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Introduction

Admıirably quIic Bıran and ave! ave proviıded the scholarly WOT! adequate edıtion of the
fragments B1 and of Iron Age inscription Irom Tel Dan.1! In eIr 16 W ese {[WO 11C  S

fragments form physıcal Jom ıith the earher excavated ragment ased thıs Joim they
TawW SOTIIC extensive historical conclusions. Ihe t{ex{ WOU. contaın the aInlecs of the Israelıte
kıng eho|ram and hıs Judaean In the 1e6W of the editors the °1’-char-
cCier in the inscription should be interpreted referring the Damascene kıng azael, thus
abandonıing E1r earlıer suggestion that Ben COuUu be identified the author of the
inscription.2 According the texXt reconstructed Dy Bıran and ave. azae had the
kings Jehoram and Ahazj)ah. Ihıs, however, 18 the tradıtion atteste\ ings 9:16-

where Jehu 15 SCCI1 the ONeC who executed the end of the house of Omrı proclaımed by
1ıjah ings and Elısha (2 Kıngs 6-10 Bıran and ave. suggest that—on the
eEVvVEeE of hıstorical reconstruction—Hazael WOUuU ave sed Jehu agent.* In .dAd5Cc eIr 1N-
terpretation 1S COTrreCL, unexXpected 1g WOu fall hıtherto relatıvely dark per10d in the HIS-
LOTY of Israel.4 Ihe a1m of thıs contribution the Tel Dan discussion 18 wofold ırst, it 111
be sShown that the arguments for Jomnıing the ragment BI ONEC texft aIic nNnot CON-

vincing ın 1e6W of the paleographiıc and ep1igraphic data. Second, the fragments BI BZ then
abelled Dan 2 treated inscription its OW: its translatıon ıth philological COIN-

15 g1ven. er o1ng that the extensive historical claıms of Bıran and ave| 111 be
reevaluated

Criticiısm of the Interpretation

Iyer: and Thompson® ave offered critical remarks relatıng the interpretation of Biıran and
ave hıis eriticısm 15 elated the archaeological CONLEXT of the inscr1ption, paleography
and the question of fıllıng the SAD>S between the fragments. 111 summarıze the argument
and add ONMNC lement of eriticısm theirs

BIRAN NAVEH, 995:1-18
IRAN NAVEH,
IRAN NAVEH, 1995
See ÄHLSTRÖM 1993:595-601
URYER, 1995:224-2727@ €L € TT U \O IT HOMPSON, 995:239
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Archaeological Context

The Tree fragments (A, B1 and B2) excavated al Varıous the sıte, 1C| do not
SCCI1I be elated stratigraphically. The Tragment S{1 has somewhat unclear ind-spot.
COU either ave een of walll of the pavemen) of plazza. 2 Tragment B1 W d OUuUnNn!
aDOUuU! meter northeast of Tragment in ayer that ontaıned the 'emaınders of devastatıon,
MOST probably caused by the milıtary expedition of Tiglath-Pileser In 733/32 BCE.S ragment

Was excavated SOIMNC mMeters north of ragment B1 ave een reused of
the pavemen! of J 9(0)1 far AWdYy from Wa Sınce the stratıgraphic relations between
the Varlıous constructions OUnN! at Tel Dan—walls, gale, pavement, destruction-layer—are NnOot
yel clear, it 15 impossıble date the fragments from their archaeologica Contex{s and in relatıon

ach er. TIhe varıety of finding do not provoke at orehan! the hypothesis that the
ree fragments ave een of the Sda1Inec inscr1ption.> Bıran and ave!| however, suggest
that the Tree fragments elonge: STtONe that Was muıtten in pleces after the Israelıte ‚OMN-

of Dan and that the fragments WEIC reused ach in dıiıfferent way.®© The distance between
the pleces be rather large for such SUrm1se. e1Ir hypothesı1s COUu be made INOIC

plausıble Dy paleographic and ep1igraphic arguments

The Script of the Fragments

TIhe scr1pt of the Tree fragments 15 be characterized representatıve for the Ocal varıant of
Aramaıic Lype of scr1pt which W as slıghtly influenced Dy Phoenicıan Scr1pts, 1C| 15 known

from documents ate\ in the N1N! and the eighth centuries BCE./ At 1rs sıght, the scr1pt In the
TE iragments be the Same: ere several resemblances between them 1S pıty
that Bıran and ave. dıd noft g1ve paleographic analysıs of the characters in the inscription.
Cryer has made few important remarks thıs pomt. $ He has observed Varıous small dıffer-

between the scr1pts in the {ragments. The mMoOst Jear dıfference 15 observable wıth regar|
the WAW In Dan several WaAWwW S 1C| be compared ıth OPpCNH f1gure hav-

ing almost rıght angles In Bl and WaAW S  9 atteste: whose eft flanks aATrc clearly leanıng
the eft outsıde. ome WAaw’s in ave their eft flank ‚VCeCN bowing the insıde. Oomparable
dıfferences observable for the dalet, the het, the KAD, the lämed, the 'ayın and the res. These
dıfferences make it VC) improbable that the three fragments WCIC of OTMIC inscr1ıption. They
m1g ave been written Dy the SadIillc DCISON, though eren! OCCAas1o0ns.

IRAN NAVEH, 1993 :85
BIRAN NAVEH, 1993 :98 In BIRAN NAVEH, 1995 z they suggest that the stone ıth the
inscription OUnN! in wall u11 the agstone pavemen! of the square’.
See IRAN NAVEH, 1995 1-2; the MI expeditions of Tiıglath-Pileser SCC NOW
LAMPRICHS, 1995 121.:126
BIRAN NAVEH,
See Iso T HOMPSON 995:237
IRAN NAVEH, 1995:8-9
URYER, 1994 :6-9en 2 V AD OS UD CURYER, 1995:224-22 7
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Proposed Additions

On the Dasıs of the assumption that the ree fragments ave een of the SaJInle inscr1ption,
Biran and ave! ave filled in SaDS between the fragments becomes lear from the following
rendıtion of theır proposal

Imr. ]wgzri{
1’5y.ysgqgl. ‘Twnh.bh]tlhmh.b

WwYyS£KD. 'by.yhk. 'bhw]h.wy .mlky[s
r ' 1L.gdm.b rq. 'byl.w]yhmlk.hdd{[.] 'Iyty
nh.wyhk.hdd.gdmy[.w] pq.mn.$b
y.mlky.w 'gtl.ml{km.$b] Sry Ulpy.r
kb.w Ipy.prS. yti.yhwirm.br.{[ D P P ı E P \ P Ne CO O ı ı AD UDE DB mlk.ysr’l.wgatl{t.’yt.’hz]yhw.br[.yhwrm.ml1
k.bytdwd.w ‘M yt.gryt.hm.hrbt.w 'hpk D
YI. rg.hm.1|y$mn aa

ı3 ywihl wyh bal
SIr Sm

MST, ‘l[

The addıtions form essentıal of e1Ir interpretation. Bıran and ave'! aIc Wäarc of the
fact that such addıtions aATre of hypothetical character. .1 Looked AaWaY from the question
whether these addıtions provoke understandable and meanıngful textT, it should be CON-
1dered f there 15 ep1igraphic possıbilıty for them Here ave doubts Thompson has
calculated that the basıs of the Jo1in propose: Dy Bıran and Naveh there 1S not enough
between the fragments for the propose: characters.2 In lıne ere 15 between the frag-

for characters. The proposal for reconstruction requires D: for S1gNS: S1X let-
ters and L[WO word-dividers.3 In lıne the D: between the fragments g1ves LOOIN for OU!'

characters. TIhe proposal requires D for 4 .45 characters. In lıne ere 15 1OOTIN for © e
characters 1ı1e the proposa. in thıs ıth characters. Ihompson’s calculations
ave made the reconstruction such VC] ımprobable.

IRAN NAVEH,
T’HOMPSON, 995:239
T HOMPSON 995:239, requıres for S1gNS. his 1S, however, NOTLt faır calculation
SInCe he himself states that word-divider takes about 55 n of the SpPac«e of letter.
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Average nterval hetween the Lines

10 these arguments of Cryer and IThompson WOU ıke add the followıng Oobservatıon. The
S1Ize of the characters 06€6S nOot dıffer VE much between the fragments. ere 1S, however,
dıfference in the WI: of the interval between the lIınes. 'hıs 15 observable from the beautıiful
pıcture 1C Bıran and ave! ave gıven Fıg in eIr dıtıon of the fragments R] and
B2.1 When the lıne along the aVCTaSC lower sıde of the S1gNS in Tagment A—the ng part in
Fıg DL i6 extende:« the left, where the fragments 1+B?2 AICc placed, [WO observatıon COu
be made. First, the AaVCIABC lower side in B1 and 15 always lower than in A, 1C that
the lınes do not fıt properly Second, thıs dıfference 15 gradually decreasıng when ONC ZOCS
from the LOP of the inscr1ption the bottom. hıs feature Can easıly be explaıned by calcul-
atıon of the AaVCTaADC nterval between the lınes. On the plcture in Fıg the AaVCIABC interval in
ragment 1s ().82 In 1+2 the AVCITaBC 15 0.77 hıs mplies that the aAaVCTaZC in 1S
6.7% wıder than in 1+2 In 1eW thıs only be explained Dy assumıng that the Tagment

and ave een of inscr1ption different from Dan

Conclusion: 7Two Inscriptions

ese observatıons do nof plea« for the Jom propose: by Bıran and aVve! Sınce the dıifference
between B1 and rather SMa these {[WO fragments Cal be consıidered the remnant of
the second Danıte inscr1ıption. Therefore, take VeT the suggestion Dy Cryer and Thompson
relabel the fragments into: Dan fragment and Dan BI B2).4

Dan Text, Oles and Translation

W1 NOW Concentrate Dan From the pıctures ın the edition of Bıran and ave the fol-
lowing (eEXT Can read:

]wegzr{
1thmh.b

1A.wy L.mlky[
Ihmlk.hdd][
1 ’2qg.mn.$b

I'n Sry
Irm.Dr.{[e CS C T W AD S 0O ba kn kn k! kal kl knl k Iyhw.Dbr[

BIRAN NAVEH, 1995:10; f1
CRYER 1995:223-235; IT'HOMPSON, 1995:236-240
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Before ıll present translatıon the inscr1ption 11l be discussed phılologically. Of 1N-
terest 1S the question in 1C| language the text 15 written The House-of-David’-inscription
(Dan ave een wriıtten In 0Ca dialect in 1C Aramaiıc elements predominate.
Its language, however, Cannot be characterized Tamaıc since Varıous Canaaniısms
present. Therefore analogy Can be drawn ıth the lınguistic sıtuation of the plaster 1N-
scr1ption from Tel Deir AB where mixed dialect 15 attested. 2 comparable sıtuation Iso

De present in Dan SOTINC elements AIc Canaanıte in character, others refer
Tamaıc background.$ Sometimes ıt 1s impossible decıide which background 15 at stake,
l become clear Irom the following discuss1ion.

BLr Bıran and ave! refer erb A °to Cul:;; 1C 1s atteste\| in Aramaıic. Ihe erb
(OCCUTS in the vassal-treaties between Barga’yah of KIK and atıel of Arpad.> In o1ıng
S the edıtors suggest Tamaıc 1SOgloss. In Hebrew, however, comparable erb KLr
°to cut’, 1S attested.©

A tUhmh.b’| The erb Ihm construed ıth the preposıtion should be translated
°to battle agalnst’”. hıs becomes ‚VEn INOTE Jear from the attestation of [Dt in Moabiıte

lısted by Bıran and Naveh. / From Dan ıt Canno! be nferred agalinst whom ere has
een battle Bıran and ave! g1ve {WO suggestion for addıtion the teXt '[blI, 1n
(bel (Beth-Maächa)]’ and b’Ipqg -  in Alpheq] Although these addıtions NOL 1mpos-
S1 such, the proposals not conVvincing. the proposal the construction Ihm
1S construed havıng the meanıng °to battle at’, nstead of °to battle agalinst’. It 1s clear
that the 1idıom 1S INOTEC Canaanıte than Aramaıiıc In character.
wYy 'L Bıran and ave interpret thıs form ‘ 1mperfect’ of the erb I, °to enter’, in
Qal al, 3Ard PCISON sıngular. The following mlky[ 15 extende: Dy them in relation
ıth the beginning of lıne in Dan mlky[sIr’T. ‘the kıng of I{s}rael’, who 15 CONMN-
SITUE!| subject the erb ‘the kıng of Ssirae. entered’. do NOL share thıs interpret-
atıon. The extension DPT'  S that the three inscribed fragments ave een of the
SadIne inscr1ption. In the cluster mliky[s1Ir’I word-divider 15 absent between mlik and

preposıtion indicating 1C| ICa tOWwWwn 15 entered 18 lackıng 100
Therefore, it 15 probably ‚Ven better CONsiIrue wy ‘I form of the erb Uh/‘1y, °to
HSC which 1S atteste« In Tamaıc el] in Varıous Canaanite Janguages.
ml 15 construed the identical word in Dan mY Kıng and interpreted

See LIPINSKI, 1994:83-101; BECKING, IS MURAOKA,
See C HACKETT, 1984:109-124; MCCARTER,‘DUKSTRA, 1991:263-272
See Iso URYER, 1995:227-231
BIRAN NAVEH, 1995 :13

D7 39-40; SCC these Inscr1ptions: LEMAIRE URAND, 1984; Z,ADOK, 1984
E:g at ings ings 2413 Psalm Job 22:28: Isa. 9:19; Hab C  -
BIRAN NAVEH, 1995:13 KAIST
BIRAN NAVEH 1995 414
BIRAN NAVEH, 1995@ €NX €©) TT W5 O TI ©9 C©@\ =— KAI 20 B:3  n
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epithet for Hadad.!
hmlk Bıran and ave wants read yhmlk, made me ] kıng They apparently
CONstrue the form Tamaıc Haph ‘imperfect’ 31 ms hdd 15 interpreted Dy them
referring the e1ity He 15 SCCI] the subject of the clause: .  and adaı made
kıng hıis clause then functions legıtimation-formula for kıng who dıd NOTL recelve
the throne Dy eritage. In the Old Testament, the Hıph of the erb mlik 15 atteste:« INOTEC

than NC ıth identical meanıing. h1s observatıon 15 sed evidence by Bıran and
ave argument for e1Ir supposition that azael, kıng of Damascus, cshould be
SCECI] the 'T’-fIıgure of the inscr1iption. For azae. W das the son of nobody  5 accordıng

inscr1iption of Shalmaneser 111.4

ryer has observed that the picture of ragment TaCes of sıgn for the yod
visıble Therefore, he reads hmlk.hdd interpreting hmilk determıined OUunNn and see1ing
in king ing Hadad’.5 In ryer’s VIeEW, hmlk cshould be construed
(’anaanıte Hebrew form in 1e6W of the artıcle hıs interpretation 15 NnOotLt strictly CcS-

5 d] hmlk Caln Iso be construed Hıph. ‘perfect’ 3 m.s of the erb mk made
Kıng For syntactıical 1CAaSONS it 1S plausıble suggest that the subject of thıs clause PTICC-
eded the erb and that 15 the objec: SC made adad kıng
Dq Bıran and Naveh COonstrue thıs word verb-form ( 1 ' 1mperfect' 1Cs of the
Aramaic erb nDq M departed’ .6 oug thıs interpretation makesz another read-
ıng should be considered O0 In 1eW Dq refers CIty .pheq. In the Old estamen!
four dıfferent Apheq  S arc mentioned. Apheq / in the aron 0€S$ NOL SCCIMN be meant In
Dan 25° since it 15 (O00 far AaWaYy from Dan The er TeEC localıties COU be mean

CIty pheq in the err1tory f the T1! f Asher.® CIty pheq Cal the Canaanıte-
Amorite border.? localıty .pheq in the olan 18 assoc1lated ıth the Aramaeans.10
sh‘ MoOst probably 15 the ginnıng of the Hebrew word for "seven’ "seventy'.

15 not CasS y extend Ihe proposa. of Biran and ave! read $b] Nn, seven|-
ty  @  ’ offers poss1ibıilıty but remaıns hypothesı1s.
SrYy TIhe interpretation Dy Bıran and ave.| f thıs word 1S vVeIrIy specıfic. They OMN-

SITUCT the inmediate context ollows w ’qgtl.ml{km.$b5| n.'sry. [lpy.r]kb, 1 slew
|seventy kın[gs], who harnessed thou[sands of chalrıots’. Ihe maın signıfıcance of the
erb D in Hebrew ell in ramaıc 18 °to bınd; set captıve'. In specılal CONSITUC-
t10ns the erb Can denote the ‘preparıng of carrıage that 15 pulled by anımal’ in

Compare ECKING, 995P On SCC NOW GREENFIELD, 1995
BIRAN NAVEH, 1995:15
Eg at ings and Kıngs 1 Z

30:26-27:; SCC thıs text PITARD, 1987:132-138
URYER, 1995:232-233
IRAN NAVEH, 1995:15m ELE U O E U Trobably ell En el-‘En; Josh 12:8; Sam 4:1; 29:1
ell el-Kerdäne; Josh 9:30; Judg 1:3
Probably Khirbet Afga; orth fBeirout; Josh 13  D
May be nowadays FIg; ast of the See of Galılee; 1Ings 20:26.30; Kıngs 13
BIRAN NAVEH, 1995:16



Gen 46:28; Xod. 14:6; ings 18 In the second Danıite inscription the contexXt,
however, 15 NOL that specıfic.

Ihe word hr Can be en the Aramaıiıc word for son TIhe inscription
then WOUuU refer Iram, the SOI of [X’ In 1e6W of the Suppose: connection ıth
Dan n Bıran and ave! 1n that Israelıte kıng 15 eferred ere On the basıs of that
supposıtıon ehoram 15 the only candıdate from the per10d under consideration. ! hH1s
identifiıcation, however, rests the SUrmıse that the three insceriıbed fragments WeTrTe part
of OMNC Iinscription. When interpreting Dan inscription ifs OW) ere Man Yy
INOTC candıdates be identified wıth Irm 10 mention Tew both Dyrm and hrm
WeTe COININON Phoenicıan in the N1ınN! and eighth centuries BC]  n An Aramaic
didate WOU be Adonleram, A Servant of the kıng mentioned in Aramaıc inscription
from the nınth-eighth CenturYy BCE from amat
hr IMNOST probably SsSon , althoug! ther interpretation Cannot be exclude: Cryer
has pointed the Canaanıte Ovun Oor, ‘Cıstern’, and the Aramaic { "fortress’ .3
1yhw 15 Oonstrued Dy Bıran and ave. the theophoric ending of the ame of Is-
raelıte aecan kıng. In theır 1eW Ahazjah 15 the MOoOSst probable candıdate.4 hıs exten-
S10N OO 18 ase‘ the supposıtıon that the ree inscr1ibed fragments ave een of
ONMNC inscription. As argumen theır 16 W that Ahaz)ah 1S meant here, they refer
eIr readıng of the following words Iml|k.bytdwd, Ik]lıng of the House of Davıd’.>
In 16 W udaean might be mean: but hIs ldentity Cannot De established Al-
0Ug] there 18 morphologically the possı1bıilıty interpret —yhw suffix „M.S.—3as in
qetaltihü gtltyhw, you ave kılled hım —the interpretation theophoric element 15
INOTEC probable. In Iron Age epigraphic materı1al Varıo0us Hebrew personal ave
een OUnNn! wıth—yhw theophoric element. In 1e6W of the geographic spread, it 15 TeIN-
arkable observatıon that ames from Judah predominantly ave —yhw theophoric elem-
ent,; while Irom the Northern Kıngdom generally ave ending.®
Cryer has pointed at the poss1bıilıty that non-Israelıtes COU. Dear aIiInlc containıng yhıw

theophorıc elemen! He has three arguments for thıs position. The first contains Al -

gument that stands CONLrary the historic metho( propagated Dy hiım He interprets trad-
it1ons known from the Old Testament primary SOUTCES for relıg10-historic. infor-
matıon, SINCEe he claıms that eatures from StOrı1es Lot, shmael and uth should be
SCCH 1STtOTIC: evidence for the IE verenCcCEe of HWH in Transjordan. Hıs second ar gum-
ent 1S LLOTC convincing. In the Moabiıte Mesha-inscription passSagc OCCUTS in 1C| the
Moabiıte kıng CONnsı1ıders it be important mention that objects for the cult of Y HWH

BIRAN NAVEH,
KAI 203
CRYER, 995:234
Bıran ave! 1995 PO-F—@ CN €) 7 U Dan 1+B2:7-8; BIRAN NAVEH, 1995:13 ote that they do NOoLt paYy attention
the scholarly discussion the interpretation of bytdwd.
See WEIPPERT, 980:247; NORIN,
URYER, 995:234
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WEOEIC brought the temple of eMmMOsS. Cryer interprets thıs pPasSSapc indıcatıon
that in Moab IO0 ere ave een worshıppers of HWH Hıs thırd argument 1$ OPCH for
debate Here, artıcle of eYy 1s eferred in which che WOU ave proved that
YHWH worshipped in and around the yrıan ama in the eighth CeNTurYy BC]  o In her
VIEW, thıs TE VEICIICE cshould NOL be SCCIH the Oufcome of Israelıte polıtıcal dominatıon.
The worshiıp has ıts rOOfS in not ethnically OUnN! spread of Yahwısm from the Sıinal-
penıinsula the orth the end of the second mıllennı1ıum BCE.2 Her 16 W 15 maınly
based the of {WO personal in cune1form inscr1ptions relatıng the
Hamath-are: Az-rı-a-u ruler of ICa in the vicınıty of Hamath who 15 mentioned
twıce in inscr1ptions of Tiglath-Pileser 1113 and TIa-u-bi-‘“i-di the kıng of Hamath who
W das the leadıng force 1ın the anti-Assyrıan coalıtıon of estern vassals and provinces
agalnst the 11C  S kıng argon 11.4 The mentiıon of ese however, 15 NOL CONVvVINn-
Cing. Az-ri-a-uü Iso be Hıttıte name. > Wıth regard the aIine of the rebellious ruler
of Hamath in 720 BCE, the followıng should be observed. Lipınskı suggested that the
Alllc has een 1DINGIR-Za-u-bi-"i-di 15 contraction of the form 1DINGIR-bi-"i-di. In h1s
16 W the aNlec 1s Tamaılc in Org1n: 'ilu-jJahü-Dbi- ‘idl, ‘God 11l be for wıtness’
h1s implıes that it 18 noft plausıble that personal Allılc from the ancıent Near ast 1ıth
yhıw theophoric Jement WOU refer DCISON of non-Israelıite Judaean ineage.
hr Can s1gn1fy ‘son’, in the preceding lıne. The absence of word-divider COU.
however, indicate that hr 1S only the beginnıng of INOTIC complex WOrTd.

ese considerations ead the followıing, provisıonal translatıon

and he cCuft
' battle agaınst

] hıswere brought to the temple of Chemosh.! Cryer interprets this passage as an indication  that in Moab too there have been worshippers of YHwH. His third argument is open for  debate. Here, an article of Dalley is referred to in which she would have proved that  YHwH was worshipped in and around the Syrian Hamath in the eighth century BCE. In her  view, this reverence should not be seen as the outcome of Israelite political domination.  The worship has its roots in a not ethnically bound spread of Yahwism from the Sinai-  peninsula to the North at the end of the second millennium BCE.2 Her view is mainly  based on the presence of two personal names in cuneiform inscriptions relating to the  Hamath-area: 1) Az-ri-a-ı a ruler of an area in the vicinity of Hamath who is mentioned  twice in inscriptions of Tiglath-Pileser II? and 2) Za-4-bi-‘i-di the king of Hamath who  was the leading force in the anti-Assyrian coalition of Western vassals and provinces  against the new king Sargon II.4 The mention of these names, however, is not convin-  cing. Az-ri-a-( can also be a Hittite name.5 With regard to the name of the rebellious ruler  of Hamath in 720 BCE, the following should be observed. Lipirnski suggested that the  name has been 1!DINGIR-La-U-bi-'i-di or is a contraction of the form !DINGIR-bi-"i-di. In his  view the name is Aramaic in origin: ’ilu-Jahü-bi-‘idi, ‘God will be for me as a witness’.6  This implies that it is not plausible that a personal name from the ancient Near East with  yhw as theophoric element would refer to a person of non-Israelite or Judaean lineage.  br can signify ‘son’, as in the preceding line. The absence of a word-divider could,  however, indicate that br is only the beginning of a more complex word.  These considerations lead to the following, provisional translation:  &  ] and he cut [  3  ] to battle against [  S  ]his ... . My King rose [  ®  ] he made Hadad king[  S  ] Apheq from seven[ty (?)  Z  ]? ? prisoners of [  ®  ]ram, the son of [  -  . LQn SN S  SS SEa  Jjahu, the son (?) of [  ä  KAI 181:17-18.  DALLEY, 1990:21-32; see also the remarks by NIEHR, 1995:58.  TADMOR, 1994:Ann. 19*:2 and 10 = Ann. 26:10.  B W D  For sources and historical background see BECKING, 1992:34-37; LAMPRICHS, 1995:130-  133°  un  See VIEYRA, 1938/40:222-233.  LIPINSKI, 1971:371-373.  28My Kıng rose
he made Hadad ing
‚pheq Iirom seven[ty (?)

prısoners of
Iram, the SOIl of Av FE C AST OD O D — n D T I Pa )ahu, the SOM (?) of PE V C P a C AT E T

KAI 8121718
DALLEY,-SE Iso the remarks by NIEHR, 1995:58
ADMOR, 994:Ann 19* 2 and Ann 26:10i EÄEN €& S For SOUTCCS and historical background SCC BECKING, 4-37; LAMPRICHS, 995 1 30-
133
See VIEYRA, 1938/40:222-23
LIPINSKI, 1971:371-373
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Conclusion

Ihe character of the Janguage of Dan 1S NOL easıly establıshed As in Dan local m1ixed-dial-
eCct should be supposed. ! It 15 impossible TawWw anı y hıstorical conclusion the basıs of Dan

Ihe data aTIc OO TIhe suggestion that Dan A+B1+B?2 WOU shed SOTIINC 1g the
rebellıon of Jehu 1S rather ımprobale. Ihe 1e6W that Jehu has een instrument in the polıtics
of the Damascene ruler azae 15 interesting suggestion. WOu clarıfy the reference
Jehu In Hos where Jehu’s COUD d’erar 1S negatıvely assessed.2 The Inscri1ptions from Tel
Dan CannoOotL be sed in argument thıs 1eW.

See also URYER, 1995:227-231
As has een suggested Dy C.H.J GEUS, Groningen, iın priıvate Communiıcatıon.
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