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Does the eile ToOom Tel Dan refer eıty Bethel?

BobBecking,  e  E U  cCht Uniyésitybbe  DUU  ckf2(@)theo.

Almost ten fter the find of the first iragment of Inscr1ption Tel Dan July
995 George as has publıshed IMDICSSIVC and scholarly monograph the

interpretation f the three Aramaıc iragments fter VEr y thorough investigatıon f the

archaeological CONTEXTS of the finds and paınstakıng epı1graphical and paleographical
analysıs of the Inscrıption he ALI1VES al the conclusıion that the three iragments ave een part
of ON large monumental Inscr1ıption ragment CONTAaINS the remnants of the part f
the inscr1ption whiıle fragments 1+2 should be placed below Tagment at about 25%

TOmM the bottom Thıs ell argued posıtıon that CONVINCINS that ave TO wıthdraw

earlıer ODIMON that the fragments had een part f [WO separate INSCTY1pt10NS The anguage of

the inscr1ıption Athas 1CW Aramaıc He ates the texti tO the early eighth CeNntury RCH

The A} of the Inscrıption MOST probably Was the Aramaıc kıng Bar Hadad 11

as ınvestigatıon INSCTY1pt10N ıtself has ead LO SOINEC N readıngs of the text

the MOSst ofwhich Cal be found where he read

NTW NM |7DDN D7 HS N (4) IN a 3)
He translates thıs clause follows

3} at every| (4) ancıent Ihlearth ground of. El-Bayli[thel baa
Hıs readıng based three features

In OTrOUg analysıs aSse| the stele iıtself he observed that the between the

aleph/ and the lıne cshould nOTt be construed accıdental wıde In fact

the surface of the stone damaged but carved stroke visıble that could only be the

wounld ike IL colleague Dr Jan Wagenaar Utrecht for hıs critical vert stimulating remarks
DICVIOUS of thıs DapecI

—— — Athas The Tel Dan Inscription Reappraisa. and New Interpretation Sup, 360), Sheffield
Aas Tel Dan Inscriplion 89 Yl the idea has previ10usiy been suggested Dy ıran and Naveh he Tel

Dan Inscr1ption New Fragment 45 (4993) Dıietrich, IDie Königszeit IN \ srael TO
Jahrhundert v Chr (BE 3) Stuttgart Berlın öln 140

Beckıing, "CThe second Danıte Inscription Some Remarks (1996) 3()
thas Tel Dan Inscription 245 54
nas Tel an Inscripfion DaSS1m

9 Athas Tel Dan Inscripfion 50
thas Tel Dan Inscription 193 phılologıcal commentary al PP 208
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remnant of Tamed! ofwhich the and half the “chank”’ ave een erased. Therefore,
as read Ja p asa.® This evidence-based proposa| makes the readıng ot

Bıran and Naveh3and its generally accepted translatıon iın the and of father”

inaccurate ”
The first Tree characters of lıne ave generally een interpreted the 1ina! part of

the toponym w [@* ]’ Is]rael’. *® Athas CONSITUE PITODCI OUN 7wITS
‘hearth? !! Thıs OUuUnN Iso OCCUTIS in the Mesha Insceription (KAI 181) in the ‚ONntext of

the OO0ty captured Dy the Moabiıte kıng present before hıs patron deıty Chemosh

as 1818) that the etters 778 al the end of lıne (4) CcCannot be construed elated

FrOoOft ıN Thıs FrOOTt only ()IGGCUTS iın West Semitic orthographic varıant of the root m78
°to instruct, incıte”. fitting Cannot be found for thıs CONntexXt, however. Next. he

notes that the word2 lacks the postposıtional definıte artıcle indıcatıng that the word 1S

of CONSTIrucH chaın. He restores N into NN ]727N, 'El-Baythel’, SINCEe In hIiSs

1eW other meanıngful alternatıve Can be found Athas CONNeCTS the deity Bethel ıth
the stone-god BaLTVAOS, ‘Baythel”, known TOom classıc SOUTCES and ften identified 1ıth

the Semitic Bethel 13

On the basıs of thıs proposal as draws SOINEC interesting but far-reaching conclusions.
ese conclusions AI eached Dy connecting hıs proposed readıng ıth (a) archaeological
evidence from Tel Dan and (b) his general interpretation of lınes A :3-4 of the pertinen!
inscr1iption.
(a) During archaeological excavatıons at Tel Dan, Varlıo0ous 'standıng stones’ ave een

uncovered. ese ‘standıng stones’ Cal be connected the known TOM the Hebrew

Bible ** As regards Tel Dan.  ‚ as refers *[WO oroups. ” (D Along fortiıficatiıon wall, Just
insıde the so-cCalled "outer gate , ıive 'standıng stones’ datıng tO the nınth-eighth
cCentury BCE WeIC found The archaeological Ontext certifies cultıc interpretation of ese

X Athas, Tel Dan Inscription, 53257 114:17
Bıran and ave) An Aramaic ele Fragment from Tel Dan’, IE: 43 (1993); 5 1-98

10 ıran and ave! 'An Aramaıc ele Fragment from Tel Dan
Athas. Tel Dan Inscription, 9-10

12 has. Tel Dan Inscripfion, 210°-1
ı3 See Rıbıchmi, Baetyl’, in BDDD“ 759
14 See IN Mettinger, No (ıraven Image? Israelite Aniconism In 1ES Ancient Near Fkastern (‚ontext (CB OT,
42), Stockholm, 1993 59
15 nas. Tel Dan Inscription, 12-13
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‘standıng STONES (2) cluster of three standıng stones’ WeOIC discovered at the

ase of Dan’s cCIty all not far AaWdY from the gate chambers and the SpDOL WeIcC the ragment
B] WäasSs discovered. ese three ‘standıng stones’ WECIC 'OUnN:! sStOone platform. '
(b) as generally ınterprets Iınes Ag ollows. He reads: (3) and father 111

LECDOSC. May he Pn every] (4) ancıent Ih]earth ground of El-Bayltel
In his 1eW these lınes CXPDICSS the wısh of Bar that hıs father azae deified kıng
ll be joined ıth the dıvıne and that he wıll remember> 16  7  ‘standing stones  (2) A cluster of three ‘standing stones’ or mın were discovered at the  base of Dan’s city wall not far away from the gate chambers and the spot were the fragment  B1 was discovered. These three ‘standing stones’ or Mmıxn _ were found on a stone platform.'”  (b)  Athas generally interprets lines A:3-4 as follows. He reads: (3) and my father will  repose. May he go to [  at every] (4) ancient [h]earth on ground of El-Bayltel ...].  In his view these lines express the wish of Bar Hadad that his father Hazael as deified king  will be joined with the divine and that he will remember  ‘{ ... at every] ancient [h]earth on  ground of El-Bayltel ... ]’. B  On the basis of these observations and assumptions Athas proposes that >1[ß ...  refers to the platform not far away from the gate chambers on which three ‘standing stones’ or  mıasn were found. He construes Baythel as an Aramaic/Phoenician deity that was represented  by a standing stone. The compound ... 7wn]2>, El-Baythel”, is interpreted by him as ‘the  Bethel-stone, El’ that most probably did stand next to the three ‘standing stones’ or M282 just  mentioned. In sum: the Tel Dan inscription contains the remnants of a commemorative stele  devoted to remembrance ofthe deified father of Bar Hadad II invoking El, through his Bethel-  stone for help. ‘”  This is an intriguing proposal, but is it correct? As with many (re)constructions of the  past it is difficult to testify this hypothesis by a procedure of falsification. Athas might be  right in his re-enactment of the past. I, however, think that the following considerations will  weaken his position.  (1) Athas renders the noun 781[s ... with ‘hearth”, thus following the traditional translation.“”  He even extends the meaning of this noun when he proposes a reference to the platform.  In doing so, he overlooks the important analysis of Stephan Münger that this word should  be construed as containing the proper noun 7”8, ‘lion’, and the theophoric element 78,  ‘El/god’.?! This implies, that an ‘Ariel’ cannot be a ‘hearth’ or a ‘platform” for ‘standing  stones’ or maxn, but should be regarded as a lion-shaped representation of a deity.  '° A. Biran, Biblical Dan, Jerusalem, 1994, 238-45.  '7 Biran and Naveh, ‘Tel Dan Inscription”, 1-3 with Fig. 1 and 2. See also T. Haettner Blomquist, Gates and  Gods: Cults in the City Gates of Iron Age Palestine. An Investigation of the Archaeological and Biblical Sources  (CB OT, 46), Stockholm, 1999,  ‘® Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 313.  '? Athas, Te/ Dan Inscriptfion, 309-15.  °° Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 209-10; DNWST, 101,  ?! S, Münger, ‘Ariel”, in: DDD*, 88-89.  21every| ancıent hl]earth
ground of El-Bayltel 1

On the basıs of these observatıons and assumptions as that 7wI(N> 16  7  ‘standing stones  (2) A cluster of three ‘standing stones’ or mın were discovered at the  base of Dan’s city wall not far away from the gate chambers and the spot were the fragment  B1 was discovered. These three ‘standing stones’ or Mmıxn _ were found on a stone platform.'”  (b)  Athas generally interprets lines A:3-4 as follows. He reads: (3) and my father will  repose. May he go to [  at every] (4) ancient [h]earth on ground of El-Bayltel ...].  In his view these lines express the wish of Bar Hadad that his father Hazael as deified king  will be joined with the divine and that he will remember  ‘{ ... at every] ancient [h]earth on  ground of El-Bayltel ... ]’. B  On the basis of these observations and assumptions Athas proposes that >1[ß ...  refers to the platform not far away from the gate chambers on which three ‘standing stones’ or  mıasn were found. He construes Baythel as an Aramaic/Phoenician deity that was represented  by a standing stone. The compound ... 7wn]2>, El-Baythel”, is interpreted by him as ‘the  Bethel-stone, El’ that most probably did stand next to the three ‘standing stones’ or M282 just  mentioned. In sum: the Tel Dan inscription contains the remnants of a commemorative stele  devoted to remembrance ofthe deified father of Bar Hadad II invoking El, through his Bethel-  stone for help. ‘”  This is an intriguing proposal, but is it correct? As with many (re)constructions of the  past it is difficult to testify this hypothesis by a procedure of falsification. Athas might be  right in his re-enactment of the past. I, however, think that the following considerations will  weaken his position.  (1) Athas renders the noun 781[s ... with ‘hearth”, thus following the traditional translation.“”  He even extends the meaning of this noun when he proposes a reference to the platform.  In doing so, he overlooks the important analysis of Stephan Münger that this word should  be construed as containing the proper noun 7”8, ‘lion’, and the theophoric element 78,  ‘El/god’.?! This implies, that an ‘Ariel’ cannot be a ‘hearth’ or a ‘platform” for ‘standing  stones’ or maxn, but should be regarded as a lion-shaped representation of a deity.  '° A. Biran, Biblical Dan, Jerusalem, 1994, 238-45.  '7 Biran and Naveh, ‘Tel Dan Inscription”, 1-3 with Fig. 1 and 2. See also T. Haettner Blomquist, Gates and  Gods: Cults in the City Gates of Iron Age Palestine. An Investigation of the Archaeological and Biblical Sources  (CB OT, 46), Stockholm, 1999,  ‘® Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 313.  '? Athas, Te/ Dan Inscriptfion, 309-15.  °° Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 209-10; DNWST, 101,  ?! S, Münger, ‘Ariel”, in: DDD*, 88-89.  21refers LO the platform NnOt far aWaY TOom the gate chambers which Tree 'standıng stones’

WeIC found He CONSITUES Baythel Aramaıc/Phoenicıan deıty that W d represented
by standıng STONE The compound> 16  7  ‘standing stones  (2) A cluster of three ‘standing stones’ or mın were discovered at the  base of Dan’s city wall not far away from the gate chambers and the spot were the fragment  B1 was discovered. These three ‘standing stones’ or Mmıxn _ were found on a stone platform.'”  (b)  Athas generally interprets lines A:3-4 as follows. He reads: (3) and my father will  repose. May he go to [  at every] (4) ancient [h]earth on ground of El-Bayltel ...].  In his view these lines express the wish of Bar Hadad that his father Hazael as deified king  will be joined with the divine and that he will remember  ‘{ ... at every] ancient [h]earth on  ground of El-Bayltel ... ]’. B  On the basis of these observations and assumptions Athas proposes that >1[ß ...  refers to the platform not far away from the gate chambers on which three ‘standing stones’ or  mıasn were found. He construes Baythel as an Aramaic/Phoenician deity that was represented  by a standing stone. The compound ... 7wn]2>, El-Baythel”, is interpreted by him as ‘the  Bethel-stone, El’ that most probably did stand next to the three ‘standing stones’ or M282 just  mentioned. In sum: the Tel Dan inscription contains the remnants of a commemorative stele  devoted to remembrance ofthe deified father of Bar Hadad II invoking El, through his Bethel-  stone for help. ‘”  This is an intriguing proposal, but is it correct? As with many (re)constructions of the  past it is difficult to testify this hypothesis by a procedure of falsification. Athas might be  right in his re-enactment of the past. I, however, think that the following considerations will  weaken his position.  (1) Athas renders the noun 781[s ... with ‘hearth”, thus following the traditional translation.“”  He even extends the meaning of this noun when he proposes a reference to the platform.  In doing so, he overlooks the important analysis of Stephan Münger that this word should  be construed as containing the proper noun 7”8, ‘lion’, and the theophoric element 78,  ‘El/god’.?! This implies, that an ‘Ariel’ cannot be a ‘hearth’ or a ‘platform” for ‘standing  stones’ or maxn, but should be regarded as a lion-shaped representation of a deity.  '° A. Biran, Biblical Dan, Jerusalem, 1994, 238-45.  '7 Biran and Naveh, ‘Tel Dan Inscription”, 1-3 with Fig. 1 and 2. See also T. Haettner Blomquist, Gates and  Gods: Cults in the City Gates of Iron Age Palestine. An Investigation of the Archaeological and Biblical Sources  (CB OT, 46), Stockholm, 1999,  ‘® Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 313.  '? Athas, Te/ Dan Inscriptfion, 309-15.  °° Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 209-10; DNWST, 101,  ?! S, Münger, ‘Ariel”, in: DDD*, 88-89.  2128117278 '’El-Baythel”, 1S interpreted by hım the

Bethel-stone, E° that MOST probably dıd stand exT the ree standıng stones’ (11ASO Just
mentioned. In SUMM the Tel Dan inscr1ption contaıns the remnants of CommemoOrTatıve stele

devoted remembrance of the deıitied father of Bar Hadad 11 invokıng B through his Bethel-
StONe tor help.

This 1S intrıguing proposal, but 15 ıt correct? As ıth INalıYy (re)constructions of the

past it 1S dıifficult testify thıs hypothesıs Dy procedure of falsıfıcatıon. Athas might be

right in hıs re-enactmen of the past. however, thınk that the followıng consiıderations wıll

weaken hıs posıtıon.
(1) Athas renders the OUN NAIS> 16  7  ‘standing stones  (2) A cluster of three ‘standing stones’ or mın were discovered at the  base of Dan’s city wall not far away from the gate chambers and the spot were the fragment  B1 was discovered. These three ‘standing stones’ or Mmıxn _ were found on a stone platform.'”  (b)  Athas generally interprets lines A:3-4 as follows. He reads: (3) and my father will  repose. May he go to [  at every] (4) ancient [h]earth on ground of El-Bayltel ...].  In his view these lines express the wish of Bar Hadad that his father Hazael as deified king  will be joined with the divine and that he will remember  ‘{ ... at every] ancient [h]earth on  ground of El-Bayltel ... ]’. B  On the basis of these observations and assumptions Athas proposes that >1[ß ...  refers to the platform not far away from the gate chambers on which three ‘standing stones’ or  mıasn were found. He construes Baythel as an Aramaic/Phoenician deity that was represented  by a standing stone. The compound ... 7wn]2>, El-Baythel”, is interpreted by him as ‘the  Bethel-stone, El’ that most probably did stand next to the three ‘standing stones’ or M282 just  mentioned. In sum: the Tel Dan inscription contains the remnants of a commemorative stele  devoted to remembrance ofthe deified father of Bar Hadad II invoking El, through his Bethel-  stone for help. ‘”  This is an intriguing proposal, but is it correct? As with many (re)constructions of the  past it is difficult to testify this hypothesis by a procedure of falsification. Athas might be  right in his re-enactment of the past. I, however, think that the following considerations will  weaken his position.  (1) Athas renders the noun 781[s ... with ‘hearth”, thus following the traditional translation.“”  He even extends the meaning of this noun when he proposes a reference to the platform.  In doing so, he overlooks the important analysis of Stephan Münger that this word should  be construed as containing the proper noun 7”8, ‘lion’, and the theophoric element 78,  ‘El/god’.?! This implies, that an ‘Ariel’ cannot be a ‘hearth’ or a ‘platform” for ‘standing  stones’ or maxn, but should be regarded as a lion-shaped representation of a deity.  '° A. Biran, Biblical Dan, Jerusalem, 1994, 238-45.  '7 Biran and Naveh, ‘Tel Dan Inscription”, 1-3 with Fig. 1 and 2. See also T. Haettner Blomquist, Gates and  Gods: Cults in the City Gates of Iron Age Palestine. An Investigation of the Archaeological and Biblical Sources  (CB OT, 46), Stockholm, 1999,  ‘® Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 313.  '? Athas, Te/ Dan Inscriptfion, 309-15.  °° Athas, Te/ Dan Inscription, 209-10; DNWST, 101,  ?! S, Münger, ‘Ariel”, in: DDD*, 88-89.  21ıth ‘hearth’, thus followıing the tradıtional translation “*

He ‚VenNn xtends the meanıng of thıs Oun when he reference the platform.
In domg S} he overlooks the ımportant analysıs of Stephan Münger that thıs word should

be construed contamıng the DTODEI OUuUNM Ha} hon’, and the theophorıc element N
‘El/god’.“ Thıs implıes, that Arıel’ Cannot be ‘hearth‘’ ‘platform’ for standıng
stones’ but cshould be regarde! lıon-shaped representatıon of deity

16 Bıran, 1DLIIca: Dan, Jerusalem, 1994, 235-45
17 Bıran and ave. "Tel Dan Inscr1ption‘, 1-3 wıth Fıg and See also Haettner Blomquıs! (1ates anıd
(10d! ( ults In the City (1ates of Iron Age Palestine. An Investigation O,Archa and Bihlical NSOUFCES
(CB 46). Stockholm. 1999
| X as. Tel an Inscription, 13
19 Athas. Tel Dan Inscripfion, 309-
A) has. T el Dan Inscripfion, 09-10; DNWSI, Ol

Münger. Artıel”, 1n DDD“. 83-89



(2) as renders the OUnN Y S in the expression |98-DIR3) ıth ‘'ground’ nstead of the INOISC

COTINITNOHN land’ He CONSITUES the OUN referring plot f and and not much

entity.““ He correctly observes that thıs meanıng IS atteste: in SOM OSIraca and

documents from Elephantine.” What 1s COorrect for the Officıal Aramaıc of the Persjan

Per10d, IS noL.  ' however, irue for the of dialects that Can be abelled Old Aramaıc.

The meanıng ‘ground, terraın, plot of anı for D 1S nOT yer found in Old Aramaıc

Insceriptions. As far Can SCC, the OUuUunN always refers territorial entity.““
(3) Bethel Wäas>s god of Phoenicıan Or1g1n. The oldest attestatiıon of the deity Cal be found in

ormula in the °treaties’ of Esarhaddon. In ‚dA5C Kıng aal of Tyre ()NEC of the

vassals of Esarhaddon would break the oath ethel and Anath-Bethel 11l delıver yOu

into the DaWS of InNnan slaughtering lion”.  » 29 The AaiNc Bethel OCCUTS theophorıc
Jement in Aramaıc personal S but nOT earlıer than In the Neo Babylonıan period.“
The promıinent place of Phoenicıan delty in Aramaıc inscr1ption of the early nınth

CeNTLUTYy BCE 15 od:

(4) as CONSITUES 7RN]7DDR, ‘E1-Baythel’”, compound aIine meanıng ‘the Bethel-

stone, El- Thıs proposal 1S based the tradıtional interpretation of the dıyıne

Anath-Bethel/Yahö, Herem-Bethel and Eshem-Bethel ttested in the ‘Jewıish‘’ documents

TOmM Elephantıne. According thıs 1eW the dıvıne should be construed

compound contamıng the of [WO deıities. In thıs interpretgtion Anath-

Bethel/Yahö would be the CONSOTIT of ahö who Was venerated under the aAllec Bethel in

Elephantıne too Recent investigat1ons, however, ave made clear, that ese in

Elephantıne should be construed containıng PIODEI OUuUnNn in connection ıth diıvıne

ame Herem-Bethel, for instance, would Mean. ‘the consecrated object of Bethel? *® Thıs

implıes that in ‚A5Cc ave read the divıne NaImnle 'El-Baythel’ in the Tel Dan

”' Athas, Tel TDan Inscription, Za
23 has, Tel Dan Inscripfion, 211 otfe 43 SCC also 110
24 SPE: D the Aramaiıc of the Bılıngual Inscription from Tel Fekherye OuU-Ass:; ‚OTdTEUN! et

Millard. La staliue de Tell Fekherye el SOM Inscr1piion bilingue assyro-arameenne ERC 10], Parıs,
and the Nelire Treaties (KAI 222)

25 Sar  on ITrcaty wıth of Iyre (SAA 5)7 ‚SAaTr'  on Loyalty 6):46 7
26 Listed in Röllıg, thel”, 1nN: DDD“, 174
P See ecently Albertz,, Religionsgeschichte "sraels In alttestamentlicher eit GAT, 1-2), Göttingen,
394-95 Nıehr, Religionen In sraels Umwelt Ergänzungsband, 5). Würzburg, 998 162 FTEeY,
"Temple and Rıval Temple The (Cases of (9)  Nne, MLt. (GJerizım and Leontopolıs’, 1n Eg0, Lange und

Pılhofer er. (jemeinde ohne Tempel Community without Temple ] 118), übıngen, 1999 1 AI
IX Sılverman, Religious Values IN the Jewish Proper Names al Elephantine SEL Neukirchen-
Juyn, 1985, 2A3 van der Toorn, 'Herem-Bethel and CD  ne (Jath Procedure , 7TAW. 08 (1986), 282-
285
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inscription thıs aIine CannoTt be interpreted compound aIiNne contaınıng L[WO

dıvıne I1wo er remarks should be made In ASe ave tO read the dıvıne

amme 'El-Baythel’ In the Tel Dan inscription then the element ‘E° should be

construed DIODCL NOUN, leadıng translatıon the deity Bethel/Baethyl’, 1C) 1S

nNnOTt VELY meanıngful. In Gen 3113 the aIine El-Bethel 1s NnOT present The texTt cshould be

read aM N DIN  9 x E  ‚9 (wıth the name Bethel” * These consıderations make
as proposal rather unconvincıng.

ese consıderations and arguments ımply that Athas bold Statement that NO er

meanıngful alternatıve tor understandıng thıs lexeme (= ]1’27N) Call be found *, should be

Treated ıth SUOTLIC Ga In VIEW, the OUunNn A N should be rendered ıth ‘land:; terrıtory‘
suggesting that N would be the alne of yel unknown kıng whose dine contaıns

the theophoriıc Jement >N
In SU Athas’ proposal 1S interesting, intrıguing and Innovatiıve, but NnOLT Convincıng.

hope ave made clear that the Aramaıc inscr1ıption TOm Tel Dan only refers {O the Aramaıc

deity Hadad (A:5 and B:4) but not other dıvyıne beings, neıther Dod?' 1NOT Bethel

29 See de MOOoT, The 1SC of Yahwism: The Roots Ssraeltte Monotheism. econd and Enlarged Ediıtion
BEThAL. TE Leuven E: 6-9
A() has, T el Dan Inscription, 210

See Barstad and Beckıing, ‘Does the ele from Tel-Dan refer {O A Deity Dor BN PE 95). NC


