
Migration & Diffosion, VoL3, Issue Number 9,2002 

A PRELIMINARY DECIPHERMENT OF THE GLOZEL 

INSCRIPTIONS 


by 

Donal B. Buchanan (1) 

Summary 

A short history of the Glozel site and the author's involvement with it is given. It is concluded 
that the language of the inscriptions is Semitic and the script has strong amnities with both 
Libyan Punic and Iberic. The site seems to have been some kind of bazaar or trading center 
(either seasonal or permanent) where Semitic merchants dealt with a predominantly Celtic 
agrarian population (believed illiterate, but probably regarding any kind of writing as 
"magical") perhaps sometime in the third or fourth century before the Common Era. The 
bazaar dealt in livestock, devices to ensure sexual potency, various salves and ointments, 
curative charms and amulets, as weil as primitive tools suitable for customers engaged in 
animal husbandry. Slaves or the services of slaves or bondsmen were also offered for sale. A 
number of inscriptions illustrative of these facts are deciphered followed by a discussion of 
the symbols, a vocabulary, and a bibliography. The author makes it clear that he does not 
regard himself as a Semitic linguist. A1though grammatical errors will certainly be present, it 
is still believed that the decipherments are, in general, accurate. Additional polis hing or 
constructive comments by Semitic specialists will be welcomed. 

1) An earlier version of this article originally appeared in the Epigraphic Society Occasional Papers 
[ESOP], volume 9, #226, June 1981. The article has been revised and updated. 
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ON 1 MARCH 1924 in Glozel, a small 
village near Vichy, France, young Emile 
Fradin was ploughing when one of his oxen 
stumbled and fell. Tbe beast's hoof had 
penetrated a small cavity. Using bis mattock, 
Fradin freed the animal and investigated the 
hole. He found two bricks with an incised, 
twisted design. After fmishing his ploughing, 
he returned for further excavation. At a depth 
of 80 cm he found an oval paving, a layer of 
bricks about two and a half meters long, 
surrounded by a border of ordinary stones 
(according to one version of the fmd, he also 
found within the cavity "some fragments of 
pottery and a tablet covered with unknown 
signs"). The following day, about 50 cm from 
his original find, Fradin found a brick 
covered with strange marks. 

On 15 March, Mlle. Picandet, a teacher from 
a nearby town, visited the site and noted that 
the bricks appeared to be covered with 
melted glass,showing the effects of great heat 
(this suggested to some scholars that Fradin 
had discovered an old glass kiln, known to be 
fuirly frequent in that district). The teacher 
reported the fmd to the prestigious "Societe 
des Amis des Bourbonnais" which, on 9 July 
1924, sent a man named Clement to G10zel to 
investigate the find. He was the first in a long 
line of investigators. It has been suggested 
that books on archaeology that he loaned to 
Fradin sparked the later discovery of alleged 
inscribed tiles. The inscriptions were, 
according to a noted archaeologist named 
Esperandiu, either degenerate Latin or a 
forgery. (Esperandiu, however, later 
informed the French Academy of Science 
that the Glozel finds were genuine as he had 
participated in excavations and "two pieces 
were unearthed before my eyes.") 

ON 25 APRIL 1925, Antonin Morlet, a 
doctor from Vichy who was an amateur 
archaeologist, appeared on the scene. He 
studied the inscriptions and announced that 
they could not be Romano Gaulish. On 28 
April he signed a contract with the Fradin 
family giving him sole rights to excavation 

for nine years and ensuring scientific 
publication of all the fmd even including 
those in Clement's possession. (In fact, 
Morlet's association with Glozel was to 
endure for forty years.) 

Morlet now had a monopoly and Clement 
was excluded. Morlet and Fradin worked 
together and found many more inscribed 
artifacts. Tbey produced their frrst 
publication on 25 September 1925: Glozel, a 
New Neolithic Site. (Morlet had became 
convinced of a fallacy that he never 
surrendered: that Glozel dated from the 
Neolithicl) 

THIS, OF COURSE, stirred up an 
archaeological homets' nest. Scholars came 
forward pro and con. In September 1926 the 
geologist Deperet visited Glozel and 
concluded that the numerous bones found 
there were those of fallow deer, cattle, boar 
and goat modern fauna and domestic at that. 
This was a serious criticism of Morlet's 
'Neolithic' theory, (We shall see, however, 
that this finding ties in rather weil with the 
actua1 nature of the site as revealed by 
decipherment ofthe inscriptions.) 

Tbe famed prehistorian Abbe Breuil visited 
Glozel in October 1926. He declared the 
finds to be "partially genuine." He noted that 
at least one of the projectile points had been 
made with a meta} tool. He could make 
nothing of the inscribed artifacts. On 5 
November 1926 he wrote a very sober article 
in Anthropologie. "Glozel," he said, "is 
neither Magdalenian, Azilian, Tardenoisian, 
nor Campignan; neither Old nor New Stone 
Age. Glozel makes a completely strange 
impression and is 8S foreign to France as 
would be a Spanish cemetery in Mexico at 
the time of Montezuma." (Breuil was, of 
course, absolutely correct. Glozel is not 
Neolithic, but dates from a time when metal 
tools, whether Bronze or Iron, were in wide 
use.) 
Arguments about Glozel continued through 
1927, frred by the sensational discovery and 
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excavation of two more 'graves' filled with 
numerous artifacts including engraved 
pebbles and ceramic pots and vases - as weIl 
as a few human bones. A young prehistorian 
and mining engineer commented that the 
pottery was unfrred and so soft that in this 
friable condition he doubted that it would last 
a decade, much less hundreds and perhaps 
thousands of years. Like Breuit, he detected 
knife cuts on the bones and signs of a metal 
tool on the stones. He conducted two test digs 
- one with Fradin and one alone. Alone, he 
found nothing. In company with Fradin, 
however, he found an inscribed pebble which 
he feit had been inserted since he stated there 
was clear evidence of disturbance. (Any 
archaeologist will tell you that disturbed 
ground is fairly easy to spot. This was not the 
only time that Fradin was suspected of 
'salting' his site. We know, of course that the 
area was under cultivation and often 
ploughed, which could explain the 
disturbance ofthe ground.) 

BY SEPTEMBER 1927 the number of 
artifacts had increased to more than 2000. 
One Dussaud, an Orientalist, pointed out the 
resemblance of many of the signs to 
Phoenician. (He was, as we might say 'in the 
right church, but the wrong pew' - but very 
few paid any attention.) 

On 26 September 1927, the International 
Anthropological Congress sitting in 
Amsterdam put Glozel on its agenda. It was 
decided to form a commission of well-known 
archaeologists who would visit the site. This 
commission arrived at Glozel in November 
1927 and excavated for several days. They 
found very little: one inscribed tablet, again 
in allegedly disturbed soil (about 90 cm 
deep). They concluded that "everything we 
were able to study at Glozel was of no great 
age." 

Study of the finds continued. In December 
1927 Champion, technical director of the 
Museum of National Antiquities, declared 
categorically that the so-called stone tools of 
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Glozel had been worked with steel files, that 
the engravings were done with steel needles, 
and the pendant holes made with steel drills. 

ON 29 JANUARY 1928, at Chez-Guerrier, a 
village near Glozel, a farmer found pebbles 
engraved with horses heads. On 19 February, 
in a small cave near Puyravel, Deperet, 
Fradin, and Morlet found more engraved 
pebbles. 

On 25 February 1928 the Prehistoric Society 
started proceedings against an unknown 
person for fraud. A famous forensic chemist 
was called in to examine the artifacts seized 
from Fradin by the court. He pointed to the 
presence of chlorophyll in the unfrred clay 
and the complete absence of patina in the 
incisions on the inscribed tab lets. He 
confrrmed that both the bone and the stone 
tools had been worked with metal. Again, 
like Champion, he made the supposition that 
the metal used was steel - despite his own 
admission that no actual traces of meta1 were 
found! 

On the basis of the chemist's analysis, the 
Court of Appeals at Riom issued a judgment 
that "The forgery of the finds at Glozel is 
proven. Conviction is, however, impossible 
for lack of proof." (An amazingly 
contradictory finding!) 

The ghost would not be laid. In the Spring of 
1928 there were new finds at Glozel. Unlike 
the earlier finds, these were small vessels and 
inscribed tablets :frred to vitrification. 

MORLET AND FRADIN continued to 
maintain that Glozel was a valid Neolithic 
site. Other scholars pursued their own 
theories. A Dutchman claimed that the people 
of Glozel were Hebrew immigrants. A 
Spaniard asserted that the signs of Glozel 
were 'primitive Basque.' A retired French 
colonial officer, Lt. Col. D. Saint Hillier, 
maintained that Glozel was a Phoenician 
colony. He claimed to be able to read the 
tab lets and suggested that Glozel was a kind 
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of resting plaee or inn for Phoenieian 
merehants who were en route from Spain to 
England to buy tin. (While his sound-values 
were worthless, his theory, as we shall see, 
was not far wrong.) 

MORLET remained a believer in Glozel until 
his death in 1965 at age 85. His 
publieation, "Origins of Writing", 
published in 1955. 

last 
was 

The story, however, is not over. 

In 1972, the Center for Nuelear Studies ofthe 
University of Riso, in Denmark, in 
collaboration with Dr. Henri Francois of the 
Center for Nuclear Studies of Fontenay-aux­
Roses (and the Freneh Atomie Energy 
Commission), undertook experiments on 
artifaets from Glozel to determine their age 
by the new seienee of thermolumineseent 
dating. They published their findings in 1973. 

The eeramies and pottery of Glozel were 
found to be authentie and to date from 
between 2000 and 2500 years before the 
present. The inscriptions were judged to be 
contemporaneous with the tablets and other 
eeramie objeets that bore them. Glozel, they 
said, was not a fake. Though mueh work 
remained to be done, they were eonfldent that 
one day aU questions would be satisfaetorily 
answered. They were wellDpleased that 
modern nuclear seienee had removed 
"I' Affaire Glozel" from the realm of 
passionate argument and vituperation and 
retumed it to a basis of sanity. 

Fradin and others who eontinued to .hold to 
the Neolithie nature of Glozel, were 
heartened by results of Carbon-14 tests whieh 
showed, for some bone artifaets bearing 
inseriptions, dates of 15,000 BCE or earlier. 
Sueh dating, however, cannot have any 
bearing on the date of the inseriptions. It only 
proves that whenever they were inscribed, 
they were written on old bone! 

My own involvement with the Glozel 
material began in 1976 when I ran aeross 
some examples of the inseriptions in a book 
about famous hoaxes. Notieing the 
resemblanee of the signs to Iberie, I brought 
the site to the attention of Dr. Barry Fell and 
Dr. Norman Totten. Both expressed interest 
and eneouraged me to eontinue my 
researehes, providing material from their own 
files. A foray to the fine library at Prineeton 
University produeed several valuable sources 
of information not the least of whieh was Dr. 
Morlet' s "Corpus" of the inseriptions. 

After a preliminary, but unsueeessful, attaek I 
set the material aside and eoneentrated on the 
decipherment of Iberie, following the well­
beaten path trod by Barry Fell (the resulting 
decipherments have appeared in ESOP and 
elsewhere). I was convineed that the key to 
the inseriptions of Glozel lay with Iberie this 
despite the fact that the settled population of 
the Glozel region, aceording to everything 
archaeology and history had taught me, had 
to be Celtie. I was eneouraged in this view by 
the thermo-lumineseent dating of the site 
whieh put it squarely in the time-frame 
suitable for an lberie -- or Iberic-influeneed -­
alphabet. 

SERIOUS WORK on the Glozel material 
was resumed in 1979. Shortly thereafter I 
obtained my fIrst clear reading of a short 
inscription. Several more deeipherments 
followed. It soon became apparent that 
Morlet, although indefatigable and willing, 
was perhaps not at his best as a eopyist. 
Some of the inseriptions had been published 
upside down (a forgivable error) and - where 
photos were available and eomparisons eould 
be made - sometimes symbols were not 
copied exaetly as they appeared on the 
artifaet (given the eharaeter of the alphabet, 
this can produee disastrous results for an 
epigrapher). Decipherment of some of the 
inseriptions may have to wait until good 
photographs can be obtained or until the 
actual artifaets ean be examined personally 
(at the time of the original writing of this 
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article -about 1979- the author hoped to 
visit the site; he fmally did so in November 
1980 and again in May 1996). 

THESITE 

IT IS OBVIOUS from decipherment of the 
inscriptions that the Glozel site was some 
form of bazaar - whether seasonal or 
permanent is not known. Since the language 
was Semitic and the script Iberic, it would 
appear that Iberian Punic merchants were 
operating a trading center and dealing with a 
predominantly Celtic agrarian population 
(reflected in amulets depicting the Celtic 
Deer-God -- and in the apparent use of an 
Indo-European numeric system). The bazaar 
dealt in livestock, devices to ensure sexual 
potency, various salves and ointments, 
curative charms and amulets, and primitive 
tools suitable for customers engaged 
primarily in agriculture and animal 
husbandry. Slaves or the services of slaves or 
bonds-men also may have been offered for 
sale. 

It is not surpnsmg to find Iberian Punic 
traders at Glozel. Carthage controlled Iberia 
tothe end ofthe Second Punic War (202 BC) 
and Iberian influence in the area of France 
(Gaul) closest to Spain was heavy and 
constant for a long period of time - perhaps, 
even expanding after the war as the Romans 
pushing into Spain displaced them. Certainly, 
by the time of Augustus Caesar (27-14 BC). 
this was recognized when the Gallic Roman 
province of Aquitania, which had its roots in 
northern Iberia, was recorded as stretching 
across wbat is present-day France to a point 
just beyond Glozel. Rome did not 
immediately attempt to colonize Gaul after 
the Second Punic War. Indeed, serious 
Roman colonization of inner Gaul did not 
take place untiI after 100 BC. 

What does all this suggest to us about the 
probable date of Glozel? We know from 
thermoluminescence tests that the site is 

between 2000 and 2500 years old. We know 
from the script in use that Iberic influence is 
paramount. We know from the numeric 
systems in use that not only is an Indo­
European population present (Celtic, we 
leam from the amulets), but that Roman 
influence is beginning to be feit. I once feit 
that the date of Glozel had to fall within the 
second century BCE. I now feel that it may 
have existed as early as the third or fourth 
century BCE. This still falls weIl with the 
date obtained in the lab. Additional 
decipherments may narrow this further. 
Decipherments of Iberic inscriptions dated 
between 200 BCE and 200 CE show that 
Latin was already in wide use in Iberia. This 
underlines the probability that Glozel might 
date to before 200 BCE, when Semitic was 
one of the major languages of Iberia (with 
Greek and Celtic). 

THE LANGUAGE AN» TUE SCRIPT 

The language of the inscriptions is Semitic. It 
shows affinities with both Arabic and 
Hebrew. It is probable that it is a dialect of 
Iberian Punic derived through Carthaginian 
from Phoenician. The script is Iberian Punic 
showing heavy Libyan (North African Punic 
or Carthaginian) influences. Like Iberic, it 
uses ligatures (two or more characters fused 
together). This and other peculiarities of the 
script will be discussed below (see under 
'Symbols'). Many of the inscriptions are 
apparently "magical" in character (writing 
would have been regarded as magical by the 
local population). intended to convey magical 
properties to the object, the wearer, or the 
owner. A sheep would become "faf' by 
wearing an amulet saying so. A needle would 
stay"sharp." 

DECIPHERMENT 

THE INSCRIPTIONS pictured with this 
article are numbered according to their 
pagelocations in Dr. Morlet's Glozel: 
"Corpus des Inscriptions". 
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Those readers who are conversant with 
Semitic languages should be aware that the 
author does not regard himself as a Semitic 
linguist. He is a decipherer, not a translator. 
Although grammatical errors will certainly be 
present, it is still believed that the 
decipherments are, in general, accurate. 
Additional polishing or constructive 
comments by Semitic specialists will be 
welcomed. 

Sexual Devices 

When this artic1e was in preparation, the 
author considered carefully whether to 
inc1ude this section. Finally, it was decided 
that it had to be part of the study. The 
artifacts were there and were capable of 
interpretation (indeed they greatly facilitated 
decipherment, being so recognizable) and it 
would be unscientific to ignore them. This 
won the author an attack by one noted 
scholar as being a "pornographic 
archaeologist." The critic was wrong on both 
counts. The author is neither a pornographer 
nor an archaeologist. 

43/2 

4312. The artifact is in the form of a 
phallus. Its size and the material of which it 
is composed are not known to the writer. The 
inscription comprises two lines and reads 
from left to right: 

a -AA b.ICO~ 
'A-D-D N-S-R-H 

This was the first inscription from G lozel to 
be deciphered. Originally it was thought that 
it read: I-D-D-N-S-R-Z (The fmal character 
in line ob' being read 1= Z): "When it is erect, 
insert it!" Further study, however, arrived at 
the following: 'Udda nalara _ = "Device to 
spread (or 'expand')." The use of 'A or WA 
where an 'Ayin would be expected is not 
uncommon in the glozel inscriptions. 
Whether this reflects areal sound-shift or 
simply scribal error is conjectural. Similarly, 
the T (H) at the end of line (b) may be the 
equivalent of the Arabic fmal 'dammah' 
(used as the sign ofthe nominative case) or it 
may be indicative of a lengthening of the 
final vowel - or it, too, might be a scribal 
misspelling. The artifact is c1early a primitive 
dildo. 

WE NOW COME to four artifacts which are 
typical of several pictured in the Corpus. The 
devices are rings of relatively soft schist. 
Their size is not given, but it is believed that 
they are too small to be bracelets and too 
large to be finger-rings. In fact, as the 
decipherments c1early show, they are 
primitive erection-rings. The prurient among 
our readers may be disappointed to know that 
these devices (and the phallus) were probably 
used in animal husbandry (a fact ofwhich the 
author was unaware until he discussed them 
with a farm-bred friend). The fIrst three 
inscriptions read from left to right; the last 
reads from right to left. 

4912 

49/2 ~O) T ;(AtMX­
L R-M-H W-D-D J-Q-tA 
1i nunJ} wadd Iadda = ''To malre bard 

the Ianc::e oflove." 
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50/1 

5011 IIX I - 11 Y I wv 0 
L ll-N 'A-L-W N-I-R 
ü danä - 'ulüw nalara == "1'0 assist in 

appoacbingerection... 

50/2 etLXX-/Otat 
Rw-D Q-W 0.'A-N R-Hw 
radda qüwa cjawin rul) =="1'0 restorc 

potencytodroopingdesire." 

5113 

5113 =) X WO' L A - A L 
<DV111 

L M-Olw-Q o.W :Qw-K-Rw O-o.W 
ü madda lauq dawa dakar gadä ="1'0 

proloogarousal (sotI8t) ascrawnypenis can 
grow." 
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WeapoDl 

T'WO stolle spearpoints are pictured (materialnot 
specified.). Wbelhertbese artifactswere intended 
foi~oras amu1els 01' talismans isnotknown.lJl 
bothcases the inscriptionsread ftom left10righ.t. 

4214 X" 1 
Q-W-D 
cjaud="Deftmse(or~)." 

~.Pi~?> 

42f.) 

4215 LIIY.(X 
K-L-WW-O 

kallä wadä ="Neverdie!" 


Ho1l8ellold Ardfadll 

IDscriptionson1M following artifac1s indi­
adl:tbattbeymayhavebeenfordomesticorhousc> 
.holduse.Readings arefiomleft1o rigbt.excepton 
ODe artitäcttbat also includeselemenlS 
ftom topto bottom. ... 
39/S Tbis wason a boDe needle: 

TtX 
H-D-O 

Qadid- "Sharp'" 

'Ibreesmallrereptaclesbore~ insaip­

5212 A) 11 H ~)\\li . 
. '!1Jf2

D-ML-Z 
damm 1asat a == "sungsalve (01' bäte oini­

ment)." 
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5'}j5 A" X TI' 
Dw-DlJ-H-N 
daud dibän ="protective cream (sunbutn 

:1)'~XIYY>_ ~ 
J-lJ-N W-W-Q-.iA 53/4 

Jadan wäqiya ="Scentpreserver." 

52/6 Oneartifact,wbichwascalleda 'spool' or 
'bobbin' byMorlet, tmnedout to be a pesde: 

T vA X < 7'-1'X" 
H-Y D-Q 52{6 

hä'a-duqqa-"Topreparepowdet:.. 

Artifadl AIsocl.ated. WithLivestock 

Itisobvious ftoma numberofinsaiptioostbat'Y8ri­
ousdom.esticanimaJs waeavailableattbisbamar: 
Sew.mlsmalllll1ifactsofboneandstonewcrehmd 
wbieh appmentlyonee dangledfrom tbe necks of 
VIIIiomanimals. Some wae simp1yintended tobe 
descriptiveoftbe qualityoftbe merchandise. Oth­
ers appear to bave been amulets or cbarms 00­
signcdtoprovideprotectionofvarious kinds. Ex­
cept wberenoted, anreadingsare ftom 1eftto right 
(itsbouldbemenliooedberetbatinallcasesofread­
ings fronttberigbt,tbe inscripionhasbeenreversed . 
hereto minimi7J:confusiontotbereader). 

29/5 Onasmallpendant: 

AX 
W-Q 
wadd= "Atti:cti.onate." 

44/6 On a small ringofivolyorhone, probably 
to be at1achedto the animal bya tbong. Some of 
tbecbantctasarenumemls inafann oftbeRoman 
system. TItebeads oftwounidentifiedanimalscane 
be seen: 

-" <317X««oooooct:&t' d~ 
44/6 

vAAnx«« 00000 

AM 
Y-:Q-D 10400 5 (400 minus 10 plus 5 = 

-39S)D-H 

'adad ~= "Number395 - to be sacri­
fioed." 

45/2' On a collar ofbone. sometbing like the 
kerchiefslides tbat boy scoutsmake. Itwas prob­
ably intended to be tiedaround the animaJ.'s neck 
byathongpassingthroushtheartifact. his acharm 
oramuletaDdbears. in additionto tbeinscription, 

. thecarvedheads oftwoani_ooeclearlyahOlse: 

<»I..b-I.. 
R-M-DDw-D 
ramad cJldd =·"Optbalmia antidoten (or 

..againstoplbalmiaj. 

45/3 On a collar ofbone bearingtbe head ofa 
cowaDdpossiblyagoat. hwasapparentJy acharm 
to potectmilk fu:m souring 

I=InAA1 ~.- . 
ij-M-Q D-D _ . . .. :4 
\.Jamx.Ja cJdd-"Souringantidole 4", 

~"~~. -­
4513 

45/4 OnacoDarofboneinscribed withaborse's 
headabovewbich isasingle Jine ofcbamctersand 
belowwbichareeigbthorimrdalstrokesin twosets 
offour. Belowthattbereare nineverti.ca1strokes 
(possiblyindicative oftbenumber98-8 ooes and 
9tcos), This seemstoreflect1he Semiticsysremof 
reading numerals -'eigbt-and-ninety' - but tbe 
author admitsthattbe numbercould read 89 (see 
Numera1s). Below the numend the inscription 
continuesfpr four more Iines. T:he reading isfu:m 
lefttorigbtin the first 1ine1benboustrotiIedontrom 
theleft: 
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T J..=~eH 11 J..X) ~ 
lJ-W-L L '0 z..L W-O M-L 
J:)au:fi la 'adda ;m '4 mel' = "The 

yearJingswill cer1ain1ymultipty(and)contiDuetobe 
abundant" 

6413 On a stone(apparently an amulet) pictur­
ing a noble stag (perbaps the Deer God1). Tbe 
inscripionmtds:fiuntbelowerrigbtupwBlds, tbm 

liumlboleftinwanls: ~ 
1=1 Y UI ( = t> ~ 
Hw W-IJ S-hQ _ ~ 
huwa wal}a sulJa = ''He (or 'it') inspires 

power!" 

66/1 	 'Ibis isanotberprotectiveamu1et Thetype 
.	ofstone is unknown, A stag is pictured (again, 
perhaps invoking theDeer 00<1). Tbe inscription 
reads fromjustbebindtbeearoftbeanima.L on 1he 
right. upandto theleft: 

.66/1 

~<TI=IS:(T)()()(O 

A 1-1 + H A X t>=WtAL ... 
W-Q-H S-Hw Y-S-H (3 x-divider) 

R-Q-D' N-T z..D Q D-L Y -S Q-W 
waqä sü' yalab xxx n:uJÜd wa näti' 

p.dda da dalla yeI qüwa =="This is a guardian 
againstmisforttme. xxx This bas provenpowerUt; 
haltcootusionsandsweIIiDg... 

TokeDsofldeDdficatioD 

43/1 	 This sma1l pendantappeatS to havebeen 
an identitydisk. hreads inacircular 
direction to1he rigbtüom thetop: 

IIWT A--Anl=l 
L I-H-D-'A tA-D-M Hw 
li Iahida ädam huwa = "To certify tbat 

- beisAdam. " 

4412 	 Onasmall ringofbone: 


11 W" C T \\Wer 

44/2 

Llw-D-H 
. li Jiyäda = "Belongingto the Shepherd." 

(ltisbetieved1hatajoo..1it1eisintendedhere11dher 
than a personal name, although the lattei is not 
~) 

.;. 


44/3 Onasmallringofbone: 


1 X X 
N-W-T 
Nuti=·~·, 

6512,3. TbesenwinscripDonsareon1hetwofaces 
ofanb omamented withrepresentations 
ofanimals(probablyintendedto besbeep, 
sincearam C8D. be seen): 

A/<=A=O~~1 
D N-Q-L D-L R-W-W-D 
dä näqi1 dalla riyä4i == c.The bearer is a 

poven(animal)handler;" 

1-( ~~X l..l' L 
X)-VL(I=I 

N-'A S-Y-Y-W-D-T K-Q-M tA-G K-S 
Hw 

nau' siyädat tidma agä k~ huwa = 
"Oftbegrade: Shepberd, inthe service oftl1e 
lDni(Aga). Honorhim'" 

72/1 'Ibis is tbe smaIlestoftbe inscribedmblets 
ofGlOZfll (accordingto tbe Corpus). Thematerial 
is reported to be clay. It is noteworthy in tbat it 
speeificaD.y,mentionsabazaar.hmayhPebeenan 
identitydocumentcarriedby a slaveorbondserwnt 
empIoyedbytbebazaarandava:ilableforhire. Thus, 
tbesignatureR-L(notaSemiticname; couldwe 
sugesttbelberian 'Rau1'?)migbtDOtbetbatofhis 
owner. Anotberpossible interpretation isthatthis 
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may bavebeeIlaperson ftom CaesaR:a(thesamc 
wordas 'bazaar') wbo is hiringbimselfout-end 
1hesignaturecou1d thus be bis (and ootlberlan). 
'I'heRadiogis bcusIropbedonftom tbe upperright' 

12/1 

11 C I> L) 1..= I..WYO 
·1 q J ) .L I J X ,( <.0= 

1..-D-D K-M-D L Q-Y 8-R-' A D-Rw-K 
M-H-N K-O W-K 1\v R-L 

ladüd kamida 1i qa.ipiiya darräk mähin 
kadda waku4a. tav rala (Raul?) ="A fierce 
blackbelongingto tbe Bazaar(or ':fromCaesarea' 
). Anefficientmenial. As1rong\\U1rer. Signed (01' 
'bismark:'): Raul (1)." 

THESYMBOlS 

The soundvaIues givenhere are derived ftom ~ 


ageandcomparisonwithcogoatesinCIassicalAra­
. bie and Hebrew (a procedure that must be used 

with C8Ie as sound shifts seem to have occurred 

affecting both consonants and vowels). There is 

same indicationtbatthe 'tiJ.t' ofaehamctermight 

have bad same bearing on the vowel tbat was 

sounded with the consonant. Thus Y '" '( " and 
-t all seem to be forms of'W,' botwhieh vowel to 
attachto wbieh symbol is atpresent coojectural 
(some oftltese also seemtobeoccasionally read 
'Y'). To further confuse matters, T and J. and 
1heirvarianlsseemmostofteD10be ftl8d'H.' (tbough 
'lJ.' "A;' ''ayin' and 'Y' alsoappear). "A;' '.ayin.' 
'W' and'Y' ofteninterchan&ewiJheaeho1bet The 
'W' so.in particuIar. seemsto be oftenusedas 
a vowel-lengthening derice. The sound-value 
equivalentoftayincouIdnotbe clearly isolated, 
butitseemstooocurinaliptuleknownftum.1beric 

inscriptions: 8 ( 'Dor:Qä0= 0 plm X -wbere 0 
is the -ayin; seeunderLigatures. below). 

In mystudiesoflbericandrelatedPan-MecJiterra.. 
ne8n alphabets. I have developed a system of 
sound-sb:iftcategories as follows: 1: \bwels and 
Semi-vowe1s(som.etimes includes so-adled 'soft· 
H' -that is, H-sounds. He and Ho for instance. 
wbieh eventually developed into 'E' and '0' 
sounds); 2: Dff Consonants; 3: BlFIPN Conso­
nants; 4: C/GIHIJIKIQ Consooants; S: URCon­
sonants; 6: MINCoasonants; 7: SIZConsonants; 
'8: Special Cbaracters; 9:Ligatures; N: NumeraIs; 
andU: UnImown. Iwilluse mostof1hesealtego­
fies to diseuss1heGIo7elian chai-actersso fariden­
1ified. 

Catego7 I(Vowels and Semi-Vowels) 

'A = - or 0 Both forms known ftom 
Libyan Punic. See also under Numerals. 
Also seems somet:imes tohave carried 
the sound-value 'w.' 

t = I1 O. I is a wriant known from 
LibyanPunic.O isseenastayininmany 
ancieolSemitic a1phabets includingNeo 
Puoic. 

W:= y ,( X ~ and.-t. \ünlsof 
these forms, with this value. appear in 
SouIh lberic andAncient Libyan. I ap­
pears at Glozel as a 'W' on at least one 
ocatSion(reflectinsaLibyanoriginal). 

Y = ./' ) andtheirvariants. These forms 
aretmmAncientLibyan. Tbeyarealsoseen 
inlberic. 

CategoryD (DIT Couoaaats) 

D= A 1 I.. These~knowntoOccurin 
AncientLibyan,Tuldeam,andSotilhibedc. ' 
n and C (Libyan fODDS )also appeal. 
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0= XHuboerreadsthisinlbericas 'D' 

end in Ancient Libyan as 'r (see also 
underNumera1s} 

Q=1 .J ~ A 1befiJstthreeareequiva­
lentto Turdetan andAncientLibyan 'D' 
(as~byHubncr). A. seemstooo­
cur most oden where 'D' is intended. 
Sometimes it appears to bave been coo­
sidered aligatureof A and - and thus is 
to be read 'Dw" (01' 'wn-'1) (see under 
Ligatmes} 

T = TRd1eeting lberic forms. 

'[= + ReflectingtbeLibyanPunic 'r. 

l'=== A Onatleastone occasiontbis char­
acterappearedto taketbis reading-possibly 
reflectiDgasound sbift oraconfusion with 'f!. 

Category m{BIFIPNCOD8OIUID1s) 

B =-1 No 'B' soundhasyetbeenidentified 
atGkrleL (StudyofIberic inscrlptioossinee 
1981 basshown1batlbericuseda'P' sound 
anda'V' sound. Tbedlamcters somri<Jeo. 
tifiedas possible 'B' soundstumedoutto 
be pronoUDCed closerto 'P' 01' 'V. This 
viewissuppom:dbythefilcttbattheSouth­
west Iberic cbataeter 'f(, most often used 
to render 'B', actually developed from a 
form cJose to anearly Greek 'Pi.') 

FIP == J q = Theseappearto resemble 
Iberic end Cartbaginian ~ but 
upsidedown. 

CateaoryIV(CIGJHIJIKIQCOIIIODnts) 

O/O;/J= V Hubner saw tbis as a North 

lberic ~G·. (Afterlberiafell underRoman 
rule itmutated into aCategotym·v.) 

H = T 1. R end their variants. The 

LibyanPunic forms are read 'W. Rhere 
appears to beareversal ofa Cartbeainian 
or Neo-Punic form of 'W-someti:mes 
fOUDd written thus inIberic (in Iberia, its 
origioal pronuociation is unclear; 1aterit 
clearlymutaredw aRoman'R'). 

lJ == 1=1 :m:. An Iberic form reflecting a 
CarthaaßrianorigiDal SometimesT and.1. 
seemtOtaketbis sound, reflectingLibyan 
Punic. 

~<L L J"> and1beirvari­
ants. These seem cl~toanlberic 'K' 
withecboesof'O' (andewnaRoman. 'C' 
-seeunderNumeraIs). 

CateprrV (lJRCoIonants) 

L - = 11 ~ These forms are seen in 
Libyanandalsoin SOlDe Iberic alphabefs. 

R =0 <> Forms seen inLibyanPunic 

as weil as Iberic. 

Ca_DryVI(MIN CDIIIOIUUItI) 

M ==) J These areLIbyan forms. 

N = I A Libyan form. Also appears in 
Iberic and Carthaginian (see under Nu­
meraJs). Itseemstobetbesymbolusually 
used for ~N' in Olozel's inscriptions. In 
1bericitoflenaariesavowelb:fure it..The 
cbaracter N (seeninlberic as 'N' witha 
vowel following) inilSonly occurrence in 
Glozel so rar deciphered seems to be re­
gardedasaformof./> (thusreadas ·Y·). 

Category VB(SlZCDIIIOnants) 

S= ( Occurs inIberic andLibyan. 
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s = wt ) M Reflect Libyan ud 
Iberic. 

$ = Not isolated. I and H sometimes 
supportthisreading. 

Z = I H Libyanforms. Sometimesread 

'$' or ·Z'. 

Z= Not isola1ed See above. 

Category VDI(SpedaJ Charaden) 
r 

• = The Tetraskelion. or Swastika, 
despite beins misused by the Nazis, is a 
worldwideMHymbolsmndingir1bedeity 
and for Iife. It appears to be a X (tav = 'a 
mark-especiallyinthefonnofacross') 
withdIawn-out 8I1DS. We see ithere used 
toindiC8le 'signed' or 'bismark.' 

Catecory]X (lJptares) 

There are a number of ligatures so far 
identifiedat Glozel More bavebeennoticed,but 
theseare the ones forwhichSOUDd values bave SO 

far beendetennined. Mostofthese Iigatures bave 
been formed by the addition ofa short line (the 
'aIifl) whi.dt usuaUyappearstoindicatetheleogth­
eringofaVO'\\d (sbownin dletnmsaiptionbythe 
appeanmce ofa lower case 'w'). Some, Iike e 
and 'IM are combinations oftwocharacters: 

Dw(orwD?)= A anditsvar:iaDts. Wbile 
often read. 'D'. at Glozel tbis cbaracter 
sometimes aWears to be c:onsidered as a 
c:ombinationofA and - (readDworwD 
asc:oniext demands; there seemsto beno 
indieaöonodJertbancontextastowhedJer 
thevowel is intended to be read befare or 
atlerthe c:onsooant). (Authornote: Inmy 

. J.bericCharacter Dictiona1y(unpubIisbed; 
oompiledaftet1beoriginalptiicationoftbis 
article). there is the following c:omment 
abouttbischamcter: "'Ibisparti.cularvari­

antappears to have beensounded 'D' or 
'00' or 'DK (with1he 'K beingsounded 
likethe·K inEngtisli 'Fatber'). Wbenitis 
fDIlowedbya"U.'1be~maybaYebee:n 
a"'dull0" sound. ••• Theusage oftbis Bild 
otberTIDdJamci:lSStJ8FSlStbat1beIberic 
pronunciationofT andDwere veryclo!e 
toone ano1her. j 

Hw= f!t anditsvariants. [In 1981 lread 
tbis es a ligature. perbaps a two-bar 'H' 
plus - . Today I am not so sure. Tbat it is 
an 'H' plus a vowel is certain. Tbe fonnof 
dievowel isuncet:Iftjn.] 

'D (sometimes Da) = ~. This form is 
seen in lberic with these readings. It is a 
combinationofX and 0,with 0 canying 
the value 'ayines inanumber ofSemitic 
alpbabets. In the alpbabet ofOlozel, 0 
alone bas so far always carried the sound 
vaIue 'R' (reflectingUbyanPunic). InIbe:ric 
(asnoted inthe autbor's lberie Cbaracter 
Didiomry)itisa'D'or'T' cbamcta'wbich 
usua1ly carries a vowel before it Itoften 
seemstoretlect1beI:falo-Celtic '1beta. ' 

Rw= q g. Aversionof1befustform. 
Ci' appeatS inlberic. In the secondchamc­
terwe see 0 wi1h1be wue CR' plus a - . 

SworIw= w 1.. The2ndformhasap­
peared inSou1hlberie, 

YS= VM. Thisis J' PlusM. 

Catepry N (NameraJs) 

Tbc numerals so far isolated at Olozel appearto 
belon8totwo systems. ODe issimilartolheRoman 
system. The other may buk back10 the Semitic 
system. 
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DIJJa 	 - To show, demonstrate; proper
- 0 -Bothoftbescare'alifandseem.to 

(proven) (W289A).
be the numeral "1' (although the author 

Dmm 	 =0in1ment, salve (W29IB).
admits tbat he first read - as '10· and I. Danä 	 =To be near, approacb. be immi­
as "I', a reading he altered when he . 

nent; 1ocome close (W294B).
recaIled the Semitic tendency to read a Daqqa(diqqa.) == To be small. tiny, minute 
numberas unitsfintfollowedbytbehigber (W287A).
values). The second appeam10be usedas 

(' 	
Darrik =Eflicient(W279B).

"I' intheRomansystem as seen atGlozel 
Qaud == Defense, protectioo (W31SB).

X I = The first represents "10~ in tbe Qawi(.wiya)= To be scrawny. weakened 
Roman system.. The second appears to . (WS47B). 

represent "10' in the purported Semiüc Uiwin = Withered, fading, drooping 

system(seeDeciphelment4S14). Note1bal (W316A). 

in Hebrew alphabets. "N' usually has a Qidd == Antidote, antitoxin(W537A). 

lllJIl1eli<alvalue offifty. In~alpha- Didda. . Prcposi1ion: ~(WS37B). 

beüc 10 is)lOd=" (about 2000 years ago DiJ:in = Cosme1ic cream, cold cream, 

sometimes written witha symbol close in salve. ointment(W297A). 

sbape10 1). IntbeGreekalpbabet(affeded Diwa' == Treatment. thempy(W304B). 

by Semibc)tbe cbaracter·1' , written I , bad Duqqa =Finedust, Powder (W287B). 

themmericalvalue '10.' !Pr = Damage. barm, impairment 


(WS37B). 


(' =Thisis '100' in the Roman system 

Qadä(aadw) 	 = To grow, 10do. 10 be (W666B).

seenatGlozel (see Deciphennent44l6). 
<Ja4ö 	 =To hasten, speed (W667A). 

Theabovewould seem10 beanother clearindica­
Hä'a 	 == To make ready, .prepare 

üonthat Olozel is culturallyheterogeneous-that . (WI041A).we are indeed deaUng with a site where Semites 1:fadid 	 = Sharp (knife, et&.)(WI60A). 
(CarthaginianPunicmerehanls?)weretmdingwith ij8mä0Jamy) 	 ==Todefend, protect.guardagainst
anJndo..European popuIationorat Ieastone&mil­

(W208B).iarwithtbeRomannumericsystem.. 
lfainur)I. 	 = To be sour. become sour, 10 

makeSOlB'. acidifY(W2OSB).V<X;ABlJLA.RY 
HauJi 	 -Oneyearoldanimal, Jamb,year­

ling(W217B).tAdad 	 =Number. numeral(WS95A). 
Hin&l 	 =Defense. protection(W208B).·Adda 	 == To multiply, become numerous 
Huwa 	 =3rd person pronoun: he, she, it(WS940). 

(WI037A; DM159B).'Adam 	 = Proper name. masc.: Adam; 

humanbeing(WIOB). 


Kadda (Kadd) = To work bald; 10 drive away 'Atj. 	 =Lord, master(W20A). 
(W817A). 

~. == SubInissiw, obedient(W244A).Qä 	 =DeInoDsbaIiwpomun: 'Ibis,tbis KalIä 	 == Not at allf Never! (W83SB). 
ODe (W306A). 

Kamida 	 = To be swarthy, black(W839B). 
Qäda(daud) 	 - To drive away, protect,. defend 

= To distinguish, favor (honor) ~(W31SB). 
(W240B).Qaba 	 =To sacrifice, otrerup (WS36B). 
= To carve, engrave, mark, ear­~ Qabr 	 = Mate, penis(W310B). 
mark (W244B). DI1i 	 =Sign,10ken (W289B). 
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Kawä 	 == To burp, eauterize(W848B). 
~ 	= Service. employment. occupa­

tion; in the service of(someone) 
(W229B). 

.KuIl 	 === Totality,entire, an (W83SA). 

La == Troly. verily,certainly(W8S1A). 

LadUd =To~ fim:e(W862B). 

La'iq = Sui1abIe. fit, worthy(W886B). 

tasa'a =Sting, bite(W866A). 

li = For the purpose of, to; in order 


to; due tot because ot; belonging 
to,of (W8S lA). 

Madda 	 = To extend, distend, protong 
(W896B). 

Mäbin =Meoial servant(W930A). 
Marad == Disease, siebess. malady 

(W903B). 
Mell' = Fu1ness,a muftitlide(abuodance) 

(DM354B). 

Näqil == Carrier, bearer(W996A). 
NaJara = To spread, extend. expand 

(W96SA). 
Nasara . = To help, assist, aid (W970A) 
Naü.' =Swelling(W94IB). 
Nau' = Kind, sort, quality, grade 

(WIOllA). 
Nayy = Fat (Wt013D). 
~tii = .Seaman, mariner, stipper 

(WtOOBA). 

IOd 	 =Continuanceor duration (oßen 
usedas verb ~be' inthe senseof 
'eonDmJingto be')(DM4S6AB). 

Qadan(Qadäh)=Mote, speck;sometbingthatgets 
in one's eye (W7S lA). 

~ 	= Roofed marlcetpIaee, bazaar. 
Caesarea (seaport in Palestine) 
(W80SB). 

Qad.1 === Wound. uIcer, sore (W7SSB). 
Qüwa =Strength. porency, vigor, J)O\\'a', 

force (W802D). 

Rä4a 	 = To taDle, domesticate, break, 

Ra44 (l11{Jiij) 
Radda 

·Ramad 

RiyiJ 

~ 

Rudl 
Jadan 
Jadda 

Iahida 

IIUl 

~ 

~ 

Siyädat 

~ 

~dda 

'Uliiw 

Wa 
Wadä 

train (an animal); to try to bring 

arouod (W367A). 

= BnIist\coritusion(W3438). 

= To retum. restore (W333B). 

=0pIha1mia.eye disease,pnular 

eoqi~(W3S9B). 
== Sportsman (modem sense) 

(W367B); a form of RÄqa 

(W367A) (qv). 

= Soul, spirit, mind (W36SA) 

(related to Hebrew Ro' a: a 

thougbt. desire [DMS97BD. 

-l.ance. speer, pole (W3S9B). 

=Fra.grara, scent (W~lB). 


= To becon\e firm, bard; to malre 

bard(W4S9A). 

= To witness, bearwitness, eertifY 

(W488B). 

= Longing, desire (arousal) 

(W494A). 


=Totumaway; ehecking, sCopping 

(WS06A). 

=ComnvnJ, lIIISfeIyt ru1e. Rdated 

to Siyädat(qv. below)(W440B). 

=TdIe: AfuRnofaü:esa1aCerU9Cid 

tbramstianbisbops-beoce)XOb­
ably equivalent to Eplscopos. 

whic.h canies1hesense of'Shep­
he.rd' and ~Overseer·. Probablya 

tbrmofSayyld(pl. Sadat) =Mas­
ter, gentIeman (W44OB). 

=PoMr,migbt.stIal8tb,authority 

(W'422A). 


=Amark( especiaU1in1befonnof 

a cross); a sigoature{DM68lB). 


=~ preparedDess; tool, 

device. Relatedto A • adda(to pre­
pare oneselffor) (WS94B). 

== Height, elevation, greatness 

(W638D). 


= And, and also (Wt044A). 

=ToPerisb, die (WtOS9B). 


Wadd(widd. wudd) =Love, desire; affedionate. 
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friendly(WI058A). 
Wal)a =To inspire~ reveal (WI056B). 
Waku'a == To be bard, strong, sturdy 

(WI095B). 
waqä = To protect, offer protection 

(againstsomething) (WI094B). 
- Protection, SbeJ.ter; preservative 
(WI095A). 

Waza'a == To curb, restrain (WI064B). 

YaIab = Tobe, exist (DM280A). 
YeI = Existence (to be); there is 

(DM279A). 

= To vouch for, bear witness to 
(W379D). 
== Undertheprotection of{some­
one or something) (W582A). 
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Table ofAlphabets 

Punie Ubyan lberie G10zel 

'aleph 
Beth 

~ t, ,. - • 
<D e 

~ po D - 0 

Gimel A '\ 1( SI V 1(~ V 
Daleth A ~ n [ A 41T A A 1 
He '1 " - IIII-= ~ ~ ~ T I- J. 
Waw '\ r - 11- Lf Y t Y Y:.~>, 

Zain 'J. X I H '~ $. T I H 
aeth 
teth 
Yod 

M ~ 
(/) •
lf ~ 

T J. 
IIII., t 

w t:lJ:I 
® CDEEI 
.t ., y1 

tat 
8· 
~ 

., 
Kaph .>f 'I Jt > >I A > K< 
Lamed 
Mem " L, 

~ 
11 --
U 

SI t A 
'1 ~M 

11 ~ = 
) J 

Nun > ~ I - r NI I 
Samek ~ ~ X C ~ ~ C 
tayin 
Pe 

0 ." 
1 \J 

+ 1I 
X 

o T 0 
'1 4) 1( 

111 

J , 
Sade ~ h XI .t t l 
Qoph cp '1' =,=. X SI >v< 
Resh \ '\ 0 ~ ~ 9 0 <> 
v. 
sm vi 'V ~ w ~Mw W )M 
18w + " + X + X + TX 

HB: Libyen used a c:onventioa. wht.n:m.1eUen 'M:l'e wriUcD difl'aadly in horizoIWd u agaiDst 
vatical inscriptioDs. 1'husLamcd -11 (borialatal) lIId =(verticaI)wbeR:u Waw- =(borizODtaJ 
lIId 11 (vatical). SimiIady. ~aIeph '" - (horiöw.aal) IDIlI (vatical) wbeR:u nun-I (horizootal) 
lDIl - (va:tiea1).lberic cbaracCers ~ still....stody. 'I'bcnt ~aevcraI Jmowo 's/z' dunctcrt. 
f«~bot whalberlo lSSian thcm10 -. samak, $adcor Iin iB pmbIematicaJ Tbe sevcral 
koown Iberic alphabets havc yet 10 bc cIoady itoIItl'Id ftom ODC anotber (see thc author's 
dociphermeots oe Late. SouIhwest, lDIl Bast CealraIlberic in ESOP f« t1u:ec dIat havc). Tbe 
GIozd script still necds work. 
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