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Abstract

The present study is devoted to a collection and partial analysis of the dedications offered by women in
Carthage’s tophet and edited in the Corpus Inscriptionum Semiticarum (pars prima). A group of these
dedications had been analysed in an article appeared in 1988, which is presented again here translated into
English, with slight corrections. A study of the lacking inscribed material has now been carried on. The
results of both studies show that a proportion of more than 10% of the Carthaginian dedications were
offered by women of different social classes. The purpose of these offerings is not clear, due to the
standardised formularies of the dedications. It seems however that their purpose was not obligatory tied to
the desire of an offshoot.
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1. Purpose and first analysis

Emphasis has often been placed on the uniform nature of direct written sources
regarding Carthage: the thousands of inscriptions from the fophet!, the formula of which
is highly standardised, only provide us with personal names, a few titles of functions and
professions and some grammatical indications. The banal nature of the texts, combined
with the lack of an index of the CIS, renders any study or classification of the inscriptions
from Carthage a particularly unrewarding pursuit that has never seemed to serve any
useful purpose. It is, however, only by means of applying such a classification that the
documents in question can be of use. On the one hand, we can thus obtain grammatical,
morphological and orthographic indications and, on the other, a series of pieces of
information of a fundamentally sociological nature. In the field of proper names, we must
study, for example, the date and spread of papponymy?, the use, within the same family,
of similar proper names and the eventual reasons underpinning “characteristic”” names.
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*

This article is a translated version of AMADASI GUzz0 1988, with some slight corrections, an updated
bibliography, and a final addition.

Most of the over 6,000 Punic inscriptions from Carthage, currently published in the CIS, are from
the tophet.

Information in this respect is limited by the fact that we do not know whether the offerer was the
first-born.
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The study of the names of professions, functions and the public officials, not only from
the point of view of the terms used® but also, and above all, their diffusion, can provide
important information regarding the relative distribution of the social categories* who
made sacrifices at the tophet, as well as furnishing additional indications as to the nature
of this cultic site>. In effect, the presence of inscriptions by slaves ( ‘bd)° or by individuals
who are indicated as “belonging” () to another person, shows that all social classes could
make offerings in this centre of the cult. The spread of inscribed stelae by all social ranks
also informs us on the use of writing during the Hellenistic period.

As we are in the process of classifying all of the Punic inscriptions from the fophet,
we would like to provide here a few examples of the kind of work envisaged, taking as
our basis the dedications made by a specific category, namely women.

Of the 3747 dedicatory inscriptions registered, that is CIS 1 178-3245 and 5260-5940
(the subsequent texts are funerary or of mixed genres), 406 are dedications made by
women’, that is to say more than 10% of the total number of texts under consideration.
The name of the person making the dedication is illegible or only partially legible in 54
of these texts, but here we shall leave aside the study of onomastics which has been more

3 Cf. FEVRIER 1948,

4 For use of the data from the inscriptions in a reconstruction of social organisation, cf. MOSCATI 1968;
SZNYCER 1975; SCHIFFMANN 1976: 50-52, for the inscriptions in general cf. HUSS 1985, especially p.
496-503. Regarding women see FERJIAOUI 1999 (with details not present in my article of 1988, in
particular lists concerning rank and origin of the family, father’s profession, etc.). In general, cf. also
LANCELLOTTI 2003.

5 Cf fn. 8.

¢ Cf. for ‘bd, for ex.: CIS 1236, 253,318, 319; for §: CIS1317, 5714, 5735, 5895, 5933.

7 Lists of dedications considered to have been made by women: CIS 1191, 207, 212, 216, 221, 222, 226,
228,231, 232,263, 273,279, 280, 281, 302, 304, 307 308, 321, 349, 362, 371, 372, 375, 378, 382, 383,
385,386,387 395, 401, 402, 406, 409, 414, 415, 417, 429, 430, 438, 441, 444, 446, 452, 453, 459, 462,
469, 470, 479, 481, 482 (=1069), 486, 495, 502, 515, 517, 532, 533, 553, 564, 580, 582, 595, 600, 605,
624, 627, 628, 644, 646, 661, 675, 677, 696, 709, 712, 713, 717, 725, 727, 730, 731, 740, 759, 760,
768, 770, 775, 789, 792, 810, 815, 818, 843, 846, 848, 853, 857, 868, 877, 879, 881 , 884, 887, 894,
895, 896, 912, 948, 954, 961, 967, 968, 980, 98'C 988, 1014, 1017, 1033, 1039, 1043, 1044, 1062, 1069
(=482), 1077, 1101, 1105, 1106, 1118, 1129, 1149, 1150, 1153, 1157, 1162, 1163, 1165, 1173, 1181,
1189, 1193, 1200, 1209, 1210, 1214, 1216, 1219, 1244, 1246, 1253, 1256, 1259, 1260, 1264, 1267
1268, 1301, 1304, 1317, 1322, 1335, 1339, 1343, 1348, 1359, 1362, 1366, 1371, 1372, 1384, 1385,
1389, 1400, 1407, 1416, 1417, 1427, 1428, 1434, 1446, 1447, 1453, 1460, 1464, 1480, 1482, 1490,
1495, 1504, 1515, 1516, 1518, 1519, 1520, 1531, 1532, 1542, 1543, 1546, 1554, 1560, 1561, 1565,
1573, 1575, 1583, 1585, 1762, 1811, 1852, 1880, 1885, 1901, 1903, 1905, 1923, 1926, 1928, 1939/
1949, 1957, 1967, 1982, 1989, 2005, 2010, 2021, 2023, 2024, 2026, 2027, 2028, 2033, 2035, 2045,
2051, 2058, 2063, 2065, 2069, 2073, 2074, 2082, 2092, 2097, 2107, 2114, 2116, 2118, 2121, 2134,
2145, 2153, 2154, 2155, 2158, 2159, 2169, 2173, 2174, 2181, 2201, 2202, 2204, 2208, 2211, 2216,
2221, 2224, 2230, 2243, 2244, 2267, 2274, 2279, 2308, 2313, 2354, 2376, 2397, 2411, 2434, 2445,
2446, 2450, 2451, 2468, 2485, 2491, 2508, 2515, 2518, 2535, 2538, 2559, 2560, 2562, 2573, 2576,
2578, 2593, 2605, 2612, 2622, 2632 (= 2683), 2641, 2645, 2647, 2655, 2657 2668, 2670, 2680, 2683
(=2632), 2685, 2694, 2732, 2738, 2755, 2760, 2769, 2774, 2780, 2782, 2788, 2798, 2814, 2818, 2831,
2856, 2857, 2868, 2892, 2894, 2907, 2923, 2931, 2933, 2987, 2993, 2995, 3010, 3026, 3038, 3042,
3047, 3071, 3075, 3083, 3087, 3127, 3148, 3149, 3162 (=3165), 3171, 3207, 3212, 3214, 3219, 3220,
3226, 3238, 3240, 3243, 5273, 5502, 5517, 5521, 5541, 5547 5586, 5599, 5662, 5692, 5697 (=5886),
5699, 5702, 5713, 5733, 5738, 5745, 5756, 5758 (=5911), 5759, 5761, 5764, 5771, 5773, 5775, 5778,
5779, 5822, 5823, 5844, 5863, 5866, 5870, 5876, 5878, 5881, 5883, 5886 (= 5697), 5911 (= 5758),
5918, 5924, 5939, 5940.
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than amply dealt with elsewhere. As regards the identification of the woman making the
offering who, according to the generally accepted reconstruction of the rites practiced in
the fophet®, must have offered her own child or an animal as its substitute, one would
expect her to be identified by her husband’s name, as is the case in a number of funerary
inscriptions where the name of the deceased woman is followed by her genealogy and
the name of her husband, with or without his genealogy®. This is not, however, the case
in the majority of the inscriptions from the tophet; the woman offering the sacrifice is
generally identified by her patronymic followed by the name of other eventual ancestors,
whereas the name of the husband is given in only 8 of the examples registered: CIS 1 232,
385, 627, 1253, 1885, 2647, 3185, 5844. It should be noted that only in text 627 do we
find the name of both the father and husband of the woman making the dedication,
‘mtmlgrt bt bd ‘strt st "drb ‘I (“Amotmelqgart, daughter of Bodashtart, wife of Addirbaal”).
At the end of the inscription 3185 a certain ‘mtmligrt (sic) ‘St (sic) ‘dnbl is cited whose
relationship to the offeror is unknown due to a break in the stone.

If, as is general practice, we assume that when the dedication is made by a man this
would have been the father of the child offered (or offerer of the substitute sacrifice),
then we may further imagine that he makes his offering also in the name of the mother,
which would be normal praxis in a patriarchal society. When the offering is made by a
woman, the father clearly is relegated to second place, for reasons which we cannot
determine or judge. In those few cases where the husband is also mentioned, we could
presume that the woman’s family was sufficiently important to merit mention alongside
or even before that of the husband, although we have no certain evidence to confirm this.
Nor are such uncertainties resolved by the banal hypothesis that it was the mother who
was named in the inscription if it was she who promised her child to the gods in exchange
for grace, like Hannah at Shiloh!'®. We must also, undoubtedly, take into account births
outside wedlock.

As had already been noted, women also appear in the genealogies as mother of the
offerer, who is qualified in terms of a matronymic instead of the more usual patronymic.
This is the case in CIS I 253, where the offerer is ‘bd’smn bn 'm'strt bt ytnsd
(“Abdeshmun, son of Emashtart, daughter of Yatonsid”), and CIS 1902, where the offerer
is 7s bn gdnm (sic) bt ‘Ist. This latter example seems particularly interesting as the
genealogy provided is purely feminine, /st being a name given solely to women. To these
may be added examples in which the person making the dedication is identified by a
matronymic and not a patronymic, that is: CIS 1 378, was offered by 'bb ‘I bt gdn ‘mt, who
is qualified by the term ‘m¢’Im “servant of the god”; CIS 1 383 was possibly offered by
gdn'm bt rst; CIS 1 1407 was given by ’bbl (sic) bt kbdt, and, lastly, CIS I 2798, was
dedicated by 7s5tb ‘I bt sdnt bt ‘strtytn. Examples of this type have been explained by A.

8 Cf. in particular LEGLAY 1966: 311-358, AMADASI GUZzO 1986 A (with bibliography); further, with
reservations, HEIDER 1985. In support of the interpretation of the fophet as a cult place and children’s
cemetery, cf. RIBICHINI 1985; MOSCATI 1987. For further bibliography see MELCHIORRI 2013 and the
contributions in XELLA 2013. Regarding the rite in Israel, see DEWRELL 2017. Recently, for the
archaeological D’ ANDREA 2014; discussion of interpretations in D’ ANDREA 2018.

9 Cf., for example, CIS 15941, 5950, 5958, 5961, 5979, 5987, 5988, 5991, 5994; with only the name and
genealogy of the deceased: CIS 15945, 5948, 5949, 5957, 5966.

101 Sam. 1, 2.
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Verger!'! on the basis of the practice of sacred prostitution, a hypothesis seemingly
supported by CIS I 378, cited above, in which the mother of the offerer is called “servant
of the god”. It has not yet been shown that this was always the case in examples of this
kind, but would seem probable in relation to a few, specific examples'2. To the evidence
cited we can add that the daughter of gdn ‘mt, the “servant of the god” who dedicated
inscription 378, is called 'bb ‘I, “Baal is my father”, which might be an allusion to the role
of the mother. The name could equally relate to the absence of a legitimate father, and it
is perhaps this latter meaning that we could attribute to the name of the offerer of CIS 1
1407, 'bbl (sic) daughter of kbdt, without further indications of her genealogy. Clearly
the name 'bb ‘I could not always have had this kind of connotation as can be seen in the
example of CIS 1 1901 where the offerer 'b I (sic)'® is daughter of a legitimate father,
zrb ‘I, and at least one more of whose ancestors was cited in the dedication'?.

A number of other inscriptions represent particular cases of offerings and indicate
women who made sacrifices in association with their paternal family. CIS I 5702 is
an offering made by zrb‘l and her daughter mnb I, descendants of a high-ranking
official. The text, in line with the common form of dedication used, is as follows: zrm s
w’[z]rm St 'S ndr ‘zrb 'l bn bd ‘Strt hrb bn mlkytn wbt” mtnb ‘| ksm * glm ybrkm (lines 2-6:
“a zrm '§ and a '[z]rm ’§t, which was offered by Azorbaal son of Bodashtarth, the rab,
son of Milkyaton and his daughter Muttunibaal; because he (the god) heard their voice;
may he bless them!”). In this case it is clear that two sacrifices were made, corresponding
to two offerers: these sacrifices consisted of a masculine and a feminine offering, possibly
relating to the gender of Azorbaal and his daughter Muttunibaal. However, it should
be noted that elsewhere we find attested a male who offers a zrm ’$¢'°. The father of
mtnb | is a rab; the woman named, therefore, belongs to a high social rank and one could
think that it is the importance of her lineage that caused her to sacrifice together with
her father. Offerings made on the same occasion and by members of the same family also
occur elsewhere. A dedication made by two brothers is attested at Motya'6, and another
example can be found in the inscription CIS I 386, the first section of which has been
lost but which preserves, in part, the names of the offerers: htmlkt (reconstructed) wb ‘Iytn
bn zmlk (“Hutmilkot and Baalyaton, the sons of Ozimilk”), very probably brother
and sister offering a sacrifice together!”. Once again, the possible husband of hrmikt is
not mentioned.

"' 'VERGER 1965: 263-264.

12° Cf. also CIS 1263 where the offerer is 'm Strt 'S b'mt ’§ ‘Strt “Emashtart who is in the ‘group’ of the

Ashtart personnel” (or: “in the ‘group’ belonging to Ashtart”).

Here, and in a few other examples, the name has this writing. For the attestations both a masculine and

feminine name, cf. HALFF 1963-1964: 85, 92; BENz 1972: 257.

The inscription is fragmentary.

15 Cf., for example, CIS [ 5741. For the terminology, cf. FEVRIER 1955: 57-63 (interpretation in doubt);
the expression (with the complement in the masculine and feminine form) is frequently attested at
Guelma, cf. CHABOT 1918: 72-94 (= CHABOT 1916/2: 498-520).

16 AMADASI GUZZO 1986 B: 29-30, n° 22.

17" Cf. also CIS 1, 384 dedicated by a father and son. Of note are the unusual cases of CIS 1, 382, 383,
offering by a woman and a man without any evident relationship existing between them. CIS 1, 385
would appear to have been dedicated by two women.



SEL 34-36,2017-2019: 181-193 185

As far as the social ranks of the offerers are concerned, inscriptions dedicated by
women naturally offer less information than those by men. We have seen, and there are
many more examples, women who belong undoubtedly to the aristocracy, since their
ancestors include suffetes or rabs's. Examples where the woman offering the sacrifice
does not have a genealogy indicate a more modest social status'®, although we cannot
talk in terms of “lower” class as we do not know how widely writing was known. On the
other hand, there are examples where the offerer is qualified by the term sdn, an
expression which probably indicates a class similar to that of the Roman liberti, according
to the interpretation proposed by J. G. Février and M. Sznycer?’. Here, as an example, we
can cite CIS I 279, an inscription dedicated by ‘Ist s sdn bd ‘dny bd b ‘lhn’. 1t is curious
to note that the expression s sdn would appear to be masculine, whilst in all of the
attestations /st is a woman’s name. In CIS 1, 273, it is the father of the offerer who is s
sdn and it is to be noted that he is called msry, the “Egyptian”, although we cannot know
whether this was his name, a common name at the time, or whether it indicated his
birthplace?!. His daughter, who makes the offering to the fophet, bears the name sdhn,
again of uncertain meaning but possibly relating to her father’s rank. The latter was a
scribe (spr) and, therefore, of a certain social standing, and though a freedman.

CIS 1 5939 represents an interesting case in relation to both the social categories
performing sacrifices at the fophet and the rite itself. It is the offering made by ‘Ist
‘dnw, without further details given. A woman without genealogy makes a sacrifice “for”
or “in the place of her lord” ("dnw, where we have the suffix pronoun written -w, not
attested elsewhere at Carthage)?>. We may suppose that here we are dealing with a
woman, who was not a free citizen, sacrificing in the place or in the name of her master.

Amongst the offerers we find people of foreign origin. This is not proven in the case
of those names which are not Semitic. For example, p/mn’ of CIS11301, a name possibly
to be interpreted as a transcription of the Greek @ilovuévy?®, has an evidently Phoenician
patronymic, b lytn, and her name could, instead, derive from the mother’s possibly
foreign origins. Plypn’ of CIS I 3148 is certainly not a Semitic name either and the
patronymic in this case is not complete but could have been a composite of ‘bd. On the
contrary, a clear example is provided by CIS 1 191, the dedication made by Euklea, who
does not have a genealogy and whose name is written in Greek characters whilst the rest

8 Cf. CIS1207 212,216, 221,222,231, 371, 372, 375, 3026, 5697 5883, 5886; cf. further: CIS 1231 (the
husband of the offerer is a rab), CIS 1, 273 (the father of the offerer is a spr “scribe”), 321 (the father is
rp’ “doctor”), 349 (mdd “measurer”), 5547 (ng/r] sSmhsbm “carpenter of...”.Translation uncertain),
5692 (sn’, uncertain meaning), 5699 (sr’ or rb’, uncertain reading), 5866 ('s ‘mhnt (sic) “soldier”, lit.
“belonging to the army”).

19 These are not very numerous and not always certain, cf. CIS I 191, 430, 441, 760, 3087, 3212, 5599,
5870, 5939. The traditional writing and orthography are, generally, less carefully rendered.

20 FEVRIER 1951-52; SZNYCER 1975: 56-59. The offerer bears this title in CIS 1, 279, 280, 281. Cf. VAN
DEN BRANDEN 1979; HELTZER 1986 (see especially p. 242-243).

2L On the names of towns used as proper names by metics, cf. Huss 1985: 501 and n. 72.

22 Cf. also CIS 13784, 7, which the editors always interpret as a conjunction and, possibly, Pyrgi KA/ 277,

6; see PPG3, §112. L1II. In any case, the suffix written -w, according to our knowledge, cannot be
feminine; perhaps we have here a mistake. Regarding the title “lord”, it would not appear that it could
relate to a god.

BENZ 1972: 195, proposes @ilovuévy or Palmina; HALFF 1963-1964: 140, suggests Piinuwvy for
plypr’ in n. 3148. Cf. also HUSS 1985: 502, proposing perhaps @ilizriavy.

23
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of the text is in Punic letters; this is undoubtedly a foreign woman, probably of humble
origins**. This example shows, once again, that all of the inhabitants of the town -
irrespective of class or origin - could sacrifice, at the tophet, perhaps according to specific
requirements. We can compare the dedication by Euklea to the inscriptions in Greek
characters in Constantine?’.

Based on the presence of genealogies, an attempt has been made to discover whether
it is possible to reconstruct family lineages. The identification of members of the same
family, whilst possible in theory, must take into account all of the available
documentation. It must also be noted that the genealogies of the dedicatory inscriptions
examined here are rather brief, most of them going back to the grandfather and, more
rarely, great-grandfather, and dedications with only the patronymic are also quite
frequent. In the case of common names, in fact, it is not possible to identify with certainty
any cases of homonymy between offerers among the inscriptions registered or to
determine whether we are dealing with the same person®. At present, therefore, it would
appear that we must adhere to the hypothesis that the fophet was a place of cult where
sacrifices were offered only once?’.

2. More documents and remarks

The inscriptions of CIS 1 3252-5275, not previously reviewed, were consulted here.
The dedications made by females or with women’s names in the genealogy number
roughly 31728, The texts examined do not reveal any change in the situation outlined in
1988. Here below certain characteristics are highlighted, which were noted also in the
inscriptions examined at that time. Furthermore, a few specific details are found both in
the group currently being studied and in other groups of inscriptions found in this kind of
sanctuary. Here, again, details of the feminine onomasticon are not analysed, except
insofar as some particularly rare or non-Phoenician names are concerned.

Study has confirmed that the sum of the offerings made by women in the tophet of
Carthage published in the CIS* account for over 10% of the total. The female names are,

24 On the names of slaves of Greek origin cf., for example, in the Etruscan sphere, cf. DE SIMONE 1968-

1970; DE SIMONE 1972: 491-525.

25 BERTHIER — CHARLIER 1955: 167-176.

26 CIS 1482 and 1069, 2632 and 2683, 3162 and 3165, 5697 and 5886, 5758 and 5911 are texts which
have been edited twice.

27 Cf., on the contrary, the hypothesis put forward in M. G. AMADASI GUZz0 1986 A: 205.

28 Uncertainties persist regarding the reading and/or interpretation and, therefore, the total is only

approximate. The numbers of the inscriptions bearing dedications by females are: 3269, 3270, 3319,
3320, 3323, 3325, 3334, 3347, 3349, 3356 (?), 3369, 3454-3467, 3518, 3525, 3532, 3537, 3546, 3557,
3563, 3567, 3569, 3580, 3589, 3590 (?), 3599, 3603, 3612, 3613, 3616, 3620, 3622, 3637, 3638, 3640,
3648, 3654, 3666, 3689, 3695, 3708, 3776, 3780, 3789 (?), 3791, 3800, 3801, 3802, 3822-3846, 3906,
3965, 4084 (?), 4442 (?), 4596 (?), 4597-4669, 4671-3733, 4733 bis-4742, 4742bis-4775, 4796, 4804,
4808, 4814, 4815, 4816, 4855, 4856 (?), 4885, 4887, 4925, 4933, 4935, 4944, 4950, 4977, 4982, 4984,
4987-4998, 5000-5015, 5213.

Thorough research is required concerning all of the inscriptions from Carthage found subsequent to the
CIS, but that is beyond the scope of this work which aims, instead, at providing a wide-ranging survey.
Analysis should also be extended to include all of the inscriptions from the tophet; partial surveys do,
however, seem to show a situation elsewhere that differs from that at Carthage (women being less

29
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generally, the same as those already noted and are included within the usual formulaic
inscriptions and which present few variants®’. With regard to the orthography, it can be
noted (as, already, for previous inscriptions) that there are frequent exchanges or
omissions of pharyngal and laryngal consonants in the writing. Non-traditional
orthography (oversights, matres lectionis or changes due to the omission/modification of
the pronunciation of consonants) is more common in the spelling of the names of the
gods to whom the sacrifices were offered’! and, where present, in the concluding
formulae®?, than in that of personal names (although the exchange between alef and ain
or the omission of alef occur very frequently, whereas the exchange of /et and /e is quite
rare’®). As already noted, the female name is that of the person making the offering,
usually identified via a genealogy which frequently goes back to the grandfather and,
quite often, the great-grandfather. Longer genealogies are extremely rare, as are
dedications entirely without any genealogy although, in a number of cases, only the
patronymic is given.

The examples in which the offerer is presented as “wife of...” are, as in previously
studied inscriptions, very rare’*. The offerer of CIS 13569 is [ ‘m]tmlgrt bt Spt [ 5]t 'rS bn

present). Also to be borne in mind is the far lower number of texts from other cities compared to
Carthage, although one would expect similar ratios also from other sites (and especially, Constantine).
In the group from Constantine published by M. Sznycer (see BERTRANDY — SZNYCER 1987), the
dedicatory inscriptions definitely made by women (out of 142 nn., not all of which are, however, legible
or inscribed) only 3 are without doubt offerings made by women: s. nn. 95, 120 and 116 in Greek. In
the collection of inscriptions published by BERTRANDY — SZNYCER 1955, out of 281 inscriptions in
Phoenician, 4 are dedications by women (nn. 24, 67, 122, 187), one if by an individual with matronymic
(n.187: ‘drb 1 (sic) bt gzty; the reading of bt is likely but not certain; photograph is lacking). Number
122 is an offering by mnyb I (probably a female name) in favour of/on behalf of ( /) Hutmilkot, another
woman (htmlkt bt y 'rhm).

30 In a few cases Baal is mentioned first, or in the place of Tinnit; the goddess can be rbtn “our lady”

instead of rbt, the name of one or of both divinities can be missing, the verb ndr can be substituted by
ns’; the verb “dedicate/offer” can be replaced by the noun ndr (/nidr/) or be entirely lacking; some
examples have only proper names. Few examples include the expression bs(")ry/m btm or zrm 'S/’st.
In the group under consideration here, the noun mlk(¢) is found in some examples, whilst a very few
cases have mint “gift”. Such peculiarities are also found in the inscriptions with a male subject. The
final formula is not present in most cases; when present, the tenses of the verbs used vary: in general
suffix conjugation - mostly for the verb sm ‘“to listen” -, or prefix conjugation; the person is usually
the 3rd masculine singular (referring only to Baal Hammon); there are few cases of 3rd person plural,
which can be identified on the basis of the spelling of the suffix pronoun of the 3rd person singular: e.g.
y§m “ ql ybrky in CIS 14620, offering by ‘mtmliqrt (note the spelling g/ for /qula /) “may they (the gods)
listen to her voice, bless her!”.

3L Es.: dn or ‘dn for dn, p’n or pn’ for pn, bl or bhl for b I, etc.

32 The most frequent spelling in all of the inscriptions is §m’ g/’ (this formula being preceded, or not, by

k- and followed, on occasion, by the verb brk, see fn. 30). On the concluding formulae, see JONGELING

1999 and KERR 2016 (with the hypothesis of a jussive meaning in all of the cases).

33 Various examples of the fem. /n 1 considered an erroneous writing of inb ‘I, see BENZ 1972: 108, 303.

3% In CIS 14643 where the offerer is '§¢ bt grt s the CIS (and F. L. Benz) presume that the first name is
an erroneous writing of 7§t; for the second name the CIS proposes a more recent writing and an error
in the place of mlgrthls; according to BENZ 1972: 407 grt (only in three names, see p. 179) is an
abbreviation of mlqrt (Melqart) and not a mistake.
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Smrb[ I] “Amotmelgart, daughter or Shapot, wife of Arish, son of Shamorbaal™?; the
fragment CIS 13637 mentions ...[mlgrt ‘st h.....[ 1bd smn bn y zr; inscription CIS T 3822
is a dedication by 'mtb ‘1 ’$t bl ‘zr bn bdmlgrt bn *Smnytn®® “Amotbaal, wife of Baalazor,
son of Bodmelqart, son of Eshmunyaton”; CIS 1 4619, is an offering made by ‘mtmligrt
'St hmlkt bn bdmlgrt “Amotmelqart, daughter of Himilkot, daughter of Bodmelqart”; CIS
14650 is offered by bnt st mtn “Banot(?), daughter of Muttun”; CIS 14734 is by mtn[b /]
5t hmb ‘1 $37 bdmlgrt bn pdy “Muttunibaal, wife of Hambaal(?), ‘in the employ of” (lit.
‘belonging to”) Bodmelqart, son of Padi”. CIS 1 4746 is lacking the name of the offerer,
possibly to be reconstructed as [ k]br#*8, who is ’$t mgn bt ’dnb‘l bn ‘bd’ bn mgn bn
Smnytn’® “wife of Magon, daughter of Adonibaal, son of Abdo, son of Magon, son of
Eshmunyaton”. The lengthy genealogy of the offerer’s husband suggests a relatively high
social rank despite there being no mention of any official position or profession.

There are only seven inscriptions in which the female offerer presents herself as the
daughter of another woman*. CIS 1 3830 has the formula: ’§ ndr ns’ hldl*' bt ‘mtmik
(sic); in CIS I 3840 the matronymic is the only attestation: the inscription is by ISt bt
gnsty bt b ‘Islk; the matronymic has been compared (but without finding any explanation)
to that of gnnst daughter of §nn who makes the offering CIS T 38432, CIS 1 4627 is the
dedication 'rst bt ‘rstb ‘I “Arishut, daughter of Arishutbaal”; CIS 14758 is offered by /st
bt htlt bt smrb ‘I bn ‘bd’smn “ ‘Ist, daughter of Hutilat(?), daughter of Shamorbaal, son of
Abdeshmun*’; in CIS 14808 the offering is made by Muttunibaal (mtnb ‘I bt "tn ** bt hmlkt
hsp?), granddaughter of a suffet, a rare but not unique example. CIS 13776, is interesting,
being another case of an offering made by a woman identified by the name of her mother,
“Arishutbaal daughter of Amotmelqart, daughter of Abdmilk”, followed by the

35 The spelling of the names is simplified; the vocalisation is conventional. Not all of the expressions cited

are translated, either because they all deal with the same sequences or because some readings are

uncertain; moreover, the vocalisation of the names is in some cases particularly doubtful.

36 The name is followed by the expression bsry’ and the formula ysm “ gl’ ybrk (without any indication

here of the direct object suffix).

If not an erroneous writing of snb ‘I, the name is formed by the noun im “father-in-law”; see BENZ
1972:311-312 (names: hm’, fimy, b Thm’); hmb ‘I is “of Bodmelqart (§ bdmlqrt), son of Pad1”, indicating
a relationship which is not clear (see below, the case of § ’zr?).

37

38 The male name ‘kbr is found frequently (66 examples in the CIS), whilst the female version is attested

only twice (CIS14747,5799). ‘kbr means “mouse” and the name finds parallels in Hebrew and Ugaritic
(see BENZ 1972: 377).

The underlined letters are uncertain. The authors of the CIS note that the second b¢ could be read as bn,
a more probable reading since Adonibaal is not attested as a female name.

40 CIS 1 3347 is offered by ’bbl (sic) bt ’rs bt ‘zmlk, where the second bt is perhaps a mistake instead
of bn.

The editors translate the formula ndr ns’ as “vovens obtulit” or as “votum posuit” (ndr participle or
noun). They propose that the name be corrected as %/dt (also does BENZ 1972: 109).

The two names are considered to be “Numidian” in the CIS. The second is catalogued as Libyan by
BENZ 1972: 191.

The first name is not explained; the second is probably an abbreviation of h¢’lt “sister of the
goddess/Elat” (BENz 1972: 379, 265, 268).

The name is attested only here. It is considered to derive from ¢fn’ “to erect” (but the formation
is uncertain).

39
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expression (possibly referring to the offerer) “servant of Astarte of Eryx” 4 ('rstb[ I bt
‘mtmlgrt (sic) bt ‘bdmli[k?] ‘mt (sic) §*° Strt "rk)¥.

This last example, in particular, indicates as far as we can determine a relatively high
social position. Other offerers are linked to families in which a member was or is a suffet
or rab. In the badly damaged CIS I 3567, the offerer, who is perhaps called m[n], is the
daughter of ’d[r]mlk or *d[nmlik spt*® bn b‘l'ms. CIS 1 3825 is an offering by 'm Strt bt
bd ‘strt hspt “Amotashtart, daughter of Bodashtart the suffet”; CIS 1 3833 is by the
daughter of a suffet, in this case /bt bt zrb I hspt “Libit/Labit, daughter of Azorbaal the
suffet”, who belongs to a family of suffets: Azorbaal is, in fact, the son of “Bodmelqart
the suffet, son of Bodashtart the suffet” (bdmlqgrt hspt bn bd ‘strt hspt). We do not know
to what Libit or Labit (?) owes her name, interpreted as relating to “Libyan” ethnicity.
CIS 1 4814, is an inscription by 75t bt b'lhn’ bn ‘bd’Smn hspt bn b‘lhn’ bn ‘bd’smn
“Arishut, daughter of Baalhanno, son of Abdeshmun the suffet, son of Baalhanno, son of
Abdeshmun”; CIS 1 4815 is offered by hld bt zrb'l hspt bn hn’, “Hulda, daughter of
Azorbaal the suffet, son of Hanno”, and CIS 1 4816 is dedicated by hld bt hn” bn ‘zrb'l
hspt bn hmlk hrb, “Hulda, daughter of Hanno, son of Azorbaal the suffet, son of Himilk
the rab™. Is it possible that this could be a relative of the preceding offerer? The names
used in these two texts are found very frequently, but the order in which they are given
would appear to place them in the same genealogy.

It is impossible to furnish a certain explanation of the reason for the offering by a
woman who does not name her husband or to know the object of the dedication here
or in other cases of this type™. It is not clear whether the offering was made in order
to have further descendants or, instead, as seems more likely, to obtain/to give
thanks for some benefit or for avoiding/having avoided some risk concerning the entire
family group.

Possibly relating to offerings with this kind of aim, that is to say, supplications in
favour of the offerer’s family or a specific relative/kinsman, we have cases of offerings
made by (or in favour of?) a third person, a relative or an individual upon whom the
dedicator is in some way dependant. CIS I 4642 has the formula s ndr ‘I 'rst bt bdmlkt
“who has offered on behalf of/in favour of Arishut daughter of Bodmilkut”, with the

45 1In the CIS this is presumed to refer either to the function of the daughter or of the mother; the title,

however, follows the patronymic and seems more probably to refer to the offerer herself.

46 Instead of using a construct-phrase to indicate the specifying complement, the relative particle is used,

indicating a recent stage of the language.

47 Interesting but of uncertain interpretation is the case of CIS [ 4856, in which the offerer, Shopet son of

Addirbaal (spt bn 'drb 1) defines himself as a servant, apparently of a woman: ‘bd s’ hskrtt (the CIS
gives the expression servus Asae ¢ Skirtatae, without any possible explanation of the last term, which
appears to be a feminine adjective preceded by the article).

48 Note the lack of the article.

49 At Costantine one of the few female offerers is “chief priestess”: “Arishut, chief priestess ( 75t b khnt)

offered (ndr’, fem.)”, BERTHIER — CHARLIER 1955: n. 67; also the mother of the offerer of n. 72 is imlky
hk ‘nt (sic), “the priestess”.
50" Lack of information regarding the archaeological context and, in any case, the frequent removal of the
stela in relation to the vase containing the remains of the offering, are particularly frustrating aspects of
any study. Recent excavations could provide more certain data. The inscriptions 108 and 109 in
BERTHIER — CHARLIER 1955 are offerings by two individuals who are undoubtedly father and son: sp¢

prnly bn ‘bdmlqrt (108) and 'rsm bn Spt prnly bn ‘bdmigr[f] (109).
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subject of the verb (male or female) now lost. Otherwise, together with the authors of the
CIS, we may presume that 7 was inserted by mistake in the inscription. A similar case
has already been cited regarding CIS 1 5939, the offering by st “for her (?) lord” (/
‘dnw) (see above)’!.

In a few rare cases the profession of the offerer’s father can be identified: thus we have
Hutmilkot (htmlkt) in CIS 1 4877 who is bt ‘bd ‘srt htbh, “daughter of Abdashtart, the
cook (or: the slaughterer)”’; Gadnoamat, who offers the inscribed stela CIS 1 4887 is the
daughter of “Masop the perfumer” (gdn ‘mt bt msp>* hrqh), a profession which is quite
frequently mentioned. Grgsr>® in CIS14885 is bt b ‘lytn hrp’, “daughter of Baalyaton, the
doctor”; in relation to this inscription it should be noted that CIS T 4884 is an offering by
‘bd’Smn bn b ‘lytn hrp’ “Abdeshmun, son of Baalyaton, the doctor”. The name Baalyaton
is very common but we cannot exclude the possibility that Gargashit (an entirely
conventional vocalisation) and Abdeshmun were siblings. We would thus have a new
case of an offering within the same family, as in CIS I 4596, an inscription that includes
several scribal errors but where it can be read that the offering was made by ssp and sspt
“the two sons of Maherbaal, son of Gerashtart” (’sn bn’ mhrb ‘I bn gr ‘Strt)>.

In some cases, the origins and “social class” of the family of the offerers are not very
clear. This is the case of stela CIS I 4855, an offering by “Emeshmun (?), daughter of
strds”: 'msmn (sic) bt (bt) strds ‘bd 'zrt zrb 'l bn "Smnytn; the origin of the name strds is
not clear, nor is the position which appears to be that of dependant ( ‘bd, “servant”) of a
family group or, rather, a form of association ( zrf), in some kind of relation with a certain
Azorbaal, son of Eshmunyaton™.

Some names are unique, or almost, and are difficult to interpret. Here we give only a
few examples. Inscription CIS 14651 on the basis of CIS reading, is an offering by brgnd
bt ‘bdmlgrt bn b ‘lytn; it is, however, possible, that this is a mistake instead of brgny,
already attested as a female name in numbers 1256, 2153 and 2159 (in this latter case, it

5 The inscription BERTHIER — CHARLIER 1955: n. 24 is offered by Akbarat ( %br?) ... lhgw “for (in favour
of) the community” (note the graphical indication of the article after the preposition /-).

52 BENZz 1972: 323-324 links this name to the root ysp “to add”; it is, instead, better explained as Libyan,

according to JONGELING 1994: 86 s.n. masof.

BENZ 1972: 299 notes that the name (male grgs, 12 examples at Carthage and grgsm, 8 examples at

Carthage; two female examples as grgsy in 1573 and 4663), attested in his collection by 6 Carthaginian

examples, is known at Ugarit as both a personal and as a place-name.

53

5% The numeral has the form with the prosthetic alef: the final vowel of the plural in construct state, -&, is

also indicated by alef. It is interesting that the brother and sister have the same name in masculine and
feminine forms (which would derive from the term Ssp indicating a type of sacrifice in the so-called
Marseille Tariff, see KAl 69). The name is quite common, see BENZ 1972: 185 (various forms, see also
p. 425).

The meaning of ’zrt, translated in DNWSI, 27-28, s.v. "zrh, as family, clientele, appears to refer to the
wider family; the precise difference is not clear between this and the noun sp/ which must indicate the
blood-tie family (for epigraphic references, see DNWSI, 1181, s.v. $ph). In the CIS, sub 4854, an
offering by Baalshillek, son of Namel, son of Baalshillek (b Islk bn nml bn b ‘Islk), ‘bd 'zrt of Adonibaal,
son of Azorbaal, son of Eshmunhalos (‘dnb ‘I bn zrb 'l bn 'Smnhls), it was presumed that the expression
relates to a servus vestiarius praepositus (Greek ipotiopoiag) without, however, any convincing
elements to confirm this. The term zr¢, from the contexts, seems to refer, instead, to a wider (familial?)
group, if not an association of some kind (the etymology is uncertain: from ’zr “to bind”? (as, with
uncertainty, DNWSI).

55
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is uncertain whether the name is female)*®. CIS 4708 has the unexplained name {5t bt hw
bn r ‘mlk; here both the authors of the CIS and F. L. Benz presume that it is an erroneous
writing of 7$¢, even though it is not easy to confuse the signs for alef and fet. The
patronymic sw with this spelling is also attested only here (hw’ in CIS 1 2924).>7 The
name of the grandfather is also quite uncommon (a further 4 attestations)°®.

CIS 147009 also has an unusual onomasticon; this is a dedicatory inscription by ypt ‘Strt
bt smhy’. The two names are not included by Benz: the first element of the female name
appears in the hypocoristic form of the name yp¢’ in Constantine (El-Hofra 161)°°; the
second name is associated, in both the CIS and Benz, with the substantive for “joy” (sm#,
Heb. smh) and with the female names smhyt and smht of CIS 1281, 3214 and CIS 1 532.
CIS14775 is offered by §tn ‘mt bt ‘bd[...; if the reading is correct, this name is unknown®’.

Some anthroponyms derive from ethnic origins: CIS I 4720 records the offering by
Ibt®!, daughter of zybgm (see also CIS 1 3833) in favour of someone else since the
preposition 7 is present®?: the reading of that which follows the patronymic is, however,
uncertain. As already noted, the name is explained as an ethnic “Libyan” (masc. /by)%
and it is interesting to observe that, here, the patronmyic is also probably Libyan. Other
offerers who have names derived from ethnic adjectives have, as in other examples where
the name /bt appears, ancestors with Phoenician names. Of fairly frequent use there is,
for example, the name msrt “Egyptian (f.)**. In the present group we find this recurring
in CIS 1 4723, with quite a long genealogy (msrt bt [bld ’smn bn bd’ b[n] .... bn bd’,
“Masrit, daughter of Abdeshmun, son of Bodo, son of... son of Bodo”) and in 4724,

56 V. already BENZ 1972: 101 (in 4840 the masc. brgny is attested. See p. 292 for the explanation (from
the noun “lightning” + the adjectival suffix *-aniyu > -oni; e.g. ‘Strny; cf. PPG3§ 206); the female
gender of the anthroponym in question is not clear.

57 BENZ 1972: 109 and 308; the name would derive from swy “to live”; the authors of the CIS suggest,
possibly, A[n]".

% BENZ 1972: 179.

59 BERTHIER — CHARLIER 1955: 116; BENZ 1972: 129, 335, where it is presumed that the name is Libyan.

0 In the CIS it is suggested correcting this to m#n $t[rt]; BENZ 1972: 427 proposes integrating [ [$tn ‘mt,

recognising, however, that 'S¢ is never used as an element in personal names. One possibility might be
to read smn ‘mt (formed with the element §m “name”), a form never attested, however. CIS 14933, read
as ‘Sndr’ mttz bt ..., is perhaps to be divided as follows: s ndr 'mtt z “who has dedicated this offering”
+ PN; in this way ~would be explained as the late form of the article /-, and m¢#f as the noun “gift” in
the “Phoenician” form, with assimilation (Punic. mtnf); the subject would, thus, be male, formed by b 7

+ an element that began with #- (to my knowledge, only b Itm is attested, but other possibilities exist).

1 In this group of inscriptions, the name is attested in 7 examples, the same number as the previous

attestations, see BENZ 1972: 133. Only in 4721 (probably re-edited under n. 5586 [same genealogy and
lacunae; 5586 is not reproduced]) do we find it in the form /b¢n. Other ethnic names, with Phoenicians
ancestors, are mgsrt (7 attestations in total) and §rdnt (5 attestations), which have the corresponding
masculine forms msry (16 examples at Carthage) and Srdny (6 examples), Srdn’ (1 example); see BENZ
1972: 142-143 and 185.

2 The context is not clear: (’§ ndr’) Ibt bt zybgm bs . ‘I bl[t] according to the CIS (perhaps bs[r] or bs[rm]?).

8 See BENZ 1972: 337-338. The name /bt is quite commonly used and is found in the Carthaginian
inscriptions listed by F. L. Benz (p. 133 with 16 names: in our group it is attested in 4714- 4719, 4721,
always with ancestors bearing Phoenician names, as already noted by Benz; in 4722 we find — as
in 5586 — the variant /btn, which is difficult to explain). Cf. for interpretation and other observations
ibid.: 338).

8 Cf. BENZ 1972: 143 with 7 examples, all from Carthage.
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where a certain Masrit is “daughter of Gerashtart, son of Himilkot (msrt bt gr'strt bn
hmlkt). There is the similar case of srdnt “Sardinian (f.)” which is attested twice in the
present group®®, and always with ancestors bearing clearly Phoenician names®.

Lastly, offerings by women from towns other than Carthage are very rare. In the
present group there is only one attested case, CIS 14910, an inscription by Arishut, citizen
of Eryx, daughter of Azzimilk” (st b'lt vk bt zmlk). Relations between the two
cities were certainly close given the possible presence of a temple of Ashtart of Eryx®’
in Carthage.

To conclude, as well as the comments already made, we would like to recall once more
how the analytical study of the modest votive inscriptions from Carthaginian tophet,
monotonous and repetitive as they may be, can if examined in a methodical manner
furnish a great deal of information regarding the society and, quite possibly, the customs,
cults and rites of this centre and this environment. As regards women, a comprehensive
and analytical study would undoubtedly provide more information not solely or so much
relating to the rophet ritual (although, certain onomastic data could perhaps enable some
hypotheses to be proposed)®®, but concerning the social status of the offerers and
regarding the organisation and hierarchy of family lineage, name-giving traditions within
family circles, family relationships and the distribution of jobs and functions. The notable
number of dedications by women cannot today be explained by the possible
reconstructions proposed of the ritual performed in the fophet and their purpose which, in
my opinion, are not so closely or exclusively linked to the field of lineage.
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