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Abstract

This dissertation examines the mortuary practices of the Iron I through Iron III /
Persian period Levantine Phoenicians to document and analyze material expressions of social
identity. Previous scholarship on Iron I-II Phoenicians has emphasized their city-based
political allegiances on the one hand, and relatively uniform material culture on the other. But
political or cultural affiliation with a particular city does not seem to be consistently signaled
in the mortuary record of the central coastal Levant in these early periods.

The history of the Phoenicians, or inhabitants of the Iron Age central coastal Levant,
has long been told from the perspective of their neighbors - via the texts of the Hebrew Bible,
Greek and Roman authors, and inscriptions from Western Phoenician and Punic “colonies.”
This has been the case in part because the most significant Phoenician cities (e.g. Byblos,
Beirut, Sidon, Tyre) have been continually inhabited since the Iron Age (or earlier), and
extensive excavation in these urban centers is not fully possible. However, a significant
number of Iron Age burials found outside settlement boundaries - in the form of isolated
tombs, clusters of graves, and extensive cemeteries - have been explored or excavated since
the 1850s throughout coastal southern Syria, Lebanon, and northern Israel. This project
catalogs the more than 1400 burials known from the Phoenician “homeland” to date, offering a
substantive contribution to a social history of the Levantine Phoenicians in the earliest periods
of their cultural distinctiveness.

The study begins with a reassessment of all inscriptions relating to Phoenician
mortuary practice thought to date to the Iron I-11 (Chapter II) and Persian - Hellenistic
(Chapter I1I) periods. The literary sources for Phoenician mortuary practice are then analyzed,
first addressing the Biblical texts (Chapter V), and then classical sources (Chapter V). This
newly evaluated textual corpus is finally supplemented with a discussion of the burial database
and mortuary landscapes of the Iron I through Iron III / Persian period central coastal Levant
(Chapter VI). All of this material is incorporated into a discussion of the treatment of the dead
as a stage for Phoenician meaning-making in the Iron I through Persian periods, and a
reassessment of Phoenician social identity fluctuating across this era, spanning multiple shifts
in political power (Chapter VII).

An examination of the Phoenician mortuary record indicates no sharp regional
distinctions in material culture reflective of an expected city-based model of Phoenician
identity. Instead, a significant degree of variation is evident in individual cemeteries,
indicating that Iron I-1I period Phoenicians wished to “signal” not political allegiance or ethnic
identity, but other aspects of their social identities in death. Contrasting the burial data from
these early centuries with the innovative mortuary practices which arose in the better-
documented Iron III / Persian period illustrates how the Achaemenid Persian imperial
presence in the region seems to have significantly altered these early Phoenician concepts of
social status and affiliation.
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Chapter .

Introduction and Literature Review

A. Goals of the Present Study

This study will provide an examination and analysis of the Iron Age I-1II (ca. 1200 - ca.
300 BCE) evidence for Levantine Phoenician mortuary practice - textual and archaeological -
known to date. A better grasp of the beliefs, practices, and social identities expressed in the
mortuary record will be used to lay the foundations for a new social history of Phoenicia in the
Iron I-1II periods, exploring the varieties of Phoenician treatments of their dead as a unique
perspective on the world of the living. As part of this source inventory, I have constructed a
database of all known burials (along with a catalog of all burial sites) from the Phoenician
“homeland” (coastal areas located in what is today southern Syria, Lebanon, and northern
Israel)! dating to this period.? Although Phoenician burials have been known, explored, and
documented since the 1850s, a complete corpus of these burials has not until now been
attempted, nor has any consistent set of variables been used to organize previously published

burials.

! refer to the “Phoenician homeland” interchangeably with the “central coastal Levant;” both terms are

intended to refer to Phoenician-inhabited or -associated territories in the modern territories of southern coastal
Syria, Lebanon, and northern coastal Israel. While the term “Levant” can be used generally to refer to the entire
Mediterranean littoral from Egypt to Anatolia, I use it in this study in a much more circumscribed manner to refer
to that region in which Northwest Semitic dialects characterized the primary linguistic communities during the
Iron Age (i.e. southeastern Anatolia and northern Syria southward to southern Israel).

* The catalog of Phoenician burial sites was mapped using ArcGIS to examine regional distribution; the database of
individual burials was built and queried in FileMaker Pro to allow maximum flexibility with this corpus (see
chapter VI).



This project is also unique in attempting to identify and isolate Iron I-III Levantine
Phoenician burial evidence both chronologically (separating it from Hellenistic evidence) and
geographically (analyzing it distinct from Carthaginian or other Mediterranean Phoenician or
Punic practices). The chronological parameters of this study are outlined broadly in
archaeological parlance (i.e. Iron Age I-11I), to allow comparison between the collected burial
data and other archaeological evidence. This practice can constrain the analysis at times (as in
the case of discussion of inscribed stelae from a cemetery in continuous use over the course of
the Iron II - I1I periods), requiring a division of the inscriptional corpus in ways that may seem
arbitrary or awkward. The use of these archaeologically-centered terms is intended to (a)
allow quick comparison and integration between inscriptional, literary textual, and
archaeological evidence; (b) provide parameters for situating the Phoenician mortuary
practices these texts and burials witness within the larger historical context of the region; and
(c) reflect some meaningful changes in social and political changes in the region under
consideration. The Iron Age I period (ca. 1200 - ca. 1000 BCE)’ marks the beginning of our
application of the (admittedly anachronistic) term “Phoenician” to the materially distinct
culture of the people of the central coastal Levant (see also below, on the origins of the
Phoenicians, for the difficulty of greater precision on this issue). In the Levant, the Iron Age I
period is marked by New Kingdom Egyptian political involvement and cultural exchange. The
onset of the Iron II period (ca. 1000 - ca. 500 BCE) coincides with our earliest information about

Phoenician political structures, and the appearance of extensive texts in the Phoenician

* My dates for the Iron I period are meant to correlate with (but cannot be exact as) the dates obtained by Gilboa
and Stern (2003). In their monumental study, they cross-dated the ceramic repertoires in the principal
stratigraphic sequences for the Late Bronze - Iron Age transitions at Tell Dor, Tell Mevorakh, ‘En Hagit, Tell Abu
Hawam, Tell Keisan, Tyre, Sarepta (11/Y), and Megiddo. Throughout I have used rounded designations for the Iron
1 (1200-1000 BCE), Iron 1T (1000-500 BCE), Iron IIT (500-300 BCE) and other periods. This is intended to flag my own
designations as necessarily imprecise; identifications of the inscriptional and archaeological evidenced used in
this study have been based on excavator’s designations, as opposed to a reanalysis of ceramic finds.



language. It is perhaps no coincidence that this happened during the age of Assyrian
expansion into the Levant; the formation of secondary states at the edges of empires is well
documented and studied. The Iron III period (ca. 500 - ca. 300 BCE)* is marked by Achaemenid
Persian rule in the Levant, and ensuing economic prosperity for some Phoenician city-states.
Finally, the first centuries of the Hellenistic and Roman periods (ca. 300 BCE - ca. 300 CE)
represent on the one hand an explosion in textual material relating to the Phoenicians, and on
the other hand the eventual loss of Phoenician cultural distinctiveness as such in the central
coastal Levant. Phoenician-ness is especially in flux during these later periods, as it is re-
negotiated and transformed through increasing international engagement.

There is a significant gulf between the number, length, and pertinence of extant textual
sources for Phoenician mortuary practice dating to the earlier periods considered by this study
(Iron I-11) and the later Achaemenid (Iron III) period. Classical or Hellenistic sources represent
an even larger corpus. This study began as an attempt to isolate information for mortuary
practices in the earliest periods of Phoenician cultural distinctiveness (therefore assessing
later sources in terms of what they might tell us about these earliest periods of Phoenician
cultural distinctiveness). But it is difficult to talk about Phoenician identity or social norms in
the Iron 11, for example, without referencing the larger and more nuanced corpus of textual,
iconographical, and archaeological material available from the Persian period. On the other
hand, it is difficult to examine the variety of Persian period Phoenician evidence without
noting the large-scale and wide-ranging shift in mortuary practices that seems to have

occurred during the Iron II-11I transition. This tension between continuity and change will be

* Phoenicia came under Achaemenid Persian control sometime between Cyrus the Great’s conquest of Sippar and
Babylon in 539 BCE, and the conquest of Egypt by Cambyses in 525 BCE (see for example Markoe 2000, 49).



present at each stage of this study; the chronological parameters I offer to structure this work
will no doubt shape its results in many ways.

Geographically speaking, I have for brevity’s sake adopted the term Phoenician
“homeland,” defined as the territories of the central coastal Levant (i.e. modern southern
Syria, Lebanon, and northern Israel). The homeland is designated as distinct from the
Phoenician “diaspora”: sites outside the homeland territory that show clear ties to the
Phoenician homeland through their use of Levantine ceramic styles, forms, and technologies,
building techniques, and written language; as well as their distinctiveness from nearby
regional ceramic styles, language, or other cultural features (as well as references in non-
Phoenician sources to Phoenician settlements). Textual and archaeological evidence will
further be organized and presented in regional terms, either within the Levantine territories
of the Phoenician homeland or those further afield. The designation of the Phoenician
homeland is not intended to imply that material culture, political structures, ritual practices,
or other meaning-making traditions were homogenous within its boundaries; in fact, quite the
opposite. Isolating the Levantine Phoenician evidence is intended to allow closer examination
of variation in mortuary practice within this territory.

The database of burials will therefore be limited to those located in coastal Levantine
sites identified by their excavators as distinctly “Phoenician” in their material culture (usually
based on ceramic repertoire®), and dating to the Iron Age I-11I periods. The mortuary analysis
undertaken in this study will therefore allow diachronic observations regarding societal,
political, or religious changes introduced or affected by interaction and engagement with

other cultures (especially Assyrian / Babylonian imperial pressure), and changes in

® Namely, the presence of Phoenician or Cypro-Phoenician bichrome pottery styles (see below), or the
“mushroom-lipped jug” that has been called the Phoenician “calling card,” identifiable from sites from the Levant
to Morocco (see Fletcher 2006).



expressions of social status arising from the changing political structures introduced under
Achaemenid Persian rule. The varieties of Phoenician mortuary practice evince complicated,
changing, and subtle expressions of many kinds of social identity - beyond either an
homogenous “Phoenician” cultural identity or a simple city-based political identity.

I first offer a reassessment of all Phoenician (and other relevant Semitic) inscriptions
which represent Phoenician mortuary practice in their inscriptional content, iconographical
resonance, or archaeological context. I begin with those inscriptions which date to the Iron
Age I-11 periods (Chapter II), and then explore inscriptions created in the Persian - Hellenistic
(Chapter I1I) periods. The subsequent two chapters assess literary texts which bear on issues
in Phoenician mortuary practice, namely Biblical texts from Israel and Judah (Chapter V), and
classical or Greco-Roman writings (Chapter V). This freshly evaluated textual corpus is then
enriched with a discussion of the newly constructed database of over 1300 Phoenician burials,
and a site-by-site investigation of the mortuary landscape of the Iron Age I-III periods in the
central coastal Levant (Chapter VI). All of this material is then incorporated into a discussion
of the treatment of the dead as a stage for Phoenician meaning-making in the Iron I-III periods,

and a reassessment of Phoenician social identity in these periods (Chapter VII).

B. Histories of Phoenicia since 1988

The historical study of Phoenician civilization has made breathtaking progress in the last
quarter century. A number of factors have contributed to this growth - the explosion of
archaeological projects around the Mediterranean basin, improvements in both technology
and funding for ceramic ware study, advancements in maritime archaeology, the stabilization
of Lebanon’s political climate after its fifteen year civil war, enthusiastic collaboration between

international academic institutions, and even the influence of changes in other, related



academic fields (for example, the reexamination of neighboring Iron Age Levantine cultures
like Israel/Judah,® Ammon,” Moab,® Edom,” Aram," and Sam’al' in light of new chronological
considerations). The expanding field of Empire Studies (and Achaemenid Studies in particular)
has contributed to new thinking on Phoenician topics, as has an increasingly nuanced
exploration of materiality and visual culture within and under the influence of empire
building."

The last quarter-century of Phoenician scholarship can be framed by the appearance of
the monumental work® edited by Sabatino Moscati, 7 Fenici, released in Italian and English
translation (as The Phoenicians) in 1988. This volume contained both a catalogue of the 1988
Palazzo Grassi exhibit in Venice (including nine hundred sixty-six objects gathered from more
than twenty-five Mediterranean museums,' all photographed and described) and a collection
of forty-seven articles on Phoenician culture, history, sites and settlements, as well as eighteen
articles devoted to different types of artifacts. Moscati’s compilation not only provided a
comprehensive overview of Phoenician studies to this point, it also served as a kind of de facto
source book - with archaeological drawings and photographs, as well as color renderings of
many Phoenician inscriptions, most previously unavailable. In the first of the volume’s

articles, “A Civilization Rediscovered,” Moscati assesses the field as it stood in the late 1980s,

¢ Liverani 2005; Finkelstein & Silberman 2006; Miller & Hayes 2006; Grabbe 2007; Finkelstein, Mazar, & Schmidt
2007; etc.

7 Tyson 2011.

® Routledge 2004

° Finkelstein 1992; Bienkowski 1992; Crowell 2004.

' Lipifiski 2000; Hafhorsson 2006.

' Most relevantly, Younger 2009; Struble and Herrmann 2009.

"2 For example, Root 1979; Dusinberre 2003; Feldman 20006. Jigoulov 2010 offers a good example of the growing
trend to treat the Persian Period as a serious phenomenon in its own right (in this case, with respect to
Phoenicia), rather than to gloss it as an afterthought.

B Called “stupendous” by Joffe 2003, 42.

' As pointed out by Segert (1991, 812-813), only one museum from Lebanon (The Archaeology Museum of the
American University of Beirut) and none from Libya was represented, due to the political situation at the time. In
particular, the Lebanese National Museum’s placement on the Green Line in Beirut precluded any access to its
collections.



writing that “...it is not difficult to understand how, until about 25 years ago, the very
existence of Phoenician studies constituted a subject for debate.”*® This watershed edited
volume represented one of the first attempts at a synthetic history of Phoenicia that
incorporated archaeology and text, Mediterranean sites and Levantine “homeland.” Moscati
went on to assert that:

At last, a number of questions are being answered. How can we define

Phoenician civilization? What are the essential features of its history? How,

why and when did the Phoenician colonization of the Mediterranean begin?

How can we successfully integrate our former and present knowledge of their
culture, religion and art? *°

The questions Moscati’s volume set out to answer are still in large part the questions being
pursued by scholars of the Phoenician world; and the troubles of the field implied by Moscati’s
first chapter - the widely disparate training of those who study Phoenicians in various ways
and places, the specialization of the different sub-literatures, and the paucity of hard data
coupled with the looseness of interpretation - are criticisms still being leveled today (though
at different scales, to be sure). For both the overwhelming value of its contribution, and the
continued viability of the debates it chronicled, Moscati’s 1988 work remains a defining
moment in the historiography of Phoenician studies (a fact reaffirmed by its re-release in
paperback in 2001, although without the exhibition catalog and introduction).

I count no fewer than thirty-five published works (articles, edited volumes, and

monographs)” published since 1988 offering a synthetic or comprehensive history of the

> Moscati 1989, 11. Further: “On one side, the specialists in epigraphy dealt with inscriptions with an eye to the
language, literature and history of the Semitic peoples, showing no interest or competence in archaeology; on the
other side, archaeologists excavating in the Punic world were more interested in classical evidence, for that was
all they were competent in. Those who knew about language knew nothing about archaeology; those who knew
about archaeology knew nothing of language” (Moscati 1989, 11).

® Moscati 1989, 16.

Y From oldest to newest, the histories of Phoenicia produced since 1988, and known to me, include: Moscati 1988;
Wagner 1989; Moscati 1989; Gras, Rouillard, and Teixidor 1989; Grainger 1991; Peckham 1992; Lipiriski, Baurain,
Bonnet, Debergh, Gubel, and Krings 1992; Amadasi Guzzo 1992; Baurain and Bonnet 1992; Briquel-Chatonnet 1993;
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Phoenicians. Composed in French, English, Italian, German, and Spanish, they reflect the
swelling volume of archaeological data, new developments in ceramic typology and other
chronological markers, and the changing tides of scholarly emphasis and interest. These
histories include several that focus on Western colonies and sites,* or on the later periods of
Phoenician history,” as well as a number of research guides or dictionaries.® All of this
inspired Joffe to write, in 2003, that “the Phoenician heartland is beginning to stand on its own
again.””!

This proliferation of data and historical narratives has further underlined several
points of contention or divergence among scholars of Phoenicia. Since the present study aims
to contribute to a refinement of our understanding of expressions of cultural identity in the

central coastal Levant (and therefore to a reevaluation of markers of “Phoenician-ness”), a

brief exploration of these controversial issues in the field is in order.

C. Points of Divergence in Phoenician Scholarship

In the sections that follow, I will identify and summarize some of the most notable
points of divergence in the above-mentioned histories and their sources in the 1970s and
1980s. The purpose of this section is to illustrate some of the topics in which scholarly
disagreement might be located in the historical narrative as it is currently understood and

where this dissertation hopes to contribute. By identifying these divergent points - where

Ward 1994; Krings 1995; Lipifiski 1995; Ward 1997a; Pietschmann 1997; Markoe 1997; Herm and Colombo 1997;
Fantar 1997; Acquario 1999; Niemeyer 2000; Markoe 2000; Krahmalkov 2000; Wagners 2001; Aubet 2001; Lipiriski
2004; Doumet-Serhal, Rabaste, and Resek 2004; Briquel-Chatonnet and Gubel 2004; Bonnet 2004; Fontan 2007;
Witte and Diehl 2008; Sommer 2008; Sagona 2008; Doumet-Serhal 2009; Acquario and de Vita 2010; Woolmer 2011;
Schmitz 2012; Elayi 2013; Peckham 2013. My sincere gratitude to Schmitz for his assistance in compiling this list.
Any omissions or errors are my own.

'8 Fantar 1997, Aubet 2001, Sagona 2008, and Schmitz 2012.

YGrainger 1991 and Jigoulov 2010.

“ Lipiniski et al. 1992, Amadasi-Guzzo 1992, Krings 1995.

1 Joffe 2003, 42; in his review of Markoe 2000.



interpretations of the source materials may vary extensively - the gaps in our current
understanding of Phoenician history can be better isolated and further investigated. In even
the most recent histories, significant differences arise based on which types of available
textual and material evidence is privileged or how disparate data points are connected and

interpreted as part of a narrative framework.

1. Boundaries of the Phoenician “Homeland”

The geographical limits of the Phoenician Homeland are, in general outline, agreed
upon not only within available Iron II period ancient sources” but also in modern histories of
Phoenicia. A coastal strip ranging from modern-day northern Israel, north through Lebanon
and into southern Syria (approximately 200 miles in length) is broadly understood to be the
territory in which the Iron I-1II Phoenician cities first arose or distinguished themselves
culturally. The Lebanon mountain range is thought to have been a fairly stable eastern border,

as a formidable physical obstacle” to cultural and political expansion.

2 Note especially references made to “Tyre, Byblos, and Aradus” by Assyrian and Babylonian kings, “possibly a
cliché meaning all of Phoenicia” (Ward 1994b, 188).

 The Lebanon mountain range averages over 2200 m in height along its 170 km extent, running parallel to the
Mediterranean coast along the extent of the modern boundaries of Lebanon.
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Figure I.1: A Typical Map of the Phoenician Homeland
(http://fanack.com/countries/lebanon/history/phoenicians-or-canaanites/)

But at a smaller scale, discrepancies arise as to the limits of the sphere of Phoenician
cultural influence. As with all boundaries, the lines we draw between “Phoenician” and “non-
Phoenician” material culture on the periphery of this area on a site-by-site basis will
necessarily be relatively unreliable, determined by a kind of implicit or explicit trait list
(detailing specific ceramic forms and types, styles of building construction, the presence or
absence of imports and luxury goods, and so on) which may reflect modern conceptions of
“significance” more than past concepts of social or political identities. With this in mind, a
brief survey of the geographical boundaries drawn around the “Phoenician Homeland” by
some of the more recent Phoenician histories offers a useful indication of the variation
involved:

-“Syrian littoral north of Palestine,”*

-“Phoenicia lies along a narrow coastal strip for roughly two hundred miles, from the
island of Aradus (modern Arwad) in the north to Tyre in the south. The Lebanon
mountain range to the east has throughout history created a political and cultural
barrier between the coast and inland Syria.””

# peckham 1992, 349.
» Ward 1994b, 183.
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-“coastal region of the eastern Mediterranean, where the land faces west between the
outlet of the Orontes River in the north and Mount Carmel in the south. ...encompassed
between the sea and the Ansariya, Lebanon, and Galilee ranges....”*

-“the narrow strip of land between the Lebanon mountains and the Mediterranean coast
from southern Syria to northern Palestine.””

-“the coastal region of southern Syria-Lebanon-Israel. Extending roughly from the city of
Arwad (Aradus) in the north to Ascalon in the south....””

-“According to the ancient classical authors, they occupied the entire Levantine coast
between the Suez and the Gulf of Alexandretta. In actuality, however, their heartland
was considerably smaller, consisting of a narrow coastal strip between the Lebanon
Mountains and the Mediterranean Sea stretching from northern Palestine to southern
Syria - a slightly extended version of modern Lebanon.””

-“The territory of Phoenicia lies between the mountains of Lebanon to the east and the
Mediterranean Sea to the west with a surface area that varied between 7 to 30 miles
wide. The northern boundary was the isle of Arvad, ancient Aradus, with the southern
frontier in northern Palestine at Akko (Acre) and the promontory of Mount Carmel.”

Most of these histories place the northern boundary at or just north of the island of Arad, off
the coast of southern Syria; while the southern limits of Phoenician territory vary widely -
from Tyre (in southern Lebanon) to Akko/Acre and Mount Carmel (in northern Israel, near
Haifa) and even further south to Ashkelon (in southern Israel, near the northern boundary of
the Gaza Strip). This variation results both from how “Phoenician-ness” in the archaeological
record is determined, and from whether textual evidence, or archaeological evidence is
favored.

For the purposes of the present study, I will accept the identification of homeland sites
(and burials) as “Phoenician” when the dominant ceramic traditions, building techniques, and
other aspects of material culture at the site have been determined by the excavators to be

“Phoenician” in nature. Because the scope of this study precludes any reanalysis of the

* Lipifiski 1995b, 1321.

¥ Ward 1997a, 313.

% Krahmalkov 2000, 1053.
» Markoe 2000, 10-11.

* Doumet-Serhal 2009, 517.

11



ceramics affiliated with individual burials, this is a necessary (although at times frustrating)

limitation of the current analysis.

2. Phoenician “Ethnicity” and the Origins of the Phoenicians
“Usually it is difficult enough just trying to figure out what people ate and how long they lived,
much less who they thought they were and why.”!

The history of definition and discussion surrounding the term “ethnicity” is
notoriously dense. For my present purposes I utilize a synthetic definition derived from Barth
(1969) and the survey of ethnographic studies put forth in Finkelstein (1997): Ethnicity is
created through both self-ascription and ascription by others, and is marked by cultural
characteristics (chief among them are language, script, ritual behavior, physical features,
dietary choices, and aspects of material culture, including architectural forms, clothing style,
mortuary practices, and style of artifacts made for both every day and special occasions).

Phoenician ethnicity has long been determined by outsiders. The earliest appearance
of a term akin to “Phoenicians” (Greek ®otvikn: Phoiniké) occurs in Homer’s Odyssey,” and it
is perhaps telling that the Greek term, despite its anachronistic associations, is still employed
today. In 1983, Rollig criticized the “rather imprecise concept of the Phoenicians” employed
by most scholars, but argued that “this need not surprise us unduly since the nation itself

never developed an idea of ‘Phoenician’ as a national concept.”” Most of our inscriptional

3! Joffe 2001, 212.

32 All dates associated with Homer are highly controversial - the composition of the //iadand Odysseyis estimated
by various scholars anywhere from the 8" - 6™ centuries BCE, although the text was not stabilized until the 2™
century BCE (in Alexandria). Because the term was also used by Herodotus (ca. 484 BCE - ca. 425 BCE) in his
Histories, it is safe to say this nomenclature was in common use by the 5% century, although the semantic range
of the term seems imprecise.

*Rollig 1983, 79; that is, “In contexts where we might expect such an ethnonym to occur we find only the term
‘Canaanite’ used.” Moscati went even further, arguing that “there is no such thing as a clear-cut, broadly
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evidence indicates that the populations others referred to as “Phoenicians” self-identified in
terms of city-based affiliations or family ties during the Iron II-III periods; the tendency in
presentations of Phoenician history from the past twenty-five years has been to emphasize
these city-based allegiances, or to describe them politically in terms of a working
confederacy.” These kinds of descriptions further underscore the tentative nature of any
strict boundary-drawing in determining the limits of the “Phoenician homeland,” while still
emphasizing a specific territory as the point of origin for Phoenician trade and cultural
influence.

The Iron I period is generally thought to mark the emergence of the Phoenicians as a
politically, religiously, and perhaps even ethnically distinct entity on the Levantine coast.
That said, it may be a more accurate characterization of many scholars™ historiographical
view to say that it was at the end of the Late Bronze Age (ca. 1200 BCE™) that certain city states
or regional polities appeared thereafter to be differentiated from the relatively homogenous
Canaanite material culture of the Levant that preceded it. In other words, the early Iron I
period did not witness a sudden “appearance” of something others would come to call
Phoenicia or Phoenician city-states; instead the transition was one of a general disruption of

other sites and regional cultures in the Levant.

accepted definition of the Phoenicians as a people with an acknowledged territory of their own, a sufficiently
homogeneous language, and a common historical and cultural background” (Moscati 1989, 24).

* For example, Markoe’s (2000, 10-11) characterization: “Tyre, Sidon, Byblos, and Arwad were all fiercely
independent, rival cities who rarely worked in concert with one another, except under common threat.... Unlike
their Syrian or Palestinian neighbours, the Phoenicians were a confederation of traders rather than a country
defined by territorial boundaries. Their empire was less a stretch of land than a patchwork of widely scattered
merchant communities. Maritime trade, not territory, defined their sphere.”

»Cf., for example, Moscati (1989, 24) who characterizes the Late Bronze culture as “Syrian” or “Syro-Palestinian,”
of which Iron I “Phoenician” civilization was the direct successor.

% T use this date as an index rather than to indicate a specific event. As Dever explains: “The Bronze Age does not
end in a single, sudden cataclysm around 1200 B.C., as conventional portraits sometimes suggest, but rather in a
series of gradual, often subtle changes, over a century or more between ca. 1350 and 1250 B.C. The cumulative
effect of these changes was to bring the centuries-old Bronze Age city-states and the Canaanite culture and
civilization that they characterized to a virtual end in the Levant, to be replaced by new emergent peoples who
would soon be in rapid ascendency” (Dever 1992, 101).
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Phoenician pottery is often described as conservative or utilitarian in the earlier
centuries of the Iron Age. The Phoenician bichrome decorative scheme - a paradigmatic
marker of Phoenician material culture in the Iron I-II periods - appears on many vessel types.
Bichrome consists of broad red bands outlined by narrower black lines; sometimes these are
arranged in concentric circles, other times they encircle a globular vessel, or can be used in a
few geometric patterns or shapes. Most scholars have argued that the Phoenician bichrome
style must have a Late Bronze Age antecedent, although consensus says its beginning as a
distinct ceramic repertoire cannot be earlier than the second half of the 11* century BCE.”
Even more conservative ceramic analysts argue that although there may not be a precise Late
Bronze antecedent, the bichrome style may have been derived from Late Bronze decorative
tendencies or stylistic flourishes.® Anderson places the transition from Late Bronze ceramic
technology and forms to Iron Age forms in the mid-12" to mid-11"™ centuries BCE.* Gilboa and
Sharon, on the other hand, coined the term “Phoenician Monochrome” to refer to a subgroup
of the late Canaanite decorative traditions that they see as representing a kind of missing link
in the development of Phoenician bichrome.

What began as a kind of “negative” differentiation of Phoenicia from Canaan at the
close of the Late Bronze Age grew in distinctiveness as the area we now call Phoenicia began to
be viewed by ancient outsiders (e.g. Israelites/Judahites in the south, Assyrians and Aramaeans
to the east, and the various peoples of the Aegean and western Mediterranean world) as

culturally and economically distinct. The characterization of “Phoenician-ness” has today

%7 See for example Birmingham 1963, 36-40.

% See for example Anderson (1990, 36), who writes that the bichrome style “may have arisen from a tendency
toward the end of the Bronze Age to fill more solidly the interiors of monochrome patterns. A natural step would
be to enhance that effect with bichrome paint or multiple coloring.”

* Anderson 1990, 48.

*° Gilboa and Sharon 2003, 27.
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become associated with a number of co-occurring features of material culture,” the
appearance of one of the variations of Phoenician script and language, and a maritime-
oriented trading culture. But the lack of Phoenician literary, political, legal, or philosophical
texts (as were preserved from Mesopotamia and Israel/Judah) make a nuanced “emic” view of
Phoenician identity elusive. In other words, a cohesive assemblage of material culture or
pattern of behaviors which is identified in the archaeological record across a number of sites
does not necessarily indicate that the inhabitants of those sites saw themselves as a distinct

cultural or ethnic identity.

A more detailed look at the question of “when did the Phoenicians become
‘Phoenician’?” illustrates just how complicated interpretation of the material culture and
textual sources can be. Scholarly positions on this issue can be summarized in five major
hypotheses regarding the origin of the Phoenicians and the nature of the Late Bronze -Early
Iron Age transition in the central coastal Levant:

A) Social Stability / Ethnic Continuity [Moscati (1988), Heltzer (1988), Stieglitz
(1990b),"” Redford (1992), Yon (1992), Ward (1994), Markoe (2000), Doumet-Serhal
(2009)]: This model proposes that while other cities suffered destabilizing social
disintegration at the end of the Late Bronze Age, cities in what would become the
Phoenician homeland preserved their social structures and avoided this
outcome. Thus Phoenician culture is the result primarily of continuity of Late
Bronze Age cultural elements; it is distinctive precisely because it did not change
significantly, whereas other regional cultures showed swifter and more dramatic
cultural innovation vis-a-vis their Canaanite origins.”

“ particularly a ceramic repertoire including the bichrome ceramic decorative style (from the 11" century BCE
onward), the red-burnished slip style (from the 9"-6" centuries BCE), black-on-red style (with distinct Cypriot
and Phoenician homeland traditions), and certain ceramic forms, including the strainer-spouted jar, the
mushroom-lipped jug, and the trefoil-spouted pitcher or jug. This ceramic repertoire is found at Carthage until
the late 7" century BCE, when a distinct Punic tradition can be said to have developed.

* In particular, Stieglitz argues that the “Four Phoenician city-states, the ports of Arwad, Byblos, Sidon, and Tyre,
were all active between 1200-1000 B.C., heirs to a long maritime history in the Bronze Age” (Stieglitz 1990, 27).
 Moscati’s position is typical: “Paradoxical though it may seem, Phoenician civilization was the result of
continuation, and not of the innovation that took place around it. It is in these terms that we may assess the
complex phenomenon of the continuity and innovation from which the Phoenician nation emerged with total
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B) Swift Recuperation after Destruction. Phoenicians as a kind of Canaanite revival, with
Sea Peoples admixture [Katzenstein (1973), Salles (1980, writing about Byblos), Singer
(1988), Stieglitz (1990b), Dever (1992), Aubet (1993, although by 2001 she had changed
her position, see below), Stager (1995)]: Rather than arguing that Phoenician culture
arose from a lack of change following the collapse of the Late Bronze Age polities,
proponents of this model see Phoenician culture as resulting from a quick adaptation to
the newly emergent political and social conditions. In particular, Singer (1988) offered
the explanation that northern Sea Peoples may have been culturally “assimilated” into
the Phoenician populations (thus accounting for the fact that the Biblical texts preserve
no memory of Aegean “Sea Peoples” as such).

C) Phoenicians as competitors with the Sea Peoples [Stern (1990), Negbi (1992), Machinist
(2000), Markoe (2000), Aubet (2001)]: Stern (1990) first argued that north of Philistia,
only the Carmel coast and the ‘Akko Plain were invaded by the §&/and srdn groups of
Sea Peoples in the 12™ century BCE, although by the mid-11"™ century BCE the cities of
Dor, ‘Akko, and possibly others (like Akhziv, Tell Abu Hawam, and Tell Keisan) were (re-
?)conquered by a commercially-motivated expansion of southern Phoenicians (i.e. from
Tyre or Sidon).* This hypothesis was based in part on the fact that destruction levels at
these sites post-date the appearance of Phoenician bichrome ware.

D) Phoenicians as allies of the Sea Peoples [Bikai 1992]: Bikai (1992) offered this
modification of Stern’s (1990) position, which proposes that the Phoenicians may have
organized a kind of coalition with various groups of Sea Peoples, arising in the Late
Bronze Age and surviving the transition to the Iron I period. She writes:

Such a coalition provides a mechanism to explain how these various
people came to be ‘lands united’ (as Ramesses I1I calls them) and might
contain the beginnings of an historical framework to explain the obvious
cultural connections between Phoenicia and the west both earlier and
later. At the minimum, it gets us beyond viewing the Phoenicians of the
era as either victims or by-standers, interpretations that are now
inadequate.”

Much of the variation in these models is attributable to differences in interpretations of
destruction layers datable to the Iron I period (ca. 1200 —ca. 1000 BCE), that could be signs of
conflict with the Sea Peoples. The archaeological evidence for destruction or disruption of this

kind is particularly debated in the “core” of the Phoenician homeland - from Aradus / Arwad

autonomy, though the people clung to the city-state structure and continued to prefer it to actual unity” (Moscati
1989, 25). See also Stern (1990, 30); Redford (1992, 299); and Markoe (2000, 12).

*Stern 1990, 30; Stern 2000b, 201.

*Bikai 1992, 137.
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in the north to Tyre in the south. Although archaeologists agree that evidence for some
conflict is evident along the Phoenician coast,” interpretation varies as to whether this should
be construed as a devastating “trail of destruction,” or whether those disruptions seem more
likely to have been short-lived, or of low overall impact,* and not indicative of anything we
might meaningfully call a conquest.”

A more specific and subtle comparison of various scholars’ articulation of Phoenician

Origins may be made using the table, below:

Table 1.1: Theories of Phoenician Origin

Scholar - s
(Date) Theory of Phoenician Origin
G.Contenau | The beginnings of Phoenician history can be dated between 2600-2100 BCE (on the basis of
(1949) ceramics and the “influx of Semites” to the Levant)
WE. “The Canaanites... after a long eclipse and a fresh transfusion of blood they were to emerge as a
Albright : o
(1949) vital new people, the Phoenicians,” ca. 1100 BCE.
0. Fllzzf;)e)ldt The history of the Phoenicians began ca. 3000 BCE

D.Baramki | Canaanites, when mixed with the new populations of the Levant, could be called Phoenicians ca.
(1961b) 1100

D.(I;I:;f)e " | The history of the Phoenicians began in the 3™ millennium BCE
.| Since there is no Phoenician nation per se, it is useless to propose an origin for the Phoenicians,
S. Moscati . .
(1963) whose culture should rather be understood as the conglomerate of a certain homogeneity of

different city-states.”

* See for instance Gilboa (2005, 50): “In general, the end of the Late Bronze Age in the region investigated here
[the Southern Phoenician Coast] does indicate some signs of trauma, as in extensive regions of the eastern
Mediterranean.”

* Katzenstein (1973, 59): The “trail of destruction wrought by the Sea-Peoples can be traced along the entire
eastern Mediterranean coast, from Ugarit... through Arvad, Sidon, Tyre(?), Tell Abu Hawam....”

8 «..the Phoenician city-states in the Levant, i.e. the core region between Arwad and Tyre, seem to have been
spared from severe destruction found elsewhere” (Niemeyer 2002, 245); “...the disruptions (if any) that may have
occurred along the Phoenician coast appear to have had no lasting impact. The archaeological record, rather,
bespeaks a continuity of occupation on the mainland, although at a clearly reduced level of economic prosperity”
(Markoe 2000, 25).

¢ .neither Phoenicia nor any of its main centers—Tyre, Sidon, Byblos, or Arvad—was ever conquered by the Sea
Peoples” (Stern 1990, 30).

**In 1988, Moscati was willing to go a little further. From the 1989 English translation: “...one cannot
underestimate the profound change that took place in the Syro-Palestinian area around 1200 B.C., one result of
which was that the Phoenician cities emerged as quite independent entities. ...the cities on the coasts were
“negatively differentiated, in that they played no part [in the invasion of the “Sea Peoples” and the involvement
of Mesopotamia and Egypt in the region].... For the very reason that they were isolated and concentrated
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M. Dunand

The original inhabitants of the Syro-Lebanese coast come to be called Phoenicians.

(1965a)
“The origin of [Sidon and Tyre]..., and indeed the origin of the Phoenician civilization generally, is
W. Culican lost, for neither excavations nor written documents throw much light on the eleventh and tenth
(1966) centuries B.C. It is indeed possible that the birth of ‘Phoenicia’ was brought about by the
formation of a new population group composed mainly of sea-raider settlers and coastal
Canaanites.”
G.Garbini | A common history for the Phoenician-Palestinian area (that is, a common Canaanite history)
(1980) should be postulated after the year 2000 BCE.

w. Rollig Phoenicia was plundered by the “pirates of the ‘Sea Peoples,” and was re-settled by immigrants
(1983) from the Canaanite area. The only regions which were not affected were those belonging to the
fortified and defended cities.” Phoenicians may thus be called Phoenicians ca. 1000.

1.B. Peckham The 14™ century BCE Amarna letters, coupled with the 11" century Wen-Amun Papyrus “suggest
(1992) continuity rather than great change and anticipate the characteristic features of the principal
Phoenician cities in the 1% millennium.”
W. Ward “The Iron Age Phoenicians represent a later phase of the general Canaanite culture that goes back
(1994b) into the third millennium and beyond. They were still Canaanite, but are distinguished from their
ancestors and neighbors by their own unique culture.”
The Sea People should be understood as a structural, socioeconomic phenomenon (possibly
S. Sherratt | accompanied by population movements), that offered an alternative commercial model to that of

(2003 [1998])

the 2" millennium state-administered elite-controlled overseas trade business. This new political
and economic model is one that we come to define as “Phoenician” in the Iron Age.

G.Markoe | Emphasizes “the continuity in tradition that characterized Phoenician history” from the

(2000) beginning of the LB (ca. 1550 BCE) to the start of the Hellenistic period (ca. 300 BCE).

The division between Canaanites and Phoenicians should be placed in the year 1200 BCE (on the
basis of geo-political changes), “thus establishing an artificial barrier between the Bronze Age and
M. E. Aubet . . 1. o ”

(2001) the Iron Age an‘(} conferrmg chronologlcal implications on the two tgrms. She concludgs that
these changes, “in no way justify a change of nomenclature in the history of the Canaanite
territory.”

“Previously the Syrian and Lebanese coasts had been part of the generalized province and concept
A. Joffe . . .

(2002) of ‘Canaan, but gfter 1200 ]}CE an area of some 200 krp frorp ArYad on ’Fhe {iahr el-Kebir in the
north to the Plain of Akko in the south, was differentiated into ‘Phoenicia.

A.Gilboa | Adopts Sherratt’s theory of the socioeconomic basis for the new Phoenician identity, but makes

(2005) more distinctions between N. and S. Canaan (traditionally Phoenician and Philistine culture)

c ?:ﬁlr;lf t “..it is now a widely helsl vie’\y/v that the Phoenicians were the Iron Age descendants of the coastal

(2009) Late Bronze Age Canaanites.

M. Woolmer “Over time the groups of Canaanites dwelling along the coastline fo modern Lebanon were seen to

(2011) be different from the tribes further inland, and thus tehse coastal inhabitants became known as

Phoenicians.”

This presentation of variation illustrates vividly the fact that the questions of “when and how

did Phoenicians become ‘Phoenicians’?” hinges on one’s definition of the term. The

designation, especially in the Iron Age Il through Iron Age Il / Achaemenid Persian periods, is

not an arbitrary one - most archaeologists of the central coastal Levant would argue that there

together along the coastline, the cities that we can now rightly call Phoenician strengthened the links among
themselves and worked more closely together in reciprocal affairs” (Moscati 1989, 18-19).

18




is an identifiable pattern of material culture that can usefully be called “Phoenician” in the
Iron II-11I periods.” And most scholars agree that the cultural distinction of “Phoenicianness”
dies out or is subsumed during the Hellenistic period in the Levant, although Punic culture
continues to evolve and be re-negotiated into the Roman period. But a separate question is
becoming increasingly urgent, namely: “in what sense was ‘Phoenicia’ an ethnic identity (i.e. a
homogenous cultural and political entity) in the Iron I-I and Persian Periods?” In 1997, Ward
concluded that:

Iron Age Phoenicia was not a nation, but rather a collection of cities built

around natural harbors along the coast. While they shared a common culture,

these small states remained independent, competing with each other in the

international marketplace. A true history of Phoenicia would thus be that of the

individual cities; however, it is a history that cannot be written because there

are insufficient textual and archaeological data.”
Because of the continuous and ongoing modern occupation of Saida / Sidon and Sur / Tyre in
particular, this analysis is in some senses still true.® But the excavation of sites like Tell Keisan
in the Phoenician homeland, as well as the systemization of long-published burials from this
territory, make the beginnings of a regional history of the territories ascribed to the
Phoenician homeland a workable possibility. Refining an understanding of self-ascribed

identities (ethnic or otherwise) among inhabitants of this coastal region requires a more

detailed local comparison of the extant remains of communities of both the “living” and the

dead.

*! In particular, a Phoenician ceramic chronology and typology based on excavations at Sarepta, Tyre, Tell Dor,
Abu Hawam, and Tell Keisan, as well as correlations with numerous sites on Cyprus, has been established and is
being refined (See for example: Hamilton 1935, Bikai 1978a, 1978b, and 1987, Briend and Humbert 1980, Culican
1982a, Anderson 1988, Gilboa 1999, and Schreiber 2003).

> Ward 1997a, 313-314.

>3 Although several small-scale excavations, like that of the Lebanese Directorate General of Antiquities / British
Museum at Sidon (on three plots purchased in the 1960s by the Department of Antiquities;
http://www.sidonexcavation.org/ht/ht_excavation.html), are ongoing.
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3. Phoenician Religion

Phoenician religion is always treated in the recent general histories, although the
picture painted by these works varies widely. Depending on how evidence is weighed,
Phoenician religion might be presented on the one hand as inclusive and diverse - a
“conservatively” polytheistic society easily able to incorporate or syncretize new deities,
customs and traditions;> or on the other hand as highly place-specific - a model in which
Phoenicians were devoted to city-gods only, with little shared pantheon above the local or
regional scale. In still other examples, Phoenician religion is presented as simply impossible to
know given the current state of evidence.”

Most discussions of the Phoenician pantheon begin with a statement about the “head
god” or gods of the Phoenician universe. Some scholars have argued that El (as “creator of the
earth”) holds this privileged position.”* Others argue that Baal (either as epithet or divine
name) should be considered the highest of gods when assessing the Phoenician pantheon.”” A

third position insists upon “types” of gods, rather than a particular head god. This model sees

** A good example of this is Krahmalkov’s description: “The religion of the Phoenicians was a conservative
expression of the ancient religion of Canaan, preserving forms, traditions, and practices that Israelite religion had
long rejected and abolished. Phoenician religion remained polytheistic and iconic and, to the end, tolerant and
accommodating of diversity. Possessing no central or coherent doctrine or ‘truth,’ it was always ready to absorb
the gods and practices of other religions, including those of the Israelites” (Krahmalkov 2000, 1054).

» E.g. “We know the major deities, but have little idea of their nature. There are temples in the homeland and
colonies, but the cultus practiced there is practically unknown. Without appropriate native written sources, then,
Phoenician religious practice can only be described in the broadest terms” (Ward 1994, 201).

> A position usually defended through reference to Ugaritic texts on the one hand, or the occurrence of the
phrase 7gn 7rsin a Neo-Punic inscription from Leptis Magna dating to the 2™ c. CE, on the other (see Miller 1980
for a full discussion of the epithet’s occurrence in other regions and scripts).

°7 Markoe (2000, 118-119), for example: “The many textual references to the regional manifestations of Baal
underscore his character both as supreme storm deity and as functional head of the Phoenician hierarchy.
Epigraphically, he rarely appears without an epithet (i.e. Marqod, Malagé, Addir...) or toponymic qualifier (e.g.
Baal Sidon).... As storm deities, Baal Shamem and Baal Saphon posed threats to coastal navigation....”

Schmitz surveys the evidence for 67as follows: “8 generic occurrences of b Ywithout epithet: Abrk b7
(Cinekdy line 3); b7without further specification Karatepe [KAI 26], lines AI3, 8, 116, 7, 10, 12, I1I 11 (although from
context, these all probably intend b7 krntrys); and a significant number of uses of the expression ¢nt pn b7
(passim), always intending b7 imn. 1 think it fair to say that, although & 7is a generic label in Semitic, it is not
used as such in Phoenician as it was in Ugaritic (although there also the intended deity is always Haddad)”
(Schmitz, personal correspondence, 23 June 2013).
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each major urban Phoenician center as having its own independent pantheon, which
nevertheless shares certain features. The “triad” approach to Phoenician pantheons is
common, although variously construed: father, mother, and male offspring;*® high god, great
goddess, and dying and reviving god;* or a “protective god of the city, a goddess companion
symbolizing the fertile earth, and a young god rising annually with the vegetation.”®
Although the triad formulation does still appear in some general introductions to Phoenician
religion, the past twenty years have witnessed a kind of “straw man” rejection of the construct
in scholarship.®

Despite having very few emic sources for the presence or development of Phoenician
mythology in the homeland from ca. 1200 - ca. 500 BCE, many treatments of Phoenician
religion in the Iron I-1I devote a large percentage of space to the retelling or summarization of
creation stories, etiological myths, and other components of purportedly Phoenician belief
systems. This is mostly a reflection of the content of available Ugaritic texts, on the one hand,
and classical sources, on the other. The variety of interpretive stances possible on each of

these corpora are also responsible for the wide range of discussions on religious ritual, the

annual calendar of festivals or religious occasions in Phoenicia, and on afterlife belief.

%% As described by Markoe 2000, 116.

> As characterized by Cooper 1987, 7130.

% Clifford 1990, 62.

1 “It has often been suggested that the divine triad described above—high god, great goddess, and dying and
reviving god—constituted the basis of all Phoenician pantheons. Attractive as that suggestion is, it must be
considered no more than tentative in light of the evidence. The cult of Beirut, for example, seems only to possess
a divine couple (Poseidon and Aphrodite/Astarte), and the Tyrian Melgart seems to be both a high god and a
dying and reviving god. In addition, the precise relationship between the goddess and the dying and reviving god
is often uncertain” (Cooper 1987, 7130); “Given the uncertainty of much of the evidence, conclusions about the
pantheons of the major cities must be tentative. The treaties give the official hierarchy of two cities at a
particular period, different from dynastic patrons and popular religion. The triad often proposed for Phoenician
cities—a protective god of the city, a goddess companion symbolizing the fertile earth, and a young god rising
annually with the vegetation—does not rest on good evidence” (Clifford 1990, 62).
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Mortuary practice bears on all three of these issues: the culturally significant
boundaries of the Phoenician homeland, markers of ethnicity in this territory, and our
understanding of Phoenician religious practice. Several smaller scale synthetic discussions of
Phoenician mortuary data have been published within the last twenty five years.”” Despite
these more informative summaries, discussions of Phoenician mortuary practice in general
histories of Phoenicia seem often either to gloss this evidence—with only a cursory description
of the two major corpse treatments (i.e. inhumation and cremation) and a superficial
treatment of grave good distribution,”—or to take an extremely tentative stance, wary of
drawing any conclusions at all because of the varied nature of the published evidence.” These
tendencies are understandable given the burial data’s current status, but the first inclination
obscures the inter-site variability present in the Levantine Phoenician mortuary record, and
the second approach minimizes the vast number of burials presently known (even if these
burials have been, more often than not, under-studied, under-published, or in isolated
locations). This study aims to make a substantive contribution to each of these facets of
Phoenician homeland identity in the Iron I - Persian periods.

To reconstruct a model of the Phoenician mortuary system, I will be taking a “bottom
up” approach to the available evidence. This approach involves surveying the textual and

archaeological evidence for mortuary practice, to construct a model of the variety of funerary

%2 Most notably (from oldest to most recent): Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991; Doumet 1992; Sader 1995; Wolff
2002; Sader 2005.

% Ward’s (1994, 204) summary is typical: “Burial in Phoenicia was generally by inhumation with the usual grave
goods: pottery, amulets, beads and other small objects. Royal and upper-class tombs probably contained richer
grave goods, though these were largely plundered in antiquity. Cremation was practiced alongside inhumation in
both the homeland and in the west. At present, we cannot define the beliefs that lay behind the use of these two
forms of burial, which sometimes occur at the same time and in the same (family?) tomb.”

* For example, Aubet’s (2004, 55) conclusion that: “The data at our disposal concerning the Iron Age necropolises
[sic] in Phoenicia are quite disjointed and relatively rare, so much so that at present it is still too soon to establish
typologies and general tendencies in the morphology of the burials... not to mention the debate, based on very
limited archaeological evidence, concerning the relationship between the rites of cremation and of inhumation,
which is founded mainly on chronological criteria....”
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practices in use during the various periods in question.® From this picture of mortuary

practices, a more nuanced model of Phoenician society can be reconstructed.

Archaeoclogical
Evidence

Textual
Evidence

Model of
Funerary
Practices

Model of
Ancient
Society

Figure 1.2: "Bottom Up" Approach to the Archaeological Study of Mortuary Practice (0’Shea 2010)

Chapters Il through V survey the textual evidence that has been brought to bear on Phoenician
mortuary practice and belief by previous scholars. Iaddress the entire corpus of material in
this manner for the sake of completeness, but in some cases I conclude that certain types of
evidence are extremely limited in their value for the reconstruction of the Phoenician
mortuary system. Chapter VI addresses the entire corpus of archaeological evidence for
funerary practices in the central coastal Levant. Separating the evidence in this way allows for
a clear and careful examination of the total data available, as well as enabling the “weighing”
of a particular corpus of evidence in proportion to its relative historical value. But there are
also limitations to this method of addressing the evidence. This division of evidence into
“textual” and “archaeological” categories requires subjective delimitation (or exclusion) of
potentially relevant objects. In particular, the description of inscribed objects buried as grave

goods (like the bronze or silver bowls disussed in Chapters I and I1I) begs discussion of other,

% As opposed to what anthropologists refer to as “top down” approaches, which rely on models built on the basis
of either social theory or on accounts of funerary customs to establish a serious of expectations, which are then
overlaid on the archaeological evidence.
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uninscribed objects of similar make and deposition - though an indepth study of these
extensive collections of objects is beyond the scope of the present work. On the other hand, I
have chosen to include brief mention of anepigraphic stelae among discussions of inscribed
stelae, due to the similarity of carved motifs within the corpora. In general, overall mortuary
patterns and trends will be given precedence over more detailed exploration of object
materiality or gift-giving systems. Iconographical, material, and exchange-network studies
are an incredibly valuable and integral feature of the understanding of mortuary practice; the
size and scope of this study simply preclude my aspiring to treat these features of the material

record as thoroughly as I hope to in future studies.
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ChapterI1.

Inscriptional Evidence for Phoenician Mortuary Practice from the Iron Age I - II

Textual sources have long been the sole basis for any understanding of the Phoenicians’
relationship to death, dying, and the afterlife. Primary sources in the form of inscriptions
from the Iron I period onward, as well as secondary sources in the form of long-transmitted
texts like the Biblical books and writings of classical authors and early church fathers have
been put to this service. Because of the specialized training needed for working in each of the
languages in which information relating to the Phoenicians of the Iron I - Persian periods was
preserved, modern surveys and research manuals' tend to treat each of these linguistic
corpora separately when analyzing textual sources for the history of Phoenicia,? evaluating the
entire repertoire of Phoenician inscriptions, followed by other Near Eastern and

Mediterranean textual evidence in turn.

! From Moscati 1988 onward, but see especially Krings (ed.) 1995.

? On the other hand, many of the more recent dictionary articles and histories of Phoenicia utilize the content of
this vast body of textual material as data points that can be extracted and recombined to fill in information about
one time or place with information from another. There are drawbacks to both these methods. Segregating the
information by language of authorship gives the impression that we have an emic “Phoenician perspective” on
the Phoenicians, to be compared to the etic “Hebrew perspective” available in Biblical texts, and further a
“Graeco-Roman perspective” to be added to the mix - an impression that obscures the geographic, diachronic,
and cultural variety present in each of these corpora. Failing to separate and evaluate sources by linguistic /
ethnic background creates the impression that all information available in these sources is of equal merit - in
effect weighing the Biblical and classical evidence more heavily due to its greater quantity and availability to us. I
have tried to avoid this outcome by addressing the copora individually, weighting their respective historical value
in an analysis of mortuary practice, and highlighting their internal variation.
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This chapter surveys the Iron I-1I inscriptional record relevant for a study of
Phoenician mortuary practice. Inscriptions are deemed relevant for the reconstruction of the
Phoenician mortuary system when they meet one of the following criteria:

-The inscription refers to death or burial in an explicit way.
-The inscription contains indirect reference to beliefs about death (for example, in the
form of blessings or curses which relate to lifespan)
-The inscription is on an object which was buried as a grave good.
-In a few select cases, the inscription is on an object which bears close and significant
similarity to other, uninscribed objects buried as grave goods.
In each case, I include a material description of the inscribed object and the story of its
discovery, as well as brief explanation of its archaeological context (where possible). This
approach is intended to be maximally inclusive, allowing further sifting or weighing of the
evidence in the conclusions to each chapter.

What follows is a catalog and discussion of those inscriptions which were found in
burial contexts, or which in some other way relate to Phoenician mortuary practice and beliefs
in these early periods:

Inscriptions in Phoenician from the Phoenician homeland
Inscriptions in Phoenician from outside the Phoenician homeland

Inscriptions in other ancient Near Eastern languages
Summary and Conclusions

aen o

Here and in the following chapter (which examines inscriptions from the Iron III to Hellenistic
periods), I aim to follow Ribichini who urged scholars of Phoenician texts to “to keep to the
chronological, typological and geographical distinctions provided by the documentation
itself.” Finally, I examine the evidence derived from this material as a whole, “weighing” the

evidence according to its cultural relevance and historical value, and paying close attention to

* Ribichini in Moscati 1989 (2001 edition), 124.
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chronological, geographic, and other cultural differences that might have affected how

particular “reports” (explicit or implicit) of Phoenician mortuary practices were construed.

A Note on “Tophets”

In the chapters which follow, several cemeteries or precincts containing the cremated
or incinerated remains of infants (in Tunisia, Sardinia, Malta, and elsewhere) will be discussed.
The purpose or use of these sites is still widely disputed - are they evidence of a cult which
required a form of child sacrifice involving the immolation of the victims? Or are they
cemeteries for miscarried or stillborn fetuses and those who died in infancy, before they were
incorporated into society? Because the inscriptions which sometimes accompany the burials
on stelae are so sparse and formulaic (see below), the human bones are sometimes
accompanied by animal bones, and the already fragile infant remains have been subjected to
cremation and deposition in wet, sandy soil (often near the coast), there is much room for
debate.

These sites are commonly referred to as “tophets,” after the Biblical term namn
(explored in Chapter IV, below). The term “tophet” was first applied to the human remains
and inscribed stelae found at Carthage, and it is now used with reference to similar burial sites
elsewhere in the Mediterranean. Other sites have produced large numbers of inscribed or
carved stelae which look very similar to those found at “tophet” sites, but these sites seem to
contain no associated human remains. In some cases (as in Roman North Africa), the latter
sites are called “stelae fields” or “votive stelae fields.” In other cases they are referred to as

“tophets” or “sacred precincts,” with the assumption that the human remains are as yet
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undiscovered, perhaps buried separately from the stelae. Sites containing incinerated infant
remains but no carved stelae are also known.

More recently, some scholars have re-claimed the term “tophet” to “neutrally” signify
a Punic-affiliated precinct for cremated infant remains, without taking a stance as to whether
or not child sacrifice was practiced.* While I applaud this use of the term, the long history of
its association with child sacrifice and its original Judaean context lead me to seek a more
explicit use of terminology. In the pages that follow, I will refer to sites featuring both stelae

”

and infant remains of this kind as an “Infant Cremation Cemetery / ‘Tophet™ to offer explicit

reminders to the reader that the use or purpose of these sites is still debated.

A. Inscriptions in Phoenician from the Phoenician Homeland
1. Introduction to the Corpus of Phoenician Inscriptions

The published corpus of Phoenician inscriptions has been scattered throughout
hundreds of individual publications, some but not all of which have been gathered and collated
into the handful of available collections of transcriptions and translations.” While some of
these volumes attempt to aggregate past contributions, many do not - the 1960s KAI volumes
arguably remain the collection in widest use despite recent additions to the list.

Several factors have contributed to the lack of a comprehensive edition of Phoenician
inscriptions. The most telling factors include the size of the corpus, the obscurity of many
single-inscription publications, the number of languages in which they are published and
discussed (French, German, Italian, Spanish, Arabic, and English), the variety of media

exhibiting textual material (monumental carvings, seals and other small artifacts, papyri,

* See for example Stone and Stirling 2007 and Quinn 2011.

> These include (from oldest to most recent): CIS (1881), Lidzbarski 1898; Cooke 1903; RES (1900-1950); Lidzbarski
1907; Pritchard 1955 (1969); KAI (1962-63 et al.); Amadasi Guzo 1967; Magnanini 1973; Delavault and Lemaire 1979;
Gibson 1982; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a; CoS (1997-2002); CSAI (1999-present).
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ostraca, incised or painted ceramics, etc.) and the decentralized nature of the academic study
of Phoenicians (scattered throughout Classical Studies, Near Eastern Studies, Ancient History,
Anthropology and Archaeology programs, and other departments). But another key obstacle
is the very nature of the Phoenician contribution to the history of writing, owing to the fact
that the alphabet developed and spread by the Phoenicians® was so quick to learn (relative to
cuneiform, for example), it was adapted to the needs of many other languages.” Thus any
compilation of Phoenician inscriptions must make decisions about what to include; the
question becomes one of distinguishing consistently between script and language. In the case
of one-word or very short inscriptions of Northwest Semitic origin, there is frequently not
enough grammatical information to determine the precise dialect of composition.” The dialect
of Samalian, which shares features of both Aramaic and Phoenician, was used in the Iron II
period in South Eastern Anatolia and represents a complicated chapter of northern Levantine

linguistic history. As the Phoenician language grew in status, Levantine elites outside of the

® While the Phoenicians are frequently celebrated for introducing the “world’s first alphabet” to the ancient
Mediterranean, Phoenicia’s contribution was less in its “first-ness” (a prize which might instead be awarded to
the users of the Proto-Sinaitic script—arguments for its inception range from the 19"-15" centuries BCE—or those
of the Ugaritic cuneiform, in use from the 15" - 12 centuries BCE in coastal Syria) or even to the Phoenician
alphabet’s completeness (it was the Greeks who would add a full retinue of signs to indicate vowel sounds), but to
its quick spread and relatively “universal” appeal. Easily learned and adaptable to many different media, the
script facilitated long-distance communication (as in merchant / trade contexts) without the necessity of
involvement of an elite scribal class in all transactions.

7 “Phoenician script was spreading then [in the 10%-9" centuries] among the Aramaeans, the Hebrews, the
Ammonites, the Moabites, the Phrygians, and the Greeks. Alphabetic writing appears to have been in use in the
Assyrian Empire from the ninth century BCE, in addition to the cuneiform script for the recording of official
documents, as is shown by the bilingual inscription on a statue discovered at Tell al-Fakhariya (ancient Sikan) in
Syria... [which] indicates earlier Aramaic use of Phoenician script” (Lipifiski 1995b, 1325).

® See, for example, Delavault and Lemaire’s catalog of Phoenician inscriptions from Palestine: “II est parfois
difficile, a haute époque, de distinguer une inscription phénicienne d'une inscription araméenne ou paléo-
hébraique: pour la constitution de ce catalogue nous avons essentiellement utilisé Ie critére paléographique et
secondairement Ie critére linguistique (en fait, surtout onomastique), Te critere du lieu de la découverte ne nous
semblant pas déterminant” (1979, 1-2). Lemaire 2013 also explores the relationship between these dialects and
their scripts.
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Phoenician homeland used it selectively’ - but as non-Native speakers (or writers), they
contributed idiosyncrasies of their own to grammatically Phoenician texts.

Most compilations of Phoenician inscriptions thus aim to present a kind of
representative sample of available material, including all the multi-line inscriptions, which
have been well-published and thoroughly discussed, but not aiming for an exhaustive catalog
of Phoenician onomastics, single-word inscriptions, or poorly preserved specimens. Despite
this selectivity, even in the 1881 first volume of the Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum, 437
Phoenician inscriptions were listed, and subsequent volumes brought the total up to 6068" by
1962. The known corpus of material has expanded significantly since then (though a

conclusive total count has not been undertaken to my knowledge).

2. Variation within the Corpus of Phoenician Inscriptions

Despite the seemingly impressive size of the corpus of known Phoenician inscriptions,
the data provided by these texts are affected appreciably when the vast scales of time, place,
and purposes of these writings are considered. Variation along a number of vectors (here I'll
briefly discuss the implications of chronology, geography, the inscription’s genre or function,

and its archaeological context) contributes to the difficulties involved in weighing and

° “Not only the Phoenician script but even the Phoenician language was in fashion at the courts of the petty

Aramaean and Syro-Hittite kingdoms. The oldest known royal inscription from Zincirli..., the site of the ancient
capital of the Aramaean kingdom of Sam’al in southeastern Anatolia, was written in Phoenician language and
script about 825 BCE. A hieroglyphic Luwian inscription set up by Yariris, the ruler of Karkamish (Carchemish) in
the mid eighth century, mentions among the twelve tongues he claimed to read the ‘local’ hieroglyphs in which
his Luwian text was recorded and also the ‘Tyrian script.” A bit later in date is the stela erected near Aleppo about
800 BCE by Bar-Hadad, son of ‘Atar-Shumki, inscribed with an Aramaic dedication to Melqart, the chief deity of
Tyre. This dedication, like Yariris’s designation of Phoenician script as ‘Tyrian,” indicates the importance of Tyre
in the affairs of southeastern Anatolia during this period” (Lipifiski 1995, 1325-1326).

1° As Schmitz points out, two numbers (5260 and 6000) were used twice, and two inscriptions were inadvertently
published twice with different numbers, “so the count of 6068, while strictly speaking inaccurate, turns out to be
correct!” (Schmitz 2011, Personal Communication).
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interpreting the relevance of this information for any consideration of Phoenician mortuary
belief or practice in a particular place and time.

e Chronological Range: The first Phoenician writing appeared perhaps as early as the
12" century BCE," and the Punic dialect of Phoenician (written in the Phoenician alphabet) **
was in use until the 6™ century CE.”” As may be expected, this nearly 1600 years of known
usage created ample time and space for linguistic, epigraphic, and cultural variability.
Attempts to describe these changes have led scholars to suggest a number of dialectical
classificatory systems, none of which has been conclusively or universally adopted in the field
(but which share certain general contours)."

While Phoenician grammar books have historically drawn distinctions based on dialect
boundaries or diachronic “phases” of the language, the corpus of Phoenician inscriptions has
elsewhere (in histories, dictionary articles, and other scholarship) often been described using
the archaeological periodization of the Iron I (ca. 1200 - ca. 1000 BCE), Iron II (ca. 1000 - ca. 500

BCE), Iron III: Persian (ca. 500 - ca. 300 BCE), Hellenistic or Hellenistic-Roman (ca. 300 BCE - ca.

" Although inscriptions dating before 1050 BCE are sometimes considered “Proto-Canaanite,” the inscribed
bronze arrowheads (see below) are considered the earliest known Phoenician inscriptions by many scholars.

12 “Western Phoenician (called Punic, so to differentiate it from Phoenician) was a world-class language as
significant as Greek and Latin. Although Carthage was defeated and destroyed by Rome in 146, Western
Phoenician language, religion, and culture continued to flourish in Africa and elsewhere well into the 5% century
C.E. In this period the Punic language counted among its native speakers the Roman emperor Septimius Severus,
the poet Appuleius, and the church father Augustine” (Krahmalkov 2000, 1053).

 The Lybian Altar Inscription is written in a dialect called “Late Punic” by Jongeling and Kerr (2005, 2-9); See
below.

' See Vance (1994a, 4) for a particularly detailed suggestion: “Phoenician developed through several phases and
into several dialects: Old Byblian (11 / 10" cent. BCE inscriptions from Byblos; e.g., Ahiram); Byblian (6%/4™ cent.
BCE inscriptions from Byblos; e.g. Yehaumilk); North Phoenician (9*-7" cent. BCE inscriptions from Syria, Cilicia,
and Ur; e.g., Karatepe); Middle Phoenician (6"/4" cent. BCE inscriptions mainly from Tyre and Sidon; e.g.
Eshmunazar); Late Phoenician (3™ - 1% cent. BCE inscriptions mostly from Umm el’Amed - ancient Hammon -
south of Tyre, e.g. Umm el-‘Amed iv); the dialects of Cyprus (9"-2 cent. BCE inscriptions from Cyprus, e.g.,
Temple Tariff A, B); the Western Mediterranean (9"-5" cent. BCE inscriptions, e.g., Golden Sheet of Pyrgi); Punic
(Western Mediterranean texts 5" cent. BCE to the fall of Carthage in 146 BCE, e.g., Carthage Sacrifice Tariff); and
Late Punic (Western Mediterranean texts from 146 BCE to the 6" cent. CE, e.g., Lybian alter inscription).”

Though more typical is Markoe (2000, 108; who excludes later Punic developments since his study ends at the
4™ century BCE): “Linguistically, [Phoenician] may be divided into two main phases: an archaeic (tenth to seventh
centuries BC) and a classical one (sixth to fourth centuries BC). The classical phase may be further subdivided
into Middle (sixth to fourth centuries BC) and Late Phoenician (third to first centuries BC).”

31



300 CE), and early Byzantine (ca. 300 - 600 CE) periods. I adopt this chronological terminology
here, in order to facilitate the comparison and integration of textual material with
archaeological material presented in Chapter VI.

e Geographical Variation: Discussing the Phoenician textual material as a single
corpus also risks obscuring the immense geographical range of its provenance. In the Corpus
Inscriptionum Semiticarum mentioned above, of the 6058 Phoenician inscriptions listed, only
about one hundred of these had been found in the Phoenician Levantine homeland.” Since
then, numerous examples of Phoenician writing have been found throughout the
Mediterranean basin (as far afield as Spain), North Africa, and Anatolia.

e Variation in Genre or Use: As with any widely-used written language, the corpus of
Phoenician inscriptions includes a wide range of functional genres:

Most of the texts are funerary (e.g., Ahiram’s coffin) and/or votive (e.g., Umm

el-‘Amed xii), but there are some building (e.g., Yehimilk) and royal (e.g.,

Kilamuwa) inscriptions. The overwhelming majority of texts are the dedicatory

formulae on the stelae associated with the burials in the Tanit precinct of

Carthage (e.g., KAl 88). There are a few inscriptions listing payments (e.g., the

Temple Tariff). There are two private letters on papyri (KA #50-51) and many

examples of noncontiguous texts (i.e., isolated words and phrases) such as

personal names in seals and graffiti (Phoenician names have been found on

Egyptian monuments).'®
Each of these contexts or purposes for writing affects the length, medium, and vocabulary of
the inscriptions, as well as the quality of data that can be extracted from them. Of course, the

type of data obtainable from each type of inscription will also be to some degree dependent on

the type of research question one asks'’- the present study of mortuary practice and belief will

15 Cyprus provided another hundred or so inscriptions, but the vast majority of texts (numbering in the
thousands) are from the city of Carthage in Tunisia. Several hundred more come from the rest of Tunisia and
Western Algeria.

1 Vance 1994a, 6.

' For example, Ward’s conclusion that “most Iron Age texts from the Phoenician homeland are funerary in nature
or treat the building and repair of temples and the dedication of objects to various deities. They yield very little
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attempt to extract information from multiple genres of Phoenician texts to explore this
possibility.

e Archaeological Context: A fourth factor worth considering as we begin this survey
of textual sources relating to Iron I-II Phoenicia is the archaeological context of a particular
inscription. The most crucial setback to the study of Phoenician history has been the lack of
extensive controlled excavation, especially in Lebanon and Syria where the major Phoenician
centers (in many cases) correspond to modern cities with extensive suburban development.
Much of what constitutes the collections of the major museums’ collections in the region (i.e.
the Lebanese National Museum, Beirut, the American University of Beirut’s Archaeological
Museum, the Beiteddine Museum, and the Damascus National Museum as well as several other
regional collections) was obtained by purchase from antiquities dealers in the early decades of
the 20™ century, and private collections are still from time to time the source of new
inscriptions as heirs reach out to the scholarly or museum communities.

Further, archaeology in this region has been undertaken since the 1860s, when
methods of recording, collection, and the acquisition of antiquities for western or even
regional museums (many of which were run by the French or British colonial bureaucracies of
the time) means a great deal of contextual data relating to those early explorations has been
lost. Archaeologically obtained, in situ evidence must be given greater weight (and offers
more potential information) than that obtained through less well provenanced sources. But
ultimately, the fine points of what types or quality of evidence might or should be considered
useful data for an investigation of Phoenician practices and beliefs will constitute a subjective

set of choices made by each researcher. Throughout, details of each inscription’s discovery,

of political import beyond the names of several kings of Byblos and Sidon,” (1994b, 184) illustrates only the
paucity of data available when searching mortuary or building inscriptions for political data, not the total lack of
social information potentially avialble from a different sort of inquiry with regard to these inscriptions.
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publication history, and archaeological context are included; each of these is relevant to
determining how much weight the inscriptional evidence should be given. My intention is to

make my subjective choices in this regard explicit, and my reasons for each choice apparent.”

3. Iron Age I-1l Phoenician Homeland Inscriptions

This corpus contains the earliest texts produced in the Phoenician language in the
cities and villages of the Levantine coast. Because of the moist conditions of the region, and
the fact that many Phoenician cities were located at natural harbors on the Mediterranean
coast, the survival rate of Phoenician writing is probably not high, and the existing specimens
are almost all inscribed on stone, metal, or ceramic.” During the Iron I-1I periods we have
evidence that multiple dynasties ruled in Phoenicia from Byblos (modern Jbeil), Sidon (modern
Saida) and Tyre (modern Sur). In surveying the inscriptional homeland evidence, a
geographical organization of the relevant sources has been adopted to preserve potential
evidence of regional variation along these lines.

The inscriptions listed below do not represent every known inscription from the Iron
Age I-11 homeland. For the purposes of this chapter only those with some relevance for
Phoenician mortuary practice (that is, explicitly referencing death or dying, inscribed grave
goods, or objects relating to burial in some other way) during the Iron I-1T will be discussed.

The presentation of the inscriptions will follow a generally geographic organization, discussing

'8 Since the decisions I make regarding date, language of origin, and relevance will all be open to debate, my goal
is to make these areas of interpretation as transparent and retraceable as possible.

' Hence Lipinski’s conclusions: “The Phoenician alphabetic script was easy to write on papyrus or parchment
sheets, and the use of these materials explains why virtually no Phoenician writings - no history, no trading
records - have come down to us. In their cities by the sea, the air and soil were damp, and papyrus and leather
moldered and rotted away. Thus disappeared the literature of the people who taught a large portion of the
earth’s population to write. The only written documents of Phoenicians and Carthaginians are monumental
inscriptions on stone, a few ephemeral letters or notes on pieces of broken pottery, and three fragmentary papyri.
Thus, no Tyrian primary sources dating from Hiram I's time are available” (Lipiiski 1995, 1321-1322).
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inscriptions located in or around urban centers from north to south, down the coast of
Lebanon from Byblos to Tyre (including the inland Beqaa Valley) and further south, addressing

the corpus of Iron I-1I Phoenician inscriptions according to provenance as follows:

LEBANON
Moving generally from north to

south down the Levantine coast:
Tripeli

a. ARWAD and Vicinity (north
of pictured region of map)
BYBLOS and Vicinity

BEIRUT and Vicinity

SIDON and Vicinity

BEQAA VALLEY (and al-Biga)
TYRE and Vicinity (including
Northern Israel)

The Cedars

Byblos

me a0 o

1 Hewhts

———— .

"y r
ISRAEL 5

a. Arwad and Vicinity
To my knowledge, there are no Phoenician inscriptions relating to mortuary practice in
the Phoenician homeland from southern Syria or the far north of Lebanon dating to this

period.

b. Byblos and Vicinity

Ahiram Sarcophagus and Tomb Shaft Graffito

Sarcophagus: KAI 1; Lebanese National Museum, Beirut 2086; Gibson 4;
Loc. / Num. CSAI - Phoe® 1;CoS 2.55
Tomb Shaft: KAI 2; Gibson 5

*0 CSAT - Phoe = Numbering system developed by the Corpus of Phoenician Inscriptions (as part of the CSAI
project), a database of all known Phoenician inscriptions, ongoing (Phoe 1-37, from the Lebanese National
Museum, Beirut, are available here: http://csai.humnet.unipi.it/csai/html/).
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Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Discovered by Pierre Montet in 1923 in the royal necropolis of Byblos

Dussaud 1924, 135-45; Montet 1928, 238; Harris 1936, 158; Dunand
1945; Albright 1947, 155f.; Galling 1950b, 421-25; Greenfield 1971, 254-
257; Donner 1953-54; Pritchard 1955, 661; van den Branden 1960, 732-

Studies 36; Martin 1961, 70-75; Chéhab 1970-71, 107-17; Tawil 1970-71, 33-36;
Teixidor 1973, no. 113; Tomback 1978; Teixidor 1987, 139; CoS, vol. 2,
2003, 181; Teixidor 1997; Lehmann, 2005, pl. 1-12.

Date 10" century BCE (sarcophagus possibly 13" century BCE)

From Byblos comes the most impressive single inscribed mortuary object of the
Phoenician Iron I-1I periods in size and iconographical complexity of the artifact, length of
inscription, association with an elite (namely, royal) social stratum, and early date. The 11*
century BCE Ahiram Sarcophagus and an associated tomb graffito were discovered in 1923 by
Pierre Montet.” The short (sixteen character®) tomb shaft inscription, while debated in its
finer grammatical points, is clearly a warning to those who would disturb the tomb of King
Ahiram below - an echo of the Ahiram sarcophagus inscription itself.

The longer (six line”) inscription on the burial vessel has been recently reexamined,”

but its interpretation remains generally that of its earliest translators. Teixidor reads:

' “While M. Pierre Montet was exploring in 1923 a series of tombs the dates of which extend backward as far as
the twelfth Egyptian dynasty, in opening a tomb of the time of Rameses II he came upon a most important find.
Halfway down the shaft was found a brief inscription in archaic Phoenician characters cut in the wall; half a
dozen words only.... The tomb-chamber at the bottom contained a large sarcophagus, which proved to be that of
a king of Byblos named Ahiram, It bears a Phoenician inscription of some length, composed by the king’s son...”
(Torrey 1925, 269). The tomb described would come to be known as Tomb V of the royal necropolis of Byblos.

2 Two word dividers break this three line inscription into three words.

? Thirty-four word dividers occur in the 135-character inscription. As Schmitz has pointed out, they seem to
represent “phrasal segmentation, phonologically described. Thus conjoined, relative, prepositional, and construct
phrases are represented between dividers with no internal spacing. The units are, roughly speaking, stress-
groups. Inscriptions that do not use segment dividers also represent segmentation this way, if it is represented at
all” (Schmitz, personal communication, June 29, 2013).

* The inscription was rephotographed with raked lighting by Lehmann, who published these vastly improved
images and a new translation in 2005:

A coffin made it [It]tobaal, son of Ahirom, king of Byblos, for Ahirom, his father, lo, thus he put
him in seclusion. Now, if a king among kings and a governor among governors and a
commander of an army should come up against Byblos; and when he then uncovers this coffin -
... may strip off the sceptre of his judiciary, may be overturned the throne of his kingdom, and
peace and quiet may flee from Byblos. And as for him, one should cancel his registration
concerning the libation tube of the memorial sacrifice.
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Coffin which Itthobaal son of Ahiram, king of Byblos [gb/], made [p 7] for
Ahiram, his father, when he placed him in eternity [ksth b7m): if a king from
among kings or a governor from among governors, or commander (of an army),
should come up against Byblos and uncover this coffin, may the scepter of his
rule be broken, may the throne of his kingship be overturned, and may peace
flee Byblos, and (as for) him, may his writings [spr#] be effaced (from) before
Byblos.”
The inscription first describes the maker or commissioner” of the sarcophagus as the son of
Ahiram, king of Byblos. The act of burying the king is conveyed through a prepositional

phrase - k + sth b+ 7m, rendered variously as “as his home for eternity,”” “when he laid him

129 « ”

away forever,”” “when he placed / set him in eternity,” “as his abode in eternity.” The
permanence of the burial or resting place is again emphasized through a series of curses
against “any king among kings, or governor among governors” who might uncover or disturb
the sarcophagus. In fact the final injunction of the curse calls not only for the “scepter of his
rule” to be broken or removed, but also for his inscriptions or writings - perhaps intended to
refer to a potential future inscription commissioned by the intruder - to be erased or effaced
from before Byblos.” Disturbing the sarcophagus of Ahiram will, further, lead to the loss of the
intruder’s power according to the final lines of the inscription. The connection drawn

between the importance of leaving the dead undisturbed and the disruption of a potential

intruder’s position in life is made succinctly but powerfully.

(Lehmann 2005, 38). Although this translation offers many intriguing new suggestions, it has not as yet

been adopted by the field.

» Schmitz reads this verb as a 3ms D-stem (with a factitive sense), “he got (it) made,” to be vocalized /pi€l/. See
note below.

% Teixidor 1997, 31.

77 “The verb p7is probably D-stem factitive, indicating that the narrator was the motivating agent who initiated
the process that produced the sarcophagus, not that he was the actual artisan. The manufacture may have been
out-sourced to Egypt, but I prefer to think that it was produced locally—whether by Phoenician craft workers or
Egyptian metic workers” (Schmitz, personal correspondence, 26 May 2013).

% «,.comme sa demeure pour I'éternité” (Dussaud 1924, 136).

» Torrey 1925, 270.

% Albright 1947, 155.

*! These translations follow Teixidor (1987, 139)’s rereading after new photographs were taken. See also Albright
1947, 156 who read: “let a vagabond(?) efface his inscription(s)!”
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Figure I.1: Ahiram Sarcophagus (Lebanese National Museum, Beirut)

The connection between the Egyptian iconography of the Ahiram sarcophagus’ relief
decorations (the presentation scene and peripheral images of mourning) and the inscription
itself (carved along the sides of the lid of the stone vessel and on the right-hand end of the
sarcophagus) has been debated extensively since its discovery. The carved sarcophagus

probably dates to the 13™ century,” although as other paleographic evidence came to light in

*2 This date was determined on the basis of two fragments of alabaster vases, found in the debris of Tomb V, that
bear the name of the 19" Dynasty pharaoh Ramesses II (1303-1213 BCE). To my knowledge, the date of the
sarcophagus itself has not been independently determined to be 13" century through convincing Egyptian
parallels (although Gubel 1987, 52-53 points to similarities in iconography with the Megiddo ivories to support a
date in the mid-13" through mid-12" centuries BCE), and in fact Porada produced several art-historical parallels
for features of the sarcophagus (the fringe, table, footstool, and banquet food) that suggest “a date of 1000 BCE or
slightly later” (1973, 363). In 1942, Albright argued that certain Iron Age Cypriot ceramic sherds also found in the
debris in the entrance shaft of Tomb V had a terminus a quo in the 11* century BCE, establishing that the final use
of the tomb fit with a date ca.1000 BCE date. The debate then became whether or not both the sarcophagus and
the tomb had been reused / reopened, and whether the sherds represented later contamination. See Hachmann
1967, Porada 1973, 356-57, and Garbini 1977b, 81-85.

It is interesting to note Garbini’s complaint, registered in 1988, that “...one cannot ignore the decidedly biased
attitude shown by epigraphists in dating the most ancient documents of Phoenician script: these are invariably
assigned to a more recent period than analogous objects of Palestinian origin. The brief texts inscribed on
arrowheads are a typical example: all the Lebanese inscriptions are considered more recent than the Palestinian
ones. Even more significant is the dating of an inscription on the sarcophagus of Ahiram, king of Byblos,
discovered in the twenties and ascribed to the 13" century B.C. Twenty years later, for reasons that are now not
worth recalling, the date was moved forward to the beginning of the 10" century B.C. Although arguments of
various kinds support the earlier dating, most scholars still incline to the more recent date. When Byblos
inscriptions were found which were graphically more archaic than the Ahiram inscription, and therefore datable
to the 11" century B.C., these were unhesitatingly called non-Phoenician, i.e. ‘Canaanite.” It is therefore clear that
the stated lack of Phoenician documents relating to the 14" and 13" centuries B.C. could be the result of a simple
error in dating on the part of the scholars” (Garbini in Moscati 1989 [2001 edition], 111). The re-use of the
sarcophagus is a hypothesis suggested to explain the paleographic dating offered by Albright, Cross, and others.
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the decades since Ahiram’s discovery, many scholars suggested the script appeared more
similar to 10"-century examples.”® Whether or not the sarcophagus came from an earlier time
period, its selection for use by the son of Ahiram to honor the dead king of Byblos must be seen
as a meaningful choice - presumably the iconography of the sarcophagus had symbolic
currency in the context of a royal burial.

The sarcophagus itself is rectangular, with four lions carved at its corners, arranged as
if supporting it. Along the short sides of the base are reliefs depicting four women holding
their hands upward in lamentation.” One of the long sides displays a presentation scene
involving a seated figure at left, facing right, portrayed as if a god or king on a throne flanked
with sphinxes. In front of him is an Egyptian-style table heaped with food and drink. Further
right, seven figures face him - perhaps ready to make offerings or to worship. On the opposite
long side, eight figures stand similarly in a procession. The convex lid shows two opposed
male figures (perhaps the deceased king and his son, Itthobaal) cut in bas relief. One of the
figures, that thought to be king Ahiram, holds a drooping lotus flower in his lowered left hand,
perhaps indicating that he is deceased.” Seated lions are depicted between the two figures.
The significance of the lotus flower has been explored by Markoe, who interprets the two male
tigures on the lid as Ahiram and his son, Ithobaal:

The iconography of the lotus figures prominently on the sarcophagus of

Ahiram. There the flower appears three times: once on the side wall, in the

hand of the king who sits enthroned before a procession of votaries; and twice

on the sarcophagus lid, held by Ahiram himself and his son Ithobaal; the latter

lifts the upright flower to his face as though to inhale its fragrance. By contrast,
the lotus held by Ahiram in the processional scene droops distinctly. As the

* Dussaud’s 1924 publication included a discussion of the epigraph of Abibaal, another king of Byblos/Gebal,
which had been inscribed on a statue of the 22™ dynasty pharaoh Shishak (ca. 935-915 BCE). The parallels
between these two scripts were said to be “nearly identical” (Albright 1947, 153), and debate has continued since
that time.

** Described by Moscati (1989 [2001 edition], 355) as “beating their breasts or tearing their hair.”

% Porada 1973, 359-360 and figures 4-5.
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lotus’s vital, life-giving powers are embodied in the living flower, the wilted

plant should signify that the king is deceased. In Egyptian tomb depictions, the

lotus flower is sniffed by the deceased and his family members in a gesture

aimed at ensuring the symbolic rebirth of his soul in the afterlife. On the

Byblian sarcophagus lid, Ithobaal’s lotus-smelling gesture should embody the

same meaning; as the ritual dedicant of the sarcophagus, his symbolic actions

are meant to ensure the safe passage of his father’s soul to the afterlife.*

Though it is tempting to draw these kinds of direct connections between symbols and their
meaning according to New Kingdom Egyptian conceptions, and the adoption of those symbols
by Levantine Phoenicians, caution is warranted. We can say that the lotus, as utilized in the
scenes chosen to decorate a royal sarcophagus, had some resonance for the Byblian royal
family in connection with death. All these individual elements - the sphinxes, lions, lotus
flower, banquet scene, and processional figures - begin to establish the iconographic
repertoire that may correspond to a semantic web of Phoenician conceptions of death;
however, their explicit interconnections may not yet be clear.

In particular, it is not clear whether the sarcophagus was produced in Egypt or in
Phoenician territory, a detail that would affect an interpretation of the sarcophagus’
iconography in the Phoenician sphere in which it was (re-)inscribed and eventually
discovered. Schmitz’s interpretation of the verb p7as a factitive verb, namely “he got (it)
made” (see note, above), would seem to suppor the view that in either case the sarcophagus
was purpose-made. The subject of the verb (in this case, Ittobaal) would seem to be speaking

with the authority of one who commissioned the creation of the sarcophagus (whether abroad

or locally).

Byblian Royal Building Inscriptions:

% Markoe 2000, 137-138.
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Yehimilk

KAI 4; Lebanese National Museum, Beirut 2043; Gibson 6; CSAI - Phoe

Loc. /Num. | 3. 052,20
. , 35 x 70 x 45 cm stone block, broken off of a larger stone formerly
Dimensions ) . . . . I
inscribed with a Pseudo-Hieroglyphic inscription.
Discovery Found in the ruins of the Crusader Castle in Byblos in 1929.
Montet 1929, 250; Dunand 1930, 321-31; Dunand 1939, 1141; Dunand
studies 1954, 30; Driver 1954 pl. 48, 1.7; Pritchard 1955, 499a; Martin 1961, 63ss;
Donner and Réllig 1973, 7; Magnanini 1973, 30-31, n. 7; Gibson 1982, 17-
19; CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 146.
Date 950-940 BCE
Abibaal
Loc. / Num. KAI 5; Gibson 7
Dimensions [unavailable]
. Inscribed on a fragment of a statue of Shoshenq I (945-924 BCE;
Discovery
Dynasty 22) at Byblos
Clermont-Ganneau, 1905, 74-78; Dussaud 1924, 145 ff.; Maisler 1946, 174
Studies ff.; Albright 1947, 157 £.; Yeivin 1959-1960, 214; Teixidor 1968, 371, no.
66; Donner and Rollig 1973, 7-8. See also Chéhab 1969, 38-40.
Date ca. 940 BCE or ca. 925-920 BCE
Elibaal
Loc. / Num. Louvre Museum, AO 9502; KAI 6; Gibson 8
Dimensions 60 cm high x 36 cm long x 37.5 cm wide
Inscribed on a fragment of a statue of Osorkon I (924-889 BCE; Dyansty
Discovery 22) at Byblos. Discovered before 1881 at the Temple of Ba‘alat Gubeil,
and held by private collectors until acquired by the Louvre in 1925.
Dussaud 1925, 101-17; Montet 1928, 54; Harris 1936, 159; Dunand 1939,
Studies 18 and fig. 7; Albright 1947, 158; Donner and Réllig 1973, 7-8. See also
Chéhab 1969, 38-40; Gubel 2002, 61-62.
Date ca. 920 BCE or ca. 900 BCE

Figure I1.2: Elibaal Inscription on a Fragment of a Statue of Osorkon I (Gubel 2002, 61)
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Shipitbaal I

KAI 7; Lebanese National Museum, Beirut 2044; Gibson 9; CSAI - Phoe

Loc. / Num. 30,

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Found by Dunand in 1935, carved into a limestone block among the
remains of a wall in the temple of Hathor and Herishef, Byblos
Dunand 1945, 146-51; Albright 1946, 14-18 and 1947, 158; Magnanini

Studies 1973, 35, n. 16; Gibson 1982, 23-24, n. 9; Maisler 1946, 165-81; Donner
and Rollig 1973, 7-8.

Date ca. 900 BCE

Though not intended for mortuary contexts, a series of four 10" century building

inscriptions attributed to various kings of Byblos (Yehimilk, Abibaal, Elibaal, Shipitbaal 1)

contribute a small but repeatedly established datum to the picture of the Phoenician

conceptions of death. Each of these four inscriptions ends with the same formulaic request for

blessing:

trk bt jbl ymt [PN] wintw 7 gbl

May Baalath-Gebal prolong the days of [PN] and his years [of reign] over Byblos.

With the slightly lengthened variant of Yehimilk’s inscription:

7 yrk blsmm wbi[t] gbl wmphrt 7 gbl gdsm ymt yhmlk wsntw ‘1 gbl kmlk

sdq wmlk ysr Ipn 7 gbl gdsm

May Baal-Shamem and Baal[ath]-Gebal and the assembly of the holy gods of Byblos

prolong the days of Yehimilk and his years [of reign] over Byblos as a rightful”” /
righteous king and a true king before the holy gods of Byblos.

%7 Arguments have been made that Yehimilk, whose inscription does not include a genealogy as do the others in

this series, might be using the term sdgto indicate his right to the throne (where his legitimacy might have been
threatened due to succession problems). See Vance 1994a, 8 for summary and comparanda.
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Figure I1.3: Building Inscription of Shipit-Baal (Demsky 2007)

Though not directly bearing on the treatment of the dead, these inscriptions help us form a
clearer picture of what a king of Byblos wanted in exchange for rebuilding a temple or
dedicating a statue to a particular deity - as long a life as possible, and continued sovereignty
over the years of this long life. We can also presume that Baalath-Gebal, literally “the Lady of
Byblos” (which may be the goddesses name, or an epithet), had the power to grant such a
request - to determine, in some way, how long a king should live. The latest of these royal
inscriptions belongs to Shipitbaal I (who lists Elibaal as his father and Yehimilk as his

grandfather), inscribed ca. 900 BCE, still early in the period under consideration.

c. Beirut and Vicinity

Khaldé Stele

Loc. / Num. Lebanese Dept. of Antiquities (DGA®; current location unknown)

Dimensions [dimensions not recorded; stele now lost]

Discovery Found during Roger Saidah’s 1966 excavations at the Khaldé cemetery
(Tomb 121)

Studies Bordreuil 1982b; Saidah 1966; Saidah 1971; Saidah 1979; Sader 2005, 25

Date 850-800 BCE

% The acronym is based on the French name for the department, Direction Générale des Antiquités, which is a
technical unit of the Lebanese Ministry of Culture.
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Of the four hundred twenty-two Iron I-II graves excavated by Roger Saidah on behalf of
the Lebanese Department of Antiquities (DGA) at the site of Khaldé (about 12 km south of
Beirut) from 1961-1966, only one was associated with an inscribed stele. That grave was
actually a group grave or family tomb labeled “Tomb 121” by the excavators. Tomb 121,
discovered during the summer of 1962, consisted of a rectangular enclosure about 3 m long
and 1.7 m wide, built of rough-hewn sandstone blocks. The tomb had been reused several
times, and featured a single articulated skeleton along the west wall, and a collection of bones
in the NW corner of the tomb.” Three amphorae were also found within the tomb, containing
a mixture of charred and uncharred bones - the largest of them contained two unburnt skulls
along with other human bones (showing that in at least one case, a single amphora could be
used for multiple adult burials). Thirty-six items were catalogued as grave goods, including
two scarab seals, five oenochoé (single-handled jugs with spouts), two flasks, and an
assortment of other pottery.

The inscribed stele itself, discovered four years later in the final year of excavation, “is
cut in the local beach-rock and it has a trapezoidal shape.”* The inscription consists of four
letters written length-wise down the middle of the stone. The letters form a horizontal line
starting near the foot of the stele and ending near the top “in such a way as to suggest that the
stone was lying on its long side.”* Bordreuil has dated this text on paleographic grounds to

the second half of the 9" century BCE, and reads:

* “Nous procédimes ensuite a |'enlévement des dalles de couverture, ce qui nous permit de découvrir une tombe

collective dont un seul squelette était en place, le long de la paroi ouest, couché sur le ventre, le crane posé au
nord. Il était en assez mauvais état de conservation et mesurait environ 150 cm. De nombreux ossements humains
dépareillés étaient dans le coin nord-ouest, comme s'ils avaient été entassés et repoussés 1a pour faire de la place.
Le mobilier funéraire occupait une grande partie de la tombe” (Saidah 1966, 64).

** Sader 2005, 25.

*! Sader 2005, 25.
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gtty (a personal name*’)
Schmitz, on the other hand, reads the first letter as a prather than a g*’ and dates the

inscription slightly later (perhaps to the early 8" century BCE) on the basis of the script.

Figure I1.4: Khaldé Inscribed Stelé (adaptéd from Bordreuil 1982b)

The stele itself is unfortunately now missing; Bordreuil’s 1982 publication was read
from a photograph taken by Saidah,* and Sader was also unable to locate the stele in

preparation for her 2005 volume.”

d. Sidon and Vicinity

Tambourit Cinerary Amphora

Loc. / Num. Tamb. 71-28
Dimensions [dimensions of the amphora unavailable]
The average height of the Phoenician characters is 7-8 mm.
Discovery Found in a tomb at Tambourit (modern Tanbourit)
Studies Starcky and Bordreuil 1975, 106; Bordreuil 1977
Date 850-800 BCE

“ Bordreuil suggests the name may be interpreted as either a gentilic or the name of a musical instrument (on the
basis of Biblical parallels); 1982b, 190-191.

# Schmitz’s reading derives the name from the root pty, either “I persuaded/enticed him/her” or “she
persuaded/enticed him/her.” Schmitz notes further that “it is also less likely, but possible, that we have an
archaic Italian name Potitia. According to Livy [Livy, Ab Urbe Condita, i. 6, 7], the gens Potitiahad exclusive right
to conduct the sacrificial rites of Herakles at Rome; in the fourth century BC the family attempted to sell their
monopoly for profit, and all members of the gens died in mysterious ways” (personal correspondence, June 2011).
* Bordreuil remarks in his publication of the inscription that “la localization actuelle de cette Pierre m’est
inconnue” (1982b, 191, n. 10).

* “Since it was not stored in the DGA storage in Beirut, it was impossible to have a closer look at the stele in order
to complete the documentation. It is probably in the DGA storage in Sidon, which has not been inventorized since
the end of the war” (Sader 2005, 25).
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In 1971, an Iron Age Phoenician tomb was unearthed by a bulldozer attempting to level
a field for agricultural use in Tambourit, a village about six kilometers southeast of Sidon.
Eleven objects* were collected by the owner of the field and brought to the attention of Roger
Saidah, who published them in 1977. Although the damage to the tomb itself was significant,"
the collection of objects was remarkably well preserved owing to their having been buried
lower than other areas of the tomb in a kind of trench at the southern end of the grave. The
collection was thus datable on the basis of ceramic typology (dependent on the Geometric
Pyxis to pin the date range more precisely), indicating that the tomb was in use from 850/825

to 800/775 BCE.

Figure I1.5: Tambourit Cinerary Urn (adapted from Saidah 1977)

The four amphorae and the pyxis had all been used as cinerary urns; the five urns
buried together in the same tomb indicate that it may have been reused for members of the
same family. One of these amphorae bore an inked inscription, added after firing. Bordreuil

read the three characters as ‘g, and interpreted the noun as a toponym, a hypothesis

“ Four amphorae, three dishes (used to cover three of the amphorae), three flasks, and a pyxis, published in
Saidah 1977.

7 “Rendu sur les lieux, nous vimes, a flanc de coteau, une cavité béante, plus ou moins circulaire, creusée dans la
roche crayeuse qui forme le substrat habituel des hauteurs surplombant la plaine cétiére des environs de sidon.
Le fond, encombré de gravats, se situait a prés de deux métres de la surface. La tombe ayant été bouleversée par
la chute de l'engin, nous ne flimes pas en mesure d'en déterminer les dimensions exactes ni d'en découvrir
l'entrée” (Saidah 1977, 135).
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supported by the cognate place name ‘Agmata, about 15 km from Tambourit. Bordreuil added
that “le toponyme ‘gm désignait ainsi probablement I'origine géographique du contenu
primitif de cette amphore,”* indicating that this particular amphora would have been initially
used to store an agricultural product of some kind, and was only later reused for this burial.
This may have implications for understanding the context of other inscribed amphorae in this

study (see below).

Tell el-Burak Stele

Loc. / Num. [unavailable]
Dimensions 50x24x19 cm
Found during the 2002 excavation season at Tel el-Burak, in secondary
Discovery use as part of the construction or repair of a 6™ century fortification
wall.
Studies Kamlah and Sader 2003; Sader 2005, 22-24
Date mid-7"-mid-6" centuries BCE

One inscribed funerary stele was found by the American University of Beirut’s
excavations at the site of Tell el-Burak just south of Sidon. Cut in local beach rock, it was
discovered in the collapsed stones of a 6™ century fortification wall where it had been reused,

“probably brought from a nearby cemetery which has not been yet located.””

8 Bordreuil 1977, 161.
* Sader 2005, 23.

47



Figure IL.6: Tell el Burak Funerary Stele and Inscription Detail
(adapted from Kamlah and Sader 2003)

A six-letter inscription was carved in a curving pattern underneath a partially broken
circular or sun-disk motif:*

b1 = [+ “Abibaal” (a personal name meaning “[the god] Baal is my father”)
This inscription introduces the question of the use of the preposition /-in the context of
Phoenician funerary stelae. The preposition /-is a Semitic preposition with a range of uses,
including motion “to” or “toward” something or some place; the recipient of a gift or an action
(i.e. “for” someone); or the owner of an object (i.e. “belonging to” someone). Teixidor (1982)
and others have (for the most part) agreed that in the case of modifying simple personal
names in funerary stelae contexts, the preposition /-indicates ownership or benefit in the
sense of signifying the individual whose burial is being commemorated; forming a
construction something like “[the stele / grave] belonging to/for [personal name].”
First published in 2003, the stele has been dated on the basis of script style to the 7%-

6™ centuries BCE. It is currently located in the Lebanese Department of Antiquities (DGA)

storage facility in Sidon.

>0 “A partly preserved circular depression is all that remains of what might have been a sun-disc symbol” (Sader

2005, 23).
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Sidon Stele

Loc. / Num. Lebanese National Museum, Beirut 19206; CSAI - Phoe 22.

Dimensions [unknown[

Discovery Found during Roger Saidah’s 1969 excavations at Sidon-Dakerman
Studies Teixidor 1982, 233-235; Sader 2005, 25-26
Date ca. 600 BCE (Sader 2005 - “slightly lower date”)

Teixidor offered the first publication of the inscribed stone stele which “se trouvait en
1973 dans le jardin du Musée National de Beyrouth,””” but had been excavated by Roger Saidah
(director of the Lebanese DGA) at the site of Sidon-Dakerman.*® Although the object’s specific
archaeological context had been lost by the time of publication,* Teixidor dated the
inscription to the early 6™ century (“peut-étre méme des alentours de 600 avant J.-C.”) on the
basis of its script style, while Sader argued for a “slightly lower dating”* that would place this
inscription in the Persian Period. The inscription itself, arranged in two lines, reads:

1 Bh? bn mr? 1+ bh7 son of mr™®

*! Kamlah and Sader 2003.

32 Teixidor 1982, 233.

* Saidah writes that “this is the first time we have uncovered such a number of Late Iron Age and Late Bronze Age
burials” (1969, 122), although no exact count of the burials is given. In his 1979 publication (p. 38) he offers a
more precise date for these burials: “I'implantation profonde de tombes de 1'4ge du fer (6e siecle avant J.-C.).”

** The stele was published in a volume (Archéologie au Levant, Recueil R. Saidah, CMO 12, Arch. 9, Lyon) honoring
the memory of Dr. Saidah after his untimely death. The Lebanese civil war, which began in 1975 and continued
through 1990, meant the loss of much of the collection of unpublished excavation notes held by the Department
of Antiquities (housed in the Lebanese National Museum, Beirut, which sat directly on the green line). Teixidor
goes on to write: “Cette note épigraphique, bien que tragiquement privée aujourd'hui d'un contexte
archéologique qui aurait été précieux, représente pour moi un souvenir personnel de 'ami disparu” (Teixidor
1982, 233).

> On the basis of the Ae shape, which parallels those of the Sidonian Eshmunazar and Tabnit inscriptions dated to
the Persian period,; Sader 2005, 26.

> Compare Teixidor 1982, who attempts to dissect the names into hypocoristic onomastic constellations (that is,
missing their theophoric elements). Sader (2005, 25-26) calls some of his interpretations “highly hypothetical,”
but “because [the stele] lies under other very heavy stone monuments [in the Directorate General of Antiquities
Storage facility], which were very difficult to move, it was impossible to have a better photograph and to draw the
tombstone.”
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Like the funerary stele from Khaldé, it is curious that this was the only stele found at Sidon-
Dakerman, although “the fact that such tombstones may have been re-used in later buildings

or may have been overlooked could account for their absence.”” No measurements of this

s

Figure I1.7; Sidon Funerary Stele with Inscription Detail
(adapted from Teixidor 1982)

stele had been taken by the time of Sader’s 2005 publication.

e. Beqaa Valley

Ruweiseh Arrowhead

Loc. / Num. Louvre Museum A018849; KAI 20
Dimensions l1cmx4.4cm
Discove 1925 excavation of disturbed burial cave at Ruweiseh / Rouisseh /
Y Rouiesseh / Ruweisseh in the Beq’aa (Biq'a) Valley
. Guigues and Ronzevalle 1921; Dussaud 1927, 185; Gras, Rouillard, and
Studies e
Teixidor 1989
Date 1050 BCE

57 Sader 2005, 25.
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Only one inscription of the Iron I-II comes from inland Lebanon, in the Beqaa Valley. A
1920s investigation of two shaft tombs at Ruweiseh near Nabatiyeh el-f6qa turned up two
bronze arrowheads, one of which was inscribed on both faces:

Obverse: hs d’ Arrow of ’Addo’

Reverse: bn ‘ky son of ‘Akki

Figure I1.8: Ruweiseh Arrowhead
(the reverse side is upside down; adapted from Dussaud 1927)

The first element, Asis to be vocalized Aiss (hizz, Akkadian ussu),” and seems to act to label
the object in question with a genitive construction indicating ownership.

To date, sixty-one inscribed bronze arrowheads have come to light, although the other
sixty all come from the antiquities market.” Unfortunately, the archaeological context of the
inscribed Ruweiseh Arrowhead (and its sister arrowhead, from the same tomb but with no
inscription) is limited by the fact that the tomb was heavily reused, at least into the Hellenistic
period,” “rendant impossible toute étude stratigraphique.”® The paleographic style of the

Ruweiseh arrowhead inscription has nevertheless led to scholarly consensus that the piece was

8 Milik and Cross 1954, 6.

> See Elayi 2005 for a summary of the known inscribed arrowheads to date.

% From Guigues’ 1926 report: “C'est ainsi que j'ai recueilli, avec des débris d'un mobilier funéraire d'époque gréco-
romaine, deux pointes de fleches en bronze d’age divers, dont 1'une porte une inscription phénicienne sur
chacune de ses faces (pl. 111, 1-2), 'autre, beaucoup plus petite et de forme lancéolée, a perdu son pédoncule.
Recueillies toutes deux dans la tombe a, au point F (fig. 1), elles n’etaient accompagnées d'aucune piéce ou
fragment céramique de la méme époque. Elles se trouvaient au milieu de terres passées au crible et entassées dans
un coin de la grotte” (1926, 326).

¢! Guigues 1926, 326.
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probably produced during the 10" century BCE or perhaps slightly earlier, and the other
unprovenanced arrowheads have been similarly dated in the 12"-10" century range. Although
much of the potential for these arrowheads to inform our understanding of Phoenician
mortuary practice in the Iron I-11 is lost due to their lack of traceable provenance, a few are
worth highlighting for their indirect implications and bearing on this study. In particular, thre
three inscribed arrowheads from the El-Khadr hoard (Table I1.1, nos. 2-4) have been celebrated
as significant epigraphic finds - a transitional stage between early Iron Age Phoenician scripts

and what came before.®

Table I1.1: A Selection of Inscribed Arrowheads

No. | Current Location Provenance Publication Date Inscription Inscrip tl.‘m
Translation
Ruweiseh burial cave gg;gzueizlllim’ ) )
: t t
1= 1 | ouvre Museum excavgtlons: (near 1926; 11 - 19 hs d’ :Arrow, of
KAI Nabatiyeh, in the d centuries bt T Addo’, son of
g0 | AO18849 Beqaa Valley of Duss.au . BCE A ‘Akki
Southern Lebanon) 1927; Martin
1962 (Ruw)
Bethlehem - Milik and [written
Private Antiquities Market (El | Cross 1954; vertically;
) collection - Khadr® 1); Part of a Cross and ca. 1100 letters Arrow ?f
Abbé Milik hoard of twenty-six Milik 1956; BCE written left- ‘Ablab1’t
javelin and Martin 1962 to-right] As
arrowheads. (EK 1) bdlbt
Bethlehem - [written
Private Antiquities Market (El | Cross and vertically;
3 Collection - Khadr I1); Part of a Milik 1956; ca. 1100 letters Arrow of
Frank Moore hoard of twenty-six Martin 1962 BCE written left- | ‘Ablabi[’]t
Cross, Jr. javelin and (EK 2) to-right] As
arrowheads. bdlbt

62 ¢«

The el-Khadr javelin-heads provide the missing link between the latest of the Proto-Canaanite epigraphs, and
the earliest of the Phoenician inscriptions” (Milik and Cross 1954, 11).

% The village of El Khadr (El Khadr) is located 5 km west of Bethlehem. The large hoard of both inscribed and
uninscribed arrowheads was discovered in 1953 by a local farmer, and subsequently scattered among antiquities
shops in Jerusalem and ‘Amman. J.T. Milik, F.M. Cross and G.L. Harding slowly collected and published nineteen
pieces (three inscribed) in total, published in Cross and Milik 1956. Six other uninscribed arrowheads in private
collections were also noted (Cross 1980, 4) but not purchased. Cross tracked down another two inscribed
arrowheads in 1979, publishing them in Cross 1980. The total number of known arrowheads belonging to the El
Khadr hoard is thus 26, five of which are inscribed and included above.
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Bethlehem - [written

Antiquities Market (El d ically:
Amman Khadr 111); Part of a Cross an vertically;

4 Museum, Jordan | hoard of t7went six Milik 1956; ca. 1100 letters Arrow of
’ oalt Y Martin 1962 | BCE written left- | ‘Ablabi't
no. J. 5137 javelin and arrowheads :
. (EK 3) to-right] As
(gift of G. Lankester P
. bdibt
Harding)

Their vertical writing and left-to-right letter forms are archaic features: the practice of writing
vertically seems to have flourished in the 15™ century, but produced few surviving examples
other than these arrowheads that appear to date to the Iron Age.* While dextrograde writing
in North West Semitic dialects (today all written in sinistrograde scripts) may be known as late
as the 10™ century Khirbet Qeiyafa ostracon (perhaps the oldest Hebrew inscription now
known®),* this is the latest example of Phoenician writing in the dextrograde manner yet

discovered.

Figure IL9: Three of the el-Khadr Inscribed Arrowheads (Cross and Milik 1954, 7)

The el-Khadr hoard is also notable for its find spot. Although they are reported to have

been discovered by a fe//3h of the village of el-Khadr 5 km west of Bethlehem, no evidence for

¢ Cf. Cross and Milik 1954, 15.

% It should be noted that Rollston has argued that the Khirbet Qeiyafa inscription may well be “Proto-Phoenician”
or “Early Alphabetic,” rather than 0ld Hebrew (http://www.rollstonepigraphy.com/?p=56; 12 January 2010).

% But note that Demsky recently argued that “the scribe wanted to create a text in which at least the first line was
written vertically. ...He would have done so either because he had an older model in mind or with the intention of
challenging the student to read or write in different directions” (Demsky 2012, 190). This ingenious suggestion is
based in part on the presence of five drawn lines running through the inscription, which seem to have been
drawn after the letters.
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the occupation of this village site earlier than the Roman period has been discovered, leading
the epigraphers to conclude “the cache may have been lost or buried with its owner, during or
after a battle.”” Unfortunately no more could be said about the state of the hoard when it was
found, or whether any skeletal material was uncovered nearby.

The name mentioned in the three inscriptions is the same (with one epigraphic
variant), ‘bd/lb(’)t. This name in fact appears along with the name of the owner of the
Ruweiseh Arrowhead, @’ and his patronymic or gentilic, ‘ky, in an Ugaritic census-list of
bowmen.® Cross and Milik state that “if it is not pure coincidence, this may be an indication
that a hereditary and/or mercenary archer class existed. Compare the earlier pitatuin the
Amarna Age, tnnin Ugarit, s4bé sanannu in Alalakh or even the na‘ardma of the Egyptian

texts.”®

While these suggestions are enticing, they remain only speculations without better
archaeological context.

Because of the rarity of inscribed objects in this early time frame, the function of the
arrowheads has been widely debated. Three hypotheses have been put forth regarding the
purpose of the inscriptions and the high value they seem to accord the bronze weapons:

As to the significance of inscribing arrowheads, scholars have put forth three

possibilities. First, they may have been inscribed so that the archer could

retrieve them after battle. Second, because in several Semitic languages the

words for arrow and good luck are very similar..., some have suggested that

inscribed arrowheads were used in divination (see Ezek 21:26). The third

hypothesis is that the arrowheads represent gifts to deities, the name inscribed

on the arrowhead being the donor.”

In these models, the difference between hypotheses two and three is that in the second, the

arrows would have been kept with the owner in life, and used on numerous occasions; whereas

7 Cross and Milik 1954, 5.

8 Ugaritic Handbook321: 111, 38 (Gordon 1947); RA 1940-1941 106-107.
 Cross and Milik 1954, 7.

7 Vance 1994b, 110.
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in the third scenario, the arrows would have been dedicated to a deity - presumably not
inscribed until needed for votive purposes. Elayi has argued that an ancient break in the
extremity of one of the most recently published arrowheads “proves that it was used and
therefore was a true weapon and not only a votive object,””" because it had been resharpened
after the break occurred; presumably a votive arrow, or one used in divination, would not need
to be sharp to be functional or valued. Further, the fact that the break obscures part of the
inscription may well indicate that these arrowheads were not inscribed in order to transform
them into grave goods, but were rather inscribed earlier, and only subsequently employed as
grave goods (probably after the death of their owners), at least in the case of our only
arrowhead with reliable archaeological provenance.

The fact that the inscribed Ruweiseh arrowhead was found in a burial setting (and
accompanied by an uninscribed specimen) shows that whatever the function of these
arrowheads in the lives of those who owned them, they were considered meaningful as grave
goods. Also of interest is the fact that in the inscriptions, ownership of the arrows is indicated
linguistically not with a preposition (/) or solely by a patronymic formula (such as “xson of
"), but with a construct phrase stating the very type of the inscribed object: As ‘arrow.” Why
should this seemingly obvious label be applied? Could naming the type of object be significant
for the function of the object or the intention of its inscription in some way? Or is it perhaps a
novel convention of those who carved the inscriptions on small metal pieces at Roueisseh (or
some other point of origin)? This datum must be taken into consideration as we continue to
compile evidence for the labeling of funerary stelae and amphorae or cinerary urns, and these

inscriptions’ possible significance.

7! Elayi 2005, 36.

55



f. Tyre and Vicinity

Thirty-nine Stelae from Tyre al-Bass (purchased)

1) Beirut Collection: Lebanese National Museum, Beirut, TT 91.51-3 and
S7-10; CSAI - Phoe 31-37

Loc. / Num. 2) Beiteddin Collection
3) Haifa, Israel Collection: Hecht Museum
Dimensions [range]
1-2) llicitly dug at Tyre al-Bass ca. 1990 and acquired by the Lebanese
Discovery DGA.
3) lllicitly dug at Tyre al-Bass ca. 1990 and acquired by the Hecht
Museum, Haifa, Israel.
Sader 1991, 109-120 and Sader 1992b, 54-60; Moscati 1993, 147-151;
Studies Bartoloni 1993, 153-156; Amadasi Guzzo 1993, 157-163; Garbini 1993, 3-
6; Sader 1991, 101-126; Lemaire 2001; Sader 2005.
Date Range from 10" - late 6" centuries BCE

The most significant contribution to our understanding of Phoenician mortuary

practice in the Levant during the Iron I-II periods was the discovery of a cremation cemetery

at Tyre in 1990. Although the location of the burial grounds came to light as a result of illicit

digging, black market sales of funerary stelae, and subsequent rescue operations, the cemetery

was eventually excavated in 1997, 2002, 2005, and 2008. The excavations have now been

backfilled and are no longer accessible.

Of the hundreds of stelae thought to have been illegally removed from the cemetery at

Tyre in the last twenty-five years (before controlled excavation began in 1997), only one

hundred five can be traced” - the rest having been lost to the antiquities market. Thirty-nine

of these have been published, and will be discussed below. Twenty-seven of these are now in

the possession of the Lebanese DGA, stored in Beirut and in Beiteddin.

2 Thirty nine are discussed below; sixty-six more (recovered from the antiquities market or now held in private

collections) will be published by Abousamra and Lemaire in the forthcoming Festchrift for Francois Bron.
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1) During the initial stage of the rescue operations, undertaken in 1990,” twelve stelae
were saved and studied through Lebanese efforts™ (another six inscribed and one
uninscribed stelae were viewed by Sader’s team, but could not be collected nor
published). These twelve are now in DGA storage in Beirut.

2) Another fifteen stelae (eleven with inscriptions), also thought to have been illicitly
dug at Tyre al-Bass and eventually acquired by the Lebanese DGA, were
subsequently added to the collection of twelve published by Sader in 1991. These
tifteen are now on display in the Beiteddin Museum, Lebanon.

3) The final group of twelve inscribed stelae illicitly dug from the Tyre al-Bass
cemetery (before regular excavations were begun in 1997) were collected and
donated to the Hecht Museum in Haifa, Israel, where they are currently on display
as part of a permanent exhibit on Phoenician culture, trade, and religion. This
corpus was published in 2001 by Lemaire.

Table I1.2: Tyre al-Bass Stelae Obtained via Rescue Efforts

No.” Location Pho;:;f:lan Inscription Interpretation Motif Date’”
Lebanese Personal name: “client of | Crescent turned downward containing
S1; DGA (1991 grh [the god Baal] Hammon” small circle (interpreted as solar disk); four | 8- 7%c,
*12 | rescue mn or vertical parallel lines on top (interpreted as | BCE
efforts) “client of the Aimn” uraei”’)
Lebanese tnt th
S2; DGA (1991 b7 Personal name: . fl:jl:i)fc;f
*13 rescue st “Tanit-$b “wife of 7m” th
6" c.BCE
efforts) m
Lebanese Personal name:
: th _
S3; *4 feiﬁu(elggl f’ijf” “son of Tanit, the high --- Iéits % CE
efforts) one” '

7 Helen Sader, Professor of Archaeology at the American University of Beirut, describes the rescue in her 1991
report: “Illicit digging in the area of the probable site of the first Tyrian fophet yielded some 200 stone stelae
according to local information. We were able to see 60 but were not able to photograph them. Only twelve of the
stelae could be saved. These now form part of the National Museum collection.... Having offered the rescued
material to the Lebanese Department of Antiquities, we were granted permission to publish this exceptional find.
When the publication of the twelve stelae was already in preparation, we were able to see and photograph six
other inscribed and one uninscribed stelae. Two of them had been cut with an electric saw! The clandestine
diggers had started cutting the stones still in their possession to preserve only the part bearing the inscription,
because the heavy weight and the cumbersome size of the stones had prevented the sale on the antiquities
market! Next to the above-mentioned 19 stelae, several inscribed, complete, and some mutilated stelae are now
in the Beiteddin Museum” (1991, 101).

7 “All stelae, with the exception of S6, are cut in the local Tyrian beach-rock. They differ in shape and size. Two
are L-shaped (S1 and S4), two are tall and narrow rectangular stones (S10 and S3), two have a rounded top (52 and
S9), two are squarish (S7 and S8), three are trapezoidal in shape (S11, S6, and S5), and one is a small rectangular
stone (S12). The tallest stele measures 76 cm and the smallest does not exceed 41 cm in height. Most of them are
extremely heavy and cannot be carried by one person” (Sader 1992, 60)

7> The numbers S1-S12 were used to distinguish the stelae in their initial publication, but a more comprehensive
collection of Phoenician homeland stelae was put forth in Sader 2005 where a new numbering system was
designed. I have included these numbers from the 2005 publication with an asterisk so that they might be
correlated with the earlier publications as well.

76 Determined by Sader (1991 and 1992) on the basis of paleography.

77 Sader 2005, 36.
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Lebanese

DGA (1991 / Personal name
S4; *5 rescue b? (hypocoristic): Miniature circle (interpred as solar disk’®) 7%h ¢. BCE
efforts) ¥ “[DN] is a lion”
Lebanese bd Personal name with
g5 % | DOA (1991 [--]1 bn genealogy: T-shaped cross topped by circle e ¢ BCE
’ rescue b7 “Servant of [DN], son of (interpreted as ankh or Tanit sign”) ’
efforts) y Baal-y”
Lebanese
«a | DGA (1991 Frontal view of human head and neck in
S6; ™9 - - . . . n.d.
rescue relief, with stylized face
efforts)
Lebanese
S7; | DGA (1991 mlgrt Personal name: Crescent turned downward containing gt ¢ BCE
*14 rescue b “Melqart is (my) father” small circle ’
efforts)
" ]]SeGTr(lfsg 1 st Personal name: “Astarte Rect.angulafr shape cut into the stele ) oth_gthc,
S8; *7 117 . " (variously interpreted as a Naos, shrine, or
rescue p the Mighty One empty niche) BCE
efforts) pty
Lebanese Personal name meaning Not later
S9; | DGA (1991 . “client of g8” or perhapsa | Horseshoe-shape (interpreted as betyl or than th
*15 | rescue 88 profession relating to altar) cut by horizontal line o e
efforts) “clay/mud”® 77 ¢ BCE
Lebanese
$10; | DGA (1991 I'mt “belonging to ‘Female gth-7th ¢,
*8 rescue Smn servant of Eshmun’” o BCE
efforts)
Lebanese Two horizontal parallel lines at top;
S11; | DGA (1991 upturned U-shape with rounded d
*10 | rescue o o appendage coming off the bottom nd.
efforts) (interpreted as aedicula or shrine®)
Lebanese Oval shape with short vertical base and two
S12; | DGA (1991 short diagonal lines coming off the upper d
*11 | rescue o o portion of the oval (interpreted as a n.d
efforts) plant®)
%168 I]?/Ielizzcll;ri;n Fm® 1+ personal name: . 10t c.
’ Sm*[(DN) has heard] BCE
Lebanon
Beiteddin mlg u . . th
*17 | Museum 7 Personal name: Melqart is T—shaped cross topped by c1‘rcl‘e 9 h—early
Lebanor; b [my] father (interpreted as ankh or Tanit sign®) 8% ¢c. BCE

7 Sader 2005, 28.
7 Sader 2005, 28.
% This personal name is attested at Ugarit at in Punic onomastics, although its meaning remains uncertain. See

Sader 1991, 118-120 for discussion.
The top of the shrine consists of two parallel horizontal grooves surmounted by a small rectangular platform

81 ¢«

10 cm wide, bearing a round symbol, most probably a sun disc with a vertical line attached to its bottom.... The
sides of the shrine are very deeply hewn forming a right angle on top, possibly representing two columns. Inside
the shrine, in the middle of its lower section, there is a hole, which looks like a navel. It is possible that the
stonecutter intended to carve a niche or any other symbol but did not complete his work but it is also possible
that it is indeed a navel for below this hole there is another enigmatic representation. It consists of a long vertical
proturbance with a rounded lower end resembling a phallus...” (Sader 2005, 34-35).

82 ¢

(Sader 2005, 35).
* The Beiteddin Museum stelae numbers correspond to those assigned in Sader 2005, for which I have used the
asterisk convention, above.
* Sader 2005, 44.

The symbol... is ovoid in shape with a short vertical stem at its bottom and two horns or leaves at the top”
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Beiteddin Tty m Personal name with late 8-
*18 | Museum, mbtg genealogy: - early 7%
Lebanon mr “ Jtymm daughter of gmr” c.BCE
Beiteddin Personal name:
*19 Museum, hd® hypocoristic formed with - 7% ¢. BCE
Lebanon the divine name Ad / Add
Beiteddin Is ., 1+ Perlsona}l name with 6 by cire] End of
%90 Museum p,l; genealogy: Pamage igure toppe y c181;c e the 7t c.
Lebanon ;7 z r?;’longmg to $ptson of (interpreted as an ank#h sign®) BCE
Beiteddin mprsry Personal name with late 8-
*21 | Museum, bn b genealogy: - early 7%
Lebanon Iyth “msry son of blytd’ c.BCE
Beiteddin
*22 | Museum, [xxx/h 286 - -
Lebanon
Personal name with
Beiteddin ysp relational construct: late gt
* 2 « her of v ) ate 8" c.
23 Museum, ‘my ‘yspmother of y7 BCE
Lebanon h OR
ysplson of] my’h
Beiteddin btsh Personal name with ) . . th
% r logv: Horizontal line cutting a horseshoe-shaped | 8™-early
24 Museum, genealogy: if (i 157 th
Lebanon btgrt “btshrdaughter of grth motif (interpreted as a betyl®’) 7" c. BCE
b7 i
Beiteddin . . : th
% Ismn [+ Personal name: Very rough circle atop a short horizontal late 7-
25 Museum, 2 « : v 2 .88 th
Lebanon y: Belonging to Smny/l]: line 6" c. BCE
Beiteddin Cross with arms of equal length; two circles
*26 | Museum, - - in the upper quadrants, two smaller crosses
Lebanon topped by circles in the lower quadrants
Beiteddin Cross with longer vertical piece; a crescent
*27 Museum, - - rests on its horizontal armwith a circle
Lebanon within the crescent
Beiteddin Long vertical cross whose vertical line is
*28 | Museum, - - interrupted by a U-shaped symbol beneath
Lebanon the horizontal cross-piece
« Betteddin An irregularly cut U-shaped symbol; two
29 Museum, - - : .
rough circular depressions underneath
Lebanon
Beiteddin mt Personal name:
*30 Museum, ” o, - 8™ c. BCE
Lebanon spr slave of the scribe
*31%; | Hecht ij}ws/ Personal name with second
H- Museum, b’; " genealogy: “Maharay, son | - half of 7t
3017 | Haifa, Israel iyh of Yasop, son of Immiah” c.BCE

8 Sader 2005, 46.

86 «¢

Clandestine diggers sawed it length- and widthwise leaving only the one line inscription. The breaks, which

are visible on the right side of the stele, seem to suggest that the beginning of the inscription may have been
damaged in the process. The signs, except for the last one, which is clearly a /e, are very badly preserved and

difficult to read” (Sader 2005, 48).

¥ Sader 2005, 51.
% Sader 2005, 51. She goes on: “There is however no sign of an incision for the line under the circular depression.
The red paint, well preserved in this area, may be responsible for this impression. If the line were drawn on
purpose under the disc we may be in the presence of a badly preserved ank# sign... or of a shen-ring sign meaning
eternity or protection.... It may also simply be a symbol for the sun-disc represented by a circular cavity....”

% The Hecht Museum stelae numbers correspond to those assigned in Sader 2005.
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Above Inscription: Upturned crescent
shape
Below Inscription: Large ovoid atop a
*q9.
32; | Hecht msbt . “Stele of Milk, son of horizontal line and inverted V-shaped base | ca. 700
H- Museum, mlk bn . ” . {190 :
. . Ashtartga (interpreted as an ank# sign®). Inside the BCE
3016 | Haifa, Israel | strtg ) . . :
ovoid shape, a circle with four vertical
strokes on its top, and long vertical line as
a base (interpreted as a flower?).

%22, th _
33; | Hecht gr’ Personal name: “Client of late 8 th
H- Museum, Smn (the god) Eshmun” B early 7

3008 | Haifa, Israel g c.BCE

*34; | Hecht b Personal name: “Female late 8% -
H- Museum, skr servant of Maskir [divine - early 7

3005 | Haifa, Israel herald]” c.BCE

*35; | Hecht L«

H- Museum, hrb Personil name: “the Deeply cut U-shaped symbol 7% c. BCE

3011 | Haifa, Israel master

*36; | Hecht 77 1+ Personal name:” ca. 700
H- Museum, mn “Belonging to (the god) - B C'E

3013 | Haifa, Israel Amon”

%37 | Hecht . Persorllal n'afne w1t}3 | N
- NP, L;m gegeg ogy.f Tamma [(;1? . ate 7" c.

3015 | Haifa, Israel [ EE?}};per ect] (son of?) BCE

*38; | Hecht Jor [+ personal name: ca. 700
H- Museum, f? “Belonging to Gerata Cross with arms of equal length B C'E

3014 | Haifa, Israel [client of [DN]”

b Personal name with

*39; | Hecht + genealogy: “Sheba‘t - ca. 600
H- Museum, bt [abundance] daughter of [the stele itself was originally T-shaped, but B C'E

3010 | Haifa, Israel b ‘Azbaal [(the god) Baal is was cut by clandestine diggers]

(my) strength”
[+ personal name with

*40; | Hecht Imlk? genealogy: ca. 600
H- Museum, bt pdn “Belonging to Milka [(DN) - B C'E

3009 | Haifa, Israel p is king] daughter of Padén

[(DN) has redeemed]”
[+ personal name with
1klb geneaology:

*41.

41; | Hecht t bt “Belonging to Kalbat late 7" c.
H- Museum, sk f 4 ¢ -
3007 | Haifa. Israel bs. [female dog / servant (o BCE
’ n DN) daughter of ‘Absakkon
[(servant of (the god) skn]”
42; | Hecht St Personal name: “Ashtart Large ovoid atop a horlzgntal line and late 7% .
H- Museum, Pr has assembled” inverted V-shaped base (interpreted as a BCE
3006 | Haifa, Israel P pseudo-ankh sign®)
% Sader 2005, 57.

°! Lemaire 2001, 9; Sader differs in her interpretation: “this symbol clearly represents a pomegranate, a fruit often
used on Phoenician and Punic monuments” (Sader 2005, 57).
%2 This reading is Lemaire’s (2001, 14) interpretation, although Sader (2005, 60) points out the preposition /- might
just as well precede a hypocoristic name.
 Lemaire’s reading (2001, 15); Sader (2005, 60) states “the regular distance between the letters as well as the fact

that they are all very clear casts some doubt about the possible existence of a fifth sign of which no traces can be

seen. Irregularities due to the erosion of the stone might account for Lemaire’s suggestion but his reading /amed
remains highly hypothetical.”
* Sader 2005, 63.
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In 1991, the initial collection of twelve funerary stelae represented “the longest and

% in terms of number of inscriptions of similar

oldest series of south Phoenician inscriptions
genre or use. Although not as significant as the finds from Byblos in terms of grammatical

complexity or extensive Phoenician vocabulary, the fact that these stelae come from a non-

royal cemetery, were numerous enough to establish an acceptable range of practice, and are

associated with some iconographic data make them extremely useful for our understanding of

Phoenician homeland mortuary practice in the Iron I-II.

In the initial 1991 publication of these stelae, Sader made note of the absence of an

initial preposition /-anticipated by analogy to later evidence from Carthage and other Western

Mediterranean examples:

It is to be remembered here that all the personal names written on the Tyrian
stelae [i.e. the original twelve published stelae] are not preceded by /-except for
one (510), although personal names are usually preceded by this preposition in
funerary inscriptions.... No satisfactory explanation can be offered to account
for this unusual feature of Tyrian inscriptions: Could it be explained as a local
characteristic of the Tyrian funerary and votive formulas?*

This speculation, a function of taking the later, more abundant evidence as typical of all

periods of Phoenician practice, and struggling to contend with the earlier evidence as a

manifestation of local idiom, might be more productively reversed - the earlier, regionally and

incidentally varied (even the same cemetery) ways of indicating the “proper” way to

* Sader 1991, 122.

% Sader 1991, 115; she goes on to grapple with this apparent discontinuity with the Carthage evidence in
her 1992 publication: “The presence of /-on S10 would be problematic if the burial ground from where
our material comes is, as we assume, a child cemetery. The personal name following /~is understood to
refer to a deceased adult because personal names in funerary inscriptions are usually preceded by this
preposition (Cooke 1903:60). Since the occurrence of /-on S10 remains the only exception, all the Tyrian
stelae we saw having only the personal name without the preposition, one logical conclusion would be
that S10 is intrusive. Another explanation would be that the general observation established by Cooke
does not necessarily apply to Tyrian inscriptions of the 8"-6" cent. The use or absence of /-will also have
to be raised if this burial ground turns out to be a regular [i.e. adult] cemetery: how to explain then the
absence of the preposition on all the remaining stelae?” (Sader 1992, 59).
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commemorate the dead should be considered complete systems (though perhaps attested only
incompletely in the archaeological record), which gradually evolved as Phoenicians moved
outward from the homeland, interacted with other cultures, and developed new local idioms
specific to those times and places.

This corpus of rescued or purchased stelae from the Tyre al-Bass cemetery indicates a
wide range of carved motifs and inscriptional content. The inscriptions show an array of
characters that could be used to commemorate the deceased: personal names alone, personal
names preceded by the preposition /- and either of these with a relational or genealogical
construction. One stele, number 32 above, is the first homeland Phoenician stele of pre-
Hellenistic date that includes the noun msbt, “stele” in its inscription” (i.e. “stele belonging to
[PN]”), perhaps giving a hint as to the implied object of the /-prepositions used in other stelae
inscriptions. The range of variation indicated in this sample indicates the flexibility of the

acceptable mortuary “grammar” at play in these Phoenician Levantine funerary stelae.

Ten Excavated Stelae from Tyre al-Bass (1997 - 2002 seasons)

Loc. / Num. TT97 and TT02 [Inventory numbers given in Sader 2004 and 2005]

Dimensions [range; sizes given in Sader 2004 and 2005]

Excavated at Tyre al-Bass 1997 - 2002 (excavations continued 1997,

Discovery 2002, 2005, 2008) by Pompeu Fabra University, Barcelona
Studies Sader 2004, 2005
Date 8h-7" centuries BCE

Maria Eugenia Aubet of the Pompeu Fabra University was eventually given permission
to begin rescue excavations at the site in 1997 in cooperation with the Lebanese DGA. That

first season of excavation eventually produced eight in situ funerary stelae (numbers 43-50,

%7 Sader 2005, 57. I count eleven other attestations of the singular absolute form in Phoenician, all from Cyprus;
and seven additional attestations of the construct form: four from Cyprus, and two from the Hellenistic period at
Oumm El-‘Amed near Tyre, Lebanon; (Hoftijzer and Jongeling 1995, Vol. 2, 676).
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below), published by Sader (2004). Unfortunately none of these eight was inscribed with
Phoenician characters, although each featured a carved motif (see below). A second season of
excavation was authorized in 2002, which produced one inscribed and one uninscribed stele,
numbers 51 (“the first inscribed Tyrian funerary stele found in a regular excavation”) and 52
below. Stele number 51 was discovered equidistant from Urns 68 and 69, two cinerary urns
from the 8" century BCE, and has been dated to the 8™-7" centuries BCE as a result of this
context and its paleographic features. The complicated stratigraphy of the rest of the
cemetery site (in use from the 11"-6™ centuries BCE) has prevented the more precise dating of

any of the uninscribed stelae from the excavations.

Table I1.3; Stelae from the Tyre al-Bass Excavations (1997 and 2002)

s | Phoenician Inscription . 100
No. Text Interprstation Motif Date
*43 | - - Rectangular shape (interpreted as a Naos'"")
Stylized human face; beneath this, a circle atop a
*44 | - - horizontal line, with two vertical lines underneath
(interpreted as a pseudo-ankh sign'®)
A pattern featuring four isosceles triangles arranged
x5 | - ) vertically in two pairs (with summits of each pair

touching), with short horizontal lines separating
each pair along the summit.'”®

%46 | - i Stele itself carved with a rough human head
(interpreted as a human figure'®)

Front view of a human head with stylized face,

*47 - - . .
carved in relief

*48 | - - Broken stele featuring four small triangular

% Sader 2005, 16.

* The excavated stelae numbers correspond to those assigned in Sader 2005.

' Determined by Sader (1991 and 1992) on the basis of paleography.

1! Sader 2005, 64.

12 Sader 2005, 66.

1% The end result looks like two hour glasses, one standing on the other, with short horizontal lines running
through the narrow “waist” of each hour glass. Sader notes only Renan’s conclusion that the symbol is
characteristic of the land of Tyre (Renan 1864, 662; Sader 2005, 68).

19 “Cut in sandy, granulated beach-rock, this L-shaped stele is largely eroded and in a bad state of preservation. It
represents a person whose head only was sculpted in a three-dimensional way while the rest of the body seems to
be in a seated position, an impression created obviously by the L-shape of the stele. The 15cm long and 19cm
wide (maximal width) vertical part of the body forms a more or less regular trapezium and still preserves the
traces of the cutting tools. These give at first sight the impression that the body is wrapped with bands of cloth.
In fact, a careful observation of the stele shows that the two oblique traces of a chisel on the chest could represent
the bent left arm of the person” (Sader 2005, 68).
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proturbances at the top; corner of a frame-like relief
indicating a rectangular shape; a fragment of a pillar-
like shape within the rectangle (interpreted as shrine
lintel and bety/”)

*49 | -

Entirely blank except for two rough circular cavities,
arranged vertically

*50 | -

Broken circular protrubance from the top of a stele

(now lost), carved with a human face (holes for eyes
and mouth; semi-circular proturberance on the left

side, indicating an ear)

*51 | .

Personal name with
genealogy: “[Servant of
(the god) p*m] son of n”

8th _
c. BCE

*52 | -

Circle beneath a short T-shape (interpreted as the
Egyptian hieroglyphic sign nfr, meaning “good,
perfect”'®)

Together with the other thirty-nine stelae not found within proper archaeological context,

this makes forty-nine known Phoenician funerary stelae from the Tyre al-Bass cemetery. The

degree of variation in their commemorative carving may be tallied as follows:

Table I1.4: Variation in the Inscription Formula of the Tyre al-Bass Stelae

Inscription Only Inscription + Motif Motif Only

PN 8 5
PN + Genealogy 9 1
L+PN 2 3
L + PN + Genealogy 2 1
Other (msbt) 0 1
Unknown 1 0

TOTAL STELAE: 22 11 167

The carved motifs are enigmatic, not least because there does not seem to be any direct

correlation between the individual symbols and the nature of (or presence of) an

accompanying inscription. Analysis of the range of symbols that appear on the Tyre al-Bass

105 sader 2005, 71.

1% Sader 2005, 75. But note that the stele “was found in situ, in a vertical position, with the upper edge of the
stone broken. This suggests that the stele may have fallen in antiquitiy andn may have been eventually re-
erected since it is indeed difficult to assume that it was originally used with a broken upper edge” (Sader 2005,
75). However, when viewed upside down, the figure looks like a variation of the ankA-sign or sign of Tanit.

' The motifs which appear without inscriptions are briefly described in the corpus-based, itemized tables of
stelae from Tyre al-Bass above.
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stelae varies significantly; for example, a simple rectangular shape may be interpreted as a
schematic depiction of a shrines, a naos, an empty niche ready for an offering, a doorway, and
so on. The cross topped with an oval is sometimes interpreted as a precursor or variation of
the “sign of Tanit” - a similar symbol with a triangle (or inverted V-shape) for a base instead of
a simple vertical line; but the two may signify different concepts, deities, or family lines.
Finally, it is difficult to decipher the significance of variations of combinations of these
symbols; by way of illustration, Stelae 26-29'* from the Beiteddin Museum in Lebanon contain
different permutations of horizontal and vertical lines (sometimes crossed), circles, crescents,
and horseshoe- or U-shapes. None of these four stelae features inscriptions, and none bears
much similarity to the others in terms of scale, execution, or patterning of the individual

elements:

Figure I1.10: Tyre al-Bass Stelae Numbers 26-29 in the Beiteddin Museum, Lebanon
(Sader 2005, 53-55)

With these caveats in mind, a general accounting of the range of carved motifs can be

made:
Table I1.5: Carved Motif Occurrence on Iron I-1I Period Tyre al-Bass Stelae
Number with Number Stelae
Carved Motif Motif Interpretations inscriptions without Numbers
P inscriptions (Sader 2005)

1% Numbers are from the Sader 2005 pubication; they are retained in the tables above, for reference.
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Downward-facing crescent

s ) Lunar / Solar symbols 12,14, 27
containing small circle
Small circle(s) Solar disk 5,26, 29, 49
Cross with longer vertical
piece bisected or interrupted 27,28
by another symbol
Cross with arms of equal 26. 38
lengths ’
Circular shape atop a ankh-sign, shen-ring, 25

horizontal line

solar disk

Crossed lines (with longer

6,17, 20(?), 26,

vertical than horizontal lines) | Ankhsign / sign of Tanit 52 (upside
topped by oval / circle down?)
Inve.zrted—\/ ’Fopped by Ankh sign or pseudo-ankh
horizontal line and oval / ) : fTani 32
circle sign / sign of Tanit
Two parallel Vgrtlcal llpes Ankh sign or pseudo-ankh
topped by horizontal line and | ~, ot of Tani 44
oval / circle sign / sign of Tanit
Short vertical lines Uraei 12
Human head with face Image of the dead / image
of a worshipper / image of 9, 44, 47, 50
a priest
Rectangular shape Naos, shrine, empty niche 7,43, 48
Upturned crescent 32
;.E:s;ned horseshoe- or U- aedicule or shrine 10, 29, 35
Downturned horseshoe- or U-
shape cut by horizontal line betyl or altar 15,24
Oval shape with short vertical
line beneath, and two short Aedicula or shrine 10
horizontal lines at the top
Oval shape with short vertical
line beneath, and two short Plant 11
diagonal lines at the top
Triangles and horizontal lines
arranged like two stacked [characteristic of Tyre'®] 45

hourglass figures

As can be seen, many stelae utilize multiple symbols in a variety of combinations. It

may be significant that the stelae carved with human faces never appear with carved

inscriptions. Perhaps this was an alternate way of indicating the identity of the buried adult

individual, although the stylzed nature of the faces (sometimes with only holes for eyes and

mouth, others with strong vertical lines to indicate the nose) does not seem intended to

1% Renan 1864, 662; Sader 2005, 68.
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convey individualized portraits. On the other hand, what seem to be simple holes or lines in
many of the designs may have once served as anchoring points for overlays in metal or other
materials."® In cases where one symbol seems to be used to bisect or interrupt another (stelae
27, 28, and 32 offer examples of this), this may represent a kind of symbolic innovation or
creativity at play, or it may point to the multivalent semantic range of the common repertoire
(i.e. crosses, crescents, circles, and U-shapes).

Stele 25 “was entirely covered with red paint,” an interpretation made by Sader on the
basis of the traces still visible on the circular disk, the horizontal line below it, and the lower
portion of the stone.™ Although we should not make too much of this in terms of
extrapolating to the entire corpus, Stele 25 offers evidence that carving was not the only
decorative technique available to those who patronized the Tyre al-Bass stelae shops.

Because of the disturbed state of the Tyre al-Bass Iron I-II cemetery and the large
proportion of stelae acquired without proper archaeological context, we cannot be sure how
representative this sample is of Phoenician mortuary practice in general, or even how
representative it is of burial practices at Tyre al-Bass over the five centuries the cemetery was
in use. But these data do give us a sense of the range of acceptable formulations for stelae

carvings during the period in question.

Five Amphorae from Tell Rachidieh

Bey Excavation

Loc. / Num. Lebanese National Museum, Beirut 24165; CSAI - Phoe 6

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Excavations at Tell Rachidieh by Théodore Macridy-Bey (the only one

1% My thanks to Schmitz for this intriguing suggestion (personal correspondence, 29 June 2013).
! Sader 2005, 51.
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of fifteen urns uncovered to have been inscribed)
Studies Culican 1982a, 45-82; Bordreuil and Gubel 1985, 171-73;
Date 750-700 BCE
1975 DGA Excavation
Loc. / Num. Tomb IV nos. 22 and 48
Amphora no. 22: 38.9 cm high x 32.9 cm in diameter (max) x 24.5 cm
Dimensions wide at the mouth.
Amphora no. 48: 39 cm high x 33.3 cm in diameter (max) x 23.9 cm
wide at the mouth.
Discovery 1975 excavation at Tell Rachidieh (in Southern Lebanon) by the
Lebanese Dept. of Antiquities; found in tomb IV
Studies Bordreuil 1982b; Bordreuil 2003
Date 750-700 BCE
Antiquities Market
Loc. / Num. “S.B. Private Collection”
Dimensions [unavailable]
Discovery Obtained from the antiquities market, privately held by a collector.
Studies Bordreuil 2003
Date 750-700 BCE

Two inscribed amphorae from the 1970s Lebanese Department of Antiquities

excavations at Tell Rachidieh (south of Tyre, near Ras el-Ain) were found in Tomb 1V,
associated with two separate burials. The inscription on the first (called inscription number 22
by excavators, and found with burial number 6) was incised into the wet clay before the vessel
was fired; the inscription on the second (inscription number 48, with burial number 7) was
incised after firing, scratched into the finished surface of the amphora. They read:

No. 22: bt Ib” No. 48: bt hbr
Although difficult to date on the basis of paleography alone, their archaeological context

suggests a setting within the 9"-7" centuries BCE; Bordreuil assigned a tentative date of the

end of the 8" century, seeing some paleographic parallels with the 8" century Karatepe and
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Panamuwa inscriptions from southeast Anatolia (see below, Iron I-1I Phoenician Inscriptions
from outside the Levantine homeland).

The letters bt can be interpreted as either “daughter” (a strange construction without a
preceding feminine name, i.e. “xdaughter of y”) or “house,” the translation deemed most
likely by Bordreuil.'" If these amphorae are both labeled “house of x,” the question remains
what the inscriptions indicate:

a) That the jars belong to a particular family - where the second element in each case

is an anthroponym (citing a common ancestor or head of a household).

b) That the amphorae were in some way affiliated with a particular region or location,
and the words represent toponyms (along the lines of the Biblical place name bet
leba’otin Jos. 19:16), perhaps places close to Rachidieh or Tyre.'”

c) Inthe case of bt Abr, the meaning might indicate metaphorical “house of Abr
[grain]” in the sense of a location where grain is preserved or processed - “une telle
amphore pourrait avoir fait partie du materiel d'un magasin ou d’'une brasserie.”*"*

d) That the morpheme b¢may refer to the measure of capacity called bat, a volume of
approximately twenty-two liters.'”

Bordreuil ultimately concludes that the first possibility is the most likely, and that the
amphorae in question are labeled as belonging to two different families - another case of
objects labeled to indicate ownership, but without the /- preposition.'**

A third inscribed amphora from one of seven tombs'"’ discovered during Bey’s turn-of-

the-century excavations at Tell Rachideieh might also be included in this group. The two-

handled white painted piriform amphora bears five incised characters: /m/At, interpreted by

"2 Bordreuil 1982b.

' See Bordreuil 1982b, 138 for this and other parallels.

"4 Bordreuil 1982a, 139.

' This was proven untenable by subsequent study of the volume of the amphorae. It is refuted in Bordreuil 2003.
"¢ Bordreuil confirms this hypothesis in his 2003 article on the subject.

" Bordreuil and Gubel (1985, 171) mention fifteen urns produced by Macridy-Bey’s excavations at Tell Rachidieh
and held by the Lebanese National Museum, Beirut (only one of which was inscribed), but Macridy-Bey’s
excavation report (1904, 565-68) describes nine cinerary urns originating from tomb A, six from tomb B, and three
from tomb C, in addition to an uncounted number of urns from four other undisturbed tombs (a photograph is
provided of “quelques specimens des objets recueillis,” 567). Bey does not mention the inscribed urn, nor does he
discuss decoration or any other features of the pottery (aside from a range of measurements) to assist
reconstruction of the inscribed urn’s location.
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Bordreuil and Gubel as the preposition /+ m/hAt, an otherwise unattested personal name.'*®
Although the name may be of Aramaic origin," the style of script and origin of the amphora
have led to this inscription being identified as Phoenician. The inclusion of the preposition /-

contrasts with the later excavated amphorae (see below).

Figure I1.11: Tell Rachidieh Inscribed Amphora (Culican 1982a)

Unfortunately it is unclear from Bey’s notes whether this amphorae was used (or re-used) as a
cinerary urn (that is, to contain the cremated remains of a dead individual), or whether it was
included among the grave goods, either as a valuable container in its own right, or as the
vessel for some food or beverage intended to be buried within the tomb. Thus more cannot be
said about its relevance for Phoenician mortuary practice.

Another three amphorae from Tell Rachidieh were obtained via the antiquities market,

and are now held in a private collection.' The first of the amphorae was dated to the mid-8*

"® They make two suggestions for the etymology of this unparalleled anthroponym: a theophoric name related to
the goddess Mylitta attested in Herodotus (1.131), or (“plus prosaiquement”) a verbal noun related to the triliteral
root mlh /' mi”to fill” (though the retained 4 would be surprising, since it is never attested in Phoenician);
Bordreuil and Gubel 1985, 173.

"9 Schmitz considers it more likely that the name derives from the %ph ‘e/participle of the Aramaic root /At
meaning “to pant / bend,” probably cognate to Akkadian /4du, “to bend.” Schmitz notes in particular the
reflections of Jastrow (1985, 694) on the Targum to 2 Kings 4:34, in which the Aramaic supplies this verbal root as
a gloss for MT 173, “to bow oneself down.” This may well indicate the Aramaic origin of the name in this instance,
as this verbal root is unattested in extant Phoenician inscriptions and not found in Hebrew. My thanks to Schmitz
for this observation (personal correspondence, 3 March, 2013).

1% Designated “Collection Privée S. B.” in Bordreuil 2003.
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century (having typological similarities to Cypro-Geometeric I1I or Cypro-Archaic I style

121) 1 122

amphorae'”'), a date that seemed consistent with epigraphic parallels observed by Bordreui
The inked inscription reads /Sw't, interpreted as the preposition /- plus a feminine form of the
previously unknown name sw', Bordreuil suggests interpreting the name as an abstract noun,
semantically akin to “dignity” or “nobility.”** The name may also be hypochoristic,
preserving only the verbal element of a theophoric name “[DN] saves / delivers.”* The second
purchased amphora bears six inscribed letters yd“mlk (“[the god] mlkknows”), and is to be
dated to the second half of the 8" century BCE.” The third inscribed amphora from this
private collection was interpreted by Bordreuil as reading: ”rgq z rmt, consisting of the two
words gnand rmt. In Bordreuil’s view, “le phénicien ’GN désigne en phénicien un recipient et
cette épigraphe constitue la premiére mention de ce mot incise sur un objet intact qui peut
étre assimilé a une amphore.””* The element rmt may be variously interpreted as an abstract
noun derived from the root r-/w/-m, possibly “elevation” or “height,” or as the feminine form
of the adjective from the same root, hypocoristically “[a feminine deity] is high.”**” In either

event, Bordreuil interprets both this and the /sw‘famphora as having had female recipients.

More cannot be said due to their lack of archaeological provenance.

Six Stelae from Akhziv

121 Bordreuil 2003, 52.

122 Who noted similarities to the 7% century BCE Ur box and the Carthage stele (KAI 50) scripts, some early 8"
century BCE Hebrew stamp seals, and some mid-8" century BCE seals from Karatepe (Bordreuil 2003, 53).

12 Bordreuil 2003, 53-54.

2 1f Zadok’s suggestion that the Phoenician names §57 and dns* (Benz 1972, 423) derive from the hollow root
Swf meaning “deliver, save”(1988, 182, no. 56) is correct. My thanks to Schmitz for drawing this connection
(personal correspondence, 29 June 2013).

1% Bordreuil dates the amphora itself to the second half of the 8" century BCE, and notes paleographic similarities
to the Carthage Medallion (end of the 8" century BCE), the Seville Inscription and Hassan Beyli (second half of the
8" century BCE), and the Azor jar (“qui est plus tardive”); Bordreuil 2003, 54.

126 Bordreuil 2003, 56.

127 Bordreuil 2003, 56.
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Ben-Dor Excavations

Israel Department of Antiquities and Museum numbers 42 251 (a); 42

Loc./Num. |, ). 44 323 (c); and 42 253 (d)
) i a) 78 x 36 x 35 cm; b) 73 x 43 x 26 cm; ¢) 76 X 38 X 22 cm; d) 78 x 38 x 25
Dimensions J
Ben-Dor Excavations: a) 1942 discovery at the er-Ras cemetery; b) 1941
Discovery discovery at the er-Ras cemetery; c) discovered in Tomb 16 in the er-
Ras cemetery; d) discovered in Tomb 1 of the el-Bagbaq cemetery.
Johns 1948, 88-89; Driver 1953, 63-65; Peckham 1968, 104-109 and 130,
Studies n. 78; Prausnitz 1969, 85-89; Hestrin et al. 1973, nos. 118 and 142-143;
Stern 1973, 2-17; Miiller 1975, 104-132; Delevault and Lemaire 1979, 3-5.
Date a) 7" century BCE; b) 600-550 BCE; c) 650-600 BCE; d) ca. 600 BCE
Prausnitz Excavations
Loc. / Num. Tomb 645, Prausnitz excavation.
Dimensions [unavailable]
Discovery Found in 1960 during the Prausnitz excavations at Akhziv.
Studies Cross 2002
Date 81-7" centuries BCE
Antiquities Market
Loc. / Num. [unavailable]
Dimensions [unavailable]
Discovery From the collection of an antiquities dealer local to Akhziv.
Studies Cross 2002
Date 7h-5% centuries BCE

Six funerary stelae come from early excavations at Akhziv, a site along Israel’s coast

near the modern border with Lebanon. Four of these come from the er-Ras and el-Babaq

cemeteries, excavated in the early 1940s by I. Ben-Dor. The fifth was discovered by the team

led by Prausnitz in the 1960s, and the sixth and last was acquired via the antiquities market,

although its seller reports Akhziv as its source, as wel

Table I1.6: Funerary Stelae from Akhziv / Achziv

1 128

Registration
Numbers

Inscription

Translation

Find Spot

Date

Carved Motif

128 Cross 2002, 169.
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mid-7" -

42.251 (Ben-Dor . Belonging to In the shaft of th
excavations) I'msk//'r Amiskar tomb ZR VI e:rllsy C?Z
A large cross with
B _— . Belonging to . mid-7* - arms of equal
42;3;\5:;2;2)0 ro|d bdsn?;/ /$bn Abdshamash, son of Out51dez ?f tomb early 6™ | length, topped by
i Ishay c. BCE aroughly circular
carved area'”
42.253 (Ben-Dor Belonging to Outside of tomb ca. 600
excavations) Izkem /7l Zakarmilk Z1 BCE

Vertical line
topped by short

' mid-7t - ‘ !
44.323 (Bgn—Dor I'm?// hnsk Belonging t.o Ama, Intomb ZR XVI | early 6™ horlzon’Fal line
excavations) the smith e and circle
’ (interpreted as an
ankh sign'’)
Rectangle (raised
i ; in relief) with a
(Prausnitz Belonging to gth_7th ¢ '
Excavations, 1960) Itb Tab[nit?] Above tomb 645 BCE small cross with
arms of equal
length inside
Unknown — - ]?eeplylou.thne(f:l
- bdy Boday(?) Antiquities 67-5"c. rontal view o
' Market BCE human head with
stylized face™

Though the unprovenanced stele listed above does not, the five stelae from excavations at
Akhziv all utilize the preposition /-to indicate the person being commemorated, and show a
range of methods for identifying the deceased: a simple personal name, a personal name with
genealogical relationship, or a personal name with some kind of title or epithet, in the case of
number 42.253.

The carved motifs fit well within the repertoire established by the Tyre al-Bass stelae,
discussed above. Although Cross suggests that the human face carved on the unprovenanced

stele may be a modern addition to increase the value of the piece,” this suggestion seems

12 “At the top of the cross in No. 2 there is a gouged out area, roughly circular, which could be regarded as the

vestigial circle of the an#,” (Cross 2002, 170).

% Cross 2002, 171.

B “The stele appears broken at the top... It is not out of the question that the face is carved secondarily, i.e., in
modern times, to enhance the value of the monument, despite the fact that the break in the stone runs just above
the eyes of the face. I know of no good parallel to the relief among Phoenician monuments” (Cross 2002, 172).

2 Cross 2002, 172.
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based solely on the lack of parallels in the existing corpus. The deeply carved U-shaped
outline of the face suggests some of the upturned horshoe- or U-shaped figures seen in the
Tyre al-Bass stelae. Without overstating the fluidity of these motifs, the cross, circle, crescent,
upturned U-shape, and triangle do seem to be used in an intriguingly complex series of figures

across the corpora of stelae from the Iron I-II periods.

4. Homeland Iron Age I-1I Phoenician Textual Evidence in Sum

a. ARWAD: Archaeology in southern coastal Syria in the vicinity of Arwad has not
yet to my knowledge produced inscriptional data in Phoenician that would shed light on
mortuary practice during this early period.

b. BYBLOS: As discussed above, from Byblos come the only examples of
inscriptions relating to Phoenician royal burials or afterlife conceptions in the Iron I-1I
Levantine homeland. At Byblos in the 11™-10" centuries BCE, we have evidence for a series of
kings, who were concerned with obtaining long life and stable rule from “The Lady of Byblos,”
a goddess who seems to have been conceived as controlling kingship - or perhaps life and
death as well - at Byblos.

Egyptian iconography was appealing to these kings, and was used extensively in the
burials of the Byblian necropolis. Ahiram’s sarcophagus, although (seemingly later) inscribed
with the Phoenician language in a regionally adapted alphabetic script, first bore a
hieroglyphic inscription dedicated to a man with an Egyptian name. It is unclear whether the
sarcophagus was manufactured in Egypt, and later brought to the Levant, or whether it was
carved locally by Phoenician or Egyptian workers. The use of the lotus and ank# sign is

notable - although we cannot determine on the basis of this sarcophagus alone whether or not
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these symbols signified the same concepts (i.e. the afterlife or the cyclical nature of life and
death) as they did for Egyptian audiences.

The inscriptions on the sarcophagi of these kings were primarily concerned with
protecting their resting places from intrusion - with keeping the burial intact in perpetuity.
This may well indicate an afterlife belief centered on the integrity of the remains, although the
nature of that concern is still undetailed. A curse is laid on anyone (imagined on the Ahiram
sarcophagus as another office-holder of high social standing) who would disturb the
sarcophagus, threatening him with the disruption of exactly those things which Byblian kings
hold dear - long life and stable reign.

C. BEIRUT: From near Beirut, at the 10™-8" century cemetery at Khaldé, comes the
most extensive Phoenician cemetery known from the Levantine homeland, containing both
inhumations and cremations (buried in urns). Although the full extent of the cemetery was
not uncovered (and the excavated portions now lie beneath the expanded Beirut airport
runways), four hundred twenty-two graves evidence the cemetery’s use during the Iron II
period, with a range of burial practices in play (including single inhumations in unlined cist
burials, multiple inhumations and cremations in a single built tomb, and so on; see Chapter
VI). But of the four hundred twenty-two excavated burials, only one funerary stele, datable to
the 9™ century BCE, was discovered. The text, carved length-wise along the stele, constituted a
single personal name - in this single case, emphasizing the importance of marking individual
identity (as well as a particular location within the cemetery) in the commemoration of the
dead. Perhaps this stele marked the grave of someone (or some family) whose social standing

made it an outlier in some way; regardless, it seems that on the whole, the use of inscribed
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stelae (or perhaps writing in general) was not considered crucial for commemorating the dead
at Khaldé.

d. SIDON: From Sidon’s vicinity comes an inscribed amphora used as a cinerary
urn, as well as two funerary stelae (from Tell el-Burak and Sidon-Dakerman). The first of these
objects, the inked amphora, seems to mark the re-use in burial contexts of vessels originally
created for the storage or transportation of agricultural products. Bordreuil’s interpretation
of ‘gm as the local toponym ‘Aqmata is a convincing hypothesis, and although other
conclusions may be drawn from this label, it seems likely that in any case the inscription does
not relate directly to the individual buried within (unlike those inscriptions placed on funerary
stelae). The other four vessels used as cinerary urns in that same tomb were unmarked,
suggesting the identification of cremated remains within the tomb may not have been as
important as the marking of the family tomb itself. Unfortunately the destructive
circumstances of the discovery of this tomb preclude further speculation.

The funerary stelae from Tell el-Burak (mid-7" to mid-6" centuries BCE) and Sidon-
Dakerman (early 6™ century BCE), differ in three notable features from that stele found at the
Khaldé cemetery outside Beirut. First, the inscriptions of both of these run width-wise across
the wider dimension of the stelae (despite, in the case of the Sidon-Dakerman stele, this
causing the inscription to run across one line and onto a second). Second, the preposition /-is
used preceding the personal name, which in the Sidon-Dakerman stele (a third difference from
the Khaldé stele) is accompanied by a short patronymic genealogy: xson of y. There can be no
doubt, therefore, that both of these two stelae commemorate a single individual. The
preposition seems to indicate pertinence to the stele or grave (perhaps marking the spot as

“belonging to” the person mentioned by the inscription), although other interpretations are
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possible. Like the Khaldé inscribed stele, these markers seem to signify the importance of
individual identity when commemorating the dead in and arround Sidon in the Iron II period.

e. BEQAA VALLEY: Although very little Iron I-II inscribed material originates from
the Beqaa Valley, the inscribed bronze arrowhead (and its uninscribed mate) originates from a
reused shaft tomb at the site of Ruweiseh. The text on this artifact and those on the sixty
other (archaeologically unprovenanced) known inscribed arrowheads was probably intended
to identify the owner of the arrow - to aid in either retrieval or identification (if they were
used as weapons), or for association with a particular worshipper (if they were used as votive
or ceremonial items), or both, perhaps. The fact that at least one of these inscribed arrowheads
was buried (with its owner?) indicates their value as meaningful grave goods for Beqaa Valley
Phoenicians. Little else can be made of this inscription as a textual source, although the use of
the “xson of y”formula in identifying an individual associated with an item’s ownership is
notable in light of the same formula’s use on mortuary stelae.

f. TYRE: The forty-nine stelae rescued or excavated from the cremation cemetery
at Tyre al-Bass offer another, slightly larger snapshot of Phoenician mortuary practice in the
Iron I-1I. Of the thirty-three inscribed stelae, twenty-three of these consist of personal names
(with or without genealogical constructions), while eight are inscribed with the preposition /-
+ personal names. Does this variation indicate a difference in meaning? In other words, are
the constructions in complementary distribution? Or are the two uses of the preposition /-
among the Tyre al-Bass stelae in free variation - indicating that there is no meaningful
difference between the two constructions?

The sole stele that deviates from this pattern is from the Hecht Museum collection; it

uses a genitive construction, with msbt as the noun in construct with a personal name,
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signifying the individual buried beneath (or near) the stele so marked. This may well be a clue
to the meaning behind all constructions of “ownership” or “belonging” on a southern
Phoenician funerary stele. In other words, it might be said that the “maximal”
commemoration of an Iron I or II Phoenician using an inscribed funerary stele includes the
following four conceptual elements:

[Stele] + [belonging to] +  [PN] + [kinship ties / social role']

which could then be represented by the following six permutations:

Table 11.7: Permutations of Inscribed Formulae on the Tyre al-Bass Stelae

- + - + [PN] + -

- + - + [PN] + [genealogy]

- + / + [PN] + -

- + / * [PN] * [genealogy]
msbt + [construct] + [PN] * -
msbt + [construct] + [PN] * [genealogy]

In thirteen cases, the personal names on the Tyre stelae are accompanied by relational
constructions (“genealogy,” above), further specifying the important social roles (as sons,
wives, or as participating in a particular profession) that the dead held in life - or that the
living saw fit to commemorate.

Regarding the deity names indicated in the onomastics, the contribution of this corpus
to our understanding of the pantheon at Tyre in the Iron II period might be hinted at by
Sader’s 1992 discussion of the personal names in the first twelve stelae to have been rescued by
the Lebanese DGA:

Nine or possibly all of these personal names (if bd[--] [S5] is included and if the

name on S2 is to be read tntsb “are theophorous. The attested divine elements
are: h.mn, I, mlgrt, gs, tnt, Ib?, b*], ‘Strt and smn. Gs'is the only divine name

¥ In most, but not all, cases, this kinship tie is only the named individual’s patronym. I have therefore chosen the
term “genealogy” for the sake of brevity.
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that occurs in Phoenician for the first time. If our reading of S3 is correct and if

our restitution [sic] of the second element of the name on S8 is accepted, we

would be in the presence of two new divine epithets: 77= “The High One” and /%

= “The Mighty One,” respectively epithets of Tanit and Astarte."

Though perhaps not of direct bearing on mortuary practice, this information might be useful
in beginning to understand the carved motifs on nine of the stelae (six of which also bear
inscriptions). At the Tyre cremation cemetery, the images deemed meaningful to
commemorate the dead include: celestial images like crescents and solar disks, the image of a
plant, a human head and face, an ank#-like symbol, and three shapes interpreted by Sader as
representing features of sacred spaces (a naos or shrine, a horseshoe-shaped betyl or altar, and
an aedicule or small shrine).”*

It is notable that within this same corpus of stelae, a carved motif (16 stelae), an
inscription (22 stelae), or both together (11 stelae) were each apparently considered acceptable
methods of marking the location of a grave. The relationship between carved motif and
inscription is not, at the time and place in question, entirely clear. Did the inscriptions relate
solely to the identity of the individual, and the carved motif to some deity or aspect of belief?
Did the carved motifs indicate familial affiliation, or in some other way convey information
about the deceased’s identity in life? Does the presence of either motif carving or inscribed
writing indicate larger expenditure on the burial? Would the combination of both inscription
and carved motif have marked the burial place of a person whose family had higher social
standing? Or perhaps this double-marking would have been intended to preserve the identity

of the dead not just in the minds of his/her family, but in the eyes of passers-by as well.

Certainly, the loss of the dead person’s identity in the minds of the living (or perhaps even in

B4 sader 1992, 61.
135 Sader 1991 and 1992b.
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some kind of afterlife) was to be avoided. The Tyre stelae cannot answer these questions
alone, but the data represented by these stelae paint an intriguing picture of single-cemetery
variation in this period.

What seems clear from this survey is that all the known funerary stelae come from the
southern part of the Phoenician homeland, as Sader has pointed out:

...all the discovered stelae come from South Lebanon and north Palestine.

Khalde is so far the northernmost site to have yielded funerary stelae of the Iron

Age. Not one was found in or north of Beirut in spite of extensive excavations at

Byblos and recent intensive excavations in the capital. Even the northern

Phoenician kingdom of Arwad did not yield any stele in spite of the fact that

hundreds of Iron Age tombs were uncovered on its former territory. Is the

absence of funerary stelae in North Phoenicia a mere coincidence due to the

haphazards of archaeological discovery or are we in the presence of regional

differences in burial traditions?***
Though it will take more extensive excavations and surveys to know for sure we have a
representative sample, this tentative correlation between geography and burial practice is
worth noting as we move into later periods (see below).

Two of the five Iron II inscribed amphorae from Tell Rachidieh, just south of Tyre,
indicate that grave goods (most likely belonging to two different families) could be labeled to
identify ownership, just as funerary stelae could. But beyond this (and the implications for the
significance of the presence or absence of the preposition /), little can be confidently said
about these five inscriptions. They could have been inscribed in order to label the vessels
during their everyday use during the life of the owners, or specifically to mark grave goods
(either the vessels themselves or their contents) to commemorate the dead. On the other

hand, the third amphora (from Bey’s excavation) may also have been reused to contain the

cremated remains of the dead - although this detail of the amphora’s contents has been lost.

136 Sader 2005, 16.
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5. Conclusions - Implications for Phoenician Mortuary Practice and Beliefs

Despite the overall paucity of textual data relating to death and dying from the
Levantine homeland in the Iron I-11, the impression a survey of this material gives is of
substantial variation in burial practices - regionally, between the major Phoenician urban
centers and their surrounding regions; locally, between two known burial places within a close
range (the Tyre al-Bass cremation cemetery and the shaft tombs at Tell Rachidieh); and even
within the same cemetery or burial area.

In some instances this variation can be confidently attributed to variation in social
status and wealth - the few impressive tomb and building inscriptions from Byblos owe their
length, state of preservation, and elaborate iconography to their affiliation with the wealth
and status of the early Iron I - early Iron II royal family, for example; while the Tyre al-Bass
funerary stelae were found “in cemeteries where common people were buried,”*”’” although
even in the latter case the variation between inscribed and uninscribed stelae may point to
further variation in economic expenditure (an idea which will be returned to, below). But in
other cases - the use or non-use of an introductory preposition in the inscriptions on funerary
stelae or cinerary containers, the use or non-use of genealogical statements to further specify
individual identity, or the variation in image and inscription on the stelae of Tyre - we can
only guess at the significance of the variation presented by these data. These, too, may have

been choices motivated by economic factors (e.g. having to pay a stone cutter “by the letter”>

7 Sader 2005, 16.

%8 As Schmitz has pointed out, there is one possible inscriptional attestation of letter-counting, probably for cost
estimation: wktbt msprm rb'm wsls“(as for) the letters, their number is forty-three” (RES 1543.4-5). Krahmalkov
(2000, 246 s.v. ktbt ii) comments: “Forty-three is the number of letters in the ex-voto portion of the inscription.”
Schmitz concludes: “Clearly the scribe who wrote the text also appended the account for later billing (at the cost
of forty-three letters). The mason ineptly carved the bill onto the stele!” (personal correspondence, 26 May 2013).
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in addition to the cost of the stone itself), or they may have been made on the basis of religious
affiliation, the social status of the dead, the social roles of those family members who survive
and who are responsible for memorializing the dead, geographical differences, cultural trends,
or other reasons entirely.

The funerary stelae in particular offer difficult-to-interpret variation not only within a
single cemetery corpus, but also with regard to where they do not appear in the Phoenician
homeland archaeologically speaking:

While two very large cemeteries, Khalde and Sidon-Dakerman, yielded only one

stele each, the Tyrian cemetery of al-Bass yielded large numbers. There is no

obvious reason for this discrepancy: all three necropoles have the same

character: they were large popular Iron Age cemeteries. Khalde and Dakerman

were even longer and more extensively excavated than al-Bass and one cannot

ascribe the absence of finds to limited excavations. Tell Rashidiyye yielded

several Iron Age tombs but no stelae while Akhziv was very rich with those

finds. ...the hewn stones may... have been re-used in later buildings. Another

reason may be that most stelae were probably roughly hewn blank stones given

the modest condition of those buried in these cemeteries."”

This suggestion of Sader’s that most funerary stelae were, in fact, entirely blank (and thus
undatable and mostly unpublished), seems reflected by the excavation work done by Aubet
and the DGA at Tyre al-Bass in recent years. Nine of the ten excavated and published stelae
from those two seasons of controlled digging were uninscribed (but carved with motifs),
although other entirely blank stelae were alluded to in the excavation reports.” The fact that
the other thirty-nine stelae were acquired through the antiquities market makes a strong case

that they were selected for preservation specifically because of their decorative and inscribed

elements, and are therefore perhaps the exceptions rather than the rule. If most funerary

139 sader 2005, 16.
"Though again, not independently published due to the lack of paleographic or iconographic information they
can provide.

82



stelae were in fact undecorated slabs of stone, the question arises as to the function of these

stelae. Several suggestions have been put forth, namely:**'

To indicate the location of the tomb

To represent the dead, as the receptacle of the deceased’s soul

To commemorate the dead, in order to be remembered by the living
To serve some other religious or cultic function

W N

But it is difficult to imagine any of these functions being served by a blank slab of stone,
identical to several hundred others in a single cemetery. We know that at least one of the
stelae from Tyre al-Bass was both carved and painted with a red paint;*** others may also have
been painted or otherwise marked in a way that was not preserved. On the other hand,
perhaps the purpose of these markers was not always (or only) to mark the identity of the
deceased individual buried there. Perhaps these stelae were intentionally designed to be non-
permanet or perishable indications of the identity of the deceased, or to create a visual
reminder for commemorating the dead whose identity is preserved only in the minds of
his/her family. In this case, individualized or personalized marking of the grave may not have
been as important as a marker which pointed to or relied upon the collective memory of a kin-
group.'”

In other words, perhaps the indication of individuality through inscriptional
identification was not as important to Phoenicians of the Iron I-1I as those that have survived
might indicate (or as we might imagine based on our own conventions of commemoration).

On the other hand, perhaps the price of carving a stele determined what a family could afford

YICf. a summary of this literature in Sader 2005, 20-21.

2 Le. Tyre al-Bass stele number 25 (Sader 2005, 51). There is further support for the hypothesis that other stelae
might also have been painted in the forty inscribed stelae from the mid-6" century BCE cremation cemetery (or
“tophet”) at Motya; several featured inscriptions either decorated with or written entirely in red paint. These
will be discussed below.

3 My thanks to Margaret Root for her discussion on this point. She offers by way of example the road-side
crosses currently employed in the United States to mark the site of the death of an unnamed individual. The
purpose of the cross in this case may be intended to serve as a reminder for the family of the dead, but not to
preserve the specific name or other aspects of identity of the deceased for passers-by.
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to include on it," or that other media for decoration, adornment, or representation were
employed which left a less permanent trace in the archaeological record (as traces of red paint
on stelae at Tyre al-Bass and Motya would seem to indicate). The evidence is simply too absent
to be decisive.

The major threads of evidence for homeland mortuary belief and practice arising from

the Phoenician inscriptional corpus assessed above can be summarized briefly as follows:

BYBLOS:

EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF

~concern for leaving the dead undisturbed [Ahiram sarcophagus, 10" c. BCE; Ahiram tomb
graffito, 10" c. BCE]

~concern for indicating the kinship ties / social role of the deceased [Ahiram sarcophagus, 10"
c. BCE]

~curses against those who would disturb the dead [Ahiram sarcophagus, 10" c. BCE]

~curses that entail loss of power for living antagonists or opponents [Ahiram sarcophagus, 10"
c. BCE]

-presence of Egyptian iconography [Ahiram sarcophagus, 10" c. BCE]

-importance of a long life and long rule [Yehimilk’s building inscription, 10" c. BCE; Abibaal’s
building inscription, 10" c. BCE; Elibaal’s building inscription, 10™ c. BCE; Shipitbaal I's
building inscription, 10" c. BCE]

-importance of being a “righteous king” [Yehimilk’s building inscription, 10" c. BCE]

-importance of favor from the “lady of Byblos” [Yehimilk’s building inscription, 10" c. BCE;
Abibaal’s building inscription, 10" c. BCE; Elibaal’s building inscription, 10" c. BCE; Shipitbaal
I's building inscription, 10" c. BCE]

-importance of favor from the “holy gods of Byblos” [Yehimilk’s building inscription, 10" c.
BCE]

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE
-use of Egyptian-style sarcophagus in Phoenician royal context [Ahiram sarcophagus, 10™ c.
BCE]

BEIRUT:
EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF
~concern for marking / conveyance of the name of the deceased [Khaldé stele, 9™ c. BCE]

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE
-use of an inscribed stele [Khaldé stele, 9 c. BCE]

" As discussed above, there is one possible inscriptional attestation of letter-counting, probably for cost
estimation: wktbt msprm rbm wsls“(as for) the letters, their number is forty-three” (RES 1543.4-5). See n. 132,
above.
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SIDON:
EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF
-concern for marking the name of the deceased [Tell el-Burak stele, 7"-6™ c. BCE]
-concern for indicating the kinship ties / social role of the deceased [Sidon stele, 7"-6" c. BCE]

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE
-Reuse of vessels for cinerary urns [Tambourit cinerary urn, 9" c. BCE]

TYRE:

EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF

~concern for marking the name of the deceased [Tyre al-Bass stelae, 10™-6" c. BCE; Akhziv
stelae]

~concern for indicating the kinship ties / social role of the deceased [Tyre al-Bass stelae, 10*-
6" c. BCE; Akhziv stelae, 7-5" ¢. BCE]

~concern for indicating the profession of the deceased [Akhziv stele, 7"-5" c. BCE]

-importance of a range of symbols (discs, crescents, ankhs, etc.) in marking the stelae to
commemorate the dead [Tyre al-Bass stelae, 10™-6" c. BCE; Akhziv stele, 7-5" c. BCE]

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE
-Reuse of vessels as cinerary urns [Tambourit cinerary urn, 9" c. BCE]

Similarities in inscriptional or iconographical conventions across Phoenician locations
from the Iron I-1I are also ambiguous. Are the appearances of the ankA symbol on an 11
century royal sarcophagus from Byblos and on a 6™ century funerary stele from Tyre (a
distance of 130 km and five hundred years) to be interpreted as indicating the same symbolic
meaning? Does this apparent continuity of symbol use indicate continuity of Phoenician
beliefs about death and burial? Likewise, does the tendency toward labeling funerary stelae,
amphorae, and other personal objects - like arrowheads - with the names of individuals (and
with the same range of variation in the use of the /- preposition, and inclusion of additional
information pertaining the the individual’s social roles or kinship ties) actually indicate the
same intention in each case? Or might some of these objects have belonged to the buried
individual in life, and others have been produced especially for commemorating the dead?

Finally, do the carved iconographic symbols and inscribed objects present in or near these
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graves convey different afterlife beliefs when in various combinations? And do these beliefs
vary within the communities or families represented within each cemetery?

This survey of the texts, inscribed objects, and affiliated finds produced by the Iron I-1I
Phoenicians themselves has painted a complicated and ambiguous picture of how the
inhabitants of the central coastal Levant conceived of death, burial, and the commemoration
of the dead. The range of symbols used in conjunction with funerary stelae is variable, but not
infinite - a limited grammar of crosses, circles, crescents, triangles, and U-shaped figures seem
to dominate the arrangements and combinations that make up the total repertoire. Although
a correspondence between Phoenician personal names, their theophoric elements, and the
symbols carved on particular stelae does not seem present, other patterns suggest themselves.
For example, the lack of inscriptions on any of the Tyre al-Bass stelae featuring human faces
may be significant. The dominance of the variations of the symbol interpreted as an ank# sign,
sign of Tanit, pseudo-ankh, nfr-sign (when upside down), shen-ring, or solar disk on the
horizon, is especially notable. The fact that it can appear with other symbols inside it (as in
the case of Tyre al-Bass stele number 32), and in such a wide range of proportions and scales,
makes it seem an abstract symbolic expression of a variety of concepts (or a fluid semantic
range). This symbol was vividly adaptable, and its use at Tyre and Akhziv illustrates the ways
in which it was put to use in the service of commemoration of the dead.

Having identified the dramatic variability of the data from textual sources most
relevant to this question, we can begin to build on this information with Phoenician textual

sources from outside the Phoenician homeland.
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B. Inscriptions in Phoenician from Outside the Phoenician Homeland

Phoenician inscriptions from outside the central coastal Levant offer a more
complicated testimony regarding homeland mortuary practices. Some of the Phoenician-
language evidence from the broader Mediterranean world was surely produced by Levantine
Phoenicians either newly arrived abroad or continuing to follow homeland traditions in their
trading towns and cities throughout the region. But other inscriptional evidence from this
corpus may reflect new mortuary beliefs, practices, or rituals adapted to or with local
traditions; or may have been written by individuals versed in the Phoenician language, but not
themselves culturally connected to the Phoenician homeland in any significant way. The
degree to which a particular inscription from outside the Phoenician homeland represents
coastal northern Levantine beliefs or practices will not always be possible to ascertain; these
inscriptions must therefore be weighed less heavily than the primary evidence discussed

above, in the present study.

1. Historical Context: Iron Age I-II Phoenician Diaspora

There is by far more evidence - archaeological, ceramic, iconographic and epigraphic -
attributed to Phoenicians travelling, trading, or settled outside the Levantine homeland than
those remaining in it. Evidence of Phoenician communities has been found north into
southeast Turkey, south into the southern Levant, and westward across the Mediterranean to
the nearby shores of Cyprus, and onwards to the far reaches of North Africa, Spain, and the
southern shores of the British Isles.

Classical sources place the beginning of Phoenician commercial or colonial expansion
in the 12"-11" centuries BCE. For a long time archaeologists found little substantial evidence of

permanent Phoenician settlements abroad before about 800 BCE; some argued in favor of the
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classical interpretations by positing a period of “precolonial” mercantile activity for which
archaeological evidence would be scarce.'* However, increasingly, more and more evidence of
Phoenician presence abroad in these early periods is emerging.

Evidence seems to indicate that the new Phoenician settlements were not true colonies
in the Greek or Roman sense, but instead represented commercial or industrial facilities of
limited size and purpose. The North African site of Carthage, however, seems to stand apart
from settlements elsewhere in that its large urban form and extensive agricultural hinterland
give the appearance of a colony more typical of the rest of the Aegean world. Traditionally
said (i.e. in the writings of Timeus and Flavius Josephus) to have been founded in 814 BCE by
Phoenicians from Tyre, archaeological excavation has confirmed that the city seems to have
been founded in the late 9™ century,* and that the site had a dense population in the early 8"
century BCE.

Phoenician expansion may actually be divided into three stages: the first via Cyprus to
N. Syria, Cilicia, and Anatolia, through the Aegean to Greece, Italy, North Africa, and Spain (as
early as the 11" century, led by Sidon); the second through Philistia to Egypt, the Libyan coast,
Malta, and North Africa (probably led by Tyre beginning in the 8™ century); and the third
originating from Carthage itself after the crippling of Tyre (in the late 6™ century BCE).

By the late 8" century BCE, Assyrian military intervention had led to the political and
economic reduction of Sidon and Tyre under Sennacherib and Esarhaddon, representing a low
point in the independence of the Phoenician city-states. In the late 7" century, Assyrian
control lapsed (under the reign of Ashurbanipal and in the face of Assyria’s internal and

external conlflicts), and political and commercial independence in Phoenicia allowed for

45 Cf. Bunnens 1979, Negbi, 1992; Niemeyer 1993, and others.
16 Aubet 2008, 179.
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several new developments. At the very end of the century, Nebuchadrezzar’s siege of Tyre
(585 - 572 BCE) marked the beginning of the short-lived period of Babylonian control in
Phoenicia.

Although it has been argued that the transition from Assyrian to Neo-Babylonian rule,
if viewed from an imperial administrative standpoint, was relatively gradual, with loose
administrative control exerted over the northern coastal city-states,"* Sidon’s conquest by
Esarhaddon in the 7 century as well as Tyre’s submission to Nebuchadnezzar in 585 BCE must
have affected the inter-Phoenician balance of power. Most significantly, Tyre’s relative
diminishing seems to have catapulted Carthage to take expansionist or commercial steps of its
own toward establishing itself in the Mediterranean world—the birth of an autonomous Punic
World (with its own colonial and commercial ventures in North Africa, Sicily, Sardinia, and
Spain) might be placed during this period. The Persian conquest of the Levant (Cyrus the
Great is said to have conquered Phoenicia in 539 BCE) marked the beginning of a new era of
Phoenician autonomy and prosperity.

Because the presence of Phoenician inscriptions has long been associated with the
presence of Phoenicians in the Mediterranean world, many of the Phoenician inscriptions
under consideration in this chapter have been extensively discussed in the context of
Phoenician culture. Although a one-to-one correspondence between the use of the Phoenician
language and the presence of Phoenicians is no longer unanimously accepted, it is difficult to
shake off entirely the long history of interpretation of these inscriptions. The corpus of

Phoenician texts found outside Phoenicia, but dating to the Iron I-II periods may have been

17 Cf,, for example, Markoe 2000, 48.
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produced under a wide range or combination of circumstances, including (but not limited to)
having been:

-Written or commissioned by individuals with ancestral ties to the Phoenician homeland,
but who have settled in non-homeland ports or cities (and perhaps have been settled for
several generations).

-Written or commissioned by individuals with current, ongoing familial ties to the
Phoenician homeland, staying or stopping temporarily in non-homeland ports or cities
(e.g. itinerant merchants or artists).

-Written or commissioned by individuals with no familial ties to the Phoenician homeland,
who nevertheless speak, write, or use the Phoenician language for some practical reason.

-Written or commissioned by someone who spoke, wrote, or used the Phoenician language
in any of the above circumstances, but then transferred the inscription or inscribed item
to someone else (e.g. a luxury item inscribed with a personal name or short inscription),
with whom it was buried or otherwise preserved.

- In cases where vessels or other objects are labeled with only a name (or /preposition +
personal name), the record of a name of Phoenician origin / association / form which
was borne by an individual of any cultural association (that is, not necessarily someone
affiliated directly or indirectly with the Phoenician homeland; perhaps someone who did
not speak or use the Phoenician language).

-A transliteration of a name of Greek or other linguistic origin, whose bearer may or may
not be related to Phoencia in any meaningful way.

During the Iron I-11, where an inscription is found in a location or site that is well-established
as a Phoenician “colony” (that is, where this identification is corroborated by evidence other
than the presence of the Phoenician inscription under review), I accept the assumption that
the inscription probably represents some degree of cultural ties (direct or indirect) between
the population at the site in question and populations living in the Phoenician homeland.
Where this has not been established, or where individuals with diverse cultural ties are buried
near one another, I am more skeptical of the inscription’s value for the present study.

In the following discussion of Phoenician inscriptions from outside the Levantine
homeland (referred to for practical, if anachronistic, reasons as the “diaspora”; see above,
Chapter I), my aim is to present and discuss those inscriptions that speak to mortuary practice

and belief in the Phoenician cultural sphere, with an eye to what - if anything - these
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inscriptions might be able to tell us about mortuary practice in the Phoenician homeland itself.

Rather than assuming each inscription represents part of an homogenous Phoenician portrait

of mortuary beliefs, I will stay attuned to patterns, variation, and detail that arise from
examining this inscriptional corpus with these specific questions of identity, practice, and

belief in mind.

2. Iron Age I-1I Phoenician Diaspora Inscriptions

In the discussion which follows, the presentation of the inscriptions will be
geographically organized as in the previous section, arranged generally from east to west -
first to the north and south of the Phoenician homeland in the Levant, and then westward
across the Mediterranean - addressing the corpus of Iron I-II Phoenician inscriptions with

some relevance for Phoenician mortuary practice according to provenance as follows:
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Moving generally from east to west across the Mediterranean:

Northern Levant (Northern Syria and Southwest Turkey)
Southern Levant (Southern Israel/Palestine and Jordan)
Cyprus

Crete

Greece

Italy

Sicily and Malta

Sardinia

Tunisia

Western Mediterranean (France, Spain, etc.)

T p@me oo o

a. Northern Levant (Northern Syria, Southwest Turkey)

Southeastern Anatolia excavations at Iron II sites have produced several inscriptions
bearing close similarities with Phoenician, but sharing some dialectical features of Aramaic, as
well. Most famous in the context of mortuary practice and belief is the recent discovery of the
ktmw (perhaps vocalized Katumuwa'®) inscription at the site of Zinjirli. Pardee’s critical
edition, published in 2009, declared the inscription to be written in a “previously unattested
dialect of Aramaic.”"* The KTMW inscription will thus be below, in the section of the present
chapter on Iron I-1I in other ancient Near Eastern languages. I know of no other Iron I-1I

inscriptions from the northern Levant that are relevant for the present study.

b. Southern Levant (Southern Israel/Palestine, Jordan)

Beth Shemesh Bowl

Loc. / Num. Israel Department of Antiquities and Museum, no. 469 B.; Rockefeller
Museum, Jerusalem, n. 469b; Bet-Semes tomb VIII, no. 13

18« either Katamuwa / Katimuwa or Katumuwa (with Katumuwa being the more likely of these)” (Younger 2009,

170)
9 pardee 2009, 52-53.
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Dimensions 19.5 cm diameter

Discovery North-West Necropolis at Ain-Shems (Beth-Shemesh)

Studies Mackenzie 1912-1913, 87, fig. 10, pl. LIV, 3; Volz 1914, 409, n. 4;
Richmond 1927, 10, no. 7; Diringer 1934, 300, no. 11; Hestrin et al. 1973,
54 and 117 (no. 105); Delevault and Lemaire 1979, 23-24.

Date 8" century BCE

A 19.5 cm diameter bowl was discovered in Tomb 8 of the North-West Necropolis at
Ain-Shems (Beth-Shemesh), incised or “chiseled”** on its interior wall after firing with a three
character inscription: 7k it was identified paleographically as 8™ century Phoenician script
due to the shapes of the aleph and kaph."”" This inscription has been interpreted by Delevault

and Lemaire (1979) as a personal name."

Figure I1.12: Inscribed Bowl from Beth-Shemesh Necropolis (Hestrin et al. 1972, 117)

A summary of the corpus of inscribed pottery vessels from Israel was put forth in the
1972 catalog to the exhibit “Inscriptions Reveal: Documents from the Time of the Bible, the

Mishna and the Talmud” exhibit organized by the Israel Museum, Jerusalem:

130 Hestrin et al. 1972, 53-54, numbers 105 and 103.

131 “On considére généralement cette inscription comme hébraique a cause de son lieu de découverte, mais la
forme du dleph”avec un angle arrondi et non pointu ainsi que la hamper verticle du ‘kaph’ rattachent plutét cette
inscription a I'épigraphie phénicienne du milieu du VIlle siécle av. J.C. environ” (Delavault and Lemaire 1979, 23-
24).

2 The personal name would be vocalized something like A4ik, and they argue it is a kind of abbreviation (or
elision) for ‘hmlk, “the brother is king,” known from the Bible, Samaria ostraca, and from inscribed seals
(Delevault and Lemaire 1979, 23-24).
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The relatively large number of inscriptions of this category found to date -
more than a hundred - and the fact that they are from all parts of the country,
indicate that the practice of marking ownership and contents was quite
common.... Most of the inscriptions are incised, some before firing the pottery
and some after; a few were written in ink or paint. Some of the inscriptions,
interestingly, appear to have been written by persons barely literate."”

c. Cyprus

Tomb Inscription of Unknown Provenance

Loc. / Num. Cyprus Museum, Nicosia, Ins. Ph. 6; KAI 30; Gibson 12

Dimensions 0.4m x 0.44 - 0.47m x 0.2m thick

Discovery Unknown provenance, Cyprus

Studies Honeyman 1939; Albright 1941, 14-17; Dupont-Sommer 1947, 201-11;
Masson and Sznycer 1972, 13-20, pl. Il and I1I; Teixidor 1975, 121-28;
Puech 1979, no. 1; Gibson 1982, no. 12; Cannavo 2011, 322-323.

Date Early to mid-9" century BCE

A rectangular stone (0.4m x 0.44 - 0.47m x 0.2m thick in its cut form) of unknown

”5* was published by Honeyman in

provenance, “discovered in the Cyprus museum at Nicosia,
1939. The seven line inscription, “which was probably built into the entrance to a tomb”"** and
represents the last seven lines of a longer inscription,” is not well preserved (lines 6-7 are
“almost totally illegible”**’). Honeyman and Albright read the first five lines as more or less

158

complete,"® although subsequent interpretations based on re-examination of the stone and its

inscription in the 1970s concluded there was text missing on the right side (i.e. the beginning)

153 Hestrin et al. 1972, 53.

%% Gibson 1982, Vol. 3, 28.

%> Honeyman 1939, 107.

1% Gibson 1982, Vol. 3, 28: “...a portion containing the name and lineage of the deceased and perhaps more details
about him is missing from the top.”

'*” Honeyman 1939, 107.

138 Albright reads: (1) this is no magistrate/dignitary [mpt; cf. Hoftijzer and Jongeling 1995, “mpt,” 674] or
ruler/noble [7% - here in the sense of “head man” or chief; cf. Exodus 6:25, Judges 10:18, Hosea 2:2] who is (2)
[plalced(?) in this tomb which is over this man [Agbr z7]. (3) He who [de]files [this] sar[cophagus will be
for]gotten and will perish (4) whether by the hand of Ba’al or by the hand of man or by (5) [the hand of the
as]sembly of the gods [Abr Im]....
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of each line, and that the left edge was broken as well.” Notably, each of the words in this
inscription is separated by a vertical word divider. This feature, along with the “somewhat
large and ungeometrical appearance of the letters,”* led Albright to write “I would hesitate to
date the inscription after the beginning of the ninth century and would suggest 900 B.C. as a
good round number (though I should prefer the more general date in the first half of the ninth
century, for safety).”* Gibson eventually downdated the inscription to the early or mid-9*
century, but noted that “it is too incomplete to be used for dialectal study.”**

While each new translation (e.g. Albright 1941, Masson and Sznycer 1972, Puech 1979,
Gibson 1982) offers significant differences in lines 1-3 and 6-7, lines 4-5 have remained
relatively stable in interpretation. Gibson (1982) translates:

1) ..there is nothing of note. And as for the man who...

2) ...(and comes upon) this grave, if (he should open what is) over this man

3) (and)..his..., and should destroy this [inscription], (that) man

4) ...(be it) by the hand of Baal or by the hand of man or by (the hand)
5) ...(the whole) company of the gods...

Figure I1.13: Cypriot Tomb Inscription of Unknown Provenance (Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl. II)

199 Cf. Masson and Sznycer 1972, 13-20; Puech 1979, 19-20.

' Honeyman 1939, 108.

1% Personal correspondence with Honeyman after reading the inscription from a squeeze; published in Honeyman
1939, 108.

12 Gibson 1982, Vol. 3, 28.
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Figure I1.14: Cypriot Tomb Inscription Drawing (Puech 1979, 20)

Unlike the extant homeland examples from the Iron I-II, the curse invoked on this
Cypriot tomb inscription to ensure that the grave is protected is not written according to a
formula that guarantees it by the authority of a specific god or set of gods. Instead, the
rhetoric here conveys conviction that any violator will be punished, but it does not stipulate
the power through which this will happen (e.g., direct intervention by a single specific deity

such as Ba’al; through the involvement of the entire assembly [?] of the gods; or through the

act of an unspecified human agent).
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Most previous translators of this inscription agree that lines 1-3 serve in some way as a

deterrence strategy that advises potential tomb robbers of the paucity of grave goods

contained in the burial. Rather than appealing to curses to threaten a potential tomb robber

with punishment by the gods, a more practical or economic argument is put forth to convince

a literate robber not to go to the trouble of disturbing the burial. A new (forthcoming) edition

by Schmitz and Holmsteadt, however, may offer substantive reinterpretation of this

complicated inscription.

Bichrome Bowl Fragment from a Child’s Burial at Salamis
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Loc. / Num. Sal. 5395

Dimensions 2.8 cm high

Discovery University of Lyon excavations at Salamis

Studies Yon 1976, 96; Calvet 1980, 115-121; Sznycer 1980, 126-127; Lipinski
2004, 45; Cannavo 2011, 318-319.

Date Ca. 950-850 BCE

At the site of Salamis, in an area south-east of the Basilica of Campanopetra, “a certain
number of children's graves, the [uncremated] bodies placed in Phoenician jars, were found in
clearly defined areas of the town of the geometric period.”'” One of these deposits was buried
in a house near the rampart on the east side of these areas, closer to the sea.'** It was the only
infant burial to contain a Phoenician inscription, on a sherd of bichrome II pottery (datable to
950-850 BCE) and inscribed in black ink.'® Sznycer determined that the script style of this
inscription fits well within those of the 9" century BCE; the grave itself, with the rest of the
pottery it contained, could not be dated later than the 8" century BCE. Calvet writes of the
Salamis burials that:

...ces sepultures ne semblent pas liées a des sacrifices humains, comme on

pourrait en avoir I'idée en les rapprochant des tophet puniques; premiérement,

les enfants ne sont pas incinérés, comme ils le sont habituellement apres les

sacrifices; en second lieu, les jarres ne sont pas disposes autour d'un espace

sacré limité, mais sur les bords de la ville elle-méme, sous des maisons ou le long

du rampart. ...on peut rappeler que nous sommes pres du port, lieu d’activité

des marchands et des navigateurs et que souvent il s’agissait a '’époque

géométrique de Phéniciens; ceux-ci ont pu apporter avec eux leurs couturnes

funéraires en se servant des multitudes de jarres qui avaient servi a transporter

diverses denrées a Salamine et qui nétaient pas nécessairement réutilisées pour

des fins commerciales.'

There are so few non-cremated infants from Phoenician mortuary sites (see Chapter VI), that

the Salamis burials are indeed notable, offering clear evidence of a different burial practice.

But diagnosing the difference as one between child-sacrifice (indicated by the cremated

163 Calvet 1980, 115.
164 Calvet 1980, 119.
165 Calvet 1980, 119.
166 Calvet 1980, 120.
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remains) and natural burial (indicated by the non-cremated burials, as evidenced here) seems

a broad leap to make. Certainly, the burial vessels seem to have been commercial in origin,

reused in these burials (as well as, possibly, the cremation burials).

Figure I1.15: Bichrome Bowl Fragment Inscription from Salamis (Sznycer 1980, 126, fig. 1).

The Phoenician inscription in the burial in question consists of four letters, cut off on

the right side, painted in black ink on the exterior face of a Bichrome II period bowl. The

existing text reads: ...tsm°, where the memis written directly underneath the sin, perhaps as a

correction for a scribal error. The text has been interpreted by Sznycer'® as being a

theophoric name (perhaps $trtsm or migrtsm®) meaning “[DN] has heard.” The name may

have been preceded by a /- preposition, although there is no way to be certain.

Jug from Kition

Loc. / Num. RES 1524; Metropolitan Museum, New York, 74.51.1401; Myres Catalog
no. 479; Cesnola no. 26

Dimensions 15.7 cm high

Discovery Discovered in 1866 by L. Palma di Cesnola in a tomb at Kition, near
modern Larnaca.

Studies Cesnola 1877, 442, no. 26; Birch 1876, 23; Hall 1885-1886, 7-8; Masson
and Sznycer 1972, 114-115, fig. 4, pl. XV, no. 1; Teixidor 1976, 67, no. 25;
Amadasi Guzzo and Karageorghis 1977, 134-135, no. D6; Garbini 1980a,
121; Bikai 1987, 27, no. 322; Karageorghis 2000, 88, no. 140; Lipiriski
2004, 58; Amadasi Guzzo 2007, 198; Cannavo 2011, 308-309.

Date 8" century BCE

17 Sznycer 1980, 126-127.
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A Bichrome jug with red slip, dated to the end of the Cypro-Geometric era (8" century BCE),
was discovered by L. Palma di Cesnola in a tomb at Kition, “sans plus de détails.”*®® The jug was
incised after firing with five letters on the shoulder of the vessel, just to the left of the handle.
Paleographically, the letters are consistent with the 8" century BCE date obtained on the basis
of the ceramic typology. The inscription reads:

I'nts belonging to / for 7ts

Figure I1.16: Kition Jug (left, Amadasi Guzzo and Karageorghis 1977, pl. XXV, D6) and
Detail of Inscription (right, Masson and Sznycer 1972, 115)

The personal name is previously unattested in Semitic characters; Cannavo, with Masson and
Sznycer,'* suggests the name is most likely non-Semitic, and goes further to suggest it may be
Anatolian in origin."”® Schmitz points out that the Greek name variants Antas / Antis / Antos
are attested in about a dozen epigraphic cases, indicating the name is Indo-European in

origin.”!

168 Cannavd 2011, 308.

' Masson and Sznycer 1972, 115; they call the representation of Greek sigmawith a shin “certainement
anachronique.” Karageorghis 1977 agrees, and says “elle est insoutenable dans un texte du Vlle siécle” (1972,
135). Paceboth Hall (1885-1886, 7-8, n. 23), who suggests the transcription represents the Greek name ‘Avfog; and
Lipifiski (2004, 58-59), who suggests the represented name is also Greek (Onatas). Cannavo rejects this latter
hypothesis on the same basis as Masson and Sznycer reject Hall’s (1885-1886) proposal

17 Cannavd (2011, 309), citing Amadasi Guzzo 2007, 198.

"I Personal correspondence, 26 May 2013; citing Fraser and Matthews 1987-2005.
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Fragment of a Ceramic Sarcophagus from Chytri

Loc. / Num. RES 922 and 1928; Cyprus Museum, Nicosia (no. 395); Insc. Ph. 4

Dimensions 15.7 cm long x 17 cm high x 7.7 cm thick

Discovery Discovered by Charalambos Emilianidis in 1908 on the site of Skali /
Chytri / Kythrea.

Studies Euting 1908, 230-231; Ronzevalle 1908-1909, 802-803; Ronzevalle 1909;

Lidzbarski 1909, 54; Honeyman 1939, 106, no. 5; Masson and Sznycer
1972, 104-107 and pl. VIII, no. 2; Lipiriski 2004, 58-59; Cannavo 2011,
301-302.

Date 8th-7"" centuries BCE

A small fragment of an inscribed ceramic sarcophagus also comes from Cyprus, from
the necropolis at Chytri (at the site called “Skali”) and was first published by Ronzevalle in
Arabic. The inscription consists of portions of four lines, although the inscription is cut off on
the right, left, and top. The words are separated by points, rather than vertical strokes as in

the unprovenanced Cypriot inscription, above. It seems likely that the nature of the text is

172

funerary,”” although only a few words can be read (on the left, the transcription by Masson

and Sznycer 1972; on the right, the emendation by Lipinski 2004):

1) .]S. my[.h°. or ..mlk . ktrls. my[. h°..
2) .. m .mlk.h%. 7 [7a’m...

3) .7 yp] th. hgbr. [
4) ..]- k. yL] 7T

“..Whoever is [or..King of Chytri.'”” Whoever is]... / ...whether he is a king or an ordinary
man... / ... he must not open this tomb... / ...because there is no...”

172 “Das Fragment zeigt auffallende Berithrungen mit der Grabschrift des Tabnit, scheint aber doch echt zu sein,”

writes Lidzbarski (1909, 54).
' The proposal assumes this term is equivalent to Akkadian “Kitrusi.” See Cannavd (2011, 302) for discussion of
Lipiriski’s suggestion.
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Figure I1.17: Fragment of a Ceramic Sarcophagus from Idalion
(Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl. VII, no. 2)

As early as 1909, a date of the 8"-7" centuries BCE had been offered for this

inscription;'”* Lipinski attributes the sarcophagus and its inscription to the king of Chytri /

Chytroi, the same kingdom as that mentioned in the contemporary Asarhaddon Prism (ID 8, 1.

64). Although it is true that the formulaic fragment in line 2 of this inscription seems

associated with royalty, so much of this inscription is based on reconstruction and conjecture

that little can be concluded with certainty.

Small Jug from the Necropolis at Ayia Irini

Loc. / Num. Cyprus Museum, Nicosia, no. 1961 x-18 2; Ins. Ph. 15

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery 1960s clandestine excavations at the Archaic-Classical period
necropolis

Studies Honeyman 1962, 371, fig. 59 a and b; Masson and Sznycer 1972, 94-95,
pl. IX, no. 1.

Date 8"-7" centuries BCE

On the north-west part of Cyprus, in the region of Ayia Irini, north of Morphou, the

1929 Swedish Expedition uncovered a temple containing hundreds of votive figurines. Years

74 “Der Schriftduktus ist, wie Ronz[evalle] mit Recht hervorhebt, alt, doch darf die Inschrift nach der Form des

nicht auf eine Stufe mit CIS, I, 5 [the Baal Lebanon inscription from Cyprus, dated to the 8" century BCE] gestellt
werden” (Lidzbarski 1909, 54).
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later, beginning in 1960, clandestine diggers opened a number of Iron II - Hellenistic period
tombs in a nearby area between the village and the sea.”” The Cyprus Museum, Nicosia was
able to recover a number of vessels, including one small inscribed jug dating to the Iron II

period (i.e. “Cypro-Archaic I” ceramic types; 750-600 BCE).

Figure 11.18: Inscribed Jug from Ayia Irini (Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl. IX, no. 1)

Made of White Painted IV ware, it featured nine or ten Phoenician characters incised after
firing across its shoulder:
[ r/d-17] --- "d/rs/sm
Though Honeyman (1962) suggested the reconstruction r{s#] ... Tsm, Masson and Sznycer
(1972) argued that “une telle restitution, que rien ne peut appuyer, reléve de I'imagination et
est a rejeter d’une fagon catégorique.”"”® From a photograph of the inscription, they read:
---‘rsm
but add “il nous semble imprudent de vouloir interpreter ce groupe de lettres avant que soient

identifies les signes qui precedent.”””” This hesitancy to interpret the inscription is perhaps

17> Masson and Sznycer 1972, 94. In the terminology of the authors, these tombs were Archaic and Classical period
tombs (ca. 700-300 BCE)

17 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 95.

77 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 95.
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wise, although parallels throughout the corpus examined in this study suggest a personal

name may be the most likely content.

Limestone plaque from Soloi

Loc. / Num. Current location unknown (inv. Tomb 43, no. 5)

Dimensions 46 cm long x 81 cm high x 24.5 cm thick

Discovery Found in Tomb 43 of the necropolis of Agia Eirini-Palaiokastro

Studies Amadasi Guzzo and Rocchetti 1978, 114-116; Rocchetti 1978, 72-75, 112-
114, and fig. 43:5, 64; Lipiriski 2004, 56-58; Cannavd 2011, 320-321.

Date First half of the 7" century BCE

A plaque carved from pink limestone, damaged on the bottom, with a single line of inscription
(slightly angled to the left) engraved at the top, was discovered during the excavation of the
Agia Eirini-Palaiokastro necropolis near Soloi. Although most of the tombs in the necropolis
had been looted, Tomb 43 was in very good condition. Although it contained very few
ceramics (mostly Bichrome jugs), these were used to confirm the paleographically dated
inscription to the first half of the 7 century BCE. The inscription reads:

[/?] ‘bd? bn kmr/dr/d [belonging to 7] ‘Abdo, son of kmir/dr/d”
The scratches on the stone obscure whether or not the /- preposition was originally present,
although the personal names with genealogical relationship are relatively clear (with some

confusion between rand dfor both of the last two characters).

Limestone Block from Episkopi

Loc. / Num. Regional Museum (“Curium House”) in the village of Episkopi, no. 143.

Dimensions 83 cm long x 80 cm high x 32 cm thick.

Discovery Discovered in 1972 by residents of Episkopi who were working in a
field south of a church in Ayios Ermoyenis.

78 Schmitz (personal correspondence, 29 June 2013) tentatively suggests that the personal name may be
Kymodros, the only attested letter/vowel combination that matches this range of characters.
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Studies Karageorghis 1970, 226 and 230, fig. 80a-b; Masson and Sznycer 1972,
89-91

Date 7" century BCE

The stone unearthed by workers in a field near Episkopi shows a window supported by
two pilasters. The portion above the balustrade or railing is empty, and a double frame
surrounds the scene. A bilingual inscription was carved into the bottom of the stone - one line
of Cypriot syllabic script on the top, and two lines of Phoenician underneath. Unfortunately,
the stone was very damaged by the process of uncovering and extracting it.”

Though the object was found in secondary context, Masson and Sznycer note its
similarity to another block of similar dimensions (79 x 69.5 x 32 cm) found in 1919 in a built
tomb near Kourion, in the same area of Ayios Ermoyenis, and published by Dikaios.* The two
blocks differ in that (a) the carved balustrades/railings are of different types, (b) the 1919
block has no inscription, and (c) the 1919 block features “une silhouette humaine au centre,
levant les tétes de deux grands serpents qui déroulent leurs anneaux de maniére
symétrique;” this man with serpents is located in the same register as the inscription on the
later-found block. Masson and Sznycer consider it probable that the two blocks (the inscribed
version discovered in 1969 and its uninscribed counterpart discovered fifty years prior) may

have come from the same tomb.

17 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 89.

18 pikaios (1940, 122, n. 5) describes the block as “a stone slab... which was found in a built tomb near Curium,
where it must have been placed above a doorway into an inner chamber in a similar way as is seen in the Tamasos
tombs excavated by O. Richter. This slab represents a kind of ‘window’ similar in form to those found in ivory in
Nimrud, Arslan Tash, and other sites.... On the lower part of the outer frame appears in relief a small human
figure lifting towards his head, with either hand, the heads of two enormous snakes.”

18 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 89-90.

104



Figure 11.19: Inscribed Limestone Block from Episkopi (left, Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl. VII) and
Its Uninscribed Counterpart Discovered Fifty Years Earlier (right, Dikaios 1940, pl. XLIII, c)

Though the Cypriot inscription was all but obscured by the damage to the limestone
block, the two line Phoenician inscription can be partially read. The first line is missing its
beginning and end, and only two signs are visible on line 2.

(1) ...m wbkry hsdf[ny...] 2)..tz[..]

“..mand bkry* the Sid[onian]... ...th[is]...”
Masson and Sznycer date the inscribed block to the 7 century BCE on the basis of the
paleography. The inscriptions seems to refer to two individuals, one of which seems to be
identified by the Phoenician gentilic (modified by the definite article) as a “Sidonian.” But it is
unclear who the individuals named are, relative to the missing content of the inscription.

The association between this inscription and mortuary practice has been made based
on the block’s iconographical similarities to another uninscribedlimestone block found fifty
years earlier in a tomb nearby. The pieces share many iconographic similarities - the two
“layers” or levels of rectangular setting outlining the piece, the long horizontal rectangular

niche, and the two short pillars which seem to support it. But the differences between the two

'8 For a discussion of this term (possibly a personal name), including the possibility that it refers to the city of
Kourion, see Masson and Sznycer 1972, 91. Schmitz suggests a more likely solution would be the translation “in
Caria” (personal correspondence, 29 June 2013).
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pieces are equally intriguing. The style of the column or pillar capitals is different; the
inscribed version features upturned arms branching off a central pillar, while the uninscribed
piece includes downward-turned fronds or decorative swirls evocative of proto-Aeolic capitals
known throughout the Iron I-1I period Levant. The pillars on the two stone blocks are also
carved with different levels of relief detail: the inscribed version is constructed as if “in the
round,” with negative space carved out between the upward-turned arms and central pillars of
each; the uninscribed specimen is carved in relief, with flat pillar bases and less detail in the
decorative elements below the capitals. The small figure holding two serpents in relief on the
bottom of the uninscribed piece occupies the equivalent space used for the bilingual
inscription on its counterpart.

On its own, the inscribed block testifies to an Iron II inscription which mentions (or was
perhaps commissioned by) an individual who identified himself as a Sidonian. However, its
connection with mortuary practice and belief is dependent on the context offered by the
uninscribed block. Using only the photographs for comparison, I agree that the motifs are
strikingly similar, but cannot concur the workmanship is the same. Perhaps the two blocks do
indeed come from the same tomb, where more than one stone cutter was involved in
producing the individual components. Perhaps they come from different tombs constructed
during a short period of time, one in imitation or homage to the other (or both in imitation of
a third exemplar in some other place or medium). But the possibility that the motif was used
in both a tomb context (where the uninscribed block was found 7z situ), and in some other,

non-mortuary context that cannot be reconstructed, must be kept in mind.

Kition Amphora I
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Loc. / Num. RES 1520; Metropolitan Museum, New York, 74.51.2300; Cesnola no. 8

Dimensions 58 cm high

Discovery Discovered in 1866 by L. Palma di Cesnola in a tomb at Kition

Studies Cesnola 1877, 441, no. 8, pl. XI; Ward 1874, LXXXV, fig. 5; Hall 1885, 8,
no. XXV; Clermont-Ganneau 1898, 525; Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl.
XIII, no. 3, cf. 119, n. 6; Teixidor 1976, 66, no. 23; Amadasi Guzzo and
Karageorghis 1977, 131-132, no. D3 and pl. XX no. 1; Lipifiski 1983, 141;
Cannavo 2011, 309-310.

Date First half of the 7" century BCE

Another inscribed vessel from a tomb at Kition is this Canaanite jar, with three lines of
painted text across its widest point, between the two handles. The second line of text,
separated from the first line by a noticeable space, is written in larger characters. Lipinski and

Cannavo read:

1) b'lpls Baalpilles.
2) ytn Yaton
3) Smry has inspected.

Figure I1.20: Inscribed Amphora from Kition
(Amadasi Guzzo and Karageorghis 1977, pl. XX, D3)

The first line contains a single personal name, although the relationship between this name
and the rest of the inscription is not entirely obvious, given the space that separates them and
the change in size of the letters. The second line probably contains a hypochoristic personal

name from the verb ytn “to give,” functioning as the subject of line 3 - interpreted as either a
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verbal form, or as the title smr, “inspector,” followed by an abbreviation, y."” Peckham

paleographically dated the text to the first half of the 7 century BCE."**

Kition Amphora II

Loc. / Num. RES 1521; Metropolitan Museum, New York, 74.51.2298, A and B;
Cesnola no. 7

Dimensions [unavialable]
Discovery Discovered in 1866 by L. Palma di Cesnola in a tomb at Kition
Studies Cesnola 1877, 441, no. 7; Ward 1874, LXXXV, fig. 4; Hall 1885, 8, no.

XXVI; Clermont-Ganneau 1898, 525; Teixidor 1969, 337; Masson and
Sznycer 1972, pl. XIII, no. 4, cf. 119, n. 6; Amadasi Guzzo and
Karageorghis 1977, 132-133, no. D4, pl. XX, 2; Peckham 1968, 17, pl. X, 2

Date Second half of the 7" century BCE

Another amphora, similar to the previous entry, was found by Cesnola at Kition,
“probablement dans une tombe.”** The inscription is short and small relative to the size of the
vessel:

bly  ahypocoristic personal name formed from the god’s name 67
Peckham dated the inscription to the second half of the 7 century BCE on the basis of its

186

paleography.

'8 See Cannavd 2011, 310 for a succinct discussion of the various proposals.
18 Peckham 1968, 16-17, pl. X, 1.

1% Amadasi Guzzo and Karageorghis 1977, 132.

18 peckham 1968, 17, pl. X, 2.
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Figure I1.21: Inscribed Amphora from Kition
(Amadasi Guzzo and Karageorghis 1977, pl. XXV, D4)

Salamis Amphora

Loc. / Num. Formerly held in the regional museum of Famagusta, current location
unknown (Tomb 79 inv. no. 812)

Dimensions 40 cm high

Discovery From the large “royal” Tomb (no. 79) in the necropolis of Salamis

Studies Karageorghis 1973, 54, no. 812; Amadasi Guzzo and Karageorghis 1973,
229; Puech 1979, 41-42, fig. 5; Sznycer 1980, 127-128; Peckham 1968, 16-
17, pl. X, 1; Cannavd 2011, 319.

Date 7" century BCE

A Canaanite jar (of the “torpedo” type, in Plain White ware), partially reconstructed

from many fragments, bearing a partially legible black-ink inscription across its widest

dimension, was found in the large “royal” tomb (tomb numbmer 79) in the necropolis at

Salamis. While Puech (1979) interpreted the text as the beginnings of an abecedary: bgd/Awz/,

Sznycer (1980) reads here only a single personal name, bdH{ 7).

Geometric Vessel from the Necropolis of Idalion

Loc. / Num. RES 1522; Metropolitan Museum, New York (Cesnola Collection), no.
74.51.1001
Dimensions 33 cm high
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Discovery Discovered by L. Palma di Cesnola in the necropolis at Idalion (near
modern Dhali)

Studies Hall 1885-1886, 7; Peckham 1968, 17; Masson and Sznycer 1972, 112-
113, pl. X1V, nos. 1 and 2
Date 7" century BCE

An inscribed Bichrome IV (7" century BCE) amphora with geometric motifs between
the handles was found by L. Palma di Cesnola in one of the “Phoenician Tombs” uncovered

during the excavations of the cemeteries surrounding the site of Idalion (modern Dhali).**’

Figure I1.22: Geometric Vessel from Idalion and Detail of Inscription
(Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl. XIV, nos. 1 and 2)

The vessel features the four Phoenician characters rgmn, painted in black slip before firing, on

the body of the vessel below the band of Geometric decoration. The characters probably

188

represent a personal name, from the root r-g-m."*® Masson and Sznycer called this inscription

“probablement le plus ancient témoignage de la presence phénicienne a Idalion.”**

Horse Blinders from Idalion

Loc. / Num. RES 1209 A and B; Idalion inventory nos. 2026 and 2027; Acquired by
the Duke of Luynes who eventually donated them to the Bibliotheque
Nationale, Paris.

Dimensions 16 cm wide x 8.5 cm high

187 le consul des Ftats-Unis, le célébre Luigi Palma di Cesnola, fait ouvrir pas ses ouvriers des centaines de

tombes dans les diverses necropolis de Dhali. Le detail de ces trouvailles est perdu a jamais; cependant, on peut
attribuer avec certitude a cette region des pieces qui ont tout de suite attire I'attention des érudits” (Masson and
Sznycer 1972, 112).

"% As in the Hebrew names regem (1 Chron. 2:47) and regem-melek (Zach. 7:2).

'8 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 113. See also Heltzer 1978; Zadok 1988, 79, 211, 71131: 76)
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Discovery Unearthed by farmers at Idalion (near modern Dhali) around 1850;
described as coming from the top of the western acropolis of the site
(interpreted as the ruins of a sanctuary of Athena)

Studies Masson and Sznycer 1972, 108-113 and pl. X11, 1-2; Puech 1979, 30-31.

Date 600 BCE

A pair of inscribed horse blinders (the right and left blinders are RES 1209 A and B,
respectively) were unearthed by farmers in the early 1850s at the site of Idalion (modern

Dhali). The objects were described as coming from the top of a high point on the west of the

tell, a feature eventually interpreted as the western acropolis, home to a sanctuary of Athena.

The pieces are therefore not themselves explicitly relevant for a study of Phoenician mortuary

practice, but like the inscribed limestone block from Episkopi (discussed above), the Dhali

horse blinders bear significant similarities to uninscribed objects which do come from

mortuary contexts. The inscribed horse blinders from Dhali are very similar to a pair of horse

blinders found in an elaborate (probably royal) 8" century tomb in the Necropolis at Salamis,'

although the latter were decorated but uninscribed.

Figure I1.23: Inscribed Horse Blinders from Idalion (Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl. XII, nos. 1-2)

1% Kargeorghis 1967 (vol. I) and 1973 (vol. III)
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Figure I1.24: Horse Blinder Inscription (Puech 1979, 31)

The difficulty of the inscriptions on both the left and right blinders is evidenced by the

range of interpretations thus far offered:

Table I1.8: Translations of Horse Blinder Inscriptions from Idalion

Source Left blinder | Right blinder Translation
RES nt b'nt “[...A]nat // for Anat”
H. de Luynes 1852, 39 gd b'nt “Good fortune for Anat”
Masson and Sznycer 1972 p’ b'nt “? for Anat”
Puech 1979 ph b‘nm “Metal plates over the eyes”

It seems most likely that the left blinder reads p#, “plate” or “plaque,” while the right
blinder may read & °nt, indicating that the blinders were dedicated to the goddess ‘Anat. If this
is the case, the b preposition which precedes the goddess’s name is unexpected and difficult to
reckon with; one might expect the /preposition in the case of a dedication. Puech has
suggested that the right blinder instead be read bnm,"" i.e. “on / over the eyes,” in order to
produce the sense “metal plates / over the eyes” when the two inscriptions are read together.

¢

Puech considers these objects to have been votive objects, “...provenant du temple d’Anat,
assimilée a Athéna, situé au sommet de I'acropole.”*” The inscription has been dated on

paleographic grounds to approximately 600 BCE."”

11 pyech 1979, 30.
192 pyech 1979, 31.
1% puech 1979, 31.
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The pair of decorated horse blinders found at Salamis as uninscribed, but bear similar
decorative elements (referred to by the excavators as reminiscent of Assyrian motifs***). They
were found in a pile of other iron and bronze objects (including horse breastplates, ornaments,
and front pieces), which seem to have been intended for one of two horses, buried complete
with two chariots. A number of the metal objects associated with this burial were determined
by the excavator to have been produced on Cyprus, but “sous une forte influence de la Syrie du
Nord.” This burial was dated on the basis of its accompanying pottery to the end of the 8™
century.

Though the Salamis blinders were part of a full horse burial to accompany the (royal?)
dead, the horse blinders from Dhali may indicate that in this case, the same type of object
could be appropriate for both a votive context (at Dhali) and a mortuary one (at Salamis).
Whatever this gift symbolized, or however it might have functioned in the minds of those who
gave it, these purposes seem to have been considered applicable to either a deity or a deceased
human. Was this simply a question of the value of an object indicating the degree of “feeling”
or commitment on the part of its giver? Or do these horse blinders point to some more
concrete connections between the divine sphere and the world of the dead (at least at

Salamis)?

Pot from the Necropolis of Turabi

Loc. / Num. Location not currently known; photograph in the Cyprus Museum,
Nicosia. Excavation inventory no. Tomb 37/7.

Dimensions (taken from the photograph): approximately 9 cm high x 12 cm wide

Discovery Excavated in 1953 by the Cyprus Department of Antiquities; from
Tomb 37 in the necropolis of Turabi (Turabi Tekke; French Tourabi /

19 Karageorghis 1967, 343.
1% Karageorghis 1967, 346.
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Tourapi) near Kition (modern Larnaca).

Studies Megaw 1954, 173; Masson and Sznycer 1972, 119-121 and pl. XXII, 1;
Teixidor 1973, 425, no. 136.

Date Early 6" - 5" centuries BCE

During the 1953 excavation of foundations for a new Turkish elementary school NW of
the Turabi Tekke, near Kition (modern Larnaca), forty-one “tightly-packed tombs” ¢ were
found of which ten were fully excavated, and objects were collected from eight others
(probably disturbed as part of the construction). The necropolis was dated on the basis of its
ceramic contents, although Tomb 37 in particular proved a lynchpin in pinning the date of the
cemetery:

With one exception the excavated tombs range from the seventh to the fifth

centuries, plain bottle-jugs and flat-necked jars of Syro-Palestinian form being

their standard furniture. A fixed point in the sixth century is provided by a

Fikelloura lekythos.... The same tomb contained a plain pot with a short

Phoenician inscription, and a black glaze Attic kylix."”

The tombs at this necropolis thus straddle the Iron II-Iron III (Persian) period; the site was in
use for nearly two hundred years.

The inscribed object uncovered from Tomb 37 was a small, wide-mouthed vessel with
two handles, mentioned briefly in a 1954 excavation report, and subsequently lost.””® The
original publication of the piece, without accompanying photograph, records that there was a
short Phoenician inscription painted just below the flanged rim of the vessel. The inscription,

consisting of four letters, reads:

[‘ms belonging to ‘ms

1% Megaw 1954, 173.

7 Megaw 1954, 173.

1% Masson and Sznycer describe the situation in 1972 as follows: “Des fouilles executes en 1953 par le Département
des Antiquités, mais non encore publiées, ont livré une petite inscription qui était demeurée inédite, et n’est plus
accessible depuis les événements qui ont soustrait le vieux muse de Larnaca au contrdle de 'administration
central” (Masson and Sznycer 1972, 119).
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Figure I1.25: Inscribed Pot from Kition at Turabi (Masson and Sznycer 1972, pl. XXII, 1)

Masson and Sznycer date the form of the samechto the early 6™ century BCE, but note that the
angular /amedfinds similarities with both early forms and Elephantine cursive of the 5™
century BCE."” The personal name is well known in both Phoenician / Punic and in Hebrew - a

hypocoristic name from the verb ‘s, “to lift/bear/carry.”

Stele Fragment from Kouklia-Marchello

Loc. / Num. Kouklia, Musée archéologique, KA 94

Dimensions 16 cm long x 29 cm high

Discovery Discovered in secondary context on the site of the Persian ramp at
Kouklia-Marchello.

Studies Sznycer 1996; Cannavd 2011, 317-318.

Date 6" century BCE

A fragment of a stele, broken on the right side, preserves five legible lines of an
inscription of indeterminate length. The object was found in secondary context, on the site of
a Persian-period ramp at Kouklia-Marchello where it was used as fill, and its inscription went

long unnoticed - it does not appear among the publications of the materials from Kouklia-

1% Masson and Sznycer 1972, 120.
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Paphos. The inscription on the stele was only re-discovered in preparation for a 1990s volume

200

on the sculpture from the site of Marchello* Highly damaged, the remaining text reads:

1) lzrbn® ... | zr, son of...

2) 1..b67. 1..6%7

3) Jwkl %t Jand everything / anyone ...
4) 1. 5[7.

5) Jwkl’s Jand everything / anyone ...

The fragmentary nature of the text prevents any concrete interpretation of the stele - it could
be a funerary inscription,” but could perhaps also be a dedicatory inscription. Without its
primary context or the rest of the inscription, more cannot be said about the purpose of this

inscribed stele.

d. Crete

Bronze Bowl from the Tekke Cemetery

Loc. / Num. [unavailable]
Dimensions [unavailable]
Discovery Discovered in tomb J (excavated by Roger Howell) during 1975-1976

excavations of the Protogeometric - Geometric cemetery at Teke /
Tekke / Ambelokipi north-west of the acropolis at Knossos.

Studies Catling 1976-77, 3-13, figs. 22-31; Sznycer 1979, 89-93; Cross 1980, 15-16;
Coldstream 1982, 263; Coldstream, 1983; Puech 1983; Puech 1986.
Date Late 11" or late 10™ century BCE

An extensive Iron Age burial ground was found to the south-east of the modern site of

Tekke, itself north-west of the Minoan palace of Knossos. In excavations in 1975 and 1976,

fifteen “complete or damaged” chamber tombs (numbered A-Q) dating to the 10* - 7

% prepared by V. Tatton-Brown; see Cannavd 2011, 317 for summary.

201 “Létat extrémement fragmentaire du texte empéche d’en tire rune interpretation d’ensemble; on peut juste
remarquer la repetition de la sequence WKL 'S, fréquente dans les inscriptions funéraires” (Cannavd 2011, 318).
2 Catling 1976-77, 11.
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centuries BCE were explored.”” An inscribed bronze bowl was found in the undisturbed tomb J
(“probably the earliest and certainly the most important” tomb**) of this cemetery,*” along
with sixty Protogeometric pots® placed near a single cinerary urn (containing the remains of

207

two people) in an area measuring 2 m x 1 m.*” Although differing in his interpretation of the
contents of tomb J from that of the excavators, Coldstream argued that the two burials should
be dated to the mid-10"™ and early ninth centuries, respectively, separated by at least a
generation.” The inscribed bowl was found in association with the 9" century burial. Puech
reads:

ks.Sm"[ ]| bn I'mn bowl / cup of Sama’ son of /7m”
The inscription has been described as a “formula of private ownership,” and compared to the

11" century inscribed arrowheads from the Phoenician homeland (discussed below).*°

% Puech 1983, 374; See Catling 1976-77, 11-13 for summary and plans.

% Catling 1976-77, 12.

% See Negbi 1992, 607, note 47, for the suggestion (and citation) of another inscribed bowl that may have the
same provenance and date. She notes it was located in a Sotheby’s Sale Catalogue.

26 Coldstream 1982, 263.

7 Sznycer 1979, 89. Catling 1976-77, 12: “The urn contained the remains of two people; in the lower part were
cremated bones, on top of which were found what appeared to be part of an unburnt skeleton.”

%% Coldstream 1982, 271: “The use of the tomb must go back into the tenth century, since nearly half the pots on
the chamber floor are of Attic imports of Late Protogeometric, twenty-six in all. But the two burials in the tomb
must have been separated by about a generation, since about twelve of the local pots take us into the early ninth
century, including three bowls with pendent-semicircle decoration. It was among a group of these later pots that
the bronze bowl came to light.” Catling (1976-77, 14) argued “Tomb ] should be dated Early Protogeometric in
Cretan terms, equivalent to the Late Protogeometric of Attica.” The Protogeometric Greek period is usually
defined to be ca. 1050-950 BCE; but see Waldbaum and Carter 1997 for the problems associated with Coldstream’s
dating.

® For discussion of this personal name, see Puech 1986, 168-169. Cross feels less certain about the letters of the
name, and transcribes only the word-initial /(1980, 15).

?19 See Negbi 1992, 608, with further citations.
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Figure I1.26: Bronze Bowl from Tomb J, Tekke Cemetery (Coldstream 1982, taf. 27d)

L5/ STBs WA

Figure 11.27: Tracing of Inscription from the Tekke Bronze Bowl (Cross 1980, 15)

Since Cross first suggested the presence of the archaic “pupil” or stroke within the circle of the

‘ayin, " dates for the inscription have ranged from the 11" - late 10" century BCE:*"

Palaeographic considerations led several scholars to assume that the Tekke
bowl was contemporaneous with the Lebanese arrowheads. Whereas the ninth
century [archaeological] context of the bowl is well established, however, most
of the arrowheads are of unknown provenance and therefore their 11th-century
date is inconclusive. In any event, if the palaeographic criteria are valid, the
bowl must have been placed in the Tekke tomb at least a century and a half after
being made. Acceptance of Coldstream’s proposal that the owner of the bowl
was a descendant of the deceased entombed in the early burial of the Tekke
tomb may contribute toward narrowing the chronological gap between the
palaeographic and archaeological data. In that case, the bowl could not have
been brought from Phoenicia to Crete before the second half of the 10th century
B.C.*"

The bowl may thus have been an “heirloom” piece whose inscription has little to explicitly tell

us about the individual or burial with which it was found. But the inclusion of this heirloom

' Cross 1980, 15. The intentionality of the strokes is sometimes difficult to make out due to corrosion.

Sznycer suggests that the inscription dates to about 900 B.C. but does not exclude a higher date in the 10™
century. There is, however, not a typological feature of the script which requires or even suggests a date lower
than 1000 B.C. (when the *Ahiram Inscription must be dated), either on the basis of his reading or mine” (Cross
1980, 17).

B Negbi 1992, 608.
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piece as a burial good does offer evidence for the internment of objects not just valuable for

their sumptuous craftsmanship, or their inscribed messages, but also for their “sentimental”

value as an object with a long history, perhaps even a long history within a particular family or

along a particular kinship line. The object’s service as a burial offering was not dependent on

its form, its function, or its inscription, but on a more complicated level of value. In fact, the

fact that an object like this one - which had been passed down for many generations - was

taken out of commission and placed in a grave for use only by this dead individual, may be an

especially significant indication of the social importance this person held in his/her family.

e. Greece

I know of no extant Iron Age I-1I period Phoenician inscriptions from Greece that relate

to mortuary contexts or afterlife beliefs.

f. Italy

Praeneste Silver Bowl from the Bernardini Tomb

Loc. / Num. CIS i 164; Gibson 19; Museo archeologico di Villa Giulia in Rome

Dimensions 19.5 cm diameter

Discovery Discovered in 1876 in the Bernardini tomb at Praeneste (Palestrina) in
Etruria, Italy

Studies Amadasi Guzzo, 1967, Appendix, 157-158; Moscati 1968, fig. 23; Gibson
1982, 71

Date Ca. 700 BCE

A luxuriously decorated silver bowl, 19 cm in diameter and featuring a short

Phoenician inscription, was one of two bowls found in 1876 in the Bernardini tomb at
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Praeneste (Palestrina) in Etruria.”**

Along with two rings of mock Egyptian hieroglyphs, one
around the outer edge of the bowl, the other encircling the central decorative frieze, is a series
of Egyptian-style scenes.””® The Phoenician inscription is tucked between the central frieze
and the first ring of mock Egyptian hieroglyphs, and consists of only a proper name of
Phoenician origin:

Smny‘d bn ‘st” "Eshmunya‘ad, son of ‘Ashto**

Ao HAAT sy

Figure I1.28: Praeneste Bowl Inscription (Amadasi Guzzo 1967, tav. LXVII)

Figure I1.29: Image of the Inscribed Praeneste Bowl (Moscati 1989 [2001 Edition], 498)

Because of this subtle and inconspicuous placement within the larger constellation of
decorative features, Gibson argues that this name “may be either of the artisan or of the

owner.”?"" It has been dated to approximately 700 BCE on the basis of paleography.**

214 Moscati 1968, 74.

215 “[1t]...shows in the centre the familiar motif of the pharaoh slaying his enemies and round it four papyrus boats
carrying deities and winged scarabs; other figures, among lotus leaves, stand between the boats while above and
below the frieze is bordered by inscriptions in imitation hieroglyphs making no sense...” (Moscati 1968, 74).

216 On the vocalization of these names, including the date of the a” > & shift this assumes, see Gibson 1982, vol. 3,
71.

7 Gibson 1982, vol. 3, 71.
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Though beyond the scope of the present study to pursue in detail, the Praeneste bowl
should be viewed in light of the corpus of other silver inscribed bowls known from the
Mediterranean region. Markoe’s 1985 catalog of bowls includes five with Cypriot inscriptions,
two with Aramaic inscriptions, and three with Phoenician inscriptions (including the
Praeneste specimen); each inscription consists of a proper name indicating the bowl’s owner
or artisan.” In the two cases thought to indicate the bowl’s manufacturer, the inscribed name
appears “inconspicuously within the medallion [central element] of the bowl.” This is in
sharp contrast to those instances in which the /- preposition (in one Aramaic inscription) or
the verb eiyt (in three Cypriot inscriptions) is used, as well as when the inscription is located
“in full view”? below the rim or at the base of the object.

Perhaps most notably, all the known silver bowls of Phoenician style studied by Markoe
come from either votive or mortuary contexts.? That is, all were either buried as grave goods
or dedicated in a temple or sanctuary setting to a divine recipient. Like the horse blinders,
discussed above, the Praeneste bowl represents another type of object which was valuable to

both the gods and to deceased humans of high social standing.

g. Sicily and Malta

Two Stelae from Malta

Loc. / Num. A) KAI 61 A; CIS i 123; Gibson 21
B) KAI 61 B; CISi 123 bis, Gibson 22

Dimensions A) 23.5 cm high x 8 cm broad
B) Unknown (stele now lost)

Discovery Discovered in a field near Rabat Mdina in Malta in 1820.

8 Gibson 1982, vol. 3, 71 and 42.
9 Markoe 1985, 72.

220 Markoe 1985, 72.

! Markoe 1985, 72.

22 Markoe 1985, 75-76.
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Studies Gesenius 1837, 107-11; Dussaud 1946, 371-87; Amadasi Guzzo 1967, 19-
23; Sznycer 1974-75,199-203; Cross 1994, 100-101.

Date Late 8" - early 7" centuries BCE

Two controversial votive stelae dating to the early 7 century BCE** come from a field
near Rabat Mdina in Malta, where they were discovered in 1820.”** Gibson wrote in 1982 of
their convoluted history:

The first stele (CZST123), of which a photograph and several sketches were
taken last century, was thought to have been lost, but it has recently been found
intact in the National Museum in Valletta; it measures 23.5 cm. in height by 8
cm. in breadth. The second stele (CIS1 123 bis), apparently in a much worse
state of preservation, was jealously guarded by the local family into whose
possession it came, and eventually disappeared; it was never photographed and
is known now only from a single copy [i.e. a drawing of the artifact].””

The stelae are undecorated aside from their inscriptions, which read:

A) Stele [n5b] of mik b7which Nahum erected for Baal Hamon, lord, because he heard the
voice of his words

B) Stele [nsb] of mlk 'mrwhich [Ar]sh erec[ted] for Baal [Hammon], lord, [because he]
heard the voice of his w[ords]

Figure 11.30: The Surving Malta Stele, KAI 61 A
(Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 160)

*% peckham 1974, 106; Sznycer 1974-1975; Gibson 1982, vol. 3, 73.
** The inscriptions are now held in the Museum of La Valette; Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 160.
*» Gibson 1982, vol. 3, 72-73.
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The two terms mlk b7and mlk ‘mrhave been the subject of a long-standing and
spirited scholarly debate that attempts to reconcile the appearance of the same or similar
terms at Carthage in Tunisia (see below) and at N’gaous in Algeria, albeit in texts from a wide
date range. Although many scholars have framed the debate by asserting the term m/kin
these contexts necessarily refers to some kind of sacrifice, others see in these arguments the
influence of much later classical texts and reject the identification of m/kwith sacrificial
vocabulary on the basis of a lack of other certain Northwest Semitic parallels. An overview of
some of the more influential arguments in the debate shows the wide range of referents for

the Phoenician vocabulary under consideration:

Table I1.9: Interpretations of the Malta Stelae Inscriptions

Scholar milk mlk b mlk “mr
Name of a deity: “Pillar of
Cooke Milk-Ba‘al,” namely “a deity
(1903, 103) - formed out of the attributes
’ of Milk and Ba‘al in
combination”?*
von Soden a maktéb noun formed from the root Alk
(1936, col. / vk (but “taking its meaning from the
16) ’ causative stem” as in Hebrew grbn and
‘wih): “a bringing, offering, sacrifice”
b= the bpreposition + the
Février Sacrifice noun 77/ “infant”; thus “(a
(1953, 8-18) sacrifice) in exchange for an
infant”
Donmner and b= t}i? gprepo’s’ition +“the
Réllig (1966; | Sacrifice noun, al .mfant ; thus “(a Sacrifice of a human
KAI) §acr1f1,c,e) in exchange for an
infant
] The king [as epithet
g;rgeld Epithet or title of a god (“king”) Baal, king for a deity] sees /
says
Mosca o — e “sacrifice of a
Sacrifice sacrifice of a citizen ,
(1975) commoner

?26 Cooke goes on: “It is curious that the pillar of one deity should be dedicated to another; but Milk-ba‘al and
Ba‘al-hamman were prob[ably] only different aspects of the same god” (Cooke 1903, 104).
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Gibson

“(human) sacrifice of one

“(human) sacrifice of

(7149_32,) 2\2/701. 3, | [accepts von Soden’s proposal] making (it)” one promising (it)”
The sacrifice of an
Stager . . .
(1982, 161) Sacrifice animal in place of a
’ child®*®
18))a y (1989, [accepts von Soden’s proposal]
Disagrees with
Gras,
. Mosca et al., but does
Rouillard not suggest an
and [not translated] Vocalized molk baal &8
o alternative - not
Teixidor enough information
(1991, 160) &

to know.

Cross (1994,
100-101)

”, @

“mulk-sacrifice”: “The etymology of the
term mlkis not clear. There can be no
doubt now that a divine epithet Mulk
existed.... It may be that the sacrificial
term is denominative from the divine
epithet. Compare Biblical $#rt, ‘fertility,’
dgn‘grain,’ and %rh, ‘stylized tree of
life.””?*

Interprets the term 6 7as a
combination of the
preposition & + 7, vocalized
‘alor “infant.” Thus Cross
translates: “mulk-sacrifice
consisting of an infant”

“mulk sacrifice of a
lamb”

Though more will be said on this in Chapter 111, Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor warn against the

practice of using disparate occurrences of these unknown terms to play a kind of connect-the-

dots with the historical record:

In the context of such a complex sacrificial terminology, it is easy to understand
why it is hard to make a decision. Nevertheless it seems difficult to admit that
the formula m/k ‘mrin Malta and the term molchomor at N'gaous could have
the same meaning, given the fact that almost one thousand years separate the
one from the other. Moreover, a literal translation of m/k baaland mlk adam by
‘sacrifice of a citizen” and ‘sacrifice of a commoner’ suggests a social distinction
(which Diodorus’ text does not collaborate), and eliminates any reference to the
liturgical context of the (alleged) child sacrifice. Furthermore, these children
vowed to be sacrificed could not be referred to with terms such as baal/or adam
in a society where they had no status as yet. The question the historian faces

227 ¢

The distinction between 7v2 and n& may then be that between a parent who actually carries through the

sacrifice of his child and one who merely ‘promises’ (perhaps in his wife’s early pregnancy or at the birth) to
sacrifice him or her in the future; or perhaps between a parent who is present at or takes part in the sacrifice and
one who ‘instructs’ others to make it for him; or even (reading a passive partic. [of the verb“to say”]) between one
who willingly undertakes the sacrifice and one who has to be ‘commanded’ to perform the task. These
suggestions may sound naive, but we should not forget the poignancy of the dilemma in which this distressing
custom placed those whose religion commended it as a duty” (Gibson 1982, 76-77).
228 Notably, the term mlk “mr does not appear in the inscriptions of Carthage until the 3™ century BCE; Stager

1982, 61.

% Cross 1994, 104.
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therefore, is the following: has the formula m/k baa/kept the same meaning
throughout nine centuries? Can one interpret the texts of the 8" or 7 century
in the same way as those of the end of the first millennium?*°
Malta’s unique historical and geographical situation during the Iron II period should also
inform our interpretation of these two stelae and their enigmatic inscriptions, as the same
authors go on to emphasize:
The Phoenician inscriptions on the stelae from Malta are among the oldest
known in the Western Mediterranean. During the 7" century, the island must
have had close ties with Tyre which did not weaken with the beginning of the
6", when Carthage took over the Mediterranean. Rather, the great popularity of
the cult of Ashtarte in [sic] the island and the fact that the Phoenician script was
used until the 2™ cent. B.C., testify to the independence of Malta from Carthage,
Sicily, and Sardinia.... Why would the formula m/lk baalhave signified a ritual of
child sacrifice in the 8" cent. in Malta, if not a single literary or archaeological
indication informs us of the existence of this ritual at Tyre?*!
Because the stelae were not found associated with any human remains, but instead were in
secondary context in an agricultural field, we may never be able to define conclusively the
Phoenician terms in question without further archaeological finds in that region of the island.

But it may be possible to focus the range of possibilities for these terms using contemporary

and related texts and data.

Stelae from the Motya Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet”

Loc. / Num. a) Amadasi Guzzo no. 14
b) Amadasi Guzzo no. 36

Dimensions a) 30cmx 16 cmx 6 cm
b) 27.5cmx21.5cmx 11.5 cm

Discovery Found at the infant cremation cemetery or “tophet” at Motya:
1875: Excavations by Schliemann

1906-1919: Excavations by Whitaker

1930: Excavations by Marconi

2% Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 161.
31 Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 161.
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1955, 1958, 1961: Excavations by Isserlin and Cintas
1964-1974: Excavations by the Italian Mission (directed by Moscati)

Studies Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 116 and 433; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 24-25
and 39-40; Amadasi Guzzo 1986b
Date Middle of the 6" century BCE

The small island of Motya/Mozia, off the coast of Sicily, is the site of the next set of
stelae under consideration. The infant cremation cemetery located about 200m west of the
adult cremation cemetery (discussed below) was first identified as “A Burial-Ground for the
Remains of Sacrificed Offerings”*? by its excavator, since the two trenches dug in the 1920s
revealed approximately 150 urns, very few of which contained human (infant) remains:

Of these about one-third have been examined by competent anatomists, with

the result that, although the contents of many of them are quite

indeterminable, a certain number have been found to belong to human infants

of a very tender age, though the greater part are those of young domestic and

other animals, such as lambs and kids, calves, dogs and cats, and, in one case, of

a monkey.[**] The remains of ruminants would appear to predominate.”*

Subsequent excavation, especially the decade-long project led by Moscati, identified the
cemetery as a “tophet,” or infant cremation cemetery, and established the outlines of a datable
sequence for its urns and stelae.

More than 1000 stelae were found at the cremation cemetery at Motya. Although not

associated with the earliest urn burials (from strata VII - VI), they begin to be erected in

conjunction with burials in stratum V, dating to the first half of the 6™ century BCE. However,

2 Whitaker 1921, 257.

¥ Today there is one wild population of Barbary macaques (also known as Barbary apes or rock apes) living in the
Upper Rock Nature Researve in Gibraltar. This population is thought to have introduced by the Moors who kept
them as pets (Jackson 1987, 28); this theory puts the establishment of the macaques colony sometime after 700 CE.
As far as I know, this is the only documented community of monkeys in Europe, and it antedates the period in
question.

»* Whitaker 1921, 257. His earlier 1920 summary stated that, “An analysis of about a score of these burials would
show that one only contains human remains, those of an infant, while the others all contain the remainis of
inferior animals, among them those of ruminants somewhat predominating, though those of dogs, cats, and even
of a monkey, are represented” (Whitaker 1920, 180).
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only forty out of the more than 1000 total stelae feature an inscription.” Some of these
inscribed characters feature traces of red paint,” indicating that further emphasis or
adornment was sometimes added even to inscribed stelae, and implying that carved
inscriptions may not have been the only vehicle for marking, decorating, or identifying these
stelae. The largest number of stelae with inscriptions date to the second half of the 6™ - first
decades of the 5" century BCE (strata IV - III), and will be discussed below, in Chapter III. In
fact, only two inscriptions can be dated to the earliest period (stratum V, the mid-late 6™
century BCE; no. 14 and 36*):

No. Phoenician Inscription English Translation
14 [dn//b1// hmn // mtnt // 5 nd//r zr  For the lord, Baal Hammon, a mtntwhich

zr vowed / gave

36 [dnl//bl1hm//nmtn//t Snd//(r... For the lord, for Baal Hammon, a mtnt
which PN vowed / gave

Both of these inscribed stelae are painted (using red pigment) on the front of the stelae, and

2% Amadasi Guzzo

utilize one of a discrete number of formulae, as identified by Amadasi Guzzo.
identifies the variations of type 1/1 as follows (though one can see that the second /-is not
always present):

17dn Ib1 hmn mtnt $ ndr+ PN (+ genealogical formula) (+ & sm gl dbry)

For the lord, for Baal Hammon, mtntwhich PN vow / promised
(because he heard the sound / voice of his dbr)

3 Moscati and Uberti 1981 provides plates of one thousand one hundred sixty-one total stelae (some numbers are
not pictured), although those numbered above one thousand sixteen are very fragmentary.

¢ Amadasi Guzzo 1986b, 193.

7 Number scheme according to Amadasi Guzzo 1986a.

28 Amadassi Guzzo 1986b, 194. In addition to stelae numbers 14 and 36, this basic formula is featured in fifteen
other stelae (numbers 11-13, 16, 19-23, 26, 28, 29, 32, 35 and 39), or 37.5% of the total inscribed stelae from the
tophet at Mozia / Motya. Amadassi Guzzo labels this type 1/1 (where type “I” has three subtypes); see Chapter III
for further analysis.
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An alternate form of this formula, which utilizes the term m/kt in the same word-position as
the term mtnt (usually translated “gift”) in the examples above, appears on only four of the
forty total inscribed stelae from the site. An alternate verb is also sometimes used - ytn, “to
give,” in place of ndr, “to vow / promise.” Since the bulk of the Motya infant cremation
cemetery or tophet stelae date to the Iron III period, the vocabulary of the later stelae will be
examined in more detail in Chapter III.

The fact that so many of the early burials at the Motya cinerary cemetery were
unmarked by stelae, or marked by uninscribed stelae (certainly without a carved inscription,
and perhaps without any markings in some cases), points to a change in practice in the Iron II
period.” It seems to have become important to some of those utilizing this burial site to
specify, via one of a small number of formulae, something about the purpose, intent, or
meaning of the burial. If some of the “gifts” or deposits at this site were therefore anonymous,

this makes the referent of terms like mtnt all the more intriguing.

Motya Adult Cremation Cemetery stelae

Loc. / Num. [unavailable]

Dimensions 25-35 cm high x 15-25 cm wide x 15-25 cm thick

Discovery 1907 by Whitaker’s excavations

Studies Whitaker 1920, 180; Whitaker 1921; Jeffrey 1990, 272; Griffo 1997, 915-
916.

Date In use until 650-600 BCE

An adult cremation cemetery was also found on the island of Motya, dating to the
earliest period of Phoenician settlement (thought to have taken place in the 8™ century BCE).

The cemetery was discovered by Whitaker in 1907, while excavating along the line of

# “Thus, at the outset, the urns were not surmounted by an inscribed stone. They were anonymous, and it is the

stele, and only the inscribed stele, which can inform us about the purpose of the offering” (Gras, Rouillard and
Teixidor 1991, 159).
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fortifications to the west of the northern gate of the city.** In 1921 Whitaker reported having
found approximately two hundred cremation burials and seven sarcophagi,' but in the early
1980s the total cremations would be counted as “...114 tombs in the archaic necropolis, all
cremation burials of the 7" and early 6™ cents apart from a couple of later inhumations.”*
The cemetery was identified as Phoenician on the basis of its ceramic contents.**

All but one of the burials in this cemetery were of adults, consisting of large cinerary
urns “containing the cremated remains of the dead, with the usual accompaniment of smaller
subsidiary vases around them.”** The vast majority of tombs in the cemetery were reported to
have been lacking stelae or other markers altogether. The excavator speculated that this
might have been due to their having been removed for reuse over time, as he had noticed
several dressed stones being used in the low walls used to separate nearby fields.** Of those
stelae still standing 7 situ, none was inscribed. A few are described as bearing the disk and
crescent, although it is unclear how many stelae were decorated thus, as well as in what size,

arrangement, or combination these shapes appear.

20 Whitaker 1920, 180.
#1 “The cremations tombs that have so far been discovered and examined in the Motya necropolis are about two
hundred in number. The sarcophagi are only seven in number, and are to be found all near one another at the
western extremity of the burial-ground. These sarcophagi are all of sandstone, roughly worked and
unornamented. To judge from their condition when discovered, and from their contents, there is no doubt that
they must have been previously visited and their contents rifled, either entirely or in part” (Whitaker 1921, 229).
In an earlier publication, Whitaker described the sarcophagi as dating to the most recent period of usage at
the cemetery: “Unlike the Birgi necropolis, which is almost entirely on the principle of inhumation, this recently-
discovered island cemetery is one of the basis of incineration, though a few sarcophagi, with inhumated remains,
have been found in one part of the ground. They are probably the latest burials effected in the old cemetery,
dating from, or just before the time of, the change to the new necropolis on the mainland” (Whitaker 1920, 180).
2 Wilson 1981-1982, 102; as of the 1978 (Mozia1X) publication.
3 Whitaker already considered it Phoenician in his 1920 and 1921 publications, but Wilson would quantify the
ceramic profile at the cemetery as follows: “The grave goods contain few surprises, being mostly ‘Phoenician-
Punic’ with less than 10% imported pottery (esp. Corinthian or imitation Corinthian)” (Wilson 1981-1982, 102).
4 Whitaker 1920, 180. The one exception to this was an infant inhumation burial: “A solitary case has been met
with in this cemetery of the uncremated remains of an infant being found in a vase” (Whitaker 1921, 218-219).
5 Whitaker 1921, 217.
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Figure I1.31: Uninscribed, Carved Stelae from the Adult Cremation Cemetery at Motya
(Whitaker 1921, 271, fig. 50)

Almost all the excavated stelae were of irregular rectangular shape, sometimes curved
at the top, and carved with simple shapes or lines.** In most cases the carved motif outlines
the face of the stone, perhaps a figural representation (Whitaker interpreted the shapes as
representing sacred buildings or stone-icons, i.e. “baetyls”?”), or perhaps demarcating a zone
for some painted decoration or text, now lost. Whitaker frequently noticed traces of red paint
on other stelae and cippi*® on the island, some of which dated to the Iron II period as well.**
While the adult cremation cemetery at Motya does not offer direct epigraphic evidence
relevant for the present study, the appearance of stalae carved with simple, non-figural shapes
or lines at this site is nevertheless noteworthy. These stelae may preserve indirect evidence
for written text, if the carved spaces represent vestiges of delineated registers for painted

texts.

¢ Whitaker’s description reads: “With but few exceptions the stelae found here are extremely rude and simple,
being formed by small upright blocks of roughly hewn sandstone, measuring, as a rule, from 25 to 35 cm. in
height, 15 to 25 cm. in width, and about the same in depth, and with lines engraved or scratched upon them - a
linear representation, perhaps, of the aedes or sacred building” (Whitaker 1921, 217-218). He goes on to note that
some bear the “emblem of the disk and crescent.” Note that his description here differs from that on page 272 in
the same volume: “These are formed by small upright blocks of sandstone, as a rule measuring from 0.25 m. to
0.35 m. in height by from 0.15 m. to 0.20 m. in breadth, and about the same in thickness....”

27 Whitaker 1921, 218.

8 A “cippus” is distinguished from a stele in that it is constructed in the round - usually in the form of a
cylindrical or rectangular pyramidal pillar.

 See for example the description of the cippus which “shows slight traces of a red pigment on the upper part”
(Whitaker 1921, 271).
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h. Sardinia

Sulcis Lamina

Loc. / Num. Soprintendenza alle Antichita di Cagliari

Dimensions 1.4 cm high x 1.5 cm wide x 0.05 cm thick

Discovery Discovered in the earliest stratum of the Sulcis “tophet” or infant
cremation cemetery.

Studies Barreca 1965

Date 8"™-7" centuries BCE

A fragment of an inscription engraved on thin gold leaf “lamina” (a thin plaque or
panel intended to be affixed to some other surface) was found in the earliest stratum of the
Sulcis tophet or infant cremation cemetery. Only 1.4 cm x 1.5 cm x 0.05 cm in size, the lamina
seems to have been once attached to an iron object, which has partially damaged the surface®®

such that the inscription is significantly obscured. The surviving text reads:

b7%y.. Baal, who...
bs.. father®'...
7% and...

The text has been dated to the 8"-7" centuries BCE on the basis of its paleographic features.”
Although the text is too small and fragmentary to provide much material for interpretation,
the fact that this gold lamina was affixed to an iron object in a tophet setting seems significant.
The Sulcis lamina was not placed inside a cinerary urn, where other small amulets and metal
objects have been found at other cinerary cemeteries, but was deposited or buried among the
urns. It may have been placed in affiliation with a particular urn or burial - we have certain

evidence that ceramic vessels sometimes accompanied urn burials in this manner. But it may

0 Barreca 1965, 55-56.

! Barreca suggests this may be an epithet of Baal, as in the commonly occurring Phoenician personal name
?Abibaal (Barreca 1965, 57).

2 Barreca, 1965, 56.
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also have been deposited in the tophet site for some other purpose, or as part of a ritual

unrelated to an urn burial.

i. Tunisia

Carthage Medallion

Loc. / Num. RES 5; KAI 73; Gibson 18; CIS i 6057. Currently housed in the Musée

Lavigerie.

Dimensions 2 in. in diameter

Discovery Found at Carthage in 1894 by A.L. Delattre in a 7%-6" centuries grave in
the cemetery of Douimes, Carthage.

Studies Berger 1894, 421 and 453-458; Delattre 1897, 721-722; Medina 1897;

Moore 1905, 28-32; Ferron 1958-59, 45-56; Garbini 1967, 6-8; Ferron
1968, 255-261; Peckham 1968, 119-124; Donner and Réllig 1973, 91;
Teixidor 1973, item 137; Krahmalkov 1981; Gibson 1982, 69; Gras,
Rouillard, and Teixidor 1989, 164-165; Schmitz 2008.

Date Ca. 800-775 BCE*?

This very small gold pendant was found in 1894 in the sifted debris from an elaborate
tomb in the Douimeés cemetery at Carthage. It is inscribed in Phoenician script, carved or
punched into the surface and arrayed around a central boss. The meaning of the inscription is
still debated, although the Phoenician letters are clear; the primary difficulties of
interpretation concern the complicated relationship between Ashtarte and Pygmalion, and the
meaning of the two orthographically identical verbal forms (4/s). Leading interpretations of
the inscription have involved small variants on the following:

(1) Istr (2) t lpgmlyn (3) yd mlk bn (4) pdy hls (5) 5 hls (6) pgmlyn

To Ashtarte, to Pygmalion. [A gift of] Yadamilk son of Padai. She has delivered®*
the one whom Pygmalion has delivered.”*

3 Based on Schmitz’s (2008, 5-7) reanalysis of the kap of this medallion, and other well-dated kap forms.

»% Here the Piel feminine verbal form is to be vocalized Aillész; Gibson 1982, Vol. 3, 69-70. Alternate
interpretations treat the first verbal form as an imperative: “deliver, Ashtarte....” The meaning of the root A/s “is
probably deliverance from a mortal illness; cp. in Hebr. Ps. XVIII 20 xci 15 cxvi 8, etc.” (Gibson 1982, Vol. 3, 71).
% Gibson 1982.
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Schmitz recently examined the inscription in light of other Northwest Semitic inscriptions
that seem to utilize the double dedication formula /{DN] (w)/{PN]. Generally following
Krahmalkov (1981), he reads:

For Astarte; for Pygmalion! Yada‘milk son of Pa/idi, a soldier whom Pygmalion
armed.

Figure I1.32: The Carthage Medallion, Photograph and Drawing
(Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 140 and 143, respectively)

The excavation of the tomb in which the medallion was found is very well documented.
The tomb contained two adults, identified as most likely a man and a woman (still wearing a
bronze bracelet and a gold ring).”® The medallion was only one of many burial goods that
included a large assortment of ceramics, metal goods, a painted ostrich egg, and other luxury
goods.”” The medallion was found in the process of sifting the debris material from the tomb
floor, along with several beads, a small gold box decorated with a rosette, an ivory scarab, and
other small finds.

The tomb has been dated on the basis of its ceramic grave goods to the early 7" through

6™ century BCE. But it has been argued that the Phoenician script of the medallion fits better

¢ Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 144.
»7 Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 142-144,
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in the mid-8™ through early 7 century BCE repertoire,” or in light of more recently
excavated evidence, perhaps the turn of the 8™ century BCE;** many scholars have suggested
that the pendant was therefore most likely a family heirloom, handed down for generations
before being placed to rest with the dead. Alternatively, Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor argued
that the man buried in the tomb might himself be Yada‘milk,*" since the time span separating
the two burials is unknown. Certainly, the size and medium of the medallion, along with the
brevity of the inscription, make dating the script especially difficult. This particularly
sumptuous tomb is replete with objects of special craftsmanship and value, among which is
this small inscribed pendant; perhaps a votive that was kept on the dedicant’s person, perhaps
a votive taken from a temple context; perhaps not a votive at all in the sense we usually
consider this category of offering. Again the connection between gifts for the dead and gifts

for a deity is tantalizingly suggestive.

Carthage Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” Stelae

Loc. / Num. CIS i 5684 and 5685; Other stelae are located in the Carthage Museum,
Carthage Annibal, the Bardo Museum, Tunis, as well as a handful of
museums in England and France.

Dimensions [range]

Discovery 1817: First discovery of Punic votive stelae at Carthage
1921: Frangois Icard excavation

1922: Louis Poinssot and Raymond Lantier excavation
1925: Francis Kelsey excavation

1934-36: Pere Lapeyre excavation

1944-47: Pierre Cintas excavation

1976-79: Lawrence Stager excavation, “Punic Project”

Studies Teixidor 1986, 298

Date 7" century BCE

8 Gibson 1982, Vol. 3, 68.
% Schmitz 2008, 5-7.
0 Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 144.
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At Carthage is the largest and most widely known of the “tophets” or infant cremation
cemeteries attributed to the Phoenicians. Stager, head of the 1970s excavations at the site,
describes its complicated excavation history as follows:*"

In the closing weeks of 1921, Francois Icard uncovered evidence of a
Punic sanctuary some fifty meters west of a shallow lagoon (now known to be
the site of the Punic Commercial Port). These remains consisted primarily of
layers of stelae and urns, the latter containing the bones “probably of animals.”
Icard’s initial impression was soon corrected by Dr. P. Pallary, who examined
the contents of more than eighty urns and found the bones to be those of
children, with some sheep-goat and birds also represented.

By early 1922, Louis Poinssot and Raymond Lantier had assumed, or
usurped, control of these early excavations, although Icard and his partner
Gielly remained in charge of day-to-day operations. In 1925 a joint Franco-
American expedition under the direction of Francis Kelsey of the University of
Michigan continued excavations begun in the previous year by the Count de
Prorok. Kelsey’s death in 1926 brought that expedition to a halt.... Between 1934
and 1936 Pere Lapeyre directed further digging in the precinct. And Pierre
Cintas directed yet another round of excavation in the mid-1940s.

The problem of the precinct has not been lack of digging (thousands of
urns and monuments have been removed), but rather the failure to publish the
results fully and systematically.”*

Stager’s subsequent excavations identified “at least eight phases of urn burials™*®

ranging in date from the 8" - 2™ centuries BCE, and have mapped these onto the three major
strata identified by Harden.* Inscribed limestone stelae (as opposed to sandstone cippi used

in the earlier Tanit I period, ca. 750-600 BCE) do not appear until the middle phase, Tanit II

%! An even more complete discussion of the history of excavation and publication of the tophet site at Carthage is
available in Benichou-Safar 1995.

%62 Stager 1980, 1.

263 Stager 1980, 2.

*%*Tn 1980, Stager wrote: “Icard (1922) detected four strata in the precinct: A (700-500 B.C.), B (500-400 B.C.), C
(400-300 B.C.), and D (300-146 B.C.). Yet Harden, after Kelsey's work in almost the same area, was willing to isolate
only three strata: Tanit I (800 to early seventh century B.C.), Tanit I (early seventh to late fourth century B.C.),
and Tanit 11 (late fourth century to 146 B.C.). Our excavations have produced stratigraphic evidence for
suggesting at least eight phases of urn burials. Each phase represents a new level from which urn pits were dug.
However, only in area 1 were all eight phases found superimposed. Phases I through IV have Tanit 1-type urns....
Phases V through VIII belong to the Tanit II period.... The Romans left practically nothing in situ from the Tanit
III horizon. Except for a general phase IX, we have no clear indication of how many additional phases of urn burial
there might have been in Tanit IIL. .... | would tentatively date the urn sequence from about 700 B.C. to 146 B.C.”
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(600-300 BCE),* but continue into the final phase of the cemetery (Tanit 111, 300-146 BCE).”*® At
the height of the tophet’s popularity in the 4™-3" centuries BCE, the excavators estimate it was
54,000-64,000 square feet “at the minimum.... Using the density of urns in our excavated area
as a standard, we estimate that as many as 20,000 urns may have been deposited there between
400 and 200 B.C.”*" All the known inscriptions from the Carthaginian tophet are written in the
Punic dialect of Phoenician, and many are accompanied by carved symbols.**®

In 1995, Benichou-Safar summed up the most recent excavation campaign to the
Carthage tophet as follows: “Cette nouvelle campagne de fouille a été trés fructueuse, et
encore plus prometteuse: 1,100 urnes ont été dégagées ainsi que de nombreuses stéles, nues ou
inscrites, et plus de trois cents cippes dont quelques dizaines sont encore visibles sur le
terrain.”*” Because of the huge number of stelae produced from this site over the decades of
exploration, it is exceedingly difficult to get a sense of how many stelae may be attributed to
the earlier, Iron I strata, as opposed to the later levels of the site - let alone any kind of “final
count” of stelae in general, or those which were inscribed in particular. Azize wrote in 2007:

I cannot locate any attempt by Stager to estimate how many of the monuments

bore inscriptions. I am unaware of any statistical study of the Carthaginian

inscriptions which might provide data on how often each formulaic phrase

appears, or the provenance in time and geography of the various phrases. Such

a study would be difficult due to the diffusion of the inscriptions, and because

many cannot be securely attributed to any particular period. Brown’s book

length study [1991] makes a start, in that Appendix A tabulates whether stelae

have an “inscription panel,” an “inscription” and the “location of inscription.”
This shows that of 612 stelae, 77% had an inscription panel, but only 62%

*% Stager and Wolff 1984, 38; specifically in phases VII through VIII (see previous note), Stager 1980, 2.

%6 Stager and Wolff 1984, 46.

%7 Stager and Wolff 1984, 32; elsewhere Stager calculates that “this would average out at 100 urn deposits per
year, or slightly fewer than 1 every three days” (Stager 1980, 3).

%68 “Carved on the front are inscriptions and symbols, for example, upraised hands symbolizing Ba’al Hammon.
...These Tanit II stelae inscriptions include the first appearance of the actual name of the goddess Tanit” (Stager
and Wolff 1984, 38).

?% Benichou-Safar 1995, 110.
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actually bore inscriptions. However, Brown neither tabulates the contents of the
inscriptions nor analyzes them.?”

He goes on to conclude:
I can find in Stager no reference either to how many urns were marked by
monuments bearing inscriptions, or any overall view of the contents of the
inscriptions. Ithink it is fair to say that Stager proceeds upon the basis that the
intention expressed in the two Ngaous stelae [from Algeria, 2™-3" centuries CE,
containing the phrase animo agnum pro vika(rio)] held for all inscriptions, and
also for all urn burials, i.e. that it is a human which is sacrificed or else an
animal instead of the more "regular" human.
Thus we must take Stager’s general comments on the contents of the stelae with caution. In
1980 he writes:
At Carthage only two types of mulk-sacrifice are attested in the stelae
inscriptions: * mulk immor, the sacrifice of a lamb or a kid, and * mulk ba‘al, the
sacrifice of a “ba‘al,” namely the child of a wealthy mercantile or estate-owning
family.... These two terms may reflect a basic social stratification in Punic
society between the upper class (estate-owners and merchants) and the
proletariat (peasants, for example).””*
Notably, the term m/k “mrseems not to appear on a stele at Carthage until the 3" century BCE
- the inscriptional data at Carthage do not paint a clear-cut picture of a two-tier system of
offerings (let alone sacrifice in an explicit sense) until four or five hundred years after the
term’s first use.
Because of the extreme difficulties presented by this corpus of inscriptions - the
disparate publication of stelae over decades of study, the incomplete publication of excavation
results, and the impossibility of separating the stelae conclusively and exhaustively into their

period of origin (on the basis of archaeological strata), little can be said conclusively about this

corpus.”” And because the bulk of the stelae date to the 4™-3" centuries BCE, I will address

0 Azize 2007, 188.

771 Stager 1980, 6. The asterisk refers to the fact that the given vocalization of mlk “mris not attested on any
extant stelae.

72 Although paleographical sequences have been convincingly described by Peckham (1968).
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further details of the relevant Punic vocabulary in Chapter III. But one feature, shared with
the two stelae from 7" century BCE Malta discussed above, is worthy of mention here:
...[the terms] mlkt and mlkboth followed by baal, are attested on two stelae of
the 7 cent. found in the fophet of Carthage (CIS15684 and 5685; see Teixidor
1986:298), one beginning with ‘stele mlk-baal the other with ‘stele mlkt baal.””
It seems as though the noun m/k, whatever it may have meant, has a masculine and a feminine
form and could be modified by the term &% This kind of detail offers both an enticing and

indeterminate datum in our understanding of the mortuary practices developed by the

culturally Phoenician Carthaginian community of the 8" century BCE.

j.  Western Mediterranean (France, Spain, etc.)

As far as I can ascertain, no texts in Phoenician dating to the Iron I-II periods which
might shed light on mortuary practice in France, Spain, or the rest of the Western
Mediterranean have yet been uncovered; texts from the Persian period will be addressed in

Chapter IIL

3. Diaspora Iron Age I-II Textual Evidence in Sum

a. NORTHERN LEVANT: Southeast Turkey and northern Syria have produced
several Phoenician inscriptions dating to the Iron II period, but none with direct relevance for
a study of mortuary practice and belief. The recently discovered KTMW inscription from
Zinjirli (written in an previously unattested dialect of Aramaic) will be discussed below, in the

section on Inscriptions in Other Ancient Near Eastern Languages.

3 Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 160.
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b. SOUTHERN LEVANT: The 8" century BCE inscribed bowl from the necropolis at
Beth-Shemesh / Ain-Shems mirrors several examples of inscribed vessels explored in the
previous section of this chapter - a personal name inscribed (before or after firing) on a vessel
which is eventually interred with an individual at death. It seems likely that these names were
inscribed to indicate origin or ownership, and that the vessels were probably inscribed in
keeping with their use during their owners’ lifetime (as opposed to being produced or
inscribed specifically as burial goods), since so many have been discovered in archaeological
contexts other than in cemeteries or tombs. Although the letter shapes indicate Phoenician
influence, the Beth-Shemesh bowl might only indicate that the interment of inscribed vessels
took place in Judah, as well as in the Phoenician homeland, and probably represents a shared
expression of ownership or memorializing at death (rather than a culturally distinct
Phoenician practice by Phoenicians at Bet Shemesh).

c.  CYPRUS: By far the largest collection of Phoenician inscriptions from the Iron I-
11 which relate to mortuary practice come from the island of Cyprus (approximately 200 km or
125 miles from Lebanon’s shore). Fourteen of these inscribed objects (portable objects and
stelae) have already been explored above, including the oldest relevant inscriptions from
outside the Phoenician homeland. The following eight inscribed vessels may be included with
the Beth-Shemesh bowl (above) in the growing corpus of vessels bearing short Phoenician
inscriptions, most featuring either a personal name alone, or a personal name together with
the /- preposition:

-Bichrome bowl from a child’s burial at Salamis (950-850 BCE)
-Jub from Kition (8" century BCE)

-Small jug from Ayia Irini (8" - 7 centuries BCE)

~Kition amphora I (Early 7" century BCE)

~Kition amphora II (Late 7 century BCE)
-Salamis amphora (7" century BCE)
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-Geometric vessel from Idalion (7 century BCE)
-Pot from the Turabi (Early 6™ -5™ centuries BCE)

Of this list, two objects are particularly relevant to the present study:

(1) The inscription on the early 7* century BCE amphora from Kition is difficult to
interpret with certainty. But it seems to be a vessel which was inscribed for one purpose (i.e.
to indicate that the contents of the vessel had been inspected), and entered into secondary
usage as a burial good only later on. The amphora’s inscription has been plausibly interpreted
as marking some stage of a transaction - probably the inspection of the contents of the vessel.
The appearance of the verb smry (with a semantic range indicating “guarding,” “keeping,” or
“inspecting”), in conjunction with a personal name, could indicate that the vessel and its
contents had come from a controlled access point (perhaps a central redistribution area, or
that the quality Whether or not the contents of the vessel were significant in this burial
context, or whether the vessel was re-used, it is likely that this vessel was not inscribed for the
sole purpose of its use as a grave good.

(2) The Bichrome bowl fragment found with the burial of an interred (not cremated)
dead child indicates a significant departure in the treatment of child burials thus far surveyed
- no jar burials are known from the Phoenician homeland in the Iron I-1I, and no inscribed
vessels have yet been discovered in the context of a child burial. But with these short
Phoenician inscriptions, a note of caution may be sounded - there may not be “Phoenicians”
behind every occurrence of Phoenician writing on Cyprus. These inscriptions may easily have
adorned vessels valuable for their contents, origin, or fine craftsmanship that were traded and
treasured (and eventually interred) by individuals outside any kind of meaningful influence
from Phoenician culture (or participation of Phoenicians) in the realm of mortuary practice.

The burial of inscribed vessels may have been a shared practice of preserving memory and
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honoring the dead in the Phoenician homeland, in Judah, and across the island of Cyprus. On
the other hand, cultural markers like the use of Phoenician versus Greek script would become
more significant and politically charged during the Greco-Persian wars of 499-449 BCE. Each
vessel may have had different degrees of significance to the family or friends of the deceased
who chose them for burial with the deceased.

Beyond these vessels, three longer inscriptions on stone, a bilingual Cypriot-Phoenician
inscribed stone, one ceramic sarcophagus fragment, and a pair of inscribed metal horse
blinders round out the corpus of Phoenician inscriptions on Cyprus discussed above. The
horse blinders, made around 600 BCE, were not themselves found in a mortuary context -
although a pair of similar, but uninscribed, horse blinders was found in the necropolis at
Salamis in a sumptuous (perhaps royal) burial. Perhaps this pair of valuable horse accessories
represents the interchangeability of votive objects and grave goods - what is valuable enough
to be dedicated to a god or goddess may also be buried with the dead (and vice versa).

Across the corpus of Phoenician inscribed objects, cross-cultural gifting or social
exchange (as in the case of the Phoencian-made silver bowl found buried at Praeneste),”* as
well as the passing-on of heirlooms across generations (as with the Pyrgi medallion or the
bronze bowl from Tekke) mark the processes by which the grave goods under consideration
were acquired. These methods of use exchange- across space and time - complicate the
picture of Phoenician mortuary practice we can paint from this evidence, but enrich it as well.

The early to mid-9™ century BCE tomb inscription of unknown provenance, discussed

above, is extremely damaged. The surviving inscription seems to indicate a concern for the

74 On elite gift exchanges, see in particular Schmitz’s discussion of the alabaster amphorae inscribed with
cartouches of Osorkon II, Takelot I, and Shoshengq III (22™ Dynasty pharaohs) found at Phoenician sites or in
association with other objects from the Phoenician milieu. “Altogther, about 50 complete jars and 20 fragments,
all in contexts dated to the 7" century B.C.E., have been found in Phoenician sites in the west.... Their number...
makes it implausible to suppose that all of them were recycled booty...” (Schmitz 2012, 29).
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preservation of the integrity of the burial it marks, as well as (perhaps) for the inscription
itself. It may further warn that there is nothing of significant value accompanying the dead, in
order to discourage potential tomb robbers - an echo of the inscriptions of the Byblian kings
discussed above. Finally, the last fragmentary lines may constitute a section of curses against
the grave robber, although more cannot be concluded.

An inscribed fragment of an 8"-7" centuries BCE ceramic sarcophagus from Chytri is
even more fragmentary, but the same concern for the integrity of the tomb is evident. The
importance or social status of whoever might disrupt the burial is addressed (“whether he is a
king or an ordinary man...”). Whether or not this sarcophagus once contained the body of the
King of Chytri, as Lipifiski proposed, cannot be determined conclusively.

The early 7™ century BCE limestone plaque from Soloi seems carved with the intent of
identifying the deceased adult man buried in tomb 43. Much like the labels on the inscribed
vessels discussed above, the plaque offers only a personal name and a short genealogical note
(it is unclear whether the /- preposition was present at the start of the line). Although it is
tempting to conclude that this plaque served as a kind of underground or buried mortuary
stele, it is unclear whether or not this plaque may have been cut or moved from some other
context. I know of no other examples like it.

The 7 century BCE bilingual inscription in Cypriot syllabic and Phoenician scripts from
Episkopi, Cyprus is similarly difficult to interpret conclusively. With an only very partial
reading of the Phoencian possible, it seems plausible that we are dealing with a memorial or
votive inscription of some kind, although two names (one of which is marked as a “Sidonian”)
are extant. Our only supporting evidence that this inscription may be related to mortuary

practice comes in the form of a similar uninscribed stone block found in a tomb near Kourion -
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a fact which led Masson and Sznycer (1969) to suggest the two may have come from the same
tomb, although their iconography differs and the inscribed block was found fifty years after
the uninscribed block with the human figure on it. The connection between the Episkopi
bilingual and mortuary practices is tenuous; and without the full content of the inscription, or
better archaeological context, the value of this piece for the present study is low.

Finally, the 6™ century BCE stele fragment from Kouklia-Marchello offers even less
conclusive data for the present study - although it has been identified as a mortuary stele, it
may also be a dedicatory inscription and unrelated to the burial of an individual. Without its
primary archaeological context, or other parallels from Phoenician inscriptions elsewhere, we
can speculate about the maledictions implied by the repeated references 4/ 5, but the full
implications of this stele are out of reach.

d. CRETE: From the Tekke cemetery near Knossos on Crete comes the late 10"
century inscribed bronze bowl discussed above. The formula is familiar from the list of Iron I
period inscribed arrowheads from the Phoenician homeland: “bowl/cup of Sama‘ son of /7mn,”
described by Cross (1980) as the “formula of private ownership.” The tomb, contained burials
of two individuals, accompanied not only with this inscribed metal bowl but also with sixty
more Protogeometric ceramic vessels. By any standard this burial seems wealthy; the fact that
the bronze bowl seems associated with the 9" century burial indicates the value of the piece as
an heirloom, not to mention its likely market value as a large quantity of worked bronze, and
its significance as an inscribed heirloom piece. With no further indication of Phoenician
cultural influence in the burial, the vessel may be added to the growing list of inscribed vessels

used in burial contexts of Phoenician or other Mediterranean cultural affiliation.
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e. GREECE: To my knowledge, no Phoenician inscriptions from Greek Iron I-1I
contexts have been found that might contribute to our understanding of Phoenician mortuary
practice in this period.

f. ITALY: The late 8" century BCE Praeneste bowl from the Bernardini Tomb in
Etruria, Italy is perhaps the most opulent inscribed object of relevance for this study.
Although its inscription is similar to the other inscribed vessels already analyzed in its sparse
content - only a Phoenician personal name with a genealogical attribution - the bowl itself
must have been of great value. Made of silver, interred as a pair with an uninscribed second
bowl, and crafted with not only a series of Egyptian-style scenes but also two rings of non-
sensical (but doubtless recognizable) mock-hieroglyphics. The close association between
Phoenician language and Egyptian motif, decoration, and appearance echoes the other
examples of this phenomenon we have seen from the Phoenician homeland.

g. SICILY and MALTA: Malta has produced several stelae bearing Phoenician
inscriptions from the Iron I-II, which are relevant for the present study. The two oldest (late
8™ - early 7™ centuries BCE) have been described as “votive stelae” since they were not found
in a cemetery context, but inscriptions label each of them as a “stele [1156]” one of mlk b7and
one of mlk “mr. Both are dedicated to 67 Amn dn, “Baal Hamon, lord” and seem to have been
offered in gratitude for fulfillment of a request (“because he [Baal Hamon] heard the sound of
his words”). These two stelae were not found in a burial context, but they feature usage very
similar to stelae known from cinerary cemeteries elsewhere (including Malta). As a result we
cannot say for sure whether the stelae were originally erected in non-mortuary contexts, or
whether they were originally erected in a burial or urn-deposit context, and later moved to the

location in which they were discovered. With that caveat, these stelae point enigmatically to
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the appearance of the terms m/k b7and mlk “mrin other, more explicitly mortuary contexts
(but often in much later periods).

Of the 1000 total stelae found at the cremation cemetery at Motya / Mozia, only forty
are inscribed, and only two of these can be dated to the Iron II (most date to the Persian
period). The two mid-6" century BCE stelae each feature an inscription that seems dedicatory
in nature: “For the lord, for Baal Hammon, mtnt which [PN] gave because he heard the sound /
voice of his dbr.” Does the mtnt of these two stelae relate at all to the m/k of the 8*-7™
centuries BCE stelae from Malta, mentioned above? Or are they entirely different types of
stelae, representing different kinds of rituals? Further, do the uninscribed but carved stelae
from the adult cremation cemetery on Motya relate in a similar way to cremation of infants
(and ruminants, small mammals, and even a monkey) at the Motya “tophet”? It is difficult to
make any statements with confidence about the early stelae at Motya. Although the
inscriptional corpus of the Iron III period is much larger (see Chapter I1I), even in the Iron II
period the Phoenician inscriptional evidence from Malta offers a tantalizing glimpse of
devotion to Baal Hammon in a mortuary context, a set of practices which share several
features with dedicatory or votive texts. In particular, it may be significant that Baal Hammon
is the only deity invoked in these inscriptions; there is no mention of a female cohort or
goddess in connection with these stelae (as seems typical based on later inscriptions from
western Phoenician / Punic sites).

h. SARDINIA: The only inscribed object from an Iron I-1I cinerary cemetery (or
tophet) context comes from Sardinia, in the form of the “Sulcis Lamina.” Dated to the 8"%-7"
centuries BCE, the tiny inscribed piece of gold leaf lamina was once affixed to an iron object - a

unique grave good for a child’s burial, especially in a tophet context. The inscription itself
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probably mentions the god 67, [nota bene] but the content of the inscription is lost, obscured
by the damage done through contact with the oxidizing iron.

i TUNISIA: From Carthage come two very different sources of Phoenician
inscriptional evidence for Phoenician mortuary practice. First, the early 8" century BCE
Carthage Medallion, a two inch diameter gold pendant found in a wealthy tomb in the Douimes
cemetery. The inscription seems to be a dedication to Ashtarte and to Pygmalion in fulfillment
of a vow. The tomb included a large assortment of ceramics, other metal objects, and even a
painted ostrich egg, accompanying two burials (“probably a man and a woman”#). If the tomb
indeed dates to the 7"-6" centuries BCE, the piece may have become an heirloom, passed down
for several generations before being buried in the Douimeés cemetery. The presence of an
object dedicated to Ashtarte (which, as a single dedication, we might expect to have been
deposited in a temple or other religious context) in a personal burial might be surprising in
itself. But the second dedication to Pygmalion (transliterated from Greek, as opposed to the
expected Phoenician name p 7nytn)is even more unexpected. If indeed the context of the
inscription is that of a “soldier’s oath of allegiance to God and ruler,”?¢ dedicated to an
historical Pygmalion, king of Carthage by around 820 BCE, the object does indeed “gain
additional credibility as an artifact from the earliest phase in the history of Carthage.””” Such
an object must have had deep “national” or even ethnic significance to its owners over the
years; its inclusion in this wealthy burial may have been an expression of the deceased’s
significant political or cultural role in the Carthage of his or her own day.

Perhaps the most controversial data to be discussed in this study come from the famous

Carthaginian tophet (or cinerary cemetery). Thousands of inscribed stelae have been

5 Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 144.
76 Krahmalkov 1981, 185; quoted in Schmitz 2008, 8.
27 Schmitz 2008, 7.
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excavated over almost one hundred years of exploration at the site. The difficulty of
separating Iron II from Iron III and later stelae (as well as the uncertain value this kind of
artificial segregation of material from a cemetery in continuous use from 800 BCE to the 2™
century BCE) necessitates analyzing the Carthaginian stelae in the following chapter.
However, in the context of the Iron II period Malta stelae (also from a tophet context), it is
worth mentioning the fact that two 7 century stelae at Carthage (CIS i 5684 and 5685)
reference milk b7and mlkt b], enigmatic terms we will continue to explore in Chapter III.

j- WESTERN MEDITERRANEAN: No Iron I-II Phoenician inscriptions from the
Western Mediterranean contribute to the present study, although Persian period inscriptions

will be discussed in Chapter III

4. Conclusions - Implications for Phoenician Mortuary Practice and Beliefs

The corpus of Phoenician inscriptions from the Iron I-1I periods found outside the
Levantine homeland contains a diverse array of writing styles, media, and genre. The
occurrence of personal names written in the Phoenician script (and in some cases, in the
Phoenician language) inscribed on vessels placed with the dead is geographically wide-ranging
- the practice is documented at Beth-Shemesh in Judah, at several sites across the island of
Cyprus (at Salamis, Kition, Ayia Irini, and Idalion), as well as in Crete and Italy, and from the
10"-9 centuries to the 6™ century BCE. Although the vessels in question range from simple
ceramic bowl fragments to elaborately worked silver display-pieces, the formulae range little:
a simple personal name (i.e. the Salamis Bichrome bowl fragment and amphora, the Idalion
Geometric vessel, and one of the inscribed amphorae from Kition), sometimes clarified with a

[-preposition (i.e. the Bichrome jug from Kition or the Turabi necropolis pot), or elaborated
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upon by a genealogical relationship (i.e. the bronze bowl from the Tekke cemetery on Crete,
and the Praeneste silver bowl from Italy). The 10" century BCE bronze bowl from Crete
includes an even longer version of the “formula of ownership” - in which the object itself is
labeled or named in a genitival construction with the personal name of its owner or creator,
e.g. “bowl of so-and-so.” The 11" century BCE Ruweiseh arrowhead discussed in the section
above (from the Beqgaa Valley, Lebanon) also features this kind of formula, labeling the arrow
hsin a manner that might seem redundant. The fact that these two inscriptions - the
Ruweiseh arrowhead and the Cretan bronze bowl - mark some of the earliest Phoenician
inscribed objects, dating to the 11"-10" centuries BCE, may indicate that the fuller version of
the ownership formula (with a common noun used as a kind of label for the inscribed object
itself) is more archaic.” As the practice of labeling vessels became more commonplace (or was
used in less formal settings), the formula may well have shortened to simply the personal
name with or without the /- preposition. The fact that the use of the /- preposition may or may
not be present along with the personal name on these vessels makes it tempting to speculate
about whether or not these inscriptions would have been “priced by the letter” or otherwise
influenced by economic factors as may have been the case for the inscribed homeland burial
stelae discussed above.

The opulent 8" century Praeneste Bowl might seem to argue against this; the purchaser
of the elaborately decorated silver bowl and its mate must have spared no expense in ordering

the detailed scenes, lines of false hieroglyphics, and thirteen-character Phoenician inscription

%7 The fact that both objects are of worked metal may also have contributed to this similarity - it seems entirely
plausible that craftsmen who could inscribe metal objects might have developed their own tendencies or
conventions that would not have been in dialog with conventions for labeling one’s cooking pot, for example.
This possibility is not, in my eyes, made less plausible by the lack of the full version of the ownership formula on
the Praeneste Bowl from 8" century BCE Italy (where the vast difference in geography, chronology, and even in
medium between bronze and silver may explain the variation in inscribed formula).
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(featuring an additional “mark” for the word divider). But there is no /- preposition
accompanying the inscribed personal name and its brief genealogical reference. If Gibson’s
suggestion that the small size of the inscription indicates it might mark the name of the
artisan (and not the purchaser)? is correct, this may reflect a purposeful omission: the /-
preposition is omitted because the bowl does not belong to the man who is named.

The early 7 century BCE Kition amphora, with the inscription reading perhaps:
“Baalpilles // Yaton has inspected,””® may be interpreted in two ways. On the one hand, it
may be a clear example of a vessel inscribed for use in one context and eventually re-used or
re-valued as a burial good. In this case, the inscription implies that the vessel’s earlier use
involved some transaction requiring inspection of the amphora’s contents - possibly
shipment, sale through a middle-man of some sort, or the vessel’s reuse for further trade. In
this case, its interment with a deceased adult marks its re-valuing as a burial good. On the
other hand, the inscription may refer to an inspection which took place in preparation for the
funeral itself - perhaps the vessel was to provide an impressive amount of some provision for
the dead. The amphora bears no other decoration, and the lack of recorded archaeological
context inhibits further speculation.

In the lists below, I have attempted to tease out the major threads of evidence for
mortuary belief and practice that can be deduced from the Iron I-II Phoenician texts found
outside the Phoenician homeland. Because the majority of the texts in this corpus come from
Cyprus, I have separated this evidence from the rest of the diaspora Phoenician corpus.

CYPRUS

EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF

7 Gibson 1982, vol. 3, 71.
0 Lipinski 1983, 141.
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~concern for leaving the dead undisturbed [9" c. tomb inscription of unknown provenance; 8-
7" c. Chytri sarcophagus fragment]

~concern for preserving the burial inscription? [9" c. tomb inscription of unknown
provenance]

-emphasis on lack of burial goods as a deterrent to grave robbing? [9" c. tomb inscription of
unknown provenance; 8"-7" c. Chytri sarcophagus fragment (?)]

-mention of “the (the whole) company of the gods” (perhaps as deities who will ensure curses
against grave robbers / disturbers are meted out?) [9" c. tomb inscription of unknown
provenance]

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE

-burial of inscribed ceramic vessels with the dead [10™-9" c. Salamis Bichrome bowl fragment;
8" c. Kition Bichrome jug; 8™-7" c. small jug from Ayia Irini; two 7" c. Kition amphorae; 7" c.
Salamis amphora; 7" c. Geometric vessel from Idalion; 6™-5" c. Turabi necropolis pot]

-burial of inscribed object with a child - not cremated[10™-9" c. Salamis Bichrome bowl
fragment; ]

-use of ceramic sarcophagus [8"-7" c. Chytri sarcophagus fragment]

-Reuse of vessels for cinerary urns [7" c. Kition amphora]

-use of inscribed limestone plaque in a tomb setting (as if a burial stele) [7" c. plaque from
Soloi]

-use of similar items in both votive and burial contexts [7% c. Idalion horse blinders; 6" c. stele
from Kouklia-Marchello (7)]

ELSEWHERE

EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF

-mention of mlk b7[8"-7" c. Malta stele A - MALTA; 7 c. tophet stele - CARTHAGE]
-mention of mlk mr[8"-7" c. Malta stele B - MALTA]

-mention of m/kt[7" c. tophet stele - CARTHAGE]

-mention of mlkt b7[7" c. tophet stele - CARTHAGE]

-mention of mtnt[6™ c. Motya tophet stelae - MALTA]

-mention of Baal Hamon [8"-7" c. Malta stelae - MALTA; 6™ c. Motya tophet stelae - MALTA]
-presence of Egyptian iconography [8" c. Praeneste Bowl - ITALY]

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE

-burial of inscribed ceramic vessels with the dead [Beth Shemesh bowl - JUDAH]

-burial of inscribed metal vessels with the dead [10* c. Tekke bronze bowl - CRETE; 8% c.
Praeneste Bowl - ITALY]

-burial of inscribed metal objects (not vessels) with the dead [8™ c. Carthage Medallion -
CARTHAGE]

-burial of inscribed metal objects (not vessels) with a dead child [8™-7" c. Sulcis Lamina -
SARDINIA]

-stele erected “because [DN] heard the voice of his words” [8-7" c. Malta stelae - MALTA; 6% c.
Motya “tophet” stelae - MALTA]

-use of similar items in both votive and burial context [8" c. Carthage Medallion - CARTHAGE]
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There are two notable similarities between the Iron I-1I Phoenician homeland corpus
and this one:

(1) The Iron I-1I Phoenician inscriptions from Cyprus seem to evince some of the same
concerns over preserving the integrity of the burial (and perhaps also leaving the inscription
itself intact), calling on the gods to ensure that the deceased remains protected from grave
robbers or disturbers. Along these lines, an apparent allusion in two cases to a lack of
expensive burial goods may plausibly have been intended as an explicit deterrent to literate
potential grave robbers (or a symbolic deterrent to illiterate ones). This tactic was also
employed by the kings of Byblos and Sidon in the Iron III - Hellenistic periods, as we shall see
in Chapter II1.

(2) Across the Mediterranean, metal and ceramic vessels (as well as metal objects of
other kinds) inscribed in Phoenician characters with personal names were valued as
meaningful burial goods. It is tempting to see the Praeneste Bowl with its Egyptian
iconography and faux-hieroglyphs as evidence of the importance of Egyptian motifs to Iron I-II
Phoenicians (or those living within a Phoenician cultural sphere) outside the homeland. The
bowl’s context within the larger corpus of Iron II-11I period silver bowls indicates that the
Egyptian iconography was a frequently employed decorative element in this medium. While
we may not be certain of the implications of the Egyptian symbols for mortuary belief, all
these silver bowls were found in either votive / sanctuary contexts or in sumptuous tombs - a
connection with both mortuary practice and the needs of the gods seems evident.

But there are striking differences between the Phoenician-language corpora of

homeland and diaspora origin. The appearance of new terminology on stone stelae - m/k,
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mlkt, mtnt, mlk b*], mlk mrand so on - (with no clear referents without reference to later
texts) in both Malta and Carthage is notable, as is the fact that the language of these stelae
seem to share many features with stelae carved for votive or dedicatory purposes (that is, for
the fulfillment of a vow or prayer: “because [DN] heard the voice of his words”). On Malta, the
primacy of the god Baal Hammon is clear, a feature that will be shared with the stelae of
Carthage in the Iron IlI-Hellenistic periods (explored below). This connection between the
vocabulary and style of the inscriptions of Malta (or nearby Motya) and Carthage is perhaps
not surprising given their geographical proximity - only 375 km (or approximately 230 miles)
“as the crow flies.”*!

Phoenician inscriptional sources from the Iron I-II periods relating to mortuary
practice are sparse at best. Still, the non-homeland texts seem to point to two major spheres
of cultural affiliation - one made up of texts from Cyprus which reflects textual tendencies and
mortuary concerns known from the Phoenician homeland, and one which seems to evince a
distinct set of mortuary concerns and textual terminology, centered at Motya/Malta and
Carthage. The Phoenician textual evidence presented above from Italy, Sardinia, Crete and
Judah is too scant to establish a single pattern of mortuary practices, although none of the
extant cases suggests a major interruption of the pattern evident from traditions already
known about the Phoenician homeland. These miscellaneous inscriptions from disparate
locations around the Mediterranean are important—but they do not at present add significant

data to our understanding of Phoenician mortuary practice in the Iron I-Il homeland.

81 As noted, this is only an artificial, linear measurement of their distance from one another (obtained using
Google Maps). 1do not currently know of any calculations or estimates that have been made for the actual time
or distance it would have taken to sail from Carthage to Malta, or from Malta to Carthage, using Persian period or
Hellenistic technology, but it seems likely that it would have been a matter of only a day or two.
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C. Non-Phoenician Texts Relating to Phoenician Mortuary Practice
1. Inscriptions in other ancient Near Eastern languages
ARAMAIC;

Though two Phoenician inscriptions are known from excavations at Zincirli**’
(attributed to Kilamuwa; KAI 24 and 25), the text most relevant for our understanding of
Levantine funerary beliefs was written in a “previously unattested dialect of Aramaic, situated
typologically between Samalian and Old Aramaic.”” The dialect shares some features with
Phoenician (e.g. use of the 1cs pronoun 7k), some certainly not shared with Phoenician (e.g.
the retention of diphthongs®*), has some known only from Samalian (e.g. the particle wz-), but
on the other hand lacks “the primary isogloss for Samalian, the marking of masculine plural
substantives in the absolute state with [-w] (nominative case) or [-y] (oblique case) and

without a following consonant.”” Although not a Phoenician text, the KTMW inscription is of

great interest for the present study.

KTMW Stele

Loc. / Num.

Dimensions Stele 99 cm high x 72 cm wide x 25 cm thick

Discovery 2008, Neubauer Expedition to Zincirli, Oriental Institute of the
University of Chicago

Studies Pardee 2009; Struble and Hermann 2009

Date Mid-8" century BCE

2« excavations in the region of Zincirli had discovered inscriptions in three Northwest Semitic languages and

dialects: (1) an archaic Northwest Semitic dialect known as Samalian after the local name of the kingdom, Sam’al;
(2) 0ld Aramaic; and (3) Phoenician” (Pardee 2009, 51).

3 pardee 2009, 52-53.

2 pardee 2009, 58.

%% Pardee 2009, 52. Pardee also notes that “Nothing in this inscription shows a clear trace of Aramaic consonantal
phonology as distinct from Phoenician: no word containing original /d/ is attested...” (Pardee 2009, 57).
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Most recently, in 2008, the discovery of the KTMW inscription at Zincirli, identified by
inscriptions found at the site as ancient Sam’al, and located in what is today southeastern
Turkey, represents one of the most significant contributions to Levantine mortuary studies in
the past twenty-five years. The site consists of a 20-acre upper mound (thought to have been
used as a royal citadel) and a lower town, occupied only during the Iron Il period. The stele
itself was found in Zincirli’s lower town, about 50 m inside of the outer fortification wall, in
situ in a small room within a seemingly domestic building.”® The fact that this archaeological
context is preserved, and that the stele consists of both intact inscription and iconographic
scene, make it an unparalleled find at the site of Zincirli.

The complete basalt stele, 99 x 72 x 25 cm in size, shows KTMW himself seated in a
chair on the left, facing to the right a banquet table laden with food objects. His hands are
raised, one holding a cup-like object, the other something like a pine cone or incense cone.”
The text of the inscription fills the space above and between the figures. Pardee’s initial
translation of the inscription reads:

1) I am KTMW, servant of Panamuwa, who commissioned for myself (this) stele while
2) still living. 1 placed it in my eternal chamber [bsyr/d Tmy] and established a feast (at)
3) this chamber [syr/d]: a bull for Hadad QR/DPD/RL, a ram for NGD/R
4) SWD/RN, a ram for Sams, a ram for Hadad of the Vineyards,
5) a ram for Kubaba, and a ram for my ‘soul’ [nbsy] that (will be) in this stele [ bnsb zn]
6) Henceforth, whoever of my sons or
7) of the sons of anybody (else) should come into possession of
)
)

8) this chamber [nsyr/d], let him take from
9) the best (produce) of this vine(yard) [krm znn] (as) a (presentation?)-offering [s7

286 “The stele was discovered in situ in the north west corner of a small room, ca. 3.75 x 3.0 m, of Building IT of

Complex A, whose exterior dimensions measure 8.75 m (northwest-southeast) by at least 11.5 m (northeast-
southwest), though the full extent of this building has not yet been exposed.... In the original phase of this
building, the room that was later to house the stele was wider by ca. 1 m and contained two circular ovens lined
with reused storage jar sherds. The room thus originally seems to have been used for food preparation, giving a
possibly domestic cast to the building as a whole, and making its eventual conversion into a mortuary cult-place
all the more remarkable” (Struble and Hermann 2009, 33).

" The object seems similar to those held by dieties in many Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian reliefs, but the Zincirli
example features a long “stem” or handle, and is pointed upwards, while the Assyrian / Neo-Babylonian examples
are often held directly in the hand, are larger, and can be pointed downward.
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10) year by year. He is also to perform the

11) slaughter (prescribed above) in (proximity to) my ‘soul’
12) and is to apportion [ wyswy]

13) for me a leg-cut [sq]

Figure I1.33: KTMW Stele Inscription
(adapted from Struble and Hermann 2009, 19; original drawing by Karen Reczuch)

The non-royal but elite status of KTMW may be reflected not only by the inscription’s
identification of the deceased’s status as a “servant” ( bd) of King Panamuwa, as well as by the
probable cost of producing such a stele, but also by the setting in which the stele was found.
The stele had been placed in a small room, which was placed so as to give the impression to
excavators that it was “private.””® The space seems to have been modified from a previous
design to become a kind of mortuary chapel, “most likely concurrent with the erection of the
stele,” and including the addition of several installations interpreted by the excavators as a

289

stage for cultic activity.”® No objects were found on the floor of this room, perhaps suggesting

%8 Struble and Hermann 2009, 36: “...a private setting, protected from the view and access of passerby...”

% Struble and Hermann 2009, 33. They go on: “...a new wall was built in the south (blocking access to one of the
[two previously existing] ovens) in order to make the room smaller and more enclosed or private, leaving a
doorway ca. 1.35 m wide in the southeast corner, which could have been closed by a wooden door, though it is
rather wide. The beaten-earth floor was raised ca. 10 cm, putting the ovens out of use, and the stele was set up
with its back against the western wall of the room and its tenon inserted into the floor. Directly in front of it were
laid three roughly rectangular flag stones, creating a pavement or platform 0.95 x 0.70 m in extent. On its right
side, between the stele and the northern wall of the room, was a large basalt stone, 0.95 m long and 0.35 m wide,
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it had been intentionally cleaned out at some point.” This and the adjacent rooms were, in a
later period, filled with a layer that contained a number of fragments of basalt vessels,
although no connection between these vessels (or fragments) and the cultic use of the room in
the Iron II period could be established.””® The non-royal mortuary cult associated with the
stele is envisioned by the excavators as part of a larger Syro-Hittite memorializing tradition
(with attestations at Tall Halaf and at Carchemish), which involved the creation of an easily
accessible but private chapel or sanctuary, “purpose-built for the mortuary cult of the
deceased, but intimately connected with the worship of one or more deities.”** In the present
case, various deities (but chiefly Hadad) were honored alongside KTMW’s nbs. >

Here, then, we seem to have an example of funerary beliefs represented or preserved in
a hitherto unknown Aramaic dialect. While it seems clear from the KTMW stele find that the
practice of an ongoing mortuary cult - associated with feasting and making offerings to deities
in the name of the deceased - was not restricted to royalty but instead open to non-royal elites
in service to (or perhaps simply loyal to) the king, it does not follow that we may generalize

that this practice would have been similarly acceptable or desirable further south.

D. Summary and Conclusions: Textual Evidence from the Iron I-1I Periods
The pattern of Phoenician-language inscriptions relating to mortuary practice or belief

indicates that writing was used in burial contexts at Levantine sites typically thought of as

with a flat-smoothed top and front, which appears to have served as a low bench. Immediately to the left of the
stele, set against the western wall of the room, was a “pedestal” or stack of stones, ca. 0.65 m high and 0.40 m
wide, capped by a large, flat basalt stone with irregular edges.... These installations (low bench, stone pavement,
and perhaps also “pedestal”) framed the stele and most likely served as the immediate setting for cultic activities
performed in its presence, possibly even as the places where food and drink offerings were deposited.”

20 Struble and Hermann 2009, 34.

#1 struble and Hermann 2009, 35.

»2 Struble and Hermann 2009, 38.

#? struble and Hermann 2009, 38.
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“Phoenician” in three main ways: in the inclusion of inscribed objects in the tomb or grave, on
inscribed sarcophagi or other burial vessels, and on inscribed mortuary stelae. Other
inscriptions discussed in the preceding study include the Ahiram Tomb Shaft Graffito (which
warns potential tomb robbers from going farther into the tomb) and several Byblian building
inscriptions (which indicate the importance of four generations of kings’ desire for long life

and offspring).

Totals:
Iron Age I-11 Homeland Phoenician Inscriptions

-Inscribed objects found in tombs or graves
-Roueisseh Arrowhead (Beqaa Valley; 11" c. BCE)
-Five Tell Rachidieh Amphorae (Tyre; 8" c. BCE)
-Inscribed sarcophagi or burial vessels
-Ahiram Sarcophagus (Byblos; 10" c. BCE)
-Tambourit Cinerary Amphora (Sidon; 9" c. BCE)
-Inscribed mortuary stelae
-Khaldé Stele (Beirut; 9" c. BCE)
-Tel el-Burak Stele (Sidon; 7"-6" ¢. BCE)
-Sidon Stele (Sidon; 7" -6™ ¢. BCE)
~Forty-nine Tyre al-Bass Stelae (Tyre; 10"-6" c. BCE)
-Six Akhziv Stelae (Tyre; 7-5" c. BCE)
-Other inscriptions
-Ahiram Tomb Shaft Graffito (Byblos; 10™ c. BCE)
-Four Royal Building Inscriptions (Byblos; 10" c. BCE)

But this typology should emphasize - rather than obscure - the small number of extant
inscriptions relating to mortuary practice produced by those living in these Levantine
territories in the Iron I-II periods. These inscriptions provide a glimpse into royal burial and
mortuary belief in 10™ century Byblos, and offer some important information on cemetery
burial in and around Tyre in the Iron II period; but they do not tell a complete story about any

particular site.
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Iconographic evidence also only provides hints as to Levantine Phoenician beliefs in
this period. The Egyptian iconography on Ahiram’s sarcophagus may indicate an
understanding and adoption of some Egyptian motifs pertaining to death, but may also simply
reflect the appreciation of an Egyptian-style basalt sarcophagus as an appropriately luxurious
housing for the body of a king of Byblos. It is difficult to draw meaningful connections
between the choice of carved motifs on individual stelae from Tyre al-Bass and Akhziv and the
content of their Phoenician inscriptions. Stelae can be inscribed and not iconographically
carved, or vice versa, and the majority of stelae seem to have survived with no decoration of
any kind. The range of the carved symbols is small but not standardized; variation in similar
motifs seems to have allowed for individual or family expression, with religious meaning or
social signals difficult for us to decipher.

We can note that the same range of formulae used to mark burial stelae in this period is
used to mark other inscribed objects, namely:

[Name of inscribed object] + [lprep.?] + [PN] + [social role / kinship ties of PN]
In this formula, the only required element is the name of the individual in question (i.e. owner
of the object or the deceased commemorated by the stele), but all permutations of the other
elements are possible (see above, discussion of Tyre al-Bass stelae). On the other hand, it
seems clear that mortuary stelae did not require an inscribed Phoenician text, and could be
adorned or marked by carved motifs as well as potentially painted text or simply the vertical

stele as a blank marker.

* The semiotic idea here is that of a range of affiliations, from possession (“belonging to”) to notional association.
The sense in which these stelae were affiliated with the deceased whose grave they marked could be indicated (as
with other inscribed objects) either by the /- preposition or the construct form of the noun which would precede
[PN].
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Isolating the evidence both chronologically and geographically underscores just how
little textual evidence produced by those living in the central coastal Levant we have for
mortuary practice in the period in question. Consideration of textual evidence from sites
outside the Phoenician homeland may clarify our picture of how Levantine Phoenician speech
communities ritually commemorated the end of the life-cycle.

Perhaps the most useful etic evidence for central coastal Levantine mortuary practice
in these early periods comes from contemporary textual evidence from Cyprus. There is
extensive evidence for contact and exchange between the central coastal Levant and Cyprus,
unsurprising given the close geographical proximity between the two. Fourteen objects and
stelae inscribed in Phoenician are known from mortuary contexts, five of which may actually
contribute substantively to our understanding of mortuary practice in this period. The extant
Cypriot Phoenician mortuary inscriptions seem to show concern for the preservation of the
integrity of the burial similar to that evidenced by the Byblian Ahiram sarcophagus
inscription. Both the Byblian basalt sarcophagus and the Chytri ceramic sarcophagus indicate
the practice of inhuming elite members of society in vessels which specifically protect the
body of the deceased, and bear an inscription warning against disturbing the tomb. Other
inscriptions indicate the close relationship between the type of object and content of the
inscription on grave goods and votive objects. A single Phoenician - Cypriot syllabic bilingual
inscription, although badly damaged, shows that multiple audiences were sometimes imagined
for stelae and their inscriptional content. Although in some cases the corpus of Phoenician
inscriptions from Cyprus reinforces the data from the Levantine homeland, in other cases it is

difficult to deduce whether unattested practices might be evidence of Levantine belief being
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brought to or adopted by a Cypriot population, or a native Cypriot belief expressed in the
Phoenician language.

Connections between Phoenician inscriptions outside Cyprus and those from the
Levantine data are also possible, if tenuous. For example, the Egyptian iconography of the
Praeneste bowl from Italy might echo the iconic repertoire of the Ahiram sarcophagus, but
may also simply indicate an aesthetically pleasing set of motifs unrelated to an iconography of
death or the afterlife. The Carthage Medallion, as an historical artifact from the early decades
of Carthage’s Phoenician history, was most likely cherished by later generations as a kind of
political and cultural relic. As a kind of “inalienable””* or symbolic item, its value may have
been located not simply in its monetary value, but in its social currency and uniqueness. Its
inclusion in the 7" century BCE burial at Douimés must have reflected the importance of its
owner, and the close relationship between the deceased’s social identity and the early history
of Carthage.

What is evident is that during the Iron II period, a new kind of stone stele appears in
both Malta/Motya and Carthage in mortuary contexts - one which explicitly utilizes votive
language, and seems to indicate personal names not of the deceased whose grave the stele
marks, but of those who erected the stelae. Both types occur in cremation cemeteries, in
which the remains of young children are buried in urns. The two relevant stelae from Motya
read “For the lord, [for] Baal Hammon, mtnt which [PN] gave...,” and the two Iron II period
stelae from Carthage reference m/lk b7and mlkt bl Two other stelae, from nearby Malta,
which may or may not have originated in mortuary contexts, bear inscriptions referring to

each as a “stele [nsb],” one of mlk b7and one of mlk “mr. Both are dedicated to 7 Amn “dn,

% “Whereas other alienable properties are exchanged against each other, inalienable possessions are symbolic

repositories of genealogies and historical events; their unique, subjective identity gives them absolute value
placing them above the exchangeability of one thing for another” (Weiner 1992, 33).
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“Baal Hamon, lord” and seem to have been offered in fulfillment of a request (“because he
[Baal Hamon] heard the voice of his words”). Here the connection between mortuary practice
and votive language is at its most explicit. Nothing from the Iron Age I-1I Levantine homeland
has yet indicated a similar practice or use of Phoenician language in a stelae context.

The KTMW Aramaic inscription has been used to argue that the inhabitants of Sam’al in
Southeastern Turkey believed in an aspect of the individual which persisted after death, a kind
of “soul” (nbs) which could be located in the mortuary stele itself (bnsb). The stele KTMW’s
soul would inhabit was commissioned by him during his lifetime. The inscription states his
hope that his “soul” might receive regular food and drink in order to be sustained; not unlike
the sacrifices made for a list of deities mentioned in the first few lines of the inscription. The
accompanying iconography shows KTMW presumably enjoying such a feast as is imagined in
the inscription. Again, while this evidence for Sam’alian belief is intriguing, there is no
supporting evidence from the Levantine homeland to suggest this inscription may be relevant

for understanding mortuary practice further south.

The corpus of inscriptional evidence from the Iron I-1I periods with relevance for
mortuary practice in the central coastal Levant thus consists of a small handful of royal
Byblian inscriptions, a scattering of Tyrian and Sidonian mortuary stelae, and several other
short inscriptions which add little of substance to our analysis. We may supplement this group
of inscriptions with data from five Phoenician inscriptions found at various sites on Cyprus.
We seem to have further evidence for an independent (or otherwise unattested) use of
Phoenician inscribed stelae in cemetery contexts at both Carthage, in Tunisia, and the islands

of Motya and Malta, both off the coast of Sicily. Continuing to weigh this contemporary
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evidence more heavily than later evidence, an assessment of textual materials from the
Persian - Hellenistic periods may add to our understanding of Iron Age I-1I central coastal

Levantine mortuary practice.
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Chapter IIL

Inscriptional Evidence for Phoenician Mortuary Practice from the Persian - Hellenistic Period

This chapter surveys the Persian - Hellenistic (or Hellenistic-Roman) Period (ca. 500
BCE - ca. 300 CE) inscriptional record for sources which inform our understanding of
Phoenician mortuary practice and belief. What follows is a catalog and discussion of those
inscriptions which were found in burial contexts, or which in some other way relate to
Phoenician mortuary practice, as follows:
A. Inscriptions in Phoenician from the Phoenician homeland
B. Inscriptions in Phoenician (or bilingual inscriptions) from outside the
Phoenician homeland
C. Inscriptions in other ancient Near Eastern languages
A. Inscriptions in Phoenician from the Phoenician Homeland
1. Historical Context: Persian - Hellenistic Period Phoenician Homeland
The beginning of Persian control in the Phoenician homeland (often marked at 539 BCE
with the fall of Babylon, but probably undergoing a more gradual bureaucratic transition
throughout the last four decades of the 6™ century BCE) was significant not only in terms of
the altered political reality, but also because of notable changes in the material culture of the
region. Ward’s brief summary of the Persian period in Phoenicia illustrates the dominant
historical narrative:
The Phoenician cities prospered under the Persians and the whole period (539-

332 BCE) was generally a time of peace. The trade network in which the
Phoenicians then played a central role stretched from Gibraltar to Persia, from
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the Caucasus to Nubia. The introduction of coinage in Phoenicia greatly
facilitated this international commerce - at Sidon in about 450 BCE and shortly
thereafter at Tyre, Aradus, and Byblos. The material affluence of these cities
under the Persians is reflected in the temples at Amrit and Sidon and in the high
level of wealth among the populace at large. This prosperous and peaceful life
of the Phoenician cities was interrupted several times in the fourth century BCE
by local uprisings attempting to get rid of Persian rule. Although such revolts
were put down, they were one sign of the unrest and divided loyalties within
the Phoenician cities that eventually helped pave the way for the Macedonian
conquest in 332 BCE.!

While it has been convincingly argued that Persian rule in Phoenicia constituted little

7,

more than “managed autonomy”” of the Phoenician city-states, the cultural transition to the
Achaemenid period in the region is far from negligible. The known archaeological,
iconographical, and inscriptional evidence illustrates a complex interplay between local,
Egyptian, Persian and Aegean “brands” of meaning-making. Unless specific political events
are mentioned in an inscription, in fact, it can be difficult to mark the transition from
Achaemenid to Hellenistic rule “on the ground” in Phoenician territory. New iconographic,
representational, and administrative traditions appear,’ differentiating the Persian period
from the Iron Age II period material culture in the region, and evolving further to eventually
illustrate the “Hellenized” state of affairs that seems dominant in the by the mid-3™ century
BCE. In particular, Achaemenid Persian and Greek imagery each remain evident in various
ways in the material record throughout the Persian - Hellenistic periods. But these changes

constituted a slow process of adoption, adaptation, and innovation in many cultural realms

that was by no means suddenly imposed by the changing political situation.

' Ward 1997a, 314-315
? Jigoulov 2006, 226
* See for example Root 1979, Jigoulov 2006.
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2. Persian - Hellenistic Period Phoenician Homeland Inscriptions

In other words, although political rule changed infrequently and with consequence
from ca. 540 BCE - 100 BCE, cultural tastes varied and showed much more fluidity. For this
reason, I've elected to include all inscriptional evidence written in the Phoenician language in
the Levantine homeland from ca. 530 - 100 BCE in the present chapter. While its end-date is
not specifically meaningful, this timeframe includes the entire period of rule under the
Achaemenid empire (defeated in 332 BCE by Alexander the Great), followed by a swift
succession of Hellenistic rulers in the wake of Alexander’s death, a brief (286-197 BCE) take-
over by the Ptolemies ruling from Egypt,’ and eventually rule by the Seleucid dynasty until
Tyre (in 126 BCE) and Sidon (in 111 BCE) regained their autonomy.® The Phoenician territories
were incorporated into the Roman province of Syria in 65 BCE,” although the use of the
Phoenician language in this region - and with it some of the distinctiveness of Phoenician
Levantine culture - had long faded away, as Vance illustrates:

The Greek historian Arrian (2™ century CE) tells us that Byblos [and all the

territories held by the king of Arados] surrendered to Alexander the Great

without a fight (Arrian 2.13.7-8). The culture of Byblos did likewise. In the

Greek period Byblos is completely Hellenized and the inscriptions are written in

Greek rather than Phoenician.®

Ending the collection of inscriptional data in this chapter at or around the year 100 BCE is

therefore not meant to provide a strict cut-off point, but rather to reflect the dynamic changes

* Following Alexander the Great (332-323 BCE in Phoenicia): Laomedon (323-320 BCE), Ptolemy I (320-315 BCE),
Antigonus IT (315-301BCE), Demetrius (301-296 BCE), and Seleucus (296-286 BCE, when the region fell to the
Ptolemies ruling from Egypt).

® Aradus was not controlled by the Ptolemies, although the other major Phoenician cities seem to have been.

® A king Tigranes the Great of Armenia (who led Armenia to become the strongest state east of the Roman
Republic) is also said to have gained control of the Phoenician territory from 82-69 BCE, when he was defeated by
Lucullus, a Roman military commander, in the Battle of Tigranocerta. During Tigranes’ rule, his control reached
as far south as Akko (known at the time as Ptolemais).

’ By Pompey, the Roman general who succeeded Lucullus (n. 3, above) who would go on to intervene in a civil war
in Judea, besieging Jerusalem with Hyrcanus II until it fell.

® Vance 1994a, 10.
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in the Phoenician language’s use during this approximately four hundred year period:
following an explosion of Phoenician inscriptions at the Iron Age II - Persian period transition,
the number gradually dwindles to almost zero over the course of the Hellenistic period in the
Phoenician Levantine homeland.

It is again worth remembering that the survival rate of Phoenician writing was
probably very low for a number of reasons (the ephemeral nature of most probable writing
materials, the moisture levels of the Phoenician coastline’s soils, etc.), and therefore that all
existing specimens are inscribed stone, metal, or ceramic, although this by no means offers a
representative sample of Phoenician writing, as a whole during these periods. I will maintain
the site-by-site method of discussion used in the previous chapter on Iron I-II period
inscriptions, to preserve potential evidence of regional variation along these lines. This seems
especially important for the Persian - Hellenistic periods, when most scholars agree the
relationships between Phoenician cities became increasingly complicated in the political,
religious, and economic sphere:

Just as they did throughout the first half of the first millennium BCE, Phoenician

city-states remained independent of each other in the Achaemenid period. At

the same time as they maintained mutual cooperation in pursuing their

economic goals within the context of the Persian empire, they were also

engaged in economic competition with each other as they each sought to gain

access to new markets and spheres of economic influence.’

Continuing the structure of the previous chapter, the inscriptions listed below do not

represent every known inscription from the Persian - Hellenistic period homeland; only those

relating in some way to Phoenician mortuary practice or belief.

A Note on Persian and Hellenistic Period Seals & Coinage

? Jigoulov 2006, 221
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Carved stamp and scarab seals dating to the Persian and Hellenistic periods, dispersed
as they are throughout private and public collections,® will not be included in the analysis of
Phoenician inscriptions from the Levant. Gubel estimates that only about 3% of known
Phoenician seals are inscribed and most inscribed seals consist of only a personal name." While
it has been argued that “only the top echelons of the society such as administrative officials
and wealthy merchants would have possessed seals with their names on them,”* it is unclear
who exactly used these inscribed seals, and none is known to me as having come from an
archaeologically excavated, intact burial in the Phoenician homeland.” However, seals and
scarabs (either anepigraphic examples, or those inscribed with hieroglyphic inscriptions) do
occur frequently in burial contexts; some of these will be addressed in Chapter VI, while a full
study of the patterns of seal and scarab use in known Phoenician burials await further study.*

Similarly, the field of Phoenician numismatics has suffered from a lack of exhaustive
cataloguing, a small number of invested scholars (whose work is often uncritically quoted and
accepted), and a high rate of unprovenanced and forged (both ancient counterfeit coinage and
more recently faked) examples.” Although numismatic evidence can inform several
interesting socio-historical research questions, it has little to add to this first stage of data-
gathering on Phoenician mortuary practice. As with the corpus of seals and scarabs, it is my
hope that the database of burials constructed as the basis for the present study will allow

future research on patterns of coin use in funerary settings in the central coastal Levant.

1% See e.g. Avigad 1970, Bordreuil 1986, and Elayi and Sapin 1998 for major seal publications.

" Gubel 1993, 104.

2 Jigoulov 2006, 84.

" One scarab with Phoenician or perhaps Aramaic letters comes from a tomb at ‘Atlit; the inscription is too short
and damaged to say.

" Boardman’s 2003 catalog of Persian period green jasper scarabs (as well as some scarabs in other materials, and
contemporaneous metal “finger rings”) offers an excellent start.

' Jigoulov 2006, 96-100 provides a summary of these difficulties.
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In the discussion which follows, I will be moving north to south, down the coast of

Lebanon from Arad to Tyre (including the inland Beqaa Valley) and further south, addressing

the corpus of Persian - Hellenistic Phoenician inscriptions according to provenance as follows:

LEBANON

Tripeli

The Cedars

Balbeck

SYRIA

- —— =

o
ISRAEL %

Moving generally from north to south
down the Levantine coast:

a. ARWAD and Vicinity (Syria)
b. BYBLOS and Vicinity

c. BEIRUT and Vicinity

d. SIDON and Vicinity

e. BEQAA VALLEY (al-Biqa)

f.  TYRE and Vicinity (including

Northern Israel)

a. Arwad and Vicinity

Tartous Marble Plaque

Loc. / Num. Louvre Museum, AO 3080

Dimensions 10 x 8.3 cm (thickness ranges from 2.8-3.5 cm) marble plaque.

Discovery Discovered by Dussaud in 1896 at the site of Tell Ghamqé near Tartous
on the Syrian coast. From the necropolis south of Tartous, along the
coast, facing Ruad (Aradus).

Studies Dussaud 1897, 332-338, pl. 8; Clermont-Ganneau 1901, 196-198;
Lidzbarski 1902, 283-284; Peckham 1968, 130, n. 80; Teixidor 1979a;
Gubel 2002, 43.

Date 3™ century BCE

168



This three line inscription was found engraved on the front of a small white marble
plaque. It was damaged by a pickaxe or plough in three places, and the rest of the stone was
badly discolored.” Teixidor proposes the following reading:

(1) Armys (2) Sytn?l (3) dm drkt 51

“Hrmys - It was erected for the repose of the servant / concubine who is his.”"’

Figure II1.1: Tartous Marble Plaque (Gubel 2002, 43)

This involves interpreting the word dm in line 3 as an infinitive construct from the root dmm
“to rest”, as the object of the preposition /- from line 2; and the word drkt as the subject of this
verb.”® The object probably constituted a part of a larger funerary monument, to be set into
the base of a stele or statue of some kind. Unfortunately this object was found without secure

archaeological context, but it was dated on the basis of script style to the 3™ century BCE.

b. Byblos and Vicinity

Marble Sarcophagus Fragment

' Dussaud 1897, 333: “Tout le reste de la pierre est d’'un ton rouille trés pronounce dit au long séjour dans une
terre ferrugineuse.”

17 “La préposition est accompagnée d’un suffixe qui se prononeiait mais qu’on n’écrivait pas, phénomene attesté
dans deux inscriptions phéniciennes d’époque différente, I'une de Karatepe, 'autre d’'Umm el-‘Amméd” (Teixidor
1979a, 150).

18 “Cet employ de I'infinitif nominal est déja connu en phénicien, par exemple dans des textes de Karatepe et de
Sidon o l'infinitif porte un suffixe prospectif indiquant le sujet de la proposition...” (Teixidor 1979a, 150).

169



Loc. / Num.

Beirut National Museum 26780 (Phoenician Inscription n. 60); Byblos
13; CSAI - Phoe 26.

Dimensions 56 cm high x 43 cm long

Discovery Found in the courtyard of a crusader castle.

Studies Starky 1969, 259-73, pl. I; Teixidor 1972, item 118; van den Branden
1974, 142-43; Rollig 1974, 1-15; Schiffman 1976, 171-77; Cross 1979, 40-
44

Date late 6™ - early 5" century BCE (575-475 BCE); 500-450 according to CSAI

This sarcophagus fragment of an unnamed king of Byblos is similar both semantically

and stylistically to the Shipitbaal inscription, discussed below.” The inscription continues

onto seven lines, although text is missing from both ends of each line. Because it comes from a

secondary context in the courtyard of a crusader castle,” and because the material (white

marble) is not found in Lebanon, the inscription must be dated on paleographic grounds and

political context alone; proposed dates range from as early as 575 BCE to as late as 450 BCE,

although scholars agree it should be dated to the Achaemenid period.

Cross’ 1979 transcription of the three first and most complete lines of the inscription

reads as follows:

Figure I11.2: Marble Sarcophagus Fragment (Starcky 1969, 263)

1. [k (PN and titulary] $kb b7rn [zn "nk Ihdy wkn hn "nk skb brn zn sp bmr wbd|[h

" They are discussed in tandem in Cross 1979.
% Starcky wrote in 1969 that “il a été exhumé il y a une dizaine d’années dans la cour du chateau franc, contre les
fondations du mur oriental du donjon” (Starcky 1969, 259).
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2. w'm ki "dm ybqs Ipth [t rn zn wirgz ‘smy h‘gzt bgsn h’dr wbkl dr [bn Im
3. mlk prs] wmdy “dn mlkm wdrkm {wdrkm/ ylkt brbm/

The fragmentary inscription is tantalizing - line 2 seems to invoke “[Ba‘l] Addir with all the
assembly [of the gods]...,” and the first line seems to refer to methods of preserving or
anointing the dead body. Cross’s interpretation of this first line is:

...Jn ‘nk Ihdy wkn hn “nk skb brn zn “sp bmr wbbdl/h...

[I (PN and titulary) lie in this sarcophagus], I alone, and here, behold I lie
prepared for burial in myrrh and bdellium...”

Myrrh, the aromatic oleoresin (blend of oil and resin) of several small, thorny tree species of
the genus Commiphora? is well known to have been harvested and used in the Ancient Near
East (and into the present day in the Arabian Peninsula) for perfume, medicine, and incense.
Bdellium (Hebrew bedolach) is another aromatic gum, very similar to myrrh (and which, under
the name guggul, is sometimes substituted as a less expensive alternative in modern Near
Eastern perfumery).” Although it’s not clear how precisely the myrrh and bdellium were used,
their mention in this inscriptional fragment implies that these burial “ingredients” were
important features of a properly buried king.

The emphatic first person pronoun (“I alone...”) may refer to the fact that the
individual buried in this sarcophagus is not accompanied by any other body, although I know
of no sarcophagus from the central coastal Levant which contained the remains of more than

one individual. Alternatively, the emphatic pronoun may be emphasizing the absence of

' Cross 1979, 41.

# Cross 1979, 41.

» The myrrh in question in this inscription probably comes from the Commiphora gileadensis species, known to
have been grown in ancient Judah / Israel. The myrrh of this species is sometimes known as the balsam or balm
of Gilead (also the balsam or balm of Mecca), and has been linked to the references to mérin Genesis 37:25,
Jeremiah 8:22 and 46:11.

** Bdellium was first associated with the species Commiphora wighti in Medieval Arabic treatises (Dalby 2000,
“Gum guggul,” 109f.). Bedolachis mentioned in Genesis 2:12 and in Numbers 11:7 (where manna is compared to
bedolachin color). In Akkadian the same resin is called budulhu.
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luxury goods that might tempt a grave robber to disturb the king’s burial - an hypothesis
reinforced by the subsequent warning in line 2, broken but clearly denouncing anyone who
would open the sarcophagus and disturb the king’s bones.” It is notable that the bones
themselves are named as the significant element of burial integrity - is this a kind of
synecdoche (pars pro toto) for the entire body? Or some other form of poetic invocation,
meant to be understood idiomatically? Or were the bones imagined as particularly significant?
Finally, and noteworthy for other reasons entirely, the third line of the marble
inscription may contain a reference to the Persian Great King,” perhaps unexpected in a
funerary context. It may be argued that the Byblian king’s subservience, loyalty, or devotion
to the Persian Great King during the Achaemenid period may have been mentioned in keeping
with the concept of the “righteous” (sdg) king, an epithet common to both the Iron Age I-1I
(see Chapter II), and Persian - Hellenistic period (see below) inscriptions, and seemingly
central to the Byblian royal funerary ethos. In other words, part of being a “righteous” king
may have included making meaningful alliances that protected Byblos’ interests. It may also
imply some kind of Persian presence at the burial of the king, although this is highly
speculative. Whether the audience for this inscription was intended to be the invoked deities
(who would presumably view the unnamed king’s subservience to Persia in a positive light) or
the Achaemenid administration (who would have been gratified to see the Great King
mentioned as a significant relationship in the dead king’s reign), the presence of political
details in a funerary context is not unique to this marble sarcophagus fragment, as we will see

below.

% Starcky 1969, 262; Cross 1978, 41.

% Cross reconstructs the existing text mdy “dn mlkm... to read “[...king of the Persians and] Medes, lord of
kingdoms and dominions...” (Cross 1978:41), though Starcky had originally read “MDY lord of kings...” (Starcky
1969, 262), which is also plausible. Cross and Starcky’s readings of the rest of lines 3-7 differ dramatically.
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Son of Shipitbaal III's Sarcophagus Fragments (KAI 9)

Loc. / Num. KAI 9; Lebanese National Museum, Beirut 2037 & 877; CSAI - Phoe 20 &
21.

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Found in 1929 on the terrain of the Crusader castle in Byblos.

Studies Dunand 1939, 31; Peckham 1968, 51, n. 24; Magnanini 1973, 32-33, n. 10;
Puech 1981, 153-58.

Date ca. 500 BCE

Also from Byblos comes the royal inscription made by the son of a Shipitbaal, identified
as “Shipitbaal 111" by most scholars.” The inscription, found in 1929 on the grounds of the
Crusader castle at Byblos, originally existed in three pieces labeled A, B, and C. Fragment C was
eventually joined with fragment B* such that the content of the surviving characters may be

reconstructed as follows:*

A1) ..[So]n of Sipit-Baal, king of Byblos, I made for myself this resting place [msk2]...

2) ... 77? coffin on/over coffin [ 7n It rn]. Thus I made...

3) ...in this resting place, (in) which I lie, and in [this] place...

4) ..for me (?)... among the great. And I gave...

5) ...[you should not opJen this [resting place over me(?)], to disturb my bones...
6) ...

B1).

2) ...on the side of [this] resting place...
3) ...QR, the resting place, which you [open...]

7 This designation has been made on the basis of collations between other, earlier inscriptions that mention
Shipitbaal as part of the 10" century genealogy of the kings of Byblos (see Chapter II, above), as well as on the
basis of Assyrian tribute records which mention one Si-pi-it-ti-bi-i-il who paid tribute to Tiglath-pileser III ca. 738
BCE (alongside Hiram II of Sidon/Tyre), now posited to be an otherwise unknown 8" century king, Shipitbaal II.
Shipitbaal 111 is known from two inscriptions, one discussed here and another text inscribed on a silver roll and
published by Lemaire (2003). Because the former inscription does not explicitly mention Shipitbaal ruling over
Byblos, and the latter inscription features a number of textual difficulties, Elayi concludes “we shall use the
mention of Shipitbaal I1I as a king of Byblos with caution, as this needs to be confirmed” (Elayi 2006, 16).

*8 This was done by Milik in Dunand 1954, and is listed as such in Donner and Réllig 1973.

* This reading is based on the text as prepared by Donner and Rélling 1973. A very thorough study was conducted
by Puech (1981) in which a new drawing was made and several new reconstructions suggested, especially for the
very difficult line A2. Because many of these are highly speculative (suggesting the presence of other gods in the
divinity list on the basis of the Yehimilk inscription, for example), I have not included them here.
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4) ...T coffin. And over the coffin...
5) ..M and Baal Addir and Baalat and all [the gods of Byblos...]
6) ...Baalat and all [the gods of Byblos...]

nay b

Figure I11.3: Inscription of King Shipitbaal ITI (Dunand 1939)

The text has been dated to the end of the 6™ century (ca. 500 BCE) on the basis of script style.

Despite its frustratingly fragmentary nature, this funerary inscription offers yet
another iteration of themes seen elsewhere: a preoccupation by the kings of Byblos with the
maintenance of the body’s “resting place,” a concern that the dead not be disturbed, and an
invocation of several gods to ensure this outcome - probably through a typical set of curses or
blessings (not explicitly preserved here). Again we see the mention of “my bones” as the
significant unit of the burial which must not be disturbed.

There may also be a hint, in line A2 of this inscription, of another burial practice not
yet encountered elsewhere: some type of burial which involves placing, raising, or otherwise
arranging one coffin on or over another. Donner and Rdllig suggested that “der Ausdruck

‘Sarkophag uber Sarkophag’ deutet vielleicht auf die Anlage eines Doppelgrabes hin,”

whereas Peuch interprets this line with further speculation: “La nécropole royale antérieure

*® Donner and Réllig 1973, 11.
174



approchait du point de saturation, aussi dans sa prévoyance le fils de Siptiba'al... a fait creuser

un hypogée ou construire une annexe, évitant ainsi a son fils ou successeur d'avoir a

entreprendre ce travail et de s'en glorifier.” Because of the extreme difficulty of line A2, the

fragmentary nature of the inscription as a whole, and the lack of archaeological context for

this text, these kinds of speculations must remain tentative at best.

Yehawmilk Stele

Loc. / Num.

Louvre Museum, AO 22368; KAI 10; CIS i 1; CoS 2.32

Dimensions 114 cm high x 55 cm wide x 26 cm thick

Discovery Found in 1869 by a man planting trees in the ruins of the ancient
sanctuary of the Mistress of Gubal; lower right hand corner recovered
in the 1920s by Dunand near the two temples of Byblos

Studies Renan 1864, 855; Dunand 1939; Peckham 1968, 53; Gibson 1982, 93-99;
Moscati 1988, 305; Vance 1994a, 9-10; Gubel 2002, 64-66; CoS, Vol. 2,
2003, 151-52;

Date Ca. 450 BCE

Figure I11.4: Yehawmilk Stele (Vance 1994a) and Detail (Gubel 2002, 66)

* Puech 1981, 156.
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The limestone stele of Yehawmilk, over a meter tall, dates to the 5™ century BCE (a date
determined by paleographic features and confirmed by archaeological context®). It features a
bas relief of Yehawmilk, king of Byblos, in the Persian court robe and headgear and making an
offering to the seated goddess Baalat Byblos (depicted with horned disk and garments of the
Egyptian goddess Hathor). The goddess holds a long scepter in one hand, and seems to bless
the king with the other; the king offers her a wide bowl or shallow cup. A winged solar disk
hovers above the two figures, and a sixteen line inscription fills the rest of the carveable space.

Yehawmilk refers to himself as “king of Byblos, son of Yeharbaal, grandson of Urimilk
king of Byblos, whom the Great One, Baalat Byblos, made ruler over Byblos,” a genealogy that
leaves out the royal status of his father, as well as any reference to the king who ruled after
Urimilk. With respect to the rebuilding at Byblos, the inscription lists the dedication of a
“bronze altar, a gold gateway, a gold winged disk, a shrine and its columns with their capitals
and its roof,” and there is archaeological evidence of Persian period activity at the site of the
Byblos temples - the stele itself was found near the shrine and columns in the ruin of the
sanctuary of the “Lady of Gubal.” Because the stele is “only roughly finished on the back,” it
may have been “set into a wall in the portico” or shrine mentioned in the sixth line of the
inscription.*

The winged disk at the top of the stele features a hole, which may have held a peg or
other object attached to the stele. Line 5 describes the gold winged disk as btkt bnwhich may

be translated as “(set) within the stone” or “in the midst of the stone” implying that “perhaps

%2 The stele was discovered by peasants planting trees on the tell of Byblos in 1869, at which time the lower right-
hand corner was missing. The missing piece was found sixty years later by Dunand’s 1920s excavations at Byblos
near the two temples. The text is now nearly complete.
* Vance 1994a, 10; see Gibson 1982, 93-95 who translates Tptas “portico” rather than “shrine.”
** Gibson 1982, 93.
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a gold winged disk was attached to the stela.” ** This portion of the inscription (lines 3-6)
contains several nouns referring to features of the building and the stelae, as follows:

I made for my Lady, Mistress of Gubal, this altar of bronze, which is in this

court/courtyard [ Asrr?], and this engraving [ pth]*” of gold, which (is) opposite

to this engraving of mine, and this winged (disk) [ p#] of gold, which (is) in the

midst of the stone, which (is) above this engraving of gold, and this portico

[ rpf] and its columns [ md].
Notably, we may have here the Phoenician term for the winged sun disk, ‘pt,* related to the
Hebrew root ‘wp “to fly.”

The inscription ends with a series of requests - blessings for Yehawmilk (lines 8-11) as
follows:

May the Mistress of Gubal bless Yehawmilk, king of Gubal, and give life to him,

and may she prolong his days and his years over Gubal, for he (is) a righteous

king. And may the lady, Mistress of Byblos, give favor in the sight of the gods

and favor in the sight of the people of this land.”
Mirroring the language of the ca. 950 BCE Yehimilk stele, Yehawmilk shows concern for
ensuring his long life and long rule over Gubal. He justifies the legitimacy of his request by
pointing out his “righteousness,” just as the inscription of Yehimilk did more than four
hundred years prior.

The inverse is wished on those who would remove the name of Yehawmilk or his

foundation deposit from the sanctuary at Gubal - their lives shall be cut short (specifically the

* Vance 1994a, 10. See also Gibson 1982, 97, n. 5: “it is likely that a winged solar disk of gold is meant, inset in the
lintel stone... of the gateway; cp. the one carved in the upper register of the inscription.” Gibson’s “gateway” is
his translation for pth, although he considers other interpretations.

* The word is obscured after b4-and has been reconstructed on the basis of the remaining space and the stele’s
context relative to the Temple of Byblos.

%7 This term has a semantic range including “entrance,” “door,” “gate,” and “opening,” but I find Segert’s
comparison to Hebrew pittii(a)h “engraving” or “carved ornament” tempting here (Cf. Exodus 28:11 and 36),
Segert, CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 151-52.

% Although the middle letter is far from clear, see Gibson 1982, 97, n. 5.

* The last few words are repeated twice, probably an error of the mason’s (cf. Gibson 1982, 98, n. 10).

177



goddess is asked to £srh, which has been interpreted variously® but surely has the sense of “to

destroy”), and “his seed” will similarly be damaged.

Batnoam Sarcophagus

Loc. / Num. Lebanese National Museum, Beirut; KAI 11

Dimensions 94 cm long line of inscribed text on the side of a white marble
sarcophagus.

Discovery Discovered in 1929 near the site of the Crusader castle at Byblos
(secondary context).

Studies Dunand 1931, 151-156; Dunand 1939, 30f; Friedrich 1935, 348-350;
Dussaud 1936, 98-99.

Date Ca. 400 - early 4™ century BCE

The fascinating funerary inscription on the white marble sarcophagus of Batnoam,
mother of a king of Byblos who is thought to have ruled in the early to mid-4" century BCE,
describes the manner in which the dead woman was buried, rather than concerning itself with
the blessings or curses hoped for from a particular deity:

In this coffin I lie, Batnoam, mother of King Azbaal, king of Byblos, son of

Paltibaal, priest of the Lady [674], in a robe [sw#] and with a tiara [mr7%]* on my

head and a gold bridle [mAsm hrs] on my mouth, as was the custom [km %] with

the royal women [ mlkyt] who were before me.

The strange reference to the “gold bridle” is explained by Gibson as “prob[ably] some kind of
muzzle or clip closing the lips to prevent the entry of demons.” This specific description

makes it all the more unfortunate that the sarcophagus was discovered near the site of a

Crusader castle, not in its original burial context.

“* See for example Segert, CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 152, n. 21; Gibson argues that the root relates to the Syriac Peal / Pael
- “to mutilate or destroy” (1982, 99, n. 15).

*! Gibson suggest “some kind of head-dress or tiara; cp. Jerem. xiii 18” (1982, 100).

* Gibson 1982, 100. A similar term, [py mhswm, is used in Psalms 39:2 (=39:1), in the context of being silent before
the wicked: “I said, I will guard my ways, so that I do not sin with my tongue. I will guard my mouth with a
bridle, while the wicked [75*] is before me.”
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From this short inscription we can deduce that there were certain regular,
recognizable, and expected customs [km %] followed by the “royal women” [ mlky#] of Byblos in
the early 4™ century BCE. They involved specific dressings for the body - a garment, an
ornament for the head, and some other accessory placed on, in, or over the mouth. And the
fact that these items had been procured for this particular dead woman was deemed important
enough to have been carved along the side of her sarcophagus. Further, Schmitz suggests that
the term &7t in the phrase kAn b'lt, “priest of the Lady,” may well be a shortened form of the

1743

earlier deity name or epithet 6 gb/, “Lady of Byblos.” If this is so, some continuity of royal
worship of this goddess at Byblos from the 10™ century (attested in the Byblian royal building

inscriptions discussed in Chapter II) to the late 5" to early 4™ century BCE may be suggested.

c. Beirut and Vicinity
None of the known Persian-Hellenistic period inscriptions from Beirut is relevant for

this discussion of Phoenician mortuary practice.

d. Sidon and Vicinity

Tabnit Sarcophagus

Loc. / Num. Istanbul Archaeology Museum; RES 1202; KAI 13; CoS 2.56

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Found in 1887 during the excavation of a shaft tomb in Sidon.

Studies Renan 1887, 182-83; Driver 1913, xxiii ff.; Poebel 1932, 15-18; Assman
1963; Greenfield 1971, 258-59; Lipifiski 1974, 55-56; Hallo 1992, 382-86;
Hallo 1993, 188-191; CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 181-82.

Date 475-450 BCE

 Schmitz, personal correspondence, 29 June 2013.
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A black basalt sarcophagus, thought to have been produced in Egypt (and procured as
plunder*), and still bearing a hieroglyphic inscription® labeling its intended use by an
Egyptian general named Pen-Ptah, was found in 1887 in the excavation of a shaft tomb in
Sidon.* Re-carved for an early 5% century king of Sidon, the eight lines of Phoenician text
were added to the bottom of the sarcophagus, preserving the hieroglyphic text above them.
The text seems focused on preserving the integrity of the sarcophagus and burial:

[ Tabnit, priest of ‘Ashtart, king of the Sidonians, son of 'Eshmun‘azor, priest of

‘Ashtart, king of the Sidonians, am lying in this coffin. Whoever you are, any

man who comes upon this coffin, do not, do not [ 7 7] open my cover and disturb

me, for no silver is gathered with/for me (and) no gold is gathered with/for me

or any kind of riches. Ialone [/t 71k] am lying in this coffin. Do not, do not [ 7

7] open my cover and disturb me, for such a thing would be an abomination to

‘Ashtart! But if you do open my cover and disturb me, may you have no seed

among the living under the sun or a resting place with the shades® [rp 7).

On the phrase “abomination to ‘Ashtart” (¢'b¢ ‘$trt) Hallo compares this inscription to a series

of Ancient Near Eastern texts, including 2™ millennium Sumerian texts, 1 millennium

* Cf. McCarter, CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 181-182; Gibson also argues that “the Egyptian-style sarcophagi [of Tabnit and
Eshmunazar] could not have been carried to Sidon until after the Persian invasion of Egypt in 525; the Phoenician
cities were allies of Cambyses in that invasion and the coffins may indeed have been part of Sidon’s share of the
booty” (1982, 102).

* The hieroglyphic inscription includes transcriptions from the Book of the Dead, as well as a reference to the
former owner of the sarcophagus (American Journal of Archaeology, 1887, 432).

* The description of its discovery shows the tomb was undisturbed: “A chamber was found in which at first
nothing was remarked but two fine bronze candelabra, each about 5ft. in height. The flooring of this chamber,
however, on examination, proved to consist of a bed of great stones laid with the utmost care. Beneath these was
a second bed of stones, and then a third, and under all, thus carefully covered up and hidden away, a great
monolith covering an opening in the rock. In this deep chamber was found a splendid anthropoid sarcophagus in
black basalt, resembling that of King Eshmunazar, in the Louvre Museum. It contained a mummy and a golden
diadem. ...To the south of the room containing this sarcophagus was found a sepulchral chamber divided into two
compartments. The western one was undesecrated and contained a quantity of feminine jewelry: a gold necklace;
two gold bracelets of beautiful workmanship; and a bracelet ornamented with colored stones, having in the
centre a cat’s eye opal; several anklets, rings, symbolic eyes; and a bronze mirror” (American Journal of
Archaeology, 1887, 431-432).

¥ McCarter, in CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 181-182, translates “shades” as “Rephaim”: “Deified royal ancestors - a group that
appears frequently in the Ug. literature and occasionally in the HB, where the term also comes to refer to certain
primordial inhabitants of Syria-Palestine and, in the Deuteronomistic literature, esp. Transjordan. For literature,
see Hallo 1992:382-386" (McCarter 2003, 182, 1. 6).
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Akkadian texts, the Egyptian “Wisdom of Amen-em-opet,” and Biblical references from the
books of Deuteronomy and Proverbs, arguing:

...in neither [the Sumerian nor Akkadian] context is there any visible rationale

for the invocation of a particular deity; indeed, the substitution of other divine

names in variant recensions or of generic terms for this deity in other citations

implies a certain indifference on this point. In the late examples, moreover, the

whole concept of the ‘abomination of the deity’ seems to weaken into a mere

idiom to express the idea of a sin against a given deity.*
In other words, that disturbing this grave would involve “the infraction of ethical norms and
standards of good conduct... little more than a colorful idiom, a synonym for misconduct,
offense, or aberration.”” On the other hand, Gibson argues that ¢f signifies “an exceptionally
strong warning,” citing the prohibitions in Deuteronomy 17:1 and 25:16 as parallels. We
might conclude that, rather than invoke a deity, beseeching him/her to curse those who would
disturb a grave, Tabnit’s sarcophagus warns the potential disturber specifically, in the second
person, that to open this burial vessel would be an “abomination” to the gods (perhaps

specifically to Astarte in her role of protectress of Byblos or its royalty), and that the outcome

would be the same as if formulaically cursed - the loss of offspring and a restful burial.

Figure IIL.5: Tabnit Sarcophagus (lessing-photo.com)

Notably, Tabnit’s “mummy” was discovered in 1887 as part of the intact burial of this

king, and is currently on display at the Istanbul Archaeology Museum. Some of the skin of the

*® Hallo 1985, 33.
* Hallow 1985, 38.
*® Gibson 1982, 105, n. 6.
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head, pelvic region, and legs has been preserved, and internal organs also seem to have been

treated for preservation (see “Excursis on Mummification” in Chapter VI).

Eshmunazar Sarcophagus

Loc. / Num. Louvre Museum, AO 4806; KAI 14; CoS 2.57

Dimensions 256 cm long x 92.5 cm wide at base, 125 cm wide at shoulders x 119 cm
tall.

Discovery Found in 1855 in excavatiosn by A. Péretié in a shallow rock-cut tomb
in the necropolis at Magharat Tabloun. Given to the Louvre in 1955 by
the Duke of Luynes.

Studies Poebel 1932, 18-23; Galling 1963; Ginsberg 1963; Dunand 1965;

Peckham 1968, 87; Lipifiski 1974, 56-59; Gibson 1982, 105; Greenfield
1971, 259-265; Benz 1972; Garbini 1977¢; Tomback 1978; Vance 1994a,
11; Long 1997; Gubel 2002, 101-103; CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 182-83.

Date 451 BCE

Figure I11.6: Eshmunazar Sarcophagus with Inscription (lessingimages.com)

Another black basalt anthropoid sarcophagus, seemingly manufactured in Egypt and
brought to Phoenicia, was found in 1855 in a rock-cut tomb in the Sidonian necropolis (at a site
known as Mugharat Ablun). The sarcophagus had been buried two meters deep, protected by
an entrance chamber. The carved lid features a funerary mask decoration, with striated wig,

stylized beard, and falcon-headed broad collar.
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The ancient stonecutter first attempted an inscription on the body of the coffin, just
under the head, but moved to the lid (due to carving mistakes) where an inscription in the
name of King Eshmunazar, “son of Tabnit, son of Eshmunazar” was placed. In Tabnit’s
sarcophagus and this one, then, we have the burial inscriptions of a father and son. The
twenty-two line lid inscription seems to be divided into three parts according to verbal subject
(i.e. lines 1-13; 13-20; and 20-22), the first written in the first person by a king who died in the
14" year of his reign, reporting in lines 2-3, “I was snatched away*' before my time.” A
reckoning of the generations and references in this inscription has led most to interpret this as
the story of a child king: e.g. “["Eshmunazor] was an infant at the time of his accession and
lived to reign only fourteen years as a vassal ruler of the Persian Empire.

The text recounts his achievements and those of his mother, who evidently served as
regent during his reign.”*? After a series of curses against those who might disturb King
Eshmunazar’s rest (lines 4-13), the verbal forms switch to a first person plural, describing the
work of Eshmunazar and his mother Amotashtart to rebuild Sidon’s temples (lines 13-20),
before switching back again (lines 20-22) for a final warning to visitors to the tomb:

(/ines 4-13)Whoever you are, any ruler or any commoner, do not open this

resting-place and look for anything in it, for nothing has been placed in it,” and

do not lift up the coffin in which I lie or carry me away from this resting-place

to another resting-place! Even if men speak to you, do not listen to their talk.

For any ruler or commoner who opens the cover of this resting-place or lifts up

the coffin in which I lie or carries me away from this resting place, let him have

no resting-place with the shades,* let him not be buried in a grave, and let him

have no son or seed to succeed him! And may the holy gods deliver him up to a
mighty ruler who shall have control over him to bring an end to him - any ruler

> The verbal form is a Niphal of gz/ 1t has oft been pointed out that this root is cognate to the Hebrew root gzr,
for which the Niphal can indicate premature death in a similar fashion (cf. Ps 88:6, Isa 53:8, Lam 3:54, and Ezek
37:11).

> McCarter, CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 182.

 Literally “they did not place anything in it” % sm bn mnmwhere smis a 3™ masculine plural indefinite perfect
from the hollow root swm.

> Here again, the rpm, sometimes translated “Rephaim,” as in McCarter, CoS, Vol. 2, 2003, 182-183
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or commoner who opens the cover of this resting-place or lifts up this coffin, or
the seed of that ruler or those commoners! Let him have no root below or fruit
above or renown [#7] among the living under the sun! For I deserve pity: I was
snatched away before my time, the son of a limited number of days; a smitten
one, an orphan, the son of a widow was L.

(/ines 13-20) But 1 Eshmunazar, king of the Sidonians, son of king Tabnit, king of
the Sidonians, grandson of Eshmunazar, king of the Sidonians, and my mother
Amotashtart,” priestess of Astarte, our lady the queen, daughter of king
Eshmunazar, king of the Sidonians, we are (the ones) who built the houses of
the gods - the [house of Astarte*] in Sidon, Land-by-the-Sea [ 7s ymi], and we
established Astarte (in) Lofty-Heavens [$mm “drm]; and we who built in the
mountain a home for Eshmun, the prince of the sanctuary of the yd/‘spring,”
and we established him (in) Lofty-Heavens; and we who built houses for the
gods of the Sidonians in Sidon, Land-by-the-Sea, a house for Baal of Sidon and a
house for Astarte, Name-of-Baal. And the Lord of Kings gave us Dor and Joppa,
the rich lands of Dagon which are in the plain of Sharon, as a reward for the
striking deeds [ ‘sm#] which I performed; and we added them to the borders of
the land, that they might belong to the Sidonians forever.

(/ines 20-22)Whoever you are, any ruler or any commoner, do not open my

cover, and do not take off my cover and move me from this resting-place, and

do not lift up the coffin in which I lie, lest these holy gods deliver him up so that

he - that ruler or those commoners and their seed - perish forever!

The middle section detailing the political accomplishments of the king and his mother
mentions a “Lord of Kings,” who is described as having given Eshmunazar “Dor and Joppa, the
rich lands of Dagon®® which are in the plain of Sharon,” a detail noteworthy not only because
these rewards were considered worthy of inclusion on a funerary inscription, but also because
they are valued because they will “belong to the Sidonians forever.” This “Lord of Kings” is

thought by most scholars to be the Achaemenid Persian king (either Xerxes, 486-465 BCE, or

Artaxerxes I 465-425 BCE), presumably the only official capable of making such a gift.

> Suggested by Gibson 1982, 109; 'Ummi‘ashtart has also been offered in McCarter 2003, 182-183.

* Six letters are missing, probably skipped as a result of haplography - see Gibson 1982, 108.

*" This probably refers to the Eshmun Temple on the southern bank of the Nahr-el-Awaly / Awali, just outside the
modern city of Sidon. The identification was made on the basis of not only similarities to the modern place name,
but also due to the appearance of the phrase “the spring of yd/” in the Ba‘lshillem inscription from the temple of
"Eshmun at Bostan esh-Sheikh, where two inscriptions of Bod ‘ashtart were also found.”

* Or “the rich grainlands.”
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Eshmunazar’s accomplishments as king are said to benefit not just the “holy gods”

(perhaps Astarte, Eshmun, and Baal of Sidon?) who will ensure his curses are meted out to any

who would disturb his rest, but also the Sidonian people, in perpetuity. It is tempting to think

about this laundry list of religious and economic accomplishments as a kind of testimony to

Eshmunazar’s status as a “righteous” [sdg] king (a term not present but conceptually implied

by these justifications) - but instead Eshmunazar’s epithets are all pitiable. His life was cut

short, he was smitten too soon, he is the son of a widow, and thus a kind of orphan.

Does this rhetorical emphasis on the boy-king’s short life in this inscription serve to

further deter grave robbers? Eshmunazar’s inscription certainly contains more (both

numerically and with more variation) curses against potential disturbers of his burial than any

other Phoenician funerary inscription analyzed thus far. Although this must remain

speculative, Eshmunazar’s sarcophagus may well be an ideological outlier in terms of the

mortuary beliefs it espouses - since the death of a king at the age of forteen, as opposed to

after a full and “righteous” reign, seems likely to inspire a different kind of burial or

inscription.

Baalshillem Marble Statue

Loc. / Num. Lebanese National Museum, Beirut

Dimensions Single line of text, 50 cm long, on a base formerly attached to a statue
of a child.

Discovery The only inscribed statue out of eleven statues of children found in the
canal diverted from the Nahr-el-Awaly near the Eshmun temple (about
1.7 miles from the modern city of Saida) during Dunand’s 1963-1964
excavations.

Studies Dunand 1965; R6llig 1969-1970, 121-124; Mullen 1974; Gibson 1982, 114-
115; Kaiser and Borger 1983, 594; Vance 1994a, 12.

Date 425 -350 BCE
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Dunand’s excavations at the temple of Eshmun at Bostan Esh-Sheikh revealed eleven
small statues of male children, mostly uninscribed. The Baalshillem inscription is “the only
one that is well preserved,” and reveals that the statues were dedicated to Eshmun
(sometimes along with other deities) on behalf of children who were ill, presumably to procure
a cure. In the case of Baalshillem, it seems the sick child was in fact a royal prince:

This (is) the statue [sm/] which Baalshillem son of King Ba‘na, king of the

Sidonians, son of King Abdamun, king of the Sidonians, son of King Baalshillem,

king of the Sidonians, gave to his lord Eshmun at the Yd[Spring. May he bless
him!

Figure I11.7: Baalshillim Inscription (Lebanese National Museum, Beirut)

Though this inscription does not tell us much about mortuary practice in Sidon during the
Persian Period, we see confirmation of the close link between divine intervention / action and

the length of human life - especially the length of royal human life.

e. Beqaa Valley (al-Biga)
To my knowledge, no inscriptions relevant to the present study, and dating to the
Persian - Hellenistic periods, have been discovered in the Beqaa Valley or at inland Lebanese

sites.

* Gibson 1982, 114.
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f. Tyre and Vicinity (including Northern Israel)

Marble Water Spout

Loc. / Num.

[unknown location] RES 1204; Cooke 8

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Found in 1885 in a rectangular tank 2.5 meters wide.

Studies Schréder 1885; Clermont-Ganneau 1886a & 1886b; Cooke 1903, 44;
Teixidor 1979, 9-17; Vance 1994a, 13.

Date 3™ century BCE

The earliest inscription found at Tyre is a short dedication or building inscription on

the side of a marble cube bearing a 14 cm diameter hole - a water spout for some kind of pool

or feature. Two names are given in an incomplete nine line inscription, and each individual is

called $pt, like the Hebrew term for “judge” or “ruler.” This title probably indicates the names

of the sponsors of the reservoir attached to the spout, as the inscription appears to be

dedicatory in nature. This 3™ century BCE Phoenician inscription is of interest to the present

study not for its short content, but for its medium - the marble spout seems to have been

remade from its original context as part of a tomb stone.® Unfortunately, not much more can

be said on the basis of this inscription as it does not directly relate to its previous context as a

tomb stone, and in fact may never have been used as such (marble being a particularly

expensive imported material, not available in the Levant).

Har Mizpe Yammim / Mispe Yamim Bronze Votive Situla

Loc. / Num. Israel Museum
Dimensions 16.7 cm in length
Discovery Found with three other bronze items in 1986 during archaeological

survey led by Y. Tepper at Mt. Mispe Yamim, south of Mt. Meron in the
Upper Galilee (and southeast of Tyre). Excavations followed in 1988-89
under the direction of R. Frankel of Hebrew University).

€ Teixidor 1979, 9.
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Studies Wolff 1993, 148; Frankel 1993; Frankel and Ventura 1998; Berlin and
Frankel 2012

Date Late 6" - 4" centuries BCE

Figure I11.8: Har Mispe Yamim Bronze Votive Situla with Inscription Detail
(left, Frankel 1993, 1063; right, Berlin and Frankel 2012, 50, fig. 30)

Though not found in a burial context, the bronze votive situla from Har Mispe Yamim,
a mountain site south of Mt. Meron in the Upper Galilee (southeast of Tyre), may be worthy of
mention. Situlae are closely associated with funerary practice or cult in Egypt, and the Har
Mispe Yamim situla is decorated with Egyptian-style iconographic motifs. The situla was
found in a small temple or sanctuary of the Persian - Hellenistic periods, “probably a fortified
Phoenician border shrine founded in the later sixth or early fifth century B.C.E.”®" The temple
is a “broadhouse structure consisting of two rooms: the main room on the west (6 by 13.7 m)
and a secondary room (4.8 by 10.4 m).”** Three pillar bases and two ashlar altars mark the
main room.® The situla was not the only metal object found in the sanctuary:

Among the finds were bronze ornaments, a large iron circlet, and several fine
bronzes: an Egyptian situla on which was engraved a Phoenician votive

¢ Berlin & Frankel 2012, 28.
2 Frankel 1993, 1061.
 Wolff (1993, 148) citing Rafael Frankel of Hebrew University.
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inscription to Ashtoreth...; a couchant ram...; a pouncing lion cub...; and an Apis

bull.... These objects, together with a slate statuette of Osirus, Horus, and Isis

found near the altar, were probably votive offerings and not objects of

worship.*
The ashlar altars are thought to be the location on which offerings were laid, and no sacrifices
are thought to have been made in the temple structure.® Raised stone benches, partially
shaped from the bedrock, ran the length of the southern, eastern, and northern walls of the
main temple room. The usage dates of the sanctuary structure were determined on the basis
of ceramic finds and coinage, including two silver Tyrian coins of the first half of the 4™
century BCE.*

Though the excavators concluded the shrine or temple was used by a Phoenician
population, the nature of the offerings is perhaps curious in light of this:

Most of the more valuable offerings at Mizpe Yammim are Egyptian in origin or

subject. These include the slate palette, the schist figurine, the bronze situla,

the Apis bull, and the Osiris figurine. The slate palette and the schist statuette

are definitely Egyptian in origin; neither slate nor green schist occur in this

region. Both objects were already antiquities at the time they were brought to

the site, and may well have originated in Egyptian tombs, from which they were

pilfered and possibly then resold.... The remaining bronzes date to the Persian

period.”
Along with these more exotic objects were a number of “simple, small, even crude perfume
juglets,” which were “probably acquired in Tyre, ‘Akko, or another coastal city,”® since they
were all of coastal Phoenician fabric.

It is interesting to note in this context the appearance of situlae in depictions of foreign

tribute from Minoan and Syrian sources in tomb paintings of New Kingdom Theban tombs

* Wolff 1993, 150; see photos in Frankel 1993.

% None of the dedicatory vessels or objects showed signs of fire, and there was no evidence of ash, fire, or burned
fills. “Since the column bases indicate that the building was roofed, it is unlikely that the altars served as
sacrificial platforms” (Berlin and Frankel 2012, 33).

% Berlin and Frankel 2012, 59.

” Berlin and Frankel 2012, 64.

 Berlin and Frankel 2012, 68.
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(numbers 42, 86, 89, and 100), implying that perhaps some situlae were manufactured in
Aegean and Levantine contexts. In 1947, Lichtheim wrote (in a piece that is still cited as the
authoritative survey of situla types) that “...we know that the Egyptian representations of
foreign peoples and their products must not be taken at their face value. 1t is well known that
in these presentation scenes genuinely Egyptian vessels are mingled with the foreign types,”*
although at the time she was writing no situlae had yet been found in Crete or Syria. Whether
or not the Mispe Yamim situla was locally made or imported (and perhaps later inscribed) has
not, as far as [ am aware, been determined. The other Egyptian-style situla bearing a
Phoenician inscription (the Princeton situla discussed under “unprovenanced inscriptions,”
below) is thought to come from Egypt, although any specific provenance has been lost.

The dedication to Astarte in Phoenician script on an Egyptian-style bronze votive
object is noteworthy, and may be significant when viewed alongside the Unprovenanced
inscribed situla discussed below. But until a systematic study of situla use in the central
coastal Levant may be undertaken, the Har Mispe Yamim situla does not add to our

understanding of Phoenician homeland mortuary practice.

g. Unprovenanced Artifacts from Lebanon

Bronze Bowl or Phiale

Loc. / Num. [unknown]

Dimensions 18.1-18.4 cm diameter bowl, 3.6 cm high; inscription is 17.5 cm long.

Discovery Acquired in Switzerland by a collector. The bowl is said to originate in
Lebanon.

Studies Avigad and Greenfield 1982; Greenfield and

Date Mid- to late 4" century BCE

® Lichtheim 1947, 170.
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A cast bowl made in brass with a shallow round body, carinated near the top, with
slightly everted rim, was acquired by a collector in Switzerland and published in 1982. At that
time, Avigad and Greenfield identified a close parallel which had been discovered in an
Achaemenid coffin at Susa alongside two Phoenician coins (struck in Aradus) dated to 350-332
BCE. Although the interior is undecorated, the exterior of the inscribed bowl (said to have
come from Lebanon) is decorated with a sixteen-petalled rosette on its bottom, “surrounded
by 34 radial fluted leaves terminating at the carination line.”” The one line Phoenician
inscription, encircling the exterior of the vessel’s rim, is written in dotted or stippled

lettering.”

Figure I11.9: Bronze Bowl with Inscription (Avigad and Greenfield 1982, 119)

The letters are written without dividing marks or spaces, but the inscription was read by

Avigad and Greenfield as:

7® Avigad and Greenfield 1982, 118. Rosettes like these are common on other Persian period phialai undersides,
see for eample Gunter and Root 1998’s exposition of the silver Freer phiale, which features a fourteen-petalled
rosette, as well as other comparanda.

7 “Whilst the writing in general is very clear and easily legible, the individual letters are not very carefully
executed. This irregularity is due to the technique of writing. The letters are not incised in continuous lines but
are dotted, in a pointillé technique also found on other bowls of this kind. When the bowl was found, the dots
were filled with patina; this was removed by mechanical means and the dots were filled with white paste” (Avigad
and Greenfield 1982, 120). While the authors do not comment on this last remark, the white paste was
presumably added by the seller or the collector to enhance the visibility of the letters.
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qb‘m nhn // ‘rbt Imrzh sms

“Cups [qubba‘im] we // offer to the marzeah of Shamash”

Because of the strange placement of the numeral (two vertical strokes for the number “2”), the
authors suggest emending the text to read “two cups we offer to the marzeah of Shamash,”
with the term “cup” referring to the inscribed vessel itself.” If this interpretation is correct, it
may imply that the vessel once had an accompanying vessel making it part of a pair; a
potentially authenticating feature, as Gunter and Root have convincingly demonstrated that
these metal vessels were often distributed in sets by weight.” Notably, the personal pronoun
‘nhn s followed by the feminine form of the verb rbt, indicating the gender of the offerants.
Avigad and Greenfield’s translation of the root 7bas “to offer” is defended on the basis of
Akkadian, Ugaritic, Phoenician, and a re-interpretation of Hebrew parallels.” The bowl has
been dated to the mid- to late 4™ century BCE on the basis of the comparanda of other cast
metal bowls” and the epigraphic features of the inscription.

The bronze phialein question, although itself unprovenanced, is similar to several
found in Persian period burial contexts. In addition to the similar silver bowl found in an
Achaemenid coffin at Susa mentioned above, another bowl made of silver was found in a
luxuriously furnished tomb of the Persian period at Tell el-Far‘ah;”* dozens of others have been
found in non-mortuary contexts.” Despite these similarities, as of 1982 Avigad and Greenfield

wrote that “among the inscribed bowls of the Persian period, ours is the only one bearing a

72 The authors offer support for this reading on the basis of both a Phoenician inscriptional parallel (a 4™ century
BCE inscription on stone found at Larnax tés Lapethou near Larnaca) and a Biblical parallel (the term qubba‘af) in
Isaiah 51:17, 22; Avigad and Greenfield 1982, 121.

”* Gunter and Root 1998, 8-12.

7 Avigad and Greenfield 1982, 124-125.

7> See for example the examples and comparanda included in Ilife 1935.

76 1liffe 1935.

7 In gold, silver, and bronze. See Gjerstad 1946-48 and Culican 1982b, for example.
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Phoenician dedicatory inscription.”” The content of the inscription is perhaps startling - this
is the only attestation of a “marzeah of Shamash.” The Marzeah is typically described by
scholars as a “sacred feast,” sometimes associated with bacchanalian celebrations, other times
with mourning rites (or both). The term has a long and complicated history of scholarly
interpretation,” worthy of more indepth treatment than can be undertaken here.

Because of the unprovenanced nature of this inscribed vessel, and its relative
uniqueness among even other cast metal bowls of this period, it is difficult to know what to

make of the inscription and its implications for Phoenician mortuary practice.

3. Homeland Persian - Hellenistic Period Textual Evidence in Sum

a. ARWAD: Despite the relative abundance of written material from Arad in the
Persian-Hellenistic periods, none of its content informs our discussion of Phoenician Levantine
mortuary practice.

b. BYBLOS: Just as in the Iron Age I-1I period, the most detailed information
relating to royal burial reaches us from Byblos. The sarcophagus fragment from an unknown
king of Byblos specifies that the aromatics myrrh and bdellium were used either to anoint,

perfume, or preserve® the dead body of the king. It shows the king’s concern for his burial

78 Avigad and Greenfield 1982, 120.

7 Scholars who advocate for the marzeah as a widespread institution include Porten 1968, 179-186; Eissfeldt 1969;
Miller 1971; Eissfeldt 1973; Greenfield 1974; Friedman 1979-80; Pope 1983; King 1989; Lewis 1989; Bordreuil and
Pardee 1990; McLaughlin 1991; Bottéro 1993; Bietak 2003. The marzeah is thought to be attested in association
with El at Ugarit, among the Israelites (suggested to appear in Amos 6:7 and Jeremiah 16:5 [thiasos in the
Septuagint translation], as well as in the Elephantine papyri), and other Near Eastern cultures. However, like m/k,
the term mrzh seems to have meant different things to different peoples. The rabbinic and biblical texts do not
draw a connection between this ritual and mortuary associations or a funerary cult, for example. King and Stager
call the mrzh “the Semitic equivalent of the Greek symposium,” with a “long history, attested from the fourteenth
century B.C.E. through the Roman period” (King and Stager 2001, 355).

% For example, the 1887 discovery of the Tabnit sarcophagus in Sidon, complete with intact burial chambers,
grave goods, and the royal body itself, described the human remains as a “mummy” - implying some recognizable
features (perhaps, most notably, its skin) had been preserved (American Journal of Archaeology, 1887, 431-432).

193



(specifically, his bones) to remain undisturbed (line 2), as well as his connection or
subservience to the Persian Great King (line 3), perhaps in keeping with the changing concept
of what it meant to be a king worthy of obtaining blessings or protection after death.

Although fragmentary, the inscription commissioned by the son of Shipitbaal III echoes these
same concerns with preserving the “resting place” of the dead king, and with ensuring the
king’s bones not be disturbed. Although some further practice relating to the proximity of two
coffins or sarcophagi is hinted at in this latter inscription, the line is too difficult and
fragmentary to be certain of an attestation of some kind of “double burial” or related
phenomenon.

Though the Yehawmilk inscription dedicates alterations to the temple at Byblos for the
benefit of the “Lady of Gubal / Byblos,” and therefore is not directly relevant to mortuary
practice, it nevertheless reveals the close connections between Achaemenid Persian
iconography and Byblian kingship in the 5™ century BCE, as well as an ongoing concern for
obtaining long life and long length of reign, justified by his designation as a sdg mlk, a
“righteous king.” Interestingly, the inscription goes on make another request of 6%t gbf. to
“give favor in the sight of the gods and favor in the sight of the people of this land” (lines 10-
11). The idea of asking a deity to affect change in attitudes of the people of “this land” -
presumably the people of Byblos and the rest of the territory ruled by this king - is a new one
in extant Phoenician royal inscriptions. Does this inscription illustrate a new concern with the
king’s legacy or popular reception? Or does it perhaps reflect the Achaemenid ideal (as

expressed in visual form in Persepolis and elsewhere) of a benevolent king ruling over

The note is brief, but if royal bodies underwent some process of mummification (there is no need to assume a
complete Egyptian ceremony or procedure here), resins like myrrh and bdellium may well have been used in
conjunction with that treatment, and may be mentioned here as representative features of the ritual preparation.
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compliant, accepting subjects - a royal ideology situated in direct opposition to those of the
Assyrian and Babylonian empires? Regardless, this unprecedented request offers an enticing
addition to the concerns evinced by royal Byblian inscriptions. Finally, the Yehawmilk stele
threatens the same outcomes (lives will be cut short and offspring will be eliminated) to those
who would remove or obscure his contributions to the temple at Byblos as are frequently made
to those who would disturb a royal grave.

In contrast to these two inscriptions made for kings of Byblos, the Batnoam inscription
- made for the mother of a king - leaves out requests for blessings or curses for those who
would disturb her altogether. Instead, this white marble sarcophagus’ inscription describes
the adornment of the dead woman’s body, “as was the custom with the royal women who were
before me.” It is unclear whether the kmSor custom included just the last-mentioned object
or all three articles mentioned in the inscription - a garment for the body, an ornament for the
head, and a “gold bridle,” mhAsm hrs, placed on, in, or over the mouth. Because we have no
other inscriptions from royal Byblian women of this period, the Batnoam inscription provides
the only testament to these fragmentary traditions.

C. BEIRUT: Although a small handful of Persian - Hellenistic inscriptions have
now come to light from the downtown Beirut excavations, all of these are personal or family
names inscribed on Attic pottery (probably simply to indicate ownership).** So far no
inscriptional evidence from the area of Beirut in this period has been found that would shed
light on Phoenician mortuary practice.

d. SIDON: From Sidon come the two Egyptian sarcophagi carved for father and

son, successive kings of Sidon - those of Tabnit and Eshmunazar. Tabnit’s inscription warns

8 See Sader 1998.
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not only that the burial should emphatically not be disturbed (using the repeated negative, 7
7, twice), but also explains pragmatically that doing so would not be profitable as “no silver”
and “no gold... or any kind of riches” have been buried with the king - not entirely true, as the
king’s body was discovered intact in the sarcophagus, wearing “golden diadem.”® Regardless,
the inscription further emphasizes this point: “I alone [/t nk] am lying in this coffin.” If
anyone was to disturb Tabnit’s burial, the outcome would be no seed (“among the living under
the sun”) and no resting place of his own (“with the rp71”), for opening the grave would be an
“abomination to *Ashtart!” While this latter phrase may well be idiomatic, Tabnit’s
connections with Ashtart (as himself a “priest of “Ashtart” as well as a “king of the Sidonians”)
seem well established, and one might presume Ashtart herself is invoked to ensure the curses
will be carried out on Tabnit’s behalf.

Eshmunazar’s sarcophagus was produced on behalf of a child king whose mother was
heavily involved in his reign, and whose accomplishments (represented as shared successes)
are listed in the middle portion of the child’s burial inscription. Like Tabnit, Eshmunazar’s
inscription seems to understand the motivation of the grave robber: “do not open this resting-
place and look for anything in it,” it warns, “for nothing has been placed in it.” The
consequences of opening the burial are more elaborate than any Phoenician funerary
inscription thus analyzed, although they cover the same basic concerns of having one’s life cut
short, one’s offspring killed or prevented, and having no burial of one’s own. The inscription is
thorough and detailed, such that whoever disturbs the grave of Eshmunazar will:

-have no resting-place with the rp 7 (line 8)

-not be buried in a grave (line 8)
-have no son or seed to succeed him (lines 8-9)

% American Journal of Archaeology, 1887, 431.
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-be delivered up by the “holy gods” to a “mighty ruler who will have control over him to
bring an end to him” (lines 9-10)

-have “no root below or fruit above” (lines 11-12)

-have no “renown among the living under the sun” (line 12)

-will be delivered up by the “holy gods” “so that they... perish forever” (line 22)
Also throughout these warnings, both the possibilities that the invader will be a ruler, mm/kt,
or a commoner, ‘dm, are entertained - perhaps to emphasize how powerful the curses invoked
are, but perhaps to indicate how rampant grave robbing was known to be.

In any event, the author of this inscription saw no conflict between the curse that
involves the potential grave robber being delivered by divine assistance to “a mighty ruler
who will have control over him,” and Eshmunazar’s own dealings with the “lord of kings” (line
18), presumably the Persian king. Eshmunazar’s connection to the Persian king seems
intended to demonstrate his political acumen and the territorial rewards that may have
increased the value and worth of his kingdom - “that they might belong to the Sidonians
forever” (line 20).

e. BEQAA VALLEY: To my knowledge, no extant inscriptions from the Persian -
Hellenistic periods in the Beqaa Valley contribute to our knowledge of Phoenician mortuary
practice.

f. TYRE: Although the marble water spout with dedicatory inscription seems to
have been made from a reused tomb stone, very little can be said about Phoenician mortuary
practice based on this find. The piece is made of marble - a material not available in Phoenicia
proper but used in several Persian - Hellenistic mortuary contexts already explored, above.

The 14 cm hole was carved for the water spout, and probably had nothing to do with the

objects original context.
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Finally, the Har Mispe Yamim bronze votive situla illustrates an association between
Egyptian iconography and Phoenician ritual contexts, although the situla was found in a small
temple, and was not associated with mortuary practice in any way. The inscription dedicates
the object to ‘Ashtart or Ashtoreth. Many of the other votive objects were also Egyptian in
style (including statuettes of Osiris, Horus, and Isis, as well as a figure of an Apis[?] bull). This
may imply that a connection was drawn between the worship of ‘Ashtart and objects
associated with the cult of Isis. Not much more can be said with respect to Phoenician
mortuary presence in the Persian - Hellenistic periods.

g. UNPROVENANCED ARTIFACTS: The bronze phiale from an unknown location in
Lebanon, and now owned by a collector, features a Persian period Phoenician inscription that
has been interpreted as mentioning a “marzeal” ritual, the only attestation of a “marzeah of
Shamash.” The use of Persian period phiale in social drinking, banqueting, and libations is well
established, and the inscribed indication that it might have been produced as part of a pair of
vessels echos what we know about other sets of phialai® But because it is the only such
purported reference from the homeland, and because we do not know its original
archaeological context, it seems more judicious to leave this inscription aside in our

consideration of Phoenician mortuary practice in the later periods.

4. Conclusions - Implications for Phoenician Mortuary Practice and Beliefs
Despite the dramatic increase in the number of extant Phoenician inscriptions from the
Levantine homeland dating to the Persian - Hellenistic periods as compared to the Iron Age I-1I

periods, the information we can glean from these inscriptions that is pertinent to mortuary

8 Gunter and Root 1994.
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practice in these later periods in some ways paints a less complete picture than the materials
from the earlier periods. For whatever reasons - the accident of discovery, a change in burial
preferences - all the relevant inscriptional material in the Phoenician language speaks to royal
burial practices, and most of this material comes from the royal dynasties at Byblos and at
Sidon. Thus, what we can say about Phoenician mortuary practice in the Persian - Hellenistic
periods on the basis of Phoenician inscriptional evidence is limited to these particular spheres.
The handful of inscriptions from Byblos and Sidon that form the bulk of the corpus of
Phoenician Persian-Hellenistic inscriptions relating to mortuary practice offer such tantalizing
details that it is tempting to want to synthesize them into a narrative or even a composed
“snapshot” of royal mortuary beliefs and practices in the later periods. But it is important to
remember how few inscriptions we are dealing with (though this chapter covers more than
four hundred years along 250 km® of Levantine coastline, only four funerary inscriptions and
one building stele contain the bulk of our data), and the variation presented even amongst
these few extant texts. Here I have attempted to dissect the major threads of evidence for

belief and practice that can be extrapolated from the texts under analysis in this chapter.

BYBLOS:

EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF

-concern for leaving the dead undisturbed [marble sarcophagus fragment, son of Shipitbaal
III's sarcophagus fragments]

-curses against those who would disturb the dead [marble sarcophagus fragment]

-curses entail short life for opponents [marble sarcophagus fragment; Yehawmilk stele]

-curses entail no offspring for opponents [marble sarcophagus fragment; Yehawmilk stele]

-emphasis on lack of burial goods as a deterrent to grave robbing [marble sarcophagus
fragment?]

-emphasis on the “bones” as a unit of burial integrity [marble sarcophagus fragment, son of
Shipitbaal I1I’s sarcophagus fragments]

% This number is slightly arbitrary - it represents the distance from Tartous, Syria to Haifa, Israel “as the crow
flies”; it is meant to give a general sense of the north-south range of the territory included in the term
“Phoenician homeland” throughout this study.
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-importance of political accomplishments of the king [marble sarcophagus fragment]
-importance of shrine building by the king [Yehawmilk stele]

-presence of Persian iconography [Yehawmilk stele]

-importance of a long life and long rule [Yehawmilk stele]

-importance of being a “righteous king” [Yehawmilk stele]

-importance of favor from the gods and from the “people of this land” [Yehawmilk stele]
-importance of following the “custom” of those who came before you [Batnoam sarcophagus]

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE

-use of imported marble sarcophagi [marble sarcophagus fragment; Batnoam sarcophagus]

-use of oleoresins (myrrh and bdellium) to anoint, perfume, or preserve the dead body [marble
sarcophagus fragment]

-use of garment, head ornament, and “gold bridle” in burial of a “royal woman” (here, the
mother of the king) [Batnoam sarcophagus]

SIDON:

EVIDENCE FOR BELIEF

-concern for leaving the dead undisturbed [Tabnit sarcophagus]

-curses against those who would disturb the dead [Tabnit sarcophagus]

-curses entail short life for opponents [Eshmunazar sarcophagus]

-curses entail no offspring for opponents [Tabnit sarcophagus]

-curses entail no resting-place or burial for opponents [Tabnit sarcophagus; Eshmunazar
sarcophagus]

-possible mention of rp 7m - “shades,” “healers,
sarcophagus]

-emphasis on lack of burial goods as a deterrent to grave robbing [Tabnit sarcophagus;
Eshmunazar sarcophagus]

-importance of political accomplishments of the king [Eshmunazar sarcophagus]

-importance of shrine building by the king [Eshmunazar sarcophagus]

-mention of “the holy gods” as deities who will ensure curses are meted out [Eshmunazar
sarcophagus]

-mention of “Astarte as the deity who will ensure curses are meted out [Tabnit sarcophagus?]

AN TS

rephaim,” [Tabnit sarcophagus; Eshmunazar

EVIDENCE FOR PRACTICE
-use of Egyptian-style sarcophagi [Tabnit sarcophagus, Eshmunazar sarcophagus]

This inventory is not meant to be exhaustive, but to illustrate the range of possible mortuary
beliefs and practices evidenced by these few texts - alongside the evidence’s distribution both

across the Byblian / Sidonian corpora and within each city’s corpus.
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Certain features seem to be continuous across the 85 km divide between these two
Phoenician centers - the concern with keeping royal burials intact, and the explicit mention of
how few grave goods were placed in the sarcophagus with the dead king, as a deterrent to
(literate) grave robbers, for example, or the general principles of the curses against those who
would disturb the burials of the kings (for short life and no offspring) to be meted out by the
gods. Others seem specific to a particular dynasty’s concerns (at least given the distribution of
inscriptions now extant) - the treatment of the body of the dead person is only referenced in
inscriptions from Byblos, and the rp m figures, with whom/which one might find a resting-
place (presumably after death?), are only mentioned in inscriptions from Sidon. It is difficult
to know how significant these observations may be.

Comparing this corpus of inscriptions with those from the Iron I-1I periods also leads to
many unanswerable questions — why the lack of inscriptions associated with lower-class (or
lower energy-expenditure) burials in the Phoenician homeland during the later periods? Does
the appearance of the tantalizing reference to myrrh, “golden bridles,” rp m and other specific
concepts or practices in the Persian - Hellenistic periods mark innovations in mortuary
practice? Or simply a desire to change the level of detail and emphasis in mortuary
inscriptions? Were these customs or traditions which date back to 1000 BCE? Or were they
inspired by changes in the socio-historical milieu in the Levantine homeland?

With such a small corpus of inscriptional data, how much weight should any particular
inscription be given in terms of indicating innovation over time or from region-to-region? In
each case, the answer must be determined by a preponderance of multiple threads of evidence,
a cautious assessment of archaeological and ideological context, and some carefully informed

conjecture. If, as has been implied by this evidence and will be explored in subsequent
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chapters, the Iron Age II - Persian period transition represents one of dramatic innovation and
elaboration of earlier mortuary practices, we must be especially wary of applying data
obtained by late period inscriptions to our understanding of earlier ones.

That said, it is worth simply observing a handful of clear continuities between the
earlier (Iron Age I-11) and later (Persian-Hellenistic) period royal inscriptions:

-A consistent and insistent emphasis on the integrity of the burial in the case of royal
inscriptions.

-The invocation of various deities (which vary widely) to assist in procuring blessings for
living kings (in the form of long life and lengthy rule) and curses for those who oppose
their wishes and disturb royal burials (in the form of shortened life and a lack of
offspring).

-The justification of these blessings on the basis of being a “righteous” [ sdg] king -
construed variously but sometimes including political accomplishments or the building
of religious shrines.

-The continued use of Egyptian iconography (including sarcophagi with Egyptian
figurations of the face and other adornments) in Phoenician mortuary and other
religious contexts, although this repertoire is supplemented by Persian iconography (and
rectangular marble sarcophagi, probably imported from Rhodes) in later periods.

This list is necessarily short, owing to the lack of Persian-Hellenistic inscriptional material that

relates to mortuary practice in non-royal contexts. But it is a starting point, to which we may

add if a preponderance of other evidence allows.

B. Inscriptions in Phoenician from Outside the Phoenician Homeland
1. Historical Context: Persian — Hellenistic Period Phoenician Diaspora

Although it is sometimes said that “nothing is recorded of the political status of the
Phoenician cities in the early years of the [Achaemenid Persian] empire,”® the Levantine

homeland cities seem to have prospered under Persian rule, and Sidon would eventually

% Markoe 2000, 49. This is perhaps an overstatement, but his intent is to illustrate just how much of our
knowledge of the transition to Achaemenid rule in the central coastal Levant is based on circumstantial and
indirect evidence. See Root 1991 on the politics of meagerness.
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emerge as the pre-eminent Phoenician city by the early fifth century. During this time, Cyprus
was home to several kingdoms, some of whose kings (e.g. those of Kition) had Phoenician
names, and whose people utilized the Phoenician script in votive, burial, and building
inscriptions. Cyprus was politically involved with both Greece and Persia, and underwent a
serious of invasions, rebellions, and other military engagements with both sides. But perhaps
most significantly, Carthage’s political and economic ties to Tyre seem to have been severed at
this time, leaving Carthage an independent entity.* Competition for commercial power in the
Mediterranean increased as Greeks, Carthaginians, and others entered the colonial “market”
for economic benefit and political and military influence. It was this growing trade with sites
to the far west, as well as the increasing cosmopolitanism of coastal cities throughout the
Mediterranean, that began the process of Hellenization usually described as responsible for
the eventual end of a distinct Phoenician culture in the central coastal Levant (and for the slow
disappearance of the Phoenician language and script). Although this process began long
before the arrival of Alexander the Great, the increasing power and influence of the Greek
empire sped the adaptation (if not quite homogenization) of Phoenician language and

influence to this new system of values.

2. Persian - Hellenistic Period Phoenician Diaspora Textual Evidence
In this section, I continue the extensive survey of texts from the Persian - Hellenistic
periods. First I will address the exponentially large corpus of Phoenician (and some Punic)

inscriptions extant from outside the Levantine homeland. Because some of the relevant sites

% “Carthage’s emergence as a political and military power is traditionally ascribed to the mid-sixth century BC,
when the city, under the aegis of general Mago and his descendant-successors (known as the Magonids),
embarked on an aggressive campaign of conquest and colonial expansion. It is around this time, or shortly
before, that Carthage first intervened militarily in both Sardinia and Sicily in an effort to safeguard Phoenician
holdings there” (Markoe 2000, 54).
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have produced dozens or even hundreds® of inscriptions, in some cases my treatment will be
superficial or general. Again, my goal is not to reevaluate all the material, but to review it in
order to evaluate its potential contribution for an understanding of Phoenician homeland
burial practice in the Iron I-11I periods. As in Chapter II, I will be moving generally from east to
west across the Mediterranean, beginning in Cyprus and ending in the far west of France and

Spain, as follows:

ATLANTIC 3 -
OCEAN FRANCE ITALY

MOROCCO ALGERIA

LIBYA EGYPT

¥ Or thousands, in the case of Carthage - although the state of publication of these inscriptions does not allow an
accurate count of the entire corpus.
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Moving generally from east to west across the Mediterranean:

Northern Levant (Northern Syria and Southwest Turkey)
Southern Levant (Southern Israel/Palestine and Jordan)
Cyprus
Egypt
Crete
Greece
Italy
Sicily and Malta
Sardinia
Tunisia
Algeria
Western Mediterranean (France, Spain, etc.)
. Unprovenanced Artifacts

BrATTER MmO a0 o

a. Northern Levant (Northern Syria, Southwest Turkey)
Though several Phoenician inscriptions are known from sites north of the Phoenician

homeland in this period, I know of none that relates directly to mortuary practice.

b. Southern Levant (Southern Israel/Palestine, Jordan)

Jar from Bat-Yam

Loc. / Num. Israel Department of Antiquities, Jerusalem

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Found in a burial cave south of Tel-Aviv-Yafo. Excavated under the
supervision of J. Naveh.

Studies Peckham 1966, 11-17, pl. 4; Peckham 1968, 130, n. 79; Teixidor 1968,
369, no. 62; Delevault and Lemaire 1979, 22.

Date End of the 4™ century BCE

An inscribed jar was discovered in a tomb, located within a cave, just south of Tel Aviv-
Yafo. The inscription is written in black ink on the body of a complete jar:
1bIsth Belonging to Baalsalah [“Ba‘al succeeded”]
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The inscription was identified as Phoenician on the basis of both the epigraphy and the verbal
element in the personal name. This inscribed vessel follows in the long line of inscriptions
thus far identified as coming from burials, where their purpose - inscribed in life and later

deposited in the burial, or inscribed for the burial itself - cannot be definitely recovered.

Juglet from Jaffa

Loc. / Num. Israel Department of Antiquities, Jerusalem

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery The inscribed juglet was found in a burial cave of the Persian period,

during the 1993-1995 1AA excavations of a cemetery south of Tell Jaffa
in northern Israel. The excavation was limited to 8,600 m” and the
boundaries were still not reached.

Studies Avner and Eshel 1996.

Date 5" century BCE

A huge cemetery used from the Persian period into the Byzantine era, excavated as part
of a salvage-dig conducted on the southern outskirts of Tell Jaffa, was explored by R. Avner on
behalf of the Israel Antiquities Authority. In a Persian period burial cave, a terracotta juglet
was found featuring a Phoenician inscription. The cave itself contained the piled bones of at
least five individuals in the south-eastern corner, eight skeletons in the western part of the
chamber, three at the north, three at the south, and two more skeletons between the north
and south groups. Each articulated skeleton had one or two juglets placed by its head,
although only one of the juglets was inscribed. This inscribed vessel was “discovered beside
the head of the eastern of the two parallel skeletons in the middle [between the north and
south groups].”s*

Eshel reads the inscription as follows:

8 Avner and Eshel 1996, 60.
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kd hrms “vessel / jar of Hermes”
She interprets the name as a transcription of the Greek theophorical name ‘Epung,* and adds
“it is hard to know whether this man was of Greek origin, who wrote this inscription while he
spent time in Jaffa, which was a Sidonian city during this period.... Another possibility is that
HRMS was of Phoenician origin, who bare [sic] a Greek name already in the fifth century
B.C.E.” Regardless of speculations on the vessel bearer’s ethnic identity, the presence of
inscribed vessels in burials of this period clearly continues both inside and outside the

Phoenician homeland.

c. Cyprus

Fragment of a Phoenician Jar from Alassa

Loc. / Num. Cyprus Survey 2 number 1622; “Kolaouzou” cemetery, Alassa (or
Khalassa)

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Discovered in 1966, 3 km northwest of Alassa, in the district of

Limassol, at a site called “Kolaouzou.” The site is located on the road
to Platres near the river Kouris.

Studies Karageorghis 1967, 301-302; Masson and Sznycer 1972, 92-94; Puech
1979, 26.

Date 5™ century BCE (on the basis of the Plain White VI ware and
paleographic methods)

After the discovery of a late Archaic - early Classical period cemetery at Alassa (at a
place called “Kolaouzou”), an inscribed sherd of a Plain White VI ware jar was found “dans une
tombe précédemment pillée.” A three line inscription was found on a fragment of a

Phoenician jar, Cyprus Survey number 1622.”

¥ Or ‘Epuiag. See discussion in Avner and Eshel 1996, 62-63.
% Avner and Eshel 1996, 63.
°! Karageorghis 1967, 302.
*2 Puech 1979, 26.
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Figure I11.10: Inscribed Sherd from Alassa (Karageorghis 1967, 301)

Puech provides the following interpretation of the inscription:”

(1) 620+ 10 + 6 Imik... “in year 36 of king ...”
(2) bnsky rgfl...] “in his libation a (perfume mixture?)
(3) mlkrm bn mlkd m “Milkiram son of Milkiro[m]”

Karageorghis concludes “cette inscription concerne apparemment la fourniture d’un liquide a
une certaine date.”” Puech makes more of this “libation” and writes that this inscription

describes “libations funéraires des phéniciens jusque dans cette partie sud de I'ile...”” He cites
the use of the root rg/in 2 Chron. 16:14, with reference to the preparation of the grave of Asa

in Jerusalem. I translate this verse as follows:

TRV NP2 QPR 2017 QAR KPR TR 25Waa 17w

“..they laid him on the bed which was filled with perfumes/spices and many kinds [of 7]
prepared/mixed by the work of the mixers ...”*

If this is indeed an inscription directly relating to a ritual performed at the grave side,
we may well have evidence of one type of liquid offering (perhaps a perfume or other aromatic

oil). But the inscription is clearly broken off (that is, not a complete inscription written on an

* Puech 1979, 26.

* Karageorghis 1967, 302.

% Puech 1979, 26.

% For comparison, KJV reads “...and laid him in the bed which was filled with sweet odours and divers kinds [of
spices] prepared by the apothecaries’ art”; NRSV translates “They laid him on a bier that had been filled with
various kinds of spices prepared by the perfumer’s art.”
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ostracon, but perhaps an inscribed vessel that has been broken at some point in the past). The
unfortunate state of the burial, in a tomb already plundered, makes it impossible to know
whether this vessel was broken in the 5% century BCE at the very mortuary ritual it was
designed to serve, or at some point in the more recent past when the tomb was opened and

rifled through.

Amphora from Ayia Irini

Loc. / Num. Cyprus Museum, Nicosia, no. 1962/1X-4/3, “Phoenician Inscription 14”

Dimensions 62 cm high

Discovery Acquired by the Cyprus Museum, Nicosia, in 1962 - probably from
clandestine digging, beginning in the year 1960, in the Persian period
(called “Archaic and Classical period” by the excavators) necropolis
located between the village of Ayia Irini (on the NW part of Cyprus,
north of Morphou, in the region of Kyrenia) and the sea.

Studies Karageorghis 1963, 333-334; Masson and Sznycer 1972, 94-96.

Date 5" century BCE

An amphora of Plain White VII ware, with round body (“a panse protuberante””) and
very narrow base, was acquired by the Cyprus Museum, Nicosia, in 1962. On the neck between

the two handles, two Phoenician letters, “pentes en couleur pourpre mat”* are visible.

Figure I11.11: Ayia Irini Amphora and Inscription Detail (Karageorghis 1963, 333)

7 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 95.
% Masson and Sznycer 1972, 95.
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But the letters are extremely unclear; Honeyman read m#, suggesting it might indicate a
measure of quantity (indicating %) or an abbreviation for a personal name (like Novurviog).”
Masson and Sznycer write:

Cette letter [the second one], nous I'avouons, nous laisse un peu perplexes. Si

on lisait MH, on pourrait peut-étre, plutdt que de penser a une assez improbable

abbreviation du nom MNHM, se referrer au mot MH qu’on trouve dans un

fragment d’un tariff sacrificial carthaginois avec le sens de “gras.” La mention,
dans ce cas, indiquerait que le vase devait contenir des matiérers grasses.'

Jar Fragment from Salamis

Loc. / Num. Object 116 from Tomb 77

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Found in Tomb 77 in the necropolis at Salamis.
Studies Karageorghis 1973, 145; Puech 1979, 41

Date 4™ century BCE

A fragment of a Plain White Canaanite jar was found in Tomb 77 of the necropolis of
Salamis, bearing a Phoenician inscription in black ink:

[I'bd’sm[n]  Belonging to ‘Abd-Eshmun
This adds another inscribed vessel to our accumulating list of burial goods, and another

exemplar of the /- preposition + personal name formula.

Inscribed Jar from the Turabi Necropolis

Loc. / Num. Museum of Larnaca'’; Cyprus Survey number 1546

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Discovered in 1966 in a place called “Turapi” (French Tourabi /
Tourapi) near modern Larnaca.

Studies Karageorghis 1967, 293; Masson and Sznycer 1972, 121, pl. XV, 2-3;

** Honeyman in Karageorghis 1963, 333.

1% Masson and Sznycer 1972, 95-96.

11 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 121 write that “elle est conserve a Nicosie,” but Puech (a later publication) gives its
location in Larnaca.
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Puech 1979, 36-37.

Date Late 6™-5" centuries BCE (on the basis of the Plain White V ware and
paleographic methods)

A rectangular tomb (with rounded roof and long dromos), accidentally discovered in the
Larnaca necropolis, produced “deux jarres en forme d’obus,”* made of Plain White V ware,
one of which was inscribed with three lines of Phoenician characters (of unequal size) in black
ink. Avigad reads the inscription as follows:

(1) [A trademark?] (2) 7| (3) sdg

Figure I11.12: Tourabi/Tourapi Jar and Inscription Detail (Karageorghis 1967, 292)

The inscription is difficult to interpret - Avigad construes the letters on line 3 as indicating a
hypocoristic personal name, but does not otherwise offer an explanation for the first two lines
of the inscription. Both Masson and Sznycer (1972, 121) and Puech (1979, 36) read the final line
as sdq’, although still interpreting this as a personal name. Puech reads the symbol on first
line as a Aet, perhaps an abbreviation for Amr, “wine.”*™ He goes on to suggest that the aleph
on line 2, while difficult to interpret, might be read as a second abbreviation referring not to

quantity (as might be expected) but to contents.™

192 Karageorghis 1967, 293.
1% As detailed in Karageorghis 1967, 293: “Mr Avigad (Jérusalem) nous a fourni 'interprétation suivante du texte
figurant sur la premiére jarre.”
1 Masson and Sznycer 1972, 121: “Un signe énigmatique (ou deux signes?).”
105 puech 1979, 36.
1% puech suggests: “1) A/mr[2) 7d?][m] ‘1) V[in] 2) Rlouge]” (1979, 36).
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Other items found in this tomb included bronze earrings, a bronze torque, a steatite
seal in the shape of a scarab, and beads of glass paste from a necklace.'” 1t is difficult to know
what to make of the inscribed vessel - did it mark the contents of a jar of wine used by the
deceased in life? Or was it ordered by the family of the deceased as part of the funerary

preparations? There is too little evidence to make a determination.

Pithos from Vouni

Loc. / Num. Museum of Mediterranean Antiquities, Stockholm, no. V. 15. 2

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Discovered at the site of Vouni on the NW coast of Cyprus, west of
Soloi (name of the ancient site unknown). Excavated by Swedish
archaeologists.

Studies Gjerstad 1937, 335 and 620, fig. 324, 2; Masson and Sznycer 1972, 86-88.

Date Early 4" century BCE

Tomb 15 in the necropolis uncovered at the site of Vouni, on the northwest coast of
Cyprus, produced a pithos with a four-character Phoenician inscription painted on the body of
the vessel:  /mlk “Belonging to the king.” Masson and Sznycer see this pithos falling
within the tradition of the /m/k-stamped jars from Israel/Judah:

1l s’agit ssans doute d’un vase du type de ceux qu’on appellee des “vases
royaux”, connus depuis longtemps, et don’t les specimens ont été trouvés dans
les différents sites en Palesting (2 Gézer, a Tell en-Nasbeh, a Jérusalem, a Tell
Beit-Mirsim, a2 Ramat Rahel, 2 Lakish, 2 Gabadn, etc.), aussi bien qu’en Egypte,
notamment a Eléphantine. On a discuté, et on discute encore, sur la
signification exacte de ces jarres. Il s’agit, selon toute vraisemblance,
d’estampilles royales, don’t les témoignages séchelomnent a travers plusieurs
siecles, a partir du VII® et peut-étre meme du VII® siécle. 1l est donc intéressant
d’en retrouver un specimen a Vouni.'*

This example offers good evidence that in this case, the vessel was painted or inscribed for one

use, and was reused as part of the burial goods of the deceased inhabitant of Tomb 15.

197 Karageorghis 1967, 293.
1% Masson and Sznycer 1972, 87.
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This vessel “belonging to the king” marks it as a part of a long-standing tradition or
koiné of gift-giving in the ancient Near East and Mediterranean regions.'® Objects like this one
given by royalty would have been treasured not simply for their material worth or monetary
value, but for the symbolic nature of the gift and the personal connection it represented
between ruler (or royal house) and recipient.”® Though these objects are known to have been
re-gifted in some contexts, the burial of this particular vessel underscores its position as a

cherished object central to the social identity of its recipient.

Pergamos Stele Fragment

Loc. / Num. Cyprus Museum, Nicosia no. 1969/X11-9/1; Phoenician Inscription 10

Dimensions 29 cm high x 19.5 cm wide x 8 cm thick

Discovery Top right-hand corner of a marble stele found in 1969 in Pergamos (NE
of Larnaca, to the north of Pyla on the road from Larnaca to Lefkoniko)
in the Larnaca district.

Studies Karageorghis 1970, 198 and 201-202; R6llig 1972, 5; Masson and Sznycer
1972, 121-123, pl. XVII, 1-2.
Date 4™ century BCE

The upper, right-hand portion of a fragmentary stele was found in 1969 in Pergamos, a
small town near Larnaca. The extant piece depicts the bust of a bearded man, whose head is
turned to the left. His right hand is raised in a gesture of greeting, but whomever he faces is
missing. Above him an incomplete Phoenician inscription is legible:

[mhry bn pw/n/[...] “belonging to Maharay, son of pw/n/1...”

19 See Feldman 2003.
1% See for example Stolper 1996; Gunter and Root 1998,
" Vocalization of this hypocoristic name is based on occurrences in the Hebrew of 2 Sam. 23:28; 1 Chr. 11:30 and
27:15; See Masson and Sznycer 1972, 122-123 for further discussion.
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Figure I11.13: Pergamos Stele with Inscription Detail
(left, Karageorghis 1970, 202, fig. 12; right, R6llig 1972, 5)

Ré&llig dates the inscription to the 4™ century BCE on the basis of its script. Masson and
Sznycer conclude: “L’inscription de Pergamos, qui n’est pas une inscription votive, semble
rédigée en I’honneur (ou a la mémoire) de MHRY, qui est sans doute représenté sur la stele.”*2
It seems as though this dismissal of a votive function was made on the basis of the depiction of
the adult male figure, as well as the lack of dedication to an explicitly named deity. Though

the inscription is broken, this seems a plausible interpretation.

Sarcophagus from Kition

Loc. / Num., KAI 64; Original is now missing; known only from an early
reproduction.

Dimensions 80 inches long x 72 inches wide (approximately 2 m x 1.8 m)

Discovery Described by Peristianis in a 1910 publication and photographed in the
museum in Nicosia in 1917; the sarcophagus is now lost.

Studies Masson and Sznycer 1972, 69-75 and pl. VI; Dupont-Sommer 1974, 86-
87; Puech 1979, 34

Date Beginning of the 4" century BCE

A sarcophagus (now lost) inscribed with a one line Phoenician inscription was
described in a volume on the history of Cyprus published by the Cypriot scholar Peristianis in

1910. Peristianis provided only a transcription - no reproduction of the monument or the

"> Masson and Sznycer 1972, 123.
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inscription - and said only that it came from the old museum in Nicosia."® In 1969, Masson and
Sznycer requested that staff of the museum in Nicosia attempt to locate the sarcophagus. The
sarcophagus was gone, but some photos of the museum galleries taken in 1917 showed it in
place,* and give a clear view of the 23" Phoenician characters that make up the inscription,
carved “sur une des grandes faces.”"* The inscription seems to cover only a single line, except
for in the case of the first letter, a lamed, which seems duplicated immediately below -
perhaps an error or a correction of some sort. The inscription reads:

[Smn’dn bn Smn’dn skn swr Belonging to Eshmunadon, son of Eshmunadon,
minister of Tyre."”

MM7*7741’?7*%;;7W;7%/4

Figure I11.14: Sarcophagus Inscription from Kition (Puech 1979, 35)

The sarcophagus is thought to have come from Kition on account of the gypsum from which it
was made,"® and the close historical connections between Tyre and Kition."”

The notion that a “minister of Tyre” would be buried on Cyprus, but still wish his title
to be inscribed on his burial vessel, is intriguing. Does this indicate that the office was some

kind of diplomatic or travelling one? Does it simply show that offices in Tyre had certain

' Masson and Sznycer 1972, 69.

11 Although the photos do not seem to show the entire sarcophagus body. Masson and Sznycer write, strangely,
“...on peut admettre que I'on avait affaire a une simple ‘caisse’, et non pas a un sarcophage a couvercle
anthropoide, suivant une habitude phénicienne qui était connue aussi a Chypre” (1972, 69).

1% Although Masson and Sznycer (1972) saw only twenty-two characters, Puech indicated that a twenty-third
letter was visible at the end of the line. The image I include above shows the final character.

1® Masson and Sznycer 1972, 70.

17 See Masson and Sznycer 1972, 72-75 for discussion of this title, and its implications for our understanding of
the relationship between Tyre and Kition.

118 Known from excavations at Tourabi in 1961, and at Ayios Prodromos in 1962 - both sites near to Larnaca /
Kition (Masson and Sznycer 1972, 70).

19 pyech 1979, 34.
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social currency in Kition (or Pergamos, very nearby)? Again, we have more questions than

answers from this inscription.

Kition Marble Plaque

Loc. / Num. Now in the Bodleian Library, Oxford; CIS i 46, tab. VIII; Cooke 16; KAI
35; Gibson 35;

Dimensions 30 x 10 cm white marble tablet or plaque

Discovery Discovered by R. Pococke at Kition in 1738

Studies Barthélemy 1758; Cooke 1903, 61-62; Gibson 1982, 133-134.

Date 3™ century BCE

Unusually for a text this late in date, the words of this inscription from Kition are
separated by dots. Gibson reads:'®
1) 1Abdosir, son of bdssm, son of Hor, set up
2) anpillar [msbf] while I was still alive [/mbhyy = Imnn+ b+ hyy] (to be) over my resting-
place [mskb . nhty] forever; also for
3) my wife Amotashtart, daughter of Toam, son of Abdmilk.
The first-person voice of this inscription - from the perspective of the deceased - is notable,
but not unique. The stele this inscription adorns is said to have been erected during the
lifetime of the man whom it honors, whereas in other inscriptions of this sort, a secondary
donor (usually the children of the deceased or a friend'®) is typically named - perhaps this is
because the deceased had no children.
Gibson adds, “note that the inscrliption], which is on a tablet, says ‘a pillar,” not ‘this
pillar,” suggesting that the monument itself may have been erected elsewhere; or perhaps a

tablet was used because it was not thought proper to inscribe a pillar before the person

concerned was dead.”* It seems likely that the tablet or plaque on which this inscription was

120 Gibson 1982, 133.
121 cooke 1903, 87.
122 Gibson 1982, 134.
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made would have been affixed or inlaid into the base of the mentioned pillar - this practice is

known elsewhere in the Mediterranean.”

The reference made to the deceased man’s wife is also grounds for speculation. Was

the man’s wife already dead, or was he anticipating her eventual burial near him? I know of no

other inscription that makes similar mention of a spouse, and is erected during the lifetime of

the one being commemorated.

Kition Stele I

Loc. / Num. CISi 47; Cooke 17
Dimensions [unavailable]
Discovery [unavailable]
Studies Cooke 1903, 63-64
Date 4™ century BCE(?)

In this stele from Kition, the /- preposition is used to indicate the name of the deceased

being commemorated. The inscription may be read: “To [/] ?Ad, daughter of ‘Abd-eshmun
the judge, wife of Ger-melgarth, son of Ben-hodesh, son of Ger-melgarth, son of Eshmun-

‘azar.” A woman is commemorated, and the presence of her father’s name, her father’s

occupation, her husband’s name, and her husband’s genealogy for three generations may well

indicate what aspects of her social persona would have been considered worthy of

remembrance - or perhaps only what was deemed important by those who paid for her

funerary monument.

Kition Stele II
Loc. / Num. CIS i58; Cooke 18
Dimensions [unavailable]

' For another Phoenician (or Punic) example, see Ferron 1971.
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Discovery [unavailable]
Studies Cooke 1903, 64
Date 4™ century BCE (?)

Cooke translates a second inscription from Kition as: “The pillar [msbf] among the
living [ bAym] which ‘Abd-osir set up to his father Arketha [/74#7.”** This inscription seems to
be a memorial inscription - not marking the place of burial of the donor’s father, but in what
seems like commemoration of his death. The phrase bAym might be translated “in life” / “in
(his) life-time,” or “among the living.” It may seem difficult to imagine the purchase of an
inscription of this nature (that is, not dedicated to an identified deity or for a particular cause)
for a still-living relative; in this case the translation “among the living” that Cooke originally
suggested may be preferable.

The term msbt bhym will appear in other inscriptions on Cyprus, and it may be useful

to bracket the phrase as a technical term, to observe under what other circumstances it

appears.
Kition Stele III

Loc. / Num. CISi 60; Cooke 19
Dimensions [unavailable]
Discovery [unavailable]
Studies Cooke 1903, 64-65
Date 4™ century BCE (?)

A third inscription from Kition is translated by Cooke as: “this is the pillar [msbt] which
Eshmun-sillah and Mar-yehai set up [y#n7 to their father [/nm] Melexenos [ /mlgsns]...”"

The verbal form ytn’is a Hiphil perfect 3mp.

122 Cooke 1903, 89.
125 Cooke 1903, 89.
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This inscription indicates that two sons might “split” the cost and honor associated

with commemorating their deceased father.

Kition Stele IV

Loc. / Num. British Museum, Cyprus Room no. 31; Cooke 21

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Found in the necropolis of Kition outside old Larnaca in 1894.
Studies Cooke 1903, 70-72.

Date 4™ century BCE

This inscribed white marble monolith features a gabled top and five lines of Phoenician
inscription. Cooke translates:

This pillar [msbt 7] (is that) which Arish, chief of the brokers [7b srsrm), erected
[ytn? to his father, Parsi, chief of the brokers, son of Arish, chief of the brokers,
son of Menahem, chief of the brokers, son of Mashal, chief of the brokers, son of
Parsi, chief of the brokers; and to his mother, Shem-zabul, daughter of Ba‘al-
ram, son of Milk-yathon, son of ‘Azar, chief of the prefects [rb Az ‘nml], over
their resting-place [ 7 mskb nhtnm), forever [ /Iml].

Figure I11.15: Kition Stele IV (Cooke 1903, pl. 11, no. 21)

This inscription was erected by a son for both his father and his mother - and seems to

confirm that couples can be buried next to one another (or in the same grave) such that they
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share a single “resting place.” The donor lists his father’s genealogy to four generations, and
his mother’s genealogy to three generations.

The donor, his father, and all his father’s patrilineal ancestors are reported as holding
the same office - that of rb srsrm, interpreted by Cooke as “chief of the brokers.” This heritage
was so important to the donor that he paid to have the seven-letter title copied out six times
over! If this was not an inherited office, the fact that this family had been so long “in the
business” must have been notable, and the length of the genealogy may be explicitly designed
to illustrate that claim to authority and long-standing honor. The donor’s matrilineal great-
grandfather’s title is also reported: rb Az ‘nm, interpreted as “chief of the prefects” by Cooke.

Though no curses, warnings, or notices about the grave’s content are included in this
stele, we may have a small indication of the importance of leaving the stele erect in the

appearance of the temporal adverbial term //m, “forever.”

Jar Fragment from Idalion

Loc. / Num. Idalion excavation object number 669 (Registration number M279-669.
WSW 9/17 locus 001.1.11/171974).

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Discovered during the Idalion excavations, 1974, above the destruction
debris of the citadel wall.

Studies Cross 1994

Date Late 4" century BCE

An inscribed body fragment of a ceramic jar, probably painted before the vessel was
broken, was discovered on top of debris from the destruction of the citadel by Ptolemaic forces
in 312 BCE. The inscription consists of only twelve characters distributed across lines: (1)... /

bnrp ...(2) ../t smh...(3) S n. We may confidently read the first line as a personal name with
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genealogical designation (perhaps “son of Rapa™*), but the second and third lines are more

difficult.

Figure I11.16: Jar Fragment from Idalion (Cross 1994, 94)

Cross reconstructs the second line of the inscription based on the inscribed urn from
Memphis, Egypt (discussed below). He reads: [ /¢ smh or “holocaust of a scion,”” that is,
“burnt offering of a legitimate heir” (or human sacrifice), taking both as technical terms. As
Cross himself points out, that inscription from Memphis is also quite difficult to interpret, as
“unfortunately, [ 7/ is a homograph of several terms: a preposition meaning ‘on,” a biform of %
a word for the cover of a sarcophagus;® and notably, the term for a holocaust offering
equivalent to Hebrew ‘6/4.”** Drawn in part to the Hebrew parallels, and also to a series of re-
interpretations of Punic and Neo-Punic inscriptions, Cross concludes that the formula on the
Idalion sherd indicates “a sacrificial burning of the child of the offerer, with the term sm#Aused
to stress the blood relationship of the victim to the offerer. In this case the sacrificial term

mulkin use in Phoenician and Punic and the term 7fused in the Egyptian funerary inscription,

1% Cross 1994, 93.
177 Cross 1994, 93.
128 See Février 1955a for this interpretation in the Eshmunazar and Tabnit inscriptions.
129 Cross 1994, 97; see also Ferron 1971, 228.
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at Idalion, and in the Bible are equivalents.”* But the problems associated with the 7¢term
are manifold, and with such disappointing archaeological context for this sherd, I am not
willing to accept an interpretation of this term based on the heavily contested m/kterm itself.
Cross offers an ingenious but challenging interpretation of line 3 of the inscription. He
writes, “in line 3, the s7nand nun are ligatured, indeed written as a virtual monogram,”! and
thus reads the last line as an abbreviation for “year fifty” or satt+ regnal year, surprisingly
rendered in the Greek style using letters in place of numbers.” If Cross is correct, the
archaeological context (the citadel was destroyed in 312 BCE) and paleographic evidence
(which places the script in the 350-300 BCE range) both support an interpretation of this
regnal year as that of Pumayyaton, who reigned from approximately 362-312 BCE. But this

would be the earliest incidence of this practice in the West Semitic alphabets yet attested.

Idalion Stele

Loc. / Num. British Museum, Cyprus Room no. 239; CIS i 93; Cooke 26.

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery [unavailable]
Studies Cooke 1903, 77-79
Date 254 BCE

This five line inscription is unique among extant dedicatory inscriptions in Phoenician,
in that it appears to have been erected by a grandmother, in honor of a vow made by her son
(deceased at the time that the inscription was made), for the benefit of her grandsons. Cooke

translates:

B30 Cross 1994, 101.

P! Cross 1994, 93.

2 Cross 1994, 95: “If we are correct then in our analysis, we have in this little text the earliest extant evidence of
the borrowing of the Greek practice of using letters of the alphabet as numbers by Phoenician or West Semitic
scribes. Fittingly, it appears in Cyprus where Greek, Cypriote Syllabic, and Phoenician scribal practices overlap
and intertwine.”
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(1) On the 7" day of the month Hiyyar in the 31* year of the lord of kings
Ptolemy son of Ptolemy..., (2) which is the 57" year of the men of Kition, the
Kanephoros of Arsinoé Philadelphos (being) Amath-osir, daughter of Mk..., (3)

son of ‘Abd-sasom, son of Gad-‘ath: --These statues (are those) which [Asm/m A7

%] Bath-shalom, daughter of Mar-yehai, son of Eshmun-adon, set up [ytn7 (4)

for [ 7] her grandsons [bn bny 7] Eshmun-adon and Shallum and ‘Abd-reshef, the

three sons of Mar-yehai, son of Eshmun-adon, son of Nahanai, (5) son of Gallab,
(being) the vow [ Andr] which their father Mar-yehai had vowed [ % kn ndr]
during his life-time [bAyy] to their lord Reshef of Mukl [ #sp mk/]: may he bless

them!

It is unclear whether this is simply a votive inscription, commissioned to fulfill a vow, or

whether it is indeed a “memorial inscription” as Cooke labeled it. The situation is unique and

complicated, but it does seem that the father had promised (i.e. he had vowed, or ndr) to erect

a series of statues or images on behalf of his three sons, but died before being able to fulfill his

vow. This man’s mother - the three sons’ grandmother - is taking up the vow, so that it might

not be left unrealized. Although we know many examples of votive stele or statues being set

up in fulfillment of a ndr, this inscription seems to indicate that these vows could be

“inherited” or passed on to family members in the case of untimely death. We also note that

the same verb is used of these ndr-images or stelae as is used of funerary or memorial stelae:

?

ytn”.

Lapithos Inscription I

Loc. / Num. Cyprus Museum, Nicosia.

Dimensions 0.81 m x 0.395 m x 0.81 m rectangular white marble stone.

Discovery Discovered in the village school of Larnax tés Lapéthou (Larnaca-tis-
Lapithou; modern Lapithos or Lapethos) in Cyprus by Mr. T. B. Mitford
in the 1930s.

Studies Honeyman 1938; Magnanini 1973, 125-127; Greenfield 1987

Date 345-315 BCE
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A white marble inscription of nine lines was found in Lapithos on the north-west coast
of Cyprus. The right-hand corners have been broken away, and the lower part of the stone is
badly weathered, making the inscription both incomplete and difficult to read.

Honeyman'’s original translation of the text read:'

(1) [1, Param,™ son of] Ger ‘astart, cult-supervisor [mgm “m or “establisher of the gods”] and
sacrificer of the sin-offering [ wsw], who am in charge of Lapethos... in the territory of...

(2) [offer]ed this statue-image [sm/ ms z] of bronze™ in the presence of my lord Melgart in
Narnaka [bnrnk] on the thirteenth (13™) day of the of the month .rmin the year 13 of the king...

(3) ...ippos, king of Lapethos and royal offspring of king Demonikos, as a memorial [ /skrn] among
the living [ bAym]; may Melqart bless my stock [s75 ybrk]! And in the month Mattan of the 3™
year of king BerekSeme[$ king of Lapethos],

(4) 1, Param, [of]fered to my lord Melqart cups of silver numbering 6 and weighing a half-mina or
55 and a quarter drachmae, s mina, 50

(5) and 5 %. In the month Karar of the same year, in his temple, I Param, offered to my lord Osiris
in Lapethos a [la]mp of go[ld], weighing 10 tb6m or 8 /itrae[/trm]. [In the month]

(6) ...of the year 15 of the same king, I Para[m], set up for my fa[th]er in the temple of the goddess
‘Atart in Lapethos an image of b[ronze]... to my [la]dy ‘A[3]tar[t] as a me[morial]."**

(7) Inthe month... of the year...1[g]ave to my [la]dy ‘A[3tar]t... of gol[d] weighing fifty-three 53 ...
cups of silver whose nu[m]ber was...

(8) one [thou]sand five hun[dr]ed and fi[fty].... In the month ... of the year... 1, Par[am, in Lapethos,
slet up to...

(9) ...in La[pe]thos and the gods of Byblos [ 7gb/] who are [in La]pethos... temple...

Figure I11.17: Lapithos Inscription I1I (Honeyman 1938, pl. VI)

Despite the complicated syntax, context, and epigraphic problems of this inscriptions, line 3

seems to indicate that a statue or votive image (to which the inscribed marble may well have

' Honeyman 1938, 297; Phoenician transcriptions and emphasis added.

13 See Honeyman 1938, 286-288 for a discussion of the name prm.

% While the phrase “of bronze” was left out of Honeyman'’s English translation (1938, 298), he includes the
reading bnhstin his transcription (1938, 286), and textual discussion (1938, 290), so I have incorporated it here.

% Here too, Honeyman'’s (1938) transcription and discussion include the line-final phrase /s krn] although it is not
translated on page 298.
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been affixed as a base) was erected Iskrn bhym “as a memorial among the living” or “as a
memorial during life”- using what may be a Punic variant™’ skrfor the root rendered zkrin
other North West Semitic dialects (compare Hebrew zikkarén, “memorial”).

It is tempting to see here another indication of the close relationship between the
language of votive offerings and the language of remembrance / memorialization. This man,
Param, an official of the religious establishment in Lapethos in the 5™ century BCE, erects a
votive statue “as a memorial among the living.” The phrase echoes the language of the Kition
Il inscription, discussed above, which used the phrase msbt bhym followed by the /-preposition
and the name of the donor’s father. Do both these phrases indicate the erecting of a votive
(not a funerary or memorial) stele? Or can stelae like these be dedicated to the deceased, as
easily as to the living? On the other hand, might the difference between the terms skrzand
msbtbe significant (perhaps one’s semantic range is limited to the votive or commemorative
realm, while the other may be used to indicate a mortuary monument)? We need more

corroborating data to draw conclusions from these two Cypriot occurrences.

Lapithos Inscription II

Loc. / Num. Louvre Museum; RES 1211; Cooke 29; KAI 43

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Discovered in 1893 of Larnax tés Lapéthou (Larnaca-tis-Lapithou;
modern Lapithos or Lapethos) on the northern coast of Cyprus

Studies Berger 1895; Halévy 1895; Clermont-Ganneau 1896; Lidzbarski 1898,

422; Landau 1899, 46-49; Cooke 1903 82-88; Honeyman 1941; Gibson
1982, 134-141.

Date Reign of Ptolemy II Philadelphus (d. 246 BCE); perhaps 275-272 BCE

7 Honeyman 1938, 290.
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Another example of the dedicatory language of Lapethos - this time in the Ptolemaic
period, written about one hundred fifty years after Inscription III from Lapithos, discussed

above - shows a similar relationship between the votive use of Phoenician language and the

language of memorialization or commemoration.

The inscription “is incised on a semicircular pedestal, on the top of which are two holes

which prob[ably] served to hold the feet of a votive statue mentioned in the opening lines.”*
The inscription covers sixteen lines, although the end of the first few lines and the beginning
of the last few are damaged. The first line of the inscription is especially short, and has been

interpreted as a label for the statue, although various suggestions on the word division and

meaning of the label or identification have been proposed.
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Figure I11.18: Lapithos II (Berger 1895, 73)

Gibson translates as follows:

(1) Effigy for good fortune [ms [n‘m). (2) This statue is my effigy [Asm/ z ms],
Yatanbaal’s, chief magistrate, son of Gerashtart, chief magistrate, son of
Abda[start, chief magistrate, son of Abdo]sir, (3) son of Gerashtart, son of SLM,
“fruit of Carmel’ [pr krmli],” which 1set up [ %5 ytn 7] for myself in the sanctuary
of Melcarth [as a memorial among the living to bring good fortune to my name
[sk{r n*m bhylm Ismy], (4) in the new-moon of the sacrifice [ zb4] of SSM in the
11" year of lord of kings Ptolemy son of lord of kings Ptolemy, (5) which is in the

¥ Gibson 1982, 134.
¥ Honeyman reads prkrdmi, reading this phrase as a transcription of the Greek npogey(gic) (tov) dfjuov

“prominent among the people, leading citizens” (Honeyman 1941, 62).
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33" year of the people of Lapethos; and the priest to lord of kings was
Abdashtart son of Gerashtart, (6) chief magistrate, ‘fruit of Carmel.” And in the
month MP* in the 4™ year of lord of kings Ptolemy, son of lord of kings (7)
Ptolemy, in the lifetime of my father, I placed [ ys#] in the sanctuary of Melcarth
the effigy of the face of my father in bronze [ms$ pn by bnhst]. And in the
month (8) P'LT in the fifth year of lord of kings Ptolemy, son of lord of kings
Ptolemy, in the lifetime (9) of my father, I gave and consecrated roaming beasts
in the borders of the plain of Narnaka to the lord who is mine, Melcarth, (10) ... I
made..."* and altars for the lord who is mine, Melcarth, (11) (to be serviced) on
behalf of my life [ 7 4yy] and on behalf of the life of my seed [ w7 Ay zrfy], day by
day [ym md yml], and (altars) for the legitimate shoot [ w/sm#h sdq] and for his
wife [ w/’stw] and for my folk [ w/dmy] (12) [(to be serviced) on the new-]moons
and on the full-moons, month by month for ever, as aforetime, in accordance
with the tablet of bronze [km Adlit hnhst] (13) [which] I wrote and nailed to the
wall which is there as my gift of supplication [ s b1 mnht Any]. And 1 made
above (14) ... of silver, weighing 102 KR, and I dedicated (it) to the lord (15) [who
is mine], Melcarth. May I and my seed have profit and good fortune, and may
Melcarth remember me (16) [(and grant me)] the good fortune of a stock [$7s]!

This is an extremely complicated text, and the breaks and other damage to the lines lead

translators necessarily to conjecture. If Gibson’s translation is accurate, we see here a record

of a number of different votive offerings in addition to the one marked by the inscription.

Although the text was not commissioned as part of a burial, there are several features of this

inscription that bare on the topics at hand. The following conclusions can be drawn on the

basis of Lapithos II:

-If Gibson’s reconstruction of line 3 is accurate, one can establish statues (sz2/) as “memorials
among the living” (skr bhym) while one is alive (line 3).

-One can also place statues of others as votives, while they are alive (line 7).

-Concern for life, the life of one’s children, the life of one’s legal heir (sm#)and his heir’s wife,
and for one’s dm, are all indicated (line 11).

-Rituals may be honored or hoped for /7m, “forever” or perhaps “in perpetuity” (line 12).

-The final wish - for Melqart to give the dedicant descendants, or s7s; echoes the concerns
details in line 11 (line 16).

" For a summary and analysis of previous attempts to read this first portion of this line, see Gibson 1982, 139-140.
! Transliteration and emphasis added.
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d. Egypt

Urn from Mit Rahineh, Memphis

Loc. / Num. Cairo Museum no. 27323-3414

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Discovered in a necropolis in Memphis (Mit Rahineh)

Studies Spiegelberg 1904, 89, no. 3414; Lidzbarski 1907, 123-125; Cross 1994, 97.
Date 5" century BCE

A Cypro-Phoenician storage jar, reused as a funerary urn, was found in a necropolis in
Memphis (Mit Rahineh), and first published in 1904. It was inscribed with two Phoenician

words: 7t smh. The inscription is followed by “an illegible demotic inscription.”*

Figure I11.19: Urn Inscription from Memphis Necropolis (Lidzbarski 1909, 124)

The vertical streaks running through the drawing are visible drips or stains from a liquid:
“Vom Inhalte einer harzigen Fliissigkeit sind Tropfen iiber den Bauch heruntergelaufen.”*
The inscription is problematic, not least because the first term, 7, is a homograph for many
Semitic terms. The inscription could mean:

1) “On/over TN” - perhaps indicating the location of the vineyards from which the
vessel’s contents (if they were wine) would have come.*

12 Cross 1994, 97.

3 Lidzbarski 1909, 124.

4 Based on Spiegelberg’s (1904, 89) identification of the word for “garden” - specifically, “vineyard” - in the
Demotic inscription: “Ich erkenne mit Sicherheit nur die Gruppe ksm... ‘Garten.” Das Wort ist in den Weinostraka
des Ramessems term. techn. Fiir den ‘Weingarten.” Die aramdische Inschift... bedeutet nach einer freuindlichen
Mitteilung von /. Euting ‘oberhalb Sm# und kénnte die Lage des Weingartens angeben.”
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2) “For PN” - an unexpected variant on the usual /- formula'* (perhaps indicating the

vessel was a gift for a second party, or an offering on behalf of a second party, instead
of simply owned by the person indicated)
3) “Aburnt offering (for) PN” - indicating the Phoenician equivalent of the Hebrew term

‘0la.

4) “Aburnt offering of a legitimate heir” - interpreting the second term as the word for

“scion,

7

discussed above) corpora. ¢

offspring,” or “legitimate offspring,” with parallels from both the Hebrew
(Jeremiah 23:5, 33:15; Zechariah 3:8, 6:12) and Phoenician (Lapithos II from Cyprus,

The fact that the vessel is of Cypro-Phoenician form, coupled with the Demotic and Phoenician

bilingual inscription, could lead some to posit this was an ethnically Phoenician adult

cremated and buried in Memphis. Others might see this as an indicator that the (Phoenician)

practice of human sacrifice was kept (at least this one time) even in Memphis by devout

diaspora members of the cult of m/k. To my knowledge, no study was done of any cremated

remains still in the vessel, and the problematic nature of the term 7fdoes not allow us to jump

to these kinds of religious conclusions on the basis of so enigmatic an object.

e. Crete

To my knowledge, no Persian - Hellenistic period Phoenician inscriptions relating to

burial practices have been found on Crete.

f. Greece

Athens Bilingual Lion Stele

Loc. / Num. National Archaeological Museum, Athens NM 1488; CIS i 115; Cooke 32;
KAI 54

Dimensions 1.42 m high x 0.48 m wide

Discovery Discovered in the Kerameikos in Athens in the 19" century (See

Clairmont 1993-1995, vol. 3, 314)

%5 This is how Lidzbarski 1909, 124 reads the text.

146 See Cross 1994,
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Studies Inscriptiones Graecaell 2836; [nscriptiones Graecae IP 8388; CIS i 115,
pl. 21:23, no. 120; Supplementum Epigraphicum Graecum XXXIll 217,
XL 223, XLI1543, XLI1203; GKZT601; CEG 596; Henzen 1861; Sybel 1881;
Conze 1893, no. 1175, pl. 258; Cooke 1903, 93-94; Kaltsas 2002, no. 376,
190; Stager 2005

Date Late 4™ - 2™ centuries BCE

A funerary stele found in the 19" century and restudied in 2005, “commemorates the
death of an Ashkelonite seafarer, SM[.]/’Avtinatpog.” The stele has three registers of
information: a bilingual inscription on the top third of the marble, a carved illustration in the
middle register, and a six line explanation of the image in Greek only across the bottom third.

The piece has been dated on the basis of the Phoenician letter forms to the late 4™-3™
centuries BCE, and independently on the basis of the Greek letter forms to the late 3™ - 2™
centuries BCE."* There is some damage to the upper right side of the stele, but two lines of

Greek and two lines of Phoenician epitaph are still legible.

Figure I11.20: Bilingual Phoenician and Greek Funerary Stele from Athens (Stager 2005, 429)

7 Stager 2005, 427.
' Frank Moore Cross dated the Phoenician inscription and Stephen Tracy the Greek inscription, in Stager 2005.
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The two lines of Greek may be translated “Antipatros [son of] Aphrodisios, the
Ashkel(onite) ["AokaA]. Domsalos [son of] Domano, the Sidonian, dedicated [this stele].” The
Phoenician inscription reads, in parallel:

‘nk smf.] bn‘bd ‘Strt Sqlny /5 ytnt 'nk d*mslh bn d“mhn’ sdny

I [am] sm, son of Abdashtart, the Ashkelonite. [This is the stele] which I,
Domseleh, son of Domhano, the Sidonian, erected.

Stager argues that the relationship between the Phoenician name sm and the Greek name
Antipatros is not one of linguistic equivalency:

The deceased answered to a Phoenician name among Phoenician speakers and

to a Greek name among Greek speakers. Unlike the other Phoenicians

mentioned, who retained markedly foreign [i.e. marked by the -w¢ and -&

endings used to designate foreign names as masculine] but Greek versions of

their own names, the deceased appears to have used an unmarked Hellenic

name when in Hellas.'®
Though the Greek text leads at the top of the monument, the Phoenician epitaph preserves the
first-person appositional convention of some Levantine Phoenician funerary stelae (“I [am]
PN...”). Stager also notes that while the presence of two languages in a personal inscription
like this one does not always indicate “true bilingualism,” she writes that “in this particular
stele... the sophistication of the name transfers, the dual naming of the deceased, and the
length of the Greek epigram demonstrate sufficient linguistic proficiency to apply the term
bilingual.”*

The image on the stele depicts the body of the deceased lying across a bier. A lion leans
over the left side of the body and lifts the head of the deceased into its mouth - the epigram

below the inscription confirms all this. Across from the lion, on the right side of the image, a

naked man (his head and arms obscured by damage to the stele) attempts to fend off the lion.

9 Stager 2005, 431.
1% Stager 2005, 432.
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A reverse S-shape (identified in the epigram as a ship’s prow) is visible behind the three figures
in the foreground.” The image is explained via a six line epigram in Greek, which is not
represented in any equivalent Phoenician text, but describes (in the first-person, as if told
from the perspective of the deceased) the story of the deceased’s friends’ rescue of his body
from the “hateful lion” [e{i}x0poAéwv]. 1t ends with the pronouncement: “I left Phoenicia
[powviknv] and I, a body, am buried in this land.”

The monument makes several observations possible. First, the monument was erected
by the deceased man’s friend, a Sidonian (presumably one of the friends who had saved his
body from the lion). Second, the deceased man was from Ashekelon; this is a fact illustrated
not only by ethnic identification (by the gentilic %g/ny), but re-emphasized through narrative
detail in the final line of the Greek epitaph. The deceased is reported to have “left Phoenicia,”
presumably the land he still called home. The emphasis on his being buried “in this land,” i.e.
in Athens, away from his homeland, seems designed to illustrate the tragedy of this situation.
Hlustrating this in the language of that foreign land might well have been designed to appeal
to all those who wish to be buried at home.

This is also the first time the term “Phoenicia” or an equivalent Semitic word - that is, a
term used to describe the central coastal Levant which inc/uded several cities thought of today
as Phoenician - appears in a mortuary context. The two featured men, one from Sidon, one

from Ashkelon, seem to have left “Phoenicia” together, one never to return.

Athens Bilingual Stele I

| Loc. /Num. | British Museum; CIS i 116; KAI 53; Gibson 40 |

5t Although the prow of the ship and the man fighting off the lion have been conflated for years as a single mixed
form, Stager argues that the two figures should be read as separate iconographic elements (2005, 434).
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Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Marble stele found in 1795 in an unknown location in Athens.
Studies Donner and Réllig 1973, 70; Gibson 1982, 147-148

Date ca. 400 BCE

Another Greek and Phoenician bilingual inscription was found in the late 18" century
in Athens, Greece. The Greek is inscribed at the top of the stele, but the Phoenician text
includes more detail:

Greek: (1) ‘Apteuidopoc (2) ‘HA0dwpov (3) Z1ddviog
“Artemidoros (son of) Heliodoros, a Sidonian

Phoenician: (1) msbt skr bhym [‘bdtnt bn (2) ‘bdsms hsdny
“Pillar of remembrance among the living for Abdtannit son of Abdshemesh, the
Sidonian”
In this case, the personal names of the deceased are not simply transcribed or transliterated
from one language to another, but are instead translated: the Phoenician name ‘Abdtanit
(“servant of Tanit”®?) is rendered Artemidorosin Greek (“servant of Artemis”); the same is true
for the deceased’s father’s name - “servant of the sun-god” in both languages.
Again we see the deceased’s identity rendered in terms of a city name in Gentilic form -
“a Sidonian” - included in both versions of the epitaph. But in the Phoenician text, the stele
itself is identified as a msbt skr bhym, a “pillar of remembrance among the living.” This may
shed some light on the examples from Cyprus already surveyed. No vow is mentioned, and no
donor indicated to mark this inscription as a votive offering; the Greek epitaph indicates only
the name of the deceased, his immediate genealogical past, and his ethnic or cultural identity.
Might this idiom, a “pillar of remembrance among the living,” be the plene form of the

technical Phoenician term for a grave marker? Are we beginning to unravel some of the close

linguistic and semantic similarities to terms for votive offerings?

2 This name has been used as evidence supportive of a Levantine origin for the goddess Tanit (see for example
Pritchard 1978, 107).
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Athens Bilingual Stele I

Loc. / Num. Louvre Museum, AO 4834; CIS i 117; KAI 55

Dimensions 90 cm high x 30 cm wide

Discovery A white marble stele discovered in the vicinity of the Academy gardens
in Athens, reported by Louis Frangois Sébastien Fauvel, consul of
France. Brought to the Louvre in 1817.

Studies Saulcy 1843, 31-45; Longpérier 1854, 140; Gubel 2002, 157.

Date 350-300 BCE

Figure I11.21: Athens Bilingual Stele II (Gubel 2002, 157)

This white marble stele from Athens features a pediment decorated with leaves and
other foliage carved in relief. A Phoenician inscription directly below the pediment reads:

1bnhds bn ‘bdmlqrt / bn ‘bdsms bn tgns s kty
“For Benhodesh, son of ‘Abdmilqart, son of ‘Abdshamash, son of £gns, man of Kition.”

A Greek inscription follows on two lines, separated from its Phoenician counterpart by two
large rosettes, carved in relief and arranged side by side.

Novpnviog / Kitieug “Noumenios / Kition”
The inscription has been dated on the basis of its script to the second half of the fourth

century. The name of the man commemorated in this stele, Benhodesh, or “son of the new
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moon,” has been translated for its rendering in Greek, although the man’s patrilineal descent
is included in only the Phoenician inscription. The man is described in both languages as

originating from the city of Kition on Cyprus.

Demetrias Bilingual Stele I

Loc. / Num. Museum of Volvo E 433

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery Fragments of the upper portion of a stele discovered in 1909 in
Demetrias, Thessaly.

Studies Arvanitopoullos 1909, 249; Masson 1969, 694-696, no. 4, fig. 9; Rollig
1972, 1.

Date 3™ century BCE

A fragmented Greek and Phoenician bilingual stele was found in Thessaly at the site of
Demetrias in 1909. The inscription was dated by Réllig to the 3™ century BCE on the basis of its
script, which he called “recht ungelenk und provinziell.”* The inscription consists of three
lines of Greek above a single line of Phoenician; it was found in two pieces, and the vertical
break in the stone obscures both the Greek and Phoenician text. Rollig reads the extant text as
follows:

Greek: (1) [AlokAamiddag (2) [...JkAéovg (3) [Z18]dvioc iepeic
“Asklapiadas ...kleous, a Sidonian priest”

Phoenician: [ ‘bd] Smn]...]s[?] sydnly]
“Abd-Eshmun ..., a Sidonian”

Fig. 1

Figure I11.22: Phoenician Portion of Demetrias Inscription I (R61lig 1972, 1)

% Réllig 1972, 2.
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Figure I11.23: Greek and Phoenician Portions of Demetrias Inscription I (Masson 1969, fig. 9)

The break in the middle of the Phoenician inscription prevents interpretation of the second
term (following the personal name), but both Phoenician and Greek texts reinforce the
identification of the deceased as a “Sidonian.”

The inclusion of the occupation or title of the deceased in the Greek inscription is
notable - this is very rare among the other Greek inscriptions in the necropolis at Demetrias."
While we cannot be sure the title of “priest” was reproduced in the Phoenician text of the final
line of the inscription, the Greek notation gives us a hint at what social rank this individual
held in life, and that this status was important enough (either to him or to the family member
who erected the monument) to include on his funerary stele. Whether or not we conclude
with Masson that this represents the grave of an ethnically Phoenician priest at Demetrias,
we can say that this priest saw currency (social, ethnic, political, or some other cultural value)
in representing his name for two linguistic audiences. Although Greek topped the monument,
took up more of its face, and included more detail, the deceased’s identification as “a Sidonian”
and the use of Phoenician language show how important this Levantine identity was to

whoever erected this stele for the deceased.

1% See Mason 1969, 696 for details.
155 Mason 1969, 696.
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Demetrias Bilingual Stele I

Loc. / Num. Museum of Volvo A 31; Arvanitopoullos no. 31
Dimensions 99 cm high

Discovery [unavailable]

Studies Arvanitopoullos 1909, 206f; Masson 1969, 698-699, no. 5.
Date 200 BCE

A 99 cm high bilingual marble stele from Demetrias features both Greek and Phoenician

inscriptions. The Greek words are separated from one another by horizontal dashes. In this

case, the Phoenician inscription (which offers more detail) is situated above the Greek

inscription, although both take up two lines:

Phoenician: (1) msbt gbry nk ‘bdy(2) bn ‘bdInm Trwdy

Greek:

“[this is the] pillar of my grave, 1, ‘Abdi son of ‘Abd- 7nm, an Arwadite.”

(1) Anuritprog Tepw (2) vouov Apddiog
“Demetrios [son of] Heironomos, the Aradian”

Figure I11.24: Demetrias Bilingual Inscription II (Masson 1969, fig. 10)

While it is not clear whether the deceased mentioned in this stele translated his name or used

alternative Greek and Phoenician names,** his father seems to have used two names
equivalent in meaning. The mention of the deceased’s origins or ties to Arwad / Arados, a
Phoenician town on the southern coast of Syria (on an island 3 km from Tartus), are also

noteworthy. Three other Greek inscriptions from the Demetrias necropolis indicate an

1% See discussion in Réllig 1972, 2 for his attempts to make ‘Abdi and Demetrios correlate in meaning.
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Aradian ethnonym (Arvanitopoullos no. 187, 195, and 294), although their names do not
indicate any evidence of Semitic influence."’

In this instance, the inscription refers to the stele itself as msbt gbry, “a pillar of my
grave,” a phrase unique among the inscriptions from Cyprus and Greece under review. It
seems that multiple terms or phrases for the grave marker were in use in the 4™-3" centuries

BCE Phoenician vocabulary, and this inscription adds another to the repertoire.

Demetrias Bilingual Stele 111

Loc. / Num. Museum of Volvo A 76; Arvanitopoullos no. 76

Dimensions 93 cm high marble stele

Discovery [unavailable]

Studies Arvanitopoullos 1909, 290f; Launey 1949-1950, 489; Masson 1969, 699,
no. 6.

Date 4*_3 centuries BCE (Masson dates the text to 225 BCE)

The one line Phoenician inscription from this marble stele sits below a two line Greek
inscription of larger letter size:

Greek: (1) Zdxatpog (2) Arod<t>wpov Kitied(g)
“Socatros (son of) Diadioros, the Kitionite”

Phoenician: sm’dn bn hr hkty
“sm-Adon son of Hor, the Kitionite”

1*” Masson writes of these three inscriptions: “mais avec une onomastique trés banale” (1969, 698).
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Figure I11.25: Demetrias Bilingual Inscription III (Masson 1969, fig. 11)

The personal names on this stele do not seem to show any kind of correspondence between
Greek and Phoenician renderings, although both indicate the deceased comes from Kition on
Cyprus. This ethnonym or city of origin is not found elsewhere in the necropolis at

Demetrias.™®

Piraeus Bilingual Stele

Loc. /Num. | CISi119; Cooke 35

Dimensions [unavailable]

Discovery From Piraeus, a port city 12 km southwest of Athens.
Studies Cooke 1903, 100-101.

Date 3™ century BCE

The Greek inscription reads just: ‘Acent "EcvuceArjpov Zidwvia, while the Phoenician inscription
elaborates in the first person from the perspective of the deceased:

I am Asepta, daughter of Eshmun-shillem, a Sidonian. (This is the stele) which
Yathan-bel, son of Eshmun-silleh, chief-priest of the god Nergal, set up to me

Lytn?lyl.
This inscription illustrates an unclear relationship between a Sidonian woman and the man (a

priest of Nergal) who erected a stele for her. No familial or marital relationship is posited

8 Although Masson indicates, “mais il est assez frequent en Attique,” (1969, 699).
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between the two; was she an unmarried benefactor of the cult of Nergal? Or perhaps the
unmarried daughter of a family member who had also past? It is easy to speculate.
Unfortunately, the term used to describe the stele itself is omitted; only the expected verbal

element ytn’indicates the nature of the agency involved.

Rhodes Bilingual Marble Plaque

Loc. / Num. Rhodes Museum no. IIBE 1233

Dimensions 0.13 m high x 0.243 m wide x 0.065 m thick

Discovery Found on the surface in 1968 in eastern necropolis near the church of
Panagia Phaneromene in Rhodes.

Studies Fraser 1970

Date 200 CE

A dark grey marble plaque, complete in its dimensions and “rough-picked on all sides
for affixing into a stele or similar object,”* was found in the area of the eastern necropolis on
Rhodes. Its bilingual inscription reads:

Phoenician: /‘bdmliqgrt bn *bdssm bn tgns
“For Abdelmelqart, son of ‘Abdsasom, son of tgns”

Greek: "HpaxAeldng Kitieog
“Heraclides of Citium (Kition)”

The inscription has been dated epigraphically to ca. 200 BCE or slightly later. As in the Cypriot
cases of the sarcophagus from Kition and the Pergamos inscription (both discussed above),
here the Phoenician marks the final resting place of the deceased with only a /- preposition
preceding the identification of the buried individual.

The disparity between the information contained in the Phoenician inscription (two

generations of genealogical information) and that of the Greek text (the city of origin or

9 Fraser 1970, 31.
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ethnonym of the individual) is curious,® although it may well indicate which identifying

information was thought to be of more use to members of each linguistic audience (i.e. specific

kinship ties among other speakers of Phoenicians, versus foreign origin among Greek-speaking

passers-by).

g. ltaly

Gold Laminae from Pyrgi

Loc. / Num.

Now in the Museo archeologico di Villa Giulia in Rome; KAI 277; Gibson
42

Dimensions

9.2 cm wide x 19.3-18.7 cm high x 0.05 cm thick

Discovery

Found in 1964 along with two gold plates bearing Etruscan inscriptions
at the site of Pyrgi (Santa Severa; the port of Caere / Cerveteri), about
24 miles northwest of Rome, during excavations conducted by the
Istituto di Etruscologia of the University of Rome.

Studies

Colonna, Pallottino, Borelli, and L. and G. Garbini 1964; Garbini 1964;
Ferron 1965; Hofner and Pfiffig 1966; Fitzmyer 1966; Rix and Fischer
1968; Lipiriski 1974, 59-61; Beyerlin 1978, 243-244; Gibson 1982, 151-159;
Knoppers 1992; Schmitz 1995

Date

ca. 500 BCE (not later than the 4™ century BCE)

Three small gold plates or sheets of lamina were discovered in Pyrgi in 1964; the texts

would originally have been attached to another object via the small holes that were made

around their edges. The three plaques or laminae were not found in situ - “each had been

folded up, and the three of them were lying in a niche (or favissa) between the two temples at

Pyrgi. Certain architectural fragments were found with them, and among these were gilt-

1 Fraser concludes, “it is a characteristic of Semitic tombstones and dedications to record patronymics and

papponymics, but in bilingual texts the practice of recording the papponymic is not found in the Greek part, in
which the Hellenized Phoenician is recorded as normal Greek” (1970, 32).
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headed rivets still fixed to a terracotta slab. They seem to have belonged to a part of Temple B,
perhaps to the cella.”*

Two of the laminae were inscribed with Etruscan writing, and a third with nine lines of
Phoenician text;' the content of each is similar to the others, but the Phoenician and Etruscan
versions do not constitute exact parallels. The Phoenician inscription is dedicated to Astarte
(the Etruscan text seems to dedicate similar sentiments to Uni, the Latin goddess Juno), made
for a building erected or improved by Tiberie Welianash, the Etruscan ruler of a city called
kysry”or “Caere” (lines 3-4), on the goddess’s behalf. Although the text has been dated as
early as the second half of the 6™ century, the archaeological context places the inscription

most likely circa 500 BCE," and the date cannot be later than the 4™ century BCE.
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Figure I11.26: Pyrgi Lamina with Phoenician Inscription (left, Schmitz 1995, 560; right, Knoppers 1992, 107)

Several interpretations of the Phoenician text have been offered since its discovery.

Most have argued that it is a dedicatory inscription, although several linguistic difficulties

' Fitzmyer 1966, 285; Knoppers 1992, 106, n. 5 suggests they were attached to a wooden door, but Knoppers does
not seem aware that the “small nails with gold heads” found by the excavation team were found in a clay, not

wood (according to Fitzmyer).
162 What Schmitz calls “the Mediterranean dialect of Phoenician” (1995, 562 and 571)

' Ferron 1965.
1% Cf. Knoppers 1992, 108 for a discussion of this debate.
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obscure the content, circumstances, and significance of the inscription. One of these
difficulties involves the meaning of the nominal clause gbr 7m, perhaps “the burial of the
deity” (lines 8-9), which occurs in a larger temporal clause (lines 5-9) to mark the date of the
building of a dedicated building chamber or niche. The festival or ritual being referred to in
these lines is not elaborated upon nor described; instead, it is mentioned in passing as,
perhaps, a commonly known calendrical date.

In 1992, Knoppers published an article drawing attention, for the first time, to the
funerary character of the Pyrgi inscriptions, arguing:

Although over thirty studies have appeared analyzing this lamina, widespread

disagreement remains regarding the number, types, and functions of the objects

to which it refers. Nevertheless, virtually all treatments have labeled the Pyrgi

text a dedicatory inscription, without recognizing the funereal character of the

dedication. In my judgment, the formal elements of a dedication to Astarte are

here used to convey a decidedly funerary theme. Thebariye Velinas constructs

this sacred place to honor a dead and deified person, possibly the crown prince.

Both dedicated to and requested by Astarte, the Pyrgi shrine commemorates the

burial of the recently deceased.'
Knoppers’ interpretation is an attempt to solve several linguistic oddities in the text.
Knoppers asks, “dedicatory inscriptions typically begin with a description of the object
dedicated to a deity and conclude with a supplication to that deity to bless the donor.... Why
does the donor of the Pyrgi shrine, Thebariye Velinas, request perpetual residence for the
divine being and not long life for himself or the shrine he has built and dedicated?”*** In light

of this anomaly, and the strangeness of referring to a specific deity with the generic 7m,

Knoppers suggests that this term refers to the deceased (plural), those who would be living on

1% Knoppers 1992, 105.
1% Knoppers 1992, 114.
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(in some form) not in their “temple” but in their “tombs,”*” a practice in keeping with
Etruscan burial beliefs and customs.'® Knoppers’ interpretation contributed much to the
discussion, although his translation has not been universally accepted. Schmitz’s 1995 article
convincingly addressed several of the linguistic problems in the inscription. He translates as
follows:

For the Lady, for Astarte (is) this holy place [ %7 gd$ %] which Thefarie Velunas,

king over Kaysriye [mlk 7 kysry], made, and which he put in the temple in mtn,

the month of solar sacrifices [byrh zbh sms]. And he built a chamber because

Astarte requested (this) from him, year three - 3 - of his reign, in the month of

krr, on the day of the deity’s interment [bym gbr im]. And (as for) the years of

one who makes a gift to the deity in her temple, (may) these (be) years like the

stars [ km hkkbm 7).
The month names mentioned in this inscription were still in use on Cyprus in the Hellenistic
period,® and the order of the year, month, and day of the date cited therein seems to be an
emphatic inversion of the date formula known from Cyprus as well.” The cultural ties
between this Phoenician inscription of Etruscan provenance (and with affiliated inscriptions

written in Etruscan) and a Cypriot milieu are evident in several details, but the precise

significance of these connections is not clear.

h. Sicily & Malta
Motya, or Mozia, is a small island (2.5 km in circumference) off the northwestern coast
of Sicily (renamed “San Pantaleo” in the 11" century CE, a name it still bears today). The

Phoenician city at Motya is thought to date to the second half of the 8" century BCE (and to

" The use of the term b¢in funerary contexts (to mean “tomb” or “grave”) can be found in Isaiah 14:18, Psalm
49:12, and in several Aramaic texts; Knoppers 1992, 118. Knoppers goes on to say that “in the Pyrgi text, the
deity’s tomb is located within the temple; hence, his ‘house’ comprises both temple and tomb.”

1 On this point, Knoppers cites G. Dumézil (1970) Archaic Roman Religion, and points out that “the tombs at Care
resembled houses of the living” (Knoppers 1992, 117, n. 74).

' In Larn 3.3 (Honeyman 1938, 286, 292), cited in Schmitz 1995, 564.

170 schmitz 1995, 567-568.
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have covered approximately 100 acres), and was destroyed by Dionysius I of Syracuse in 397
BCE. At that time the surviving population of Motya is thought to have in large part
abandoned the city for the site of Birgi, the closest point on the mainland of Sicily. First
excavated by Schliemann in the late 19" century, the island was purchased by J. I. S. Whitaker
in the early 20" century, and excavations were undertaken intermittently from 1906 to 1974.
Several cemeteries are affiliated with the island of Motya - a cremation cemetery for adults, a

cremation cemetery (or “tophet”) for infants, and a cemetery at Birgi on mainland Sicily.

Motya Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” Stelae

Loc. / Num. Amadasi Guzzo no. 1-13, 15-35, 37-40 [Thirty-eight inscribed stelae
from Motya; two more discussed already in Chapter 11]

Dimensions 30-70 cm high x 25-40 cm wide

Discovery 1875: Excavations by Schliemann

1906-1919: Excavations by Whitaker

1930: Excavations by Marconi

1955, 1958, 1961: Excavations by Isserlin and Cintas

1961-1974: Excavations by the Italian Mission (directed by Moscati and

Ciasca)
Studies Ciasca et al. 1978; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a; Amadasi Guzzo 1986b
Date 6" — 3 centuries BCE

As first addressed in Chapter II, the cremation cemetery located 200m west of the adult
cremation cemetery on the island was not originally identified as a “tophet,” but as “A Burial-
Ground for the Remains of Sacrificed Offerings.”” Discovered by Whitaker in the spring of
1919, the cemetery is located within the city walls that encircle the island such that the wall
forms the boundary of the cemetery on one side. Whitaker excavated two trial trenches to
reveal approximately 150 urns containing incinerated bones, reporting in 1921 as follows:

Of these about one-third have been examined by competent anatomists, with

the result that, although the contents of many of them are quite
indeterminable, a certain number have been found to belong to human infants

"t whitaker 1921, 257.
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of a very tender age, though the greater part are those of young domestic and

other animals, such as lambs and kids, calves, dogs and cats, and, in one case, of

amonkey. The remains of ruminants would appear to predominate.”

The bulk of subsequent excavation of the cremation cemetery came under the direction of
Moscati, who ran a decade-long project at the site. There seems to be no evidence for a temple
structure within its boundaries.

Though the urn deposits at the Motya infant cremation cemetery (or tophet site) are
thought to date from the 7" century to the first half of the 3™ century BCE, stelae do not
appear to have been used to mark some of the burials until the first half of the 6™ century BCE
(stratum V), reaching their peak in the late 6" - early 5™ century BCE.”” Of the more than 1000
stelae uncovered at the tophet / infant cremation cemetery (35 x 27 m in size) only forty
feature inscriptions (or red paint that is still visible) in Phoenician, although it is not always
clear from the excavations reports which stelae came from the cemetery, and which from re-
use in the surrounding wall."”*

Dating the stelae has been accomplished on the basis of the inscriptions, the less-
disturbed, earlier strata (since sand levels were put down whenever the tophet needed more

space or reorganization'”), and the use of ceramic comparanda from Carthage and other sites

on Sicily.” The general date of the burials has been confirmed on the basis of the ceramic

2 Whitaker 1921, 257. His earlier 1920 summary stated that, “An analysis of about a score of these burials would
show that one only contains human remains, those of an infant, while the others all contain the remains of
inferior animals, among them those of ruminants somewhat predominating, though those of dogs, cats, and even
of a monkey, are represented” (Whitaker 1920, 180).

17 Amadasi Guzzo 1986b, 192. She adds that “ogni urna non era obbligatoriamente accompagnata da una stele,”
for any period.

174 “At Motya the excavation of the ‘tophet’ has been carried forward. The area measures 35 x 27 m. and is
surrounded by a temenos wall now dated to the first half of the sixth century B.C. Incorporated in the wall are
scores of reused Punic stelae, many in a fine state of preservation and bearing Punic inscriptions...” (Holloway
1971, 80).

175 Ciasca in Ciasca et al. 1970, 71-72.

176 “In 1961 B.S. J. Isserlin directed further excavations at the site and Pierre Cintas worked in the tophet. ...In 1964
the Universita di Roma began a decade of excavations at Motya with Sabatino Moscati in charge of the tophet....
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types and a few coins included with a handful of the cremations.”” The two stelae which date
to the Iron Age 11 period were discussed in Chapter II (numbers 14 and 36, which belong to type
1/1; see below), but these together with the remaining thirty-eight inscribed stelae (dating to
the Iron III / Persian period) are listed in Table III.1. Approximate dates may be determined
according to the following archaeological strata:

Stratum V: early 6™ century BCE

Stratum IV: late 6™ century BCE

Stratum III: early 5™ century BCE
Stratum II: late 5™ century BCE to the destruction of the site (397 BCE)

Table I11.1: Inscribed Stelae from the Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” at Motya

No. Phoenician Inscription Context Bibliography
o Ciasca et al. 1966, 109-114, n. 1; Teixidor 1968, 375, no
1dn Ib¥]) hmn //|mtnt] s ndr + 7 ratum ’ ¢ D 7 2/, L
1 [b?’b bdb' b //\mtat] Sndr+bd// St ?Itlu 79; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 892; Amadasi Guzzo
A1 ann b agim 1986a, 15.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1966, 115, n. 2; Moscati and Uberti 1981
ly 2% X i ’ ’ '3
2 1 ][mm bnd.... S[ //qr[ ]/(5171 q]dbry I? n. 1008; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 16.
. Brancoli et al. 1967, 73-76, n. 2; Teixidor 1968, 375, no.
1dn I6[]) hmn n ’|$ndr+ b* n ratum ’ i A
3 hd b7 4 sb// 1S ndr + b7 16 St ?\t/u 81; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 941; Amadasi Guzzo
ann 1986a, 16-17.
Stratum Brancoli et al. 1967, 76-81, n. 3; Teixidor 1968, 375, no.
4 | I’dn b1 hmn // ... // bn hnn[bln hgm v 82; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 259; Amadasi Guzzo
1986a, 17-18.
Brancoli et al. 1967, 71-73, n. 1; Teixidor 1968, 375, no.
1dn 167 // ndr b7 n blytn n ratum ’ i A
5 Vd b7 // ndr by /7 bn blytn /7 b Stratu 80; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 247; Amadasi Guzzo
bdmlk v 1986
a, 18.
Stratum | Brancoli et al. 1967, 55; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n.
2, ly 2 ly 7 ’ ]
6 dn 16 ]bmn// Sndrb ][ ] min 111 736; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 20.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1968, 98, n. 3; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n.
2, Y 7 ’ ’ 53
7| <& ['dn b7 hmn mike .. 11? 786; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 20.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1968, 98-99, n. 4; Moscati and Uberti 1981
s vd ” ’ ’ 7
8 57bn bm]/(t 111 n. 680; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 20-21.
. Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1968, 101-102, n. 6; Moscati and Uberti
9 | sm/fn.. ) )
v 1981, n. 946; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 21-22.

The final number of stelae excavated from Motya amounted to over 1,000. Approximately 400 were discovered in
1969 alone.... In the early years of the excavation no stelae were discovered iz situ.... By 1970 Moscati had
recognized seven phases of the tophet, levels VII-V dating from the seventh to the mid-sixth century and existing
in the west, Levels IV-III dating from the mid-sixth to the fifth century and representing an extension of the
sanctuary to the east” (Brown 1986, 75).

Whitaker mentions the early problems resulting from the area’s agricultural use: “Many stelae are to be found in
this burial-ground, particularly in one part of it. Most of them, however, are not in an upright position, but are
lying prone on the ground, as if they had been either purposely thrown down, or, as seems more probable,
overturned by the plough, in the course of agricultural work” (Whitaker 1921, 258).

177« A few coins have been found in some of the vases, and, in two or three cases, small fragments of bronze and
iron. None of the coins is of a date anterior to the fifth century B.C., showing that this burial-ground belongs to
the later period of Motya’s history” (Whitaker 1921, 258).
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10 s Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1968, 100-101, n. 5; Moscati and Uberti
po .. v? 1981, n. 902; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 22.
1178 1%dn Ib] Am//n mt//nt § ndr b*1'//zr//bn Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1968, 96-97, n. 1; Moscati and Uberti 1981,
%/bd? v n. 760; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 22-23.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1968, 97-98; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n.
2, ly 72x 2, K4 ? 7
12 dn 16 ]b//mn mint S nd//r dy[ v 1130; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 23-24.
13 | I7dn b hmn my/tnt % ndr| Stratum | Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 620; Amadasi Guzzo
v 19864, 24.
. Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 433; Amadasi G
14| Fdn//b1// b //mtnt /) Sndy/e e | | e % Amadasifuzze
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 95-96, n. 1; Moscati and Uberti 1981
2 ’ ) ’ ’
15 l'dn ]b[ ‘]][712717 [ 111 n. 912; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 25.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 96-97, n. 2; Moscati and Uberti 1981
2, ly 7% ly 7 ’ ’ '
16 [17dn 16 1 hmn //lmltnt S ndr "bdlm /1)/51‘ I n. 727; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 26.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 97-98, n. 3; Moscati and Uberti 1981
2, 7 7 ’ ’ ]
17 l'dn ]b[ ‘J/[ // bd’bn ... 111 n. 844; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 26.
. Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 98-99, n. 4; Moscati and Uberti 1981
2, ly e ly 7 ’ ’ 53
18 ’dnb ]bm//n sna’rbm//]](t bn bdy 11 n. 750; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 27.
19 1’dn Ib] hmn // mtnt S ndr *//bdsmn bn Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 99-100, n. 5; Moscati and Uberti
‘bd // b bn dy bn % /zb'] I 1981, n. 755; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 27-28.
20 1dn Ib] hm//n mtnt S ndr| [/ lktbn..| Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 100-101, n. 6; Moscati and Uberti
// Vksy I 1981, n. 753, Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 28.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 101-102, n. 7; Moscati and Uberti
2 ly 2 i ’ )
21 ldn 16 ]bmn mtnt § ndr v 1981, n. 752; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 29.
92 b7 Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 102-104, n. 8; Moscati and Uberti
[dn [hmtnt s ndr // sim w b*lhnn sn bn k v 1981, n. 649; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 29-30.
23 [dn Ib*] hmn mtn<t>//t s ndr yknslm b//n | Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 104-105, n. 9; Moscati and Uberti
‘bdmlqrt k Sm*ql dbr//y v 1981, n. 920; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 30-31.
17dn Ib°1 hmn mikt s <> //ytn ‘bdmliqrt bn Strat Ciasca et al. 1970, 105-106, n. 10; Moscati and Uberti
24 | bdgd // bn ¥mn‘zr bn ‘bd // mskr k sm* g/ r?vum 1981, n. 730; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 31-32.
dbry
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 106-107, n. 11; Moscati and Uberti
2, ly 7 ’ ’
25 ldnn 1b ][Imn mt/[[n//(t 111 1981, n. 723; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 32.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 107, n. 12; Moscati and Uberti 1981
2, ly 72x 7 ’ ’ '
26 [A7dn 16 /bm[n] mint S ndr| v n. 545; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 33.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 107-108, n. 13; Moscati and Uberti
179 2 ly 72X ly 7 ’ ’
277 | Idn ) b//mn S ndr //16) Tysp//mir bn v 1981, n. 808; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 33-34.
1dn 6] hmn mtnt S nd//r ‘bdmlgrt bn Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 108-109, n. 14; Moscati and Uberti
28 O q
Shrr bn b*l//ysp v 1981, n. 917; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 34.
29 1dn Ib1 hm//n mtnt s ndr // H|sb*] bn Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 109-110, n. 15; Moscati and Uberti
bd’bn /)| ... ksm*®qll dbry 111 1981, n. 731; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 34-35.
» Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 113-114, n. 19; Moscati and Uberti
2, ly ? ly 7 7 ’ ’
30 dn b hmn 7/ ndr bThnn bn k/b I 1981, n. 749; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 35-36.
31 17dn 161 hmn // mikt b7 % ndr// hmikt bn | Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 110-111, n. 16; Moscati and Uberti
mitn 111 1981, n. 756; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 36.
1dn Ib] hmn mtat s tt bn bgm bn Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 112-113, n. 18; Moscati and Uberti
32 O q
gr v 1981, n. 904; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 37.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 111-112, n. 17; Moscati and Uberti
ly i ’ ’
33 | Iytn// hnb1bn tyn ... [ v? 1981, n. 916; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 37-38.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 114-115, n. 20; Moscati and Uberti
? y 2% ’ ’ ’
34 | [N7dn b1 Hmn men/IKl// ¢ S ndr hmikt v? 1981, 1. 685; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 38.

7% Inscription number 11 wraps around the base of the stele, covering three sides.
7 Inscription number 27 wraps around the base of its stele onto two sides.
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1dn Ib*] hmn // mtnt S ndr. // $Smnms bn | Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1970, 115-116, n. 21; Moscati and Uberti
35 hgm v 1981, n. 316; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 38-39.
. Stratum | Moscati and Uberti 1981, n. 116; Amadasi Guzzo
36 | Idnl//b1hm//n mtn//t S nd//(r ... 19864, 39-
/ v a, 39-40.
Stratum | Coacci Polselli et al. 1978, 155-156, n. 1; Moscati and
2 ly ly V' ’ ’ ’
37 <k mtnt sytn b /[Imn//ytnb 1bn 'ns v Uberti 1981, n. 942; Amadasi Guzzo 19864, 40.
<k I’dn b1 hmn [mtn/Ikl//¢ 5 ndr .y bn Stratum | Coacci Polselli et al. 1978, 156-158, 1. 2 ; Moscati and
38 sml... v? Uberti 1981, n. 270; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 40-41.
1dn Ib*] hmn "mtnt $ ndr // b Imik bn Stratum | Coacci Polselli et al. 1978, 158-159, n. 3; Moscati and
39 b'lysp bn s/ly ? Uberti 1981, n. 886; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 41-42.
Stratum | Ciasca et al. 1978, 153-159; Moscati and Uberti 1981, n.
7y ’ ’ ’
40 | bBlk b sr/dk I 900; Amadasi Guzzo 1986a, 42.

These forty inscribed stelae include a small repertoire of formulae with some interesting

variation. Amadasi Guzzo attempted to construct a typology of these divergent inscriptional

formulae in her 1986 work; I have made the variations present within her typological

categories explicit in the presentation in Table IIL.2:

Table I11.2; Inscription Formulae Types in the Motya Stelae (adapted from Amadasi Guzzo 1986b)

180 Stelae Featuring this Formula Dir.
Type Formula (Iron II Stelae ingsquare brakets) Obj. Verb
17dn 161 hmn mtnt s ndr +PN (+ genealogy) 11, 12,13, 16, 19, 20, 21, 26, 28, 32, mtnt | ndr
35, [36], 39
1/1 | /dn b1 hmn mtnt $ ndr +PN (+ genealogy) + k | 23,29 mtnt | ndr
sm*ql dbry
17dn b1 hmn mtnt $ ndr +PN (+ genealogy) [14] mint | ndr
17dn 1b*1 hmn mikt 5 ndr +PN (+ genealogy) 7 mikt | ndr
[dn [b*] hmn mikt b1 § ndr +PN + genealogy 31 mlkt ndr
1/2 | I’dn Ib*] hmn mikt $ ytn +PN + genealogy + k 248 mlkt | ytn
sm*ql dbry
1dn [b*] hmn nsb S ndr +PN + genealogy 3,47'% nsb ndr
1/3 | /’dn b1 hmn s ndr +PN + genealogy 6 - ndr
11 /%dn b1 hmn $ ndr +PN + genealogy 18, 27, 30 - ndr
11 [%dn b1 ndr +PN + genealogy 5 - ndr
1\Y mtnt S ytn bl imn +PN 37 mint | ytn
\% PN + genealogy 8,9, 10, 40 - -

Not included in her original schema (Amadasi Guzzo 1986b) are stelae 1, 2, 15, 17, 25, 33,'** 34,

and 38, all too illegible or damaged to allow a sure reading. Inscription 22 is listed in both 1/1

18 As outlined in Amadasi Guzzo 1986b. 1 have expanded her categories to illustrate variation.
'8 Inscription number 24 actually features an n- at the end of line one, as if ndrwas originally intended. Line two,
however, begins with ytn.

182 «¢

con nsb”(Amadasi Guzzo 1986b, 194).

...si potrebbe forse supporlo nell’iscrizione n. 4, dove 'oggetto della dedica & abraso, ma poteva cominciare
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and 11, probably because a carving error (to which a correction was attempted)*** in the original
inscription allows both readings. Several features of these inscriptions account for the
variability in the formulae: the deity addressed, the verbal element, and the nominal clause

used to refer to the stelae or other dedicated items.

The Deity Addressed

Most who have worked with the Motya tophet stelae have read the dedication of the
stelae as interchangeable (and essentially meaningless) variations of address to the single god
Baal Hammon. Whether an epithet (dn, “lord”) is included or not, and whether two
occurrences of the preposition /-are used, have not been linked to substantive variations in
belief or addressed deities. While 67 imn may appear without “dn, the reverse is not true (and
inscription number 22 indicates that the qualifier ~mn was also not considered sufficient to
evoke the deity). The absence of a female deity in these inscriptions is perhaps surprising -
only one male deity seems to be the recipient of the wishes, vows, or dedications represented

by these stelae.

The Verbal Element
The choice between the verbs ndrand ytn also produces some of the variation in this

corpus. Amadasi Guzzo concluded that the verb yatonis attested in the earliest inscriptions,

'8 Which is described as featuring the verb y#n, but not otherwise placed in the typology (Amadasi Guzzo 1986b,
194, n. 15), probably because there is no stated nominal clause referring to the dedicated object(s) in this
fragmentary inscription.

'3 Inscription number 22 is a fascinating case in which the carver commits two errors, of omission and of
homeoteleuton. The inscription reads /’dn /hmtnt, a rendering which omits 4 7entirely (later inserting it above
the line) after the second /-, and elides Amn with mtnt. One wonders whether this stele was sold at a discounted
rate!

250



and that the verb nadorseems to dominate by the end of the 5" century BCE. As Lipifiski has
articulated:
La question qu’il convient de se poser a ce propos est la suivante: s’agit-il d’'une
simple evolution du formulaire ou faut-il mettre 'emploi d’un autre verbe en
relation avec la signification differente du rite accompli...? La question est
d’autant plus pertinenete qu'un lapicide de Motyé, qui avait commence a graver
le mot n(dr), s’est repris a la ligne suivante et a grave ytn, comme si ces deux
verbes avaient, somme toute, une portée differente.’®
The inscription to which Lipifiski refers is number 24, detailed above; a clear nun seems

represented on the end of the first line, but line 2 begins with the verb ytz, as if the

carver was correcting a significant mistake.

The Nominal Clause

Three different nouns serve to represent the dedicated object(s) in this corpus of
inscriptions: mtnt, mlkt, and nsb, while a fourth variation includes no noun (with or without
the resumptive relative pronoun %). The noun mtntis feminine (the construct form of the
noun mtnh), and indicates some kind of “gift.”** The noun nsbis also well understood,
indicating a stele, raised stone, or statue.”” But m/ktis less well understood; Gras, Rouillard
and Teixidor write simply that “the meaning of the term is unknown.”** Iron Age II period
Carthaginian evidence indicates that m/kt and m/k might be feminine and masculine forms of
the same noun (a noun which, at Carthage could actually be in construct with both nsband

with 67, as discussed in Chapter II'*). All this implies that the terms m/kt and mtnt (as well as

'8 Lipiiski 1988, 152.

1% See discussion in Hoftijzer and Jongeling 1995, Vol. 2, 709.

'8 Hoftijzer and Jongeling 1995, Vol. 2, 750, s.v. ‘nsb,’.

188 Gras, Rouillard and Teixidor 1991, 159.

' That is, perhaps “stele mlk-b7" or “stele mlkt-b*I’ (CIS i 5684 and 5685); 7 century BCE Carthage.
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190

nsb) had different semantic ranges or ritual referents at Malta," although reconstructing

what those differences were is much more difficult.

The inscriptional content of these forty stelae represents a small window onto a much
larger spectrum of commemoration at the infant cremation cemetery / tophet of Motya.
Inscribed stelae represent only approximately 4% of the total stelae corpus.”® Many other
stelae were carved with images or symbols;*? these were the only stelae known to Whitaker
and other early excavators.”” In fact, the range of iconography on these uninscribed stelae led
Whitaker to conclude in 1921 that the cemetery was intended for the worship of goddesses

7’) 194
’

(“probably Astarte or Tanit a suggestion the inscriptional corpus seems to negate or

challenge.

1% “Even though the offering is once described as a ‘gift,” another time as a m/k¢, the two terms may not be

synonymous” (Gras, Rouillard & Teixidor 1991, 160).
' T have seen no exact counts of uninscribed stelae from Motya, but the total corpus is frequently referred to as
consisting of approximately one thousand stelae. Moscati and Uberti 1981 includes images of one thousand one
hundred sixty-one different stelae (some numbers are not pictured), although those numbered above one
thousand sixteen are very fragmentary.
192 Although some of the inscribed stelae from Motya seem also to bear carvings; see tav. LXXXIV, 2 (“iscrizione
punica n. 3”), which illustrates the feet of a figure standing between two bars or pillars, with inscription below.
19 “Until quite recently no stelae had been found at Motya resembling the figured and ornamented stelae that
have been discovered in considerable quantity at Carthage, in Sardinia, and elsewhere; but some have now been
met with in the recently discovered burial-ground which we think may have served for the interment of
sacrificial offerings. Among them are some bearing the representation of deities and the emblem of the disk and
crescent,” (Whitaker 1921, 218).
1 “Three of these [depicted stelae] bear figures on them, doubtless intended to represent deities, probably
Astarte or Tanit. Three others, which have been found lately, bear the emblem of the latter goddess.... Two
others show what was evidently meant for a human face, with a beard on it. Another, of smaller size, shows the
globe and crescent. Most of the stelae are of sandstone or limestone, but one, a large one which, when intact,
cannot have measured less than one metre in height, is of lava. This last-named stele was found in the sea,
opposite the north gate” (Whitaker 1921, 272-274).
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Figure I11.27: Carved, Uninscribed Stelae from the Motya Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet”
(Whitaker 1921, 272-273, fig. 51 & 52)

Were inscriptions only considered meaningful dedications to the male deity, Baal Hammon,
although a female deity could be addressed through iconographic messages? Or does the
female figure on the uninscribed stelae represent not a deity, but a mother or worshipper?
The picture is further complicated by the fact that some of these uninscribed stelae bear some
resemblance to those stelae found at the adult cremation cemetery at Motya.

Finally, the uninscribed stelae from the infant cremation cemetery (or tophet site) at
Motya offer extensive evidence of red painted decorations throughout the entire period the
cemetery was in use.” This red coloring may have been the only pigment of a series of

available colors or media to have survived.

i. Sardinia

Sulcis Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” Stelae

Loc. / Num. National Museum of Cagliari; The Armeni and Biggio private
collections of Sant’Antioco.

Dimensions [range]

Discovery Excavated by Genaro Pesce (since 1959) and by Ferruccio Barreca

1% Moscati (1989, 506) writes that “Stelae found in strata V-III of the tophetat Motya have decorations painted in
red; the iconography includes baetyls and clothed female figures in frontal position. Here there is no distinction
between colored areas and outline, but probably there were details that have now faded away.” 1 have not been
able to confirm that red painted stelae were found in stratum V (early 6" century BCE).
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(since 1968).

Studies Pesce 1961; Lilliu 1964; Bisi 1967; Moscati and Uberti 1970; Bondi 1972;
Moscati 1973, 197-201; Mosca 1975, 47; Brown 1986, 78-79; Moscati
1986; Bartoloni 1986

Date Site in use from the 8"-7" centuries BCE to 2"-1* centuries BCE. Stelae
in use from the mid-6" century BCE to the 1 century BCE."*

The city of Sulcis (also Solci, or Sulki) is located on the island of modern Sant ‘Antioco,
off the southwest coast of Sardinia. The Phoenician city is thought to have been founded ca.
770 BCE, and the first Roman occupation of the site took place in 238/7 BCE. A precinct that
seems similar to the other tophet sites was discovered north of the city, on a hill marked by
several rings of enclosures (and north of the northeast necropolis of the city).”” An initial
collection of one hundred five stelae from the site lacked archaeological provenance,”* and
their identification as tophet stelae, as opposed to adult funerary monuments or votive stelae
was debated. Subsequently, in 1956, more stelae were discovered via exploration of the site by
the Soprintendenza alle Antichita di Cagliari. Over 2000 cinerary urns (in fact, vessels at this
site vary widely, and include cooking pots, jugs, imported Aegean containers and other
variants) have been found in the clefts of the volcanic rock at the site. Mosca summarizes:

As might be expected, the oldest stratum of urns (dated by Pesce to the IX-VII

cents. B.C.) contains no stelae. In fact, no stelae have been found 7z situ,

although some 750 have come to light. These no doubt originally served to mark

the burial places of urns, but were subsequently reused for quite different

purposes. The date of their first use within the sanctuary is still a matter of
controversy [with advocates for the 7%, 6™, and 5™ centuries BCE, respectively],

19 Bartolini 1986, 13.

7 Acquaro describes the site as follows: “The tophetlies outside the city walls, north of the northeast necropolis.
The sanctuary occupies a rocky trachytic promontory and, as seen today, shows a large rectangular wall of
dressed blocks of the same rock, enclosing a cistern, and another wall parallel to it. The urns holding the
sacrificial ashes were deposited in the natural cracks in the ground together with the many stelae found. The size
of the wall blocks, quite unusual for a sacred area of this type, suggests that this could have been a military
structure to defend the northern approaches. The urban defensive line continues beyond the wall installation”
(Acquaro in Moscati 1989 [2001 edition], 268).

198« _at different times and in various contexts 105 stelae have been discovered (most before 1857) in the vicinity
of ancient Sulcis” (Brown 1986, 78).
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but none are later than the third century B.C. The final stratum of the precinct
itself dates to the second and first centuries B.C.*

Moscati (1986) and Bartoloni (1986) published an exemplary catalog of the entire corpus of
Motya stelae. These works described and analyzed 1575 stelae and cippi from the 6™-1°
centuries BCE, and outlined a typography of the commemorative monuments according to
style. Although the corpus is frequently referred to as anepigraphic, I find seven fragmentary

inscribed stelae among this group:

Table I11.3: Inscribed Stelae from the Sulcis Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet”

Niiifﬁoo Inscription Notes (Bartoloni 1986)

Stele without Carved Motif: “Parte di fascia indistinta con sommita
78 ../ 1 hmn™ triangolare (?) e di cornice semplice; nella parte alta del campo
un’iscrizione mutila di une riga”*”

Stele with Human Figure: “Sommita cuspidate; coronamento con listello e
timpani con cornice; rosetta umbonata con Quattro petali, in rilievo nel
ndr S2rbT bn bUsIk timpani; figura umana femminile (?) stante frontale vestita con lunga

284 7 07203 tunica, con braccio sinistro flesso e mano al petto appoggiata su un
bn zrb*l 1 o U AL .
element ellissoidale, in rilievo nel campo; capitelli ionici su semicolonne
rettangolari con basi; base indistinta; sulla base una iscrizione di una
riga”"
1052 ndr mhrb1bn /.. Inscribed Stele: “Parte del campo e della base; figura umana di sesso
Vas incerto (?) nel campo; sulla base rientrante una iscrizione di una riga””*
.1 hspt bn q.. /..bn | Stele Fragment: “Parte del coronamento; coronamento con listello, gola e
1189 grismnbn /.. ksm* | fascia indistinta (?), in rilievo; iscrizione di tre righe incise rovesciata
q] db[yyb[]( nella gola"z‘”
..r S ndr hnsb‘l bn B o o
v . Stele Fragment: “Base distinta con fascia inquadrata da modanature con
smn‘ms bnsl/..1 . . e . .
1526 o177 listello e gola, aggettante anteriormente; iscrizione di due line sulla
bnb'lh” bn ytnmlk | ¢ . s

ksm ql”

199 Mosca 1975, 47.

% From the two volume catalog and analysis compiled by Bartoloni (1986) and Moscati (1986).

**The inscription is transcribed .. // Amn (Bartoloni 1986, 40), but the photograph (Tav. XL.78) seems to feature a
£ (and other transcription errors support the possibility that this was a printing error; see notes below).

22 Bartoloni 1986, 40.

?% The inscription is transcribed ndr zrb” bn b7slk bn “zrb7 (Bartoloni 1986, 73), but the photograph (Tav. L.284)
indicates that all gutturals should be printed as ‘ayizs.

24 Bartoloni 1986, 73.

?% The inscription is transcribed ndr mhrb’] bn (Bartoloni 1986, 183), but the photograph (Tav. CXXX.1052)
indicates that the printed Z/ep should be read as an ‘ayin.

2% Bartoloni 1986, 183.

27 Bartoloni 1986, 201.

28 Bartoloni 1986, 239.
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Irbt Itnt p[n] b7 ndr
1529 S/ ndr grs kn) bn

(e Vi

Stele Fragment: “Base distinta rientrante anteriormente; iscrizione di due
line sulla base”**°

.[bln mgnbTw sm*®

1530 al” Stele Fragment: “Base indistinta (?); iscrizione di une linea sulla base”"

These inscriptions seem to use the noun ndrexclusively to describe the nominal clause which
refers to the object(s) being dedicated or erected (numbers 284, 1052, and 1529 make this clear
through context; number 1526 may also have used this construction). Interestingly, ndris also
used as the only verb to describe the action of the person who (presumably) commissioned the
stelae (as numbers 1526 and 1529 illustrate). With regard to deities to whom the stelae are
addressed, number 1529 mentions “the lady, Tanit face of Baal,” while number 78 may be
addressed to Baal Hammon.

The one complete stele from this corpus, number 284, features no named god or
goddess, but is carved with a female figure holding a disk in her hands, her right hand crossed

in front of her chest.

Figure I11.28: Inscribed Stele Number 284 from the Sulcis Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet”
(Bartoloni 1986, tav. L.284)

% The inscription is transcribed Irbt ltnt pln) b1 ndr 5 / ndr grs kn] bn st (Bartoloni 1986, 240), but the
photograph (Tav. CXLVIL1529) indicates the relative pronoun 7%is intended at the end of line one.

#0 Bartoloni 1986, 240.

“1 Bartoloni 1986, 240.
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This image is a common motif at Sulcis, and twenty-eight other stelae from this corpus share
the same stele shape, form, and decoration (but without an inscription).?? Bartolini offers a
quantified summary of carved motifs seen throughout the corpus,” although he does not

correlate this with a chronological distribution of the stelae over the period of use at that site.

Nora Infant Cremation Cemtery Stelae

Loc. / Num. National Museum in Cagliari 22075-22089, 25456 and 25518; Fifteen
stelae acquired February 3, 1889; Sixty-three stelae acquired June 10,
1896 (total collection is eighty-five stelae®).

Dimensions [range]

Discovery Excavations in 1889-1890 following their exposure during a storm.
Studies Cecchini 1969, 60-64; Moscati and Uberti 1970; Pesce 1972; Mosca 1975
Date Late 6™ - 4" centuries BCE

A sacred precinct or cremation cemetery at Nora, located on the beach and outside the
ancient city, was “brought to light by an unusually severe sea storm”** in 1889, and
excavations were begun the following year. Most of the early finds associated with this site

have been lost. Extant cinerary urns from the site date to the 4™ century BCE at the latest,

12 Bartolini describes these stelae as follows: “...le stele con sommita cuspidate timpaniforme, le quail presentano
sempre il medesimo schema del personaggio femminile stante frontale vestito con lunga tunica e mantello, con
braccio sinistro flesso e mano al petto sorreggente il disco, con braccio destroy flesso e mano aperta appoggiata
sul disco [i.e. numbers 282-310]” (Bartoloni 1986, 26).

3 Bartoloni 1986, 22-25.

" Moscati describes the manifold problems involved in trying to create a complete inventory of the Nora
cremation cemetery stelae as follows: “Non mancano stele senza numero o con numero inesatto; né del resto
tutte le stele risultano esposte, perche alter, sempre da Nora, si trovano nei magazzini. In somma, se & agevole
farsi un’idea approssimativa del material nel suo complesso, non & possible (o meglio non lo era prima del
presente lavoro) individuarlo tutto con sicurezza. Anche I'esame degli inventari non resolve (o meglio non
risolveva prima del presente lavoro) il problem, perché le indicazioni sono generiche e non specifiche: si danno
come stele di Nora appunto quelle comprese entro I numeri sopra citati, ma senza individuarle singolarmente e
anzi non senza vuoti e incongruenze. Quanto all'unica pubblicazione esistente, il catalogo sommario del Patroni
(1904), esso omette I numeri di inventario cosi come molti altri dati, fornendo riproduzioni solo di trentadue su
ottantatre esemplari” (Moscati and Uberti 1970, 5).

5 Mosca 1975, 48.

257



although stelae seem to indicate that the site was in use from the late 6™ or early 5" century to

the 4™ century BCE.”*®

Moscati and Uberti cataloged eighty-five stelae from the collection of the National

Museum in Cagliari in 1970. Most were anepigraphic; only five stelae bore inscriptions:

Table I11.4: Inscribed Stelae from the Nora Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet”

Catalog
Number?”’

Inscription

Notes (Moscati and UbeEti 1970)

Date

10

ndr bd* bn
(‘bd?

Stele with Betyl: “Scheggiature sulla faccia posteriore, sul pilastro
destroy, alla sommita; manca ’angolo superior sinistro della base;
moto consunta. Lisciatura su tutta la superficie in vista, ad eccezione
della base su cui sono visibili trace di lavorazione a martellina e
scalpello; trace di pittura rossa sul pilastro sinistro, sul betilo e sul
fondo del campo figurative.... L'edicola, con alta base che aggetta
frontalmente, ha due pilastri rettangolari, che poggiano su uno
zoccolo esteso per tutta la larghezza della stele; su quest’ultimo,
iscrizione di una riga...; i pilastri sono sormontati da un architrave e
probabilmente da una gola egizia. Nell'interno dell’edicola &
rappresentatio a rilievo un betilo pilastriforme, rastremato verso
I’alto, posto su una base-altare a due piedi, modanata nella parte
superior da una gola egizia posta su un toro e terminante con un
listello piatto aggettante.”*®

Not earlier
than the 5™-4™
centuries BCE

14

ndr pdy / bn

s

Stele with Three Betyls: “Scheggiature su tutta la sperficie; manca
I’angolo inferior anterior sinistro; coperta da sedimentazioni.
Lisciatura sulla faccia anterior; sbozzate le face laterali e posteriore;
trace di lavorazione a scalpello nell’interno dell’edicola. ...L’edicola
ha una inquadratura semplice con stipiti non distinti dai margini
laterali; sulla parte inferior dell’edicola sono incise una serie di
triangoli aperti (in quanto privy del lato di base) e convergenti e

un’iscrizione di due righe...; il bordo destroy dell’edicola & decorato da

una serie di line parallele e oblique; anche la fascia superiore &
decorate dallo stesso motive di triangoli incise, aperti, convergenti,
decentrati rispetto al centro della faccia. Nell'interno dell’edicola
sono rappresentati a rilievo tre betili pilastriformi, privy della linea
divisoria di base; I due betili laterali sono pil bassi di quello
central.””"’

Not earlier
than the 4"
century BCE

216 Although previous analyses had suggested stelae may be as late as 3"-2™ centuries BCE, Moscati and Uberti
conclude that no stele is later than the 4™ century BCE (on the basis of epigraphic and iconographic data, as well
as stele-form comparisons; Moscati and Uberti 1970, 44-45).
Y From Moscati and Uberti 1970.

#8 Mocsati and Uberti 1970, 88.

29 Moscati and Uberti 1970, 90-91.
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Stele with Three Betyls: “Una rottura, con andamento quasi
orizzontale, la priva della parte superior; scheggiature su tutta la
superficie; alquanto consunta. Lisciatura sulle face anterior e laterali;
trace di lavorazione a scalpello sulla faccia posteriore e sulla base.
Stele a sezione quadrangolare. La stele ha sulla faccia anteriore, a
rilievo, una base a forma tronco-piramidale sormontata da un toro su [TOO damaged
ndr bd? cui poggia una gola egizia terminante con un alto listello piatto to be dated on
aggettante che reca incise un’iscrizione di una riga.... L’edicola, che epigraphic
poggia su un gradino arretrato rispetto all’iscrizione, ha duplice grounds]
inquadratura rientrante e aggettante 'una sull’altra. Nell'interno
dell’edicola sono rappresentati a rilievo tre betili pilastriformi,
sovrastanti una base-altare a forma tronco-piramidale sormontata da
un toro su cui poggia una gola egizia terminante con un listello piatto
aggettante.”””

25

Inscribed Stele: “Una rottura, con andamento da sinistra verso
destra, la priva della parte superior. Lisciatura sulle face

84 ndr mgn anterior e laterali; appena sbozzata la faccia posteriore; trace 4™ century BCE
di lavorazione a scalpello sulla faccia anterior. Sul frammento,
nella parte inferior, & incise un’iscrizione di una riga.”**'

“Una rottura, con andamento quasi veticale, la priva del fianco

[d/n?]dr destroy; mancano gli spigoli inferiori a sinistra; scheggiature
. grmhr/d alla sommita; I tre frammenti che la compongono sono Late 6" century
[d/b?n combacianti; molto consunta. Lisciatura sulla superficie BCE**
hrr® ancora visible. Sulla stele & incise un’iscrizione di due (?)
righe.”””

Though badly damaged, all five of the inscriptions seem to indicate the same use of the noun
ndras was seen in the Sulcis stelae corpus. None utilizes a verbal construction to represent
the action of the dedicant.

The three stelae with carved images all feature rectangular niches with schematic
images inside, insterpreted as “betyls,” or aniconic representations of a deity or deities, by

Moscati and Uberti.

220 Moscati and Uberti 1970, 97-98.

1 Moscati and Uberti 1970, 136-137.

*22 The inscription is confusingly transcribed as: d/ (n)dr grmhr /dd / (b)n hrr (?)in Moscati and Uberti 1970,
137. The photograph is not clear enough to check this reading.

3 Moscati and Uberti 1970, 137.

#* Moscati suggests only “una datazione abbastanza antica” (Moscati and Uberti 1970, 45).
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Figure I11.29: The Three Inscribed Stelae from Nora with Carved Images.
Stelae Numbers 10 (Moscati and Uberti 1970, tav. 10), 14 (Ibid, tav. VII), and 25 (Ibid, tav. XIII)

As described by the catalogers, stele number 10 still bore traces of red paint in several places
throughout the carved image.”” All these stelae feature inscriptions below their carved motifs,
indicating that the two fragmentary stelae with inscriptions, below, may well have been

adorned with carved stelae-tops at one time.

Figure I11.30: Two of the Inscribed Stelae from the Nora Cremation Cemetery. Left, Stele 84 (Moscati and Uberti
1970, tav. XLII); right, Stele 85 (Moscati and Uberti 1970, tav. XLIII)

The anepigraphic stelae feature symbolic representations including the “sign of Tanit,”
geometric figures (disks, crescents, rectangles), images of urns or betyls, and human figures.

The largest stelae from the site are over a meter in height, although smaller stelae are more

25« trace di pittura rossa sul pilastro sinistro, sul betilo e sul fondo del campo figurative...”(Moscati and Uberti

1970, 88).
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common. Acquaro writes of the Nora tophet stelae that they “reveal the activity of a minor
crafts center, largely dependent on Punic models,”” but with their own aesthetic preferences

and innovations.

Monte Sirai Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” Stelae

Loc. / Num. [Inventory numbers available in studies, below]
Dimensions [range]
Discovery Votive stelae were discovered by Antonio Zara in 1962; Excavations

were begun in 1963, directed by Ferruccio Barreca and Giovanni
Garbini.”” Excavations of the “tophet” take place in multiple seasons
from 1963-1965; 1978-1979; 1981 and 1984-1986.

Studies Barreca & Garbini 1964, 20-36; Amadasi et al. 1965, 123-133; Cecchini
1965; Moscati 1965-1966, 65f.; Bondi 1972, 51, 55-57; Mosca 1975, 47-48;
Brown 1986, 79-80.

Date Stelae from the 5™ - 1% centuries BCE

Monte Sirai is an inland garrison town which was dependent on Sulcis. There is
evidence (including a 6™ century Punic necropolis) that the site was settled by Phoenicians as
early as 750 BCE, but there is no evidence for an infant cremation cemetery or tophet site
before the reinforcing of the city walls (probably by Carthaginians, as at other Sardinian
towns) in the mid-4™ century BCE. Its sacred precinct consists of an enclosure located outside
of town near a second enclosure containing a small provincial temple. An altar or surface in
the NE corner of the temple was covered with a mixture of ashes and burnt bone, but to my
knowledge no scientific study of this material was conducted. The use of the tophet site,
thought to have been established around 360 BCE, seems to have ceased in the 2™-1 centuries

BCE (the town of Monte Sirai is thought to have been abandoned around 110 BCE), although

226 Acquaro in Moscati 1989 (2001 edition), 264.
**” See Bartoloni (1989, 11) for the story of the arrest of several clandestine diggers who used explosives to blow up
Tomb 3 after excavations had identified the site of the Punic cemetery.
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some Roman imperial coins found in the chapel or temple at the tophet indicate that it was
visited into the 4™ century CE.**

Stelae were first discovered at the site in 1962 (followed by excavations in 1963, 1964,
and 1969). As of 1989, approximately four hundred cinerary urns had been uncovered at the
site, dating to the 4™ - 2™ centuries BCE. Most of the urns are reused cooking pots, covered by
small plates. Some one hundred stelae have also thus far been uncovered.”” As of 1972, all
stelae found at the site were anepigraphic, but many had been carved with motifs or niches.
The stelae are exceedingly difficult to date:

Alla risoluzione del complesso problema della datazione delle stele di Monte

Sirai nessun contributo pud venire dale modalita del ritrovamento: tutti gli

esemplari, infatti, sono stati rinvenuti fuori strato, quando non addirittura in

superficie, né peraltro la documentazione complessiva proveniente dal fophet

di Monte Sirai & tale da poter offrire dati cronologici utilizzabili in questa sede,

dal momento che la ceramic rinvennutavi, invero non abbondante, manca

anch’essa di una stratigrafia ordinate (il terreno archeologico nella zona del

tophet non supera la profondita di cm. 50).2°
The tophet was thus dated solely on the basis of ceramic finds, with the adjoining temple
having been constructed slightly earlier, in the 6™ century BCE.”" Similarities in the
iconography of the stelae at the Monte Sirai and Sulcis tophet sites may speak to Monte Sirai’s
status as a subsidiary settlement site to Sulcis, although several differences between the two

corpora are also evident.”? It may be that Monte Sirai grew more autonomous (in iconographic

choice and variation) over time, especially from the 3™ century onward.”*

2 Bartoloni 1989, 19.

% But note that in 1965, Cecchini wrote “il numero delle stele, intere e frammentarie pitt 0 meno lavorate, appare
indubbiamente elevato sia in rapport allo spazio delimitato dal primo recinto sia in relazione al numero delle urne
cinerarie” (1965, 124).

20 Bondi 1972, 38.

»! Bondi 1972, 38.

2 In particular, Acquaro calls the depictions on Monte Sirai stelae the product of “nonspecialized craftsman” (in
Moscati 1989 [2001 edition], 260). Elsewhere he elaborates: “Where dependence on the coastal city [of Sulcis] is
less, the local element adopts extrinsic designs creating works which demonstrate the extent of the integration
between the two ethnic groups in the period lasting until Roman occupation. The artifacts which merit careful
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Tharros Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” Stelae

Loc. / Num. [Inventory numbers available in studies, below]

Dimensions [range]

Discovery 1956-1964: Excavated by Pesce
1973-1989: Excavations continued by the Soprintendenza archeological
di Cagliari

Studies Uberti 1976; Moscati 1981; Acquaro 1982; Barreca 1983; Francisi 1983;
Moscati and Uberti 1985; Brown 1986, 80-83.

Date 8" — 7" centuries BCE to 3"-2™ centuries BCE

The city of Tharros is located on the western coast of Sardinia, near the village of San
Giovanni di Sinis on the southern shore of the Sinis peninsula. Tharros was long thought to
have been founded by the Phoenicians in the 8" century BCE (though now a proto-Sardinian
settlement is thought to have been established in the Late Bronze Age) and the site was
inhabited continuously until its abandonment in the 10" century CE. The tophet site at
Tharros is at least 30 x 80 m large, located within the fortification walls of the ancient city (its
full extent has not yet been determined). Brown summarized the complications during the (at
that time incomplete) excavations of the site in 1986:

Four strata, dating from the eighth to the second/first centuries B.C. and lasting

into Roman occupation of the island, have been identified.... They have

produced approximately 200 stelae, none found in its original position. The

oldest urns of the tophet were deposited in and among circular structures of the

Nuraghic®* period. When the area was eventually walled to the north and east,

stelae were used as construction materials. Old urns were also collected and
deposited in groups inside and outside the structures....”

analysis (the votive stelae, the bone plaques with the god Bes and sphinx, the wheel-made clay figurines) show a
dependence on models all well represented in the Punic Occident, with a few novel elements as far as the female
statuettes, and small bronzes are concerned. However, it is highly unlikely that these works were of local Punic
craftsmanship, both because of their specific characteristics and their general context” (Acquaro in Moscati 1989
[2001 edition], 269).
2 Bondi 1972, 39 and 89-90.
¢ The term “Nuragic / Nuraghic” refers to an indigenous Sardinian culture whose history stretches from the Late
Bronze Age to the 2™ century CE. The Roman historian Justin describes an expedition by Carthage against a still
Nuragic Sardinia, in 540 BCE; within forty years or so, Carthaginians had conquered most of coastal Sardinia.
25 Brown 1986, 81.
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All the stelae are anepigraphic, some featuring geometric carved motifs, while others
depict women (some holding tambourines), mythological scenes, and motifs like the
“bottle motif” seen at Carthage and elsewhere. There is again a discrepancy between
the number of extant urns (numbered in the thousands) and stelae (only in the

hundreds) to be contended with.

j. Tunisia

Carthage Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” Stelae

Loc. / Num. Stelae are located in the Carthage Museum, Carthage Annibal, the
Bardo Museum, Tunis, as well as a handful of museums in England and
France.

Dimensions

Discovery 1817: First appearance of Punic votive stelae at Carthage
1921: Frangois Icard excavation
1922: Louis Poinssot and Raymond Lantier excavation
1925: Francis Kelsey excavation
1934-36: Pere Lapeyre excavation
1944-47: Pierre Cintas excavation
1976-79: Lawrence Stager excavation, “Punic Project”

Studies Harden 1927; Harden 1937; Weinfeld 1972; Stager 1980; Stager and
Wolff 1984; Bonnet 2011; Quinn 2011.

Date 7™ - 2™ centuries BCE

As discussed in Chapter II, the thousands of inscriptions on stelae found at the tophet
or infant cremation cemetery at Carthage have not been quantitatively studied or brought
together in any usable way at this point. As early as 1903, before the site was known to

scholars,”® and before any regular excavation, more than 2000 stelae had been unearthed.””

¢ The actual location of the cemetery itself was only discovered in 1921: “In December, 1921, limestone stelae
with symbols associated with the cult of Tanit began to be brought to Tunis, and one of them came into the hands
of a public official, M. Gielly, who was interested in antiquities. It was reported that they were dug up at La Marsa,
north of Carthage, but the Arab who brought them was followed, and the place of discovery became known. This
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Each subsequent excavation produced hundreds (and in some cases more than a thousand)
additional stelae and urns,”® and it seems clear that the precinct extends more than 50 m south
of the already-excavated areas.”” The most complete study thus far completed may be Brown
(1986)’s, which includes 698 stelae from Carthage, but does not purport to offer a study of the
inscriptions - only the iconography on the stelae. She describes the difficulty of studying the
existing stelae from Carthage as follows:

The stelae are not all stored together and accessible in one museum. Some were
removed to England and France by their excavators. The majority of those
remaining in Tunisia are located in the Carthage Museum in Carthage Annibal, a
suburb of Tunis, while the remainder are in the Bardo Museum in Tunis. I was
permitted access to the monuments in the Carthage Museum. In this museum
there is only a partial record of all the monuments stored there and no record of
their location in the storeroom. There is no record of the original contexts of
the catalogued monuments, and often none of their excavator. Thus it is
impossible to classify the stelae according to context or chronology except in
the broadest terms. The catalogue and photographic archive of stelae are
incomplete, and different researchers have begun at least three numbering
systems which are not finished. Some monuments have been assigned two or
three numbers while others are unnumbered. ...Different types of stelae are not
necessarily represented in percentages equal to their proportion in the corpus
of ca. 7,000, since I could neither take a random sample nor examine all stelae.”

It is unclear from Brown’s description whether 7,000 was an estimate of the stelae held by the
Carthage Museum alone, or the total number of extant stelae from the tophet site - in either
case, this gives some indication of the massive size of the corpus and the difficulty of

producing a systematic catalog of either inscriptions or iconography.

official and M. Icard, the chief of police in Tunis, purchased the property where the stelae were found, and in 1922
a trial excavation was made with funds provided by the Service des Antiquités” (Kelsey 1926, 33).

7 Cooke 1903, 132: “More than 2000 votive tablets of this character have been unearthed on the site of ancient
Carthage, in the neighbourhood of what was once the citadel (Byrsa). The stones are often inscribed with symbols
of the two deities, and the formula of dedication is in nearly all cases the same.”

8 For example, more than 2000 urns were uncovered during the three seasons of excavation conducted from
1921-1925 (Harden 1937, 59). As of 1939 Lapeyre was able to write, “Prés de cinq cents steles dont la plupart avec
dessins ou inscriptions, ou avec dessins et inscriptions ont été recueillies. Le nombre des urnes renfermant des
fragments d’ossements calcinés, des dents et des amulettes est plus considerable, un millier environ” (Lapeyre
1939, 294).

%9 Harden 1937, 61.

20 Brown 1986, 9-10.
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Some of the Carthaginian stelae were inscribed, while others were carved with only
anepigraphic figures or scenes (see below). Many of the uninscribed stelae bore signs of
having been covered by a brown stucco material,** probably to provide an alternative (less
expensive?) medium for decoration of the stelae.”” Inscriptions occur in Punic (dedicated to
b1 hmn and, beginning around 500 BCE with the Tanit II period,* sometimes also to #rf), Latin

(dedicated to Saturn as Sat, Aug.), and Greek.

Figure I11.31: Stelae of Tanit IT (500-300 BCE Exposed by the Kelsey Excavation
(Harden 1937, pl. IXb)

The stelae do not seem to be regularly or consistently affiliated with urn burials (at
least not in a clear one-to-one arrangement), although the complicated deposition and

orientation of the stelae at the cemetery make it difficult to determine even a /ack of stele-urn

11 have found no analysis of the stucco used on the stelae at Carthage; stucco is traditionally an amalgam of lime,
sand, and water (and convention dictates that the term “plaster” is used of indoor coatings, while “stucco” is used
of substances intended for outdoor use). Sometimes an animal- or plant-based fiber of some kind is added to
strengthen the mixture.

2 “Amongst the stelae [in Tanit 11, 550-300 BCE] hardly two duplicates exist, and much might be written about the
various types; it must suffice here to note that there were two main kinds, the one of coarse limestone or tufa, and
the other of a hard and compact sandstone. Those of the first type were usually in the form of altars and rough
and uninscribed, though they often bore crude representations of betyls or the sign of Tanit and the like incised
or in sunken relief. Many showed traces of having been covered with brown stucco; probably all had been so
covered originally. Those of the second type were in the form of pointed obelisks, roughly shaped on three sides
and polished on the fourth, on which side they often bore a dedicatory inscription to Tanit or an incised
representation of a sign of Tanit, &c., or both.” (Harden 1937, 60; emphasis mine).

3 Stager and Wolff 1984, 38.
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association with certainty.” Stager addresses the range of possible explanations for this
problem:

...not every urn has a marker that can be associated with it. Do these sacrifices

without monuments represent those of commoners who could not afford

tombstones; do they indicate instances in which monuments have been plucked

and then reused in later burials (or which there are a number of examples); or

were the monuments simply removed for other reasons?**
We know that at least one favissa was used to clear stelae for further use of the area. The
sporadic and incomplete publication of the various excavations of the tophet at Carthage,
coupled with the vast quantity of artifacts and texts produced at the site and the difficult
nature of the site itself, conspire to make a comprehensive or systematic study of the
inscriptions from Carthage impossible at this time. This must be kept in mind when utilizing
reports made by the excavators - no quantification of the entire corpus of inscriptions is
possible, and therefore qualitative characterizations of what formulae are “common” or
“frequent” should be accepted with some reservations. For example, this formula is described
as “typical” of a Carthaginian votive inscription by Stager and Wolff:

“To our lady, to Tanit, the face of Ba‘al, and to our lord, to Ba ‘al Hammon - that

which was vowed (by) PN son of PN, son of PN because he [the deity] heard his
[the dedicant’s] voice and blessed him.”**

Elsewhere, Stager writes that the Phoenician verb ndrfor “vow” “frequently occurs on

inscribed stelae.””*® These claims are not surprising, given the range of Phoenician / Punic

** Harden 1937, 60; He goes on to say: “There was very little apparent order in the position of the urns [in Tanit
11], and they were not always even buried in an upright position, but the stelae were laid in rough lines running N.
to S. ...in the centre of PL. IX b can be seen a pathway about 2 m. wide, and as the lines of stelae on either side of
this were set facing it and each other, it looks as if this may have been a central avenue in the precinct.”
% Stager 1982, 160.
¢ Harden 1937, 62 and n. 2; Lapeyre 1939, 295.
7 Stager and Wolff 1984, 45.
8 Stager 1982, 162.

267



language already attested on stelae from Malta, Algeria, and elsewhere; but they are difficult to
confirm in any precise way.

By way of example, in a 1982 publication, Stager describes the appearance of
information beyond a dedicant’s genealogical affiliations as follows: “In the few instances
where the vocation of the offerant is actually recorded on the stelae, these also support the
notion that at Carthage the élite were among the most active participants in the rite.*
However, two years later he writes that:

The vocations of the dedicants are often recorded on the stelae. In the fourth-

century B.C. examples, Mosca has found political and military titles, like shufet

(a “judge”) and rab (“magistrate,” literally a “great one”; compare the title

rabbi), as well as cultic personnel titles such as priest, high priest, and

“awakener of the god(s).” In the third and second centuries he finds more

ordinary vocations like doctors, teachers, scribes, weavers, embroiderers,

goldsmiths, iron casters, craftsmen, master craftsmen, salt-workers, sailors,

surveyors, weighers, perfumers and sellers of incense, among many others.>
Whether the vocation of the dedicant is mentioned in a “few” cases, or “often,” cannot be
independently verified until a catalog of the referenced stelae is produced.

A careful assessment of Stager’s claims about the stelae and the language of their
inscriptions is complicated by his wholesale adoption of the hypothesis that the Carthaginian
cemetery’s sole purpose was as a cultic space for child sacrifice. He writes, “At Carthage only
two types of mulk-sacrifice are attested in the stelae inscriptions: * mulk immaor - the sacrifice
of a lamb or kid; and *mulk ba‘al - the sacrifice of a ‘ba‘al’, i.e. the child of a wealthy mercantile

or estate-owning family.””' However, it seems as though the earliest inscription bearing the

term mlk “mr(i.e. CIS i 307) dates to the 3™ century BCE, approximately five hundred years

9 Stager 1982, 160.

0 Stager and Wolff 1984, 47.

1 Stager 1982, 159. Stager goes on to observe that “This accords well with those classical authors who refer to
the young sacrificial victims as ‘nobles,’ (1982, 160).
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after the cemetery’s founding.** This identification of m/lk “mras the sacrifice of a young
sheep or goat is supported, in Stager’s view, by the fact that “sheep are depicted on some
limestone stelae from the 4™ Century B.C. - 146 B.C.,”** although I am not aware of any study
which attempts to quantify the correlation between the appearance of the sheep image on
stelae with those mentioning the m/k mrterm. One such stele, described by Vassel in 1918, is
anepigraphic but features the following carved image (identified as a fat-tailed sheep by

Vassel) along with other images:**

[ X8

Figure I11.32: Image of a “Sheep” on an Anepigraphic Stele from Carthage
(Vassel 1918, 189, fig. 1)

Further, we know that some animals were depicted on stelae which could not have been
sacrificed in the same manner as suggested by Stager; in one instance, an African elephant is
depicted on an inscribed stele from the site.” In fact, Weinfeld came to a very different
conclusion about the m/k “mrstelae, writing: “The Punic inscriptions which mention m/k “mr
contain neither a hint of, nor any occasion for, a sacrifice, since what is presented to the god in

thanksgiving for responding to a vow and a petition is the stele itself and not a sacrifice.”**

2 Cf, Stager 1982, 161. This is implied by the language used by Stager, but is not explicitly argued.
3 Stager 1982, 161.
»* The stele is referred to as Anepigraphic Stele “d.” It features three registers, one of which is filled with a
horizontal right hand, palm up (Vassel 1918, 188-190). Vassel goes on to write: “il est a noter que les animaux,
quand ils ne vont pas par paire, sont Presque invariablement tournés vers la gauche (du spectateur); je n’ai
remarqué jusqu’ici qu'une exception a cette régle (dauphin d’inspirations grecque); il y a encore 13, selon toute
apparence, une idée superstitieuse qui nous échappe.”
5 Lapeyre 1939, 296.
¢ Weinfeld 1972, 135.
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The iconography of these Carthaginian stelae must also be taken into consideration. A
number of carved motifs appear together with - or in lieu of - a Punic inscription. I will

address several of the most commonly occurring motifs here:

Table II1.5: Varieties of Interpretation of Carved Motifs at the
Carthage Infant Cremation Cemetery

Carved Symbol Interpretations
“Sign of Tanit”*’ Culican (1970): “This sign is a contrived expression of the Carthaginian faith in the
reality of the divine milieu and the divine presence. It is a statement of belief....”**®
ﬁ Linder (1973): A stylized image or symbol of the goddess Tanit.
Brown (1992): “...probably depicts the goddess [Tanit] with her arms raised in

1259

(A triangular base, topped | 8reeting.
by a cross bar, and
featuring a disk at its
apex; with variations)

Two upraised hands Yadin (1970): “Not only can they be regarded as representing the figure of 7anit
herself, pars pro toto, but in most of the stelae of this type there is no indication of a
symbol representing Ba‘al-Hamman; the symbol of Tanitappears at the head of the
stele or between the two hands.”**

Raised right hand with | Brown (1992): Can be used in fuller depictions as a gesture of ritual greeting made by
palm out either a human or a deity; may be a symbolic shorthand for the worshipper in a
tophet setting.

»7 This commonly occurring symbol was long argued to be the symbol of the goddess Tanit by excavators at
Carthage. Since the 1970s, this identification has been correlated with some inscriptional and other
circumstantial evidence, strengthening the case for an association between this symbol and the goddess ¢n2¢. The
strongest evidence in support of the identification is twofold:

(a) “On some of the coins of Ashkelon, there appears the figure of a goddess accompanied by the inscription
pavnparog and the symbol in question. There is no doubt that “phanebalos” is to be identified with Hva1s, the
title of Tanit, thus further strengthening the identification of this symbol with 7anif” (Yadin 1970, 218).

(b) Two of the more than 250 ceramic figurines found as part of the Shave-Ziyyon / Shavei Zion shipwreck feature
female figures with the “sign of Tanit” stamped on the front of their rectangular bases. These are to be dated to
the late 5™ - early 4" centuries BCE (on the basis of the make of the storage jars also found as part of the ship’s
cargo; Linder 1973 186-87). Linder writes: “Now, for the first time, the sign appears stamped on the base of a
female figure which, I strongly believe, represents Tanit herself, and which leaves little room to doubt that a
direct connection exists between the goddess and the symbol. On two of the terracottas the ‘sign of Tanit’ was
replaced by a beautiful representation of a dolphin. This new symbol fits well into the pattern of Carthaginian
iconography where the dolphin often appears on stelae together with the ‘sign of Tanit’ and an upraised hand”
(Linder 1973, 185).

%8 Culican 1970, 48-49. He goes on: “A partial analogy is the djedpillar in Egyptian religion which stood for a set
of forceful ideas concerning the afterlife in Osiris but which in itself suggested none of these.”

9 Brown 1992, 16.

0 yadin 1970, 219.
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Crescent Moon

Yadin (1970): “There seems to be little doubt that the crescent is the Ba‘a/ Hamman,
for it appears not only at the head of most of stelae on which he and 7anitare
mentioned, but also at the head of most of the stelae on which he alone is
mentioned.... Moreover, it does not appear at all on many of the stelae devoted to
Tanit alone. This is further strengthened by the fact that the crescent is the only
symbol mentioning Ba‘a/ Hamman appearing on both the Zinjirli monuments and the
Punic stelae.”®" (This despite the fact that the crescent moon sits atop the disk
figure at Carthage, pointing downward, while at Zincirli and Samal the crescent sits
within the disk, pointing upwards.**?)

Caduceus

Leglay (1966): The caduceus appears on Carthaginian coinage and on monuments
other than stelae, and is therefore unlikely to be simply a sign associated with death.
Culican (1970): “...it is that type of divine instar which we have reason to believe
stood by Semitic altars as the asherim stood by the baalim.”***

Yadin (1970): “It is difficult to decide whether it symbolizes Ba‘a/~-Hamman, Tanit or
both of them together. Again, scholars are divided on the interpretation of the
symbol proper. In spite of the great similarity between it and the caduceus of
Hermes, i.e., the scepter terminating in snake-heads, there are scholars who consider
it to consist of a disc surmounted by a crescent, atop a pole and tied to it by means of
ribbons.”***

Brown (1992): “...probably representing the wand of Greek Hermes as conductor of
souls to the underworld.... Hermes himself is not shown, and the motif may have
become more a general symbol of the passage from one world to the next than the
specific attribute of the Greek god.”***

Vase or “bottle” figure
(sometimes with a human
head, probably starting in
the 3-2" centuries
BCEZGG)

Gsell (1920): Vase or urn image.

Cintas (1947): Anthropomorphic betyl or idol, eventually transformed into a
schematic geometric shape.

Bisi (1967): Same indefinite religious idea as the Tanit motif.

Picard (1968): A mummy-shape, indicating the swaddled infant victim, evolved to
become a bottle-shape.

Brown (1986): “...it must be noted that the Bottle takes many forms which need not
all represent the same object or concept.”*"’

A “strange object
resembling a pineapple
on a stand”*® (e.g. CIS i
2652; CIS ii 4, 2071,
2150)*

Hours-Miedan (1950): Sacred containers of some kind.

Culican (1970): Thymiaterion, a type of censer or incense burner.

Picard (1968): Incense-burners.

Brown (1986): “They may be altars or incense-burners mounded with incense or
some other product, or they may be containers for the incense...”””°

! Yadin 1970, 218.

2 Yadin points out that in two miniature funerary temples from Lilybeum in Sicily, not from excavated context,
the crescent moon points upwards on one and downward on the other (cf. KAI 216; Yadin 1970, 205).

¢ Culican 1970, 57.
**yadin 1970, 219.
5 Brown 1992, 16-17.
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...there appears to be some stratigraphical evidence from the Tanit precinct to show that it [the “bottle”

symbol] acquired a face - e.g., Picard, Cb-412 - only in the 3" and 2™ centuries B.C. and that in this it most
probably shared the contemporary anthropomorphisation of the Tanit symbol” (Culican 1970, 44-45).

%7 Brown 1986, 184.
28 Culican 1970, 46.

* Cf. Brown’s note: “I named the motif BIGMAC for the computer because of its resemblance to a hamburger with
usually only a top bun” (Brown 1986, 188).

7% Brown 1986, 189.
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The objects frequently occur grouped together, as if depicting several items associated with a
ritual, or the symbols for several deities. Brown made the suggestion that “carvers of stelae
copied single motifs and whole groups of motifs from the same models or pattern books,”*”* by
way of explanation for the limited repertoire of iconographic elements, but striking variety in
their execution and combination with one another. If this were the case, each motif might
have had a particular range of cultural significance, but the individual selection of elements or
combinations of elements might have had familial, personal, or even simple aesthetic
significance. She goes on to posit that the large numbers of rectangular niches or outlined
panels on anepigraphic stelae represent not intentional depictions, but a prepared (and
unused) surface for decoration.”” The prefabrication of stelae at some locations seems a likely
feature of local productions.

In any case, attempts to identify and interpret the meaning or significance of the
carved motifs, when accompanied by the formulaic inscriptions or not, are heavily dependent
on one’s preexisting notions of the interplay of religion, ritual, and mortuary practice (or

sacrifice) at the Carthaginian infant creamtion cemetery.

Hadrumentum / Hadrumetum / Sousse Infant Cremation Cemetery / “Tophet” Stelae

Loc. / Num. [Inventory numbers available in studies, below]
Dimensions [range]
Discovery The cremation cemetery was discovered in 1863 during the excavation

of the foundations of a church. Expansion of the church prevented
further investigation until aerial bombing in 1942-43 destroyed
portions of the buildings on the site. Excavation began in late 1943,
directed by Cintas.

Studies Cintas 1947; Fantar 1995; Garnand 2006

1 Brown 1992, 17.
772 “A number of stelae must have been prefabricated. This is suggested by the presence of blank panels on some
monuments, spaces left by carvers for inscriptions which the dedicants never bothered to add” (Brown 1992, 18).
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Date

| 6" century BCE - 2™ century CE |

Hadrumentum (the Roman name of the modern Tunisian city of Sousse) is located

approximately 125 km south of Tunis. The city escaped damage during the Punic Wars by

allying itself with Rome. Excavations by Cintas uncovered a sacred precinct similar to the

tophet or infant cremation cemetery at Carthage; the Hadrumentum site is the second largest

precinct of this kind known today. Six levels were distinguished (though the earliest levels

where Cintas excavated were immersed soon after excavation due to rising water levels at the

site?”). In the excavation areas led by Cintas, no stelae were uncovered. Later excavations

produced a large corpus of stelae, detailed as follows.

Table I11.6: Archaeological Strata at Hadrumentum and Affiliated Stelae

Stratum Date Stelae
6" - late 5™ L .
I No stelae found during Cintas’ excavations.
century BC