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1. Introduction1

What do we know about Phoenician necropolises 
of the Occidental Mediterranean? 

Current research, which spans from ancient 
excavations, sometimes at a massive scale, to 
the more recent works of compilation and mate-
rial studies, provides us with an overview of how 
death was substantiated by Phoenician people. 
This research covers many aspects of practices 
surrounding death; from the construction of the 
grave to its closure and the burial of the deceased.

However, if such a panorama exists, homo-
JHQHLW\�LV�KDUGHU�WR�ȴQG��'LDJUDPV�H[LVW�DQG�KDYH�
EHHQ�LGHQWLȴHG��PRVWO\�RQ�UHJLRQDO�VFDOH��:H�GH-
cided to develop this theme, and more precisely in 
the North African context of Carthage and Utica2.

1 I would like to thank professor P. Rouillard for the 
encouragement and the reading of this paper. And also to 
the entire team of the French-Tunisian excavation in Utica 
directed by J. Y. Montchambert (Université Paris IV – Sor-
bonne) and I. Ben Jerbania (Institut National du Patrimoine, 
Tunis).
2 This work takes place in our Ph. D. in progress at 
Université Paris I – Panthéon Sorbonne, supervised by P. 
Rouillard. We started to catalogue Phoenician graves docu-
mented in the Occidental Mediterranean. The restart of ex-
cavations in Utica with the French-Tunisian mission and the 
discovery of a new grave of the 6th century BC has allowed 
us to highlight new information and to consider this work 
for comparisons. We would like to thank both directors of 

Of the several Phoenician sites known in 
North Africa, only Algeria and Tunisia have docu-
mented the necropolises attached to the site set-
tlements in Rachgoun, Carthage and Utica, but we 
will focus here on the two Tunisian sites (Fig. 1).

Both sites share common ancient foundations 
in the form of the culture and the beliefs of the 
Phoenician people. However, from the Punic pe-
riod their histories took different paths, especially 
with regards to politics during the Punic wars.

These two sites are very close geographical-
ly, with only 32 kilometres separating them. This 
seems particularly close when compared to the 
160 kilometres between Cartage and Sousse/Had-
rumète, the third Phoenician site known in Tunisia.

Since the excavations undertaken in the past 
century, the necropolises of these two sites are 
well known ()LJ������; Pl. I, 1) despite the poorness 
of some documentation resulting from old and 
low quality excavations3. These necropolises have 

the excavation: J. Y. Monchambert and I. Ben Jerbania, may 
WKH\�ȴQG�KHUH�WKH�H[SUHVVLRQ�RI�P\�VLQFHUHVW�UHJDUGV��0\�
thanks go also to my colleagues on the excavation: S. de Lar-
minat and A. Tekki.
3 About ancients excavations of archaic tombs in Car-
tago: Delattre 1897a; Delattre 1896; Ferron – Pinard 1955; 
Gauckler 1915; Merlin 1918. About ancient excavations of 
Archaic tombs in Utica: Cintas 1951; Cintas 1954; Colozier 
1954; Février 1956; Moulard et al. 1924.

MARIE DE JONGHE

Phoenician Architecture and  
Funeral Customs in North Africa
A Comparison of Utica and Carthage
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2. Funeral architecture

There are eighteen architectural types in Phoeni-
cian funeral architecture in the Occidental Medi-
terranean6. They range from common tombs, shaft 
tombs to dromos tombs7. Not all of these types are 

6 Typology realised within the framework of a 
Master’s thesis at Paris 1 – Panthéon Sorbonne: De Jong-
he Marie, Architecture funéraire phénicienne en Médi-
terranée Occidentale (Master’s thesis University Paris 
1 – Panthéon Sorbonne 2010) supervised by P. Rouillard. 
Common tombs: (1) simple pit, (2) pit with canal, (3) pit with 
lateral projections, (4) pit lined with stone masonry, (5) pit 
 lined with mud-brick, (6) simple pits accommodating a stone 
sarcophagus, (7) geminate pit, (8) trough tomb, (9) natural 
pozzi, (10) retouched pozzi�������DUWLȴFLDO�pozzi, (12) lithic cist. 
Shaft tombs: (13) chamber excavated laterally of the shaft 
access, (14) excavated chamber at the bottom of the shaft, 
(15) the shaft serves multiple excavated chambers, (16) 
built tombs with one chamber served by a shaft, (17) built 
tombs with a compartmented chamber served by a shaft. 
Dromos tombs: (18) built tombs served by a dromos.
7 We have chosen here to present a typology based on 
the architectural data of the grave, without taking the rite 
into consideration. Meaning that the shape of the grave does 
not depend on the rite it takes in, as C. Doumet proposes it: 
}&H�QH�VRQW�SRLQW�OHV�ULWHV�GɏLQKXPDWLRQ�RX�GɏLQFLQ«UDWLRQ�HQ�
usage dans le monde phénicien qui déterminent en général 
la forme de la sépulture. Toute forme de tombe peut accueil-
OLU�GHV�ULWHV�GLII«UHQWV�GɏLQKXPDWLRQ�RX�GɏLQFLQ«UDWLRQ��VRLW�
simultanément soit successivement«. Notice de C. Doumet et 
H. Bénichou Safar in: Lipinski 1992, 457–461.

been published in monographs, allowing a better 
understanding of the structures excavated during 
the 20th century4. Since then, more recent excava-
tions have revealed additional data concerning 
the Phoenician funeral rites5.

The chronological and geographical close-
ness of the sites as well as the large data collection 
make these two sites interesting examples for the 
study of Phoenician necropolises in the Occidental 
Mediterranean in more depth.

Studying these two sites, we will document 
the characteristics of their funeral practices and 
show if these characteristics are more intrinsic 
than regional. Is there homogeneity in the concept 
of Phoenician funerals? Can it be pinpointed? If a 
norm exists, do Carthage and Utica have their own 
IXQHUDO�FXVWRPV"�&DQ�H[WHUQDO� LQȵXHQFHV�EH�QR-
ticed?

To do so we will draw a parallel between fu-
neral spaces and archaic graves (8th – 6th century 
BC) for both these sites from the point of view of 
architecture, rites and funeral objects.

4� %«QLFKRX�6DIDU�������.KHOLȴ�����D�
5 Docter et al. 2003; Lancel et al.1982; Monchambert et al. 
2013.

Fig. 1. Phoenicians settlements in Tunisia (map 
by the author).

Fig. 2. Carthage – Location map of the necropolis – Gras et al. (after: 
Chelbi et al. 2006; Bénichou Safar 1982).
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Fig. 3. Utica – Map of the necropolis of ›the bank‹ (map by the French-Tunisian excavation in Utica, M. Belarbi – M. De Jonghe; 
2012 survey).

Fig. 4. Utica – Map of the necropolis of ›the island‹ (map by the French-Tunisian excavation in Utica, M. Belarbi – M. De Jonghe; 
2013 survey).
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Regarding the trough tomb we have found 
examples on both sites: in Carthage there are few 
and are poorly documented (Pl. I, 6) and in Utica 
(3O��,,���) only one was found in the necropolis »de 
la berge«12. They consist of large slabs, which form 
D�FRPSOHWH�FDVH�ZLWK�D�OLG�DQG�VRPHWLPHV�D�ȵRRU13. 
In both sites they appear almost to be standard-
ized.

Pozzis are roughly cylindrical shallow pits 
(3O��,���). They measure on average 1.20 m in depth, 
and between 0.50 and 0.80 m in diameter. So far 
pozzis14 are only known in Carthage, some on the 
Junon Hill15, but mostly in the Bir Massouda ne-
cropolis16.

Regarding the shaft tombs, five types are 
known in Carthage and Utica.

Excavated chambers with a shaft access are 
found only in Carthage. These chambers have a 
lateral chamber17, a bottom chamber18, or a group 
of chambers served by the same shaft19 (Pl. III, 1).

The built tombs with one chamber or a com-
partmented chamber served by a shaft consti-
tute another variant (Pl. III, 2. 3). They can be 
described as a small house built on a rectangular 
plan, which can be accessed by one of the sides of 
a vertical shaft.

They are well documented in Carthage in the 
ancient excavations of P. Gauckler20 and R. P. Delat-
tre21, and more recently during -��3��0RUHOɏV�H[FD-
vations on the Byrsa Hill in 199422. In Utica, Abbé 
Moulard23 documented one in 1924 in the north 
necropolis24. In both cases, these tombs show the 

12 Cintas 1951, 5–89 tomb XXVI.
13 Bénichou Safar 1982, 102–105.
14 Bénichou Safar 1982, 69–71.
15 Cintas 1976, 294.
16 Docter et al. 2006, 13–25.
17 Bénichou Safar 1982, 105–135 tally with type IX.
18 Bénichou Safar 1982, 64 f.
19 Bénichou Safar 1982, 106–135. 353–355 tally with types 
IX.2–10. For the archaic period, the shaft served two cham-
bers at most.
20 Gauckler 1915, for example graves 8, 10, 25–27, 34, 39, 
41, 55–56, 135, 232.
21 R. P. Delattre described several built tombs served by a 
shaft he excavated in the following articles: Delattre 1893; 
Delattre 1896; in particular the Yadamilk tomb: Delattre 
1897b.
22 Le jeune homme de Byrsa 2010.
23 Moulard et al. 1924, 141–156.
24 Unfortunately, we do not know any graphic data about 
this grave, with the exception of the description made 
by the author (Moulard et al. 1924); the top of the funeral 
chamber is still visible on the site.

UHSUHVHQWHG�LQ�&DUWKDJH�DQG�8WLFD�EXW�ZH�ȴQG�WKH�
widest variety of them in Carthage.

From this typology we observe, on both sites, 
six types of common tombs (Pl. I–II):

First, the simple pit type (Pl. I, 1; II, 1), which 
is universally known in funeral architecture, is the 
most used type in Phoenician necropolises of oc-
cidental Mediterranean8. A variation, only known 
in Carthage, adds lateral projections9 to maintain 
cover slabs (Pl. I, 2).

A simple rectangular pit lined with stone ma-
sonry in Carthage (Pl. I, 3), or lined with raw brick 
in Utica (Pl. II, 3��FRQVWLWXWHV�DQRWKHU�PRGLȴFDWLRQ�
RI�WKLV�ȴUVW�W\SH��'HVSLWH�WKHLU�VLPLODULW\�LQ�XVLQJ�
different material, these two masonries are well 
defined by their strict distribution at both sites. 
We have no examples at Carthage of a pit with raw 
brick masonry and inversely no pit with stone ma-
sonry in Utica.

On the necropolises of both sites we can ob-
serve simple pits accommodating a stone sarcoph-
agus (3O��,���; II, 2). During the archaic period, the 
sarcophagi are of the »simple thecae« type10.

Initially only simple pits were getting an ac-
cessory, but due to the ancientness of most exca-
vations, the pits were never excavated and have 
disappeared today, leaving only the sarcophagi to 
be seen. For convenience, we treated them as an 
additional kind to the typology.

Some sarcophagi in Carthage and all sarcoph-
agi in Utica are equipped with rectangular cavi-
ties; in most cases two occupy all the width at the 
extreme ends of the sarcophagus, but sometimes 
there are four in each corner.

In Carthage, some examples show a larger 
than average simple pit (3O�� ,�� �) with a central 
partition separating two squares usually equal in 
size11��7KLV�PRGLȴFDWLRQ�DOORZV�IRU�WKH�WUDQVIRUPD-
tion of a simple pit into a new form able to admit 
two corpses. No other Phoenician site documented 
this type of grave in the Occidental Mediterranean.

8 With the exception of the necropolis of Trayamar in 
Spain where only built tombs served by a dromos exist: 
Schubart – Niemeyer 1976.
9 Bénichou Safar 1982, 9698; 348 tally with type VI.2.
10 Bénichou Safar 1982, 124. 128–135.
11 Bénichou Safar 1982, tally with the paragraph »Par-
ticularité: la fosse est double ou triple« of simple pit, 100 f. 
 Lancel et al. 1982, 301.
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Another interesting topic is the case of the ma-
sonry graves. It does not matter if they are made 
of stone or raw brick, they are both derived from a 
simple grave type and then ornamented. They re-
main strictly different at each site.

One of the hypotheses regarding these modi-
fications could be the notion of embellishment, 
but the differences of choice between these two 
materials remain unexplained. At a smaller scale 
of study, this difference could show a personal fu-
neral taste, but when it is applied to an entire site 
this explanation does not make sense anymore. 
We will not statute here on the richer look of the 
»stone masonry« since stone work appears to be 
known in Utica (trough tomb, sarcophagus, built 
tombs etc.) and apparently it was a deliberate 
choice to use it or not.

However, the absence of raw-brick in 
Carthage can also be due to a lack of research; 
mud-brick was rarely detected during ancient ex-
cavations.

We also observe a certain adaptation of some 
VSHFLȴF�W\SHV��,Q�&DUWKDJH��PRVW�RI�WKH�EXLOW�WRPEV�
own buttress covers and pediment slabs, which 
could offset the weight of the soil as the tombs are 
deeply buried and prevent the collapse of the fu-
neral chamber29�� ,Q�8WLFD�ZH�GR�QRW�ȴQG�WKLV�DG-
aptation as the tombs are less deeply buried and it 
would be useless and expensive in stone.

The disparities of information between 
Carthage and Utica could result from the different 
excavating politics: Carthage has been excavated 
to a larger extend than Utica30, but some disparities 
exist and we believe that should be pointed out.

3. Funeral practices

One of the issues we have in getting a better un-
derstanding of Phoenician funeral customs is the 
wide variety of funeral rites. To our knowledge, in 
the Levant both rites are admitted: cremation and 
inhumation31. At present it is not possible to de-

29 Bénichou Safar 1982, 158.
30 Considering only Archaic tombs in our database, we 
number around 300 for which we have detailed informa-
tion, 40 are secondary cremation. In Utica, no cremation is 
known in the less than one hundred graves.
31 C. Doumet and H. Bénichou Safar in: Lipinski 1992, 
457–461.

same architectural characteristics except for the 
buttress slab covers that are known in the major-
ity of these kinds of tombs in Carthage, but are ab-
sent in Utica.

In Utica there is one type provided with a dro-
mos instead of a shaft (3O��,,,���). The access to the 
grave is more slanted than a shaft and equipped 
with an access ramp, a stair, or a combination of 
both. For Tomb 8 in the necropolis »de lɏîle« the ar-
chaeologist who excavated it suspects a dromos25, 
but the grave architecture itself is composed of 
the same elements as the shaft tomb with a simple 
chamber.

Within the two sites, we observe a great ho-
mogeneity within funeral architecture, with a ma-
jority of shared types between Carthage and Utica. 
However, despite their geographical and chrono-
logical proximity, what could be the nature of their 
differences?

In Carthage we observe a greater variability 
of types since the archaic period. This variability 
appears in the geminated tombs, the pozzis and 
the excavated shaft tombs.

Although the pozzis appear in a lot of Occiden-
tal Mediterranean necropolises26, they do not seem 
particularly dominant in Carthage, and are absent 
in Utica.

The excavated and geminated types are par-
ticular to Carthage and have not been found in 
any other necropolis in the Occidental Mediter-
ranean, even in Utica, so they could be Carthageɏs 
own creation.

Regarding the dromos�� LW�FDQQRW�EH�FHUWLȴHG�
DV�D�VSHFLȴFLW\�RI�8WLFD�DV� WKH�GLVFRYHU\�LV�TXHV-
tionable: during the 1954 excavations, P. Cintas27 
inventoried the Tomb 8 and declared a dromos 
access even though it was destroyed by a Roman 
shaft. We do not challenge the veracity of P. Cin-
tas have to admit doubts, as this type is very rare 
among the Phoenician tombs. So far, the only oth-
er examples that can be found are in Trayamar 
(Málaga, Spain) and in Málaga (Nuevo Mundo and 
Gibralfaro, Málaga, Spain)28. 

25 Cintas 1954, 89–154.
26 A variant of the excavated tomb exists in Almuñécar, 
but with a gap between the technical achievement compa-
red to those found in Cartago: Pellicer Catalán 2007, 21–31.
27 Cintas 1954, 117.
28 Schubart – Niemeyer 1976 ; Martín Ruiz et al. 2003; 
Martín Ruiz 2012.
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lected from the excavations. Even if the number 
of excavated Phoenician graves is limited in com-
parison to Carthage, the complete lack of crema-
tions is evident. This absence should be noted all 
the more since it is singular for Phoenician settle-
ments in the Occidental Mediterranean.

As for the inhumations, each is done in de-
cubitus. Only the arm positions change – mainly 
they are resting along the sides40, sometimes with 
crossed hands over the hips41. Unfortunately, the 
data regarding the inhumed are very poor be-
cause of the old date of the excavations; even the 
PRUH�UHFHQW�RQHV�FDQQRW�ȴOO�DOO�WKH�EODQNV42.

Except for the quote regarding some fabrics or 
clothes observed in a few tombs during previous 
excavations directed by R. P. Delattre43, and one 
grave with bones tainted with cinnabar in Byrsa, 
we do not observe any processing of corpses44.

Regarding the inhumations in Utica, our 
knowledge is very limited; this is mainly caused 
E\�WKH�QDWXUH�RI� WKH�ȴHOG��PRVW�RI� WKH�VNHOHWRQV�
were excavated underwater because of the rise of 
the groundwater. But also because in their publi-

40 Lancel et al. 1982, 301.
41 Lancel et al. 1982, 298 tomb A.194; Le jeune homme de 
Byrsa 2010, 41–44.
42 Lancel et al. 1982, 391: »Note complémentaire 3, Étude 
anthropologique des restes osseux provenant de la nécropo-
le archaïque du versant sud de la colline de Byrsa«; the hu-
man remains were found extremely fragmented, sometimes 
even reduced to splinter.
43 Delattre 1896, Tombeau du 4 Juillet 1890, remains of a 
green textile around the skeleton.
44 Byrsa, grave A.144, Lancel et al. 1982, 349–352.

termine a norm regarding a preference between 
RQH�RU�WKH�RWKHU�EHFDXVH�ZH�ȴQG�WKHP�HTXDOO\�IUH-
quent in the Levant32.

On the other hand, Phoenician people in the 
Occidental Mediterranean developed a more fre-
TXHQW�XVH�RI�FUHPDWLRQV��ȴUVW�RU�VHFRQG�GHSRVLW���
instead of inhumations. In Carthage and Utica this 
REVHUYDWLRQ�LV�LQYHUVHG�DQG�ZH�ȴQG�PRUH�LQKXPD-
tions than cremations33.

In Carthage, only few cremations have been 
documented in the necropolises, as opposed to the 
numerous examples of inhumations34.

Nevertheless we do have some cremations 
that were subject to excavations. A few were 
found on the Junon Hill in 1916 by A. Merlin35, in 
1921 by R. P. Delattre36 and in June 194737. More 
recently, the excavations in the Bir Massouda ne-
cropolis by the INP of Tunis and the University of 
Ghent38�LGHQWLȴHG�FUHPDWLRQV�ZLWKLQ�QLQH�pozzi.

With such sparse information, it is almost 
impossible to reach conclusions about how cre-
mation was practiced in Carthage, but by putting 
it into perspective with what we know about this 
funeral practice in the rest of the Phoenician Oc-
cidental Mediterranean, we may identify the main 
characteristics.

First of all, we can state that only secondary 
FUHPDWLRQV�KDYH�EHHQ�LGHQWLȴHG�EXW�QR�ustrinum, 
nor were any cremating areas discovered. Moreo-
ver the type of deposit is not standardised since 
there can be no receptacle at all, or one receptacle, 
frequently a jar with a lid, or of another kind, as 
shown in the Tomb 8 of Junon, where the recepta-
cle is an alabaster amphora39 ()LJ���).

On the other hand up to now in Utica, crema-
tion is completely absent according to the data col-

32 The list provided here is not exhaustive, but examp-
les include necropolis with inhumation and cremation in 
Khaldé (Saïdah 1966; Aubet Semmler 2012), in Achziv (Sader 
1995; Mazar 2001). Necropolis with secondary cremation, as 
in Tyr (Aubet 2004). For a detailed inventory of Phoenician 
necropolis in the Levant see Sader 2004, 79 f.; and regarding 
inhumation and cremation: Sader 2004, 81–83.
33 This is to be the case for Sardinian settlements: Bartolo-
ni 1996; Bartoloni 2000; Sicilian: Tusa 1973; Spanish: Perdi-
gones Moreno et al. 1990; Gomez Bellard 1990.
34 Bénichou Safar 1982, 248–260.
35 Merlin 1918, 288–314.
36 Delattre1921, 95–100.
37 Cintas 1976, 293–296.
38 Docter et al. 2003; Chelbi et al. 2006; Docter et al. 2006, 
13–25.
39 Delattre 1921, 95–100; Ridissi 1997, 115–132.

Fig. 5. Burial urn made of alabaster – Excavation Merlin 
1918 – Study Ridissi 1997 (after: Ribissi 1997, figs. 1–2).
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4. Funeral objects

For each of the two sites subject to this study, the 
material found in funeral context has been widely 
studied, as objects in themselves, but also in their 
role inside the grave and for the deceased they ac-
FRPSDQ\��:H�ZLOO�QRW�JR�EDFN�WR�WKH�VLJQLȴFDQFH�RI�
those objects in this article, since this paper only 
intends to give an idea about the comparison of 
the artefacts between both sites55. We have chosen 
to study the frequency of objects in the Phoenician 
tombs between the 7th and the 6th century BC in 
Carthage and Utica.

'XULQJ�WKH�ȴUVW�FKURQRORJLFDO�SKDVH�NQRZQ�
of CarthageɏV�QHFURSROLV��ȴUVW�KDOI�RI�WKH�VHYHQWK�
century BC56), a variety of ceramics more or less 
standardised accompany the deceased, mainly 
composed from the following shapes: mushroom-
lipped jug, trefoil oinochoe, perfume burner, lamp, 
plate, »vase chardon«, jar, support. Imports essen-
tially are skyphoi or protocorinthian piroform ary-
balloi57.

During the second part of the 7th and the be-
ginning of the 6th century BC, we observe a stand-
ardisation of objects only in some areas of the ne-
cropolises, especially in Dermech and Douimes58. 
The majority of the ceramics repertoire already 
used in the previous phase becomes more habitu-
al: a lamp generally put on a plate59, a mushroom-
lipped jug60, a trefoil oinochoe, and two jars. We 
also observe some imports, usually bucchero nero61 
and small Corinthian vases62 (Fig. 6).

At the same time, some tombs do not follow 
this standardisation, but keep similarities with 
this deposit, or a part of it, or add some ceramic 
types63 (Fig. 8).

In Utica, we do not observe a clear pattern, 
but we may identify a ceramic type often used and 
represented by one or two pieces, like in Carthage. 

55 Regarding detailed studies about components of fune-
ral material for both sites: Bénichou Safar 1982, 261–272; 
.KHOLȴ�����D�����������.KHOLȴ����������Ȃ����
56 Bénichou-Safar 1978, 289–304.
57 Boucher-Colozier 1953.
58 Bénichou Safar 1982, 291–304.
59 Ben Jerbania 2005, 29–62; Ben Jerbania 2008, 16–25.
60 Chelbi 1986, 174; Peserico 1996.
61 Colozier 1953, 74–76; Gran-Aymerich 1983, 78.
62 Boucher-Colozier 1953; Bénichou Safar 1982, 291–304.
63� 7KLV�LV�WKH�FDVH�RQ�%\UVD�+LOOɏV�JUDYHV�ZKHUH�FRRNLQJ�
pots were uncovered: Merlin 1918, 288–314; Lancel et al. 
1982, 254–336.

cations, lɏAbbé Moulard45, P. Cintas46, E. Colozier47 
and P. A. Février48 did not describe the skeletons or 
photograph them.

However, the majority of inhumations seem 
to have been observed in decubitus, and one 
procubitus49. No particular processing over the 
FRUSVHV�KDYH�EHHQ�LGHQWLȴHG��ZLWK�WKH�H[FHSWLRQ�
of Tomb 2 in the necropolis »de lɏîle« where the 
bones were tainted in red50.

The orientation of the dead in the different 
necropolises in Carthage is skull to the North (Byr-
sa hill), to Northeast in Dermech51; meanwhile in 
Utica, skulls are oriented west52. If we consider this 
question in a larger scale, there are no homogene-
ous ritual orientations in the Phoenician Mediter-
ranean, even in the Levant; but each within each 
settlement the same pattern is followed53.

As for the number of deposited corpses in 
each tomb, across all the Occidental Mediterra-
nean there are single deposits, except for tombs in 
which the architecture allows it, such as the exca-
vated chambers, the built tombs and the geminate 
tombs.

Compared to other Phoenician sites of the Oc-
cidental Mediterranean we easily notice a differ-
ence between Carthage and Utica. Unfortunately 
no answer can be given to explain these differenc-
es when comparing the Occidental sites, nor when 
the data collected across the Eastern coasts54 is in-
cluded. One of the favoured explanations is based 
RQ�WKH�LQȵXHQFH�RI�WKH�ORFDO�SRSXODWLRQV�RYHU�WKH�
Phoenician practices in the Occidental Mediter-
ranean, but for Carthage and Utica no indigenous 
necropolises can explain the low proportion of 
cremation.

45 Moulard et al. 1924.
46 Cintas 1951; Cintas 1954.
47 Colozier 1954.
48 Février 1956.
49 This case of procubitus was the subject of a poster in 
the conference Archeologia e antrhopologia della morte, 
held in Rome 20–22 may 2015; see De Jonghe – de Larmiant 
(2015).
50 Colozier 1954, 156–161.
51 Delattre 1893, 94–123; Gauckler 1915; Lancel et al. 1982.
52 Cintas 1951, 5–89 tombs XXIII and XXVI; Colozier 1954, 
156–161 tombs 2 and 11.
53 H. Bénichou Safar in: Lipinski 1992, 311–313.
54 C. Doumet and H. Bénichou Safar in: Lipinski 1992, 
457–461.
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These ceramics deposited in the tombs can be an 
amphora, a mushroom-lipped jug, a trefoil oino-
choe, a juglet, a lamp, sometimes a plate and some 
imports, but only Corinthian ones ()LJ���).

Regarding the non-ceramic objects, compari-
VRQV�DUH�PRUH�GLɚFXOW� WR�HVWDEOLVK�HVSHFLDOO\� LQ�
the case of jewellery and objects that are more 
personal than funeral items, because of that, there 
are many variabilities from tomb to tomb.

We can observe a great number of scarabs in 
Carthage, while in Utica64 they are less frequent; as 
IRU�WKH�DPXOHWV��RQO\�ȴYH�KDYH�EHHQ�LQYHQWRULHG�LQ�
Utica65, a lot less than in Carthage66.

64 One scarab in the graves XII, XXIII et XVI; two in the 
grave XXXII; one in the graves LVII, LXXV, 2, 5, 6, 10, 12 et 
17; leading to a total of thirteen scarabs known.
65 One evil mask and one undetermined in grave LIV; two 
LYRU\�KDQGV�LQ�WRPE�����DQG�WZR�RWKHU�LQ�JUDYH�����.KHOLȴ�
2014, 160–340.
66 Vercoutter 1945; Ridissi 1987.

Fig. 6. Carthage – Material from the Yadamilk tomb (after: Arodaky et al. 2007, ill. 145).

Fig. 7. Utica – Material from the tomb n°3 – Colozier 1954 – 
Cintas 1954 (after: Cintas 1954, fig. 23).
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In Utica, many tombs have an amphora as-
sociated with the objects (Fig. 9), because of their 
size they are found over the cover slabs, generally 
in the Northwest corner. The most recent excava-
WLRQV�KDYH�LGHQWLȴHG�D�FDYLW\�FDUYHG�LQ�RQH�RI�WKH�
walls usually northwest to receive this amphora77.

As for the imports, bucchero nero has only 
been discovered in Carthage but Corinthian vases 
are found in both sites78.

We observe some degree of standardisation of 
objects in burials between the 7th and 6th centuries 
BC but it seems unique to each site. Apart from 
mushroom-lipped jugs, trefoil oinochoes and the 
lamps, the rest of the ceramics are dependent on 
PRGLȴFDWLRQV�DQG�SDUWLFXODULWLHV�XQLTXH�WR�HDFK�
settlement, although Carthage appears the most 
variable in types and forms.

5. Conclusion

Carthage and Utica are linked by the same funeral 
culture, regarding at the architecture, the sepul-
chres and even the artefacts; but also, despite the 
geographical and chronological similarities, we 
REVHUYH�GLIIHUHQFHV�LQ�WKH�FKDUDFWHULVWLFV�GHȴQLQJ�
these two sites.

However, Carthage appears unique in the 
Phoenician Occidental Mediterranean. First of all, 
ZH�ȴQG�WKH�KLJKHVW�YDULDELOLW\�LQ�WKH�DUFKLWHFWXUH�

}GH�Oɏ°OHm��&ROR]LHU����������Ȃ����
77 Monchambert et al. 2013: excavation of 2011 and 2012; 
during the 2013 campaign (on press) a pit lined with mud-
brick has been excavated.
78 Boucher-Colozier 1953, 11 f.

Moreover, we found only one example of 
a protome67 in Utica and two razors68 although 
we inventoried a lot more of these objects in 
Carthage69; the ostrich eggs appears to be absent in 
Utica but well documented in Carthage70.

In both sites, we notice a certain similarity in 
the ceramic funeral equipment: the mushroom-
lipped jug and trefoil oinochoe, vases representa-
tive of the Phoenician funeral ritual71 are present 
at both sites. We also see a similarity in the use of 
lamps, usually put on a plate in Carthage, even if 
this kind of deposition is found less frequent in 
Utica where it only appears in Tomb XXXIV72 in the 
necropolis »de la berge« and Tombs 173, 5 and 974 in 
the necropolis »de lɏîle«.

Jars are mainly deposited as pairs in the 
tombs of Carthage but do not occur in Utica, where 
they seem to be replaced by juglets. It would ap-
pear that in Utica preference is given to vessels 
with only one handle, especially in the necropolis 
of »de lɏîle« where it is not rare to see two mush-
room-lipped jugs and two trefoil oinochoes75, or 
one mushroom-lipped jug, three trefoil oinochoes 
and one juglet76.

67� 2QH�EHDUGHG�PDQ�SURWRPH�LQ�WRPE�;/,,���.KHOLȴ�����D��
cat. 614. 623).
68� 2QH�EURQ]H�UD]RU�ZLWKRXW�GHFRU��.KHOLȴ�����D��FDW�������
�����LQ�WRPE�;;,;��RQH�EURQ]H�UD]RU��.KHOLȴ�����D��FDW�������
635–636) in grave XLVIII.
69 Picard 1965/1966, 9–29.
70 Astruc 1956, 29–80.
71 Chelbi 1986, 174; Peserico 1996, 35-70.
72 Cintas 1951, 64–67.
73 Colozier 1954, 156–161.
74 Cintas 1954, 105 f., 108.
75� 7KLV�LV�WR�EH�WKH�FDVH�LQ�WKH�QHFURSROLV�}GH�Oɏ°OHm�IRU�JUD-
ves 1, 2 and 12; Colozier 1954, 156–161; Cintas 1954, 89–154.
76 This is to be the case for the grave 4 in the necropolis 

Fig. 8. Carthage – Cooking pots of the tomb B 708.1 Byrsa (after: Lancel et al. 1982, fig. 354–355).
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Furthermore, if we include observations from 
the Mediterranean, this homogeneity seems more 
like a false characteristic. There are common fea-
tures, well known and identified, but there are 
also many differences that concern intrinsic as-
pects of the funeral world, like the choice of the 
rite.

This leads one to question the existence of a 
Phoenician funeral norm and if indeed it exists, 
how can it be characterised.

Marie De Jonghe
Université Paris 1 – Panthéon-Sorbonne
 UMR 7041 ArScAn – Archéologie du monde 
grec archaïque et classique
m.a.dejonghe@gmail.com

of tombs, from the simplest to the most complicat-
ed, and moreover they appear fully developed in 
this necropolis. 

Even if there is not enough data collected to 
make any assumption about the sepulchral habits 
regarding the objects, we still recognise a pattern 
of use in the Phoenician tombs. We can observe 
for example a greater value of the artefacts used 
in Carthage, like the scarabs, ostrich eggs, amulets, 
and some Etruscan imports, such as the bucchero 
nero, not found in Utica.

Even if there have been more excavations in 
Carthage than in any other Phoenician settlement, 
WKHVH�W\SHV�UHPDLQ�YHU\�VSHFLȴF��:H�GR�QRW�KDYH�
many explanations regarding these specificities, 
except the hypothesis that Carthage was a very im-
portant city with a certain status very early on in 
its history79��FRXOG�LW�EH�WKH�UHȵH[LRQ�RI�VRFLDO�VWD-
tus or the mark of elites?

Some of these architectural types only exist in 
Carthage and nowhere else in the Occidental Med-
iterranean; in that case this particularity does not 
only emphasize Carthageɏs exceptional character 
compared to Utica, but Carthage as a Mediterra-
nean exception.

Utica also has some characteristics of its own 
that differentiate it by many aspects from its 
neighbour. We observe more pits holding a stone 
sarcophagus, a fashion that still exists during the 
Punic Era80.

One other particular characteristic is the total 
absence of cremation, this occurs to be unequal in 
the Occidental Mediterranean.

In this necropolis, we observe as well a cer-
tain standardisation in the use of the objects, fa-
vouring vessels with one handle.

To conclude: despite their real proximity and 
their origins, each one of these two sites devel-
oped an independent fashion of Phoenician funer-
al traditions. Unfortunately, we do not have many 
explanations for these differences, and the local 
VXEVWUDWXP�LV�QRW�VXɚFLHQWO\�ZHOO�NQRZQ�IURP�D�
funerary perspective for this period to lead to con-
clusions81.

79 From the beginning according to the foundation myth.
80 Necropolis of the east: Moulard et al. 1924, 141–156; De-
lattre 1906.
81 Camps 1961, 29–44.
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Pl. I. Carthage – 1: Simple pit n°A.187, Byrsa (after: Lancel et al. 1982, fig. 520) – 2: Simple pit with lateral projections  
(after: Bénichou Safar 1982, fig. 47) – 3: Simple lined with stone masonry n°A.194, Byrsa (after: Lancel et al. 1982, fig. 434) 
– 4: Simple lined with stone masonry n°A.194, Byrsa (after: Lancel et al. 1982, fig. 434) – 5: Pozzi (after: Bénichou Safar 
1982, fig. 38) – 6: Trough tomb (after: Bénichou Safar 1982, fig. 52) – 7: Geminated tomb n°A.195-196, Byrsa (after: Lancel 
et al. 1982, fig. 441).
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Pl. II. Utica – 1: Simple pit n°18 (after: Cintas 1954, fig. 56) – 2: Simple pit accommodating a stone sarcophagus, Excavation 
Moulard 1924, Drawing French-Tunisian excavation (map of the French-Tunisian excavation in Utica; 2012 survey) – 
3: Simple pit lined with mud-brick, Tomb E3, French-Tunisian 2013 excavation (map of the French-Tunisian excavation in 
Utica; 2013 survey) – 4: Trough tomb XXVI, Cintas 1951 (Photography by the author).
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Pl. III. Carthage – 1: Examples of excavated tomb with shaft access (after: Bénichou Safar 1982, fig. 54) – 2: Built tomb 
with one chamber served by a shaft, Gauckler 1915 n°25 (after: Bénichou Safar 1982, fig. 78) – 3: Built tomb with 
compartmented chamber served by a shaft, Gauckler 1915 n°13 (after: Bénichou Safar 1982, fig. 85). Utica – 4: Built tomb 
with one chamber served by a dromos n°8 (after: Cintas 1954, fig. 65).
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