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A note on the inscription
H. Maktar N 39

K. Jongeling

1. Introduction

A short while ago M. Sznycer! published a study of the inscription known in
scholarly literature as NP 7, and in our overview of Neo-Punic texts styled
Henchir Maktar N 392. He not only provides a good photograph of the stela
as a whole (p. 48), and of the inscription (p. 49), but also a drawing of the
enigmatic smaller signs in the left hand lower corner of the text (p. 54).
The reading of the first four lines has never really been in doubt since the
value of the Neo-Punic characters was established in the last century?, and
even the reading of the smaller signs has been secured since the beginning
of this century when Chabot? correctly read the names. For the first word
in these smaller signs Chabot gives the possible readings: b/d/r t or b/d/r b/d/r
t/n. From the photograph presented by Sznycer it seems quite clear that
only a reading b/d/r b/d/r is acceptable. The sign for n coming up from below
(part of the word bn) is probably written higher than normal because the
scribe, or the stonemason, wanted to leave enough room below to complete
his text.

So the only remaining problem is the interpretation of the first two signs,
preceding the name. Chabot suggested that a signature of some sort was
meant. This solution is taken up again by Sznycer® who supposes, following
Chabot, that the name is preceded by the verbal form b7, a perf. 3 sg. m.
of the root b, here with the meaning to engrave. A comparable solution
has been proposed by Février® based on the erroneous reading bt, which he
explained as a perf. 3 s. qal of b#t, meaning to engrave.

1Sznycer 1998; for the older literature, cf. Sznyner 1998, pp. 44-45, Jongeling 1999,
p. 79; thanks are due to mr. R. Kerr, who mentioned Sznycer 1998 to me.

?Jongeling 1984, p. xix.

% Already Schroder 1869, p. 264, gave a more or less correct reading, his main problem
being the reading of s, s and §.

“Chabot 1916, pp. 88-89.

5Sznycer 1998, pp. 56-57.

SFévrier 1971, pp. 193-194.
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Our opinion is still the same as in 19867, when we opted for a different
reading, accepted as possible by Sznycer, viz. rb. The complete inscription
then reads:

1. Pdn BCl hmn k€ sm€ ladin bal amin ka samo

2. qlm brkm b°P hmkt€rm qulom barakom balé hamaktarim
3. Ctrorsm bn msyrn w et r(..) arisim ban masiran wa
4. Yosktn bn msygr‘n yasuktan ban masigran

5. rb mCrw/z° bn bCUsik rab maruzo ban balsillek

1. To the lord Bal Hamon because he listened

2. to their voice, blessed them, the citizens of Maktar,

3. in the time of the officials Arishim the son of Masiran and
4. Yasuctan the son of Masigran,

5. the president Maruzo the son of Balshillek.

For this reading compare the other inscriptions from Maktar containing the
expression ¢ r. H. Maktar N 118 reads:

1. Pdn b°l hmn k€ smC€ qIm ladan bal amiin ka Samé qulom
brkm b°P hmkt®rm ©t r barakom balé hamaktarim ét r
2zrmCn bn ystCtn wysdbCy bn ozerman ban yastatan wayasdabay ban
msqlt rb bCI5lk bn ypsr masqulat rab balsillek ban yapsar
To the lord Bal Hamon because he listened to their voice
blessed them, the citizens of Maktar, in the time of the officials
Azruman the son of Yastatan and Yashdabay the son of
Masqelat, the president Balshillek the son of Ipshar.

and H. Maktar N 110° reads:

BN s W

1. Pdn b°l hmn K€ $mC qln brkn ladin bal amin ka $Samo qulon barakon

2. bP hmktCrm Ct rf bale hamaktarim ét r[

3. € wmsmCkt rb “wmzgwC[r] -a womasmakat rb aumazguar

4. bn t bon ttay

1. To the lord Bal Hamon because he listened to their voice blessed
them

2. the citizens of Maktar, in the time of the officials |
3. -a and Masmakat, the president Mazguar

7J0ngeling 1986, pp. 249-250; the basic idea to read rb in this type of text is of course
to be found in Février-Fantar 1965, p. 48.

8TFor the reading cf. already Jongeling 1986, p. 250; Vattioni 1993, p. 333, repeats
the erroneous reading bn pro rb which results in a possible but rather long and therefore
improbable geneology; H. Maktar N 11 = NP 45; for older literature, cf. Jongeling 1999,
p. 74.

°H. Maktar N 110 = Alaoui cxix, Cb. 1018.
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4. the son of Ttay.

Also in H. Maktar N 112, a photograph of which was published by Fantar
in 1993°, the same construction is to be found:

1. Pdn bCl hmn k€ $mC€ qlm ladin bal amiin ka Samo qulom

2. brkm bP hmkirym tr barakom balé hamaktarim ét r

3. wrCn bn minbCl wbrkbCl bn yuratan bon mutunbal wabarikbal bon
4. bCIslk rb mCsyr bn balsillek rab masir ban

5. pC¥ksCt ' paskasat.

1. To the lord Bal Hamon because he listened to their voice

2. blessed them, the citizens of Maktar, in the time of the officials
3. Yuratan the son of Mutunbal and Barikbal the son of

4. Balshillek, the president Masir the son of

5. Pashkasat!l.

The three texts contain the same construction as H. Maktar N 39:
the dedicatee,

the reason for the dedication,

the dedicators, the b°F° hmktrm,

%tr followed by two named persons,

rb followed by one named person.

In H. Maktar N 77!? we have the same construction in the first four lines:
Pdn bl hmn k¢ §m€ ladizn bal amiin ka Samo

qlm brkm b°PP hmkt“rm qulom barakom balé hamaktarim

Str Cykn® bn 2drb€l w ét r aykna bon addirbal wa

brk bn s€ldy° rb Sykn¢ barik ban saldio ran aykna

To the lord Bal Hamon because he listened to

their voice blessed them, the citizens of Maktar,

in the time of the officials Aykna the son of Adirbal and

Barik the son of Saldio, the president Aykna.

N N e T I Rl B - VN R =

OFantar 1993, vol. ii p. 403; the text was edited by Vattioni in 1995, p. 110-111
reading: 1. Pdn b°I hmn k¢ §m€ qlm 2. brkm bCI° hmkt“rym €t r 3. $b€1n bn minb®l wbrkb®l bn
4. bCIslk bn mCsyr bn 5. p°5kkt. The name at the beginning of line 3, which clearly reads
yrCe€n, was attested in neo-punic texts in the forms ywr€t€n and ywrhtn. Vattioni reads
§bCtCn, explained by him as Semitic, based on the root §6¢: ”Settimio”.

1! We are not completely sure about this name. Vattioni, o.c., reads p$k“k€t. However,
the first and third € in this name look like the other instances of this sign in the text, but
the second € seems to be nothing more than a dot. This type of € has been attested, but
this text has only the normal o-shape for this sign. Therefore we suppose that a small
line was intended between this “abnormal ¢” and the following sign.

12H. Maktar N 77 = Février and Fantar 1965, p. 48.
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The following lines are either partly a repetition of lines 1-2, or they are
taken from some other text by mistake:
5. K¢ 3mC qlm brkm 5t
6. /[
Only H. Maktar N 1052 seems to differ. However, it is not impossible that
the second bn in line 3, preceding mmb€l should be read rb:
1. Pdn b°l hmn K $m€ glm brkm b°P
ladiin bal amin §amd qulom barakom balé
2. hmki°rym €t r hmikt bn bwt wmCs
hamaktarim ét r imilkot ban baut wamas
3. [ Jyw°n bn °rs Im®t bn minb€l bn mCs
[ Jivan ban aris ... ... mutunbal ban mas
[
1. To the lord Bal Hamon because he listened to their voice blessed
them, the citizens
2. of Maktar, in the time of the officials Himilkat the son of Bawt and
Mas-
3. Jiw the son of Arish ...., the president Mutunbal the son of Mas-
4. [.
We suppose that in votive texts donated by the b°F° hmktrm the year of
the donation was indicated by means of the names of three officials, two
following €t r, one preceded by rb'. Another possiblity is that the date
was represented by the expression ¢t r followed by two names, whereas the
rb mentioned was the one presiding over the b°F hmkirm. In that case we
might suppose that the stonemason forgot the last few words of the text,
or did not find enough room for the last line and, anxious not to leave out
the name of the most important of his patrons, added it in the way it is
found in the lower corner on the left of the text.

13H. Maktar N 105 = Alaoui cviii, Cb 976.
1 Cf. Février-Fantar 1965, pp. 48-49.
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