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PREFACE.

As the First Edition of my Essay on the Moabite Stone was cireulated gratuitously by the
Proprietors among the Members of the DBritish Association, and as there has been a demand for
purchasing it, I have Dbeen induced to issue a Second IKdition, which should be accessible to the
Public. Had I studied my own feelings, I should have deferred the publication of the Second
Edition a little longer, to see whether M. Ganncau could at last be induced to publish Photographs,
or Casts of the squeeze of the entire Stone, and of the fragments after it was broken up, which he
possesses, so as to enable us to test his joining together of the shattered pieces. But the withdrawal
of my Essay from the market led many to believe that it was either owing to some literary
blunders which had escaped my notice, or that I had changed my mind on the genuineness of the
Stone.  The first whisper I can safely pass over without explanation. As to the second I can only
remark, that the scholarship of the individual who should call the genuineness of the Inscription in

question 1s not worth a day’s purchase.

In preparing the Second Edition for the Press I carefully perused both the important and
the unimportant Treatises and Notices which have appeared separately, and in Periodicals, upon the

Moabite Stone, as may be scen from almost every line of the commentary.

Tllfough the aid of the Council of the British Association, and the recent exploration of
Moab in connection with the Palestine Exploration Society, 1 am enabled to publish in this edition
a new Map of Moab, embodying the investigations of Captain Warren and Mr, Palmer, which will

materially aid the understanding of the campaign described on the Stone.

As T greatly desire that my Treatise should be intelligible to every ordinary reader of the
Scripturcs, I have tried to explain the very rudiments of Hebrew grammar, and have translated
nearly every foreign quotation, whether Oriental or Occidental. This, I am sure, the more advanced
student will excuse; since it is as important for cducated people genemﬁy, who often wonder what
dialects the neighbouring people of the Jews spoke, as it is for the scholar, to know in what
language Solomon, Omri, Jchoshaphat and Elisha, who are described as holding converse with the

different nations of Canaan, carried of their conversation.



4 PREFACE.

Appended to this Treatise will be found the eleven versions of the Moabite Stone, English,
French, and German, which have already appeared, in parallel columns, accompanied by my own
translation. In arranging these versions I have not followed the chronological order, but grouped them
together according to the different langunges, giving, however, the French the priority, because they
appeared first.  As M. Ganncau and Professor Schlottmann have respectively published three different

recensions of their travslation, I have given the last of cach.

In the Index of the words which oceur in the Moabite Stone, I have not only catalogued the
roots, but the different forms of the verbs, the nouns and the particles, so that it may constitute a
Concordance to the Inseription. Any form of a verb or a noun used in the Moabite Stone, which does
not occur in the Hebrew Seriptures, is marked by an asterisk, thus enabling the student to see at a
glance what new acquisitions this lapidary document yields to the Hebrew vocabulary. The Grammars

referred to are the last editions.

HorLmrEA, BiNFiELD, BRACKNELL, BERKS,
May 1st, 1871.
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1 I Mesha am son of Chemoshgad XKing of Moab, the
2 Dibonite. My father reigned over Moab thirty years, and I reign-
3 ed after my father. And I erected this Stone to Chemosh at Korcha, [a Stone of]
4 [sa]lvation, for he saved me from all despoilers and let me see my desire upon all my enemies.

5 Now Om[r]i, King of Israel, he oppressed Moab many days, for Chemosh was angry with his

I[aJnd. Hig son succeeded him, and he also said, T will oppress Moab. In my days he said, [Let us go]
and T will see my desire on him and his house, and Israel said, I shall destroy it for ever. Now Omri took the land
Medeba and [the enemy] occupied it [in his days and in] the days of his son, forty years. And Chemosh [had merey]
on it in my days; and I built Baal Meon, and made therein the ditch and T [built]
Kirjathaim. For the men of Gad dwelled in the land [Atarjoth from of old, and the K[ing of Ijsrael fortified
Alt]aroth, and I assaulted the wall and captured i, and killed all the wa[rriors of]
the wall, for the well-pleasing of Chemosh and Moab; and I removed from it all the spoil, and [of-
fered] it before Chemosh in Kirjath; and I placed therein the men of Siran and the me[n cf]
Mochrath. And Chemosh said to me, Go take Nebo against TIsrael. [And  I]
went in the night, and I fought against it from the break of dawn till mnoon, and T took
it, and slew in all seven thousand [men, but T did not kill] the wom-
en [and malidens, for [I] devoted [them] to  Ashtar-Chemosh; and I took from it
[the ves]sels of Jehovah and offered them before Chemosh. And the XKing of Israel fortiffied]
Jahaz, and occupied it, when he made war against me; and Chemosh drove him out before [me and]
I took from Moab two hundred men, all its poor, and placed them in Jahaz, and took it,
to annex it to  Dibon. I built XKorcha, the wall of the forest, and the wall
of the vcity, and I built the gates thercof, and I built the towers thereof, and 1
built  the palace, and 1 made the prisons for the crim(inal]s with{in the]
wall  And there was no cistern in the wall in Korcha, and I said to all the people, Make for yourselves
every man a ecistern in his house. And I dug the ditch for Korcha with the [chosen] men of
[T]srael. I built Aroer and I made the road acToss the Arnon,
I  built Beth-Bamoth, for it was destroyed; I built Bezer, for it was cult down]
by the armed mfen] of Dibon, for all Dibon was now loyal ; and I  reignf[ed]
from Bikran, which I added to my land, and I bui[lt]
[Beth-Gamul], and Beth-Diblathaim, and  Beth-Baal-Meon, and I placed theré the  ploor]
31 [people of] the land. And as to Horonaim [the men of Edom] dwelt therein [on the descent from of old].

32 And Chemosh said to me, Go down, make war against Horonaim, and ta[ke it. And I assaulted it],
33 [And I took it for] Chemosh [restored i]t in my days. ‘Wherefore I mafde] . . . .

34 year . . . and I
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INTRODUCTION.

I.—THE HISTORY OF THE MOABITE STONE.

Tee story of the discovery of this unparalleled relic is as simple, as the means set on foot to obtain it, which
resulted in its destruction, are intricate. The Rev. F. Klein, of the Church Missionary Society, made a journey
to Jebel Ajloon and the Bekka, in August 1868, over a country which has only been visited twice or thrice by
Euaropeans during this century. On his arrival at Dibin, August 19th, he was informed by his friend and protector,
Sheikh Zattam, son of the famous Fendi-l-Fiiz, Sheikh of the Beni Sachr, that scarcely ten minutes from where they
had pitched their tents, there was a black basalt stone, which turned out to be about 3 ft. 10 in. high, 2 ft. in breadth,
and 14} in. in thickness, and rounded both at the top and bottom to nearly a semicircle! with an inscription on it
consisting of thirty-four straight lines, running across the stone, about 1} inch apart.

Mr. Klein, who is in fact the real discoverer of the Moabite Stone, did not understand the import or the
immense importance of the precious document, and therefore satisfied himself with merely taking a drawing of a few
words and compiling an alphabet from it. Still, from the whole appearance of the monument, he was impressed
with the fact that it ought to be in an European Museum, and accordingly, at once set negotiations on foot to
secure it for the Museum at Berlin. Dr. Petermann, of Berlin, to whom Mr. Klein described his find, endeavoured
to get f)ossession of it, and then transmit this huge and heavy block to his Government.

But though the Stone had stood there upwards of two millenniums and a half without the natives assigning
any other value to it than that of a relic, the very fact that a Frank, as they cail every European, had seen
it and was endeavouring to obtain it, at once roused their suspicions, and made the Moabites believe that it was
worth, or that they at least ought to ask for it, its weight in gold. Hence those of them who had an interest
in getting as much for the Stone as possible, were not satisfied with having one bidder for it; and, knowing that
there were in Jerusalem other Europeans, who at a great expense not only compass sea and land, but even descend
into the very bowels of the earth to obtain stones, bones, broken earthenware, &c., provided they are old, determined
to make known their treasure to other Franks with plenty of money. Thus, a few weeks after Mr. Klein had
seen the Stone, and spoken to the natives about it, a man from Kerak came purposely to acquaint Captain Warren,
the indefatigable and accomplished agent of the Palestine Ixploration Society at Jerusalem, with its existence.

The design of this information need not be pointed out; and we, as good men of business, can hardly

! As M. Ganneau, who never saw the Stone in its entirety, has given it out that it was square at the bottom, and as this serious mistake has been followed
by all who have written upon, or who have given sketches of, the Moabite Stone, we subjoin Mr. Klein’s description, who, as we shall see hereafter, was
not only the original discoverer of this remarkable monument, but is the only Furopean who saw it before it was broken. ¢ The Stone is, as appears from the
accompanying sketch, rounded on otk sides, not only at the upper end, as mentioned by Monsieur Ganneau, who says *La forme de la stéle 8tait celle dun carré long,
termind en hout par wune partie arrondie, Langle inférieur de droite était déja cassé depuis fort long-temps.” From his sketch also of the Stone, he admits it not to have
been rounded, but square at the bottom ; but the fact of this being so cannot but be of importance to him, as it will give him the comfortable assurance that in the
Jower cornar sides there are not so many words of the Inscription missing as would be the case if it were square at the bottom, as he was wrongly informed by his
authority ; for, as in the upper part, so also in the lower, in exactly the same way the lines become smaller by degrees. Pall Mall Guzctte, April 19th, 1870. Palestine
Ezploration Society, Quarterly Statement, No. vi,, p. 282. It is strange that Professor Rawlinson, who published an article on the Moabite Stone in the Contemporary
Teview of August, 1870, more than three months after the appearance of Mr. Klein’s letter in the Pall Mall Guzetie, and more than a month after it was republished in
the Palesting Exploration Society, Quarterly Statement, still represents the Moabite Stone as square at the bottom. Mr. Klein’s measurements of the Stone arc also
different from those of M. Ganneau, as may be seen from the following comparison :—

KLEIN.

GANNEAU,
Heighth 1 metre 13 centimdtres, Heighth 1 metre.
Breadth . 70 centimatres. Breadth ” 60 centim?tres.
Thickness ” 35 centimdtres, Thickness ... s 60 centimetres.
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wonder that the men of Kerak, and many others in that country, should wish to become agents to “the rich
Englishman” in this matter, and try to make as good a bargain as possible. Captain Warren, however, knowing
that “the Prussian Consul was moving in the matter to get possession of it and that he had actually “ obtained
a firman for the Stone” like an Knglish gentleman, would take no action, and did not feel at liberty to concern
himself about it, until the spring of 1869.

It was at this time that another antiquarian appeared on the sceme. The Rev. Dr. Barclay related the
circumstances of the Stone, and the slow process by which the Prussians tried to secure it, hoth to Captain Warren
and M. Clermont-Ganneau, of the French Consulate ab Jerusalem, in the spring of 1869. DBoth these gentlemen
expressed  their astonishment when they heard that mo squeeze or copy of the inscription had been taken. All
that the two Englishmen, ¢ ¢ Captain Warren and Dr. Barclay, could do, was to call on Mr. Klein to ascertain the
progress made by the Prussian officials in securing the monument, and Captain Warren was then obliged to leave
Jerusalem for the Lebanon, in July, 1869.

M. Ganneaw, however, who remained on the spot, was not deterred from moving in the’ matter,
though he knew that the Prussians were first in the ficld, and that they were making every exertion to
sceure it for the Berlin Museum. Surmising the importance of this ancient relic, this young TFremch savant, with
more enthusiasm than diserction, employed several agents to obtain squeezes, and even the Stone itself! and actually
promised for it 200 medshidjes, or about £375. This was too great a temptation, and a bait for the different chiefs,
each one of whom naturally wished to obtain the prize. When the Governor of Nablfis heard that there was a
Stone ab Dibon, for which a lot of money had been offered by the Franks, and that there had already been fighting
among the Arabs, &c., whom M. Ganneau had sent across the Dead Sea to take the squeezes, he put pressure upon
the Bedouins, through the Modir of es-Salt, to obtain the prize for himself. The Moabites, thus exasperated,
“sooner than give it up, put a fire under it and threw cold water on it, and so broke it, and then distributed
the bits among the different families, to place in the granaries, and act as blessings upon the corn; for they say
that without the Stone (or its equivalent in hard cash) a blight will fall upon their crops.”  When Captain Warren,
was returning {rom the Lebanon to Jerusalem, in November, 1869, he Waé met on the road, hall-way up from
Jaffa, by an Adwin, who informed this indefatigable explorer of the melancholy fact that the Stone at Dhibin was
broken, and as proof produced a piece of it with letters, which he gave to the Captain.

It is, therefore, not too much to say, that the very oldest Semitic lapidary record of importance yet discovered,
which had defied the corroding powers of more than 2,500 years, was at last broken up, through the unwise
measures adopted by a young TFrench savan?, who, in spite of knowing that others were first in the field hidding
for it, was determined to outbid them, in order to secure it for his own nation. Had M. Gannesu entertained
the same disinterested sentiments, and acted upon the same principle, as Captain Warren,—that it mattered little
“whether the Stone got to Berlin, Tondon, or Paris”—this precious relic might, in all probability, have now been
in its original state in one of the European Museums. In mitigation, however, of M. Ganneaw’s precipitate and
hasty action, it must be stated that he was the first to recognise the immense importance of the monument. Still
the fact that he never even mentions Mr. Klein’s name, nor says a word that the Prussians were endeavouring to
secure it, in his account of the Moabite Stone, will always show that he was more jealous to appear as the original
discoverer of the monument, than to give credit to whom credit is due.

As this account of the mournful history of the Moabite Stone, which T gave in the first cdition of my

Tn a letter from Dr. Mcyer, Chancellor of the North German Consulate at Jerusalem, just published in the Zewtschrift der Deutschen Morgenlindischen
Gesellschayt (vol. xxiv. p. 236), Dr. M. says that the Pasha of Nablus had engaged to deliver the Stone into tho hands of the Consul for 100 Napoleons, = £80
(““Der Pasha von Nablus, in December durch einen von uns ausgewirkten Firman vom Wali zu Damascus beordert, den Stein in unsere Tinde zu schalen—fic 100
Nap. d'or- forderte die Deni Hamide auf, den Stein herauszngeben.”) So that M. Ganneau, who tells us that Sheikh Id el-Faéz < demanda quatre cents médjidiss,
dont je lui donnai moitié d avance,” promised to give more than four times the amount for which the Stone was to have been delivered to the Germun Consulate.

? Caplain. Warren, First Account of the Inscription from 3Moab, Palestine Exploration Fund Quarterly Statement, No. v., p. 170,
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Treatise, has been questioned by some of M. Ganneaws {riends, who thought that T exhibited him in too dark a
light, T subjoin the following literal translation of the official Report just published.

“At the end of August 1868, my friend the Rev. F. Klein, of the Church Missionary Society, returned to Jerusalem
from a journey round the Dead Sea. The day afler his arrival he gave me an account of it in the presence of three friends,
when he called my special attention to a Stone which the Bedouins in the neighbourhood of Diban, the ancient Dibon,
showed him, remarking expressly that he was the first European who got to know of it. According to his statement, which
was taken from notes in his diary, it was three spans wide, five spans long, and one and a half spans thick, (4.¢. seventy
centimetres wide, one metre thirteen centimetres long, and thirty-five centimetres in thickness,) probably basalt,? and had
a very plain Inscription of thirty-three lines® very well preserved, and only on the upper part some lines were a little
obliterated. ~ Not being prepared for such a find, he had no squeeze paper; and as he was obliged to leave soon, he could
make no transcript of the whole, but only copicd a few signs, which I at once recognised as Pheenician. By the next post,
August 29th, T wrote about it to Berlin, and apprehending danger in delay, I requested a telegram in reply, whether the
directors of the Royal Museum were inclined to pay 100 Napoleons, if necessary, for the purchase of the Stone. On
September 15, I received a telegram from H. Lepsius, authorising me to spend this sum.

“To avoid any collision, I requested both Mr. Klein and the three others who were present, not to mention it to
anybody. One of them however confessed that he had already spoken about it to Dr. Barclay, the senior clersyman to
the Jewish Mission. Probably he mentioned it fo Captain Warren, as would appear from his report. Both however were
discreet enough to make no use of it, as they learned that I was very anxiousto obtain the Stome. It was only after
my departure, when they probably thought that our Consulate would manifest no further interest in it, that M. Ganneau,
of the French Consulate, got to know of it, either through them or through the Arab Saba Cawér, whom I had dispatched
to the Bedouins.

“ As soon as T obtained the authority from Berlin I consulted with Mr. Klein, who, through long intercourse with the
Arabs, had not only acquired a thorough knowledge of their language but also great experience, as to the best mode of
proceeding in order to obtain the Stome. He wrote a letter to the chief Sheikh Fendi Feiz, whose authority the Bedouins
of Diban acknowledged, requesting his help to obtain the Stone, as he believed that by this means he would be able to
buy it cheaper. ~With this letter and blankets which I purchased as packing for the Stone, we immediately dispatched
from Salt a very clever teacher named Behnam, who was known to the Sheikh. For a long time T waited in vain for an
answer. At last it arrived, but it was by no means satisfactory. The first information (7.e., in September) was to the effect
that the principal Sheikh in question wished to consult with the one on whose territory the Stone was lying. But shortly after
the Sheikh went to Damascus, without having first consulted with him. After his return he informed us to our great regret
that he could do nothing in the matter. On the advice of Mr. Klein I made a second attempt, and in the beginning of
March, 1869, dispatched direct to Diban at my own cost, another Arab teacher Saba CawAr, of Jerusalem, who was also intimate
with the Bedouins. That he might induce them at once, T gave him fifty-three Napoleons, three of which were for the expenses
of his journey, and promised him that if he brought the Stone undamaged to Jerusalem, I would give him fifty Napoleons
more without any regard as to what he paid for it. Unfortunately he too returned without the Stone, and informed me that
the Bedouins had concealed it. He had indeed seen it, but they did not ask now 100 Napoleons for it, but 1000; or rather
100,000 piastres, about £1000. As I could not entertain this demand, T immediately wrote March 19, 1869, to Berlin, that
I was now of opinion the Stone could only be obtained through the intervention of the Turkish government. In consequence

of this a letter arrived in June from the Grand Vizier, but it was addressed to the Pasha of Jerusalem, whose authority

1 Petermann, Ueber die Aufindung der Moabitischen Inschrift des Kénigs Mesa, Zeitsohrift der Deutschen morgenlindischen Gesellschaft. — Vol. xxiv.,
pp. 840—644, Leipeig. 1870,

2 From the fragments which M. Ganneau and the Palestine Exploration Society possess, it is now established beyond doubt that the stone is basalt.

3 This must be a mistake, since M. Klein has not only stated in two accounts published by himsolf, that the Stonce contained 31 lines, but when in conversation
with him I called attention to the above statement, he emphatically declared to me that it was a mistake.
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does not extend beyond the transjordanic countries, asking him “to allow me to remove the Stone at my expense, in case
he had no scruples about it.” The Pasha had just then gone to a Conference at Beyrout, whither T dispatched the letter,
that it might be handed over to him by the North German Consulate there. In the meantime the Pacha came back, and T
had to wait for the return of the lelter, so that several wecks again elapsed. On June 23rd T sent the letter to the Pasha,
and as might have been expected, received from him an answer that he could not do anything direct in the matter, since
it belonged to the district of his equal the Pasha of Nuablus, und who could only receive the command from the Governor-
General in Damascus. e however sent me an open letter to the Wali of Damascus, requesting him to order further steps
to be taken. This 1 dispatched with the letter of the Vizier to the Consulate of the Confederation in Beyrout, and requested

that both should be forwarded to the Governor-General.

“DBefore the answer arrived at Jerusalem I left, but earnestly requested the Chancellor, Dr. Meyer, to do all in his
power in order to secure the Stone, which he did.

“¥rom this point the account is taken from the Report of the Consulate of the Confederation at Jerusalem to the
Chancellor of the Contederation, dated April 29th, 1870.

“The Consulate made every endeavour to obtain at least a squeeze, but Mr. Klein, as well as Saba Cawdr, declared that
the Bedouins, according to the most recent enquiries, had buried the Stone and considered it as the sanctuary of a dewmon.
They would not allow a squeeze of it, because this would deprive the Stone of its inherent demoniac power. The answer
of the Wali from Damascus was eagerly expected, but it did not come, and as even the Governor-General left Damascus
for some time a speedy dispatch of the Firman was not to be thought of.

“In the middle of October 1869, the said Saba Cawir appeared again at the Consulate, and declared that the moment
was favourable for bringing the Stone to Jerusalem for the sum of 120 Napoleons. The chief Sheikh of the Beni Hamide offered
to deliver the Stone under certain conditions. The Consul-General, Herr Von Alten, did not hesitate to advance from his own
pocket the sum above the 100 Napoleons granted. to me by the Directors of the Royal Museum, and gave the 120 Napoleons
to Saba Cawdr, with the condition that if he delivered the Stone atthe Consulate within thirty days from the end of October,
he would require no account as to the expenditure of the 120 Napoleons; but if the conditions were not fulfilled within
the time specified, he would be obliged to return the 120 pieces of gold. Saba Cawir gladly accepted these conditions. He
again undertock a journey, made a contract d’achat on the spot in his name with the Sheikh of the Beni Hamide, in which
the luiter undertook to deliver the Stone for the stipulated sum as soon s it was wished. He now found new difficulties in the
way on account of the transport to Jerusalem. Kaplan, the Sheikh of the Adwan-Bedouins, probably through the
instigation of some jealous relatives of the Sheikh of the Beni Hamide, would not allow it to pass through his territory
without molestation. Added to this M. Ganneauw and the French Consulate were not inactive, but tried everything to obtain
the Stone for themselves. Be it that Saba Cawir offered the Sheikh of the Adwan too little Bakshish, or that the latter
acted in the interest of the French; suffice it to say, Saba Cawir informed Herr Von Alten through Mr. Klein, that if the
Wali of Damascus did not use his influence it would be impossible to obtain the Stone. This happened in the beginning
of November, at the time of the great visits to Jerusalem, on which occasion the Governor-General of Syria also spends a
day there. As Herr Von Alten, after several attempts, could not get to see him, he applied to him in writing with
reference to the Firman from Constantinople, and received an answer on the same day that he could do nothing for the
Stone in the interest of the Consulate, since the inspection of it by foreigners yields an income to the Beni Hamide, and
that the removal of it he feared would cause a fresh revolt. That the Governor-General was entirely mistaken on this point,
any one will see who knows that Mr. Klein, of Jerusalem, was the first foreigner who got to know the existence of this
monument, and who reflects how after this time the Bedounins guarded the Stone as a sanctuary, in order to keep it from
the sight of the Franks, who, besides most rarely touch that very dangerous territory. Moreover Saba CawAr had actually

purchased the Stone for the Consulate in a contract voluntarily entered upon on the part of the Bedouins.

“On October 13th Herr Von Alten met the Wall in Jaffa and spoke to him. The issue of this conversation was that
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the Wali wished to see the contract of purchase which Saba Cawir made with the Beni Hamide, and promised to do all in his
power. Herr Von Alten forthwith charged Dr. Meyer, the Chancelior, to dispatch an especial messenger to Saba Cawdr,
who was still on the other side of the Jordan, to bring the contract to Damascus, and then to demand from the Governor-
General protection of the Stone as the property of the Consulate against' the difficulties which the hostile Bedouins might
place in the way of its transport. This was done at once, and on October 20th the contract was dispatched by means of
the Beyrout Consulate to the address of the Governor-General.

“Tn the meantime Saba Cawir returned after the lapse of the thirty days, to await in Jerusalem the expected answer
from Damascus; and then with the help of the Pasha of Nablus to transport the Stone to Jerusalem.

“ Then the report suddenly arrived that the Pasha of Nablus demanded the delivery of the monument from the
Beni Hamide ; and that owing to this, the Bedouins from hatred to the Turkish Governor, broke the Stone so as to prevent
its falling into his hands. Unfortunately, the truth of this report, which was at first made known by Saba Cawir was soon
confirmed. The Bedouins on the other side of the Jordan, which fought with the Wali only in the preceding summer, and were
ultimately overthrown, could not subdue their hatred against their old enemy, and endeavoured to show it even on this
occasion. Thus far the share of the Consulate at Jerusalem to obtain the Stone.

« Ag to the share of M. Ganneau, after obtaining also from Salt further information about the existence of the Stone,
he first sent an Arab to the Beni Hamide. In attempting to obtain a squeeze of the Stone, he was so much disturbed,
that he was glad to escape the threatening attacks of the Bedouins, with some wet paper fragments. M. Ganneau, too, who has
lived several years in Jerusalem, did not venture to undertake the very costly journey in the transjordanic territory, because
he knew well the dangerous position of a European in attempting to obtain such a monument from the Bedouins. After
the Stone was destroyed, he as well as Captain Warren obtained through the agency of an Arab a squeeze of the two chief
fragments, together with some smaller oncs.  From these he began to reconstruct the Inscription, and then forwarded it to
the Count de Vogiie.

«It ig evident from the above official report that the German clergyman, the Rev. Mr. Klein, discovered the Stone, and
communicated with the German Consulate tn order to secure it, that a contract was made by the Consulate with the proprietors
of it, and that the delivery of the Stone to the Consulate was ordered by the Turkish Government. According to the
common rules of discretion it would be expected that no one wounld interfere with the progress of this affair before it was
announced that the negotiations were either concluded or broken off.”

From the foregoing Report it will be seen that Mr. Klein communicated his discovery of the Stome to Dr.
Petermann in August, 1868 ; that negociations to obtain this monument for the Berlin Museum were at once set on
foot; that the negociations were anxiously and uninterruptedly carried on till the ancient relic was broken in pieces
in November, 186Y; and that immediately after these negociations were entered upon, both its discovery and the Prussian
Consulate’s endeavours to secure it were perfectly well known in Jerusalem, as the whole affair was no longer a secret.
Now it was only in October, 1869, that M. Ganneau obtained independent information and the rough copy of a few signs
of the Stone, hence fourteen months after its discovery by Mr. Klein, Moreover, M. Ganneau’s endeavours to secure the
Stone for himself were indisputably made at the very time when it was perfectly well known that the German Consulate’s
negociations were being carried on, thus bringing in collision two opposite bidders and thereby imperilling the monument
itself. 'With these facts before us, we must confess that the Official Report treats M. Ganneau very courteously when it
simply states that “according to the common rules of discretion it would be expected that no one would interfere with the

progress of this affair before it was announced that the negociations were either concluded or broken off.”
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II.—THE RESTORATION AND THE PRESENT CONDITION OF THE TEXT.

IT has already been stated that M. Ganneau, whilst negotiating for the stome itself, took care that, whatever the
issue of his negotiations, he should have a squeeze of the inscription, which, in fact, was to guide him in his offer
for it.  Accordingly, he despatched an intellizent young Arab, accompanicd by two mounted horsemen, to Dibon, and
supplicd them with the necessary materials for taking impressions of the Stome. The Beni Hamide, who considered
themselves the proprietors of it, found it to their interest to allow squeezes to be taken. The Arabs, however
seemed not to have been able to determine their exact partnership in the relic, and got to fighting over it, whilst
Yaquob Caravacca, the messenger of M. Ganneau, was engaged in taking the squeeze. The impression was therefore
imperfectly done, and saved with difficulty! Having been taken off whilst wet, the squeeze got torn and crumpled
in drying, and was brought to M. Ganneau in seven fragments.

Captain Warren, who now began to fear lest the Stone should be lost to the world, sent his Adwén at once
with squeeze paper, to secure an impression of the pieces; and on the 13th January, 1870, this Bedouin returned
with two excellent squeezes of the two large fragments, respectively marked A and B, as well as with twelve small pieces
of the Stone itself, each having a letter or two. The same day M. Ganneaw’s Bedouin also brought him squeezes of
the identical two fragments, and on comparing the respective impressions, it was found that certain parts were in
each squeeze more or less perfect than in the other. Captain Warren’s Bedouin sabsequently also brought another
“very excellent squeeze of the larger fragment, 7.¢, B.” The materials therefore from which the restoration of the
monument was cflected, arve, 7, A squeeze of the whole Stone, as it was first discovered, in very bad condition; .
Captain Warren’s two very excellent squeezes of the two large fragments, which represent about half of the- entire
surface; 477, Captain Warren’s second squeeze of the larger fragment, 4.e, B; é. M. Ganneaw's rubbings of the
lower fragments, obtained independently, which supplement each other; and v, a number of small pieces of the Stone
itself.

Tt is from these materials that M. Ganneau has reconstructed the text. We greatly regret that this
ingenious scholar has neither furnished us with fac-similes of the other eighteen fragments in his possession, nor
of the original squeeze taken of the whole Stone ¢n sitw. Indeed he has not even described the contents of each
of the smaller pieces which he possesses so as to cnable us to see which words he took from the sundry fragments
of the Stone itself, and which from the cast, or how he joined the several picces into one whole. It is therefore
impossible to say whether in joining the detached fragments together he was guided by their fitting into one
another, or by the original paper cast of the entire Stone, or by the sense, or by a careful study and comparison of
all these aids put together.

An examination however of M. Ganncaw's and Captain Warren’s texts of the two large fragments will show
that in spite of the material variations in these respective transcripts the young French sovant has performed his
task in a most scholarly, careful, and conscientious manner, and that his text can he rélied upon; whilst Captain
Warren, though equally indefatigable and scrupulous, did not bring to his transcript that knowledge of the language

which is absolutely essential to the deciphering of such a monument, and hence copied his squeezes in a purely

1 Mr. Klein declares that ¢ the Stonc was lying among the ruins of Dibon perfectly free and exposed to view, the Imscription uppermost. I got four men
to turn it round.” Comparing this with M. Canneaw's contradictory aceounts, Professor Davidson rightly remarks, ‘“thus M. Ganneau's splendid tableau of the
Sheich throwing himself into the hole where the Stone was lying, grasping the wet paper, and thrusting it crumpled and torn into his robe, jumping on his horse
and galloping off * ventre & terre,” to join his two compauions, is worthy of a place beside the other historical paintings of his country on the walls of the
Louvre.”—(British and Foreign Krangelical Review, Feb, 1871, p. 147.)
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following table of variations taken from ¥ragments A and B. As

Captain Warren published two photographs exhibiting two different tracings of Fragment B, one dated January 20, 1870,

and the other

February 12, 1870,

Palestine Exploration Society,”

respectively marked No. 3 and No.

4 on the Photographic Sheet of “the

we shall describe the differences in this duplicate as 3 and 4.

Line| M. Ganneaw. | Capt. Warren. | Line| M. Ganneau. | Capt. Warren. | Line| M. Ganneau. | Capt. Warren.
2 |9 whn 7| W N 20 | N TN
3 I murman | namTan |16 | Ebsyae | bnpm 22 | bysn w-r
‘ g 3
?
4 | bwn e 17 | 5 33 | Tomm _’5, - }
5 | om et 18 | arom W mi;
MMy 3
3 19 '
, | M N mannbma | A |
The simple exhibition of these variations will convince any impartial reader of the high value of M. Ganneau’s
labours. Indeed since he published the first transcript of the mutilated text this emthusiastic scholar has incessantly

prosecuted his studies of the sundry materials in his possession, and as results of his research, issued two revised
texts with elaborate notes.

But notwithstanding these materials, from which the text has been restored, there are lacunz not only at
the end, but in the middle, of all the lines except six, which are perfect. The condition of the text will be best
understood from the following figures: Taking each line to average about nine and a quarter words, the thirty-four lines of
the Inscription, in its perfect state, must have had about three hundred and thirteen words, and about eleven hundred
letters, and not a thousand as M. Ganneau calculates, The lacunw, in the present restored text, both from the
actual fragments and the squeeze before the stone was broken, consist of about thirty-five entire words, fifteen half
words, and eighteen letters; thus amounting to less than a seventh. Nearly two-thirds of the Stone itself, consisting
Of the
twenty fragments which M. Ganneaun recovered, fragment A contains one hundred and fifty, fragment B three hundred
and fifty-eight;

making in all, six hundred and thirteen letters ;

of thirty-eight fragments, are now in the possession of M. Ganneau and the Palestine Exploration Society.

the next larger contains thirty-eight; and the remaining seventeen fragments contain sixty-seven,

whilst the eighteen small fragments in the possession of the

Palestine Exploration Society contain fifty-six letters; thus making a total of six hundred and sixty-nine letters out

of the eleven hundred.

1 In justification of our statoment that the Stone in its entirety must have had about 1,100 letters and not 1,000 as M. Ganneau asserts, we have simply-to
remark that the Inscription in its present defective condition has 965 letters, and that 101 letters are wanting in those lines in which the lacuns can be filled
up from the connection exclusive of the mutilated last four lines, Taking the top four rounded off lines, which have 112 letters, as our standard for the bottom
four lines which are rounded off in & similar manner, and which at present only contain 59 letters, 53 letters are wanting in these four lines by themsolves. If we
add 53 to the 1,066 we have 1,119 letters. Had Professor Davidson taken the trouble of counting the existing letters as well as the number of those which the
lacun® will admit, he would not have questioned our calculation. (British and Foreign Evangelical Review, p. 149, February, 1871,)
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ITI. CONTENTS, DIVISION, AND DATE OF THE INSCRIPTION.

This Monument records three great events in the reign of Mesha, King of the Moabites, and is, therefore, divisible into
three parts as follows :

Tue ¥igst Pary, 1—21 «, xecords the wars of Mesha with Omri, King of Israel, and his successors.  ITaving given
his own name and that of his father, as well as the duration of his paternal reign (1—3a), Mesha states that he erected this
Monument to his national God, Chemosh, as a token of gratitude for the deliverance from the forty years’ oppression, by Omnui,
King of Israel, and his successors (3 b—9 «).  Through the mercy of Chemosh, Mesha was enabled to fortify Baal-Meon,
and make from it a suceessful attack upon Kirjathaim; to take Ataroth, which the tribe of Gad had occupicd from time
tinmemorial, and which was fortified by the King of Israel, to devote to destruction all its inhabitants as an offering to his
God, and to repeople the places with loyal subjects from Siran and Mochrath (9 b—14 @).  Chemosh then told him to assault
Neho, which he suecessfully cffected, slaying about seven thousand men, devoting the women to Astar-Chemosh, and the
vessels of Jelwvah to Chemosh (14 6—18 «).  Hercupon the King of Israel fortified Jahaz, from which he attacked Mesha,
but Chemosh made him relinquish the battle, and go back with the army to his own country {18 5-~19), when Mesha
captured Jahaz, repeopled the city, and attached it to Dibon (20—21 a).

TiE SECOND ParT, 21 5—31 a, celehrates the public works undertaken by Mesha, after his deliverance from his Jewish
oppressors. The sudden withdrawal of the foreign army enables him to devote himseli to the restoration of those citics which
Lis enemies destroved during the protracted wars, Chief among the works is the restoration of Karcha, with its paris, forti-
fications, gates, towers, palace, prison, and water-works (215 264); then come the rebuilding of Aroer, the construction of
the voad across the Arnon, the rebuilding of Beth Bamoth and Dezer, which he could now effect, as Dibon, whose former
inhabitants destroved them, was now loyal (26 6—28 a); the addition of a new city to his dominions, the rebuilding of Beth
Gamul, Beth Diblathaim, and Beth-Bual-Meon, which he colonised with faithful Moabites (28 2—31 «).

Tur Tairn Pant, 31 o—34, records his successful wars against the IHoronajim, or the Edomites, which Le undertook
Ly the express command of ()hcm‘osh.

1t is the tivst part of this Inseription which fixes its date, inasmuch as there can be no reasonable doubt that Onui,
who is here described as the oppressor of Moab, is the King of Israel mentioned in the Bible (1 Kings, xvi, 16—28, &e).
The resubjngation of Moab by Omuri took place in the days of Mesha’s father, Chemosh-Gad (cérca B.c. 935), and as 1t lasted
forty years, the deliverance of Moab must have been elfected cirea .0 896, A few years must necessarily have elapsed
Between the expulsion of the old enemy and the erection of the buildings described in the Inscription. We may therefore
conclude that Mesha ervected this monolith about 890, when no fear of the invaders’ return was entertained, wlien the inde-

penlence of the empive was secured, and when the public edifices were finished.
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IV. THE RELATION OF THIS INSCRIPTION TO THE BIBLICAL NARRATIVE.

To understand the connection of the import of this Inscription with the account given in 2 Kings iii. 4—27, it will be
necessary to give a summary of the latter. The story in 2 Kings is briefly as follows :

Mesha, King of Moab, who was rich in cattle, and who, as tributary sovereign, paid to the King of Israel an annual
tribute of one hundred thousand wethers and one hundred thousand rams with their wool, revolted after the death of Ahab*
and upon the succession of Ahaziah to the throne (2 Kings iii. 4—6). So lucrative a vassal, however, the Kingdom of Israel
was unwilling to relinguish; hence when Jehoram succeeded to the throne, upon the death of his brother Ahaziah, he
secured the help of Jehosaphat, King of Judah, and that of his tributary the King of Edom, to reduce the King of Moab to
obedience, and accordingly the united three Kings of Israel, Judah, and Edom, marched, by a circuitous route of seven days,
against Mesha (7—9 a). On their approach to Moab, the allied armies were in the utmost danger of perishing for want of
water (90). Jehosaphat, however, upon inquiry, found that Elisha was with the host, and he with the Kings of Judah and
Edom, went to the Prophet (10—12), who though severely rebuking the King of Israel, and referring him to the Prophets of
Baal, the God of his father and mother, nevertheless, for the sake of Jehosaphat, King of Judah, inquired of Jehovah, and
received the promise that there would not only be a plentiful supply of water, but that the King of Moab should be utterly
discomfited (13—18). When this miraculous supply of water arrived, which preserved the allied armies, it became in a marvellous
way the means of defeating the Moabite host, for to the Moabites who heard of the invasion, and were marching to defend the
borders, it appeared to be the blood of the allies, who having fallen out, had slain each other (20—23 a). The Moabite
soldiers incautiously rushed for the supposed spoil, were surprised by the allies, routed, pursued into their own land, and
slaughtered without mercy. The cities into which they fled were also destroyed, and it was only in the stronghold of
Kirharaseth that the King of Moab could take up his position of defence (23 5—25). Here he made a vigorous attempt
with 700 men to break through the besieging enemy, and when beaten back, he offered up his eldest son, the heir to the
throne, as a burnt offering to Chemosh, upon the city wall, in the sight of the invaders. This sacrifice had the desired effect,
for the invaders were severely chastised, or as it is cuphemistically expressed, “and there was great indignation against Israel,
and they departed from him, and returned to their own land” (26-—27). .

That this description of the invasion of Moab refers to the same events described in the Inscription is evident from the
following facts: 1. Mesha whose exploits are celebrated on this triumphal pillar, like Mesha of the Old Testament, waged a
terrible war with Israel for the iiberation of his country; and 2. Mesha of this Monolith, like Mesha of the Scriptures, carried
on a protracted conflict with the Omri dynasty. As the whole dynasty of Omri only lasted about forty years, and, moreover,
as Mesha was a contemporary of Ahab, Ahaziah, and Jehoram, it would be preposterous to maintain that in the short space of
about twenty years two Kings of Moab flourished, both bearing the same name and both fighting the same battles with the
same Kings of Israel. There can therefore be no doubt that Mesha of this Monolith is identical with the Mesha mentioned in
2 Kings iii. and that the wars described in the two documents are the same. The differences between the two narratives are
such as might be expected in two records of the same events emanating from two hostile parties, and are far less striking than
the eonflicting descriptions given by the English and French of the battle of Waterloo; by the English, French, and Russians,
of the capture of Sebastopol; by the Prussians and Austrians of the battle of Sadowa, or by the French and Germans of the

* As this tributo appears too enormous for the resources of a country not so large as the county of Huntingdon, to be raised year by year, besides what was
roquisite for the support of its own inhabitants, some have supposed that it was not an annual tribute, but simply satisfaction for the damages which the Israclites
sustained in the war with the Moabites, or, as the Septuagint takes it, for the loss incurred in the revolt. Against this, however, is to be urged that if the ‘““one
hundred thousand wethers and one hundred thousand rams with their wool” had been paid once only for damages, and were not repeated as an annual tribute, it
would be perfectly inexplicable why Mesha revolted, and in what the grinding oppression consisted which led to the revolt, But the difficulty is removed by this
Tnscription, from which it appears that Ahab aggravated the oppression of Moab (lines 6, 7,) which undoubtedly consisted in the increase of tribute, so that this heavy
tax was only paid a very short time.

D
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battle of Woerth. But though the two records are of the same campaign they nevertheless describe different strategetical
operations connected therewith. Indeed, it is only by a careful comparison of both documents, and by piecing together the
fragmentary notes of both, that we obtain an intelligible and complete survey of the expedition. Thus, the Biblical record
tells us that immediately after the death of Ahab (B.c. 898) Moab revolted, that for at least two years, 4.¢. during the reign of
Ahaziah, no steps were taken to reclaim it, and that it was Jehoram who determined to resubjugate it (1 Kings 1. 1; iii. 4—6),
Whether this revolt was suddenly effected becanse the Moabites did not relish being vassals to the kings of Israel, or whether
the chain of thraldom had been made heavier by Ahab and thus provoked the revolt, or whether the use the Moabites made of
their two years’ independence to fortify themselves against an attempt on the part of the Kings of Israel to resubjugate them,
which most assuredly must have been expected, the sacred narrative does not state. This, however, is supplied by the
Moabite Stone. It tells us that Ahab aggravated the oppression of the Moabites (lines 6, 7) and in all probability increased
the annual tribute of cattle to the prodigious number mentioned in the Bible (2 Kings iii. 4). It, moreover, shows that the
revolt was not a sudden surprise on the Cis-Arnonic Jewish garrison, but was effected by Mesha taking the places fortified by
Jewish invaders one by one, and that Mesha employed the time of his independence (v.e. the two years of Ahazial’s reign) in
rebuilding, refortifying, and repeopling the very strongholds which he had captured from the enemy (lines 8—18).  All these
fightings and victories Mesha carried on with and gained over the Jewish soldiers and generals who occupied Moab under
Ahab. Wheu Jehoram, however, succeeded to the throne he determined to avenge the defeats which the Jewish army had
sustained and to resubjugate the liberated territory. Hence the Monolith tells us that the King of Israel himself commanding
in person, took the offensive, occupied and fortified Jahaz to opcrate therefrom upon the different parts of the rebellious
country. But the victorious Mesha had prepared himself during his independence for all emergencies. The King of Israel
was soon convinced of this as well as of the fact that he could not possibly reconquer Moab by invading the North of the
Arnonic fortified country, nor effect it single handed by making an incursion on the South Arnonic territory. Hence he not
only relinquished the campaign in the north, as the Moabite Stone states (lines 18—20), but organized the allied expedition
to the South as is recorded in the Book of Kings (iii. 5, &.) The fortunes of the first part of the campaign having already
been decided against him in the North, the King of Israel with his two allies retired at once as soon as he saw that the
second part of the campaign in the South was also against him. It was therefore his defeat in the North recorded on this
Monolith which taught the King of Israel the strength of Mesha’s army, which made him solicit the aid of the Kings of
Judah and Edom, and which for the first time explains to us the reason why Jehoram found it necessary to organize the
allied expedition to the South.

That Mesha should say nothing about the tribute which he had annually to pay to the King of Israel is perfectly
natural. It is not to be expected that in a monument which is designed to celebrate his victories, and which is limited in
space he would specify the particular acts of his humiliation. The categorical statement that he was oppressed forty
years by Omri and his son is quite enough, and implies a tribute. It is for the record of the oppressor to say in what this
vassalage consisted, and to describe the nature and amount of the tribute. Equally implied, though not expressed in this
Inscription, is the combination of the three Kings, of Israel, Judab, and Edom, for the attack upon Moab in lines 4 and 5.
The pregnant statement that Chemosh delivered Mesha “from all his enemies” so emphatically expressed in parellelism,
undoubtedly shows that there was more than one enemy in the battle field, and that the King of Israel was the leader
of combined hostile armies. Nor is it to be expected that Mesha would record the serious blunder which he committed in
mistaking the water for blood, which was so disastrous to his army. The principal event, however, which he records,
and for which this Pillar was designed, is fully borne out in 2 Kings iii. viz, that he ultimately defeated the King of
Tsrael with his allies, and freed himself and his land from his Israelitish enemies, and from a grinding oppression.

Tndeed, this Inscription is not only in harmony with, but is explicatory of, the euphemistic termination of
2 Kings iii., which appears very énigmatical to many, and has given rise to a variety of interpretations. With no record

that the Moabites ultimately defeated the allied armies, apart from the Inscription, it is difficult to acecount for the fact,
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that, after recounting the victories which the three armies gained over the Moabites, the awful carnage which they
inflicted upon them, and the destruction of cities and property which they caused, they all on a sudden quitted the country
at the very time when they were to reap the gains of victory, simply because “there was great indignation against Israel”
(2 Kings iii. 27), as if such ravages could be committed without rousing the anger of the ravaged. Was it the usual
conduct of the Israelites in their wars to retire from the conflict and their victories as soon as they found that the people
whom they vanquished became angry ? The ancients felt the awkwardness of this dilemma, and hence made it out that
it was pity for, and not the anger of, the Moabites which caused the allied armies to relinquish the battle field. Thus
Josephus describes the event, or paraphrases this passage, as follows : “The King of Moab, when he was pursued, endured
a siege, and seeing his city in danger of being overthrown by a force, made a sally and went out with seven hundred men,
in order to break through the enemy’s camp with his horsemen, on that side where the watch seemed to have been kept
most negligently ; and when upon trial, he could not get away, for he lighted upon a place that was carefully watched, he
returned into the city, and did a thing that showed despair and the utmost distress, for he took bis eldest son, who was
to reign after him, and lifting him up upon the Wéll, that he might be visible to all the enemies, he offered him up as a
whole burnt-offering to God, whom, when the Kings saw, they commiserated the distress that was the occasion of it, and
were so affected, in the way of humanity and pity, that they raised the siege, and every one returned to his ownhouse.”

It requires no argument to show that this conversion of the anger manifested by the Moabites into humanity
and pity shown by the allied armies, is simply a subterfuge to get over the difficulty in admitting that the Jews were
beaten back and compelled to retire after the sacrifice made by Mesha. It is this fact, so euphemistically expressed in
2 Kings iii. 27, by the defeated, which is emphatically described and celebrated in this Inscription by the victor. That the
Moabites, who, according to the account in 2 Kings iii, suffered so bitterly at first should at the end gain the victory, will
not surprise any one who carefully peruses the Biblical account of this invasion by the allies. The fact that the King
of Israel was afraid to undertake the expedition alone, and that he not only solicited the aid of Jehoshaphat, King of Judah,
but also the co-operation of the King of Edom, and that even those three Kings, who in person commanded the allied armies,
thought it more prudent and safe to resort to stratagem, and make a circuitous route of seven days, rather than confront
the Moabite army in a straightforward invasion shows beyond doubt that the Moabites were most powerful, that the
invaders knew it perfectly well, and that the change in the fortunes of war in favour of the invaded was perfectly natural.

Wo must now cxamine the relation of 2 Chron. xx. 1-—30 to the events recorded on the Moabite Stone.
According to Noldeke “ the wild story in 2 Chron. xx, 1—30 is simply a transformation of 2 Kings iii. with the omission
of offensive parts such as the martial alliance of Jehoshaphat with the Kings of Israel and Edom, and the human sacrifice,
and with the addition of all sorts of pious reflections.? 1f such treatment of a historical record were admissible, all further
atbempts at explanation would be needless, inasmuch as the identification of the expedition in 2 Kings iii. with
Mesha’s exploits celebrated on the Stone would necessarily include 2 Chron. xx. 1—30. A careful comparison, however,
of 2 Kings iii. 4—27 with 2 Chron. xx. 1—30 will show that they record two totally different events. In 2 Kings iii.
the land of Moab is invaded; in 2 Chron. xx. the land of Judah is overrun. In 2 Kings iii. the King of Isracl organizes
the expedition against his rebellious vassal aided by the Kings of Judah and anm; in 2 Chron. xx. the assauls is
made on the King of Judah alone. In the former, three regular armies are led out of the country by three Kings;
in the latter, three hordes not commanded by any sovereign are marched into the territory of one of the three Kings,
who repels the invasion single-handed. The event, therefore, recorded in 2 Chron. xx. is not only distinct from the
one in 2 Kings iii. but happened after it. It was planned, not by the King of Moab, but by many of his victorious
goldiers who, in conjunction with Ammonite and Maonite hordes, were determined to chastise the King of Judah for
the aid he rendered to the King of Isracl in the expedition which is chronicled in 2 Kings iii,, and the defeat of
which is celebrated in this Inscription.

1 Josephus, Antiq. ix. iii. § 2.
2 Die Inschrift des Konigs Mesa von Moab, p. 22.
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V.—IMPORTANCE OF THE MOABITE STONE HISTORICALLY, THEOLOGICALLY, LINGUISTICALLY,
AND PALZOGRAPHICALLY.

It may safely be asserted that among all the epigraphic monuments hitherto discovered, there is mone which is of such
importance to the history and language of the Old Testament, and to palwography generally, as this mosi ancient
Semitic lapidary record, though it only consists of thirty-four lines. In exhibiting the light which it throws upon
these departments, it will be more convenient to discuss each question separately. Accordingly, we shall begin with
its historical importance. .

1. The historical importance of the “Moabite Stone” to the Bible narrative will be apparent when we consider
the fragmentary record of the relationship subsisting between the Hebrews and the Moabites as given in the Old Testament.
The Biblical history of Moab before the establishment of the monarchy among the Jews is beyond the scope of our
investigation. David, the second King of the Israelites, who himself was of Moabite descent, and who committed his
parents to the care of the Xing of Moab (1 Sam. xxii. 3—5), for some reason which has hitherto defied all the powers
of divining, and which may perhaps be explained by the discovery of another Moabite Stone, we are abruptly told waged
4 most bloody war against the king who had afforded protection to those so near and dear to him (2 Sam. viii. 2, 11, 12
1 Chron. xviil. 2, 11). We are told the result of this war was that this Shepherd King massacred two-thirds of the Moabites
and despoiled and made tributary the remainder. Apart from the incidental remark that some of Solomon’s foreign wives
were Moabites, and that Chemosh the Moabite god was worshipped in Jerusalem (1 Kings xi. 1, 7, 33 : 2 Kings xxiii. 13),
we hear nothing of the relationship of Moab to the Kingdom of Israel for about eighty years, when we are suddenly informed
that apon the death of Ahab they revolted to rid themselves of a grinding tribute (2 Kings iii. 4, &c.) Hence it has generally
been concluded that the awful carnage inflicted upon them by David, which, according to the Biblical account, was little
short of a virtual extirpation of the nation, had so thoroughly erippled and cowed the survivers, who were reduced to
vassalage, that they continued after the disruption of the kingdom fo be tributary to Israel up to the reign of Jehoram, when
they revolted, refusing to pay the enormous contribution heretofore demanded.

From line five, however, of the Inscription we learn for the first time that the Moabites were re-conquered and
re-subjugated by Omri, and that up to B.c. 936 they were free from Jewish vassalage. This, therefore, throws new light upon
the Biblical history, inasmuch as it shows that the Moabites must either have taken advantage of the distracted state of
Judea at the time of Jeroboam I. (B.c. 975) to free themselves of the Jewish vassalage, or that they obtained their
liberty under Solomon. We incline to the latter opinion. Solomon, remembering, it may be, that, whatever their
conduct was which called forth his father’s unquenchable vengeance, he himself was of Moabite origin, and that the
Moabites afforded protection to his grand-parents when they were in imminent danger, regarded the awful sufferings
inflicted upon them by David as a sufficient atonement for their sins, granted them their independence, which they
maintained until the time of Omri, who, as we are informed in this Inscripion, re-conquered them and reduced them
to subjection. Solomon’s friendly feelings towards the Moabites are plainly indicated in 1 Kings xi. 7; and his
Moabite wives, who were so true to their national deity, and had such power over Solomon as to induce him not
only to erect a temple to Chemosh on the Mount of Olives but also himself to worship him, were surely equally
true to their relatives and country, and successfully influenced their spouse to liberate their nation. But the
important declaration in the inscription that Omri re-conquered Moab, and that Mesha regained its independence, also

explains other statements in the Old Testament which have hitherlo been inexplicable. From the invasion of the land of
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Moab, by the three allied armies of Israel, Judah, and Edom (circa B.C. 906 : comp. 2 Kings iii. 4—27) to the time of the death
of Ahaz, king of Judah (circa B.C. 726 : comp. Isaiah xv. xvi), a period of about 180 years, we hear nothing about the
relation of the Moabites to the Israelites. On comparing the two documents, viz, 2 Kings iii. 4—27 and Isaiah xv. xvi, it
will be seen that not only were the Moabites masters of the South Arnonic country, the streﬁgth of whose chief fortress
resisted the attack of the combined armies (2 Kings iii. 25), but that at the time of Isaiah’s prophecy they were actually in
possession of all the North Arnonic cities and the whole district which the Amorites originally took from them (Numb. xxi.
26, &c.), and which having been taken from them was assigned to Reuben, Gad, and the half tribe of Manasseh (Numb. xxxii.
7—9; 20—38: Deut. iil. 8—16). The question then arises—When did the Moabites re-conquer all the territory of
the two tribes and a half? In what period of the Jewish History are the many years to be placed which were necessarily
required for that high development of civilization, wealth, population, military prowess, renown, and national ambition
depicted so vividly by Isaiah (xv. xvi.)?

The ancient commentators, with their usual disregard for historico-critical exegesis, pass the question over in silence.
It is modern criticism which has perceived the difficulty and tried to solve it in the following manner. The Moabites who,
since David, were suhject to the Hebrews, and after the disruption, were tributary to the Kingdom of Israel, revolted after the
death of Ahab, and not only successfully resisted the army of Jehoram (2 Sam. viii. 2: 2 Kings i. 1 : iii. 4—27) but actually
made war against Israel in the reigns of Jehu and Jehoahaz, may at that time (B.c. 896—867) have regained their ancient
cities occupied by the transjordanic tribes. Jeroboam ii. however (B.c. 834—793), who “restored the coast of lsracl,”
conquered Moab, as is implied in the declaration that he extended his dominion. from “Hamath unto the sea of the
wilderness,” (2 Kings xiv. 25), according to the prediction of Amos (vi. 14). But after the death of this monarch, the
Moabites, availing themselves of the long interregnum which followed (8.c. 793—721), recovered their cities, which could all
the more easily be cffected in consequence of the deportation of Reuben to Assyria, which was begun by Pul (s.c. 770) and
completed by Tiglath-pileser (cirea B.c. 740, comp. 1 Chron. v. 25, 26).1

A close examination, however, of this attempt to harmonise the several statements respecting the relationship of
Israel and Moab will show that it bridges over the gaps in the Biblical history with theories and assumed facts which have no
foundation in the Scriptures. Thus the declaration that Jeroboam ii. re-conquered the Moabites, after Jehoram failed to
reduce them to their former vassalage, is simple assumption, since in the passage upon which it is based (2 Kings Xiv. 25),
the phrase that he extended his dominion to (7127 OY) “ the sea of the desert,” for which Amos (vi. 14) has “the river of
(‘77‘13) the wilderness,” simply denotes, as Schlotbmann remarks, the ‘Wady Heshbon, or some other small Wady close by, but
most assuredly not the Arnon. Had his conquest extended to this most ancient and famous boundary river it would
undoubtedly have been emphatically mentioned by name. Equally imaginary is the assertion that Isaiah xv. xvi. refers to
the re-conquests of their country made by the Moabites during the deportation of the Israelites by Pul (8.c. 770) and Tiglath-
pileser (B.c. 740). Such a re-conquest at this time is not only ignored in every other part of the Scriptures, but is not even
remotely hinted at in the Prophecy in question. Here then (Isa. xv. xvi.) where we should, as Gesenius remarks, have
expected cvery wrong done to the Israelites by Moab, especially if of recent date, to be made prominent, there is no notice
taken of the supposed usurpation of their territory,? a fact which shows that this did not take place.

Now it is this Inscription again which solves the difficulty by supplying us with the means of connecting the frag-
mentary statements in the Bible. Tt was Mesha, we are informed in this Triumphal Tablet, who re-conquered and re-built all
the territory and the cities which the Israelites had anciently taken from the Moabites, and which Omri had again captured,
direa B.C. 936. The country regained by this Moabite King from the transjordanic tribes remained in undisturbed possession

of the Moabites up to the time when the “Burden of Moab” was pronounced (Isa. xv. xvi). This peaceful occupation of

1 Comp. Knobel, Der Prophet Isaia, cap. xv. p. 115, &ec. 3rd. ed. Leipzig, 1861: Delitzch, Biblischer Commentar iiher den Prophet Jesaia, cap. xv.
p. 203. Leipzig, 1866: Smith, Dictionary of the Bible, 8. v. MOAB.

2 Comp. Gosenius, Commentar iiber den Isaia, p. 502, &ec. Leipzig, 1821 ; Kitto, Cyclopedia of Biblical Literature, 8.V. MOABITES.
E



22 INTRODUCTION.

their land for upwards of a century and a half (B.c. 884—726) gave the Moabites ample time for development in material
wealth, martial prowess, and intellectual culture. It is therefore the prolonged peace and security obtained for the Moabites,
by the warlike exploits and industrial enterprises of Mesha, celebrated in the Moabite Stone, which explain the Lsaianic
“ Burden of Moab.” They, moreover, explain the fact that throughout this “Burden” the re-conquest by Moab of the north
Arnonic country occupied by the two tribes and a half is regarded as an old event, and that the Moabites are spoken of as
the possessors of the land, without reciting their usurpation.”?

Another important historical fact, which we for the first time learn from the Moabite Stoune, is, that Mesha,
after securing the independence of his territory, and restoring the different cities devastated or allowed to full into ruins hy
the Tsraelitish invaders of his land, made Dibon the fortified capital of his dominion, and erected in it this Triumphal Tablet
to celebrate his exploits.

II. The Theological Importance of the Moabite Stone can hardly be over-rated, though the contribution which
it yields to this department consists in an incidental statement of a few words. In lines 14—18, where Mesha records
his march against, assault on, and capture of Nebo, he tells us that he took from the capturcd city “the vessels of
Jehovah,” and dedicated them to Chemosh, the national deity of Moab., As these vessels of Jehovah must have been in a
sanctuary devoted to the service of the God of Israel, we have here for the first time the positive information that the
transjordanic tribes, who were too far removed from the central place of worship in the metropolis of Palestine, had a separate
stated ritual. The fact that these “vessels” used in the service of Jehovah could so easily be converted into the worship of
Chemosh shows beyond doubt that the special part of the ritual for which they were designed was common to the religion
both of the Hebrews and of the Moabites. And as the sacrificial cult was the most primitive and common to all nations, we
are justified in assuming that these vessels consisted of valuable altars, bowls, and musical instruments, used from time
immermorial at the offering up of sacrifices. Whether the “the men of Gad who dwelt in the land from time of yore ” {(comp.
line 10), and hence before the disruption of the kingdom and before the building of the temple by Solomon, made this
sanctuary according to the pattern of the Tabernacle, or whether they made it in conformity with the Jerusalem Temple, it is
impossible to divine. Suffice it to say that, the Jewish tradition, which has always maintained that the Israelites had places
of worship and study from time immemorial, wherever they lived,? is confirmed by the Moabite Stone. Henceforth, the
treatment of the Jewish pre-exile mode of worship will be materially influenced by the statement in this Inscription.

Another point, of great importance to the theology and archaeology of the Bible, is the mention of the name Jehovak
on this Stone. It is well known to Biblical students that the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton was only allowed
in the priestly benediction in the Temple (Meshna, Sote vii. 6), that when the High Priest on the Great Day of Atonement
uttered this incommunicable name, in confessing the sins of the nation over the national sacrifice, “all the priests and people
in the outer court who heard it had to kneel down, bow and fall upon their faces, exclaiming, ¢ Blessed be the name of His
glorious majesty for ever and ever!’” (Mishna, Yoma vi. 2,) and that any layman who pronounced it forfeited his life both
in this world and in the world to come (Mishna, Senhedrin vii. 5: x. 1.) That this reverence for the Tetragrammaton must
have obtained at a very early period is evident from the fact that it is never employed in the Septuagint, the Apocrypha, or
in the New Testament, or in the Samaritan version, as well as from the testimony of Josephus (Antig. ii. 12), and Philo
(De Vita Mosts). The Book of Enoch already speaks of the hidden Name (Ixix. 14). Both Origen® and Jerome attest that
the word Jelovah was actually retained in some ancient Codices of the Septuagint, in the old Hebrew characters ITTIIT

because the superstition of the transcribers would not allow them to translate it even by xilpios. Jerome also says® that

1 Comp. Schlottmann, Die Sivgessiule Mesas, p. 39, Halle, 1870,

9 Comp. Acts xv. 21: Philo, il. 167: 630: Josephus, Cout. Apion. ii. 18: Jerusalem Megilla iv. 1: BaZ)‘yZuzz Babo, Kama 82 a: vide infra, Com-
mentary on line 18,

8 kai év rolg acpifiéor Tav avriypdpwy Bpawoic dpxaiog ypdppaoct yEypamray, 6NN obyi Toig vuv, Montfaucon, Prelim. ad Origenis Hezapla 1. 86
Hierom. LPref. ad. tib. Regem.

4 Tetragrammaton quod avexpdverov, te. inoffabile putaverunt quod quidam non intelligentes propter elementorum similludinem, cum tn gracis [ibris repererint,
Pipi legere consucverunt.  Hicrom. Eplist. cexzve, ad Marcellam,
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“these four letters were taken by ignorant copyists to be Greek, and that they pronounced them PIPL” Ience in the
Hebrew Scriptures this name (773 ) is uniformly pointed (7)) with the vowel signs which belong to (u"!tj), another
appellation of the Deity, so as to avoid its utterance.! Whe; we find that the use of this name is 50 scrupulgusl-y avoided,
even in the very oldest portion of the Greek version of the Pentateuch, and therefore several centuries before Christ, the
question naturally arises, At what period did this pious horror of pronouncing the Tetragrammaton originate ?  Tradition,
which never experiences any difficulty, maintains that it obtained in the time of Moses, and that the Law distinetly forbids
it in Levit. xxiv. 16. Hence the Septuagint rendering of this passage évoudfwy 10 dvoua ruplov, let lim who pronownceth
the name of the Lord, &e. From the Moabite Stone we see that B.c. 900 the name Jehovah was commonly pronounced by the
Israelites, and that from its being so generally used by the Hebrews, the heathen took it as the characteristic name of the
Jewish national Deity. We thus obtain the two limits of the period between which the Tetragrammaton ceased to be
pronounced, ¢.c. ctrea B.C. 880—350.

On an examination of the condition of the Jews during these five hundred years and the influences to which they
were exposed, we shall have no difficulty in ascertaining the source of this mystery and the approximate time when the
pronounced divine name became an unpronounceable one. 'We find that among the hecathen religions of antiquity there was
a reluctance to pronounce the names of certain deities. In the Vedas we are told that “the gods like concealment” (Asiatic
Researches, viil. 424). The Egyptians too would not utter the name of certain deities (Movers 1. 540) and Herodotus
considers it impious to commuunicate their names (ii. 132, 170). A deity whose name was not pronounced was designated
appnros (Plutarch, Ceesar ix ; Macrob. 1. 9). There can therefore hardly be any doubt that the Alexandrian Jews, who
espoused so many Greek philosophical notions from their neighbours, were the first to introduce it into Judaism and into the
Septuagint. After it became current in the Alexandrian synagogues it soon found its way into Palestine, where it became as
firmly rooted as in Alexandria. The Septuagint therefore in avoiding the pronunciation of the Tetragrammaton, so far from
acting upon an ancient Palestinian law, was really the means of transplanting the pious horror of uttering the name Jehovah
mto Judea.? _

I11. The lnguistic importance of the Moabite Stone may easily be conceived, when it is borne in mind that this is
the only pre-Maccabean original document written in a language almost identical with the Biblical Hebrew. With au
Tuscription before us, the style of which is older than that of two-thirds of the entire Old Testament, and more pure thau
that of the one-third, which has unquestionably been retouched by later redactors, we may naturally ask, What, ortho-
graphically, are its bearings to the present Massoretically edited Scriptures? Are the roots and formns of its words the same
as in the Biblical Hebrew ? And how in point of syntax is the diction of the Moabite Stone related to that of the Hebrew
Verity 2 In discussing these questions, we shall endeavour to be as elementary as possible, so that those who are tyros in
this department may be able to follow the disquisition.

The question of the division of words, which has agitated the minds and exercised the ingenuity of many critics on
the text of the Hebrew Scriptures will henceforth rcceive o different treatment, through the light thrown upon it by the
Moabite Stone. It is well known that the ancients had no division of words, and that by far the greatest number of the
Greek Inscriptions are written continud serie.  And though it is true that some of the most ancient, especiaﬁy the Eugubinic,
Talbles have oue or two, and others even three points as dividers of words, still these are the exception. 1n the Pheenician,
which up to the discovery of the Moabite Stone was the most closely allied to the Hebrew, Yhe scriptio continud was the rule,
and only few of the epigraphic documents which have been discovered exhibit a division of words® Hence it is maintained

1 When, however, mm and *yx are combined, the vowel signs of oy are affixed to the Tetragrammaton. Comp. Kitto, Cyclopedia of Liblical
Literature, s. v. KERI aND KETHIV.

2 Comp, Griinbaum, Bemerkungen iber die Swnaritaner in the Zeitschrift der Deutschen morgenldndischen Gesellschaft, vol. xvi. p. 400, &c.

3 Comp. Schroder, Die Ploniziscke Spracke, § 16, p. 76. ““The perpendicular line is employed in the Himyaritic inscriptions to scparate
single words, whence the double point (:) after each word in Athiopic MSS. ; and possibly the Hebrew Sph-pAstik (1) may have had a similar origin. The Persian
cuneiform inscriptions present a parallel in their usc of a slanting wedge.”— (Prof. Wright, North British Review, Oct. 1870.)
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that * the sacred books of the Hebrews too could not have had a regular division of words” This conclusion from analogy
has been supported by the foHoWing data : %, On no other hypothesis can the fact be explained, that all the most ancient
versions exhibit, not in one book simply, but in all books, innumerable instances of a different division of words. Thus, for
instance, in Ps. xliv. 5, “O God, command,” the Septuagint has ¢ feds pov 6 evreN\opevos, my God the Commander, through
a different division of the words {12 D“!‘?N into g “1‘71\* s for “at the sea” (Ps. evi. 7), the Septuagint has dvaBaivovres,
they went wp, joining the two words (D‘ ‘7}7) into one (w‘;y) for 1 tell thee” (1 Chron. xvii. 10), the Septuagint has
kal abfiow e, and I will increase thee, joining the two words of the text (“[5 ‘YWJN‘D into one (‘[‘7‘111&'1) 1 4¢. The ancient
practice of the Jews to write a certain number of consonants on one line, and not to allow the succeedmg lines to contain one
consonant more or less than the first, precludes the separation of words. 4. Among all nations of antiquity who wrote con-
tinuously, it can ‘surely not be supposed that the Hebrews formed a solitary exception.?

Now the Moabite Stone sets aside all these objections. In this lapidary document, which is the most ancient
specimen of alphabetical writing as yet discovered, and whose language approximates to the Hebrew far more closely than
the Pheenician, not only are the words divided by points, but the text itself is divided into verses by vertical strokes. 1t is
therefore only reasonable to assume that the Hebrews, who were closely allied to the Moabites, and whose language, in spite
of all the changes to which it was subject in the course of time, is still almost identical with that of the Inscription, would
make no exception to their mode of writing, but, like their kindred in race and speech, had the same system of punctuation.
The Massoretic division of words is therefore, as a whole, in accordance with the faithfully preserved ancient system
exhibited in the Synagogue Scrolls, which exclude the vowel points because of their modern origin, but include the verbal
division because of its antiquity, as is now confirmed by the Moabite Stone. It was at a later period, about the time of
the Septuagint translators, when the Jews began to evolve seventy different meanings from each utterance in the Scriptures,
that the exegetical rule obtained in the Schools to rejoin and redivide every word, so as to make it say whatever was
wanted. The Law, being deemed more sacred than the Prophets and the Hagiographa, was to some extent spared this
process. Hence the very few redivisions of words in the Greek translation of the Pentateuch, and the large number in the
other portions of the Hebrew Scriptures.?

The next point upon which the Moabite Stone throws light is the scriptio plena and defectiva in the Massoretic
text of the Hebrew Scriptures. DBefore the present system of vowel-points was developed, certain feeble consonants were
employed to indicate the vowel sounds. Thus Aleph (R) and He (77) represent A; the latter, in older compositions, also
expresses O; Vaw (1) represents U and O, whilst Yod (%) represents I and E.  As these vowel consonants, or matres lectionts,
as they are technically called (forming the mnemonic sign AN Eleri), are sometimes omitted altogether, their presence and
absence, especially in the case of Vaw and Yod, are termed scmptzo plena and seriptio defectiva. From the fact that the use
of these matres lectionis depended in some measure upon the option of the writer, that the defective form is more frequent
in the earlier books and the full form in the later books of the IIebrew Scriptures, and that a very large proportion of the
Various Readings collected by Kennicott, De Rossi, &c., consists of plenes and defectives, some critics have concluded that
these letters, whenever they indicate a vowel, did not at all exist in the primitive text of the Hebrew Bible, and that they
were introduced at a later period by the Scribes and Massorites, as i3 the case in the cognate Pheenician, where these vowel-
letters were also introduced at a later period (Comp. Schroder, Die Phinizische Sprache, § 29.) The Moabite Stone enables
us now to determine this question.

In the Moabite Stone, as in the Hebrew Scriptures, Aleph (1)) and He (77) are written out (scriptio plena) to express
the A sound at the end of a word: eg. N2 7 Medeba (line 8), .‘1175 night (line 15), and MR Korcha (lines 3, 21, 24, 25),

1 For other instances, see Eichhorn, Einleitung in das Alte Testament, vol i., § 73, p. 260, &c., Gottingen, 1823; Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta,
p. 216, Leipzig, 1841,

2 Comp. Eichhorn, tbid., vol. i., pp. 248—255.
3 Comp. Kitto, Cyclopadia of Biblical Literaturs, 8. V. MIDRABH,
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Indeed, M. Ganneau maintains that the He (77) in the first part of N7 M Medeba, and in 7125 Nebo, expresses in both
instances the A sound, and not O. Even when Aleph is quiescent in the middle of a word, it is still plene; eg. PN} this
(line 3), whereas in Pheenician it is W, without Aleph (Comp. Schroder, § 58); ]]:\Np two hundred (line 20).

Very remarkable is the uniform use of He (;7) in the Moabite Stone to express the final O. Whether in 837
Medeba, and 123 Nebo, it expresses A, as M. Ganneau asserts, or O as Schlottmann and Néldeke maintain, it is perfectly
certain that throughout the Inscription ;7— = O, invariably stands for §~ = O, as the suffix third person singular masculine.
Compare 13 ©n him, Hebrew 93 (line 7); nb: his son, Hebrew 1:3 (line 6); rm": his house, Hebrew 32 (lines 7, 25); nl‘snﬁ
and he succeeded him, Hebrew WD"}I’I‘\ (line 6) Remnants of this orthography have survived in the Old Testament, in three
proper names: 4., In .‘DJ ‘ryﬁg P]mmoh-necho (2 Kings xxiii. 29, 33, 35), which in Jeremiah (x1vi. 2) is already altered into the
later and more uniform orthoaraphy, 'D: with Pav. 4i. In the name '1"7127 Shilo, the partial re-spelling of which, to conform
it to the later mode of writing, is the cause of great confusion both in the MSS. and editions. This name, which occurs
thirty-one times is, according to the Massorah on Gen. xlix. 10, written 8 times only Wsw with Vav, thus following the more
modern orthography (viz, Judg xxi 19; 1 Sam. i. 24; iil. 21; xiv. 3; Jerem. vil. 14; xxvi. 9; xli. 5; Ps. Ixxviil. 59);
whilst in all the rest, that is in twenty-three instances, it is rilmgj, retaining the more ancient spelling (viz, Gen. xlix. 19;
Josh. xviii. 1, 9, 10; xix. 51; xxi. 2; xxii. 9, 12; Judg. xviil. 31; xxi. 12, 21 twice; 1 Sam. i. 3, 9; ii. 14; iii. 21; iv. 3, 4, 12;
1 Kings ii. 27; xiv. 4; Jerem. xxvi, 6). Now 1 Sam. xiv. 3, which according to the Massorah is ﬂ'?t.’:i, the more modern
form, is in the printed editions .‘i‘j\;ﬁ, according to the more ancient orthography; whereas in three instances, where
the editions have 5, with Vaw (Judg. xxi. 21, 21; Jerem. vii. 12), the Massorah has the old spelling 7'717!17 with 77 He.
The inconsistency in .spelling, to which this partial attempt to modernise the 77— into 3— has given rise, may be seen in
Jeremiah xxvi, where it is ."i‘?g?, the more ancient form, in verse 6, and ﬁ‘azgj, the more modern in verse 9; and still more
glaringly in 1 Sam. iii. 21, where the two modes of spelling it occur in the same verse. And iz, it is preserved in the
name r'm"-,\z_zﬁ, Solomon, which alone has escaped correction.

Even 71—, as suffix third person masculine, has also survived in the Hebrew Scriptures by an oversight on the part
of those redactors who introduced the more modern and uniform orthography : eg., 72 ¢n ¢ (Jerem. xvii. 24 ; Ezek. xiv. 4) ;
A1y Zis tent, which occurs four times (Gen. ix. 21; xil. 8; xiii. 3; xxxv. 21); T2 Ais beast (Exod. xxii. 4);
nh;i:DY: his covering (Exod. xxii. 26) ; TDDJ his drink offering (Lev. xxiii. 13); MIMD Ais garmm;ts (Gen. xlix. 11); n'ﬂﬂ;? his
Joal (éen. xlix. 11). It is interesting to se;e how the later redactors of the Scriplures, or the Massorites, who discovered these
irregularities according to more modern orthography, but who felt that they mo longer possessed the authority to introduce
changes into the text, corrected all these instances m the margin of the Codex by what is called Keri (™3), which is to
be found in the glosses appended to all the modern printed editions of the Hebrew Bible. There is indeed no Massoretic
remark on .‘iL,!,jN his tend, in the editions. DBub this is one of the many instances which show the arbitrary manner in
which modcrnhezlitora acted, in the selection of the notes which they infroduced into the margin, since the Massorah
distinctly declares (" ™ Aot ‘TL)I'!N) “ 4t 48 four times written with He, but must be read with Vav,” and the MSS,

of the Bible with the Massorah always indicate the correction in the margin.

In the Moabite Stone, moreover, as in the Hebrew Bible, Vawv (3) is used to express U and O. Thus in \zuy make
ye (line 24), in Pheenician the Imperative plural is without Vav. TN diick (line 9), and N Horonaim, we hale the
scriptio plena of the U and O. It is true that it may be questioned Wh_éther the Vav in thesve words is the scriptio plena
indicating the vowels U and O. Indeed the fact that Dj';ﬁ,h Horonaim, which occurs four times in the Hebrew Bible, is
defective (comp. Isa. xv. §; Jerem. xlviii. 3, 5, 34), might at first seem to favour the view that it is to be pronounced
E:mj (comp. D'n'j Ezek. xlvil. 16, 18). But unless some other proof be forthcoming, we cannot accept the present
Hebrew spelling as decisive against the orthography of the Moabite Stone, especially, as we shall presently see, when
the scriptio plena is used in other words in this Inscription.

In the Moabite Stone, as in the Hebrew Bible, Yod (%) is used to represent I and E. That I at the end of a

substantive, denoting the suffix first person singular, was always expressed by Yod, and could therefore not be a Massoretic
F
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importation, we knew from etymological reasons, and from its frequent occurrence in Pheenician (Comp. Schrider, § 45).
Hence v my father (lines 2, 3), ™" in my days (lines 6, 9, 33), and SNRD my enemies (line 4), cannot be adduced as
throwiné {ight upon the use of the scrz'};éio plene. What we do learn from this Inscription is, that in the Moabite dialect, as
in Biblical Hebrew, the verbal suffix #¢ (the accusative) is invariably written plene (Comp. \;;_nu‘n he saved me, "IN he showed
me, line 4) ; whereas in Pheenician it is uniformly written n } defective (Comp. Schroder, § ;LG). The same i-s-ti:l;e case with
the afformative of the first person singular perfect; #, which is always defective (1) in Pheenician (Comyp. Schrider, § 96),
is regularly plene in the Moabite Stone, just as in the Massoretie text. Thus i 1 buwilt (limes 21, 22, 23, 26, 27), \nz_ﬂDw
I added (line 29), ‘J‘\'\: I dug (line 25), 3 n..l.;n I reigned (line 2——3), wnv.ay I made (hnes 25, 26). The same is the case v~.1th
the conjunction 32 for, bwause (lines 4, 5, 17, 27 , 28), which is without ¥ od in the Pheenician (Comp. Schroder, § 132).

When this vowel sound, however, occurs in the middle of the word, the Yod is omitted, as in Pheenician. Thus
A3, which occurs seven times, is defective of the Yod in the middle; whilst in the Scriptures, where it occurs
f(;u.theen times (1 Kings viil. 13, 27, 43, 44, 41; xi. 31; 2 Chron. vi. 2, 18, 33, 38; Neh. vi. 1; Eeccles. il. 4; Eazek. xxxvi.
36), and four times with Vav conjunctive (1 Sam. ii. 35; 1 Kings x1. 38; Jerem. xlii. 10 ; Ps, Ixxxix. 5), it is Y123, YN
always with the first Yod plene. The same is the case with ‘nw:y I made, which occurs twice, both time's .\\T*ith. I.’;d
defective in the middle; whilst in the Hebrew Scriptures, where it occurs seventy-six times, and nineteen times with Vaw
conjunctive, it is written ﬁnwtpp, ng\tyy‘_\ with Yod plene in the middle, except once 'smvm (2 Sam. vii. 9), which seems
to show that in Hebrew, as in M(T)abite, .t};é I in the middle of words was sometimes defcctfi;*e, though not frequently. So
also N man, which occurs four times (lines 10, 13, 20), is defective, whilst in the Bible it is uniformly plene ; and =D wall,
which (.'JCCHI‘S four times (lines 11, 12, 24),is defective, whereas in the Hebrew Scriptures it is plene; except once (Tsa. .xii. 5)
which again seems to be a remnant of the older mode of writing the T in the middle of words defective. Morcover, the Yod
is uniformly defective in the plurals. Thus § r_‘;L’N thousands (line 16), ]y:-m Jorty (line 8), 7_‘35 days (line 5), P;}ﬁ Jorests (line
21), pﬁ many (hne 5), 3‘7{2} despotlers (line 4) U‘?W thirty (line 2), just as in the Phoemclan (Comp, Schrader, § 75).
Still more striking is the absence of the Yod in the five duals which cceur in this Inscription, viz, ]nijnw Diblathaim (line 30),
p‘ﬂﬂ Horonaim (lines 31, 32), V‘\ND two hundred (line 23), DT‘V_\; noon (line 15), and inﬁp Kirjathaim (line 10).

Still the I is expressed in the middle of words in ﬂ‘j well-pleasing (line 12), and in I:_‘*j Dibon (line 2), where
it is a patronymic, and 21, 28). The Greek spelling of the latter, viz.,, daiBor Daibon, AnBis Debus, would seem to indicate
that it was pronounced p\"r or 1’3“-} with audible Yod. But the notoriously uncertain and unreliable manner in which
Hebrew words were reproduced in Greek characters is against its fixing the pronunciation of the original. Besides, the
Bedouins themselves, who are the descendants of the Moabites, to the present day pronounce it Dhdban.

The use of the seriptio plene and scriptio defectiva in the E sound, the second vowel represented by Yod, also
approximates very closely to that of the Massoretic Hebrew text. Thus at the end of the word, E is plene ; compare \‘5‘7
before (lines 13, 18), which is written 3317 defective in Pheenician (comp. Schréder, § 29), and *&53 prisons of (line ‘)3)
Even in the middle of the word, E is sometimes also plene, as in nhﬁn: in his house (line 25), though in line 7 it is TTI'\.:I
defective (as well as n: lines 23, 27, 30); and in ‘W‘ﬁjw its gates (huu 22), which is all the more remarkable since it is
often omitted in Hebrew (comp. Gesenius, § 91 ; Ewald, § 259). In ‘1)‘\‘7‘1:’3 (line 22), however, the Yod is omitted (comp.
Tuth ii. 13). On the other hand, IN not (line 24), is defective, leil.st 1n the Hebrew Scriptures it is uniformly plene.
i Meshe (line 1), is defective; and in the Old Testament, where this proper name occurs twice (2 Kings iii. 4; 1 Chron.
ii.—élé), it is both times plene.

The light, therefore, which the orthography of the Moabite Stone throws upon the orthography of the Massoretic
text, is that the vowels were from the remotest antiquity represented in Ilebrew by the consonants W, which are now used
in the Massoretic text, and whose feeble consonant sounds have a close affinity with the vowels which they express: that at
the end of a word the vowel letter, or the seriptio plena, was always used to cxpress the vowel wherever it is employed in the
Massoretic text; that in this respect the Moabite dialect fully harmonises with the Massoretic system, and entirely diffirs

from the Pheenician; that the scriptio plena was used very sparingly in the middle of words both in the Moabite and in
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Hebrew; that the latter extended the use of it in the course of time, when the language was more developed, and that in
Hebrew, as in the Moabite, {7 He was originally and uniformly used to express O at the end of the word, and that this
consonant was afterwards supplanted by Vaw.

In the forms of the different parts of speech, the Moabite Stone, too, approaches more closely to the Hebrew
than the Pheenician does.

Of the Personal or Separate Pronouns we have only two, but both of them are very instructive, viz,, "1 the first
person singular, which is spelt in exactly the same way as in Phcenician, and N7, This pronoun, which occurs twice
(lines 6, 27), is used in the Inscription, as in the Pentateuch, for both the masculine and feminine. Whether it was epicenc
in the earlier periods of the Hebrew language, as Gesenius (Grammar, § 32, 6) and Ewald (Lekrbuch, § 184) assert, like
2y, which is feminine in twenty-one instances in the Pentateuch (Gen. xxiv. 14, 16, 28, 55, 57; xxxiv. 3, 12; Deut. xii.
15, 16, 20, 21, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29); or whether there was a slight variation in its pronunciation for the different
genders, as Bottcher (Zehrbuch, § 860) maintains, this much is evident, that in the Moabite Stone, as in the archaic
Hebrew, this Personal Pronoun is spelt exactly the same when used for the masculine and the feminine* Only one instance
of the Demonstrative Pronoun W} ¢hds, fem. singular (line 3); occurs in the whole of the Inscription. But even this solitary
instance shows how closely allied the Moabite is to the Hebrew, inasmuch as in Pheenician it is § (Comp. Schroder § 58).
We have, moreover, also one instance of the Pronoun AW (line 29), which is exactly as the Hebrew, whilst in Pheenician it
is WA, or simply W (Comp. Schroder, § 65). -

In the forms which mark the gender of Nouns, the feminine singular ending is simply the original D—as
in Pheenician (Comp. Schroder § 73), and not ‘y— as in Hebrew; eg. J'\'Q: pillar (line 3), Hebrew ‘7?33. (1 Kings xi. 7; Jerem.
xlviil. 35 ; Ezek. xx. 29); I'\BDD road (line 26), Hebrew '177D’3 (Tsa. xi. 16 xxix, 23, x1. 3), nm dawn (line 15). This primi-
tive termination is still pu,served in Biblical Hebrew, in proper names of — (a) Places, e. nijﬁN Elath (Deut. ii. 8, &c.);
,nrgj Boskath (Josh. xv. 39, &c.) (b.) Persons masculine, e.g. DTT'N Aluzzeth (Gen. xxvi. 26) ; J‘\\BJ Goliath (1 Sam. xvii.
4, &c.); feminine, nm_m Basmath (Gen. xxvi. 34, &c.); nem Mahalath (Gen. xxviii. 9, &c.), and other objects (Comp.
Gesenius, § 80, 2; Bottcher Lehrbuch, 1. § 615). A very remarkable feature in so early a document is the form of the plural
masculine {s instead of = both in the Nouns and Numerals, e.g. V‘H days (line 5) ; ]'Wy" Jorests (line 21 3:1 many (line 5) ; r‘ljw
despcilers (line 4), and the following Numerals; D‘:N thousands (line 16); ]v:ﬁ& Jorty (line 8); and ]wljd: thirty (line 2), since it
has hitherto been supposed that it is an Aramaic termmatlon which has crept into Hebrew at a later period of the language.
(Comp. Ezek. iii. 12; Dan. xil. 13 ; Gesenius, § 87 a; Ewald § 177.)  The same termination is to be found in the dual, of
which we have four instances ; viz., 3:3‘2:1‘1 Diblathaim (line 30) ; ]Jﬁﬂh Horonaim (lines 31, 32); Jrsn two hundred (line 20) ;
e Kirjathaim (line 10).  Remnants of this ancient ending we have in the Hebrew Scriptures, chiefly in proper names;
eq. ]):\‘T Dothan (two wells) = 1‘1:\1 Dothain (2 Kings vi. 12); V:ﬁl? Kartan (fwo eities) = z‘*}:\:ﬁp Kirjathain (Josh. xxi. 32);
Comp. (esenius, § 88, 1; Ewald, § 180 ¢; Bottcher i. § 678 1). This form, too, which has hitherto been regarded as a later
Aramaic development in the Old Testament, receives elucidation from the Moabite Stone. The Dual termination = in o
noon (line 15), if the present deciphering of the Stone be correct, forms a solitary exception in the diction of the Inscrip;i:;;.
No special dual formn has as yet been found in the Pheenician inscriptions (Comp. Schroder, § 77.) In the nine nouns, both
singular and plural, with Pronominal Suffixes, which occur in the Moabite Stone, we have examples of the first and second
persons, both singular and plural, but not one instance of the singular and plural suffixes. They are as follows : Singular first

person common AN my father (line 2); third person masculine rmz:z Ris land (lines 5, 6) ; 712 is house (lines 7, 25) ; i

* Tho only eleven instances in the Pentateuch in which a distinction is made in the spelling of this Pronoun, when it refers to the feminine gender by writing it
xm with Yod, instead of the usual a1 with Vav (Gen. xiv. 2; xx. 5; xxxviii. 25; Levit. xi. 39; xiii. 10, 21; xvi. 315 xx. 17; xi. 9; Numb. v. 13, 14), are
emendations of late redactors, who attempted to make the orthography of the Pentateuch uniform with the developed state of the language. The Massorites have
carofully registered this anomaly (Comp. Massorak on Gen. xxxviii. 25, Ockla Ve-ockla, Halle Codex, i, § 131). Throughout the later books of the Hebrew Scriptures,
the ancient Scribes have successfully secured uniformity except in eight instances, duly marked by the Massorah, according to which x'1 has been left five times for
0 (Ps. Ixxiii. 16; Eccl. v. 8; 1 Kings xvil. 15; Job xxxi. 11 ; 1 Ch, xxix. 16); and vice versa, x07 has been left three times for xn (1 Kings xvil. 5 ; Tsa. xxx. 33
Job xxxi, 11). The list of these eight instances is given in tho Massorak on Ps. Ixxiii. 16, and Ockle Ve-ockla, Halle Codex, i. § 132.
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its poor (line 20); plural Nouns with suffix, first person singular "2Y my days (lines 9, 33 ; \gzw my enemies (line 4); third
person singular ferainine Tm'?"m?: her towers, YW Ler gates (h'n; 22). It will be seen from these forms that they are
exactly as in Hebrew, Whiisf: th'e'y are different 1;1 ﬂ;e-Phoenician.

In the modifications of the verb containing the word-stem, we have no great variety of examples in the Moabite Stone,
Students of Hebrew know that there are six ordinary conjugations, or verbal derivatives, formed from the first conjugation
called Kal, which are respectively denominated Niphal, Piel, Pual, Hiphil, Hophal, and Hithpael, thus making in all seven;
and that of the Kol which expresses the simple active verb (eg. fo love), the Niphal i3 the reflective (fo love oneself); that the
D7l is intensity and repetition (fo love ardently or frequently), the passive thereof is the Pual (to be loved ardently or intensely) ;
the causative is the Hiphil (fo cause to love), the passive thereof is the Hophal (to be caused to love) ; and that the reflective is
Hithpoel (to make oneself loved.y*  All these seven conjugations may be developed in any verb, either by varying its vowels,
by doubling a leiter, or by adding formative letters or syllables. Now in all the twenty-six verbs or word-stems,
which occur in the Moabite Stone, we have two only of these seven conjugations represented, namely, the Kal, or
the primitive verb, and the Hiplil. And even these two conjugations are by no means equally represented. Thus,
one and twenty out of the entire twenty-six word-stems occur in one or more tenses of the Kal, whilst four only oceur in
the Hiphil; two verbs alone occurring both in the Kol and Hiphal, viz., 2w (line 31, with 13) : 718" (bine 7, with 4). The
formation of this Hiphel, however, shows how closely the Moabite approximates to the Hebrew. Whilst in Pheenicician the
preformative is Yod (comp. Schroder, § 91), and in Aramaic and Arabic 4leph, and in the last-mentioned dialects only very
rarely He, the Moabite “ﬁ‘T‘l (line 4) is cxactly like the Hebrew. But whilst two only of the regular conjugations occur
in the whole of the Inqcuptmu we meet here in cr-m‘vm and I fought, the imperfect, with Vov conversive (lines 11, 15);
‘mrmi?‘x:\,, i his fighting, the infinitive with the suthx (hue 19); andin DT‘TH‘?‘! Jight, the imperative (line 32), the Hiphthael,
which does not occur in the Hebrew Scriptures, but which is the eighth oonJug'ltmu in Arabic. In Hebrew and Aramaic,
the Zav is regularly the formative, and is only then placed after the first radical when it is a sibilant. The appearance
therefore, of this form in so early a document shows how anciently the different Semitic dialects merged into one another.
Whether 538N, ke was angry (in line 5), exhibits the Tiphel or Tiphal, the fifth or six Arabic Conjugation, as Geiger
and Schlottmann suggest, is not certain, since, as the former scholar rightly remarks, it may be an abbreviation of 38N, the
IHithpael, which is the normal form in Hebrew in such a phrase. (Comp. Deut. i. 37 ; iv. 21; ix. 20.) '

In the Particles, too, the Moabite is identical with the Hebrew, and differs from the Pheenician. <. ADVERBES.
Thus, 2, there, which oceurs twice (lines 12, 30) in this short inscription, and which is common in Hebrew, is supposed not
as yet tTo have been found in the Pheenician Epigraphic documents (Comp. Néldeke, Die Inschrift des Konigs Mesa, p. 31,
with Schrider, § 116); I, not (line 24), Hebrew RS in Pheenician % (Comp. Schréder § 118); c‘?'yp, JSrom of old (line 10),
is the same in all these Semitic dialects. 2. PREPOSITIONS. SN, after (line 3); Y, until (line 15); L;y, upon (lines 2, 14,
21, 29), are the same; but "‘DL; before (Jines 13, 18), is in Pheenician :D Of Prefix Prepositions, 3 n, 5 to, and 3 as, we
have only 3 4, af, on (lines 3 4,6.7,9, 10, 11, 13, 19, 20, 24 twice, 25, 26) and b (lines 3, 12 twice, 17, 24, 25). 3 does
not occur. N oceurs in lines 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 twice, 13 twice, 14, 29, 30. In ancient Pheenician it is always P, with two
exceptions (Comp. Schrider, § 123). Of Prepositions with Suffixes, we have Wi7 to me (line 14); A5, to kim (line 10);
D:B, to you (lines 24, 25); Y3, in me, against me (line 19), 772 ; common gender (7, 8, 9 twice, 13, 15, 19, 31). 4. In Cox-
JU;ITCTIONS, we have, besides; the oxdinary %, and, which is of frequent occurrence, "3, Jor, because (lines 4 twice, 5, 17, 27
twice, 28. In Pheenician, it is 5 (Comp. Schroder, § 132.)

The Syntax is exactly that of the Hébrew, and differs materially from the Pheenician. Thus the article, which is so
seldom used in the Pheenician (Comp. Schroder, § 63), occurs no less than fifteen times in this short and mutilated Inscription,
viz., lines 1, 3, 4,9, 12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24 twice, 25, 26, 20, 31, not including those instances in which it is dropped by

* The English renderings must not be taken as exact equivalents to the signification of these different conjugations in the Hebrew, but simply as approximate.
They are the nearest illustrations we could find to convey the original. For a more minute and accurate treatment of this subject, we must refer to Geseniug’

Grammar, §§ 88— 54.
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contraction, in consequence of the prepositions 2 and 5. In the numerals, where the Pheenician differs so essentially from
the Hebrew (Comp. Schrider, § 85), the Moabite entirely agrees with the Hebrew (Comp. lines 3, 8, 16, 20). The
use of Vaw conversive, with the future or the imperfect, to express the preterite in a continued narration, which has
hitherto been believed to be peculiar to the Hebrew Bible, is not only to be found throughout the Moabite Stone
but it is even employed with apocopate forms which do not exist in the Old Testament, e.g. ]2 and I built (line 9). ‘When
we add that the whole vocabulary of the Moabite Stone is to be found in the Hebrew Scrip.turTes, as will be seen at the end
of this Essay; and that certain shades of meaning, attached to different words in this Inscription, are real acquisitions
to Hebrew Lexicography, the importance of it to the language of the Old Testament cannot be overrated. It is not too much
to say that every Hebrew grammarian and lexicographer will henceforth appeal to the langnage of the Moabite Stone for the
elucidation of certain forms and phrases, the exact date of which has hitherto been unknown.

IV. We now come to the Palwographical importance of the Moabite Stone. In this respect, this Triumphal
Tablet is perfectly peerless, inasmuch as we here obtain an alphabet which is more than a century and a half older than
that in any other Epigraphic decument containing the same species of writing; and it is three centuries older than the
Sarcophagus of Eshmunazar, which has hitherto been considered the most ancient inscription of any considerable length.
The characters of the Moabite Stone are “Phcenician,” as they are generally called, from the supposed fact that the
Pheenicians invented them, or that they were peculiar to them. As it is from this alphabet that the Greek, the Roman, and
all the other European alphabets are derived, we have before us the veritable prototype of modern writing, and the very
characters which, before 700 B.c.,, were common, as Count de Vogiié has shown, to all the races of Western Asia, from Egypt
to the foot of the Taurus, and from the Mediterranean to Nineveh, and which were used in Nineveh itself in Pheenicia,
Jerusalem, Samaria, the land of Moab, Cilicia, and Cyprus.

The first paleographical point on which the Moabite Stone throws light is the number of letters contained in the
ancient alphabet, from which the Greek characters were derived. Herodotus, who gives the first notice about the origin of
the Greek alphabet, simply states, that the Pheenicians who came with Cadmus introduced among the Greeks many kinds

of useful knowledge, and particularly letters; and hence this historian calls them Kaduijia ypdupara Cadmean characters

(Herodotus, v. 58). Nothing is here said about their number. Pliny, however, who also records this story, distinctly

declares that the alphabet brought by Cadmus from Phcenicia originally consisted of 16 letters, viz. 4, B, T, 4, E, I, K, 4,
M,N,O,II,P, 5, T and T; that Palamedes, at the time of the Trojan war, added four letters, viz., ©, E, ¢ and X ;
and that Simonides, the lyric poet, afterwards added a like number, Z, H, ¥ and £2; but that according to Aristotle, there
were originally eighteen letters, 4, B, I, 4, E, Z, I, K, 4, M, N, O, IT, P, 5, T, T, &, and that two letters, viz., 0, X,
were introduced by Epicharmus, and not by Palamedes (Pliny vii. 57). Hence Dr. Donaldson (The New Cratylus, p. 170,
etc., 3rd ed. London, 1859), and others, conclude “that the original Semitic alphabet contained only sixteen letters.” The
oldest evidence which could hitherto be adduced that it contained twenty-two letters, as at present, was derived from the
alphabetical Psalms and Poems (viz., Pss. xxv. xxxiv., xxxvii, exi, exil, exix, cxlv.; Prov. xxxi. 10—31; Lament. L.—iv.),
As the initial letter of each verse, period, or stanza, in these poetical compositions, follows the order of the alphabet, thus
forming an alphabetical acrostic; and as the alphabet thus exhibited contains the same number and order of characters, it
has naturally and justly been urged that the ancient alphabet had twenty-two letters, as at present. To this, however, some
palazographists have replied, that these artificial compositions are of a later or post-Babylonian date, or that they were
acrostically recast at the time when the additional characters had already become generally used, in order to assist the
memory (eirca 400—450 B.c.), and that they can therefore not be adduced to prove the antiquity of all the twenty-two
letters. Now in the Moabite Stone we have an alphabet at least 900—1000 years before Christ. Indeed as the age of
the Stone itself is about 900 B.C., and as no rational being can maintain that its characters were then invented for the first
time for this public document, it is evident that they must have been used by the Moabites, and the other Semitic nations
long before this period. We are therefore within bounds when we assign to them the date of 950—1000 B.c. Here then
G
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we have not only five of the letters, viz, Z, H, 8, and 3! which are said to have been added afterwards by Palamedes,
Simonides, and Epicharmus; and the 0 Koppa of the ancient Greek alphabet, but all the twenty-two letters. As it is not
even probable that the Grecks obtained their alphabet prior to 1000 B.c, the Moabite Stone proves to demonstration that
the ancient Semitic alphabet contained twenty-two letters, and that they were altogether taken over by the Greeks.

Still more remarkable is the light which the Moabite Stone throws on the original forms of the Greek alphabet.
On comparing the archaic Greek characters on the earliest Inscriptions with those on the Moabite Stone, it will at once be
seen that we have actually before us the primary source from which they are derived, and that most of the Greek characters
are not only similar to, but identical with, those on the Stone. Passing over those letters which are alike in the archaic
Greek, the ordinary Phoenician, in the Inscription of Eshmunazar (circa 600 B.C.), in the alphabet of the Assyrian Tables and
Gems (cirea 650—750 B.0.), and of the Moabite Stone, we shall confine our attention to those only which are allied to the
characters on the Stone.

The early Greek Delta is simply a triangle, which is usually its form on the Stone, whilst on the Inscription of
Eshmunazar, both the left angle is rounded and a shaft descends at the right. In the Assyrian again, the head is open, and
though the left angle is not rounded in some of the Phenician Inscriptions, yet all without exception, have this right arm
descending below the point of junction. This shaft, which must have been appended very soon after the Triumphal Stone
was erected, as incipient traces of it seem already observable in some of the Daleths in the Stone itself, has been the
cause of incaleulable mischief, inasmuch as it has given rise to the deplorable similarity between Daleth 7 and Resh 5. The
original of the Daleth, therefore, being alone found in the Moabite Stone and the archaic Greek, proves, beyond doubt, that
the latter was derived directly from the former.

The same is the case with the archaic form of the Greek baw (Sad pronounced Vaw) which is Y or V, and the
direct source of which we now see for the first time in the Moabite Y, since neither in the Inscription of Eshmunazar nor in
the Assyrian alphabet is the perpendicular line in the middle of the semi-circle.

‘What is however more important still, is the fact that the archaic Greek X7, which consists of a perpendicular line
crossed by three bars 4:7 and which Simonides is said to have invented (530 B.c.), has its absolute identity in the Moabite
Scwmech.  Even the Assyrian Samech, which approaches more closely to the Moabite, its evident prototype, is entirely put out
of court at sight of the onc on the Stone, whose very appearance proclaims its immediate paternity of the Greek A%, Exactly
the same is the case with the Greek Koppa 0, the Latin Q. In the ordinary Pheenician alphabet no prototype could hitherto

be found; and even in the Assyrian type, which resembles the Greek, the vertical line reaches the top of the circle CP

2
whilst in the Moabite Stone it is absolutely identical.

But although the Moabite Stone gives us for the first time the identical shapes of the letters which were incorporated
into the Greek alphabet, still we are not prepared to endorse the conclusion of Professor Rawlinson, that therefore the
alphabet passed over to the Grecks about 900 B.c2  For though it is perfectly true that the forms of the letters in question
could not have been derived from the Pheenician or Assyrian of 750 B.c., which have hitherto become known, it is hazardous
to assume that the forms found in the alphabets of 750 p.c. had universally supplanted those of 900 B.c. An inspection
of the fac-simailes of the ancient Inscriptions will show that different districts developed different shapes, which obtained and
maintained themselves simultaneously. Some epigraphic documents may still turn up, which will show that the peculiar
forms which appear for the first time on the Moabite Stone (900 B.c.), have preserved their existence in some localities beyond
the time of Homer and esiod (about 850—776 B.c.), and that they may have been introduced into Greece about the period
of the first Olympiad, as is believed by Mr. Grote and many other scholars.

1 Though it is greatly to be deplored that the Teth has disappeared from the text, yet there can hardly be any doubt that it did originally occur on the
Stone in the word Ataroth, in line 11, of the Inscription. We are perplexed to understand what Professor Rawlinson means by his remark, that Tetk is ‘“not
very common in Hebrew” (Contemporary Review, Ap. 1870, p. 105), seeing that it occurs 11,052 times in the Llcbrew Scriptures (cowp. Ginsburg: The Massoreth
Ha-Mussorcth of Levita, p. 273).

2 The Contemporary Review, p. 109, &e., Aug. 1870.
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VI. TITERATURE ON THE MOABITE STONE.

From the first day in which the discovery of the Moabite Stone was announced by Count de Vogiié, all the leading
Journals have teemed with notices of this extraordinary find. To give a detailed account of these multi-lingual and to a
great extent ephemeral productions, even were it possible, would be of very questionable importance. In cataloguing, there-
fore, the literature of this remarkable Inscription, we shall restrict ourselves to those Essays from which we derived more or
less benefit in the compilation of this Treatise.

It was on January 16, 1870, that M. Ganneau forwarded from Jerusalem to Count de Vogiié a short account of the
Moabite Stone, which he claimed as his discovery, together with his first attempt to reconstruct the text, and a French
translation. This de Vogiié¢ published on the 5th of February, under the title, Za Stéle de Mesa Rot de Moab, &c., Paris, 1870,
with a short treatise of his own, and a fue-simile of the original, according to the then state of the reconstructed text. The
indefatigable and erudite Mr. Grove at once called public attention to it in the T%mes, in a letter dated February 8; he
published at the same time Deutsch’s just estimate of it, which he had formed from the mutilated text and defective
translation of M. Ganneau. On February 22, the Z%mes published a Review of Count de Vogiié’s Pamphlet, with the French
version of the text. Hereupon appeared Deutsch’s second letter in the Z%mes, dated February 28, in which he pointed out
some mistranslations of M. Ganneau, made some valuable suggestions as to the rendering of different words, adverted to the
paleographical importance of the Inscription, and rightly urged that as the materials from which the text was to be restored
were not then at the command of scholars, it was premature to handle the subject more systematically. M. Ganneau,
misunderstanding the import of Deutsch’s Letter, addressed himself to the Z%mes, which printed his Letter March 22.
Then followed another Letter from Deutsch, and one from Mr. Grove in the Times, March 23. The whole of this Corres-
pondence, as well as two accounts of the discovery of the Moabite Stone, by Captain Warren, were published in the
Palestine Exploration Socicty’s Quarterly Journal, No. V.

In the March number of the Eevue Archdologique, Count de Vogiié published a revised text of the Moabite Stone,
forwarded to him by M. Ganneau, who continued his studies of the different materials he possessed. Several words, which
defied his first attempts at deciphering, yielded to continued exertions, others were corrected, and the translation was
improved. This improved edition is, moreover, followed by the first part of a Dissertation on the historical, paleographical,
and linguistic bearing of the Tnscription, to which the Editor subjoined several valuable notes; and is accompanied by a new
Jac-simile of the original.

In the mean time, M. Neubauer published a translation in German, with a few Notes in Frankel’s Monatsschrift
for April. But as this translation is based upon M. Ganneaw’s first edition, and as the Notes are very meagre, it cannot
be said that this scholar contributed much to the elucidation of the text. Almost simultaneously with M. Neubaucr’s
version, a very elaborato Trcatisc appcared at Halle, from the masterly pen of Professor Schlottmann, Several of his
conjectures have since been verified ; and even those, which further deciphering have set aside, are very instructive, and
display the ingenuity of the masterly translator of, and commentator on, the Inscription of Eshmunazar. It is greatly
to be regretted that he worked from the first and very much mutilated text. His translation is given at the end of this
Essay. At the end of March, M. Neubauer delivered a Lecture at the Taylor Institution, Oxford, embodying an English
version of the Inscription. As an al)s;tract only of this Tecture was published, this learned Orientalist had not contributed

much to the clucidation of the text. Iis version will be found at the end of this Treatise.
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The Palestine Exploration Society made a valuable contribution to the criticism of the text, April 8, by
the publication of a photographic sheet of Captain Warren’s tracings of the two large Fragments, giving the duplicate of
Fragment B. By this aid every scholar is enabled to compare M. Ganncau’s casts, and the deciphering of them, with the
independent transcript from the different squeezes of Captain Warren. The result of a collation of the two texts has
already been given (See above, p. 15). At the same time, the learned Derenbourg published a French translation
of the second edition of the text in the Revue Isradlite, Paris, April 8. Though tho Notes are very fow, yet this
erudito scholar has materially aided the understanding of some passages, both by his accurate verbal criticisms
and his ingenious conjecturcs, which are duly noticed in their respective places. Weo have given his version at the
end of this Essay.

Second to none of the contributions to the elucidation of the Moabite Stone, is the Treatise by Professor Noldeke,
Die Inschrift des Kinigs Mesa, Kiel, 1870. Like all the productions of this consummate Orientalist, his Essay is
characterised by thoroughness, and a decp insight into the different shades of meaning. He does not hazard many
conjectures to fill up the lacunwe; but among the few that he suggests is the Dibonite, in lines 1 and 2, which has since
been confirmed by the Stone itself. In addition to the valuable geographical notes with which his Essay is enriched, he
treats on the paleographical bearing of the Inscription. His translation is given at the end of this Treatise.

In a notice of M. Ganneau’s second edition of the revised text, in the dcademy, April 9, appears a criticism, by
M. Neubauer, of Professor Schlottmann’s Treatise. The exceptions which the critic takes to ccrtain conjectures and
interpretations, as well as his views of certain passages, are dualy noticed in their respective places. On “April 16.
Professor Haug published a translation, with some notes, in the supplement to the dllyemeine Zeitung. 1t is a popular
rendering of the Inseription, accompanied by some valuable notes, The translation is made from M. Ganncauw’s first
edition, and is consequently defective, as may be scon at the end of this Essay. The Athencum, of May 21, contains a
letter from Professor Weir of Glasgow, from which we see that this scholar had also made the same conjecture about the
Dibonite which Professor Niéldeke hazarded. Dr. Weir, morecover, makes some ingenious remarks on the forty years’
subjugation of Moab by Omri, and his successors, which are noticed in the Commentary on line 8.

On June 1, M. Ganneau published, in the Revue Archdologique, the second part of his Commentary. Here, again, we
see how this young savan laboriously and conscientiously prosecuted the study of the various materials in his possession,
Iis efforts were rewarded by his obtaining several new and important readings. As he had, moreover, the valuable works
of Schlottmann and Noldeke, he derived from them a double advantage. He was enabled to test their conjectures, by seeing
whether there were any traces of the letters in the squeczes, or whether they exactly filled up the lacuna; whilst at the same
time they aided him in deciphering partially faded words.

A very Iucid and interesting review of the labours of Ganneau, Schlottmann, and Noldeke appeared in the
Theologisches Literalurblatt, Darmstadt, June 1, by Dr. Schrider. The reviewer, however, was not acquainted with
M. Ganneau’s last recension of the text.

But the most important contribution to the study of the Inscription is that published by Count de Vogiié, Paris,
June, 1870. In this publication, the learned nobleman, to whom Semitic scholars are so largely indebted for his multifarious
labours, gives us a reprint of M. Ganneau’s revised translation, accompanied by the whole commentary, the last edition of
the restored text, and a new fac-simile of the original.

It is greatly to be regretted that the erudite Geiger, who republished in the last number of the Zeitschrift der
Deutschen morgenlindischen Gesellschaft (vol. xxiv., parts i. and ii,, pp. 212—226), M. Ganncauw’s second recension of the text,
had nct access to the last edition. Much of the value of Geiger’s ingenious criticism is lost, through his not being in
possession of the latest readings. The same number of the Oriental Journal brings us Schlottinann’s revised text, according
to M. Ganneau's second revision. And though his supplementary notes are very valuable, we have no doubt they would have

been n ore so had he seen the ¢hérd recension of the text.
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The latest production on the Moabite Stone which we have seen, is that by Professor Rawlinson, in the August
number of Z%e Contemporary Review, pp. 97--112. Tt is almost entirely devoted to the paleographical importance of the
Stone. However much we may differ from certain of his conclusions, no one can peruse the article without feeling that it
is written by a master hand. That he should have underrated the historical value of the Stone, and entirely passed over
the great light which it throws upon the language of the Scriptures, is really surprising.

Since the issue of the first edition of this Essay, several Treatises have appeared both in England and on the
Continent. Of these the following have come to our knowledge, and been used in preparing this edition.

An interesting article by the Rev. William Hayes in the October number of the Bibliotheca Sacra, p. 625—846, with
supplementary notes, p. 777, Andover, 1870. Mr. Hayes gives the Inscription in the ordinary Hebrew type with a translation
and a running commentary. The translation will be found at the end of this Essay.

In the same month an article appeared in Good Words by Professor Weir of Glasgow. Though short and popular,
it contains some valuable suggestions.

In the same month also appeared a very elaborate article on “the Moabite Inscription” in the North British
Review from the pen, we believe, of Dr. Wright, late of the British Museum, now Professor of Arabic at Cambridge. The
merits of this Treatise chiefly consist in the comparison which Dr. Wright institutes between the language of the Moabites
and the cognate dialects, more especially the Arabic. Dr. Wright's version will be found at the end of the Essay.

A rather remarkable contribution to the literature of the Moabite Stone has been made by Professor Kaempf of
Prague (Prague, 1870). Though we believe that Kaempf has been too fanciful, and has striven too much to elucidate the
language of this early document by the late Rabbinic dialect, yet much is to be learned from the pernsal of his Treatise.

Still more remarkable and fanciful is Hitzig's Essay on “the Inscription of Mesha” (Heidelberg, 1870). Tike the
work of Kaempf, Hitzig's Treatise was finished before M. Ganneau’s last recension of the Moabite Stone reached him. The
Professor had, however, time to notice it in the Appendix. But as he had already made up his mind upon certain matters
with which the new readings did not harmonize, Hitzig, rather than give up his opinions, impugns and cavalierly reject-
M. Ganneau’s latest results. Both Kaempf’s and Hitzig’s translations are given at the end of this Essay.

Dr. Geiger, who, as we have seen, re-published in Parts i. and ii. of the Zeitschrift der Deutschen morgenlindischen
Gesellschaft (1870), M. Ganneau’s second recension of the text with some ingenious eriticisms, has since published in Part iii.
of the same Journal, pp. 433—136, additional remarks upon M. Ganneau’s third recension.

Professor Schlottmann too has made additional important contributions to the elucidation of the Moabite Stone in
the same number of the Journal (p. 438—460), in consequence of the new readings yielded by M. Ganneauw’s last recension.

In Parts ii. and iii. of the Juidische Zeitschrift, p. 104—118, (Breslau, 1870,) Geiger has re-published his Essay in a
modified form, according to the last recension of the text.

The fourth Paxt of the Zeitschrift der Deutschen morgenlindischen Qesellschaft brings the most important contribution
to the History of the Discovery of the Moabite Stone by Dr. Petermann (pp. 640—644).  As this is the first official report,
we have given a literal translation of it in the chapter bearing upon this subject.

The same part of the Journal contains further contributions from Schlottmann to the interpretation of the
Inscription (p. 645—680). This article is chiefly devoted to an elaborate disquisition on Ashtor-Chemosh, and to a
searching examination of some of Hitzig’s fanciful views of the Moabite Stone.

The first part of the second volume of Merx’s Archiv fiir wissenschaftliche Erforschung des Alten Testamentes
(pp. 96—104, Halle, 1871,) has an article by Dr. Himpel on the Importance of the Inscription to the history of the Hebrew
language and writing, which is well put together.

Two interesting articles on the Moabite Stone appeared in the Zondon Quarterly Review, October, 1870, and
in the British and Foreygn Evangelical Eeview, February, 1871. The former gives, in a lucid and popular style,
the results of the labours on the subject. The latter, which is signed by Professor Davidson, of Edinburgh, though

H
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avowedly a Review of The Recovery of Jerusalem, a volume published by the Palestine Ezploration Society, is chiefly
devoted to the Inscription of Mesha. Dr. Davidson has not contributed anything to the elucidation of the text, which
is all the more to be regretted, since the article is replete with Hebrew quotations. The only conjecture he hazarded
to fill up a lacuna (line 7) is untenable.

In the very instructive volume, entitled ZThe Recovery of Jerusalem, published by the Palestine Zuploration Society,
a chapter is devoted to the Moabite Stone. The Essay on the subject, according to the original design, was to have
been contributed by Mr. Deutsch, but ill health prevented his writing it. This is all the more to be regretted, since
Lie was not only the first who corrected some of M. Ganneaw’s mistranslations, and called attention to the importance
of this lapidary document, but is one of the very few scholars in England who could do justice to this unparalleled
relic. It would be cruel to criticise the article in Zhe Recovery of Jerusalem, as the writer, who modestly withholds
his name, was evidently pressed into the service to fill up the gap occasioned by Mr. Deutsch’s illness. We should
have thought that Mr. Morrison, the editor of the volume, would have requested M. Neubauer to write the article,
seeing that he was the first man in England who attempted to give a consecutive version of the wholc Inscription,
and who has continually kept the British public informed of the different publications on the subject in the valuable

Notices in the Academy.



THE MOABITE

STON L.

PART L

THE FIRST PART, 1—21 a, records the wars of Mesha with Omri, King of Israel, and his successors.

Having given his own name and

that of his father, as well as the duration of his paternal reign (1—3a), Mesha states that he erected this Monument to his national God,
Chemosh, as a token of gratitude for the deliverance from the forty years’ oppression, by Omri, King of Israel, and his successor (3 6—

9a).

Through the mercy of Chemosh, Mesha was enabled to fortify Baal-Meon, and make from it a successful attack upon Kirjathaim ;

to take Ataroth, which the tribe of Gad had occupied from time immemorial, and which was fortified by the King of Israel, to devote
to destruction all its inhabitants as an offering to his God, and to repcople these places with loyal subjects from Siran and Mochrath

(9 b—14a).

Chemosh then told him to assault Nebo, which he successfully effected, slaying about seven thousand men, and devoting the
women to Ashtar-Chemosh, and the vesscls of Jechovah to Chemosh (14 6—18 a).

Hereupon the King of Israel fortified Jahaz, from

which he attacked Mesha, but Chemosh made him relinquish the battle, and retreat with the army to his own country (18 —19), after
which Mesha captured Jahaz, repeopled the city, and annexed it to Dibon (26—21 a).

1 I Mesha am son of Chemoshgad King of Moab, the

1. [ Mesha, & c. That Mesha is the same whose desperate but
successful resistance to the invasion of the three allied kings of Israel,
Judah and Edom is described in 2 Kings iii. 4—27 is evident from
the following facts. I. Mesha whose exploits are celebrated on the
Moabite Stone, like Mesha of the Old Testament, waged a terrible
war with Israel for the liberation of his country, and 2. Mesha of this
Triumphal Tablet, like Mesha of the Scriptures, carried on a protracted
conflict with the Omri dynasty. As the whole dynasty of Omri only
lasted forty years, and, moreover, as Mesha was a contcmporary of
Ahab, Ahaziah and Jehoram, it will bardly be maintained that in the
short space of about twenty years two kings of Moab flourished, both
bearing the same name and both fighting the same battles with the
same kings of Israel. As vassal king over a pcople rich in cattle, and
over a country abounding in pasture land, he paid to Ahab, king of
Israel, an annual tribute of “one hundred thousand wethers and one
hundred thousand rams, with their wool.” It was but natural that
when Ahab had fallen in the battle of Ramoth Gilead, Mesha should
take advantage of the discomfiture of the army, the confusion of the
people, and the feebleness of Ahaziah, to shake off the Jewish yoke and
frec himself from so heavy a burden (2 Kings, i. 1, iii. 4, 5). However,
it was only after repeated revolts, and at the end of Jehoram’s reign
(circa B.C. 884), as we shall see hereafter (vide infra, line 8), that he
succeeded in completely ridding the land of Moab from its Jewish
invaders. It was in gratitude for this successful emancipation from
the vassalage to Omri dynasty that Mesha erected this triumphal pillar.
For the erection of monumental stones by conquerors to celcbrate their
victories, see 1 Sam. vii. 12, and 2 Sam. viii. 13; in the latter passage
¢gat him a name’ should be, *sef up a memorial)

Son of Chemoskgad, &»c. To express deep devotion to and un-
bounded faith in their special national Deity, the Semitic races often
combined with their names those of gods who were more generally
worshipped, in order to obtain appellations for their offspring. Hence,
though Chemosh was the god of the Moabites, Gad, the god of Fortune,
who was acknowledged by all the Canaanite nations, is joined with
it in the name of Mesha’s father. Chemoshgad, therefore, means
Chemosh is Gad, i.e. there is no other god of Fortune but Chemosh,
Similar combinations are exhibited in the Biblical names Elijah, i.e,
my god is Fak (1 Kings, xvil. 1, 14, 15, &c.), Elimclech, i e. my god is
Melech, or Moleck (Ruth i 2, 3, il. 1, &c.), Bealiah, i.e. Bgal is 7ak
(1 Chron. xii. 3), Baal Gad, i.e. Baal is the god of Fortune (Josh.
xi. 17, xii. 7, xiii. §), Gaddiel, i.e. my god of Fortune is E? (Numb.
xiii. 10). The great reverence in which Gad, the god of Fortune,
was held by all the Canaanite nations, as Geiger rightly remarks,
will account for the fact why the tribe of Gad, which derived its name
from this favoured Deity (comp. Gen. xxx. 12, the Ketkiv=the textual
reading) was used to designate all the Transjordanic Jewish population.

King of Moab. The ancient land of Moab was divided by the Arnon
into two almost equal parts, northern and southern. As this river,
which is the present Wady-el-Mojeb, flows in a deep chasm, with
perpendicular sides, so that it takes a traveller more than two hours
to cross it at those points where it is passable, a hostile invasion on
Moab beyond the Arnon was both very difficult to the invaders, and
easily observable by the defenders. It was owing to this natural
boundary and defence that the Amorite conquests extended only to it
(Numb. xxi. 26, &c.) The Israelites afterwards took this part from the
Amorites (Deut. iii. 8). And though they extended their conquests
up to the Arnon, the Jews always retained the consciousness that
the region north of the Arnon to beyond Heshbon was properly
Moabite country. That which was situate opposite Jericho was
called a0 niaw the Dry Region of Moab, and that which was
further in the country was denominated awn iy tke Field of Moab
(Numb, xxi. 20, &c.; Ruth i 2, 6, &c.) Moses delivered his last
address “in the land of Moab” (Deut. i. 15), where he also died (Deut.
xxxiv.) Though the Northern part was allotted to the tribe of Reuben
(Numb. xxxii. 37: Josh. xiii. 9, xiv. &c.), a part of the Gadites also
dwelt in this region (Numb. xxxii. 3¢—36; 1 Chron. vi. 66; Numb,
xxxiii. 4, &c., with Josh. xiii. 17). The relations, however, between
the Moabites and the Israclites after the conquest of Canaan were
of a mixed character. In the time of the Judges, Eglon, king of
the Moabites, with Ammon and Amalek, pressed forward beyond the
Jordan into the territory of Benjamin, occupied Jericho, and enslaved
Israel cighteen years (Judg. iii. 12—14). But at the expiration of this
period the Moabite king was killed by Ehud, the Benjamite hero, and
his army was slaughtered (/é74. 15—30). This utter discomfiture
seemed to have inspired the Moabites with a wholesome dread of the
Israclites for some time, since it is only under the reign of Saul that
they, with Ammon and Edom, are expressly called the enemies of the
Jews (1 Sam. xiv. 47), having evidently again made successful incur-
sions inta the Jewish possessions. However, when David extended
his dominion to the Euphrates, he re-conquered the Moabites as well
as Ammon and Edom (2 Sam. viii. 2—12 ; 1 Chron. xviii. 2—11); but
during Solomon’s reign, or immediately after his death, Moab regained
its independence (vide supra, p. 20, &c.)

The Dibonits. Dibon, the ruins of which are situate on the east side
of Jordan, about an hour north of the Arnen, and are called Dibhan,
has now derived fresh fame from the fact that this Triumphal Tablet.
was found in it. This city is counted to Reuben in the list of Joshua
(xiii. 9); and in Numbers (xxxil. 34) it is said to have been built by
Gad. In the constant struggles with the Moabites and Ammonites, in
which Reuben and Gad took the greatest share, the fortunes of war no
doubt alternately gave this and other places to Reuben and Gad, and
vice versa. The fact that Dibon was the native place of Chemoshgad,
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2 Dibonite.
3 ed after my father.

the founder of this dynasty, accounts for the erection of the Stone by
Mesha in this place, which was the disputed border-land between
Israel and Moab. Schlottman, indeed, will have it that the patronymic,
the Dibonite, does not only describe Chemoshgad as being a native of
Dibon, but is especially designed to convey the idea that he was
originally prince of the district or province of Dibon. But though itis
true, as we shall see hereafter (comp. énf7a, line 21), that Dibon, like
Ar (comp. Numb. xxi. 28, xxii. 36; Isa. xv. 1, with Deut. ii. 9, 18, 29),
denotes both a city and a district of which it was the principal town ;
yet we fail to see from Numb. xxil 8, 14, and xxiii. 6, that Moab
was divided into separate provinces, that these several districts were
governed by distinct princes like the kingdom of Edom (comp. Gen.
xxxvi) and that Chemoshgad, from first being prince of the land of
Dibon, was promoted to be king of the whole of Moab.

As the final 7 is uniformly plene in this Inscription, there can
hardly be any doubt that the pronunciation of the pronoun is 3 or
7. Schlottmann’s argument, that as its pronunciation with 7 exists
even in ancient Pheenician (comp. Schrdder, Phoniz. Spracke, § 41) it
is but reasonable to assume its existence in the Moabite dialect, which
approximates to the Hebrew still more closely, is based upon an
erroneous division of the words in the only passage where it is
supposed to be found. No. x. of the graffiti of Abydos, line 4, the
solitary instance of '3 in Pheenician appealed to, Levy shows is to be
read jpwxay wx [ Yabodasman, and not pwwvay o (Phonizische
Studien, iv. 32). As to the remark of the Midrash, n™sp pe’ e, ke
expression Anochi in Egyptian, which Professor Kaempf quotes
in support of its being pronounced j, we fail to see the force of the
appeal. If the passage in question really means that this pronoun is
not to be found either in Arabic or in Aramaic, that it is superfluous
in Hebrew by the side of axZ, and that it has been introduced into
Hebrew from the Coptic, it cannot surely be maintained that the
Midrash insists that this spelling or pronunciation of it was imported
from the Egyptian. The name wip Mesha is here defective, whilst in the
Hebrew Scriptures, where it occurs twice, once as this Moabite king
(2 Kings iii. 4) and once as the name of the eldest son of Caleb
(1 Chron. ii. 42) it is plene. It is now almost certain that the second
part of the name of Mesha’s father is 11 gad. The Daleth is quite
visible on the Stone and there are faint traces of the Gime/. Equally
certain is it that thelacuna at the end of the line is now to be filled up
with He and Daleth. The patronymic, wama the Dibonite, exactly
corresponds to wyown the Shimonite (Josh. xxi. 4) and many other
proper names which by the addition of Yod at the end are made
into patronymics (comp. Gesenius § 86, 5; Ewald § 164, 6). Both
in the Bible (Gen. xxxvi. 31—30) and in the monuments of the ancient
Pheenicians, patronymics follow proper names (comp. Levy,
Phinizische Studien, part iv. pp. 25, 28 ; Schréder, Die Phinis.
Sprache, p. 235). -

According to Hitzig, 1« is a detached nominative placed at the
beginning, the lacuna after Chemosh is not to be filled up by Gad, as
M. Ganneau declares, but by the repetition of Chemosh, who is the sub-
ject of the sentence. Neither is the last letter of this linc to be Daletk
but Zzadi, thus yielding wasn (comp. sh» 1w 1 Kings xxii. 48),
to which ax» wbp is second accusative, and the passage is to be
rendered ‘7 Mesha son of Chemosh, Chemosk made me King of Moab)
thereby deriving his sovereignty from his god. As Hitzig rejects
M. Ganneaw’s decipherings and prefers his own conjectures all argu-
ment ceases. Professor Kaempf advocates a similar sense without
impugning M. Ganneau’s readings, by taking Chemosh with whatever
adjunct as well as the phrase ¢ King of Moab’ to be the Moabite deity,
and the word son of to denote °Ads follower and worskipper.” He
refers to Numb. xxi. 29, where the Moabites are called “the children
of Chemosh,” and to the fact that the ancients called themselves the
children of the deity which they worshipped. But to take ‘son’ and
<yuler’ in the first line in a metaphorical sense and ¢fatker’ and
‘ruled’ in the second line in a literal sense is to violate the primary
laws of language.

My father reigned over Moab thirty years, and I reign-
And T erected this Stone to Chemosh at Korcha {a Stone of]

2. My father, &sc. From the fact that Mesha simply gives the
years of his father’s reign, and says that he immediately succeeded
him, we may reasonably conclude that his grandfather was not a king,
and that with Chemoshgad began a new Moabite dynasty. [t must
not, however, be concluded from this that Moab was an elective
monarchy. The fact that Mesha succeeded his father upon the throne,
and that he again was to have been succeeded by his eldest son, whom
he sacrificed on the wall (2 Kings iii. 27), shows that the sovereignty
was hereditary.

Thirty years, & . With what corresponding years in the Biblical
history, and with what Jewish kings, the commencement and end of
these thirty years synchronize may be gathered from the following
data. The expedition of the three allied kings of Israel, Judah, and
LEdom against Mesha took place most probably in the first year of
Jehoram’s reign, B.C. 896, which is to be inferred from the fact that
Elisha was in the camp. As this invasion was undertaken because
Mesha on his accession to the throne of Moab had revolted against
Israel and thus terminated the forty years’ vassalage, the thirty years’
reign of his father Chemoshgad must have commenced B.C. 926, or
synchronized with the fourth year of Omri’s sole reign and the reigns
of Ahab (B.c. 918—898) and Ahaziah (B.C. 898—896).

As to the linguistic features of this line they almost entirely agree
with what we find in the Hebrew Scriptures. Thus the orthography
approaches more nearly the Massoretically transmitted writing than the
Pheenician. sabp 7 reigned, in thisline ; »yvn ke saved me, and uxy ke
shewed me, in line 4; 'm3 / built, in lines 21, 22, 26, 27; ey / made,
in lines 23, 26; 'my 7 dug, line 25; 'mpo; / added, line 29, have the
scriptio plena of the final i, or, as in the Hebrew, express the first
person by the suffix Yod, though in the middle of words the Vav and
Yod, when used in the Biblical Hebrew to express the o andi, are
generally absent in this Inscription, as will be seen in some of the
above-quoted words, viz. wyyn ke saved me, Hebrew uyein, though this
form of the praeterite does not occur in the Bible; ny 7 built, is written
in the Bible 4y with ¥od in the middle (1 Kings viii. 13, 27, &c.), 'nvy
7 made, Hebrew 'nwy (Gen. vil. 4, viil. 21, &c.) A remarkable feature in
so early a document is the form of the plural v 7%, instead of o5 7m, as
in 1¥%, ¢hirty, in the line before us; 137 12, many days,line 55 3w forty,
line 8; winn armed, in line 28 ; since it has hitherto been supposed that it
is an Aramaic termination which has crept into later Hebrew (e.g. Ezek.
ili. 12: Dan. xii. 13: comp. Gesenius, § 87 a: Ewald § 177). n¢ year,
is a contraction of my, like ny dawgkter, from ny; m Gath, proper
name, from g3, &c. This contracted form frequently occurs, as well
as the full form, in Pheenician (comp. Schroder, Phoniz. Spracke, § 24).
The combination ng b, thirly years, like the syntax of the numerals
throughout the Inscription, is pure Hebrew. (Comp. n¢ 1wyw forty
years, line 8; and vy pen fwo hundred men, line zo, which is the pure
Hebrew vw mmxg 1 Sam. xviil. 27, xxx. 10: 2 Sam. xv. IT : joby nyav
seven thousand, line 16, Hebrew osbs nyav : Numb. iil. 22: 1 Kings
xix. 18 : Gesenius, § 120: Ewald, § 268).

3. And I erected this Stone. Having, in the customary way, men-
tioned the reign of his father, and his own succession to the throne,
Mesha at once states that he erects this monument, which is to record
and memorialize the remarkable events of his sovereignty. As a pious
follower of the Moabite religion, he dedicates this Triumphal Tablet to
the national god, Chemosh. The idea that hill-tops are nearer heaven,
and that retiring to them is to withdraw from earthly distraction, and
to be in the more immediate presence of the Divine Being, gave rise to
the custom, which obtained among all nations from time immemorial,
to worship the Deity on lofty spots, and then to erect altars and
places of worship on mountains, elevations, and high places. The
Persians, Greeks, Germans, &c., performed their religious rites on
hill-tops (Herod. i. 131, viil. 43; Xen. Cyrop. vii. 7; Strab. xv. 732).
Abraham and Jacob sacrificed upon mount Bethel (Gen. xii. 7, xiii.
3, 4, xxviii. 16, and xxxv. 15, with Josh. xvi. 1; 1 Sam. xiii. 2). Isaac
was to have been offered on mount Moriah (Gen. xxii. 2); Moses was
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4 [sa]lvation, for he saved me from all despoilers and let me see my desire upon all my enemies.

commanded to build an altar on mount Ebal (Deut. xxvii. 4); Joshua
too built an altar on the same mountain (Josh. viii. 30); Samuel offered
on high places (1 Sam. ix. 12—14); Christ “ went up into a mountain
apart to pray” (Matt. xiv. 23); whilst Peter, who had no mountain at
hand, “went up upon the house-top to pray” (Acts x. ¢). These
sacred places were called ninp Aigh places. In neighbourhoods where
no natural elevations existed, artificial mounds were thrown up, or
simply high altars, stones, or pillars were erected, inscribed with
records of victories, dedications, and thanksgivings. These artificial
erections, and even the pillars without the mounts, were synech-
dochically called niny damoth. Hence the Septuagint rightly renders
the word in question not only by 7& iWnNd, r& By kigh places, but also
by orfhas pillars, posts, or monuments, with inscriptions like that
upon the Moabite Stone. The last mentioned fact accounts for the
circumstancc, that the spot where the Moabite Stone was found was
not only not an elevation but a depression.

7o Chemosh at Korcha. For a description of the Moabite national
Deity, Chemosh, we must refer to the Commentary on line 17, and for
Korcha, to the Commentary on line 21. The most remarkable feature
of the grammatical construction in the diction of this Inscription is the
use and cffect of what the ancient grammarians call Vav conversive,
(o w), or Vaw consecutive, as some modern grammarians call it, or as
Ewald terms it, Vav consecutive conversive (Gesen. § 49; Ewald § 231).
This connection of the Vav conversive with the Imperfect, or the
apocopated Future, has hitherto been found only in the Hebrew, and
now we find it throughout this Inscription. Thus, in the line before
us, we have bywy and I made, which is the apocopated future with
Vav conversive of the full form ngywm. But what is of additional
importance is, that the full form actually exists, and, like several others,
is used in later Hebrew (Ezek. xx. 14; Dan. viii. 27), whilst in this
Inscription the shortened form of the earlier diction is used. The other
apocopated Futures will be indicated in the notes on the respective
lines whercin they occur. Equally remarkable is the use of the verb
sy for doing, making, just as in Hcbrew, whilst in Pheenician, and in
all other Semitic dialects, Syp is used, which in the Old Testament-only
occurs in poetry. (Comp. Schréder, Phoniz, Sprache, § 8, p. 17).
ro3 sfone has the archaic termination n = a%, which, though common
in Pheenician, has survived in Biblical Hebrew only in a few instances
(vide supra, p. 27). The absence of the article in the pronoun
nxi 2his after a substantivc, with the article, z.e. niv nogn this pillar,
instead of nsip maym, also occurs in the Hebrew Scriptures, especially
as in the case before us, in connection with the pronouns s and .
Thus wa ahby in the same night (Gen. xix. 31, xxx. 16, xxxil. 23;
1 Sam. xix. 10); u " #his generation (Ps. xii. 8, comp. Gesen. § 111,
2; Ewald, § 293 a). In Pheenician it is always absent. Whilst nat
¢his, is spelled in this Inscription exactly as in Hebrew, in Phee-
nician it is m without 4/gp% (Comp. Schréder, § 58). At the cnd
of this line there is a lacuna of three letters, which is most probably to
be filled up with » nnor * np, and which, with the Be#% in the text, yiclds
the word no3, and the Mem or the Yod, with the two letters at the
beginning of the next line, yields ywo or yer, Z.e. the pillar of salvation,
the stone of kelp (So Noldeke, Schléttmann, Derenbourg, Wright, &c.)
The absence of the article forms no difficulty in the Moabite diction,
when it is borne in mind that it is nearly always absent in Phcenician
(Comp. Schréder, Die Phinizische Sprache, § 63). Neubauer’s con-
jecture, that %% is to be added to the 3, which, with -n before yw
would yield wen Sh13, on account of the assistance, requires more space
than the hiatus will allow, and deprives the Stone of its name, which,
according to the analogy of 1 Sam. vii. 12, is to be expected. Haug’s
German filling up [desswegen heisse ich Me]scha, “therefore I am
called Mesha, Ze. the saved,” would be in the original ygn m1ps 12 ¥,
which, to say the least, requires three times the space of the lacuna.
The same objection applies to M. Ganneauw’s restoration, je w’appelle,
“1 call myself.” In a private letter, Mr. Aldis Wright suggested to me
wn ool in my name Mesha, or yio o¥la in the name of Mesha,
and Professor Kaempf, of Prague, makes the same suggestion
independently. The latter urges against s¥p npp that it requires
a phrase like ab wpw and I called it (Gen. xxxix. 20) or Azy s

and I called its name (Exod. xix. 15). He, hewevcr, would either fill
it up with ws opole 22 the place of wictory, or w(b %z in the
town Laska (Gen. x. 19), according to the nature of the place where
the Stone has been discovered. If the Stone rested upon a basis, it
would indicate that it was originally erected at Dibon. In that case,
Professor Kaempf would fill it up with the first phrase. But if the
Pillar was lying about without any sign that it was originally erected
there, he would fill up the laguna with 7» the fown Lasha. Mesha,
the Professor suggests, erected this Pillar at Lasha in gratitude for
the renewed health which he found in the sanitary use of the hot
springs in this place. Hence j3b¢s does not refer to Mesha’s enemies
but to Ads bodily infirmities in the sense of accidents. He afterwards
removed this monument from Lasha to Dibon, either for safety or for
some other reason. Accordingly ~npa is to to be taken in the
sense of nywy=("wn3). Against this, however, is to be urged,
that the first phrase restricts the issue of the conflict to a victory
gained at Dibon, and that the second is too far-fetched, as well
as contrary to the scope of the Inscription. Hitzig fills up the lacuna
with iz %]z for all the deliverance, and Mr. Hayes with y¢[: m nln
and this house of salvation, Geiger simply translates it Jekorcka
Mesha, without stating what he does cither with the remaining letter
Beth or with the lacuna.

4 Because he saved me, &sc. In giving his reason why he crected
this Ebenezer, Mesha seems almost to use the very language which
Samuel uttered, when he put up a similar pillar between Mizpeh and
Shen, in acknowledgment of the help vouchsafed to him by Jehovah
in defeating the Philistines (r Sam. vii. 12). Indeed, the verbal
difference between, or rather the use of the two synonyms in, the
two utterances, entirely arises from a play upon the words. Whilst
the Hebrew Prophet only extends this play upon words to the stone
and the deliverance, by using the same rootin both cases; the Moabite
King goes further, and extends it to his own name also, inasmuch as
he calls the stone Mesha = help, in allusion to his own name, which
denotes deliverance, and then uses the verb from the same root. It
was, therefore, the allusion to his own name which necessitated the

“use of the verb yd; # deliver, to save, instead of its equivalent -y,
Through this circumstance we obtain a new form of the root yy:, since
yywa Hiph. pret., 3 per. sing., with suffix, 1 per. sing., does not occur in
the Hcbrew Scriptures. Professor Wright remarks that “ywn is a
distinctly Hebrew form, a Hiphil with preformative He, since the
Pheenician prefix is Yod.” 1t is, however, questionable whether this
verb can be adduced as an illustration, since it would seem that even
in Pheenician the preformative He was characteristic of the Hiphil
in verbs of roots Pe, Yod. (Comp. Schrider, § g1). But there can be
no doubt that w7 in the second hemistich of this line is a purely
Hebrew form (Comp. 2 Kings viii. 13 ; Jerem. xxiv. 1, xxxviil. 21 ;
Amos viil. 4—7, viil. 1), and illustrates the affinity in question.

Though the parallelism shows most clearly that j3%¢a must denote
robobers, despotlers, yet this expression occasions a difficulty, since it
does not exist in Hebrew either in the plural or in this sense. Pro-
fessor Levy, in a letter to Professor Noldeke, suggests the reading
15hwn, which indeed denotes despoilers, robbers. But as the letters 3
Caph, and b Lamed, have no resemblance whatever to each other in
this Inscription, such an arbitrary alteration cannot be admitted.
Néldeke himself thought of the reading j3%on, KZngs, as the difference
between the Afem and Skin is very slight, but for the fact that it
implies too much of self-glorification and boasting on the part of
Mesha. Hiwuzig adopts this emendation, and Kaempf is favourable
to it ; but Ganncau, after repeated investigation of the Stone, declares
it incompatible with the original. As the noun 3%, however, denotes
‘in Hebrew @ di7d of prey, from the fact that i throws itself upon
(5w, o cast) its victim, and, moreover, as this name is supposed to
have been given to the cormoragnt (Levit. xi. 17; Deut. xiv. 17), from
the habit of this bird to cast or plunge itself upon the fish it eats, we
may easily presume that this appellative denoted other despoilers who
manifested the same characteristic of pouncing upon their victims,
For a similar figure of an enemy represented as a bird of prey, see

I
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5 Now Om[r}i, King of Israel, he oppressed Moab many days, for Chemosh was angry with his

Deut. xxviil. 4. 3 mx o look at, to jeast the eve upon, is very often
used both in the Kal and Hiphil, with regard to the joy felt at the
destruction or defeat of one’s encmies. An exact parallel of the
Hiphil in this sense, as used in the line before us, we find in Ps. lix. 10
[11), w3 e 0o, God shall let me see my desive upon my oppressors.
Hence Derenbourg’s rendering, M’ a permis de regarder avec
indifference tous mes ennemis, “has permitted me to look upon all
my enemies with indifference,” does not express the idiomatic sense of
the phrase.

5. Omri, King of Isracl, &sc. As the Bible mentions only one
Omri, King of Israel, whose reign extended from about B.C. 929 t0
about B.C. 918, there can hardly be any doubt that the enemy of the
Moabites here mentioned is the same whose battles with that people
are recorded in 2 Kings iii. 4—27. Now it is this part of the
Inscription which is of the utmost interest to the Biblical scholar
and the student of history, inasmuch as we learn a new fact not
recorded in the Scriptures. The relations of the Israelites with the
Moabites up to the death of David, have already been described.
(Vide supra, p. 35).

The particular point to which we must call attention is, that from
the account of David’s war with the Moabites (z Sam. viil. 2; 1 Chron.
xviii. 2), when two-thirds of the people perished, and the survivors
were enslaved and utterly despoiled (2 Sam. viii. 11, 12; 1 Chron. xviil.
11); from the circumstance moreover that their name is not mentioned
in the account of the campaign in which the Ammonites were subdued,
and also from the fact that in the time of Ahab they paid the annual
tribute of a hundred thousand rams and the same number of lambs,
with their fleeces, it has hitherto been supposed that they were
completely reduced to vassalage. Hence they were not only unable
to aid their relatives, the Ammonites, against the Jews, but could
not cven free themselves from the enormous taxation which they had
to pay, from the time of their subjugation by David up to the reign of
Ahab. From this and the following three lines of the Inscription,
however, we see that the Israelitish dominion over Moab ceased
altogether, immediately after the death of Solomon, or rather
during the lifetime of this Sovereign; and that it was Omri
who reconquered the Moabites, and first cxacted from them the
excessive tribute mentioned in 2 Kings iii. 4. That the Moabites
should have used the amorous propensities of Solomon in order to
obtain their liberty from the Jewish yoke, is perfectly natural, and will
easily be understood. But it was as natural for Omri, who, according
to all information, was a mighty warrior and a powerful ruler (1 Kings
xvi, 16—28), to subjugate them again, as is stated in this Inscription.
The same indeed scems to be implied in the reference in the Book of
Kings to the more extensive chronicle, “for the mighty deeds which
Omri perfornied” (1 Kings xvi. 27).

For Chemosk was angry,&»c. The reason why Omri was successful
in his attack upon the country, and why he continued to oppress
the Moabites so many years, Mesha tells us was, that Chemosh their
national god was angry with his land for some sin not specified. This
is almost the very language of the Bible (comp. 2 Kings xiii. 3: xvii.
20: xxi. 11—13, &c.). Indeed, if we did not know the nature of the
Moabite religion from other sources, and if the hame of Jehovah were
substituted for Chemosh, this Inscription would read like a chapter in
the Book of Kings. It is through the anger of Chemosh that the
enemy of his people is enabled to conquer (line 3). Through the
favour of Chemosh the hostile armies are defeated (lines 8,9). When
victory is gained, the first fruits of the spoil are devoted to Chemosh
as a thankoffering (lines 11—13). The battle is ordered by Chemosh
(lines 14—32), to whom both the spoil of Israel and the sacred vessels
of Isracl’s God are dedicated (lines 17, 18). Not unto the prowess of
men, but unto Chemosh = God himself, is victory ascribed (line 19).
Hence, when Chemosh to whom the land belongs (lines 5, 6) grants
deliverance to it from its enemies, Mesha, in pious gratitude, erects this
Tablet to celebrate the mercies and victories vouchsafed to the people
under his divine care. 1wy is the third person singular Kal/ of
wy=my fo humble, to ‘aflict, the Vav as in Arabic being retained
as a radical letter. If Sxypn b ™y, Omrd, King of Isracl is taken

as the nominative absolute, the Vaw in wyn is the conversive,
but if it is taken as the accusative still dependent upon mm the
Vav, as is often the case, is to be taken in the sense of wko (comp.
Gen. xlix. 25: Isa. xiii. 14: Ps. Iv. 20: Job xxix. 12}, or Jfor (comp.
Gen. xx. 3: Isa iil. 7: xxxix. 1). The rendering of the whole sentence,
accordingly, is and let me sce my desire upon all my ememics and
Omyri, King of Israel, who oppressed Moab. Nébldeke points it
uyn=+m, takes the Vaw as suffix third person, and explains it as
the pleonastic anticipative suffix, 7.c., “ and ke oppressed him—Moab”
But this construction, though common in Aramaic, is contrary
to the uniform diction and orthography of the Inscription. Hitzig
points wpn comparing it with wen (1 Sam. xxi. 14). But we have
no instance of Piel throughout the whole of the Inscription. The
same objection is to be urged against Professor Kaempf, who points
it sy As for the lacuna at the end of the last line, it is greatly
to be regretted that M. Ganneau does not specify its exact dimensions.
Still, as he rcjects Noldeke’s insertion of op, Ae arose, before =wy
Omri (which is followed by Dr. Wright), saying that “if does not
exist” in the text, and adopts Sir Henry Rawlinson’s and De Vogiié’s
reading of f{7]oy, he thereby virtually indicates that there is space
for only one letter. The objection is still greater to Hitzig’s insertion
of 1oy, ke arose, which has three letters, and the remarkable filling
up of Kaempf {¢: 13 wly, the son of Fesse arose: we are therefore
driven to obtain the sense from the sentence without inserting a finite
verb. De Vogiié, M. Ganneau, Mr. Haycs, &c., translate it Omr? was
King of Israel, and ke oppressed Moab. But this is grammatically
inadmissible, inasmuch as it requires my in the first clause. Hence
we are either forced, with Schlottmann, to take Sn op oy as the
nominative absolute followéd by Vaw conversive (comp. x'n 21 T5m) L2ve)
and his concubine she also bore, Gen. xxii. 24: also 1 Sam. xi. 11:
2 Sam. xix. 41: Gesenius, Lekrgebdude, p. 723). Or we must take
Omri as still dependent upon 'w, i.e. and in Omri.  The vertical bar
visible in the Inscription may be taken as a broken Vaw. The Vav
in o, as is frequently the case, denotes and especially, and par-
ticularly, comp. oy mpmy Fehudah and Ferusalem (Isa. i 1:il It
Gesenius § 155 1 a: Ewald § 340). The preposition which stands in
the first clause is not infrequently omitted in the second, as is the case
in Isa. i 1,and ii. 2, where oy npmy Yy concerning Fudak and Feru-
salem stands for ooy b wpm by concerning Fehudah and especially
concerning Ferusalem, comp. also Isa. xlviii. 14: Heb. iii. 15: Job xii. 12.
Hence =m stands for moym.  For the plural termination |- ##, instead
of o~ #m, in 3 o, many days, see the Comment. on line 2. The form
nwn ke was angry, may either be an abbreviation of nupa, or as
Geiger and Schlottmann suggest is the Tiphel or Tiphal (comp. =g,
impf. man, o vie with, Jerem. xii. §: xxii. 15: Gesenius, § 55, §:
Ewald, § 122 a) thus corresponding to conjugation v. or vi. in Arabic.
Hitzig’s redivision of nen = into g n» Sonack ergrimmee Chamos,
“ hereupon Chemosh was angry,” maintaining that ma is here an

inferential particle like DS in Syriac, to say the least is contrary to the

uniform diction of the Inscription. The lacuna at the end of this line is
easily filled up by the letter Resk, which, with the two letters at the end of
this linc and the two at the beginning of the next, yield =3, with Ais
land. Derenbourg’srenderingofthis clause, Mais Kemosch S'irrita contre
Iui et Pextermina, “ but Chemosh was angry with him and exterminated
him,” as well as that of Haug, da entbrannte der Zorn des Kamosch,
“then was kindled the anger of Chemosh,—i.e. when the King of
Israel oppressed Moab a long time,”—cannot be made to harmonise
with any emendation which takes cognizance of the four remaining
letters, viz. mx-x3. Very remarkable is Hitzig’s filling up of the
lacuna at the end of this line, viz. m¥p x]33, when his end came
(i.e. Omri’s) and his son followed him, he also said I will oppress
Moab, he (i.e. Chemosh) said in my days,” &c., in spite of the versicular
divider after ns at the beginning of this line and of M. Ganneau’s
declaration that there is only space for mvw3 and though this
construction is most harsh and unnatural.

6. His son succeeded him, &ec. Not only did the powerful Omri
succeed in again subjugating Moab and holding it as vassal during his
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6 1[alnd. His son succeeded him, and he also said, I

will oppress Moab. In my days he said, [Let us go]

7 and I will see my desire on him and his house, and Israel said, I shall destroy it for ever. Now Omiri took the land

life-time, but when after his death his son Ahab came to the throne
(¢circa B.C. 918) he too determined to continue his hold upon the country
and to exact the heavy tribute. The reason why the phrase “and
his son succeeded him” is used, and not simply “and his son also
oppressed Moab,” is to show that there was no change in the dynasty,
and that the next oppressor of Moab was unlike s predecessor
in this respect, since the latter was the founder of a new dynasty.
For the same reason, Mesha, when speaking of himself, uses
a similar phrase, viz. *“I reigned after my father.” Vide supra,
line 2.

In my days ke said, &ec. This evidently refers to Ahab, Omri’s son,
who is the immediate antecedent, and means that “the reconquest of
Moab by Omri took place in my father’s days, but 7z my days his son
Ahab declared he would continue the oppression.” The linguistic
features in this line show that the composition of this Inscription
belongs to a period when the forms, which we now regard as archaisms
and abnormal were generally current and normal.  Thus the suffix third
person singular masculine, in three consecutive words, viz. miy Ads
land, 7ohon and ke succeeded him, and 73z his son is 5~ instead of v~
In the Hebrew Scriptures this termination has survived chiefly in the
older fragments (Gesenius § 91: Ewald § 247, d), by an oversight on
the part of those redactors who introduced the more modern and
uniform orthography. ‘Thus g %és Zens, instead of gy, which
occurs four times (Gen. ix. 21: xii. 8: xiii. 3: xxxv. 21); avy3 Ais beast
(Exod. xxil. 4); nmey kis covering (Exod. xxii. 26); nbey Ais drink
offering (Levit, xxiii. 13); nmo kés garment (Gen. xlix. 11); vy Aés
Joal (Gen. xlix. 11). But all these instances the Massorites correct in
the margin of the text by what is called Xer7 (mp). That there is no
Massoretic remark on aSmy Zzs Zent, in the present editions of the
Hebrew text, only shows the arbitrariness with which the modern
editors proceeded in appending the correction in one instance and
omitting it in another, since the Massorah distinctly declares
Ve on 2n0 1 nbaw i is jfour dimes written ndny, with He, but read
“ax with Vav. The lacuna of about three letters at the end of this
line must be filled up by a verb which quotes the speech, This is
evident from the verb <oy Ae said, which immediately precedes it. The
Vav with which the next word begips, viz. xw and 7 skall see, shows
that a verb is wanting. And as this is the resolution of the King of
Israel to resubjugate Moab, and a summons to his army to this effect,
the word to be supplied is either x¥ or ab; Jef us go. 1t is surprising
that so erudite and ingenious a scholar as Geiger, who rightly
recognises that n%n here has the pregnant signification of 2 succeed
o the throne, as i Arabic, should do such violence to the simple
construction of this line. He maintains that the Aleph at the
beginning of wyx, is not the prefix of the first person, that the
form is not the Future at all, but the Preterite Aphel formed ac-
cording tothe Aramaic fashion; that it corresponds to the Hebrew
Hiphil; and that it has the same meaning as the Piel my. He
moreover takes the simple wox o= 2 my days ke said as wwx 3
in the days of Awmar=Omar assuming that the gutturals 4lept
and Ayin, are interchanged in the Moabite dialect as in the
other Aramaic dialects, or that the mason committed an error in the
Inscription.

Equally surprising are Professor Kaempf’s arbitrary proceedings
with the text. He alters wpin and ke said into Wy w then he said, fills
up the lacuna with n which with -ox in the text yields 'nox;
points ['nlwx oz and translates “zher ke also said I will oppress
Moab in the days of my sovereigniy” If it could really be
established that the stroke exhibited after =y at the end of this line
which might also be the remainder of a Nu# is positively the fragment
of a mutilated Kap/ we might be disposed to fill up the lacuna with
[wls at 2his time, now (comp. Judg. xxi. 22: Isa. viii. 23) and
with Hitzig adduce as a parallel to w~xw nyy the phrase
omym 2y (Exod. xvi. 6). Mr. Hayes suggests j» #us and refers to
12 gy ke 5% (1 Kings xxii. 8) in favour of his construction. But
the quotation is inapposite, inasmuch as the two phrases are
not parallel.

7. And I shall see, &oc. The determination on the part of the
King of Israel, as here quoted by Mesha, was nothing more or less
than the utter discomfiture of the Moabite army and the humiliation
of the Moabite king. To render the description as epigrammatic
as possible, the response of the Jewish people to this summons is
also quoted : and ‘*‘Israel said, I will destroy him with an ever-
lasting destruction.” They, in fact, were even determined to
surpass the army of David, who slew two-thirds of the Moabite
people (2 Sam. viii. 11, 12). In linc four, the Hiphil of nxv with
3, is used to denote ke delight felt at seeing the destruction of
an enemy,; here the Kal is used. For similar instances, compare
3T they see thelr delight in me (Ps. xxii. 18): wwa mew 'my and
I shall see my delight on my enemies (Ps. cxviii. 7). For »™ instead
of i, suffix third person masculine in snyz, see line 6. The
“house ” is the royal family. The verb = seZd, which introduces
the oratio directa, is omitted after Sxwm and Israel. This ellipsis,
which is of frequent occurrence in ordinary diction (comp. Numb.
xxiil. 7 ; Isa. xxvil. 4; Ps. ii. 3, viil. 4, lil. 9 ; Job viii. 18), is here all
the more natural, because the verb is used in the preceding parallel
hemistich, and can easily be carried over. 11k is the Hiphil future
first person, which also occurs Jerem. xlvi. 8, in a similar connection.
The accusative of the object is omitted because it has been previously
mentioned. (Comp. Gen. ii. 19, xviil. 31, Xxi. I4,> Xxiv. 12, xxxviii. 17.
Gesenius § 119, b). As by is not preceded by the prefix 5 or 1, it is in
the construct state with 12k, which is the abstract form, destruction,
as in Numb. xxiv. 20, 24. Accordingly, the literal translation of the
clause is, 7 will destroy it with an everlasting destruction. An exactly
parallel construction, but in the opposite sense, is to be found in Isa.
xlv. 17, onby ruws M3 you ke skall be saved by Fehovah with an
everlasting salvation. But this very parallel is another proof of the
antiquity of the style of this Inscription. Whilst in Isa. xlv. 17, the
plural ombiy is used which, as Knobel has pointed out, “ belongs to the
later mode of expression, and is only to be found again in xxvi. 4,1i. 9, as
well as in the later Psalms, the books of Kings, Chronicles, Ecclesiastes
and Daniel” (Comm. on Isa. xlv. 17), this Tablet has the old form in the
singular. In confirmation of our rendering, viz. that it is Israel who
exclaims Moab shall perish, and not vice versa, we may quote the very
striking passage in Numb. xxi. 29, vy oy puaw thon art perishing,
O people of Chemosh, which might almost lead us to suppose that there
is some relationship between the two passages. Schlottmann, Haug,
and Neubauer make Chemosh the subject of the verb =, i.e. Clemostk
said, and the latter supplies the lacuna with 7 wi// go. But this con-
struction deviates unnecessarily from the simple rules of the language,
inasmuch as M3 /#s soz is the immediate antecedent; and as the first
k" is the predicate of ma, the laws of grammar demand that the
second =x should also be referred to the same subject. Besides, this
rendering breaks in upon the sense, for it abruptly introduces Chemosh
in the middle of the description of the oppression of Moab by the King
of Isracl, and it necessitates the taking of the phrase 2 nx1 here, in
the opposite sense to that in which it is used two lines before. Deren-
bourg’s translation, Zant gue je vivrai je le fourmenterai et je ferai
dr mal, &c., “as long as I live I will torment it and do evil,” &c., is
contrary to the use of &2 in this Inscription (vide lines 9, 33). Still
more inadmissible is Derenbourg’s opinion that cby is the town
Almon, and his rendering of the clause lsrael avait détruit Aimon,
“and Israel had destroyed Almon.” Apart from the absence of the
Nun, which is perfectly unaccountable on the hypothesis that it is
Almon, the insuperable objection to this is that wherever an active
verb precedes the name of a town in this Inscription it is generally
followed by nx, the sign of the accusative. (Comp. lines 6, 7, o,
10, &c.) The lacuna of two letters at the end of this line, with the
first letter of the next line, may be supplied with pw Zend. This is
fully corroborated by the last reading of the squeceze. Hitzig takes no
notice of M. Ganneau’s declaration that the first letter of line § is
Tzadt, but adheres to the Ayin, which was marked as doubtful, and
fills up the lacuna at the end of this line with 23, which, with the
letters of the next line, he makes into y33 te 4i/L
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8 Medeba and [the enemy] occupied it [in his days and in] the days of his son, forty years.
Meon,

9 on it and I Dbuilt Baal

in my days ;

8. ‘Medeba, a Moabite city, on the eastern side of the Jordan, is
first mentioned in the ode which describes the conquest of that country
by Sihon the Amorite (Numb. xxi. 27—30). From the fact that it gave
its name to a section of the high plain called ¢ the Mishor of Medeba,’
and that Isaiah mentions it as one of the four chief cities (xv.), it
is evident that it was a very important place. That it continued so we
infer from the fact that, four hundred years later, the Amorites and
their allies selected it as their strong battle-ground in the fight with
Joab, David’s general, and that when they were totally defeated, the
Amorites sought refuge in its strongholds (1 Chron. xix. 1—15). The
ruins of Medeba still exist, and bear the old name, only that the first
of the two words of which it is compounded has the Arabic form md
for the Hebrew me=water. They are situate about four miles south-east
of Heshbon. (Comp. Kitto, Cyclopedia of Biblical Literature; Smith,
Dictionary of the Bible,s. v.) It will be seen that s m Medeba is
written in two words with a disjunctive point after a0 Me, thus showing
that a double origin was assigned to it at that period, and that the w
water has a treble termination, viz., v Mo in ar+w, Moab; » Me,
in kv Madeba; and nv Ma in wxav+mv Madeba. M. Ganneau
maintains that the He in ap of xav m Medeba, as well as in am
Nebo serves as a support to the vowel ¢, and that the Moabites must
have pronounced it Madeba as their descendants the Bedouins do to
the present day. Schlottmann however, will have it that to be Ma it
would certainly have been written «o and that the pronunciation MéA
can only be supported on the assumption of a termination in an audible
He with Mappik, which is quite improbable. The division of the name
into two words has parallels in the proper names 2y v Mezahab
(Gen. xxxvi. 39; 1 Chron. i. 50}, jprn » Me-jarkon (Josh. xix. 46),
which are respectively written as two separate words in the Massoretic
text, Hitzig, as usual, disputes this division of the name and assigns
to it an indogermanic etymology, viz., Medhavd=M#dava by Ptolemy,
denoting in Sanscrit, place of sacrifice. He maintains that it obtained
this name in the remotest antiquity when it was occupied by non-
Semitic people.

And [the enemy] occupied itf, &c. Owing to its situation and
military importance, Omri first subjugated the town of Medeba, and
fortified himself therein for strategical purposes ; since from this fortified
centre he could throw out his army in different directions, harass the
neighbourhood, and spread consternation all around. Such a mode of
warfare, of occupying and fortifying one town from which to operate
upon different parts of the country, seems to have been a common
military stratagem. Thus we find that Eglon, king of the Moabites,
occupied only “the city of the palm trees,” or Jericho, concentrated
therein his battalions, who sallied out from it in companies, overran
the country, and by this means enslaved Israel ecighteen years
(Judg. iil. 13, 14).

Forty years. Great as is the difference of opinion respecting the
words to be inserted in the lacuna in the middle of this line, yet the
two portions of the sentence seem to limit our choice. The beginning
of the sentence distinctly states, that with Omri commenced the forty
years’ occupation of Medeba, and the word after the lacuna says that
with his son and successor these forty years terminated. Hence, we
are driven to obtain the forty years from Omri and his son alone,
and in harmony with it must insert such words as shall fill up the
lacuna. Schlottmann makes up the forty years as follows :—z. the
four years of Omri’s disputed reign, and of civil war with Tibni; 7z
the twelve years of his sole and undisputed reign as King over Israel ;
277, the twenty-two years of his son Ahab’s reign ; and Zz. the two years
of the reign of Ahaziah, son of Ahab. But this erudite scholar admits
that Omri was not likely to have engaged in a hostile expedition
against, and to occupy, Moab immediately after his succession to the
throne, and during the civil war. As Mesha’s revolt took place
immediately after the death of Ahab, he maintains that we must
regard the forty years as a round number. That round numbers are
used in this Inscription, as in all other ancient documents, both sacred
" and secular, is evident from line 16, where Mesha declares that he
killed seven thousand Jews, since no one will affirm that the number

And Chemosh [had merey]

and made the ditch and I [built]

therein

of slain amounted to exactly seven thousand. It would, therefore,
easily be conceded that, if required, the forty years might be taken as
a round number ; that any figure between thirty-five and thirty-nine
may constitute it, and that less than thirty, or even thirty-five, cannot
reasonably be admitted. Schlottman’s calculations, however, fall far
too short of this definition. For we have not only to deduct from it
the first item, 7. the four years of civil war, hut also four years of
the second item, ze. from the sole reign of Omri; since he assumes,
after Ewald, that the twelve years of Omri’s reign are exclusive of his
joint reign with Tibni, which is contrary to 1 Kings xvi. 15—29, with
1 Kings xxii. 41, and against the common chronology, Moreover, as
it is hardly likely that even Omri would organize and despatch an
invading army immediately after the termination of a protracted and
terrible civil war, we shall have to allow some time for the recruiting
of the decimated warriors, which brings us to the third year of his
sole reign, or to the seventh of the twelve years of his entire reign.
To obtain from this period the forty years’ occupation of Medeba, as
stated in this Inscription, we shall have to advance into the reign of
Jehoram, viz. 7, the five years out of Omri’s reign ; 77, the twenty
years of his son Ahab’s reign ; 7z, the two years of his grandson
Ahaziah’s reign, and 7v., the twelve years of his sccond grandson
Jehoram’s reign (5+22+2+12=4r1). Hence the occupation of Medeba,
by Omri and his house, as is argued by Dr. Weir, and was argued
formerly by us, coincides with the duration of the dynasty of Omri,
which, calculated from the close of the war with Tibni,extended accord-
ing to the received chronology, exactly forty years B.C. 924—B.C. 884.
Accordingly the Stone must have been erected in the beginning of
Jehu's reign, and the lacuna must be filled up with the words ag 297,
"az 139 ™3 0] gy and ke occupied it [he, his son, and his son’s] son
Jorty years. But against this is to be urged that 2. This calculation
includes the reigns of both Omri’s grandsons, Ahaziah and Jehoram
whereas the word p; days of, which precedes ri3 Ads son, limits the
forty ycars to Omri and Ahab his son. Dr,Weir feels the inconvenience
of this word so much that he proposes toalter it into w2 sons of. #.
It postpones the liberation of Moab to the commencement of Jehu's
reign, and thus separates Mesha’s victories celebrated on this Triumphal
Stone from the victory recorded in the Bible. All the difficulty,
however, disappears, if we take the Biblical narrative as the point for
our calculations backwards. As the expedition of the three allied
kings against Mesha, and Mesha’s victories over them took place in
the first year of Jehoram’s reign circa B.C. 896, when the independence
of Moab was secured ; accordingly, its resubjugation by Omri must
have been effected circa B.C. 936, when he was still Baasha’s general,
Just as Joab, the Captain of David’s hosts, conquered Ammon for his
sovereign. The lacuna therefore is best filled up with w3 vz wjwm]
7e., “and (the enemy) occupied it (in his days, and in) the days of his
son forty years.” Professor Davidson’s suggestion that the easiest
supplement would be o[%» v %3] “and Omri dwelt in it @/ ks days
and all the days of his son” is somewhat extraordinary, inasmuch as
it makes Omri occupy Medeba in the days of his son, when Omri was
dead and had been succeeded by his son. The lacuna of three or four
letters at the end of the line, is most probably to be filled up with po,
and he was gracious. Noldeke supplies »n which, with the two letters
of the next line yield ag(v», and ke restored her. Schlottman suggests
xm, and he looked favourably, whilst Hitzig, who erroneously makes
the line to have a Zzadz at the end, gives paon and ke oppressed. The
sense remains the same, though we believe that poy 72 s, Chemnosh
was pleased with it, is better suited to the antithetical gmy na IR
Chemosh was angry witk if, in line 5. Haug’s rendering of the
lacuna [aber gross ward] Kamosch in meinen Tagen, “ but Chemosh
became great in my days,” for which the Hebrew is b, is not only
indefinite, but is against 71 #kerein. Equally unsatisfactory is Neu-
bauer’s filling up with jovn, and ke dwelt,

9. In my days, &*c. Mesha uses this phrase twice to define the
period of the oppression during his reign. In line-6 he tells us that
the accession of Ahab to the throne of Isracl, and the determination
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10 XKirjathaim. For the men of Gad dwelled in the land [Atar]oth from of old, and the K[ing of I]srael fortified

11 Aft]aroth, and I assaulted the wall and

12 the wall, for the well-pleasing of Chemosh and Moab;

of the Jewish king to continue his iron grasp upon Moab tock place
in his days, whilst here he triumphantly states that it was in his days
also that the grinding. yoke ceased. Mesha docs not ascribe the
deliverance of Moab to his military stratagem, or to the prowess of his
army, but to the goodness and mercy of Chemosh, just as he ascribes
the oppression of the land to his anger. Without the permission of
their God, the people could neither be subjugated nor liberated.

And 1 built Baal Meon, &*c. Having taken Medeba, he marched
forward to Baal Meon, about two hours’ distance. Its ruins are situate
about two miles south-east of Heshbon; they are called Maesn, and
have given their appellation to the Wadi Zerka Maein (Comp. Seezen,
Reisen, i, 402). As Baal Meon is one of the towns which the
Reubenites built (Numb. xxxii. 38), it must have been partially
destroyed by the Israelites, who retired into the strongholds of Kirja-
thaim after Mesha took Medeba. Hence Mesha rebuilt it and fortified
it. The reason for his fortifying Baal Meon is not only to be found
in the fact that it is half way between Nebo and Kirjathaim, the two
hostile places which were next to be attacked, thus forming a centre
of operation, but in the condition of Kirjathaim, the next place of
attack. As Mesha had to besicge it, and as thc issue of the assault
was doubtful, he had to prepare and strengthen a place for retreat,
that he might have it to fall back upon in case of defcat, This
precaution, however, was not necessary, for Kirjathaim was evacu-
ated and destroyed by the Jewish garrison on the approach of Mesha
with his army, as is evident from the context, Mesha, who had not
as yet engaged his opponents in conflict, was therefore obliged to
rebuild and fortify it to prepare himself for the issue of war. The
lacuna of two letters at the end of this line is to be filled up with

13, which, with the two remaining letters, yields ja, and 7 built, as is |

evident from the corresponding clause.
pated futures with Vaw conversive, see line 3. mwix a ditch, from mv,
2o sink, to dig, with Aleph prostheticum, is according to the analogy
of pox (2 Kings, iv. 2).  Though this form of the noun with prosthetic
Aleph does not occur in the Hebrew Scriptures, yet the feminine npw,
a pit, a ditch, does occur in Jerem. xviil. 20, 22. Schlottmann sug-
gests that it may signify a Auge cistern or.tank to hold the water in
case of siege, as mw¢ in Job. ix. 31. Dr. Wright remarks that its
vocalization may perhaps be myy, according to the analogy of nipx nyy,
or myy, like mgy k.

10. And I built Kirjathaim,&-c. From Baal Meon, Mesha pro-
ceeded to Kirjathaim, which is about two hours from the former place,
and about four hours south-west of Medeba, and which, as Dietrich
has shown, is the present ruin Awreiyaf, under the south side of
Febel Attards. (Comp. Merx, Archiv fiir Wissenschaftliche Erfor-
schung des Alten Testamentes, part iil. pp. 337—342.) This place,
which the Reubenites took possession of, rebuilt, and re-named
(Numb, xxxii. 37, 38), like Baal Meon, Mesha had to restore, for the
Jewish garrison destroyed it before retiring.

And the King of Israel, &c. As the simple occupation of the place,
by the men of Gad, would not necessarily call forth a sicge, Mcsha
further explains that the King of Israel had fortified it. Though the
name of the King of Israel is not given, the context hardly leaves any
doubt that it was Ahab. Mesha was a contemporary of Ahab, and as
it was this monarch who on his accession to the throne determined to
tighten his hold on Moab (Comp. line 6), he would naturally effect
this by fortifying and garrisoning additional Moabite cities (Comp.
1 Kings, xxi1. 39). Besides the inscription records the events chrono-
logically, and this is the first instance in which we are told that Mesha
attacked the Jewish army, thus marking the revolt under Ahab which
Jehoram’s expedition was designed to quell and avenge.

In jrp, we have the dual form ;5 for the Hebrew oy, so also in joxn
line 20; jnva7, line 30; and o, lines 31 and 32.
in the plural, comp. line 2. For the exception to this usage see o
line 15. The phrase n vy, man of Gad, has its exact parallel in the
Hebrew Scriptures, where the singular ¢, ma#, is frequently used in

For ;3% and vyx the apoco- |

The same is the case |

}

captured it, and killed all the of]

and I removed from it all the spoil, and [of-

wa[rriors

a collective sense before the names of Tribes, Comp. ooy v, ke
men of Ephraim (Judg. viii. 1); nmm o, 2he men of Fudal (Jerem. iv.
3; xi. 2). There can hardly be any doubt now that the lacuna after
P, in the land, is to be filled up with r[wy], Aaroth. This is not
only evident from the second clause, where this very name is now to be
found, but from the fact that n has still survived. Hitzig, however,
questions whether the Zav belongs to this place, and says that if it
does he would fill up the lacuna with nind; vy (Comp. Isa. lvii. 2, with
Prov. xiv. 2; Isa. xxvi. 10, with xxv. 10). The filling up of the two
missing letters at the end of the line is easy : the first is Kapk, and
yields, with the %, the word 7bp, K7ng ; the second is Yod, which, with
the words at the beginning of the next line, yields bxyw, Zsrael.

11. And I assaulted, &c. Having stated the circumstances which
necessitated the siege, Mesha goes on to say that the assault followed
in duc time, and that he not only successfully captured the wall, but that
he killed all the warriors who defended it. The most remarkable and
interesting linguistic feature of this Inscription is the conjugation
Hiphtael, in cnbx here, and line 15, mmnnba in line 19, and oarbe
line 32, with nn, or with the n inserted after the first radical. This
transposition occurs in Hebrew and Aramaic only when the first radical
of the verb is a sibilant (o, 5, v. Comp. “wmvn, o lake heed, for mynn
Sanga, fo be Burdened, for bzonn Gesenius § 54, 2), whilst in Arabic
it constitutes the feature of the eighth conjugation. Remnants of a
similar transposition, however, are to be seen in mysnn (Joel i. 6 ; Prov.
XXX, 14, Job xxix. 17), and rignbo (Ps. lviii. 17). The lacuna at the end of
this line is to be filled up with ™3, which, together with the remaining
3, yields s, 2ke warriors of. Ganncau, however, supplies 1, ke people
of;, which is too general a term and does not suit the context. The
suggestions of Noldcke and Hayes =3 3¢”]n, Schlottmann =pfa “wix] oy]s,
Wright sp[7 a¢], Hitzig z[n i1, Kaempf +[3 veila, &c., are now set
aside by Ganneau’s remark that what he at first took to be A,
seems more like Gimel.

12. For the well-pleasing, &c. The warriors who occupied and
defended the wall, Mesha tells us, he slew to a man, to plcase both the
national god and the nation. The inhabitants of the city, how-
ever, together with the spoil, they offered up in the temple of the town
Kirjath, before Chemosh. Ataroth was the first place which fell
after a siege and regular fight, and Mesha, in accordance with the
ancient custom, consecrated to destruction both its inhabitants and
the spoil, as the first-fruits of conquest. This consecration to God
by destruction also existed among the Tsraelites (Levit. xxvii. 23), and
took place more especially in the casc of conquered enemies. The
sacrifice in cases of war was either partial or total, according to the
vow and dedication of the general, or hero. Thus, of the distant
nations whom the Jews should conquer, all the males were to be slain
(Numb. xxxi. 7 ; Deut. xxi. 12—15). At Jabesh Gilcad the men and
marricd women only were devoted to destruction, whilst the maidens
were spared (Judges xxi. 11—12). In the case of the Amorites and
the Canaanites, all the men, women, and children were consecrated by
destruction, whilst the cattle and the chattels were kept as spoil (Deut.
ik 33—38, 1ii 6, 7, xx. 165 Josh. viil. 2, 25—27, x. 28—43, xi. 11—14).
At the conquest of Jericho, the Israelites acted in exactly the same
manner as Mcsha ; they devoted to destruction before Jehovah all its
population, and all that was therein, except the several metals, which
however were consecrated to the service of the Lord (Josh. vi. 17—19).
The word nm well pleasing, is either to be taken as a contraction of ny
just as the Moabite name n1 Ru¢k, is a contraction of my, which is
given in the Peshito from =y, kindred with nyy fo delight, gratify,
BPlease, or from my the Kethiv in Eccl. v. 10, For =gy the apocopate
Future Hiphil, with Vev conversive, ¢.g. 2w, see above line 3. The
lacuna at the end of this line, though large, is not difficult to fill up,
since the context indicates the missing words. The letters nan at the
beginning of the next line, and especially the words ¢ &efore Chemosh,
show beyond doubt that the three last missing letters of the line are

K
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13 fered] it before Chemosh in Kirjath; and I placed therein the men of Siran and the me[n of]

14 Mochrath. And Chemosh to

15 went in the night, and I fought against

said me,

it

o, which, with the remaining half word, yicld manow and 7 offered it,
the very word used in line 18, in exactly the same phrase. As the
inhabitants were destroyed, the only thing left to be offered to Chemosh
was the spoil.
Yon Y all the spoil. Hitzig supplies =na[b app s mpen “and 1
removed from it (ke small catile and oxen ?o) offer them, &c.” Hayes,
“and I brought back thence the (A/tar of Fehovak and pul) it, &c.
Kaempf, n[3mxy Shen ng wzp mox own 29w, “and returned thence (affer
1 collected the spoil this I placed) before, &c.

13. And I placed therein, &e. Having destroyed the ancient inhabi-
tants, or ‘ the men of Gad, who dwelled in Ataroth from time of yore,” as
they are described in this Inscription, Mesha re-pcopled the place with
“the men of Siran.” The replacing of the original inhabitants of a
conquered place by new and loyal subjects was commonly resorted to
in ancient warfare (Comp. 2 Kings xvii. 26). For ©x man, which is
here used twice in a collective sense, 7.c , men, see line 10. np Kirjath
is simply an abbreviated form of o KA77jathaim, analogous to the
Greek and Latin Kapiac and Coragat/ia used by Kusebius and Jerome,
As for ny Szran, we have scarcely any doubt that it is ;3¢ Seban ; the
Beth and Resk beingso like each other in this Inscription, nothing is
more likely than an interchange of these letters. Accordingly it 1s the
city o3y Sidam (Numb. xxxii. 3), also called wpgw Sidmak, which was
taken and occupied by the tribe of Reuben (Josh. xiil. 19), and was
famous for the excellency of its grapes (Isa. xvi. 8,9; Jerem. xlviii. 32).
It must have been near Baal Meon, Kirjathaim, and the very places
which Mesha took, since it is grouped with these places in the cata-
logue of the Moabite cities (Numb. xxxii. 37, 38). Indeed Jeromg, in
whose days it still existed, says that it was nearly five hundred paces
distant from Heshbon (Comment. in Isaiam,lib.v). Derenbourg, who
also takes jw S7ran, as identical with pw Sidam, and mw Sibma,
comes to this conclusion from the fact that the so-called Jerusalem
Targum translates apaw by pw (Numb. xxxii. 38). But againstthis is
to be urged that, 7. This Targum docs not givc duplicate proper names
by which one and the same place was known, but simply converts them
into Chaldee appellations, as is evident from the fact of its rendering
rpy Atarotk in these very passages (Numb. xxxii. 3, 34, 35), by
arbysn the crewn distyibuted. 7. Even if it could be shown that
j7% Siran was the name of Sibmah after Christ, when this Chaldee
Paraphrase was. compiled, it would be most hazardous to transfer it to
goo years before Christ, and claim for it a place in the Moabite
vocabulary : and 7z, The reading ;3¢ in the Targum is far too doubt-
ful to found any argument upon it. Hitzig however thinks it most
probable that jw is identical with p+ (1 Chron. v, 16) %
and that etymologically it is equivalent to =ww just as jwg and
mmo. Accordingly Skaron does not denote a town, but a plain,
a district, a division of Miskor or the plain ¢/ Kura. Dean Stanley
had suggested this long ago that “ Sharon may be a synonym for the
Mishor—a word probably derived from the same root, describing a
region with some of the same characteristics and attached to the
pastoral plains ecast of the Jordan (Sinai and Palestine, App. 8§ 7:
Smith, Dictionary of the Bible, s.v. Sharon). The identification of e
Sibam, or 1w Siran, with Siban, Sibnak, we thought with Derenbourg
would render it almost certain that the lacuna at the end of this line,
apart from the ¢, which with the & yields vx men, is to be filled up with
my Zereth, which, with the following word at the beginning of the next
line, is the Zereth-Shachar, the Reubenite city, mentioned together
with Kirjathaim, and the very Sibnah (Josh. xiii. 19) here described,
and which must, therefore, have been in close proximity to these
Moabite cities. Or, if the lacuna is too small to admit of ns which
though not expressly stated is implied in Ganneau’s rendering “ef les
hommes de Maharonth” thus making [v]xw the last word in the line,
the filling up of the gap should be the simple Skzz.
would be an abbreviated form of mnwn ms ex, But Ganneau’s
latest remark seems to forbid this explanation. He says “I
have long hesitated as to the identity of the first letter of this

In that case nine ex

Hence the remaining hiatus is to be filled up with !

Go take Nebo Israel [And T]

from the break of dawn #ill noon, and I took

against

word which might be Men or Skin ; but I now possess the very piece
of basalt which contains the word, and doubt is no longer possible,”
e, that it is mnn.  In the face of this positive declaration we must
cither take the Moabite mm Mockrath (=morning) to be the
equivalent of the Hebrew nww Shackrath (=dawn) and still regard it
as the Reubenite city in question, or wait with the exposition of thc text
till further investigation of the fragments has thrown clearer light ; for
Ganneaw’s suggestion that it may be the Machaerns (Mayarpods)
mentioned by Josephus (Comp. 4n#ig. xiil. 16,§ 3: Bell Fud.vii. 6,§ 2)
is too far fctched and it is too distantly removed from the group of
cities here described to be adopted.  Nor is Hitzig’s filling up of the
lacuna by nws{wn an vlx 2ke men of the khigh mountains more natural.

14. And Chemosh said, &c. Though the battle resulted in utter
destruction to thc army and population of Ataroth, yet the victory must
have heen obtained at a very great cost. For instead of being able to
avail himself of the prestige of the conquest, and at once lead the
victorious army against Nebo, which was next on the plan for attack,
Mesha remained inactive. And it was only by a direct summons from
the mnational god, Chemosh, that he was roused, and inspirited for
action. This will appear still more evident, when it is borne in mind
that, in marching upon Nebo, Mesha had not to pass through a sterile
or hostile territory, but simply to retrace his steps into his own fortified
and garrisoned places. He had to go through Baal Meon, which was
two hours’ distance from Kirjathaim, and was occupied by his own
soldiers, and thence to Nebo, which was again only two hours’ march
from Baal Meon, as Nebo was lying almost midway between Baal
Meon and Medceba, both of which were in his possession. The oracle
from Chemosh summoning him to march upon Nebo, simply means
that the exhausted soldiers were recruited, and that they were in a
condition to resume operations. For n3; Vebo, with He, instead of
Vav, see linc 6. The construction Sy my Zo fake against one, to take
over one, in the sense of faking it from, does not occur in the Hebrew
Scriptures, though we have a similar phrase in English, “to take it
over their heads.” 1t is, as Schlottmann remarks, consty. pragnans ~—
“take it fighting against Isracl.” As the lacuna at the end of this line,
according to M. Ganneau’s positive statement, will only admit of one,
or at most of two letters, it precludes Hitzig's insertion of [mb ¥zy]
and I marched on it, going. This, therefore, seems to leave no alter-
native but to supply it, as M. Ganneau does, with »* which yiclds 5570
but which it must be confessed does not suit the imperative 35

15. And I went, &*c.  In obedience to the command of Chemosh,
Mesha marched against Nebo. But though Nebo is not described
here as a fortified place, yet, from his experience at Ataroth, Mesha
deemed it more prudent to steal a march under the cover of darkness.
Being only four hours’ journey from Ataroth, he arrived with the army
before Nebo, at daybreak, and at once began battle, which Iasted about
six hours, and was decided in his favour. Nocturnal marchcs of
armies, and surprises carly in the morning, though even resorted to by
generals in modern warfare in Europe, were more common and neccs-
sary in the East. In tropical climates military operations in the middle
of the day would be most dangerous to the army. Stratagem, thereforc,
and the climate, were frequently the cause of marches under the cover
and cool of night, and fighting early “in the morning watch.”
Josh. viii. 3, x. 9; 1 Sam. xi. 11.)

For opnby sce line 11. It is rather remarkable that ypq which
in the Hebrew Scriptures denotes fo beat, fo beat out, to expand, is here
used in the sense of r7sing, as applied to the dawn, when there are
regular phrases for this expression, viz., wwn nby, Gen. xxxii. 25,
27; Judg. xix. 25; and swn yp1 (Tsa. lviii. 8). The same portion
of the day which is here defined by ey “w nn wow from the rise
of the dawn till noon, is in the Hebrew Bible described by ) w2m
o from morning and until noon, (comp. 1 Kings xviii. 26,) which
is the only place where this phrase occurs. 1In the description, how-
ever, of the whole day oz3izn ney ww “wn mbyp from the rising of the

(Comp.



16 i, and slew in all seven  thousand
17 en f[and ma]idens, for [I] devoted [them]

dawn Il the coming fortk of the stars, which also occurs only once
{Neh. iv. 13), the phrase for the beginning of the day approaches more
nearly the one used in the line beforeus. As Resk and BefZ are so very
much alike in this Inscription, and, moreover, as we have already had
occasion to suspcct the substitution of one for the other in the fac-
simile (see commentary on line 13), I from the first thought, that the
word should be ypan, as in Isa, lviil. 8, but gave up the alteration,
from an innate dislike to conjectural emendations of the text of any
document. In conversations, however, with Mr, Bensly and Professor
Chenery, T found that they had independently come to the same con-
clusion ; and seeing, moreover, that Professor Kaempf, in a different
part of Europe, arrived at the same conviction, I am now almost certain
that the letter in question is Bes%, and not Resk. Professor Kaempf,
besides appealing to s ypx> in Isa. lviii. 8, refers to the Talmudic
phrase =ww ypaw wwa now wn they saw the gazelle of the spring,
whose light broke forth (Ferusalem Yoma iit. 25 Midrash Rabboth on
the Song of Songs, vi. 10). But though this late usage of the word
cannot by itself establish its currency at so carly a period as the
Moabite Stone, still it shows that this verb continued as a regular
expression for the breaking forth of the dawn and of light even in post
Biblical compositions. nrwg e dawn, with He feminine at the
end, does not occur in the Hebrew Scriptures, where it is uniformly
sry masculine. mwy in Ecc. xi. 10 cannot be adduced as an excep-
tion, since it does not denote dawrn (Comp. Ginsburg, Comment. on
Ecclesiastes.) It is somewhat strange, that whilst the termination Nuz
is uniformly used in this Inscription for the plural and dual, oms
#noon, should here be a solitary exception with Aenz.

As Ganneau positively declares that x terminates and completes
line 15, and that mn commences line 16, we have now the entire
word mnk ; Hitzig’s emendation afjon ny ©ashw and I subdued its host,
must therefore be rejected.

16. And I slew in all, &sc. Though Mcsha had no walls to
assault, and the fortunes of the battle were decided in about six hours,
yet the fact that the victorious soldiers slew scven thousand people of
the male population alone, shows that Nebo must either have been a
large and important place, or that it was strongly garrisoned. It was
evidently a thriving and wealthy city, and possessed of considerable
treasures; since Mcsha found enough of precious spoil to spare for
Ashtar Chemosh. In this respect, the treatment of Nebo differs from
that of Ataroth. In the latter place every one was destroyed, men,
women, and children, also property; whereas in the former the male
population alone perished, whilst the women and treasures were saved.
This was probably owing to two causes; Z, Because Ataroth was the
first-fruits of the conquest, as has already been shown; and 77., Because
Ataroth, being a fortified place, offered stronger resistance, and in-
flicted a heavy loss upon Mesha’s army; whilst Nebo, not being
fortified, was more easily taken, and hence did not exasperate the
victors to the same extent. For nb=iby with Ae instead of Vaw,
suffix third person masculine, see line 6. s nyav, seven thousand,
is explicative of this general statement. Schlottman pointsit jsby #ri6al

dukes, instead of by thousand, because he thinks that a population of 1
This he concludes from the |
following data :—z The whole district in which N¢bo among several

scven thousand was too great for Nebo.

other cities was situated, was pre-eminently pastoral, for which rcason
Reuben and Gad wished to posscss it for their numerous flocks, and
could therefore not have had a large population. #7. The present
Kerek has about 7000 inhabitants, although it is now the only city of
what once was the whole Moabite country, and cannot muster 11oo
armed men. And #Z Mesha conquered Jahaz with 200 men (line 20),

which shows that those cities were thinly inhabited. Against this, |

however, is to be urged that the present population of eastern cities
cannot be taken as a criterion for their population in ancient days
and in their flourishing condition.

Compare for instance the |
inhabitants of Jerusalem now with those in the time of the second !
Temple, whilst the argument derived from line 20 of this Inscription !

i
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but I did
to Ashtar-Chemosh ;

the

from it

[men, not  kill]

and T took

wom-

vanishes, through what we believe a more natural explanation of the
phase. (Comp. Commentary 2z foco).

As Ganneau now declares that he can decipher n3 and nom
among the missing words of lines 16 and 17, and that the n of M
begins line 17, we see that about eleven or twelve letters, or three or
four words are still wanting in line 16. Now in the next line Mesha
tells us that he devoted the women to Ashtar Chemosh : they were
consequently not included in the seven thousand slain oncs. The
statement, therefore, that the maidens received a different treatment
from the men shows that the missing antithetical clause negates the
action in the case of the females, which it affirms in the case of the
males. Hence the lacuna, or the sccond hemistich, is to be filled up
by the repetition of the verb with the negative which forms the positive
in the first hemistich. Hitzig supplies ni[ay, amn o sagg n5hem)
but from its spoil we kept our hand back, and laid it up in heaps,
whilst Kaempf fills it up with py = 9in nox W oo doth men
and women, infant and suckling. But this is precluded by the
newly-deciphered words. The plural 73; does not occur in the
Hebrew Scriptures; but the singular m: @ wmistress, occurs nine
times, with prefix and suffix, (Comp. Gen. xvi. 4, 8, 9; 2 Kings iii. § ;
Isa. xxiv. 2; xlvil. 5,7; Ps. cxxiii. 2; Prov. xxx. 23). It will be seen
that fully one-third of the instances occur in the oldest composition of
the Scriptures. Neither does the plural nngy maidens, occur in the
Bible; but the dual opm occurs only once, and that in a very old
portion of the Scriptures (Judg. v. 30).

17. To Ashtar-Chemosh, &oc. Professor Schlottmann rightly re-
marks that we have in this broken line one of the most important
contributions to the Canaanite theology or mythology, which at the
same time throws light upon the mythology of the Greeks and Romans ;
since Ashtar, the masculine companion to the feminine Ashtarte,
appears lere for the first time in the religions of Canaan. Eminent
scholars, who have devoted themselves to the investigation of the
ancient cults, have shown to demonstration that the most primitive
idea of God was that he consisted of a dual nature, masculine and
feminine joined in one, and the connubial contact of this androgynous
Deity gave birth to the creation. (Comp. Lajard, Le Culte de Venus;
Vogiié, Melanges darcheolog. orient. Paris, 1868.) Hence the name
Ashtar, or Ashtor, "Ry = generative power, which, according to the
analogy of =my, with n inscrted (Zech. iv. 12) is from =wy fied
fogether, joined, coupled, connubial contact, whilst Ashtarte mjpzy is
the feminine half, or companion, the productive power. Among the
Pheenicians, Ashtar, or the masculine of this androgyne, is called Baal
(5%3) = the Lord, whilst Ashtarte is Tanith (nn), and is described as
“the Name of Baal,” or “the Face of Baal.” In harmony with this
fusion of the two naturcs in onc, Ashtartc is called, in a Pheenician
Inscription, ‘the King,” ‘the Sun God,’ (Schlottmann, Die Tnschrift
Eschmunazars, p. 143 ;) whilst, on the contrary, Baal is called Goddess
(% BgaX) in the Septuagint (Hos. ii. 8; Zeph. i. 4), and in the New
Testament (Rom. xi. 4). As the subduing and conquering power
(= vy from wap fo subdue, lo tread down, > and o being inter-
changed), he was Chemiosh, Z.e., the conqueror of the Moabites, 24¢
Baal (5z) i.e., the Lord, kar’ ekoxfy, of the Phanicians and Tyrians,
ihe Molech (3%v) 7.c., the King of the Ammonites. In this grim form
he could only be appeased by human sacrifice, and especially with
infants (2 Kings iii. 27; Amos ii. 1, with Jerem. xxxii. 35). Hence the
interchange of the names when the tutelar deities of these nations are
spoken of, Chemosh being described as the God of the Ammonites
(Judg. xi. 24), and Baal-Peor as the God of the Moabites {Numb. xxv.
1; Josh. xxii. 17). Hence also the identification of them by Jerome,
who remarks, in his commentary on Isaiah, cap. xv. Jn Nebo erat
Chamos idolum consecratum, guod alio nomine Beal-phegor appellatur.
As Chemosh = Ares, he is represcnted upon coins standing upon a
cippus between burning torches, holding a sword in the right and a
lance and shield in the left hand (Lajard, Ze Culte de Venus, Table
v. 9, with Eckles, Doct. num. Vet iil. 394). As the generative and
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18 [the ves]sels of Jehovah and offered them before Chemosh.

And the King of Israel fortif{ied]

19 Jahaz, and occupied it, when he made war against me; and Chemosh drove him out before [me and]

productive power, he was Ashtar-Ashtarte (nipgy--mgy), or Baal-
Pecor (viys Syz), and was worshipped with all the phallic mysteries
(Numb. xxv. 1; Josh. xxii. 17). Hence the architecture of the temples
dedicated to this androgyne, the decorations, the towers, the altars, the
pillars, the sacred utensils, the vestments of the priests, and the attire
of the worshippers were not only in harmony with, but symbolical of,
this phallic worship, especially at certain seasons of the year and on
particular occasions. At the licentious worship of this androgyne, the
men wore women’s garments, whilst the women appeared in male
attire with weapons. (Comp. Deut. xxii. §, with Maimonides, More
Nebuckim iii. 37, p. 285, ed. Munk, Paris, 1866.) The importance ot
this Ashtar-Chemosh to classical antiquities arises from the fact, that
we have here, upon Canaanite soil, as Schlottmann rightly remarks,
the original of the Aphrodite mentioned by Aristophanes, the name of
the bearded Venus Amathusia ‘eadem mas et femina’ The different
features under which Ashtar-Chemosh was represented and wor-
shipped will explain the different treatment of the vanquished places
rccorded in line 12 and here. There, after the first battle, and in the
expectation of soon being cngaged in another fight, the first fruits were
offered to Chemosh, as the God of war; hence every thing was
destroyed, men, women, children, and the spoil. Here he is recog-
nised, after the second fight, and worshipped, as the Ashtar, to let the
army indulge in the orgies by way of reward and stimulus; hence the
women and the spoil are saved, and dedicated to the temple. Fora
similar practice see Numb. xxxi. 17, 18, 35, 40. The lacuna of about
four or five letters after oina is most probably to be filled up with oa 'n
which ylelds the reading we have given. Ganneau’s suggestion, that
tana is to be regarded as the Infinitive Hiphel, Z¢., oqn and that the
lacuna after it should be filled up with resn or napsn 2ke women, is both
unidiomatic, and unnecessary, since the simple pronoun is quite suffi-
cient. The suggestions, W *nlpagy or it *aleny, J devoted the city or
I devoted it (Schlottmann, Wright) ; [SY¥nlown the spoil was devoted
(Hitzig) ; aba nlemy I devoted the whole (Kaempf), are both against the
newly-deciphered words, and against the context. The lacuna of one
letter at the end of this line Ganneau at first rightly filled up with 5;
but his misunderstanding of the newly-deciphered verb aspx in linc 18
made him afterwards substitute erroneously the letters ax, which, with
the *b in the text, he made out *bpy the ents of.

18. The wessels of Fehovak, &c. 1f the name Ashtar-Chemosh in
the preceding line is an important contribution to classical antiquity,
by giving us the protoplast of the Greek Aphrodite, and the bearded
Venus Amathusia, thc mention of “the vessels of Jchovah” at Nebo is
of still greater importance to Biblical archaeology. For we have here
for the first time positive information that the transjordanic tribes, who
were too far removed from the central place of worship in the metro-
polis of Palestine, must have had a sanctuary, with an organised
ritual, as is indisputably implied in these “vessels of Jehovah.” Jewish
tradition, indced, has always maintained that the Israelites had places
of worship and study from time immemorial. (Comp. Acts xv. 21;
Philo, ii. 167, 630; Josephus, cont. Apion, ii. 18; Ferusalem Megilla,
iv. 1; Babylon Babba Kamea 82 a, the Chaldee Paraphrases of the so-
called Onkelos; Jonathan b. Uzziel, and Jerusalem Targum on Gen.
xxiv. 62, 63; xxv. 27; Kitto, Cyclopedia of Biblical Literature, s. v.
SYNAGOGUE). But these allusions were regarded as simply traditional,
Here, however, we have a fact which will materially influence the
future historic treatment of the Jewish pre-exile mode of worship.

And the King of Israel, &>c. From a close examination of the
context it will be seen that the bloodless taking of Medeba, Baal Meon,
and Kirjathaim, and the sanguinary conquest of Ataroth, extended
over a considerable period. Moreover, from the way in which the
King of Isracl is here introduced, as well as from the structure of the
sentence, it is evident that a suspension of hostilities took place after
the capture of Nebo by Mesha, and that, instead of resuming the
offensive and marching upon Jahaz, the king of Israel appears on the
scene of battle, fortifics himself at Jahaz, and begins the conflict. But
though this is the first contemporary Jewish sovereign whom Mesha

encounters in the conflict, he simply introduces him as king of Israel,
in accordance with the phrases king of Moab, king of Jericho, king of
Ai, king of Syria (Josh. viii. 1; 2 Kings ii. 8), without giving his name.
As this, however, is the last engagement which Mecsha had with his
antagonists in the north of the Arnon, and terminates the forty years’
subjugation of Moab which commenced with Omri, there can hardly
be any doubt that this king of Israel is Jehoram, whose conflict with
Mesha is recorded in 2 Kings iii. 4—27. Finding that Moab, which
had been subjugated by his grandfather Omri, and which yielded an
important revenue to the Jewish treasury, had revolted under Mesha,
and driven the invaders from several of the cities, Jehoram was
determined to resubjugate them, and for this purpose he attempted at
first to quell the revolt in the north itself.

The verb amp, which in the Hebrew Scriptures is used to denote fo
drag, to draw along (2 Sam. xvil. 13 ; Jerem. xv. 3), has here, and in
lines 12—13, the technical signification of to bring an offering, 1o offer.
In oy agpw, we not only have the full form of the suffix pronoun as in
opyex (Deut. xxxii. 36); but the suffix is separated from the verb.
There is no parallel for it in the Hcbrew Scriptures, but Geiger calls
attention to the fact that the object suffix 3, and s, are separate
in Biblical Chaldee, though they have an exclusively accusative sense.
The lacuna of two letters at the end of the line is easily supplied from
the context, 7 is wanted at the end of 13, and the second is ¥, the first of
the two letters forming the sign of the accusative after the active verb.

19. Fahaz, &=c. To effect the reconquest of the Moabite territory,
the king of Israel occupied and fortified Jahaz, thus making it the
centre of operation, from which to sally out against the rebels, just as
Omri made Medeba his fortified centre (comp. line 8). Jahaz, Jahaza,
Jahazah or Jahzah, as it is alternately called in thc Authorised Version,
is the place where the Israelites gained the victory over Sihon, which
secured them the whole pastoral country between the Arnon and the
Jabbok—the Belka of the modern Arabs (Numb. xxi. 23; Deut. ii. 32;
Judg. xi. 20). According to Eusebius, Jahaz still existed in his days
and was situated between Medeba and Dibon. Being an old city, in
the possession of the Reubenites (Josh. xiii. 18), the Inscription does
not say that the king of Israel took it, but simply that he fortified it.
m3 fo build, here, as in line 9, and frequently in the Hebrew Scriptures,
denotes #o rebuild, fo fortify (comp. Gen. viii. 20; Numb. xxxii. 34; 2
Chron. xvi. 6, with 2 Chron. xi. 5—10; and 1 Kings xv. 17).

And he occupied it when fighting against me. Several striking
features occur in this account which make it almost certain that the
battle at Jahaz was the first attempt of Jehoram to resubjugate Moab
from the north, and which not only convinced him of his inability to
effect it on the Reubenite and Gadite territory, but of his incapacity to
do it single handed. This is, therefore, to be regarded as the northern
beginning of the expcdition against Mesha on the part of Jehoram
alone, which ended in the southern invasion by the three allied armies
recorded in 2 Kings iii. 4—27. We notice that, 7, The King of Israel
is here described as being personally present at Jahaz, which of course
presupposes that he had come with an army into the Moabite territory;
7., Whilst in the case of Ataroth (line 11), and Nebo (line 15), Mesha
distinctly says that he fought against them (cneby), here he as dis-
tinctly declares that the King of Israel attacked him (3 sngebyz) ;
iz, In the other battles, Mesha plainly says that he captured the
places and destroyed the inhabitants: here he simply says that Chemosh
drove the hostile army away; which unquestionably mcans that, for
some reason not explained by Mesha, the King of Tsrael withdrew with
the army into his own territory ; and 7v., Mesha does not say that he
slew any soldiers, which he would certainly have said had the Moabites
been the conquerorsin a battle. These considerations, therefore, justify
us in taking the account here given as the first attempt of Jehoram to
quell the revolt of Mesha. After successfully occupying and fortifying
Jahaz, Jehoram was soon convinced that the Moabites who had hitherto
carried everything before them were too strong for him. The King of
Israel, therefore, retired with his army into his own country, and
immediately organised the allied invasion of an entirely different part
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20 I took from Moab two hundred men, all its poor, and placed them in Jahaz, and took it,

21 to annex it to Dibon.

of Moah. For the form oopbn, see line 11, In this verb, and in s,
we have n— for i—; suffix third person, as is usual in this Inscription
(comp. supra, line 6). The lacuna at the end of the line is easily
supplied from the context. The letters 4 are wanting, which, with =,
yield g before me,and the Paw conversive, which belongs to the word
beginning the next line.

20. And I took from Moab, &c. If any other evidence were re-
quired to show that there was no serious battle fought at Jahaz between
the king of Israel and Mesha, we have it here. Surely two hundred
men, even the chief or best of Moab, could not have taken a fortified
place like Jahaz against the King at the head of the hostile army. It
is, therefore, evident, that after Jehoram had retired from Jahaz, and
returned home, he must have left only those behind who were either
Moabites or favourable to them. These, Mesha, of course, would not
slay. But the town and fortifications he repeopled, garrisoned them
with two hundred homeless people from Moah. For R =8y, 2o
hundred, sec line 10.

The transplanting of large masses of population into newly acquired
districts or fortified places was frequently resorted to in ancient days
(comp. Obad. 20: Josephus, Anfig. xii. 3, § 4). Derenbourg, Neubauer,
Noldeke, Wright, &c., point it mth b every chief of kis or every one
of these two hundred military men was either a chief in the sense of a
leader, a captain, or a chief of a family (comp. Exod. vi. 14, 25 ; Numb.
vii. 25 xxxii. 28). This was also the meaning I attached to the phrase.
Ganneau, Schlottmann, Hayes, &c., take it to denote ke Jull number, or
all fold. But against this is to be urged that 200 military chiefs repre-
sent an enormous army, and that if so large a host had been led by them

against Jahaz the chiefs alone would not have been specified and the
army totally ignored. Again, if =¥ % be taken as chiefs of families,
it cannot surely be supposed as Hitzig and Kaempf rightly remark
that so large a number of distinguished representatives of families
would be torn from their possessions and houses, and be massed
together in a city which had been deserted bythe garrison, or that these
first-class citizens would quietly submit toit. With Kaempf and Hitzig
therefore I take it as sty from vy poor homeless. These were the
proper people to colonise a deserted city (comp. 2 Kings xxv. 12) mxwx
may either be from xyy Zo0 Jift up, to carry, to place, and hence be
pointed kg with the suffix referring to av collectively (so Ganneau,
Neubauer, Néldeke, Hayes, Wright, Kaempf, Hitzig, &c.), or it may
be from myy & rage, to roar, to clamonr in war, to fight (Hos. x. 14 ;
Amos ii. 2), and hence be pointed My (so Derenbourg, Schlottmann,
Schréder, &c.) The meaning of 7y however leaves no alternative but
to adopt the first sense.

21. 7o annex it {0 Dibon.  That Dibon in this line and line 28
denotes a district which obtained its name from the town it surrounded,
is evident from the fact that Jahaz is here described as being annexed
to Dibon, and that in line 28 it is said “all Dibon was loyal.”  Such
statements cannot be made about a town. Districts or provinces were
often named after their central principal towns. Thus Ar is both the
name of a city and district (comp. Numb. xxi. 28; xxii. 36: Isa. xv. 1:
with Deut. ii. 9, 18, 29). It is now certain that the word at the
beginning of this line is nbob infinitive of ngp=nD f0 add, to join, to
annex.  The emendation of Kaempf ja1 bYi[ny 2915 o break the yoke
of Dibon, i.e., the yoke resting upon Dibon, and Hitzig b ngsb [5] mnin
131 and I took it to watch against Dibon, are therefore precluded.

PART II.

THE SECOND PART, 21 6—31 g, celcbrates the public works undertaken by Mesha,

after his deliverance from the Jewish invaders. The

sudden withdrawal of a foreign army enabled him to devote himself to the restoration of those cities which the enemy destroyed during the
protracted wars. Chief among these is the restoration of Korcha, with its parks, fortifications, gates, towers, palace, prison, and water-works

(21 6— 26 @) ; then come the rebuilding of Aroer, the

construction of the road across the Arnon, the rebuilding of Beth Bamoth and Bezer

which he could now effect, as Dibon, whose former inhabitants destroyed them, was now loyal (26 $—28 a); his addition of a new city

to his dominions, and his rebuilding Beth Gamul, Beth Diblatkaim, and Beth-Baal-Meon, which he colonised with faithful Moabites (28 6~~31 z)

21 I buils

21 7 built Korcka, &+c. As the King of Israel was obliged to
abandon Jahaz, and, indeed, to withdraw his army from the whole
Moabite tcrritory, the forty years’ subjugation of Moab, mentioned in
line 8, terminated, and it became a free country. Mesha, therefore,
like a good sovereign, at once devoted himself and his liberated army
to peaceful pursuits, to building and improving the various cities of his
dominipn. The first undertaking was the building of Korcka. In at-
tempting to define the meaning of this difficult word, regard must be
had to the following facts ; ., my3p which also occurs in lines 3 and 24,
is treated here as a proper name, and hence is without the article; and,
ii., as this stone was erected at Korcha (see line 4), and as it has been
discovered at Dibon, it must have been a fortified suburb of Dibon, or
a town on the confines of Dibon, since it is difficult to imagine that so
heavy a stone would be removed, from any place at a great distance,
and brought to Dibon. Hence, the conjecture that ~p; is the modern
Kerek, which is a great distance from Dibon, is inadmissible. Besides,
as Professor Néldeke rightly remarks, “the name Keref, the late
Aramaic 12 was originally combined with other names, like X0 M R3W
(Targum of Isa. xv. I)=yxapdcuwBa was the appellation of sundry places
in the flourishing period of the Aramaic, and has nothing whatever to
do with the ancient =mp.” Professor Schlottmann indeed takes Korcha
to be another name for Dibon.  But this is against the description
here given of it, where it is treated as a separate suburb, with walls,

Korcha,

the wall of the the

forest, and wall
gates, towers, &c. It is to be added that Professor Noldeke translates
it “die Fliche)” the name of a part, or district of Dibon ; Professor
Haug, market place; M. Derenbourg, citadelle, &=c. By a3 noh the
wall of the forests,is to be understood the.solid fence around the
plantations in Korcha, thus enclosing the parks, in contrast to the
Ssbn noh the wall of the hill upon which most probably stood the royal
residence,

Hitzig takes mn as rom construct of ren castle, supplies nan
ovfilrs)m owen, and translates 7 duilt the Square with a fort of the
woods and a fort of the forests, referring to 2 Chron. xxvii. 4; Isa. xvii,
9, as a proof that castles and towers were built in woods and forests,
But apart from the unnatural construction which this translation
involves with regard to “ the gates and towers » which follow, the word
mon is never used in this sense in Hebrew, in spite of Hitzig’s reference
to his commentary on Amos vi. 2, and the present decipherment of
the text precludes his conjectural filling up.

22. And I built the gates, &=c. Gateways in fenced cities were also
fortified and closed with strong doors (comp. Neh. ii. 8, iii. 3, 6, &c. ;
Judg. xvi. 2, 3; 1 Sam. xxiii. 7; 2 Sam. xviii. 24, 33 ; 2 Chron. xiv, 7;
I Macc. xiii. 33, xv. 39).  Zowers were placed at regular intervals on
the walls (2 Chron. xxxii. §; Jerem. xxxi. 38). Watchmen were kept
therein day and night in the time of war, and the inhabitants of villages

L
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22 of the city,

and I built the gates thereof, and I built the towers thereof, and T
93 built the palace, and I made  the prisons  for the crim[inal]s with[in  the]
94 wall And there was no cistern in the wall in Korcha, and T said to all the people, Make for yourselves
25 every man a cistern in his house. And T dug the ditch for Korcha with the [chosen] men of

resorted to them in times of danger. In prwy éfs gates, we have the
Yod as the sign of the plural, which we should not cxpect in the
Moabite, since it is often omitted in Hebrew (comp. Gesenius § 913
Ewald § 2509) whilst in b #2s towers, where the Tav indicates the
plural, the Yod is omitted. Indeed it may also be pointed anrn
(comp. Ruth ii. 13), which is more in harmony and in cuphemy with its
companion noun. Owing to the forced translation which he gives
of the preceding line, Hitzig is obliged to refer the singular suffix pro-
noun both in gy and anbum to the two forts.

23. 1 built the palace, &oc.  He not only enclosed the parks, and
circumwalled Korcha, but built thercin the royal residence. Korcha,
therefore, was that to Dibon, which Zion was to Jerusalem. Ganneau
takes n3 as a proper name, 7.e. Beth Molech, which, at first sight
may be identified with Kuffr el Molek, mentioned by Seetzen (1. 394
last journey) and would seem to be supported by the absence of the
article before bm.  But the recurrence of Korcha in the next line,
shows beyond doubt, that the buildings in this place are still described.
The context, therefore, absolutely demands that we take 77 nz as an
appellative, denoting the house of the King, the voyal vesidence. Indeed
1he mz without the article, denoting Zze royal residence, also occurs in
the Hebrew Scriptures, comp. 1 Kings xv. 18; xvi. 18; 2 Kings xi. 20.

Geiger indeed escapes this objection by rendering oo nx Temple
of Molech. DBut against this is to be urged that if a temple had been
meant it would certainly have been wma na Temple of Chemosh, and
not 5o n2 since the national God of the Moabites occurs no less than
ten times in this Inscription and is always called Chemosh.

And T made the prisons, &=c.  Almost as soon as the Jews became
a monarchy, and built palaces for their kings, the prison appears as an
appendage to the palace, or constituted a special part of it (1 Kings
xxii. 7). Hence the place of detention is distinctly described as being
in the kiig’s house (Jerem. xxxii. 2, xxxvil. 21 ; Neh. iiil. 25), thevery
phrase here used for the palace. We know that in Babylon, too, the
prison formed part of the palace (2 Kings xxv. 27).
for the prison being here associated with the palace.

The lacuna in p wxa has occasioned great difficulty. First of all,
Ganneau as usual does not give the precise dimensions of the hiatus.
Then he tells us that the middle of the word has disappeared, and in-
timates that it may have been caused by an anctent breakage or flaw
in the stone. Again in the first text he gaveit 1. .. . van whilst in the
present recension he gives it .. ..wr3 s0 that it may be questioned
whether the Yod is actually on the stone.  The difficulty has been in-
creased Dby the fact that wbs recepfacles of (from ®o2 to enclose, to
shut up), which immediately precedes the mutilated word, may either
mmean an enclosure or receptacle for water, ie., reservolr, ot for
criminals, 7. prison. Now though no less than seven suggestions
have been hazarded, as to the probable reading, they are in
reality only four. We may classify them as follows: z Neubauer
suggested [nlwxn and translated nuzws why agueducts.  Virtually
Schlottmann’s filling up of this lacuna in all his three different
variations amounts to the same. Thus he first had [~]wysy then sz
and now [zt [<]¢wm, and he renders the whole phrasc Hemmingen
(Sperrungen) der Ergicssung fiiv das Wasser. To the same effect is
Hayes 1{p nws woz reservoirs for the outpourings of the waters; and
Kaempf 1o lgsy wha reservoirs for the streams of water. #i. Ganneau,
Derenbourg, &c., read vz, 2.¢., the prisons for the men, and regard the
missing letters with the remaining p, as describing the locality or
crime of the individuals for whom these prisons were made.
7ii. Geiger fills it up with p[x 2], points vy, takes Rb2, as the plural of
Ly = b3, according to the analogy of oway, oNpg, DRayY, owbn, and trans-
lates it wessels of fire (worship) for there were none; and iv. Hitzig fills
it up with y[elsy the delinquents, criminals (Comp. Gen. xlii. 21;
Ezrax. 19). The last conjecture is the most feasible, not only because
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it is the most simple and is not exposed to the objections which the
other emendations more or less incur, but suits the context best, and
accords with the sense of %53 in the Ilebrew Scriptures which always
denotes prison (Comp. 2 Kings xxv. 29; Jerem. lii. 333 with 1 Kings
xxii. 27 ; 2 Kings xvii. 4, xxv. 27; 2 Chron. xviii. 26 ; Isa. xhi. 7—22;
Jerem. xxvii. 15) but never reservoir. The lacuna of three letters at
the end of this line is easily filled up. The letters supplicd in the
text are generally admitted to be the missing ones.

24. And there was no cistern, &*c. As empty cisterns were fre-
quently converted into prisons, so that the same word (2, “=1 n2)
denotes both cistern and prison (Gen. xxxvii. 20, with xL 15; Exod.
xii. 29, the Tnscription naturally proceeds from prisons to cisterns.
Even in the ordinary eastern cities of Palestine, Syria, &c., it was
absolutely necessary to construct reservoirs and cisterns in order to
collect water, which can only be obtained during the rainy season of
the year. In fortified places which were subject to protracted sieges,
such receptacles for water were among the very first things thought of ;
and great carc was taken, by the ruler or commander, that a sufficient
number of them should be constructed, since the health and life of the
garrison depended mainly upon the supply of water (z Chron. xxxii.
3, 4 ; Joseph, Antig. xiii. 8, § 2; Bel. Fud.,v.9,§4). A very interest-
ing and instructive chapter on Pheenician and Roman cisterns will be
found in M. Daux’s new work, entitled Recherches sur Dorigine et
Pemplacement des Emporia Pheniciens, &*c., p 59, &ec., Paris, 1369.
Mesha, however, not only took care that there should he public
cisterns in Korcha, but, indecd, that every private house should have
such a tank. In Jerusalem too every private house had its separate
cistern (Isa xxxvi. 16), and even to the present day, Robinson tells us,
“ almost every private house of any size is understood to have at least
onc or more cisterns, excavated in the soft limestone rock on which the
city is built” (Palestine i. 324). The phrase ~7R2 w7 IW3 ¥ 0
and there was no cistern within the walls in Korcha, which is thought
to necessitate the rendering of =p by city, describes an ancient practice
of making cisterns in the wall itself for supplying water to the soldiers
who defended the walls and the towers. In the Haram wall, which is
probably as old as the Moabite Stone “ there appears to have been a
basin to collect the water. . . It is probable that the troops defending
this portion of the wall came down the staircase into this passage to
obtain water” (Recovery of Ferusalem, p. 165, &c.) In Wilson’s notes
on the Ordnance Survey of Jerusalem, p. 47, there is an account of the
cisterns in the towers. Speaking of the Tower of David he says,
«above the solid masonry there is a plinth course, and over this the
superstructure which contains several chambers and a cistern ; the
cistern rests on solid masonry, and is supplied entirely by rainfall”
This was communicated to mc by W. Morrison, Esq., M.P., who has
manifested such indefatigable zeal in the exploration of Palestine. For
Josephus’ account of the numcrous cisterns in the walls and towers of
Jerusalem, we must refer to The Wars, v., 4. § 3,4 The lacuna of
one letter at the beginning of this line is to be filled up with the article
which is absolutely required before = @wa/l. For =z the future with
Vaw conversive, see line 3, and for the termination 7+ in a2 suffix
third person masculine, see line 6. '

23, And I dug the ditch, &c. To make the fortification as safc as
possible, Mesha made a ditch around it, which was considered an
essential part of the work. ¢ The ditch was sometimes fortified by a
sort of tenaille in the ditch itsclf, or a ravelin on its edge” (Smi{h’s
Dictionary of the Bible,s.v. FENCED CITIES).  As the making of these
ditches was a most menial labour, Mcsha employed the Jewish cap-
tives in it. In so doing, Mesha takes a malicious pride in stating
that the very choice of Israel’s soldiers werc cngaged upon this de-
grading work. Itis somewhat remarkable that the words nmzos s
should occasion such difficulty, when the simple meaning J duy e
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26 [I]srael I built Aroer and I made the road across the  Arnon,
27 1 built Beth-Bamoth, for it was destroyed; I built Bezer, for it was cu[t down]
28 by the armed m[en] of Dibon, for all Dibon was mnow loyal; and I reign[ed]

ditch (Deutsch, Neubauer, Derenbourg, N&ldeke, Hayes, Schroder,
&c.), isindicated by the context and is in accordance with the Biblical
usage of these words. Thus 'm3, 7 dug, the preterite of mp occurs
in Gen. L 5, whilst =0, ¢ 72, a ditck, is to be found in Zeph. ii. 9;
and Schlottmann himself rightly points out the analogous phrase
w32 w3 which is also used in the structure of fortifications, but which
we cannot find. Yet this erudite scholar translates it, and I decreed
a law for Korcha against (fraternizing) with Israel. He takes
the phrase in question to denote #o enact a decree, fills up the hiatus
with [malsz érotherhood of, taking the Betk in the sense of against,
and assumes that Mesha thereby abrogated an existing league between
the remaining Jewish population and the Moabites similar to that
which now exists between Christians and Mohammedans in Kerek.
Hitzig again takes it to denote 7 kave ordered the clearing of the wood,
deriving it from m3 70 cuf, and the noun rmn the object of the cutting
down, and says that it was by this felling of the wood that Mesha
made the =mp.  For the termination == suffix, third person masculine,
sec line 6. The lacuna of four letters at the end of this line is to be
filled up with », which, with 3, yields zx2 and =n3, which, with the Vod
to be supplicd at the beginning of the next ling, yields 73, comp. &«
Sww~ wwra chasen men of Israel, i.e., as applied to the pick of the army,
1 Sam. xxvi. 2; also Judg. xx. 24. The filling up of the lacuna with
wila or minlye (Neubauer, Wright, &c.) is virtually the same. Beside
the mark and far-fetched are Sxywr[mivs 2 tke road 2o Israel (Hayes),
Svwnlilye 2 the land of Israel (Hitzig), Sxywnlng 2lxa after 1 expelled
Isracl (Kaempf).

20. 1 built Avoer, &>c. From this long description of the building
of Korcha Mesha passes on to specify his other works, and the next
on the list is Aroer. As there are several places in Palestinc bearing
this name, the Bible distinguishes the Aroer here mentioned by the
adjunct “ on the bank of the Arnon,” which was allotted to the tribe
of Reuben and Gad (Deut. ii. 36, iii. 12, iv. 48 ; Josh. xii. 2, xiii. 9g—16,
&c.). Burckhardt found thc ruins, with the name A4 rdz7 on the old
Roman road upon the very edge of the precipitous north bank of the
Wady el Mojeb,~the Arnon, which quite agrees with the site assigned
to it in this Inscription. The lacuna of one letter before = is to be
filled up with y, which yields the name ~ymy <I7ocr.

And I made the road, &ec. Whilst the merits of all the other
structures erected by Mesha, and celebrated in this Inscription, cannot
now be ascertained, we can fully appreciate the gigantic labour and
the great skill required for the construction of a road across the
Arnon. Burckhardt tells that directly opposite the ruins of Ardir=
Aroer, situate on the north end of the ravine, there are ruins called
Mehadet e/ Haj; and that the width across between these two ruins
1s about two hours. The descent on the south side to the water
occupied Irby one hour and a half, as it is extremely stcep. Traces
of a paved Roman road are still to be seen on each side of the ravine,
and to this day one arch of a bridge, thirty-one feet six inches in span,
has survived. (Swmith’s Dictionary of the Bible, s. v., AROER.) A
comparison of the two descriptions will hardly leave any doubt that
this old Roman road and old bridge are on the basis of the ancient road
and bridge constructed by Mesha, and will at the same time show
what an enormous undertaking the making of a road across two such
extremely steep and widely separated walls of the river must have
been in the days of this Moabite King. That the 3, in jx3, denotes
over, and not in the wvalley at the river, is evident from the fact, as
Noldeke remarks, “that it would scarcely be possible to make such a
road, and from all we know would be quite uscless, since the higher
parts are far more conveniently passable.”

27. I built Beth Bamoth, &sc. Beth Bamoth is most probably
identical with the place mentioned in Numb. xxi. 19; Isa. xv. 2, under
the shorter form of Bamoth, and Bamoth-Baal in Numb. xxii. 4; Josh.
xiil. 17. From the cataloguc of the Moabite cities, in Josh. xiii. 17,
where it is allotted to Reuben, it would appear that Bamoth was not

far from Dibon and Beth Baal Meon. In the Authorised Version,
Bamoth in Isa. xv. 2z, Bamoth-Baal in Numb. xxii. 41, are both translated
“the hich places” and “the high places of Baal” Bezer was a city of
the Reubenites, set apart by Moses as one of the three cities of refuge,
and was allotted to the Merarites (Deut. iv. 43; Josh. xx. 8; xxi. 36;
1 Chron. vi. 78). From the fact that it is described as Bezer, i t/e
wilderness, it is concluded that it could not be far from Jahaz. The
lacuna of three letters at the end of this line it is difficult to fill up,
though the parallelism distinctly shows that a verb dcnoting 24¢ deser-
Lion, or abandonment, is here wanted, since the second clause is plainly
a reason for the rebuilding of Bezer, just as the first gives the reason
for the building of Bamoth. Schlottmann, who takes the last remaining
letter to be x, supplies 1, makes it »sp, and filling up the lacuna at
the beginning of the next line with e[x n2] translates it for ¢ was
conguered (bezwungen) by the men of Dibon. This, indeed, yields the
sense required, and the only objection to it is that it destroys the
evident parallelism, and the symmetry of the sense, inasmuch as we
expect in this clause a verb in the singular, followed by =7, just as in
the corresponding clause. As the s may be the remains of 1 or °
Derenbourg fills up the lacuna at the end of this, and at the beginning
of the next line, with v[w w1 3]y 3 for it was deserted; and the
chicfs of Dibon were [fifty, & c. This, indeed, preserves the round-
ness of the sentence in line 27, but deprives the next sentence of all
meaning.  Kaempfs reading dlx wlw, 7 was assisted by the men
of; is exposed to the objection that it is both against the parallelism,
and makes Mcsha say that he could only effect the rebuilding of Bezer
by the armed intervention of the Dihonites; whereas the tenor of the
whole, on the contrary, is to show that there was no more any rebellion.
Wright's suggestion v(x n3 'nxy 7 left behind in it men of, &ec.,
gives no reason why Bezer was rebuilt, and is therefore against the
evident parallelism of the two clauses. The same objection is to he
urged against Hitzig’s reading |27 ¢[x 'l the men of Dibon
hindered me. We, therefore, deem it more in harmony with
the structure of the sentence to fill up the lacuna with &= 1, which
yields the requisite sense &y wy 2 for ¢ was cut down.

28. By the armed men, &sc.  The destruction of both Beth Bamoth
and Bezer was cffected by a number of armed men who were resident
in Dibon. This devastation was evidently committed after the armies
of Jehoram were withdrawn from these places. It was then that a
number of (Gadite soldiers, before quitting Dibon finally, and retiring
with the royal troops, determined that pothing but ruins should fall
into the hands of Mesha. Mesha says that he could rebuild these
ruined places with perfect safety, since all Dibon was now freed of the
foreign invaders who occupied and oppressed the land for forty years,
and that he had none but loyal subjects in it. The lacuna at the
beginning of the line is best filled up with sz, which with its » yields
vw2 by the men, the instruments of this destruction. For the phrase
j27 vx. denoting the plural, see line 1o, jwon may either be the
numeral /ifZy, following here the noun, as in sy qov oy ke brethren
of Foseph, ten in number, as in Gen. xlil. 3, and in t Kings xviii. 19
(Noldeke, Derenbourg, Schlottmann, Geiger, Wright, &ec.), or it may
be won armed ; the Kal participle-plural of von, a military expres-
sion, which occurs four times in the Old Testament (kExod. xiii. 18;
Josh.i. 14; iv. 12; Judg. vii. 11).  So Ganneau, Haug, Kaempf, Hitzig,
&c. For the plural termination j7, see line Ry odedicnce, the
abstract used for the collective of the concrete, vbedient, subject, is also
used in lsa. xi. 14. oayoee oy 93 and the children of Ammon were
obedient to them, ie., subject. (Comp. Gesenius, § 107 3, 4 Ewald,
§ 179, ¢ Hitzig’s assertion that nyzen is a contraction of pyren,
just as n%% is a contraction of by (1 Sam. iv. 19), ny from py,
from the Arabic wow fo be frightened, to struggle, to resist, and the
translation of nyven 137 b2 3 by for all Didon was in rebellion will not
find great favour. The filling up of the lacuna at the end of this line
will be discusscd in the Commentary on the next line.

2
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29 from Bikran, which I
30 [Beth-Gamul], and Beth-Diblathaim,
31 [people of] the land.

added

29. From Bikran, &oc. In attempting to fill up the lacuna at the
end of the preceding line three facts must be borne in mind. 2z That
three or four letters only are missing. 7 That according to Ganneau’s
statement the beginning of this is complete ; and, #7 That line
29 commences with nen.  This is corroborated by the fragment of
the stone itself, which is in Captain Warren’s possession. This being
the case, all the fillings up hitherto, proposed, viz., Axbeg ng o] T
103, and I constructed fortresses in the fowns, (Neubauer, Wright,
Kaempf, &c.); jw2 nx ox nxlon J jfilled with inhabitants Bikran,
(Schlottmann) ; s %S¢ mbp J reigned over Bikran, (Derenbourg);
1P ny g mbn I sawed from my enemies Bikran, (Ginsburg); 2]
npe nxb 20 vwn. and I settled down opposite Bezer o look at
the horn, (Hitzig), these conjectures, one and all, must now
be relinquished. As the two remaining letters are the fragment
of a verb, first person singular preteritc, which is evident
from the fact that miy is invariably followed by it in all the twelve
instances in which it occurs, except line 1, where the nature of
the sentence precludes it; and, moreover, as there are only seven
verbs in the Hebrew language which begin with % our choice is
restricted. The seven verbs are as follows:—1. #bp fo fill; 2. np
o wanish, to pulverize; 3 v to escape; 4. T to rule; 5. Ym
to speak; 6.y fo be sweel; 7. Py o wring of. We are, there-
fore, driven to make a preterite first person masculine of one of
these, and obtain the best sense we can with the words at the
beginning of the next line, which are dependent upon this active verb.
Of these seven verbs only three can be pressed into its service, viz,,
Nos. 1, 3, and 5. The other four yield no sense here. Now, with
preterite first person singular from these roots, only two constructions
seem possible, either 1wz nwy wlen 7 saved a hundred oxen, whick
I added to the land, or w3 mwo mlm [ reigned from Bikran,
which I annexed to the land. No one, it is to be presumed, will
adopt the former. The latter yields good sense, and is in harmony
with the context. As Mesha stated in the preceding sentence that all
Dibon was now loyal, the invaders having all been expelled, he adds
still further, that his sway now extended as far as Bikran, which he had
wrenched from the enemy, and annexed to his dominions. 132 is the
name of a city, and according to the sense corresponds to oy,
which is taken to be identical with o% Isa. xv. 8, see Henderson’s
Commentary on Isaiak, on this passage. Names of cities denoting
animals are very common in countries occupied by nomadic tribes.
The lacuna at the end of this line should evidently be filled up with
'n, which, with the two letters in the text, yields ‘mz2 7 built.

30. Beth-Gamul, &ec. The lacunz at the beginning of this line is
most probably to be filled up with 5m n2, Betk-Gamul, since there
cannot be a shadow of a doubt, from the verb which precedes it, and

and Beth-Baal-Meon,

to I

there

land, and

and I

bui[lt]
ploor]

my

placed the

from the Vaw conjunctive which follows it, that a proper namc is
missing, and since this place is grouped together with Beth-Dibla-
thaim, and Beth-Baal-Meon in the catalogue of Moabite cities given
in Jerem. xlviii. 23. I am glad to find that Kaempf has come to the
same conclusion. Of Beth-Gamul nothing certain is known. It is
omitted in the lists of the Moabite cities given in Numb. xxxii. 34—38;
Josh. xiii. 16—20; and it is therefore supposed that it was built after
this date. Equally difficult is it to determine the site of Beth-
Diblathaim, which is also only mentioned in Jerem. xlviii. though
some suppose it is identified with Almon-Diblathaim, one of the
stations of the Israelites, between Dibon and Nebo, mentioned in
Numb. xxxiii. 46, 47. Beth-Baal-Meon is generally taken to be identical
with Baal-Meon (Comp. Kitto's Cyclopedia of Diblical Literature;
Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, s. v.). Against this, however, scems
to be the fact, that in line g it is stated, “ 7 duilt Baal-Meon,” and to
repeat here again 7 bwuilt Baal-Meon, would be needless tautology,
for which there is not a single parallel in the whole Inscription.
Wright's remark that “there the name occurred incidentally whilst
Mesha was spcaking of his campaign against Israel, and consequently
there is nothing surprising in a repetition of it hcre, where he is
specifying what he did for the various cities of his newly acquired
territory,” dssumes the very point in dispute. The name is no morc
incidental there than it is here. Besides, if Baal-Meon is incidental,
Kirjathaim, the building of which Mesha mentions in connection with
it (line 10) must surely also be incidental, and ought therefore according
to Wright's view be also repeated here, where Mesha specifics what he
did for the various cities of his newly-acquired territory. The phrase
ov wowm and I placed therein, makes it certain that thc lacuna at
the end of this line is to be filled up with a noun. As the missing
noun cannot have the article after the accusative nx it must be in
the construct to agree with ymy. Now line 20, where exactly the
same verb is used, and where the same fact is recorded, viz, the
repeopling of his newly-acquired cities, Mesha tells us that he did it
with the poor and homeless people. The lacuna therefore of the few
letters at the end of this line and at the beginning of the next line is
most probably to be filled up with pwn [ssele #he poor of the land|
or if the space of the hiatus will admit of it g [ow woln the poor
people of the land. Hitdig’s reading pwalnn % oy wolp %e poor
of the people, all the beggars of the land, requires too much space,
for it must be remembered that this line is shorter since with it the
rounding at the bottom of the Stone begins. Kaempf, who has alighted
upon the same idea, reads yuep [me orb o oxlp ny 7 Jed fo it the two
hundred men to occupy the land. But this filling up not only requires
more space than the lacuna yields, but implies that there were only
two hundred beggars in Moab, and that when new places had to be colo-
nised, Mcsha had to carry the same poor people from place to place.

"
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PART 111

THE THIRD PART, 31 $/—34, records his successful wars against the Horonaim, or the Edomites, which he undertook by the exnress

command of Chemosh.

31 And as to Horonaim [the men of Edom] dwelt therein [on the descent from of old]

32 And Chemosh said to me, Go down, make war against Horonaim, and talke it. And I assaulted it]

318 And as to Horonaim, &c. Itis greatly to be regretted that
the four last lines of this Inscription, in which Mesha celebrates his
conquests over another enemy, who invaded and occupied a different
part of his dominion, are mutilated and very difficult of restoration.
The enemy’s name is unfortunately amongst the missing words. The
mention, however, of the city which he occupied, and which the oracle
of Chemosh told Mesha to reconquer, gives us some clue to the
nationality of this invader. From the fact that Horonaim is grouped
together with Moabite cities on the south of the Arnon (Isa. xv. §5;
Jerem. xlviii. 34), that Josephus puts it in juxtaposition with Zdapa
and Opdvac (Antig. xiv. 1,§ 4; with xiii. 15, § 4), and that it is not
mentioned in the historical books of the Old Testament, which
extensively notice the northern Moab, but very scantily refer to the
southern part, it is generally concluded that it was a south Arnonic
city, and on the borders of Edom. This renders it almost certain that
the enemices who occupied it were the Edomites ; and dcerives collateral
proof from a combination of the record in 2 Kings iii. 9, with the
Moabite Stone. The Inscription distinctly tells us that it was Omuri
who resubjugated Moab. It is, therefore, only natural to conclude that
to cflect this conquest, he, on that occasion, as in the case of his
successor, who is mentioned in 2 Kings iii., called in the help of Edom,
and that as a reward for this assistance the King of Israel aided the
monarch of Edom to take Horonaim, which was situate on the south of
the Arnon. We believe, therefore, that when Mesha revolted against
the King of Israel, he must necessarily have revolted also against
Edom. This hypothesis explains the readiness of Edom to join
the King of Israelin his march against Moab, in the time of Ahab.
Now that Mesha had dcfcated and expelled the Israelites from the
northern, it was but natural that he should at once resolve 1o free the
southern part of Moab, and it is probable that the lost portion of the
Inscription shows that he executed his purpose.

In accordance with this interpretation, we cannot do better than
adopt Hitzig’s filling up of the lacuna at the end of the line. jim,
likc wy in lines 4-5,is the nominative absolute After the pronoun
3, which requires a more specific term to qualify the locality, 1litzig
ingeniously supplies 1+, which with BesZ and Vaw, the two remaining
letters of the text, yield T9ea én #he descent, and which is the . very
word used with Horonaim in Jerem. xIviii. 5. Kaempf, indeed, rejects
the identification of pmn with Horonaim for the following reasons :(—
Z. It makes the narrator pass over suddenly and unexpectedly from
the north to the south ; 7Z. The construction of the sentence is thercby
made confused ; and, 77z, Horonaim is defective in the Bible (Isa.
xv. 5 ; Jerem. xlviii. 5), and it would be very strange if it were here
written plene, and that in both instances. Kaempf therefore points it
i, and identifies it with ITauran in Ezek. xlvii. 16, 18, which he
takes to be in the north of Moab. He fills up the lacuna with

. up] [mels, “And Haurinites dwelt thercin iz safety and they
built . . . . and refers the relative pronoun “ fherein” to Beth-Baal-
Meon, viz.,, Mesha hereby states that thc Hauranites occupied Beth-
Baal-Meon before he conquered it. To this, however, is to be replied
that the transition is in perfect harmony with the record of a new event,
and is similar to that in line 21 ; that the construction is far more
natural than that in lines 4-5, and is of frequent occurrence in the
Hebrew Scriptures (comp. Gesenius, § 146; Ewald, § 309) ; and that
to refer »3 the singular to Beth-Baal-Mcon alone, when two other
places, viz.,, Beth-Gamul and Beth-Diblathaim, are intimately and
coordinately associated with it, is far more forced than the construction
to which Kaempf takes exception. As to the mater lectionis, though
it is true that Horonaim which occurs four times in the Bible (Isa. xv.

5 ; Jerem. xlviii. 3, 5, 34) is defective, yet this only applics to the first
Vaw, as in two instances the second Vaw is plene (Jerem. xlviii. In the
margin, and xlviii. 5). Indeed, no argument can be drawn from the
spelling of this proper name in the present recensions of the Hebrew
text, since in some MSS. it is actually spclled as in the Moabite
Stone, as may be seen in the Afincharh Shai on these passages.
This is fully borne out by my own collation of the MSS. DBesides,
not only does pyp Hawuranites the plural not occur in the Hebrew, as
in the two instances in which this word is used (Ezek. xlvii. 16, 18) it
is o the singular, but this interpretation compels Kaempf to regard
the verb se+ as the plural, contrary to the analogy of sy (line 24) and
the uniform diction of the Inscription. Indeed, Kaempf seems to
have felt this harshness, since he actually thinks it possiblc that the
text should be a¥; jnm in the singular.

32. And Chemosh said, &ec. Having stated in the preceding line
that the enemy occupied the district south of the Arnon, Mcsha tclls
us that Chemosh who mercifully aided him to expel the invaders from
the north, now commanded him to drive the hostile occupants out of
the south. As in line 14, the phrase “and Chemosh said to me?”
shows that a considerable interval of repose had elapsed between the
last fighting and the resumption of hostilities. Indeed, the chronolo-
gical order in which the events arc rccorded on this Stone would of
itself show that Mesha had enjoyed a long period of repose before he
engaged his southern enemy, since the buildings and repairs which he
effected and which are described in lines 21—31¢ must necessarily
have taken him some timc to execute. This affords additional
evidence that there is a break hetween the rebuilding and colonization
of the three cities, viz.,, Beth-Gamul, Beth-Diblathaim, and Beth-13aal-
Mecon, and the taking of Horonaim. The lacuna at the beginning of
this line is casily supplied. The remaining three letters show that
Vav and Yod are missing, which with the AZeph, Mem, and Rest: in
the text yicld wpsn and /e said. As this line corresponds to line 3,
which contains betwcen eight and nine words, or about thirty-two
letters, and morcover as this line with the filling up of the two letters
at the beginning contains six and a half words, or twenty-five letters,
the lacuna at the end can only consist of two words, or about seven
or eight letters. Coupling this fact with the command of Chemosh to
Mesha to go and attack Horonaim, and with Mesha’s conduct when a
similar oracle spoke to him (line 14), we can have no doubt that the
missing words expressed his obedience, i.e., a3 canbyy and I fought
against it.

33. And I took it, &oc. As the command to attack Horonaim
came direct from Chemosh, there can hardly be any doubt that the
battle was successful to Mesha, or it would not be recorded on the
Stone which celebrates his victories and achievements. Hence the
missing word at the beginning of this line most probably is s and”
I Zook if, which is supported by line 11. We have seen that
throughout the Inscription Mesha describes every success as having
been effected by the direct interposition of his God Chemosh. It is
therefore most probable that the e i1s the rcmainder of the verb
alp¥n and he westored if, which expresses Mesha’s feelings and
language under such circumstances. If the space would allow it, we
should prefer filling it up with =[3 ay1 3] for Le kad mercy on it (comp.
lines 8-g). As this line which corresponds to line two must originally
have had about eight words, or about twenty-eight letters, and as more-
over the filling up atthe beginning and the remaining words and letters
consist of five words and a half, making a sum total of twenty-two
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33 [And I took it for] Chemosh [restored i]t in my days. Wherefore I ma[de]

34 year . . ., and I . . . .
letters, all that this line will now admit is the completion of the half
word and the inscrtion of a bi-literal expression. We therefore insert
1» after by, and with Kaempf supply Zav, Yod, after the Ayin and Shin,
thus making it 'ney. Accordingly the words are [rleslizlom and for
this reason I made. The fact that this is the finishing up of the
Inscription favours this filling up, since it is to be expected that
Mesha would give the date of the monument.

34. This line, which corresponds to line one, and must therefore
have consisted of about six or seven words and twenty-one letters, has
only six letters. As has alrcady been indicated, the missing and
mutilated words most probably gave the date when Mesha erected
this Triumphal Pillar. The word nz, therefore, may be taken to
denote year, as in line eight. It may be that Mesha erected this
Stone in the thirteenth year of his sovereignty, which was the period
of his father’s dominion, in acknowledgment of his gratitude to
Chemosh, who not only delivered him from all his enemies, but
permitted him to reach the years of his father’s reign. All this, how-
ever, is simply speculation, and I must confess my inability to fill up
almost an entire line. Kaempf and Hitzig, of all the expounders of this
Inscription, arc the only two scholars who had the courage to supply
the missing line. To understand their emendation, we shall have to
give their respective readings of the last three lines. Kaempf reads
them as follows :—

onsbyy %) 90 by na-ny by v enabn T ¥ (a] 32
+ 3 nivs aoz-ny ey [l o [oiz g mlawn w33
(reln phn 2l oy men - 34

33. And I attacked it, and Chemosh restored it in my days.

32. And Chemosh said to me, Go down, make way against the Hau-
ranites, and attack Beth-Baal-Meon; and [ went down and
made war,

And,
therefore I made this High Place to Chemosh, upon the barren
mount.

34. And now ye people of Chemosk be strong and valiant /

Whereas Hitzig supplies it as follows :—

[rr 970 pana oneba 203 S wfen 32
[ pley wwx op] S o3 emo Ala e ew m] 33
" s plin] refvz 2 onnbe jam ek 2 Y W] 34

32. And Chemosh said to me, Go down, make war against Horonaim,
and I {went down and took it.]

33. [And as to the men of Dibor), Chemosh [was angry with] them in
my days,and also about [the triblute [whick they exacted, and he]

34. Said [to me, Go take Dibon, and I jought against it since [
exercised power] and [took it].

Of course, any one that can write Hebrew might with equal au-
thority supply lines 33 and 34, according to what he believes to be
wanting. We, however, question the wisdom of doing it, inasmuch
as it shakes the faith of ordinary people in higher criticisms. It is to
be hoped that some of the pieces of the Stonc may still be procured,
and that the last lincs will utter a more certain voice.



PROFESSOR NOELDEKE.

“1. Ich bin Mesa, Sohn des Kamos
von Moab [aus

‘2. Dibon]. Mein Vater hat geherrscht iiber Moab
30 Jahre, und ich habe ge-

¢“3. herrscht nach meinem Vater und diesen Altar dem
EKamos angelegt auf der Fliche . . .

‘4, weil er mir half aus allen Nithen (?) und weil er
mich sehn liess das Ungliick aller meiner Feinde. [Es
erhob sich (?) Om-

5. ri}, Konig von Israel, und driickte Moab lange
Tage, da Kamos ziirnte auf [lsein

6, Land]. VUnd ihm folgte sein Sohn und sprach
gleichfalls: ,,ichwill Moab dritcken.* In meinen Tagen
spracher . . .,

¢“7. und ich sah sein und seines Hauses Ungliick, und
Israel geht auf ewig su Grunde. Und Omri nahm ein
[das Land ?]

8. Medaba und er lag darin
40 Jahre lang, [und zuriick

sein Sohn

“9, gab es] Kamos in meinen Tagen. Und ich baute
Baal Meon und legte darinan . . .. Undich. ...

**10. Kirjathaim, aber die Minner von Gad [wohnten]
im Lande [Kirjathaim?] von Urzeit her. Und esbaute
sich der Konig

‘11, von Israel [Kirjathaim?], und ich stritt wider
die Ringmauer und nahm sie ein und brachte um Alle,

die da
[ ““12. lagen in] der Ringmauer zur Augenweide fiir
Kamos und Moab. Und ich fithrte von dort zariick . . .

13 .. .. sie vor Kamos in Kerioth., Und ich legte
in sie die Manner von Saron (?)und die Ménner von . . .

“14. . . . Und Kamos sprach zu mir: ,,geh und nimm
Nebo Israel ab‘“. [Undich . , .

“15. ging in der Nacht und stritt dagegen vom Anbruch
des Morgengrauens bis Mittag, und ich

““16. . . ., und ich brachte um sie ganz, siebentaus-
end, . .

“17. ... denn dem Astar-Kamos ward es (zur
Vernichtung) geweiht . . . Und ich nahm von dort

“¢18. [dic Geriithe] Jahve’s und [brachte sie dar] dem
Kamos. Undder Konig von Israel baute

*¢19, Jahaz und legte sich hinein bei seinem Streit
wider mich, und Kamos vertrieb ihn {vor mir.

*20. Und] ich nahm aus Moab 200 Mann, all seine
Haupter, und fithrte sie nach Jabaz hinauf und nahm es

“2l. . . . . nachDibon. Ichhabe gebaut die Fliche,
dic Mauer der Waldhshen und die Mauer
...... Und ich habe gebaut seine Thore, und ich
habe gebaut seine Thiirme, und
€23. ich habe gebaut den Konigspalast, und ich habe
angelegt die Vorrathshauser (?) . . . . [innerhalb

“24. der] Ringmauer auf der Fliche ; da sprach ich zu
allem Volk: ,,legt euch

¢ 25. Jedermann eine Cisterme in seinem Hause an.”
Und ich habe den Graben (?) fiir die Fliche gegraben
beim . . . .

¢26. Israel’'s. Ich habe gebaut Aroer, und ich habe
angegelt die Strasse iiber den Arnon.

“27. Ich habe gebaut Beth Bamoth, denn es war
zerstort, und ich habo gebaut Bezer, denn . . . .

[von den Ménnern] Dibon's fiinfzig, denn
ganz Dibon war unterthdnig. Und ich habe

29. . . .. die Rinder, die ich gesammelt hatte auf
der Erde. Und ich habe gebaut . . . .
30 . und Beth Diblathaim und Beth Baal Meon

und fihrte hinauf dorthin

“31, . . . des Landes und Horonaim, darin lag . . .

“32. . . . Und es sprach zu mir Kamos: ,{komm],
streite wider Horonaim*‘. Undich . . .

“33. . . . es Kamos in meinen Tagenund , , .

PROFESSOR HAUG.

““1. Ich bin Mescha, der Sohn des Kamosch [nadab),
Kénig von Moab . . .

‘2. Mein Vater war Kinig iiber Moab dreiszig Jahre,
und ich war Koni,

‘“3. nach meinen Vater. Und ich machte diese
Hiéhen (Heiligthiimer) fiir Kamosh auf dem Marktplatz
. . . [Deszwegen heisse ich] Mescha (der Gerettete)

““ 4. weil er mich von allen Gefahren orrettet hat und
mich hat triumphiren lassen iiber alle meine Hasser . .

5. den Konig von Israel. Als er Moab unterdriickte
lange Zeit, da entbrannte der Zorn des Kamosch.

“6. Und os folgtc ihm nach sein Sohn, und auch
or sprach: Ich will Moab unterdriicken. In meinen
Tagen sprach er (Kamosch)

7. das ich mich seiner und seines Hauses freuen
solle. Und Israel war vordem ganz verloren ; da nahm
Omri Besitz von

8. . . Mehdeba und wohnte darin. [Und sie unter-
driickten Moab, er und] sein Sohu vierzig Jahre ; [aber
gross ward})

9. Kamosch inmeinen Tagen. Und ich baute Baal-
Meon und opferte (£) darin,  Und [ich bante}

“10. Kirjathaim, Und dieGaditer (wahren)im Lande
. . . von Alters her, und bauten fiir den Konig von

“11. Tsrael . . . Und ich stritt wider die Stadt und
nahm sie. Und ich todtete [alle Manner der]

€12, Stadt zum Wohligefallen fiir Kamosch und Moab

““13. vor Kamosch zn Kirjoth, und ich fithrte die
Hiupter darin gefangen weg . . .

14, Und es sagte zu mir Kamosch: Gehe, nimm dio
Statthalterschaft iiber Israel.

¢¢15. Ich ging bei Nacht und stritt mit ihm vom
Anbruch der Morgenrothe bis zum Mittag;

““16. und ich tédtete alle 7,000 . . .

“17. denn dem Aschtar Kamosch weihte [ich sie]
Und ich nabm vonda . . .

- ©18. des Jahveh (Jehovah) [und brachte] sie vor
Kamosch. Und der Konig von Israel (kam nach)

©19. Jahaz und wohnte daselbst, als er mit mir stritt.
Und Kamosch vertrieb ihn von . .

“20. Ich nahm von Moab zweihundert Minner, alle
seine Hiupter und fiihrte sie nach Jahaz, und ich (nahm
es) ...
©21. Zu Dibon. Ich errichtete einen Marktplatz und
baute die Mauern von Jearim und die Mauern von . . .

€22, Und ich baute ihre Thore, und ich baute ihren
Thurm . . .

€23, Ich baute Beth-Moloch. Und ich sonderte die
Menschen ab (schloss sie in der Stadt ein) . . .

€24, Und im Innern der Stadt war kein Brunnen auf
dem Marktplatz; und ich sagte zu allem Volk: Machet

<925, ein jeder einen Brunnen in seinem Haus. Und
ich hieb nieder was niederzuhauen war (an Bdumen) fiir
den Marktplatz (uhm ihn herzustellen) . ., .

€ 26. Israel. Ich baute Aroer (?), und ich machte den
‘Weg am Arnon,

€27. Ich baute Beth-Bamoth, denn es war zerstirt.
Ich baute eine Festung dass ich einschlosse

«28. [in] Dibon die FErlesensten, dass ganz Dibon
gehorchte.” Und ich war Konig (?) . .

“€29. in den Stidten welche ich zu dem Lande fiigte.
Und ich baute . . .

“30. und Beth-Diblathaim, und Beth-Baal Meon;
und ich errichtete dort . . .

¢31. . . das Land. Und Horonaim, wo wohnte . .

¢¢32. Es sprach zumir Kamosch: stroite wider Horo-
naim . . .

¢33, . ., Kamosch in meinen Tagen . . .”

DR. GEIGER.

1. Ich, Mescha’, Sohu des Khamosch Gad, Konig
von Moab, dor Di-
2. bonite. Mein Vater regierte iiber Moab 30 Jahre
und ich regierte
¢ 8. nach meinem Vater. Und ich habe diese Anhhe
dem Kamosch errichtet bekorchah

‘4. Mescha’, weil er mich befreit hat von allen
Konigen (?) und weil er mich hat Untergang erblicken
lassen aller meiner Feinde . . .

5. Den Konig Isracl’s ; sic bedriickten Moab viele
Tage, denn Khamosch war zornig wider sein Land.

“6. Thm folgte sein Sohn, und auch er sprach:
Peinigt Moab in den Tagen (?)

7. Ich aber schaute Rache an ihm und seinem
Hanse, und lsrael sank in ewigen Untergang. Omri
hatte erobert

“¢8. Medeba und blieb daselbst [er, scin Sohn und
der Sohn] seines Sohnes 40 Jahre,

9. [Nun weilt] Khamoszh darin in meinen Tagen.
Ich richtete nun auf Baal-Meon, befestigte die Crund-
mauer, bautc auf

‘10, Kiriathaim., Die Manner von Gad hatten von
jeher dort gewohnt. Es hatte sich erbaut der Kouig

¢11, Israel's Ataroth. Tch bekriogte die Stadt [Kir ¢]
nahm sie ein, erschlug alle [Bewohner]) der

412, Stadt zam woblegefilligen opfer dem Khamosch
und Moab, ich nahm gefangen

£13. und schlejfte ihn vor Khamosch in Karioth, und
ich setzte dorthin die Manner von Schofan und ?

‘“14. ? Und Khamosch sprach zu mir: Geh, erobre
Nebo wider Israel.

€13, Ich ging des Nachts und bekidmpfte es vom
Aufgange der Morgenrsthe bis zum Mittag und ich
[eroberte]

‘“16. es ganz und erschlug Alles, sieben tausend [mit}
vornehmen Frauen

17, [und] Jungfrauen, denn Astar-Khamosch ist der
Bann . . . und ich nahm von dort

“€18. die Gefiisse Jhvh's und schleifte sic vor
Khamosch, und der Konig Israel's war in

¢“19. Jahaz und erhielt sich dort, indem er mit uir
kimpfte, aber Khamosch vertrieb ithn vor [mir].

€20, Ich nahm von Moab 200 Mann, alles Hiupter
und fiihrte sie an gegen Jahaz, nahm es ein,

‘21, es zu Dibon hinzufiigend.

lch errichtete nun
¢ Korchah” die Mauer der

dlder und die Mauer
ich errichtete ihre Thore, ihre Thiirme

und

“23. ich bauto ein Haus fiir den Moloch und liess die
Feuergerithe anfertigen, [denn es waren solche] nicht
in der

‘24, Stadt; auch Brunnen waren nicht in der Stadt,
in ‘“Korchah” und ich sprach zum ganzen Volke:
machet

¢ 25. ein Jedaer einen Brunnen in seinem Hause, ich
grub nun den Graben fir ¢“Korchah” . . .

€926, Israel. Ich habe Aroer aufgerichtet, die Wege
angelegt am Arnon,

€¢27. habe Beth-Bamoth errichtet, das zerstirt war,
habe Bezer angebaut, denn . . .

28, . .. Dibon fiinfzig (?) denn ganz Dibon war
horig.

€29, . .. “Bkr” (?) welche ich dem Lande hinzuge-
fiigt, ich erbaute

<30 . und Beth-Diblathaim und Beth Baal Meon,
und erhob . . .,

“31. .. .dasLand und Horonaim, dort wohnte . . .
und

32, . . . Khamosch sprach zu mir: Steige hinal,
bekimpfe Horonaim, und ich . . .

“33. . . . Kbamosch in meinen Tagen, und itber

“34. .




M. GANNEAU,

““1. Mei, je suis Mesa, fils de Chamosgad, roi de
Moab, le

‘¢ 2. Dibonite. Mon pere a régné sur Moab trente
années, et moi jai

“3. régné aprés mon pére. Et jai construit ce
sanctuaire pour Chamos dans Qarha,

‘4, [sanctuaire du salut], car il m'a sauvé de tous
les agresscurs ot m'a fait voir avec mépris tous mes
ennemis,

5. Omri fut roi d'Israsl at opprima Moab pendant,
de longs jours, aussi Chamos s'irrita de ses agressions.

“6. Bt son fils lui succéda, et il dit, lui aussi:
¢ jopprimerai Moab.” Dans mes jours, je dis:

7. “jele....et je lo visiterai lui et sa maison,’ et
Tsrag] fut ruin€ ruiné pour toujours, Omri g'6tait em-
paré de la terre de

8. Me-deba. Ftil y demeurait. . . [Achab] son
fils vécut quarante ans,

“9. et Chamos I'a [fait périr] de mon temps. Alors
je bitis Baal Meon et je construisis

10, Qiriathaim. Et les hommes de Gad demeur-
aient dans le pays d'[Ataro]th depuis longtemps,

‘“11. et le roi d'Tsraél avait construit pour lui la ville
@' Ataroth. J'attaqual la ville et jela pris, et je tuai tout
le peuple de la ville,

“12. en spectacle & Chamos et § Moab, et jemportai
delale . . . .

‘“13. et je le trainai & terre devant la face de Chamos,
4 Qerioth, et J'y transportai les hommes de Saron (ou de
Chofen) et les hommes

“14. de Maharouth (¥j, Et Chamos me dit. ‘Va!
prends Nébah sur Israsl.’

15, Jallai de nuit, et je combattis contre la ville
depuis le lever de 'aube jusqu'ad midi, et je

16, la pris: et je tual tout, sept mille [hommes : et '

jemmenai avec moij

“17. les femmes et les jeunes filles, car a Astar
Chamos appartient la consécration des femmes, et
JYemportai de 1a les vases

18, de Jéhovah et je les trainai i terre devantla face
de Chamos. Et le roi d'Isra&l avais bati :

“ 19, Yahas et y résidait lors de sa gucrre contre moi.
Et Chamos le chassa de devant sa face :

¢¢20. je pris de Moab deux cents hommes en tout. Je
les fis monter & Yahas, et je la pris

¢¢21. pour I'annexer & Dibon. (’est moi qui ai con-
struit Qarha, le mur des foréts et le mur de la colline.

€22, J'al bati ses portes, at Jai bati ses tours.

““23. J'ai bati le palais du roi, et yai construit les
prisons des . . . dans le milieu

¢“24. delaville. Et il n'y avait pas de puits dans
Iintérieur de la ville, dans Qarha; et je disa toutle
peuple: ‘Faites

025, vous chacun un puits dans sa maison,’ et jai
crousé les citernes (ou les fossés) pour Qarha, pour

“2. . . ... dlsragl. Cest moiqui ai construit
Arotr, et qui ai fait la route de I'Arnon.

27, C’est moi gqui ai construit Beth-Bamoth, qui
était detruite, C'est moi qui ai construit Bosor, qui
[est pnissante]

#28. . . . Dibon, des chefs militaires, car tout Dibon
était soumis. Et j'ai rempli

“29. . . . .avec lesvilles que j'ai ajoutées 4 la terre
(de Moab). Et c¢'est moi qui ai construit . , .

30, . . . Beth-Diblathaim, et Beth-Baal-Mcon et j'ai
Eévélale . ., .

3L . . . laterre. Et Horonaim, il y résidaavec .

€32, . . . Et Chamos me dit: ¢ Descends et com-
bats contre Horonain.” . .

“33. . . . . Chamos, dans mes jours , . .

“34. . . .lannée . , .

M. DERENBOURG.

““1. Moi, Mescha, fils de Kemosch [nadah], roi de
Moab [fils] de

2, Tibni. Mon pdre régnasur Moab pendant trente
ans, et j'al succédé

‘3. & mon pdre dans ce royaume. J'ai construit ce
haut-liew en I'honneur de Kemosch, dans la citadelle.
[Haut-lieude ~

““4, Mé]scha, parco que Dieu m'a délivré (hbscha)
de tous les pillards, et m’a permis de regarder avec in-
différence tous mes onnemis {11 était venu Om

5. r[i, roi d’Israel, et il humilia Moab longtemps.
Mais Kemosch girrita contre lui [ot I

‘6. extermilna. Son fils lul succéda, et lui aussi
dit : Je veux humilier Moab. Tant que je vivrai, je le
tourmenterai,

7. et je ferai du mal & Moab et & ses villes. Israel
avait détruit Almon, et Omri avait pris possession de

8. Mahdebar; il y résida, [ainsi qu'Achab,] son
fils, pendant quarante ans, Mais

9. Kemosch [redevintfavorable] 2 Moab, pendant
ma vie. Je batis Baal Maon, et 'y agis selon ma volonté.
..Je batis aussi

€“10. Quiriatén. Les hommes de la tribu de Gad[ha-
bitent] dans le pays; [ils vinrent] d'Almon, et le roi
@' Tsrae)

““11. leur batit la [forteresse]. Jattaquai Qir et le
pris. Je tuai tous ceux qui habitaicnt

“12. Qir, pour plaire & Kemosch et & Moab. Je
revins

€13. de la...devant Kemosch & Qriot. J'y restai
avec les hommes de Schiran et avec les hommes de . .
Schaharat (?).

14, Alorg Kemosch me dit: Va, prends NebS aux
Israélites.

“15. Je marchai la nuit et je combattis depuis la
{ pointe du jour jusyu A midi. Je [pris] la
16, ville et jo tuai tous les habitants, sept mille

17, car je les consacrai & Aschtor Kemosch . . J'y
pris les

““18. vases de Jéhova etles[deposai] devant Kemosch.
Et le roi d'Israel [avanga

€19. jusqu’a] Iahatz, et s’y établit en me combattant.
Mais Kemosch le chassa de [Tahatz,

20, et} je pris de Moab deux cents hommes, tous
los chefs.  Je tombai avec tumulte sur Iahatz, et m'en
eraparai.

‘“21. [Te me décidai a monter] vers Dibon, Je batis
une citadelle les murs de Yearim et le mur de

¢“22. Hou [tz8t]. J'en construisis les portes et jen
construisis les tours. Et

““23. je coustruisis le palais. Et je construisis les
prisons pour les hommes...dans l'intérieur de

‘24, laville. Iln’y avait pas de citerne dans)inté-
rieur de la ville, dans la citadelle ; je dis donc & tout le
peuple : Faites-vous

¢¢25. chacunune citerne dans sa maison. Je creusai
encore le fossé pour la citadelle dans ., . &

€“26. Israel. Je bAtis [Aro] ér, et j'etablis les routes
vers ’Arnon.

27, Je batis Bét-Bamdt, qui était dévasté, et je batis
Betzer, qui était aban[donué.

€28, [Bt les chefs] de Dibdn étaient au nombre de
cinquante, car tout Dibon est soumis. Je régue

€429, sur Bagran, que j'ai ajouté, i mon pays. Je
batis . . .

30. et Bét-Dibbatin. Et Bét-Baal-Mebn, ou je
transportai la . . . du
“3l. pays. A Havranén était établiB . . et . .

““32. Or, Kemosch me dit: Va, fais la guerre 3 Hav-
ranén. Kt je [pris cette ville . . .

¢33. ] Kemosch dans mes jours . . .”

PROFESSOR SCHLOTTMAN.

““1. Ich Mesa, Sobn des Kamosgad, Konig von Moab
der Di-

¢¢2. bonite. Mein Vater herrschte iiber Moab 30
Jahre, und ich herrsch-

‘3. te nach meinem Vater., Und ich machte diese
Opferhthe dem Kamos, cine Héhe der Er-

‘“4. rettung, denn er errettete mich von allen
Feinden, und liess wich meine Lust sehen an allen
meinen Hassern, Qmri

5. der Konig von Israel--der bedriickte Moab viele
Tage, denn es ziirnte Kamos wider sein Land.

‘6. Und es folgte ihm sein Sohn und es sprach anch
der: ‘‘Ich will Moab bedriicken.” In meincn Tagen
sprach Kamos

‘7. So willich denn Moah und seinen Tempel ansehen
und Israel geht unter in ewigem Untergang. Und es
bemichtigte sich Qmri des Landes

¢8. Medeba. [Und es sass Israel darinnen in seinen
Tagen und in] seines Sohnes Tagen vierzig Jahre.
Da sah

““9. Kamos Moab gniig an in meinen Tagen. Und
ich baute Baal Meon und machtc daran den Graben.

Und ich baute

¢10. die Stadt Kirjathaim: und die Minner von Gad
[wohnten] in dem Bezirk [von Ataroth] seit uralters und
es baute sich der Konig von

¢ 11. Israel Ataroth, Und ich kimpfte wider die
Stadt und nahm sie ein, und ich erwiirgte alles Volk das

12, in der Stadt war, zum Wohigefallen dem Kamos,
dem Gott Moab’s. Und ich nahm von dort. .. . |die

“13. Opfergeriithe Jehova’s und wethete sie] vor
dem Angesicht des Kamos in Kirjathaim, Und ich liess
darinnen wohnen dic Minner von Shirfn und die
Minner von Zereth Scha-

““14. charath. Und es sprach zu mir Kamos: ‘Gebe
hin! nimm ein Nebo wider Israel!’ Und ich ging

¢¢15. hin wihrend der Nacht und kiimpfte wider sie
vom Aufgang der Morgenrithe bis zum Mittag, und ich
nahm ein dieselbige

““16. Stadt und ich erwlirgte alle darinnen, sieben
Stammfirsten. . ... ...

““17. denn dem Astar Kamos (gehsrte) der Bannfluch
... .Und ich nahm von dort

‘¢18. alle Opfergeriithe Jchova's und weihte die-
selben vor dem Angesicht des Kamos. 1ind es baute der
Kdmg von Tsrael

¢¢19. Jahaz und sass darinnen, indem er wider mich
kampfte, und es vertrieb ihn Kamos vor mcinem An-
gesicht. Und

¢¢20. ich nahm aus Moab zweihundert Mann, die
volle Zahl. Und ich belagerte Jahuz und nahm es ein,

“21. es hinzufugend zu Dibon. Ich baute Korcha,
die Mauer nach dem Walde zu und die Mauer

€22, [uach dem Thale zu], und ich baute seine
Thore, und ich baute seinc Thiirme ; und ich

«¢23. baute das Konigshaus; und ich machte Behilt-
nisse fiir die Bergwasser inmitten

¢24. der Stadt. Und Cisternen waren nicht inmitten
der Stadt, in Korcha ; und ich sprach zu allem Volk:
¢ Machet [euch]

“‘25. ein jeder eine Cisterne in seinomn Hause P Und
ich verhiingte das Verbot fir Korcha gegen [die Ge-
nossenschaft mit dem Volk]

¢¢26. Israels. lch baute Arder und ich machte die
Strasse am Arnon.

¢¢27. Ich baute Beth-Bamoth, denn es war serstort.
Ich baute Bezer, denn es [bezwangen

“¢28. dasselbe] Minner von Dibon, ihrer funfzig, denn
ganz Dibon war unterthinig ; und ich fiillte

29, [mit Bewohnern] Bikran, welches ich hinzu-
fiigte zu dem Lande. Und ich baute
30 ..., und den Tempel von Diblathaim und den
Tempel von Baal Meon, und brachte dorthin den
K[amos].
“3l.....das Land. Und Horonaim. ...es wohnte
darin

““82. ....Es sprach zu mir Kamos: ‘Ziche hinab!
kdmpfe wider Horonaim und [nimm es ein],

“83

.. .Kamos in meinen Tagen........




PROFESSOR KAEMPF.

. “1. Ich, Mesa, Sohn des Kamos—Astor, Knigs von
Moab, aus

2. Dibon. Mein Vater war Kbonig iiber Moab
dreissig Jahre, und ich wurde

‘3. Konig nach meinem Vater. Und ich errichtete
diese Anhohe (Altar) dem Kamos auf dem Kahlberg,
an der Stitte der Rettung,

‘“4, denn er rettete mich von allen K&nigen (oder:
aus allen zufillen), und liess mich meine Lust schauen
an allen meinen Feinden. Aufstand [der Sohn Isais]

5. der Konig von Israel, und unterdriickte Moab
viele Tage, denn Kamos ziirnte seinem

“6. Lande.—Es trat an seine Stelle sein Sohn, da
sprach anch dieser: ‘Ich will Moab unterdriicken in
den Tagen meiner Herrschaft!”

““7. Aber ich sah mcine Lust an ihm und seinem
Hause, und auch Israel geht zu Grunde auf immerdar.—
Es nahm Omri Besitz von der Stadt

8. Mehedeba und sass darin bis an seinen Ster-
betag, und nach ihm sein Sohn, zusammen vierzig Jahre,
Doch

9, Kamos brachte sie zurlick in meinen Tagen.
Ich bante Baal Meon und fiibrte darin einen Thurm
auf ; ich baute auch

“10. Kirjataim. Und die Minner von (aus dem
Stamme) Gad wohnten in diesem Lande seit der Vorzeit
Da baute sich der Konig

¢“11. von Israel Kir, Ich aber kimpfte gegen Kir
und eroberte es. Da erwiirgte ich alle personen in

12, Kir, zum Wohlgefallen dem Kamos und Moab.
Ich kehrte von dort zuriick, nachdem ich die Beute
gesammelt— .

13, diese legte ich vor Kamos nieder in Kiriath.
Dorthin versetzte ich Minner aus Schiran und Minaer
aus Zereth

““14. Schacharath. Darauf sprach Kamos zu mir:
Gehe, greife Nebo an gegen lsrael!” Ich ging

¢15. so fort in der Nacht und kidmpfte wider sie,
vom Hervorbrechen des Frithroths bis zum Mittag, und
ich eroberte sie

¢¢16. und crwiirgte alles darin—von Mann bis Frau,
von Kind bis Sgugling—,

¢17. denn dem Astor-Kamos hatte ich alles gebannt,
Auch nahm ich von dort.

““18. die Gerithe Jah . . . 's und legte sie hin vor
Kamos. Der Koniy von Israel aber baute

€¢19. Jahaz und sass darin, wilhrend er gegen mich
kimpfte ; doch vertrieb ihn Kamos vor mir.

«¢20. Ich ndmlich nahm von Moab zweihundert Mann,
lauter Hauptlcute, und fithrte sie nach Jahaz, um zu
zerbrechen

“21. das Joch Dibon’s (das auf D, lastete). Ich
baute auch Korcheh, die Mauern an der Waldseite und
die Mauern

€22, der Festungswerke ; ich baute auch ihre Thore
und ich baute jhre Thitrme. Ich

‘<23, baute ferner Bet-Melech (Kinigspalast oder Mo-
loch-Tempel), und ich baute die Schleusen der Wasser-
strimung innerhalb

24, der Stadt. Denn nicht war eine Cisterne inner-
kalb der Stadt in Korcheh; und so befahl ich allem
Volke: ‘“ Machet euch

€25, Jeder cinc Cisterne in seinem Hause!”"—Ich
grub auch den Graben um Korcheh, nachdem ich

€28, Israel vertrieben hatte. Ich baute Arier und
legte an die Strasse am Arnon.

27, Ich baute Bet-Bamath, welches zerstirt war ;
ich baute Bezer, denn mich unterstiitzten

28, bewaffnete Minner aus Dibdn, da ganz Dibdn
(der ganze zur Stadt D. gehdrige Kreis) mir unterthiinig
war. Und ich verwollstindigte

€29, die Befestigungen in den Stidten, die ich
hinzuliigte zum Lande. Ich baute auch Bet-

¢30. Camul und Bet-Diblataim und Bet-Baal-Meon |
" und ich verpflanzte dorthin die Bettler Moabs,

und fithrte dorthin jene zweibundert mann (die in
Jahaz lagen).

¢+ 31, um in Besilz zu nehmen {oder: um zu bewachen)
das Land. Es wohnten néimlich darin (in B. B. M.) die
Chawranin (Haurainer) in Sicherheit und

¢32. bauten . . . DNa sprach zu mir Kamos : “ Ziehe
hinab und bekriege die Chawranin und greife B. B,
Meon an.” Und so zog ich hinab, kimpite und griff
sle an—

#33. —und Kamos brachte sie ezuriick in meinen
Tagen. Und desswegen habe ich diese

34, Anhohe errichtet dem Kamos aufdem Kahlberg.
—Und nun, Volk des Kamos—sei stark und tapfer !”

PROFESSOR HITZIG.

1. Ich Mesha, Sohn des Chamos —, Mich hat
Chamos zum Konig Moabs aufye-

““2. stellt. Mein Vater war Konig tiber Moab dreissig
Jahre und ich ward

3, Konig nach meinem Vater. Und ich errichtete
diese Opferhthe dem Chamos auf dem Freiplatze,

“4. fiir alles Heil, dass er mich rettete von allen
Konigen und meine Lust mich sehn liess an all meinen
Hassern. Onuri trat

“5. auf, der Konig Israels, und bedriickte Moab
viele Tage lang. Sonach ergrimmte Chamos; da sein

““8. Ende kam, und sein Sohn ihm nachfolgte, auch
er sagte: ich will Moab bedriicken, sagte er in meinen
Tagen: zu der zeit

““7. dahab’ ich geschaut auf ihn und sein Haus; und
Israel geht zu Grunde, zu Grunde ewiglich. Und Omri
eignete sich den Hiigel

‘8. Medaba’s zu und siedelte in ihr, er und nack thm
sein Sohn A/ab vierzig Jahre, Ihn

“9. bedriingte Chamos in meinen Tagen; und so
baute ich Baal-Méon und errichtete in ihr einen Hoken-
tempel und ich baute auch

“10. Kirjatan. Und die Mianner von Gad siedelten im
Flacklande von Alters her; und es baute sich der Konig

“11. Tsrael's Kir-heresh. Ich aber stritt wider Kir,
nabm sie ein und mordete die ganze

““12. Volksmenge Kirs: ein Schauspiel fiir Chamos
und fiir Moab. Und ich fiihrte von dort [{Aren Besitz-
stand] hinweg, Kleinvieh und

*13. Rinder, sie zu opfern) vor Chamos in Kerijot;
und ich siedelte in ihr die Leute von Saron an und die
Leute [vom Berge])

“14. der Runsen. Und Chamos sprach zu mir: Geh;
nimm den Israeliten Nebo weg ; Und ick riickte vor sie,

““15. in der Nacht marschierend, und ich stritt wider
sie vom Aufsteigen dos Morgenrothes bis zum Mittag
und ich diberwdltigte

‘“16. ihre Volksmenge; und ich mordete sie alle,
sieben Tausend. Aber von threr Beule zogen wir unsere
Hand zuriick,

“17. und thaten digselbe zu Haufen : denn dem Schatze
des Chamos wurde die Beute geweiht; und ich nahm
von dort,

‘“18. die Gerdthe Jahve's und hkeiligte sie, und sie
befinden sich vor Chamos. Und der Kénig von Israel
baute

‘19, Jahaz und siedelte darin, da er widér mich stritt.
Aber Chamos vertrieb ihn vor mir ;

20, und ich holte von Moab zweihundert Mann
herbei, alle seine Unbegiiterten, und pflanzte sie in
Jahaz an, und ich nahm sje

21. (mr) zur Warte gegen Dibon, Ich bebaute den
Freiplatz mit einer Burg der Wilder und einer Burg

22, der Forste; und ich baute seine Thore und ich
baute seine Thiirme; und

¢“23. ich baute ein Konigshaus; und ich machte
Gefingnisse der Strayfilligen in mitten von

‘24, Kir. FEine Grube aber gab es nicht inmitten von
Kir auf dem Freiplatze, und so sagte ich zu dem ganzen
Volke: machet euch

“25. jeder eine Grube in seinem Hanse. Und ich

habe die Rodungen gerodet zu einem Freiplatze im !

Lande

26, Israels: ich habe Aroer gebaut, und ich habe :

die Strassen am Arnon gemacht :

“27. und ick habe den Hohentempel gebaut, denn
er war geschleift. Ichhabe Bezer gebaut ; denn os wekrten
mick

‘¢28. die Minner Dibons gewappnet ab, denn ganz
Dibon war widerspenstig; und ich siedele gegeniiber
von Bezer.

29, Zu schuuen auf das Horn, welches ich zu dem
Lande hiuzugefiigt habe. Ich Aabe auch gebaut [ Hamot-

*¢30. Baal]und Beth Diblatan und Beth Baal-Maon ;

31. alle Dirftegen des Landes. Und Horonin—in
ibr siedelten [am Abkang Manner Edowns

““82. won Alters her]; und Chamos sprach zu mir;
zieh hinab, streite wider Horondn. Und ich zog Ainab
und nakw sie eiv.  Und die

““33. Munner Dibons.—es zirnte wider sie Chamos in
meinen Tagen, auch wegen Tribut [welcken sie erpressten,
—und er—
“34. sprach zu mir: (Geh ;) nimm Dibon ein; und ich
stritt wider sie, tndem ich Macht ibte,] und [nakm sie ein.)

M. NEUBAUER.

““1, I, Mesha, son of Chemosh . . .
Moab [son]
“2. of Yabhni. . . ,
(30 years), and I reigned
““3. after him; I made this altar for Chemosh at
Karhah or account

King of
My father reigned over Moab

““ 4. of the assistance he gave me in all battles, and
because he made me successful against my enemies the
men

‘5. of the King of Ierael, who oppressed Moab a
long time, for Chemosh was angry against

‘6. his land. His son succeeded him, and he also
said, T will oppress Moab. In my days he (Chemosh)
said [1 will gof

“7. and appear (be favourable) to Moab and his
temple ; then Israel wasted continnally. Omwri took [the
plain of]

‘8. Madheba and dwelt in it . . built 40 . . [and
dwelt)

““9, Chemosh there in my days. I built Baal-Meon
and made (sacrifices) there, . . and I [built]

““10. Kiryathan, The men of Gad [dwelt] in [this]
land from early times, and there built the King

‘1L of Israel [Yaazer]; T besieged the city, took it,
and killed all [who dwelt]

““12. in the city, to the gratification of Chemosh and
Moab ; T made captive there . , .

“13. [and brought] to Chemosh at Keriyoth. I
remained here with the chiefs and [the soldiers until]

‘“14. the next day. Then Chemosh bade me go and
take Nebo from Israel. [I arose and]

*“15. went in the night and fought against it from the
break of day till noon; I

““16. took it, killed all, seven thousand . . . . .
[to please Astor],

““17. . . . for Chemosh devoted to Astor . . .
I took from there all

““18. the vessels of Jehovah and [offered] them to
Chemosh. And the King of Israel built

. “19. Yahaz, and dwelt there, when I made war upon
him. Chemosh drove him out from thence; I

€€20. took from Moab two hundred men, all chiefs,
transferred them to Yahaz, and began

““21. to make war against Dibon.
Hamath-ha-Yearim and Hamath

“2.H .. ..
their towers ; T

¢23. built the
the interior

1 built Karhah,

; I constructed their gates and

palace, and I made agueducts (?) in

‘24, of the town. There were no cisterns in the
interior of tho town of Karhah, and I said to all the
people, Make

“25. every one a cistern in his house.
ditch round Karhah with [the men]

And I made a

“26. of Israel. T built (Aro)ér and I made a
passage over the Arnon.

““27. 1 buils Beth-Bamoth, which had been over-
thrown, and Bezer, which had been destroyed.

28, I fortified Dibon to hold it in subjection, and I
constructed

““29. fortresses in the towns which I added to [my]
land. 1 built

“30. . . . Beth Diblathan, Beth Baal Meon, and
transported thither [Moabites]

131, [in order to take possession of] the land. At
Horonaim dwelt [the children of Reuben]. . . .

¢¢32. Chemosh told me, Go, fight against Horonaim.
[1 fought against it, took it]

““33. [and there dwelt] Chemosh in my days. . . .



MR. HAYES.

“l, I am Mesha, son of Chemosh-gad, King of
Moab, the Di-

‘“2. bonite. My father reigned over Moab thirty
years and I reign-

““3, ed after my father. And T mado this high
place to Chemosh in Karhah [and this house of Sal-

‘“4, vation because ho has saved me from all the
attacks and because he has caused me to look on all my
enemies, Omr-

‘5. 1 was King of Israel, and he afflicted Moab
many days, because Chemosh was angry with his land.

‘“6. And his son succeeded him, and he also said,
‘I will afflict Moab." In my days he spake thus.

“7. And 1 looked on him and on his house, and
Israel kept continu.a.ll)y perishing. And Omri kept
possession of the land (?) of

‘8, Medeba, And there dwelt in it [Omri and his
son and his grand] son forty years. {But]

‘9, Chemosh [restored]it in many days. And I built
Baal-Meon and I made in it And I [besieged] (?)

10, Kirjathaim. And the men of Gad had dwelt of
old in the land [of Kirjathaim]. And the King of Israel
built

11, for {him {Kirjathaim]. And I fought against
the city and took it. And I slew all the [men of]

““12. the city, a spectacle to Chemosh and to Moab.
And I brought back from thence the [altar of Jehovah,
and put
*¢13. it before Chemosh in Kerioth. And I caused to
dwell therein the men of Shiran ; and the men of—

‘“14. Sharath., And Chemosh said to me, ‘Go and
take Nebo from Israel.” [And I—]

15, went in the night and I fought against it from
the overspreading of the dawn till noon. And I [took
itand T

16. [utterly destroyed] it, and I slew all of it seven
thousand —

¢17. — for to Ashtor Chemosh had [I] devoted [them]
and I took from thence the

““18. vesscls of Jehovah, and I presented them before
Chemosh. And the King of [srael [built]

©19. Jahaz and dwelt in it while be was fighting
agaiust mes, And Chemosh drove him from [before
me ; and

€20, T took from Moab 200 men, all old; and I
attacked (?) Jahaz and took it,

“21. joining it to Dibon. I built Karhah, the wall of
the forests and the wall of

022, the hill (Ophel).
built its towers and

23, 1 made a royal palace, and T made reservoirs
for a collection of the waters in the wuidst

And I built its gates and I

““24, of the city, And there was no cistern in the
midst of the city in Karhah; and I said to all the
people, ¢ Make

€25, for you each man a cistern in the house.” And
I dug ditches (?) for Karhah (in the road

«26. to] Israel. Ibuilt [AJroer,and I made the high-
way to Arnon.

€27, 1 built Beth-Bamoth, for it was ruined, and 1
built Bozrah, for 1t was deserted (?)

«98. And T set in Dibon garrisons (?); for all Dibon
was submissive. And I filled (%)

29, — in the cities which I added to the land. And
T built

30, —and the temple of Diblathaim, and the temple
of Baal-Meon, and I rased up there—

31, — the land. And there dwelt in Ioronaim—

¢392, Chemosh said to me, ‘Go fight against Ho-
ronaim.” And 1—

33, ~~Chemosh inmydays . . . .

w34 ¥ * * * * * *

PROFESSOR WRIGHT.

re }‘)1. I Mesha, son of Kemosh-gad, King of Moab,
t -

““2. bonite—my father reigned over Moab thirty
years, and I reign-

‘3. od after my father. And I made this high place
for Kemosh in Korchoh, a high-place of de-

‘4, liverance, because he delivered me from all
enemies and let me look [with pleasure] upon [the
destruction of} all my haters. There arose Om-

““5. ri, King of Israel, and he oppressed Moab many
days, because Kemosh was angry with his

““@, land. And his son [v.e. Ahab] succeeded him,
and he too said ‘I will oppress Moab.” In my days he
said this,

““7. but I looked upon [the ruin of] him and his
house, and Israel perished for cver. And Omri had
taken possession of the plain

“8. of Medeba, and dwelt in it; and they oppressed
BMoab, ke and his son, forty years; but looked

“9. upon him [z.e. Moab] Kemosh in my days. And
I built [7.e. restored or fortified] Baal-Meon, and con-
structed in it the moat (?); and I buclt
““10. Kiryathaim. Andthe men of Gad were dwelling
in the land of Ataroth from of old, and the King of Ls-

‘“11. rael had built for himself the city; and I fought
against the city, and took it, and slew all the wn-
habitants of

“12, the city [as] a [pleasing] sight to Kemosh and
Moab; and I carried off thence the . . . . of Yahuveh
and drag-
““13. ged it for them] beforo Kemosh at Kerioth.
And I made dwell in it [viz. Ataroth] the people of
Shiran and the people of . . . .

‘14, M—ch—rath (?). And Kemosh said to me, ‘Go,
take Ncbo from Israel; and I

15, went by night, and fought against it from the
dawning of the morning until midday, and I

*¢16. took it, and slew tho whole [population] of it,
seven thousand . . . . . . . . ... ..

B ' for to Ashtor-Kemosh 7 iad
devoted ¢ ; and I took away thence the

‘18. wessels of Yahveh, and dragged them before
Kemosh. And the King of Israel [t.e. Ahaziah] built

““19. Yahaz, and abode in it whilst he was fighting
against me; but Kemosh drove him out before me
[faterally before my face];

€“20. and I took of Moab two hundred men, all his
headmon (?), and I led them up (?) to Yahaz, and
took it,

‘“21. in additien to Dibon. I built Korchah, the wall
of the woods and the wall of

€22, the mound; and I built its gates, and I built
its towers ; and

€23, I built the palace; and I made the reservoirs
for rain water (?) in the madst of

‘“24. the city. Aund there was not a cistern in the
midst of the city, in Korchoh ; and I said to the whole
people ‘ make for

€425, yourselves each a cistern in his house.” And

i I cut the moat for Korchoh with the [labour of} the

captrves
““26. of Israel. T built Aroer; and I mado the road
over tho Arnon
¢¢27. 1 [re]built Beth-Bamoth, for it had been pulled
down. I built Bezer, for

€28. . . . . men of Dibon, fifty [in number], for all
Dibon was submisgion [submissive to me]. Andl

€29, L. in the cities (?), which I added to
the land. And I built

30, and Beth-Diblathaim, and Beth-
Baal-Meon ; and I took up (?) thitherthe . . . .

“8L ... ... the land. And Horonaim, there
dweltinit, B . . .., . ..

And Kemosh said to me, ¢ Go down,
fight against Horonaim.” And I

“3....... Kemoshinmydays. And .. ..

“34. .

.+« . year(?)

DR. GINSBURG.

o 1. I Mesha am son of Chemoshgad King of Moab,
°
2. Dibonite. My father reigned over Moab thirty
years, and I reign-
3. ed after my father. And I erected this Stone
to Chemosh at Korcha [a Stone of]

‘4. [saJlvation, for he saved me from all despoilers
and let me see my desire upon all my enemies.

5. Now Om[rli, King of Tsrael, he oppressed Moab
many days, for Chemosh was angry with his

6. I[alnd.: His son succeeded him, and he also said,
1 will oppress Moab. In my days he said, [Let us go}

““7. and I will see my desire on him and his houge,
and Israel said, T shall ‘destroy it for ever. Now Omri
took the land

“8. Medeba and [the enemy] oceupied it [in his days
and in] the days of his gon, forty years. And Chemosh
[had mercy]

‘9. onitin my days; and I built Baal Meon, and
made therein the ditch and I [built)

“10. Kirjathaim. For the men of Gad dwelled in the
land [AtarJoth from of old, and the X[ing of IJsrael
fortified

“11. Aftlaroth, and I assaulted the wall and captured
it, and killed all the wafrriors of]

“12. the wall, for the well-pleasing of Chemosh and
Moab ; and I removed from it all the spoil, and [of-

18, fered] it before Chemosh in Kirjath; and T
placed therein the men of Siran and the me[n of]

‘14, Mockrath. And Chemosh said to me, Go take
Nebo against Israel. f{And I]

15, went in the night, and I fought against it from
the break of dawn till noon, and I took

“16. it, and slew in all seven thousand [men, but
I did not kill) the wom-

“17. en [and malidens, for [I] devoted [them] to
Ashtar-Chemosh ; and I took from'it

€18, [the vc?scls of Johovah and offered them before
Chemosh. And the King of Israel fortiffied]

“19. Jahaz, and occupied it, when he made war
agzi]nst me; and Chemosh drove him out before [mo
an

¢20. I took from Moab two hundred men, all its poor,
and placed them in Jahaz, and took it,

“21. to annex it to Dibon. I built Korcha, the wall
of the forest, and the wall

22, of the city, and I built the gates thereof, and
I built the towers thereof, and I

“¢23. built the palace, and I made the prisons for the
crim[inal}s with{in the]

24, wall. And there wasno cistern in the wall in
Korcha, and I said to all the people, Make for your-
selves

25, every man a cistern in his house. And I dug
the ditch for Korcha with the [chosen] men of

“26. [1]erael. I built Aroer and I made the road
across the Arnon,

27, 1 built Beth-Bamoth, for it was destroyed; I
built Bezer, for it was cuft down]

“28. by the armed m{en] of Dibon, for all Dibon was
now loyal ; and X reign[ed}

‘29, from Bikran, which I added tomy land, and I
buiflt
“38. [Beth-Gamul], and Beth-Diblathaim, and Beth-
Baal-Meon, and I placed there the pfoor]

“31. [people of] the land. And as to Horonaim [the
me? of Edom) dwelt therein fon the descent from of
old].
¢“32. And Chemosh said to me, Go down, make war
against Horonaim, and ta[ke it. And I assaulted it],

#83.  [And I took it for] Chemosh [restored i}t in
my days. Wherefore I ma[de] . . .
34, year ., . , andl , . .,
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VOCABULARY.

Nore:—The Asterisk indieates that the word or form in question does not oceur in the Hebrew Scriptures. p. n. denotes proper names. All words in which
even one letter is missing have been excluded from the Vocabulary.

N 13, son, line 1. =aiy, Ais son, lines 6, 8.
W3, fo build, to vebuild, to vepair. nyp, I built, rebuilt, lines 21,
22 (twice), 23, 26, 27 (twice). |, and ke rebuilt, line 10,
frequently in the Bible. *w, and 7 built,line 9. This
imperfect first person, with Vav conversive, does not
occur in the Hebrew Scriptures.
i byy, name of place, Baal-Meon, line 9 ; Comp. Numb. xxxii.
38; 1 Chron. v. 8.
73 *name of place, Bezer, line 27.
Comp. Jer. xlviil. 24.
193, * p. n., Bikran, line 29 ; not in the Hebrew Scriptures.
8, cistern, line 22. =, and cistern. In Hebrew, i, plene.
rby n3 *p. n., Beth-Bamot#, line 27; notin the Hebrew Scriptures.
¥ Y%7 n3, p. n., Beth-Baal-Meon, line 30; Comp. Josh. xiii. 17.
10037 n3, p. n., Beth-Diblathaim, line 30; Comp. Jer. xlviii. 22.

%, at the beginning of a word, prefixed as a prosthetic aleph.
See mey, line g.

3y, father, 2w, my father,lines 2, 3; {requently in the Hebrew
Scriptures.

e, Lo wander about, to be lost; Hiph. ik, I shall destroy,
line 7. In the Hebrew Scriptures ; Jer. xlvi. 8, where,
however, it has paragogic He. .

Wk, annikilation, destruction,line 7; Comp. Numb. xxiv. 20, 24. In Hebrew it is my3;

mw, 2o setze, to take. Imperative, inx, fake, line 14; frequently
in Hebrew; *mmy, and £ took ker,lines 11,20. This Kal,
future, first person singular, with suffix, third person
feminine ; and Vawv conversive, does not occur in the

Hebrew Scriptures.

an%, preposition afZer, line 3, common in Hebrew.

nhx, thousand. Plural, jsh, line 16 ; frequently in Hebrew.

wow, to say; Kal, Preterite 2oy, %e said, line 6 ; frequently in
Hebrew. =y, and ke said,third person singular,imperfect
with Vav conversive, lines 6, 14 ; frequently in Hebrew.
wiy, and I said, first person singular, imperfect with Vaw,
conversive, line 24 ; frequently in Hebrew.

ix, negative, no, line 24 ; Hebrew px, always plene.

%, personal pronoun /, lines 1, 21, 26, 27, 29. %W, and 7,
lines 2, 22 (twice), 22-23, 23, 2§, 26, 28, 29 ; frcquently in
Hebrew, where, however, it has the termination 2.

my, 2o be angry. *naun, line 5, an uncertain form, which does not
occur in the Hebrew Scriptures, see Commentary, online 8.

v, the cardinal number four, plural jyyw forty, line 8;
frequently in Hebrew.

W, the river Arnon. w3, over the Arnen, line 26; Comp.
Numb. xxi. 13, 26, &c.

v, land, territory, lines 7-8.  p3, in the land, line 10. ymwa
the land, lines 29, 31 ; frequently in Hebrew.

oy, collective men, lines 13, 20, 25. vy, and the men, line 10.
gxa, the men, line 23 ; Comp. Job xxxviii. 26 ; Hos. xi. 4 ;
in Hebrew it is always #"x plene.

mor, * @ ditch, line 9 ; from mv, fo sink decp. In Hebrew this
form does not occur, though we have ape, a clef?, a depth,
a pit; Jer. it 6, xviil. 21.

<, relative pronoun, who, whick, line 29;frequently in Hebrew.

ny, sign of the accusative, lines 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11 (twice), 12, 13,
14, 29, 30. my, line 13, common in Hebrew.

n)
3, inseparable preposition, 72, lines 3, 4, 6, 7,9, 10, I1, 13, 20,
24, 25, 26, common in Hebrew.
'3, 77 me, line 19 ; frequently in Hebrew.
ns, n hium, lines 7, 9.
a3, in ker, lines 8, 9 (twice), 13, 15, 19, 31,
m3, kouse, construct n3, line 23; in Hebrew it is m3, plene.
sr3p i1 his house, plene, line 25.
defective, line 7.
mey, altar, pillar, mya, the pillar, line 3 ; in Hebrew it is =3,

nna, and in his house,

A
1, p- 0., Gad, line 10, frequently in Hebrew.
o3, conjunctive, also, line 6, the ordinary Hebrew expression.
v, o drive away, lo expel. * Sy, and he expelled him, line
19. This third person singular imperfect KaZ, with Vav
conversive and suffix third person masculine, does not
occur in the Hebrew Bible.

-

27, p. n., Dibon, lines 21, 28 (twice); Comp. Numb. xxxii. 34 ;
xxxiii. 45, &c. *xam, the Dibonite, line 1-2 ; not in the
Hebrew Scriptures.

I
n, the article, lines 1, 3, 4, 9, 12, 15, 21, 22, 23, 24 (twice), 25,
26, 29, 31.

X0, pronoun, Ze, line 6; including in itself the verb #o &, thus
making a complete proposition with the predicate, line 27 ;
Comp. Gen. xxv. 21, In Hebrew it is always plene.

g, 2o kill. * iy, and I killed, lines 11, 16. Though this
future does not occur in the Hebrew Bible with Vaw
conversive, yet without the Vaw it is to be found twice,
Comp. Amos il. 3; ix. 9.

o1y, lo tear fo pieces, lo destroy. *oy;, destroyed, line 27. This
participle passive does not occur in the Hebrew Scriptures.

1
conjunctive copulative, azd, lines 2, 4, 7 (twice), 10, 12, 13,
18, 22 (twice), 23, 24 (twice), 25, 26, 28, 29, 30 (twice), 3I.
Vav conwversive, prefixed to the future, and imparting to it
when preceded by a preterite the sense of the imperfect,
lines 3, 5, 6 (twice), 7 (twice), 8, g (twice), 10, 11 (thrice),
12,13, 14, 15, 17, 18, 19 (twice), 20 (twice), 30.

-
<

3

nxi, demonstrative pronoun, feminine, 2475, line 3 ; frequently
in Hebrew.

0
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wn, po n., Horonaim, pwm, and the Hovonaim, line 31. |

wng, against Hovonaim, line 32; Comp. Isa. xv. 5;
Jer. xlviii. 3, 5, 34.

A, lo change, to come after, o succeed. *:avbon, and ke suc-
ceeded him, line 6. This form of the word does not occur
in the Hebrew Scriptures, nor is #bn used in Hebrew to
denote succeeded, but it is so in Arabic.

von, to be brave. Participle, ygen, armed, line 28 ; four times
in Hebrew.

naf, @ wall, line 21 5 in Hebrew, agin.

o, fo consecrale, line 17.

mm, Fekovak, line 18 ; frequently in Hebrew.

ym, p- 0., Fahaz, line 19. ym3, against Fakaz, line 20; twice
in the Hebrew Scriptures. Comp. Isa. xv. 4; Jerem.
xlviil, 34.

3% fo go. Imperative, 1, go, line 14 ; frequently in Hebrew.
o, day. Plural, i, days, line 5. '3, in my days, lines 6, 9,
33 ; frequently in Hebrew.

ne, fo bring together, o add. ‘mv, I added, line 29 ; Comp.
Levit. xxvi. 18, 21.  * nsob, & add, line 21.  This infinitive
Kal does not occur in the Hebrew Scriptures.

W, @ forest. Plural, jun, the jforests, line 21, once in the
Hebrew Scriptures ; Comp. Ezek. 33 ; xxxix. 10

T, fo go. Imperative, 1, go, line 32 ; frequently in Hebrew.

vy, to Lake possession of, to conquer. * vy, and he took, line 7.
This imperfect Kal/, with ¥av conversive, does not occur
in Hebrew.

wy, fo dwell, to occupy, line 31. 3¢+, participle, line 103
frequently in Hebrew. 2¢, and ke occupied, lines 8, 19 ;
frequently in Hebrew. *zww, and [ placed, line 13. This
imperfect Hiphil, with Vav conversive, does not occur in
the Hebrew Scriptures.

yo:, Zo be free, Hiphil, o deliver. * wyyn, he saved me, line 4.
The Hiphil with suffix does not occur in Hebrew.

Swypr, Israel, lines s, 11, 14, 18, 26, Swvwn, and Israel, line 7.

o]

'3, conjunction, 2kat, because, lines 4, 5, 17, 27 (twice), 28 ;
and because, line 4 ; frequently in Hebrew.

b, all, lines 11, 20, 28. Y53, iz all, line 4. Sw, from all,
line 4. 5, fo all, line 24. by, allifs, line 16 ; all these
forms occur frequently in Hebrew.

¥ @ prison. Plural, owby.  Construct, “'xby, line 23 ; not in
the Hebrew Scriptures.
vrs, Chemosh,liness, 9, 13, 14,18, 19,32,33. ©osh, lo Chemosh,
lines 3, 12 ; frequently in Hebrew.
wgny, * Chemoshgad, line 1 ; not in Hebrew.
m3, lo dig. w3, I dug, line 25; Comp. Gen. L. 5.

b

, preposition prefixed, lines 3, 12 (twice), 13, 17, 18, 24, 25 ;
frequently in Hebrew.
%, o Aim, line 10; frequently in Hebrew.
v, 40 me, lines 14, 32 ; frequently in Hebrew.
b, 20 you, line 24—25 ; frequently in Hebrew.
o, to fight, Hiphtael * abnebra, infinitive, line 19; not in
Hebrew. *oneba, imperative, line 32; not in Hebrew.

NS

in Hebrew.

MY, night. no3, in the night, line 15. In Hebrew, where this
expression occurs very frequently, it is always with Yod
plene between the two Lameds.

nd, fo take. npw, and I took, lines 17, 20; frequently in

Hebrew.
n
b, preposition prefixed, lines 4, 12, 15, 17, 20; frequently in
Hebrew.

b, p. n., Moab, lines 1, 2,5, 6. i, and to Moab, line 12.
o, from Moab, line 20 ; frequently in Hebrew.
nxp, @ kundred, dual jnwn, fwo hundred, line 20 ; frequently in
Hebrew.
b, @ tower.  *apdum her towers, line 22 ; notin Hebrew, with
suffix third person feminine.
a1, p. 0., Medeba, line 8 ; in the Hebrew Scriptures, x3775 ;
Numb. xxi. 30; Isa. xv, 2.
mn», meaning uncertain ; see Commentary on line 14.
o @ ditch. Y npypen, the dilch, line 25; not in Hebrew
Scriptures.
39, fo reign, line 2 ; frequently in Hebrew. *n3%n, 7 reigned,
lines 2-3 ; not in Hebrew.
o0, king,lines 1, 5, 23. b, and the king, line 18 ; frequently
in Hebrew. -
nbon, 7oad. * nbown the road, line 26 ; in the Hebrew Scriptures
it is abpnn, Comp. 2 Sam. xx. 12, 13 ; Isa. Ixii. 10.
ryndn, *obedience, concrete, subject, line 28 ; not in Hebrew,
except with suffix.
yen, p. n., Meskha, line 1 ; Comp. 2 Kings iii. 4. 1 Chron. ii.42,
where however it is plene,

LY
-

a3 p. n, Nebo, line 14 : Comp. Numb. xxxii. 3, 38 ; xxxiil.
47 ; 1 Chron. v. 8.

87y, Lo carry, lo lead, to place. *wow, and I placed, line 30 ;
the form occurs frequently in Hebrew, but not in this
sense. * sxyy, line 20; not in the Bible.

D
any, fo cast down, to place, to offer. % anpwy and I offered, line
18 ; not in Hebrew, either in this sense or in this form.

bY
1y, preposition wnfo, £/l line 15 ; frequently in Hebrew.
nivy, p. 0, Ataroth, line 11; Comp. Numb. xxxii. 3, 34.
by, preposition uwpon, over, against, lines 2, 14, 21,29 ; fre-
quently in Hebrew.
oby, everlasting, time of old, line 7. obim, from time of old,
line 10; frequently in Hebrew.
oy, people. oyy, the people, line 24 ; frequently in Hebrew.
my, p. n., Omrs, line 7 ; Comp. 1 Kings xvi. 16.
Y, lo afflict, to oppress. *uyn, and ke oppressed, line 5. "y,
I skall oppress, line 6 ; not in the Hebrew Scriptures.
bev, Aill. Ssvn, the Rill. line 22 ; Comp. 2 Kings v. 24.
W, p. ., Aroer, line 26; Comp. Deut. ii. 36; iil. 12; iv. 48, &-c.
ney, to do, o make. -°nwy, I made, lines 23, 26. Imperative,
wy, make ye, line 24. byw, and I made, lines 3, 9. All
these forms are in the Hebrew Bible,
vom wwy, *p. 0., Ashter-Chemosk, line 17; not in the Hebrew
Bible.

2]
a8, front. b, before, lines 13, 18 : frequently in Hebrew.

3
s, lght, dual, oy, noon, line 15; Comp. Isa. xvi, 3;
Jer. xx. 16; Ps, xci. 6.
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-
14
W, wall. spn, the wall, lines 12, 24.  =ps, in the wall, line 11;
frequently in the Hebrew Bible.
MW, the inner part ; preposition, 33, i the midst of, line 24;
Comp. Gen. xlv. 6.
T, *p. n., Korcha, line 21. *mw3, in Korcka, lines 3, 24.
* amwh, to Korcha, line 25 ; not in the Hebrew Scripture.
™, P, Kirjath. * npa, in Kirjath, line 13 ; not in Hebrew
in this contracted form. .
i, po 0., Kirjathaim, line 10; Comp. Numb. xxxii. 37;
Josh. xiii. 1q.
“
m8Y, losee. ww, and I shall see, line 7 ; frequently in Hebrew.
Yo, he let me see, line 4. This Preterite Hiphil, with
the suffix first person, does not occur in Hebrew.
7, many. Plural, 33, line 5 ; frequently in Hebrew.
ny, * well pleasing, line 12 ; not in Hebrew.
¥ break.  *gpw, from the break of, line 15 ; not in the
Hebrew Bible.
v, poor. *nen, ifs poor, line 20. Though this participle is
frequently used in the Hebrew Scriptures, yet it never
occurs with any prononominal suffix.

I rd

hiy
R, fo take away, to remove. *ayw, and 1 removed, line 12;
not in Hebrew.

nyawi, cardinal number, sever, line 16.

nnY, morwing. *mwwn, the dawn, line 15. This form does
not occur in the Hebrew Scriptures.

3%, despoiler. Plural, *13hwa, 2he despoilers, tne 4. ‘This
word does not occur in this sense in the Hebrew Bible,
nor is the plural to be found. )

vby, cardinal number ¢hree. Plural, 1%, thirty, line 2 ; fre-
quently in Hebrew.

oy, there, line 30. oyn, from there, lines 12, 17; frequently
in the Hebrew Scriptures.

ww, enemy. Plural with suffix, first person, 'xp, my enemics,
line 4 ; Comp. Ps. xli. 8.

"Wy, @ gate. Plural with suffix, third person, a~wv, #¢s gates,
line 22 ; in Hebrew twice. Comp. Lament. i. 4., ii. 9.

i® *p. n, Siran, line 13; not in the Hebrew Scriptures.
Perhaps the Hebrew g SZarosn, comp. Commentary on
line 13.

ng, * year, lines 2, 8, 34 ; not in the Hebrew Bible.



