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La stéle bilingue latine et néo-punique de HenBhighita (KAl 142)

Francois Bron- Paris, EPHE

Cette imposante stéle funéraire fut découverte ¥873 par le savant allemand Wilmanns et aussitot
transportée a Berlin, ou elle est toujours conseaté/orderasiatisches Museyrsous la cote VA 837. Le
lieu de la découverte correspond au site antiqugudebi.

La stéle et son décor figuré ont fait I'objet d=id études relativement récentes, de C. Poihesde
N. Ferchiod.

L'inscription latine fut publiée dans [€.I.L., VIII, 793, puis reprise dans lésscriptions latines de
Tunisie de A. Merlin, sous le numéro 680.

L’inscription néo-punique fut publiée dés 1875¢ paEuting, dans IZDMG, avec une copie Les
guatre premiéres lignes correspondent assez exaetem texte latin, alors que les trois dernieessent
totalement énigmatiques : Euting en a donné unmesdrgption, mais n'a pu identifier que deux ou droi
mots. Depuis lors, l'inscription a été reprise dkssrecueils de Lidzbardkide Cookeet danAl®, mais
sans aucune nouvelle tentative d’interprétationcuie bonne photographie de la partie néo-punique de
l'inscription n’a jamais été publiée. Voici doncttanscription et la traduction des quatre prensiéigmes
proposées par W. Rdllig, a la suite de Euting :

1) Gd] %y bn PIlk bn Pul°n 'qyl’

2) ‘wh°n’[t] 3 §]m ws’§ wShgnd
3)°bt Sgnd ’5[t]’ W 3“nt (vacat)
4) phl’ I'b°nhm mt gbg*sry w G'dy

“1) Gadaeus, fils de Felix, fils deaPh Aquila (?) 2) a vécu soixante-six ans et Seayr) fille de
Secundus, sa femme, a vécu .... 4) Saturius etéBadmt fait le tombeau pour leur pére mort”.

L’age de I'épouse de Gadaeus n’a pas été indijoé en déduit que le monument a été érigé avant
sa mort.

Tout récemment, K. Jongeling et R. M. Kerr ontrigge texte dans leur anthologie d’inscriptions
néo-puniques en proposant quelques corrections : ainsi, a 3a ils lisent' stm au lieu de'st’. Le sens

1. C. Poinssot, « Suo et SucubKarthago10, 1959, p. 93-129 : cf. p. 117-118 et pl. IV a).

2. N. Ferchiou, « Grandes stéles a décor architdatie la région de Bou Arada (Aradi) en TunisiétRAI(R)
88, 1981, p. 141-189: cf. p. 144-146 et pl. 43,3.

3. J. Euting, « Inschriftliche Mittheilungen 2DMG 29, 1875, p. 235-237.

4. M. LidzbarskiHandbuch der nordsemitischen Epigrapfii{eimar 1898), p. 435.

5. G. A. CookeA Text-Book of North-Semitic Inscriptio(@xford 1903), n° 53.

6. H. Donner - W. Rélligkanaanaische und aramaische Inschriff§viesbaden 1962-1964), n° 142.

7. K. Jongeling - R. M. Kert,ate Punic EpigraphyTibingen 2005), p. 34-35.
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reste le méme et la photographie, que la directemMusées de Berlin a bien voulu nous faire parien
ne permet pas de trancher.

A la l. 4, ils proposent la lectuth thm “pour leurs parents”, au lieu de lifb°nhm “pour leur
pére”, mais la, la photographie leur donne toktest possible, dans cette inscription, de distandet du
n, comme le montre le m¢nt a la fin de la l. 3.

A la méme ligne, les auteurs ont eu le mérite lilexer une proposition vieille de plus d'un sieate d
J. Derenbourg, mais le tort de la repousser. @agpubliant I'inscription bilingue de Ain Youssefig
Derenbourg avait suggéré de liresbt, “stéle”, au lieu demt gbr. De fait, la photographie permet de
reconnaitre clairement um comme deuxiéme lettre et ircomme derniére. Quant auil est un peu
abimé, ce qui a conduit & le prendre pougumais la lecturennsbt a le mérite de supprimer I'adjectift,
guelque peu incongru, et d’introduire un terme tiggjuent pour désigner un monument funéraire.
Jongeling et Kerr ont proposé de linarigbt “tombeau”, terme inconnu par ailleurs. On tradulonc la I.

4 comme suit : “Saturius et Gadaeus ont fait uéke gtour leur pére”.

Les trois derniéres lignes de l'inscription néatjgue n'ont pas de correspondant en latin et resten
aussi énigmatiques aujourd’hui que du temps denButOn est tenté d’identifier quelques mots, sans
parvenir a établir un sens suivi : peut-@&bemau début de la l. 5 (mais on a lu jusqu’a préSaam). Au
début de la I. 6bthnm « leur maison”, déja lu par Euting, suivi du egdhl’, « ils ont fait” ; plus loin,
We, “a vécu”, suivi desthnm “leur année” ou “ils les ont mis”. A la |. 7, @atrouve le nons“sry; a la fin
de la ligne, Euting voulait lirgbr kslm, “le tombeau en paix”, mais seflm parait nettement lisible sur
la photographie.

En conclusion, on ne peut que se rallier aux clémations désabusées émises par Lidzbarski il y a
pres d'un siécle : “Nos connaissances du néo-persgat encore si imparfaites que nous ne comprenons
pas trop mal que des textes comportant des fornfiidgsentes ou une traduction latine ; sur le cante
des autres, nous n’avons que de vagues supposgims parler [de ceux] qui sont en outre lacusifte

8. Que la direction des Musées de Berlin, en pditicle Dr. J. Marzahn, veuille bien trouver i@Xpression de
ma reconnaissance.

9. J. Derenbourg, « Inscription bilingue de Ain ¥sef » Revue archéologiqu2, 1876, p. 175-179 : cf. p. 178,
n. 2.

10. M. LidzbarskiEphemeris fiir semitische Epigraphikll (Giessen 1908), p. 64.
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The alphabetic sequence of a Ugatritic dictionary

Gregorio del Olmo Lete Universitat de Barcelona/IPOA

Most reviewers of théiccionario de la lengua ugaritic§1996/2000) and of its English (second)
edition, A Dictionary of the Ugaritic Languagé003/2004), have put forward no objection toLigdin
alphabetic sequentand even find it manifestly suitaBleDne reviewer cautions against this sequence,
“which will be counter-intuitive for students of Hew™, a caution quite in order as far as ‘students of
Hebrew' goes, and clearly representative of thesgmeday situation. To my knowledge, D. Pardee has
been the only one to object to it in a systematid almost ideological way, in defence of the native
Ugaritic sequende

The choice of this sequence was guided by the siprpktical reason of breaking the esoteric circle
of our discipline in the interest of linguists iergeral and of taking Ugaritic lexicography awaynirthe
monopolistic perspective of the Hebrew Bible. Here are following in the footsteps of other Semitic
lexicographers (it is neither our own ‘inventiomor is it ‘arbitrary’ in any way, but it is a wellhown
system used in lexicography). If this plainly preak way of reasoning borders “on the frivoloust (a
acidic way of dismissing an opinion when no serianguments are at hand), we are happy with the
number of colleagues who have joined us in the afsthis frivolity and this “superficially attractes
system” (we will simply call it obvious). We willat waste time and energy on our own behalf by
objecting to and discrediting the native sequencafUgaritic dictionary; we trust and hope it Wik set
aside by reason of its own complex and ‘confusatgiractet.

Whereas “anyone who knows Hebrew and Aramaic cas tharn the Ugaritic sequence in five
minutes”, linguists who are not used to handlingniie lexica and Semitists in general will be akbe
find their way through the Latin sequence intuilyven half that time. | am not sure that this seuges
brings “greater confusion” than the native Ugartansonantal sequence nor that this will becomeamor
suitable for “all those devoted to the ancient Sentanguages” to consult. In fact, to our knowledg

1. Cf. BiOr 55, 1998, 230-232 (K. Spronk)AOS119, 1999, 138-139 (S.B. Parkddf 34, 2002, 936-939 (M.
Dietrich, O. Loretz)Old Testament Abstrac®7, 2003, 163 (B.A.S. /AW 117, 2005444 (M.K.); International
Review of Biblical Studiegs0, 2003-2004, n°® 14730TSBook List29, 2005, 205 (N. Wyattitem van het Boeld,
2003, 8 (K.S[pronk])

2. Cf. OLZ 92, 1997, 456-462 (J. Tropper): “Dieses Ordnungesyshat sich in den jingeren
Forschungsgeschichte ... etabliert und ist durchamtzerfreundlich”;ArOr, 73, 2005, 256-257 (J. Myf@va):
“Nevertheless, the lexical units are well organiaed follow the Latin Alphabet. ... As a result,dtiery easy for a
reader to orientate himself in the structure ofdfetionary”. See also L. Koogan’s review artiatethis journal, p.
134.

3. Cf. Ashland Theological Journ&004, 123-124 (D.W. Baker).

4. Cf. INES59, 2000, 60-62 (D. Pardee)NES65, 2006, 232.234 (D. Pardee). Gordon’s objesti@r 67,
1998, 284-285: “an error of judgement&garding the sequence ‘afef and®ayin, are made from the point of view
of a Hebraist, precisely the perspective the agtbbbUL wished to avoid. On the other hand, Pardee’s tibjen
his 2000 review regarding the notation of /'/ @xémes beginning with this phoneme (with each kegfis own
separate sequence: /'a, ‘i, ‘u/) deserves be takeraccount.

5. These characteristics also apply to the systemuofing texts by the archaeological excavation lmem
instead of by the simpler and more rational systdna text edition such as KTU/CAT, heir to the velhdza
Herdner's CTA. This is also the practice followed Agsyriologists. | fear that the Ras Shamra Misdias been
badly advised in this regard.
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Pardee is up to now the only one to have useds#tisence in his Ugaritic vocabulafieshe Hebrew or
NWS sequence, as pointed out by Tropper, contitogdsg the “wohl immer noch weiter verbreites
Ordnungssystem entsprechend dem modifizierten lsehegn Alphabet”.

While not a general and unique convention, whickas not our intention to take for granted, the use
of the Latin sequence among Semitic lexicograppeesents a somehow more complicated perspective
than the one presented. Of course, there is noeseg available to Akkadian scholars. Nevertheless
from the very beginning of Akkadian lexicographiietHebrew sequence was also used. It was also
among Ugaritologists in the thirties (@hfra), an indication of the influence Hebrew has ha&éamitic
studies in general and it still maintains in oumodlay, as assessed by Tropper. So the Hebrew sexjuen
was retained by Muss-Arnold, Bezold, Deimel, Dslitz and Meissnér

Bezold and Delitzsch printed a Hebrew charactethasheading of any new letter. Delitzsch even
gave the root entries in Hebrew characters as (ekll of them sequenced entries beginning by,/a/
under the same indistinct vocalic heading (!); thegans that original firsiayin and other pharyngo-
laryngeal entries fell together under the samerett

The problem is discussed by Geltvho in his glossary of WS material (pp. 13-3%dis: strict Latin
sequence according to formal alphabeto-graphengipeskhii/h), including the sequencalif-“ayin. This
specific case is merely conventional, based orextternal shape of the characters and on the absénce
equivalents in the Latin alphaBetAs for South-Arabian lexicography, its sequencaswalready
sufficiently well known when the dictionary by Béms et al was published in strict Latin sequence,
including the sequencélif- “ayin, while Biella preferred to follow “the sequence tife Hebrew
alphabet™. In the case of Ethiopic, the sequence employebdsjau sets “a good example” according to
Pardee himself, who used it “in his dictionatfesvhere the entries are in Latin script”, whilethiainn-
Hofner and Kane follow the native Ethiopic sequersirce the entries are give in the Ethiopic stiji

6. The most important is the “Index de mots ougprés”, actually a vocabulary-concordance, in DrdBe,Les
textes rituelyRSO XIllI), Paris 2002, fasc. I, pp. 1103-1222%.;also id.,Les textes para-mythologiques de la 24e
campagne (1961(RSO V), Paris 1988 (pp. 291-329).

7. Cf. Fr. Delitzsch,Assyrisches Handworterbuch.eipzig 1896 (repr. 1975); K. Bezold@abylo- nisch-
assyrisches GlossaHeildelberg 1926; B. MeissndBeitrdge zum assyrischen Woérterbuttl, Chicago IL 1931-
1934; id.,Studien zur assyrischen Lexikographieil 1-4 (MAOG, 1/2, 3/3, 11/1-2, 13/2); A. Deimélkkadisch-
sumerisches GlossaRoma 1937. — W. Muss-Arnolédssyrisch-Englisch-Deutsches HandwdrterhuziBd., Berlin
1894-1905.

8. Cf. I. Gelb,et al, Computer-aided analysis of AmorifAssyriological Studies 21), Chicago 1980, pp.:8-9
“... using the Roman sequence was the most natusatavaresent the data ...".

9. Cf.supran. 4 andnfra n. 19. In this respect, V. Orel and O. Stolbov#higir Hamito-Semitic Etymological
Dictionary. Materials for a ReconstructioHdO 1/18; Leiden 1995), although following a strialphabetic-
graphemic Latin sequence, place the lefiebdtween g/ and /h/, according to phonetic affinity. More [tising is
the proceeding in this connection also of H. RitVFROYO. Die Volksprache der syrischen Christen deéir
“Abdin Beirut 1979 (Faksimil), who place¥ before /'/ within a pure Latin sequence in thetiditary. This
alphabetic sequence is also advocated by I.M. Dia@and his team for their “Historical ComparatiVecabulary
of Afrasian”, St. Petersburg Journal of Afrasian Studi€s1995, 7.

10. Cf. A.F.L. Beestomt al, Sabaic Dictionary Louvain-la-Neuve/Beyrouth 1982.

11. Cf. J.C. BiellaPictionary of Old South Arabic. Sabaean Dial@dSS 25), Chico CA 1982.

12. Cf. W. LeslauComparative Dictionary of Gez (Classicaln EthiopigWiesbaden 1987; idEtymological
Dictionary of Gurage (Ethiopic)Vols. I-lIll, Wiesbaden 1979 (comprising individudictionaries; all entries
beginning by vowel are put together under the saitial sequence letter).

13. Cf. En. Littmann, M. HofnerWorterbuch der Tigre-Sprache, Tigre-Deutsch-Engligfiesbaden 1962;
Th.L. Kane,Tigrinya-English Dictionary Springfield VA 2000; id. Amharic-English DictionaryWiesbaden 1990.
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the case of Kane, followed by their transcriptiorLatin characters. Was this the main reason tteptee
Latin order, then Leslau’s choice also “borderstioa frivolous”, the more so since he then gives the
entries/words transcribed into Ethiopic characters.

More significant is the procedure followed by tleitographers of Modern South Arabian. Laking
any definite writing tradition, the Latin transdiign of the material made by European researctgama
imposes ‘frivolous’ Latin in detriment to the soldabic sequencé But the system is not unanimous and
even here we can ascertain the upper hand of theelWesequence: in his dictionaries of Harsusi, alibb
and Mehri, Johnstone follows the Latin sequence squencalif- ayin included®, while Leslau in his
Dictionary of Soqotri (1938) confesses “les motatsangés dans l'ordre de I'alphabet hébreu (Qrer
que Conti Rossini, [Chrestomathia arabaica meralisrepigraphica (Roma, 1931)] a également adopté
pour le sudarabique anciéfi"Thus a clear development in Leslau’s attititusladticeable.

In the case of NWS lexicographers (obviously afiemn Hebrew and Aramaic lexica) not only
Tomback and Hoftijzer, but also Fuentes and Kramatfklt bound to follow the NWS/Hebrew sequence,
again under the influence of Hebrew. This is ewide the (first) edition of the Jean-Hoftijzer, are the
Hebrew characters were used for all the NWS maté@Ahoenician-Punic, Hebrew, and the Aramaic
dialects, Nabataean, Palmyrene and Hatra). The gamaetice was also customary in Phoenician
grammars up to noW That system of transcription was abandoned instwnd edition by Hoftijzer-
Jongeling. We can see here a meaningful hint oliiéion, but in this case the NWS sequence is aid)o
resisting any attempt at change, supported asy its circle of users. For Modern Aramaic, instetihe
attitude adopted is peculiar: alongside the classiequence and transcription offered by A.J. Matfe
H. Ritter preferred the Latin sequence and Latiarabters. Instead, the authors of the Mandaicatiatiy
chose the NWS sequence but in a Latin transcription

Accepting Leslau sequence because the Ethiopic, Ailkdeadian (!), is a syllabic alphabet, is in my opin a
paralogism, since the first Ethiopic order is theioal invariable one, of which the other orders aecondary
modifications, and that marks the phonemes seg&on more or less syllabic in itself than the NWS

14. Even here there was a certain evolution in #guence. The venerablésanu-l-“Arab ‘al-muiiz  has
recently been converted (1988) to the standardiérabgad from the usual medieval order by the last radidé.
find this standard order also (without any juséfion) in the Old Epigraphic-Arabic onomasticon itir
transcription by G.L.. Hardingdn Index and Concordance of Pre-Islamic Arabian NaarasInscriptiongToronto
1971), although we know now that his was not théivaeaalphabetic order at least of the Old Southbfaa. This
was not so clear in 1971; cf. J. Ryckmans, “L’ordighabétique sud-sémitique et ses origins”, in Rbin, ed.,
Mélanges linguistiques offerts a Maxime Radinson(CRGLECS Suppl. 12), Paris 18985, pp. 2343-359s Th
solution pushes further the line advocated by Rarbet in this case the system is the well estadtisand known
traditional Arabic sequence. But even here an geament has to be made to find a place for letter /s

15. Cf. T.M. Johnstonéd{arsisi Lexicon and Englisiifarsisi Word-List London 1977, p. xxiii; id.Jibbali
Lexicon Oxford 1981, p. xxx.; idMehri Lexicon and English-Mehri Word-Ljdtondon 1987.

16. Cf. W. Leslaul_exique Soqoi (sudarabique moderndlollection Linguistique, SLP 41), Paris 1938, p. 2.

17. Cf. Z.S. HarrisA Grammar of the Phoenician Langua@e0sS, 8), New Haven CT 1936 (glossary, pp. 71-
156); J. Friedrich, W. Roéllig, M.G. Amadasi GuzZ@honizisch-Punische Grammat{AnOr 55), Rome 1999
(semitischer Register, pp. 235-250).

18. Cf. A.J. MaclearDictionary of the Dialects of Vernacular Syrj@@xford 1901 (repr. 2003).

19. Cf. E.S. Drower, R. Macuch, Mandaic Dictionary Oxford 1963 (“We regret that for reasons of ecoyo
Mandaic type could not be used, but see no reasarsing Hebrew characters, since these are inatkscand the
Latin alphabet with a few subsidiary letters anchsignswers every purpose”, p. vi).
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All the Ugaritic lexicographers of the thirties limlved the Hebrew sequence, and even used Hebrew
character®, a practice which was maintained not only in mareent dictionaries (Gordon, Aistleitner)
but also in concordances (Whitaker, Cunchillos) amdd-lists (Zemanek, Dietrich-Loretz), as wellias
word indexes like those iDF. But some kind of arrangement had to be figuredio the sequence to
make room for the characters that were missing fiteerNWS-Hebrew alphabet. In this respect there was
no consensus, some authors following a somewhathgraic sequence, while others prefer a more
phonetic approach, for example in the placemegagh . Nevertheless, nobody succumbed to the allure
of the Ugaritic native sequence and all have padlmite, myself included, to the NWS-Hebrew system.
Some lexicographers, however, acknowledging thelegaacy of that system, had felt the need of
devising their own ‘phonetic’-oriented sequencesV&, Grgndahl).

We agree with Pardee that this sequence “tendeflect either the nature of the syllabic writing
system or lack of knowledge in modern times regaydhe sequence observed by the scribes of a given
ancient language that was represented alphabgticBlat is precisely the fact we wish to cope with

Of course, the authors of DUL do not feel they hangeirred any ‘shame’ nor have they ‘invented’
anything at all, as can be seen from the data geolvhere. On the contrary this ‘invention’ is signtie
well-known Latin sequence applied to a transcribegpus. To call ‘arbitrary’ the use of an estal@igh
and universal alphabetic sequence and the reamargen it of the special characters accordinghtart
accepted similar shape (H,h/, /s,s, §, &/, ...) is to distort the plain meaning of theeative™.

Summing up, we can see than the Latin sequent®uaglh not ‘universally accepted’ but no less than
the native Ugaritic sequence, is now gaining apglamong semitic lexicographers of ancient and
modern transcribed languages, even for those |lgeguavhich have their own peculiar sequence. There
are, then, three possibilities for the sequencesrdfies in a Ugaritic dictionary: (1) to cling thet
traditional conservative Hebrew/NWS alphabetic seqe, as is usual at the present time, with diftere
arrangements for the special characters; (2) temdhe [idiosyncratic, shameful, arbitrary, comfigs
frivolous] Latin alphabetic-graphemic sequence aeldpn DUL, in the wake of several modern Semitic
lexicographers or (3) to prefer the native Ugarsisjuence, which, according to Pardee, is cleaittand
only one that can be recommended. It is up to itfdagists to decide.

20. Cf. J.A. Montgomery, Z.S. HarriSshe Ras Shamra Mythological Tex&hiladelphia PA 1935 (glossary, pp.
85-130: Hebrew sequence and transcription); H.As@erg,Kitve ‘Ugarit, Jerusalem gfw (millon, pp. 137-158,
even the texts are transcribed in Hebrew chargctemvever, H. Bauemie alphabetischen Keilschrifttexte von
Ras SchamraBerlin 1936, presented his small word list in M&/'S sequence but in Latin transcription.

21. Even our beloved Master, Prof. C.H. Gordonrfc#), commiserated with us, lamenting that, bygghis
Latin sequence, the authors of DLU have betrayedgthed Semitic Spanish school (!) and have consbious
committed an elementary ‘methodological blunderjamrgling the sequence of the letfayin. “No Hebrew
dictionary places words beginning witliyn...between those beginning withlef and those beginning withetH'.
That is precisely the case: we were not writirtdedorewdictionary.
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An Ur 11 tablet from Urusagrig
Lluis Feliu— IPOA

The tablet published here was purchased from agquany in Barcelona, and is now in the hands of a
private collector. The text comes from Urusabegd belongs to the archive of Ba’aga.

Measurements: 41x39x18 mm
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1) 15 tu-guy™se"
ki e-lum-ma-e Sabra-ta
mu-bu
ba-a-ga kurusSda / i-dab

5) mu%ueEN.zuU lugal
uris'-ma-kg
é9%ara ummdtka
mu-du

Translation

15 pigeons received by Ba’'aga, the animal fatteDetivery from Elummae, the temple administrator.
Year: Si-Sin, the king of Ur, built the temple of Sara imbha. (SS 9).

Commentary

Elummae and Ba’aga also appear in a tablet date@P3Bartially published in BDTNS as Ebay
WWW20050307: lines 3-4: ki e-lum-ma-(e) Sabra-(thp-a-ga kurusdh.

1. Personal communication of Prof. M. Molina.

2. This text has a month name (33iar) attested in Adab texts. On this month nameWeeallabergerDer kultische
Kalender der Ur lll-Zeitl (Berlin — New York 1993) p. 10-11. On its occwerin the Tiram-ili Archive see M. Widell, “The Ur
Il calendar(s) offaram-ili”, Cuneiform Digital Library JournaR003:2p. 5 (ttp://cdli.ucla.edu/pubs/cdlj/2003/002.himl

3. http://bdts.filol.csic.es/ see also CDLI httpdlicicla.edu/P257536.
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Remarques sur deux textes néo-babyloniens

Daiel Arnaud— EPHE-Sorbonne

Sur les textes publiés par MM. F. Joannés-A. Lezhajaimerais faire deux bréves remarques.

A la page 18, Il. 1-2 il faut lire$a sag.du uzthu-ru-up-pu i-3i ba-at-qu 3a... huruppuest un
adjectif formé surtarazpu, un homonyme déatzqu, mais il n'était pas encore attesté, il est vr@n
traduira: “dont la téte a de la chair lacérée,dait) déchiré”.

A la page 31 I. 8, on retrouve une formule bargds contrats néo-babyloniens a condition de
transcrire au prix d’'une petite correctiofare,-i<<2>>pi <2> giSzi-i. Le lapsus dans la graphie gieu
s’explique peut-étre simplement par une anticipatio chiffre 2 a mettre devaatl. On traduira: “Le
paiement supplémentaire: <deux> (ballots) de fibres

1. “Trois tablettes cunéiformes a onomastique eséstitique”, Transeuphraten&?7, 1999), 17-34.
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