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Jeremy M. Hutton and C.L. Crouch

Deuteronomy as a Translation of Assyrian Treaties

An “Optimal Translation” Approach’

This article evaluates claims that the relationship between the Vassal Treaty of Esar-
haddon (VTE) and the book of Deuteronomy (especially chapter 28) can properly be
called one of translation. We conduct this study by analyzing the translation style of
the bilingual (Akkadian-Aramaic) Tell Fekheriyeh inscription using the theoretical
paradigm of Optimal Translation. We argue that the relevant passages of Deuteron-
omy 28 - those that have been judged as most likely representing direct translation
from Akkadian or indirect translation through Aramaic - do not, in fact, show any
procedural similarities to the one extensive and definitive exemplar of Akkadian-to-
Northwest Semitic translation from antiquity, namely, the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription.
Although this conclusion does not rule out more refractory uses of Akkadian treaty
texts, it suggests that Deuteronomy'’s reliance on prior texts was unlikely to have
been limited to a single exemplar, and more likely to have been based on a variety
of texts within the Akkadian and Northwest Semitic treaty traditions.

Keywords: Deuteronomy 28, Vassal Treaty of Esarhaddon, Tell Fekheriyeh, translation,
optimality

1. Introduction

1.1. Deuteronomy and the Principles of Translation

Numerous scholars have argued that the book of Deuteronomy originated as
an adaptation of an Assyrian treaty document.? The so-called Vassal Treaty

1 The following summarizes several arguments from Jeremy M. Hutton and C. L. Crouch,
Translating Empire: Tell Fekheriyeh, Deuteronomy, and the Assyrian Treaty Tradition
(forthcoming). The authors thank the editors for their suggestion of concurrent publi-
cation. We are also grateful to Alice Mandell, who offered useful critique of section 5,
to Lawson Younger, who suggested useful bibliography, and to Chip Dobbs-Allsopp
and Christopher B. Hays, both of whom read and commented on the full draft. Any
remaining infelicities are, of course, our own.

2 For a full Forschungsgeschichte, see C.L. Crouch, Israel and the Assyrians: Deuteronomy,
the Succession Treaty of Esarhaddon, and the Nature of Subversion (ANEM 8; Atlanta,
GA: Society of Biblical Literature, 2014), 1-11.
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202 Jeremy M. Hutton and C.L. Crouch

of Esarhaddon (VTE) has been perceived as having particular affinities to
Deuteronomy 13 and 28, addressing the Israelites’ exclusive loyalty to YHwH
(Deuteronomy 13) and recounting in curse form the manifold disasters
which will befall them should they fail to observe this loyalty and its atten-
dant obligations (Deuteronomy 28).

The suggestion of a very close relationship between these passages of Deu-
teronomy and VTE appeared almost as soon as the Akkadian text was made
public. Articles by R. Frankena and M. Weinfeld quickly turned discussion
away from any relationship between Deuteronomy and second millennium
Hittite treaties and towards a relationship between Deuteronomy and first
millennium Assyrian treaties. In his initial analysis, Frankena declared that
“the phrasing of some curses of Deut. xxviii may be supposed to be an elabo-
ration of an Assyrian ‘Vorlage’.”® Frankena posited a situation in which the
author of Deuteronomy had first-hand access to his Assyrian source material
and was able to refer to it as he wrote his own text.* Weinfeld’s analysis like-
wise concluded that parts of Deuteronomy had been “literally transcribed
from a Mesopotamian treaty copy to the book of Deuteronomy.” While
Weinfeld was hesitant to insist that the Mesopotamian treaty was VTE, he
was clear that the Judahite scribe possessed Assyrian treaty documents from
which he “transposed an entire and consecutive series of maledictions.”

Although both expressed reservations about these texts” exact relation-
ship, the thrust of their conclusions diffused rapidly across the discipline.
Notably influential was the model by which they perceived their similarities
to have come about: the idea that the author of Deuteronomy undertook
the direct transmission of an Akkadian source text into Hebrew. Following
in their footsteps, scholars such as P.-E. Dion, H. U. Steymans, E. Otto, and
B.M. Levinson have offered further arguments in favor of the adaptation of
material from VTE by Deuteronomy.”

3 R Frankena, “The Vassal-Treaties of Esarhaddon and the Dating of Deuteronomy,”
OTS 14 (1965): 122-154, here 145.

4 Frankena, “Vassal-Treaties,” 150-151.

5 M. Weinfeld, “Traces of Assyrian Treaty Formulae in Deuteronomy,” Bib 46 (1965):
417-427, here 422-423.

6 Weinfeld, “Traces of Assyrian Treaty Formulae,” 422-423.

7 P.-E. Dion, “Deuteronomy 13: The Suppression of Alien Religious Propaganda in Israel
during the Late Monarchical Era,” in Law and Ideology in Monarchic Israel (ed. B. Halp-
ern and D. W. Hobson; JSOTSup 124; Sheffield: JSOT, 1991), 147-216; H. U. Steymans,
Deuteronomium 28 und die Adé zur Thronfolgeregelung Asarhaddons: Segen und Fluch
im Alten Orient und in Israel (OBO 145; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1995);
idem, “Eine assyrische Vorlage fiir Deuteronomium 28:20-44,” in Bundesdokument und
Gesetz: Studien zum Deuteronomium (ed. G. Braulik; HBS 4; Freiburg: Herder, 1995),
119-141, followed by E. Otto, Das Deuteronomium: Politische Theologie und Rechts-
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Deuteronomy as a Translation of Assyrian Treaties 203

Though there have been some attempts at nuance, the fundamental model
of Deuteronomy as a close adaptation — possibly even a direct translation —
of VTE has persisted, largely unscathed, for five decades. Dion, for example,
allowed that Deuteronomy 13 was not a mechanical calque of VTE, but
nevertheless contended that it has “precise contacts with the vassal treaties
of Esarhaddon™; Levinson has proposed a process of “selective adaptation
and creative transformation.”® Both envision Deuteronomy’s author as mak-
ing deliberate and direct reference to an Assyrian treaty text; thus Levinson
describes Deuteronomy’s use of VTE as “citation,” albeit creative.’ In lieu
of authorial creativity, Steymans and Otto explain the texts’ differences in
terms of extensive redactional alteration.'” Steymans argues that Deuteron-
omy 28 exhibits sufficient affinities to VTE to call it a translation, although
this is only imprecisely defined: he speaks of an Ubersetzer (“translator”)
at some points, but at others of freie Ubertragung (“free transmission”) or
Ubernahme (“adaptation”).!!

Crucially, Steymans points to other ancient Near Eastern bilingual texts,
including the Tell Fekheriyeh and Behistun inscriptions, to justify his claim
that the Umstellungen (“rearrangements”) in Deuteronomy’s transmission of
VTE are in line with other ancient translations.'> We address this claim in
section 5. Here it is necessary to observe that much of Steymans’s and Otto’s

reform in Juda und Assyrien (BZAW 284; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1999); idem, “Treueid und

Gesetz: Die Urspriinge des Deuteronomiums im Horizont neuassyrischen Vertrags-

rechts,” ZABR 2 (1996): 1-52; B. M. Levinson, “Esarhaddon’s Succession Treaty as the

Source for the Canon Formula in Deuteronomy 13:1,” JAOS 130 (2010): 25-45; idem,

“But You Shall Surely Kill Him!” The Text-Critical and Neo-Assyrian Evidence for MT

Deuteronomy 13:10,” in Bundesdokument und Gesetz: Studien zum Deuteronomium (ed.

G. Braulik; HBS 4; Freiburg: Herder, 1995), 37-63; idem, “Textual Criticism, Assyriol-

ogy, and the History of Interpretation: Deuteronomy 13:7a as a Test Case in Method,”

JBL 120 (2001): 211-243.

Dion, “Deuteronomy 13,” 196, 205; Levinson, “Esarhaddon’s Succession Treaty,” 341.

Levinson, “Esarhaddon’s Succession Treaty,” 343; cf. idem, ““But You Shall Surely Kill

Him!,” 60-61.

10 E.g., Steymans, “Assyrische Vorlage,” 119-141; Otto, “Treueid und Gesetz,” 32-47.
Dion (“Deuteronomy 13,” 147-216) undertakes some redactional analysis, but not to
the same degree.

11 For terminology of an Ubersetzer, see Steymans, “Assyrische Vorlage,” 134, and esp. 141
(where he describes Deut 28 as “eine Ubersetzung aus der Ubersetzung” - “a transla-
tion of the [Aramaic] translation”); for Ubertragung, see ibid., 128 (in direct contrast
to “wortliche Ubertragung”); for Ubernahme, see ibid., 140. Otto is more equivocal,
and tends to refrain from using the terminology Ubersetzung, preferring instead Uber-
tragung (e. g., “Treueid und Gesetz,” 33, 36, 40, 42, 44, 45, 52). The question that contin-
ues to present itself vis-a-vis Otto’s formulation is how “direct” his direkte Ubertragung
(ibid., 52) is understood to be.

12 Steymans, “Assyrische Vorlage,” 129, 131-132, 133, 136.

O
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204 Jeremy M. Hutton and C.L. Crouch

proposed redactional activity is motivated by the desire to achieve a text
closely resembling VTE. Using the results obtained from the reconstruction
of a putatively pre-Deuteronomic document — performed in part through
comparison to VIE - in order to understand the relationship between
Deuteronomy and VTE in terms of translational technique is impossible;
the redactional analysis already assumes a mode of adaptation that may not
withstand scrutiny.

Insofar as the Deuteronomy-VTE relationship has been questioned, it has
been a result of the small number of surviving ancient Near Eastern treaties.
K. Radner observes that most examples have been poorly preserved and are
likely only a few of those originally extant. She concludes, therefore, that
she “would certainly be very cautious about regarding a specific oath - or
even only its curse section - as the prototype for passages in the book of
Deuteronomy.”!?

These scholarly camps reflect two ways of dealing with acknowledged
dissimilarities between Deuteronomy and VTE: recourse to creative and
expansive adaptation versus recourse to an alternate source text. To the latter
we will return in our conclusions. First we will address the specific questions
about the nature and practice of translation in the ancient Near East which
are raised by the explanation of divergences between Deuteronomy and VTE
in terms of creative translation.

1.2. Purpose and Subject of this Study

In a recent monograph, Crouch has argued that neither Deuteronomy 28
nor Deuteronomy 13 contains specific enough allusions to VTE to sustain
an argument for Deuteronomy’s sole, direct dependence on VTE.! Trans-
lational issues complicate matters, insofar as modern discussions of transla-
tion recognize the possibility of pervasive and significant transformations

13 K. Radner, “Assyrische tuppi adé als Vorbild fiir Deuteronomium 28,20-44?” in Die
deuteronomistischen Geschichtswerke: Redaktions- und religionsgeschichtliche Perspekti-
ven zur “Deuteronomismus”-Diskussion in Tora und Vorderen Propheten (ed. M. Witte
et al.; BZAW 365; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2006), 351-378, here 375; cf. J. Pakkala, “Der
literar- und religionsgeschichtliche Ort von Deuteronomium 13,” in Die deuterono-
mistischen Geschichtswerke: Redaktions- und religionsgeschichtliche Perspektiven zur
“Deuteronomismus”-Diskussion in Tora und Vorderen Propheten (ed. M. Witte et al.;
BZAW 365; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2006), 125-137; C. Koch, Vertrag, Treueid und Bund:
Studien zur Rezeption des altorientalischen Vertragsrechts im Deuteronomium und zur
Ausbildung der Bundestheologie im alten Testament (BZAW 383; Berlin: de Gruyter,
2008), 106-247, 284-286.

14 Crouch, Israel and the Assyrians.
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Deuteronomy as a Translation of Assyrian Treaties 205

as a source text is moved into a new linguistic system. Because VTE was
composed in Akkadian and Deuteronomy in Hebrew, it is necessary to
gauge the degree to which normal translational transformations may have
distorted an underlying source text.

This study seeks to determine if Deuteronomy’s use of motifs found in the
Akkadian treaty tradition, as represented in VTE, falls within accepted pa-
rameters of translation in the Iron Age II. We seek to clarify how the process
of translation actually worked in the Iron Age, especially translation of an
officially-produced text from Akkadian into one of the Northwest Semitic
languages. Our primary text for comparison is the Akkadian-Aramaic bi-
lingual inscription from Tell Fekheriyeh. This is one of very few preserved
instances of Akkadian-Aramaic bilingualism and translation from the
Iron Age II; only a few other monumental inscriptions display paired (i.e.,
spatially proximate) Akkadian-Aramaic texts, namely, the Arslan Tash Tri-
lingual and the Incirli Trilingual. Unfortunately, both are fragmentary and
remain insufficiently understood to serve as source material for this study.

To compare the translation technique of the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription
with Deuteronomy’s putative reliance on VTE, we employ the theoretical
framework of “optimal translation” recently described by Hutton.!> A brief
theoretical section lays out the theory’s basic principles (section 3). We
then review evidence for the source-target relationships evinced in the Tell
Fekheriyeh Inscription (section 4) and in the VTE-Deuteronomy relation-
ship (section 5). We show that there is little evidence that a scribe translating
from an Akkadian source text into a Northwest Semitic language (in this
case, Hebrew) would have done so in a way that would result in the differ-
ences between Deuteronomy and VTE, and argue that these transformations
move beyond what can reasonably be called translation, even under the most
liberal of construals. At most, they might be qualified as literary refraction.'®
First, however, we must briefly review the material disposition and compo-
sitional history of the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription (section 2).

15 J. M. Hutton, “Optimality in the ‘Grammars’ of Ancient Translations,” JHebS 15 (2015):
art. 7; a brief analysis of the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription was presented at the SBL Annual
Meeting as idem, “Tracking Optimality in Translation at Tell Fekheriyeh” (21 Novem-
ber 2015).

16 See A. Lefevere, “Mother Courage’s Cucumbers: Text, System and Refraction in a
Theory of Literature,” in The Translation Studies Reader (3rd ed.; ed. L. Venuti; London:
Routledge, 2012), 203-219.
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206 Jeremy M. Hutton and C.L. Crouch
2. The Object and Its Inscription

2.1.The Object’s Discovery and Its Historical Context

The Tell Fekheriyeh inscription (KAI § 309) was discovered at Sikan, not
far (ca. 2 km) east of Guzan (Tell Halaf). The site is mentioned prominently
in the inscription, which evinces a composition history that is bound up
with the cultic apparatuses of both Guzan and Sikan. The object was first
published in a series of preemptive announcements,'” then in a monograph-
length volume commonly considered the editio princeps.'®

The monument most likely dates to the third quarter of the 9th century
(ca. 850-825 B.C.E.). This determination was made already by A. Abou-
Assaf on the basis of iconographic parallels and historical data.!” The date
ca. 850-825 B.C.E. has gone largely unchallenged and currently maintains a
large consensus.?

2.2.The Object and Its Inscription

The object itself is a large, anthropomorphic statue carved in basalt. The
male figure is standing in a neutral, frontal pose, hands clasped across his
midriff. Important for our study is the spatial arrangement of the figure’s
skirt, where the epigraph has been inscribed in the space approximately

17 A. Abou-Assaf, “Die Statue des HDYSY, K6nig von Guzana,” MDOG 113 (1981): 3-22;
P. Bordreuil, A.R. Millard, and A. Abou-Assaf, “La statue de Tell Fekheryé: La premiere
inscription bilingue assyro-araméenne,” Comptes rendus, Académie des Inscriptions et
Belles-Lettres 125 (1981): 640-655; A.R. Millard and P. Bordreuil, “A Statue from Syria
with Assyrian and Aramaic Inscriptions,” BA 45 (1982): 135-141.

18 A. Abou-Assaf, P. Bordreuil, and A.R. Millard, La statue de Tell Fekherye et son inscrip-
tion bilingue assyro-araméenne (Etudes Assyriologiques 7; Paris: Editions Recherche
sur les Civilisations, 1982). For accounts of the inscription’s discovery, see Abou-Assaf,
“Statue des HDYSY,” 3-4; Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 1-4, un-
numbered pages (area map and site plan); Millard and Bordreuil, “Statue from Syria,”
137; and E. Lipinski, “The Bilingual Inscription from Tell Fekherye,” in idem, Studies
in Aramaic Inscriptions and Onomastics II (OLA 57; Leuven: Peeters, 1994), 19-81, esp.
19-21.

19 Abou-Assaf, “Statue des HDYSY,” esp. 9, 12-13. See also Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and
Millard, La statue, 9-12, 22, 87-102; as well as A. R. Millard, “Assyrians and Arameans,”
Iraq 45 (1983): 104-105.

20 See most recently the studies by J. Dusek and J. Mynarovd, “Tell Fekheriye Inscription:
A Process of Authority on the Edge of the Assyrian Empire,” in The Process of Author-
ity: The Dynamics in Transmission and Reception of Canonical Texts (ed. J. Dusek and
J. Roskovec; Deuterocanonical and Cognate Literature Studies 27; Berlin: de Gruyter,
2016), 9-39, esp. 33-36; and L. Quick, ““To Hear and to Accept A Word-Pair in the
Tell Fakhariyah Bilingual Inscription,” JSS 61 (2016): 413-429.
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Deuteronomy as a Translation of Assyrian Treaties 207

between the individual’s upper thighs and his mid-shins. The Akkadian text
is on the front side of the skirt, while the Aramaic text occupies the back,
except for two lines that did not fit; these are inscribed on the lower hem and
reach around to the front, where they are inscribed below the Akkadian.?!
The disposition signals the relative importance of the Akkadian text.?> The
texts have been preserved nearly completely.

In light of the statue’s discovery at Sikan, the conflicting (and sometimes
only implied) references to the location of the statue’s original disposition
have elicited spirited discourse. In the Aramaic introduction, unparalleled
in the Akkadian text, the statue was commissioned by the Aramaean king
Haddu-yi0“i to be dedicated to Hadad-of-Sikan (Aram. line 1 = stich Intro-
RelVP [see Appendices A and B for the text of the inscription]?). This is
sustained throughout the Aramaic text (Aram. lines 5-6, 16 = stichs A:7;
B:7). The Akkadian version, by contrast, first locates Hadad’s residence
in Guzan (Akk. line 7 = stich A:7), but later in Sikan (Akk. line 25 = stich
B:7). To complicate matters, the royal titles of the statue’s commissioner,
Haddu-yi0<i, also fluctuate. Originally, Haddu-yi0‘i seems to have posi-
tioned himself in both texts as ruler of Guzan (AkKk. lines 8-9; Aram. lines
6-7 = stich A:9). But Haddu-yi0°i then arrogates to himself an expanded
set of titles, claiming to control Guzan, Sikan, and Azran (Akk. lines 19-20;
Aram. line 13; = stich B:1). The contradictions in locale, combined with
structural repetitions, make clear that both the Akkadian and Aramaic ver-
sions are composed of two units, an A text (= Akk. lines 1-18; Aram. lines
1-12) and a B text (= Akk. lines 19-38; Aram. lines 12-23). Our division
of the text into stichoi marked as A and B recognizes this. The divergence
of geographical markers in the A text has led to various proposals regard-
ing the inscription’s history of composition and its relation to the statue’s
manufacture.

In the editio princeps, the editors recognized that the B text contains a new
introduction. Moreover, reference to the statue’s improvement (or surpass-
ing?) indicates the existence of an earlier monument.?* They argued that the

21 See Abou-Assaf, “Statue des HDYSY,” 3; Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue,
8-9, and unnumbered page (autograph of Aramaic inscription).

22 Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 9.

23 It remains conventional to cite the inscription’s physical lineation, and we follow that
principle here. However, in order to focus on the tightly-corresponding translational
segments in the co-texts, we have also divided the text into grammatical units. We
call these unit “stichs” and use this numeration in the translation-theoretic discussion
below. For coordination of these two systems, see the Appendices.

24 Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 67.
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208 Jeremy M. Hutton and C.L. Crouch

differences between the A and B texts allow us to hypothesize multiple stages
of revision. They envision a scenario in which the A text was originally
inscribed on a monument to Hadad-of-Guzan.® Later, when the present
monument was erected in Sikan, the Akk. A text was replicated exactly,
preserving the identification of Hadad as asib ""guzani (Akk. line 7 = stich
A:7). The Aramaic text (including the Introduction unparalleled in the Akk.
A text), however, was adjusted to account for the fact that the new statue was
dedicated to Hadad-of-Sikan, rather than Hadad-of-Guzan.?®

This reconstruction makes generally good sense of the text’s geographi-
cal cues. Yet it poses a problem: why would the Aramaic text have been ad-
justed but the Akkadian left undisturbed? A. Abou-Assaf, P. Bordreuil, and
A.R. Millard hedged: “Hadad of Guzana was identified with that of Sikan,
but for whatever political, theological, or traditional reasons, the title carried
by this god in the capital [= Guzan] was preferable for the cuneiform text.”?’
This is possible, but not entirely satisfying, and the editors themselves of-
fered an alternative: Perhaps two statues were erected initially, “one at Guzan
bearing the Assyrian text of A, the other at Sikan bearing the Aramean text
of A% Although they do not follow this to its logical conclusion, this im-
plies that Akk. A and Aram. A were combined as part of the establishment
of a new (now, third) statue in Sikan, when Text B was also added.

In their earlier discussions the editors had suggested that an original
statue dedicated to Hadad-in-Guzan, bearing only the Akk. A text, had
been transported to Sikan. The Aramaic translation of A was added in Sikan,
augmented by the novel formulation of a more typically West Semitic intro-
duction. The B texts were added at a third stage.?’ This hypothesis presents
a difficulty, since all evidence points to a single moment of inscription for
both the Assyrian and the Aramaic texts on the extant statue. In the editio
the editors abandoned the proposal,® but it has been picked up and modi-
fied by J. Dugek and J. Mynéfovd.*! They assume an object dedicated to the
deity Hadad-in-Guzan, bearing only Akk. A. This object was then moved
to Sikan, where Aram. A was added; in the process, some of the Akkadian

25 Ibid., 67-68.

26 See similarly C. Dohmen, “Die Statue von Tell Fecherije und die Gottebenbildlichkeit
des Menschen: Ein Beitrag zur Bildenterminologie,” BN 22 (1983): 91-106, esp. 94-95.

27 Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 67.

28 Ibid., 68.

29 Bordreuil ef al., “Statue de Tell Fekheryé,” 646-647.

30 Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 68; Dohmen, “Statue von Tell Fecherije,”

95.

Dusek and Mynérova (“Tell Fekheriye Inscription,” 20-29) provide a helpful though

not impeccable review of previous literature.

3

-
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Deuteronomy as a Translation of Assyrian Treaties 209

phrases were deliberately re- (or mis-?) construed to be more meaningful
in the new setting.** In a third stage, Akk. and Aram. B and the Aramaic
Introduction were added to the A text, and all inscribed on an entirely new
object (i. e., the statue at hand).*

Several questions remain. As nearly universally recognized, the Aramaic
text’s mention of Sikan indicates that it was adjusted to acknowledge the
present statue’s location. But perhaps Akk. and Aram. A were inscribed si-
multaneously; only the more vernacular Aramaic text was revised to reflect
the new locale in Sikan, because the more formal Akkadian text was less
amenable to revision.* Alternatively, the Aramaic was translated only on
the occasion of the installation of a new object in Sikan; the preservation of
the old locale in the Akkadian served as a nod to the dedicator, rather than
as an indicator of the object’s material and geographic history. Dusek and
Mynarova’s reading of the Aramaic of lines 10-11 (= stich A:18) is also prob-
lematic. Only the hypothesis that the statue under investigation is at least the
second dedicated object can explain the thematic disjunctures between the
A and B texts while accounting for their attested material continuity.

Finally, commentators are nearly universally agreed that the Aramaic text
of lines 2-12 (= stichs A:1-19) were translated directly from the already-
extant Akk. A text (lines 1-18). Similar consensus has not been achieved
concerning the B text. For example, certain rearrangements in the curses of
the B text (B:15-19) have been treated mostly independently in recent stud-
ies by Ramos and Quick. These researchers have plausibly argued that the
frequent employment of this style of futility curse in ritual settings suggests
that the Aramaic literary tradition had its own distinctive conventions; these
conventions were recruited for use in Fekh. B, in contrast to the differently-
structured Akkadian curses that stood in parallel.® Yet, without a much
more detailed analysis than can be undertaken here, it would be difficult to
express confidence in any reconstruction that utilized the relationship be-
tween Akk. B and Aram. B in its data set. Thus we use a minimal corpus of
the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription, comprising only that portion of the inscrip-
tion for which nearly all parties are agreed that the evidence points to an act

32 Ibid,, 27-28.

33 Ibid., 28.

34 See Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 67, quoted above.

35 M. Ramos, “A Northwest Semitic Curse Formula: The Sefire Treaty and Deuteronomy
28,” ZAW 128 (2016): 205-220; L. Quick, Deuteronomy 28 and the Aramaic Curse Tra-
dition (Oxford Theology and Religion Monographs; Oxford: Oxford University Press,
2017), esp. 68-106. Quick’s very detailed analysis of the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription
(ibid., 137-151) appeared after the bulk of this essay was completed, and will be dealt
with in greater depth in Hutton and Crouch, Translating Empire.
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of translation from the underlying Akkadian source into Aramaic (i. e., Text
A, without the introduction peculiar to the Aramaic).

3.‘Optimal Translation’: A Theoretical Précis

3.1. Optimality Derives from Norms

We adopt in this paper two theoretical stances that are readily combined.
The first is Descriptive Translation Studies, which has been increasingly
employed to analyze the major biblical translations. The second is Optimal-
ity Theory, developed by formal linguists in order to describe phonological
developments.*® Hutton has recently sketched an optimality-theoretic ap-
proach to translation, inspired by translation theorist G. Toury’s description
of translators as seeking to produce the optimal translation.’” A. Chesterman
and C. Nord have made similar statements about translated texts exhibiting
the optimal representation of their sources.” This mode of translation takes
divergent forms in translation manuals, which assume that translations can
be (and are) optimal in some way. But how does the translator decide what
constitutes an optimal translation?

Once the initial norm governing the translation has been established or
selected, the translator works under the influence of a set of socially-negoti-
ated operational norms. These hold the status of “instructions’ [that] specify
what is prescribed and forbidden, as well as what is tolerated and permitted
in a certain behavioral dimension ....”%° Furthermore, they are vested with
implications for the translator’s status. Status enhancement derives from
the translator’s adherence to socially-negotiated norms constraining trans-
lational behavior; diminution (“sanctioning™?) when the translator has

36 A.Prince and P. Smolensky, Optimality Theory: Constraint Interaction in Generative
Grammar (Malden: Blackwell, 2004), 234-238; published online as Rutgers University
Center for Cognitive Science Technical Report, 2 (Aug., 2002 version; originally pub-
lished 1993); online: http://roa.rutgers.edu/files/537-0802/537-0802-PRINCE-0-0.PDF
(accessed March 22, 2013).

37 Hutton, “Optimality in the ‘Grammars’ of Ancient Translations,” 6-9; see also G. Toury,
Descriptive Translation Studies - and Beyond (rev. ed.; Benjamins Translation Library
100; Amsterdam and Philadelphia: John Benjamins, 2012), 32 and below.

38 A. Chesterman, Memes of Translation (Benjamins Translation Library 22; Amsterdam:
John Benjamins, 1997; repr. 2000), 69, 80, et passim; C. Nord, Translating as a Purposeful
Activity: Functionalist Approaches Explained (Manchester: St. Jerome Publishing, 1997),
63, 116.

39 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 63. For norms as constraints, see also Chester-
man, Memes of Translation, 78-81.

40 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 64.
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not.*! Some norms are more stringently adhered to than others. Some may
be violable, especially when the translator seeks to adhere to other norms
in the target culture. Some can be subverted entirely. The existence of such
norms necessarily confronts the translator with an array of translational de-
cisions. As a result, “the selection [of translation replacements],” says Toury,
becomes “non-random.”*

Hutton has offered a provisional definition of “norm”™ “a social, political,
literary, or other type of constraint underlying and motivating an established
pattern of translation. Norms can, but do not necessarily, motivate any specific
degree of [formal] equivalence.”® From this it is possible to hypothesize that
translational decisions, made in the context of and under the linguistic and
social constraints imposed by norms, necessarily comprise the translator’s
attempt to satisfy all the constraints felt to be operative for the commission at
hand in the best - i. e, optimal - manner available. We thus take for granted
the optimality of any given translation, but recognize that optimality is con-
tingent upon the social and functional setting in which the translation has
been performed. An optimal translation designed with a specific function
in one setting will hardly qualify as optimal in another, or when analyzed
as fulfilling a different function, because the set of constraints imposed as
norms in one setting diverges from the set of norms imposed in another
setting. The goal, then, in analyzing translation technique, is not simply to
provide an account of how linguistic segments match up to one another,
or how a translation was used (or meant to be used). Rather, the goal is to
identify “the relevant conventions [i.e., norms] that were operative in that
culture when the text was produced.™*

3.2. Descriptive Translation Studies and Optimality Theory: A Comparison

In the preceding section, we saw that translation optimality is subject to
culturally-negotiated norms. We will now briefly summarize the theoretical
and methodological considerations uniting Descriptive Translation Studies
and Optimality Theory.*®

41 See I. Even-Zohar, “The Position of Translated Literature within the Literary Polysys-
tem,” in The Translation Studies Reader (3rd ed.; ed. L. Venuti; London: Routledge,
2012), 162-167.

42 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 64.

43 Hutton, “Optimality in the ‘Grammars’ of Ancient Translations,” 8 (emphasis original).

44 C.Boyd-Taylor, Reading between the Lines: The Interlinear Paradigm for Septuagint
Studies (BTS 8; Leuven: Peeters, 2011), 60.

45 The following expands on J. M. Hutton, “Optimal Translation in LXX and Tg. Jon. of
1Sam 1:1-5: Outline of a Comparative Theory of Translation Technique,” in IOTS
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3.2.1. Range of Possible Alternatives

In both theoretical frameworks, speakers (or translators) select from a range
of possible alternatives, some of which are more well-formed than others.
Language speakers and translators naturally conceive of multiple possible
replacements of words, phrases, and so on. In ideal circumstances, they
instinctively select the structure that best fits their intentions - in linguistic
terms, the most well-formed candidate.*

This is not to say that speakers or translators always select the appropri-
ate word. Speakers sometimes come up with “the wrong word”; translators
make mistakes. But judgments concerning well-formedness are made on
the basis of constraints imposed by speaker communities. As a linguistic
example: Speakers of English may pronounce /dog/ as [dag], [dog], or
[dawg]. All three fall within a range of acceptable alternatives. One may
be more preferable to the others, depending on geographical and social
context, but all will be understandable to most native speakers, and a native
speaker might accept an even more strongly-divergent pronunciation if she
recognizes that her interlocutor’s native language is not English. But [dig]
is not a well-formed, or optimal, output of /dog/, and speakers who made
the mistake of pronouncing the word this way would be “sanctioned” (in
Toury’s terminology). That is to say, their conversation partners would have
a hard time understanding the intended denotation. In extreme circum-
stances, the interlocutor is likely to give up on the conversation and go talk
with someone else.

Similarly, translators have a range of options for rendering source text
into a target language. For example, the biblical translator has the option
to translate Hebrew dabar as “word,” “matter,” or “thing.” But as with the
linguistic example, choosing to translate dabar with a replacement that
does not fit the context or does not satisfy the audience’s sense of appro-
priate syntactic and semantic value would potentially place the translator
under suspicion. Further, rendering dabar with a word whose semantic
value does not overlap significantly (e. g., English “fire”) would likely jeop-
ardize one’s job as a translator. In short, there are linguistically-mandated
and socially-negotiated normative constraints placed on speakers and on
translators. Some can be violated with minimal social repercussions, but
others cannot.

Conference Publication (ed. M. N. van der Meer and D. Shepherd; JSJSupp; Leiden: Brill,
forthcoming) and is further elaborated in Hutton and Crouch, Translating Empire.
46 See Prince and Smolensky, Optimality Theory, 2, 6, etc.
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3.2.2. Assumption of Optimality (~Equivalence)

Descriptive Translation theorists assume the equivalence of a translation
with its source text. The two texts need not necessarily express a relationship
of either formal or semantic equivalence, but descriptivists assume that a
translation is the translator’s best-formed target text, with all relevant con-
straints balanced optimally.#’ Similarly, Optimality theorists posit that the
grammatical output of any given input is the optimal output. In linguistics,
this optimality is defined by the operation of phonological, morphologi-
cal, or syntactic constraints. These constraints are not inviolable, but some
rank more highly than others - that is, some constraints force adherence to
themselves universally while others merely motivate certain outcomes, all
other things being equal.*® It is the researcher’s task to discover the prin-
ciples whereby this optimality obtained - and, in the case of translation, to
develop a profile of what choices the translator made so as to achieve this
equivalence.®

3.2.3. Assumption of Universal Constraints

Each field assumes the existence of some universal constraints.>® Optimality
theorists propose a group of faithfulness constraints that require sufficient
similarity of the output to its input so as to be recognizable. Descriptive
translation theorists assume that the translator has attempted to render the
source text in such a way that the locution and the concepts of the transla-
tion - the target text — are sufficiently similar so as to qualify as a “transla-
tion” in some way. This principle is known as “adequacy”

Each field also employs a set of markedness constraints. In Optimality
Theory, these introduce difference into the grammar.! In translation theory,
this is known as the drive towards “acceptability” - that is, the goal of a
translator is to make the translation acceptable to the intended audience,
within the constraints imposed by the assignment.

47 See Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 17-34.

48 Prince and Smolensky, Optimality Theory, 3; ].]. McCarthy and A. Prince, Prosodic
Morphology: Constraint Interaction and Satisfaction (Rutgers University Center for
Cognitive Science Technical Report, 3 [Nov., 2001 version; originally published
1993]); online: http://roa.rutgers.edu/files/482-1201/482-1201-MCCARTHY-0-0.PDF
(accessed March 22, 2013); and R. Kager, Optimality Theory (Cambridge Textbooks in
Linguistics; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999).

49 Toury, Descriptive Translation Studies, 31-34.

50 Prince and Smolensky, Optimality Theory, 4; Kager, Optimality Theory, 1-2, 10-11, 18.

51 Kager, Optimality Theory, 2-3, 6-8.
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3.2.4. Limited and Hierarchical Constraint Sets

In both systems the constraints on speakers and on translators are finite
in number and hierarchical in arrangement.> Optimality Theory seeks to
capture deep-seated linguistic principles underlying more epiphenom-
enal “rules” discovered via traditional generative and historical analyses.>®
The hierarchical arrangement of constraints describes how the principles
(constraints) imposed on a given language’s grammar interact. It is their
interaction that determines the precise realization of any given language’s
surface-expression.

Principles governing language frequently conflict with one another.
Consider, for example, Biblical Hebrew’s preference for single consonants
at the end of words (thus *‘amm > ‘am, “people™; *malk > melek, “king”;
*piry > pari, “fruit”). Although each originated with a structure of *CVCC,
different sets of constraints have operated differently on each. In the case of
‘am, a constraint disfavoring word-final consonant clusters has motivated
the simplification of a homorganic cluster. With *malk, where the word-
final consonant cluster is heterorganic, a different surface-level sound rule
applies (here, anaptyxis of /¢/), though the phenomenon can still be traced
back to the same underlying principle discouraging word-final consonant
clusters. The same applies to pari, in which additional, prosodic constraints
have reconfigured the underlying *y as the nucleus of the second syllable
(thus, *y > 7). The surface realizations of these lexemes diverge, despite the
fact that they all bear a common underlying structure. Optimality Theory
seeks to understand these as the results of diverse interactions on the part of
relatively few constraints.

These interactions are coordinated by a constraint hierarchy. As noted
above, every constraint is potentially violable, but some violations incur
minimal penalty, while others might be “fatal.” (Any output candidate vio-
lating a constraint ranked more highly in the hierarchy than the constraints
violated by other contenders is necessarily eliminated from further consid-
eration. Such a violation is termed “fatal.”) Optimality Theory assumes that
constraints are ranked in hierarchies exhibiting “strict domination™ the vio-
lation of a highly-ranked constraint cannot be redeemed by the satisfaction
of lower-ranked constraints, unless all other plausible contenders violate
the highly-ranked constraint to the same degree. The dominance of one
constraint may produce the surface-level appearance that the lower-ranked
constraint has somehow “failed” to achieve its goals, but in the paradigm

52 Prince and Smolensky, Optimality Theory, 232-234.
53 See, e.g., ibid., 5.
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of Optimality Theory the constraint has not “stopped working” or “failed.”
Instead, it has been overruled by the higher-ranked constraint. The mecha-
nisms of this apparatus will become clear in the discussions below.

3.2.5. Universal vs. Language- and Culture-Specific Constraints

Because of the cross-disciplinary scope of the present project, we antici-
pate various types of constraints, including linguistic constraints, general
translational constraints, and more specific socio-cultural constraints. Each
imposes its own sub-set of constraints: the target language will impose
constraints relating to grammatical well-formedness and lexical familiarity;
the central project of translation involves constraints aiming at semantic
correspondence; and the socio-cultural milieu will impose its own peculiar
set of constraints.

Translation theorists advocating a functionalist approach refer to the
“commission” or “brief” (sometimes “Skopos”) as “the prime principle
determining any translation process.”>* This will impose a particular struc-
ture upon the constraint hierarchy and may introduce some text-peculiar
constraints: translations commissioned to be more strictly representative of
the underlying text’s grammatical and lexical structures will demonstrate
hierarchies in which constraints mandating faithfulness in linear order and
strict morphological correspondence (i.e., “isomorphism”) are privileged
over constraints emphasizing adherence to the target culture’s literary
conventions. Alternatively, translations may seek to adhere to the literary
conventions of the target culture (in which case constraints on literary well-
formedness may be ranked more highly than those stressing a rigid mor-
phological correspondence), or of defamiliarizing the text through the use
of unfamiliar linguistic structures (in which case the linguistic constraints of
the target language will be ranked lower than constraints proceeding from
the literary sensibilities of the translator). As Hutton summarizes:

It is the task of the Optimality Theorist ... to discover and arrange the constraints in
the proper hierarchy such that the greatest levels of adherence to the most highly-
ranked constraints produces the translation under scrutiny. In the words of Prince and
Smolesky, we have access to “empirically correct output, which must be optimal under
the constraint hierarchy, if the grammar is to be successful.” Our “empirically correct
output” is given in the text produced by the translator ... it falls to the researcher, then,
to reconstruct the “grammar” - alternately stated, the constraint hierarchy — in an Op-
timal Translation model.>

54 Nord, Translating as a Purposeful Activity, 27-38, quote from 27.

55 Hutton, “Optimal Translation in LXX and Tg. Jon”; Prince and Smolensky, Optimality
Theory, 129.
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3.3. Optimality-Theoretic Constraints on Translation

Our study is predicated on the results of Hutton’s two earlier studies®® and
assumes several translation-universal norms identified therein (Table 1).
For the most part, the identity constraints characteristic of translation are
in this category - identity constraints are what motivate similarity between
source and target texts (i. e., adequacy; Table 1a). Translators fulfil their roles
qua translators only inasmuch as they produce translations that are faithful
in some way to their source texts — formally, semantically, stylistically, or in
some other criterion of sameness.

We further identify a number of language- and culture-specific con-
straints that make the translation more acceptable to the target audience.
Insofar as these constraints motivate semantic and formal departures from
the source text, they comprise markedness constraints (Table 1b). This com-
prises aspects both of linguistic grammaticality (i. e., the intuition of native
speakers that the grammar is somehow “correct” or “proper”) and of social
propriety (i.e., that the literary stylistics, mannerisms, and other intangible
aspects adhere to normal social conventions).

The simplest way to approach the interaction of constraints is through
the identification of “pairwise” conflicts — that is, direct conflict between
two constraints.”” Eventually, with the establishment of pairwise domina-
tion relationships (in which one constraint “dominates” or takes precedence
over another), interactions can be analyzed in larger sets, using a formal tool
called a tableau.® Tableaux are also used to verify or validate the hierarchy
constructed through pairwise comparisons. If a tableau predicts an em-
pirically incorrect output, then the constraint hierarchy has been incorrectly
reconstructed or the reconstruction has failed to account for a constraint.
Because our introductory discussion is able to operate in a pairwise man-
ner, tableaux will be reserved for later, when the comparison of larger sets
of constraints will require that we employ a more comprehensive model.

56 Hutton, “Optimality in the ‘Grammars’ of Ancient Translations” idem, “Optimal
Translation in LXX and Tg. Jon.”

57 E.g., Prince and Smolensky, Optimality Theory, 5, 139.

58 For a basic introduction to Optimality Theory “tableaux,” see Hutton, “Optimality in
the ‘Grammars’ of Ancient Translations,” 9-17.
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Translation Universals: Identity, Maximality, and Dependency Constraints

MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY (siglum: IDENT:MORPH)
Each morpheme of the Source Text (M, ) must be reproduced by a corresponding
morpheme in the Target Text (M,).

MORPHOLOGICAL MAXIMALITY (siglum: MAX:MORPH)
For each morpheme of the Source Text (M,) there must be a morpheme in the
Target Text (M,).

MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY (siglum: DEP:MORPH)
For each morpheme of the Target Text (M,) there must be a morpheme in the
Source Text (M,).

MORPHOLOGICAL LINEARITY (siglum: LINEAR:MORPH)
The order of morphemes in the Target Text must be consistent with the order of
morphemes in the Source Text.

LexICAL IDENTITY (siglum: IO-IDENT:LEX)
Each lexeme of the Source Text (L;) must be reproduced by a cognate lexeme in
the target language (L,), if one exists.

LEXICAL MAXIMALITY (siglum: MAX:LEX)
For each word of the Source Text (L,) there must be a word in the Target Text
(Ly).

LExIiCAL DEPENDENCY (siglum: DEP:MORPH)
For each word of the Target Text (L,) there must be a word in the Source Text
(L).

LEXICAL LINEARITY (siglum: LINEAR:MORPH)
The order of words in the Target Text must be consistent with the order of words
in the Source Text.

SEMANTIC IDENTITY (siglum: IDENT:SEM)
Each semantic value of the Source Text’s morphemes and lexemes (|[M/L|;) must
be reproduced by a corresponding semantic value in the Target Text (|M/L|,).

Table 1a: Translation Universal Faithfulness Constraints

Translation Universals: Markedness Constraints

CHANGE LINGUISTIC SYSTEM (siglum: CHLINGSYS)
The original message of the source text must be transferred from one linguistic
system to another.

TRANSLITERATE PROPER NOUNS (siglum: TRPROPNS)
Whenever a proper noun is recognized, replace it with a corresponding phono-
logical string that is similar, if not identical, to the replaced string. This replace-
ment should adhere to the phonotactic repertoire of the target language as much
as possible.

Table 1b: Translation Universal Markedness Constraints
Adapted from Hutton, “Optimality in the ‘Grammars’ of Ancient Translations”; idem,
“Optimal Translation in LXX and Tg. Jon”
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4. Building the Optimal Grammar of Translation in Fekheriyeh Text A

In section 3, we outlined the principles guiding our analysis of the transla-
tional norms (constraints) governing the Aramaic translator’s approach to
the Assyrian source text in Fekh. A. Here we offer the analysis itself. This
depends on technical procedures and linguistic formalisms and will likely
overshoot the typical biblical scholar’s tolerance for technical data and
formal representation. The casual reader may prefer to skim this somewhat
superficially, reading only the summary section (4.4). We have compiled the
source text and its translation in Appendix A, developing an eclectic reading
of the text as agreed by the majority of commentators.*

4.1. Pairwise Comparison of Selected IDENTITY Constraints
4.1.1. TRPROPNS > CHLINGSYS

Definitions of “translation” normally include replacement of one language
system with another. This is nearly universally the case, suggesting that the
constraint CHANGE LINGUISTIC SYSTEM is among the highest in nearly every
translation. In Fekh. A, the translator subordinated CHANGE LINGUISTIC
SYSTEM to another constraint in only a few circumstances. First and fore-
most is the translator’s decision to transliterate a name rather than translat-
ing its semantic value.%

Septuagint renderings of the Hebrew toponym mahdnayim serve as a
comparative example. Translators could transliterate, Maavap (LXX°C Josh
13:30), or translate using its (putative) semantic equivalent, mapeuporag,
‘camps’ (LXXO9CS Gen 32:3). In the former, the constraint TRANSLITERATE
PrROPER NouUNs dominates CHANGE LINGUISTIC SYSTEM; this relation-
ship is given formal representation as (1) (the relationship of domination
is indicated in Optimality Theory by a double arrow pointing toward the
dominated constraint):

(1) TrPrOPNS » CHLINGSYS
That is, the translator of LXX°¢ Josh 13:30 chose to satisfy TRANSLITER-

ATE PROPER NouNs while violating CHANGE LINGUISTIC SYSTEM because
the latter could be violated with fewer negative repercussions. Conversely,

59 For the sake of space, detailed text-critical discussions are omitted; these may be found
in Hutton and Crouch, Translating Empire.
60 For further discussion see Hutton, “Optimal Translation in LXX and Tg. Jon”
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LXX®S Gen 32:3, which renders napepfolac, adopts the other possible
ranking of these two constraints, as in (2):

(2) CHLINGSYS » TrRPrROPNS

Because this text plays on the semantic value of the name, it was more im-
portant that the translation satisfy CHANGE LINGUISTIC SYSTEM.

In Fekh. A, we may discern several replaced-replacement segments that
testify to a constraint hierarchy favoring transliteration of names over trans-
lation, as in (3):

(3) TrPRrROPNSs » CHLINGSYs in Akk. A = Aram. A
Stich9a:  ladad(v)-it’i (PN) & *yor1n (PN)
Stich 9b:  YSamas-niuri (PN) & oo (PN)
Stich 19¢:  adad(u) (DN) < 7771 (DN)

In all three examples, the names demonstrate close phonological correspon-
dence, adapting the pronunciation of each to Aramaic’s phonotactics. In the
case of ladad(v)-it’i ~ *po*1n, this may be because the Akkadian source
text is already using an Aramaic form of the name.®! This bidirectionality,
represented with the double-arrow (), may testify to the privileging of
TRPROPNSs »> CHLINGSYS in Aramaic-into-Akkadian translational contexts
as well.

The single piece of evidence contradicting the proposed hierarchy
TRPROPNSs > CHLINGSYs appears in stich A:7, where the Assyrian text
reads ""'guzani while the Aramaic reads 120. As we saw above, this is most
economically understood not as a translational issue but as a textual one,
connected to the historical context of the inscription’s production. We
therefore eliminate this datum from consideration as a marker of Aram. A’s
translation technique.

4.1.2. IDENT:SEM > IDENT:LEX

Another pairwise comparison may be made between two constraints that
frequently interact. SEMANTIC IDENTITY recognizes that translational ad-
equacy depends upon the close correspondence of the translation’s semantic
value to that of its source. LEXICAL IDENTITY recognizes that one of the most
common translational tactics is to render a source-language lexeme with a
cognate target lexeme, because this involves a lower cognitive load for the
translator.%? The interaction between these two constraints poses a special
61 Lipinski, “Bilingual Inscription,” 23-24.

62 See M. Sherkina, “The Cognate Facilitation Effect in Bilingual Speech Processing,”
Toronto Working Papers in Linguistics 21 (2003): 135-151.
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problem, such that special tactics are taught in modern translation classes to
account for the conflicts that inevitably arise between SEMANTIC IDENTITY
and LEXICAL IDENTITY.®?

Cognate languages (or those that share a long history of language con-
tact) will frequently share a set of “false friends.” These are cognate words
whose semantic values have diverged over time. Compare, for example,
Aram. 710 and Heb. =1%. Were one to translate the Aramaic phrase in Dan
2:35 (37 MH M, “it became a great mountain”) into Hebrew, it would be
incorrect in most circumstances to translate 37 71¥% n"n, because Hebrew
¢ would constitute a semantic departure from the Aramaic source text.
More favorable would be 37 7% nrn (or, perhaps even better, 9% nn'n
5173). This example allows us to posit a naturally-preferred hierarchy to
these two constraints. SEMANTIC IDENTITY ranks higher than LEXIcAL
IDENTITY:

(4) IDENT:SEM > IDENT:LEX

In Fekh. A, several Aramaic replacements satisfy both constraints. For ex-
ample, Akkadian nadin riti u masqite, “who gives pasturage and watering,”
is rendered in Aramaic as *pwm v N, i.e., natin rVeé wa-masqé (A:2).
This correspondence is notable because it satisfies most of the identity con-
straints listed above as well: It satisfies MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY because
for each participle (nadin), noun (riti, masgite), or conjunction (u) in the
Assyrian text, there is a formally correspondent participle (1), noun (*p",
"PWn), or conjunction (1) in the Aramaic text. Indeed, the correspondence
of the two texts is so tight as to make the theoretical framework appear
vacuous. But the precise delineations permitted in our system allow more
precise formulations of the constraint hierarchy, even in this otherwise
mundane translation segment.

LexicaL MaxIMALITY and LExicAL DEPENDENCY are both satisfied,
since every word in the source text has a corresponding replacement word.
LexicaL IDENTITY is satisfied, since each of the words in the output is cog-
nate to its corresponding word in the input, and SEMANTIC IDENTITY is
satisfied (as far as we can tell) by virtue of the fact that each lexemic replace-
ment in the Aramaic denotes the same basic referent as the corresponding
segment in the source text. LEXICAL LINEARITY is satisfied as well, since the
syntactic order of the target text mirrors that of its source. Only the Mor-
PHOLOGICAL IDENTITY constraint has been compromised: the feminine

63 See M. Terceder, “Cognates as Lexical Choices in Translation,” Target 22 (2010):
177-193.
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singular nouns of the Akkadian source (riti, masqite) have undergone an
apparently obligatory shift to masculine singular in the Aramaic target ("7
'pwn). This indicates that LEXICAL IDENTITY and SEMANTIC IDENTITY
dominate MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY, as in (5):

(5) IDENT:LEX, IDENT:SEM > IDENT:MORPH

LExicaL IDENTITY and SEMANTIC IDENTITY are separated by a comma
to indicate that, at this point, we have no evidence to force a hierarchical
relationship between the two. This privileging of LExicAL IDENTITY and
SEMANTIC IDENTITY over MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY can be found in the
further examples in (6):

(6) IDENT:LEX, IDENT:SEM > IDENT:MORPH in Akk. A = Aram. A
Stich A:1:  Samé u erseti = PRI AW (“heavens and earth”)
Stich A:4:  narati = 3 (“rivers”)
Stich A:6a: $a sipuisu tabu = nav nmben 7 (“whose prayer is good”)
Stich A:10: napsatisu = nwas (“his life”)
Stich A:11:  arak ameésu = mnv 78N (“the being-long of his days”)
Stich A:12:  $anatisu = nw (“his years”)

In other instances, however, the translator has chosen an Aramaic phrase
that corresponds to the semantic value of the Akkadian but is not cognate
to it. For example, Akk. Sumi-ma liskun “let him place my name” (Akk. line
16 = stich A:18) is not rendered with Aram. j2W, because that root exhibits
a different semantic value. Instead, the Aramaic is DWH oW (/Sumi-m
lasim/, ‘let him place my name’; Aram. line 11). We can thus say that, for
Fekh. A, SEMANTIC IDENTITY dominates LEXICAL IDENTITY. We can incor-
porate the domination pattern from (5) into the more specific statement (7).
Examples are presented in (8):

(7) IDENT:SEM >> IDENT:LEX > IDENT:MORPH

(8) Examples of hierarchy (7) in Akk. A = Aram. A
Stich A:8:  beli rabi = 31 81 (“great lord,” similarly stich A:9a)
Stich A:10: ana bullut napsatisu = nw311 »nY (“to sustain his life”)
Stich A:19a: sumi unakkaru = nw 75 (“[whoever] would efface my name”)
Stich A:19b: Sumsu isakkanu = nnw 0w (“[whoever] would place his
name”)

A number of further replacements correspond semantically but not lexically
to their source-segments, but do so because Aramaic does not seem to have
a lexical equivalent. While these examples are not proof of hierarchy (7),
therefore, they do attest to the high rank of SEMANTIC IDENTITY, not to
mention the various LINEARITY constraints motivating isomorphism (see
below, section 4.3.2):
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(9) Examples of the dominance of IDENT:SEM where no cognate existed
in Aramaic
Stich A:5:  mutahhidu kibrati (“[who] makes the lands luxuriant”)
= nn 7Y (“Iwho] makes [the] land[s] delightful”)
Stich A:6a, 15: sipiisu, ikribiya® = nmben (“his prayer”)
Stich A:9b:  mar = 92 (“son [of]”)
Stich A:12: Sum’ud Sanatisu = miw 123 (“[to] increase his years”)
Stich A:14:  nasah mursi = P 791 (“[to] remove sickness™)
Stich A:16:  magari = npn (“[to] receive [the words of my/his mouth]”)
Stich A:16:  gibit piya = nnd nnR (“the utterance of my/his mouth”)
Stich A:17: igés = 2 (“he gave”)
Stich A:18a: mannu arkii = nR 11 (“whoever [is] later”)
Stich A:19¢: adad(u) gardu = 923 771 (“Hadad the hero”)

A questionable example might also be included. In stich A:2, Akkadian
musaznin (“who causes to rain”) was rendered with Aramaic nninn (“who
sends down”). At first, the two appear to violate our highly-ranked con-
straint SEMANTIC IDENTITY: the former specifically denotes precipitation,
whereas the latter is simply directional.®> Accordingly, some semantic
bleaching seems to have occurred in the Aramaic translation. However,
Dion has argued that the correspondence is conventional: in the Targu-
mim, the C-stem (aphel) of nn1 is used to render Hebrew 700 (“to cause
to rain”).% If the shift is obligatory because the semantic value of Aram.
nrin (C-stem) had already come at this point to approximate closely Akk.
sazninu (C[S]-stem), then SEMANTIC IDENTITY would not be violated.
However, there does seem to be a Targumic alternative to N, namely the
C-stem of Vavn. However one decides to handle this particular situation,
it is clear that our constraint of SEMANTIC IDENTITY must be sensitive to
numerous problems associated with the amount of overlap and coextension
of semantic fields.

4.1.3. IDENT:PRAG.LEX > IDENT:SEM

In a number of instances, individual Akkadian words have been replaced by
semantically divergent but functionally equivalent Aramaic words. This im-
plies that there is an even more highly ranked constraint, thus far unnoticed
because the above examples do not violate it:

64 We disregard for the moment the change between Akk. 1.sg. -ya and Aram. 3.m.sg. 11-.

65 E.g., Lipinski, “Bilingual Inscription,” 55.

66 P.-E. Dion, “La bilingue de Tell Fekherye: Le roi de Gozan et son dieu; La phraséologie,”
in Mélanges bibliques et orientaux en I’honneur de M. Mathias Delcor (ed. A. Caquot,
S. Légasse, and M. Tardieu; AOAT 215; Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag,
1985), 139-147, here 143.
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(10) PraGgMATIC LEXICAL CORRESPONDENCE (siglum: IDENT:PRAG.LEX)
When no semantically or lexically-equivalent translation replacement suf-
fices, replace with a term that captures the pragmatic implicature of the
lexeme to be replaced; often this will entail abstraction.®”

As articulated in (10), PRAGMATIC LEXICAL CORRESPONDENCE has a pre-
condition: namely, there must be no appropriate semantic or lexical equiva-
lent available in the target language, or the semantic or lexical equivalent
must be somehow inappropriate. The precise nature of this “inappropriate-
ness” would require much further study. Nevertheless, it is possible to point
to a few of the unexpected lexical replacements that are likely to be attributed
to the broad scope of this high-ranking constraint:

(11) Examples of IDENT:PRAG.LEX » IDENT:SEM in Akk. A = Aram. A
Stich A:1:  muSaznin nuhse “who causes fruitfulness to rain”
= 90 NN “who causes wealth to descend”
Stich A:2b:  ana nisé “to the inhabitants (lit.: people)”
= nnY “to the (inhabitants of the) land(s)”
Stich A:3a:  iSqu u nindabé (“share[s?] and food offering”)
= NPT "YW (“sprinkling and food offering”)
Stich A:17:  ikrum-ma (“he dedicated [it] and”)
= -1112 (“he erected [it] and”)

4.1.4. Summary

This discussion of IDENTITY constraints has shown that the translator of

Fekh. A:

(a) uniformly transliterated names rather than translating their meanings
(TRPROPNS >» CHLINGSYS; section 4.1.1);

(b) used semantically- and lexically-correspondent replacements where
available, even if that required some disregard for strict morphological
identity, privileging semantic correspondence over lexical correspon-
dence (IDENT:SEM > IDENT:LEX > IDENT:MORPH; section 4.1.2); and

(c) resorted to generalizing or abstracting only in certain circumstances,
when the semantically-correspondent word or phrase did not match the
intended text-linguistic function (IDENT:PRAG.LEX > IDENT:SEM; sec-
tion 4.1.3).

67 See, e.g., A. Pym, Exploring Translation Theories (London: Routledge, 2010), 14-15;
also J.-P. Vinay and J. Darbelnet, Comparative Stylistics of English and French (Ben-
jamins Translation Library 11; Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 1995), 343.
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4.2. Comparison of Multiple Constraints

We will now discuss certain additions, subtractions, and rearrangements
made by the translator to make the text more acceptable and explicit to an
Aramaic audience.

4.2.1. FAVOR-LOC.TTL > IDENT:SEM

One example forces the addition of a culture-specific constraint, FAVOR
Locar Status TrTLES. This is one of the most salient discrepancies between
the Akkadian source text and its Aramaic translation: namely, the unex-
pected rendering of the official position held by Haddu-yi6‘1 and his father.
Akkadian Sakin (mati) (“governer [of the land]”) is rendered with Aramaic
T5n (“king”) in stichs A:9a, 9b. Recognizing that the semantic denotations
of these words are contradictory, most interpreters understand this as an
indication that the two texts were targeted at different audiences. The Akka-
dian text spoke to those under Assyrian hegemony, and correlated Haddu-
yi01’s status with that of an Assyrian provincial official. The Aramaic text
allowed Haddu-yi0¢1 to retain his native title, since it was directed to a dif-
ferent, local audience. Alternative readings minimize a major divergence in
semantic value and we prefer this traditional interpretation.

Saknu is the typical Akkadian term for a regional governor. More logical
translations than 52 are easily intuited. For example, the cognate root
*sakn (“governor, major-domo”) — an Akkadian loanword - would adhere
to the constraints LEXICAL IDENTITY and SEMANTIC IDENTITY. We could
also propose *pihat (“governor”), perhaps also a loan from Akkadian. This
would satisfy SEMANTIC IDENTITY, but not LExicaL IDENTITY. Finally, we
must confront what would seem to be the highly unlikely rendering, Aram.
*malk (“king”). Applying A. Prince and P. Smolensky’s dictum that our evi-
dence constitutes the “empirically correct output,” we must add 751 to our
candidate list.

A confluence of multiple constraints allows us to demonstrate the util-
ity of Optimality Theory’s most iconic formalism: the tableau. The goal is
to demonstrate that successive applications of progressively lower-ranked
constraints gradually weed out non-optimal output candidates, yielding a
single candidate that best satisfies all of the constraints used in the evaluative
process. We work from left-to-right, in an order of descending constraint
hierarchy.® We begin with *sakn. This satisfies both LEXICAL IDENTITY

68 Although tableaux necessarily process judgments of optimality serially, according to
Optimality Theory the actual operations are performed simultaneously across a much
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and SEMANTIC IDENTITY: its meaning corresponds closely to that of Ak-
kadian Saknu, and its lexical identity in the mind of the translator is almost
assured by its phonetic similarity to its Akkadian counterpart. The word
*sakn therefore receives no disqualifying marks on the tableau. Our second
possibility is *pihat, which satisties SEMANTIC IDENTITY. However, it is not
related etymologically to Akkadian $aknu, and therefore violates LEXICAL
IpENTITY. That violation is marked with an asterisk and, since *sakn has
incurred no such violations, this violation is “fatal.” We mark fatality with
an exclamation point and by shading further cells. Finally, we deal with
*malk. In our current tableau, *malk violates both SEMANTIC IDENTITY and
LexicAaL IDENTITY. The first violation is fatal, because neither of the other
possible renderings has violated such a highly-ranked constraint; the second
violation is thus superfluous. Our model, in which SEMANTIC IDENTITY and
LExICAL IDENTITY are presumed to be the most salient, predicts that the Ar-
amaic translator would have favored *sakn as his replacement for Akkadian
Saknu. This would be marked in Optimality Theory with a pointing hand.

(12) Tableau 1: Preliminary Evaluation using only IDENT:SEM > IDENT:LEX

AKK. Sakin IDENT:SEM IDENT:LEX
v *sakn
*pihat *!
*malk *1 i

When confronted by the “empirically correct output” of Fekh. A, how-
ever, Tableau 1’s prediction is revealed to be mistaken. We must identify a
constraint that is both more highly-ranked than either of our two present
constraints and sufficiently specific so as to capture all pertinent data with-
out interfering with the regular operation of lower-ranked constraints. The
editors of the editio princeps suggest that the Aramaic text has used *malk
as a reflex of its localizing tendencies - Hadad-yi0‘i was governor in the
Assyrian context, but a “king” in the Aramaean context. We therefore posit
a markedness constraint that takes into account local social status in the
Aramaean setting:

(13) Favor LocAL StaTus TITLES (siglum: FAVOR-LOC.TTL)
Use local titles rather than those imposed by external superordinate powers
when designating a native political leader’s position.

broader spectrum of constraints. We simply schematize the process, stripping it down to
the highest relevant constraints, evaluating the most probable replacement candidates.
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This constraint may be culture-specific. In Fekh. A, it outranks even the
more universal faithfulness constraints addressed so far. It is also tightly-
constrained, limited to a single nominal category (political titles). If we
rearrange the hierarchy in our tableau, with FAvor LocaL StaTus TITLES
dominating, our tableau correctly predicts the use of Aramaic *malk:

(14) Tableau 2: Evaluation using FAVOR-LOC.TTL > IDENT:SEM > IDENT:LEX

AKK. $akin FAVOR-LOC.TTL | IDENT:SEM IDENT:LEX
*sakn *1
*pihat *! g

o *malk e *

Both *sakn and *pihat fatally violate FAvOoR LocAL STATUS TITLES, remov-
ing them from contention. By the time their satisfaction of IDENT:SEM is
considered, the damage has been done. Thus, *malk emerges as the optimal
candidate. This highly-ranked constraint is specific enough that it does not
pose problems for any of the remaining replacements in the Aramaic text,
but is broad enough to be potentially applicable in other settings, should
the need arise.

4.3. Comparison of Selected MAx, DEP, and LINEAR Constraints

Aside from the IDENTITY constraints profiled above, three other types of
constraints are directly involved in determining the mode and degree of
isomorphism in any given translation. MAXIMALITY constraints require
that every morpheme (or word, or structure, or ...) in the source text have a
replacement in the target text. MAX constraints therefore prohibit omissions
from the message of the source text. Conversely, DEPENDENCY constraints
require that every morpheme (or word, or structure, or ...) in the target
text have a warrant in the source text. DEP constraints therefore prohibit
additions. LINEARITY constraints enforce the order of morphemes, words,
or sentence-level constituents. In some modes of translation, grammatical
necessity forces regular violation of MORPHOLOGICAL LINEARITY. This is
the case, for example, in Hebrew-Aramaic translation, where the definite
article necessarily shifts from pre-clitic (Heb. 75171 “the king”) to post-clitic
(Aram. 839n). As we will see, Aramaic SVO (Subject-Verb-Object) and Ak-
kadian SOV syntax will occasionally demand that we use a different rank of
constraint, namely, a CONSTITUENT LINEARITY constraint.

Generally speaking, isomorphism increases as the MAXIMALITY, DEPEN-
DENCY, and LINEARITY constraints at lower ranks (i.e., morpheme, word)
are privileged above those at higher ranks (i.e., syntactic constituent, liter-
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ary trope); rote word-for-word replacement overrides concern for literary
stylistics. If the MAXIMALITY, DEPENDENCY, and LINEARITY constraints at
the higher ranks are privileged, translation typically becomes more “liter-
ary,” since higher-level tropes such as rhyme, metaphor, and culture-specific
imagery are favored over specific word-for-word correspondences. In this
section, we analyze interactions between MAXIMALITY, DEPENDENCY, and
LINEARITY constraints and the language- and culture-specific constraints
that must have out-ranked them in the hierarchy obeyed by the translation
of the Fekh. A inscription.

4.3.1. EXPLIC-COORD, EXPLIC-PREP, EXPLIC-VERB > DEP:MORPH

At several points the Aramaic translator added a coordinating conjunction
(-1) or infinitive-introducing preposition (-7) where the Assyrian source
text did not exhibit one, at the clausal (15a) or phrasal level (15b):

(15) Paratactic use of coordinating conjunction (-1) or infinitive-introducing
preposition (-9) to render Akk. @

(a) Clause-level:
i. Stich A:2b:  nadin riti u masgite = *pwm w1 NN
“and (who) gives pasturage and watering (place)”
ii. Stich A:3a:  nadin isqu u nindabé = MPTRI MOV NN
“and (who) gives sprinkling and food offering”
iii. Stich A:11: arak amésu = My TIRAN
“and to prolong his days”
iv. Stich A:12:  $um’ud $andtisu = v 9239
“and to increase his years”
v. Stich A:13a:  Sullum bitisu = nn'a oHwn
“and to make sound his house”
vi. Stich A:14a: ana nasah mursi Sa zumrist = 1an PR TN
“and to remove sickness from his body/from him”
vii. Stich A:15: ikribiya ana semé = nmben ynwnn
“and to hear my/his prayer(s)”
viii. Stich A:16: qibit piya ana magari = nna nIng NPy
“and to receive the utterance of my/his mouth”
ix. Stich A:18¢: $umi-ma liskun = 02 DWH oW
“and let him place my name (on it)”
x. Stich A:19a:  mannu $a Sumi unakkaru = nan MY 79 M
“But (as for) (anyone) who would efface my name (from it)”

(b) Phrase-level (note restatement of verb as well):
i. Stich A:13b:  zérésu = nyt ohwn

69 We use underlining to contrast morphemes that have been added by the translator from
those that merely replicate the morphology of the source text (as in u masqgite ~ *pwn).
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“and to make sound his progeny”
ii. Stich A:13c: u nisésu = MR DOV
“and to make sound his men”

These data attest to an Aramaic cultural constraint dominating MoRrRPHO-
LOGICAL DEPENDENCY. We may call this COORDINATION EXPLICITATION
and provisionally state its range of application as in (16):

(16) COORDINATION EXPLICITATION (siglum: EXPLIC-COORD)
Coordinate phrases and clauses paratactically rather than hypotactically.

It should be noted, however, that this constraint did not operate everywhere
we might have expected. The translator did not add a conjunction in stichs
A:4,5,6a,7,8,and 9a, all of which continue the list of Hadad’s descriptions,
begun in stich A:1 (and maintained by A:2b and 3a). We are faced with
a choice: Do we attribute this to a shift in the hierarchy at the transition
from stich A:3 to stich A:4, wherein MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY was
re-ranked above COORDINATION ExpLICITATION? Or do we attribute it to
specific text-environmental factors conditioning the operating environment
of COORDINATION EXPLICITATION?

That the constraint operates regularly from stich A:11 onwards sug-
gests that the former option is not ideal: we would have to assume that the
translator began with a ranking EXPLIC-COORD > DEP:MORPH, switched to
DEP:MORPH > EXPLIC-COORD at stich A:4, and then switched back at stich
A:10-11. Although possible, it seems odd that a translator would reverse
the decision within only a few lines. It is preferable to search for specific
text-environmental factors that prevented the addition of a coordinating
conjunction in stichs A:4-9. In fact, the morphosyntax of stichs A:2-11
provides an easily-discerned determining factor. The Assyrian source text
began with a series of participles, but then interrupted this with a nominal,
before continuing with another participle, followed again by another series
of interspersed nominals and participles. After stich A:3a, no more than
two stichs in a row begin with the same morphological form. The Aramaic
reflects this patterning by coordinating the three stichs in which participles
feature as the first constituent, but not the remaining stichs where alterna-
tion occurs rapidly.

The same pattern emerges in the list of motivation clauses, where, in ad-
dition to the coordinating conjunction, the Aramaic also adds the preposi-
tion -5. This suggests a constraint PREPOSITION EXPLICITATION, in which
infinitives are marked explicitly with the preposition 5. Furthermore, in
A:13 the Aramaic translation not only adds the conjunction but also restates
the verb 0bwY for each member of the compound object. This suggests a
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third EXPLICITATION constraint, namely VERBAL EXPLICITATION, in cases
where multiple objects of a single verb require restatement of the verb. It is
very likely that these three EXPLICITATION constraints should be articulated
as in (17). All three outrank MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY, but because
we do not have any examples where they come into conflict with one an-
other we are unable to propose a more finely-grained hierarchy than (18):

(17) COORDINATION EXPLICITATION (siglum: EXPLIC-COORD)
Coordinate phrases and clauses paratactically rather than hypotactically
when three or more parallel items in a row participate in the same morpho-
logical category.

PREPOSITION EXPLICITATION (siglum: EXPLIC-PREP)
Insert preposition % before verbal infinitives in lists of verbal infinitives.

VERBAL EXPLICITATION (siglum: EXPLIC-VERB)

If a motivational verbal phrase consists of a verbal infinitive governing a
compound object, restate the verbal infinitive before each member of the
compound object.

(18) EXpPLIC-COORD, EXPLIC-PREP, EXPLIC-VERB > DEP:MORPH

4.3.2. FAVOR-NWS_CONV > MAX:MORPH

Pronouns in the Aramaic text mostly closely follow the source text. The
chart in (19a) lists the fourteen cases in which the 3.m.sg. or 1.c.sg. pronomi-
nal suffix in the Assyrian source text was replaced by the corresponding
morpheme in the Aramaic. MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY, MORPHOLOGICAL
DEPENDENCY, and MORPHOLOGICAL MAXIMALITY have been satisfied in all
thirteen and require no further discussion.

In contrast, (19b) lists the six examples wherein these constraints have
1.c.sg. suffix was replaced by an Aramaic 3.m.sg. suffix (violating MoRr-
PHOLOGICAL IDENTITY). In other cases (b.iv-vi), a prepositional object as-
sumed in the Assyrian text has been made explicit in the Aramaic (violating
MoRrPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY).” In a single exemplar (b.i), either textual
or larger discourse-level considerations are involved, and MORPHOLOGICAL
MAXIMALITY is violated. Our task in this section is to identify and track the
constraints motivating these six violations.

(19) Replacement of Personal Pronouns in Fekh. A

(a) 3.m.sg.= 3.m.sg, l.c.sg. = 1.c.sg. (adherence to MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY)

70 For explicitation, see Pym, Exploring Translation Theories, 14; Vinay and Darbelnet,
Comparative Stylistics, 116, 342.
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(i) Stich A:3b: ah(h)ésu = mnR “his brothers”

(ii) Stich A:6a:  sipiisu = nmben “his prayer”

(iii) Stich A:10:  napéatisu = nwa3 “his life”

(iv) Stich A:11:  amesu = mnr “his days”

(v) Stich A:12:  $anatisu = nw “his years”

(vi) Stich A:13a:  bitisu = nn'a “his house”

(vii) Stich A:13b: zérésu = nyr “his progeny”

(viii) Stich A:13c: niSésu = mwaR “his men”

(ix) Stich A:14:  $a zumristi = 1 “from his body/him”

(x) Stich A:18b:  anhiissu luddis = oTn n13% 520 12
“(when) it is dilapidated, let him renew (it)”

(xi) Stich A:18¢c:  Sumi = "nW “my name”

(xii) Stich A:19a: Sumi = "nW “my name”

(xiii) Stich A:19b: sumsu = nnw “his name”

(xiv) Stich A:19¢: bél dinisu = nbap “his adversary”

(b)
(i) Stich A:9a: belisu = 8 “(his) lord”
(ii) Stich A:15:  ikribiya = nmb¥n “my/ his prayer(s)”
(iii) Stich A:16:  piya = nna “my/his mouth”
(iv) Stich A:17a: @ ikrum-ma igés = 09 2 133 “erected (it) and gave (it)

to him”

(v) Stich A:18c:  sumi-ma @ liskun = 02 owh 0w’ “let him place my
name on it”

(vi) Stich A:19a:  $umi @ unakkaru = 1n "nw 15 “would efface my name
from it”

We begin with (b.i), where Akk. -su has been replaced by Aramaic -@. The
editors originally suggested adding the 3.m.sg. possessive suffix to Xn
(hence, N®N) on the basis of the Akkadian parallel bélisu.”! Similarly,
Greenfield and Shaffer note the possibility of haplography.”? According
to these solutions, the cause of the discordance is a textual one. But it is
methodologically unsound to assume that the translator intended maximal
isomorphism. Furthermore, inspection of photographs” confirms that
after the aleph of X1 there is a clear word divider, followed by *po*7i. The
syntax of the Aramaic makes clear that it intends a construct phrase. We
therefore propose that the discrepancy is due to a divergence in the supra-

71 Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 30-31; cf. V. Sasson, “The Aramaic
Text of the Tell Fakhariyah Assyrian-Aramaic Bilingual Inscription,” ZAW 97 (1985):
86-103, here 94.

72 J.C. Greenfield and A. Shaffer, “Notes on the Akkadian-Aramaic Bilingual Statue from
Tell Fekherye,” Iraq 45 (1983): 109-116, here 111, 114; cf. D.M. Gropp and T.]. Lewis,
“Notes on Some Problems in the Aramaic Text of the Hadd-Yithi Bilingual,” BASOR
259 (1985): 45-61, here 49.

73 We are grateful to Wayne Pitard for allowing us access to his photographs of the inscrip-
tion.
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linguistic discourse structure of the two versions. The Assyrian text makes
a major division at this point in its rhetorical structure: until now, the text
has listed the epithets and descriptions of Hadad, to whom the statue is
dedicated:

For Hadad, the canal inspector (ana %adad gugal) ... [other epithets], the great lord, his
lord (beli rabi belisu) - Haddu-yi0i ... (in order) to sustain his life, ... [other motiva-
tions], dedicated (it) and gave (it).

This single opening clause of the Assyrian text sprawls from stichs A:1-17
and has two sets of prepositional adjuncts: one listing the epithets of Hadad
(A:1-9a), the other comprising a list of motivations for the offering (A:10-
16). The sentence has one subject (Haddu-yifi, A:9a) and one compound
verbal action (“dedicated [it] and gave [it]”; ikrum-ma igés, A:17). Stich A:1
thus forms the first line of an extended dedicatory formula; it is a preposi-
tional phrase that stands as a fronted adjunct (stich A:1) of the matrix clause
(subject in A:9 + verb in A:17) in which the direct object is covert (@) and
accessible only as a result of the epigraph’s inscription on the object itself
(i.e., implicit deixis):
(20) Discourse Structure of Fekh. A (Assyrian):

Stich A:1 Stich A:9 (%] Stich A:17

(indir. obj.) (subject) (dir. obj.)  (verb)

[pp To Hadad ...] [ [yp Haddu-yi0< ...] [p [p @ (this image)] dedicated ...]].

The Aramaic text has a different structure due to the addition of its In-
troduction. This addition posed two translational problems. First, the
dedicatee of the object was listed in the second stich of the introduction
(Intro-RelVP), making inclusion of the deity’s name in stich A:1 redundant.
The translator or tradent opted for the parsimonious solution of simply
omitting it. A second, more difficult problem was posed by the grammatical
difficulties associated with adding the Aramaic Introduction while at the
same time attempting to replicate the typically Akkadian verb-final syntax
(culminating in A:17), in an attempt to satisfy LEXICAL LINEARITY. The ad-
dition of the verb “he placed” in the Introduction’s relative clause (oW 1)
rendered the verbs of stich A:17 (2n" 130) redundant. This forced the text’s
division into two separate syntactic units.”* The first unit was essentially
an extended nominal phrase, in which the explicit deictic reference to the
object (Intro-NP) was complemented by a relative clause (Intro-RelVP)
containing the clandestine subject (Haddu-yi0°1), the overtly denoted ver-
bal action (“which [he] placed”), and the beginning of the prepositional

74 Cf. Lipinski, “Bilingual Inscription,” 81.
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phrase indicating the recipient (here the indirect object of the verb). This
constituent of the larger noun phrase coincided with the Akkadian text in
stich A:1-9:
(21) Discourse Structure of Fekh. A (Aramaic, clause 1)

Intro-NP Intro-RelVP Stich A:1... A:9

(noun) (rel.) (subj. + verb)  (indir. obj. ............... )
[xp The likeness [¢ which [y (he) placed [pp before [H.-of-S., ... (epithets) ]]]

The second syntactic unit began with the list of prepositional adjunct motive
clauses in stich A:10 and ended with the verbal phrase(s) in stich A:17. The
covert subject of the verb (“he,” again Haddu-yi0i) could be obtained from
the Introduction’s relative clause. Similarly, the covert object of the verb was
obviously to be understood as the nominal reference of the first syntactic
unit (i.e., “the likeness”). Although it would have been possible to recover
the dedicatee (“to him,” i. e., Hadad-of- Sikan) from the Introduction as well,
the Aramaic translator made this explicit:

(22) Discourse Structure of Fekh. A (Aramaic, clause 2)

Stich A:10 (%) Stich A:17 @ Stich A:17
(motive) (subj.) (verb) (dir. obj.)  (ind. obj.)
[pp (In order) to sustain his life ...] [ (he) [yp erected p (it)...] [pptohim]]

Thus, the Aramaic 81 (without suffix) works perfectly with the present
syntax of the Aramaic inscription. The lexeme stands in a construct re-
lationship with the PN Haddu-yi0i, whose title and patronymic in Stich
9 round out the list of epithets. By omitting the dedicatee’s name in one
place (A:1) and only one morpheme (Akk. -su), the Aramaic translator was
able to (a) add the expected West Semitic dedicatory introduction and (b)
maintain as closely as possible the rest of the Akkadian word order, even if
this solution did not maintain the syntactic relationships of the Akkadian
text in any direct way. We might thus argue that LEXICAL LINEARITY takes
precedence over SYNTACTIC IDENTITY (siglum: IDENT:SYN) in the present
form of the Aramaic, and that a constraint, FAVOR NORTHWEST SEMITIC
CONVENTIONS, motivating adherence to Aramaic dedicatory conventions —
see (23) - is even more highly-ranked (24):
(23) FAVOR NORTHWEST SEMITIC CONVENTIONS (siglum: FAVOR-NWS_conv)

Adhere to the specific formulaic conventions of Northwest Semitic literary
versions of the genre(s) in which the text participates.

(24) FAvOR-NWS_CONV > LINEAR:LEX > IDENT:SYN, MAX:MORPH

Accordingly, example (19.b.i) should be attributed to the operation of supra-
linguistic, discourse-level constraints, not the failure of MORPHOLOGICAL

e-offprint of the author with publisher’s permission.



Deuteronomy as a Translation of Assyrian Treaties 233

MAXIMALITY, which continued to operate at a relatively high position within
the overall hierarchy.

4.3.3. EXPLIC-PRO > DEP:MORPH

The examples in (19.b.iv-vi) may be explained more economically. In each
case, a pronoun is added as part of a propositional phrase making explicit
one of the participants in the verbal action. The additional indirect object
(“to him”) in (19.b.iv) likely relates to the division of the passage into two
clauses; the second clause does not mention the recipient of the offering
and it is possible that the translator felt compelled to point back to the re-
cipient named in the Introduction. The addition of a prepositional phrase
with a pronominal object in stichs A:18:c and A:19:a (19.b.v-vi) may seek
to clarify the item on which the king’s name would be inscribed (or from
which it would be effaced). However, in stich A:17 the Aramaic does not add
a pronoun indicating the item that Haddu-yi0i has dedicated to the deity
Hadad. It is a well-known phenomenon for the Northwest Semitic languages
to allow objects to remain covert when implied by the larger discourse situa-
tion, and this is probably the case here. Altogether, these examples point to a
constraint PRONOUN EXPLICITATION, which must be qualified as pertaining
only to indirect objects, as in (25):
(25) PRONOUN EXPLICITATION (siglum: EXPLIC-PRO)
Clarify any items occupying essential participant roles (other than patients

[i.e., direct objects]) through the insertion of a pronoun indexing the item,
along with any necessary prepositions governing the associated verbal action.

This constraint outranks the one that would prohibit the addition of the
relevant pronouns:

(26) ExpLIC-PRO > DEP:MORPH

4.3.4. DEIXISCONS > IDENT:MORPH

In certain places the Aramaic translator violated MORPHOLOGICAL IDEN-
TITY by rendering Akkadian 1.c.sg. suffixes as 3.m.sg. (ikribiya ~ nmb¥n,
A:15; piya ~ nnd, A:16). This is related to the fact that Haddu-yif1 is
referred to with the 3.m.sg. pronoun in the preceding lines of both the As-
syrian and Aramaic versions. If we chart the two instances of -ya ~ - mis-
match (19.b.ii-iii) in this wider context, we arrive at Table 2 (27).
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(27) Distribution of Suffixed Pronouns throughout Fekh. A, by Discourse Unit

Haddu-yi6i | statue vandal Constraints
Violated:

AKKk. | Aram. | Akk. | Aram. | Akk. | Aram.| DEix1s | [DENT:
CoNs MORPH

(a.i) A:3b -$u n-
(a.ii) A:6a -Su -
(a.iii) A:10 -$u n-
(a.iv) A:11 -$u n-
(a.v) A:12 -Su n-

(a.vi) A:13a -Su n-
(a.vii) A:13b | -$u n-
(a.viii) A:13¢c | -Su n-
(a.ix) A:14 -$u n-

(bii) A5 |ya | - 5
(b.iii) A:16 -ya - *
(a.x) A:18b -Su ion-

(a.xi) A:18¢ -1 -
(a.xii) A:19a -1 -
(a.xiii) A:19b
(a.xiv) A:19¢

-Su -
-Su n-

The horizontal solid line indicates the major rhetorical units of the Akka-
dian. Stichs A:1-17 comprise a single extended sentence giving the following
information: (a) the dedicatee of the statue (Hadad) and his epithets (stichs
A:1-9a); (b) the dedicator (Haddu-yif<1), his titles, and his patronymics
(A:9); (c¢) the motivations for dedication (A:10-16); and (d) the verbal
action (A:17). After this come two shorter clauses. The first (A:18) is an
imprecation for rededication of the statue by later individuals who repair
the statue. The second (A:19) invokes Hadad’s wrath on anyone who would
deal treacherously with the statue, failing to credit Haddu-yi0i properly
during refurbishment. Together, this “blessing” and “curse” comprise the
second major unit.

According to this division, it is the Akkadian text that confronts us with
the rhetorical anomaly: in the last two stichs of the motivations, the pro-
nominal referent inexplicably changes to 1.c.sg. This is marked in Table 2
by the horizontal dotted line and shaded cells. The Aramaic adheres to a
more tightly-structured pattern: In the first unit, Haddu-yi0i is invariably
marked with the 3.m.sg. In this section, Haddu-yi0 is the primary actor of
the matrix clause, the subject of the verbs “he dedicated (it) and gave (it).”
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In contrast, he is sidelined in the second half of the inscription, in favor of
the hypothetical “later person.” That person becomes the referent of the
3.m.sg. pronominal suffixes (A:19b-c) and Haddu-yif‘1 becomes the “I”
concerned for the preservation of his name. This shift is natural and the Ara-
maic conforms to its logic assiduously. We thus propose that the translator
has adhered to a highly-ranked constraint, DEixis CONsTANCY, described
asin (28):
(28) DE1x1s CONSTANCY (siglum: DEIX1SCONS)
Maintain the deictic references of pronouns consistent with that of the dis-
course unit of which the segment is a constituent. Allow changes to deixis

only to clarify referents, and only at significant points of rhetorical disjunc-
ture.

(29) DEIx1sCONs > IDENT:MORPH

Assuming that DE1x1s CONSTANCY outranks MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY al-
lows us to posit a reasonable explanation for the divergence in morphologi-
cal forms in stichs A:15 and A:16. The Aramaic translator maintained deictic
consistency until a rhetorical disjuncture licensed a switch in pronominal
reference to again match the Akkadian source text.

4.3.5. SYNCONS, NWS-SYN > LINEAR:LEX

Beginning at stich A:15 the Assyrian text shifts the verbal infinitives of the
motivation clauses to the end of the clause. The Aramaic translator, how-
ever, continues the pattern verb + direct object, suggesting a discourse-level
constraint motivating SYNTACTIC CONSTANCY:

(30) SynTacTic CONSTANCY (siglum: SYNCONS)
Maintain the surface-level syntactic ordering of clausal constituents consis-
tent with that of the discourse unit of which the clause is a constituent. Allow
changes to syntactic ordering only in certain cases (which we leave unde-
fined here), and only at significant points of rhetorical disjuncture.

Although the description of SyNTAcTIC CONSTANCY is modeled on that of
DEerxis CONSTANCY, we do not have enough examples to describe it fully.
The most important feature to note is its operation at the clausal constituent
level rather than simply at the lexical level: the reordering of entire nominal
phrases is thereby accounted for, and we need not worry about the number
of lexical positions across which individual words have moved.

It may be coincidental that the motivation clauses’ syntactic ordering
(stichs A:10-14, i.e., verb + direct object) violated standard Akkadian syn-
tactic order ([subject] + direct object + verb). Whatever the reasons for the
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ordering of the Akkadian, the close mirroring recommended by the transla-
tor’s LEXICAL LINEARITY constraint adhered to typical NORTHWEST SEMITIC
SYNTACTIC ORDERING (verb [+ subject] + direct object):

(31) NORTHWEST SEMITIC SYNTACTIC ORDERING (siglum: NWS-synN)
Maintain typical Northwest Semitic syntactic ordering (VSO) when there
are no extenuating circumstances (e.g., fronting for focus or topicalization,
poetic/ literary reasons, etc.).

All of the motivation clauses in the Aramaic text satisfy such a constraint.
We would have no empirical reason to propose it were it not for the linear
adjustments of the Aramaic translation in stichs A:19a-b. Because no syn-
tactic pattern has been established in the second rhetorical unit, SynTAac-
TIC CONSTANCY does not operate and NORTHWEST SEMITIC SYNTACTIC
ORDERING picks up the slack. Both outrank LEXICAL LINEARITY, but these
constraints’ relative ranking is unknown. We thus conclude with the hier-
archy in (32):

(32) SyNCons, NWS-sYN > LINEAR:LEX

4.4. Summary of the Translation Style in Aramaic Fekh. A

This analysis is not an exhaustive description of the translation style condi-
tioning the Aramaic version of Fekh. A. Nonetheless, we have investigated
the majority of constraints and arrived at the list of pairwise hierarchies in
(33):
(33) Pairwise Constraint Hierarchies in Aramaic Fekh. A
(a) TRPrROPNS » CHLINGSYS
(b) IDENT:PRAG.LEX, FAVOR-LOC.TTL, DEIXISCONS > IDENT:SEM
> [IDENT:LEX > IDENT:MORPH
(c) ExPLIC-COORD, EXPLIC-PREP, EXPLIC-VERB, EXPLIC-PRO
> DEP:MORPH
(d) FAvOR-NWS_convV, SYNCoNs, NWS-SYN > LINEAR:LEX > IDENT:SYN,
MAX:MORPH

A brief unpacking is warranted. Domination pattern (a) states that the
translator will change the linguistic system of the source text in all cases but
those of names, which will be transliterated. Pattern (b) attempts to capture
the fact that even though the translator frequently renders with cognate
morphemes (IDENT:LEX, IDENT:MORPH), certain concerns outweigh this
inclination. The translator is more concerned with choosing words that
correspond semantically (IDENT:SEM), and was not opposed to adjusting the
text towards Aramaic conventions of consistency in how the main speaker of
the text referred to himself (DE1x1sCoNs, FAVOR-LOC.TTL) or saying things
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in a slightly more general way so as to appeal to an Aramaic-speaking audi-
ence (IDENT:PRAG.LEX). Statement (c) shows that the Aramaic translator
added a few kinds of words for clarity: these consisted mostly of pronouns,
prepositions, and coordinating conjunctions (EXPLIC-PRO, EXPLIC-PREP,
EXPLIC-COORD), but occasionally comprised repetition of a verb (ExpLic-
VvERB). Finally, (d) captures the translator’s stance toward word-for-word
translation: It was more important to replicate linearity of individual words
(LINEAR:LEX) than to maintain the precise structure of the discourse’s syntax
(IpENT:sYN) and replication of all source morphemes (MAx:MORPH). But
even more important were those few instances in which the translator felt
compelled to attend to the conventions of Aramaic dedicatory inscriptions
(Favor-NWS_conv), maintain the syntactic consistency of the discourse
(SyNCoNs), or use typical northwest Semitic sentence structure (NWS-syn).
In all four statements we see a deliberate choice to maintain close adherence
to the source text (adequacy), but not at the cost of a slavish devotion to the
source - the translation was made more acceptable for the audience.

In the following section, we will provide an abbreviated analysis of the
putative translation hierarchy that would have had to be in place if Deuter-
onomy 28 were translated from the VTE. We show that this looks nothing
like the empirical example provided by Fekh. A.

5.The Putative Translation Style of Deuteronomy 28

In section 4, we showed that the translation style of Fekh. A was largely
isomorphic. This isomorphism broke down rarely and only for obvious,
tightly constrained reasons. Additions to and departures from the source
text were minimal, usually comprising small adjustments in word usage and
lexical ordering. As we will show in this section, the minimal shifts in both
Fekh. A and Fekh. B contrast sharply with the translation style that would
have to have been employed if the assertion that the author of Deuteronomy
28 translated (an Aramaic translation of) the Assyrian VTE were correct.
We make this argument assuming, first, that the translation constraints
governing Akkadian-Aramaic translation at Fekheriyeh in the 9th century
B.C.E. would have been reasonably similar to the Akkadian-(Aramaic)-
Hebrew mode of translation in the 7th century B.C.E. Second, we observe
that the linguistic structures of Hebrew and Aramaic, two closely related
Northwest Semitic languages, are generally far tighter than those obtaining
between Akkadian and Aramaic. In a case of double-translation, we would
expect most departures from the source text to occur in the Akkadian-
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Aramaic transition, rather than in the movement from Aramaic to Hebrew.”
It is therefore a relatively minor point whether the putative translation of
Deuteronomy from VTE was made from the Assyrian text directly or from
an Aramaic translation of it.

We focus on instances in Deuteronomy 28 that Steymans considers in-
dicative of Deuteronomy’s direct dependence on a form of VTE. We will
show that, with reference to the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription, Steymans over-
states the markedness required of the translation process. Each of his two
references to Tell Fekheriyeh will be handled in its own subsection. We will
also address Deut 28:23-24.

5.1. Deut 28:22 and the Multiplication of Translation Replacements

Steymans’s first example comes from Deut 28:22, which he claims renders
VTE § 56:479-4817¢:

(34) VTE § 56: ‘akala” (NINDA-MES) u mé (A-MES) lezibi"kunu sunqu husahhu
bubutu mi'ta’nu (NAM-0S8"-MES) ina (TA) énékunu (1G1-ku-nu)
ali] ippitir
May food™ and water abandon” you; may famine, starvation,
hunger, (and) ill'ness not be cleared from your eye.

Deut 28: 7Y 71977 PP 27021 NN np’7‘r:1 nnTpay nanwa ~ 122
TTaN
May the Lord strike you with consumption, and with fever, and
with inflammation, and with violent heat, and with the sword, and
with mildew, so that they pursue you until your demise.

Steymans claims that:

The list of the three Akkadian synonyms for “famine” (b) corresponds to the
famine-causing triad “drought,” “conflagration [of a crop],” and “crop-blight”
(b’) in Deut 28:22. The stichwort “epidemic” (c) ends the Assyrian curse, while it
introduces the Hebrew [curse] (c'). The Akkadian word for deadly illness, miitanu,
is reproduced by three Hebrew terms, corresponding to a phenomenon observable

on the Assyrian-Aramaic bilingual from Tell Fekheriyeh.””

75 E.g., G. Mushayabasa, “Redefining the Consistency of Equivalencies in the Peshitta to
Ezekiel: Towards a Frame Semantics Approach,” JNSL 38 (2012): 79-91, esp. pp. 89-90.

76 Unless otherwise noted, we have used VTE as published in S. Parpola and K. Watanabe,
Neo-Assyrian Treaties and Loyalty Oaths (SAA 2; Helsinki: Helsinki University Press,
1988), no. 006 (i.e., the Nimrud version; online at http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/
saao/saa02/corpus, no. 006). We have also compared the Tayinat version (ORACC
no. 015), originally published as J. Lauinger, “Esarhaddon’s Succession Treaty at Tell
Tayinat: Text and Commentary,” JCS 64 (2012): 87-123. In most of the relevant pas-
sages, it is nearly identical to the Nimrud text; we have indicated where readings differ.
Normalization and translation are ours.

77 Steymans, “Assyrische Vorlage,” 129 (our translation).
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He cites here Fekh. B:20 (35):

(35) Akk.:  di’u Sibtu dilipte istu matisu la ipparrasii
(May) illness, scourge of pestilence, not be cut off from his land!
Aram.: 70§72 w02 5K 31 vaw mn
And may plague, the scourge of Nergal, not be cut off from his land!

The use of *1 as a genitive particle is particularly intriguing, since it poten-
tially serves as a marker of the Fekh. B text’s free composition rather than its
translation.”® It was for this and related reasons that we avoided using the
Fekh. B text as evidence in the present study.

Yet even if we allow Fekh. B as evidence, it does not support Steymans’s
argument. His interpretation follows the editors in taking dilipte to mean
“pestilence” and in setting it in apposition to other nouns in the line.” This
does not take seriously the fact that di’u and $ibtu are both written with the
expected nominal ending, whereas the final sign of dilipte (-TE) cannot rea-
sonably be understood as anything other than a genitive case vowel. This
suggests Sibtu dilipte is a construct phrase, “scourge of pestilence.” This is
paralleled by the use of *1 as a genitive marker in the Aramaic. If we are cor-
rect, Fekh. B:20 satisfies MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY much more rig-
idly than Steymans claims.

As an ancillary point, we observe that the only constraint dominating
MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY is a previously unidentified markedness
constraint mandating the use of °1 in genitive constructions:

(36) FAVOR GENITIVE-"T (siglum: FAVOR-GEN-"T)
Use "1 as a genitive particle in certain constructions.

This constraint dominates MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY in the Introduc-
tion (Intro-NP), and in Fekh. B, where it is used twice (37.a.i~ii). Moreover,
"1 is used three times as a clearly genitive marker (37.b.i-iii):

(37) Genitive use of "1 at Tell Fekheriyeh
(a) Used to supply a relative pronoun in *dV + NP constructions:
(i-ii) Stich B:1: Sakin mati “guzani ““sikani u “"zarani = M3 79N
IR M 20 M
“governor/king of Guzan, (and of) Sikan, (and of)
Azran”

78 For this problem, see E. M. Fales, “Le double bilinguisme de la statue de Tell Fekherye,”
Syria 60 (1983): 233-250; Quick, Deuteronomy 28, 137-151, esp. 151; and the extended
discussion in Hutton and Crouch, Translating Empire.

79 Abou-Assaf, Bordreuil, and Millard, La statue, 21; similarly Greenfield and Shaffer,
“Notes on the Akkadian-Aramaic Bilingual Statue,” 110; Kaufman, “Reflections,” 163.
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(b) Used as a genitive particle:
(i) Stich Intro N-P: @ = *por7117 1 KT “The statue of Haddu-yif1”
(ii) Stich B:10: uniité $a bit “adad (1ISKUR) = TT7 N2 7T RIKRND
“the vessels of the house of Hadad”
(iii) Stich B:20:  di’u Sibtu dilipte istu matisu la ipparrasii
= NN N TR OR 53T vaw mm
(i.e., the case at hand)

Regardless of our present inability to identify the precise environments in
which this construction is used, its limited appearance in the Introduction
and in Fekh. B may lend credence to the claim that Fekh. A and Fekh. B
were translated by different individuals (if the Introduction can credibly be
assigned to the translator or scribe who composed Fekh. B).

Returning to the matter at hand, we must observe that, even if Steymans’s
reading of Fekh. B:20 were to stand, his interpretation of its usefulness for
his point is doubtful. In his rendering, the departure of the Aramaic from its
putative Assyrian source text would violate PHRASAL MAXIMALITY (three
individual nouns/noun phrases rendered as two nominal phrases) and
MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY (a single Akkadian lexeme - either $ibfu or
dilipte - rendered as a three-morpheme genitive in Aramaic [5371 1 VaW]).
These are hardly the same violations assumed in the putative shift from
VTE sunqu husahhu bubitu mutanu ina énikunu ai ippitir (§ 56:479-481)
to Hebrew P72 27121 Mmna npbTal nnTpar nanwa » 122 (Deut
28:22). The replacement of Akkadian miitanu by three Hebrew terms would
be a violation of PHRASAL DEPENDENCY, and would move in the opposite
direction - i.e., expansion - of the example in Fekh. B:20. Furthermore, it is
not clear that the Akkadian terms in VTE § 56:479-481 are close enough
semantically to their putative Hebrew correspondents to satisfy SEMANTIC
IDENTITY, or the even higher-ranked PRaGMATIC IDENTITY. The curse for-
mula also departs in significant ways, violating both SyNTACTIC IDENTITY
(i.e., the occurrence of the list in subject position in VTE, but as a series of
adverbial prepositional phrases in Deuteronomy) and MORPHOLOGICAL
IDENTITY (i. e, there is general non-correspondence between the Akkadian
2.m.pl. -kunu and the Hebrew 2.m.sg. morph, not to mention that ina
énekunu ai ippitir remains completely un-reproduced in the Hebrew). In
short, were Deut 28:22 a translation of VTE § 56:479-481, multiple major
translation constraints would be violated in patterns directly antagonistic to
the patterns established by Fekh. A (and, for that matter, the system of cor-
respondences found in Fekh. B).
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5.2. Deut 28:30 and the Transformation of Futility Curses

To bolster his case, Steymans points to the end of Fekh. B, in which the Ak-
kadian expresses a series of wishes for results that would affect the object of
the curse negatively; the corresponding Aramaic text couches these in the
form of a futility curse. We provide one example in (38):
(38) Akk.: 1 meé lahratu la usabba hurapa
May one hundred ewes not satisfy a lamb.
Aram.: 17 HR1 0K [P0 RO AR

And may one hundred ewes nurse a lamb, but (may it) not be satisfied.
(Stich B:15; Akk. lines 32-33 ~ Aram. line 20)

A single clause in the Akkadian has been expanded into two clauses in
the parallel Aramaic curse. Aside from the addition of clausal linkages
motivated by COORDINATION EXPLICITATION, the Aramaic explicates the
verbal action (i.e., nursing), and recasts the Akkadian transitive verb as an
intransitive passive verb. The semantic roles of the Assyrian text are thereby
represented faithfully in the Aramaic solution (preserving adherence to
SEMANTIC IDENTITY and probably also PRAGMATIC IDENTITY), but vio-
late SynTACTIC IDENTITY at the clausal and phrasal levels, not to mention
MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY with respect to the verbal transformation. The
same types of transformations occur in the three following curses (B:16-18).
Outside of these transformations, however, our main constraints remain
active. That is, although the Aramaic has clearly been crafted with a view
towards retaining culturally-relevant models (satisfying FAVOR NORTHWEST
SEmITIC CONVENTIONS), it takes pains to retain the same pragmatic value as
its Assyrian counterpart and, at the same time, to violate the lower-ranked
constraints MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY, MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY,
and LEXICAL LINEARITY as minimally as possible. We can confirm this by
setting the actual Aramaic output (y) in competition with what would have
been the closest possible word-for-word replications of the Akkadian, first
with topicalizing left-movement (a) and then without ({3). These three can-
didates are given in (39), together with details of their syntactic structure:
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(39) Replacement possibilities of Akk. B:15:
AKkk.: 1 me lahratu la uSabba hurapa
[s [np sUBJ] [vp NEG V [yp 0BJ]]]
(o) R pawn? 58 JIRD RN

[s [xp SUBJ] [yp NEG V [ 0B]]]]
(B) 7nr nRo RN v

[s [Vp NEG V] [Np SUBI] [Np OB]]]
(Y) 7 HRY NR IPJ’U‘? 1IND NN

[s [xp SUBJ] [yp V [yp 0BJ]]] coONy [ [yp NEG V]]

The competition between (a), (B), and (y) is analyzed in Tableau 3 (40),
with constraints consistent with the hierarchies identified in (33).58° All
three options satisfy PRAGMATIC IDENTITY and, so far as possible, LEXxicaL
IDENTITY, so we omit them from our tableau. Because options (a) and (B)
satisfy SEMANTIC IDENTITY, MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY, MORPHOLOGICAL
DEPENDENCY, and SYNTACTIC DEPENDENCY (CLAUSE) more optimally than
does (y), we must posit that the elimination of alternatives (a) and (B) occurs
at a higher constraint range. As it happens, we have already identified such a
highly-ranked constraint, FAvOoR NORTHWEST SEMITIC CONVENTIONS. This
constraint would automatically disqualify (a) and (f):

(40) Tableau 3: Evaluation of (a), (B), and (y), including FAvor-NWS_conv:

AKK. | FAVOR-NWS_conV | IDENT:SEM | IDENT:MORPH | DEP:SYN(CL) | DEP:MORPH
(a) *1
([3) x-! *

detopical-

izes subject

(e (Y) * * * *

explicita- fpl. > m.sg. | adds clause Prh

tion of ver-
bal action

Favor NORTHWEST SEMITIC CONVENTIONS forced the translator (or
composer) of Aram. B to come up with a translation that satisfied this
highly-ranked constraint, even if it required violating certain lower-ranked
constraints. Yet, although the lower-ranked constraints are violated, their
violation is minimal — they continue to remain in force.

In confirmation, we observe two exceptions to this pattern (41):

80 We assume that the translation technique - or, more synchronically, the system of cor-
respondences — evidenced in Fekh. B closely resembles that of Fekh. A. This is not a
necessary prerequisite, but instead a convenient one. A fuller analysis would reconstruct
the hierarchy for Fekh. B from scratch; see Hutton and Crouch, Translating Empire.
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(41) AKk.: liris I la essidi
1 lim liris 1 sit lisbat®!
May he sow, may he not harvest.
1,000 (measures of barley) may he sow, 1 seah may he harvest.
Aram.: 7m0 581 p
1an RS DM PH PIYw 9HNI
And may he sow, but may he not harvest;
And may he sow 1000 (measures of) barley,

but may he seize (only) a paris from it.
(Stichs B:13-14; Akk. lines 30-32 ~ Aram. lines 18-19)

In these curses, the Aramaic version satisfies all IDENTITY, MAXIMALITY,
DEPENDENCY, and LEXICAL LINEARITY constraints to the degree expected.
Presumably, this was possible because the Akkadian was already articulated
in a way that mirrored typical West Semitic curse formularies, rather than
replicating the structure of the remaining Assyrian curses in this text. In
other words, given the option of satisfying the lower-ranked constraints
while still adhering to the higher-ranked constraint FAVOR NORTHWEST
SEMITIC CONVENTIONS, Aram. B does so — confirming that these constraints
are indeed still active.

While Steymans is correct that “one [i. e, the translator] changes around
formulae according to the fixed patterns of the target language,”®” the trans-
lator also attends to many other lower-ranked constraints. The significance
of this is drawn out through our analysis of Deut 28:30, which Steymans
claims is derived from VTE § 42:428-430:%

(42) VTE § 42: 4dilibat nabat kakkabi (MUL.MES) ina nitil énekunu (1G1.2.-ku-
nu) hiratekunu ina sani (OR) nakrékunu (LO.KUR-ku-nu) lisanil
marékunu (DUMU.MES-ku-nu) ai ibéli bitkunu (£-ku-un [sic])
nakru (LO.KUR) ahti liziz (li-za-zi-ma [sic]) mimmikunu (mim-
mu-ku-un [sic])

May Venus, brightest of the stars cause your (pl.) wives to lie in
the lap of your enemies before your very eyes; may your sons not
lay claim to your house; may a foreign enemy divide all of your
possessions.

81 Despite the normal semantic value of Akk. sabatu, “seize,” the context clearly supplies
the local sense of harvesting. Greenfield and Shaffer (“Notes on the Akkadian-Aramaic
Bilingual Statue,” 115) point to a technical meaning of lisbat, which they translate “get

.. in return” “The nuance is getting a return from the increase on an investment.”
They point to a similar nuance of the root 1n& in Hebrew (Num 31:30); for this techni-
cal meaning, see also E. Lipinski, “Bilingual Inscription,” 46.

82 Steymans, “Assyrische Vorlage,” 131.

83 The Akkadian text drawn from ORACC differs slightly from that in D.]. Wiseman,
“The Vassal Treaties of Esarhaddon,” Iraq 20 (1958): 1-99, esp. 61. VTE § 42 does not
appear in the Tayinat version.
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Deut 28: RH1 PON 07212 2WNTRY 13a0 M3 DT INR WIRI WIRD YR
155nn
You will betroth a woman, but another man will violate her; you
will build a house, but you will not dwell in it; you will plant an
orchard, but you will not enjoy its fruits.

Tableau 4 evaluates the first two of these curses — concerning the woman/
wife and concerning the house — which we designate here (8) and (¢). The
candidates are each evaluated for the degree to which they violate the various
constraints summarized in (33). As we saw above, Fekh. B also adheres to
these constraints. In Tableau 4 we especially note MORPHOLOGICAL MAXI-
MALITY (MAX:MORPH), to capture the degree to which the Hebrew text omits
morphemes from the corresponding Akkadian. This constraint demands
that every morpheme of the source text be replaced with a corresponding
morpheme in the translation. We have only briefly discussed this constraint
above (section 4.3.2) because it is only violated once by the Aramaic transla-
tor of Fekh. A. Each violation of MORPHOLOGICAL MAXIMALITY indicates
a word in Akkadian that is not replicated in the putatively-correspondent
Hebrew.®

(43) Tableau 4: Evaluation of VTE § 42:428-430 ~ Deut 28:30 according to the expec-
tations established by Fekh. A and B:

FAvOR- IDENT:SEM IDENT: DEep:synN(cL) Dep: MAX:MORPH
NWS_conv MORPH MORPH
( 6) * * * * *%
hirat- -kunu (expected as wIRD ddilibat
~ R ~ R part of move nabat
* * to futility kakkabi
nakrekunu ina suni curse) ot
~INR YR o ina énékunu
(8) * * * * *ok
ibéli ~ -kunu (expected as n1an marekunu
awn part of move
to futility
curse)

84 We have counted dilibat as only one morpheme, so as to minimize the number of viola-
tion marks in the tableau. Strictly speaking, however, it should count as two morphemes
(base + f.sg. -at). As this begins to suggest, a strict application of MORPHOLOGICAL
MaximaLITY would produce even more violation marks than are given here. Even in
this abbreviated form, the contrast of this chart with (33) is clear enough. As a simpler,
non-technical mode of comparison, note how the translations of the Akkadian and
Aramaic texts of Fekheriyeh can be represented in a single column of text (as in Ap-
pendices A and B): this shows clearly how minimally the Aramaic translator violated
this major constraint.
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In our analysis, we have marked violations conservatively. In fact, so many
violations of the constraints established by analysis of the Tell Fekheriye In-
scription occur here that it is nearly impossible to track all of them without
expanding our tableau significantly. The number of violation marks in Tab-
leau 4 serves to capture the high degree to which Deut 28:30 would violate
the translation constraints identified in (33).

5.3. Deuteronomy 28:23-24 as a Translation of VTE §§ 63-64

In keeping with an interpretive tradition that goes back to Weinfeld and
Frankena, Steymans identifies Deut 28:23-24 as a translation from VTE
§§ 63-64:%°

(44) VTE §§ 63-64: KLMIN KL.MIN ildni (DINGIR.MES) mala ina tuppi a'dé’
an[nié Sumsunu (MU-Sunu) zakril] ammar libitti (s1G,) kaqq-
uru lusiqqunikkunu kaqqarkunu ki parzilli (AN.BAR) lepusii
meméni ina libbi ($A-bi) lai la iparru’a
ki $a iStu libbi Samé (TA $A AN-e) $a siparri (UD.KA.BAR) zunnu
(a.AN) la izannununi (Tayinat: izannunanni) ki hannie zunnu
(A.AN) nalsu ina eqlikunu (A.SA.MES-kunu) tameratekunu li
la "il'lak; kiim zunnu (A.AN) pe’endti ina matikunu (KUR-
kunu) liznun (Tayinat: liznuna)

DITTO, May whichever gods [that are named in thlis tre‘aty”
tablet make the land as narrow for you as a brick; may they
make your land like iron; may nothing sprout in (its) midst.
Just as from the heart of heavens of bronze rain does not come
down, in the same way may rain (nor) dew not come down in
your fields, your meadows; but rather, may a rain of charcoal
rain in your land.

Deut 28: moan 5ma TONNTIWR PAIRM nwnl '[\278'1"7}7 AWK TNRW YN

TIWA T THY TV DNWATN 9P PAR TLIR TORTNR

The (lit.: your) heavens that are over your head will be bronze,
and the earth that is beneath you (will be) iron. The Lord will
make the rain of your land (into) dust and grime; it will come
down upon you until you are destroyed.

These thematically comparable texts are frequently cited as exhibiting par-
ticularly close resonances. Indeed, there are several lexical terms that over-
lap, suggesting that the constraints LEXICAL IDENTITY and SEMANTIC IDEN-
TITY may be satisfied in ways that other sections of Deuteronomy have not
been able to demonstrate. But Crouch has shown that arguments proceeding
from these terminological similarities founder when confronted with a more

85 Steymans, “Assyrische Vorlage,” 123, 137-138. The translation here is based on that of
ORACG, with a few emendations to reflect our own work.
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exacting analysis.3® Here we compare the two texts using the translation
constraint hierarchy in Tableau 4 (43). To save space — and to keep matters
from exceeding even the most dedicated typesetter’s abilities — we represent
only the violations occurring in VTE § 63 and Deut 28:23, while allowing
that VTE § 64 holds some vocabulary in common with Deut 28:23:

(45) Tableau 5: Evaluation of VTE §$ 63(-64) ~ Deut 28:23 according to the expecta-
tions established by Fekh. A and B:

FAVOR-|IDENT:SEM | IDENT: Dep: Dep: MAX:MORPH

NWS_ MORPH syN(cL), MORPH

CONV Max:

syn(cL),
[DENT:SYN
(V.23) * * % * 206

(the assyme- |kaqqarkunu |(the loss of a 121 B
tries here are |~ PIRN clause, com- bl ilanit mala
too numer- |(omission |bined with -5V WK | ina tuppi
ous to count; | of 2.m.pl. significant TWRA| adé annié
we provide |suffix; cf. syntactic o Sumsunu
onemark  |no suffix on |reconfigura- | TNNN™WR |zakrit ammar
of viola- kaqquru, tions that go libitti kaqquru
tion only to |$ 63, and well beyond lusigunikkunu
indicate the |2.m.sg.suf- |the kind of ... ki... lepusn
wholesale | fix on IR, |rearrange- memeni ina
variation of |v. 24) ments libbi lu la
the semantic discussed iparru’a
meanings above)
of these two
texts)

The significance and magnitude of the violations that this pairing demon-
strates renders it highly unlikely that the author of Deuteronomy 28 could
be construed as “translating” VTE in any sense of that term.

5.4. Summary

On the basis of our analysis in section 4, we suggested that the translation
of an Akkadian source text into a Northwest Semitic language ought to be
characterized by principled adherence to major translation-universal con-
straints, in patterns roughly approximating the constraint hierarchy evident
in Fekh. A. As the above begins to show, the lexical and syntactic changes
between VTE and its putative “translation” in Deuteronomy diverge signifi-

86 Crouch, Israel and the Assyrians, 65-68.
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cantly from the model established by Fekh. A (and, for that matter, Fekh. B),
despite certain thematic similarities. Without further concerted reflection
on the method of “counting” violations, it becomes unclear just how severely
Deuteronomy violates this translation hierarchy, but already it is clear that it
does so to a significant degree.

6. Implications of the Tell Fekheriyeh texts for Deuteronomy

We suggested above that scholarly opinion with regard to Deuteronomy’s
relationship to VTE reflects two ways of dealing with their acknowledged
dissimilarities: explanation by recourse to creative translation and explana-
tion by recourse to an alternate source text. The suggestion that Deuter-
onomy constitutes a creative translation of VTE has now been considered
and dismissed: we have argued that, if Deuteronomy reflects a translation of
an Akkadian treaty or loyalty oath, it ought to reflect a hierarchy of transla-
tion constraints similar to that exhibited by the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription.
On the basis of the very real failure of Deuteronomy 28 to satisfy these
constraints, we have excluded the possibility that Deuteronomy represents
a translation of VTE.

This leaves open the possiblity that these divergences might result from
the author of Deuteronomy having used a source other than VTE. Our
conclusions thus far are well-suited for considering this possibility. Again, if
Deuteronomy reflects a translation of an Akkadian treaty or loyalty oath into
Northwest Semitic, it ought to reflect a hierarchy of translation constraints
similar to that exhibited by the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription. Barring specific
reasons for deviation (which, as described above, are usually limited), a tar-
get text produced according to those constraints should closely resemble its
source, preserving elements such as vocabulary (LEXICAL IDENTITY and SE-
MANTIC IDENTITY), syntax (SYNTACTIC IDENTITY and LEXICAL LINEARITY),
or concepts, as well as the overall shape of its source text (SYNTACTIC DE-
PENDENCY, MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY, MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY).

Furthermore, if Deuteronomy is such a translation, we should be able to
reconstruct an approximation of its source text. Although this reconstructed
text will not exactly mirror the original, the basic process is viable enough
to begin and proceed with a high degree of principled certainty. Transla-
tions which exhibit fastidious satisfaction of fundamental constraints such
as MORPHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY, MORPHOLOGICAL MAXIMALITY, and
MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY are precisely those for which the retroversion
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of the source text is most viable: morpheme-for-morpheme from source to
target, morpheme-for-morpheme from target back to source.

If Deuteronomy’s source text came from the Assyrian treaty family, then,
both this retroverted text and Deuteronomy itself ought to resemble extant
exemplars closely, with occasional deviations from the Hebrew text explica-
ble through reference to highly-ranked constraints established in our analy-
sis of the Tell Fekheriyeh inscription. As our analysis has begun to show,
however, Deuteronomy contains few or no clues indicative of an Akkadian
source text: one or perhaps two loan words may derive from Akkadian but
have no counterpart in any known Assyrian treaty (thus incurring serious
violations of LEXICAL IDENTITY), while the rest of Deuteronomy’s vocabu-
lary and locution show no distinctive signs of having been influenced by
Akkadian or by Assyrian treaty vocabulary and locution more particularly
(thus incurring serious violations of MORPHOLOGICAL IDENTITY, MOR-
PHOLOGICAL DEPENDENCY, and a variety of other similarly fundamental
constraints). By the same principles that make clear that Deuteronomy is
not a translation of VTE, therefore, Deuteronomy is exceedingly unlikely to
be a translation of some other Akkadian text.

We allow that our analysis has not entirely ruled out a refractory use of the
VTE, or perhaps the independent reliance of each text on an extant tradition
or common set of tropes. Yet such refraction can hardly be called “transla-
tion,” if by that term we mean anything approximating the transformations
employed by the translators who effected the Aramaic text of the Fekheriyeh
inscription. But, if this is the case, then there are very few avenues by which
to trace dependency between specific Assyrian texts and Deuteronomy. Our
analysis would necessarily be reliant on a far more nebulous set of refractory
and transformative procedures than we have discussed here. If dependence
upon previous texts cannot be traced with the precision that we have come
to expect from the project at hand, then we must question whether depen-
dence on a specifically Assyrian treaty- and oath-tradition can be substanti-
ated at all.
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Appendix A: Text of the Fekheriyeh Inscription, Text A

Assyrian text (normalized) Aramaic text

Intro

NP WO T ROIAT!

Rel-VP 120 T DT W T
Text A Text A
A:l: 'ana‘adad gugal samé u erseti A:l: PRI P S
A2a:  musaznin ® nuhSe (HE-NUN) A:2a: =0Y Nnann
A:2b:  nadin riti u masqite > ana nisé kal dadme ~ A:2b: 152 nnY pwm 3 W nn
A:3a:  nadin *isqu u nindabé A:3a: TPIRY 7OV N
A:3b: ®anaili ah(h)ésu A:3b: mnr o5 prdKy 4
Aid: gugal narati A4 052 9m S
A:5: ®mutahhidu kibrati A:5: 192 nnd N
A6:  ilu remeéni7 $a sipusu tabu A:6: nav nmben 1 npnn R
A:7: asib “guzani A:7: 120° 10
A:8:  beli rabi belisu A:8: 27 RN
A:9a: ladad(v)-it’i Sakin mati “guzani A:9a: M3 THn Worn RN
A:9b: O mar Ysamas-niri Sakin mati “"guzani-ma  A:9b: ma 751 Mmoo’ 71
A:10: ' ana bullut napsatisu A:10: wal nh
A:11:  arak amésu A:ll: MRy TIRAN
A:12: Ysumeud Sandtisu A:12: mw nan®
A:13a: Sullum bitisu A:13a: nnra ohwh
A:13b: zérésu A:13b: YT oYW
A:13c: 2y nisésu A:13c: mwar ® ohwh
A:14:  ana nasah mursi  $a zumrisu A:l4: man pn Tonh
A:15:  ikribiya ana Semé A:15: nmbxn ynwn,
A:16: Y gqibit piya ana magari A:16: 1na AR npvn o
A:17:  ikrum-ma " iges A:17: 1 2m 0
A:18a: mannu arkil A:18a: IR TN
A:18b: anhiissu luddis A:18b: oTn N Y
A:18c: '® sumi-ma liskun A:18c: 13 owh onw
A:19a: mannu $a sumi '’ unakkaru A:19a: NN T m
A:19b: u Sumsu isakkanu A:19b: nnw own 12
A:19¢: ®adad(v) qardu li bél dinisu A:19c: 5ap nd 933 70

English Translation (italics indicates Aramaic text):

Intro-NP: The likeness of Haddu-yi0%

Intro-RevIVP: which he placed before Hadad-of-Sikan ...

A:l: To Hadad, (the) canal inspector (of) heaven and earth

A:2a:  (the one who) causes to rain fruitfulness (of fields) (Aram.: riches)

A:2b:  and gives pasture and watering place to (the) inhabitants (of) all the land
(Aram.: to [the inhabitants of the] lands, all [of] them);

A:3a:  and gives share(s?) (Aram.: sprinkling) and food offering;
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A:3b:
A:4:
A:5:
A:6:
A:7:
A:8:
A:9a:

A:9b:
A:10:
A:11:
A:12:

A:13a:
A:13b:
A:13c:

A:14:
A:15:
A:16:
A:17:

A:18a:
A:18b:
A:18c:
A:19a:
A:19b:
A:19c:

Jeremy M. Hutton and C.L. Crouch

to (the) gods, all of them, his brothers;

(the) canal inspector (of) rivers, all of them;

(the one who) makes luxuriant the land/world, all (of) it/ them;
compassionate god to whom it is good to pray;

resident (of) Guzan (Aram.: Sikan);

great lord, his lord (Aram.: @);

Haddu-yi0i (Aram.: the lord of Haddu-yif), governor (of) the land (of)
Guzan,

son (of) Samag-nari, governor (of) the land Guzan (Aram.: king of Guzan),
(In order) to make healthy (Aram.: sustain) his life,

and to prolong his days,

and to increase his years,

and to make sound his house,

and to make sound his progeny,

and fo make sound his men,

and to remove sickness from his body/person (Aram.: from him)

and to hear my prayers (Aram.: his prayer),

and to accept the word of his mouth,

he dedicated (Aram.: erected) it and gave it to him.

(As for) anyone subsequent,

when it is dilapidated, let him renew (it) (Aram.: let him establish it anew)
and let him place my name on it.

But as for anyone who would efface my name from it

and would place his own name -

may Hadad the hero be his adversary.

Appendix B: Text of the Fekheriyeh Inscription, Text B

Assyrian text (normalized)

Aramaic text

Text B

B:1a: Y salam 'adad(v)-it-’i

B:lb:  $akin mati *° “"guzani ““sikani u
Wzarani

B:2:  2lana tiris (?) $kussisu

B:3:  arak paliisu

Bida: 22 qibit pisu

B:4b: eli ilani u nisé * tubbi

B:5a:  salma Suate

B:5b:  eli mah**ré usatir

B:6:  ina pani ‘adad (13KUR)

B:7: % asib "sikani

B:8:  bel "habiur

B:9:  26salamsu izqup

B:10a: mannu $a Sumi issu libbi ¥ uniite
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Text B

B:la: "wor7n oYR
B:1b: IR M P20 MM TR B
B:2: ANDTD DT DRD
B:3: arn RS 14
B:4a: nna NNk wn
B:4b: 200 15 jwIr HR1 1OKR HR
B:5a: TaY NRT ROINT
B:5b: MmN 0T T HR
B:6: aanli=ar)
B:7: 120 2p7 16
B:8: 912N KN
B:9: ow nnby
B:10a: RUIRN 10N TN
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Assyrian text (normalized)

Aramaic text

B:10b:

B:11a:
B:11b:
B:12a:
B:12b:
B:13:
B:14:
B:15:
B:16:
B:17:
B:18:

B:19:

B:20a:
B:20b:

Sa bit Yadad (18K UR) beliya 28
ipassituni

dadad (18kUR) beli

akalsu » mésu la imahharsu
d5ala béssi

30 akalsu mésu K1.MIN

liri$ I 1a 3" essidi

1 lim liris 1 sat * lisbat

1 mé lahratu la usabba 3 hurapa
1 me latu la usabba mari

31 me alidate la usabba mara
351 me apiate la umalld tinira

eli tubginate lagiti >’ lilqutd

di‘u Sibtu 38 dilipte
iStu matisu la ipparrasit

B:10b:

B:11a:
B:11b:
B:12a:
B:12b:
B:13:
B:14:
B:15:
B:16:
B:17:
B:18:

B:19:

B:20a:
B:20b:

English Translation (italics indicates Aramaic text)

B:1a:
B:1b:
B:2:
B:3:
B:4a:

B:4b:
B:5a:
B:5b:
B:6:
B:7:
B:8:
B:9:
B:10a:
B:10b:
B:11a:
B:11b:
B:12a:
B:12b:

B:13:
B:14:

B:15:
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The image of Haddu-yif,

W T nany

TR ORIN
A7 180 np S8 i nnrb
nRIn Ho

A7 R Aphn SR mim annd
TR ORI Pt

730 RS D791 YO WY ORI
b1 HRY R [prah R arm 20
T 581 Hap 2L 1D 10 AR
"7 581 @Y 1pnd pws nrm 2
5R1 DAY N 1aRY W AR
b

W MR 105 ’n5pYP 1™
1H5a85

531 1 vaw mm ?

700 1A s O

governor (of) the land (Aram.: king of) Guzan and of Sikan and of Azran -

for the prosperity (?) (Aram.: the exaltation and succession [?]) of his throne,
and to prolong his reign (Aram.: his life),
and in order to make the utterance of his mouth (Aramaic: that the utterance

of his mouth be)

good to the gods and to humanity,

he made this likeness,

he improved it over what was before.

Before Hadad,
resident of Sikan,
lord of the Habur,
he placed his statue.

As for whoever would efface my name from the objects (Aram.: vessels)

of the house of Hadad my lord -

may Hadad my lord

not receive his food and his water from him (Aram.: his hand);

may Sala my lady

not receive his food and his water from him (Akk.: prrTo his food and his

water; Aram: his hand);

and may he sow, but may he not harvest;
and may he sow 1,000 (measures of) barley, but may he seize (only) a paris

from it;

and may 100 ewes not satisfy a lamb (Aram.: may 100 ewes nurse a lamb, but

it not be satisfied);
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B:16:  (may) 100 bulls (sic!) not satisfy a calf (Aram.: and [may] 100 bulls (sic!) nurse
a calf, but it not be satisfied);

B:17:  (may) 100 mothers not satisfy a son (Aram.: and [may] 100 women nurse a
baby, but it not be satisfied);

B:18:  (may) 100 bakers not fill an oven (Aram.: and [may] 100 women bake bread in
an oven, but not fill it);

B:19:  and may the gleaners glean on the refuse pits (Aram.: and from the refuse-pits
may his men glean barley [and] eat)!

B:20a: May illness, scourge of pestilence (Aram.: And may plague, the scourge of
Nergal),

B:20b: not be cut off from his land!
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