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T h e top ic o f the present ta lk w a s suggested to m e by the organizers of this con 
gress (*) . I t seems to me , that these illustri colleghi a n d we are clear w h a t w e m e a n 
w h e n w e speak of the « Phoen ic ian language ». B u t is this actual ly the case? 

Several years ago E. U l lendor f f pub l i shed a rather provocat ive art icle ent i t led « I s 
B ib l i ca l H e b r e w a Language? » (')• Th i s ques t ion can j u s t as easely be asked of Phoeni 
c ian. T h e s a m e ho lds true, w i t h sl ight mod i f i ca t i on , f o r Ul lendor f f ' s init ial s tatement 
o f purpose : « I a m s imp ly interested to k n o w whether the w o r d s , f o rms , a n d construc
t ions that h a p p e n to occur in this corpus of relat ively modes t size, w h i c h w e call the 
H e b r e w B ib le , w o u l d be adequate to serve as a basis f o r the ord inar day-to-day re
qu i rements o f a n o r m a l speech c o m m u n i t y ». H e comes to the conc lus ion that it is 
« c lear ly n o m o r e than a l inguist ic f ragment , ... scarcely a fu l l integrated language 
w h i c h ... c o u l d ever have been spoken and have sat is f ied the needs o f its speakers » (2). 
I n v i ew of the corpus of Phoen ic ian and Pun ic inscr ipt ions ou r s ta tements m u s t be m u c h 
m o r e modes t . For , no tw i ths tand ing the w e l c o m e increase o f textua l mater ia l in the past 
decades (3). Phoen ic ian p r o b a b l y rema ins the wors t t ransmit ted a n d least k n o w n of al l 
Semi t i c languages. T h e size o f the corpus , numer ica l l y so impress ive , gives a mis leading 
impress i on of p lenty , s ince the inscr ipt ions are h a l l m a r k e d b y a m o n o t o n y of contents 
a n d a f o r m u l a i c and laconic style. T h u s w e lack the var iety required f o r the good gram
mat i ca l a n d lexical unders tand ing of a language. On ly in the f ie ld o f onomast i cs can 
w e b e said t o have a m p l e mater ia l as a g lance at the col lect ion of mater ia l b y Frank 
L . B e n z c lear ly shows (4). E v e n here, however , the var iety is d isappoint ing , f o r the cons
t ruct ions , as in Hebrew, are sharp ly curtai led. Sentence names are rare a n d « verbal 

(*) At the beginning I offer my sincere thanks to Sabatino Moscati, Sandro Filippo Bondi and 
all my colleagues here for their invitation and the organization of this stimulating congress. I thank 
Mr. Gilbert McEwan for his constant help connected with the English version of this paper. 

(1) E. ULLENDORFF, IS Biblical Hebrew a Language?: BSOAS, 34 (1971), republished in a book to 
which it gave the title, Wiesbaden 1977, pp. 3-17. 

(2) Ibid., p. 3. 
(3) This increase of textual material can be easily appreciated when one looks at the first 

independent grammar of Phoenician, P. SCHRODER'S, Die phonizische Sprache. Entuurf einer Gram-
matik, Halle 1869, which appeared just over 110 years ago. There on pp. 47-72 all the texts known 
at the time are listed — 332 of them. Today, if we look at CIS Pars I, the incompleteness of which 
we scarcely need mention, we find 6068 texts. 

(4) F. L. BENZ, Personal Names in the Phoenician and Punic Inscriptions, Roma 1972. 

Originalveröffentlichung in: Atti del I. Congresso Internationale di Studi Fenici e Punici / 2, Rom, 1983, S. 375-385
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sentence n a m e s » are p r e d o m i n a t e l y f o r m e d w i t h the pred icate in the per fect (28 e x a m 
ples) or , less f r equen t l y i n the imper fec t (12 examples ) (5). T h e o n o m a s t i c o n w e encoun 
ter, then, is o n l y s l ight ly d i f ferent ia ted a n d ev ident ly n o longer very p r o d u c t i v e (6). 

E v e n a very l ibera l perusa l o f the lex icon , coun t ing c o n j u n c t i o n s a n d prepos i t i ons 
(but exc lud ing f o r the m o s t par t uncer ta in a t tentat ions) y ie lds a n amaz ing v i e w of t h e 
vocabu la ry (7). T h e Phoen i c i an -Pun i c v o c a b u l a r y at tested t o da te a m o u n t s t o some 668 
w o r d s , s o m e of w h i c h occur f requent ly . A m o n g these are 321 hapax legomena a n d 
abou t 15 fore ign o r l oan w o r d s . I n c o m p a r i s o n w i t h H e b r e w w i t h a r o u n d 7000-8000 
w o r d s a n d 1500 hapax legomena (8), the n u m b e r is r emarkab le . T o begin w i t h w e h a v e a 
bas i c vocabu la ry w h i c h does no t even a m o u n t to o n e tenth o f that o f H e b r e w . M o r e o 
ver , pract ica l ly ha l f o f the w o r d s occur on ly once o r in one inscr ip t ion , w h i c h is no t very 
he lp fu l f o r s eman t i c invest igat ions . I t s h o u l d a lso b e n o t e d that the great m a j o r i t y o f 
hapax legomena occur in Pun i c or Neo -Pun i c inscr ip t ions , w h i c h are sti l l ra ther en igma
t ic w i t h their t e r m i n o l o g y f o r sacr i f ic ia l pract ices a n d des ignat ions f o r var i ous o f f i c ia l s . 
W i t h o u t the H e b r e w v o c a b u l a r y a n d c o m p a r i s o n w i t h o ther Semi t i c languages the in 
terpretat ion of the Phoen ic ian inscr ip t ions w o u l d be comp le te l y imposs ib l e (9). St i l l , it 
is c lear to a n y o n e w h o uses J . H o f t i j z e r ' s excel lent Dictionnaire a n d reads h is care fu l l y 
we ighted j u d g e m e n t s o f the present tentat ive a t tempts at semant i c in terpretat ions , that 
lexical w o r k , especia l ly i n Pun ic , m u s t receive st i l l m o r e emphas i s . T h e extract ion o f 
i nd i v i dua l terms , h o w e v e r , is o f l i t t le va lue . I t w o u l d be m o r e adv isab le o n the o ther 
h a n d to in terpret c o m p l e t e p r o b l e m groups in context . I n this respect it is l amentab le 
that the textual bas is is no t su f f i c ien t in al l cases, f o r m a n y inscr ip t ions have been 
p u b l i s h e d w i t h o u t copies or w i t h i nadequa te copies . T h e so lu t i on in these instances — 
I a m th ink ing o f the inscr ip t ions f r o m G u e l m a , M a k t a r a n d T r ipo l i t an i a (10) f o r e x a m 
p le — is a care fu l reed i t ion o f the texts. 

Let us take u p the ques t ion aga in w h i c h w a s posed at the outset : W h a t is the « P h o e 
n ic ian -Pun ic Language » ac tua l l y? O n t h e sur face a n d v i ewed f o r m a l l y i t w o u l d n o t 
seem d i f f i cu l t to answer : I t is the language o f the m o n u m e n t s o f the mo ther - coun t ry . 
N o r t h A f r i ca a n d the Med i te r ranean count r i es wr i t t en in Phoen ic i an a n d P u n i c script ( n ) , 

(5) References in F. L. BENZ, cit., p. 206 ff. 
(6) Cf. M. NOTH, Die israelitischen Personennamen, Stuttgart 1928, pp. 48 ff., 215 ff., for similar 

proportions in Hebrew. Unfortunately, Benz avoids any sort of evaluation of the onomasticon. 
Similarly, G. HALFF'S, L'onomastique punique de Carthage: Karthago, 12 (1965), p. 63 ff., only dis
cusses aspects of interest for historians of religion. 

(7) This is based upon C. F. JEAN-J. HOFTIJZER, DISO, with some — certainly not exhaustive — 
additions. 

(8) E . ULLENDORFF, cit, p p . 5 f. , 14 f . 
(9) A warning about method is in order here: lexical derivation should always attempt to pro

ceed from the nearest to the more distantly related languages, rather than simply making arbitrary 
comparisons. Above all, the popularly adduced « pertinent» etymologies from Arabic are all too 
often worthless, since meanings arbitrarily arrived at for the Canaanite language of the first millen
nium B.C. have no intrinsic validity, as they do not take into account the age or semantic range 
of the word. 

(10) Happily, a new edition of the texts from Maktar has been announced by M. Sznycer and 
one of those from Tripolitania by M. G. Guzzo Amadasi. 

(11) In his article M. SZNYCER, L'emploi des termes « phenicien », « punique », « neopunique »: 
Atti del Secondo Congresso Internationale di Linguistica CamitoSemitica, Firenze 1978, pp. 261-68, M. 
Sznycer has rightly pointed out the danger of purely external differentiations, which I do not under
estimate. And I wholey agree with his statement, « un... principe serait qu'il faudrait... ecarter le cr-
tere de l'ecriture » in the classification of languages. But, since we know dead languages only through 
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the m e d i u m f o r w h i c h m a y b e s tone , m e t a l o r p a p y r u s . E v e n this ra ther w i d e def ini 
t ion is insuf f i c ient , h o w e v e r , f o r P lau tus h a s g iven us in his Poenulus an interest ing, al
be i t c o r r u p t r ender ing in L a t i n t rans l i t e ra t ion o f a P u n i c passage (12). A n d this w e can 
n o m o r e ignore , than the Sep tuag in t or H e x a p l a can b e ignored in the s t u d y of the 
H e b r e w . W e m a y n o w a d d to that the P u n i c inscr ip t ions o f the Chr i s t i an era f r o m 
N o r t h A f r i c a m a d e ava i l ab l e to u s so br i l l i ant l y b y G . L e v i De l ia V i d a (13). F ina l l y , w e 
c a n n o t i gnore the f e w a t tes ta t ions in G r e e k scr ipt a n d the n u m e r o u s P h o e n i c i a n a n d 
P u n i c p e r s o n a l n a m e s in c u n e i f o r m , G r e e k o r L a t i n (14). I n cons ide r ing this mater i a l , 
o s t ens ib l y s o p lent i fu l a n d v a r i e d , it s h o u l d be b o r n e in m i n d that the language w a s 
in use o v e r a w i d e a rea f o r m o r e t h a n a m i l l e n n i u m (1S). T h u s the search f o r n e w texts 
a n d the s o l i d i f y i n g of the n e t w o r k of e v idence t h r o u g h the re l iab le ed i t ions o f all the 
m a t e r i a l a re the inescapab le p r e c o n d i t i o n s f o r f u r t h e r p rogress in o u r d isc ip l ine . I n 
th is respect i t is g ra t i f y ing t o n o t e the w a x i n g of interest in Phoen i c i an a n d P u n i c in 
recent year s , to w h i c h the present congress bears w i t n e s s . A t the t i m e I w a s w o r k i n g 
on KAI, h o w e v e r , this w a s no t e v e n to b e env i saged . A n d , if s o m e of the ques t i ons w h i c h 
at that t i m e a p p e a r e d to h a v e b e e n so l ved o r to b e i n so l vab l e on the bas i s of the 
mate r i a l ava i lab le , h a v e been ra i sed aga in a n d s u b j e c t e d to in tens i ve ana lys i s , it is d u e 

the m e d i u m of their scripts, we are required in the interest of better understanding of the language 
to exp la in all the peculiarit ies of the script, though natural ly not in a paleographical sense. 

The other bas ic sentence « pour qual i f ier une langue, o n doit exclure tous les criteres non-lin-
guist iques, c o m m e ceux du contenu des textes, de leur provenance ou de leur date » cannot , however , 
be so s imply accepted. I t is unavo idab le that w e take in to account w h e n a text w a s wr i t ten or 
copied f o r all quest ions of l inguist ic c lassi f icat ion and interpretat ion. The same ho lds true for the 
place, since, otherwise, local pecul iarit ies and l inguist ic changes w o u l d not be taken in to account. 
E v e n the content cannot be forgotten. I t is indisputable, for example , that the language of poetic 
texts di f fers basical ly f r o m that of pure ly economic documents and letters. 

I n his article Sznycer seems to regard the three concepts given in the tit le as equivalent to one 
another . This , however , (and here w e m u s t consider the term Phoenician-Punic) cannot be. F r o m 
a certain, not yet exact ly ascertainable, po in t in t ime Pun ic as the language of the Phoenicians of 
N o r t h Afr ica began a special deve lopment , wh ich led to certa in characterist ic di f ferences w i th the 
erstwhi le mo ther tongue. Neo-Punic is a fur ther development of this w i th in the same region and 
probab ly w i th the same substratum and superstratum inf luences (e.g. Lat in) . I t is to be consi 
dered analogous to the d iv is ion between «A l tphon iz i sch » and « klassiches Phoniz isch » in PPG. • 
I n actual fact then, Sznycer's acceptance of the three concepts is, strictly speaking, un jus t i f i ed . Lin
guist ical ly we can only speak of « Phoenic ian » and « Punic », which , because of their close relation
ship, are best hyphenated. 

(12) The last s tandard edit ion is b y M. SZNYCER, Les passages puniques en transcription latine 
dans le 'Poenulus' de Plaute, Par is 1967. Cf. a lso C. KRAHMALKOV, The Punic Speach of Hanno: 
OrNS, 39 (1970), pp. 52-74; A . S. GRATWICK, Hanno's Speach in the Poenulus of Plautus: Hermes, 99 
(1971), pp . 2545. 

(13) G. LEVI DELLA VIDA: Libya, 3 (1927), p. 114; OA, 2 (1963), pp . 65-94; OA, 4 (1965), pp. 59-62; 
AION, 17 (1967), pp . 257-66. 

(14) Th i s source is b y n o m e a n s exhausted, since F. L . Benz on ly indicates correspondences 
to the names attested in inscr ipt ions. Fo r the cune i form mater ia l see F. M. FALES, West Semitic 
Names from the Governor's Palace: Annali di Ca' Foscari, 13 (1974), pp. 179-88; R . ZADOK, On West 
Semites in Babylonia during the Chaldaean and Achaemenian Periods, J e rusa lem 1977; ID., Phoe
nicians, Philistines and Moabites in Mesopotamia: BASOR, 230 (1978), pp. 57-65. 

(15) The earliest Phoenic ian inscr ipt ions, the arrows and spearheads (KAI 20-22) and the short 
B y b l o s inscr ipt ions, F . M . CROSS - P . K . MCCARTER: RSF, 1 (1973), pp. 3-8, be long to the end of the 
12th or beginning of the 11th century B . C . The latest datable Punic inscr ipt ion (KAI 173) dates f r o m 
the per iod between 162 and 217 A.D. 
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m a i n l y to the w o r k of three col leagues, G i o v a n n i Garb in i , J a c o b H o f t i j z e r a n d M a u r i c e 
Sznycer , w h o have con t r i bu ted so m u c h i m p e t u s to the d iscuss ions . T h e y are the ones 
w h o shou ld be s ingled o u t f o r h a v in g con t r ibu ted so m u c h to o u r unders tand ing o f t h e 
texts b y the ir lexical a n d text-crit ical s tudies a n d g r a m m a t i c a l invest igat ions , a n d w h o 
have never hes i ta ted to con t r i bu te the ir ins ights on spec i f ic p r o b l e m s . T h i s w i l l u n d o u b -
tab ly r ema in the t rend f o r the c o m i n g years , i.e. the d e v e l o p m e n t o f i nd i v idua l tex tua l 
a n d ph i lo log ica l invest igat ions . F o r w e h a v e in o u r d isc ip l ine the p recond i t i ons at least 
f o r such f u r t h e r w o r k w i t h the second ed i t i on of the « Phon iz i sch -pun ische G r a m m a -
t ik » (PPG) a n d the « G r a m m a r of Phoen ic i an a n d P u n i c » b y Stan is laus Segert (16). T h e 
g r a m m a r s p o i n t u p our weaknesses in u n der s t and ing a n d w o r k i n g th rough the texts, a n d 
they m o r e o r less ignore several ques t i ons w h i c h s h o u l d b e w o r k e d u p o n fur ther . 

Once m o r e I w o u l d re turn to the in i t ia l ques t i on a n d pose it again: « W h a t is t h e 
Phoen ic i an language ac tua l l y? » — th i s t i m e h o w e v e r f r o m the p o i n t o f v i ew o f c lassi f ica 
t i on a n d re la t ionsh ip w i t h the ne ighbour ing languages. 

A f ew years ago it st i l l seemed a re lat ive ly s imp le ma t t e r t o c lass i fy the Semi t i c 
languages a n d to f i n d the p lace o f Phoen ic i an a m o n g t h e m : I n the N o r t h w e s t S e m i t i c 
g roup , w h i c h w a s d i v ided in to A r a m a i c a n d Canaan i te branches , it w a s as ide f r o m He 
b r e w the chief representat ive o f Canaani te . E v e n then, however , the p r o b l e m of f i t t ing 
Ugar i t ic i n to this s cheme w a s ev ident (17). A n d w i t h the deve lopment o f A m o r i t e a n d 
n o w Eb la i te the p ic ture has been comp le te l y b lur red , so that n o w w e m u s t f i n d n e w cri
ter ia f o r arranging t h e m — no t here a n d n o w , h o w e v e r (!8). F o r the purposes of h i s to 
r ical l inguist ics , w e re ta in the v i e w tha t o n l y those inscr ip t ions wr i t t en in the a lpha 
bet ic scr ipt s h o u l d b e cal led « Phoen ic ian a n d P u n i c ». T h a t m e a n s that the actual 
Phoen ic ian t rad i t i on beg ins o n l y a f ter the upheava l s caused b y the Sea Peoples . T h i s 
l im i t is no t so a rb i t ra ry as it m i g h t seem at f i rs t . R a t h e r , it is suppor ted b y the ono -
mas t i con , w h i c h c lear ly changes at that t i m e a n d can a lso b e j u s t i f i ed on re l ig ious-histo 
r ica l g round . For Me lqar t a n d E S m u n b o t h appear then , whereas i n the second mi l -
l e n i u m they were st i l l f o re ign (" ) . I d o no t in tend to p u r s u e th is too f a r here, espe
c ia l ly s ince there are p r o b a b l y s o m e w h o wi l l d o u b t the me thodo log i ca l re l iab i l i ty 
o f such a n examp le . St i l l , I a m n o m o r e able to v i e w l inguist ic change as a n i so la ted 
p h e n o m e n o n t h a n I a m changes in the re l ig ious sphere. 

S ince the d i scovery o f the earl ier B y b l o s inscr ip t ions it is c lear that Phoen ic ian 
can n o longer be v i e w e d as a u n i f o r m language. O n the con t rary , traces o f d ia lects 
can be recognized despi te the defect ive o r t h o g r a p h y o f the inscr ipt ions . Qu i te recen
t ly G. Garb in i has treated the character is t ics o f the dia lects o f B y b l o s , T y r e ( and 

(16) J . F R I E D R I C H - W . ROLLIG, Phonizisch-punische Grammatik2, Roma 1970; S . SEGERT, A Gram
mar of Phoenician and Punic, Munchen 1976. Cf. also A. VAN DEN BRANDEN, Grammaire phenicienne, 
Beyrouth 1969. 

(17) Cf. the still basic work of H. GOESEKE, Die Sprache der semitischen Texte Ugarits und ihre 
Stetlung innerhalb des Semitischen: Wissenschaftliche Zeitschrift der Martin Luther- Universitdt 
Halle-Wittenberg, Ges.-Sprachwiss., 7 (1958), pp. 623-52. 

(18) Cf. the seminal review article by W. VON SODEN, Zur Einteilung der semitischen Sprachen: 
WZKM, 56 (1960), pp. 177-91; and recently G. GARBINI, II semitico di nord-ovest nell'eta del Bronzo: 
Atti del 1" Convegno Italiano sul Vicino Oriente antico, Roma 1978, pp. 163-73; I . J . GELB, Thoughts 
about Ebla: Syro-Mesopotamian Studies, 1 (1977), pp . 3-30, and G. GARBINI, Pensieri su Ebla (ovvero: 
le uova di Babilonia): AION, 38 (1978), pp . 41-52. 

(19) That must be somewhat qualified in the case of Esmun, for he is also found, though very 
rarely, in Ugarit. 
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S i d o n ) and Cyprus again as the m a i n man i fes ta t ions o f Eas tern Phoen ic ian ( x ) . Ne 
vertheless , it seems to m e qui te poss ib le that the p h e n o m e n a w h i c h were noted m a y 
somet imes ref lect local scr ibal t rad i t ions as in cune i f o rm and , consequent ly , need 
not ref lect l inguist ic real i ty to the extent that we w o u l d l ike to th ink . T w o examples 
w i l l su f f ice to s h o w h o w litt le re l iabi l i ty there actual ly is inherent in the criteria f o r 
c lass i f icat ion . 

A « Ci l ic ian » Phoen ic ian has been thoroughly demons t ra ted to us by the K i l a m u w a 
inscr ip t ion a n d the Kara tepe texts. Garb in i assigns it to the T y r i a n dialect Q1). T w o 
amu le t t s were f o u n d nearby , the provenance of w h i c h cannot be de termined w i t h cer
ta in ty bu t w h i c h are thought to be f r o m A r s l a n Ta? ( n ) . They present several pecul iar 
features, w h i c h betray a n A r a m a i c in f luence bu t w h i c h a lso s h o w the probab i l i t y o f 
d ia lect ical d i f ferences a n d / o r divergent scr ibal t rad i t ion f o r their place of or igin, 
w h o s e Phoen ic ian cannot be ascr ibed to any of the « m a i n dialects ». 

Connex ions have a lready been establ ished w i t h the H e b r e w of the nor thern king
d o m , a n d in this regard, Garb in i ' s observat ion that the Samar ia ostraca — if one lea
ves as ide the o n o m a s t i c o n — can be construed or thographica l ly as Phoenic ian is in 
s o m e respects val id. Here as wel l , scr ibal t rad i t ions w h i c h were qui te closely related, 
especial ly in the area of e conomy , m a y have us seeing s imi lar i t ies w h i c h don ' t actual ly 
exist (B) . Nevertheless , the quest ion of the re lat ionship o f Phoen ic ian to Hebrew re
qu ires renewed cons iderat ion (see b e l o w to the tense system). 

T h e quest ion becomes sti l l m o r e d i f f i cu l t w h e n w e turn to « W e s t Phoenic ian » 
o r Pun i c as I sti l l pre fer to cal l it . T o beg in w i t h there are n o apprec iable d i f feren
ces w i t h Phoenic ian . T h e language is or ientated in its bas ic aspects t o w a r d the dia
lect o f T y r e / S i d o n . I n any event i t shows none of the features o f the dialect o f Ar -
v a d , if w e d i scount Neo -Pun ic f o r the m o m e n t , w h i c h can somet imes be seen in Cyprus , 

(20) G. GARBINI, / dialetti del fenicio: AION, 37 (1977), pp . 283-94. 
(21) Ibid., p . 289. 
(22) For the t w o incantat ion texts f r o m Ars lan Ta? see W. ROLLIG: NESE, 2 (1974), pp . 17-36 and 

f o r n. 1 (KAI 27) A. CAQUOT, Observations sur la Premiere Tablette Magique d'Arslan Tash: JANES, 
5 (1973), pp . 45-51; E . LIPINSKI: ATD Ergdnzungband, 1 (1975), p. 264f. For n. 2 see n o w M. LIVERANI,' 
Proposte sul secondo incantesimo di Arslan Tash: RSF, 2 (1974), pp . 50-54; F. M. CROSS, Leaves from 
an Epigraphist's Notebook: CBQ, 36 (1974), pp . 486-90; T. H. GASTER, A Hang-up for Hang-ups: 
BASOR, 209 (1973), pp . 18-26. 

(23) G. GARBINI closes h is article ment ioned above w i th the sentence « A d ogni m o d o , bisognera 
tener presente 1'eventualita che ai dialett i fenici sopra esaminat i sia da aggiungere u n n u o v o dia-
letto, que l lo par la to dagli israel it i d i Samar i a — a l m e n o nel I X secolo a.C. » (p. 294). H e cont inues 
i n th is vein based ma in l y o n seal inscr ipt ions in his article Fenici in Palestina: AION, 39 (1979), 
pp . 325-30. A l though I can appreciate the provocat ive cleaverness of m y esteemed collegue, I a m 
conv inced that the epigraphic m e t h o d is insuf f ic ient for such far-reaching conclus ions. The ex
t remely defect ive or thography, the f o rmu la i c na ture of the inscr ipt ions a n d the reduct ion of voca
bu la ry ment ioned above d o no t a l low us to determine w i t h certa inty a f f in i t ies and di f ferences of 
Canaan i te ideolects. On the other hand , the repeatedly re-edited text of the O ld Tes tament , harmo
nized again b y the Masoretes, a l lows us to m a k e statements about synchronic and d iachronic diffe
rent iat ion w i th in Hebrew only in a f e w places. Moreover , it shoued be remembered that S. SEGERT 
had a lready stated in ArOr, 29 (1961), p . 255 « S o m i t ergibt s ich der Schluss, dass die i n der Insch-
r i f t des Kon igs v o n M o a b (d.h. Mesa-Stele) verwendete Sprache Hebra isch war , u n d zwar sein mi t -
te lpalast inensicher Dialekt ». Consequent ly , one could, if one wanted to develop these ideas further , 
cons t ruc t a Phoenic ian — Israel i te — Moab i te Koine f or the n inth century B.C.! 
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Pyrgi a n d Spa in (24). T h i s is a g ra t i f y ing c o n f i r m a t i o n of the h is tor ica l accounts o f t h e 
f o u n d a t i o n of Carthage. I t a l so p o i n t s out , however , that the Phoen ic ian expans ion i n 
the Med i te r ranean w a s certa in ly n o u n i f o r m p h e n o m e n o n , b u t ra ther deve loped a long 
several l ines (25). T h e later P u n i c inscr ip t ions , w h i c h can scarcely be dated , s h o w chan 
ges in the p r o n o m i n a l su f f i xes a n d in the pre f i x o f the causat ive s tem. These m a y 
perhaps o n l y ref lect o r t h o g r a p h i c var ian ts , as the o r t h o g r a p h y gradual ly m o v e d a w a y 
f r o m that o f the mother - coun t ry , a n d w h i c h are certa in ly to be traced back to t h e 
substrata a n d superstrata (Lat in ) . T h e d iv i s ion in to Pun ic a n d Neo-Punic , m a d e o n the 
bas is of the scr ipt (26) a n d arb i t rar i l y cons idered to have been comp le ted b y 146 B.C. w i t h 
the des t ruc t ion of Carthage, b r ings n o bas ic changes. T h e or thography , however , beco 
m e s m o r e a n d m o r e degenerate, so that Fr iedr ich w a s certa in ly r ight in co in ing the t e r m 
« V u l g a r p u n i s c h » ( correspond ing to vu lgar Lat in , such as is f o u n d in the inscr ip t i ons 
o f N o r t h A f r i ca ) , w h i c h u n f o r t u n a t e l y has no t been taken u p in subsequent pub l ica t ions . 

Th i s ra ther imprec i se scr iba l t rad i t i on natura l l y h a d the consequence that dialecti 
cal d i f ferences cou ld n o longer be recognized. St i l l , these m a y be a s s u m e d for the va 
r ious regions o f N o r t h A f r i ca , t h o u g h they m a y no t have been par t i cu lar l y u n i f o r m 
cons ider ing the var ied substrata . St i l l , the a d o p t i o n of P u n i c b y the N u m i d i a n k i n g d o m 
(Masinissa, ra ised in Carthage, h a d a Pun ic vo t i ve i nsc r ip t i on p laced in Ma l ta (27), t h e 
co inage used the P u n i c scr ipt a n d the grave inscr ip t i on is b i l ingua l ) shows that a s t rong 
in teract ion m a y b e supposed . H i e m s a l , the great -grandson of Mas in issa is supposed t o 
have pub l i shed in P u n i c h imse l f (2S). I t is b y n o m e a n s a m a z i n g that u n d e r R o m a n do 
m i n a t i o n m o r e a n d m o r e fore ign w o r d s a n d occas iona l l y even fore ign cons t ruc t ions a re 
in t roduced . F ina l ly , the La t ino -Pun i c inscr ip t ions a l l o w us s o m e ins ight as to h o w f a r 
the Pun ic p h o n o l o g y h a d d iverged in the course o f the centur ies f r o m that o f the m o 
ther -country . Mos t no tab le are the changes in the voca l i c sys tem, w h i c h , however , c a n 
be invest igated in detai l on l y if the inscr ip t ions have been co l la ted a n d re l iab ly edi ted. 
Th i s is an i m p o r t a n t task f o r the f u t u r e as wel l (29), in the course o f w h i c h one s h o u l d 
n o t neglect the s tudy of p roper n a m e s , w h i c h can b e f o u n d in large n u m b e r s in t h e 
La t in inscr ip t ions o f N o r t h A f r i ca . 

T h e Phoen ic i an « dialects » are k n o w n to us in ou t l ine at least, but they sti l l re
qu i re o u r a t tent ion , f o r the prec ise knowledge of regional d i f ferences is o f par t i cu -

(24) Cf. G . GARBINI: AION, 37 (1977), p. 290. I t m u s t be stated b y w a y of qual i f icat ion , that i t 
is this very ar rangement w h i c h is prob lemat ic . I n actual fact the results are ex negativo. Phe
n o m e n a w h i c h can be observed ne i ther in B y b l o s nor in T y r e n o r i n S idon are a t t r ibuted to the 
m o s t nor thern , and a lso closest t o Cyprus , coasta l city. B u t A r v a d itself has no t p roduced any ins 
cr ipt ions , so that it is imposs ib le to m a k e any s tatements about its « d ia lec t» . 

(25) Tha t is suggested n o t on l y b y vary ing ancient reports , w h i c h undoub tab l y represent d i f 
ferent h is tor ica l t radi t ions , bu t a lso b y the uneven d i s t r ibut ion of inscr ip t ions in part icu lar places, 
a l so undoubtab l y de termined b y t ransmiss ion . T h e two very o ld inscr ipt ions f r o m N o r a / S a r d i n i a 
po in t t o s im i la r p rob lems . 

(26) For re lated quest ions see above no te 11 and M. SZNYCER: Atti del Secondo Congresso, cit., 
p. 267, w h o d i f ferent iates three types of Neo-Punic scripts. I doubt , however , that type 1 (Cartha
ge before 146 B.C.) can be separated f r o m type 3 (« ecr i ture neopun ique d 'Afr ique »). The special 
pos i t ion of the ( m o n u m e n t a l ) script i n Tr ipo l i tan ia mus t , o f course, be recognized. 

(27) Cic. Verr. 5, 103, cf. VALER. MAX. 1,1 ext. 2 and HAAN, p . 1093. 
(28) HAAN, I , p. 331 f . 
(29) S u c h a p r o j e c t has recent ly been started. See G. COACCI POLSELLI, Per un co rpus delle iscri-

zioni latino-puniche: Atti del 1" Convegno Italiano sul Vicino Oriente antico, R o m a 1978, pp. 231-41. 
I o w e this reference to M. G. G u z z o AMADASI. 
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lar interest f o r the h is tor ica l l inguist a n d u l t imate ly f o r the h i s tory o f Phoen ic ian 
expans ion . Fur ther research w i l l a l so have to give m o r e at tent ion to o ther areas in 
w h i c h the character ist ics o f Phoen ic ian w h i c h clearly contrast it to H e b r e w man i fes t 
themselves. W h i l e it is t rue that the s tudy of Phoenic ian has so deve loped in recent 
years that it m a y n o w c la im a n independant value, it is nevertheless a lso true that 
Phoen ic ian is not to be unders tood w i t h o u t the help o f Hebrew. 

I n the rea lm of m o r p h o l o g y the character ist ics o f Phoen ic ian have been the ob jec t 
o f extensive d iscuss ion. Unders tandab ly , however , not al l the p h e n o m e n a have f ound 
sat is factory exp lanat ions . T h i s is especial ly true of the p r o n o m i n a l suf f ixes , a l though 
the 3rd person s ingular su f f i x o n n o u n s a n d verbs, for example , has received al l the at
tent ion it mer i t s as an ind icator o f d ia lect ical d i f ferences ( x ) . Here w e shou ld single 
ou t the comprehens ive t reatment o f su f f i xes b y Segert in h i s « G r a m m a r ». There 
he arranged t h e m d iachronica l ly as we l l as in terms of syntax (the ties w i t h the nomi 
na t i ve /accusa t i ve or w i t h the genit ive) . 

F o r all that , the p r o b l e m of the der iva t ion and phonet ic real izat ion of the vulgar 
P u n i c su f f ixes in - m rema ins unso lved . T h e « Phoniz i sch -punische G r a m m a t i k » s im
p l y registers i t w i t h o u t a t tempt ing an exp lanat ion . I . J . Gelb suggests, referr ing to Ha-
mi te , the i n t roduc t i on of a « consonanta l gl ide », though this has been sharp ly d ismis 
sed b y G. Garb in i (31). Segert op ines that the su f f i x « can perhaps be expla ined by 
secondary nasa l i zat ion of the f i na l vowe l o r by ana logy w i t h the 3. pi . f o r m s ». H e 
w o u l d seem then to be n o n e to certa in abou t this, a n d this is perhaps the reason w h y 
the paragraph in h is g r a m m a r to w h i c h he refers in his d iscuss ion of nasal izat ion, does 
n o t even occur (32). St i l l , Garb in i seems to h o l d this v iew as wel l , arguing: « che la 
f o r m a - m sia so l tanto u n a var iante fonet ica di -y v iene reso probab i l e da l la presenza 
dei d u e suf f i ss i nel la m e d e s i m a iscriz ione, H o f r a 121 » (B ) . We l l , I cannot f i n d an 
exp lana t ion f o r the r emarkab le fact that d i f ferent su f f i x f o r m s occur together in the 
s a m e inscr ip t ion , b u t I a m sti l l u n h a p p y w i t h a reconstruct ion w h i c h pos i ts a su f f i x 
f o r m in (M), f o r w h i c h I can f i n d n o attestat ion, as we l l as the wel l attested f o r m - d 
(quid in E l -Ho f ra ) . Indeed , in h i s reconstruct ion of the p r o n o m i n a l su f f ixes Segert 
goes so far as t o interpret a wr i t i ng -y as a render ing of -ay(y)a (35). H e places (to be 
sure!) a quest ion m a r k a f terwards , b u t I w o u l d no t shr ink f r o m reconstruct ing /-iyu/ 
here. I n o ther w o r d s , a su f f i x in -I w h i c h cou ld s o m e h o w be nasal ized does not ex i s t 
in Punic . T h a t w o u l d h a v e been absurd , f o r it w o u l d have led to a hopeless con fus ion 
w i t h the su f f i x of the 1st person s ingular . Moreover , the Lat ino -Pun ic inscr ipt ions and 
the Poenu lus p rove b e y o n d d o u b t that the -m su f f i x w a s p ronounced -im/-em. I st i l l 
cannot p rov ide an exp lanat ion , however . T h e p r o b l e m here, as in several o ther instan-

(30) F. M. CROSS-D.N. FREEDMAN, The Pronominal Suffixes of the Third Person Singular in 
Phoenician: JNES, 10 (1951), pp . 228-30; C. KRAHMALKGV, Studies in Phoenician and Punic Grammar: 
JSS, 15 1970), p. 181 f., especial ly pp. 185-88; ID.: RSF, 2 (1974), pp . 3943; recently G. GARBINI, / dialet-
ti del fenicio; AION, 37 (1977), p. 286 f f . The scold ing in note 9 is not appl icable, since some of the 
hypotheses of Cross -Freedman were not taken u p in PPG2 w i th good reason, cf. prov is ional ly BiOr, 
27 (1970), p. 378. 

(31 ) J . FRIEDRICH - W . ROLLIG, PPG1, § 112, I I c ; I . J . GELB, Sequential Reconstruction of Proto-
Akkadian: AS, 18 (1969), p. 229 f., see G. GARBINI: AION, 33 (1973), p. 264. 

(32) S. SEGERT, Grammar, § 5125 refers to a non-existent § 35,54. 
(33) G. GARBINI: AION, 37 (1977, p . 291, nota 28. 
(34) N o w h e r e an a l ternat ive wr i t ing -n, w h i c h should be supposed, can be found. 
(35) S. SEGERT, Grammar, § 41222. 
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ces, can o n l y be sat i s factor i ly reso lved w h e n w e have m o r e mater ia l at o u r d isposa l , jus t 
as this f o r m o f the p r o n o u n w a s actua l ly recognized o n l y w i t h the appearance o f the 
texts f r o m E l - H o f r a . 

Fur ther invest igat ion in the f ie lds o f syn tax a n d styl ist ics can be carr ied out , h o w 
ever, even w i t h o u t n e w mater ia l . Encourag ing starts have a l ready been m a d e in 
these areas. 

Franco i s B r o n r ight ly no tes in h is recent b o o k (36), that « L 'ex is tence m e m e des 
t emps conver t i s en p h e n i c o - p u n i q u e est u n p r o b l e m e qu i mer i tera i t u n e etude appro -
f o n d i e ». I t is cer ta in ly r e m a r k a b l e tha t the use o f the waw-consecut ive , w h i c h is so 
character is t ic of H e b r e w , seems t o have n o real ana logue in Phoen ic ian (37). T h i s pre
sents d i f f i cu l t ies , s ince m a n y a t t empts at exp lana t i on start w i t h the p remi se that th i s is 
a p h e n o m e n o n o f later Canaani te , w h e r e b y a syntact ic o p p o s i t i o n deve loped a f ter the 
d i sappearance of the s u f f i x c o n j u g a t i o n , w h i c h co r responds to tenses a n d aspects. I t is 
not necessary to enter i n to th is d i scuss ion here, s ince in this p o i n t Phoen ic i an is basi 
cal ly d i f ferent f r o m H e b r e w . U p to n o w , a perfect consecut ive has been pos i ted on ly 
f o r the K a r a t e p e inscr ip t ion , a l t h o u g h w i t h d i f fer ing passages given as p roo f . M o s t re-
cent i ly F. B r o n has c i ted the curse f o r m u l a in KAI 26 I I I 12-14: « B u t if a k ing ... erases 
(ymt - imper fec t ) the n a m e of A z i t a w a d d a f r o m th is gate a n d sets (wst - perfect ) ano
ther n a m e o n it ... ». H e no tes that the passage is n o t recorded in PPG2, a l though the 
c o m m e n t a r y in KAI exp la ins the f o r m wst as a per fec t w i t h waw-consecut i ve (38)- T h e 
s a m e f o r m u l a , « a n d sets (his) n a m e o n it » occurs again i n l ine 16 of c o l u m n I I I o f the 
gate inscr ip t ion a n d in col . I V 16 o f the statue inscr ip t ion . There , however , i t reads, 
( l ine 17f.): « H e speaks T w i l l m a k e (pi - imper fec t ) a n o ther s tatue a n d set (wst) m y 
n a m e (smy) on it... », a l though here, as usua l , it can be d iv ided in another w a y a n d read: 
« H e speaks T w i l l m a k e ano ther statue ' a n d he set h i s n a m e o n it ». I n each case the 
« Phon iz i sch -pun ische G r a m m a t i k » under s tands st as a part ic ip le , w h i c h is a f o r m a l 
poss ib i l i ty a n d w h i c h thus m a k e s i t unsu i t ab le as a n e x a m p l e o f the waw-consecut ive . 
O ther examp les w h i c h are s o m e t i m e s a d d u c e d s h o u l d b e interpreted as the perfect used 
as optat ive , w h i c h I shal l d iscuss d irect ly . T h e o n l y r ema in ing examp le are the very 
h o m o g e n e o u s ones o n the sacr i f ic ia l tab le f r o m Marse i l le , w h i c h are p r o b a b l y to b e 
exp la ined as the perfect w i t h waw-consecu t i ve af ter a n imper fec t . I n th is regard the 
r e m a r k in PPG2 § 266.2, « V ie l le icht l iegt h ier E r h a l t u n g a l ter t i iml icher F o r m e l n der 
ju r i s t i schen b z w . re l ig iosen Sprechwe ise vo r , die d e r l ebenden Sprache f r e m d geworden 
w a r », deserved m o r e at tent ion . T h i s is s u p p o r t e d b y the poss ib le occurences o f the 
imper fec t w i t h the waw-consecu t i ve in O ld -Phoen ic ian inscr ip t ions . A n at tes tat ion in 
the A h i r o m inscr ip t i on (39) a n d a rather uncer ta in o n e o n the archa ic o f fer ing b o w l 
f r o m K i t i o n (*) m a y perhaps b e c i ted here, even i f o n e canno t exc lude the poss ib i l i t y 

(36) F. BRON, Recherches sur les inscriptions pheniciennes de Karatepe, Geneve/Paris 1979, 
p. 114 f. 

(37) That is still valid despite the efforts of J.-G. F^VRIER, Le waw conversif en punique: Horn-
mages a A. Dupont - Sommer, Paris 1971, pp. 191-84 dealing with some still not completely clear 
Punic inscriptions. 

(38) F. BRON, Recherches..., cit., pp. 114, 113-17. 
(39) w'l mlk ... 'ly gbl wygl 'rn zn « and i f a king came t o B y b l o s and uncovered this sarco

phagus...» KAI 1,2. See also W. GROSS, Verbalform und Funktion «wayyitqoh, 1976, p. 23, nota20. 
(40) ml fr z gib wypg["\ « ML cut this hair and pray[ed ... Astarte ...] ». See most recently, 

M. G. Guzzo AMADASI, Fouilles de Kition III. Inscriptions pheniciennes, Nicosia 1977, p. 149 ff., line 
1, with a discussion of various other reading suggestions. 
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o f o ther interpretat ions . I n general , however , it m u s t be ma in ta ined , that this cons 
t ruc t ion , w h i c h was so p o p u l a r a n d produc t i ve in Hebrew, certa in ly did not have the 
s a m e impor tance in Phoenic ian -Punic . I t can thus be doub ted that this p layed any 
decis ive ro le in the Phoen ic ian tense system. 

Ano ther comp lex w h i c h needs a comprehens ive analys is is the usage of expres
s ions f o r w i s h a n d p roh ib i t i on in Phoenic ian-Punic . PPG2 no ted f o u r types of expres
s ion of this nature , though there are m o r e , the nuances of w h i c h stil l need to be better 
unders tood . 

1. T h e w i s h can be expressed by a n o m i n a l sentence. Th i s occurs in the Pyrgi 
inscr ip t ion : « a n d the years f o r the vo t i ve image ... m a y the years be (so numerous ) 
as these stars! » (4I). T h e n o r m a l use o f the n o m i n a l sentence as an express ion of du
ra t ion is the decisive f ac tor here f o r the choice of construct ion . Paral le ls in Hebrew 
are wel l k n o w n , so that in this instance w e are not faced w i t h a pecul iar i ty of Phoe
n ic ian . 

2. T h e w i s h is expressed relat ively f requent ly by the perfect in the sense of a 
precat ive: « M a y Baa l bless (brk) ... Az i tawadda. . . » « a n d m a y this c i ty e n j o y a sa
t iety o f w i n e (wkn hqrt z~.) »; o r in the c o m m o n f o r m u l a « m a y he hear h is call , bless 
h i m , etc... (sm qly brky o r the l ike) . I n these instances the nuance w a s obv ious ly that 
o f durat ive effect in the future . T h i s emerges f r o m the fact that the twice attested 
f o r m u l a : « a n d m a y T inn i t be the judge (spt) o f the spir i t of this m a n » (42) is repla
ced once b y the comparab le f o r m u l a « that m a n ... T inn i t w i l l strangle (nkst) » (43), 
where the part ic ip le is f o u n d in p lace o f the usual f in i te verbal f o r m . 

3. Fur thermore , the w i sh can be expressed by the s imp le imper fect ( jussive) : 
« m a y the mis t ress of B y b l o s b less (tbrk) J e h a u m i l k » (**) or — the n o r m a l blessing 
f o r m u l a in the ded icat ion inscr ip t ions — m a y they (the gods) bless (ybrk') h i m »; 
o r — ana logous to the curse f o r m u l a in the inscr ip t ion cited above — « m a y Baa l Ha -
m o n ext i rpate iyqsy) h i m » (45). H o w the nuance here d i f fers f r o m that of the perfect , 
however , is d i f f i cu l t to say. O n e m igh t imag ine that the in tent ion was to give the nuan
ce o f a longer stretch in the fu ture , w h i c h f i t s w i t h the use of 7 f o r the negat ive: « m a y 
the M u s k a b i m n o t h o n o u r the B a ' r i r i m (7 ykbd) » C6) o r « m a y they no t be bur ied in 
a grave (7 yqbr) » (47). 

4. T h e cohor ta t ive w i t h the su f f i x -n (corresponding to H e b r e w -na) is attested 
at least once: « m a y I get the s i lver (pqn hksp) » (**). I t is thus clear that it was not 
u n k n o w n in Phoenic ian , a l though it never f o u n d true express ion there due to the uni 
f o r m i t y of the inscr ipt ions . 

5. F inal ly , the w i s h w a s expressed b y the proc l i t ic / - w i t h the imper fec t (preca
t ive). Th i s is attested several t imes in Punic , though not , as w a s supposed in PPG2 

(41) wsnt Im's ... snt km hkkbm 'I KAI 277, 9-11. 
(42) CIS I 3785 = KAI 79, 10f.; 4937,3ff. cf. 5632,6 f. (subject Baal-Hamon). 
(43) CIS I 3783,6 f. 
(44) KAI 10,8. 
(45) CIS I 3784,2 f. 
(46) KAI 24,14. 
(47) KAI 14,8. 
(48) KAI 50,3. 
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in the Old Phoenician of the first incantation text from Arslan Ta?(49). In Punic it is 
found in the blessing formula « may he hear (lysm) », and here it would seem to me 
that several writings which might be interpreted as perfects are simply orthographically 
inexact or incorrect renderings of the imperfect. Which nuance this form was suppo
sed to express remains unclear at present. 

6. The potentialis, i.e. the use of a non-proclitic li/lu with the imperfect is known 
from Plautus: « li phocaneth yth bynuthi » — « If I would just find my daughter! » C50). 

It should be clear from these few sketches that, despite the paucity of material, qui
te a few constructions can be isolated, which would repay a broader comparative study, 
possibly in connexion with a study of interrogatives, interjections and negations. 

In the use of the infinitive a significant difference can now be seen in comparison 
to Hebrew, especially after the discovery of the Karatepe inscription. That is the subs
titution of an infinitive absolute with following 1st person singular independant pro
noun for a finite verbal form at the beginning of a sentence. The long, heated discus
sion about this form need not be recapitulated here, especially since it has just been 
comprehensively treated by F. Bron (51). As S. Segert emphasizes, it should be noted 
that the appending of a suffix on the infinitive absolute brings with it the syntactically 
unusual feature, that a suffix can thus be attached to a noun used adverbiall (52). This 
phenomenon is of special interest for historical linguistics in that analogous usages can 
be found in the Canaanite of the Amarna period as well as in Ugarit, though not in « clas
sical » Hebrew. There it appears first in Qoheleth and in the book of Esther. Thus the 
Phoenician tradition which stretches from the ninth to fifth century B.C., provides a 
connecting link of sorts. This construction has not yet been attested in Punic. The rea
son may be that there we lack the inscriptions with declarative historical phrases, whe
re this construction was specially preferred. 

Moreover, it is interesting that in some instances Phoenician uses a different pre
positional government than the Hebrew, examples of which can again be found in the 
Karatepe inscription, among others. For the future the further lexical and gram
matical development of Ugaritic may provide an aid in letting the deviating usages 
of Phoenician stand out more clearly. In principle, however, the differences are so 
great no direct comparisons are possible. 

Still, there is one area which can profit from a future elucidation of Ugaritic and 
that is Phoenician stylistics. It goes without saying that style and syntax cannot be 
viewed separately from one another. Moreover, it is obvious that the laconic dedicatory 
inscriptions with their formulaic contents can contribute little to a study of Phoeni
cian and Punic stylistics. On the other hand, the historical inscriptions in Phoenician, 
especially those of Ahirom, Ki lamuwa and Azitawadda, of Jehaumilk and Esmunazar 

(49) KM 27,22 f in PPG2 § 317,2b, see W. ROLLIG: NESE, 2 1976), p. 25 f. 
(50) Poen. 932, see M. SZNYCER, cit, p. 61 f. 
(51) F. BRON, cit., pp. 14346. 
(52) S. SEGERT, Grammar, § 64.611.1. 
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h a v e j u s t recently been the ob j ec t of increased interest, w h i c h has brought about 
va r i ous interest ing in terpretat ions w i t h regard to compos i t i on a n d language (53). 

I a m sure, that the sys temat ic observat ion of styl ist ic pecular i t ies , the compos i 
t i on o f the inscr ipt ions — a n d th is is t rue especial ly f o r Pun i c a n d Neo -Pun ic — wi l l 
advance o u r unders tand ing o f bo th , g r a m m a r a n d content . A n d so somet ime in the 
f u t u r e — a n d I h o p e i n the n o t so d is tant fu ture — our illustri colleghi a n d w e shall 
b e clear w h a t w e m e a n w h e n w e speak of the « Phoenic ian language ». 

(53) Cf. e.g. J . C. GREENFIELD, Scripture and Inscription: The Literary and Rhetorical Element in 
Some Early Phoenician Inscriptions: Near Eastern Studies in Honor of W. F. Albright, B a l t i m o r e / 
L o n d o n 1971, pp. 253-68; ID., The Zakir Inscription and the Danklied: Proceedings of the Fifth World 
Congress of Jewish Studies, 1 (1971), pp . 174-91; T . COLLINS, The Kilamuwa Inscription — a Phoeni
cian Poem: WO, 6 (1971-72), pp . 181-88; G. GARBINI, Analisi di inscrizioni fenicie: AION, 37 (1977), 
pp . 403-16. 


