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eth-Davıd in the ramaılc ela firom Tel Dan

aV Na aman

Followıng the pu  lıcatıon of the ramaıc ela ragment from Tel Dan, Man Yy artıcles WEIC

written In attempt TEeCONSITUCL the (eXT, describe 1fs and identify 1fs
author and understand ıts hıstorıical background. Ihe meanıng of the phrase bytdwd OCCupIles
central place ın the discussion. Varıous translatıons ave been offered for the S1X etters

resulting in conflicting interpretations of lınes Sr  o In hat ollows 11l crıtically examıne
SOIIIC suggesti1ons propose Dy Ccholars for bytdwd, hopıng demonstrate that ere 18 only
ONC plausıble solution for the controversı1al phrase.

Objections fOo the readıng Beth-Davıd

IRAN and publıshe: the {eXt ıth the followıng ofe

Line lıt. 'the House of Davıd', 15 the dynastıc aInec of the kıngdom of
al SCC Bıt Humri for Israel, Bıt QUusl for Arpad, Bit Hazaılı for Aram-Damascus and Bıt
Adıini ın the Assyrıan inscr1ptions. ote 1Iso 1DI11Ca|l eth and Beth aacahBN 79 (1995)  Beth-David in the Aramaic Stela from Tel Dan  Nadav Na'aman  Following the publication of the Aramaic Stela fragment from Tel Dan, many articles were  written in an attempt to reconstruct the text, describe its structure and contents, identify its  author and understand its historical background. The meaning of the phrase bytfdwd occupies a  central place in the discussion. Various translations have been offered for the six letters  resulting in conflicting interpretations of lines 5-10. In what follows I will critically examine  some suggestions proposed by scholars for bytdwd, hoping to demonstrate that there is only  one plausible solution for the controversial phrase.  A, Objections to the reading Beth-David  A. BIRAN and J. NAVEH (1993:93) published the text with the following note:  Line 9. T17N*2, lit. 'the House of David', is the dynastic name of the kingdom of  Judah; see Bit Humri for Israel, Bit Agusi for Arpad, Bit Haza’ili for Aram-Damascus and Bit  Adini in the Assyrian inscriptions. Note also biblical Beth Rehob and Beth Maacah ...  BIRAN and NAVEH suggested restoring in lines 8-9 [ml]k bytdwd ("[the kin]g of the  House of David"') parallel to m/k ysr'l of line 8. They have concluded that "the stele must have  described some circumstances in which the king of Judah was the ally of Israel, and the writer  fought against both of them" (BIRAN and NAVEH 1993:96). The words OM N ("their  land"') in line 10 refer to the two kingdoms and thus corroborate this rendering of the text.  This restoration and interpretation was adopted by some scholars (AHITUV 1993;  LEMAIRE 1994; PUECH 1994; MARGALIT 1994; FREEDMAN and GEOGHEGAN 1995).  However, other suggestions soon appeared and they will all be examined in the following four  sections.  1. KNAUF, DE PURY and RÖMER (1994) have suggested that DWD is a local deity and  bytdwd refers to Dod's sanctuary or a cultic object therein (cf. BEN-ZVI 1994:27-29;  UEHLINGER 1994:85-86). However, no unequivocal reference to a deity named Dod is  known from the entire corpus of ancient Near Eastern texts or from the Bible (SANMARTIN-  ASCASO 1978, with earlier literature). The often cited reference to ’r’/ dwdh in line 12 of the  Mesha inscription as an indication for the deity (DONNER and RÖLLIG 1966:175;  AHLSTRÖM 1982:14; KNAUF a.o. 1994:66) is misleading. A pronominal suffix cannot be  17and suggested restoring in lınes 8 bytdwd kın]g of the
House of Davıd") paralle!l mik ysr of lıne Ihey ave CONCIuU! that "the stele IMUSL ave
described SOITIC CIrcumstances In 1C the kıng of Was the ally of Israel, and the writer
fought agaınst both of them  AL (BIRAN and 1993:96). The words Oı w N (”theır
and”) in lıne refer the [WO kıngdoms and thus Corroborate thıs rendering of the ({eXL.

hıs restoratıon and interpretation Wäas adopted by SOTIIC scholars (AHITUV 1993;
LEMAIRE 1994; 1994; 1994; and GEOGHEGAN
However, ther suggest1ons SOON appeared and they ll all examıned ın the followıing four
secCt10ns.

PUR Y and ROMER (1994) ave suggested that DW 15 0Ca eıty and

bytdwd refers SAaNCIUaTYy cultic object hereın (cf. BEN-ZVIe
UEHLINGER 1994:85-86). oOwever, unequ1vocal reference delty named Död 1$
known from the entire of ancıent Near Eastern from the Bıble (SANMARTIN-
ASCASO 1978, ıth earlhıer lıterature). Ihe en C1te| reference T Il Adwdh In lıne of the
es inscr1ption indıcatıon for the deity (DONNER and RÖLLIG 966:175;
HLSTROM 1982:14: 1994:66) 15 misleadıng. pronominal suffix Cannot
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attached PTODCI and it 15 mistake anslate in lıne "the rl of (the god) Död”
wah Was somet1imes interpreted amle of 0Ca god aWı  (0) (CLERMONT-
GANNEAU 887:101:; DRIVER 890:xcı1:; 1YO3:11; DUSSAUD PO12:46:

1966:90, But assumıng that thıis interpretation 15 COITECL, wdh (Dawdoh)
dıffers from the assumed dwd of the Tel Dan stela. er CENLUTY and half of research,
the putatıve god amed Do 15 SIL missıng from the CI1OTII1OUS of thırd first miıllennıa
BCE documents. We therefore entitled conclude that god DYy hıs amnec Was known In
the ancıent Near ast. The MNUS of Pro0: ose who SUppOTT the premıise. They IMuUSL

1rS! of all bring Jlear indıcatıons (whıich the 1mproved’ and obscure IX f Amos 6, 15 not)
substantiate the suggestion, and INaYy only then appIiy ıt the texXti under discussıon.
wdah In the es inscr1ıption 15 somet1mes interpreted reference HWH and

translated V,  1ts (Le the 1ty S) Beloved” (DRIVER 890:Cx1; SEGERT 961213 LEMAIRE
994:33) MULLER and 13) ‚VE assumed that A ‘Gehliebter‘ 1st Beiname
verschiıedener orlentalıscher Götter”, but 0€S$ 19(0)1 bring anı y evidence SUuppOTT thıs argumentT.
It 18 then suggested that dwd ın the TAmaıc inscr1ıption from Tel Dan has sımılar meanıng,
1.6.,; of HWH Bytdwd WOU. then translated "the House of the Beloved” (see
DAVIES 1994:55). However, the assumption that roya. inscr1ption of foreign kıng WOUu
mention the ZO| title (rather than hıs PIODCI name), when referring h1s temple, 15 doubtful
and has known supportive analogy in the of ancıent Near Ekastern Why should

forei1gn scr1be usc epiıthet rather than the god's PTODCI name‘)? For thıs 1CcCason question the

interpretation of dwdh In the €es| ela of HWH Honorary and tıtles
ell atteste: In dıfferent 1n of CXIS:; but Victory stela of foreign kıng 15 NnOL the place
look for them.

DAVIES (1994) suggested that bytdwd 15 place d1inle that INa Yy be read Beth-dod. Ihe wn

Must ave been Conquered by the author of the stela in the COUTSC f h1is cCampa1gn. However,
the Ianı Yy QOUSAanı!ı that in ancıent Near Kastern and in the Bıble,

OoNec has the lement död. hıs indicates that dod (in the of oved, darlıng  A
"paterna. uncle” Wäas noft productive element in (OpOoNymy, and sıgnıfıcantly weakens
DAV hypothesıs of toponym whose amnec has thıs lement.

Another problem wıth the aDOVve interpretations 18 the plene writing of the assumed tıtle
dod (“beloved”). In thıs early per10d OoNec WOU CXPECI ıt De wriıtten ıth Ma

lectionis. Ihe explanatıon offered by 9that dod 18 Canaanıte word ın
Aramaıc and that plene wrıting 18 known from ancıent TaAamaıc for words of foreıgn or1g1n, 18
NOL Convincıing. The kınshıp {e']  3 Dad 15 COINMON in Aramaıc personal AaDDCAaIS all VOI

the Fertile Crescent (ZADOK 1977:57-58), and 0€es 9(0)! dıffer from er kınshıp that
WeTC borrowed from the preceding Amorite/Canaanıte Janguage of the second miıllennıum BC  ws



The plene wrıting of dwdn In the es inscriıption and dwd In the Tel Dan stela
ndıcate that SOTIIIC er word than dod (“beloved”) 15 ntende: ere

BEN-ZVI suggested that dwd INa Y refer pCrSoN arıng the dwd
owever, ere 18 evıdence SUuppOTrt the assumption that dwd iın the es. ela 15

meanıng „.  Cchıief, leade! and 15 derived from the Aallc avl (LIPINKSKI 966:333; GIBSON
1971:76, 8U:; ACKSON 1  - Moreover, ıf ONEC admıts that dwd In the E  < stela
cshould read Davıd, why should interpret ıt along such extremely hypothetical lınes ather
than CONNeEeCT It directly wıth the rulıng house of Judah?

The four alternatıve solutions offered for bytdwd unconvincing Ven

ll NOW DIODOSC SOTITIIC in SUPPOTT of the assumption that the S1IX etters refer the

kıngdom of

Supporting evidence for the readıng Beth-Daviıd

typıcal phenomenon of the SOU Anatolıan, Syrian and Palestinian kıngdoms In the

peT10( under diıscussıion (the nın CENLUTYy BCE) 15 the pluralıty of ernate for

ingdoms in ese dIC known from the Assyrıan roya. inscr1pt1ons and fifrom 0Ca

inscriptions (Dee ANDSBERGER>NA'’AMAN 1  s For example the
kıngdom of Arpad 18 called Yahanu and Bit-Agus!i1, Sam  al 15 called 1t-Gabbarıi and X dYy;
“Ungi 15 called Patına and ater Kullanı:; Damascus 15 called Sa Immer1$Su, Bıt-Hazaılı and Aram:
Israel 18 called Bıt-Humri and Samerina. Ihe choice of kıngdoms ın the ssyrılan royal
InscCr1ptions (which 15 the Dest known of inscr1pt1ons) 18 quıte random. For example:
hab 18 M "the Israelıte”; Jehu OT Bit-Humri1"; 0358 "the Samarlan'"'; Menahen "the
Samarıan"'; and in the annals of Tiglath-pileser 111 the kıngdom 15 Bıt-Humrı. The varlıety
of eponymıiıc/dynastic, errıitorial and CIty reflects the complex of ese ingdoms;
indeed, the or1gın and meanıng of SOMC of ese 18 unknown.

TIhe eponymic/dynastiıc AdI1e "Bit-PN“ typıical of Man y of the 1C W West Semitic
kingdoms that emerged ın the Fertile. Crescent in the early first miıillennı1um BE  83 It maiınly
refers NC ingdoms whose terrıtory 15 not Congruent ıth that of former sStates (SADER
}  eThe A  son  v (mär' of trıbal CDONYIMN of the ounder of dynasty 15 desıgnated
"of hit PN” (UNGNAD Ihe Assyrıans denoted kıngdoms DYy the aIinlec of the dynas  S
ounder the time of theır 1rs enCcCOunter ıth it, regardless of which dynasty Was In
the time of writing.

TIhe followıng hit-names ın Syria-Palestine dIC known from the Assyrıan roya
Inscriptions: Bıt-Adınıi, Bit-Agusı (Arpad), 1t-Gabbarı (Sam’al), Bıt-Hazaılı (Damascus), Bıt-

Ruhubi (Beth-rehob), Bıt-Humrı srae. Bıt-Ammana Ammon) The 1Ca| LOpONymM Abel-
beth-maacah designates the Abel that certaın stage longed aacah
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should nOote: that OUT knowledge of the of kıngdoms depends maınly the

Assyrıan Inscr1ptions. For thıs 1C4SON only OMNEC allec 1S known for peripheral West Semitic 16  <

ingdoms such Judah, Ammon, Moab and dom. Since INanYy of the newly ounded West
Semitic ingdoms ıIn the Fertile Crescent WEIC called Dy 1t-PN ONC WOU. CXPECI that
the Palestinian West Semitic kıngdoms WCIC also Dy such Ihe adIine Beth-Davıd
for the kıngdom of 15 exactly hat ONMNC WOU. eXpeCt In 1g of thıs of ad1i1lec

attrıbution, and the long-standıng 'adıtıon of avı| ounder of the dynasty Its absence In
the 15 easıly explaıned Dy the late date which the bıblıcal WEIC wriıtten. In the ate
seventh-sixth CENLUTY BCE the trıbal character of (and that of Judah'’'s ne1ghbours
We. had considerably decreased, and the old dynastıc Namne had Ost ıts attractıon FoOor thıs
1C4SON Dyt dwd 15 mentioned the only in the of "the House of Davıd' Sımilarly,
the eponymiıc/dynastic Aa1Inec eth-Ammon 15 atteste« only In the Assyrıan InSCr1pt10ns, whereas

only the abbreviated AdI1c Ammon 18 attested the
and ave restored bytdwd kın]g of Beth-Davıd") ın lınes

E of the stela. objected thiıs readıng the ground that neıther ın
the 1D11Ca. 1terature NOT In ther documents 15 there ONnsSTUCL combinatıon "the kıng of eth-
PN” hıs 15 VerIYy sStrange u Ihe Assyrıans usually sed the Tevıiated
eponymic/dynastic aInec mar for the 1t-PN ingdoms, and ere few references iın
16 the of the combinatıon 1t-PN IMAaYy examıned. Nevertheless, ere
SOINIC lear examples "Ambarıs kıng Sar of Bıt-Purıitish” 994:125, lıne 201:; ADD
954:182, lıne 25); "the rulıng) famıly kimtti) of Bıt-Pa'alla" (FUCHS 994:218, lıne 86);
"the people (niSe€) of Bıt-Jakın" (FUCHS 994:178, lıne 408; 224, lıne 116); "the defeats
dabde) of Bıt-Jakın" 994:233, lıne 233); "Puduinlu kıng of Bıt-Ammana  A (BORGER
1956:60, lıne 62); "Amminadbı Kıng of Bıt-Amman.  AA (STRECK 916:140, lıne 34)
Moreover, Outf of references byt dwd in the e} four ın the S{a} mptnh
Dyt dwd (”the Key of the house of Davı U Isa tprt Dyt dwd (“the glory of the house of
Davıd"; Zech ZmSpht Dyt dwd (“the famıly of the house of avıd ; ech 123 S W Dyt
dwd ("the throne of the house of Davıd"; Ps Regardless of whether byt dwd designates
the iıngdom's alllec 1fs dynasty, Doth In the stafte. What

called "expression quı seraıt uUNC Sorte de monstruosıte semantıque" 15 in realıty
excellent restoration for the {exXt of the stela.

One IMNaYy urther Suggest hat OUun In the (Le., mIk) explaıns why
bytdwd Was wriıtten ıth word divıder. Ihe Tee words mk byt dwd ave double
ONSITUC (“"kıng of the House of Davıd"). TIo make the texXt clearer, the author
bytdwd ONEC word hereby avoldıng the second Ihus, the ings of Israel and
u  al who fought and WEIC efeate« Dy the author of the (eXTL, registered ONeC er the er
ın siımılar INaNnnNeTL. mik ysr and mIk bytdwd.



objected the translatıon "Be!  -Dav  AL the ground that the
{[WO terms do NO pertaın the Sd111C alecgOTY; otherwiıse ONC WOUuU CXPECI the usec of paralle!
amnecs (Israel-Judah; Beth-Omrı Beth-Davıd). The claım, however, 15 unfoun: ırst,
ave SCCI] that the choice of In roya. Inscr1pt10ns Was arbıtrary and that d ser1be COU.
selecC! at ll Secondly, in the 1st of Kıngs who besieged akkur, kıng of Hamath and
Lua“ath, s1de Dy sıde trıbal (Aram), dynastıc (D Bit-Agusi1), capıtal (Melıd,

and geographical-political Que. “Umsgi, Gurgum) (DONNER and RÖLLIG
1966:no0 202) urs inscription 15 wrıtten ın Aramaıc (lıke the Tel Dan inscr1ption) and WwWas

erected ın the ate nınth CeNLUrYy BC  3 1Iso Kılamua, Kkıng of Sam  al, ın h1ıs Phoenicıan
inscr1ıption of the mMı1d-nın' Century BCE Cal hıs kıngdom Dy 0CAa. aIne and h1s

adversary by ethnıc amne (”"kıng of the dnnym') (DONNER and RÖLLIG 1966:n0 24) 100
lıttle 15 known aDOU! the usec of kıngdom's In Syria-Palestine ın the Nın CENLUTY BCE
and OMNC should avOo1d posıting general rules aDOU! the assıgnment f amnes in local InSscCrpti0ns.

brought [WO er objections the identification of bytdwd
wıth the kıngdom of
(a) They assumed that the battle Wäas fought NCar Dan, where the stela Wäas found and that such

Ocatıon 0€es not fıt ıth the mention of the kıngdom of Judah hıs argument eflects
miısunderstandıng of the SCHIC of royal inscr1ptions, in which the author InaYy select

from dıfferent MmMes and Ad1Cd>S and organıze them accordıng his lıterary and ıdeologıcal
a1mMs. 'IThe battle agaınst the kıngdoms of Israel and Judah COU. ave been conducted in SOI1N1IC

remote place and at dıfferent time from the CONQqU of the CIty of Dan and the erection of the
stela.
(b) assumed that the mention of Beth-Davıd mplıes that the kıng h1is ingdom
paıd trıbute the Tamean kıng. The assumption 15 arbıtrary, SInCe the esults of disastrous
Dattles VarYy from ON another. The Oufcome of the 15 unknown and ach scholar IMAaYy
TEeCONSYIUC: ıt accordıng h1s historical analysıs of the inscr1ption.

Fınally, methodological ote regardıng the relatıon of the inscr1ption the Bıble 15
called for. ome cholars restore' the texti of the inscr1ıption and suggested hıstorical
reconstruction IC 15 heavıly dependent 1DI1Ca. prophetic StOT1ES (PUECH 1994;

1994; ct. and m 1994:12-14) It should
remembered that ıIn CVCIY ‚A5C 1C extra-biblical text dırectly iıllumınated the 18

of Israel in the ate tenth-ninth centurlies BCE (LE the campaıgn of Shishak c BCE],
the Dattle of Qargar [853 BCE], Mesha’s rebellıon, the trıbute of Jehu 1841 ere WeTC

Serl1ous problems ın accommodatıng the {WO SOUTCES. hıs 15 due the CNOTTINOUS time ZaD
tween the events and the per10d when the early hıstory of Israel Wäas wrıtten Also, the
bıblical and extra-biblical :XIS ong entirely dıfferent, and dıverse SCHICS relate past
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events In dıfferent anNnnNeIs. We Must NnOT therefore CXDECL close aCCcord tween the 1DI1Ca:
AaCCOUNT and the ({ext of the Aramaıc royal inscr1iption.

The allıance of the kıngs of Israel and reilecte« In the inscr1ption fıts ell ıth
the biblical prophetic StOrTIes of the cCooperatıon ween them in the Campa1lgns agaınst Israel’s
enemıies. Thıs 15 mportant contribution of the Hc  < stela for the hıstory of Israel iın the ınth
CENLUTYy BC  wr It indicates that the stela 18 CONLeEMPOTANCOUS ıth the dynasty of Omrı JIhe
historical analysıs depends maınly the identificatiıon of the Tamean kıng who the
stela. Elsewhere ave suggested date and hıstorıical reconstruction for the stela
ANforthcoming) and ll NnOT repDCAaL 1t. ut I WOU. 1ıke emphasıze hat In lıght of
the deficiıencies of the 1D11CAa| narratıves historical SOUTCCES, mMust CEXPECI dıfferences
ven contradıctions between the stela and the bıbliıcal Caution 15 the best advıce that
Can gıven all scholars who 11l seek uUsScC thıs MoOost important document understand
the relatıons between the ingdoms of Israel and and Aram in the d-nınth CENIUrYy
BCE

er the completion of thıs PDaDCI, IRAN and (1995) publıs. (  <

fragment of the stela which decısıvely Corroborates the readıng eth-Davı In lıne In 1g of
the importance of several 1SSUEeS discussed iın the present artıcle, decıded leave ıt ın 1fs
or1ıginal form.
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