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Inseriptions have a forlune of their own. One thinks of the
Zakir stele discovered by Pognon some 60 years ago who cven
after publishing the stele, kept the place of ils discovery secret
for many years. There can be no doubt that he thereby hindered
the polential uncovering of other parts of what has come down
to us as a fragmentary but tantalizing inscription.! The Sefire
inscriptions were first discovered in Northern Syria some thirty
years ago but the proper publication by Prof. Dupont-Sommer
was not possible until recent years.? Ronzevalie’s initial publica-
tion of the inscription was unsatisfactory? but those who wrote
on the inscriptions soon afller — Cantineau, Friedrich and Lands-

* Based on a paper read at the XXVI International Orfentalist Congress, New
Delhi, January 1964, This paper has profited from the suggestions of Profs. Z. Ben-
Haylm and E. Y. Kutscher of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem,

1 CI. H. Pognon, Inscriplions sémiliques de la Syrie, de la Mésopolamic el de
{a region de JMossoul, Paris 1907, 156-58; and the still important, if outdated on
many points, study of Lidzbarski, Ephemeris IT1, 1—11, The best recent translation
remains that of F. Rosenthal, ANET? 501-02,

2 A, Dupont-Sommer, “Une inscription araméenne inédite de Sfré’, Bullelin
du Musde de Beyrouth, X111, 1956, pp. 23-41 [= Stele II1]; Les Inscriptions Ara-
méennes de Sfiré (Steles I ct 11}, Parls, 1958, We are in agreement with many
scholars that in these sleles we have three copies of the same (or a very stmilar)
treaty. But as fortune would have it each stele has preserved different parts of
the lreaty, and we may therefore treal the inscriptions as one long inscription.

8 5. Ronzevalle, Mélanges de I'Universilé Saini-Joseph XV, 1930-31, 237-60.

1 Acta Orlentalin, XXIX




2 JONAS C. GREENTFIELD

berger, Iipslein, Driver and primarily Bauer advanced our un-
derstanding of the inscription,? Rereading their arlicles wiik the
hindsight gained with proper publicalion of the inscriptions may
well serve as a warning lo us against proposing a hasty ecmendalion
or a patently absurd interpretation. Il is nol surprising that in
the wake of Dupont-Sommer’s publication there has heen a
healthy resurgence of interest in the Selire inscriptions so much
so that i has become difficull to keep up with the articles (hal
conlinue to appear.®

This paper will not deal with whal we admit to be very im-
portant aspects of these inscriptions — their historical relevance,
the light that they shed on international relations in the eighth
cenlury B.C., or with problems of religious history.® Our interest
is philological and, more specifically, is in a study of the stylistic
aspects of the Sefire inscriptions. This is a part of a study of
the Aramaic inscriplions as a mirror of Aramaic literature.” The
following aspects of style: idiomalic usage, specific terminology
and poetic technigque will be dealt with,

1. Idiemalic Aramaic,

A, The treaty is remarkably rich in idiomatic expressions.
Seme of these are obvious and need no detailed explanation; the
following have direct Hebrew equivalents:?

4 Cf the blBliography, pp. 15-16 of Dupont-Sommer (1858) for exact references,

& YWe shall call attention here only to the articles of J. Fitzmyer on Sefire ITI
in CBQ 20, 1058, 444-76; and on Seflre I-1I in JAGS 81, 1061, 178-222; and
also fo {he note of F. Rosenthal in BASOR 158, 1960, 28-31,

¢ For some of these aspeets of, M, Noth In ZDFV 27, 1061, 118-72; D. J.
McCarthy, S.J.,, Trealy and Covenani, Rome 1963; D. R. Hillers, Yreaty-Crurses
and the Old Testamenl Prophets, Rome, 1964, The two lalter studies were not
available {0 me when this paper was writfen.

7 A forthcoming study will deal with the Zakiv inscription from Lhis point of
view,

8 Il references given are nol Intended to be exhaustive. There are other
idiomatic expressions nol deall witlt here.
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Aramaic
1. hwh Phra
I, 24
2, ysb Uhih
I, 7
3. ngm dm mn yd
I11, 11
4. n$ U $ptyn
I, 14—15
5. hskr byd
111, 2
6. slg “1 1bb
111, 14
7. ‘bd mh {b b'yny
IIL, 3

8. pal “yny’
I A i3
9. hib Sybi
II1, 24
10, $th yd b
1B 25
1t, $th ml’k
III, 8

Hebrew
hyh Uhr
Deut, 24, 2
yst Hhilyw
Iixod, 16,29
ngny dm mn yd
Il Kings 9,7
ns> ‘1 Sptym
Ps, 16,4
hsgr byd
I Sam. 23,11
‘th “t b
Jer. 3,16
Sh °t ’3r fwb byny
i1 Sam. 19,38
$h kfwb b'yny
Iost, 3,11
“$h hfwb b yny
II Kings 10,5
palt ‘ynym
Il Kings 6,20
hsb $bwl[dbyt
Jer, 33,7
Sthopd b
Exod. 22,7-10
Sth ml’k
1 Kings 20,2

B. Many of these idioms have been identified Iy the scholars
who have translated and commenled upon the texls, although
at times the idiomatic nature of the expression is hidden behind
an all too literal translation. But, on the whole, they have not
noliced that these idioms as used in Sefirc can be matched
stylistically with Biblical Hebrew usage. Three examples will

suffice:

1) pebw ‘ynykm thzgh (I A [3) “open your eyes too see’ —
the Hebrew pgh ‘ynym is also followed by r’h e. g. pah ‘pnyk

1+




4 JONAS C, GREENFIELD

wr'h “open your eyes and see’ — (II Kings 19,16; cf. II Kings
5,20).

9) hskr thskrm bydy mh (b byny **bd thm (111, 3) “‘hand them
over to me, 1 shall do with them as I please” is malched by:
wth hnmw bydygk khwb whyse b'ynyk sw! tuw “sh “and now we
are in your hands, do with us as you please’” (Joshua 9,25).°

3) Slightly more complicated is the following example:

In I, 5 the vassal is warned against telling a refugee who
had fled his overlord $lw *1 *¥rkm “‘slay quietly al your place”
while in III, 7 the same is expressed as §bw UDtkm “stay where
you are”; these are obviously two synonymous idioms with only
a slight shade of meaning dividing the two. In Zach. 7,7 we find
the idioms combined in bhyw! yrwilym ywibt wslwh, “While
Jerusalem was dwelling safely and securely.” There is no need
to translate ywsbt as “inhabiled” (RSYV).

C. It may be noted that among the idioms listed two cast light
on the usage of Biblical Hebrew:

1) A good example is hish ybt. The Hebrew equivalent fwb/
hib $bwt (5byt) has engendered much discussion leading to
articles and monographs. But from its usage in Sef. III, 24-25:
wkt hibw ’thn sybt by[’by) . .. wibl trym, etc., “and now the
gods have restored my ‘father’s house’. .. and TL’YM has re-
turned . . ..", it is clear that h$b $ybf meant originally “‘resti-
tulion”” or “‘restoralion’” — of terrilory, health (Job), or a people’s
position. In Biblical Hebrew the idiom underwent theological in-
terpretation as h$b $bylfsbwi ‘“‘lo restore a captivity’” as it re-
ferred to lhe vestoration of Israel to its land.™

9 These words of the Glbeonite envoys fit well their position as vassals sur-
rendering to their soverelgn. Y.M. Grintz denlt in detail wilh the ‘legal’ back-
ground of the Gibeonite pericope in Zion 26, 1961, $9-84, In the phrase from
Joshun, ha-{ob wéha-yadar is a hendiadys,

s Alongside of pib (J/5hw) “to dwell franquilly” Hebrew also knew Swb with
this meaning cf, wekubtl in Ps. 23,6 and mednbah (/$alwdh in Prov. 1,32 cf. Kimbi,
Shorashim 372 s. v. &wb and most recently M. Dahood, Proverbs and Norlhwest
Semilie Philology (Rone 1963) 6. Dr. Henach Yalon has treated this use of Swh
in detail in a Jerusatem leeture (Sept. 1963).

1 ¢f, for literature W, H. Haladay, The Roof SUBH in (he Old Testamen!
(Lciden, 1958) pp. 108-115, and N. H.'Tur-Sinai in the Ben-Yehuda Thesaurus
vol. 14, p, 6828 5. v, §ebal.
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2) The second example is né’ 1 dpfyn “‘to mention” (111,
14-15). This casls light on the unique biblical reference wbl °§°
>t $mwim “l $ply "1 shall not mention their (the gods’) names”
which as the Sefire inslance shows, refers not to taking an oath,
as this verse has been interpreted, but rather as the classic com-
mentaries have noted, simply to speaking of foreign gods. But
there is still another contact with Biblical Hebrew usage, for ‘lh
‘I Ib is accompanied by “mr ‘1o say” in Jer. 3,16; by zkr (in the
nifaly “to be mentioned” in Is. 65,17; and by swh (in the piel)
“19 command” in Jer. 7,31; 19,5; 32,35. In Sefire III 14-15 slg

‘1 Ibb’ and n$” I $ptyn are matched,

D. The point of some of the Aramaic idioms is sharpened
when comparison is made with Biblical Hebrew:

1) The vassal is put under oath to avenge the murder of his
sovereign: f Uth wigm dmy mn yd $n’y “‘you shall come and
exact vengeance (literally: avenge my blood) from my enemies’’
(111, 11) but if a whole city is responsible the vassal is told nkft
tkwh bhrb “smite it with a sword” (IIL, 12-13).* We must
compare nkh tawh blird to the Hebrew hakkeh 1Ept fereb which
is used for the total annihilation of a city as can be seen in Deut.
13,16; Josh. 11,11; etc. An excellent example of a rebellious city
which was treated this way was the priestly city of Nob: w&e!
Nob “ir ha-kéhdnim hikkah 18pt frereb me’s wi‘ad *isah me'olel
wéad yoneq wor waliimdr waseh Ept fieveb (I Sam, 22,19).

2) The idiom bd *$m which occurs in wihbzim wl'bdl *Smhm
“and to smite and eradicate them'*? (I1 B 7) is similarly clarified

it The editio princeps reads nkh {pwh, but we follow Fitzmyer in amending
this to nkh (kwh.

12 As to hbz: Dupont-Semmer has gathered together various roots beginning
with Jib and has poeinied Lo Arabie ;23 “to knead” as “exactement identique a
noire 1" (Duponi-Sommer, 1958, 110). Néldeke, however, has long since shown
tirat this root was borrowed by Arabic from Ethiopic (Neue Beilrdye zur semilischen
Sprachwissenschafl [Strassburg, 1910] 56-57). In eur opinion fbz is to the com-
pared primarily with Mishnaic Heb. hbs “io crush {the skull, ete.)” (Jastrow 420)
and Akkadian habadu “to smash (with a nace); chop into pieces” (CAD “H”, 9).
The interchange of Aramaic z and Heb. s, Akkadian § (= P'S §7) is not a hindrance,
There is no need lo compare iibz with Heb. fipz and Avab, ;35 (Rosenthal BASOR
158, 30). In this inseription *§m {= common Aramaic §m) Is written with prothetic
aleph as in the inscriptions frem Zincirlk
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when compared with °bd &n found in the piel (Deut. 12,3) and
hifil (Deul. 7,2:),

3) In I, 17-18 we read whn yrb bry zy ysb 1 krs’y™® hd “hwh
w y'brah WS Ik boyhm it my son, who will sit on my throne,
will quarrel with one of his brolhers or exile him do not interfere
with them.”™ The usage of sl with fin is elucidated by Ps.
50, 19-20,

pika salahta berd‘dh
alfonka tasmid mirmdih

teseb b&ahikd (¥dabber
beben “imméka litten dopi.

In this verse slfi is used with peh which is in parallelism with
lason. Elsewhere, the tongue is compared lo fire (Is. 30,27), to
an arrow (Jer. 9,7), and to a sword (Ps. 57,5), with which the
verb $lh is used. We may also note $llt byn in umsallealt médanim
bén ’ahim ‘‘stir up trouble among hrothers” (Prov. 6,19).

E. A further group of idioms must be seen not only in the
light of their Hebrew counterparts but also in terms of later
Aramaic usage, Two examples will suffice:

1) $t bibb (11 B 5) is not simply “to think’ but it rather has
the pejorative sense of plotting against. The Hebrew equivalent
is (8b bbb as used in Zach. 7,10 and 8,17, while the Aramaic
usage is preserved by the Targum to Is. 32,8: wblbhwn mi‘Siyn

wns “'and in their hearl they plan iniquity”, for the Masorelic -

Text’s difficult wélibbs yd'dseh *dwen'® This pejoralive sense is
also evident in the use of “§f in (Elephantine) Ahigar 1,25.19

% The inscription reads khs’y but (his is surely an error,

Y We have trauslated y'drnk as “will exile (or remove) him”. F. Rosenthal
(BASOR 158,30} has proposed '“will hate bim” on the basis of Arabic “d oand
Hebh. ‘ebrah. However, if we compare the extani treaties, e. g. Esarhaddon Vassal
Treaties 1. 336-52 which parallcls the Sefire clanse, il is clear that “exile’” vather
than “anger” or “hate” is required here.

18 Cf. too the Targum ko II Sam. 20,15; Isa. 55,7; Jer. 5,263 Hos. 10,13, T plan
to deal with ya'dieh of Is. 32,6 and ‘@eln of Jer. 5,28 elsewhere,

¥ CAP p. 212, In Dan. 6,4 “@fif means simply “planned” while in CAP 30,23
(p. 113} 't'5t means *‘iake thought, consider”,

e e
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2) w’l pnw &%k (II17) has been translated by Dupont-
Sommer, Fitzmyer and Vogi!? as if ’$rh meant “place’”. Rosen-
thal®® saw that b’$rh is equal to laler birh (b’frh) and proposed
thal w’l {pnw b’$rh means “do not turn after him”. He com-
pared Heb. pnit “hry. However an examination of BH prh “hry
shows that it is a raiher literal expression meaning “to turn
around” in order {o sce what is taking place (ef. Jud. 20,40;
il Sam. 1,7; II Kings 2,24), But if we note that in Ugaritic afr
can mean “‘toward™ and that pay bir is used in the Targum for
Heb. pnh I “to turn toward’' in Lev. 19,4, we can then com-
bine Aramaic, Ugaritic and Hebrew usages and franslale w’l
tpnw b’srh as “do nof turn toward him’,

F. Other idiomatic expressions have as lar as I can ascerfain
their only parallel in Akkadian usage. We shall cite at this lime
only one example: by r’Sy Uuntly (111 10-11), literally, ‘‘to seek
my head to kill me’. Aramale is usually straightforward; by
Imgtl “'to seek to kill” while Heb. uses (he idiomalic bqd npf in
which np§ means “life” or "“person’. The idiom b‘y r’s is best
paralleled from Ugarit PRU IV 126,1, ; ana mufifii Ammistamri
marus quaggadisu ubla’i “'she sought only to harm Ammistamri”’,
and from a fragmentary freaty from Kizzuwalna published re-
cently by G, R, Meyer, which has a clanse against supplying a
reluge for someone who ana qagqud bélisu ippalas “looked al
the head of his lord” (MIOF 1, 114, 1. 8). Here too the idiom
must mean ‘‘sought o do harm to the person of”’. The statement
in Sef. is purposively explicil wyb‘h r’$y thmity “he seeks my
head to kil me”,

. One idiom slands by itself in terims of its strangeness when
translated into a Furopean language — nsk thm in wlisk Ihm i
(I B 38; I, 5, 7). Neither Heb. nsk *‘to pour out” nor Akkadian
nrasdka which has the added meaning "to throw’ are of help

17 Vogi has rendered Scfire TII inlo Latin in Biblica 39, 1958, 269-74.
18 BASOR 158,29,

¥ E g UM 49 11 6-9: {...0. .. .afr.

20 Cf, the Targums to Lev. 20,6; Deut, 31,20; Hos. 3,1,
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here.?! wilsk hm lm if translated “‘do not pour out — or throw
down food for themi” is meaningless uniess one noltes that Heb.
ysq in II Kngs 4,40-41 and 1l Sam. 13,9 is used for serving a
broth containing flour. nsk lun means simply “to provide with
food”.

II. Legal Terminology.

The inscription is naturally rich in terminology from the sphere
of international law and court life. We shall mention in passing:
Sqr l, $qr b, mll min thyt, hskr, gzr ‘dy’, $ym “dy’, ngr “dy’, ‘bd
‘dy’ wibl’, ‘bd mrml, $hd, and ryb. Tt need not be emphasized thal
this list does not exhaust the full scope of this particular aspect,

A. The expressions §qr I and $¢r b are known from the Hebrew
Bible as terms for ‘“‘breaking a pact or covenant”, It is worth
noting that the distinclion made between $qr b and $gr [ is true
both for our inscription and for Biblical usage: 1) $gr b is used
in relation to the pact, covenant or lreaty, e, g, $qrt b dy’ (IIL, 7)
— cf, wild’ figgarnu bibriteka (Ps. 44,18). As Moran has noted,
we must now interpret Ps. 890,34 b;: weld’ dsagqer be’smanati as
"I shall not befray my pact (with him)".22 In this verse ’&miinah
= ’dmandh (cf. krf ’dmanih in Neh. 10,1); 2) $qr [ is used in
relation o the parties involved in the pact. In this inscription it
can be the gods: Sqrim Ikl *thy “dy’ zy bspr’ znh (I11, 4); or the
sovereign: [whn yslqr 1br ¢’yh (11, A, 3) — cf. *im tiSqor liulnint
ulnekdi (Gen, 21,22),

B. mil min thyt — literally ‘‘to speak bad words”, actually “‘to
stiv up strife”. From the linguistic side it is apparent that this
phrase is based on Hittite idale§ memiya¥ “‘bad words” — a term
found frequently in the Hittite treaties and Insiructions with the
same force.?? In Akkadian the usual term is awdfe la damgite

* Against Rosenthal BASOR 158,29, n. 3. To my knowledge nasaku is not
used for serving food,

# Biblica 42, 1961, 2390; of. already Fitzmyer CBQ 20, 1958, 456, Duponl-
Sommer in his study of Seflre III had noticed the distinetion between 3gr I and
$gr b, The same distinetion is not, however, truc of other verbs implying unfaith-
fulness, e. g. kzb: kzb 1 in Ps. 89,26 but &z b in II Kings 4,16.

# CL E. von Schuler, Hethilische Dienstunweisungen (Graz, 1057 [AfO Beiheft
10]), p. B4, no. 24, 11, 45-52; J. Friedrich, Slaalsverirdge, passim,
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(abulu la déglu) “not good words”.#% In the light of mil min
thyt we must understand ‘@er dibber fob “al ha-melek said of
the courtier Mordechai in Esther 7,9 as "he was loyal to the
King”.

C. hslr —is used as Bib. Heb. hasgér in related contexts —
for handing over fugitives. In Bib. Heb. both the piel and hifil
occur while in the Sefire Inseription (passim) only the hafef is
found.?* Bib. Heb, knows one instance of skr (wé-sikkarii ‘el
misrayim béyad ’ddonim gdiseh Isa. 19,4) but this is possibly an
Aramaism. Phoenician also has sgr in this meaning,

D. gzr ‘dy’ (1 A7) —cl. Bib. Heb, krt bryt passim), krt mnh
(Neh. 10,1). The verb gzr of this idiom is preserved as gezr qym’
which is found as a possible Targamic equivalent of Lrf bryt.
In the Peshilla this idiomatic use is lost and has been replaced
by ’aqim gaydma or agim dayaliqa.

E. $ym ‘dy’ —in T A 7 we read, diflering from the reading of
Dupont-Sommer (accepted by Fitzmyer and others), $mw ‘dy’ ’{n.
This idiom is the equivalent of Akkadian adé $akdnu and Heb. §gm
‘dwt.®® An intervesting example is ‘éditt biyhésep samé “He (God)
made a covenant (or pact) with Joseph (= Israel)” (Is. 81,6).

F. ngr ‘dy’ (1 B 7-8) — this term for ‘'keep a pact, covenant’,
is the equivalent of Akk. adé nasdru and Heb. ngr ‘dwt as in
Ps. 25,10 and Ps, 119,227

223 Of, Wiseman, Esarkaddon Vassal Treaties (Irag XX 1858) 11, 73-74; 108-
109, cte.

24 There 15 no need fo {ake yskr of IT1 3 as a pael or afel of skr. In my opinien
this is simply a scribal error.

25 It is worth noting thal skr (hefel or later afel) is not known elsewhere in
Aramate unless Epslein is correct in assoctating Mandale skr with it (Ar, Or, 18,
1950, 168). The Biblical examples of hasger [sigger “{o hand over” are translated
by masar in the Targums and "aslem in the Peshitta. Phoenician sgr oceurs lwice
in the ferm ysgrnm in the Eshmun‘azar inscription (G181, 3, Il 9.21). Harris
considered the form to be yif'i! {A Grammar of the Phoenician Language |[New
Haven, 1936] 49-50, 126) and was followed in this by [Friedvieh (Phinizisch-
Punische Grammalik: [Roma, 1951]) 82, The form could just as well be piel,

26 For adé $akdnu cf, von Soden, AHwh 14 and Wiseman, 1, ¢, 81, 83 ad 1. 12,

27 The references for adé nesdru can be found in von Soden and Wiseman as
in n, 26,
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G. ‘bd ‘dy’ wibl’ (11 B 2) — this term was recently elucidated
by Moran who compared {abiu and fdbifue (especially {abitta/
labutta epesi) as used in lreaty conlexts in a variety of Akkadian
documents.?® For the present we note the use of Bib, Heb. fobdh
in the handiadys $2lomam wafébaldm (Deut. 23,7) which is the
sure equivalent of fablu n sulummi.

H. ‘bd mrm¢ — this is found in [whn {]'bd mrmi ‘ly (111, 22)
“and if you will deal treacherously with me’. The phrase ‘bd
mrmd casls lighl on “$h mrmh in umin hithabbariil *cliuww ya'dseh
mirmdh “and with those wilh whom he is allied he shall deal
treacherously” (Dan. 11,23).%"

I. $hd — the meaning of the root as ‘‘to send a gift, tribute”
in Bib. Heb. is clear, espeeially in treaty confexls as can be secn
in the occurrences in I Kings 15,19 where it is found in conjunc-
tion with bryf, and in II Kings 16,8, in conjunction with other
trealy terminology.?® The same is true for two verbal occur-
rences — Iizek, 16,33 and Job 6,22.3° Unfortunalely the context
of Sef. I1I, 28: wyshdn kimh mlk zy . . . “and they (lhe Kings of
Arpad) will send gifts to any King who ...."” is not clear, but
it may be ventured that the reference is cither to the kings of
Arpad breaking treaty obligalions lo Kings of KTK by sending
“gifts’’ to other kings or—and this is less satisfactory—lo lhe
duty of the vassal to send gifts lo his sovereign at various oc-
casions,

I rgb (111, 17) — the term is too well known from its wide-
spread use in Bib, Heb. to require comment beyond noting that
it has Hs only cognate in Syriac.®

28 WW. L. Moran, "“A Note on the Trealy Terminology of the Sefire Stelas” in
JNES 22, 1963, 173-76. I do not, however, believe that {6 in IC 19-20 means
“treaty”’. For my discussion of {his passage sec below.

282 Assuming for umin hithabberf an Aramaic original: wman ‘elhabberi.

¥ Ahaz called himsell in appealing to Tiglathpileser for help in the previous
verse ‘ubdekd ubinkd, bolh terms familiar from treaty eonlexis, Cf. the remark
of 0. Eissfeldt quoled in PRU IV, 48, n. 2,

¥ In Ezek. 16, 26.28 Judal Is allegorically accused of seeking unnecessary
alliances with Egypt and Assyria,

3t Gf. Brockehmann, Lexicon Syrivcum (Halle, 1928) 717 s. . rab.
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1., Poetic and Literary Technique.

Of the various types of poetic techniques used in the Inseription
the following examples may be noted:

A, The use of a grouped idiom:%?

1) hn Cmr bnbdk w3t bIbb(k] (11 B 5)
2) lUmdl by b7 wlirsh ly “Wylh] (111, 9)3
3) hn ysq °l Ibblk wis” 1 $ptyk (111 14-15)

B. The use of tristich parallelism;

w’l ypq hsr
wlythzh yrg
wlyl$gh] "hwh (1 A 28-29).3
With which may be compared:
ki yabed hasir

katid dese’

yereq 16’ hiydah (Is. 15,6),

C. Complimentary parallelism with the key words of the phrase
then broken up:
‘hpk (b w’sm {1)hyt*
bywm zy y'bd kn
yhplkw ’lhn ’§ B wbyth wld zy bh
wysmw hiyth Flgth (1C 19-24).

Note that the verbs hpk and Sym of the first line are laken up
separately in the following lines. The use of hipk and $ym for
radical change is also found in Bib, Heb,®

32 This is naturally a ferm of complementary parallelism, but we have chosen
this awkward heading for lack of a better term.

3 For r$h as “to have power over” ouiside Aramaic, c¢f. Phoenician r§f n'nd
{Karatepe I, 6).

3% We have restored this lne on lhe basis of Job. 8,11, The appropriateness
of *lup in the Sefire inscription was noted by Couroyer in Repue Biblique 66 (1959)
588, Jew. Arann ‘efuvana is not cognale to ‘elit. CI. Low, Flora die Juden s. v.

¥ The word (b here means simply “"good” and does not refer in ilself to the
lreaty as Moran believes (see above n. 28). Changing ‘‘good” to *bad” or vice
versa, is a comnion enough expression in Bib. Heb. e. g, Gen, 44,4; 50,20, ete.

3 Note the inferchangeable use of fym and hpl fn Isa. 41,18 and Ps, 114,8,
Tor the breakup of siereotype phrases in Hebrew peetry Cf. E. Z. Melamed in
Studies in the Bible (Secripla Hieresolymilana 8, 1961) cd. C. Rabin, 115-53,
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D, Repelition of a set phrase for emphasis:

1y wib [mhylagn yindh( 1 wyhyngn “tym w’l yéb*
wsb*  ssyh yhyngn 1 w’l yéb*
wib*] Swrh yhyngn ‘gl w’l péb'
wsb® ¥n yhyngn “mrw[’l yé)b*
wib*  bkih yhlkn by thm w’l ghrgn (1 A 21-24)
“And seven wet-nurses . .., | ¥ and will suckle

a lad and he will not be saled
And seven mares will suckle a foal and he will not he

sated

And seven cows will suckle a calf and he will not be
sated

And seven ewes®® will suckle a lamb and he will not he
sated

And seven....will go......and will not,..,.,,"5®

We note here the set phrase “seven X will suckle Y and he
will not be sated”, The first line is somewhat longer than the

37 1 can make no sense of the verb méh in this context nor propose a recon-
struction. Those profiered (e. g, yméfin Sdyhn “‘will anoint their breasts”) are
meaningtess in context.

3% It is not out of place to reiterale here Uhe view that Early Aramaic §°k, which
is cognate with Ugaritic /'f and Aram. I't" (Elephantine; Mandaic), is to be kept
separale from Heb. deh, which is cognate with Ugaritic and Phoenician &, Arab,
3al, and in all likelihood Akk. $u’n. In PRU II {153 hoth § and {'f cceur in the
same text, Gf. M. Held’s succinet remarks in JAOS 79, 1950, 174-75; B. Levine's
treatment and classification of varlous Ugaritic domeslic animals in JCS 17,
1963, 105-11; and my remarks fn Orfendalie N. 8. 29, 19680, 99-100. The concur-
rence of §'h and ‘mr naturally reminds ene of Ugaritic kb ' limrh (UM 49 11
28-29). M. Dahood (CBQ 22, 1960, 73-75) has suggested thal $aw’ of Isa. 5,18
is to be vocalized 4@’d and trauslated “ewe’”. He has alse noted a possible Hebrew
cecurrence of “immar in Hosea 13,2 reading ’inundré-m zabli into the MT’s con-
sonantal ‘mrym zbhy (Biblica 44, 1963, 296). In the new JPS translation of the
Torah “imrg Sdfer (Gen. 49,21) is plausibly translated “lovely fawns”,

8 I have nol found a satisfactory explication of this line. [Afler this paper
was written, E. Y. Kulscher suggested “And may his seven daughters (bnfh ) go
oul in search of bread and nol arocuse passion.” I now find that D, Hilers (cf.
note G above, pp. 71-74} has reached a similar translation: “And may his seven
daughters go tooking for food but net seduce (anyone).”]. A fine parallel fromn
the Annals of Assurbanipal to the whole passage was pointed out hy A. L. Oppen-
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others, while the last line, although it diverges from the standard
pattern, remains part of the unit by use of the namber seven
and the negative w’l plus verb with the same morphemie paltern.

2) Another example is
wib* $nn Ykl rbh
wib® snn Ok twlh
wib® [Snn yslg twy 1 py rqh (L A 27-28)

“And for seven years the locust will consume
And for seven years the worm will consume
And for seven years TWY will cover the ground”

As in the previous example the last line both conlinues the paltern
of the unit and diverges from it,

From Ugaritic literalure we can quote a few slanzas in which
repetition of a set phrase for emphasis is used. For example in
UM 51 VI 47-54 there are four line pairs:

Spg + flm - krm - y[n
$pq + dlht + Bprt -+ [yn
$pg + ilm - alpm - y[n
Spg il - arht - [yn
Spq - dlm - kim -+ gn

]
j
]
]

hetin in ANET 300, n. 18a. It should be neted that the Assurbanipal text refers
also to lreaty breaking,

This curse Is repeated at the beginning of the badly damaged Sef. IT A. All
that ean be surely restored is the penultimate line of this unit: fwis zn whyingn
@ik @'l yi[5] “and seven namny-goats will suckle 1 kid and he will not be sated”
(IT A 2-3). I think that Duponi-Summer, Fitzmyer aud the olhers who have deall
with these lines have assumed teo much when they restore in the previous lines—
of which enly w'l ysb* wsd' remain—and the last line of the unit—of which net
a letter remains—the wording of the parallel curse unit in I A 21-24, The fol-
lowing $°* $nn unil (IT A 5-7) is patently diflerent from he 3° &nn unit (I A 27-28)
that is to be discussed next,

" In place of ysq one may also restore #pq. I do nol know the meaning of TWY
sinec “‘desolation” suggested by some Is nel M lne wilh the parallels that can
be quoted from Akkadian sources. An allernate approach to this line, if admittedly
not entirely defendable from the syntactic point of view, would be to assuine
that WY is a seribal error for thewy (cf. TI A 8) and to further asswine that [..]q
hides a noun of the fem. gender.
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$pg + itht - ksat - [yn]
pg - flm - rhbt - yn
$pq - dRd - dket - [yn|®

The basic element is $pg as the fivst word, yn as the fourth; ilm
and ihf alternate from line to line as the second word, while as
the third word a new noun alternately masculine or feminine is
inlroduced.

Another example from Ugarit may be ciled from UM 49 VI 16-22.

yt'n  + kgmem ml ¢z - b - "z
ynghn -+ krumm mit - 2 - bl 2
¢

yntkn + kbfnm mt + ‘z - D'l - %z
ymghn + kismm mt - gl + bl - ¢I*

The structure of the unit, in line with the above remarks is clear.
We may note that here too, as in the two examples from the
Sefire inscription, the last line diverges from the formula. Most
of the stanzas that Dr. S. E. Loewenstamm has analyzed in his
study of the use of the ‘‘seven-day theme” in Ugaritic poetry
also fit into lhe pallern discussed here.t?

I cannot guole an cxact parallel from Biblical literature but
il seems to me that the present text of Isa. 2,7-8:

L) w 3 - - - 3> ¥ - -g
walimmcle” arsé kesep wozdhib wa’én qegeh la oprotiaw
walimmdle’ argd sasim wa’én qeseh lamerkabdlaw
walimmale’ “argé *&lilim lama‘ade yaddaw yistapdwu

la’dser “asa “esba‘olaw

must be considered a fragmenl from a longer, more detailed
poem, which had among iis poetic features the repelition of sel
phrases and morphemic patterns. Also, the repetitive  elements
such as haba IYHWH and ¢ol YHWH of Ps, 20 — long since re-

11 e follow Gaster, Gordon and Driver in completing each line with yn. For
translation cof, Ginsberg, ANET 134, If a different word, let us say trf or $kr is
to Ol every other Hne then we would have two allernating patterns.

1 For translation cf, Ginsberg, ANET 141. Another example of the repetition
of a set fermula may be found in UM 62, 18-29.

8 rarbiz 31, 1962, 227-235.
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cognized as Canaanile in ultimale origin — it well info {he
above scheme,

Fi.  Literary cliches shared with other West Semitic literalure:

1) the number seven as the standard ‘round number’ (ef.
D 1 above);

2) seven years as a period of dire evenis (cf. D 2 above);

3) the concuwrrence of ’rbh and fwl‘h cf, Deul. 28. 38, 39:

4) the use of yrq and hgr as signs of Terlility in 1 A 28-29
and el. Isa. 15,6 and clsewhere, 4

5) The remarkable parallel between w’l ytim® ¢l knr b’rpd
(LA 29) and Ez. 26,13: whibty hamwn Syryk waqwl kmwryl:
P ysm* “wd,

There are still other liferary elements which we have ignored in
lhis paper. We have also not noted those elements which align
this inseription with the Akkadian nard {radition, or those
elements which can be paralleled only by Akkadian material or
shared by both the Akkadian and West Semitic (radiljons.

The question may now be raised — what information can be
drawn from this inscription concerning the otherwise unknown
Aramaic literary tradition of this carly period - firsf that literary
Aramaic was highly idiomatic in expression and preferred an
idiomatic expression to a colorless phrase even in a legal docu-
ment; second, that some of the literary lechniques known from
West Semilic lilerature (such as the Ugaritic texts and the oT)
were regularly used in Aramaic; fthird, that it is likely that
Aramaic inherited and used the literavy eliches of earlier periods.

A study of the Zakir inscription which we have made will
strengthen the above conclusions. 5

Appendiz A,

After the above was completed I received H, Donner-W. Railig
Kanaandische und aramdische Inschriflen, Band 11, Kommentar
(Wiesbaden, 1964). In most details their treatment of Sefire is

# Gf. Isa. 37,27, and for the curses quoted i B and D above cf. Hab, 3,17,
15 CL provistenally my remarks in Ledonenu 27/28, 1964, 311-312,
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based on Dupont-Sommer and Fitzmyer but they have also
made use of later discussions, We shall note here only their
comments which impinge on our discussion above. We follow
the order of the inseription rather than that of our treatment.

1) Sef. 1A 7: D-R have noted (‘vielleicht’) the reading $muw
‘dy’ ’In but have nol recognized ils idiomatic nature (see above
11 E).

2) Sef. II B7: D-R have also gathered logether various fib-
rools and have duly noted Akkadian Jabdsu but by translating
it in a general way as “‘zerkleinen’’ hey have lost the precision
which was gained in note 12 to I D 2.

3) Sef. III 3: D-R refer in passing lo sgr in the Genesis Apocry-
phon 22,17 — this is surely a Hebraism. For olher Hebraisms in
the Genesis Apoergphon cf. Kutscher Secripta Hierosolymitana IV
(1957) 15.

Appendix B.

A recently published Ugaritic text (Rs 22.225) conlains another
example of the repetition of fixed phrases. The fext was first
published by Ch. Virolleaud and then studied hy M. C. Astour.
The text reads — in our division of the stiches — as follows:

1. (1) ‘al hlkt winwl (2) lp ahh

2. wn'm afh (3) kysmsm

3. tspi Sirh (4) Wbl hrb

4, 1 dmh (5) bl ks

5. Ipnn ‘n (6) bly ‘n bil

6. (pnn (7) ‘n mbr ‘n phr (8) ‘n lgr
7. ‘n tgr (9) lgr b

8. ‘n phr (10) Iphr UH1b

9. ‘n mpr (11) Impr b

0. ‘n bty (12) Ibty ilb

1. ‘n bl (13) bt [11b]

[aboul two and a half lines missing]

' C. Virolleaud, ““Un nouvel épisode du mylhe ugaritique de Baal” CRAIBL
1960 [1961] 180-86; M. C. Astour, “Up texte d'Ugarit récemment découvert ct
ses rapports avee lorigine des cultes bachiques grecs” RHR 164, 1963, 1-15. In
a paper tead at the XXVI International Orlentalist Congress, New Dellid, January
1984, Prof. Marvin Pope also commented on this new text.
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Translation:

Anat went and . ... ... the beauty of her brother?

and the loveliness of her brother for it was very fair;

she consumes his ‘remains’ without a sword,

she drinks his blood without a cup;®

she turns looking at bfy, looking al bit,

she turns looking at mpr, looking at the assembly, looking
at the “‘gate’;?

having looked at the “gate” she turned from the “gate”,

having looked at the assembly, she turned from the assembly,

having looked at the mhr she turned from the mjr,

having looked at the bfy she turned from the biy,

having looked at the bff [she turned] from the bil.

We have left mhr, bfy and bff untransiated even though there is

£33

a degree of plausibility to Astour's “marché”, “biens” and
“richesse’.?

? Tror the present Snw! is hest left untranslated; Astour lms translated {p as
“tambourin’, following Virolleaud's suggestion. In CRAIBL 1962 [1963] 94 n. 2
Virolleaud supported this translation wiHh a reference to the unpublished RS
2.4.257. We will gladly admit our error upon publication and study of RS 24,257,
For the present we derive ip from ypy (Heb. gpph) with a { preformative similar
to tsm{<pysm) in Kerel 146, 292, 203,

3 As S. E, Loewenslamm has neted in TEJ 13, 1963, 131, n, 7, it is quite plausible
“{o explain the verbal forins Ispi and {5 as 3 pl. mase, instead of sing. fem. and
to render ‘they had ealen and drunk’, viz. some unspecified person had done so,
Apparently, Anat finds hier brother killed by Mot and wanders about in search
of the murderer ln order to avenge Baal”. Even if one insists on fspi and {8t being
taken as 3 sing. fem, forms, there remains the strong possibility that the suffix
It vefers to Anal's own flesh and Dlood which she bil al in rage and fury over
Baal's death.

1 The “gate” as Astour has noled is the place of popular assembly and judge-
ment. One may compare it to the Babylonian bablu (cf. Bab. Jew. dayydné debaba),
while the pfir — — terrestrial and celestial — — was a seat of higher authority similar
to the Babylonian pufira.

& The only other occurrence of mfir in Ugaritic kriown to me Is PRU [T no. 22
(p. 43) L 8 w. kI, mhrk(?) which Hself calls for explication, Aslour’s remark that
‘ta racine mifir est courante en sémitique pour ‘“vendre” et I'accadien mahiru signifle
précisement “marché’”, is not precise, It is mir rather than mir that can mean
“to sell” in Hebrew and Ugaritic (if the mirm of the lists are “merchants™) while
majdru is “to come § be before, be epposite to, to reeeive”. It is, as far as I can

2  Acta Orientalia, XXIX,
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The repeated formula ‘n X IX {{b was for the Ugaritic listener
a cue that was inlended to emphasize the seriousness of Anal's
actions,

ascerlain, only in some dialects of Akkadian thal meldru can mean “io buy”,
but this oecurs with kaspu “silver”, 1, e., “to receive money for” and then elip-
tically as “to buy”; so too mapir “hought”. malire is best defined with Ungnad
(Glossar zu NRVU 86} as “Empfang”, then “Erwerh, Kauf”, and then “Kauf-
preis” (Delitzsch HWEB 404). Heb, méfiir “exchange, price” fils well with this
semantic group. Froin neo-Assyrian usage we alse know a bdb mapiri which is
not a “porte de marehé” but the gate where the price is announced and then
a “markel-place”. This migh! cast some light on the coneurrence of ffr and mbr
in our text. At best mir might be “goods received” i, e, “possessions” and would
be the same as Akk. makkeru and nemkuru ““possessions’ {< *makédrn “to acquire”
cf. Syr. and Mand. mekar ‘to acquire a wife, bespouse” and note Heb. gnit “to
buy” and Aram. ghy “(lo possess”). Astour has astutely comparcd bfy and bif
with birdt and basifu of Idrimi (L 73-74, 79): nambkurtfunu bidéunu bafitusunn,
It would seemn appropriate then to compare mpr with namkurt, and the three
terms taken together would be a standard phrase. Since bidad and badéfu are from
basnn “to bhe’ (so rightly von Soden in AHwb, 5. p.), we must assume either the
existence of an otherwise unrecorded root bfy in Ugaritic or (hat (he nouns biy
and bff arc loanwords from Akkadian,




