Once Again on the Ugaritic Ritual Texts.
[l. Pardee’s so-called “monumental blunders”

Gregorio del Olmo LeteBarcelona University (IPOA)

[This article answers the retorts by D. Pardedéocriticisms | put forward in my review article lois work on
the Ugaritic cultic texts. Pardee described soméhefcriticisms as “monumental blunders”. As cansken, his
comments are for the most part based either oortdmts of the meaning of the criticisms or on lekant and
subjective subtleties that avoid the main pointssatie. The answers are ordered according to theeséal
numbering in KTU. For a fuller understanding ofsea@emarks, the reader should have at hand botfsd@iew
and P.’s reply].

In his increasingly bad-tempered and blunt re@1), Prof. D. Pardee imputes me with the
commission of a series of “monumental blundersiniy review of his work on the Ugaritic cultic texts
(dOLY. Leaving aside the flow of accusations concermiygqualifications in that retditlet us now turn
our attention to the texts themselves, in orderlaafy my interpretations and verify to which emtesuch
an imputation may be right. | will follow the chrological order in which the texts are presented in
Pardee’s work in an attempt to answer the different problenmsytmay raise and in order to ease

1. See D. Pardee, “G. del Olmo Lete’'s View on UgaEpigraphy and Religion"UF 37, 2005, 767-815. It begins in a
temperate and reasonable tone, but from p. 771i®radgumentation is blurred by the aggressivityhisf personal use of
adjectives and offensive appraisals (“off-the-cuffhaive”, “willy-nilly readings”, “masoretic” (!); fanatical: “if these
photographs had been published, dOL would haveiogyrtcriticized their quality” [p. 777]; “The send (view) ... reveals his
antipathy to any results achieved by P.” [779]féafed his critical faculties” [779]; “his basicsasnption is that CAT is correct
and that any modification that | propose is incotfe and by a sort of blindness due to his selismous pride as an epigraphist
that, in my opinion, prevents him from understagdivhat he is reading. For example, in p. 772 helges in a series of (three)
obvious remarks and ignores the main proposed gtiinis the meaning which has to lead the readjrgge in this regard
Kaufman’s opinion on modern epigraphists, quotedJi 36, 2006, 543 n. 15). Immediately afterwards hebates to me
repeatedly and with an aggressive denial of myificeations (deciding what | and others have or hawe done) the meaning
“marge/bord”, which | have never held, in an autiteand protracted exercise of “tilting at windrafll(seeAuOr 24, 2006, 269).

2. G. del Olmo Lete, “The Ugaritic Ritual Texts. A WeEdition and Commentary. A Critical AssessmehtF 36, 2004,
539-648; D. Pardeéges textes rituels. Fascicules IRas Shamra-Ougarit XIl), Paris 2000.

3. See in this regard G. del Olmo Lete, “Once Againthe Ugaritic Ritual Texts. |. On D. Pardee’s Egjhy and Other
Methodological IssuesAuOr 24, 2006, 265-274 (265-267).

4. P. decides to organise his retort according to &tiencategories (P. 768) from the more objectiyggi@phy) to the more
subjective (history of religions (!)). But in fa@fterwards he does not follow this order, as casdsn from the headings under
which the texts are set out. After the “monumebtahders” (42 pages) and a general appraisal ohogmpetence (19 pages),
the retort is distributed under different headingsisrepresentations” (13 pages), “epigraphy” (3¢, “new readings ..."” (Y2
page), “astounding assertions” (5% pages), witina half-page on the characterisation of the titagts. He himself recognises
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consultation by the reader interested in thosestextile reaching a greater degree of objectivityhieir
overall interpretation.

Nevertheless, let us first glance at the textmfrehich such “monumental blunders” stem according
to P.
KTU 1.39:17/RS 1.001:17P. 779f./dOL 556f.): P.’s retort is a simple repet of his justification of the
reading!'8rp, which is also in KTU, but without going into mygamentation (see alsduOr 24, 2006,
270-271). The retort is completely useless andevest, since | have manifested my readiness tefdcc
the correctness of the reading. It is perhaps wpable to presume a scribal error/oversight irgaritic
text when there are ‘textual’ and ‘contextual’ r@@s to sustain it, mostly when dealing with a regdi
“presque certain” = “almost/virtually certain”, filly simply “certain” TR 780), “epigraphically and
contextually probable”? It seems as if both scabd epigrapher were demanding infallibility in wmns
Of course, this is my “view of what the text shouglaly”, as is always the case when a scribal esror i
presumed, just as the restorations and reconsruéti proposes are his view of what the texts shoul
say. The great difference is that | propose my opirésna working hypothesis to interpret the “text”,
whereas P. forces it to fit his untouchable readifithe “sign®. The ‘monument character’ of the error
arises then only from P.’s inability to see aditdeyond his epigraphic strictnesn this text see also
below).
KTU 1.41:19/RS 1.003:19(P. 781/dOL 568)Given the strict textual quasi-identity of KTU 1.4hd
1.87, as copies of the same text, in my opinion &mak of many others, Pardee’s proposed
reconstruction/reading {[fht[m°rb]}, based as always on his epigraphic interpietabf fragmentary
signs of a broken text, is very improbable. Besithestextual support just quoted, the space lethin
tablet seems too large to be filled by the two signggested alone and, moreover,ithpaxtrmt (KTU
1.43:3) has little to recommend it in this contagtording to P.’s own appreciation of this kindeofeme.
‘Improbable’ implies certainly that it is possibleyt less so. In this situation, in any case, wtealing
with a colleague’s opinion, ‘fantaisiste’ is an eljve that could easily be replaced by anothet itha
more polite, or at least neutral. But perhaps ithtdo much to ask of P.
KTU 1.65:9/RS 4.474:9(P. 781/dOL 590)The readingaddis such a common form in the whole NWS
ared that it could easily be presumed also at Ugari litany as a hypercorrect form of /3d?. himself

that “the arrangements of the headings is someathr@ndom”(!) (p. 792). This reply follows the pageer of my review article
that in fact is the order of P.’s own text editiommely, the chronological order/numbering of tieealvery of the texts.

5. Or should we speak of emendation? See n. 22.

6. This systematic strictness has a reflex in P.’bilitg to ascertain the ‘metaphorical’ use of aisgy(see p. 785 n. 52),
concluding as if to me the text/letter were of mportance ...

7. At least in this case it cannot be imputed thas ‘t@OL’s) basic assumption is that CAT (KTU) is emtrand that any
modification that | propose is incorrect” (P. 778)or that “It is only dOL’s view of what the texhguld say and his ill will
towards my work in general that allows him to rejiés reading” (P. 780f.; see above n. 1). Thigrismputation oparti pris or
fanatical enmity, radically opposed to any honestliectual activity, which | have never experiethcBor can | understand how
an educated scholar in due command of his emotiegailibrium was able to word iTo introduce this kind of argumentation
into an academic discussion must be labelled wseitand even ‘childishThe inaccuracy of this imputation can be easily
ascertained by looking at the large amount of préposals and readings that | accepted and enhasmeétimes even emending
my previous views. Alas! | do not have the selffidence in my work that P. exhibits (see P. 7707hin his infallible
achievements and method. This is how | ended mgwearticle: “Beyond this discrepancy | am also vgrgteful to P. for the
data and suggestions | found acceptable and thiaidime to improve my own analysis of these text§ UF 36, 2004, 648).

8. See for instance /adda:u/ in J.-M. Durand, “tlesonymes des textes de Mawnnexeto his contribution “La religion
amorrite en Syrie a I'époque des archives de Marithe collective worlMythologie et Religion des Sémites Occidentaok |,
Leuven 2008, p. 633; H.B. HuffmoAmorite Personal Names in the Mari Tex@sltimore MD 1965, p. 20; for Emar see D.E.
Fleming, Time at Emar .,.Winona Lake IN 2000, p. 334 (index); R. PruzsiysdRie Personennamen der Texte aus Emar
Bethesda MD 2003, pp. 103ff., 185; and in genenatHe different transcriptions and normalisatioAaqdu/Addu/Adad ...) see
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sometimes acceptshapaxin these texts. In any case, again my textualisolus preferable, | believe, to
the strange reading and interpretation proposef. lfle dieu qui se léve”). It splits the clear segce of
divine names (with no attributes) and introduceseaning for /ndd/ that is not certified either teatty or
lexicographically elsewhere, P.’s opintfdmotwithstanding (may we call the whole exegesishéf line
‘fantaisiste’?). How strict is P. in reading ‘daneagsigns and how bold in contriving textual hypeghs -

in this case, finding here the exaltation of thetruments of El the creator! (dOL 591). Once agai@,
have a conflict between the epigraphy of fragmentagns and textual coherence. In principle, 1 am
always in favour of the second alternative, untilear-cut textual witness settles the problem.

KTU 1.109:21/RS 24.253:21P. 781f./dOL 608f.): this is a splendid case ¢$ Biased way of reading
other scholars’ writings, seemingly obsessed byirttransigent polemical attitude of seeing advéesar
everywhere and of taking advantage to insist inrtbeerall lack of qualifications. So he assumes my
denial of his reading of line 21, when this wascpsely the reading singled out as significant and
accepted, as is the case when P.'s readings agéediout in my review, at least as a respectable
hypothesis. In this case the absence of any commeant that | had no objection to it, and in fact
considered KTU'’s reading, which | had previouslgegted, to be a “mistaken reading”. On the confrary
he interprets this absence as “symptomatic of dd3L{s) intransigence in epigraphic matters”. But to
accept this reading of my review would imply thatidPready to renounce his obsession thet (dOL’S)
basic assumption is that CAT (KTU) is correct ahattany modification that | propose is incorred?®’ (
779). Also, that it is “only dOL’s view of what thext should say and his ill will towards my work i
general that allows him to reject the reading”was said abové Then the rest of his comments are
completely out of place, having nothing to do witly review article. But P. takes the opportunity to
criticise my assuming KTU's reading against Hertheuggestion in other works. First, the assumption
of creating “a new deity at Ugarit” in this waynsnsense, because‘dr will always beil t°/r bl; on the
other hand there are lists with variants or thatsamply unique. Secondly, | was perfectly conssiofti
the reading (cfCR 274 n. 56, not quoted by Pardee), but if neveesgel preferred the haplography, it
was for internal textual reasons not to be exclualamhethel”. So my acceptance of KTU’s reading was
neither acritical nor perniciolfs but simply reasonable, although perhaps mistakéirdly, to quote
KTU 1.162:12 here is sign of unmethodical reasoming in no way supposes the presumed “two minds”.
This text presents no problem in its restoratiod aas known to many including myself long before B.
P.’s edition. Fourthly, the errors detected in EHdL entry are, alas!, correct and the authors prothise
great master and father to give not only some hgrteat deal more attention in the transcriptiorihg
and the many other mistaken texts. In this regamdthank Prof. L. Kogan, who along with his critica

D. SchwemerDie Wettergottgestalten , Wiesbaden 200passim KTU 1.70:17 would simply be a reflex of this see P. 374
n. 59)

9. A PN such asdifl (DUL 16) is ambiguous; see later n. 41.

10. The alleged parallelism ¢it) is fictitious in my opinion. In fact, the /nddbrims always occur in syntagmatic
constructions and their function, like thatgehin this position, is “inchoative”, with the paralism between the main verbs; see
DUL 620f.

11.See n. 1. P. complains so strongly about my supptssecastic treatment” of his opinions, but hathimg to say about
his own “caustic” comments which he does not feleliged to explain, considering such adjective to dve exaggerated
interpretation. ...

12. The new edition of n. 56 iICRE reads: “On a former reading (Herdner's)%ét the end of this line, which already
Dijkstra, UF 16 (1984) 74, considers as superfluous, see ParBep. 602; Del Olmo LetdJRT, p. 602. Excluded such reading,
the recipients of thes@mmofferings would be reduced to six, against stathqgiactice; in this connexion to assume haplography
should not be completely excluded; cf. below, ri. 64

13. On the perniciousness of following KTU, s&aOr 24, 2006, 267. | hope P.’s work will not be aceeptincritically in
the future, either.
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assessment of the diction&hsent a complete list of misprints and faulty taimions, which we
appreciate greatly. At the same time, at the enkiofeview he asserted: “the errors mentionednate
crucial and can be easily eliminated ...”, as is atraways the case with printing errors and impztrfe
readings. On the contrary, in his reviewfL in INES®, P. only mentioned a few errors, and not the
ones pointed out here. Does it mean that P. didpagtenough attention to his duty as a reviewer? Of
course, it was easier to criticise the alphabetieoused irDUL™.

KTU 1.109:37/RS 24.253:37P. 782/dOL 608f): P.’s retort is a clear reflextloé extreme confidence he
has in his (internal) model of thiictusof the tablet. But this confidence has sometirnesed out to be
fallacious and has even been given up by P. hin{seAuOr 24, 2006, 271 on RS 94:24%0)In
addition, here the contextual meaning favours \8eald’s reading. “l suppose that this is a caseevtie
epigraphic evidence is rather subjective and in&apive”. In any case, P.’s proposal (whereas d® h
nothing to say about my lexicographical criticismtpis extremely improbable.

KTU 1.130:5/RS 24.284:5P. 783/dOL 625): This is also a clear case of whedll epigraphy “aux
marges” of very dubious bearing and on which d¢dmplete useless to waste time. There is only rimom
speculations on epigraphic debris (see above) sad my own proposal has no special guarantee. The
resort to the hypothetical readingsr/k /kirt/ is based only on the reconstruction of a knolN
beginning with /k-/, not on any special attestegussice. The proposal aims at overcoming the cardext
void in which P. leaves us; he suggests no altemat

KTU 1.148:9/RS 24.643:9(P. 783/dOL 630): Here the retort is just a lamémt my inconsiderate
behaviour at not mentioning his guess of a /3/ back992% reduced by P. himself to a note and not
included either in the transcription of the textiorthe epigraphical remarks. Evidently, lookingtlad
copy (P. 1291), the trace is so faint that his psap is based more on contextual than on epigraphic
reasons; until the appearance of the new textpRoisosal had no sufficient guarantee for it exdéepthe
contextual sense. In any case, my review, alreadyldng, intended to record the disagreements to be
criticised, taken for granted that on the rest\uehao serious objection. In this case, a newlyalisced
text confirms the reading beyond any doubt: thahéskind of confirmation | am looking for. | corsi®
myself guilty of not having quoted this ‘genial’ @gs at the time. The reading is duly adopted imtwe
edition of CRand a note of recognition of its paternity will dgded there.

KTU 1.164:10/RIH 77/02B:10(P. 783f./dOL 635)As usual, P. reads and quotes what he likes; & thi
case the last phrase of my criticism, omitting aagnment on the first, where the hermeneutical lsap,
frequent in P.’s commentary, from possibility-toobability-to certainty is recorded. His retort detis
nothing from the probability of the divergent reagli which in fact has no special bearing on the

14.SeeAuOr 24, 2006 135-140.

15. SeeJNES 65 2006, 232-234. Had P. read the prologue (i-attentively, he would have found out earlier the
importance the authors gave to lexicographicallggsgs and the reason why they did not supply ¢hgaatic values for each
language

16. SeeAuOr 24, 2006, 145-148.

17. See also dOL 585 n. 147.

18. The concern for priority is obvious; it seems ai$ ¥fere a psychological need for acknowledgemeven when it is not
foreseen; see also P. 768 n. 3. My suggestion cdligation of the /yqtl/ Ugaritic names as an amionorth-west Semitic
transference of the Akkadian jussive, followinguggestion by Schwemer, has no relationship whateiterP.’s phonological-
orthographical argumentation. The names transcriitrdand without word-divider were discussed th&e, | am sorry, there in
no “conversion to his view”; perhaps the “blurrediiaracter of the references induced this misreptasen. In any case, | would
have had no problem in acknowledging P.’s good guese that the case. By the way, P.’s referenaesé® be incorrect, since
in my quoted “Glosas Ugariticas IA¢Or 16, 2001, 295-299) nothing is said in this conaexiSurely he is referring to “Glosas
ugariticas Il1”,AuOr 21, 2003, 145 n. 11.
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interpretation of the text. The discussion in mytgd note is merely contextual, not epigraphical a
other possible readings are also suggested.
KTU 1.163/RS 78/14(P. 784/dOL 637)Unlike P., | do not find myself qualified to decigéhether the
authors of KTU ever collated the tablet and havespied on their movements in this conneXioithis
kind of personal appraisal is quite intolerabled amy following its reading is not a “masoretic”
acceptance or rejection of any other text editiéor me their epigraphical treatment was a sufficien
guarantee in order to prepare a commentary, noéva textual editioff. If this behaviour is “sans
critiqgue”, it may mean that a considerable amotiinzient Near Eastern studies are “sans critigirege
they rely on previous textual editiofisBut all that sounds childish in an academic dismur®’. In this
regard and as far as the quoted remarkdge reconstruction of the history of the editmfithe tablet is
completely irrelevart®

But theConclusionggive the key to P.’s incredible, almost irratigrigimperamental reaction. It was
intended to confirm “that he (dOL) —an ‘obtuse esver’, see P. 792 n. 71, beyond being an incompeten
epigrapher— has no standing to offer an assessshepigraphic method or results ... has no idea ef th
problems faced by Ugaritic epigraphers”, implying,course, that those epigraphers are embodied in D
Pardee and his art, on which, then, | completete@gBut to this and similar denials of my quadifions
| have already answered in the first instalmenttto$ retort, as well as to his assessment of my
hermeneuticé. It is not worthwhile repeating them§Or 24, 2006, 269, 272-273) and it is better not to
take them seriously. According to my own answersltothe points commented on above, | would
conclude that the “monumental” dimension P. hasidoin the supposed “blunders” is due rather to a

19.1t is incredible to speak of a ‘mythical visit' (favhich the tablet “reconstited itself magically”) of the authors of KTU,
those patient editors of this retort, so exhibitsugerior magnanimity in the face of the bad-temgenanners, so offensive to the
host, shown by P. Are we reverting to the quarfdla®0, or has that been superseded with sincerity?

20.0n these detractions of personal qualifications,aeeadyAuOr 24, 2006, 265-268.

21. A new collation or autopsy is always advisable,rewravoidable, when there are serious and welldedrsuspicions of
inadequate previous collations. But when a textlieses edited and re-edited, after enduring andcowging a vitriolic charge of
incompetence, it may reasonably be credited as mdeguate than previous editions. By the way, itetabwith only one
column, it is usual to numbegcto-versaaces as columns (I/ll). Was the Bordreuil-Caquati@d of KTU 1.163 “masoretic” for
P.?

22.By the way and as a datum for P. to include in pisngy on colleagues’ movements: | should let itkhewn that the
reprint of CR (2004) was just that, a mechanical reprint of B89 edition, of which | was completely unawareifly learned
about it from the publisher’s catalogue), so tmat® way can its date be used to trace my respititysin taking some readings
as repeated or not new. This fact was due to aonsoous oversight for which no publisher can tzertgdd. On the contrary. the
publishers, both good friends of mine, deserve espgnition and | must even confess that | feltdiatd by the speed with which
they coped with a work that was out-of-print.

23. It was dictated apparently by his anger becauserdcognition of his superb merits in the readihghose texts had
been omitted and by his fury against the acceptah¢€lr'U as a reliable text edition, in fact his teéoire” (“... but there are
times when the truth must be told...”, P. 785). Tamatbody should dare to give credit to this rivatied against which his entire
editorial program was set up (s&aOr 24, 2006, 272) is unbearable to him. A positiveuteof this angry attack has been my
personal and direct involvement in the reading imotographing of all the disputed readings and digeing my recent visits to
Damascus and Paris. The results are presented getond edition dR now at the proof-reading stage.

24. He is unaware that thearti pris of his confessed model of two separate sets @ @xd gods (P. 791) prevents him
from seeing the ‘hints’ pointing in another directi the strongest implication of the ancestor tuthe other kind of cult, which
is, let us say, ‘theological’. | do not look foritits’ in order to found a thesis, | find those kiaind try to incorporate them into a
coherent and unified vision. The ancestor cult dagsexclude the cult of personal gods, just asitpossible to separate the cult
of Baal, provider of rain, from that of Baal, fightegainst Mot.

89



GREGORIO DEL OLMO LETE

visual distortion into which his obsession abowt tibjectivity of his opinions and methods leads kim
as not to accept any dissent

But let us leave this more subjective level anddgevn to the analysis of the rest of the retdnts t
are not in the category of “monumental blundergbrf the very beginning, one feels much affected
facing 13 pages of misrepresentations (!), a pfoofP. “indicative of the quality of the review as
representative of the positions put forward in W@k under review” (P. 793). To my surprise, | have
found out a new facet in P.’s intellectual achiegain his exacerbated punctiliousness verging on the
most extreme ‘talmudism’. | confess that early btired of this game oMausemelkeand was on the
point of giving it up, but little by little, it beame entertaining as an exercise in mental fendinghe
following pages, | will collect all P.’s criticalemarks,madeunder the headings “Misrepresentations”,
“Epigé?phy", and “Astounding assertions”, into aified series in the order of the textsTiRR, as stated
above”.

In general, the specific remarks on “Epigraphy.” 8B6f.), “the most objective level of analysis” (P
768), are rather inconsistent, as could be asnedaby my comments. The quotations express only
generally my personal appraisal of the epigraphisit carried out by P., with which he obviousinmat
agree. In any case, | am surprised to see so famyakemarks on epigraphy objected to by P. Of aaurs
he does not mention the great many of his readings are positively recorded, even if they are not
decisive for the understanding of the texts.

On the “new readings” IKTU/TR (pp. 807f.) and their authorship | will say nothirThe question
belongs to the relationship linking P. with theteus of KTU whose work was my reference source.
Once more, P.'s despising attitude towards thepatent when he posed the question concerning their
interpretation of KTU 1.161: “why did the authorSKTU botch so badly their reading thereof” (P. 807).
Here the exact dates of publication of both workd also that oRC/CR must be taken into account,
which made it impossible for one work to be coreilby the other. I do not want to jeopardize the
pardean priority, even paternity, of these readiligisen | propose a reading, it does not necessasiyn
that | am the first to do so. | am rather unconedrabout priorities, a thing that obviously intésd3., so
fond of his own epigraphic efforts and results.

KTU 1.39:

Line 1 (¢° (P. 793/dOL 551)trrelevant clarification because the case dependsychanging of mind on
the meaning oft?/ as either a sacrificial term or a royal title,t mm whether the sacrifice is votive or
expiatory. There is no sibylline or critical remancerning P.’s position in the statement. In taise, as
so often, P is fighting phantoms or tilting at wimitls.

Line 1 (on the enclitic -m in /b, blm .../) (P. 808/dOL 548): See my forthcoming p&pe®n the other
hand, P.’s quoted criticism of Troppdxlitn = b-“Im, “on the following day”) refers to KTU 1.148 nat t
1.39, to which my comment applies, and has nottongp with the morph under discussion. This jumble
is really astounding.

Lines 3-8(etymology of Thakamuna-Shanuma (P. 793/dOL 551): Once again irrelevant. In factJF

20, P. shows himself in some way more in favouthef Cassite origin of Thakamuna, at least as can be
deduced from such phrases as: “Nous proposongyrams, d’'identifier7ukamunaserait identique (sic)
au dieu cassit€Sugamuna...” (UF 20, 1988, 199), although a hypothetical Semitigiorcould be

25. Above all coming from an “obtuse” reviewer, unlesg enters into his way of seeing things. Nevegt®lhe believes
“it could not be further from the truth” (P. 785,5%).

26. For the abbreviations “P.” and “dOL”, see above hand 2.

27. “The postpositions in Semitic: the case of #iactkm (with special attention to NWS)”, delivered at th&ymposium on
Comparative SemitioSitges-Barcelona), May-June 2006), to appe&wui®r 26, 2008.
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invoked (“seraient d’origine ouest-sémitique”).rhgted more significance to the first assessment th
the second hypothesis. On the other hand, the gofadrom which the quotation has been taken is not
transcribed inTR 41, which made me believe in some change in fasbuhe Semitic character of the
name. In no case is this a crime or academic gitgp for P., to whom a change of mind seems rather
difficult to assume, taking into account the coefide in the work and method on which he bases his
opinions (P. 770 n. 7). At most, the misinterpietatwvould concern the article idF, read some time
earlier and not checked agaiif®t

Line 8 (urm) (P. 793/dOL 554): Once again an almost talmudiatisty. If P. numbershree sacrifices
(“Srp ..., SImm... le coeur preparé d'une facon especiale”) thatlis thaturm is one of those three,
although perhaps as a part of 8ism Were it a type or just a sub-species of anotyyee,tit would be
irrelevant for the structuration of the text, whiskthe question at issue here. See below on KTWUAL.

Line 12 (structuring pattern) (P. 793/dOL 554)Incredible punctiliousness (“is organised accaydin

... the pattern” # “la structure ressemble a ...")fdat he uses the pattern mentioned in organisiegetkt
(see “Structure du textTR p. 21).

Line 12 (Sap3us function) (P. 793f./dOL 555f. n. 56): Incredible: first, tlistinguish the function of a
deity from that of her hypostasis (the hypostasigrecisely a specification of her functions; thadtion

of a hypostasis is a function of the main charaagunacceptable, nor in any case is this disonct
explained in the text. Second, at least P. must@dbat his formulation iR 68, n. 264, although in
anticipation, was not the correct one: to attritatieh a function t&ap3uwithout any explanation means
to equate her with her hypostasis, which would bigeccorrect in the general opinion. In the thitdae,
from where does P. deduce that the functiorSap3upagri (unknown in myth and ritual) is to carry
corpses to the netherworld? Does this retort mieainhte accepts the rest of the criticism in n. 56?

Line 12 (funerary character) (P. 794/dOL 558): Irrelevant and too punctilioliss clearby implication
that for P. also the text is funerary (in my serieedne way or the other, whether funerary or rmamju
(the distinction is irrelevant in the long run), ifge nocturnal, chthonic, with the presence of
psychopompic and mortuary deities. What else caubé? His interpretative ‘materialism’ hinders him
from paying attention to my resort to implicit sentias.

Line 17 (epigraphy) (P. 806/dOL 557): The photograph (P. 814-815) shoetkhing that contradicts the
presence of an erasure, above all contrasting ltiree reproduction and interpretation with theuatt
and good original photograph MU. But even accepting a clear sign shape, it doesffect my way of
dealing with the text (see dOL 270F 36, 2004, 556f.).

Lines 20-23(kmm) (P. 794/dOL 561 n. 77Pure attack of susceptibility. Nobody, whetheoPanyone
else can resort tkemmfor a precise or simply probable reckoning of @&ngount of sacrificial victims: it is
not sure that duplication of sacrifices always tptdce or that the correspondence betw&prandSimm

is always exact, as can be ascertained in some o&seplicit duplication.

Lines 20-23(sacrifice of two birds) (P. 794/dOL 561): Although does P. not mentionHiéite custom

of sacrificing birds to the “infernal deities”, leér on p. 87 or in n. 356 (only the type: sacrifiédirds), |
have to admit nevertheless that he does so cwyrsorithe top of p. 88 (end of p. 87) (“en rapporans

la culture hittite avec des divinités infernalesThe question is that from this evidence he draws n
implications for the characterisation of the text.

Lines 20-23(Sapsu Pagi (P. 794/dOL 562): It is not the kind of connexi@f course it is indirect but at
least it is lexical!) that is at issue, but theuarmgnts P. puts forward to deny it. Once againyéugsling
here is selective anmtbn ad rem
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KTU 1.40:

Line 3 and par. (onulp) (P. 809/dOL 564f:) My unawareness becomes immeasurdb®@iit | am not
interested in presenting all the opinions, evers¢hof my venerable masters, above all when | do not
follow them, even if they “had some knowledge oé tBemitic languages”. This P.’s astonishment is
really astounding.

KTU 1.41:

Line 6 (haplography of Smn) (P. 794/dOL 569): Since the text of KTU 1.87:7 &fattive, there is no
reason to imply or deny a haplography in it. Thguament of unseemliness then is invalid. Why acitept
in one copy and not in the other? | do not knowvkat extent one tablet is an exact copy of therothe
include the case of KTU 1.87 here was out of plaaader to argue “le bien fondé de la haplograpime
KTU 1.41.

Line 6 (epigraphy) (P. 806/dOL 569, n. 104)rrelevant: the length of the list does not detfagin its
internal sequence(s). So there is no “impositiothefauthor’s structural notions” here.

Line 18 (on°ntm) (P. 809/dOL 580): To object to the implied usehs enclitic -m here does not imply
its ignorance or negatidn other texts. The three examples quoted by Pindigct just the same (DN list)
and of a specific syntactic structure (enumerationyvhich he proposes a different meaning (seeeho
Line 19 (ondkr) (P. 809f./dOL 580)Although I do not take KTU 1.86 to be a cultic telkt does, so the
lexical testimony must be valid for him, as nevelglss it is also for me. We are dealing with a gane
lexical determination belonging to the common lericThe remark is then completely out of placeml a
unable to discover the astounding nature of myiopin

Line 20 (bt mIk) (P. 794/dOL 570): | said “he seems to acceptfaot bt mikis “une indication locale” in

p. 170 and according to the “Structure du texte”1 %2, to which we are referred, lines 19-22 (“alajs

du roi”) contain one (B) of the “indications topaghiques” of this structure. | felt authorised topgnse
this possibility. | do not see how | was mistaken.

Line 22 (gr) (P. 794f./dOL 571): This place is expressly setannexion with “farine”, one of the “deux
principaux productes agricoles”. That and the goidlitsi of being a location outside the wall suggtst it
could have been imagined in connexion with a fegrtiite in the fields. At least this is one of tieages
that emerges from P.’s interpretation and locatbmhe gr. Perhaps now P. is afraid of this deductive
image.

Line 45 (rgm yib) (P. 795/dOL 573): | do not attribute to P. the wutbphetic”, but only its meaning as
opposed to “cultic” (oracle) in order to explainath understand by the oracular function of thegkin

Line 47 (sbu 3p3 (P. 795/dOL 574, n. 118): | cannot understand phisctiliousness of P., because the
word in question was precisdlyh notsbu. Perhaps this was an oversight.

Line 47 (onsbu Sp3 (P. 809/dOL 574 n. 118): Modern terminology coimsidorecisely with the sun’s
course in ancient mentality, according to which dag begins in the morning/dawn/rising. The Semitic
division of the day was the opposite and my anslissbased on that. “To march forth/on” is suffitig
neutral as to be able to signify the sun risingaiting. For the sun, both paths have similar fizarce.

Line 48 (bym hdf) (P. 795/dOL 574): Completely irrelevant and trividearing in mind that the evening
is the beginning of the day in the Levant, in castrto our usage, a ‘day’ may be seen as the endeof
date and the beginning of another, without discwity. The aim was to translate the French term
“charniére”, i.e. “point of transition” (Sp. “bisea’).

28. Cf.DUL 63, 658, where the Hebrew use of /ph/ is recorBgdhe way, the Hebrew use lgpy supposes the
grammaticalisation of the lexeme with loss of itigimal nominal seme; as a functor it refers taacnot to speech:
“according to ..."” (Se¢dALOT915f.).
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Line 48 (new intercalary month) (P. 795/dOL 574): Irrelevant. The intercalary ntomtould have had a
name and this would be the name applied to themewnology in its headindOf course, the following
reference is superfluous: it fits my interpretatioat his. On the month beginning wihsee dOL 271.

Line 54 (mh[) (P. 795/dOL 575): The resort to vocalisation does usually replace morphological
analysis in other cases in P.’s treatment of tkist&Vhere is the misrepresentation here?

KTU 1.43:

Line 9 (ger(m)) (P. 795/dOL 578): Unacceptable mystification: itfaP. considergyr to be a DN,
irrespective of who he might be, not a simple comrdenomination, as his listing wiapSuandYariu
implies. It is curious that this is the only polh objects to in the whole criticism on his intetation of
the text. It is easy to understand his uneasesrctise, where the illogicality is so great.

Line 9 (on the astral identification of gzr) (P. 795/dOL 579, n. 130): The two following engriare
nominalistic and useless. They do not contradicomg assessment.

Line 19 (on structure) (P. 814/dOL 580): “Inadequate” does not mean “fa{Be 814). | prefer to reserve
the label “structure” for creative genres, for netsoand similarly | prefer to talk of surface origation
according to performance parameters (€&15f.). But this is largely a question of termingyo See
below (p. 22) on my opinion and analysis of therlity structure.

Line 24 (p°’nm) (P. 795/dOL 581): An elementary knowledge of theaetic shifts of the meaniraf the
lexemes in any language makes P.’s remark dispknsab

KTU 1.46:

Line 5 (b 4z tmrm) (P. 806/dOL 582): It is merely trivial, imy opinion, to define the presentation in this
case as “philological” instead of “epigraphic” §06).

Line 16 (kddm) (P. 795/dOL 583): Incredible non sequitur: “The™this/one”, although it is not the
principal or only argument according to P. It iallgannoying to have to respond to such futilities

KTU 1.47:

Line 2 (ilib) (P. 796/dOL 584)My text says “dieu du/des péres” including P.’®igad interpretation, in
opposition to “dieu pere”. There is no room for gdaint here.

Lines 5-11 (severbim) (P. 796/dOL 585): P.’s interpretation is correatt tvhere is the misrepresenta-
tion here?

Line 4 (dgn) (P. 796/dOL 585): Once again, where is the misssp&tion? | would prefer to have the
discussion here, that is all. He himself consid@rher discussion odgn's identity to be incomplete.

Line 19 (epigraphy) (P. 806/dOL 585): the term “evidence” indicateattthere was no such evidence.
This is particularly difficult for an epigraphegeaing that a new text (my first criterion in rectoasting a
text) forces the apparent “epigraphic evidenceVimegsly accepted by P. himself to be abandonede Her
KTU 1.41 and 1.87 are dealt with together.

Line 19 grm w'mqt) (P. 796/dOL 585): The text in question is discussdd. 306, so this is the reference
to be quoted. Of course, any reader of P.’s worbwanthat the text is explicitly laid out in the psg
where it is transcribed and vocalised. Is this srepresentation of mine or just P.’s punctiliousfles

Line 29 dr il ...) (P. 796/dOL 586): P. feels the need of makingiekpiis opinion, which is not affected
by my criticism. The misrepresentation is his (“d&tparently ...").

Line 29 (uzht) (P. 796/dOL 586, n. 148): Here there is no misregméation but simply a rejection of P.’s
opinion and of his linguistic explanation.

KTU 1.48:

(Just astounding) (P. 810/dOL 589): No comment: P.’s astonishmeitsedf astounding.

KTU 6.13/14:

Line 3 (mhret) (P. 796, 811/dOL 592, n. 163): What is misrepnése is my own opinion that P. kindly
corrects (printing mistakenirit/mirst). Then this entry is out of place. Aside from tkiag P. for the
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correction (already pointed out earlier), on mydieh is necessary to point out the unfounded reatf

his astonishment, itsaison d’étre being based on a “more commonly”, but not exclksisupposed
morphological hypothesis.

KTU 1.78:

(on the calendar)(P. 811/dOL 592, n. 165): A reader of “averageliigience” would have understood
that the calendar intended here is not the Ugadtie. From the calendar alluded to is derived the
Christian celebration of “All Souls” in autumn. fdllowed the sequence as established by M. C8hen
Line 1 (@ ymm) (P. 796f./dOL 592): It is precisely P.'s implicati (plural morph) that | find
objectionable, which is not a misrepresentation.

KTU 1.86:

(state of the tablet/epigraphy)(P. 797/dOL 593): | do not quote any term wordgdPb | simply assert
my own opinion on the epigraphic status of thedahlt would be strange if the damaged surface of a
tablet did not affect the signs themselves. Soraeifips of these signs are pointed ouTR459.

KTU 1.90:

Line 23 (%) (P. 797/dOL 594f.): Then there is no misrepresantaon my part, but inadequate evidence
for his own opinion from P. One would expect thargmatical analysis to be clarified in the commentar
(which it is not the case), as the matter is of samportance.

Line 1 (id) (P. 797/dOL 594, n. 172): | refer not to the fuantiof the particle, but, as this is unclear,
specifically to the confidence P. shows in therimtetation of the text, based on it.

Line 4 (kmm) (P. 797/dOL 595): | agree, but the explanation wgsected in the commentary (at least
with a cross-reference) since we are dealing withxual parameter. Where is the misrepresentation?
KTU 1.91:

Line 1 (on wine as sacrificial material)(P. 811/dOL 596): Surely the assessment was ineaatially
there ardwo mentions of “wine” (KTU 1.41:23; 1.112: 12-13)rean any case, as the texts collected in
TR 1153 prove. One is in KTU 1.91, which mentigmsas an offering material but not as offered makeria
is not a cultic text, but a record wh as cultic material (for P. himself it is an “adnsinative” text; see
RCU 215ff.7°. Likewise, the mention ofis yn in KTU 1.41 cannot be taken into account in this
connexion.

Line 10 dbk x) (P. 797/dOL 596): The remark refers to the preagdimes. There was a confusion of
numbers, as in the following comment (11 for 12)hjck was my mistake. In any case, the vocalisation
dabiu sapani shows a clear genitival construction.

Line 29 (numerals)(P. 797f./dOL 597)Thenormalorder is clear, although some exceptions exist,tan
corroborate this situation the grammatical autlgaftTropper is quoted. THeapaxcharacter refers to the
only text adduced by P as supporting his intergicetals it so strange to use the lahapaxfor a text of
which only one witness is quoted? In fact, it wa's fhadequate quotation of Tropper's authorityt tha
provoked it. The norm would be to reconstruct tdezdine” beforern, and the exception would be to
place it afterwards. Nowhere is the reconstructioquestion attributed to P., although his versigK-
dizaines et] deux)” could visually imply it. Butishwhole discussion would be unnecessary if thetso
favoured inUF 24, 2006, 597 were accepted.

29.See M.E. CoherThe Cultic Calendars of the Ancient Near E&sithesda MD 1993, p. 378.
30. See D. Pardeditual and Cult at Ugarit(Writings from the Ancient World, SBL, 10), Leid@®02;also my article
below “gdlt/dqt ¢ ganado o pan como materia sacrificiad@Qr 25, 2007, 169-173.
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KTU 1.102:

Lines 15-17 (Names in /y-/\P. 798/dOL 599f.): Obviously, this is not a misiegentation of P.'s
opinions, but an inadequate quotation with two tprgn mistakes of which | declare myself guilty. It
should have had to point out more explicitely thbstitution ofthéonimedor anthroponimes. Anybody
can check the text and its content shows my agneewith P.

KTU 1.103:

Line 1 (zatt) (P. 798/dOL 600): Obviously the collation | am viragg for is not his, even if now he has no
doubt about the shape of the sign as was the &asdis previous collation.

Line 12 (rgm) (P. 798/dOL 601)Even if made independently, | have no interestriarity; | only wished

to point out our agreement, not to detract fromahithorship. Evidently, “the preliminary editioniddnot
interest me at the time. Although published in 199% interpretation had been prepared independently
long before.

Line 17 (nn) (P. 798/dOL 601): The meaning o “archer” is already to be found MLC (1981), p.
643, and P. quoteRC (1992) p. 238 n. 73TR 556 n. 211), in support of it, | suppose. The agrent is
literal (“le corps puissant des archers” // “(efepedel poderoso cuerpo de arqueros”) (“the mighty
archers” AfO 33, 1986, 125, with no reference in the commeht&ge previous remark.

Line 36 (pronominal antecedent)P. 798/dOL 601): Although nothing is said in tlwronentary on the
topic, this remark was not necessary, | admit,esimt could also be a 3 p. fem. verbal suffix.

Lines 39-40 (syntactic inversion)P. 798/dOL 601): As far as the morphosyntactidgoatgoes, the
occurrence in the first or the second clause &dwant. On the other hand, | thank P. for cenifyfIci
aussi del Olmo Lete s’écarte de la traduction detrigh et Loretz”. | was beginning to think | wakén
for their pedisequus

KTU 1.104:

(administrative character) (P. 798/dOL 603): According to the objectionshitnself raises against the
ritual nature of the textTR 568), | formed the impression that in some waywas in favour of the
possibility of considering it to be administrativenature. Perhaps | was wrong. Nevertheless, naike
the rejection of this alternative formally expregseertainly not infTR568.

KTU 1.105:

(order of the tablet faces)(P. 806/dOL 603)it is just my opinion that is expressed here innemon
with the arrangement of the faces of the tabletckvis contrary to P.’s opinion. Is that a pernigasin?
Line 14 (/hz<p>/) (P. 776/dOL 648): P. considers it an error to @eerratum here, but according my
own criterion of giving priority to textual witness, if the reconstruction is “necessary”, even ptay
I'état actuel des données”, | find it suitabled&e it into account in the text transcription its€bviously

it is a question of a difference in criteria.

KTU 1.106:

Line 1(([...])) (P. 799/dOL 605): Irrelevant. In any case, someths missing. The square brackets
should have been outside the parentheses! Thisisrapresentation!

Line 11 (onpdr(y)) (P. 811/dOL 606): The unimportance gdr appears not only in the cultic texts, as
results from theatio established by P. himself, but in general in tiyatitic Pantheot and also from the
significance of the texts in which both deities @g@p In fact, according to P.’s “index des motsie t
mentions ofpdr would occur only four times not six (KTU 1.28:3;20:20 and 1.134:4, adduced for both
DN, suggest in fact the restoration /pdr(y)/; se@7-1198, not 1155, as P. quotes; even Homes)nod
The objection to the possible “presumption” of aroeeous word-divider is irrelevant and ignores the

31.Cf. CR71, list of frequency.
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coherence of the text. — Nowhere do | say “P. ygbg’word was intended to enhance an infrequeht an
daring use by P. His susceptibility is beyond measu

Line 22 (on the palace gardenjP. 811/dOL 607): | was aware of the archaeolagiigtint of view and
respect it; nevertheless, | feel authorised toedisfrom her and from B Where is the astonishment?
Perhaps it is in P.’s inability to accept discrepan

Line 30 (reading /afbl[7/) (P.799, 806/dOL 608): Exacerbated futility. | totkanscription” and
“remarques” as a whole, mainly in a case like Wii®re both occur on the same page. But in the temar
the [b'/ is not discussed, only posited. Evidently fotttie strokes are not epigraphically ambiguous. But
what else? (P. 806)

Line 30 (restoration) (P. 811/dOL 608): Irrelevant. Had P. always adoptexl use of summaries, his
book would have been half as long. A cross-referamould have been enough when dealing with an
epigraphical question that is so decisive for him.any case, | am perfectly entitled to show my
preference. Where is the astonishment?

KTU 1.109:

Lines 24ff. (honest misunderstanding)P. 799/dOL 609): Actually | understood that P. wefsiting De
Tarragon and dOL'’s theory, but the arguments werpc®r that in the long run not even he put much
credit in them, resorting to an overall negativguanent. | took that as an act of intellectual hondsut it
seems that | was wrong. In this case, the misreptason failed by excess ...

Line 35 (epigraphic possibilities)(P. 799f./dOL 610): Precisely in broken texts sashthese, a blank
space would be a good opportunity to propose osg@ereconstruction, especially if there is pdralle
material to recommend it. But evidently “dOL has wmoderstanding of the epigraphic possibilities in
breaks at the ends of lines”. That is Prerogative.

KTU 1.111:

Line 3 (azhlm) (P. 800/dOL 611): Irrelevant. The quotation does aoswer the objection of
inconsistency; it simply confirms what | say, nared it explain what P. asserts on p. 623, appardrgl
contrary.

Line 19 (trit tar) (P. 806/dOL 610)Once again, we have here the distinction betwehiidlpgical” and
“epigraphic”, which is irrelevant for me as fartagt reconstruction goes.

Line 23 (bhmt) (P. 811f./dOL 612): KTU 1.103 and 1.163 are noticukxts (!), but “divination texts”
(seeRCU, table of contents), incomprehensibly catalogue® bas “Texts of Sacrificial Cult”.

32 According to her own description, the “garden™ni®re a private leisure spot than a cult place;Meé&on, La cité
d’Ougarit sur le tell de ras Shami@uides archéologiques de I'Institut francais dié¢ologie du Proche-Orient, 2), Paris 1997,
p. 53. (See already Schaeffelgaritica IV, p. 15f). But the actual problem is not if teewas a garden in the royal palace of
Ugarit, but to what space does the temrefer in the cultic texts. See in this regard $tavrakopoulou, “Exploring the Garden
of Uzza: Death, Burial and Ideologies of Kingshipiblica 67, 2006, 1-21. No mention of a palace gardew iset found in J.
MargueronRecherches sur le palais mésopotamiens de I'adgrdiizel/ll, Paris 1982. For a similar problem in the Mpalace
seeid., “Du nouveau sur la cour du palmieMARI 5, 1987, 463-482: “la fouille ... a prouvé de fagamtaine qu'aucune plante
n'a jamais pris racine dans la partie de la cou8 10". Already Y.M. Al-Khalesi, The Court of the Palms: A Functional
Interpretation of the Mari PalacéBibliotheca Mesopotamica, 8), Malibu CA 1978, pf.1@xcluded the existence of a palm
garden in this court. On the contrary, J.-M. Duraugjgests that the trees of this court “sont diépakans des structures
amovibles” (pots) and also that “la ‘Cour du Palfmielle méme, est un lieu sacrificiel comme le meré ‘Rituel duKispuni”,
namely, a place for the ancestors’ cult of the diitidg exactly the context | propose for KTU 16:02ff; see J.-M. Durand,
“L’organisation de I'espace dans le palais de Migritémoignage des textes”, in E. Lévy, &g, systéme palatial en Orient, la
Grece et a Rome. Actes du Colloque de Strasbou2R7j@in 1988 Strasbourg 1987, p. 57. On this item see lastBa$quali,
“Ancora sul teonimo eblait!Ga-na-na alcune osservazioni comparativBl/ABU 2007, n° 44.
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KTU 1.119:

Line 8 (¢°y) (P. 800/dOL 618): Let us leave aside the irrelegpographical minuteness in the exactness
of the transcription/translation: “maison de l'cffint t°/ sacrificateur”; the last specification only
reproduces what follows in the quotation: “ferantgacrifices”. In this case, the actual questiomceons
translating‘y as “sacrificateur” and not as “sacrific&- There is no shadow of misrepresentation.

Line 14 (Shry) (P. 800/dOL 618, n. 214): Effectively P. is rightverlooked his description, as | did not
see the word actually transcribed as is P.’s ysualtice.

Line 13 (urm) (P. 800/dOL 619)lt is clear, at least to me, that the version “fflaes” does not indicate a
special kind of sacrifice but just a mode of contlous As we have seen (cf. above) P. does not réseg
urm as the third kind of sacrifice in the text KTU 9:8; the semantic development will appear in KTU
1.119:13. In the comment on this text, nothingaisl @bouturm (TR 676) and there is not even a cross-
reference.

Lines 22-25 (morphology) (P. 812/dOL 620): Completely irrelevant. Pure naahism (distinction
between morphology and morphosyntax, once againergraduate teaching). Let Semitists and
grammarians be surprised, provided they are peopltaverage intelligence” (P. 812). It is not the
morphological categories but their concrete appboahat is criticised here.

Line 28 (restoration) (P. 812/dOL 617)1 find the reconstructiomardly justified epigraphically, but
contextually acceptable. The first aspect couldibeegarded.

Line 34 (epigraphy/philology) (P. 806/dOL 617 and n. 211): Is the “astonishmég”or mine? | can
understand that my remarks in this case may offénéh connexion with the relationship | establish
between philology and epigraphy. On the other hdndgaffirm (see above on KTU 1.164:10) my
criticism on the way P. behaves not infrequentlfiireasoning, shifting from possibility to proip to
certainty. By the simple incomplete quotation doesnean that his suggestions are always “obje&ive”
KTU 1.123:

Lines 1-3 (on methodology)R. 812/dOL 621): Irrelevant remark: | do not exéudtionalisation but its
excess. This is my appreciation in this case, bthaps | am wrong.

KTU 1.127:

(text division) (P. 800/dOL 623): Excess of susceptibility. Anyeimireter of any kind also works “in
guest” of something. The pretension of the absatetgrality of the mirror that “reflects” the objeio be
interpreted is a naive position turning into a dagmattitude. The expression is not derogatoryeast
for me.

(general appraisal) (P. 800f./dOL 624): The distinction that now P.rattuces is nowhere to be seen:
normally his “Conclusion” refers to the whole textimmented upon. As for the rest, dOL was not rdffle
at all by P.’s interpretation of his classificatiof the ritual text, but was perhaps when he isedal
“obtuse”.

KTU 1.132:

Lines 1-3 @f) (P. 801/dOL 626 and n. 225): The resort to the @itthof previous authors to justify his
options is not the normal attitude of an exegete tinks of himself as a first-hand worker and vgatiat
revise the entire hermeneutical tradition. If thecdvery was made by others, he made the discdisry
own by accepting (perhaps uncritically?) the opindd others, the pernicious “masoretic” sin he itagu
to me. My dictionaries and those of the translatere good enough and the meaning is adequately
interpreted: it is always related to “bed”, as isvious from the text’S) and the comment (“bed-
clothing”), which can be read. In fact “set of tpapgs” (according to the Oxford Dictionary: “ornants,
dress in external, superficial and trifling decmnat) was intended as a translation of French “ende
des objects qui composent un lit (matelas, couxertetc)”, according to Larousse. P. himself quotes
Herdner, saying that “the term may refer to a p@fogloth, not to a garment”. Furthermore, the following
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remark is also irrelevant, mere repetition: “lepagchement” is there, even if it is considered timést
pas évident”. Once again, where is the misrepraenf

Line 2 (rbd) (P. 801/dOL 627): Out of place. The question isualdor/ not about /rbd/, which is only
mentioned as a contrastive pair.

KTU 1.141:

(philology/epigraphy) (P. 806/dOL 628): | maintain the suitability of [@togy as against an indefinite
epigraphy. Sepassimabove.

(on slavery) (P. 812/dOL 628): This is precisely what is in di@shere. In any case, slave transactions
were certainly more complicated than P. seemsppasé’.

KTU 1.143:

Line 3 (/pth/) (P. 801, 806f./dOL 629Non ad rem| simply consider unfounded the conclusion drawn.
On the other hand, P.’s susceptibility is incompredible (P. 806): he himself recognises the reagliiid

to be dubious and points out various possibilifieR 774). That is simply what | meant. Has P. reatigd
the page he quotes? Because the answer is obVioeisvhole of his remark is out of place.

KTU 1.148:

(general appraisal)(P. 801f.dOL 630)An irrelevant, sophistical and merely subjectiv@ression. The
guestion is not about the ‘discovery’, that in fesctecognised, but about P.’s acid attack agaitisr text
editions and their authors, which P. seems torfioranal.

(pantheon-ritual relationship) (P. 801f/dOL 630): Of course, his attitude towahe torigin of the
pantheon list is discussed on p. 546: | do not “sdojected” but “that was not, however, his open
opinion™* | do not grasp exactly what “the theogonic prati(!) is clear for the first part of the list”
means. If it refers to the theogonic principle, ethil excluded, | will ask how many generations are
supposed to be involved.

Line 1 (date ofdb# spn) (P. 802/dOL 631): P. feels it necessary to retloedmisprint 191 [sic!] for 1.91.
Many thanks! Surely this is a misrepresentatiohisfown views. In such a significant text as R$28,

the revision of the date aloz spn (TR500 n. 44) is more than a mere possibility, in epynion, even if
the tablet order is followed. It is a matter of smral judgement, scarcely a misrepresentation.

Line 6 (on objective epigraphy)(P. 807/dOL 630): This is not the only case; seevabon KTU
1.119:34, als®JF 36, 2004, 617, and more generallyOr 24, 2006, 271. Rather than an expression of a
generality, this remark attempts to expose a symmibinadequate methodology (P. 807).

Lines 23ff. (order of tablet faces)P. 802/dOL 631): Out of place. | am sorry that®uld be misled by
my explanation; contrary to what P. says, KTU 1.84& meant. Perhaps with a little good will he doul
have overcome the misinformation, since RS 26.146 embedded in KTU 1.148, the tablet being
discussed. | assumed the change in order, whiob imay means that | was the first to propose its Th

a preoccupation that bothers P. In any case, itduMoeia misrepresentation of my own view, not &$.P.
Line 45 (continuation) (P. 812/dOL 630)Petitio principii. because the text is as it is, no other tablet is
needed. But if another tablet followed, the textlgdbe longer and more explicit...

KTU 1.161:

(general appraisal)(P. 802/dOL 632): What | clearly mean when meritigrthe apparent uneasiness (“a
little”) of P. with this text, according to my undganding, is the fact that he foregoes drawing the
implications it has, far beyond its immediate ‘ftemy’ sense, for the general comprehension of and

33.See RS 34.170:2-4r! lig-tu muh-hiLu.MES.DAM.GAR a-nasam al-te-qa-a(RSO VIl 23, p. 56).

34. He seems obsessively reluctant to accept any nnegs and variation in his opinions. This attitigleertainly not
‘scientific’, especially in such a volatile fields aJgaritology, where any new text forces a revisibfiormer opinions, proving
that the neutral interpretation from the epigraphpoint of view alone is not guaranteed.
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importance for royal ideology in Ugaritic cultiddi From the viewpoint of that text, it is unacadpe to
maintain that the royal funerary ritual was modglt the common people’s, as P. states (“I condude
that the royal [ancestors] cult would have beeuacstirally similar to the cult of commoners”, P. 78B
say: “... his opposition to thdominant positionof the cult and celebration occupied by the culd a
celebration of the deified dead Ugaritic kings”.ndabe asserted that this is a misrepresentatidmnso
point of view? | find P. repeatspaissimin his works. | would be very glad to know thatm wrong.

(denial of my own qualifications)(P. 807/dOL 632): If only any other Ugarit table¢n in such a state
of conservatior{compare my deplorable photo RC pl. XL and above all the very good digital one in
MU no. 13). Thankfully, in this case philology makesch epigraphical trouble unnecessary. In any case,
it is only a personal appraisal. - On my lack oélifications as an epigrapher (a sort of permasaatze

in P.’s retort) | have nothing to add (P. 907; 8&®r 24, 2006, 255-258). Let me only repeat that | was
writing a review, not defending a personal textadltion, that | was appraising results, not efforts
however serious they may be (that then dependsgteat extent on personal ability; some writersehav
more talent than others to compose a ndvel)

Lines 2-12 (on verbal morphology)P. 8132f./dOL 632): The formra is not necessarily an imperative
form, but in a series such as this, the first menfshean be the absolute infinitive with a jussimeaning,

to end with a finite form (imperative or precatiyal)’. So there is no shift of form in the presentation.
this respectgra.u in line 12 is perhaps highly significant as a hyperect form ofgru (?)". In the
solution proposed by P., lines 4-7 would be exmgkdtethe 2. person (“vous étes appelés” > “tu es
appelé”).

Lines 13, 18 i8kn) (P. 813/dOL 633): A text like this may reveal thenfluence of the WS family in
respect of this morph, with prosthesis in the iratige®®. The morphological difficulty | think is less than
the one supposed by P.’s solution: a passive N-fifranstative base. Actually, that is Arabic usage!
Lines 14f. (morphosyntax)(P. 813/dOL 633): | do not entertain the opinioattkhe latter forms are
passive at all, but wonder about the change efleéat®.’s solution (passive/impersonal). The proble
obviated in the uniform active version of thoserier On the other hand, the meaning “verser desskrm
sur son marchepied” foydnt hdm pnh requires a morphosyntactic explanation for theegoment of
dnf. | suppose that here /litha/ functions as an accusative-locative (?).

Lines 18-26 (precative character)P. 802f./dOL 633): Leaving aside the charmingicdone used by P
in this case, | have to say that | spent all mygyneeading these prolix tomes (an heroic deedvfach |
hope P. will be grateful, since he will not havermaeaders prepared to do the same). The questibat
here | am reviewind R, not P.’s other works. | feel that the precatiymaracter (I mean “precative” on
behalf of the characters addressed) is not reflettethe version of lines 1-2 given by P. (although
elsewhere he may defend that character). The verSious étes convoqués” exhibits no precative
character on behalf of the “convoquiéis my opinion.

35. To attack a supposed colleague in this unusual ivayes only one thing clear: “a lack of self colitrdo an
incompetent epigrapher may be opposed a phantasimagagrapher who creates a field of work of hiengin which he reigns
unopposed, in fact overshadowing in this way hability to understand a text in its whole ideoladiand historical bearing. In
any case, this behaviour seems unbecoming to @$3af of a major American University. | cannot imagany other member
of that honourable academic institution behavinthis manner.

36. See TroppelJG 492f.

37. For the ambiguity of the particle here §¢@821 n. 27. As a conjunction, its position wouldabe¢he head of the clause.

38. See Tropper UG 426f.; also P.’s purely negativécism in the on-line-edition of his review-aric(AfO 50, 2003-
2004, 89, 113f., 120, 270f.).
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Line 20 (/I7) (P. 803/dOL 633): Precisely because P. transldtdsy/“depuis”, | say “he ignores the
presence of the particle”. It is difficult to imagi that a dead king may descend to the nethervtaelolis
(son) trone®. If there is no objection to see an allusion ® descent of the throne in lines 13-TRE25
n. 53), it would be normal to see it confirmediirel 20.

Line 26 (hgmds descent)P. 803/dOL 633 n. 238): Out of place. Completeregiresentation of my view
and manifest lack of sense of humour to understamat is said. By “difficult position” | simply meéan
that it is not easy for anybody (not even the ddikingNigmadd) to occupy a position beneath himself.
KTU 1.163:

Line 14 (P. 803/dOL 637)P.’s reference to other works is a way of escafiiegproper responsibility for
explaining things clearly when dealing with a tekhe misrepresentation, if any (in this case thsre
none, just a wording of a doubt: “one may ask..$)due to the author’s inability to express cleduily
thought or supply a cross-reference. Implicitnesshe last thing to be expected from such a verbose
author as P.

KTU 1.164:

Lines 6-19 (transcription system)(P. 807/dOL 635): There is no objection here whatewut a
declaration of my acceptance of the different wafysansliteration/transcription used by epigrajh@r,
{3, U...) and Assyriologists (h/ a4...), which are incorrect only when they are incorsié’. Does P.
claim to impose his system on everybody?

KTU 1.168:

Lines 5-6(P. 803/dOL 607f.): Irrelevant subjective assesdnifenleaves the impression ...".

KTU 1.169:

Line 1 (on /tg/) (P. 813/dOL 638): As it is a unique and hypothéttrivative form that coincides with
another lexeme, it would have been advisable tordeit according to its form and not under the sgsul
base, at least with a cross-reference and a disoussthe commentary —as is done, for instancéh i
on p. 892 (vocalizedatim)— and not left to be deduced from the vocalizatfidgd). In any case, in
principle | do not pay much attention or give ctddivocalization (se®&F 36, 2004, 541, n. 9), which
must be considered a result of information from dpéions adopted, not its source. In P.’s retbe,
frequently voices his concern for clarity.

Line 3 (on the serpent attack) P. 813/dOL 638): P. is astounded at the serpeatlatiy the lower part
of the pillar in order “to coil it up”. Of cours#his was a translation mistake for “coil up it".

Line 17 (ftwy/) (P. 813/dOL 641): Certainly a dubious and stravage Kapay, even in the place quoted
(in KTU 1.16 VI 44; seddUL 938). The fornxt in KTU 1.104:17; 5.11:7 and PRU V 59:24 [SER571]
is also very dubious, both morphologically and satisally. Why is this astounding?

Line 18 (Semitic construction)(P. 813/dOL 641): The formula is too obvious and@e (and therefore
too easy to reproduce) to warrant the authentifityn inscription under suspicion (Arslan TdshThe
alleged obscurity does not refer to the meanintp@fclause in itself but in the text.

KTU 9.435:

(denial of my own qualifications) (P. 807/dOL 635): Mere judgement of intentionse fruit of his
obsession (P. 807) and of my being judged a faaaticopposed to him by bad will (see above n. 7).

39. For a possible justification of such a meaningdee76.
40. Compare for instance the transcription of RIH 7840 Syria57, 1980, 352f. and iR 859.
41.See below n47.
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General negative appraisals, mostly of my conclusis

(on vocalisation)(p. 808/dOL 541, n. 9¥ere thereader of “average intelligence” was at work! Indiee
school/scholar’s exercise was meant. Of courseastenishment is monumental! But even “scholanty” i
the sense of old-fashioned “erudite” and “pedantimild be appropriate.

(on prescriptive character) (P. 813/dOL 546, n. 20): sdeR 12ff. P. simply reaffirms his opinion in
order to justify his versions in the second perebsome very few and incidental morphemes taken as
finite verbal forms (P. 813f.). Were he correctnare frequent and obvious use would be expected in
those texts.

(a mistaken remark and on my carelessnesélP. 808/dOL p. 547, n. 24): As can be seen fromnthele
text of the quoted note, the objection was Gianto'®rder to demonstrate my carelessness (P.r8@&%)

in preparing this review (four months of agonisedding, almost with a binocular lens, deserves more
consideration on behalf of its ungrateful authé!)makes a juggling distinction between ‘quotatiant
‘reference’. In any case, generalisation from @lsinnstance is criticised by P. himself (P. 80f)e error
pointed out came from a conflation of two numbe32Q( the issue number BASOR and the page-
number 66) from the heading of the paper, a wedlvkm scribal error. Of course, once again that cause
great astonishment.

(on general hermeneutics)P. 808f./dOL 549): This is a general admonitiomtodesty in a field where
there are so many uncertainties, which is validefagryone. Other fields are more certain. Time s
things right.

(on text structure) (P. 809/dOL 555): On structure as one of my fund#aieconcerns in the
understanding of a text, sé@erpretacion de la Mitologia Ugaritic@/alencia 1984), pp. 20ff. Already
my doctoral dissertatiofl973) was a study on structure (“Formgeschichidfie question addressed here
concerns the parameters of structuration and tigeedeof formalisation that can be expected from a
record of this kind with no literary significandevidently, this criticism is out of context.

(on the stative N-morph) (P. 809/dOL 564): “Such a formulation seems toesdwnawareness” of the
exceptionality of the phenomenon, of the differealue of the N-morphemes and the lexicalisation of
some stative bases in the different Semitic langsiag

(on the authority of Philo and of the Arslan Tash aulets) (P. 810/dOL 584, n. 144):. The great
argument of Philo’s witness is an argument fronharity*”. But the Attridge-Oden edition is of no help
in this regard and Baumgartner’s is rather retiaemthe historical use of this source (p. 6). ladieP.
seems to have remained at the second stage ofsPmilaluation according to that author’s classtima

of the interpretative trends of the Hellenisticter’. On the other hand, P. omits to quote others who a
more critical of Philo, for example, Ribichffi | do not deny in any way the flow of transmissiain
tradition in the NWS Levant; on the contrary | defethe Cultural Continuumthere, but | maintain a
critical not a superficial assumption of it as Besl. The agreement in order mentioned is surprisiag
can be explained by the hierarchy of the figureemwlordered genealogically. But this genealogical
importance is completely Euhemeristic and dOL dusseed this “witness” to cast doubt on the absenc

42. The elementary bibliography provided by P. hasnbieemy possession since the seventies and | hexesed and
quoted it many times. This mania of coming to thecue of colleagues with data suitable for unddrgates is rather childish.
My knowlege and use of the Philo tradition is esiea: | have incorporated his fragments in one gfbmoks El Continuum
cultural cananeo... (AuOrSuppl. 14), Sabadell (Barcelona) 1996, p$l-160: “Filon de Biblos. La Historia fenicia”,
traduccion, introduccion y notas por J. Cors MeVdave written several articles quoting him exteali and most recently |
have contributed a new one on his cosmogony té&sh&l. Wyat(“El caos y la muerte en la concepcién siro-cangne

43.See A. BaumgartnefhePhoenician Historgf Philo of ByblogEtudes Préliminaires ... 89), Leiden 1981, pp. 2ff.

44. See S. Ribichini, “Rileggendo Filone di Biblo. Questidi sincretismo nei culti fenici”, ihes synchrétismes religieux
dans le monde méditerranéen antique. Actes du @aldnternational .,.Rome 1998, pp. 149-177.
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of such a structure in the Ugaritic pantheon. CaprBvide proofs to the contraryAs for the Arslan
Tash amulefS, | was simply repeating a rumour spread in acadaincles in Paris that reinforced my
first impression when 1 held this artifact in myngis in the Aleppo Museum on the nineties. My
archaeological experientesuggested that a piece like this would hardly apjie a Syrian excavation,
nor would its material survive the geological cdiudis there in such a perfect state of preservattoat
would be more appropriate to Egyptian mastabasmbs. In fact, the piece appeared in the antiquitie
market (1933) outside any archaeological contegttarrefore was not recorded in the official repart
the Mission (1931). Today that is serious handicagccept the authenticity of any piece, as pref@$sr
instance by the Israel Antiquities AuthofitySo in principle | am in favour of Teixidor and Aetis
analysis that | accepted AuOr (1, 1983, 105-109), which casts serious doubttherauthenticity of the
pieces. The rumour mentioned spread precisely swanto the objection from the unusual state of
preservation and the material. Talking about “galstinderstood that the discourse was about a dake
perhaps an imitation of the original in a soft mialeor a reproduction by moulatfeln any case, all such
technicalities are not the central point of my dweital criticism of the acritical confidence P. wkain
ancient sources.

(on other epigraphers)(P. 796/dOL 589): The retort (related in a generay to his assessment of the
erroneous epigraphical work of other scholars speet of KTU 1.68) sounds like a self-justification
/apology. In any case, it is irrelevant: my own m@gsion was altogether modest and subjective
(“insinuating a certain ...").

(occasional general assessmenP. 798/dOL 600)The relations of P. with the KTU edition are so
entangled that it is better not to discuss thatads$Complain” is meant as a mild term; certairtlysinot

the most suitable. Again, nowhere | attribute tevRat is only my assessment. He does not agreeitwith
find the “gratification” P. feels on seeing his deags adopted to be symptomatic (see above nn3L8, 2

(on the distinction “infernal’/“souterrain”) (P. 798f./dOL 605): Irrelevant commentary concegnin
KTU 1.105. It comes from his well-known positionno@rning the ancestral nature of the Ugaritic @dit,
that he feels obliged to make matters precise;ds wertainly not necessary. Terms relating to the
netherworld and its dwellers are sometimes usedsyam®nyms, and sometimes they are nuanced
(“souterrain, infernal, chtonien”) provided theyctxde the aforementioned meaning. | have no olgjecti
to his explanation, but do not see any misreprasientby me.

45. Of course, like any other scholar having to tadkl&/'S text anthologies such as that of Gibson, Ivktioat there are
two Arslan Tash amulets; Donner-Réllig's anthologgards only one. The reference to the ‘second’ m@sappropriate, |
admit.

46.1 do not consider myself an archaeologist, altholigave set up and managed an archaeological MigsiSyria for 12
years and taken part in the actual excavationthisnconnexion, G. Garbini, commenting on Pardedition of “Le papyrus du
marzed” (Semitica38, 1988, 49-68), asserts: “il cui ottimo statacdnservazione era suficiente a dimostrare latélsbee G.
Garbini, Introduzione a I'epigrafia semiticéStudi sul Vicino Oriente Antico, 4) Brescia 20@6,41, n. 1. This author considers
the Arslantash Tablets to be a forgery (specit.p. 96).

47.0n NWS fakes in general, see the illuminating ltidoy Ch.A. Rollston, “Non-Provenance Epigraphs duities I:
Pillaged Antiquities, Northwest Semitic Forgeriaad Protocols for Laboratory Textdaarav 10, 2003, 135-193 (“The more
data that is present for a language or scriptsettie more definitive the declaration of unauttoitytcan be”); “Il: The Status of
Non-Provenanced Epigraphs within the Broader Corpudoothwest Semitic’ Maarav 11, 2004, 57-79. A few months ago, |
had the opportunity of checking a great numbetJgéritic tablets and minor artifacts coming from a privatdlection in
Latakia/Ugarit (!). Even an incompetent epigrapsisch as myself was able to realise they were [ibageries. Some years ago,
too | had the opportunity of publishing two cop@sMose’s “Tables of the Law” engraved in stonetlie most classic Old
Hebrew scriptforged at the beginning of the twentieth cen{ggeAnFil 4, 1978,247-256; 9, 1983, 183-185).

48. In principle, a limestone cast is impossible, beeanormally a cast supposes molten material runimituga mould.
Perhaps this is not a correct use of the Englistuveast’.
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(on the contributors to HUS) (P. 811/dOL 606f., n. 194)0f course, | read the introduction and the
whole of P.’s review article, but the explanatidmeg there does not convince me. In any case, \ onl
wanted to express my disappointment at P.’s absenté¢o apportion blame.

(on the transcription H/Addu) (P. 812/dOL 631, n. 233): If P. had perceived whas intended by the
normalisation of the DN, he would have understdea function of the final &; as a hypercorrect NWS
nominative vocalisation (/hadad/ is an Akkadianohlite formj°. The elementary forms have been shaped
according to elementary Akkadian and Ugaritic tcaipsions. —Besides that, themzais implied in my
transcription of the Ug. /a,i,u/ signs, so the refiee to phonetics intended for undergraduatesiduoave
been avoided.

(on quantification) (P. 803f./dOL 642): Irrelevant. P.’s quotation doed contradict my own appraisal
and the quotation adduced (“quantification”/“projpams relatives”). His remark on the calculation of
“unnamed or plural” (pp. 803f.) is also irrelevainhe astonishment is mine, seeing the jugglingeeda

to calculate the incalculable. He himself acknowgkesd“the fragility of such calculations”. Wherethe
misrepresentation here?

(on P.’s lists) (P. 804/dOL 643)A subjective assessment of what “misleading” magdny depending
largely on what one is looking for in such listhi€Fe is no point in discussing such subtleties efEsort

to a “benevolent reader” (had P. been such a remdeh of his retort would have been unnecessary)
means that readers with “average intelligence” tikgself may be entitled to ask for a clarificatidor,
instance on the meaning of the “offrandes doublératiribuées”. An offering for two deities is a sba

or joint offering rather than “doublement attribliée

(on inflation) (P. 804/dOL 643): By “inflationist” | meant only necessary remarks, whose volume does
not correspond to their content, with a price higihat their value; words can be used legitimaielgll
their semantic possibilities. There is no misrepnéation in my remark, but only a personal apprasa
the significance of the tabulations; | neither dss nor aim at “presenting” them concretely. This
complaint is pure subjectivity.

(on translation) (P. 804/dOL 643, n. 254When a translation is provided along with the avédj there is
no misrepresentation, only at the most inabilitybehalf of the translator/corrector.

(meaning of sacrifice)(P. 804/dOL 643): No comment. | do not see any episgsentation, but only an
ironic description. Of course, “sacrifice” implieauch more than the alimentary function. | have to
confess that P.’s remark is nevertheless for mexghordinary importance as a possible answer Iigou
distribL%gion in the case of the large number oftims, a problem that troubles P. as it does angroth
scholar”.

(ratio of male to female victims)P. 804f./dOL 643): There is no misrepresentatitvatever here. What
actually we do not know is the age of the animadsnfwhich the reproductive rhythm is to be taketo in
account. As for the prices of the ovines, one cextdapolate the priceatio suggested for the bovines.

(on blood in sacrifice)(P. 805/dOL 644): Irrelevant. This is a generalesteent not specifically aimed at
any of P.’s formulations. It is pure nominalism @plem”/“question”). The same can be said in relati
to the following remark “conclusion”/“assessment”.

(importance of KTU 1.161) (P. 646/dOL 805): Subtlety: French “occasionnelt@ding to Larousse:
“qui se produit par occasion, par hazard”, accaydim P. “having to do with a particular occasiohf.
archaeology, all findings are “occasionnel”. Froncls remarks it seems sometimes that P. has a ¢rivat

49. As for the attestation of Adadijaddy @ad-duin Ugarit see GrgndalTU pp. 78f., 81, 318, etc. See above n. 8 on
KTU 1.65:9.
50. SeeTR84 n. 337; Troppet)F 33, 2001, 551; see below in this fascideOr 25, 2007, 171-175.
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French idiolect. In any case, the surprise comes fP.’s inability to draw the implications of a tex
(besides waiting for new clarifying texts), now éiomed according to him (I myself am not so surewtb
this confirmation and the unequivocal meaning efriarks on text RS 94.2518).

(list order) (P. 805/dOL 647, n. 264): “Hierarchical” is a warded by P. iBASOR320, 2000, 68, in
relation to my list of the Ugaritic gods. The lasirt of my note refers to this point.

(errata) (P. 805/dOL 648): P. is correct in rejecting tlwp®osed errors pointed out by me, even though
instead of “voiyons” one would expect the presense. | hope that the rest of #eata not objected to
are such. They were intended as an offer to imptiogdext and indirectly as a proof of my havingigo
through the whole text. On my part, | am grateulthe errors and misprint pointed out in my papeP.
({dd/td}) (P. 805/dOL 648). This was indicated with a questmark: | was not sure of the author’s
intention, as in several other cases to which Bsamt object.

(RIH text numbering) (P. 805/dOL 648): Consistency is always desiradlen the system comes from
the same authors in a publication that preseraf #s officially from the Mission in a general rgonist
programme. Authors outside the programme must esefuired to be aware of the conventions adopted
each time. Consistency is what is expected.

Coming to the end of this answer to P.’s own tetarmy critical appraisal of his work, | can sum u
the result. In half a dozen cases or so, | havemed P.’s well-founded remarks: in these casesll f
guilty for not having quoted his statements colyeaven of having been wrong in my appraisals (see
above). Otherwise, for 99 per cent of the critidsmade by him in my review | find that it is P. wiso
wrong; he misrepresents, or rather, misinterpreisinfrequently in a rude manner, my remarks toek
of some 1300 pages of which possibly | am the gdyson to have read it in its entirety. That is
“‘indicative of the quality of the ‘Replik’ as rementative of the positions put forward” (P. 793)nmy
review. Without assuming that it has “affected his caltitaculties” (P. 779), one gets nevertheless the
impression that the concentration on his painstakimd isolating epigraphic task has prevented himm f
having a broader religious-historical appraisaheftexts. That is all

51. Another egregious example of P.’s lack of objesti not to say of his inability to represent aagdpraise other
colleagues’ contributions, when they do not confdarhis own views on the topic, can be seen indnine review RBL
03/2007) of M.S. SmithThe Rituals and Myths of the Feast of the GoodlgsGof KTU/CAT 1.23..(SBL Resources for
Biblical Studies, 51), Atlanta GA 2006. P. gets limsa couple of epigraphical and lexical discussjomell-known and of rather
limited significance, without attempting to appeathe main religious-historical thesis of the autfk@om his conclusions can be
deduced that such overall hermeneutical treatnsm@sn irelevant to him or simply that he is not anafrtheir importance.
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