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Literature

By now the Akkadian inscription of King ldrimi of Alalah needs no introduction to stu-
dents of the ancient Near East. It has become one of the principal sources for studying the
history of Syro-Palestine in the middle of the second millennium B.C.E. Since the original
publication, no full-length philological study of this important inscription has yet appeared.

It has been our purpose here to fulfill this need. Philological contributions have been offered,
though, in a variety of studies. Of these studies the following have been utilized by us con-
siderably in our own study and will be cited by us only by the author’s surname and the ap-
propriate page reference: S. Smith, The Statue of Idri-mi, Occasional Publications of the
British Institute of Archaeology in Ankara 1 (London, 1949); W. F. Albright, Review of
Smith’s Idrimi, BASOR 118 (April, 1950), 14~20; A. Goetze, Review of Smith’s Idrimi, JCS 4
(1950),226—31; J. Nougayrol, Review of Smith’s Idrimi, RA 45 (1951), 151—54; B. Lands-
berger, “‘Assyrische Konigliste und ‘Dunkles Zeitalter’,”” JCS 8 (1954), 47-73;]. Aro, “‘Re-
marks on the Language of the Alalakh Texts,” AfO 17 (1954—56), 361—65; M. Tsevat,
“Alalakhiana,” HUCA 29 (1958), 109-35; R. Borger, ‘‘Die Statueninschrift des Idrimi von
Alalach (um 1400 v. Chr.),”" in K. Galling et al., eds., Textbuch zur Geschichte Israels2
(Tubingen, 1968), 21-24; A. L. Oppenheim, in J. B. Pritchard, ed., ANET3,557-58;G.
Giacumakis Jr., The Akkadian of Alalap, Janua Linguarum, Series Practica 59 (The Hague,
1970); A. Kempinski & N. Ne’eman, “The Idrimi Inscription Reconsidered,” in Y. Aharoni,
ed., Excavations and Studies. Essays in Honour of Professor Shewmuel Yeivin (Tel Aviv, 1973),
211-20 [in Hebrew with English summary] .

Methodology

The inscription was written in cuneiform in an inconsistent and idiosyncratic manner. We
are dealing with the work of a scribe whose knowledge of Akkadian grammar was weak and
who was not careful in writing the cuneiform characters, and with the copy of a stone mason
who betrays no understanding of cuneiform writing. We must therefore contend with a multi-
tude of signs whose reading can only be guessed until the requisite interpretation is determined
through philological analysis; cf. Smith, 10f.; Albright, 14—15. Our philological approach, then,
begins with a decipherment of the cuneiform that readily yields meaningful Akkadian and then
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proceeds to suggest appropriate readings for the more obscure passages. The correct decipher-
ment of the more obscure cuneiform follows from philological determinations and not vice
versa. Oppenheim (557a) has voiced the need for a fresh collation of the inscription. We have
not had the opportunity of making such a collation from the original monument. However, to
our mind, such a collation can only have value after a careful philological study of the inscrip-
tion has been done, and we have tried to provide such a study here.

We do not mean to imply that preceding commentators, including Smith himself, have not
based decipherments on philological probabilities. On the contrary, we have tried to accredit
the notable contributions of preceding scholars in the commentary. However, our approach
is characteristically more comparative than that of others. That is, we have found in the in-
scription several passages where comparative material from Akkadian (particularly Mari,
Boghazkoi, Amarna, Ras Shamra, and Assyria) and Northwest Semitic (particularly biblical)
sources helps elucidate the inscription of Idrimi significantly.

Following the Introduction, which includes some discussion of important linguistic and
literary matters, we present a fresh reading of the cuneiform in transcription, a new translation,
and a commentary concerning philological, linguistic, literary, and exegetical matters.

Orthography

It has long been noted that the orthography of the Level IV (fifteenth century) texts from
Alalab follows so-called “Hurro-Akkadian” practice (cf. Wiseman, Alalakh, 18—19; Giacumakis,
$2.1). Many orthographic features of the Akkadian texts from Alalah, Nuzi, Boghazkoi,
Amarna, and Ras Shamra are common to Hurrian writing. Some salient characteristics of this
scribal tradition that bear upon the interpretation of the Idrimi inscription are the double
writng of nasal consonants (see commentary on line 24, imurin(n)ima), excessive use of the
MES determinative (cf. M. Berkooz, The Nuzi Dialect of Akkadian [Philadelphia, 1937], 19;
see commentary on line 64), and interchanges of s and § (to which we retumn shortly). In ad-
dition, there are orthographic features in Idrimi that betray the influence of a scribal tradition
which we know from the Old Assyrian documents from Kultepe, such as the writing of yi for
te (cf. Oppenheim, WZKM 45 [1938], 40; see commentary on line 33, etteSer), the use of ljl;l
for u5 (cf. Smith, 27), and the aforementioned interchange of s and ¥, to be discussed below.
Another scribal practice, of less philological significance, is the lack of distinction between
voiced and voiceless and “‘emphatic’’ and non-“emphatic” consonants, which appear to pre-
serve characteristics of the Old Akkadian syllabary (cf. Goetze, Language 14 [1938], 135—37).

The orthographic confusion of S and § merits special attention. The phenomenon occurs
in the Idrimi inscription in the writings of ma-81-ik-t# (line 4) for masiktu; ap-5U-SU and
ip-SU-SU (line 9) for apsusu and ipsus; ya-Si-im (line 39) for ya¥i(m); and bu-St (line 79) for
biki; cf. Smith, 28; Goetze, 227. The confusion of S and § is attested in other Alalah texts
as well; e.g., SA-a-al (Wiseman, Alalakh, #116:14) tor $a’al (contrast ibid.:17 $i-ta-"-il-Su-nu);
me-S1 (ibid., #126:38) for mesi; cf. Wiseman, ibid., 19-20; Aro, 362a; and Giacumakis, § 2.27.
This phenomenon, especially writings of S for §, is documented in Old Akkadian and through-
out that area in which Hurrian may have been spoken and was written; cf. e.g., tu-SA-bu for
tu¥¥abu (OAkk.; RA 23, 25:16); Sl-be-ld-nim for $ebelanim (OA; BIN 4, 3:14, etc.; see Hecker,
GKT § 40);1S-de for i¥de (OB Mari; RA 33,52,1i:25; cf. GAG § 30e; Finet, L ’Accadien des
lettres de Mari [Brussels, 1956], § 11b); SA-¢i-ir for Satir (Nuzi; see Gordon, Or. 7 [1938],

37; Goetze, Language 14 [1938], 136; cf. Speiser, JAOS 58 [1938], 184); ri-ik-SA-am for
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riksam (Bo. St. 8, 90:4) and ma-81-ik-tam for masiktam (ibid., 108:39; both Boghazkoi);
ka-ba-S1-ka for kabasika (Amarna; EA 366:6; cf. B8hl, Die Sprache der Amarnabriefe [Leipzig,
19091, § 10b; 18-ni-qu for isniqu (Ras Shamra; PRU VI, #35: rev. 3; cf. Nougayrol, Ug. V, 78).

We are dealing here with an orthographic, and not phonetic, phenomenon. This is assured
through a consideration of the related phenomenon of variant writings of the sequence of
dental plus 3rd person pronominal suffix; cf. already Smith, 28. Contrary to standard Akkadian
represented by Old Babylonian for example, in 1drimi the sequence dental (D) + pronominal
¥/s is written D + § instead of D +§. The examples in Idrimi are: ap-ta-gi-idSu-nu (line 91),
and LUGAL-ut-Su (line 95). Other examples in Alalah are li-ig-bat-Su (Wiseman, Alalakb,

#2:27 and passim),SAG.DU (qagqad)-3u (ibid.:52), ukta-na-a$-Si-id-$u (ibid., #92:7),
i-$a-ad-da-ad-3i (ibid.:11), a-wa-at-Su (ibid., #116:13); etc. The phenomenon has been mis-
represented by Aro (361—62) and Giacumakis (§ 3.14), but it has been appreciated by Smith.

Besides writings of D + § in texts from Alalah we find writings of s + s- and -2 + 2-, cf. e.g.,
Si-bu-uz-zu (Wiseman, Alalakh, #7:17; cf. JCS 8 [1954], 2:33), ri-ku-uz-za (Wiseman, Alalakh,
#8:10), su-ub-bi+s-su-nu-ma (ibid., #110:7, correct Wiseman, ibid., 20). Clearly these writings
represent phonetic spellings whereas the writings D + § represent morphophonemic spellings
(for the concept of morphophonemic writing as applied to Akkadian see, e.g., Reiner, Or. 42
[1973], 35—38). However, as we have stated above, the practice of writing § rather than s
in morphophonemic spellings is peculiar in comparison with Babylonian. But spellings of D + $
are attested in Ras Shamra Akkadian;e.g., as-sa-bat-Su-mi (PRU VI, #36:9), é(bz't)/—.(‘u (Fisher,
The Claremont Ras Shamra Tablets, #1:8), DAM (a$3at)3u (Ug. V, 9, #6:3, 21), LU pyys-ut-$i
(ibid., 95:46), a-kasSa-ad-Su-nu (ibid., 71:14); cf. Nougayrol, ibid., 78. No clearer demon-
stration of the orthographic, non-phonological basis of this phenomenon could be found than
the fact that in the very same text from Boghazkoi we encounter both i-k-a¥-Sa-az-zu (=ikka3Sad
+Su; Bo.St. 8,96:3) and ni-pd-a3-$i-it-Su (ibid., 106:26). The confusion was at times so con-
siderable that scribes wrote zZU for pronominal $u even when a phoneme other than a dental
or sibilant preceded; cf. e.g., Sul-ma-an-2U for Sulmansu (EA 28:27; cf. ibid.:30; Tushratta of
Mitanni); Su-ku-un-ZU-nu-ti for Sukun¥unuti (Ug. V, 92:22).

This scribal practice may have devolved from the Cappadocian scribes who wrote -§ + pro-
nominal *§ as $3-; e.g., e-pd-Sum ‘1 shall make for him’ (BIN 4, 9:8); cf. Hecker, GKT
§ 41b; there are even such exceptional forms in OB, for which see the literature and examples
given by Veenhof, Aspects of Old Assyrian Trade and Its Terminology (Leiden, 1972), 90, n.
142. (The most probable reason for writing -33- for -5 + pronominal *§ is that § + § was still
pronounced §¥, later becoming ss; for the entire problem see the forthcoming dissertation of
Greenstein.) Later scribes in peripheral dialects may have extended the distribution of pro-
nominal § in morphophonemic writings to apply when dentals precede. Since there are also
phonetic writings of D +3/s in Alalah as ss (sometimes written zz), writings of D + ¥ represent
an orthographic tradition, not a phonological oddity; that is, they wrote § for what is s (or 2)
in most varieties of Akkadian. Similarly, interchanges of ¥ and s elsewhere in Alalah should
be explained on orthographic grounds. :

It only remains to account for the scribal interchange of ¥ and s in Alalah and other “Hurro-
Akkadian” dialects. We may hold two chief factors responsible. First, there was a conflict of
competing scribal traditions, that of Old Akkadian in which later Akkadian § was represented
by either S (for *§/5) or § (for *£), and that of Old Babylonian etc. in which ¥ was represented
by $ands by S/z; cf. Speiser, AASOR 20,8 14; JAOS 58 (1938), 187—89. Second, there was
an inconsistency in representing the four sibilants of Hurrian with only three rows of cuneiform
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signs (8,'S,Z). Sometimes, for example, cuneiform § and S would be employed to render the
same Hurrian phoneme, leading to overlapping orthographies; cf. Speiser, AASOR 20,

§§ 4142, JAOS 58 (1938), 175—-93. Hence, as heir to divergent and at times inconsistent
traditions, the scribes at Alalah and elsewhere occasionally represented ¥ by S and s by §.

The Akkadian of Idrimi

In many respects our scribe followed standard Akkadian grammar and diction. However,
the influences of non-Mesopotamian varieties of Akkadian, of West Semitic (see below), and
of Hurrian manifest themselves. The excessive use of copula # and the occasional lack of
number and gender agreement may be due to Hurrian influence; for the former cf. Speiser,
AASOR 20,8 211; and for the latter see on line 50 (mamita danna) and cf. Gordon, Or. 7
(1938), 231.

Other linguistic features point to (Old) Assyrian influence, such as the “subjunctive” uni
suffix (see on line 24), and attachment of a suffix to the preposition gadu (line 76), and per-
haps the plural formation in ebrutu (line 76). The use of -Sunu (e.g., line 14) as an accusative
suffix is Assyrian, in contrast to Babylonian -Sunuti (cf. Aro, 362a), and note that our scribe
writes Subta(m) nepta(m) (line 85) as in, e.g., Mari (see commentary) and Assyria (e.g., AKA,
92:34-35), and not Subat neptim as in Hammurapi texts (cf. LIH 95:39—40; PBS 7, #133:19-20).
The inscription of Idrimi shows no particular acquaintance with Middle Babylonian; in Idrimi
w is never written with M, and 3z does not shift to /t (cf. line 53 u¥tassusu, lines 80, 89 ustepis).

Our inscription also contains several idiosyncracies, some of them barbarisms. There is a
prolixity to suffix “‘subjunctive” u or uni to verbs when standard Akkadian does not call for
it (see on line 30 itt@ru). Sometimes the wrong case-ending is employed (see on line 79 ina
basitu), and in two instances case endings are not deleted before suffixes as they should be
(line 73 basitu[Su] nu and line 97 SumaSu). In line 28 the verb 2ukk# is employed instead of
wuSSuru (see commentary). Rare lexical usages are nahu ‘to become allied’ and manabtu
‘treaty’ (see on line 41), and the demonstrative pronouns anmi ‘these’ (see on line 69), ulla
‘those’ (see there), and anninati ‘this’ (see on line 92). In syntax an anticipatory genitive con-
struction is employed, which has occasional parallels only in Hurro-Akkadian (see on lines
60—63). Additional linguistic difficulties are discussed in the commentary.

West Semitic Influence

West Semitic influence, linguistic and idiomatic, has always been assumed for the Idrimi
inscription, but few legitimate examples have been proferred in the literature. Of those pro-
posed by Tsevat, for example, one is misconceived (see commentary on lines 5—6), one is
based on a false parallel (see on line 95 ebla limduduiu), and one depends on an unlikely
reading in our inscription (see on line 4 pan; contrast Tsevat, 129). The use of copula
for asseverative force, suggested by Smith (33-34), is very speculative. While Aro (365b)
speaks of considerable West Semitic influence in Idrimi, the only example he observes is that
of the Akkadian stative corresponding to the WS perfect (364a), seen already by Smith (37-38).

We count eight instances in Idrimi where WS influence is more than likely; some have al-
ready been observed in whole or in part. For seven cases we refer to the commentary: anaku
Idrimi (line 1); use of the stative as a WS perfect (see on line 4 palganu and line 26 urtabbi’aku);
aSabu ana (line 6 et al.); a¥hu ‘situated’ (lines 19-=20); in@ma ‘that’ (line 25); kima i$ten aweli
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(line 37); ebla limdudu¥u (line 95). The eighth case is more complex and merits attention here.

A notable feature of our inscripdon is that it departs from standard Akkadian syntax in
frequently commencing clauses with a verb. Smith (38) observed these departures but mini-
mized their significance, attributing them to a stylistic propensity toward verbal chiasmus;
cf. Giacumakis, § 10.12. However, the positioning of the verb at the beginning of clauses
appears to be another West Semitism, especially since it cannot be attributed to the Hurrian
substratum. For in Hurrian, as in Akkadian, verbs rarely occur in clause-initial position; cf.
Speiser, AASOR 20, 183 and § 244.

In Idrimi verbs occupy clause-initial position eight times: u palganu . . . (line 4), u a¥banu
... (line 6) imuriun(n)ima . .. (line 24), u etepu¥ . . . (line 30), u adbub . . . (line 46), u uza iz
... (line 74), u &rub (line 78), u umas¥il . . . (line 87); contrast, e.g., ¥ matiya iSmun(n)ima
(line 35). In six of these eight instances (lines 4, 30, 46, 74, 78, 87) a pattern obtains in which
the clause-initial verb follows another verb in clause-final position plus connective ». In the
other two instances (lines 6, 24), however, no other verb directly precedes.

Further, a most peculiar alteration of Akkadian word order is found in the formulaic
SumaSu [sic!] u 2érSu lipalliqui ina mati§u “May they extirpate his progency and his seed
from his land”’ (lines 97—-98). This formula is a widespread one, particularly in (Middle)
Assyrian inscriptions, and in each case the verb is clause-final (e.g., AOB I, 66:52—53; 84,
#7:12—13;92:16—-18;98:20-23; 124:5f.; 128:23-24;132:19-21; 138:23-24; 142:24-25;
156:rev. 12—13;etc.). Even in the peripheral dialects of Boghazkoi and Ugarit, variants of
this formula are attested with the verb last; cf. e.g., Sumka u 2érka . . . lipalliga (Bo.St. 8,

34: 65—66); Sum3u lihalliq (PRU 111, 105:57).

Indeed, standard Akkadian word order is the norm both at Nuzi and Boghazkoi. But we
do find examples of non-final verbs at Ras Shamra, where we must likewise suspect WS in-
fluences; cf. e.g., RN mar RN, Sar [al Ugarit] ittaSi 3 iki e[ql] ati [§] a PN u ittadinSu Sarru
ana PN, . .. “RN, son of RNy, king of [Ugarit] has appropriated three tku’s from the fields
of PN, and the king has given them to PN, (PRU VI, #45:14—19); [¥] anitam Sarru uzakki
PN ina arduti $a 3arri [u] ittadin$u Sarru ana PNy u ana maréSu . . . “‘Further, the king has
freed PN from the servitude of the king [and] the king has given him to PN, and to his sons”
(ibid.:28—30); etc. Non-final verbs are also attested regularly in the Amarna correspondence
from Canaan, which surely reflects WS usage, cf. e.g., ul yupapbira kali awelut Hapiri u yilga
al Sigata u al Ambi “So that he may not mobilize all the Hapiru and seize GN and GNy”

(EA 71:28-31); ana minim qalata u la taqbu ana Sarri belika u tusana qadu sabe pitati u
timaqqutu mubhi mat Amurri “Why do you remain silent and not tell the king, your lord,

that you may set out together with troops of archers and attack Amurru-land?” (ibid. 73:6—11);
etc. It is therefore most reasonable to attribute the presence of so many non-final verbs in
Idrimi to West Semitic influence.

It is perhaps of significance that most of the West Semitisms occur in the first part of the
inscription, in which the scribe relates a narrative unlike the literature of Mesopotamia (see
next section). Here the scribe had little dependence on classic Akkadian style and language
and would be more apt to lapse into his own idiosyncratic usages.

The Literary Character of the Inscription and Biblical Parallels

The literary aspects of the Idrimi inscription have been neglected in most discussions but
have been appreciated in the review by Oppenheim, JNES 14 (1955), 199—200. As Oppenheim
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observed, the story of Idrimi is unlike Mesopotamian literature both in content and style. But
there are clear biblical parallels. Oppenheim indicated similarities to the biblical narratives con-
cerning the reunion of Joseph with his brothers and the story of David. We shall also indicate

in our commentary the parallels with Jacob’s stay with Laban, the story of Jephthah, and others.
Oppenheim concluded that ““All this seems to me to bespeak the existence of a specific literary
tradition, totally different in temper and scope from that of the ancient Near East” (ibid., 200b).
In fact, when we recognize this common literary tradition and compare Idrimi with biblical and
other western texts, several problematic passages in Idrimi find reasonable interpretations (see
especially on lines 24—28, 95, etc.). Beside the story of flight and spectacular return, other
salient literary motifs are the typological use of the number seven (see on lines 28, 43, 65), and
the attack against Idrimi by a coalition as soon as he established himself as King of Alalah.(lines
58f.). To this we may compare the biblical account of the rebellion of King Mesha of Moab
upon the accession of a new king in Israel (2 Kgs. 1:1; 3:5).

TRANSCRIPTION

1. a-na-ku Hd-ri-mi DUMU(ma) TDINGIR (lim)-i-lim-ma

2. 1R(arad) 91M(Adad/Te¥ub) 9HE-bat u d1¥tar NIN (beler) UR U ()
A-la-la-ah NTIN (belti)

3 i-na URU@) Ha-la-abk! E@it) a-bi-ya /NIN (belti) -y a

4 [awat] ma-¥i-ik-td it-tab-%i u hal-qa-nu

5 LObE uetary URU@D E-markl a-pa-teld  /1G1 (pan)

6. Sa um-mi-ya u a¥-ba-nu a-na URU (@) E-marKi

7 a}vx—bebé—ya $a UGU(el)-ya GAL-GALbé(rabﬁ)

8 it-ti-ya-ma a$-bu-d0 U ma-an-nu-um-ma

9 a-wa-temeS ¥, ah-Su-Su G-ul ih-3u-u3l

10. um-ma a-na-ku-ma ma-an-nu-um Pf(bft) a-bi-Su <uba"u

11. Ju-d@ DUMU (mar) NISAG (@Saréd) GAL(rabl) U ma-an-nu-um

7

12.  [aShu] a-na DUMUbﬁ(mﬁrE) URU@) E-mar lu-d IR (arad)

13. ANSE.KUR.RA(sisD-ya GIS.GIGIR (narkabti)-ya 4 LU .KUS  (kiz)-ya
14. el-te-qé-Su-nu U i-lam ma;at pu-ri-ib-teki

15. c-te-ti-iq u li-bi ERIN™M®S(sahs) Su-tu-gKi

16. e-te-ru-ub it-ti-Su a-na li-bi

17. GIS.GIGLR (narkabtd) sa-'1lil-te-a bi-ta-ku i-na $a-ni u4-mi

18. an-mu-u¥-ma U a-na ma-at Ki-in-a-nim X1

19. al-li-ik i-na ma-at Ki-in-a-nimXi

20, URU@) Am-mi-yaXl a¥-bu i-na URU@) Am-mi-yaKki

21, DUMUME3(mape) URU@) Ha-la-abXi DUMUMES (marz) ma-at
Mu-ki-i§-peki

22. DUMU™3(narz) ma-at Ni-ipKi 4 [DUMU (mard)] ™5 ma-at

23, A-ma-eXl a¥.pu

24, i-mu-ru-un-ni-ma

25. i-nu-ma DUMU(mar) be-li-Su-nu a-na-ku U a-na UG U (muppi)-ya

26. ip-pu-ru-nim-ma a-ka-a-na DUG,(agtabi) ur-tab-bi-a-ku

27. G-ra-ak 4 a-na li-bi ERIN™e3(abz) LU .SA.GA Z (Hapird

28. a-na MU.7.KAM™®S (sebe Yanari) a¥-ba-ku MUSEN VA (essrari) G-za-ki



29,
30.
31.

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39,

41.
42.
43,

45.
46.

47.
48.
49.

50.
51.
52.
53
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55.
56.
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59.
60.
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63.
64.
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68.
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SILA4b5(pubadi) ab-ri-ma U ¥e-ib-i $a-na-ti 91M(Adad/Te¥ub)

a-na SAG.DU(qgagqadi)-ya it-tu-ru U e-te-pu-u$ GI§.MAbé(ellip&te)
ERIN™e3(apz) NU.ULU/ST.KU @illati[?])a-na- GIS.M A b (ellipate)
G-%ar-ki-ib-Su-nu

U A.AB.BA(thmta) a-na ma-at Mu-ki-i¥-peki

et-te-¥ir U pa-an HUR.SAG (hwsan) Ha-zi

a-na ta-ba-lim ak-¥u-ud e-li-ya-ku

U ma-ti-ya i$-mu-un-ni-ma GUDb“/(alpé) u UD U YA Gmmere)

a-na pa-ni-ya ub-lu-d-nim U i-na U 4. 1.K A M (i¥tén umi)

ki-ma 16" (%én) LU (ewel)) ma-at Ni-hiKi ma-at A-ma-eki

ma-at Mu-ki-i§-heki &% URU@) A-la-la-ahki URUKi@D-ya
a-na ya-Si-im it-tu-ru-nim éEémcg(abbé)—ya

iS-mu-d-ma U a-na mal-ri-ya il-li-ku-d

ab-beb"i-ya ki it-ti-ya-ma in-na-bu-d

ab—bebé—ya lu d-kin-am-$u-nu ap-pu-na
MU.7.KAMbé(sebe§anﬁti) IBa-ar-at-tar-na LUGALG@Garru) dan-nu
LUGAL@) ERINMCS(bz) Hur-riXi G-na-kir-an-ni

i-na se-eb-i $2-na-ti a-na IBa-ra-at-ar-na LUGALri(S‘am')
LUGAL @ar) ERIleeE(.g&bE) <l;lur-riki> TAn-wa-an-da aS-ta-par
U ad-bu-ub

ma-na-fha-[te] ‘tes $a a-bu-tebé-ya i-nu-ma

a-bu-tcbé-ya a-na UGU (mubpi)-¥u-nu in-na-hu-d

4 [a-wa]-ti-ni a-na LUGALbéGarri) §a ERme€§(§5bE) Uur—riki
da-mi-iq

U a-na bi-ri-Su-nu NAM. ERIM (mamita) da-na

iS-ku-nu-nim-ma LUGALEaru) dan-nu ma—na-b:«1-tcl\3’,i

§a pa-nu-ti-ni U NAM.ERIM (mamita) $§2 bi-ri-Su-nu i§-me-ma
U it-ti ma-mi-ti u$-ta-su-3u AY.AHY (ghaaba) a-wa-at

ma-mi-ti b a%-Sum ma-na-ba—tcmcg-ni Su-ul-mi-ya
im-td-har h,ki-nu-ti $a kab-tu §-%a lmpir(®)> SISKUR  (nige)
G-¥ar-bi u E(bita) hal-qu d-te-er-¥u

i-na Lljti(awélﬂﬁ)-ya i-na ki-nu-ti-ya da-an-na-am
a-az-kur-%u u LUGALku(Earrﬁku) a-na URU @) A—la—la—abki

LUGALme§(§arrEm') fa ZAG@imitt)-ya u GUB(}uméli)-ya il-lu-an-ni-ma

\

u ki-ma Su-nu-ti ku-um-ta el ku—{k‘u} -ma-ti-$u-nu
¥a ab-bu-tebd i-na qa-qa-ri tab-ku-u

U a-na-ku i-na qa-qa-ri d-8a-at-bu-ku

U a-na-an-ta d-$ak-lu-G-Su-nu

ERmeevS'bé(gﬁba) el-te-qé a-na ma-at lja—at—teki
e-te-1i W 7 URU.DIDLIVE(@ani) sa-lul-$u-nu

UR U (@) Pa-a§—§a-l\;eki U R U (aD) Da'~m3,-ru—ut—SIPA(;'Z”i)ki
URU@) Hu-lah-ba-anki URU @) Zi-seki [.cki
URU@D) U-lu-zi-naki 4 URU@) Za-ru-naki

an-mu-d URU,.DIDLIVE@GEn) gu-1ul-%u-nu b wli-lu-é
ap-te-pi-Su-nu-ti ma-at Ha-at-te ki

G-ul ip-bur 0 a-na UGU (muphi)-ya G-ul il-li-ku
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72. $a lib-bi-ya e-te-pu-u$ $al~|a-tcb£-§u-nu

73. a%-lu-ul-ma nam-ku-ri-Su-[nu] bu-¥e-Su-nu ba-%i-tu-[Su]l-nu

74. el-te-qé U G-za-iz a-na ERmee§(§ﬁbE) til-la-ti-ya

75. Lgmes ab-bebé~ya

76. U Ll/J.eb-ru-tebal—ya gqa-du-3u-nu-ma

77. a-na-ku el-te-qé u a-na ma-at Mu-ki-i¥-peKi at-tu-ur

78. U e-ru-ub a-na URU(al) A—Ia-la-abki~ya i-na $al-la-tim

79. u i-na mar-%§i-tim i-na nam-ku-ri i-na bu-¥i U i-na ba-%i-td

80. %a i%-tu ma-at Ha-at-teXi G-%e-ri-du £ (bita) uf -te-pi-i¥

8. GU.ZA(kussh)-ya ki-ma GU.ZA™ES (kussi) $a LUGALMES (arani)
G-ma-%i-il

82. LUMmMeS SEp¥medppay va ki-ma SESMES(appa) ¥a L UGALMES Sumani)
DUMUMES (marz) -ya

83. ki-ma DUMUmeg(mEré)-§u—nu b Lgmes qur4—bu-tebé—ya u
qur4—bu—tcbé-§u-nu

84. Ud-ma-Si-lu-d-Su-nu TU§me§(&§ib7) ¥a a-na lib-bi ma-ti—yaki

85. KI.TUS (ubta) "nel-eh-tam G-$e-$i-ib-¥Yu-nu $a KI.T US Gubta)
la G-u¥-¥a-bu

86. a-na-ku G-Ye-¥i-bu-¥u-nu 4 ma-tiKi-ya d-ki-in-nu-ma

87. U d-ma-%i-il URU.DIDleé-ya ki-me-e pa-nu-ti-ni-ma ki-ma
A .A.(abbuti) -ni-ma

88. it-teM€® Y3 DINGIR™ES (ilani) 2 URU@) A-la-12hK! G-ki-in-nu-d-ma

89. U SISKURxbé ni-iq—qx’bé $a a-bi-bi-ni $a u¥-te-pi-¥u-d-%u-nu

90. a-na-ku e-te-ne-pu-u¥ -Yu-nu an-mu-d e-te-pu-u¥ -Su-nu

91. b a-na qa-ti ldIM(Adad/Tei‘ub)-ni-ra—ri DUMU (mari)-ya ap-ta-qi-id-§u-nu

92. ma-an-nu-um-me-¢ ALAM((salmi)-ya an-ni-na-ti 15-ZA-AR-RI-KU
(uSamsaku/uSazzaqu(?])

93. {u pi-ri-iy-¥u li-il-qd-ut} 9%a-mu li-iz-zu-ur-%u

94, %a-ap-la-nu! er-ge-tu pi-ri-ih-%u li-il-qd-ut

95. DINGIRmeg(ilﬁnu) ¥a AN (¥am8) U Kl(ersetd LUGALYY Garrat)-%u
li'-ma-at-tu! ES(ebla) lim-du-du-%u

96. ma-an-nu-um-me-e U-na-ak-kir-3u i-ip-pa-a$-¥i- [ssu}

97. 41 M (Adad/TeSub) EN (bel) AN Gam@) u KI er-se-ti u DlNGIRme§(ilanu)
GAL.GAL.E.NE (rabtitu) Su-ma-%u

98. U NUMUN(zer)-%u li-pal-li-qu ina ma-ti-Su I8 ar-ru-wa D UB .S A R (tupSarru)
GIR.NIT A (Sakkanakku) X .X X .X X X (istur isnigibre) 2 an-na

99. ISar-ru-wa LL/JADUB.SAR(tup\éarm) ¥a dALAM(;aIma) an-ni-na-tim
is-tu-ru-%u DINGIR™ES ¥a AN (famé) u KI (erseri)

100. li-bal-li-fu-G-8u li-na-sa-ru-$u lu-d KUG.LU (andullu/naruf?]) -$u
d8ama¥ EN®E) e-lu-ti

101. u $ap-la-ti EN (bel) {lu-xﬁ.} e-tem-mi lu-d TI.RA (illu/sululu[?])-5u

102. MU.30.KAMME¥(30 Yanati) L UG A LKY Qarvaku)

103. ma-na-ah-ti-ya a-na ALAM((galmi)-ya a$-gu-ur li- [mura/fassal

104. 4 a-na UGU (muppi)-ya li-ik-ta-na- [raba/u]
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TRANSLATION

In Aleppo, my ancestral home, a hostile [incident] occurred so that we had to flee to the
people of Emar, my mother’s relatives, and stay there. My older brothers also stayed with me,
but none of them had the plans I had. So I, Idrimi, the son of Ilim-ilimma, devotee of M,
Hebat, and my lady I$tar, lady of Alalab, thinking to myself, “Whoever <{seeks> his patrimony
is a great nobleman, but whoever [remains] among the citizens of Emar is a vassal,” took my
horse, chariot, and groom and went away.

I crossed over the desert and came among the Sutu warriors. I spent the night with them
in my covered chariot. The next day I set forth and went to Canaan. The town of Ammiya
is located in Canaan.

People from Aleppo, Mukighe, Ni’i, and Nuha$e were living in Ammiya, and when they
realized that I was their lord’s son, they gathered to me. Isaid the following: “I have become
chief, I have been appointed.” Then I stayed among the Hapiru warriors seven years. I released
birds and practiced extispicy.

In the seventh year IM became favorably inclined toward me, so I made ships and had
auxiliary troops board them and proceeded via the sea to Mukishe. 1 reached land at Mount
Casius and went ashore.

Now, when my country heard of me they brought me large cattle and small cattle, and in
one day, in unison, the countries of Ni’i, Nuha$ie, Mukishe, and my own city Alalah became
reconciled to me. When my allies heard, they came to me. And when they concluded a treaty
with me, 1 established them truly as my allies.

Now for seven years Barattarna, the mighty king, the king of the Hurrian warriors, was
hostile to me. In the seventh year I sent Anwanda to Barattarna, the mighty king, the king of
the Hurrian warriors, and told him of the treaties of my ancestors when they were allied with
them, and that our actions were pleasing to the (former) kings of the Hurrian warriors for
they had made a binding agreement between them.

The mighty king heard of the treaties of our predecessors and the agreement made between
them, and with the treaty they read to him the words of the treaty in detail. So on account
of our treaty terms he received my tribute. Then I pr {esented the (gestures of) loyalty,
which were considerable, I made great sacrifices, and restored to him a lost estate. 1 swore
to him a binding oath as a loyal vassal.

Then I became king. Kings from all around attacked me in Alalal. Just as they had heaped
up on the ground the corpses of (my) ancestors, corpse upon corpse, so 1, too, caused (their
corpses) to be heaped up on the ground thus putting an end to their warfare.

Then I took troops and attacked Hatti-land. As for the seven cities under their protection,
namely, Pa§§ahe, Damarut-re’i, Hulahhan, Zise, Ie, Uluzina, and Zaruna, these I destroyed.
Hatti-land did not assemble and did not march against me, so I did what I wanted. I took
captives from them and took their property, valuables, and possessions and distributed them
to my auxiliartes, kinsmen, and friends. Together with them I took (booty).

Then I returned to MukiShe and entered my capital Alalah. With the captives, goods,
property, and possessions which I brought down from Hatti I had a palace built. T made my
regime like the regime of kings. I made my brothers like royal brothers, my sons like their
sons, and my relatives like their relatives. The inhabitants who were in my land I made to
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dwell securely, and even those who did not have a dwelling I settled.

Then 1 organized my land, and made my cities like they were before. Just as our ancestors
had established regular rites for the gods of Alalah, and just as our forefathers had performed
sacrifices, I constantly performed them. These things I did, and I entrusted them to my son
IM-nirari.

Whoever effaces this statue of mine, may the Heaven god curse him, may the Earth below
destroy his progeny, may the gods of heaven and earth diminish his kingship. Let them have
him executed (lit., measure him by a rope). Whoever changes or erases it, may IM, the lord of
heaven and earth, and the great gods extirpate his progeny and seed from his land.

Sarruwa is the official scribe. He has written, copied and reviewed (the text). And now
may the gods of heaven and earth keep Sarruwa, the scribe, who has written (the text of) this
statue for him, in good health; may they protect him and be his guardian. May Sama¥, lord of
the upper and nether worlds, lord of the spirits, be his protector.

1 reigned for 30 years. !inscribed my achievements upon my statue. Let [the people read
it] and continually bless me.

COMMENTARY

Line 1

anaku Idvimi. *“1, Idrimi”’ (Goetze, Borger), not “I am Idrimi”’ (Smith, Oppenheim, Kempinski
& Ne'eman). The case for taking the first person pronoun heading royal inscriptions as appo-
sitional has been made by Poebel (AS 3 [Chicago, 1932] ), who also observed that the standard
Akkadian formula, following Sumerian models, has the king’s name heading the inscription
and the pronoun following, such as Hammurapi . . sanaku (e.g., CH prolog [:50—-53; LIH
57:1—10, 25—30, 36—39,95:1-9, 42—44). Akkadian texts with a formula anaku RN are from
Neo-Assyrian or later times; e.g., anaku Sin-abpeé-eriba (OIP 2, 150, x:1), anaku ASSur-bani-apli
(Streck, Asb., 2,1:1). That this is not the norm is clear from the inscriptions of Sennacherib,
where, apart from the above reference, only the formula Stn-apbé-eriba . . . anaku is found
(eg., OIP 2, 147:1-9; 148, 1ii:1-3; 150, vii:1—3; viii:1—2; etc.). Since the irregular form only
occurs from Neo-Assyrian times, Poebel has suggested that it may have been influenced by
Aramaic (AS 3, 86).

In fact, in West Semitic inscriptions the pattern pronoun + RN is standard; cf. e.g., nk
Yhwmlik (KAI, #10:1), 'nk Thnt (KAI, #13:1), nk Kimw (KAI, #24:1), nk 'ztwd (KAI,
#26,Ai:1), ‘nk M3 (KAI, #181:1), nk Pumw (KAI, #214:1), nb B[r]rkb (KAI #216:1), etc.
We are therefore obliged to consider the opening formula of the Idrimi inscription a West
Semitism, the first of several to be encountered in this inscription (see Introduction).

The resumption of the apposition with the first person pronoun in line 10 is paralleled in
West Semitic inscriptions such as that of Kilamuwa in which, after a brief genealogical survey,
the second nk introduces Kilamuwa's achievements (KAI, #24:1, 4); cf. KAI, #216:1, 19-20
(Old Aramaic). The same type of resumption is now attested in a Jewish Aramaic inscription
from Giv‘at Ha-mivtar in Jerusalem: 'ub ’bb br kbnb 1'z br 'brn vbb 'nb 'bbh . . . wqbrth “I,
Abba, son of the priest Eleaz(ar) son of Aaron the Great, I, Abba, .. . buried him”; E. S.
Rosenthal, IEJ 23 (1973), 72—81. Likewise in Idrimi there is a brief history narrated in the
first person plural (palganu, asbanu, etc.) until the resumption of anaku in line 10, when,
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following a parenthetic interjection, Idrimi describes his accomplishments in the first person
singular (elteqge, étetiq, eterub, etc.). Clearly in each case the resumptive anaku introduces
the main clause, the preceding giving merely background information. The story of Idrimi’s
flight (lines 3—8) serves as the prelude to his well-planned comeback which begins on line 13.

Idrimi. The name occurs several times in the Alala} texts (for references see Wiseman,
Alalakhb, 137) and perhaps at Ugarit in bn idrm (UT 400, 11:2; PRU V, 113:8). While Speiser
(JAOS 71 [1951], 152) believes the name is Hurrian, his argument is entirely indirect in
reasoning that since one ruler of Alalal) had an indisputably Hurrian name, the other rulers,
including Idrimi, may be presumed to have had Hurrian names. Idrimi was not even a native
of Alalah.

We follow most commentators in deriving the name from the West Semitic root * ‘dr
‘help’ plus enclitic -mi. The name is then a hypocoristicon analogous to the biblical Aramacan
Hadad ‘ézer, which is transliterated dyM-idri in Shalmaneser’s annals, e.g., WO 1/2 (1947),
57:25; WO 1/6 (1952), 464:27; for ‘@zér [=idri] in Hebrew PNN see Noth, Die israelitischen
Personennamen, 154. Enclitic -mi is an emphatic particle in Amorite names (Huffmon,
Amorite Personal Names, 228), and enclitic -m(i) is commonly suffixed to hypocoristic names
in Ugaritic (Grondahl, Die Personennamen, 25, 53).

Line 2

dim. It is difficult to determine whether we are to normalize Adad, the Syrian Semitic storm-
god, or TeSub, his Hurrian counterpart (so e.g., Speiser, JAOS 71 [1951], 152, and Borger).
In favor of Te¥ub is its juxtaposition here with the Hurrian goddess Hebat, written syllabically.
On the other hand, at Nuzi, where Te3ub is attested in PNN by syllabic spellings. diM also has
the reading Adad, as in the equation of 9IM-esi and Ad-rési (MacRae, Nuzi Personal Names,
OIP 77 [Chicago, 1943], 289). Similarly the reading of dim in the name of Idrimi’s son
diMm-nirari (line 91), may be TeSub-nirari (as at Nuzi, see Gelb, Nuzi Personal Names, 155) ox
Adad-nirari.

di¥TAR. Likewise it is possible that d13TAR could have been read as the Hurrian DN I$para
(cf. Wiseman, Alalakb, 9, n. 2) as well as the Semitic DN I§tar.

al Alalap. Smith (103) has already indicated that the determinative mat is to be read in this
text, as it is written throughout ma-at, not KUR. Analogously, even though al is always written
logographically in Idrimi, 4/ should be read, as it appears to have been in the Canaanite letters
from Amarna; cf. Albright and Moran, JCS 4 (1950), 165. Likewise, it seems that the deter-
minatives mmat and al were read at Nuzi, for which see Oppenheim, WZKM 45 (1938), 42. For
a different view concerning a/, see Giacumakis, $ 2.19-2.20.

Line 3

bit abiya. “‘My ancestral home, patrimony.” The CAD (A1, 75b) has already observed that
bit abi in this meaning appears only in texts from the West and from Assyria. Such meanings
are clearly attested for Heb. bét 'ab, e.g. in Gen. 12:1 ‘ancestral home’; Gen. 31:14, Jud.
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11:2, 7 ‘patrimony’ (correct the misinterpretation of R. G. Boling, Judges, AB #6A [Garden
City, N.Y,1975], 198, and see below on lines 26—27); 1 Sam. 17:25 ‘paternal estate’; etc.

beltiya. Written NIN at the end of line 2 but repeated in a run-over into the next line (NIN+ya
at the end of line 3), because ‘“‘the mason wished to avoid writing -2 on an inconvenient sur-
face” (Smith, 15); cf. on pan (line 4) below.

Line 4

masiktu. For the writing of si by §i, see Introduction. The form masiktu is adjectival, but it
can serve alone as a substantive; cf. e.g., Summa ana BenteSina I ana mariSu mar marisu mamma
ma-Si-ik-ta uba’a “1f anyone plots evil against Bentesina, or his son (or) grandson” (Bo.St. 9,
130:32). Hence in [drimi Oppenheim and Lambert (BWL, 290) translate “‘evil deed” and *‘bad
reputation’’ respectively, without restoration. The substantive occurs in another Alalaly text

in the phrase be! masikti (written with ¥) ‘criminal’: Abra ana bel masikti ittiur u kima arni¥u
idddk u bissu ana ekalli 7rub ‘‘Abra became a criminal, and, as his punishment, he was executed,
and his estate was forfeited to the palace’ (Wiseman, Alalakh, #17:7—-11).

However, because of the large break preceding masiktu in our text, most scholars would
restore a substantive to go with masiktu. Nougayrol (151, n. 2) has proposed to restore [tértu]
masiktu ‘a fatal oracle’, presumably because it was on the basis of favorable omens that Idrimi
initiated his comeback (lines 28—30). However, it seems unlikely that Idrimi weuld have for-
feited his patrimony out of anxiety concerning an unfavorable omen. Even in making his come-
back, Idrimi was not instigated by an omen. He employed divination merely to determine when
Adad had become reconciled with him (lines 29-30), i.e., when the time was propitious for
his return (see below on these lines).

Goetze suggested [nukkurtu] on the basis of EA 92:10—11: inanna nukkurtum masiktum
itttya ennipus “Now wicked hostility has been waged against me.” Such a restoration is pos-
sible for Idrimi, but it should be noted that the phrase nukkurtum masiktum is unique in
Amarna while the expected modifier of nukkurtu is dannatu (EA 68:12,29;72:2;,74:14;
76:8;78:8;81:7;and passim). More importantly, our context implies an internal conflict
( a revolt or usurpation) at Aleppo and not enemy action.

Landsberger (60b) restored [awatu] masiktu which Borger has translated “‘criminal [event (?)] .
This is quite plausible considering that masiktu is synonymous with lemuttu and that the phrase
awat lemutti occurs frequently in contexts of rebellion, sometimes with other words for revolt
and insurrection like bartu and sipu. For example, sipu bartu awat lemutti uSabSima mata
usbalkit “(When PN) created sedition, rebellion, and insurrection, and caused the country to
revolt” (KB 1, 176; 40—41 [Samii-Adad V]). The employment of the verb ba¥2 in this
passage with awat lemutti corresponds to its usage in Idrimi (ittabsi) with [awatu] masiktu ox
better [fawat] masiktu (for masiksi). Finally, the phrase awat masikii is actually found in a
passage from Ras Shamra: inanna 7 Selippatu ¥a “Wilnakri [3]a illaka[n] ni u a-ma-at mas-ik-ta
(for masikti) itepsundsi “‘Now the seven enemy boats that have come against me have harrassed
us’’ (Ug. V, no. 24 [pp. 87—-88] : 27-31).

palganu. Morphologically an Akkadian stative, but it corresponds syntactically to the West
Semitic perfect; ¢f. Smith, 37—38; Aro, 364a; Tsevat, 130; Giacumakis, § 8.17. The corres-
pondence is facilitated by the fact that both the Akkadian stative and the West Semitic per-
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fect are inflected through suffixation. This feature is found throughout the inscription;e.g.,
a¥banu (line 6), bitaku (line 17), a$bu (line 23), etc. For the positioning of palganu at the
beginning of the clause as representing another West Semitism, see Introduction.

pan. Written IGI at the end of line 5 for the same reason that NIN-ya in line 2 was run over
to line 3 (so already Smith); cf. above. Elsewhers in Idrimi pan is written syllabically: u pa-an
burSani Hazi (line 33), ana pa-ni-ya (line 36). The omission of the preposition ana/ina preced-
ing pan here and in line 33 is generally confined to later texts in Akkadian (see AHw., 822a).
One can only guess at the source of the scribe’s error. Perhaps the scribe was used to writing
IGI alone as he would on all documents, preceding the names of witnesses; or perhaps he was
thinking of another reading of 1GI, viz., mapar, which can occur without a preceding prepo-
sition; cf. e.g., IGI Nigmepul (Wiseman, Alalakh, #8:11) with mabar Nigmépub (ibid., #9:6).
Thus, he may hdve made the analogy ana/ina mahar: mabar = ana/ina pan: *pan.

Lines 5—6

abate Sa ummiya. ‘‘My mother’s relatives,” lit., “my mother’s sisters.” That apate is not an
abnormal plural for ‘brothers’ is clear from the correct employ of abbeya in line 7. It does

not reflect West Semitic morphology (so CAD A’, 195b),since in WS ‘brothers’ is expressed
‘abim ; ‘sisters’ is expressed by Ugaritic apt, Heb. ‘apdyot. Tsevat (111, n. 4) is probably correct
that the text intends to denote the male population. But in order to explain fem. apate Tsevat
invokes an occasional feature of West Semitic style in which masculine nouns are paired with
masculine nouns and feminine nouns with feminine nouns, e.g., bn Krt kmbm tdr ap bnt Hry
“Keret’s sons vow like them, even Hurriya’s daughters” (111K, iii:23—24). Unfortunately this
feature does not apply in Idrimi since here we do not have a pairing of nouns according to
gender, but a feminine noun (apate) in place of an expected masculine form. Note, for example,
that when Abimelech, son of the biblical ‘‘judge” Gideon, approaches his maternal relatives in
Shechem the text speaks of “‘his mother’s brothers” ('abé immo; Jud. 9:1), not sisters! For
the motif of seeking asylum from a hostile brother with a maternal uncle, compare Jacob’s
sojourn and service with Laban (Gen, 28f.).

aSbanu ana. The normal Akkadian idiom is (w)a$dbu ina, as in lines 20—23 ina al Ammiya marée
Halab . . . asbu “In Ammiya the people of Aleppo . . . were living.” However, as Tsevat has
shown (131f.), waSabu ana is common elsewhere in Alalah and in Amarna;e.g., ul asbati ana al
Beruta (EA 138:21). There can be little doubt that the peculiar usage of wa$abu ana reflects
West Semitic ytb /. For the sequence “flee to’~‘remain among’ cf. Gen. 27:43-44 (Rebecca
to Jacob); “Flee (b%rap) at once to my brother Laban in Haran and stay (wfyaSabta) with

him a little while.”

Line 8

ittiyama. Frequently in this inscription enclitic -ma is otiose, serving no apparent grammatical
function, especially since it is often followed by the conjunction u (cf. Aro, 365a). In such
cases -ma may be interpreted as emphatic; so Smith, 34. For the same phenomenon at Nuzi,
see Wilhelm, Untersuchungen zum Hurro-Akkadischen AOAT 9 (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1970),
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50—52. The sequence of entlitic »ma followed by » is found in standard Akkadian too; cf.
AHw,, 570b,

mannumma. Contra Giacumakis, § 4.41, we should distinguish between the indefinite inde-
pendent pronoun mannumma ‘someone’ and the indefinite relative .pronoun mannumme
‘whoever’. The enclitic -mé stands instead of the relative marker Sa, whereas mannumma does
not introduce a relative clause;see below on lines 10—12.

Lines 10—12

Owing to the fact that these lines are partly broken, the readings of some signs are un-
certain, and several phrases are philologically obscure, one cannot offer a completely con-
vincing restoration and rendering. Many have been the readings and interpretations proposed
for this passage, and many are the difficulties they entail. The most recent proposal is that
by Kempinski & Ne’eman who read ma-an-nu-um E a-bi-Su lu-t DUMU NISAG.GAL # ma-an-nu-um
[la i$u] a-na DUMUM-2 UTUE 400,k 1341 TR and render “Whoever (will have) a patrimony will be
foremost; and whoever [will not (have)] will be a slave to the people of Emar.” Their contri-
bution is to adopt the DUMU of Landsberger’s reading (cf. 55, n. 98) and read NISAG.GAL
for Smith’s iSu li-kal, comprising an apt opposition to IR. However, their rendering glosses
over linguistic problems that preceding commentators also overlooked and is beset by diffi-
culties of its own. Of the latter the most serious is that their rendering of the first clause as-
sumes a verb of possession (i), which they do not read in line 11; their restoration of [la 134
in line 12 presupposes the same missing verb in line 11. Earlier commentators who restored
[la i¥2] in line 12 did so on the basis of a reading i-$% in line 11;e.g. Smith and Albright.

In terms of meaning, the general thought of Idrimi’s declaration seems clear: One who seeks
to reclaim his patrimony is great, while one who remains as an alien in Emar is base. Since
Idrimi takes up action immediately following this declaration, the pronouncement must have
advocated some initiative. A verb stronger than i§7 is thus desiderated.

However, even fully restored these lines present linguistic difficulties. First, as Goetze, per-
ceived, mannum cannot be rendered ‘whoever’ but only ‘who” (interrogative ) . In the Hurro-
Akkadian dialects ‘whoever’ must be expressed by either mannum 3a or mannumme ; see Goetze,
Language 14 (1938), 139; Gordon, Or. 7 (1938), 42; ¢f. AHw., 603b, where only here is mannum
taken as an indefinite relative pronoun; cf. also Heb. m7 “¥Ser . . . mi 'dSer in 2 Sam. 20:11. For
mannumme, see lines 92 and 96 below. Second, the /z in line 11 must directly precede a noun
that stands in opposition to /# (w)arad in line 12. Hence, what follows % in line 11 must be
either a noun or a misplaced verb. Scholars who read a verb at the end of the clause (Smith,
Albright, Goetze) must account for the absence of a direct object. Third, if we adopt the
reading DUMU NISAG GAL of Kempinski & Ne’eman we must face the conclusion thart a verb has
been omitted preceding /u.

Taking all this into account we offer the following suggestion which we believe is gram-
matically sound and contextually suitable: mannum <meé > bit abiSu <uba’ii> lit mar alaréd
rabi (DUMU NISAG GAL), u mannum[me] [a$bu] ana maré al Emar li (w)arad “Whoever <seeks>
his patrimony is a great nobleman, but whoever [remains] among the citizens of Emar is a
vassal.”
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The selection of bu "2 is occasioned by the following consideration. In Hebrew the verb used
of seeking a territorial inheritance is bagqes (Jud. 18:1 with napila), and the Akkadian equiva-
lent of bagqé¥is bu’ii. Compare, for example, bagqes ‘et ha'dtonot “seek the she-assess” (1
Sam. 9:3; cf. 10:2, 14) with bua(mi) imere “‘seek the asses” in Amarna (EA 96:24);cf. further,
Held in Kramer Anniversary Volume, AOAT 25 (Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1976), 233, n. 23.

To express an antithesis to IR in line 12 we prefer the reading DUMU NISAG GAL ‘a great
nobleman’ of Kempinski & Ne’eman (see above) to Landsberger’s apparent DUMU SU-BIR 4 GAL
= mar Subarti rabiti “subject of the great (land) Subartu” (55, n. 99; cf. Goetze, BASOR 147
[1957], 22, n. 6).

Since it is remaining among the Emarites that is anathema to Idrimi, we restore in line 12
(a3bu] (with subjunctive in the relative clause) in the idiom a¥abu ana ‘to remain in/among’,
which is attested above in line 6 (see commentary).

An advantage to reading GAL as a logogram instead of the final syllable of a verb (so Smith,
Albright, Goetze) is that Idrimi may be referring back to this declaration in assuming leadership

of his fellow exiles from Aleppo in line 26: urtabbi’aku I have become chief (rabit)” (see
below).

Line 15

libbi sabe Sutiu. The so-called defective writing /i-bi is unusual; cf. the same spelling below,
lines 16 and 27. Even in the older texts from Alalah one finds lib-bi (Wiseman, Alalakb,
#2:17;etc.). Note the absence of the preposition ana preceding libbi; contrast ana libbi
narkabti (lines 16—17), ana libbi yabe Hapiri (line 27), asibi $a ana libbi matiya (line 84).
Cf. the likewise peculiar omission of a preposition preceding par (see above on line 4).

Line 16

itti¥u. Literally ‘with him’, but the context requires a plural; perhaps a -nu was omitted by
mistake. Borger suggests a singular is intended, referring to Idrimi’s groom; but this is im-

probable, especially since the groom is mentioned a few clauses before and only together with
the horses and chariot.

Line 17

narkabti saliltiya. ‘My covered chariot’. The substantive saliltu is generally understood as a
feminine derived from sillu ‘shade’. The sign preceding il is a phonetic complement /. The
phenomenon of a CV-sign preceding a CVCssign as a phonetic complement is rare, but is also
found at Boghazkoi (cf. Labat, L’akkadien de Boghaz-Kdi, 19), Nuzi (cf. Berkooz, The Nuzi
Dialect of Akkadian, 21), and Amarna (e.g. EA 359:11 nu-u$S%ab ‘we shall dwell’); cf.

RA 66 (1972),167:47+X ikl mu-ma (MB Kudurru, courtesy of H. Wohl); and Labat, Manuel
d ‘épigrapbie akkadienne’, 23.
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Line 18

mat Kin’anim. The writing Ki-in-a-nim here and in line 19 with the a sign beginning a syllable
probably serves to indicate a still articulated laryngeal, as in Amarna Ki-na-ap-ni etc. (cf.
Ebeling in Knudtzon, EA, 2:1577); cf. Smith, 29; Speiser, JAOS 71 (1951), 152, n. 16; Aro.
361b. The same phenomenon is evident in 3e-ib-i (line 29; cf. line 45). The scribal practice
of indicating a laryngeal through employing a V-sign to commence a syllable is widespread in
standard Akkadian; see e.g., Ungnad-Matou$, Gramwmatik § 14b; cf. Reiner, in Studies . . .
Oppenbeim, 170, and JCS 25 (1973), 28.

Lines 19-20

ina mat Kin’anim al Ammiya a$bu. Oppenheim translates “I stayed in Ammia in the land of
Canaan,” but to express ‘1 stayed’ our scribe employs a¥baku (line 28), not aSbu; at the least
we would expect #¥ib. We must therefore followAlbright and recognize that a3bu refers to
Ammiya’s being ‘situated’ in Canaan, and that the form is stative + ‘“‘subjunctive” #. The final
u is a peculiar feature of this text (cf. izziru in line 30, etc.) in which a reckless suffixation of
subjunctive # abounds. It is possible that our form has been contaminated by the correct usage
of aSbu in line 23.

Albright exaggerates, however, when he asserts that “The verb aSabu means ‘to be situated’
as well as ‘to dwell’.”” Akkadian, to our knowledge, never employs alabu to express ‘be situ-
ated’, but rather ¥akanu, as in the opening line of the Summa alu omen series, Summa alu ina
meélé Sakin “If a city is situated on high terrain” (for references, see AHw., 644a); in the well-
known verse from Gilgames, al §uruppak alu Sa tiduSu atta [Sa ina abi] Puratti $aknu ‘“The town
of §uruppak, a town with which you are familiar, that is situated on the bank of the Euphrates”
(Gilg. X1:11-12); and in Boghazkot, alani . . . Sa ina ap Puratti $akna “‘towns . . . that are situ-
ated on the bank of the Euphrates” (Bo.St. 8, 26:33); cf. Poebel, AS 9 (Chicago, 1939), 48,

n 1.

In fact, it appears that the employ of a¥abu in this meaning represents another West Semit-
ism, as in Hebrew the cognate verb ya$ab may have just this sense; cf. Ezek. 16:46 “‘Your (said
of Jerusalem) elder sister Samaria—she and her daughter-towns—who is situated (bayyo3ebet)
to the North of you, and your younger sister who is situated (bayyd¥ebet) to the South of
you—=Sodom and her daughter-towns”; Nah. 3:8 “Are you (Nineveh) better than Thebes
which is situated (hayyo3¥¢ba) on the Nile?”

Line 21

Mukishe. The suffix pe, which also appears in lines 32, 38, and 77, is a Hurrian gentilic (Speiser,
AASOR 20,856,and JAGS 71 [1951}, 152).

Line 22

Nip. Written here Ni-ip but in line 37 Ni-pi. For the various writings of this kingdom, see
Astour, Or. 38 (1969), 385, n. 2.
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Lines 2223

[mare] mat Ama’e. This restoration is consistent with other members of the series (lines 20-23);
cf. Albright, and Greenberg, The Hab/piru, AOS 39 (New Haven, 1955), 20. Others (e.g. Smith,
Oppenheim) inexplicably restore [sabe]. Ama’e is another designation for Nuha¥3e, which is
never mentioned in the Alalal) texts; Astour, Or. 38 (1969), 385. Nupa$se formed a confeder-
acy with Muki¥he and Ni’i with its capital at Aleppo, then Alalah; see ibid., 382—414,

Line 24

imuriin(n)ima. The suffix is strange but of a piece with i§man(n)ima in line 35. It is neither
the standard accusative suffix -»inni nor the dative suffix -nim, as in ippurunimma ‘they gather-
ed to me’ (line 26). Most probably, the suffix is a misused subjunctive -#ni inherited from Old
Assyrian (for which see Hecker, GKT #79d). The double » in the orthography conforms to the
frequent Hurrian practice of writing intervocalic nasals (and somewhat less so liquids) double;
cf. Speiser, AASOR 20, #39. The alternative of taking the suffix as an unusual first person
suffix is unsuitable in both contexts. In such a case we would have to translate “When they
saw me that I was the son of their lord” and “When my land heard (about) me,” the former

of which is awkward and the latter of which assumes more than the text says. Contrast
Giacumakis, § 4.22. Observe that later on in our text the standard accusative suffix is em-
ployed: unakkiranni (line 44), illu’'annima (line 59).

The enclitic -ma here has temporal force, ‘when they realized’. Although this function of
-ma is noted by von Soden neither in GAG § 123 nor in AHw., 569~70, it is well attested in
Akkadian. Compare for example, immar$ima iteppa ana 3a%i “‘when he sees her he will ap-
proach her” (Gilg. I, iii:44); natlatama ni¥i mithari§ apatum ‘“when you look upon all of man-
kind” (BWL 70:18[Theodicy] ); and see i¥mun(n)ima below (line 35) ‘when they heard’.

Line 25

inima. ‘That’, corresponding to Amarna and Boghazkoi usage, equivalent to Hebrew k1. For
example, [z idi Sarru beltya inioma Salmat al Gubla amat kitti 3a Sarri “‘May the king, my lord,
know that Byblos, the loyal handmaid of the king, is well” (EA 68:9—11); Summa ”"”éllglurri
Sammi inwmami SunaSsura i¥tu mapar 3a[r H] wrri iptur u ana Sam[% i] shur “If the Hurrian
hears that Suna$$ura has seceded from the king of Hurri and has returned to the Sun’ (Bo.St. 8,
104:50-52).

The inzma that occurs in line 47 is not the relative corresponding to West Semitic idiom
(contra CAD I/, 161a) but the regular Akkadian conjunction (see below).

Lines 2627

akanna aqtabi urtabbi'aku urrak. The reading of this passage has been subject to nearly as
many versions as commentators. Any proposal will inevitably involve philologic difficulties,
and Albright and Borger have not even ventured to suggest a reading. The main exegetical
problem is to determine what the text is trying to say. We believe that an avenue of investi-
gation becomes accessible once we realize that the story of Idrimi is not an entirely unique
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one. Oppenheim (JNES 14 [1955], 200) and Wiseman (Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible,
Supplementary Volume [Nashville, 1976], 17) have recognized a general similarity in Idrimi
to the stories of Genesis (presumably Jacob’s flight to Haran) and David. However, the re-
semblances run deeper. In fact, the narrative structure in Idrimi has clear parallels in the
stories of Jephthah and David in the Hebrew Bible. On the basis of these parallels it is pos-
sible to determine the meaning of this obscure passage in the inscription of Idrimi.}

The narrative structure may be schematized as follows:

The flight

IDRIMI

In Aleppo, my
ancestral home,
a hostile [inci-
dent] occurred
so that we had

to flee ... (3—4).

I set forth and
went to Canaan
(18—-19).

Recognition by kinsmen

Joining the exiled hero

When they real-
ized that I was

their lord’s son

(24-25).

They gathered
to me (25—26).

JEPHTHAH
(Jud.11)

They expelled
Jephthah telling
him: ‘“You shall
not inherit our
father’s estate”
(v. 2).

Jephthah fled
from his brothers
and settled in the

land of Tob (v. 3).

There gathered

to Jephthah social
outcasts (lit.,
“empty men"’)

(v. 3).

DAVID
(1 Sam, 21-22)

David set out and
fled . .. and he came
to Achish King of
Gath (21:11); David
went out from (Gath)
and fled to the cave
of Adullam (22:1).

His kinsmen and
his paternal house-
hold heard (22:1).

They went down to
him there. There as-
sembled to him every
man in trouble, every
man who had a credit-
or, every bitter man
(22:2).

1 A somewhat similar narrative structure in the Egyptian story of Sinuhe —including flight, recognition,
and elevation to leadership—has been pointed out to us by M. Lichtenstein; cf. now Lichtheim, Ancient
Egyptian Literature (Berkeley, 1975), 1:224-27.
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Making the fugitive/exile leader

They said to And he (David) be-
Jephthah: “Come came ruler over them
be our leader?2 . . . (v.2).

for now we have
returned to you . . .
and so that you

will be our leader
... " Jephthah
replied to the elders
of Gilead . .. “1
will be your leader”
(vv.6,8,9;cf.
10:18).

In Idrimi too we expect some statement indicating that the people who joined with Idrimi in
exile proclaimed him their leader or a pronouncement by Idrimi that he would be their leader.
In our text we must have some pronouncement since akanna introduces direct discourse (cf.
Goetze). The next sign is best read DUG, = a form of gabi} ‘to speak’ (with Speiser, JAOS 74
[1954], 18, n. 4) since akanna is frequently followed by qabil; cf. e.g., akanna agtaba¥su ““1
said the following to him” (EA 7:26); akanna iqtabd ‘‘He said the following to me” (ibid.:28);
akanna igabbi “He said the following” (PRU VI, #7B:9); akanna li taqabbi ““Do not say as
follows’’ (ibid., 14:27-28); etc.

The question of who is speaking rests on the interpretation of the difficult forms wrtabbi’aku
and urrak. While some corruption in our text is likely, from what is written we seem to have a
mixed form of a I1/1 preterite of rab# plus a stative (corresponding to a WS perfect) suffix,

“I have become chief (the rab#),” and a 11/1 stative of (w)u 'uru ‘to rule, to govern’ with apo-
copation of the final #, “I have been appointed” (for (w)u""uru ‘to appoint, to install’ at
Boghazkoi, see CAD A2, 322a); such apocopation is regular at Nuzi (cf. Goetze, Language 14
[1938], 141). But even this interpretation must remain speculative.

In any case, the narrative structure calls for Idrimi to declare his assumption of leadership,
and in fact he does become chief of the exiles and leads them in an amphibious campaign to
Mukispe (lines 30f.).

Line 28
ana sebe Sanati asbaku. 1 stayed (among the Hapiru warriors) seven years.” The number seven

is to be taken as a typological round number and not as precise (cf. Dietrich & Loretz, OLZ
61 [1966] , 558). Similarly, Barattarna is said to have been hostile to Idrimi for seven years

2 gdsin ‘captain’ here is equivalent to ‘leader’, as it is replaced in the following verse by 765 ‘leader’; for
the poetic parallelism of r65//qasin, cf. Mic. 3:1, 9.
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(lines 42—44), and Idrimi claims to have destroyed seven Hatti towns (lines 65—70). The use
of the number seven is too widespread in the ancient Near East to merit extensive discussion
here, but one cannot but compare such Westemn parallels as sebet Sarri abbit Hana $a ugtabbiliunim
akmiSuniti “‘As for the seven sheiks, fathers of Hana, who waged battle against me, I defeated
them” (RA 33, 51:15—18 [Yabdunlim] ). Note also that Jacob stays with Laban in intervals of
seven years, and that his surreptitious departure occurs after a third interval of only six years,
that is, prematurely, one year before another interval had been completed (Gen. 31:38-41).
Furthermore, David rules seven and a half years in Hebron before he reigns over a united king-
dom in Jerusalem (2 Sam. 2:11; ¢f. 5:5). By contrast, in Assyrian inscriptions the number five
seems to predominate; cf., e.g., AKA, 35:63;36:75;41:30; 68:96; (60 kings = 5 x 12); OIP 2,
74:75-76 (five days cooped up on board ship during a storm);etc.

essurati uzakki. The release of birds in order to observe their flight and thereby divine the mind
of the gods is a Western, not Mesopotamian, means of augury; cf. Oppenheim, JNES 14 (1955),
200, n. 1;idem, Ancient Mesopotamia (Chicago, 1964), 209-10;idem, ANET3, 557,n. 2. It
should be noted that the employment of zukk# for the release of birds is a barbarism; cf.
Oppenheim, JNES 14 (1955), 200, n. 1. In standard Akkadian the verb wusSuru(m) is utilized,
as in the passage in which Utnapishtim releases the birds to determine if the flood has subsided
(Gilg. X1:149f.); for other references, see CAD 1/], 211a. Although CAD Z, 29, lists a heading
‘“zukkil to free, release—a) referring to persons and birds,” the only passage within nearly two
columns of material in which zukk# is used of birds is this from Idrimi! But while this usage of
zukk# is not proper Akkadian, neither is it West Semitic, for WS *zky cannot be so employed.
The verb used for the release of birds in Hebrew is ¥allé?p (Gen. 8:7 and passim; Deut. 22:7),
the semantic equivalent of Akk. wuSSuru(m). Most likely the misuse of zukkz in Idrimi for the
release of birds is a transfer from its proper usage for the manumission of persons (cf. Oppen-
heim, loc. cit.), release from claims or obligations, or the like.

Lines 29-30

u sebe $anati %M ana qaqqadiya itturu. For the writing of sebe with § here and in line 45, see
Introduction. The phrase sebe $anati, despite its proper grammatical designation of ‘seven
years’ (cf. e.g., Goetze), must mean ‘in the seventh year’; cf. Kempinski & Ne’eman and Dietrich
& Loretz, OLZ 61 [1966], 557. Two arguments can be adduced from the Idrimi inseription it-
self. First, in line 45 ina sebe $anati must mean “in the seventh year,” not “in seven years’’; cf.
Albuight; Aro. AfO 17, 362b; Giacumakis, 8 7.13. The fact that in our line the preposition ina
is wanting presents no special difficulty as our scribe is not meticulous in his utilization of prepo-
sitions (cf. above on libbi in line 15). Second, ina sebe $anati in line 45 follows the same number
of years written with the logogram MU 7 KAM in line 43. The logographic writing must be
rendered “For seven years (Barattarna was hostile to me)”’ but the syllabic writing must be render-
ed “In the seventh year” (see above). Likewise here in line 28 the logographic writing MU 7
KAM.MES “(for) seven years (I stayed among the Hapiru warriors)” is followed by syllabic
sebe Sanati. This suggests a characteristic feature of our inseription: when cardinal and ordinal
numbers follow in consecutive phrases, the cardinal is written as a logogram and the ordinal is
written syllabically. Hence, we should render sebe ¥anati in line 29 “In the seventh year.”

With Oppenheim we take the phrase ana gagqadiya ittiru to be an idiom meaning “he be-
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came favorably inclined toward me.” Since in a parallel phrase in line 39, ana yasi ittaranim
“(the countries) became reconciled toward me,” the sense ‘toward me’ is expressed clearly by
the pronoun yasi, it is evident that gagqadu is used here to indicate ‘self’, i.e., used as an inde-
pendent pronoun; cf. AHw., 900 (4).

The final -u on ittéiru is another example of an inappropriately applied subjunctive suffix;
cf. above on a$bu (line 20) and below: mat Hatti ul ippur u ana muphiya ul illiku ‘‘Hatti-land
did not assemble and did not march against me”’ (lines 70—71);3a Subta la usSabu anaku
uSeSibuSunu “Those who did not have a dwelling I settled” (lines 85—86); u matiya ukinnu
“I organized my land” (line 86).

Idrimi did not spend seven years as a professional diviner (so implied by Albright, and
Giacumakis, § 1.6). Rather, it was through divination that Idrimi discovered that the storm-god
had become favorable and that the time was propitious to make his comeback; cf. Smith, 74,
Oppenheim, JNES 14 (1955), 200a; idem, ANET3, 557b; Borger, 22, n. 9. Albright’s com-
parison of Idrimi’s divination with that of Joseph in Egypt is superficial and unrelated since
Joseph did not employ divination in order to predict the moment of his rise to power. One
would do better to compare the career of David, who employed divination in order to deter-
mine whether or not he should go to battle (1 Sam. 30:7—8; 2 Sam. 5:23; that 3a'al baYHWH
denotes divination is particularly clear from 1 Sam. 28:6, said of Saul).

Line 31

sabe tillati(?). The interpretation of what is usually read as ERIN.MES NU UL U/SI KU is so
problematic that some scholars have suspected that the text is in disarray; cf. Goetze, 228, and
Aro, 363. Some scholars have taken the sign NU following ER{N MES to be a phonetic comple-
ment (reading ummanu, so Albright, Giacumakis, 110; and Kempinski & Ne’eman). But this
is unlikely because of the fact that the suffix on the verb uSarkibSunu indicates that the pre-
ceding noun is in a casus pendens (‘‘as for the ERIN.MES X, I had them board”) and so should
be in the oblique case (e.g., requiring a phonetic complement #i). So, for example, the nouns
in lines 1314 sisiya narkabtiya u kiziya elteqéSunu ‘‘As for my horse, chariot, and groom, I
took them.” Moreover, a reading of sabu here for ERIN is strengthened by the fact that yabu
primarily denotes soldiers in western texts (from Mari, Ugarit, and Alalah;see CAD §, 54b),
and by the fact that nowhere else in our inscription is ummanu employed (contra Giacumakis,
110). Thus the NU sign must be part of the modifier to ERINMES and not a phonetic comple-
ment.

Albright, reading ummanu ul iqa, took uqu as a preterite of wagi, a form of guwwi ‘to
await’ (cf. AHw., 931), and translates “my troops did not tarry.” However, not only does this
rendering seem out of place in context, but the proposed verb does not mean ‘to tarry’.
Akkadian expresses ‘tarry’ by ubburu or lupputu. It should also be noted that elsewhere in
Idrimi (lines 9 and 71) and at Alalal (see Giacumakis, 109), the word ul is written #-ul (cf.
Aro, 363).

Kempinski & Ne’eman, 212, read ul- {te-> si-ma “1 gathered (soldiers).” Their suggestion
is attractive but phonologically most difficult. It assumes that the shift of 3§z to I, which is a
well-known characteristic of Middle Babylonian and Middle Assyrian, has occurred in this
form. However, this shift is extremely rare at Alalah (cf. Aro, 361b; Giacumakis, § 3.11) and
does not occur in the inscription of Idrimi; cf. uStepfuiunu (line 89). Nor does uStési become
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ultégi at Nuzi or Ras Shamra (see examples in CAD AZ, 380a).

Although we cannot offer any improved reading of the signs we can make a suggestion as
to what the original modifier of ERIN.MES ought to have been. We believe that the expected
modifier was probably tillati, based on the following considerations. First, elsewhere in the
inscription Idrimi terms his soldiers either simply by the collective ERINME§ DY = saba in line
64 (cf. Nougayrol, 153, n. 5; and for ERIN.MES as a collective with singular modifiers, see Al-
bright & Moran, JCS 2 [1948], 245-46) or by the phrase sabe rillati (ERIN MES til-la-ti-ya)
‘auxiliaries’ in line 74. We would thus a priori expect ti/lati as a modifier for [drimi’s troops
here. Second, the phrase sabé tillati occurs frequently in texts from the West. Thus at Mar,
§dbd§unu u sa-bi ti-la-ti-Su-nu iduk “‘He killed their troops and auxiliaries” (Syria 32, 15:22
[Yahdunlim] ); asSum sa-ab ti-il-la-tim Sa tastanapparam ‘‘Concerning the auxiliaries for which
you are constantly writing me” (ARM 2, 68:3); or in the Amarna letters, usSirtiSu qadu ERIN.MES
til-la-ti ana katam “1 will send him along with the auxiliaries to you” (FA 82:17—-18);

u tidikiuna au’élrdbi§a u ERIN.MES til-la-ti $a ina al Sumura “(the sons of Abdi-ASirta) will kill
the commissioner and the auxiliaries that are in Simyra” (EA 104: 34—36 [both letters of
Rib-Haddi]). Thus it is quite conceivable that the original phrase in our Idrimi line was sabé
tillati. However, because of the problematic nature of the signs this suggestion must remain
uncertain.

Line 33

etteSer. The reading of the signs is uncertain, but the context clearly requires a verb denoting
amphibious travel. Both Albright and Goetze read a form of the verb (w)aru ‘lead’, the former
reading ez-hé-hir, “‘a strange spelling of ette’er or an iterative form like Amarna iStababin . .. )"
and the latter et-@é{yer, assuming an unattested by-form *te ‘érum. Neither proposal is accept-

able, however. As forAlbright’s, no 1/2 or I/3 or the verb (w)aru is attested, and we would
expect a direct object (‘1 led them”). As for Goetze’s, even if such a verb were real, it would

not have the meaning “‘I took to (the sea) ...” We find it best to read et-ze-Sir (= éteser) 1
proceeded,” as the verb e$éru may be used of a boat travelling; e.g., lislima Belippu / / listéSera
Smakurru “May the boat arrive here safely / / may the barge proceed here directly” (KAR
196, ii:47—48); cf. CAD E, 358b.

Line 35

ismin(n)ima. For the form, see on imurun(n)ima (line 24).

Line 36

ina istén uwmi. 1drimi claims to have received instant acceptance by the towns of his power-base.
Kings vypically boast of achicving military victory in the space of one day, evidently rclescoping
protracted conflicts into flash triumphs; for references and discussion, see Stuart, BASOR 221
(1976), 159-64.

Line 37

kima istén aweli. 1drimi is obviously describing the towns’ support of him in unison. But to
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express ‘in unison’ Akkadian employs isténis (from OAkk. on; see CAD 1/], 2791.) or ana/ina
piisten (see AHw., 872—73a; cf. Heb. pe’ebad, e.g., Josh. 9:2; 1 Kgs. 22:13; 2 Chr. 18:12). Cf.
e.g., ana tillit¥unu sab PN $a mat GN illikamma ina alim GN ummat GN(?) iSténsS iphuraSum
“As their reinforcements the people of PN from the land of GN came, and in the city GN, the
center(?) of GN(?), they assembled in unison against him” (Syria 32, 14:12—18 [Yahdunlim] );
matam $ati $a kiSad Ayabba ukannis ana pim < i¥tén> use$ib¥i “That country on the seacoast

he subdued and he made it of one mind” (ibid. :22—24; for the insertion of i§tzn, cf. ARM 1,
5:31-35).

To our knowledge there is no parallel in Akkadian to Idrimi’s kima iSten aweli. However,
our expression finds an exact equivalent in Hebrew, where we read for example, wayyagom
kol-ba ‘am k¢’ "ehad lemdr “The entire people arose in unison (lit., as one man) saying ...
(Jud. 20:8; cf. 20:1, 11); wayyippol pabad-YHWH ‘al ba‘am wayyes®’i k€5 ‘ebad “Fear of
the Lord overcame the people and they went forth in unison (lit., as one man)” (1 Sam. 11:7);
cf. Num. 14:15;2 Sam. 19:15; Ezra 3:1; Neh. 8:1. We are therefore compelled to regard
Idrimi’s expression as a calque from West Semitic.

Line 39
ana yasim itturinim. See above on ana qaqqadiya itturu (line 30).
Line 41

in(n)apbu. ‘“They allied themselves, made a treaty with me,” from an idiom itti X nabu ‘to
ally, make a treaty with X’; cf. Smith, 103, who however, parses our form as a IV/1. Since
the 1V/1 of nabu is not well developed (see AHw., 717a), we prefer to take it as a I/1 present
with orthographic doubling of the # (see above on line 24, fmurin(n)ima). Eissfeldt, Kleine
Schriften (Tiibingen, 1966), 3:124—~28, has made the interesting comparison of our napu with
Hebrew n#%h in such passages as Isa. 7:2 wayyugad I€bét Dawid lemor naba *Avam ‘al ’Eprayim
“Now, when it was reported to the House of David that Aram had allied itself with Ephraim”
(trans. The Book of Isaiab, JPS [Philadelphia, 1973], 34). Such a rendering is supported by
the Versions (cf. LXX sunefonesen, Peshitta Stwy, Targum ‘zhbr) and makes perfect contextual
sense.

Our verb occurs again in lines 46—48, where Idrimi informs the Hurrian king, Barattarna,
of the previous relations between their respective kingdoms: u adbub manahate Sa abbiteya
inima abbuteya ana muppiSunu in(n)aphu ‘‘and I told (him) of the treaties of my ancestors
when my ancestors were allied with them (the Hurrians)” (see commentary there). Because
of its association with napu in this passage, we may infer that manapatu is derived from the
same root and denotes ‘treaties, terms of alliance’; so already Smith, 104. This interpretation
is bolstered by the appearance of manabpatu again in lines 51—52 in parallelism with mamitu
‘fealty oath, covenant’ and in line 54, where Barattarna accepts Idrimi’s tribute as per their
manapatu, clearly ‘terms of treaty, alliance’. In fact, the combination of manapatu and mamitu
in lines 51—52 appears to be equivalent to the combination of riksu ‘treaty’ and mamitu ‘fealty
oath’ in Hittite treaties (cf. AHw., 9852, C2b), as noted by Goetze, 228b.

Hence, the manabatu of these lines is to be distinguished completely from the manajptu
‘achievement’ of line 103, manabptiya ana salmiya astur *‘1 inscribed my achievements upon
my statue.” This last passage betrays the influence of Gilg. 1:8 [ibru]s ina nari kalu manapti
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“He [engra] ved all (his) achievements upon a stela.”” The noun manaptu in the sense of
‘achievement’ is derived from anabu ‘to toil, exert oneself’ and occurs in these two passages

in singular form only. There are those who interpret plural manapatu in lines 51—52 and 54

as manahatu ‘toils, vicissitudes’ and derive innapu from anahu (so CAD A2,102a;ibid., 1/],
161a; Oppenheim, 557b; Kempinski & Ne’eman, 213). Such an interpretation is not objection-
able on morphological grounds, as innapu can be a 1/1 of anapu and may be construed with

the preposition #z¢i (line 41) or with ana muppi (line 48). However, in addition to our counter-
arguments above, the concepts of Idrimi’s allies having ‘toiled’ with him (line 41) and of Idrimi’s
ancestors having ‘toiled’ for their Hurrian overlord (line 48) are inappdsite in their contexts.

In the first place, there is no mention in the text that Idrimi’s allies had been with him in exile.
On the contrary, it was only upon his return that they became reunited with him. Secondly,

it would be odd for Idrimi in his own inscription to recount his ancestors’ labor for the Hur-
rians. Such an acknowledgement of servitude, reminiscent of the biblical account of Israelite
servitude in Egypt, would be atypical of both Mesopotamian and Western historiography. On
the other hand, since we are obviously dealing with treaty terminology, interpreting naju as

‘to become allied’ suits both contexts completely.

Line 42

ukinam$unu. Smith’s reading, accepted by Albright, Oppenheim, and CAD (K, 166a), has been
regarded by Goetze (228a) as problematic. He observed that the phonetic string kin is else-
where expressed in Idrimi by ki<n (line 86 #-ki-in-nu, line 88 #-kiin-nu-é-ma). He therefore
emended and read u-sa-al-<la> -am-Su-nu “I made peace with them.” 1t should be observed,
however, that there are other examples of the interchange of CVC and CV-VC in this inscrip-
tion, e.g. dan (line 50), da-an (line 57); lul (line 69), lu-ul (line 73); Sap (line 101); $a-ap (line
94). Asregards Goetze’s suggested reading (accepted by Kempinski & Ne’eman), apart from
the obvious drawback of the need to emend, it suffers from two further objections: (1) the
fact that usallam in form is a present while the context and Goetze’s translation require a
preterite (usallim); (2) his rendering “I made peace with them” does not suit the context.
Idrimi had already been reconciled with the people of his homeland (above lines 35—41). The
point here is that he now forms an alliance with them, hence ““I established them truly as my
allies.”

The unassimilated m of the ventive with the prononominal suffix, which occurs again at
Alalaly in il-gi-nim3Su-nu (Wiseman, Alalakb, #354:7), is a morphophonemic writing analogous
to D +§ (see Introduction).

Line 45

ina sebe Sanati. See above on lines 28—29.

Line 47

manaba[te] {te} . The HE following the gap is problematic. Albright, 18, n. 29, ignores it,

and Nougayrol (152, n. 9) interprets HE as another form of HA, the pluralizing determinative.
Kempinski & Ne’eman, 213, read mdnaba(te] [ga] bbi $a abbuteya “all the labors of my an-



JANES 8 (1976) Greenstein, Marcus: The Akkadian Inscription of Idrimi
83

»

cestors.” However, this reading is ruled out by the fact that gabbi must either precede the

noun it modifies or be followed itself by a possessive suffix (Sina). We prefer, therefore, to
read YE as te, written dittographically. For manapatu ‘treaties’, see above on line 41.

inuma. The regular Akkadian conjunction ‘when’, not the West Semitic usage as in line 25
(so CAD I/], 161a; Kempinski & Ne’eman, 213).

Line 48

in(n)abbu. See above on line 41.
Line 49

damig. Note the lack of gender and number agreement with [awé] tini ‘our actions’.

Line 50

mamita danna. ‘Binding oath, agreement’; mamitu is written here and in line 52 with the logo-
gram NAM.ERIM, but syllabically in line 53. Note the lack of gender agreement between the sub-
stantive (fem.) and adjective (masc.); also salmiya anninati (line 92; cf. line 99); cf. the skimpy
note in Giacumakis, § 6.5. For the phenomenon at Nuzi, cf. Gordon, Or. 7 (1938), 48, 231;
and for Boghazkoi, cf. e.g., kittam Sarram (for Sarram kinam; Bo.St. 8, 92:39), nukurtu dannu
(ibid., 100:2, 63). For dannu ‘binding’, see Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic
School (Oxford, 1972), 87, n. 2. For the pairing of mamitu with ana beriSunu Sakanu, cf.
[ana] beriSunu mamita(m) iSkunit *“They have made a sworn agreement between themselves”
(Wiseman, Alalakb, #122:4—5); kinanna tiSkuni NAM.ERIM ana beriSunu “‘In this manner they
have made a sworn agreement between themselves” (EA 74:42); cf. Moran, Syntactical Study
of the Dialect of Byblos (Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Johns Hopkins, Baltimore, 1950), 152.
Idrimi reminds Barattama of the former good relations that obtained between their ancestors
in order to secure from the Hurrian overlord a new vassal treaty and the protection for Idrimi
and his dynasty that the treaty would entail. It is common knowledge that Hittite treaties of
the second millennium introduce the stipulations of the treaty with a historical prologue that
describes earlier relations between the parties; for discussion and bibliography, see Fitzmyer,
The Aramaic Inscriptions of Sefire (Rome, 1967), 121-25, esp. 122. In the case of Idrimi, old
relations had been broken and are now being restored. Such a history of (repeatedly) broken
and restored relations followed by the vassal’s request for renewed protection is described in
the historical prologue of Hittite treaties, such as that between Mursilis and Duppi-Tesub of
Amurru (translated by Goetze, ANETS, 203—5). We may surmise that the account Idrimi in-
scribed on his statue is but a synopsis of sections of a written treaty between himself and
Barattarna.

Line 51

manapate. See above on line 41.
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Line 53

AH.AH. At this point the text seems to refer to the manner in which the treaty was read to
Barattarna. We therefore read AH.AH as a pseudo-logogram for apa-apa (CAD Al, 163b), ape
(ibid., 183—84), or apenna (ibid., 184) ‘one-by-one, distinctly’, hence, ‘in detail’.

Line 54

Sulmiya. Landsberger (55) translated ‘gifts’, which is the expected sense. But because Sulmu
generally means ‘welfare, health’, etc., Smith read the preceding NI as LU, i.e., awel Sulmiya
‘my messenger’; cf. Oppenheim, 557b. Goetze saw the need to find some form of tribute here
and so read NI (= Saman ‘oil’) Sulmiya without translation (228b with n. 20). However, it is
more probable that Su/mu here is employed in place of standard Sulmanu ‘tribute’, especially
as the verb maparu(m) is regularly employed of receiving tribute (cf. AHw., 578b). The sub-
stitution is not difficult to appreciate when one considers that Sulmanu is used at Ras Shamra
in place of Sulmu ‘well-being’; e.g., ilanu ana Sulmani ligsuritka “May the gods keep you in
health” (PRUVI,#4:5-6; cf. 6:4; etc., and see Salonen, Die Gruss- und Hoflichkeitsformeln,
St.Or. 38 [Helsinki, 1967], 74).

Line 55

imtapar. As the form is written im-DA-far it is possible that our text follows the phonological
rule of MB in which ¢ becomes d (voiced) following m. However, since aStapar (line 46) is
likewise written with DA = td, we are most likely dealing with a matter of orthography; cf.

Aro, 361b; contrast Smith, 27—-28. Smith’s phonological explanation is farfetched since it is
difficult to conceive how in a3tapar t would become voiced following (most probably voiceless) §.

Lines 55—56

u kinuti Sa kabti u$a < > niqé ularbi. “Then I pre[sented] the (gestures of) loyalty which
were considerable (lit., heavy); I made great sacrifices.” We would, ideally, wish to read bilati
‘tribute’ (written syllabically, or GU.UN), which is frequently modified by kabtu (cf. CAD K,
26a), but the signs clearly read ki-nu-ti; so Landsberger, 55, n. 100; contra Smith; AHw., 482a;
CAD K, 395a, who read kinanu ‘brazier’ but offer no satisfactory rendering of the passage.
The word kinitu is attested below in line 57 denoting ‘loyalty’, and we may assume a similar
sense for our line. We think it best to follow the lead of Oppenheim (557b) who translates

“I increased the gifts indicating my loyalty, which were beavy.”

Unfortunately Oppenheim glosses over the signs following kabt and includes the verb
u3arbi with the preceding phrase. It is preferable, however, to find a verb for the first clause
in the signs #-$a, which appear to be the beginning of a verb, perhaps u3a <kbit> ‘I made heavy’,
u$ <abil> ‘1 brought’, or us {ampir> ‘1 presented’, the latter signs of which were omitted by
the mason.

The signs following #-$a we read SISKUR, = nigé ‘sacrifices’; sce Borger, Zeichenliste, #438,
cf. CAD K, 395a; AHw., 939b. We are dealing here with the ratification of a vassal treaty,
and it is well known that treaties of the third and second millennia were ratified by sacrifices;
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for a convenient discussion, see Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School (Oxford,
1972), 102f.

Line 56

u bita palqu utérSu. “And 1 restored to him a lost estate”; so Landsberger, 55, n. 100; cf.
Kempinski & Ne’eman, 216. For the idiom, cf. Wiseman, Alalakb, #7:30—33 bitam Sapli’am
.. .iddin . .. ulitar(ma) “The lower house he gave (to PN) .. . it shall not revert.” This was
another item in the treaty beneficial to Barattarna.

Line 57

tna awelutiya ina kinutiya. Literally, “‘in my status as a retainer, in my loyalty” = “‘as a loyal
vassal”. The translation of Kempinski & Ne’eman, 212, “on account of my loyalty and my
humanitarian qualities” is not borne out by the attested meanings of these words.

Lines 57-58

dannam azkurSu. For dannu referring to ‘binding’ oath, see above on line 50. Note the ellipsis
of some word for ‘oath’ like ni¥u, mamitu, zikru, etc.

Note the augmented prefix written on g-az-kur-$u. This orthographic practice is not employ-
ed consistently in Idrimi but is found also in #-u¥-$a-bu. (line 85) and i-ip-pa-a3-¥i[it-Su] (line 96).
Though characteristic of earlier Akkadian dialects too, it is frequently encountered in Alalap
(e.g., Wiseman, Alalakh, #126:8 i-il-la-ak, ibid. 19 i-k-ka-al; etc.), Nuzi (see Gordon, Or. 7
[1938], 216, for examples), Amarna (e.g., EA 19:45 e-ep-pu-u3, ibid.:57 i-l-la-ak; etc.),
Boghazkoi (e.g., Bo.St. 8, 96:20 i-ip-pu-us, 98:47 ti-ub-bal-3u; etc.), and Ras Shamra (e.g.,
PRU VI, 2:26 e-ep-pa-as, 30:11 #-ub-bal; etc.). The practice is likewise characteristic of
Hurrian script; cf. Speiser, AASOR 20, § 20.

Line 58

u Sarraku. “Then [ became king.”” As a result of the protection assured him by Barattamna,
Idrimi could begin to reign securely. In line 102 $arraku means ‘I reigned (for thirty years).”

ana al Alalap. In contrast to Smith and Nougayrol (153), most translators read this phrase
with the preceding, i.e., “‘I became king/ruled over Alalah”; so Albright, 18; Oppenheim, 557b;
Borger, 23; Kempinski & Ne’eman, 213. However, the idiom ‘to attack GN’ is ana GN eli,

as in lines 64—65, ana mat Hatte ételi ‘I attacked Hatti-land”. Hence, in line 58 ana (GN)

is construed with el# in line 59, “(They attacked me in Alalah” (lit., “They came up against
me, against Alalah™). See below on illi annima.

Line 59

imittiya u Sumeéliya. The reading, now universally accepted, was proposed by Albright (18,
n. 30). However, there is no necessity to render “South and North’’ as Albright (loc. cit.),



86 JANES 8 (1976) Greenstein, Marcus: The Akkadian Inscription of Idrimi

Nougayrol (153), Borger (23, with question-mark), Giacumakis (§ 1.7), and Kempinski &
Ne’eman (213). It is simply a merism to indicate ‘all over, all around’ like the more familiar
eli$ u Saplis, lit., ‘above and below’. For the use of ‘right and left’ as a merism in Semitic
languages, see Cohen, Encyclopaedia Judaica 14:179; cf. CAD 1/], 122-23 for Akkadian
examples; for Hebrew cf. e.g., Exod. 14:22,29; 2 Sam. 16:6; etc.

illia’annima. The form is irregular with the accusative suffix -anni instead of dative -nim,

and without contraction of the contiguous vowels, #-a. For this reason Goetze (228-29)

has cast suspicion on the decipherment. He was particularly perplexed because the vowels
appear to be contracted in imurunnima (line 24) and iSmunnima (line 35). This seeming contra-
cition is resolved, however, when these latter verbs are analyzed as preterites with subjunctive
-uni, not the first person suffix; see above on line 24.

Lines 60—63

u kima Suniti . . . The reading and rendering of these lines have been more problematic than
those of any other lines in the inscription. Widely divergent decipherments and translations
have been suggested; cf., Smith, 18—19; Albright, 18; Goetze, 229a; Nougayrol, 153, n. 4;
Oppenheim, 557b; Kempinski & Ne’eman, 213; and Leichty (apud CAD K,535a). Borger
would not venture to translate the passage altogether. However, there is general agreement
on the reading 6f most signs, and we believe that once the syntactic pattern is grasped, a meaning-
ful and philologically founded statement emerges. When dealing with this poorly executed in-
scription in particular, it is necessary to determine from clear segments the overall content of
a passage and on that basis discern the requisite readings of the signs.

Several parallel phrases and syntactic constructions are contained within these lines. First,
u kima Sunditi. . . ““‘And just as they (did so and so)” is paralleled in line 62 by « anaku “So 1
(did so and so0).” Idrimi is evidently evoking a vengeance motif. He boasts of requiting his
attackers for whatever they had done to his ancestors (abbiite, line 61). Second, it is reason-
able to assume that the verb tabdku, which most commentators read at the end of line 61,
recurs in uSatbuku at the end of line 62 (though usatbik is expected; for the inappropriate -u
suffix, see above on ittiru, line 30). Third, the prepositional phrase in both sections is ina
ga-ga-ri ‘on the ground’ = ‘on the battlefield’; cf. ina séri (CAD §, 146). Fourth, the enigmatic
ku?-um?-ta in line 60 appears to be the singular of ku?-ku?-ma-ti-Su-nu ‘their kumtu’s, with
the first ku being a dittograph (so Albright, 18, n. 32). The intervening e/ is a form of the
preposition eli (CAD E, 73; AHw., 200a) forming a distributive phrase of the type X eli X
(cf., e.g., giptu eli giptu ippus “‘He makes loan upon loan,” BWL, 146:57; and see AHw.,
201a, 3b). Finally, the phrase kumatiSunu 3a abbite, lit. “their kumtu’s of the ancestors”=
“the ancestor’s kumtu’s,” is an anticipatory genitive construction which is common in peripheral
texts in the second milennium. So at Boghazkdi, apasu Sa PN, din$u $a PN and other examples
listed in Labat, L ‘akkadien de Boghaz-koi, 198; at Nuzi, abuiSu Sa PN, dinsu $a PN and other
examples listed in Wilhelm, Untersuchungen sum Hurro-Akkadischen von Nuzi, 29—31; at
Ras Shamra, apbésu $a PN (PRU IIl, 102:14), mar marisi Sa PN (PRU 1V, 208:6); etc.

Thus the context has to do with kumtu’s being poured out or heaped up (tabaku) on
the ground (ina qagqari). The sense is that just as they (his enemies who had come up against
him in Alalah) had previously piled up his ancestors’ kumtu’s, so now Idrimi heaps up their
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kumtu’s (so basically Albright, 18). Since the context follows by stating ‘I put an end to
their warfare” the preceding obviously describes Idrimi’s military victory over his enemies.
The question now is to ascertain a meaning for kumtu. We believe this can best be done by
examining contexts expressing military victories in which something is described as being
poured out or heaped up.

A perusal of Akkadian inscriptions and annals shows that a common motif after battle
descriptions is for the king to boast of pouring out, spreading out, or heaping up corpses of
defeated enemies. For example, i$tu birit GN adi GN ) pagriSunu atbuk “From GN to GNj
I heaped up their corpses” (AKA 324:83 [A¥urnasirpal 11} );itat abulliSunu Salmassunu [kima
karé] luSeppik ““1 piled up their corpses [like heaps of grain] around their city gates”(Weidner,
Tukulti-Ninurtas, 2:34—36 [Tukulti-Ninurta ] ); gurun SalmatiSunu ikun “He made a heap
of their corpses” (Syria 32, 15:24 [Yahdunlim] ); Salmat quradiSunu ina gisallat Sadé kima Sabe
lumigse “‘1 spread out like emmer the corpses of their warriors in the mountain ledges” (AKA
77:92-94; cf. ibid. 37:81-82;39:13-14; 56:78—80; 67—68:91-94 [all Tiglath-Pileser I]);
pagar muqtablifunu ana gurrundte ina gisallar Sadé lugerrin “‘1 heaped up the corpses of their
warriors in heaps onthe mountain ledges’” (AKA 40:21-22; cf. ibid. 36:77-78;51:23-25;
54:53—54;61:18—19 [all Tiglath-Pileser I]). On this same theme note the curse in the Epilogue
of the Code of Hammurapi: gurun Salmat ummanatisu ina seérim littadi “‘May she (Ishtar) pile
up a heap of his warriors’ corpses on the battlefield”” (CH xxviii: 12—16); for many other
examples of this motif, see the CAD sub garanu, gurrunu, asitu, and kamaru.

Our suggestion then is that kumtu represents a word for corpse like pagru or Salamtu, and
Idrimi’s enemies would have heaped up kumtu upon kumtu “‘corpse upon corpse” of his an-
cestors. The concept of piling corpse upon corpse is found in a remarkable parallel to our
text in one of the curses from the Aramaic inscriptions of Sefire. As a possible consequence of
Mati‘el of Arpad refusing to go to the aid of Bir-Ga’yah of KTK when he would be attacked
(whn y'th bd mlkn wysbn<y> “If one of (the) kings comes and surrounds <me>" [KAI
#222B:28] ; cf. Idrimi line 59 “Then kings from all over came up against me”’), Bir-Ga’yah
threatens: wpgr rb’ ml pgr b’r[p]d “1 will pile up (lit. multiply) corpse upon corpse in Arpad”
(ibid.:30); cf. Fitzmyer, Sefire, 68. This same threat (albeit in a different context) is also found
in Hebrew: wénatatti ‘et pigrékem ‘al pigré gillalékem “1 will set your corpses upon the corpses
of your fetishes” (Lev. 26:30; contra Neiman, JBL 67 [1948], 55—60; Gordon, UT § 19.2005;
Weinfeld, Deuteronomy, 125, n. 4; Heb. peger cannot denote a statue on the basis of Ugaritic
because Ugar. pgr denotes ‘mortuary sacrifice’, for which see the article by Greenstein in this
issue).

" Thus in the light of both the Mesopotamian and West Semitic parallels we believe that this
difficult text is dealing with an idiom for heaping up corpses. Idrimi describes his victory in
terms of heaping up the corpses of his enemies, and consequently “makes an end to their war.”
Upon defeating this local coalition Idrimi eliminated any immediate military threat to his regime
in Alalah and enabled himself to engage in a strike against more distant Hatti (lines 64f.).

Line 64

saba. Written ERIN.MESPE, of Nougayrol, 153, n. 5. For ERIN.MES as a collective with singu-
lar modifiers, see Albright and Moran, JCS 2 (1948), 245-46.
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Line 65

7 alani salalfunu. The writing of alanu by URU.DIDLI.JA, which recurs in lines 69 and 87, is
common at Alalaly; cf., e.g., URU.DIDLI.YA $a Sarri (JCS 8 [1954], 12, #186:1). Owing to the
ubiquity of the number seven in this inscription (see on line 28 above), we must suspect that
here too the number seven is typological, despite the specification of the towns’ names.

Line 69

anmi . . . wlld. ‘These . .. those’. The redundant accusative suffix on the verb aptepiSunuti
‘I destroyed them’ shows that «/[2 is plural. The same phenomenon occurs with anmi in line
90 anmu etepussunu “‘These (things) I did” indicating that it too is a plural in our inscription
(cf. Giacumakis 8 4.35—36; contrast CAD A2, 125a; AHw., 52a). This statement constitutes
a summation following the enumeration of the cities: lit. “These are the towns under their
(the Hittites’) protection, and those I destroyed them.”

Line 70

abtepiSuniti. Smith and others (cf. e.g., Borger, 23; Giacumakis, § 4.36) read ap-te-bat Su-nu-ti
‘I looted them’. However, while contextually suitable, this reading is morphologically un-
sound. The 1/2 preterite of pabatu is aptabat, with ta not te; see the dictionaries. We should
therefore read ap-te-pi ‘I destroyed’, as the form is correct and pepit is employed of destroying
towns; see AHw., 340b; CAD [, 173a. So read by Oppenheim, 557b; Kempinski & Ne’eman,
214.

Line 71

illiku. The final u is evidently another instance of the phenomenon discussed on line 30 (ittizru)
above.

Lines 72—73

SallateSunu a¥lul. “‘1 took captives of them,” i.e., “I took some of them captive” (lit. “I took
their captives’). Contra, most recently, Borger (23), and Kempinski & Ne’eman (214), plural
Sallatu here refers to ‘captives, prisoners’, not ‘spoil’, which would have to be expressed in the
singular; cf. Oppenheim, 5582a; AHw., 1148b. Note that both here and in lines 78—79, 3allatu
is set off from the terms denoting material booty by a connective, -ma and u, respectively.

Line 73

basitu[Sujnu. On the restored [$u], see Smith, 21. As the word occurs only as a singular (cf.
ina baSitu [sic!] in line 79), the morphology of this form is erroneous as bafissunu would be
expected.
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Line 74
sabe tillatiya. See above on line 31.
Lines 75—76

abbéya u ebritéya. The kinsmen and allies likewise receive shares of the spoil and are likewise
the objects of #za iz ‘I distributed’ (line 74); so Smith, 20—21; Albright, 18; Borger, 23,
Oppenheim, 558a. Contrast Kempinski & Ne’eman (214), and the CAD (I/], 62; L, 134a),
who take these as the objects of eltege in line 77. Note, however, that when eltege is employed
of Idrimi taking along his horse, chariot, and groom (lines 13—14), a redundant pronominal
suffix is attached; here the expected suffix is not attached.

The plural ebriitu is analogous to abbiutu ‘ancestors’ but, unlike abbutu (lines 47, 48, 61),
is not widespread in peripheral dialects of this period. The form may well be conserved from
Old Assyrian; cf. CAD I/], 7a, and ebarutu ‘collegium’ (OA; ibid., 7-8).

Lines 76—77

qaduSunuma anaku eltege. We, as most translators, follow Smith (21) and render “Together
with them I took (booty).” A serious challenge to this interpretation was raised by Goetze
(229a), who observed that “Old Bab. gadum can hardly take a pronominal suffix. However,
qua-tu-Su-nu ‘their share’ (i.e. a share like theirs) is possible.” One could add that elsewhere in
Alalaly gadu does not take suffixes (cf., Giacumakis, 95-96). However, Old Assyrian gadu
does take pronominal suffixes (see AHw., 892a), and we have seen a few instances above in
which our inscription betrays OA affinities: cf. already Smith, 27—28, for marters of orthogra-
phy. Moreover, Goetze’s own proposal is problematic. In the first place, to express /tu/ our
inscription uses either tu or tit (only in word-final position) but never ti ( = DU). In the second
place, the case of baSitu[Su] nu (line 73) notwithstanding, ‘their share’ should be formed
qassunu, plural gatateSunu.

Line 78
aliya. ‘My capital’; so already Smith, 25.

Sallati(m). ‘Captives’; see above on lines 72—73. Idrimi exploited his foreign captives for build-
ing his palaces, according to common practice.

Line 79

marsitu(m). ‘Goods, property, possessions’, as AHw., 613b; not ‘flocks’, as CAD A2, 218.
For marSitu in sequence with $allatu ‘spoil’ and busu ‘property’, see e.g., AKA, 73:51-53;
74:61—63.

ina baSitu. For ina baSiti; other erroneous case-endings are found in palqu for palga (line 56),
and, if our suggestion be correct, masiktu for masikti (line 4).
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Line 80.

uStepis. It is obvious (so already Smith, 27) that GU here and in line 90 e-teme-pu-ﬁlj%u—nu
and e—te~pu-l3ij—§u~nu must be read u§,; cf. Nougayrol, 153, n. 7.

Line 81

kussiya . . . umasil. From what follows it seems that Idrimi is organizing his ‘regime’ like that
of other kings. For kuss# ‘throne’ in the metonymic sense of ‘dominion’ c¢f. CAD K, 592. In
Wiseman, Alalakh, #7:26, kussit refers to the king. Even in such a passage as the following,
kussi connotes more than a physical throne: eli3a RN abi alidi3u uSaqqi kussdsu ‘1 made his
throne (i.e., dominion) higher than that of RN, his natural father” (TCL 3:62, [Sargon II]).
For the same use of Hebrew kisse’in a similar context, see,e.g., 1 Kgs. 1:37, 47.

Line 82

abbeya. We read SES (so Oppenheim, 558a; Kempinski & Ne’eman, 214) for Smith’s IR (so
Borger, 23).

Line 83

qurbatéya. ‘My relatives’. Smith and von Soden (AHw., 9292) translate ‘my courtiers’, but

in a series that includes kinsmen (lit. brothers) and sons we would expect another family mem-
ber. We therefore take qurbu as another form of gerbu ‘relative’ (AHw., 914a). Note the
parallelism of gerbu and abu in the following passage: kima apam u gerbam [la] %1 epleku
“I'am treated like one who has no kin or relative” (TCL 17, 21:31-32). It is even possible

that we should read qury as ger, and read gerbutéya, as some CVCsigns at Nuzi (cf. Berkooz,
The Nuzi Dialect of Akkadian, 13—14; Oppenheim, WZKM 45 [1938], 41; Gordon, Or. 7
[1938], 34) and at Ras Shamra (cf. some examples in PRU VI, p. 164) can represent more than
one vocalic.value.

Goetze (loc. cit.), followed by Borger, Oppenheim, and Kempinski & Ne’eman, read tap-pu-te
‘companions’.
Line 84
umal$ilu¥unu. For the -u affixed to the verb, see above on line 30 (ittaru).
a%ibi. ‘The inhabitants’, reading TUS MES with Dietrich & Loretz (OLZ 61 [1966], 556) for
Smith’s SUMES. This latter can hardly refer to the Sutu folk (so Smith, Oppenheim; cf. Kempin-
ski & Ne’eman), which are wiitten ERIN/LU.MES Su-i-ti at Alalap (ct. above, line 15; Wiseman,
Alalakb, #H#2 :5; 228 :4).
Line 85

Subtam neptam. As Goetze (229) realized, this is no doubt the requisite reading. What appears
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as $U in our $U-eh-tam is obviously the first part of a partly broken NE. For the phrase and the
writing, cf., e.g., ... mati Subtam ne-ep-tam usesib ‘1 made my land dwell securely” (RA 33,
51:24-25). For additional examples of this classic 1diom, see CAD A2, 403, 408. The Akkadi-
an phrase has a close parallel in the Phoenician inscription of Azitawadda, §btnm dnnym bnht
Ibnm “‘so that the Danonians might dwell securely” (KAI #26, A1:17—18). See the forthcoming
monograph on Azitawadda by Held.

Line 86

useSibuSunu . . . ukinnu(ma). For the “‘subjunctive’ u suffix, see above on line 30 (ittiru).
Line 87

alaniya. For the reading, see above on line 65.

kime. Mainly peripheral Akkadian for kima; cf. CAD K, 367a.

panutini, Lit, ‘our ancestors, predecessors’; cf. manapate Sa paniitini ‘the treaties of our prede-
cessors’ (lines 51—52). For a similar term in Phoenician, cf. blpny }b{ m ‘the predecessors’
(KAI #24:5).

Line 88

IT.TE.MES. The interpretation of these signs is difficult. From the context the word must
represent something pertinent to the gods and suitable as an object of the verb kunnu ‘establish’.
Smith (99) took the word as itte, plural of ittu, which he equated with Hebrew ‘@t ‘fixed time’.
He has been followed by Goetze (229b) and Kempinski & Ne’eman (214), but the equation

1s at best speculative, as Akkadian ittu would then be a bhapax. The CAD (1/], 313a), followed
by Giacumakis (80), derives itte from itz ‘border’ and translates “and I also reestablished the
border lines as the gods of Alalab had (previously) established them.” However, though kunnu
may be used of fixing boundaries, the CAD’s interpretation is doubtful. For one thing, the
standard plural of it is itatu. For another, the subject of ukinnu is almost certainly abbutini(ma)
‘our forefathers’ (line 87), and not ilanu Sa al Alalap ‘the gods of Alalah’; so Goetze and Borger;
contrast Smith, Oppenheim, and Kempinski & Ne’eman. The conjunction kima in line 87
introduces a clause subordinate to the clause anaku etenépussunu in line 90: “Just as (our
ancestors had .. .) .. .so I constantly performed them.” Cf. above on lines 60—-63. Note

that the rendering of Kempinski & Ne’eman is syntactically impossible as it ignores the $a pre-
ceding uStepi¥uSunu in line 89.

The expected sense, “cultic regulations,” was felt by Oppenheim. Now appropriate Akkadian
words for ‘cultic norms’ that are well-attested with the verb kunnu are parsu and tértu ; cf. eg.,
kunna tereti *“The norms had been fixed” (En.el. V1:78; trans. Speiser, ANET3, 69a); %a kunni
parsiSunu (VAB 4, 66, no. 4:6; cf. 256:33, reading according to CAD K, 166a). We wonder,
therefore, whether the TE of IT.TE does not stand for a phonetic complement to an original
logogram for tértu, namely URs-US, and the signs be read UR.US!€-MES = téréte. However,
because of the nature of the copy this suggestion must remain tentative.
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Line 89

nigqi. Written with logogram followed by syllabic spelling. For the reading SISKUR,, see

Borger, Zeichenliste #438, and compare the writing above in line 55 (but without HA). Logo-
graphic writings followed by complete syllabic spellings of the same word are uncommon but

are attested particularly in peripheral Akkadian texts; cf. already Smith, 24. For Alalal see

K1 er-se-ti (below, line 97), and cf. Giacumakis, § 2.15. For Amarna see BShl, Die Sprache,

§ 5g; for Boghazkoi see, e.g., EGIR ar-kd (Bo.St. 8,90:16), and Labat, L’ akkadien de Boghaz-Koi,
19d; and for Ras Shamra see, e.g., SISKUR-ya ni-ga-te-ya (Ug.V, 121:8);etc.

abibini. ‘Our forefathers’. Most probably the spelling represents abi abi (see CAD AL, 70b)
with contraction of contiguous vowels or omission of an a-sign. Contrast CAD E, 214b, and
Giacumakis, 64 who read abini ‘our father’.

Line 90

etenepussuny, For 0!;! = u5, see above on line 80. Note von Soden (AHw., 227b) reads
e-te(-ne)-pu-ih’ Sunu.

anmu. See above on line 69.

Line 91

ana gati . . . aptagissunu. It is unclear to what extent Idrimi abdicated power in favor of his
son. Smith (86—88) believed that Idrimi turned complete authority over to his son. As he
himself observed, such complete abdication would be unique in the ancient Near East. Goetze
(229b), however, contended that Idrimi was only placing his “‘presumptive heir to the throne
in charge of the state cult much in the same way as Hittite kings did”; cf. Kempinski & Ne’eman
(217b). Against Goetze’s view is the apparent fact that anmi in line 90 refers not only to the
cult but to the administration of the realm that Idrimi had organized (line 86). Another ex-
planation comes to mind. It seems that Idrimi had this inscription composed toward the end
of his reign, when he had ruled for “thirty” years (line 102). Such seems to have been the
common practice. Compare, for example, the explicit statement in the Foundation Inscrip-
tion of Yahdunlim of Mari that he had already ruled a long time when he commissioned the
inscription: (Sama¥ . . . ) nadin balat tab libbim $a wmi arkutim ana palipisu “(Shamash . . .)
who gives a satisfying and long life to his worshipper” (Syria 32, 12:13—15). Perhaps, as
Idrimi neared the end of his life, he placed diM-nirari in control in order to avert a struggle

for the throne, analogous to the appointment of Solomon by David and the well-known
Egyptian practice of co-regency. Idrimi, himself, may have been the victim of such a struggle
in the event that caused him to flee from Aleppo (lines 3f.).

diM-nirari. The DN 9iM could be normalized either Adad or Te¥ub; see above on line 2.
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Lines 92—-98

The curse formula presented here includes several clichés. These clichés are most affinitive
to those of Assyrian inscriptions, but several are common to Babylonian texts, the kudurru’s
in particular. Where readings in our text are problematic, it seems best to us not to concoct
peculiar forms and constructions to accommodate the difficult cuneiform but to assume that
a suitable clich€ had been miswritten by the scribe and/or miscopied by the mason.

Line 92

anninati. For the lack of agreement of this pronoun with its noun (salmiya), see above on
line 50. The word is discussed by Smith, 32-33.

I5-ZA-AR-RI-KU. Smith, followed by Oppenheim (558b), Giacumakis (§ 1.10), Kempinski &
Ne’eman (215), reads this as a form of the verb Yaraqu ‘steal’. As far as we can tell, such a
derivation is untenable. Smith analyzes iSzarriqu as a 1/2 <*3tarriqu, assuming a “normal
phonetic change” of §t to ss. However, this phonological development occurs only in Neo-
Assyrian texts; ¢f. Ungnad-Matous, Grammatik? § 37g; see further Deller, Lautlebre des
Neuassyrischen (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation; Vienna, 1959), 224—27. Moreover, as
Goetze (229b) has indicated, the expected form would be $targu. On the other hand, neither
is our form a 1/1 present, as this form would be arragu (cf. Wiseman, Alalakb, ##2:48;4:11).

Blind adherence to the script cannot lead to a satisfactory solution. Goetze (229b), fol-
lowed by Nougayrol (153), wanted to read a form of surrury ‘falsify’, but his argumentation
depends on a dubious translation of nukkuru (which he renders ‘to remove’ rather than ‘to
alter’) and a tortuous reading of line 94. On the other hand, an examination of (especially
Assyrian) curse formulae indicates that parallel to nukkuru ‘to alter’ (line 96) and pasatu ‘to
erase’ (as line 96 is doubtless to be restored) and often interchanging with them are Sumsuku
or (the generally earlier) $uzzuqu ‘to efface’; as the following examples show: mamman . . .
naréya unakkaruma Sumi uSazzaguma SumSu iSattaru . .. “Who . . . alters my stele and effaces
my name and writes his (own) name ... " (AOB 1, 24, 1v:20—v:18) [éamﬁi-Adadl]);fm Sumi
Satra ipasSitama Sum3u iSattaru u 1 nariya uSamsaku “Whoever erases my inscribed name and
writes his (own) name or if he effaces my stele” (ibid., 64:36—38; cf. 100, no. 13:7—8 [both
Adad-Nirari 1] );3a . . . Sumi Sagra uSamsaku “Whoever . . . effaces my inscribed name” (ibid.,
84, #7:10-11 [Adad-Nirari 1] ); $a nariya unakkaru Sumi Satra uSamsaku “Whoever alters my
stele (or) effaces my inscribed name” (ibid., 124:4—5 [Shalmaneser 1] ); etc. In all probability
then we should read mannumme salmiya anninati uSamsaku/usazzaqu “Whoever effaces this
statue of mine.”

Line 93
u piripSu lilqut. This phrase cannot stand here, as it has no grammatical subject. Out of ap-

parent desperation Oppenheim (558a) translates as though d3ami were the subject, and
Kempinski & Ne’eman (215) translate lilgut ‘May he extirpate’ as a passive ‘May (his progeny)
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be uprooted’. These renderings ignore both grammar and style. It should be obvious that
this phrase is an anticipatory dittograph of piribSu lilgut in the following line.

Line 94

Sa-ap-la-nu(?) ersetu. ‘The earth below’. Smith’s reading of 3a ab-du-ut-sa *kap-tu = 3a abtit-sa
kapdu, lit. ““He who has its destruction planned out,” has been followed fully by von Soden
(AHw., 7b), with reservations by Goetze (229b), and partially (x-ud/tam) by CAD (Al, 67b)
and Kempinski & Ne’eman (215). However, this reading cannot be accepted for many reasons,
primarily because the subject of the following phrase pirip3u lilqut must precede that phrase.
We thus read the signs Sa-*kap-tu as er-se-tu (cf. Goetze, 229b), ‘Earth’ (ergetu) thus being

the subject of pirihSu lilgut i.c. ““May Earth destroy his progeny.”” This constitutes a perfect
opposition to d¥ami ‘Heaven’ in the curse formula. Compare bél Samé u erseti “Lord of
heaven and earth” (line 97) with bel eldti u Saplati “‘Lord of above and below” (lines 100—1).
With the noun ergeru we would expect an adverb like Saplis or Saplanu (see AHw., 1173-74),
and we thus suggest a reading Sa-ap-la-nu’ ergetu ‘the earth below’.

Line 95

Sarrussu limagtu(?). Following ‘his kingship” a verb is necessary. The verb limduds ‘let them
measure’ can hardly refer to kingship and must belong to the following phrase (see next com-
ment); contrast Kempinski & Ne’eman (215). The verb used most commonly of overturning
kingship is sakapu (e.g., CH epil. xxvii:20; AKA, 3:9; AOB1, 84, #7:12;1bid., 98:22; etc.).
Hence, it is possible that the scribe omitted /iskipu. On the other hand, in the light of the
following curse in the Foundation Inscription of Yahdunlim, we should perhaps read—instead
of ¥ ma-at3u—Ii'-ma-aptu’ ‘let them diminish (his kingship)’: Sarrussu limatti ina kal Sarvi
“let him diminish his kingship among all kings™ (Syria 32, 17:14—15). Note that the fu sign,
employed at Boghazkoi and Ras Shamra (cf. von Soden-Rdllig, Die Akkadische Syllabar?,
#322), has the SU-sign as its second element; the careless mason may have simply omitted the
first half of the sign. The phrase u massu is problematic in any case; see next comment.

ebla limdudusu. “Let them have him executed (lit., measure him by a rope).” Tsevat (124),
followed by Kempinski & Neeman (215), takes massu (see previous comment) as the direct
object of madadu and compares Amos 7:17 “Your land shall be divided by line [babebel] .”’
This verse provides no parallel, however, as the idiom hilleq babebel does not mean ‘to measure
by rope’ (= Akkadian ebla madadu) but ‘to divide (i.e., apportion) by lot’ (= Akkadian isqa
zdzu)! See Held, JANES 6 (1974), 114 with n. 78. Moreover, the suffix Su on limdudi ap-
pears to be the direct object of the verb, not the dative ‘for him’, which would be very awk-
ward in context. We therefore prefer to read limatta in place of & ma-at-Su; see previous
comment.

We interpret the phrase ebla limduduSu to refer to the martial practice of assigning captured
soldiers to execution by measuring them off in rope-lengths. The practice is described in the
Bible with an expression semantically and etymologically equivalent to ebla madadu in 2 Sam.
8:2: wayyak ‘et Mo‘ab way¢madd€dem babebel halkeb ‘Otam arsa wayémadded ¥¢né habalim
1ehamit wm€lo’ habebel I€habiybt “‘He (David) defeated Moab. He measured them with a rope,
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lying them down on the ground. He measured two rope-lengths to be executed and one full
rope-length to be spared.” Compare the commentary of Hertzberg: “What we have here is
not a means of measuring the land . . . , but a gruesome exercise of the rights of war, according
to which two out of every three men must be put to death”; I & II Samuel, The Old Testament
Library (Philadelphia, 1964), 290; cf. Ehrlich, Mikra ki-Pbeschutd (Berlin, 1900; reprint:
Jerusalem, 1969), 2:203; Noth, The History oflsraelz, (New York, 1960), 194. Therefore,
the practice may well be western and the idiom West Semitic.

Line 96

ipasSi[ssu]. ‘‘(Whoever) erases it (the inscription).” The reading becomes self-evident to any-
one familiar with Akkadian curse formulae (see above on line 92, I5-ZA-AR-RI-KU); e.g.,
usiratiya uttakir Sumi Satram ipSit ‘“‘He has altered my carved figures (and) erased my inscribed
name”’ (CH epil. xxvi:31—-34). So Oppenheim (558a), Borger (24); contrast Goetze (229b),
Kempinski & Ne’eman (216). For the augmented prefix, see above on line 58 a-az-kurSu.

Line 97
KI erseti. See above on SISKURX.HA niqqi (line 89).

ilanu. Written DINGIR.MES. We should normalize ilanu in the nominative, not #ani; cf., e.g.,
DINGIR ME$"# (= ilanu) at Ras Shamra (Ug. V, 85, #23:6).

Sumasu. Incorrect morphology for Sum3u; for a similar error see ba¥itu [$u]nu (line 73).

Line 98

lipalligiz. This verb should occur in clause-final position and is best explained as a reflex of
West Semitic word order; see Introduction.

X XX XXX. A cryptogram probably standing for the regular scribal formula for collation:
tur isniq ibre “‘He has written, copied, and reviewed”; see CAD B, 117. Such a reading has
been suggested by Nougayrol (153, n. 12). Dietrich & Loretz (OLZ 61, 557) and Kempinski
& Ne’eman (215) take these numbers as logograms for the gods Addu, §ama§, and Sin-Ku$ah,
and the last read the preceding sign as IR = (w)arad. For the use of numbers as a cryptogram,
see Leichty, “The Colophon,” Studies Oppenbeim, 152.

u anna. ‘And now’; cf. CAD A2, 125. Kempinski & Ne’eman (215 with n. 23) read ANSUR =
daxsur as part of the preceding cryptogram.

Line 99

dsalma anninati(m). The demonstrative pronoun fails to agree in number and gender as in
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line 92.

linagsarusu. The expected 11 conjugation precative form is linagsiv, but a similar form occurs
in Amarna, cf., e.g., linagsar (EA 169:15), and see Rainey’s comments in UF 7 (1975), 418.

/2 KUG.LUSu. ‘May (they) be his protection(?)’. The signs which follow the precative /i here
and in line 101 (/z TI.RA-S#) must indicate a noun and not a verb (contra Smith, 22; Goetze,
230a; Kempinski & Ne’eman, 215; but see Nougayrol 153, n. 13; Oppenheim, 558a). Else-
where in the inscription the precative /i plus verb is written according to standard Akkadian
practice as lizzur¥u (line 93), lilqut (line 94), limdudiSu (line 95), lipalliqu (line 98), liballitalu,
linagsarusu (line 100). Unfortunately, the readings for both nouns are difficult. However,
something like andullu ‘protection’ (cf. Nougayrol, 153, n. 13) or naru ‘light’ (cf. liz nirsu
nawirum attunu ‘may you [Zababa and I3tar] be his shining light,” YOS 9, 35:38—39) in the
first case and gillu or sululu ‘protection’ (said of Sama$, sée CAD S, 190 & 243) is expected.

Line 101

EN-Ju-t etemmi. We are no doubt dealing here with the epithet of Samas as bél etemmi ‘lord

of the spirits’. For example, 4Samaj . . . bél elati u Saplati bél d Anunnaki bel etemmi *“Sama$
.. . lord of the upper and nether worlds, lord of the Anunnaki, lord of the spirits” (An.St. 5,

98:25-26). However, the lu-# following EN is a problem. It can hardly be a ‘pausal’ form to
indicate unusual emphasis (Smith, 23). Most probably it is best to take the /u-# as an antici-

patory dittograph of the lu-# following etemmi.

lu TIRA-Su. “May (he) be his protection(?)”, see on /2 KUG.LU-Sin line 100 above.

Line 102

30 3anati. For the reading of KAM for Smith’s SE, cf. Nougayrol, 154, n. 2.
Sarraku. Here, ‘1 reigned’; see above on line 58.

Line 103

manaptiya. ‘My achievement(s)’; see above on line 41.

li[ ]. A verb such as limura ‘let them see’ or liSassa ‘let them read’ is called for.
Line 104

Liktana[rabu/aj. It is uncertain whether the subjects of karabu are the gods (so Goetze, 230a;
Kempinski & Ne’eman, 215) or the citizens of Alalah (so Oppenheim, 558a).



