shall tll you what the shaddayn are o 2 & 

3 18 Tkw. Pw. pCIc thn Go on, consider the dings of the gods.    

     
              
      
              
        
    

   Afhin. tybdw. 
20 “wnibuw. dyn, mu<d 
21 wmrw. H{m]:. 

Q|22 tpry. skry. Sy bbly. 
23 3m bk, wi. n'gh 
24 Sym. WL, smr. 
25 ky. thby. bt (bb. bik. 
26 wi. thgy. “d. ‘I 
27 ky. sser. be pr. 
28 nsr. wq[?). thmn. 
29 yénh. bfsd, whny. nss 
30 widh 2prby. *nph. dir 
31 nire® ywn. wipr 

The gods have gatbered together, 
and the shaddayn hive et in aserbly, 
and they have said to Shfamjh: 
“Sew up, bt shut th sky with your cloud! 
Let darkness be there, and ot brightnes, 
gloom and not radiance 
Yes, stk teror with the cloud of darknes, 

! do ot remove it cvr: 
hawk, s, bat, 
eagle, and peican, vulures, 
osrih, stork, young of falcons, 
and owl, chicks o heron, dove, 
birdof-prey, pigeon and sparrow: 

SC
EN

E 
D) 

  

    [ My remarks on the literary aspects of this text will be organized 
| under two headings, namely “‘colometric patterns’” and “narrative 

architecture.” For each of these categories I shall give a brief descrip- 
tion and analysis, followed by a consideration of how they shed light 
on some of the remaining obscurities in the text 

Itis clear from the layout of the text as I have presented it that I 
discern a colometric pattern in this passage of the inscription. In 
other words, it is my judgement (following a similar analysis by 
Victor Sasson’) that the text falls quite naturally into a series of dis- 

3 V. Sassox, “The Book of Oracular Visions of Balaam from Deir Alla,”
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crete cola, which stand in various kinds of literary relation to each 
other. 

The most obvious such relation is parallelism. We find this clear- 
ly illustrated, for example, in the bicolon which I have numbered 
19 and 20, where the A-line (*‘the gods have gathered together”) 
is clearly balanced by the B-line (*‘and the shaddayin have met in 
assembly”). We find a similar case in bicolon 13-14: “and his 
people came up to him/and they [said] to Balaam son of Beor."” A 
special case is represented by the list of birds in cola 27~ 31, where 
the series of 15 ornithological terms falls readily into five lines of 
three terms each. We also note the clear case of internal parallelism 
in colon 15 

The recognition of parallelism as a literary feature of our text is 
a useful heuristic guideline in resolving a number of interpretative 
difficulties. In colon 2, for example, it tips the scales in favour of 
reading > as a noun meaning “man” (so Horrijzer! and most 
others) against f as Canaanite relative pronoun (so Hackett)) 
Similarly, in colon 24, parallelism favours HOFTIZER-VAN DER 
Koony’s reading “fm, understood with Sasso to mean *“gloom” ¢ 
over “dm (so CaQuoT-LeMaIRE) or Im (so McCarTer® and Hac- 
kerr%). Once this has been established, the parallelism also justifies 
McCarTeR'’s bold assumption that the second obscure word in this 
colon (whether it is read as sk or smr) must mean something like 

  

“radiance.”’!” The clear case of paralielism which we noted in bi- 
colon 19-20 also has value for questions of exegetical detail. For one 
thing, it shows that *tyhdw and nhw are synonymous terms, and 
since ngh occurs in the Bible as a technical term for YHWH taking 

Ugarit-Frschungen 17 (1985) 283-309, esp. 267 -289. It should be adeled that my 
colometric analyss is quite different from SassoN's 

¥ ). Horryzen and G. vax bex Koo, Aramaic Tecs fom Deir “All (Leiden, 
1976), p. 18+ 

* J.A. Hackerr, The Balaam Textfrom Deir Alla (Chico, CA, 1984), pp. 29, 
3 

© V. Sasson, “Two Unrecognized Terms in the Plaster Texts from Deir 
la,” Palestive Explortion Quartely 117 (1985), pp. 102-103, and idem, 

“Oracular Visions, " pp. 296297 
A. Caguor and A. Lesaine, 

(1977) 1 
®P. Kyle McCagre, ““The Balaam Texts from Deir “Alla: the First Combi- 

nation,” Bulltin of the Americn Schools of Orintl Rescrch 239 (1980) 54. 
? Fxcker, Balaam Toxt, p. 44 

“Balaam Texts, " p. 54 

  

s textes araméens de Deir “Alla,” Sria 54     
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part in the assembly of the gods (so MuLLEN'!), both expressions in 
this context probably refer not to rebellion (pace Sassox'?), but to 
legitimate deliberative assembly. For another thing, the bicolon in 
question shows that *lfn and idyn are parallel terms, and may well 
indicate (pace Sasson'?) that they are different designations for the 
same group of heavenly beings 

A particularly instructive example of the exegetical relevance of 
parallelism is the vexed question of the correct restoration of colon 
4. It is commonly agreed, since Caquot-LemaiRe's realignment of 
the fragments, # that there is a gap of 6 to 8 letters between the ini- 
tial w and the sequence h.km. There s dispute, however, about how 
the gap should be filled, and how the letters after k. km should be con- 
strued. LEmaiRe and others read w/ymllo. ] kmifyP, “and [they 
spoke] to him according to these words, > whereas Hackerr, 
Pukch and others, making use of fragments Ve and XVc to fill 
the gap, read w/yhe].mhzh km>L, “and he saw a vision like an 
oracle of EL.”16 Without entering into the paleographic and mor- 
phological questions that are involved here, I would like to point out 
in this context that the solution proposed by Lewate yiclds a 
clear parallel to colon 5, with w/ymili. *lujk balanced by u 
Ib{EJm.br.br, and kmifyP. >l balanced by kh. Furthermore, this 
reading makes cola 3 and 4 stylistically analogous o cola 11 and 
12, both involving the sequence “and they came .../ and they 
said ... Consequently, since the alternative proposal of HAGKETT 
and Puec is stylistically awkward (making the grammatical subject 

of colon 4 different from that of 3 and #) we conclude that literary 
considerations count against it and favour the reading of LemaIRE, 
at least in its general thrust. 

A final example of the heuristic value of parallelism is found in the 
bicolon 17 18, where there is a partial letter and a gap following 
mh.3. According to vax pEr Kooy, the mutilated leter can be cither 
a dalet or a gimel.'7 LEMAIRE reads huwkm. mh.Sg[yh. liyh] wikw, “je 

      

Asembly of the Gods (Chico, CA, 1980), pp. 23031 
he Language of Rebellion in Psalm 2 and in the Plaster 
Andreus Univasity Seminary Studies 24 (1986) 147 -156. 

13 Sasson, ““Oracular Visions, " pp. 306-307 
14 Caguor-Lesaine, “Textes Araméens,” pp. 193- 194, 
15 Lewame, “Linscription,” p. 318 
16 Hacert, Balaam Texi, pp. 19, 33; E. Puscw, Biblical Archaclogy Today, p. 

356 
¥ Horryzen-vax s Kooy, Aramaic Tests, p. 106 
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vous montrerai combien gra[nd est le malheur] et venez ..., 
However, McCarter and others read huwkm. mh.id[ym.pcliw.] 
wlkw, I shall inform you what the Shaddayin have done. Now 
come ... A glance at the next colon shows that McCARTER’s 
proposal is stylistically preferable, since it makes >lhn parallel to 
§dyn (as in 19-20), and mh plus verb parallel to %k, Whether the 
verb is likely to have been p¢lw is doubtful, however. Perhaps Sas- 
son is right in reading zmmuo, **have conspired.”!® In any case, a 
verb is indicated, and in fact a trace of the verb is found in the w 
preceding kw. This should not be taken as the copula, but as the 
ending of the missing verb,2 5o that $bw and lkw are also perfectly 
parallel. 

Another literary figure which becomes clear if we recognize our 
texts colometric pattern is chiasmus. By reading id/yn/in colon 17, 
we notice that the four cola 1720 now evince the pattern iy, 
Uhn, 2lhn, dyn. Tn fact these four lines together form a tightly con- 
structed literary whole, pivoted around the repeated lin at its 
centre. 

There may be another example of chiasmus in the bicolon 6-7, 
if Lematre’s admittedly speculative restoration is right in reading 
[#[Ft at the end of colon 7. The missing noun in colon 6, whether 
it is nhr’, Ihb> or something else?!, is probably a poetic synonym 
for the sun, as is %, “‘fire(ball),” 5o that these lines contain the 
chiastic scries ““shine, sun, sun, shine.” On my reading then, this 
special bicolon, which is written in red ink in the inscription, would 
be the emphatically repeated announcement that the sun had 
“‘shone its last.”” 

By way of conclusior o our discussion of the colometric pattern 
of the first ninelines of Combination I, we point out that this passage 
has many features in common with the poetry of the Bible and 
Ugarit. Whether or not it can be formally classificd as poetry is 
probably a matter of definition. If colometric structure and regular 
parallclism are enough to define ancient Semitic poetry, then this 
part of the Balaamite inscription certainly qualifies. But if the use 

1 Lewatzs, “Llinscription,” p. 318, 
19 Sasson, “Oracular Visions,” pp. 287294 
20 There is a space for three or four leters preceding the wau. 

| Lowate reads whr® in “Llinscription” (1985), pp. 317, 318, but (9 in 
Les inscriptions”’, CRAIBL (also 1985), p. 279, 
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  of the consecutive imperfect is a distinguishing mark of prose vis 
vis poetry, then our text certainly does not qualify, since it isliberal- 
Iy interspersed with this verbal construction. Perhaps the Balaamite 
inscription is another example of what has been called *“narrative 
poetry,” which is well-attested in the Bible and other Northwest 
Semitic literature. 22 For our purposes it is sufficient to note that the 
colometric pattern and its associated literary features warrant the 
description of *‘the book of Balaam’” as a fine example of ancient 
belles letres. 

We turn now to our second topic, which we have called *“narra- 
tive architecture.”” It is important to bear in mind that our passage 
is in fact a narrative text, and not simply an oracle or prophecy 
without context. This is one of the many points of similarity between 
the Balaamite inscription and the story of Balaam in Num 22-24. 
If we analyze the structure of the narrative, it turns out to consist 
of four clearly delineated episodes or scenes, each beginning with a 
narrative section (N) and ending with a direct quotation (Q). If we 
include the tite (the first two cola in our analysis) the surviving first 
part of Combination 1 thus has five separate components, cor- 
responding to cola 12, 3-7, 8- 15, 1618 and 19~ 31fF. The last 
section is clearly the longest, and may have continued to the end of 
the work 

There are also five speakers or *'voices” in the narrative. They 
are the narrator himself and the speakers of the four quotations: the 
2lhn (6-7), the people of Balaam (15), Balaam himself (17-21), 
and the dyn (22-31 and beyond). If the */hn are to be identified 
with the 3dym, the number of voices is reduced to four, but if we 
count the title as having its own “‘voice’” (presumably that of the 
redactor or *“publisher’” as distinct from the narrator) we are back 
o five. The effect which this plurality of voices produces is one of 
great liveliness and movement in the narrative. Sassow is right when 
he states: *“The First Combination presents a story which may be 
viewed as a dramatic piece.”? The impression of liveliness and 
dramatic action is further enhanced by the fact that each voice 
speaks to its own audience. The narrator addresses an audience of 
his contemporaries, the 2lin address Balaam, Balaam’s people ad- 

  

  

        

2 See J.C._ pe Mook, “Narative Poetry in Canaan,” Ugarit-Forscungen 20 
(1988 43171, and e ternrs i there. 
 Sasso, “Oracular Visions,” p. 285   
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dress their prophet, Balaam himself answers his people, and the idyn 
of colon 20ff. address the goddess Shamsh. As for the redactor, his 
audience was probably the coming generations of the Balaamite 
community. 

An intriguing feature of the overall narrative architecture of the 
piece s that while a quotation s embedded in each narrative scene, 
Scene D iniits entirety is embedded in the quotation of Scene C. This 
means that the speech of the idyn (cola 221F.) is a quotation within 
Balaam’s narrative, which is in turn a quotation within the broader 
narrative of Scene C. This concentric structure has the effect of 
focussing all the attention on this speech of the &yn to the goddess, 
and this speech is of course the burden of Balaam’s oracle to his peo- 
ple. The literary structure here is a miniature analogue to that of 
Plato’s Symposium, where the climactic speech of Diotima is related 
by Socrates, whose speech is in turn the last of a series of speeches 
embedded within the overall narrative of the dialogue. The tech- 
nique involved is not just a matter of putting speeches within a nar- 
rative frame (as in the book of Job and many Platonic dialogues), 
but rather of repeating the whole framework-specch pattern within 
one of the primary speeches of the overall narrative. I am not sure 
whether this sophisticated narrative technique s found elsewhere in 
ancient Near Eastern literature. If it is, it might provide a valuable 
clue to the cultural milieu in which the Balaamite inscription found 
its home. 

Itis also noteworthy, in the light of this boxes-within-boxes liter- 
ary structure, that the remarkable **bird passage”® (the string of 15 
birds’ names in cola 27 - 31), is situated in the middle of the inner- 
most box. It s a great pity that the extant inscription becomes very 
fragmentary after this bizarre ornithological episode. One wonders 
whether there is a return to the primary narrative level at the end 

of the piece, 50 that the bird passage is also pivotal in a chiastic sensc. 
In any case it seems clear that this unique passage, which constitutes 
akind of literary Fremdkirper within the narrative, occupies a stra- 
tegic position within the whole, and should probably be treated as 
a distinct licerary unit. 

This cursory examination of what I have called the narrative ar- 
chitecture of our text also sheds some useful light on a number of 
detailed questions of interpretation. Let me give three examples. 

The word 3% in colon 17 has been taken by all students of the in- 
scription as b, *“sit down,” from the root yib. It is of course also 
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possible to vocalize this verb as Jibd, *‘turn back,” from the root sib 
(later Aramaic twb), and we may well ask ourselves whether this in- 
terpretation is not more appropriate in the context. SAssoN com- 
‘ments: *“Since Balaam has a long and disheartening story to tel, he 
bids his audience to sit and listen, " but this seems a rather trivial 
interpretation of the verb. Within the larger literary structure b 
is the first word of the quotation section of Scene C, which is in a 
sense the last scene, since it incorporates the following one. It there- 
fore stands at a significant juncture in the narrative. Furthermore 
Sbw i the first word spoken by Balaam himself after the buildup of 
the two previous scenes. After a period (probably lasting some 
days®) of fasting and bitter weeping, he breaks his silence and 
delivers himself of his prophetic oracle of doom. Is it likely that the 
first word he speaks to his people is an invitation to them to make 
themselves comfortable while he announces an impending disaster? 
To ask the question is to answer it. In short, the verb )b scems 
singularly inappropriate as Balaam’s climactic first word to his 
people. 

On the other hand, the imperative of the verb jwb is an exhorta- 
tion frequently uttered by the Hebrew prophets to their people when 
predicting God’s judgement. For example, we read in 2 K 17:13 

    

The Lord warned Isracl and Judah through all his 
rs: “Turn (i) from your evil 

  

ways 
It is striking that Horrijzer in discussing Azh in 1,1 refers o this 
biblical verse as “a clear parallel to our text””, but fails to note the 
parallel of $hw there with bw here. There are also many biblical 
parallels of the imperative of fwb used absolutely, e.g. Jer 3:14: 
““Return (i), faithless people, declares the Lord, for T am your 
husband”” (see also Jer 3:12 and 3:22). It seems that the imperative 
of 5wb can be a standard feature at the beginning of a prophetic 
oracle.?” In all these cases the verb means as much as “‘repent”’, 
comparable to the metanoite of John the Baptizer and Jesus in the 

2 Sasson, “Oracular Visions,” p. 294 
2 This is the probsble interpreation of the isolatd word ym preserved in 

colon 9. 
% Horryzen-van bix Koo, Aramic Tets, p. 185 
7 Sce W.L. Houuaoav, T Rot St n the Od Testamet (Leiden, 1950), csp. 

Pp. 137, 152 
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New Testament.? T submit that this is by far the likelier meaning 
of fhw at this climactic point in the narrative architecture which is 
discernible in Combination I. Balaam exhorts his hearers to repent, 
to turn from their wicked ways, in order to ward off the divine judge- 
ment which he sees coming. 

My second example concerns the verbs in the narrative compo- 
nent of Scene D (cola 19-21), where Balaam describes what hap- 
pened in the assembly of the gods. In terms of overall literary design, 
this narrative section is structurally analogous to the corresponding 
narrative sections in the preceding three scenes, especially to that of 
Scene A (cola 3-5), which also consists of three parallel cola, as we 
saw carlier. There is one striking difference, however. All the verbs 
in the preceding narrative sections are examples of the consecutive 
imperfect, but all the verbs in this last narrative section are ordinary 
perfects. This feature has been noticed by some scholars, 2 but it 
continues to be puzzling. 

My suggestion i that the use of the perfect here instead of the con- 
secutive imperfect has to do with the fact that Scene D is embedded 
in Scene G, 50 that these verbs are part of indiect discourse. The use 

of the perfect here would then be similar to the use of the subjunctive 
under comparable circumstances in German.® To illustrate the 
point we might translate the relevant lines into German as follows: 

  

die Gotter seien zusammengekommen, 
die Schaddajin scien im Rat aufgetreten, 
die Gotterversammlung habe zu Schamsch gesprochen. 

‘The effect of this usage s to emphasize that Balaam does not tell this 
story as an eyewitness, but rather as reporter of what others have 
told him. Presumably he is alluding to the nocturnal visit of the 
2lin recounted in Scene A. In characteristic prophetic manner he 
is in effect saying: ““Thus say the /hn."” Balaam thus invokes no 
personal authority, but only the authority of his heavenly infor- 
‘mants. We are suggesting, in other words, that by considering the 
unusual perfects in the last narrative section in the light of the overall 

 See for example Mt 3:2 and 417 
2 Hackerr, Belaam Ted, p. 40, as well as H, Watprext and M. Werppesr, 

*“Die "Bileam'—Inschrift von Tell Dir Al Zitchrif des Destschen Palating.   

Varcing 98 (1982), p. 86 
%0 H. Leoere, Refoence Grammar of the Gernan Language (New York, 1969), pp. 

125-129. 
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narrative architecture of their context, we can discern a subtle but 
significant feature of Balaam's role as subordinate spokesman of the 
gods. 

Finally, I would like to make an exegetical point about the bird 
passage (cola 27-31). It was LeMatRE who first demonstrated that 
this passage is simply a list of nouns referring to birds (or at least to 
winged creatures, since the bat is also included). He realized that 
words like Arpt and y“nk were not verbal forms but also represented 
birds’ names like the others in the context. The only difficulty which 
remained was the meaning of Ay at the beginning of the series, which 
he translated *“mais (a sa place?),”! but this seems rather forced. 

My proposal, in the light of my earlier comments on narrative ar- 
chitecture, is to treat the five cola of the bird passage as a distinct 
block of material which does not itself exhibit a sentence structure. 
Accordingly, T propose to read &y in colon 27, not as a syntactic mar- 
ker, but as another bird name. 

There is in fact evidence for ky as a bird’s name in the Hebrew 
Bible. G.R. DRiVER, in an article entitled Job 39:27 -28: the Ky- 
bird””, (PEQ 1041972 64 - 66), pointed out that the word ky in this 
passage should be taken asa noun designating some kind of vulture. 
For support he appealed to the LXX (gyps) and its daughter ver- 
sions, and to the Arabic cognate kuy, which is variously rendered 

ibis,” “‘bustard”’ or “pelican.”¥? Driver was unaware that 
another ancient version, namely 11QigJob, also supports an or- 
nithological interpretation, since it renders Ay in Job 39:28 as ‘uwz> 
“‘hawk””. We are therefore fully justified in identifying &y in this Job 
passage as the name of a large predatory bird, possibly the hawk. 
There is every reason o believe that this is the same word as that 
which introduces the list of birds’ names in the Balaamite in- 
scription 

This still leaves the problem of how the bird passage is related to 
the cola which precede. It is possible that there is no grammatical 
connection at all, that the list of fifteen ornithological terms stands 
completely by itself, as a mysterious but unmistakable interruption 
of the narrative, like an inserted magical incantation with some oc- 
cult meaning. There is also the possibility that the birds' names 
stand in apposition to the /¢/b Ak which s threatened in colon 25 
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he Ky Bird, p. 65, 
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In that case b should not be translated *‘cloud”” (in any case, the 
common word for cloud in Canaanite and Aramaic is <) but 
rather “‘swarm”, closely related in sense to the root b or bk 
meaning “be thick””. In that case the birds constitute an apocalyptic 
swarm of winged creatures which will darken the sky. No doubt all 
of this is related to the ancient tradition that Balaam was involved 
in bird divination.* However, it is enough for our present pur- 
poses tonote thaty is also a bird’s name, and thus brings to comple- 
tion the discrete literary unit of fifteen ornithological terms dis- 
tributed over five cola. 

With this example I conclude my discussion of aspects of the liter- 
ary structure of Combination 1. My purpose has been to show that 
the text under consideration, even in its present fragmentary condi- 
tion, shows evidence of being a sophisticated picce of literary com- 
pos 
solving a number of detailed questions of interpretation 

  

  

ion, and that recognition of its literary artistry can help us in 

5 Sce the LXX in Num 23:23 (oisnimas) and 24:1 (sinois), and Philo, De Vita Mosis 1, 264 (oanaskapia), 

  

  



        
    

  

   

  

                           

                                                  

     

REFLEXIONS METHODOLOGIQUES SUR LE 
CLASSEMENT LINGUISTIQUE DE DAPT* 

Felice IsrAEL 

      

  

§ 0.0. Parmi les différents problémes que DAPT a posés, le 
probleme relatif au classement linguistique n'a pas été jusqu'a 
présent résolu car il a é€ abordé, 2 notre avis, de fagon incorrecte 
du point de vue méthodologique. Au cours des nombreuses 
analyses! des deux fragments, 2 'analyse linguistique se sont su- 
perposées d’autres considérations de nature extralinguistique con- 
cernant I'archéologie, I'épigraphie, I'interprétation archéologique, 
historique, historico-littéraire et historico-réligieuse. En outre, dans 
Pévaluation des faits linguistiques on a eu recours A des critéres de 
logique binaire d’exclusion et d'inclusion qui, comme nous allons 
voir plus bas au § 1, ne tiennent pas compte de trois faits essentiels, 
soit: a) les faits linguistiques sémitiques ou bien sémitiques du nord- 
oucst communs ne présentent aucune utilité en vue d’un classe- 
ment; dans certains cas, en effet ceux-ci peuvent étre considérés 
comme des conservations; b) les faits orthographiques n'ont aucune 
valeur dans notre enquite; c) on peut appliquer une logique binaire 
d’exclusion-inclusion par exemple lors d’une confrontation entre 
Phébreu biblique et les dialectes araméens littéraries, cela étant dd 
au fait que ces deux langues sont désormais le résultat d’un proces- 
sus de standardisation; par contre, les textes épigraphiques reflétent 
des variantes dialectales locales et ceci vaut encore plus dans le cas 
de DAPT qui provient d'une zone limité entre I'araméen et le 
cananéen?. Finalement, on doit remarquer que peu de chercheurs 

  

* Nous nous devons d'exprimer ici notre remerciement au prof. J. Horriyzen 
pour nous avoir invités i recueilr les observations faites par nous surgies au cours 
du Symposium et pour I'sccueil enthousiaste qu'l a ait & tous les membres de con- 
féxence. Nous remercions également nos collégues P.K. McCaxres J. Huses- 
GARD et D. PaRDEE de nous avoir permis de consulter ¢ texte de leur contribution 
avantleur parution. De plus, j¢ remercic mon ami et colligue R- Coxtt de 'uni- 
Versité “La Sapienza’” 3 Rome pouravair discuté avec mo leexte de ces éflexions, 

Un remerciement cordial 3 Mme. H. Lozacisus de 'URA 1062 du CNRS 
pour 'aide génércux dans la révision de mon texte franais 

* Pour une bibliographic compléte sur DAPT, voir A. Leviaice, CRAIBL 1985 
Pp. 270-85 ct du méme auteur dans Deir Alla Symposium pp. 55- 57. 

% M. Watrpear, Deir Alls Symposium: pp. 1501, 
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ont explicitement choisi une perspective linguistique dans laquelle 
situer DAPT a intérieur du sémitique du N-O: c'est ce que G. 
Garaint®, R.W. Garr* et J. HUEHNERGARD® ont fait de fagon expli- 
cite, 

§ 0.1. En considérant I'état des faits que nous venons de men- 
tionner, nous présenterons nos réflexions dans Pordre suivant 
§ I: examen de quelques faits linguistiques que d’autre collogues 
ont cités pour soutenir leurs thises: pour chacun de ces faits nous 
montrerons pour quelle raison ls ne résolvent pas le probleme. Au 
§ II nous signalerons ici quelques-uns des classements qu’on a pro- 
posés et nous expliquerons rapidement pourquoi de telles définitions 
ne peuvent pas étre acceptées. Dansle § 111 nous nous prononcerons 
sur la position du DAPT & I'intérieur du sémitique du N-O du pre- 
mier millénaire. 

§ 1. Quelques traits linguistiues erronément pris e considération 
1 Faits concernant Iorthographie: § 1.1/ proclitique de négation®; 

§ 1.2 prén. suff. I p.s.f. by. 
2 Faits concernant Ia phonétique: § 2.1 graphie de d étymologique. 
3 Faits concernantla morphologie: § 3.1: pluriel du masculin; § 3.2 

prénoms suffixes: § 3.2.1: -ky; § 3.2.2: -wh § 3.3: les thomes 
verbaux; § 3.4: I p.s.f. et de Paccompli 

4 Faits concernant la syntaxe: § 4.1 le waw consécuti 
5 Faits concernant le lexique: § 5.1: br; § 5.2; dbr; § 5.3: hd; § 5.4: 

hay; § 5.5: . 
§1.1: 'il est vrai que cette graphic st attestée dans différentes 

inscriptions araméennes anciennes’ pour cxprimer la négation, 
cette graphie trouve son antécedent parfois dans I'orthographic 
ougaritique®; pour cette pratique orthographique nous suivons 
Pexplication fournie par M. Tsevar®. 

  

3 G. Garon, Lingue semitich pp. 14041 
4 Gak, Geography: passim et pp. 229, 231 
3 J. Huesgroaro, Deir Alla Symposium, pp. 282293 
© Pour des références aux mots ob aux faits inguistiques dans DAPT vair J.A 

Hackerr 1984 (2), pp. 91-107, 127-35; { pourrait étre aussi assévératif selon la 
suggestion de J.C. GreexrieLp, Deir Alla Symposiu: p. 117, 

A Lewnire, Langue, p. 325, pour une liste des attestations 
. Seoear, 'A Basic Grammar of the Ugaritic Language: Berkeley-Los Angeles, 

1985: § 65.2 pp. 99-100; UT: § 12.4 p. 108. 
9 M. TsevaT, A Chapter on Old West Semitc Orthography: Malanges.J. Bloch, 

New York, 1960 pp. 82-91, en particulier pp. 85 -86: pour Ia notation /a/ avee 
() dans Paraméen voir J.' Fuuzowic, Zur Bezcichnung des langen & in dem 

  

    

  



        
   

REFLEXIONS METHODOLOGIQUES 307 

   
    
      
        
      

   

§ 1.2: S'il est vrai que cette notation est propre & I'araméen’® 
on ne peut cependant pas oublier qu'elle refléte une prononciation 
Jki:/ correspondant 2 la forme reconstituée pour le protosémitique!'; 
de plus, cette forme n'appartient pas d’une maniére exclusive 3 
Paraméen puisqu’on la retrouve également dans le néo-punique’? 
aussi bien que dans 'hébreu biblique!> dans des textes de tradition 
tant massorétique que qoumranienne!%; on peut difficilement con- 
sidérer certaines de ces formes comme des aramaismes. 

  

       
      
         

   

                

     

   

                          

     

§ 2.1 Exception faite pour quelques cas & propos desquels on peut 
S'interroger pour savoir i effectivement {q) rend d étymologique, 
par exemple gbn «hy2nes» ou «coupes»!®. De plus, 'on doit con- 
sidérer que la graphie du d étymologique avec (q) a amené bien des 
chercheurs  aligner la langue de DAPT sur le consonantisme de 
Paraméen ancien'®; cependant, un examen méme superficiel de la 
documentation du sémitique N-O nous permettra de montrer com- 
ment & intérieur de différentes documentations le phonéme ne 
présente pas de rendement uniforme: par exemple, dans le 
yaoudien!” pres de ¢ noté par (q) figurent les formes sry KAI 214: 
30 et Smrg® KAI 215:16; dans I'araméen ancien se trouve la racine 
mh> Sefire A 42 (=KAI 222) et Zakkur A (=KAI 202): 15-2 
confronter avec I'arabe mhd et I'hébreu mhs; et encore, dans 

  

  

Schreibwesen des aramiischen: Or. 26 (1957), pp. 37-42. Cette graphie, habituclle 
dans Parabe classique, st tardive dans cecte langue voir W. Digs, Untersuchun 
gen zur fritheren Geschicht der arabischen Orthographic? 1, Die Schreibung der 
Vokle: Or. 48 (1979) pp. 207 - 57, ctaussi dans Ia graphic est tarcive dans e judeo 
araméen, voir S. Laxpavss, Das EIif als mater lectionis im Judisch-aramischen, 
Mélanges A. Berlinr, Frankfurt a. M., 1903, pp. 21526, 

10°A. Lwatre, Langue, p. 325 cf Ssoesr, dlaramaiiche Grammatik: § 5.13.3.3 
p. 171-72 

11 GVG, 1, § 105 et p. 309; Moscar, Comparative Grammar: § 13.23 p. 109, 
12 Friomién-RowIG: § 112 p. 47; St. Secexr, A Grammar of Phoenician and 

Punic, Manchen 1976: § 51221 p. 9. 
3 Pour une liste des formes on renvoie & Fr. Borrcuer, Aufihricks Lovbuch 

der ebraischen Sprache, Leipzis, 1868: vol. L, § 871 p. 18, 
WE.Y. Kurscues, The Language and the Lingustc Background of the Taiah Sroll 

(1Q 1s.3), Leiden, 1974: pp. 209 st 
5 M. Wenretb, Shraton 56 (1981 -1982) commentaire & a p. 1453 et traduc 

tion 3 la p. 146. 
16'A commencer par Iéditeur de DAPT pp. 283-84; A. Leniaine consid 

élément comme central, Langue pp. 324325, 
17 P.E. Diox, La langue de Ya'oud, Ottawa 1984: § 10 pp. 96-97 
19 Pour I graphie de q avec Cg) T'on renvoie 3 I'éuade de F. Leexiturs, An 

1y Witness fora Fronted /g/ in Aramaic? The case of Tell Fekheriye Inseription, 
Méanges ].H. Hospers, Groningen, 1984: pp. 13342, 
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   Paraméen ancien le NP du roi de Damas est rendu par ra-hi-a-nu'? 
et rargia-m?%; dans U'hébreu biblique dans T Roi 6:34 prés de la 
forme standardisée sl%ym coexiste la forme giym du méme, par ex- 
emple, les racines rb/rés. 

  

    
      

   

     

   
§3.1 i en DAPT le pluriel du masculin se termine par -n ct non | 

pas par -m comme dans I'hébreu biblique, dans le phénicien et dans 
TPammonite?! la terminaison -n appartient également aux dialectes | 
cananéens tels que le moabitc? et 'hébreu michnique?. 

  

   
   
   

  

    

     

      

     

   

                  

    

    
        

       

  

§3.2.1 Voir cirdessus § 1.2 

§3.2.2 La préposition "hwk, ainsi que le fait que nous venons 
d'analyser au § 2.1, a été signalée par beaucoup de chercheurs com- 
me les indices les plus sGrs en vue d'un classement de DAPT comme 

cependant, la forme du suffixe, qui déja 2 Iintérieur de 
Paraméen ancien se préte difficilement 4 une cxplication®, peut 
&tre interprétée comme le résultat d’un phénoméne phonétique. Le 
waw qui précide h peut &tre considérée comme un glide pour la 
réproduction du trilittérisme de la préposition: cette hypothise 
nous parait évidente si nous comparons les prépositions attestées 
dans hébreu biblique, 2, <d, <, & leur forme en état d’annexion 
2, <dy, “ly, et aux graphies avec lif magsira de Parabe *ly, <ly. 
Ensuite, si nous considérons d’autres langues sémitiques, nous 
pourrons observer, d'une part dans le phénicien et de Pautre dans 
le sudarabique que la préposition / en phénicien est accompagnée 

  

  

aram     

      

19 ANET p. 283 
Cité par Gk, Geography: p. 63 note 2: ' princeps de ce exte cunéiforme 

ccessibl; f. auss Ie NP hdigy dans I scéau VSA 55 dont a lecure 
correcte a été établic par A. Lenire, Sem. 28 (1978) pp. 11-14; pour dautres 
parallles onomastiques voir M. Maragrex, Di smitischen Pesonesnamen in de alten 
und echscramaischen Inschrifien ans Vordrasin, Hildesheim, 1988 p. 155 

1 K.P. Jacksox: The Ammonite Language o the Ion dge, Harward Semitic Mono- 
graphs 27, Chico California, 1983 p. 108. 

 Seorar, Moabitische Inschrifi: § +.331 p. 221, §9.2 p. 260. Cette donnée est 
confirmée grice & analogie par le mot rhyn du papyrus moabite dont 'éition par 
P BorbgeuiL-D. PARDEE est imminene. Je tiens  remercier ces deu anis et col- 
Iegues pour mavoir fait connaltre cet important texte avant sa publication; pour 
Vinstant, voir P. BoRoweuit, 20 ans d'épigraphie transjordanicnne: [Veme Congris 
sur [ Histore et UArchologie d. Jodanie, Lyon 30 mai~4 juin 1989, sous presse. 

5 M.H. StoaL, 4 Grammar of Mishraic Hebrew, Oford 1927 § 281 p. 126, 
# Decex, Grammaiik: p. 58. Pour la connexion du sufixe -wh avec la forme 

postéricure -why voi enfin . W. Wesstutus, The Spelling of the Third Person Sin- 
gular Suffixed Pronoun in Syriac: Bikl. Or. 39 (1982) coll. 251-54 
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par une forme variante 2 en cas d’annexion & un substantif 
aussi bien qu'd un prénom suffixe; dans le sudarabique épigra- 
phique?®1a préposition </ figure sous les formes <L,6¢l, <ly, “lw, “In?! 
et en cas d’annexion d’un prénom suffixe, on retrouve la forme 
blwhw;, finalement, Vinsertion de ce glide se trouve également en 

| araméen ancien dans la forme d’annexion A un substantif: <oy 
AP 5:6, 9 et aussi papyrus Amherst 63 col. VIL: 172%; mais, en cas 
dannexion d’un prénom suffixe: AP 5:11 luyh. Cette graphie de 
la préposition ©l a été ensuite reprise par 'araméen babylonien?? 
aussi bien que galiléen™, par le syriaque’! et par le mandéen?. 
Notre hypothse se confirme a plus forte raison dans la zone trans- 
jordanienne parce que dans le moabite™, le passage caractéristique 
de w>y dans les verbes de tertiar infirmae® ne s'était pas encore 
complétement produit. 

  

   
      

      

    

    

   

    

     

  

     

    

    
     

§3.3 Quant’a la formation des conjugaisons verbales dérivées, on 
distingue et des formes typiquement araméennes avec préfixe T et la 
forme typiquement cananéenne avec préfixe N. A notre avis, en vue 
un classement, il n’est pas correct de choisir 'une des deux formes 
au préjudice de I'autre et, par conséquent, de considérer DAPT 
comme araméen® ou bien cananéen®: en effet, la conjugaison 

5 Fusomicn-Rovuic: § 250 p. 125: pour linclusion de ce -1 voir aussi P. 
Scinoven, Die Phiniziche Sprache .., Halle 1869: § 120 pp. 21213 et GVG, 1, 
253 b Anm. p. 498 

2 AF.L. Beestox, Sabeic Grammar, Manchester 1984: § 34:10 p. 57: cf. ibdem 
§34.9 p. 75 pour Ia préposition °d et ses différentes formes °d, dy, d. 

7 AF.L. Brestow, opcil. (note 26): § 33:3 pp. 33-5¢ avec renvoi 3 Jawne, 

  

Marih 643:29. 
[ 2 Editon provisoire sous I dircction de S.P. Vissiv:].W. WesseLius JEOL 

26 (1983 1984), p. 135 

  

2 C. Livias, A Grammar of Babyloian Aramaic, New York 1930, p. 118. 
0 G. Levins, 4 Grammar of Galilean Aramaic, Inteoduction by M. Sokorors, 

New York 1986: § 120 p. 79. 
1 Lesicon Syriacums p. 326 b. 

5% Th. Nowvoee, Mandaische Grammatik, Halle, 1875: p. 194 note 2 voir aussi 
E.S. Drowen-R. Macuc, A Mendaic Dicionary, Oxford, 1963 p. 194 

5 G, les formes *“nw 16 ¢ wy“ni 1.5 pour lesquelles voir Secexr, Mosbitische 
Inschrif: § 4.5842 p. 227 

4 Moscati, Comparative Gramnar: § 16.121 p. 166. 
% A. Lisainr, Langue, pp. 318-19 o 'on 2 Ia liste complete des auteurs du 

classement de DAPT comme araméen mais avee Vinclusion dans la lste aussi de 
savants qui n'ont pas procédé cux-mémes  une analyse linguistique. 

% La définition «canaanite- de V. Sasson UF 17 (1985) p. 285 et AUSS 24 
(1986) p. 150 note 6 esta reerer car el est basée sur des considérations cultureles 
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faisant partie du protosémitique™, elle doit &tre considérée comme 
une conservation®%; de plus, elle n’appartient pas d’une manitre 
exclusive aux dialectes cananéens du moment qu'elle se présente en 
tant que forme résiduelle également dans I'araméen; pour ce faire, 
il faut rappeler les formes ni AP 15:10% ¢ nhuy’ stéle de Xanthos 
2%, Avant son attestation historique, I'araméen possédait égale- 
ment une conjugaison N et uniquement a I'épogue historique, pour 
exprimer le passif-réflexif. Il a opté pour une formation avec préfixe 
T. En outre, si nous tenons compte de ce qu'on a annoncé dans le 
§ 0.0 2 savoir la validité d'une comparaison entre des faits attestés 
dans les langues littéraires et des faits attestés dans la documentation 
épigraphique, et si nous rappelons comment, par exemple, dans le 
phénicien®! et dans le moabite*? figure une conjugaison GT ou bien 
que dans Pinscription de Kilamuwa (= KAT 24); 10 ou est attestée 
une conjugaison causative réflexive avec infixe T dans la forme 

%S mais que successivement dans le phénicien et dans 'hébreu 
il wexiste pas de traces, dans le systéme verbal, des conjugaisons & 
T infixé, nous devons conclure que la distribution des conjugaisons 
verbales dans un schéma fixe tel que nous le retrouverons dans le 
systéme des langues litiéraires au cours de la deuxidme partic du 
premicr millénaire ne s'était pas encore complétement produite 
dans les premiers sitcles du méme millénaire, 

      

et non pes linguistiques. La définition «south-canaanite, cf. HAckETr 1984 (1) p. 
6 <t 1983 (2) p. 123, n'est plus & retenir aprés I découverte du canaanéen 
ériphérique—ammonite, édomite, moabite—: les limites de cette défnition ont 

16 déj signalées par Z.5. Faraus, Deveopmen of the Canaanite Dialcs, An Incetia 
tion in Linguitic Histry, New Haven 1939, p. 98 note 8. 

57 Moscatr. Comparatie Grammar: § 16.15 pp. 12728. Pour un apergu sur les 
conjugaisons verbales dans e sémitique voir M.H. Goswex-Gorrstein, The Sys- 
tem of Verbal Stems in the Classifical Semitic Languages: Confeenc on the Somitic 
Studics, Jerusalem 1965, pp. 70-91 

0 EA. Knavr, ZDPV 101 (1985) p. 190: Gars, Gegraphy p. 215. 
59 Pour une hypothése différente, cf. Seosar, Alaramaische Grammatik, § 

56.7.3.. p. 256. 
%0 Cir. p. 154 de Vediti princgps par A. Duroxt-Soseex dans H. Merzoss-A. 

Duron-Sounes-E. Larocie-M. MAYAHOFER, La stdle trilingue du Letdon, Fouills 
de Xenthas V1, Paris 1979 pp. 13669, R. Contint, 04 20 (1981) p. 233, a défini 

e mot nhiy” «un residuo lessicalizzato di questo tema verbales—le nifal; pour 
une explication différente voir J. Terxtoow, JNES 37 (1978) p. 184 note 19. 

“ Faugosicn-R61uic § 150 p. 69, inscription d'Abirom (= KA 1) 1.2 thph, 
e 

% Sule de Mesha (- KA 181) 1L11,15 Uhm, 119 bhlm, 132 hltm f. 
ext, Moabitische Inschrif: § 4.563 p. 225 

P, Swigens, Reflexive Verbal Pattem in North-Phocnician: ZDMG 131 
(1981), pp. 225-228. 
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§ 3.4 Si d'un cité la conservation de la désinence protosémi- 
tique ~ at pour la IIT p.s.f. de 'accompli distingue I’araméen dés 
ses attestations les plus anciennes* de 'hébreu et du phénicient’, 
de Pautre Pon doit cependant considérer que cette désinence pro- 

| tosémitique se maintient parfois méme dans I'hébreu bibliques 
dans quelques formes qui peuvent étre expliquées soit comme des 
formes poétiques*?, par exemple >zl Deut 32:36 soit, comme des 
formes déterminées par I'état de pause®. 

   

    

      

                                                                  

     

§ 4.1 Dans Iévaluation du phénomene on doit tenir compte de 
deux faits, & savoir: a) le waw consécutif, ainsi que D. Conex® I'a 
signalé, est fonctionnel a la narration; b) le phénoméne est commun 
non seulement & 'intérieur du sémitique du N-O, son attestation se 
retrouvant dans I’hébreu aussi bien que dans P'araméen ancien?, 
dans le moabite’! et peut-étre dans le phénicien®?, mais également 
dans la zone sémitique centrale entidre®3, parce qu'on le retrouve 
également en sudarabique épigraphique™*. Dans ce contexte, il 

  

4 Decex, Grammatik: § 48 p. 64: Seoesr, Allaramdische Grammatik§ 5.6.4.3.8 . 
27 

| 4 Fueomion-Ro1Lic: § 132b p. 60, 
| 46 Pour une liste des formes cf. J. Otsunusew, Lebrbuch der hebrischn Sprache, 

Braunschweig, 1861: § 226 pp. +46-#49. 
| 47 Kurscues, History: § 55 p. 39. Le méme auteur signale au § 212 pp. 127-28 

des formes analogues dans I'hébreu michnique 
4 BLH § 42 m p. 310. 

D, Couex, AEPHE 1975-1976 IVieme section pp. 241-247 
5 Pour les attestations bien connucs dans la sule de Zakkur (= KAI 202) et 

Phistorique de la recherche, cf. Decex, Grammatit, pp. 114-15 note 21 auquel il 
faut ajouter Szosr, Alarandiiche Granmatik: § 5.6.4.1.6 p. 246. § 6.5.3.2.1 p. 
336-57 et § 6.6.3.3.2. p. 377. 

51 Seoerr, Moabitische Inschrifi: § 9 p. 260 pour la lste des attestations. 
52 Frieorich-RoLLIG: § 266 p. 13+ auquel il faut ajouter Fr. Baon, Waw con- 

versif en phénico-punique: GLECS 1723 (1979) pp. 60710, 
5 Pour le concept du sémitique central, <f. Ch. Ranmy, The origin and Subdi- 

vision of Semitic, Mdanges G. R. Drive, Oxford, 1963, pp. 104-115; G. Gaksini, 
| La configurazione dell'unitlinguistica semitica: Le protolingue, At del 1V Corteg- 

o inermazionale di Linguisti, Milano, 1963, Milano, 1965: pp. 11938, repris dans 
Lingue Semitiche 1 pp. 23-37, 2 pp. 23-42; ef. R.M. Voror, The Classification of 
Central Semitic: /S5 32 (1987) pp. 1-21, R. Hexzaox, Semitic Languages, B. Con- 
R, The World's Major Lenguage, New York, 1987, pp. 654663, en particulir soir 
p- 636 pour la position de I'arsbe. 

5 Pour 'atestation du phénoméne en sudarabe cf. M. Hores, Albidurabische 
Grammetik, Leiprig 1943: § 61 pp. 7576 et A.F. L. Beesrov, A Desriptive Grammar 

of Epigraphic South Arabias, London, 1962: § 5210 p. 61; 3 ma connaissance, il existe 
une seule éwude détallée du phénoméne, cele de B. GroxtresT, que je 'ai pu con- 
sulter que dans e resumé critique de J. Rvcxyaxs BibL Or, 24 (1970) pp. 212-73. 
a ce propos, . également Decex, Crammatik: pp. 3~ 4 note 2 
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parait évident que son attestation en DAPT n'est pas A retenir pour 
un éventuel classement 

§ 5.1 Abstraction faite de I'origine araméenne effective de 
Balaam®, I'occurrence du terme br dans Pinscription de Kilamuwa 
(= KAI 24) fait exclure le mot dans le but d’'un classement 

§5.211 est vrai que le terme hébreu 'oppose au terme araméen, 
‘mais le substantif dbr n’appartient exclusivement pas & Phébreu du 
moment que dans les papyrus d’Eléphantine il contribue 4 la forma- 
tion de la locution adverbiale Idbr, & propos de» . 

  

§5.3 Tl est vrai que nous avons 12 la forme du numéral cardinal 
«un» en araméen: elle est cependant d’un cbté le résultat d’une évo- 
lution phonétique et son emploi dans le but d’un classement s'avére 
done problématique; de I'autre, la forme se retrouve en phénicien 
en tant que constituant de la préposition 24, «tout seuln, attestée 
tant dans Vinscription de Karatepe (= KAI 26) II:5 qu’en Byblos 
13:1%, 

  

  

§5.41 continue d’étre difficile de considérer le terme comme un 
aramaisme, car la racine apparait et dans Iinscription de Kila- 
muwa (KAI 24) aux lignes 9-13 et dans I'Ancien Testament®! 
dans des passages o il n'est pas toujours possible de retrouver un 

  

§ 5.5 On sait trés bien que la racine p°/ est typique du phéni- 
cien® et de la poésie hébraique; on ne peut cependant pas oublier 

55 M. Detcor, Bala‘am Patérih sinterprite de songess au pays d’Ammon, 
d'apris Num 22,3, Les témoignages épigraphiques parallles: Sem. 32 (1982) pp. 
89-91 et dans le méme sens, F. VATTioNr, P* tor (Num 22:5 Deut 23:5): AION 30 
(1980) pp. 465-71 

3 DISO p. 35. 
57 Interprétation suggérée pour la premitre fois par G. Livi DeLia Vion 

RANL 1949, p. 284 et reprise par H.L. Gixsoeac, JANES 3 (1973), pp. 136-37 
58 aditi princps ] Starciy, MUS] 45 (1969) pp. 25773 
53 Pour une analyse détallée de "emploi de Ia racine £y dans I'hébreu biblique 

air Ia monographie de FLF. Funts, Scen und Schaven. Die Warzel b im Aln Orent 
und im Al Testament. Ein Beirog s smitischen Ofbarungsempfang, Forschung zur 
Bibel 32 (1978), 
 Fuzonici-Rétiio: § VI p.t 
61 Pour une analyse 

   

  

  

    

          

des attestations dans Phébreu biblique, cf.
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que, bien que rarement, la racine est attest 
syriaque®? 

  

   

    
          
    
    
    

      

     

   

                                      

    
    

    

     

§ 11 Le dlassement de DAPT 
Les dénominations qu'on a jusqu’ici proposées pour DAPT ont été 
les suivantes: ammonite?, galaadite®, madianite®?, nordarabe® et 
hébraique®”, dénominations qu’il faut refuser, car, par exemple, 
pour 'ammonite, en ce qui concerne le pluriel du masculin®®, nous 
connaissons une morphologie différente de DAPT et, en certains 
cas, cette méme définition a été proposée selon un critére épi- 
graphique®® et non linguistique; i, d’un cdté, les définitions ga- 
laadite ou madianite répondent & des critéres géographiques, de 
Pautre, elles ne sont pas raisonnablement & retenir car on a trop 
peu de connaissances sur ces deux derniers dialectes™; le dlasse- 
ment hébraique a trouvé son fondement dans quelques correspon- 
dances formelles entre des textes bibliques et des passages de DAPT 
et surtout & la suite d’une intégration textuelle qui demeure en tout 
cas une hypothdse; la définition nordarabe doit étre entendue selon 
la conception propre & G. Gareini”" sur les relations existants entre 

    

P. Howpear, Liemploi du verbe pical et des dérivés substanifs e hébreu bi- 
blique: ZAW 65 (1953) pp. 3544 

& Lesicon Syicuns p. 385 b-586 5. 
6 J.C. GrrenvieLo, /S5 25 (1980) p. 251 emploe cette défintion probable- 

ment pou des rasons géographiques:E. Puec, RBOB(1985), pp. 3- 24, Ala site 
deFM, Gross, AUSS 13 (1975, p. 14-17, considére I éciture de DAPT comme 
‘ammonite pour des rasons paléographique; vair auss E. Pucw, Deir Al Sym- 
posium, pp. 22123 

'], Navew, [E] 17 (1967) p. 256 
'A. Roré it par A. Lewaine, Langue, p. 398 note 24 et du méme auteur 

dans A Biwa (diteur), Bilcal Arcelogy Todsy, Proceeings of e Inentinal Cn- 
s o Bilcal Arclogy, Jerusaim April 1984, Jerusalem 1985, pp. 365366, 

G. Ganniv, Honaeh 1 (1979), p. 170 
7 JW. Wesstus, Bibl Or 44 (1987), col. 591 
@ Je uis en aceord avec A. Lewame, Langue, p. 324 

E. Puc, ar. cit & a note 65 
70 Sur e disecte de Galaad en rlation 3 Juges 12:6 cf. F. Istaet, Note Am. 

moniteT, Gl arabismi nell documentazione onomastica ammonits, SEL 6 (1969) 
pp. 91-36, note 183 p. 95. A la bibliographic citée dans notre article on sjoutcra 
GA. Renpsurc, Morc on Hebrew Sbbolet /S5 33 (1983) pp. 255-56; A.F.L. 
Brzsrox, Sibbolet: A Further Comment: /S5 33 (1988) pp. 25961, Poure dia 
lecte madianite voir maintenant E.A. Kavr, Midian, Uniasuchingen 27 Gachicte 
Palitinas und Nordarabins am Esde ds 2. Johtasends v, Chr., Wiesbaden 1983: p. 
77-01 

Pour les conceptions de cet Auteur sur 'histore linguistique de 'Arabic 
avant 'lslam on renvoic  sesdeus études Sulle origini dll ingua araba, Mdlarges 
F. Gabri, Rom. 1964 pp. 123134 (= Lingu Semiticke 1 pp. 82-96,3 pp. 97— 

   
     

    

   
  

     
  

  

  

  

 



   314 F. ISRAEL 

  

le sémitique du N-O et le nordarabe; de toute fagon, il faut remar- 
quer que dans la langue de DAPT il manque des formations no- 
minales typiquement nordarabe tels que des latifs ou des pluriels 
brisées™: aussi doit-on refuser la définition en question. 

Gette exclusion opérée, les trois choix possibles restants sont: dia- 
lecte cananéen’, dialecte araméen’ ou indéfinition’, c'est cette 
derniére solution que nous avons adoptée nous-mémes en définis- 
sant dangue de DAPT» la langue objet de notre étude. Nous 
sommes parvenus A cette position aprés les réflexions exposées au 
§I: en effet, I'examen des quelques traits choisis nous a montré 
qu’aucun des faits, objet de notre analyse, ne s'avére décisif dans un 
sens ou dans un autre. Cette situation n’est pas du tout inconnue 
dans étude des langues du sémitique du N-O: elle s’est déja posée 
lors du classement du yaoudien”® auquel quelques chercheurs’” ont 

117) et 1 Sabei del Nord come problema sorico, Melanges F. Gabricl, Roma 1984 
Pp. 373-80. Pour Ia position de Iarabe dans le Sémitique, voir R. Herzso, La 
division des langues sémitiques: Actes d Premier Congis Iniemational de Linguisique 
Sémitiue o Chamito-sémitiqu, Parss, 1969, Paris The Hague, 1974, pp. 181-9%; du 
méme Auteur, voir 'articl cité ci-dessus 3 la note 53, 

72 Pour Iensemble des données linguistiques concernant 'arabe avant Alex- 
andre on renvoic & R. ZAbok, On Wat Smits in Babylonia during the Chaldean and. 
Achaemenian Priods, Jerusalern 1977: §§ 211213 pp. 193-97 et ZDMG 131 (1981) 
. 42 84; il faut sjouter que des ormations typiquement nordarabiques telles que 
Pélatif ct le pluriel brisé paraissent déja dans a premitre moité du deuxiéme 
millénaire dans la langue d'Emar, dans I'auente de la grammaire de cette langue 
que D. ARNAUD nous a promise, cf. du méme auteur AEPHE, Vime Section 9% 
(1985 - 1986) p. 268-69. 

7 Hackerr 1984 (1), (2) 
Cfr. A. Lens, Langue, pp. 318-19; I'on signale que S.A. Kaurwax a en- 

tretemps changé d'avis, voir done The Classification of the Northwest Semitic Dia- 
lects of the Biblical Period and Some Implications thercaf: Procaings of the Ninth 
Warld Congres o Jewish Stdies, Jeusalem 1985, Jerusalem 1986, pp. 1~ 

5 Pour cette position méthodologique nous nous sommes inspirés de la formu- 
Lation proposée par HL]. PoLotsk, Semitics: World Histry o th Jewish Peapl, Lon- 
don, 1964, vol. I pp. 99111, tout particuldrement p. 99 et p. 357 note 12. Je 
remercie mon colliguc R. CoNri, pour m'avoir indiqué 'existence de cette con- 
cribution. Nous signalons que la méme position a été prise au debut des études sur 
Ialanguc de DAPT par G. Rivatot, 520 20 (1978) qui définit la langue objet de 
notre étude comme «un dialetto prima ignotor. 

7 P.E. Diox, op. cit. (cf. note 17) pp.7-24; nous renvoyons & un de nos 
prochains articles ot nous montrerons d”une maniére détaillée comment plusieurs 
chercheurs ont procédé de la méme fagon dans le cassement du Yaoudicn aussi 
bien que de DAPT 

7 G. Gakaini, art. cité (cf. note 66): p. 170; J.A. Frrzaeven CBQ 40 (1978) p. 
95: E.A. Knaur ZDPV 101 (1985) pp. 190~ 191 HLP. Movvew Z4 1 98 (1982) p. 
216. 
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   comparé la langue de DAPT. Gette comparaison est favorisée par 
le consonantisme et par le manque certain de la détermination; en 
outre, conformément aux critéres que nous avons suivis dans Uatri- 
bution de I'ammonite au cananéen’, en DAPT il manque non 
seulement la détermination exprimée par I'état emphatique ou I'ar- 
ticle préfixé, mais également la base pronominale d d'origine dé- 
monstrative employée en fonction relative ~ dont la présence dans 
les inscriptions DA 1818 et DA 2000 de la méme phase M n'a 
aucune importance pour DAPT ~ et aussi les éléments i ou 
2. En conclusion, Pabsence de ces deux faits distinctifs nous 
empéche de situer DAPT & Pintérieur de I'une des deux branches 
du sémitique du N-O au premier millénaire. Ainsi, I'impossibilité 
d’opérer un choix 2 aide de critéres de logique binaire d’exclusion 
et inclusion nous a-t-elle amené & considérer dans la situation 
présente, 1'indéfinition comme le choix le plus sage. 

  

§ 11 La position de la langue de DAPT dans le contexte du Sémitique du 
N-0. 
Lintégration de la langue de DAPT dans le contexte du sémitique 
du N-O s'est avérée problématique car, ainsi que nous 'avons vu 
au §§ 1,1 les critéres de la logique binaire de l'exclusion et de I'in- 
clusion paraissent impraticables; si I'on opére moyennant le critére 
de la géographie linguistique et en particulier du continuum comme 
Pa fait R.W. Gara®! ou bien le critére du Stammbaum comme 'a 
fait au cours de ce symposium J. HUEHNERGARD®2, nous nous re- 

Le critére d'exclusion que nous avons employé dans notre article The Lan- 
guage of the Ammonites: OLP 10 (1979) pp. 143159, en particulier pp. 14849, 
2 &é appliqué également, <t de fagon indépendante, par G. Garoii, art. it (cf 
note 66) p. 169. Nous ne concordons ni avec G. Garaini i avec Hackerr 1064 
(1) p. 65 ct 1984 (2) pp. 31,35 en ce qui concerne Pinterprétation de 5 en tant 
que pronom relatif, Le mot aété déj correctement compris par I éditcur de DAF 
J- Horrjzes p. 179 comme ' -hommes. Ne figurant pas dans DAPT, le pronom 
relatif 2 attesté dans DA 1818 et DA 2000 ne doit pas étre considéré pour le classe- 
ment linguistique comme I'a fit A, Lewiee, Languc: pp. 321 -22. 

™ Sur le pronom reltif 7 f. G. Gaaiwt, Il pronome relativo 7 in fenicio ¢ in 
cbraico: Maanges M. Rodinson, Paris 1986 pp. 185 189. B.A. Levixe, The pronoun 
Fin Hebrew on the Light of ancient Epigraphy EI 18 (1985) pp. 247~ 252 (hébreu 
moderne). 

0 Attesté dans la st de Mesha (= KA 181) 129 et en édomite dans Iostra- 
con de Khorbat Uzza L4 (eitoprincps Y. Ber Asien, B. Cresson, T4 12 (1985) 
Pp. 96-101), 

51 Garn, Geography: cf. les rapprésentations graph 
21 

# Deir Alla Symposium, pp. 282293 

    

  

pies & la p. 229 etd la p. 
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trouverons dans la méme impossibilité de situer DAPT dans I 
cananéen et dans 'araméen; il faut aussi remarquer que, dans la 
représentation graphique proposée par ces deus collégues, on reléve 
une position analogue de DAPT & celle du yaoudien. 

La position analogue & celle du yaoudien nous améne & proposer 
pour DAPT une comparaison avec la langue de la poésie isradlite 
ancienne® o I'on retrouve la rareté de la détermination et un 
lexique mélangé d’éléments hébreux aussi bien qu’araméens®. 

Dans cette optique, lalangue de DAPT doit ére, & notre avis, con- 
sidérée comme le plus ancien spécimen attesté par I'épigraphic de 
la langue poétique?® des Sémites nord-occidentaux au cours du 
premier millénaire, présentant des analogies formelles, morpholo- 
giques et syntaxiques avec l'ougaritique pendant le deuxitme 
millénaire et avec la poésie israélite ancienne de la Bible. Ce spéci- 
men, si d’un coté il s'ajoute A des textes qui ont déja faits objet 
études telles que les textes ougaritiques et bibliques, de Pautre il 
vient s'ajouter également & des documents araméens qui présentent 
le méme type de langue et sur lesquels J.C. GREENFIELD® a tout 
récemment attiré I'attention des chercheurs, ainsi qu’au papyrus 
Amberst 63¢7 dont le déchiffrement, encore en phase d’achive: 
ment, laisse cependant entrevoir I'existence, méme dans I'aire lin- 
guistique araméenne, de ce méme type de langue. 

Le grand mérite de DAPT consiste, 4 notre avis, non seulement 
2 avoir fourni un important point de départ dans Pélucidation de 
cette langue poétique, mais également & avoir donné, sur le plan 

    

   

  

  

5 Pour une récente mise A jour des caracéristiques de la poésic isradite an- 
cienne voir A. Sxenz BabivLos, Histria de Iz gua hebrea, Barcelons, 1988 pp. 
65-10, 
 G.R. Drwvex, Hebrew Poetic Diction: VTS 1 (1953) pp. 26-39. 
5 Nous avions déja défni Ia langue de DAPT comme «archaique ct poétiques 

dans Le Monde el Bible, 46 (1986) p. 44, mais cette défnition a & antéricurement 
proposée par . Hormyzen edito princep p. 301 dans es termes suivants: ea poetic 
anguage used for curss, proverbs and the prophecy itself. Sur cet aspect téraire 
voir aussi . Secexr, WZKM 72 (1980) p. 188 oi e savant de Los Angeles parle 

aic poctrys. Pour une division du textc de DAPT en paragraphes voir H. 
M. Werwper, ZDPV98 (1982) pp. 77~ 103: cette division a été maintenue par M. 
‘Werprexr, Deir Alla Symposium, pp. 152-55 

8 J.C. GreenrieLp, Early Aramaic Poctry: JANES 11 (1979) pp. 45-51; pour 
Pautestation du parlllimus membrorum dans 1a Httérature araméenne ancienne voir 
G.E. Watsox, The Ahiqar Sayings. Some Marginal Comments: Aula Orietalis 2 
(1984) pp. 253-61, en particulier pour la lste des mots parallles pp. 259-61 

47 Pour une bibliographie complite sur ce texte, voir S.P. ViEsING:). W 
Wesseuivs, Studic in Pagyrus Amherst 63, Amsterdam 1985 p. 97. 
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   historico-linguistique, la confirmation, aussi au niveau lexical, de 
Pexistence d’une phase linguistique, phase qui jusqu’a présent 
nétait concevable que du point de vue phonétique et morpholo- 
gique®, et dans laquelle le cananéen et I'araméen éraient encore in- 
différenciés. 
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