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INTRODUCTION

Ludlul bél nemegqi is the title of a Babylonian narrative poem that recounts the
divinely-imposed suffering and divinely-initiated restoration of a socially-
prominent man named Subgi-mesré-Sakkan. The ancient poem, whose title
means “I will praise the lord of wisdom,” likely comprised six hundred lines of
Akkadian poetry equally divided over five parts, each called a fuppu in Akka-
dian (henceforth “Tablet”).! This monograph presents a series of studies on this
ancient poem, to be introduced more fully below. The meta-theme of these
studies is this: Although Ludlul was the work of an ancient scribal scholar, it is
only known today from the work of modern Assyriological scholars. And thus,
when reading the ancient poem today, whether in Akkadian or a modern lan-
guage, one is reading the product of both ancient and modern scholars—a point
that is true for many studies in Assyriology, but a point that I have built quite
self-consciously into the studies on Ludlul that comprise this monograph. Part
One elaborates on the work of modern scholarship surrounding the textual re-
construction of the poem (chapter one) and the establishment of the precise
wording of the Akkadian text and its translation into modern languages (chap-
ters two and three). Part Two explores the ancient historical contexts that influ-
enced the ancient scholar who composed the poem and the many other scribes
and scholars after him who learned it, taught it, memorized it, copied it, and
used it to make sense of their world, even many centuries after its composition
(chapters four through ten). Part Three (chapter eleven) is a comparative study
that bridges the ancient and modern scholarly contexts.

As chapter one demonstrates in its historical survey, Ludlul exists today on-
ly as a composite reconstruction, pieced together by modern scholars over the
last 180 years from more than five dozen incomplete cuneiform tablets and
fragments that come from a variety of ancient sites. No full manuscript exists
of the poem. By means of these disparate textual sources, Assyriologists have
reconstructed about three-quarters of the poem’s original Akkadian text (see
chapter two). The reconstructed poem as it is known today is accessible to most
people only in translation thanks again to Assyriologists. As chapter three
illustrates in great detail, these modern scholars have exerted a tremendous
amount of labor to establish the precise wording of the text in Akkadian and to

! Modern editions of the poem give a Roman numeral to each Tablet and an Arabic number to
each line within each Tablet. Thus, the first line of the poem is designated Ludlul 1 1 and the last
is Ludlul V 120. The line numbering in this monograph follows that given in Oshima’s edition
(2014) unless otherwise indicated in the notes to the text and translation in chapter three.
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translate into a variety of modern languages the ancient poem’s high, poetic
register of Standard Babylonian, an Akkadian dialect used in literary and
scholarly works. I should emphasize that Part One does not offer a critical text
edition and philological commentary. That work has been done recently by
Takayoshi Oshima (2014). And Aino Hétinen will soon publish a new text
edition of the poem for the Electronic Babylonian Literature project. Both
works lay out the entire poem in partitur or score fashion so that one may see
all the textual witnesses in one place on the page. My textual and philological
notes in chapter three are intended to justify the Akkadian text and translation I
use in this monograph (see chapter two) and to engage other modern scholars’
ideas in the on-going conversation about the precise wording of the text and its
proper translation. As Part One shows, when we read Ludlul today, we are
reading an unfinished project of modern Assyriological scholarship.

Although there are still many unknowns and disagreements among modern
Assyriologists in the textual reconstruction and translation of Ludlul, the
poem’s main narrative contours are mostly clear. After an opening hymn that
alternates between praise of Marduk’s wrath and his mercy (I 1-40),> Tablet I
describes the divine anger against Subsi-me$ré-Sakkan and the resulting social
alienation he experienced. Tablet II takes up the physical suffering he endured
at Marduk’s hand. Tablet III and the still fragmentary Tablet IV recount the
protagonist’s salvation and describe the reversal of his physical suffering.
Tablet V shows the reintegration of the man into his community and offers
concluding praise to Marduk.

The more interpretive overview that follows fills out the sketch above and
provides a starting point for discussing several important issues about the poem
in its ancient contexts. These issues are foundational to the studies in Parts Two
and Three of this monograph, where I read Ludlul as a cultural product of
ancient Mesopotamian scribal-scholars.

The protagonist, speaking in a retrospective, first person voice, establishes
the doxological and didactic intent of the poem in his opening hymnic intro-
duction (I 1-40, see especially I 39—40), which also underlines thematically the
sovereignty and incomprehensibility of Marduk’s prerogative to distribute
wrath and mercy. In the lines immediately following this hymn, the protagonist
recounts how Marduk’s anger toward him resulted in his loss of divine protec-
tion and in his receiving of evil or obscure signs and terrifying dreams. Ex-
pelled from his house, he lost favor with the king and suffered professionally
from courtiers who schemed against him. Terrified, the protagonist fell further

2 The next several paragraphs are taken—with modifications—from my previous description
of the poem in Lenzi 2019, 176-77.
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out of social favor among his community, family, and friends and found him-
self completely without help. His possessions were seized, his property ruined,
and his office occupied. Utterly grief-stricken, afraid, and alone, the protago-
nist describes at the end of Tablet I how he hoped for relief in the near future.

But at the start of Tablet II, the second year of his trials, Subgi-mesré-
Sakkan is disappointed; he was still surrounded by evil and without help from
his personal deities and the ritual experts. He wondered why he was being
treated as though he were impious when in fact he honored the divine rites and
the king. In reaction to his perceived unjust treatment, the protagonist describes
his temporary lapse into a deep agnosticism about the knowability of the gods,
followed by his musings on the frailty and vacillations of human existence.
Having given voice to his doubts, the protagonist then turns to recount a litany
of demonically delivered physical afflictions that he experienced. As his condi-
tion worsened, he explains how he was confined to his bed; he found no help
from the ritual experts; and he received no mercy from his personal deities.
Burial preparations and lamentation were completed. All that remained for him
was to await death. But salvation was at hand.

In a series of dreams at the beginning of Tablet III, the protagonist relates
how several divine beings visited him; they spoke his deliverance and healed
him. Marduk’s wrath was appeased! In a broken passage, it seems the protago-
nist admitted to his sins and acts of negligence, which were then removed from
him. In the remainder of Tablet III, the ending of which is still unknown, the
protagonist narrates the reversal of his physical afflictions, which seems to con-
tinue into the very fragmentary and incompletely reconstructed Tablet IV.
Among the broken lines there is mention that the protagonist underwent the
river ordeal and (likely) performed a penitential prayer. At the opening of
Tablet V we meet a refreshed Subgi-mesré-Sakkan, restored to health and
praising Marduk’s healing powers. He recounts how he entered the Esagil
temple complex, home to Marduk in Babylon. As he entered twelve different
temple gates, he states, he received various items related to his restoration (e.g.,
abundance, life, clear signs, release from guilt, relief of lamentation, etc.).

After the protagonist relates some of the rites he performed at the temple,
the poem shifts subtly away from his first person voice to a narrator’s third
person voice, who describes a crescendo of praise that progressively expands
its scope from the citizens of Babylon to all of humanity. The conclusion to the
poem is not entirely recovered, but it is clear that the narrator twice refers to
the protagonist by name (V 111, 119), and the poem ends as it begins, with
praise for Marduk. Except now, the narrator addresses Marduk in the second
person, describing the protagonist’s praise to the deity as a completed action:
“He sang [your] prai[ses ...], your [p]raise is sweet” (V 120).
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Most biblically-literate people today hear echoes of the more familiar story
of Job in the poem’s description. And those with even an amateur philosophi-
cal interest can identify the poem’s thematic relevance to the issue of theodicy.
Indeed, studies focused on how Ludlul contributes to these intellectual con-
cerns, comparison with Job and relevance to theodicy—sometimes treated sep-
arately and sometimes together,® far outnumber the fewer studies that have
tasked themselves exclusively with the literary and socio-cultural interpretation
of Ludlul in its ancient context.* And, many of the latter focus on situating
Ludlul in the religious history of Marduk’s cult or mine the poem for infor-
mation about religious practice or morality.> Although I have learned a great
deal from these studies, the focus of the present monograph, especially in Parts
Two and Three, lies elsewhere, namely, on interpreting Ludlul as a literary and
socio-cultural artifact of the milieu in which it originated, which raises the
question of the poem’s authorship.

As noted already, Ludlul utilizes the protagonist’s own first person voice
for most of the text but shifts to a third person perspective in the last third of
the final Tablet, indicating clearly a difference between Subgi-mesré-Sakkan
and an unnamed narrator. The former is the retrospective speaker of the inter-
nal story that comprises most of the poem; the latter, I believe, can safely be

3 The first major monograph on the question of genetic relationship between the two texts is
(to the best of my knowledge) Landersdorfer 1911. Comparative treatments of Job and Ludlul
(typically along with other cuneiform texts) have been very thoroughly reviewed in Uehlinger
2007, who cites an enormous amount of secondary literature. A relatively recent comparative
monograph is Gerhards 2017. Two of the chapters revised for this book originally took an explic-
itly comparative perspective with Job, see Lenzi 2012 and Lenzi 2015¢c. Yoram Cohen (2015)
provides a recent and very thorough treatment of theodicy in ancient Mesopotamia, with extensive
secondary literature not reproduced here. Importantly, he dismantles the evolutionary approach
used in several previous treatments of the issue and shows that retribution theology (divine pun-
ishment for human misdeed), divine inscrutability, and the malleability of human fate were all
very ancient themes in ancient Mesopotamian sources, consistently appearing in texts across the
millennia. See also Ziegler 2015 (in the same volume), who develops a useful taxonomy of texts
addressing divine anger and human suffering; and Fink 2012, who situates his discussion of the-
odicy in ancient Mesopotamia explicitly within the European philosophical tradition.

4 By “literary,” 1 mean studies devoted to understanding Ludlul’s poetics, imagery, and
themes (and not simply focused on philology, that is, the textual reconstruction and translation of
the poem). Some noteworthy examples of literary studies on Ludlul include Moran 1983 and
Piccin / Worthington 2015 on the opening hymn (I 1-40); Noegel 2016 on paronomasia in Tablet
I; Reiner 1985, 101-18 on Tablet II; Abusch 2017 on the structure and development of Ludlul 11
12-32; and Lenzi 2015b on the names of the twelve gates in V 42-53.

3 See most importantly Albertz 1988; Spieckermann 1998; Moran 2002; and the extensive in-
troduction to Oshima’s edition of the poem, 2014, 34-73, where he develops a very specific ar-
gument that Lud[ul may have been “used as an expression of criticism directed against the Kassite
dynasty by the Babylonian priesthood” (70), in addition to its use as Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s per-
sonal thanksgiving hymn (see below). For a study that utilizes Lud/ul (among other texts) to think
about ancient Mesopotamian moral philosophy, see Oshima 2017.
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conflated with the voice of the poem’s author.® We do not know the name of
this individual, which is typical for Akkadian literary texts.” But, there is now
widespread agreement, based on what we know about ancient Mesopotamian
scholars in the late second and first millennia BCE generally and on internal
analysis of the poem specifically, that he was a learned individual, a scholar,
and likely from the ranks of the exorcists.® These men were the ritual experts
tasked with expelling demons, placating angry gods, and turning away the
harmful effects of evil omens via a divinely revealed corpus of ritual material.’
In Parts Two and Three of this monograph I will strengthen the case for this
authorial socio-cultural background and explore its literary implications for our
understanding of the poem itself as well as for our understanding of the literate
elite who read, copied, and re-used Ludlul well into the first millennium BCE.
Because we cannot know the actual author of the poem, because there are
no definitive internal clues for dating the poem precisely, and because my
present focus is on the scholarly socio-cultural milieu in which it arose, I leave
the date of the poem’s composition open within the parameters of the terminus
post quem, provided by the mention of king Nazimarutta$ (13011277 BCE)!°
in V 100, and the terminus ante quem, set by the many Neo-Assyrian manu-
scripts of the poem (c. 9"—7™ centuries BCE). I think it more likely that the

¢ Likewise, Oshima 2014, 13, but note that he does not entirely rule out Subsi-mesré-Sakkan
as the poem’s author on p. 18: “we cannot rule out such a remote possibility with certainty.” The
conflation of narrator and author is very likely in my opinion since there are no clues that the
narrator is some individual, such as a well-known sage or ancient luminary, named outside the
frame of Subsi-meiré-Sakkan’s story (at the end of Tablet V) but still within the narrative uni-
verse of the poem.

7 On notions of authorship in ancient Mesopotamia, see, e.g., Lambert 1962; Foster 1991;
Lenzi 2008, 119-20; van der Toorn 2007, 42-49; Lenzi 2019, 26-33; Foster 2019; and Helle
2020.

8 See especially Beaulieu 2007, whose basic idea I build on in Lenzi 2012 (now revised in
chapter seven) and Lenzi 2015¢ (now revised in chapter eight). Others who have noted or elabo-
rated on the scholarly (though not necessarily exorcist) background of the poem’s author include
Lambert 1960, 26-27; Reiner 1985, 102; Foster 2005, 394; Pongratz-Leisten 2010; SAACT 7,
xxviii, xxxv—xxxvi; Steinert 2012, 39; Noegel 2016, 613; Oshima 2014, 1819, 33; and Hétinen
forthcoming. For another line of evidence to support the institutional origins of the poem among
scholars, see Lenzi 2015b, where I argue that the Sumerian name of each of the twelve gates
through which the protagonist passes in Ludlul V 42-53 is related in the same lines to the Akka-
dian descriptions of what the protagonist receives at each gate by way of traditional, scholarly
hermeneutical methods, for which see Livingstone 1986, Frahm 2011, Gabbay 2016, Wee 2019,
2019a, and Bennett 2021.

% For a brief introduction to the five most important ritual/divinatory experts (exorcists, seers
[bariis], physicians, lamentation singers, and astrologers) in late second and early first-millennium
Babylonia and Assyria, see Lenzi 2015; for the divinely revealed and secret character of their
ritual corpora, see Lenzi 2008, 68—103.

10 For this date and the role of Nazimaruttas in later Mesopotamian literary tradition, likely
due to his mention in Ludlul, see Frazer 2013, 187.
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poem was composed closer to the former period than the latter, but this opinion
is unprovable at this time.!!

Some scholars would prefer, however, to equate the time of the poem’s
composition with the terminus post quem. That is, they suggest the poem was
composed during the reign of Nazimarutta§ because the name Subsi-mesré-
Sakkan, which appears three times in Ludlul (111 44, V 111, and V 119),'2 has
turned up in a couple of administrative documents dated to the fourth and six-
teenth years of that regent’s reign.!> The former document comes from Ur
(U.30506), in which the man bears the title Sakin mati, “the administrator of the
land,” indicating some social prominence;'* and the latter document comes
from Nippur (CBS 3657), in which grain is given to the man’s messenger.!® On
the basis of this evidence, Lambert concludes, “this man was an historical fig-
ure under Nazimarutta§, important enough as an official in the fourth year of
the king to have a messenger of his fed at state expense, and attested as a pro-
vincial governor in the sixteenth year” (1995, 34). Lambert goes on to wonder
whether this man actually experienced the trauma described in Ludlul. “There
is, of course, no evidence on this point,” he admits, “but it is surely likely that
an historical figure chosen to be the speaker in this long monologue (sic) would
be chosen because something of the kind had actually happened to him” (34).
Half a millennium after these documents, there is another document in Neo-
Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian copies, K.9952 and BM 38611, respectively,
that describes a legal dispute involving a Subsi-mesré-Sakkan and the docu-
ment’s complainant, who had the text written. This document also names
Nazimarutta$ as the complainant’s “lord,” implying Nazimaruttas was king at
the time of the document’s composition.'® Although the text is still quite frag-
mentary, Oshima interprets what we have to suggest the document, which he
identifies as “most probably a letter” (2014, 465), reflects a scenario very much
like the one we read in Ludlul. Fadhil and Jiménez wonder if the text “might

' My position has not altered significantly since my statement on this issue in 2010 in
SAACT 7, xviii—xix.

12 The orthography of the name varies only slightly between ™sub-si-mes-re-e-“SAKKAN and
Sy b-Si-mes-ra(-a)-“SAKKAN among witnesses.

13 See Oshima 2014, 16—17 and Lambert 1995, 33—34 for discussions of these documents.

14 See Gurney 1983, no. 76, lines 9 and 14 and Gurney 1986.

15 See Clay 1912, no. 20, line 31.

16 Lambert only knew this text via the smaller Kuyunjik fragment, which he took cautiously
to be a “historical epic” (see 1960, 296-97 and 1995, 33). See now Oshima 2014, 465-69 for an
edition of both fragments, who also makes the point about Nazimaruttas as the complainant’s lord
on p. 465. Frazer has also edited the text in her unpublished dissertation (2015, 18-36); she is less
certain about the epistolary genre than Oshima and prefers simply to consider it a legal document
(10). Fadhil and Jiménez (2019, 162, n.24) mention that BM 38339 (unpublished) has been identi-
fied as an indirect join to BM 38611.
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have been transmitted as the prose version of the same event narrated in ‘Lud-
lul’, and might perhaps speak in favor of its historicity.”!” Oshima accounts for
the poem’s literary artifice and scholarly sophistication by suggesting Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan commissioned a scholar to write Ludlul for him as a means of
expressing thanks to Marduk for restoring him to health after his personal
trauma.'® Thus, Ludlul, these scholars suggest, may be a literary reflection on
real events involving a real guy named Subsi-mesré-Sakkan who really suf-
fered and was really restored during the reign of king Nazimaruttas.

Does Ludlul reflect the protagonist’s actual biography? “It is possible,” van
der Toorn concedes, “that this man has stood a model for the central personage
of Ludlul”" But even if so, any such historical person’s experiences would
have undergone a literary transformation into an instantiation of what van der
Toorn calls the “emblematic sufferer,” someone, he writes, “who has absorbed
the many fragmentary manifestations of misery; all possible aspects of human
hardship are displayed in his life history.”?® Spieckermann likewise denies “die
rein biographische Deutung” of the poem, which is rather the result of theolog-
ical reflection and has the intention to present the protagonist’s story as exem-
plary to others.?! Similarly, Bottéro sees the use of “personnes concrétes” in
Ludlul as a means of inserting the story into “*history’” (his scare quotes), not
so much to relate actual events; rather, the named individual, acting something
like the biblical Job, “accentuait la vérité d’exemple du récit.”?? Although van
der Toorn, Spieckermann, and Bottéro, among others, rightly emphasize the
sophistication and artifice of the poem in my view, and, indeed, its presentation
of the sufferer as exemplary (quite deliberately so, as I will argue in chapters
eight and ten), it must be admitted that historical events and thus actual human
biographies can take the form of a highly accomplished literary text, even in
ancient Mesopotamia, as in, for example, Sargon II’s report to ASSur on his

172019, 162.

182014, 14-19; see similarly, e.g., Ziegler 2015, 241.

192003, 77.

20 See van der Toorn 1985, 58-61, here 58 and see the endnotes on pp. 186-87, where Ludlul
provides many of the references for his generalizations. The litany of suffering may not be just to
help others identify with the sufferer. It may also have been part and parcel of the scholarly pro-
pensity for inclusiveness and completeness as evidenced in the corpora of omens but also evi-
denced in other long lament-laden prayers. For the influence of incantation prayers on the struc-
ture and content of Ludlul, see chapter eight.

21 Exemplary “so daB alle, die von einem Leidensgeschick betroffen sind, sich in dieser
Gestalt wiederfinden kénnen” (332). He cites von Soden 1990, 113 to the same effect (and see
already von Soden 1965, 56 for the same viewpoint). Note along the same lines Moran, who calls
the protagonist “a Mesopotamian Everyman” (2002, 186), and Sitzler, who sees in the protagonist
an “Idealtyp mesopotamischer Normerfiillung” (1995, 93).

221977, 10.
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eighth campaign, to which I will return presently.?® One thing that seems rather
clear with regard to the debate surrounding the historicity of the poem’s
protagonist and the poem’s (possible) use of his actual individual biography is
that we modern scholars bring our own intellectual and cultural categories—
such as ‘historicity,” ‘historicism,” and ‘individualism’—to bear in reading
ancient texts, an issue that will resurface multiple times in the course of this
monograph (see especially chapters six and eleven).?* In addition, the preoccu-
pation with the administrative texts that name Subsi-mesré-Sakkan has mostly
blinded us to any substantive discussion about the meaning of his name for the
poem, to which I return at the end of chapter eight, with appendix, and, more
speculatively, in the appendix to chapter nine.

I mention Sargon II's Eighth Campaign because the high literary register of
this text—a letter, the most quotidian of literary forms in ancient Mesopota-
mial—is well-known, and because it presents an important example of how an
Assyrian scholar cast the king and his historical accomplishments not only in a
literary form highly artificial—as in showing great artifice—but also in one
that draws on the dual focus pattern of Assyrian royal epic as analyzed by
Beate Pongratz-Leisten. As she shows, Sargon II is portrayed through two
traditional tropes, both as the warrior king who embodies the Ninurta combat
myth on campaign and the just king who adheres to the stipulations of interna-
tional treaties. In Pongratz-Leisten’s analysis, this highly tendentious text
played an important role in legitimizing the king’s actions in the eyes of the
Assyrian elites by way of its deployment and development of these tropes. To
read the text only as a literary account of a historical battle misses much of the
text’s ideological importance and completely ignores the political role and ide-
ological argument of the court scholar who composed it.’

Pongratz-Leisten’s treatment of this text provides a theoretically informed
analogy for my own approach to Subgi-mesré-Sakkan in Ludlul. Whether the
protagonist in Ludlul is the historical Subgi-mesré-Sakkan of the administrative
texts or not, I approach Ludlul’s representation of the protagonist’s experiences
as data for understanding the worldview and concerns of the ancient scholars
among whom the poem’s author was counted. The author as an individual is

2 For an edition, see Frame 2021, no. 65; for an edition and study, see Mayer 2013. Hurowitz
2008 offers literary observations and Foster 2005, 790-813 provides an English translation.

24 See similarly Veldhuis with regard to “recent discussions around the figure of the Middle
Babylonian scholar Esagil-kin-apli and the question of the historical reality of the achievements
ascribed to him in much later texts” (2014a, 22, n.1).

25 See Pongratz-Leisten 2015, 290-321 (especially 298-99), 322-34. In fact, the same point is
developed for Assyrian royal inscriptions and other texts throughout the book. Note especially her
final chapter, “Texts as Voices of the Scholars” (448-67).
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not my concern—he is unknowable; rather, the focus is on the ancient group of
scholars to which the author belonged and whom he represented in producing
Ludlul. Pongratz-Leisten again points the way: “Instead of adhering to a West-
ern notion of authorship,” she writes, “treating the literary qualities and cultural
sophistication of ancient Mesopotamian texts as witnesses to the voice of the
scholar appears to me to be a legitimate means of bringing the producers of
ideological discourse into the foreground.”?® 1 agree. Thus, the protagonist’s
experience of and frustration with divine revelation in Ludlul sheds light on the
scholars’ divinatory worldview that gave rise, at the broadest level, to the poem
itself (see chapter five). The poem’s use of anatomical and pathological vocab-
ulary to describe the afflictions the protagonist endures can profitably be com-
pared to the vocabulary in texts associated with exorcism (chapter six). The
ritual failures the protagonist experiences reflect elements of the poem’s and
thus the scholars’ institutional agenda (chapter seven). And his first person ac-
count, including its structure and specific language, shows intertextual connec-
tions with incantation prayers, a genre distinctive to exorcism (chapter eight),
which has important implications for how the poem intended to affect its
ancient readers.

These four chapters in Part Two that seek to understand the poem itself as a
product of ancient scholarship are framed by three others that deal specifically
with the much later scholarly reception and uses of Lud/ul. Chapter four, using
material features of the cuneiform tablets attesting the poem, examines the use
of Ludlul in scribal curricula and the information that can be gleaned from the
handful of tablets bearing a colophon. This chapter provides a foundation for
establishing the poem’s literary prominence among first-millennium scholars,
particularly exorcists and their students. Chapter nine presents an edition of the
ancient Commentary to Ludlul, a thorough evaluation of the scholarly tech-
niques by which lemma from the poem are explained in the Commentary, and,
more briefly, a review of the use of Ludlul in other commentaries of the first
millennium. This chapter shows the poem’s on-going importance among the

26 Pongratz-Leisten 2015, 464. Pamela Barmash utilizes a similar approach to understand the
scribes who composed the Laws of Hammurabi and to explore their sense of justice and equity.
She writes, “what is crucial to note about the statutes of the Laws of Hammurabi is that the stat-
utes reflected how a scribe assessed what was just and legally fair because scribes were trained
in legal cases, terminology, and concepts and served as legal functionaries [emphasis original].
The statutes were not purely academic.... The authority of the Laws of Hammurabi was based on
the nature of scribal activities in the legal realm, not on the king’s domination over his territory or
over the court system.... The Laws of Hammurabi manifests how a scribe articulated justice in a
repertoire of traditional cases, and its authority lies in how it highlights the factors that need to be
taken into account in remedying a wrong and how a wrong or dispute should be adjudicated”
(2020, 11).
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scholars and their students. Chapter ten presents three readings of first-
millennium texts that draw on the protagonist in Ludlul to cast another person
in another situation in the role of the poem’s sufferer. This chapter shows the
poem’s success—centuries later—in presenting the protagonist as a model for
others when enduring divinely-imposed suffering.

As Part Two demonstrates, reading Ludlul with the ancient scholars en-
riches our understanding of both the poem and the scholars themselves.

Chapter eleven, the only chapter in Part Three, bridges the ancient and the
modern contexts of scholarship. In this chapter I read the ancient protagonist’s
experience of the alit demon in Ludlul 11 71-85 comparatively with the com-
mon experience clinically known today as sleep paralysis. Drawing on both
ancient and modern scholarship, this final chapter demonstrates this passage’s
importance for our understanding of the poem and also the significance it can
have for us not just as historical investigators, as scholars, but also as modern
readers of this ancient literary gem.
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PART ONE:
LUDLUL AND MODERN SCHOLARS

Unlike many texts that originated in antiquity—the Bible, the Rigveda, the
Mishnah, or the works of Plato, Homer, and Sophocles, Akkadian literary texts
such as Ludlul do not have a continuous tradition of transmission, oral or
written, by which they have come down to us from ancient times into the pre-
sent. As with the literature of ancient Egypt, the origins of Akkadian literature
are both ancient and modern: ancient, in that the texts were written before the
Common Era; and modern, in that these literary texts have only come to light
in the course of the last 180 years of archaeological exploration in Western
Asia and philological labor of hundreds of scholars in museums, universities,
and private studies. As interesting as is the ancient scholarship reflected in
Ludlul and surrounding its various uses (see Part Two), our initial point of
departure is an examination of the modern scholarship surrounding the poem,
how we have come to know the text, why it exists in the form that it does
today, and how we translate it into our own languages.

Rare is the Akkadian composition pulled from the ground in a pristine state
of preservation. Ludlul is no such rarity. Rather, like many Akkadian literary
texts, Ludlul came to light in bits and pieces (literally) over time. In fact,
although a supermajority of the poem is now available to modern readers, its
text and translation are still not so well-established that they are beyond sub-
stantive future improvement, recent and the present work notwithstanding. Just
as the modern history of the Akkadian literary corpus broadly conceived is
characterized by textual growth, so too is Lud/ul’s. For the present purposes,
we can distinguish three kinds of modern textual growth in Akkadian literature.
First, the corpus as a whole grows in that contemporary scholars still discover
literary works previously unknown to us that ought to be counted among the
compositions in the corpus. The growth in the number of compositions in the
corpus was rapid in the early years (i.e., 1850-1950) and has slowed in more
recent times; yet new works are still occasionally registered.! Second, the texts
of individual Akkadian literary works grow in that scholars often identify new
copies of literary works that we already know, and, as most of these texts re-
main only partially recovered, these new copies often add to the actual wording
of the compositions as pieces in a puzzle. In this way, the text of a literary
work grows as new discoveries are made. Finally, the translations of individual

! See, e.g., George 2009; Guichard 2014; and Foster / George 2020.
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Akkadian literary works grow in that scholars continue to refine the grammati-
cal knowledge of the ancient language in which the compositions are written
and thus our translations of individual compositions have changed—matured—
over the decades since their first discovery. This growth in understanding the
language was especially evident in the twentieth century, when many important
language-related projects (e.g., dictionaries and grammars) put Akkadian on a
firm philological foundation. Still, substantive growth in the quality of our
translations continues to this day.

The chapters in Part One explore the second two senses of growth described
above. The first chapter provides a detailed account of the archaeological dis-
covery and textual reconstruction of the poem along with a catalog of all
published textual witnesses known to me up to July 2022. The second chapter
presents the actual text of the poem in Akkadian transcription and English
translation. The notes in the third chapter demonstrate and participate in the
modern scholarly conversation that this poem has initiated among philologists.
Whether I agree or disagree with these previous scholars on particular details, I
have benefited tremendously from and respect their work. Of course, the notes
also show just how much more work there is to do as we carry Ludlul with us
into the future.



CHAPTER 1:
LUDLUL’S ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECOVERY
AND TEXTUAL RECONSTRUCTION

This first chapter considers the archaeological recovery and textual reconstruc-
tion of Ludlul as a means to understand how it is that we even know the poem
in this century we call the twenty-first. The story unfolds in a site-by-site
survey of the poem’s manuscripts, highlighting their archacological discovery
and how scholars used them to reconstruct the form of the poem as it is known
today. As one will see below, the ancient poem that is Ludlul is very much the
product of modern scholarship.

The rather detailed account is intended to serve three purposes. First,
although many specialists will be familiar with the archaeological sites, per-
sons, and processes that factor into the following account, many students and
non-specialists will not be. This historical account of the modern reconstruc-
tion of Ludlul illuminates significant features in the historical development of
the field, gives insight pars pro toto into the nature of modern Assyriological
scholarship, and describes the difficulties modern scholars encounter in under-
taking the study of an ancient Mesopotamian literary text.! Second, and of
more interest to specialists, examining the modern historical growth of the text
of Ludlul reveals a common theme in the scholarly reconstruction of the poem
that provides historical precedent and supporting evidence to Oshima’s pro-
posal (2014) that the poem contains five rather than four Tablets, with the
newly proposed Tablet occupying the penultimate position (Tablet IV). And
third, as a historical account of the modern reconstruction of Lud/ul must begin
with early European archaeological discoveries of ancient Assyria and Babylon
in the nineteenth century Ottoman-controlled Near East, this chapter also
touches briefly upon the varied interests and concerns—colonial, intellectual,
nationalist, and/or religious—that motivated European dilettantes and scholars
to recover Babylonian literature. Although such matters could easily fill a
monograph and Nineveh receives here a much larger treatment than other sites,
the following account illustrates, if only briefly and superficially, that the mod-
ern scholarship surrounding the ancient poem is inextricably tied to the recent
past; it is part and parcel of what I have described elsewhere as comprising our
intellectual and cultural genealogies to the ancient Near East that provide a

! For this audience, I have included some explanations in the course of the narrative that As-
syriologists will consider too basic to mention.
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collective impetus for our contemporary academic work—our modern scholar-
ship on Ludlul? Thus, the account of the modern recovery of Ludlul provides
historical context for understanding and examining the various questions and
concerns we bring with us as modern scholars when we turn to interpret this
poem in its ancient context (see Part Two)—and again pars pro toto, Babyloni-
an literature generally.

1.1. EUROPEAN EXPLORATION, ARCHAEOLOGY,
AND THE BEGINNINGS OF ASSYRIOLOGY

Prior to the nineteenth century a number of European travelers and explorers
brought home reports of Mesopotamia and its enigmatic mounds (fells), ancient
ruins, and nail-like writing (i.e., cuneiform), the last inscribed on pieces of
stone, tablets of dried clay, and baked bricks.® These reports and material reve-
lations, as few as they were, added fuel to a European literary and religious
imagination already fascinated with Babylon due to its infamous character in
classical and especially biblical texts.* As imperial aspirations pushed European
powers across the globe in the seventeenth, eighteenth, and nineteenth centu-
ries, governments and businesses realized a need to appoint personnel to repre-
sent their diplomatic, military, and economic interests in far flung lands. It was
in this manner that the major characters involved in the early archaeological
exploration of ancient Mesopotamia in the nineteenth century found them-
selves in the Near East. Among these were:

Claudius Rich (1786—-1821): The British East India Company’s Resident in
Baghdad (1808-1821), who surveyed the area and gathered a small collection
of artifacts that his widow would sell to the British Museum in 1825.° the exhi-
bition of which along with his posthumous memoir (1836) inspired several of
those to follow.°

Henry Creswicke Rawlinson (1810-1895): Who started his career as a
British East India Company soldier in Persia and India and political agent in

2 Lenzi 2019, 194-96. This background sheds light on aspects of what motivates not only the
author of the present work but I dare say most of his readers.

3 Pallis 1956, 19-93 provides a detailed survey of the early exploration of ancient Mesopota-
mia.

4 See, e.g., Scheil 2016, Thelle 2019, and Seymour 2022 for recent treatments of Babylon in
the Biblical and Western traditions with reference to much previous literature and Foster 2008,
whose treatment of “Assyriology and English Literature” includes much from before and after the
archaeological exploration under discussion here.

3 See Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 17.

© Noted by Larsen 1994, 9.
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Afghanistan (1927-1842) and eventually became Resident in Baghdad and
British Consul General (1843—1849, 1851-1855). He was a central figure in
the decipherment of cuneiform and the early publication of Babylonian texts.

Paul-Emile Botta (1802—1870): French Consul in Mosul (1841-1845), who
excavated Sargon’s palace at Khorsabad and sent back to the Louvre the first
major shipment of excavated artifacts to go on display in a European museum
(1847).

Victor Place (1815-1875): Botta’s eventual successor (1852—1855), who
made even more extensive excavations at Khorsabad but lost nearly as much as
he found in a tragic shipping incident of artifacts down the Tigris.

And William Kennett Loftus (1820-1858): Appointed a British governmen-
tal naturalist and geologist in the Near East, who between the years 1849 and
1855 excavated at Nineveh, several sites in southern Mesopotamia, and Susa in
Iran before his untimely death.

Although these came east to serve their employers’ interests—both com-
mercial and political—within the Ottoman Empire’s regional administrative
cities of Mosul and Baghdad,’ their intellectual curiosity—and in some cases,
their religious devotion—Ied them to take up archaeology in their spare time,
often in competition with each other on both the individual and national
levels.®

Unlike these men, the singular Austen Henry Layard (1817-1894) initiated
his experience in the Near East as a youthful adventurer en route overland to
Ceylon, where he was to take a position in law. He journeyed circuitously in
the Near East through Jerusalem, Petra, Amman, Damascus, Beirut, and
Aleppo before arriving in Mosul in May 1840. The romance of archaecology
was beckoning but practicalities dictated otherwise; he had little personal in-
come and no funding for archaeological excavations. His accumulated
knowledge and life experiences in the Near East led to his appointment in

7 “These Came East” is the title of the opening chapter of Lloyd’s history of Mesopotamian
archaeology (1980), where he introduces the major figures of nineteenth century archaeological
exploration.

8 Recounting the fascinating history of Mesopotamian exploration and archaeology in any
depth would take us too far afield. In addition to Lloyd 1980 mentioned previously, see Pallis
1956, 266—384 for an encyclopedic survey, and Larsen 1996, whose detailed and engaging narra-
tive recounts the personal and professional biographies of archaeologists who worked between
18401860, especially Botta, Rawlinson, Place, Loftus, Layard, and Rassam (the last two to be
introduced momentarily). Thelle 2019, 60-87 offers a compact but substantive account. The de-
tails presented in this and the following paragraphs are drawn from these works. The nationalist
motivations and competitions between imperial powers are interspersed in varying degrees
throughout all four books. For the role of archaeology in the years leading up to the creation of
Iraq on through its early history (to 1941), including the imperial meddling in its archaeological
exploration, see Bernhardsson 2005.



1. LUDLUL’S ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECOVERY AND TEXTUAL RECONSTRUCTION 17

Istanbul to a secretarial position under the British Ambassador, Sir Stratford
Canning, in late summer 1842. Using Botta’s (i.e., the French) archaeological
success at Khorsabad adroitly to fan the flames of English jealousy and pride,
Layard, who had met and corresponded with Botta and was himself itching to
excavate, eventually convinced Canning to station him in Mosul for the express
purpose of archaeological discovery, which he undertook with great success in
18451847 and then again with support from the British Museum in 1849—
1851. He is most famous for his striking discoveries at Nimrud and Nineveh.’
Layard’s assistant during these years, Hormuzd Rassam (1826—-1910), another
unique character among the early explorers, was a man of the East who came
west. Born in Mosul to an Assyrian Christian family, Rassam adopted English
culture and society as his own, though that culture never fully accepted him.
He continued Layard’s work at Nineveh and explored a number of important
sites in southern Mesopotamia.'®

What all of these men'! initiated was nothing less than the rediscovery of
ancient Mesopotamian civilizations, which radically expanded the documenta-
ble history of humanity in the Fertile Crescent. Their discoveries also provided
historical precedent for contemporary imperial aspirations and stoked the
Victorian fascination for the East.!?

In the first decade of exploration (up to the early 1850’s), the great majority
of archaeological explorers were interested primarily in statuary, monumental
architecture, and the coveted Assyrian palace reliefs. This was, after all, what
their sponsors had demanded of them since such treasures were easily viewed
by the public and bolstered the prestige of their respective national museums
(especially the British Museum and the Louvre).!* Only a handful of curious
minds attempting to decipher the cuneiform script and Babylonian language

9 See Layard 1849, 1849-1853, 1853. For a variety of perspectives on his life and work, see
the essays in Fales / Hickey 1987 in addition to the coverage in Larsen 1996.

10 Rassam 1897. Essential reading on Rassam is Reade 1993; see also the lively details in
Larsen 1996, especially 306-32, 353-56.

! The early explorers were all men. The first woman to be involved substantively in the ar-
chaeology of the Near East, to my knowledge, was Gertrude Bell, whose first trip east occurred in
the 1890’s. Bell is a popular figure among biographers. See, e.g., Wallach 1996; Lukitz 2006; and
Cooper 2016, who emphasizes her archaeological contributions (mostly of the Islamic period);
see also the collection of essays about her life and work in Collins / Trip 2017. As Bell was the
director of antiquities during the British Mandate, she appears extensively in Bernhardsson’s
account of archaeology and nation building in Iraq (2005).

12 For an exhaustive treatment of the appropriation of Egyptological and Assyriological ar-
chaeology and scholarship as it unfolded into the cultural Zeirgeist of the nineteenth century, see
the three volume work by Kevin McGeough (2015).

13 The visual element in the public curation of ancient Mesopotamia remained important in
later periods, as Thelle 2019, 142—66 demonstrates for Berlin between the world wars.
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gave inscribed objects, especially cuneiform tablets, the same enthusiastic
attention as do Assyriologists today.

When the Crimean War broke out in the fall of 1853 and excavations in
Mesopotamia were suspended shortly thereafter, this attitude changed. Atten-
tion shifted decisively to the tablets, and this for reasons that progressively un-
folded beyond simply the war and the concomitant inability to excavate. First,
already in the late 1840’s and early 1850°s Rawlinson and his main competitor,
Edward Hincks, a country parson in Ireland, had made significant progress on
the decipherment of cuneiform inscriptions preserving the Babylonian lan-
guage.'* The tablets were thus becoming increasingly meaningful in terms of
their content around the time the war broke out. Second, after another official
stint in Baghdad, Rawlinson permanently returned to London in 1855. Interest-
ed in inscriptions and tablets for decades already, Rawlinson spearheaded ef-
forts to organize, catalog, and publish the tablets that had come to the British
Museum by that time.!> And third, in 1857, W. H. Fox Talbot, a mathema-
tician, inventor, and cuneiform autodidact, sent a translation of a historical in-
scription of the Assyrian king Tiglath-Pileser (III) to the Royal Asiatic Society
with the request that other scholars offer their own translation and a compari-
son be made of the results to verify that the principles of decipherment were in
fact established. The Society invited three other scholars, Rawlinson, Hincks,
and Jules Oppert (a French scholar of German extraction), to submit independ-
ent translations of the same text. The four translations were similar enough
when compared that the Society declared the language officially deciphered.'®
As these events unfolded, the value of cuneiform tablets rose considerably in
the minds of all involved in the study of things Mesopotamian.

1.2. THE DISCOVERY OF ANCIENT TABLET COLLECTIONS
AND THE MANUSCRIPTS OF LUDLUL

Many of the archaeological sites dating to the first millennium BCE that have
yield cuneiform tablets have also yielded witnesses to the text of Ludlul. (The
most important exceptions are Uruk and Nippur. See, however, chapter nine,

!4 For the story of the decipherment of cuneiform and the Babylonian language, see Larsen
1996, especially 115-24, 177-88, and 293-305, and, more briefly, Walker 1987a, 48-52. An
older account is found in, e.g., Pallis 1956, 94—187. For the recent re-assessment of Hinck’s con-
tributions to the decipherment of Akkadian, which were not properly credited by Rawlinson in his
own work, see, e.g., Larsen 1997 and Cathcart 2011.

15 Larsen 1996, 356, 359.

16 See Talbot / Hincks / Oppert / Rawlinson 1861 for the published account.
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page 384 for the former site.) The following account surveys these locations on
a site by site basis, and it does so in such a way that the story of the text’s
reconstruction unfolds roughly in a chronological manner. I know of no similar
presentation for an Akkadian literary text,!” which may be due to the fact that
reading such an account may be considered too detailed or tedious. Perhaps
there is little demand. But, I think there is much to be learned about the field in
such a presentation and much to be learned about Ludlul—and by example, the
problems of reconstructing Babylonian literature in general. Moreover, under-
standing the history of Ludlul’s reconstruction offers historical precedent for
and lends plausibility to Oshima’s proposal (2014) about the existence of what
he calls (and is accepted here) as Tablet IV of the poem. As the reconstruction
of this Tablet is the most recent piece of the puzzle, its discussion is reserved
for last. We start in Nineveh.

1.2.1. Nineveh (seventh century BCE)

The first major tablet find in Mesopotamia coincides with the final years of
decipherment and remains one of the most important finds for the field of
Assyriology to this day: the discovery of a huge cache of tablets in Sen-
nacherib’s South-West palace in the Assyrian city of Nineveh (modern Kuyun-
jik). It was early May of 1850. Layard was returning to Kuyunjik from a brief
expedition to the Habur region. His workmen, who had continued excavations
during his absence, conveyed him through the deep trenches and tunnels they
had opened on the mound to a series of chambers they had uncovered while he
was away. As with many of the palatial rooms, these were covered with bas
reliefs and some of the doors were flanked by statues. The new discoveries
were welcome but hardly unusual at this point in the work at Nineveh. Then
came the rooms that would be known as XL and XLI. The floors of these two
rooms were literally covered with clay tablets to a depth of nearly one foot—a
find unparalleled at the time.'® The rooms were probably a secondary context
for the tablets, which might have fallen from a floor above—now a disputed
idea—or dumped there for some reason.!” In any case, the tablets lay for more

17 But see Farber’s brief history of the discoveries related to the Lamastu series (2014, 37-44)
and Schwemer’s treatment of the same for Mag/ii (2017, 23-26, 43-58).

18 For Layard’s account of his discovery, see Layard 1853, 295-99, cited at length in Finkel
2019, 368—69 (from the edition published in London, thus, pp. 344-47).

19 On rooms XL and XLI, see Russell 1991, 65-66, who cites George Smith’s idea that the
tablets fell into the rooms from above. Likewise, Reade 2000, 421. See now George 2015, 75,
who notes recent doubts about the existence of an upper story in the palace and thinks the tablets
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than 2000 years in chaotic disposition on the floors of rooms XL and XLI.
Layard and his workmen exhumed tablets and fragments numbering into the
thousands. Before this discovery inscriptions were mostly known from those
carved into stone or onto the soft gypsum surface of the bas reliefs lining the
palace walls. Tablets were relatively isolated finds. This new discovery offered
nothing less than an imperial archive and library, the first installment of several
caches of tablets that we now call the Library and Archives of King AsSurbani-
pal (668-627 BCE) at Nineveh.?’

Only a few years later, in late December 1853 Hormuzd Rassam began
discrete excavations in a northern area of the Kuyunjik mound that all had
agreed “belonged to” the French archaeological team, led by Victor Place.
Rassam had a hunch that some extraordinary find lay under the surface. After
three nights of clandestine digging—his only hope to avoid detection—his
hunch proved correct: he discovered AsSurbanipal’s North Palace. In what
would be labeled Room C, whose walls were decorated with AsSurbanipal’s
great lion hunt reliefs,>! Rassam found another part of AsSurbanipal’s imperial
tablet collection.”? As with Layard’s cache, the tablets and fragments were in
disarray, no doubt tossed into this room secondarily by looters when the palace
was razed in 612 BCE during the final sack of Nineveh.?

The more than 22,000 tablets and fragments found in both locations were
simply labeled “K.” for Kuyunjik by the staff of the British Museum during
accession, so it is difficult to determine which tablets came from which loca-
tion in Nineveh.”* Be that as it may, the point remains that among this first

arrived in these rooms secondarily for reasons and via means unknown. Russell suggests room
XL was originally a lavatory (66).

20 See Larsen 1996 for a broader context of the discovery, especially pp. 255-65. Robson
2013, 41-45 and Pedersén 1998, 158—65 provide a brief characterization of the libraries and ar-
chives (plural) at Nineveh collected on behalf of AsSurbanipal; Finkel 2019 goes into greater
depth. For a brief summary of the archaeology of the site, see Stronach / Codella 1997 and, with
more depth, Reade 2000.

2l See Barnett 1976 for an extensive report with photographs and, more briefly, Reade 1999,
72-79. See also the British Museum’s video, The Assyrian Lion Hunt Reliefs (20006).

22 Rassam 1897, 31.

23 Walker 1987, 184. See Larsen 1996, 306-32 for the broader context of discovery, especial-
ly emphasizing the competition between the English (Rassam) and the French (Place) archaeolog-
ical teams. The Babylonians and Medes sacked Nineveh in 612 BCE, dealing a blow to the Neo-
Assyrian empire that would lead to its final collapse a few years later in Harran, where the Assyr-
ians made their final stand.

24 The matter is considerably more complicated than the above implies, as some tablets that
came to the British Museum from other sites were mistakenly registered with those from Kuyun-
jik and thus bear a K. number. Walker estimates that this affects about 1-2% of the K.-collection
(1987, 186). Moreover, later archaeologists digging at Nineveh excavated tablets belonging to the
archives that Layard and Rassam had found but these tablets were given different labels, as is
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great mass of cuneiform tablets from a late seventh century BCE collection we
have witnesses to nearly every genre of the Babylonian textual tradition.
Layard wrote about the tablets a few years after his discovery in superlative
terms: “We cannot overrate their value. They furnish us with materials for the
complete decipherment of the cuneiform character, for restoring the language
and history of Assyria, and for inquiring into the customs, sciences, and, we
may perhaps even add, literature, of its people.”?> Rawlinson’s examination of
the tablets during his second residency in Baghdad led to a similar assessment
in a letter to Layard: “They contain a perfect Cyclopedia of Assyrian science
and are enough to occupy all the students of Europe for the next twenty
years.”?® This has proven to be an understatement of massive proportions;
Assyriologists have worked on these and related finds from Nineveh continu-
ously since their discovery and will likely do so for generations to come.

The initial excitement of these great tablet finds, however, did not compel
the British to return to Nineveh immediately after the Crimean War. For that to
happen, it seems a motivation of biblical proportions was required, which a
young man named George Smith (1840-1876) supplied.?’

Smith was apprenticed in his teen years to a bank note engraver but his pas-
sion was for “Oriental studies” and “Eastern explorations and discoveries, par-
ticularly in the great work in which Layard and Rawlinson were engaged.””®
He was especially interested in how the new discoveries might have some bear-
ing on biblical history. Motivated by this curiosity, he frequented the British
Museum to study cuneiform tablets as time and access allowed until the self-
taught Assyriologist attracted the staff’s attention and that of Rawlinson, who
secured for the young man a job sorting and joining tablets. In time, Smith was

mentioned below (e.g., Sm. and DT for tablets found by Smith and Rm. for those found by Ras-
sam some twenty-five years after his find of 1853). See Fincke 2003/2004, 114—15 for a brief
statement of the archaeological and museological challenges one faces with the tablets from Ni-
neveh. Reade 2000 is the best attempt yet to sort the tablets by find spot (see earlier Reade 1986).
See http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/asbp/index.html for a major project, headed by Jonathan
Taylor, assistant keeper of the cuneiform collection at the British Museum, to organize all of the
tablets from the various excavations at Nineveh (over 31,000) online, and eventually to give the
text of each tablet in both the original Akkadian (and/or Sumerian) and in English translation.

% Layard 1853, 298.

26 Cited in Larsen 1996, 320.

27 Damrosch 2006, 9-80 tells Smith’s story engagingly, with an emphasis on his role in the
recovery of the Epic of Gilgames. The following paragraph relies on Damrosch’s account. Reade
1993, 51 mentions another factor in the renewed interest in tablets: the development of the antiq-
uities trade, which was bringing tablets from southern Mesopotamia to Europe by the hundreds.
Many of these tablets were economic in nature (e.g., contracts, sales, loans, etc.) while others
were religious, historical, astronomical, and literary. It soon became clear that southern Mesopo-
tamia was an untapped textual resource for the recovery of Mesopotamian civilizations.

28 Smith 1875, 9.
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appointed Rawlinson’s assistant to the on-going work of The Cuneiform
Inscriptions of Western Asia,”® which led to his permanent employment at the
museum in 1867. For many years Smith sifted through the collection avidly
looking for connections to the Bible, which he in fact found.’* But these were
all rather small and paled in comparison to his discovery in November of 1872,
when he found a tablet (K.3375), fragmented and thus incomplete, that re-
counted the story of a great flood.3! The episode occurred near the conclusion
of what we now call the Epic of Gilgames. The parallel to the flood accounts in
Genesis 69 was unquestionable. The excitement for the find was so intense
that even the Prime Minister at the time, William Gladstone, attended Smith’s
lecture at the Biblical Archaeology Society in the month following his dis-
covery. For years Smith had hoped that such a find would purchase him an
opportunity to excavate at Nineveh. But his hopes were dashed—at least ini-
tially; financial support could not be secured for such a mission from the mu-
seum or the government. Sensing a good story and the interest of the general
public in Smith’s find, a newspaper, the Daily Telegraph, offered him £1000 to
go to Nineveh and find the missing piece of the tablet, which he promptly
did—or so he thought. He arrived on site in early May 1873 and within a week
he had found a tablet (DT 42) that bore what Smith took to be the missing
lines. (In fact, we know now that it was a different, but related version of the
flood story in a text we now call Atram-hasis.) Smith communicated his
success via telegraph to his sponsor, who called him back to London, mere
weeks after his arrival. He brought about 300 more Kuyunjik tablets with him
(labeled with DT numbers in honor of the sponsor),*? many of which literally
join to K. tablets like pieces of a puzzle. The British Museum sent Smith to
Nineveh on two more expeditions, the first in 1873—1874, which yielded a haul
of some 2300 tablets (labeled with Sm. numbers for Smith).>* The second in
1875—-1876 turned a late arrival into tragedy. Due to various delays in travel,
Smith reached Mosul in the full heat of summer. Having decided to abandon

» The work appeared in five volumes, some of which also received revised editions or
reprintings (Rawlinson et a/ 1861-1909). These volumes are typically referred to by volume
number followed by a capital letter R. A superscripted number refers to the edition. Thus, IVR? is
the revised fourth volume in the series. It should be noted that although Rawlinson supervised the
project, much of the work was done by other scholars employed at the British Museum, notably
Edwin Norris (IR, 1861; IIR, 1866), George Smith (IIIR, 1870; IVR!, 1875), and Theophilus
Pinches (IVR?, 1891; VR, 1884; VR?, 1909).

30 He enumerates these in Smith 1875, 9—13.

31 See Smith 1875, 13—14 and Smith 1876.

32 Walker 1987, 185. Some DT tablets were purchased by Smith and are from Babylonia ra-
ther than Nineveh (so Reade in Leichty 1986, xiv).

3 Walker 1987, 185.
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any attempt to excavate at Nineveh under such conditions, he set out for home.
Unfortunately, he fell sick on the way and died in Aleppo, August 19, 1876.

Yet Nineveh continued to beckon the British. By early 1879 a much older
Hormuzd Rassam, who had occupied himself in her majesty’s diplomatic
corps, found himself again in Mesopotamia under the employ of the British
Museum. He oversaw excavations at Nineveh and many sites in the south be-
tween 1879 and 1882.3* His work resulted in the excavation of some 3000
more tablets from the ancient Assyrian imperial archives, which made their
way back to the contemporary imperial archives of the British Museum
(labeled with Rm. and Rm-II numbers).3?

The British Museum sponsored several other expeditions to Nineveh, the
last of which took place under the leadership of R. Campbell Thompson
between 1927 and 1932.3¢ These excavations all added to the number of tablets
from that ancient site, which now totals over 31,000 tablets and fragments.’’

Ludlul is well-represented among the tablets from Nineveh, considered as a
whole. Of the sixty-four published manuscripts of the poem (as of this writing
in July 2022), fifteen, or just under one quarter of all manuscripts, are from this
city, the last Assyrian capital.

MSNin | Museum No. Year Found 3* Year Published Contents

IL.H K.1757 + 1850 or 1853 2014 (Oshima)* 151-55
K.18963

LI K.9237 1850 or 1853 1953 (von Soden) | 147-84

3 As Reade notes (1986a, 105-6; with more detail, see Reade in Leichty 1986, xvii—xxv),
Rassam was not actually on site in person or even in Mesopotamia during this entire time between
these years. Rather, he appointed overseers, who often worked in his (frequent) absence.

35 Walker 1987, 186. Some of the tablets and fragments in the Rm. collection are Babylonian,
acquired via purchase. See Reade in Leichty 1986, xxviii—xxix and Leichty / Finkel / Walker
2019, 194.

3¢ Walker 1987, 189.

37 The AsSurbanipal Library Project lists 31,261 separate tablets and fragments in their project
database (http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/asbp/corpus/, accessed June 6, 2022, two less than the
previous count when I checked the URL on May 13, 2019).

3% In some instances, tablets that appear in these tables in this chapter were not found; rather,
a museum representative or collector purchased them from a dealer (see the end of this chapter).
Also, for tablets bearing a BM number: The accession year, i.e., when it was registered at the
museum, is taken as the year it was discovered. In fact, the tablets were typically found (or pur-
chased) many months before they arrived in London. Establishing a precise date is not necessary
for the present purpose. Similarly, given the difficulty of sorting the Kuyunjik tablets (K.) by
findspot and year of discovery, I have followed the British Museum’s own practice of simply
indicating the year of discovery as “1850 or 1853.”

3 In many cases, W. G. Lambert copied tablets in personal notebooks and identified them as
containing text from Ludlul many years (sometimes decades!) prior to their actual publication,
often by other scholars. For example, he announced the joining of these two tablets that comprise
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1.J K.9392 + 1850 or 1853 1906 (Hehn) / 11-12, 120,111
K.9810 2002 (Horowitz /
Lambert)
LK K.10503 + 1850 or 1853 / 1960 (Lambert) 143-52, 75-81,
Sm.2139 1874 8691
I.L 1879-07-08, 225 | 1879 2014 (Oshima) 125-30,97-100
.M Sm.89 1874 2014 (Oshima) 126-31
1I.G K.2518 + DT 1850 or 1853/ 1888 (Evetts) / 11 1-47, 96-120,
358 1873 1891 (IVR?, 60*, 11
only variants)*’
ILH*' | K.3323 + 1850 or 1853 / 1891 (IVRZ?, 60%*, 11 18-23, 105—
Rm.941 + 1878 only variants of 120,111 1
K.18186 + K.3323)*
Rm.444
11.H2 K.8396 1850 or 1853 1923 (Langdon) 11 44-90
ILI K.3972 + 1850 or 1853/ 1875 (IVR, 67, 11 1-48, 98-120,
K.9973 + DT 1873 2) /2020 11
151 (Hitinen) / 1891
(IVR2, 60A%)
11.J K.6935 1850 or 1853 1960 (Lambert) 11 90-99
ILK Sm.1745 1874 1923 (Langdon)® | 113-9
IvV.C K.9724 1850 or 1853 1960 (Lambert) IV §B
IVD | BM 123392 1932 1972 (Walker) IV §C
(1932-12-10,
335)4
Com K.3291 1850 or 1853 1884 (VR, 47) See p. 60.

Table 1: Manuscripts from Nineveh.

MS L.Hnin and their belonging to Ludlul in 1992 (Lambert 1992), though they were not properly
published until 2014 (by Oshima). See note 55 below. These notebooks are now part of Lambert’s
Nachlass, some of which has been published in George / Taniguchi 2019 and George / Taniguchi
2021. (W. G. Lambert died in 2011; see George 2015a for an obituary.) Those copies relevant to
the text of Ludlul are cited in the catalog of textual witnesses in the appendix to this chapter; a
few are cited in the narrative when deemed relevant.

40K.2518 is printed with other Ludlul witnesses as IVR?, 60*B. The variants from DT 358 are
published in IVR?, p. 12 of the “Additions and Corrections” section of the book but the tablet was
not properly published there. Jastrow (1906) knows about the tablet in his 1906 edition, but the
tablet is finally published in full only in Langdon’s edition (1923; see pl. IV for the copy).

41 ILH and ILH: likely belong to the same tablet (see Lambert 1960, 37 and Oshima 2014,
378). They do not currently join directly to each other.

42 The variants from K.3323 were published in IVR?, no. 60* in 1891 but the entire tablet was
not published until Langdon’s edition in 1923 (pl. III). For the history of the joins, see below.

4 TVR? identified the piece as part of the poem in 1891 (p. x) but does not otherwise treat it.

# The number in parentheses is the accession number, that is, the number assigned to the
object when the museum received it into its collection. For many of the tablets in the British
Museum this number manifestly indicates the date of accession. Tablet 1923-12-10, 335 was the
335™ jtem accessioned on December 10, 1923. MS I.Lxin, 1879-07-08, 225, was the 225™ item
accessioned on July 8, 1879. The date element of the accession number (e.g., 1879-07-08) is the
consignment number for the group of tablets accessioned on the same day.
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As the table above indicates,* when a tablet was taken from its earthen
matrix is never the same as when the tablet was actually published, which here
is understood to mean when its Akkadian text was made available to the inter-
ested community of scholars and students for study in the form of a line draw-
ing of the tablet and/or an edition of the text.*® In fact, with the tablets from
Nineveh the dates of discovery and publication may lie a century or more apart.
These two dates represent important milestones in the modern history of the
individual tablets that bear Babylonian literature. Another milestone is related
to the joining of tablet fragments. Tablets are often found in pieces rather than
whole at the time of excavation so scholars and curators have to piece them
back together, a time-consuming and difficult process. As fragments are joined
to one another from the same original tablet, indicated by a plus sign between
museum accession numbers (e.g., K.1757 + K.18963 in the first row of the
table) our knowledge of the composition written across its surface grows,
sometimes resulting in a fuller text of the composition(s) it bears.*’ Another
milestone in the modern history of a tablet is when its inscribed text was identi-
fied (not listed in the table above). Since literary works are often incompletely
known and tablets are often broken and/or abraded, the inscribed words on a
tablet are not always easily identified as containing the text from a particular
composition. In principle, when a tablet is identified as part of a particular
composition, for example, Ludlul, which may happen before or after the tablet
is published, our knowledge of that composition increases, even if the newly
identified tablet simply offers another parallel witness, a duplicate. In fact,
however, such identifications are not always announced in print right away for
various reasons endemic to academia. Thus, the field may not know about a
scholar’s identification for decades. It is not always possible to specify each of
these milestones with certainty (or, sometimes, at all) in the life of a tablet
since the quality of records has varied throughout the history of the discipline
and across museums.*® But they are important for understanding the slow

45 A fuller presentation of information and bibliography for each witness is available in the
appendix to this chapter.

4Tt is possible, of course, for unpublished tablets to be used in the edition of a literary text, as
was the case with several tablets in SAACT 7, whose purpose and format did not permit the prop-
er publication of the new textual witnesses that the edition used. (And, due to a regrettable mis-
communication between co-authors, the textual apparatus did not present all of the textual
variants of these new MSS.)

47 Sometimes joins offer new text and sometimes they simply offer new parallels to parts of a
composition already attested on other witnesses.

48 Sorting and confirming these various dates is a kind of subfield within the modern history
of Babylonian literature.
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growth of Babylonian literature over the last 180 years and thus important to a
historical understanding of the modern reconstruction of Lud/ul.

The first tablet bearing witness to Ludlul, K.3972 (part of MS Il.Inin), came
from Layard’s discoveries at Nineveh (1850/1853). It was published in 1875 in
the fourth volume of The Cuneiform Inscriptions of Western Asia (= IVR!,
plate 67, no.2), presented in that series’ distinctive typeset cuneiform.* This
tablet contains what we presently identify as Lud/ul 11 21-48 and 98-120. As
luck would have it, the tablet’s colophon gives the poem’s incipit (MS II.Inin,
rev. 25") and thus the ancient title of the poem.*® Immediately, the text aroused
considerable interest. In 1884 seven lines of its text were found paralleled on
another tablet, K.3291 (= VR, plate 47 = MS Comnin), whose format suggested
it was some kind of commentary to the poem rather than just a copy of its text
since this tablet cited isolated lines of K.3972 and then gave explanations of
various words from those lines. The Commentary was quite long (98 preserved
lines),>! which allowed the inference, made rather early on, that the poem,
known at that time only from its second Tablet, was undoubtedly much length-
ier than the text of its first published witness (K.3972).>> The key assumption
in this inference was that all of the isolated lines cited in the Commentary were
from the same composition. Later discoveries have proven this assumption not
only correct (though there are still lines in the Commentary that are without
parallel in other tablets) but of fundamental importance to the reconstruction of
the poem, as demonstrated below. By 1888 a duplicate to K.3972 was identi-
fied in the Kuyunjik collection, K.2518 (part of MS II.Gnin), which, most signif-
icantly, added the opening twenty lines of Tablet II for the first time.>* In 1891
the second edition of volume four of The Cuneiform Inscriptions of Western
Asia (IVR?) announced several more witnesses attesting the poem (see wit-
nesses labeled IVR?, 60* in the table above), all bearing text from Tablet II.
The poem was growing, but progress was slow and often only incremental,
illustrated well by two witnesses from Nineveh, MS II.Hinin, composed of
K.3323 + Rm.941 + K.18186 + Rm.444, and MS LJnin, to which K.9392 +
K.9810 belong.

4 The heading at the top of the page reads “Assyrian Prayers,” which is completely under-
standable given the influence of prayers and laments on the text of Lud/ul. See chapter eight.

50 This and other colophons on witnesses to Ludlul are treated in chapter four.

31 See chapter nine for a new edition of the Commentary, which is also available at the Yale
Cuneiform Commentaries Project: http://ccp.yale.edu/P394923.

32 See already implicitly in Pinches 1888 and explicitly in Jastrow 1906. For the lines of Lud-
lul attested in the Commentary, see MS Comnin in the catalog of textual witnesses.

33 See Evetts 1888, who can already cite four studies of K.3972.
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In 1891 K.3323 was identified as a part of Lud/ul in IVR?. Carl Bezold, the
amazingly industrious Assyriologist and initial cataloger of the Kuyunjik
Collection, identified Rm.941 as a join to K.3323 in August of 1895,>* which
he documented in the fourth volume of his mammoth Catalogue of the Cunei-
form Tablets in the Kouyunjik Collection of the British Museum (1896, viii).
The two joined pieces appear as witnesses to Ludlul 11 in both Langdon’s
(1923) and Lambert’s (1960) text editions of the poem. Lambert added a tiny
fragment, K.18186, to these in May of 1977, which he announced in a supple-
mental catalog to the Kuyunjik collection in 1992.°° Finkel’s joining of
Rm.444 to the other fragments was recorded in museum records in September
of 1979 and seems only to have been announced in print in Annus and Lenzi’s
handbook edition of Ludlul, published in 2010 (SAACT 7). The lack of urgen-
cy about announcing the final join is easy to understand since Rm.444 only
added text to the formulaic colophon on the tablet and nothing to the actual
poem.

MS LInin also has a complicated modern history. The fragment K.9810 was
published in 1906 but was not identified in print as being a part of Lud/ul until
1959 by Erle Leichty, just in time for Lambert’s new edition of the poem in
1960.5 According to museum records, Lambert joined K.9810 to K.9392 in
June 1960, just a few months too late to be included in his edition, but few
Assryiologists even knew about the join until Lambert published the fact in
2002.°7 The fragment added only incrementally to our knowledge of the text
since it mostly duplicated or provided variants to a part of the poem’s text that
was already known by that time. These kinds of tablet histories are quite typi-
cal in Assyriology.

Providing the details of how every tablet from Kuyunjik helped reconstruct
the text of Ludlul would be much too tedious here.® Two more observations
will demonstrate the centrality of these tablets to the field of Akkadian litera-
ture. The first observation arises from the modern history of some of the tablets
bearing witness to Ludlul, which illustrates the extent to which Rawlinson

3% The British Museum tablet curators keep information about joins, which is now available
for the Kuyunjik tablets on the Assurbanipal Library Project website (see http://oracc.museum.
upenn.edu/asbp/index.html), my source for such information unless otherwise indicated.

35 Lambert 1992, 19. He also announced there (p. 29) that K.1757 joined to K.18963 (= MS
I.H), a join he made in May 1990, and identified its contents as lines from Lud/ul.

% Hehn 1906, 389-90, no. XVIII (published); Leichty 1959 (identified, see Lambert 1960,
343). For the significance of this witness, see below at the end of the section on tablets from
ASSur.

57 Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 237, 240.

8 There are a few more examples of Ninevite tablets mentioned below in conjunction with
tablets from other sites.
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understated the importance of the tablets from Nineveh. A full 140 years after
Smith’s excavations in Nineveh, Takayoshi Oshima placed Sm.89, a tiny
fragment bearing only six unbroken signs, into Ludlul 1 26-31. Oshima discov-
ered the piece while searching for unidentified witnesses to the poem in the
thousands of unpublished tablet drawings and transliterations amassed in note-
books by Frederick Geers in 1924 and 1929 to 1939 for the Chicago Assyrian
Dictionary, a project of the Oriental Institute at the University of Chicago.>
Given the size of this tiny fragment and the few preserved signs (see Oshima
2014, pl. VI), Oshima’s identification is quite remarkable, the discovery of a
needle in a haystack, so to speak.®® Searching tablet collections in this manner
is the stock and trade of many Assyriologists concerned with Babylonian liter-
ary, religious, and scholarly texts. They are always on the lookout for dupli-
cates that may fill in missing lines or signs in an incomplete composition.
Rawlinson suggested in April of 1853 that the tablets from Nineveh would
“occupy all the students of Europe for the next twenty years.”®! In fact, search-
ing the tablets from Nineveh still produces results some 170 years later.

And now, computers have come to our aid. The Electronic Babylonian
Literature project headed by Enrique Jiménez, is in the process of creating a
huge fragmentarium for Assyriology, that is, a searchable repository of translit-
erations of cuneiform tablets. Those in the British Museum’s collections are
especially well-represented. Using advanced search capabilities, the eBL team
has identified hundreds of duplicates to known compositions and discovered
new compositions as well. An especially interesting example for Ludlul comes
from the little fragment K.9973. Jiménez identified bits and pieces of Ludlul 11
14-23 on the obverse of this very abraded fragment; the reverse contains a
formulaic AsSurbanipal colophon. Using this textual information and physical
characteristics of the fragment itself (especially the presence of the so-called
firing holes), Aino Hétinen found that this fragment forms a bridge between
K.3972, the first-ever published tablet containing Ludlul (IVR!, 67 in 1875),
and DT 151, another of its earliest witnesses, published in IVR2, 60* in 1891.6?
Thus, one of the most recently identified and published witnesses to Lud/ul has

% Geers’ copies are available freely for download in PDF with index in 20 separate files here:
http://cdli.ucla.edu/?q=downloads. For more on the twenty-six volume Chicago Assyrian Diction-
ary (Oppenheim et al 1956-2010), see Reiner 2002 and Roth 2010. It is also available freely for
download at the following URL: https://oi.uchicago.edu/research/publications/assyrian-dictionary
-oriental-institute-university-chicago-cad.

0 T thank Takayoshi Oshima for relating to me in an email correspondence precisely how he
found Sm.89. My brief account does not in any way capture the hours of work this identification
required of him.

61 See above and Larsen 1996, 320.

©2 See Hitinen in Jiménez et al 2020, 24648, 251. Note now the final footnote in the appendix.
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joined two of its longest known witnesses—both of which were literally print-
ed on the same page in 1891!

The second observation about the importance of tablets from Nineveh is
that an Assyrian city, ironically, was the first fount of evidence in the modern
recovery of Babylonian literature. Ludlul is representative of this fact. In 1906,
when Marcus Jastrow published the first thorough-going attempt to reconstruct
Ludlul, he had only six witnesses to the poem. Five of these six were from Ni-
neveh (MS I1.Gnin; two fragments from MS IL.Inin [K.3972 and DT 151, which
were not yet joined]; MS ILKxin; and MS Comnin).®* 1t is worth noting at this
point in our narrative that aside from the Commentary’s isolated citations
across the entire poem and the catchline to Tablet II1,% the tablets Jastrow used
in his edition only bear witness to the text of Tablet II, allowing partial recov-
ery of II 1-47 and 90-120. (Remarkably, from the little information he had at
hand, Jastrow surmised that Ludlul originally had four Tablets of 120 lines
each, an idea that persisted for over a hundred years.®®) Langdon would use
another Nineveh tablet, K.8396 (MS II.Hanin), to fill the gap between II 47 and
IT 90 in his 1923 edition of Ludlul, though many lines remained only partially
recovered.®

1.2.2. Sippar (mid-seventh to mid-fifth centuries BCE)

Another important archaeological site for the modern recovery of the text of
Ludlul is the Babylonian city of Sippar during the Neo-Babylonian and early
Achaemenid periods, from which come nineteen more witnesses to the poem,
not quite one third of the total number of manuscripts.®’

MSsip | Museum No. Year Found | Year Published | Contents

I.C BM 66345 (1882-09-18, 1882 2014 (Oshima) 16-21
6338)

I.D BM 68444 (1882-09-18, 1882 2014 (Oshima) 138-53
8442)

63 Jastrow 1906, 141-48. The sixth is from Sippar (the reverse of Si.37, part of MS II.Fsjp),
discussed below.

% Three of these witnesses give a part of the opening line of Tablet III as a “catchline.” A
catchline cites the first line of the next tablet in the series in order to provide the reader with an
indication of what tablet to read next. The Commentary also cites I1I 1, though it does not indicate
the line’s position in the poem.

51906, 146.

 Langdon 1923, 4.

7 See Pedersén 1998, 193-97 for an overview of the various archives at Sippar and Gasche /
Janssen 1997 for a succinct summary of the archaeology of the site.
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(1882-09-18, 14220)

LE BM 73592 1882 2014 (Oshima) 120-39, 85-101
(1882-09-18, 13603)
LF IM 132669 1986 1998 (George / | I1-50, 62-120,
Al-Rawi) I
Lu BM 61433 (1882-09-18, 1882 1977 (Leichty) 188-92
1407)
Lv BM 93079 (1882-09-18, 1882 2014 (Oshima) 155-59
5555)
I.z BM 71949 1882 2019 (Lam- 178-84
(1882-09-18, 11952) bert)®
II.C | BM 54794 (1882-05-22, 1882 2014 (Oshima) 11 49-59, 60-71
1123)
II.D | BM 65956 (1882-09-18, 1882 /1883 | 2014 (Oshima) 11 1-23, 94-120
5948) + BM 67872
(1882-09-18, 7870) +
BM 93047 (1883-01-21,
1783)
ILE BM 82957 (1883-01-21, 1883 2014 (Oshima) 11 16-25, 103—
120) 109
ILF Si.37 + Si.881 1894 1952 (Williams) | 11 8-29, 37-48,
76-120, 111 1
IIIL.LB | BM 54821 (1882-05-22, 1882 1960 (Lambert) | III 29-45, 85-99
1150)
LD | Si.55 1894 1910 (Campbell | IIT 22-55, 67—
Thompson) 103
Il.g | BM 68435 (1882-09-18, 1882 2001 (Gesche) 111 68-78
8433)
ILH | BM 77093 1883 2014 (Oshima) 111 42-62
(1883-01-18, AH.2472)
1Li BM 99811 1883 2014 (Oshima) r9-13
(1883-01-21, 2173)
HLJ | IM 124581 1986 2019 (Fadhil / 111 9-34
Jiménez)
IV.B | Si.728 1894 2014 (Oshima) IV §A
Vi BM 74201 1882 2001 (Gesche) V 54-55, 57-60

Table 2: Manuscripts from Sippar.

Fourteen of these nineteen tablets came to the British Museum (labeled
BM) as a result of Rassam’s last period of work in Mesopotamia (1879-1882),
when, in addition to working at Nineveh, he oversaw excavations at southern
sites such as Babylon, Borsippa, Kutha, and Sippar.®® Walker estimates that
Rassam delivered more than 100,000 tablets from Babylonia to the British
Museum during these years,”® with an estimated 60,000—70,000 tablets coming

 In George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 207.
% See Walker / Collon 1980; Reade 1986a; Reade in Leichty 1986, xiii—xxxvi; and Reade

1993.

70 Walker 1987, 186.
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from Sippar alone.”! Unfortunately, due to the manner of their excavation as
well as the concurrent practice of purchasing (illicitly excavated) tablets from
antiquity dealers and local people (by Rassam and other agents of the British
Museum), it is sometimes difficult to ascertain whether a tablet in the Sippar
Collection is actually from Sippar.” Two tablets mentioned in connection with
the Sippar Collection below, MS III.Cpsp and MS V.Cgab, are likely from
Babylon and treated with the discussion of that site in this narrative. (Both
tablets were purchased. See below.)

The task of registering the artifacts—never mind cataloging, deciphering,
and publishing them—far exceeded the capacity of the staff at the British Mu-
seum.”® Nearly eighty years later, Lambert’s edition of Ludlul (1960) could
only draw on one tablet from the British Museum’s Sippar Collection (BM
54821 = MS II1.Bsjp), which he included in the edition at the last moment.” (Of
course, he could use two other Sippar MSS from a collection in Istanbul that had
already been published, MS IL.Fs;, and Ms III.Ds;j,, discussed below.) Matters
changed with the publication of the British Museum’s catalogs of the Sippar
Collection in the 1980’s, primarily the work of University of Pennsylvania
Assyriologist Erle Leichty.”® Leichty’s catalogs identify in print eleven more
tablets bearing the text of Lud/ul in the Sippar Collection, one of which Leichty
published.”® George and Bongenaar identified another in 2002.”7 (Lambert
apparently had already identified some of these tablets as belonging to Ludlul
in his personal notebooks, though few were privy to this information.)
Although Annus and Lenzi incorporated ten of these new tablets into their

7l Reade 1993, 56.

72 See Reade in Leichty 1986, xiii—xxxvi and Walker in Leichty / Finkelstein / Walker 1988,
xi—xxv. For Sippar as the likely provenance of the consignment of tablets designated 1882-09-18,
see Reade in Leichty 1986, xxxiii; for the consignment 1882-05-22, pp. xxxii—xxxiii; for 1883-01-
18, pp. xxvii, xxiv; and note how little is known about consignment 1883-01-21, pp. xxxiv.

73 Stated in Walker / Collon 1980, 95.

74 Lambert 1960, 34445 (in an addenda).

75 See Leichty 1986; Leichty / Grayson 1987; and Leichty / Finkelstein / Walker 1988.

76 See Leichty 1986, 156 (BM 54794 = Ms I1.Csjp); Leichty / Grayson 1987, 39 (BM 61433,
published as Leichty 1977 = MS Lusip), 165 (BM 65956, now joined to BM 67872 and BM 93047
to form MS I1.Dsip), 175 (BM 66345 = MS 1.Csip), 233 (BM 68435 = MS I11.gsip), 233 (BM 68444 =
MS L1.Dsjp), 367 (BM 73592 = MS LEsjp), 383 (BM 74201 = MS V.isjp), 155 (BM 93079 = MS Lvsip);
Leichty / Falkenstein / Walker 1988, 93 (BM 77253 = MS V.Cga; treated with the material from
Babylon), 326 (BM 82957 = MS ILEsip).

77 See George / Bongenaar 2002, 76 under BM 55481, which is now joined indirectly to BM
39523. Together they form MS III.Cpab. These fragments are likely from Babylon and treated be-
low.
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handbook edition of the poem (SAACT 7),” full publication of most of these
new Sippar tablets from the British Museum containing Lud/ul had to await
Oshima’s critical edition in 2014, when he added two more to the list, MS
I11.Hsjp and MS ILisi, from Lambert’s unpublished copies.® And in 2019, yet
another tablet from Sippar (MS l.zsjp) attesting Ludlul was identified among
Lambert’s copies.?!

Despite their large number, most of these Sippar tablets are only fragments,
bearing a dozen or two lines of broken text;®? and six are school exercise tab-
lets, attesting only short excerpts of the poem.® (Exercise tablets are indicated
by lower case letters in the sigla.) Of course, having more pieces to the puzzle
is always welcome. And sometimes such pieces provide a small bit of infor-
mation that proves very important. For example, Ms II1.Bs;j, decisively proved
for Lambert the existence of a line in the poem (now III 31) that either was
lacking or not clearly present in the other witnesses known to him at the time
(1960).8* Another example: Ms 11.Csjp (rev. 3) is still the only witness to the
first word of Ludlul 11 62.%° One more: the school tablet Ms I11.gs;, (obv. 2") was
a key witness to finding the proper reading of the last half of Ludlul 111 68, rec-
ognized as such only in 2019.3¢ Still, by and large the Sippar Collection in the
British Museum has not contributed as much to the recovery of Ludlul—and so
soon after their discovery—as tablet finds from Sippar by others, the first of
whom is Father Vincent Scheil at the turn of the twentieth century.

Father Scheil excavated at Sippar in the early months of 1894 on behalf of
the Imperial Museum, located in Istanbul.®” The report of his findings,
published in 1902, included a catalog of tablets from Sippar in the holdings of
the museum,®® in which he identified another tablet that duplicated material

78 The photographs of the very abraded BM 77253 (now MS V.Cgab) we had were not legible
enough to use, and I overlooked George and Bongenaar’s identification of BM 55481 (MS
II1.Cgab) in their bibliographic essay.

7 Gesche 2001, 558-59, 614 also offered editions of two of the school tablets, BM 68435 (Ms
IIL.gsip) and BM 74201 (= MS V.isjp), in her study of first-millennium Babylonian scribal curricula.

80 See Oshima 2014, 379. The copies were finally published in George / Taniguchi 2019, nos.
157 and 62, respectively.

81 See George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 207.

82 Ms I11.Bsi, and MS I1.Ds;, are exceptions with over thirty and forty lines, respectively.

83 For more on the school tablets, see chapter four.

84 See Lambert 1960, 345. This discovery made his line numbering in Tablet III one number
too low, starting at 1T 31.

85 See Oshima 2014, 404.

86 See Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 159, n.9 and see the notes in chapter three at IIT 68.

87 Scheil calls the museum “Musée impérial de Constantinople.” The city’s name was not of-
ficially changed until 1930.

88 Scheil 1902, 95-141. Not all of the tablets are described. The highest museum number as-
signed to a tablet is Si.1022. Tanret 2002, 163—64 discusses the difficulty of matching Scheil’s
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from Ludlul Tablet II (Si. 37, now part of MS II.Fs;p). In addition to duplicating
previously known lines in Tablet II Si.37 also expanded the text of the poem by
seven lines, witnessing to Ludlul 11 90-96 for the first time (see Jastrow 1906,
169—-170). This was the only non-Ninevite tablet used in Jastrow’s reconstruc-
tion of the poem in 1906, mentioned above.?® Every little bit helps. But this
discovery would soon be eclipsed by Campbell Thompson’s, published in
1910. While making copies of some of the tablets from Scheil’s excavations,
Campbell Thompson noticed that eight lines on a tablet labeled Si. 55 (MS
[II.Dsjp) parallel lines in the Commentary to Ludlul (MS Comnyin), and these
lines occur affer the material cited from Tablet II of the poem. This, he
reasoned, “proved conclusively” that Si.55 was the first witness to attest con-
nected text of Ludlul’s Tablet 111.°° This was an important leap forward. This
one tablet advanced the poem by seventy-one lines (what is now known as II1
22-55, 67-103),°! which hint at the protagonist’s dreams at the beginning of
Tablet III and describe his recovery in detail. All of this was known previously
only from the excerpted, disconnected lines in the Commentary. Still, Sippar
had not yet revealed all of its treasures.

One of the most important Sippar tablets attesting Ludlul is also the most
recently excavated (1986), MS I.Fsjp, which to contextualize properly requires a
discussion of both the tablets from Huzirina (modern Sultantepe) in Turkey and
the only witness from Kalhu (modern Nimrud). Only after we discuss these
sites will we return to Sippar below, where we will discuss MS L.Fs;, and MS
HLJsip. (MS IV.Bsip will be discussed with the material for the reconstruction of
Tablet IV.) But, before we can move ahead to Huzirina and Kalhu, excavated
in the middle of the twentieth century, a visit to AsSur, the first capital and

inventory of tablets to specific locations on site at Sippar and the problem of distinguishing tablets
he excavated and sent to Istanbul from those that came to Istanbul via purchase and illicit excava-
tion.

89 Scheil only gave a transliteration of the lines on Si.37 that were unparalleled by previous
witnesses (1902, 105). In his attempt to reconstruct Ludlul, Jastrow used only the reverse of Si.37,
which he knew only from a private copy supplied to him by Dr. L. Messerschmidt (1906, 142,
n.22). Langdon likewise used the reverse in his edition (1923, 4, 46) without providing a full
transliteration or copy. Full publication would have to await R. J. Williams (1952, 4-7, including
photographs). Williams also published the tablet’s join to Si.881 (credited to F. Geers), but by this
time the text on the new join was already known from other witnesses in Langdon’s edition
(1923). See Lambert 1960, pls. 67 for a copy.

% See 1910, 18. M. Frangois Martin is not so sure: “il serait peut-étre plus exact de dire: a une
des tablettes qui suivaient la II®” (1910, 79), though later on the same page he notes the Sippar
tablet is “de la ITI¢ (?) tablette” of the poem.

o The first two lines on the reverse show mere traces of what is III 65-66 and are not counted
here. Also, eight of these lines were known from the Commentary. Thus, sixty-three lines were
new, strictly speaking.
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most important religious center of the Neo-Assyrian empire, is necessary. With
the tablets from AsSur, we return to tracing the growth of the text of Ludlul at
the beginning of the twentieth century, a time when only parts of Tablets II and
III (and isolated lines from the Commentary) were known.

1.2.3. AsSur (Neo-Assyrian period, c. 911—614 BCE)

Like the Americans,” the Germans arrived on the Mesopotamian archaeo-
logical scene rather late compared to the British and the French, though no less
motivated by cultural, economic, and religious interests.”> Robert Koldewey
started excavations at Babylon in 1899 on behalf of the Deutsche Orient-
Gesellschaft and appointed his assistant, Walter Andrae, to carry out the work
at the Assyrian site of AsSur in 1903. Both excavations were long-lasting ef-
forts (Assur: 1903-1914; Babylon: 1899-1917), marked by a methodology
more careful than previous archaeologists.®* Fifty three archives and libraries
were found throughout AsSur from the Middle and Neo-Assyrian periods,”
which taken as a whole have yielded a significant number of tablets attesting
Babylonian literary and religious texts.”® Currently, there are fourteen Neo-

92 The first major American expedition was to the city of Nippur from 1888—-1900. The Amer-
icans found a huge number of tablets, many of which bore Sumerian rather than Akkadian texts
(see Kuklick 1996, whose narrative highlights how the religious, political, and cultural motiva-
tions that propelled the study of ancient Mesopotamia at the time intersected significantly with the
development of the modern American research university). There are no tablets bearing the text of
Ludlul from this important city.

% See, e.g., Marchand 1996, 188-227; Bernhardsson 2005, 5255, 65-68; and Thelle 2019,
142-66.

% Lloyd 1980, 174-79. For a succinct overview of the archaeology of AsSur, see Lamprichs
1997. Koldewey appointed another assistant, Julius Jordan, to excavate at Uruk (modern Warka)
in 1912-1913. Though interrupted almost immediately by the First World War, German excava-
tions resumed in 1928 and have continued on and off for decades, producing some of the earliest
and latest cuneiform tablets in modern possession. For an overview of the archaeology, see
Boehmer 1997. To date, there are no tablets from Uruk that bear the continuous text of Ludlul,
though a commentary to Summa izbu VII cites the poem twice in the course of its exposition (see
chapter nine). This is clear evidence that the poem was known at Uruk at some point in the last
centuries before the Common Era.

95 Pedersén 1986 is the fundamental study for the first-millennium archives and libraries at
Assur. Pedersén 1998, 132-43 provides a survey of the Neo-Assyrian materials. For the Middle
Assyrian materials, see Pedersén 1985 and Pedersén 1998, 81-88.

% The number of tablets and fragments found at ASur from 1903 to 1914 is estimated at
11,000 (Maul 2010, 189). This material includes a variety of genres (historical inscriptions, ad-
ministrative documents, literary texts, and religious rituals), only a portion of which was pub-
lished as line drawings soon after the completion of Andrae’s excavations. Stefan Maul headed
the Assur-Forschungsstelle der Heidelberger Akademie der Wissenschaften, which undertook the
publication of many of these tablets between 2004 and 2022. For a list of publications, see



1. LUDLUL’S ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECOVERY AND TEXTUAL RECONSTRUCTION 35

Assyrian tablets from ASSur attesting Ludlul—about one fifth of all the wit-
nesses to the poem. Unfortunately, only a few of these (MS III.Eas, MS L.Xas,
and MS Lyay) can be situated archaeologically within one of the libraries or
archives of the city.

MSas | Museum No. Year Found | Year Published Contents

LN VAT 10522 1903-1914 1953 (Ebeling) 11-13, 119-1207

1.0 VAT 11100 1903-1914 1923 (Ebeling) 166-86,92-112

1.P VAT 11565 1903-1914 1922 (Ebeling) 1110-120

1.x VAT 10071 1903-1914 1960 (Lambert) 1 82-83

Ly VAT 10756 1903-1914 1960 (Lambert) 184-85

IIL.L VAT 10569 1903-1914 1960 (Lambert) 11 50-61, 117-120, 111

1

ILM: | VAT 10601 1903-1914 1960 (Lambert) 11 63-74

97

IL.M2 | VAT 10657 1903-1914 1919 (Ebeling)* 11 82-94

IILE | VAT 9954 1903-1914 1919 (Ebeling)* 111 1-30, 32-46, 48-62

IILF | VAT 11179 1903-1914 1960 (Lambert) 11 11-25,95-110

V.D VAT 9303 1903-1914 1919 (Ebeling)* V 39-61, 64-86

V.E VAT 9442 1903-1914 1919 (Ebeling)* V 1-5, 7-16, 50-64

V.F VAT 10538 + 1903-1914 1953 (Ebeling) / V 68-69, 71-90, 105—
VAT 10650 2014 (Oshima)®® 120

V.G VAT 27%° 1903-1914 1919 (Ebeling) V 25-39,91-103

Table 3: Manuscripts from AsSur.

Erich Ebeling published just over half of these tablets between 1919 and
1923 in copy (as line drawings) in a series of fascicles under the title Keil-
schrifttexte aus Assur religiosen Inhalts.'®° His catalog identified four of them
as part of Ludlul (marked * above), three of which were quite significant to the
on-going recovery of the poem’s text.!! VAT 9954 (Ms IIL.LEas) was likely

https://www.hadw-bw.de/forschung/forschungsstelle/edition-literarischer-keilschrifttexte-aus-as-
sur/publikationen.

97 Ms IL.M; and Ms I1.M likely belonged to the same tablet originally (see Lambert 1960, 37
and Oshima 2014, 378). They do not currently join directly to each other.

% Lambert identified the second fragment (Oshima 2014, 379, citing Lambert Folio, no.
1555).

% Ebeling labeled the tablet VAT 11245 in his copy, but the staff at Heidelberg informs me
that this is incorrect. The correct number is unknown, so the tablet is effectively lost in the collec-
tion.

100 Ebeling 1919-1923, often referred to as simply KAR. (Ebeling copied hundreds of other
ASSur tablets in several other volumes during his career, including some referred to as LKA, for
which see Ebeling 1953.)

101 Ebeling thought one other tablet might belong to the poem (KAR 138 = VAT 9959). But
his tentative suggestion has not turned out to be correct. See Heft I’s Zusammenstellung on the
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discovered in the prince’s palace, AsSur-muballissu, son of Sennacherib (ruled
704-681 BCE).!?? It bears lines 1-30 of Tablet III on its obverse and 111 3246,
48-62 on its reverse,!” and thus provided the beginning of Tablet III for the
first time and nearly filled the hole in the middle of the Tablet left by the tablet
from Sippar discovered by Campbell Thompson (MS III.Ds;jp, which contains
I 22-55, 67-103). Having MS III.Eas and MS II1.Ds;p at his disposal (along
with the disconnected lines from the Commentary), Langdon’s edition recon-
structed Tablet III in 1923 nearly to its present day extent (in terms of
length),' even though we now have four times the number of witnesses.'%
Another important discovery for Ludlul at ASSur was two witnesses to the
last Tablet of the poem (Tablet V), VAT 9442 (Ms V.Eaz) and VAT 9303 (MS
V.Das). MS V.Eas, obv. 13—15 preserves portions of lines that Landsberger by
1918 had identified with two lines in the Commentary (what is now V 14—16),
suggesting the obverse of MS V.Eas preserved the opening stanzas of the final
Tablet of the poem. Because some of the text on MS V.Dx; (attesting V 39-61,
64-86) overlapped with text on MS V.Exs (attesting V 1-5, 7-16, 50-64), the
former was also identified as part of Lud/ul.'° These two AsSur tablets and the
Commentary comprise all of Langdon’s material for the last Tablet of Ludlul
(still considered Tablet IV) in his 1923 edition.!?” The basis for including these
tablets in the poem was very slim at the time and their proper ordering was
disputed—and remained so for decades.!®® (In 1953, when Ebeling tentatively
identified VAT 10538, now part of MS V.Fys, as a witness to the final Tablet of
Ludlul, the new evidence did not contribute substantively since the fragment,

first (unnumbered) page after the Preface for his catalog and compare this to his list of manu-
scripts used in his translation of Lud/ul (in Gressman 1926, 273), where he has removed KAR 138
and added KAR 326 (= VAT 11100 = MS 1.Oas).

192 1t may also have come from a house nearby to the west of the palace. See Pedersén 1986,
76-81 (Ns; IA91I area); for the present tablet, see specifically pp. 77 and 79.

103 The scribe skipped line 31 when he flipped the tablet to begin writing on its reverse and al-
so skipped line 47 by mistake.

104 Subsequently discovered duplicates have filled some of the gaps in lines that were more
fragmentary in Langdon’s day. And, of course, more recent editions have significantly improved
upon his readings of signs and translation.

105 See Langdon 1923, 4-5, 49-58.

106 See Landsberger’s comment, cited in Zimmern 1918, 45, n.2 and discussed in Lambert
1960, 24; note also Landsberger’s translation of the last Tablet of Ludlul in Lehmann / Haas 1922,
315-16.

107 Langdon 1923, 5, 61-66.

108 Compare, e.g., the ordering of the material by Lambert (1960, 58-61), von Soden (1991,
131-35), and Foster (2005, 406-8), summarized in Lenzi / Annus 2011, 198-200. Vogelzang’s
one page note on the ordering of the material as known at the time (1979) was basically correct,
though the key piece of confirming evidence, MS Agab, still lay in disconnected fragments at the
British Museum in 1979.
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attesting V 76-90, only provided a few new lines.) Indeed, Lambert objected to
the evidence in his edition in 1960 and placed a question mark after the title of
the last Tablet in his edition because he doubted that it really belonged to the
poem.'? Future evidence would remove this uncertainty (see below).

By the time Lambert published his edition of Ludlul in 1960, he could use
nine more tablets from ASSur in the poem.''® Although these added here and
there to the text, the most interesting story comes from the three that contribut-
ed to the recovery of Ludlul Tablet I, MS I.Nas, MS [.Oas, and MS 1.Pas. (MS
I.xa3, and MS Lyas are also part of Tablet I, but they are school exercise tablets
and merely duplicate lines that were already known by the time Lambert incor-
porated them into his edition. Among the few AsSur tablets with a known find-
spot, they are discussed in chapter four.)

If one were to go by Langdon’s 1923 edition, Tablet I was terra incognita
beyond the scant, disconnected lines attested in the Commentary.''! Lands-
berger, however, had already placed VAT 11100 (MS 1.Oxs) into the poem’s
first Tablet, a connection that must have been made by way of the eight lines
VAT 11100 shares with the Commentary. Landsberger’s discovery was made
public in his German translation of Ludlul, which came out in 1922, likely
while Langdon’s edition was in press.''? With this find, a third of the lines in
Tablet I were suddenly revealed (I 66-86, 92—112), if only fragmentarily. In
1953, von Soden extended the text of Tablet I with a tablet from Nineveh
(K.9237 = MS LInin) that attests on its obverse parts of what we now know to
be 1 47-65.113 Although about half the lines of Lud/ul 1 were now represented
in two witnesses (I 47-86, 92—112), most of these lines were incompletely re-
covered, some were too fragmentary for translation,!'* and the Tablet’s begin-

1091960, 24-26 and 57 for the title page of the last Tablet. Lambert’s objection was based on
what he called “[a] minute examination of the two passages” (24 with n.1; see also already Lam-
bert 1959a, 145-46). Note, however, in a last minute addendum to his edition that he entertains
the possibility that what he called Tablet IV(?) might in fact be a fifth Tablet of Ludlul (1960, 30),
which has now turned out to be correct.

110 The last one to find a place in the poem was MS V.Gas, which Lambert identified as Ludlul
in 1995 (Lambert 1995, 33).

"1 Langdon 1923, 3.

2 See Lehmann / Haas 1922, 312 for Landsberger’s translation; note also Ebeling’s in
Gressmann 1926, 274 (VAT 11100 = KAR 326). Landsberger, unlike Ebeling, did not cite the
source for these lines. Pfeiffer in 1950 seems unaware of this material for Tablet I in his English
translation of the poem, despite the fact that he notes both German translations in his bibliog-
raphy. See Pritchard 1969, 434.

113 The tablet (MS LInin) preserves on its reverse Ludlul 1 66-84, which duplicates most of
those on the obverse of MS 1.Oas (I 66-86). Because the pristine bottom edge of the tablet is pre-
served, von Soden could be sure that the last line on the obverse continued with the first line of
the reverse. See https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/dl/photo/P397986.jpg.

114 This is easily confirmed with a glance at von Soden’s translation (1953, 10).
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ning and ending were still missing. A number of other discoveries in the 1950’s
would put Tablet I on a significantly better textual footing; two of these in-
volve tablets from AsSur (MS [.Ns and MS L.P4y).

First, the beginning. In the late 1950’s, Erle Leichty, a graduate student at
the time, serendipitously discovered “in the course of other work™ that K.9810
(part of MS I.Jnin) duplicates lines of the poem preserved on VAT 10522 (MS
I.Nas). Because the former preserved the poem’s incipit (fragmentarily) in both
the first line of text and in the tablet’s colophon he could conclude that “[t]he
long sought-after beginning of the famous Akkadian composition Luldul Bél
Neémeqi has finally come to light.”!'> His discovery was just in time to appear
in Lambert’s edition as an addendum.''¢

As for the ending, Lambert, while making the final preparations for the
publication of his edition, found a place at the end of Tablet I for VAT 11565
(MS 1.Pag), which Ebeling had published in copy decades earlier. VAT 11565,
Lambert discovered, overlaps at its beginning with a few lines in VAT 11100
(MS 1.043); the overlap is at what is now I 110-112."7 He also found that the
last several lines on VAT 11565 overlap with lines on what was then a tiny
Babylonian fragment previously identified by Gurney in 1937, BM 32214118
The very last line on VAT 11565 appears just before the bottom edge of the
tablet. Its parallel on the Babylonian fragment appears before a double rule
line, indicating a major break in the text, which is then followed by the opening
line of Tablet II. By fitting this piece from AsSur into the existing textual puz-
zle, Lambert filled the gap at the end of Tablet [—even if so fragmentarily that
he gives no translation—and established Tablet I’s length at 120 lines.!"”

1.2.4. Huzirina (late eighth to seventh centuries BCE)

Although Lambert had some other pieces that belonged to Tablet I at his dis-
posal, a couple each from Nineveh and Babylon,'?° most crucial to the restora-
tion of Tablet I in his edition was a large tablet from a site known today as
Sultantepe, which during the seventh century was the Assyrian provincial

115 Leichty 1959, 361.

116 See Lambert 1960, 343. As mentioned above, Lambert joined K.9810 to K.9392 in June
1960, too late to include in his edition.

17 See Oshima 2014, 394.

118 His MS j (see Lambert 1960, pl. 4). See note 120 below.

119 Lambert 1960, 30.

120 The two from Babylon, Lambert’s MsS j and k, would eventually be incorporated into the
large tablet now labeled MS Agab, comprising a dozen joined fragments. See below.



1. LUDLUL’S ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECOVERY AND TEXTUAL RECONSTRUCTION 39

capital Huzirina. Seton Lloyd and Nuri Gokge excavated Sultantepe in 1951—
1952.121 Of primary interest here is the collection of 572'?? tablets and
fragments they found that belonged to a temple official named Qurdi-Nergal
and his family.!?* The tablets were found in what is probably to be interpreted
as a secondary context, since they were piled up outside of the house against
one of the walls.!>* Dates on the tablets indicate that they were written in the
late eighth to the late seventh centuries (718—612 BCE). Based on the poor
quality of the writing and the naming of numerous “(junior) apprentices,”
Samallii (sehriitu), in their colophons, Robson thinks this collection might be
the remnant of a provincial scribal school.'?® Religious and literary texts com-
prise a conspicuously disproportionate number of tablets in the collection. In
all, fifty tablets bear witness to classic Babylonian literary and religious com-
positions.'?® Of these fifty, three attest the text of Ludlul.'*’

MSHuz | Museum No. Year Found Year Published Contents
LR SU 1951,10 1951 1954 (Lambert / Gur- | 138-72, 73-104
ney)
ILN SU 1951,32 + 1951 1954 (Lambert / Gur- | II 1-56, 61-83,
103A (+) 15A ney) 85-120, 111 1
+ 46128
V.H SU 1952212+ | 1952 1957/1964 (Gurney/ | V 71,73-82
291 with 302 Finkelstein; Gurney /
Hulin)

Table 4: Manuscripts from Huzirina.

12 See Lloyd / Gokge 1953. For an overview of the site and tablet finds, see Gurney 1998.

122 See Gurney 1952, 30 for the number; compare Gurney 1998, 170. Many of the smallest
fragments were never published due to size, content or lack thereof, and/or damage (see Gurney /
Hulin 1964, 21-22). The published texts come to about 400.

123 For an overview of the tablet collection from this site, see Robson 2013, 48-50. Gurney /
Finkelstein 1957 (STT I) and Gurney / Hulin 1964 (STT II) provide line drawings of nearly all of
the tablets.

124 See Lloyd / Gokge 1953, 30, fig. 2. For summaries of the archaeological context of the
tablets, see Pedersén 1998, 178—79; Gurney / Finkelstein 1957, iv; and Robson 2013, 48—49.

125 Robson 2013, 49-50; Robson 2019, 137-38.

126 See Robson 2013, 49; Robson 2019, 135.

127 Gurney announced that these tablets belong to the poem in 1952 (see Gurney 1952, 28,
32). As an illustration of the volatility in making such identifications, Gurney attributed SU
1952,212 without joins (see MS V.Huyuz), to Ludlul Tablet 1II (1952, 32); Lambert and Gurney
noted this as an error in their article in 1954 (65, n.3); but both then accepted the piece as part of
the last Tablet of the poem, “Ludlul TV(?),” at a later time (Gurney / Hulin 1964, 1, SU 1952,212
+ 291 only; Lambert 1960, 57, SU 1952,212 + 291 with 302).

128 The museum number was given incorrectly in STT I and corrected in the corrigenda for
that volume in STT II (see Gurney / Hulin 1964, 25; see also Gurney 1952, 28).
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MS IL.Nny, provides an almost continuous witness to the entirety of Tablet II
(IT 1-56, 61-83, 85-120), which had been known rather well for decades since
Langdon’s 1923 edition. Manuscript MS V.Hpyy, is a meager fragment of mate-
rial in the final Tablet of the poem. The witness of most significance in the
mid-twentieth century for the reconstruction of Ludlul was SU 1951,10, our MS
[.Ryuwz,, which preserves Ludlul 1 38-104. Because the tablet is so well-
preserved (the large majority of its lines are complete), it provided a solid
textual foundation for the greater part of the opening Tablet of the poem, which
had previously been riddled with lacunae. Combining this witness with all of
the others he knew about for Tablet I, including those from AsSur mentioned
above, Lambert’s edition in 1960 includes text for Ludlul 1 1-13, 38-120.
Some of these lines were only partially recovered (13, 38-42, and 110-120),
but most were completely or nearly completely established (1-12 and 43-109).

1.2.5. Kalhu (mid-ninth to late seventh centuries BCE)

A tablet from the Assyrian city of Kalhu, what is now modern Nimrud, could
have filled the gap between lines 13 and 38 of Tablet I. But it was not yet
available to Lambert in 1960. Archaeologist Max Mallowan, husband to the
famous author Agatha Christie,'” was excavating a temple dedicated to the
scribal deity Nabt at the former Assyrian capital in 1956 when he came upon a
cache of some 300 tablets dating to the Neo-Assyrian period in a room across
from the main cella of the deity.!3° One of these tablets was identified in 1960
as a witness to Ludlul, but the tablet required conservation, performed in 1970,
before it was finally published in 1980.!3!

129 Christie’s archaeological connection comes out in several of her novels; especially note-
worthy is Murder in Mesopotamia (1936). Interestingly, the scholar who published the Ludlul
tablet from Kalhu, Donald J. Wiseman, dedicated an essay to Mallowan with the same title
(Wiseman 1974).

130 See Mallowan 1966, 1.232-78 for an early discussion of the archaeological context of the
tablets found at Kalhu. Pedersén 1998, 143—54 identifies seventeen archives and libraries at the
site, discussing the one in question here on pp. 151-52. For a more recent discussion of the ar-
chaeological context and contents of the tablets from the temple, see Oates / Oates 2001, 111-23,
203-9 (from whom I take “some 300 tablets,” p. 207). Wiseman / Black 1996 publish 259 of the
tablets. Robson 2013, 45-48 provides an overview of the Ezida collection, arguing that it was a
royal Assyrian library similar to AsSurbanipal’s in scope but smaller in size. Likewise, Robson /
Stevens 2019, 336-37.

131 See Wiseman 1980 for the publication of the Ludlul tablet, especially p. 101 where he
mentions that the tablet was identified as belonging to Ludlul in 1960 and conserved in 1970.
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MSkal | Museum No. Year Found Year Published Contents
1L.Q ND 5485 + 1956 1980 (Wiseman)/ | 1 1-85,91-120
5497/20 1996 (Wiseman /
Black)

Table 5: Manuscript from Kalhu.

In 1980, before the join listed above,'3? ND 5485 attested Tablet I 1-46 and
91-120. And with this, the text of Ludlul Tablet I was nearly complete.

1.2.6. Sippar Again (mid- to late sixth century BCE)

In the 19851986 season, the eighth of their excavations, Dr. Walid al-Jadir
and his team of Iraqi archacologists discovered a cache of about 800 tablets in
Sippar near the areas previously excavated by Rassam and Scheil. These tablets
were found “on the shelves” so to speak in a late Babylonian temple library;
that is, they were stacked and organized in recessed, mud-brick niches on three
of the four walls in the room."33 Among these tablets was MS L.Fsi, and Ms
[LJsip already mentioned above. When George and Al-Rawi published the
former witness in 1998, they could use it to fill almost all of the remaining gaps
in Ludlul I—partial lines or missing signs. The latter tablet, which Fadhil and
Jiménez published in 2019, attests III 9-34 in a fuller manner than other
witnesses. Thus, they could use it to fill in many lacunae in the protagonist’s
series of dreams recounted at the beginning of Tablet III and to suggest several
improvements in the reading and restoring of these previously broken and dis-
puted lines. A perusal of the notes in chapter three on these lines shows this
witness’s importance in some detail.

1.2.7. Kish (seventh century BCE)

Before moving on to the final group of tablets, those from Babylon/Babylonia,
I mention briefly as an aside the only Ludlul tablet from the southern Mesopo-
tamian city of Kish, probably excavated in 1924 and published in 1989, MS

132 The join was published in Wiseman / Black 1996, no. 201 (see pp. 29-30 for the catalog
description).

133 See Iraq 49 (1987), 248-249, with plate 47 for a photograph of the library shelves, and
Pedersén 1998, 194-97 for a brief description with many references. Al Jadir 1998 describes the
discovery and Hilgert 2013 provides a brief analysis of the collection. The publication of these
tablets is on-going.
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Lw/V jkis.'** The tablet likely belongs to a seventh century BCE tablet collection
that Eleanor Robson has reconstructed on the basis of scant archaeological and
museological records.'*> The collection includes a large number of scholarly
and literary texts as well as many exercise tablets. The present tablet does not
factor much in the reconstruction of the poem, but it is a unique witness be-
cause its obverse contains Ludlul 1 48—5213¢ and its reverse V 4950, 53—54.
Aside from an important tablet from Babylonia mentioned below (MS A), this
is our only witness to Ludlul that contains material from more than one Tablet
of the poem. It is treated further in chapter four.

1.2.8. Babylon/Babylonia (late eighth century BCE and later)

Twelve tablets—just under one fifth of the witnesses to the poem, come from
the final locale for our consideration, Babylonia, which is something of a
miscellaneous geographical designation.

MSBab Museum No. Year Found | Year Published | Contents

A BM 32208 (1876- | 1876 1937 (Gurney) / | 1117-120, 1T 1-40, 84—
11-17,1935) + 1960 (Lambert) | 86,V 25-53, 101-119
BM 32214 (1876- /2011 (Lenzi /
11-17,1941) + Annus)

BM 32371 (1876-11-17,2103) + BM 32378 (1876-11-17,2110) +
BM 32449 (1876-11-17, 2186) + BM 32659 (1876-11-17, 2427) +

LB BM 37695 (1880- | 1880 2014 (Oshima) 112-22,104-113
06-17, 1452)
LG 1982.A3115 1982 2002 (Horowitz | 16-18,112-120,11 1
/ Lambert)
Ls BM 36386 (1880- | 1880 2001 174-81
06-17, 112) + (Gesche)'3®
BM 36716 (1880-
006-17, 449)
IIL.B BM 38067 (1880- | 1880 2014 (Oshima) 1131-48
06-17, 1896)

134 Gurney 1989, 8 and no. 48 (Lambert’s copy, see p. 1). For the excavations at Kish between
1923 and 1933, see Moorey 1978.

135 See Robson 2004, 46—49.

136 Gurney did not identify the obverse as Ludlul, and we did not recognize it as such in the
SAACT 7 handbook edition. I learned of its identification by way of a personal communication
from Enrique Jiménez; see also Streck 2013, 219.

137 BM 32694 is actually two joined fragments, 1876-11-17, 2463 and 1876-11-17, 2478 (see
Lambert 1960, pl. 4).

138 Clancier (2009, 452, 465) includes BM 36386 + BM 36716 in a list of tablets from the Es-
agil temple in Babylon, though he prefaces the list with cautions and caveats that preclude certain-
ty about this provenance (2009, 409).
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ILp BM 37576 (1880- | 1880 2014 (Oshima) / [ 11 25-30
06-17, 1333) + 2020
BM 37655 (1880- (Htinen)'?
06-17, 1412)

ILq | BM 33861 (Rm- | 1879 2014 (Oshi- 113439
IV 422 + 423) ma)'40

[L.C | BM 55481 (1) 1882 /1880 | 2014 (Oshima)/ | 111 8-36, 90-108
BM 39523 2019 (Fadhil /
(1882-07-04, 54 Jiménez)
(+) 1880-11-12,
1409)

VB | BM 34650 1879 2011 (Leichty) | V 1-22, 107-120
(Sp-IL, 133)

V.C | BM 77253 (1883- | 1883 2014 (Oshima) | V 827, 85-101
09-28, 4)

Vk | VAT 17489 1899-1917 | 1987 (van Dijk) | V 14-15

V.m | BM 38002 (1880- | 1880 2014 (Oshima) | V 16-22
06-17, 1831)

Table 6: Manuscripts from Babylon/Babylonia.

All but one of these tablets (MS V .kgab) are housed in the British Museum’s
collections, and thus the issues discussed earlier with the Sippar Collection are
also relevant here for its Babylonian Collection.'*! In addition, for all of these
tablets but the same one exception (MS V kgap; though see the notes in the table
above on MS I.sgay and MS IL.pgap) We cannot determine a more precise location
due to poor excavation methods and/or inadequate museum records or because
the tablets came to the museum as a purchase from a dealer (about which, see
below). Thus, although all of the tablets listed above are from Babylonia, that

139 About BM 37655: 1 thank Prof. Enrique Jiménez, who identified this fragment as contain-
ing a few incomplete lines of Ludlul, for alerting me to its existence (personal communication,
July 2016) and the further information (personal communication, April 2020) about Aino
Hitinen’s joining it to BM 37576.

140 Clancier (2009, 463) includes BM 33861 in a list of tablets from the Esagil temple in Bab-
ylon, though he prefaces the list with cautions and caveats that preclude certainty about this prov-
enance (2009, 409).

141 For the issues generally, see the introduction to the new Babylonian Collection catalog in
Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 1-15. For the Babylonian provenance of the consignment 1876-
11-17, purchased by George Smith, see Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 52 and note 169 below.
The following consignments originate with Hormuzd Rassam: for 1880-06-17, see Reade in
Leichty 1986, xxx and Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 316; for 1880-11-12, see Reade in Leichty
1986, xxx and Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 381; for Rm-IV, see Reade in Leichty 1986, xxix—
xxx and Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 208; for what little we know about the purchased con-
signment Sp-II, see Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 250. For the other purchased consignments
that are likely from Babylon(ia): 1883-09-28, see Reade in Leichty 1986, xv and Walker in
Leichty / Finkelstein / Walker 1988, xiii; and 1882-07-04, see Reade in Leichty 1986, xxxvi.
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is, from the southern area of Mesopotamia, it is not always possible to define
their provenances more precisely.

The exception, MS V.kpa now held at the Vorderasiatisches Museum in
Berlin, was excavated during Koldewey’s work in the city of Babylon. And
thanks to the records of the excavators and the archival work of Olaf Pedersén,
we know this tablet’s precise find spot. It was discovered in an archive in the
city of Babylon that dates back to the late eighth to early seventh centuries BCE.
The archive was stored in two jars, holding a total of forty-nine tablets. MS
V kgap was the only non-administrative tablet among what was otherwise an
archive of documents.'* It is unique among our witnesses to Ludlul in that
it takes the shape of a regular tetrahedron (a triangular pyramid) and has writ-
ing on all of its sides.!* It is likely that this interesting tablet was a prized
possession, a keepsake from the owner’s school days. Like other school tablets,
it preserves formulaic phrases from administrative documents and excerpts
from literary or religious texts (see further in chapter four).!** By the time the
tablet was published (1987), its value for reconstructing the poem was rather
limited. It only preserves two lines in Tablet V that were already fully pre-
served in the Commentary and thus known since the late nineteenth century
(1884). In fact, the same could be said for many of the tablets from Baby-
lon/Babylonia, since they are fragmentary and mostly duplicate parts of the
poem that had already been recovered by the time they were incorporated into
the poem or published.'*

But there are some exceptions, one of which is the most remarkable of all
tablets currently known to preserve text from Ludlul. All of these exceptions
come from the British Museum’s Babylonian Collection and three of them
were important to the proper ordering of the material in the final Tablet of
Ludlul, which until 2010 was quite disputed.'*® (All four tablets discussed be-
low were also bought on the antiquities market, discussed later in the chapter.)

In many respects, the tablets from the British Museum’s Babylonian
Collection represent the next frontier in the recovery of Babylonian literature,
since the collection is quite large and has been a recent source of many dupli-

142 Pedersén 2005, 2038, especially 206.

143 See https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/dl/photo/P347243.jpg.

144 Van Dijk 1987, 15, s.v. no. 124.

145 All but four of the witnesses and new joins to two witnesses listed in the chart above were
incorporated into SAACT 7’s handbook edition (2010) as unpublished tablets. Oshima’s new
edition provided full editions for most of these, offering many improved readings; he also added
several new pieces from the British Museum’s Babylonian Collection that had not yet been used
in an edition (i.e., MS III.Cgab without the new join, MS I1.qgab, MS V.Cgab, and V.mgab).

146 See note 108 above.
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cates for a variety of compositions.!#’ The tablets that deserve our brief atten-
tion in the story of the reconstruction of the text of Ludlul are MS II1.Cgab, MS
V .Bgab, MS V.Cgab, and, at more length, MS Agap. MS II1.Cgap, first incorporated
into an edition of the poem in 2014 by Oshima, expanded our knowledge of the
ending of Tablet III incrementally and placed two disconnected lines in the
Commentary (Lambert’s lines a and b) properly into the text at III 104 and
106.148 MS V.Cpga, also first used in Oshima’s edition, bridged a gap—the
existence of which was uncertain—Ileft by previously known sources in the
first twenty-seven lines of Tablet V.!* And MS V. Bgu, first used in SAACT
7’s handbook edition (2010), preserves Ludlul V 1-22 on its obverse and 107—
120 on its reverse, confirming both the beginning and end of Tablet V.

MS Agab is even more important. This witness is a remarkable example of
how a tablet can “grow” and expand our knowledge of the ancient composition
it bears. In 1937, O. R. Gurney in a short note identified BM 32214 as attesting
some lines of Ludlul 11 (and a few words from what is now Ludlul 1 117-120
but was then the unknown end of Tablet I) and provided a copy of the fragment
(Gurney 1937, pl. IV). In 1960, Lambert used this piece to reconstruct the end
of Tablet I (described above with the ASSur material) and associated the
fragment with two others (comprising BM 32694).15° Most of the poetic lines
bore only a few signs; not a single line of text was complete on these frag-
ments. At the time, Lambert suspected that these fragments were originally
from the same large tablet.!’! Ten additional fragments, joined by Irving
Finkel, have proven him right. These comprise the current composition of MS
Agab, making it the fullest single witness to the poem.'*? In fact, it is the only
tablet in our possession that carried the entire poem, probably in eight columns,
four to a side, when it was complete.'>* Unfortunately, today it only preserves

147 See Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019 inter alia.

148 See Oshima 2014, 421-22, specifically at the score of Ludlul 111 103-107.

149 The gap was discussed only as a possibility in 2011 (Lenzi / Annus 2011, 202) between
the portions of the poem attested on the witnesses now labeled MS V.Bpay and MS Agpab. With the
publication of MS V.Cgab it was confirmed that we were in fact missing a couple of lines (see
Oshima 2014, 431 at V 23-24).

150 He called these MSS j (BM 32214) and k (BM 32694), for which see Lambert 1960, pl. 4.

151 Lambert 1960, 31.

152 Finkel made all of these joins between 1980 and 1982, according to notes in his private
join book that Andrew George made available to me in an email (dated December 6, 2011; Finkel
was copied). Correct Lenzi / Annus 2011, 182, n.4 accordingly. A map of the fragments compris-
ing MS Aga is provided in Lenzi / Annus 2011, 184.

153 Lenzi / Annus 2011, the editio princeps, assumed the tablet bore only six columns. But
this was based on the idea that Lud/ul had only four Tablets rather than five, as Oshima 2014 has
now shown. His treatment of MS Agab provides several improvements in its decipherment.
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Ludlul 1 48-62 (col. i), I 117-120, II 1-40 (col. ii), and 1T 84-86 (col. iii)'>* on
its obverse and Tablet V 25-53 (col. i) and V 101-119 (col. ii) on its re-
verse.'> Combining MS V.Bga, and MS Agab to the material from AsSur for
Tablet V (especially MS V.Day and MS V.Eag), Lenzi and Annus (2011) estab-
lished the proper ordering of the material in the final Tablet of the poem and
correctly surmised its length, 120 lines. With Oshima’s incorporation of MS
V.Cgap into the poem for the first time, a new join to a fragment from AsSur
(MS V.Fag), and his improved readings of the very difficult MS V.Gag, he has
attempted to fill several of the remaining gaps so that only one line of the 120
lines in Tablet V remains entirely lost: V 91, represented by illegible traces on
both MS V.Cgap and MS V.Gag.!%°

1.3. THE TEXTUAL BASIS FOR TABLET IV

As the story reveals up to this point, the reconstruction of the text of Ludlul has
proceeded slowly and piecemeal. In this respect, it is fully representative of the
other compositions comprising the Babylonian literary corpus. If we step back
to consider the big picture that arises from the details above, we see that
Tablets II and III were recovered first (see the editions of Jastrow 1906 and
Langdon 1923, respectively), Tablet I followed bit by bit (see especially Lam-
bert 1960, and more fully with Wiseman’s study, 1980), while the last Tablet,
Tablet V, came together slowly (Langdon 1923, Lambert 1960, who doubted it
actually belonged to Ludlul) and conclusively only recently (SAACT 7; Lenzi /
Annus 2011; and Oshima 2014). What is missing so far in the story is the re-
construction of Tablet IV, the very existence of which Oshima has relatively
recently posited.

As the above narrative shows, past scholars have relied on the disconnected
lines of Ludlul attested in the Commentary to provide what we might call tex-
tual anchoring points for the placement of witnesses that were thought to bear
connected text of the poem. This modus operandi was especially important for
the reconstruction of Ludlul Tablets I, III, and V and is precisely the kind of
reasoning that Oshima uses to expand the text of the poem into the previously
unidentified Tablet IV. Oshima sought a solution to a long-standing problem in
the textual reconstruction of the poem. The issue turned on what to do with all

154 Identified by Oshima 2014, 378.

155 A hand copy or line drawing of the tablet is provided in Oshima 2014, pls. 1-2 with a pho-
tograph on pls. XXXV-XXXVI. See also Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149.

156 Oshima 2014, 435-37. See, however, the notes in chapter three for the obstacles and diffi-
culties in the reconstruction of V 91-100, which is based on precarious evidence and must be
viewed as tentative.
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of the (unparalleled) lines in the Commentary after those that parallel the
material in Tablet I1.'57 These lines existed in textual limbo between Tablet 111
and the final Tablet of the poem in Lambert’s edition.!*® And even when some
of these lines were identified as parallel with material in what we now call
Tablet V, there still seemed to be too many unparalleled lines remaining in the
Commentary to fit in the relatively small gap at the end of Tablet III—if, in
fact, Tablet III has only 120 lines.!* Oshima convincingly makes the case that
these lines should be placed in the previously unknown penultimate Tablet of
the poem, Tablet IV. He suggests that this Tablet is fragmentarily represented
by a few broken manuscripts, all of which contain parallels to lines in the
Commentary. He notices for the first time that two lines from the Commentary
that had no known parallel at the time are in fact attested on Si.728 (MS
IV.Bsijp) in the same order as they appear in the Commentary, though these
lines are separated on Si.728 by other lines of text. He tentatively posits that
this tablet contains a dozen previously unrecognized lines of Ludlul and com-
prises one of just a few witnesses to Tablet IV. Oshima uses two other wit-
nesses (cautiously) to reconstruct Tablet IV, MS IV.Cnin (K.9724) and MS
IV.Dnin (BM 123392), both of which contain parallel lines from the Commen-
tary (MS IV.Cnin contains two such lines; MS IV.Dnin only one). Other scholars
had previously identified these parallels, but Oshima goes further and suggests
that all of the lines on these tablets (not just the ones parallel to the Commen-
tary) are also part of Ludlul. If this is correct, these three fragments offer three
“chunks” of non-overlapping text that belong to the poem’s penultimate tab-
let—thirty-nine lines total. Oshima calls these discrete sections A, B, and C. He
sets them into narrative sequence by the order of the lines they share with the
Commentary. MS IV.Bg;, attests twelve lines of text with parallels to the Com-
mentary’s lines f and g in lines 3’ and 7'; it is Section A. MS IV.Cnin bears
seventeen lines of the poem with parallels to lines k and o in its lines 10" and
16; it is Section B. MS IV.Dnin shows a mere ten lines of text with a parallel to
the Commentary’s line p in its line 6', comprising Section C. (Some of the re-
maining unparalleled lines in the Commentary, namely, lines a—e, may have
been part of Ludlul IV. And lines h—j, coming between Sections A and B, are
certainly part of Tablet IV.) If the history of the text’s recovery is any indica-

157 See already Lambert 1960, 25 and 30.

158 Lambert 1960, 54-56.

159 See SAACT 7, xii and Lenzi / Annus 2011, 2045, where we very reluctantly placed the
unparalleled lines in the last (otherwise unknown) lines of Tablet 111, despite the lack of room. As
we noted, “As unlikely as it may seem, we simply see no alternative” (2011, 205).



48 PART ONE: LUDLUL AND MODERN SCHOLARS

tor, Oshima’s expansion of the text to this posited Tablet IV will bring new
discoveries of parallels to this rather fragmentary portion of the poem.'°

1.4. CONCLUSION

Recovering Babylonian literature is something like putting together a jigsaw
puzzle that has an unspecified number of pieces and lacks an image of the
finished product. Evidence is uneven, and progress is often slow. As matters
stand today, Ludlul is still less than three-quarters recovered.'®’ A Tablet by
Tablet survey will refine this picture, showing that we know a great deal of the
text of all the Tablets save the new Tablet IV.

Tablet I: Tablet 1 is nearly fully recovered. Only three or four signs remain
unattested in its reconstructed text as of this writing.'®> Two of these are in the
first line of the poem and can be restored with certainty from the repeated text
in line 3. The others, frustratingly, form what is likely a missing word that is
definitive to the interpretation of line 40, the conclusion to the opening hymn
of the poem. '3

Tablet 1I: As matters stand today, about 100 lines are completely recovered
and the remaining twenty lines in the Tablet are typically missing less than
three signs, many of which (though not all) can be confidently restored. Tablet
II is therefore more than 95% recovered.

Tablet III: This is the second most poorly recovered Tablet of the poem,
behind Tablet IV, due to fragmentary lines. Only about twenty-six lines are

10 When I drafted this chapter for the first time in 2017, I thought one of the most likely plac-
es to find more material for Tablet IV would be among the 2610 Babylonian tablets and fragments
accessioned in the British Museum as consignment 1876—11-17. All of the fragments comprising
MS Agab come from this consignment. Since MS Agab originally contained all of Ludlul, 1876-11-
17 may still hold fragments that will expand our knowledge of the poem’s text, especially in Tab-
let IV now that some of its text is known from other sources. A personal communication (dated
February 3, 2020) from Enrique Jiménez, director of the Electronic Babylonian Literature project,
informs me, however, that his team’s search of this collection has not yet yielded any new frag-
ments of Ludlul.

161 In 1977, Bottéro also estimated that a little less than three-quarters of Ludlul had been re-
covered (1977, 10), and this at a time when there were fewer than half the number of manuscripts
for the poem. Despite great strides in our recovery of Tablets I and V, Tablet IV, which was com-
pletely unknown to Bottéro, brings the estimated amount of textual recovery down substantially.
As a point of comparison, Andrew George estimated twenty years ago that only about two-thirds
of the Standard Babylonian version of the Epic of Gilgames was currently recovered (George
2003, 418-19). Subsequent manuscript finds push that fraction slightly higher now.

162 T am not counting some partial or half-broken signs that have been restored.

163 See the notes in chapter three at I 40. Although we have signs in the first half of 1 27, we
still do not understand how to make sense of them.
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fully recovered, and twelve are entirely lost (IIT 63—-64 and 111-120). Six are
represented by mere traces on the tablets that yield no sense at all (Il 65-66
and 107-110). Fifteen lines (III 2, 4, 33, 56-60, 62, 67, 100-103, 105) are
probably less than half recovered. And the remaining lines are somewhere
between more than half but less than fully recovered. Given this state of the
text and assuming it is 120 lines long like Tablets I, 11, and V, I estimate that
more than two-thirds but less than three-quarters of the original text of Tablet
I11 is recovered.'®

Tablet IV: Assuming this Tablet is also 120 lines long and given the
fragmentary condition of some of its preserved lines, I estimate that we have
recovered less than one fifth of its text.

Tablet V: About forty-five lines of Tablet V are fully recovered!®> and
maybe another fifty-five (or so) lines are half complete or better. One line is
represented by mere traces (V 91) and another yields no sense at all (V 94).16
The remaining lines are damaged variously, showing (likely) less than half of
their text recovered. A very rough estimate suggests we possess just under
three quarters of the text of the final Tablet of the poem.

Recovering the text of Ludlul is a great humanistic achievement—a testament
to countless hours of dedicated scholars. We turn next to the modern trans-
lation of the poem, a process that works hand in hand with textual reconstruc-
tion. But before we do, I want to consider an important aspect of the cultural
and economic contexts of the modern scholarship surrounding Ludlul, the
commodification of cuneiform tablets. Although this is not the place for a full
treatment, raising the topic provides an opportunity for drawing attention to the
ethical complications that surround the very data that makes Assyriology
possible.

As noted above, in addition to sharing text from Tablet V, MS Aga, MS
V.Bgab, and MS V.Cgyp all came into the possession of the British Museum by
way of nineteenth century antiquities dealers. Spartali & Co. (London) sold MS
V.Bgab to the British Museum,'®” Joseph M. Shemtob (London) sold MS V.Cga
to the British Museum,'®® and George Smith purchased MS Agab (or rather, the

164 T avoid definite percentages with Tablets III-V due to the nature of the estimating.

165 This includes some lines that are missing a few signs that can be confidently restored
based on context.

196 Ludlul V 89 may be included in this category, too.

167 For more on Spartali & Co., see http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/search_the
collection_database/term_details.aspx?biold=92900.

18 For more on Shemtob, see http://www.britishmuseum.org/research/search_the collection
database/term_details.aspx?biold=92919.
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2627 tablets and fragments from which MS Aga, would arise) from a certain
Michele Marini in Baghdad.'®® Given the important role MS Agab has played in
the reconstruction of Ludlul V, it is not inaccurate to say George Smith pur-
chased in 1876 the essential evidence for our reconstruction of Tablet V; we
just didn’t realize it for over a hundred years.

The antiquities trade in the Near East began as soon as Westerners showed
their willingness to pay for artifacts. Sometimes Western dealers mediated the
transactions (e.g., the Italian Spartali & Co. and Marini) while at other times
the sellers were locals looking for a profit or simply subsistence. Times of cri-
sis and warfare (e.g., recently the First Gulf War, the American invasion to
topple Saddam Hussein, and the ISIS campaign to take Iraq) have exacerbated
the problem of illicit digging and fueled the antiquities market.!”® Although
laws and policies are now in place to undermine demand for looted or un-
provenanced artifacts in some countries, many countries do not have strong
laws on the books.!”! Thus, the market for such items continues, unfortunately,
and in some cases has financed groups that wish to destroy the pre-Islamic
cultural heritage of Iraq, such as ISIS,!”? a group that arose in the wake of a
long-term American military intervention in the region.'”3

I can only determine that two other tablets bearing the text of Ludlul, also
acquired by the British Museum in the nineteenth century, were purchased
rather than excavated (MS I.Lnin and MS III.Cgay). There may be other pur-
chased Ludlul manuscripts (e.g., MS 1.Ggab, held at the City Museum and Art
Gallery in Birmingham, UK),'7* but records either do not exist or are not ac-
cessible to me to make the determination. All of the purchased tablets except
MS I.Lnin, @ Kuyunjik tablet purchased from Rassam, came from Babylonia and
were secured via antiquities dealers.!”> Unfortunately, the British Museum is

1 The purchasing of Babylonian tablets is discussed by Reade in Leichty 1986, xiv—xvii.
George Smith visited Baghdad and purchased these tablets in 1876 before his fateful trip home
(see Reade in Leichty 1986, xiv and Leichty / Finkel / Walker 2019, 158). For a very brief outline
of a biography of Marini, see http:/www.britishmuseum.org/research/search the collection
database/term_details.aspx?biold=23490.

170 See, e.g., Stone 2008, Robson 2008b, and Casana 2015.

17! Myers / Kulish 2016.

172 See, e.g., Loveluck 2015 and Rose-Greenland 2016. See also the Modeling the Antiquities
Trade in Iraq and Syria project at University of Chicago’s Oriental Institute (https://oi.uchicago.
edu/research/projects/mantis).

173 For an astute reflection on ISIS and its media-savvy iconoclasm of ancient Mesopotamian
artifacts, see Tugendhaft 2020, who also demonstrates well the inextricably political nature of
studying the past and presenting the results to contemporary audiences, especially in public muse-
ums.

174 See also note 88 above.

175 Ms II1.Cgab was purchased from Spartali & Co.
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not unique in this regard; commercial acquisition of tablets figures in many
other cuneiform tablet collections to varying degrees. Most notably in recent
years is the Museum of the Bible and its illicit import of antiquities, including
thousands of cuneiform tablets, in support of its highly tendentious religious
agenda,'’® a particularly robust, twenty-first century version of the religious
impetus that fueled the early decades of Western exploration in Mesopotamia
and exploitative acquisition of its archaeological artifacts.

In the final analysis, the modern commodification of cuneiform tablets
has complicated the modern history of many Babylonian literary works.'”’
Although this commodification of tablets deprives modern scholars of im-
portant archaeological information, it also serves as a reminder that we do not
work in an ivory tower cultural vacuum. The work of Assyriologists, no less
than the ancient scribes’, exists in cultural, economic, and ethical contexts that
were we the object of our own study we would not allow ourselves to ignore.

176 See, e.g., Shortland / Klerman 2021. On the tendentious agenda of the museum, see Moss
and Baden 2017.

177 Note, for example, the situation with Eniima elis: Of the ninety-five tablets from southern
(Babylonian) sites used in Lambert’s critical edition, all but seven were acquired via dealers
(2013, 4).
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APPENDIX:
CATALOG OF PUBLISHED MANUSCRIPTS OF LUDLUL

Since I refer extensively in chapters one and three to the various textual wit-
nesses to Ludlul, that is, the various manuscripts attesting to the poem’s text, I
provide this catalog, which builds on and updates Oshima’s (2014, 377-79),
for the reader’s easy reference. The catalog is current only up to July 2022. See
page 61 below for an important note about unpublished manuscripts. The edi-
tion of a particular witness is only indicated if it was not fully incorporated
(i.e., as known today) into Lambert’s edition of the poem in 1960. A lower case
letter in a MS siglum indicates an exercise or school tablet. The CDLI “P-
number” is a unique identifier to locate the tablet in the Cuneiform Digital Li-
brary Initiative database, now at https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/.

TABLET I

Apsp  BM 32208 (1876-11-17, 1935) + BM 32214 (1876-11-17, 1941) + BM
32371 (1876-11-17,2103) + BM 32378 (1876-11-17, 2110) + BM 32449
(1876-11-17, 2186) + BM 32659 (1876-11-17, 2427) + BM 32694 (1876-
11-17, 2463 + 2478) + four unnumbered fragments.'”® Part of a multi-
column tablet from Babylon. Copy of BM 32214 and 32694: Lambert
1960, pl. 4. Initial edition and photo of the reconstructed tablet: Lenzi /
Annus 2011. See now Oshima 2014 with copy on pls. I-II and photos on
pls. XXXV-XXXVI. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149.
This is the only extant manuscript that once contained the entire poem. It
now preserves on the obverse Tablet I 48—62 (col. i), Tablet I 117-120,
Tablet II 1-40 (col. ii) and 84—86 (col. iii); on the reverse, Tablet V 25-53
(col. ") and Tablet V 101-119 (col. ii").'”> CDLI: P404893.

I.Besw BM 37695. Fragment likely from Babylon. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy,
pl. III. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 147. Tablet I 12-22
(obv.), 104-113 (rev.). CDLI: P404901.

I.Csip BM 66345. Fragment from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. IV.
Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 145; p. 8 notes this frag-
ment is from the same tablet as their text no. 146, see MS I.Eg;,. Tablet I 6—
21. CDLI: P404916.

178 The 1876-11-17 collection (see Reade in Leichty 1986, xivff.) may have other fragments
belonging to this tablet (1876-11-17, 1-2610 = BM 30281-32838). But see note 160 above.

179 This is the only witness, aside from the Commentary, that preserves substantive sections of
more than one Tablet of the poem. The tiny fragment MS L.w / V _jkis preserves very few lines from
both Tablets I and V.
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1.Dsip

1.Esip

LFs;p

I.GBab?

I~HNin

IolNin

I.JNin

I~KNin

I.Lin

I~MNin

BM 68444. Fragment from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. III.
Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 148. Tablet I 38-53. CDLI:
P404918.

BM 73592. Fragment from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. IV.
Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 146; p. 8 notes this frag-
ment is from the same tablet as no. 145, see MS I.Cs;p. Tablet I 20-39
(obv.), I 85-101 (rev.). CDLI: P404919.

IM 132669 (Sippar 415/351).'8° A single column tablet from Sippar. Edi-
tion, copy, photo: George / Al-Rawi 1998, 187-201 (identified as
Si.1.D.4). Tablet I 1-50 (obv.), 62—120 (rev.). The catchline to Tablet II is
preserved.'®! CDLI: P225263.

Birmingham 1982.A3115. Fragment in Babylonian script. Edition, copy,
photo: Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 237-245. Oshima 2014, pl. XXXVII re-
prints the same photo. Tablet I 618 (obv.), 112120 (rev.). The catchline
to Tablet II and colophon are preserved. CDLI: P382252.

K.1757 + K.18963. Fragment from Nineveh. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy:
pl. V. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 144. Tablet I 51-55.
CDLI: P394033.

K.9237. Part of a single column tablet from Nineveh. Copy: Lambert
1960, pl. 3. Tablet I 47-65 (obv.), 66—84 (rev.). CDLI: P397986.

K.9392 + K.9810. Fragment from Nineveh. Copy of K.9810: Lambert
1960, pl. 74; copy of K.9392: Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 240. Photo of the
joined tablets: Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 240 and Oshima 2014, pl.
XXXVIIIL. Tablet I 1-12, 120. The catchline to Tablet II and colophon
(Hunger 1968, no. 318) are preserved. CDLI: P382529.

K.10503 (obv.) + Sm.2139 (rev.). Fragment from Nineveh. Copy: Lam-
bert 1960, pl. 3. Photo: Oshima, 2014, pl. XXXIX. Tablet I 43-52 (obv.),
75-81, 86-91 (rev.). CDLI: P398719.

1879-07-08,225. Fragment from Nineveh. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy:
pl. V. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 143. Tablet I 25-30
(obv.), 97-100 (rev.). CDLI: P404878.

Sm.89. Fragment from Nineveh. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. VI. Tab-
let 126-31. CDLI: P425230.

180 For the museum number, see Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156, n.5.

181 The first editors of this tablet use round parentheses in their edition to designate text that
was seen when the tablet was first transliterated but later, after its baking, was no longer visible
on a photograph from which they made their copy (George / Al-Rawi 1998, 187, 192). In my
working score I follow that convention and my transliteration usually follows the editors, who had
at least seen the tablet at one time. But, there are several places where the editors’ copy indicates
the presence of signs that are restored in their transliteration. If the photo does not support the
copy or transliteration, I give the photo priority. But the photo may be misleading, since its quali-
ty is not as high as one would like for collation. Thus, one should be cautious. Working under less
than ideal circumstances, the editors have produced an extremely useful treatment of the tablet,
but their transliteration remains tentative, as George and Al-Rawi themselves state (1998, 192).
Collation is required but has been impossible.
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VAT 10522. Fragment from AsSur. Copy: LKA 24; photo: Horowitz /
Lambert 2002, 239. Tablet I 1-13 (obv.), 119-120" (rev.). There seems to
be room for a catchline and lengthy colophon, but nothing is preserved.'$?
CDLI: P382528.

VAT 11100. Part of a single column tablet from Assur. Copy: KAR 326
and Lambert 1960, pl. 3. Tablet I 6686 (obv.), 92—-112 (rev.). CDLI:
P404976.

VAT 11565. Fragment from AsSur. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 74, which
reproduces Ebeling’s copy of KAR 279. Photo: Horowitz / Lambert 2002,
239. Tablet I 110-120. An illegible colophon is preserved on the bottom
edge. CDLI: P404980.

ND 5485 + ND 5497/20. Part of a single column tablet from Kalhu (mod-
ern Nimrud). Edition and copy of ND 5485: Wiseman 1980, 101-107.
Copy with a new fragment (ND 5497/20) and photo (only of ND 5485):
Wiseman / Black 1996, no. 201. Tablet I 1-68 (obv.), 69-85, 91-120
(rev.). Both pieces show traces of glue on their edge. Apparently, other
fragments, now lost, were once joined to these (see Wiseman / Black
1996, 29-30). CDLI: P363615.

SU 1951,10. Part of a single column tablet from Huzirina (modern Sultan-
tepe). Copy: STT 32 and Lambert 1960, pls. 1-2. Tablet I 38-72 (obv.),
73-104 (rev.).'$> CDLI: P338349.

BM 36386 + BM 36716. Fragment of an exercise tablet from Babylon.
Edition and copy of BM 36386 only: Gesche 2001, 246—48. Edition of
both: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. VI. Obv. 8'—15" excerpt Tablet I 74-81.
CDLI: P349431.

Not Ludlul.'#

BM 61433. Fragment of an exercise tablet from Sippar. Edition: Leichty
1977 (no copy). Copy: Oshima 2014, pl. VII. Lines 8'—12" excerpt Tablet I
88-92. CDLI: P404913.

BM 93079. An exercise tablet from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy:
pl. VII and Lambert 2013, pl. 8 (obv. only). Obv. 10'—14" excerpt Tablet I
55-59. CDLI: P247823.

Lw/ V.jkis

1924.1795. Fragment of an exercise tablet probably from Kish. Copy:
OECT 11 48. See also Lambert Folio no. 1552 (unpublished/unconsulted;
see Oshima 2014, 379). Its obverse (= I.w) contains Tablet I 48—52; its re-
verse (= V.j) contains Tablet V 49-50, 53—54. CDLI: P348934.

182 Lambert suggested that this piece may join back-to-back with VAT 11565 = MS LPas
(Lambert 1960, 344).

133 This tablet was not available in Ankara to collate and to photograph in June 2015. It was
on loan to a regional museum in Urfa.

184 Oshima’s MS Lt (= BM 37596; CDLI: P499552) is a fragment of an exercise tablet. It was
identified as Ludlul by Gesche 2001, 680, but I (still) do not see any connection to the text (so
also SAACT 7, xlvi). Copy: Oshima 2014, pl. VI. He does not suggest a placement in the poem
(2014, 378 and n.5).
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I.XAg
I.yAg

I.ZSip

VAT 10071. An exercise tablet from AsSur. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 73.
Rev. 3—4 excerpt Tablet I 82-83. CDLI: P381770.

VAT 10756. An exercise tablet from AsSur. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 73.
Rev. 5-6 excerpt Tablet I 84-85. CDLI: P381794.

BM 71949. An exercise tablet probably from Sippar. Lambert’s copy:
George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 207. Obv. 6'—12' excerpt Tablet I 78—84.
CDLI: Unassigned.

TABLET II

ABab

I1.BBab

IL.Csip

11.Dsip

11Esip

I Fsip

I1.Gnin

II.Hnin
IL.H,

(see above under Tablet I)

BM 38067. Fragment from Babylon. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy: pl.
VIII. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 152. Tablet 11 31-48.
CDLI: P404902.

BM 54794. Fragment from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. IX.
Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 153. Tablet II 49-59
(obv.), 6071 (rev.). CDLI: P404910.

BM 65956 + BM 67872 + BM 93047.'% Fragment from Sippar. Edition:
Oshima 2014; copy: pl. X. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no.
150. Tablet II 1-23 (obv.), 94-120 (rev.). CDLI: P404915.

BM 82957. Fragment from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. VIIIL.
Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 151. Tablet I 16-25
(obv.), 103-109 (rev.). CDLI: P404920.

Si.37 + Si.881. Part of a single column tablet from Sippar. Copy: Lambert
1960, pls. 6-7. Photo: Williams 1952, pls. I-II. Tablet II 8-29, 3748
(obv.), 76-120 (rev.). The catchline to Tablet III is preserved. CDLI:
P404961.

K.2518 + DT 358. Single column tablet from Nineveh. Copy: Lambert
1960, pl. 4. Tablet IT 1-47 (obv.), 96—120 (rev.). The catchline to Tablet
I and colophon (Hunger 1968, no. 318) are preserved.'8¢ CDLI:
P394482.

K.3323 + Rm.941 + K.18186 + Rm.444. Part of a single column tablet
from Nineveh, perhaps from the same tablet as II.H, (see Lambert 1960,
37 and, with more certitude, Oshima 2014, 378). Edition: Oshima 2014;
photo: pl. XL. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 6 (without K.18186 and Rm.444).
Tablet 1T 18-23 (obv.), 105-120 (rev.). Catchline to Tablet III and colo-
phon are preserved. CDLI: P394941.

135 SAACT 7, xlIvi only listed BM 65956, though it used all three joined fragments in its edi-

tion.

186 T have not found or been able to take a photograph of the tablet. It is on a long-term loan to
the Louvre, according to a personal communication from Jonathan Taylor.
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II.H, K.8396. Part of a single column tablet from Nineveh, perhaps from the
same tablet as II.H,. Edition: Oshima 2014; photo: pls. XLI-XLII. Copy:
Lambert 1960, pl. 5. Tablet II 44-65 (obv.), 66-90 (rev.). CDLI:
P394941.

ILInin  K.3972 + K.9973 + DT 151. Part of a single column tablet from Nineveh.
Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 5 (K.3972) and pl. 6 (DT 151). Photos: Oshima
2014, pls. XLIITI-XLV (K.3972 and DT 151; his MsSs IL.I and I1.O). En-
rique Jiménez identified lines of Ludlul on K.9973. Aino Hétinen made
the join of the three fragments. Edition and new copy of the result:
Hatinen in Jimenéz et al 2020, 248-49, 251. Tablet II 1-48 (obv.), 98-120
(rev.). The catchline to Tablet III and colophon (Hunger 1968, no. 319d)
are preserved. CDLI: P395335.

ILInin K.6935. Fragment from Nineveh. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 7. Photo:
Oshima 2014, pl. XLVI. Tablet IT 90-99. CDLI: P396913.

IIL.Knin  Sm.1745. Fragment from Nineveh. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 4. Photo:
Oshima 2014, pl. XLVI. Tablet II 3-9. CDLI: P404880.

ILLLas VAT 10569.'%7 Fragment of the reverse of a (likely) four-column tablet
from Assur. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 74. Tablet II 50-61 (col. i'), 117—
120 (col. ii"). The catchline to Tablet III is preserved. A colophon was
written but apparently erased. CDLI: P404881.

1. Mg

I.LM; VAT 10601. Fragment from Assur, likely from the same tablet as I1.M»
(see Lambert 1960, 37; Oshima treats these as indirectly joined [2014,
378]). Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 6. Tablet II 63—74. CDLI: P369089.

I.M> VAT 10657. Fragment from AsSur, perhaps from the same tablet as I1.M;.
Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 6. Tablet IT1 82—94. CDLI: P369089.

ILNyw, SU 1951,32 + 103A (+) 15A + 46.'% Single column tablet from Huzirina
(modern Sultantepe). Copy: STT 33 and Lambert 1960, pls. 8—11. Tablet
IT 1-56, 61-72 (obv.), 73-83, 85—120 (rev.). The catchline to Tablet III
and colophon (Hunger 1968, no. 351) are preserved. CDLI: P338350.

HOnin  See MS ILInin above.

ILppay, BM 37576 + BM 37655.'% Fragment of an exercise tablet from Babylon.

187 When visiting the Vorderasiatisches Museum in March 2013, I found this tablet with sev-
en other fragments—all without an accession number on the physical tablets—stored in a box
bearing the label VAT 10569. The fragment copied by Lambert was in a separate box within the
larger one and had a handwritten note beside it identifying its contents as Ludlul (signed, Stefan
Maul, dated June 5, 1993). One of the unnumbered fragments has been identified as part of the
Mis pi ritual (Walker / Dick 2001, 28). I have not attempted to identify the others.

138 The full museum number is provided only in the corrigenda to the first volume of the
Sultantepe tablets (see Gurney / Hulin 1964, 25). I collated the obverse in person on June 18,
2015, though the separate fragment at the bottom of the obv. / top of the rev. was not available at
the museum. (They couldn’t find it.) The remainder was collated by photo in January of 2017. In
some cases the copy shows extant text that the tablet no longer bears.

189 T learned about this fragment from Enrique Jiménez (personal correspondence, July 12,
2016), who also sent a transliteration of the text. See http://ccp.yale.edu/P461156, which includes
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Edition of BM 37576: Oshima 2014; copy: pl. IX. Lambert’s copy: George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 154 (obv. only). Edition and copy of the joined frag-
ments: Hitinen in Jimenéz et al 2020, 248-50, 252. Obv. 4'-9’ excerpt
Tablet II 25-30. CDLI: P404900.

I.geas BM 33861. Fragment of an exercise tablet from Babylon.!”® Edition:
Oshima 2014. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 155 (obv.
only). Obv. 16'-21" excerpt Tablet II 34-39. CDLI: P491225.

TABLET IIT

II.Bsi; BM 54821. Fragment from Sippar. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 74. Photo:
Oshima 2014, pl. XLVII. Contains Tablet IIT 29-45 (obv.), 85-99 (rev.).
P404911.

III.Cgay BM 55481 (+) BM 39523. Fragment probably from Babylon. Edition:
Oshima 2014 (BM 55481 only); copy: pl. XI. Lambert’s copy: George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 156 (BM 55481 only). The indirect join was an-
nounced in Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 160 with copy on p. 161."! Tablet III
8-36 (obv.), 90-108 (rev.). CDLI: P491226 and unassigned.

I.Dsj, Si.55. Part of a single column tablet from Sippar. Copy: Lambert 1960,
pls. 13—14. Tablet III 22-55 (obv.), two lines of traces (III 65-66) and
then 111 67-103 (rev.).!? CDLI: P404964.

HI.LEas VAT 9954. Single column, half-length tablet from AsSur. Copy: Lambert
1960, pl. 12. Tablet III 1-30 (obv.), 32-46, 48—62 (rev.). The scribe seems
to have left out line 31 when he turned the tablet over and continued copy-
ing the text. Why he skipped line 47 is unclear. Line 62 is ruled off from
the previous text, functioning as a catchline. CDLI: P369143.

II.Fas VAT 11179. Fragment from AsSur. Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 74. Tablet I1I
11-25 (obv.), 95-110 (rev.).!”> CDLI: P404977.

Il.gsi; BM 68435. Fragment of an exercise tablet from Sippar. Edition and copy:
Gesche 2001, 558-59; Oshima 2014 and pl. XI. Lambert’s copy: George /

a high resolution photo of BM 37655. See also Gesche 2001, 681 (catalog only). This tablet was
not included in Oshima’s edition. In April 2020, I learned about Aino Hétinen’s joining of BM
37655 to BM 37576 from Enrique Jiménez (personal correspondence). Between July 2016 and
April 2020, I referred to BM 37655 as a separate MS of Ludlul (see, e.g., my review of Oshima’s
edition in Lenzi 2017, 181, n.7).

190 Oshima did not identify this fragment as an exercise tablet; and thus he assigned it the sig-
lum I1.Q—an upper case letter rather than a lower case one (2014, 378). See MSL 11, 22, 68, 78.

191 They state on p. 160: “BM 39523 certainly belongs to the same tablet as BM 55481 (82-7-
4,54)”

192 T thank Alrun Gutow for providing access to two old photographs of the tablet (PhK 395
and 396), mentioned in Fadhil / Jiménez 2019.

193 Oshima places these lines here (2014, 379). See my earlier remarks in SAACT 7, xliv:
“The signs on the reverse are not at all clear. One might place the lines in Tablet III 95-120
somewhere. Note the congruence of rev. 6 with IIT 100 and line 10" with IIT line a” (now IIT 104).
Compare Lambert 1960, 344, who did not place the lines at all.
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Taniguchi 2019, no. 158. Obv. 27" excerpt Tablet III 68—78. CDLI:
P349702.

BM 77093. Fragment from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014. Lambert’s
copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 157. Tablet IIT 42-62. CDLI:
P491227.

BM 99811. Fragment of an exercise tablet in Babylonian script. Edition:
Oshima 2014. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 62; p. 4
states “probably from Sippar.” Obv. 6—10 excerpt Tablet 11T 9-13. CDLI:
P491228.

IM 124581 (Sippar 8, 114/2277). A single column tablet from Sippar.
Edition, copy, and photo: Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 155-162. Tablet III 9—
34. CDLI: Unassigned.

TABLET IV

IV Bsip

IV.Cnin

Si.728. Fragment from Sippar. Edition: Oshima 2014. Copy: Geers Copies
Ac 43a. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 159. MS IV Bs;,
contains a twelve line section of text belonging to Tablet IV §A (including
a duplicate to lines f and g; see MS Comni, below), according to Oshima’s
reconstruction (2014, 426-27). CDLI: P491229.

K.9724. Fragment from Nineveh. Edition: Oshima 2014; photo: pl. XLVI.
Copy: Lambert 1960, pl. 17. MS IV.Cnin contains a seventeen line section
of text belonging to Tablet IV §B (including a duplicate to lines k and o;
see MS Comnin below), according to Oshima’s reconstruction (2014, 427—
28). CDLI: P398276.

IV.Dnin BM 123392, Fragment from Nineveh. Edition: Oshima 2014; photo: pl.

XLVIIL Copy: CT 51 219. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no.
160. One side of this fragment contains a ten line section of text belonging
to Tablet IV §C (including a duplicate to line p; see MS Comnyi, below),
according to Oshima’s reconstruction (2014, 428). The other side is too
poorly preserved to determine its contents. Previously, this tablet was
thought to be a commentary, containing what Lambert labeled line p (see
SAACT 7, xlvi, n.86 with the literature cited there). Oshima and Lambert
disagree about which side is the obverse and which the reverse. CDLI:
P286080.

TABLET V

A

V-BBab

(see above under Tablet I)

BM 34650. Fragment in Babylonian script. Edition: Oshima 2014; copy:
pl. XII. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 163. Pinches’ un-
published copy is labeled SP.I1.133. Tablet V 1-22 (obv.), 107-120 (rev.).
Three very broken lines of a colophon are preserved. CDLI: P404897.
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V.Cssb BM 77253. Fragment probably from Babylon.!”* Edition: Oshima 2014;
copy: pl. XIII. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 164. Tablet
V 8-27 (col. i"), 85-101 (col. ii"). CDLI: P491231.

V.Das VAT 9303. Part of a single column tablet from Assur. Copy: KAR 10 and
Lambert 1960, pl. 18.1% Tablet V 39-61 (obv.), 64-86 (rev.). CDLI:
P369002.

V.Eas VAT 9442. Part of a single column, half-length tablet from Assur. Copy:
KAR 11 and Lambert 1960, pl. 18. Tablet V 1-5, 7-16, (obv.), 50—64
(rev.). CDLI: P369003.

V.Fas VAT 10538 + VAT 10650. Fragment from AsSur.'”® Copy: LKA 67 and
Lambert 1960, pl. 18 (VAT 10538 only). Lambert’s copy of VAT 10650:
Lambert Folio, no. 1555 (unpublished/unconsulted; see Oshima 2014,
379). Edition of joined fragments: Oshima 2014. Tablet V 68—69, 71-90
(obv.), 105120 (rev.).'"” CDLI: P404972.

V.Gas VAT ?2.!%8 Fragment of a tablet from As3ur. Copy: KAR 116. Tablet V
25-39 (obv.), 91-103 (rev.). See note 195 for the possibility of an indirect
join to MS V.Das. CDLI: P369096.

V.Hye, SU 1952,212 + 291 with 302. Fragments from Huzirina (modern
Sultantepe). Copy: STT 117 with STT 27 and Lambert 1960, pl. 18. Tab-
let V 71, 73-82. CDLI: P338437.

V.isp BM 74201. Fragment of an exercise tablet from Sippar. Edition: Oshima
2014. Copy: Gesche 2001, 614 and Oshima 2014, pl. XII. Lambert’s
copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 162. Obv. 2'-7" excerpt Tablet V 54—
55, 57-60. CDLI: P349786.

V.j / I.WKig
See MS L.w / V.j kis above.

Vkga VAT 17489. Clay regular tetrahedron excerpt tablet from Babylon. Edi-
tion: Oshima 2014. Copy: VAS 24 124. Face 1, lines 6—8a excerpt Tablet
V 14-15. CDLI: P347243.

VLlnin  Not Ludlul.'® See Lenzi 2020.

1% SAACT 7, xlvi could not place this fragment in the poem. Oshima 2012 announced its cur-
rent placement.

195 Lambert’s identification of the tablet’s obverse and reverse must be switched (see Lenzi /
Annus 2011, 191, n.42). Oshima thinks this tablet may have originally been from the same tablet
as MS V.Gas. Unfortunately, due to an incorrect accession number given on the copy of that tablet
(KAR 116), it cannot be located to check this hypothesis (2014, 9, n.32).

196 Lambert suggests this fragment may be from the same tablet as MS V.Eas (see 1960, 57),
but our textual reconstruction of Tablet V (Lenzi / Annus 2011) casts doubt on this idea. Oshima
seems to concur (2014, 379). Oshima added the second fragment in his edition, based on Lam-
bert’s unpublished copy.

197 My readings of VAT 10650 are taken directly from Oshima since I have not been able to
collate (or photograph) the fragment and the copy is not yet published, as far as I can determine.

198 Ebeling labeled the tablet as VAT 11245, but the staff at Heidelberg indicates this number
is incorrect. The correct number is unknown and therefore the tablet is practically speaking lost.
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V.mps, BM 38002. Fragment of an exercise tablet in Babylonian script. Edition:
Oshima 2014. Lambert’s copy: George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 161. Lines
3'-9" excerpt Tablet V 16-22. CDLI: P491232.

COMMENTARY

Comyin K.3291. Part of a single column tablet from Nineveh. Copy: Lambert
1960, pls. 15-17. Commentary to Tablets I-V. Edition: Chapter nine.?*
CDLI: P394923. The Commentary provides a textual witness to the fol-
lowing lines of the poem:

Tablet I 24, 26, 47, 48, 61, 69, 71, 78, 86, 87, 89, 93, 105, 106

Tablet IT 3, 7, 9, 11, 21, 24, 43, 44, 53, 57, 61, 69, 70, 88, 90, 96, 97, 98,
100, 101, 107

Tablet 111 1, 25, 35,1 41, 61,22 84, 85, 96, 97, 99, 104, 10627

Commentary, lines a—e*

Tablet IV §A 3" (=10, 7 (= g), h, 1, j, §B 10’ (= k),>» §B 16’ (= 0), §C 6’
=p)

Tablet V 14-15 (= q), 16-17 (=1), V 23’ (= 5), ,2 u, v (= V 647)*"7

199 K.8576 (P397684) was considered a possible witness to the poem and incorporated into
Oshima’s edition at a late stage in its preparation (2014, 114). The fragment has subsequently
been excluded from the textual witnesses to Ludlul.

200 See also Lenzi 2015a (https://ccp.yale.edu/P394923).

201 Rather than IIT 38, as Lambert 1960, 50 (his line 37) and SAACT 7, 24 have it. See Mayer
(2014, 278) and Oshima (2014, 416, 282).

202 This line may belong at III 66 instead, according to Oshima (2014, 418, 294). See the
notes in chapter three at III 66.

203 [n Lambert’s edition, lines in the Commentary that were unattested in other witnesses and
thus could not be securely placed in the poem were labeled with lower case letters. This practice
has continued in editions of the poem since that time (SAACT 7 and Oshima 2014), though now a
few of Lambert’s lettered lines have been identified with numbered lines in the poem (his line a =
III 104; line b = III 106; line q = V 14-15; line r = V 16-17; s =V 23). Lambert did not assign a
letter to the last two fragmentary lines on the tablet (1960, 56). SAACT 7 labels them lines v and
w; I have continued that here (compare Oshima 2014, 424). Oshima also continues the practice of
assigning letters to lines in the Commentary, though he identifies a couple of more lines of the
Commentary with lines in Tablet III (as mentioned above: Lambert’s line a = III 104 and his line
b = III 106). For this reason, Oshima relabels all of the lines so that Lambert’s line ¢ is now his
line a. Oshima also found congruency between Commentary lines and the lines from witnesses
that belong to the newly posited, penultimate Tablet IV of the poem. Due to the fact that Lambert
did not label missing lines on the Commentary, Lambert’s lettered lineation and Oshima’s con-
verge again at line n (see 2014, 423-24).

204 1t is unclear where Tablet III ends and Tablet IV begins so these lines cannot be assigned
to one or the other.

205 Lines 1 and m are entirely broken. Line n only seems to bear witness to commentary.

206 See the notes in chapter three at V 24.

207 For the possible placement of line v at V 64, see chapter nine. If the last sign on line v is
the last sign of Ludlul V 64, then line w must contain commentary only.
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Other manuscripts will no doubt appear before this volume is in print. In
fact, in a personal communication in March 2022, Aino Hétinen informed me
that the Electronic Babylonian Literature project had identified five more
fragments of the poem from the British Museum’s Babylonian collection, three
in Tablet I, one in Tablet I11,>® and one in Tablet IV. These, she tells me, will
be published in KASKAL 19 (2022). Since KASKAL 18 only appeared in 2022,
these new fragments will not be published before the present monograph is
submitted for publication (early August 2022).2°° Moreover, I am confident,
given the comprehensiveness of the eBL project, that there will be many other
textual discoveries in the near future. One can only hope that these will
eliminate many of our textual uncertainties, confirm and correct our textual
restorations (some of which are quite conjectural!), and amplify our under-
standing of the text.

208 1t is unclear to me if this is BM 54633 +, an unpublished duplicate of part of Lud/ul 111
mentioned in Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 159, n. 9.

209 While indexing this book in mid-November 2022, I received an offprint from Enrique Ji-
ménez (Jiménez et al 2021) in which he informs readers of the development at the Electronic
Babylonian Literature project of “an algorithm for automatically matching transliterations of
cuneiform texts, developed by J. Laasonen. The algorithm has enabled the identification of sever-
al fragments that had hitherto escaped notice. The first fragment identified by the algorithm — to
our knowledge, the first automatic identification of any piece of cuneiform literature — was the
piece K.17700, entered into the Fragmentarium [at eBL] from a draft transliteration by W. G.
Lambert,” folio 11484 (p. 160, with copy). The algorithm identified the lines as Ludlul 1 1-11.
The fragment will be used in Hétinen’s forthcoming edition.



CHAPTER 2:
COMPOSITE TEXT IN TRANSCRIPTION
AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION

The purpose of this chapter is to present the Akkadian text of Ludlul as I un-
derstand it, and to offer an English translation of the poem as I think it ought to
be translated. The Akkadian text presented here, its translation, and its philo-
logical justification (see chapter three) are assumed in the remainder of the
book, where citations of Ludlul are typically only given in English without
philological notes (unless the argument requires the Akkadian or further philo-
logical explanation is demanded by the context).

As stated in the Introduction, the present monograph does not present a crit-
ical edition of the text of Ludlul. Some Assyriologists may be surprised that the
Akkadian text of the poem is presented here only in transcription rather than
transliteration and that I have not included a full partitur or score of all the
known witnesses. Given my socio-cultural and literary purposes in chapters
four and following and especially given the facts that Oshima (2014, 380-438)
has provided a score and Aino Hitinen’s new critical edition of the poem for
the Electronic Babylonian Literature Project is in an advanced stage of prepara-
tion, I have not provided a transliteration and score of the text here. I have tried
to mitigate this omission to some extent by citing in transliteration my readings
of various MSS when necessary or relevant to the textual arguments I make in
the textual notes in the following chapter. But, of course, scholars will likely
want to see the evidence in full array on the page before them. Although it will
be an inconvenience to consult another book or web page for this full presenta-
tion of evidence, I ask for the reader’s forbearance. It has been my understand-
ing during the last several years of work on the present monograph that Aino
Hatinen will produce the next edition of Ludlul. I am very happy with this
division of labor. And I suspect the field will be the better for it.

A word, however, about the composite text offered below in transcription:
It is based on my own unpublished working score of the poem, which incorpo-
rates all known, published witnesses up to July 2022. (For a list of these MSS,
see the appendix to chapter one.) The score has been in a continuous process of
revision since 2010, when SAACT 7 was published, in light of a) reviews of
SAACT 7 (especially Streck 2013 and Mayer 2014); b) Oshima’s new edition
(2014), which offered many improved readings of previously unpublished
witnesses; and ¢) my own collations of all but one of the MSS from the British



2. COMPOSITE TEXT IN TRANSCRIPTION AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION 63

Museum,! all but two of the MSS from the the Vorderasiatisches Museum,?
and all but one of the MSS in the Museum of Anatolian Civilizations.? I could
only consult published copies and/or photographs of tablets kept in Istanbul,*
Baghdad, Birmingham, and Oxford due to safety concerns (both before and
during the pandemic), denial of access, and/or lack of funding.

As is typical, the [ ] indicates restored text; < > indicates text the ancient
scribe omitted; and << >> indicates a sign I think the ancient scribe accidental-
ly inserted. The * indicates a conjectural reading or emendation to the text,
which is explained in the notes.

The translation presented here is a revision of my previous translation,
published in SAACT 7, 31-44. The following full translations of the poem
have been my constant counsellors while revising my own for this monograph:
Lambert 1960, 32-61; von Soden 1990, 114-35; Foster 2005, 394-409; and
Oshima 2014, 78—113. For Tablet I, George and Al-Rawi’s translation has been
especially helpful (1998).5 For Tablet II, I have benefited from Reiner’s work
(1985, 114-16). For the opening lines of Tablet III, Fadhil / Jiménez 2019 has
been indispensable. I have also benefitted from many anonymous translations
of specific lines or phrases in the CAD, that great treasure trove of collective
Assyriological knowledge. Other studies are mentioned throughout in the notes
that follow in the next chapter. It is inescapable that when one is translating
Ludlul, one is doing so with the many other scholars who have come before.

In the translation, text within square brackets [ ] is restored, text in italics is
supplied for sense, text within parentheses ( ) is either explanatory or, in one
case, reflects a variant (see V 117).

"' MS I1.Gnin = K.2518 + DT 358.

2 The part of MS V.Fas that comes from VAT 10650 and MS V.Gas, which is lost in the muse-
um.

> MS LRy = SU 1951,10.

4 In one case, MS IILDsj, I had access to an old, unpublished photograph held at the
Vorderasiatisches Museum in Berlin.

> A great many translations of the poem exist in a wide variety of languages. For a full
(though not exhaustive) list of translations since the publication of Lambert’s edition in 1960, see
SAACT 7, xxxix, to which add Castellino 1977, 478-92 (Italian); Labat 1970, 328-41 (French);
Seri 1998 (Spanish), and Shifra and Klein 1996 (Hebrew; unavailable to me). Note also the poetic
paraphrase of the poem by David Ferry (1999, 45-52).
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TABLET I

ludlul bel nemeqi ilu mus[talu)
eziz musi muppasir urri

Marduk bel némegqi ilu mustalu
eziz musi muppasiv urri

Sa kima ami mehé namii uggassu
u ki manit sereti zdqsu tabu
uzzussu la mahar abitbu ribsu
mussahhir karassu kabattasu tayyarat
Sa nakbat qatisu la inassu Sama’i
rittus rabbat ukassu mita
Marduk sa nakbat qatisu la inassi sama i
rabbat rittasu ukassu mita
Sa ina libbatisu uptattd qabratu
inusu ina karasé usatbi maqtu
ikkelemmii-ma inessi lamassu u sédu
ippallas-ma ana Sa iskipisu ilSu isahhursu

aksat ana surri ennittasu kabitti
ikkarrit-ma zamar itar alittus
iddud-ma rimanis uganna
u kt arah buri ittanashara arkisu

zaqtd nitdatusu usahhala zumra

pashi sindiisu uballatii namtara
igabbi-ma gillata usrassi

ina um isirtiSu uptattari e iltu u annu

Si-ma utukka ra’tba usarsi
ina tésu usdappari Suruppit u hurbasu
mus-MAN-DI [rih)isti’ Adad mihisti Erra
musallim ili u iStari Sabbasiiti

bélu mimma libbi ilt ibarri
manama i[na)] ilt alaktasu ul ide
Marduk mimma libbi ili ibarri
ilu ayyumma ul ilammad ténsu

ana ki kabtat gassu libbasu reméni
ana ki gassi kakkiisu kabattasu musnessat
Sa la libbisu mannu mihistasu lisapsih
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TABLET I

[ will praise the lord of wisdom, the con[siderate] god,
Angry at night but relenting at daybreak.

Marduk, the lord of wisdom, the considerate god,
Angry at night but relenting at daybreak.

Whose fury is like a violent storm, a wasteland,

But his blowing is pleasant, like a breeze at dawn.
Who is unstoppable in his anger, his fury a flood,

But his disposition is merciful, his emotions relenting.

The brunt of whose hands the heavens cannot bear,
But whose palm is so gentle it rescues the dying.
Marduk, the brunt of whose hands the heavens cannot bear,
But whose palm is so gentle it rescues the dying.

On account of whose wrath, graves are dug,
Then he raises up the fallen from disaster.

When he frowns: the divine guardian and protective spirit withdraw,
When he takes notice: his god turns back to the one he had rejected.

His grievous punishment is immediately overbearing,
But then he shows pity and instantly becomes motherly.
He is (i.e., his horns are) pointed and butts like a wild bull,
But like a cow with a calf, he is ever attentive.

His beatings are barbed, they pierce the body,
But his bandages mollify, they revive the doomed.
He speaks and imputes guilt,
But on the day of his offering liability and guilt are absolved.

He is the one who afflicts with demonic shivering,

But with his incantation chills and cold tremors withdraw.
The one who ... the [flo]Jod’ of Adad, the blow of Erra,

But who reconciles one’s enraged god and goddess.

The Lord, he sees everything in the heart of the gods,
But no one a[mong] the gods knows his way.

Marduk, he sees everything in the heart of the gods,
But no god can learn his counsel.

As heavy as is his hand, his heart is merciful,
As murderous as are his weapons, his intention is life-sustaining.
Without his consent, who could assuage his striking?
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ela kabtatisu ayyu lisalil qassu

lusapi uggassu Sa kima niini akulu rusumtu

inunam-ma zamar ki uballitu mitiitu
lusalmid-ma nist qitruba gamalsin

hissassu damiqtu [...]-Sina lithal
iStu imi Bél ininanni

u qarradu Marduk isbusu it[tilya
iddanni ilt Sadasu ili

ipparku istart ibés ahitu
[i]slit sédu dumgqi Sa idiva

iprud lamassi-ma Sanam-ma ise [ e]
[{]nnetir baltt dutt atammil

simtt ipparis tarani Sahit*
isSaknanim-ma idat piritti

ustesi bittya kamdti arpud
dalha térétiya nuppuhii uddakam

itti bari u 5a’ili alakti ul parsat

ina pi siqi lemun egirriiya
attil-ma ina sat misi Sutti pardat
Sarru i il Samas sa nisisu
libbus ikkasir-ma pataris <i>lemmin*
nanzazu taslitu ustanaddanii eltya
pahri-ma ramansunu uSahhazii nulldti
Summa istén-ma napistasu usatbaksu
igabbi sanii usatbi tértiisu
Sa kima salsi qiptasu atammal
errub bitussu rebi itammi
hassu pi hansé subalkut
Sessu u sebii ireddi sedussu
tksurtunim-ma rikis sebet illassun
amis la padi utukkis masli
u istén Sirsunii-ma pd iteddu
innadrinim-ma nanhuzii isatis
tussu u napraku usamgari eliya
muttallu piya appatis ites it
saptaya Sa ittasbara hasikkis eme
Sapitu Sagimmati Saqummis ipparsid
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Apart from his intention, who could stay his hand?

I, who ate mud like a fish, will extol his anger,

He quickly bestowed favor on me, just as he revived the dead.

I will teach the people their rescuing is near,
May his favorable invocation carry off their [...].

From the day Bel punished me,

And the hero Marduk became angry wi[th] me,
My god rejected me, he disappeared,

My goddess left, she departed.

The protective spirit of good fortune who was at my side [sp]lit off,
My divine guardian became afraid and was seeking o[ut] another.

My dignity [w]as taken, my masculine features eclipsed,

My characteristic manner was cut off, my protection stripped away.

Portents of terror were established for me,

I was expelled from my house, I wandered about outside.
My omens were confused, equivocal’ every day,

My situation could not be decided by seer and inquirer.

What I overheard in the street portended evil for me,
When 1 lay down at night, my dream was terrifying.

The king, the flesh of the gods, the sun of his people,
His heart was angry with me, too vexed to forgive.

Courtiers were plotting slander against me,
They gathered themselves, they were inciting calumny.
If the first was saying, “I will make him pour out his life,”
The second was saying, “I made Aim vacate his post.”

Likewise the third: “I will seize his office,”

“I will take over his household,” pronounces the fourth.
The fifth overturned the opinion of the fifty,

The sixth and the seventh were following on his heels.

The gang of seven gathered their pack,
They were as relentless as a devil, equal to a demon.
And their flesh was one, but each had a mouth,

They unleashed their rage against me, they were set ablaze like fire.

They set slander and obstruction in alliance against me,
My eloquent speech they hindered as with reins.

I, whose lips chattered constantly, turned into a mute,
My resounding cries trailed off into silence.
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Saqdtu resaya iknus qaqqarsun
libbi kabbara pirittu iitannis

rapastu iratl agasgil itte’e
Saddiha ahdya kutattuma itahza

Sa etellis attallaku halala almad
Sarrahaku-ma atir ana resi

ana rapsi kimati éteme édanis
siqa aba’a-ma turrusa ubandati

errub ekallis-ma isambura inati
alt ki ayabi nekelmanni

tusama nakratu nandurtu mati
ana ahi ahi itira

ana lemni u gallé itira ibri
nalbubu tappii unamgaranni

kinatti ana naq dami umarras kakka
ri‘a tabi ukarrasa napistt

Supis ina puhri iruranni ardi

amtu ina pan ummani tapilti iqbi
imuranni mudn Sahati imid

ana la swrisu iskunanni kimtt
ana qab damiqtiya petassu hastu

miltamil tapiltiva Sakin ana rési
dabib nullativa ilu résiasu

ana Sa igbii ahulap hamussu miitu
Sa la kasim-ma iteme balatu sedus

ul arsi alik idi gamelu ul amur
ana sindi u birti uza’izit mimmdya

pi nariya umantitii sakika

ina gerbétiya usassi alala

kima al nakiri uSqammimi alr
parsiya usalqii Sandm-ma

u ina pilludéya ahd uszizzi

amu Sutanuhu musu gerranu
arhu qitayyulu idirtu Sattu

kima summi adammuma gimir imiya
zammaris qubiya usasrap
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My proud head bowed to the ground,
Terror weakened my stout heart.

A lad turned back my burly chest,
My arms, once far-reaching, were continually closed, they clutched
each other.

I, who walked about as a lord, learned to slink,
I was once dignified, but I turned into a slave.
I became alienated from my extensive family,
When 1 walked through the street, fingers were pointed at me.

When 1 entered the palace, eyes would squint at me in disapproval,
My city glared at me as an enemy.

My country seemed hostile and foreign,
My brother became a stranger.

My friend became an enemy and a demon,
My furious comrade would denounce me.

My colleague dirtied his weapon for bloodshed,
My best friend would slander me.

My male slave openly cursed me in the assembly,

My female slave slandered me before the crowd.
When an acquaintance saw me, he hid,

My family rejected me as their own flesh and blood.

A grave lay open for one speaking well of me,
The one uttering slander against me, promoted.

The one speaking calumny against me, a god was his helper,
For the one who said “mercy!” death was hastened.

The one who did not help: his protective spirit became well-being,
I had no one walking at my side, I experienced no one offering

They distributed my belongings to the worthless rabble, mercy.
They ruined the opening of my canals with silt.

They drove out the work song from my fields,
They silenced my city like an enemy city.
They handed my cultic offices to another,
And they installed an outsider in my cultic obligations.

The day was sighing, the night lamentation,
Every month endless silence, the year misery.
Like a dove I would moan all my days,
Like a singer [ would give voice to my dirge.
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ina bitakki Subra inaya
hassis ina dimati surrupd usukkaya

ussallim paniya adirat libbiya
Siriya atarriqu pirittu u hattu

unati libbiya ina gitalluti irtitba
dannd-ma kima sarap isati

kima nabli mustahmiti esdt teslitu
kima saltu pubpuhhu supiiya

ustib Saptiya ki da’imu asta
tabtis atamu napraku napaliiya

arhu innammaru inammira Samst
TABLET II

Sattam-ma ana balat adannu iteq

asahhur-ma lemun lemun-ma
zapurtl utassapa isartt ul uttu
ila alsi-ma ul iddina panisu
usalli istarri ul usaqqa résisa
bari ina biri arkat ul iprus
ina massakki $a’ilu ul usapi dint
zaqiqu abal-ma ul upatti uzni
asipu ina kikitté kimilti ul iptur

ayyitu epSetu Sandt matitan
amur-ma arkat vidati ippiru

ki Sa tamqitu ana ili la uktinnu

u ina makalé istarri la izzakru
appi la enit Sukenni la amru

ina pisu ipparkii suppé tesliti

ibtilu umii ili iSetu essesu

iddi ahsii-ma mésunu imésu

palahu v it udu la usalmidu nisisu
ilsu la izkuru thulu akalsu

izib iStartasu mashata la ubla
ana Sa imhu bélsu imsu
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With perpetual weeping my eyes ...,
My cheeks burned with tears for a fifth time.

The apprehension of my heart darkened my countenance,
Terror and panic turned my flesh pale.

My guts trembled in perpetual fear,
They were hardened as with the burning of fire.
My supplication was as confused as a blazing flame,
My entreaty was like discord and dispute.

I sweetened my lips, but they were as fierce as a spear,
I spoke kindly, but my conversation was a crossbar.
“Perhaps good fortune will arrive at daybreak,” I hoped,
“Or, when the new moon appears, maybe then my sun will shine.”

TABLET II

One year to the next, the allotted time passed.

I turned about and misery abounded,

My bad luck was increasing, I could not find my prosperity.
I called to my god, but he did not pay attention to me,

I implored my goddess, but she paid me no heed.

The seer (barii) could not determine the situation with divination,
The inquirer (5@ ilu) could not clarify my case with incense.

I prayed to the dream god, but he did not reveal anything to me,
The exorcist did not release the divine anger against me with his
ritual.

Whatever the deed, it is inimical everywhere!
I looked behind me, harassment and trouble!

Like one who had not made a libation for Ais god,
And did not invoke Ais goddess with food,
Who did not humble himself, was not seen bowing down,
From whose mouth prayers and supplication had ceased,
Who had abandoned the days of the god, disregarded the festival,
Had become negligent and despised their rites,
Who had not taught his people to fear and pay heed to the gods,
Who did not invoke his god when he ate his food,
Who had abandoned his goddess, and did not bring a flour-offering,
Like the one who had gone mad and forgotten his lord,
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nis ilisu kabti qallis izkuru andaku amrak

ahsus-ma ramani suppii u teslitu
teslitu tasimat niqii sakkiiya
umu palah ili tib libbiya
amu riduti istar némeli tattiirru
ikribi Sarri ST hiditi
u nigiitasu ana dameqti Summa
usari ana matiya mé ili nasari
Sumi iStari Suqur nisitya ustahiz
tanadati Sarri ilis umassil
u pulubti ekalli ummanu usalmid
lit idi k7 itti ili itamgur anndti
Sa damgat ramanis ana ili gullultu
Sa ina libbisu mussukat eli ilisu damgat

ayyu téem ili* gereb Samé ilammad
milikSa anzanunzé ihakkim mannu
ekama ilmada alakti ili apdti

Sa ina ammat iblutu imiit uddes

surris ustadir zamar uhtabbar
ina sibit appi izammur eléla
ina pit puridi usarrap lallares

ki peté u katami témsina Sitni

immusda-ma immd Salamtis
iSebbd-ma isannand ilSin

ina tabi itamma eli sama’t
utassasa-ma idabbuba arad erkalla

ana anndti usta[d]-x qerebsina la altand[a]
[(x)] ydti Siinu[hu] innamdi’ meh[i’]
mursu munnisu eliya innesra

imbullu i[Stu iSid] Samé iziga
iStu irat erseti iStha di'u

Silu lemnu ittasa apsussu

utukku la [né]’i usa ultu ekur
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Who had invoked the solemn oath of his god in vain, that is how 1
was treated.

But I was in fact attentive to prayers and supplication,
Supplication was common sense, sacrifice my rule.
The day to fear the god was a delight to my heart,
The day of the goddess’s procession was wealth and weal.
The king’s prayer: it was a pleasure,
And his fanfare truly a delight.
I taught my land to observe the rites of the god,
I instructed my people to revere the name of the goddess.
I made my praises of the king like those of a god,
And taught the masses fear for the palace.

Would that I knew these things were acceptable to the god!

That which is good to oneself may be a sacrilege to the god,
That which is wretched to one’s heart may be good to one’s god!

Who can understand the decree of the god, the interior of the heavens?
Who can apprehend her decision, the subterranean deep?
Where has humanity understood the plan of the god?

The one who lived in strength died in distress.

In one moment a person is worried then suddenly becomes exuberant,
In one instant he sings with jubilation,
The next he groans like a mourner.

The divine decree about them changes in the blink of an eye.

When they are hungry, they turn into corpses,
When they are sated, they rival their god.

In the good times they speak of ascending to the heavens,
When they become distressed, they talk of descending to the
netherworld.

I have ... these things, but I have not learn[ed] their meaning.
As for me, the wear[ied one], a storm’ was cast’ upon me.

Debilitating sickness advanced against me,
An evil wind from the hor]izon blew against me.
Ague cropped up from the surface of the netherworld,
A wicked demonic cough came forth from its Apsu.

An un[rel]enting demon came forth from Ekur,
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Lamastu ulrilda ultu gereb Sadi
itti mé mili Suruppi iniisu

itti urqitu ersetu ipessi lu’tu
inne[ndit--ma plubursunu istenis ithini

inérli qaqqad]u ite i muhht
piitu’ Tkilu ina ilii indya
labani iteqii urammii kisadu
irtu imhasiu tulé itteril
sert ilputii ra'tba iddii
ina rés libbiya ippuhii isatu
qerbiya idluhii undtiva uttilkii]
Sttlu hahhu ula ibi ha[séya]
mesrétiya ula’"ibil unissi pitri
lant zaqra thutii igaris
gatti rapsata uruba’is usnillii
ki ulilti annabik buppanis annadi

ali zumri itediq subati
kima Suskalli ukattimanni Sittu

balsa-ma ul inattal inaya
peta-ma ul iSemmd uznaya
kal pagriya itahaz rimiitu
misittu imtaqut eli Siriya
mangu issabat idiya
lu tu imtaqut eli birkiyva
masd-ma namussisa Séepaya
[milhsu’ SukSudu unappaq maqtis
[Tldud’ miitu iterim paniya
[ihalssasanni-ma $a’ilu ul appal
(@]’ a’ ibakki raman ul i5i
ina piya nahbalu nadi-ma
u napraku sekir saptiya
babri edil pehi masqiiya
arkat bubiiti katim ur u[d]|t
asnan Summa daddaris ala’ ut
siras nablat nisi eliya imtarsu

appinama iterik siletu

ina la makalé zimiya ittalkri)
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Lamastu c[am]e down from the midst of the mountain.
Chills streamed in’ with the waters of the inundation,
Debility broke through the earth with the vegetation.

They jo[ined] their forces, they approached me as one.

They stru[ck my hea]d, they covered my skull,
My face’ darkened, my eyes welled-up.
They strained my neck muscles, they made my neck slack,
They struck my chest, they beat my breast.
They attacked my back, they cast tremors upon me,
They kindled a fire in my chest.
They roiled my innards, they twist[ed] my guts,
They afflicted [my lun]gs with coughing and phlegm,
They afflicted my limbs, they made my belly feel queasy.
My high stature they demolished like a wall,
My broad build they leveled like rushes.

I was thrown down like an wu/iltu-plant, cast down on my face.

An alii demon clothed my body as a garment,
Sleep covered me like a net.

They were staring, but my eyes could did not see,
They were open, but my ears could not hear.
Numbness had seized my entire body,
Paralysis had fallen upon my flesh.
Stiffness had apprehended my arms,
Debility had fallen on my legs,
My feet forgot mobility.

[A blJow’ overtook me, 1 choked like one fallen,
Death [has]tened’ to shroud my face.

[He took] notice of me, but I could not answer my inquirer,
“[Wole!” they were crying, but I could not control myself.

A net was laid on my mouth,
And a bolt barred my lips.
My [g]ate was locked, my watering place sealed up,
My hunger prolonged, my thr[oa]t constricted.
If it were grain, I would swallow it like stinkweed,
Beer, the sustenance of people, had become displeasing to me.

Indeed, my sickness stretched on.

Through lack of food, my countenance chan[ged],
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Sirt istahha dami izzi[ba)
esettum ussuqat armat™ mas[ki)
Ser’anitya nuppuhii uriqta mah|sii|

ahuz ersi mesiru miisé tanéh|u]
ana kisukkiya itiira bitu
illurtum Striya nadd idaya
maskan ramaniya muqquta Sépaya

nitatilya Sumrusd mihisti danna(f)

qinnazu ittanni malat sillatu
parussu usahhilanni zigata labsat
kal amu rédi iredda[nni)
ina sat musi ul unappasanni surris

ina itablakkuti putturi riksiya
mesrétitya suppuhd ittadda ahitu
ina rubsiya abit ki alpi
ubtallil ki immeri ina tabastaniya

sakikkiya ishutu masmassu

u téretiya bari utessi
ul usapi asipu sikin mursiya

u adanna sili’tiya bari ul iddin
ul iriisa ilu gatt ul isbat

ul iremanni istart idaya ul illik
peti kimahu ersii Sukaniiya

adi la mititi-ma bikiti gamrat
kal matiyva ki habil igbiini
ismé-ma hadiiya immeri paniisu

haditt ubassiri kabattasa ipperdu
iti umu Sa gimir kimtiya

Sa gereb miidé samassun ikil

TABLET IIT

kabtat qassu ul ale’’i nasasa
[altrat pulubtasu uf...]

[en]nessu ezzeta abiiba-ma |...]
[dalpnat’ tallaktasu i ...]

[dan]nu mursa kabta ramani la if...]
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My flesh had wasted away, my blood drai[ned].
My bones became visible, covered only by [my] sk[in],
My tissues were inflamed, affli[cted] with jaundice’.

I took to a sick-bed of confinement, going out was a hards[hip],
My house became my prison.

A fetter for my flesh—my arms were useless,
A shackle to my person—my feet were done for.

My afflictions were severe, the wound grav[e].

The whip that beat me was full of thorns,

The goad that pricked me was covered with spikes.
All day long a persecutor would pursue [me],

At night he would not let me rest at ease for a moment.

Through constant turning my sinews were loosened,
My limbs were splayed, just hanging apart.

I would spend the night in my own filth like an ox,
I would wallow in my own excrement like a sheep.

The exorcist was scared by my symptoms,
And the seer (bari) was confused by my omens.
The exorcist could not reveal the nature of my illness,
And the seer (bari) did not give the duration of my sickness.

My god did not rush in to help, he did not take my hand,

My goddess did not have mercy on me, she did not walk alongside.
My grave lay open, my funerary goods prepared,

Before my death, mourning for me was completed.

My entire land said about me, “How wronged is he!”

When my ill-wisher heard, his face brightened,

When they informed my nemesis, her mood became radiant.
The day grew dark for my entire family,

For those among my friends, their sun darkened.

TABLET IIT

His hand was so heavy I could not bear it,

My dread of him was [ov]erwhelming, /it [...].
His furious [pun]ishment [...] flood,

Whose advance was [aggres]sive’, it [...].

[Sev]ere, serious illness does not ... [my] perso[n],
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eriti masdaku usarpadini[nni)
[u]rra u misu istenis ana[ssus]
Suttu munattu malmalis Sumr{usani|

istanu etlu atir Sikitt[a]
mindta Surrul lubusta udduh
assu ina munatti idisu gatta zugqur
melammé halip labis pulha(t]i

trubam-ma ittaziz eliya
[@mur]Si-ma ihhamii Stritya

lighil-ma bélka ispuranni
[...Jmi Sumrusu ligd® Sulumsu

[a iH]ram’-ma atammd ana mukil résiva
[sa] sarrum-mi ispuru amélu [malnnu
iqulii-ma ul ipulanni mamman
Sut ismuninni ana ripittu issabt{i]
as[n]i-ma sunata anal[ttal]
ina Sutti attulu musi(t]iva
iStanu ramku nas mé Sipti
bi[nlu mullilu tamih rittussu

Laluralimma asip Nippur
ana ubbubika ispuranni
mé nasi eliva iddi
Sipat balati iddd umassi’ zumrt
aslus-ma suttu anattal
ina sutti attulu musitiya
iste[t] ardatu banii zimiisu
nesis la tuhhati ilis maslat

Sarrat nisi[...]| MA [...]
irubam-ma itta[$ba’ ind’ idiya’

ighd ahulap magal sunuhb-ma
la tapallah igbd usal...]

u ina mimma Sutti aftul* |...]
igbi-ma ahulap magal sum[rus)

ayyumma Sa ina Sat musi ibrii bi[ra]
ina Sutti Ur-Nintinugga [Blabi[li attul’]
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1t I forgot alertness, [I] became delirious.
[D]ay and night alike I would m[oan],
Dreams and waking hallucinations both aff[licted me].

There was a singular man, extraordinary in for[m],
10 Magnificent in physique, wrapped in a garment.
Because I became aware of him in a waking hallucination, he was a
towering figure,
He was clad in radiance, clothed in a[w]e.

He entered and stood over me,
When [1 saw] him, my flesh was paralyzed.
15 [He said], “Your lord sent me.”
[...]..., “let the distressed one await’ his recovery.”

“[T wok]e up and spoke to my servants,
Saying, “[w]ho is the man [whom)] the king sent?”
They were silent, no one answered me,
20 Those who heard me were dumbfound[ed].

I s[aw] a dream a sec[ond t]ime.

In the dream that I saw at nig[h]t:
There was a singular purification priest bearing the water of
incantation,

He was holding in his hand purifying t[ama]risk.

25 “Laluralimma, exorcist of Nippur,
Has sent me to purify you,” he said.
He cast the water that he was carrying over me,
He pronounced the incantation of life and massaged my body.

I saw a dream for a third time,
30 In the dream that I saw at night:
There was a singul[ar] young woman, whose appearance was beautiful,
Even at some distance, she looked divine.

Queen of the people [...],
She entered and sat’ [down’ beside’ me’].
35 She said, “Mercy! He is utterly exhausted,
“Do not fear,” she said, “I will’ [...].”
And throughout’ the dream, I* saw [...],
She said, “Mercy! He is greatly distr[essed].”

Someone who performed div[ination] in the night,
40 Ur-Nintinugga of [B]abyl[on, I saw’] in another dream,
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etlu tarru apir agdsu
masmassum-ma nasi lé Tum)|

Marduk-ma ispuran([ni]

ana Subsi-mesré-Sakkan ubilla siimda]
ina qatisu elléti ubilla siimda)

ana muttabbiliya qatussu ipq[id’]

ina munatti ispura Siplirta)
ittus damqatu nisiva ukt[allim]
ina sili'tu iriku serra i[t-...]
murst arhis iggamir ihhepi U[D Xx]

ultu Sa beliya libbasu i[nithu)

Sa Marduk rément kabattasu ipp[asru]
[ilqlt unninniya ersata [...]

[nashlursu tabu uka[lllifmu ...]

[igbli ahulap m[agal sunulh-ma

[...]-x-su ana Sipé IK-x-[...]-x-te
[...]-x-Su ana Suklulu u ki-[...]
«..] XVMES arni x [...]
x KIS ennetta x1[...]

X MAR sértix [...]
u’] egdtiya usabil Sara
... Tl arrati XV [...]

]
]

]

]
Sx[]

Jxx[...]

L kima® TEx [ ]x[...]

—/ e

uttelhham-ma tasu Sa balatu u sulum
[uddalppir imhulla ana isid samé
ana irat erseti ubi[l] di’i
[usté]rid apsussu silu lemnu

utukku la né’i utir ekurris
iskip lamastu Sada usteés|ir]
agi tamatu Suruppi usamhir
isid lu tu ittasah kima samm|i]

sitti 1a tabtu reha salala
kima qutru immalu Samé ustabil
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A bearded man, crowned by his diadem,
An exorcist, carrying a writing-[board].

He said, “Marduk sent m[e].

I brought this band[age] to Subsi-mesré-Sakkan.”
He brought the band[age] in his pure hands,

He entr[usted’] if to the hand of my servant.

He (i.e., Marduk) sent the mess[age] in a waking hallucination,
He rev[ealed] his favorable sign to my people.

In the protracted”’ illness, a snake [...],
My sickness came to an end quickly, [...] was broken.

After the heart of my lord was st[illed],
And the mind of merciful Marduk was app[eased],
After [he accept]ed my prayers, [...] my requests,
And re[ve]al[ed] his sweet [benevolent a]ttention [...].
[After he sai]d “Mercy! He is ut[terly exhaust]ed”:

[Then ...] ... to make manifest ... [...].

[...]... tocomplete and ... [...]

[...]...mysin[...]

[...]... myiniquity [...]

[...]... my transgression [...]

[And’] he caused the wind to carry off my acts of negligence,
[...] my curse [...].

[...]

[-]

[..]- -]

[ P

[...]like" ... [...]

[He a]pplied his spell of life and well-being,

[He drJove the evil wind back to the horizon.
He carrie[d off] ague to the surface of the netherworld,
[He se]nt the wicked demon/cough back down to its Apsu.

He turned back the unrelenting ghost to Ekur,

He overthrew Lamastu, he made /er ta[ke to] the mountain.
He made the current of the waters receive my chills,

He tore out the root of debility like a plan[t].

Unpleasant sleep, the pouring out of slumber,
He sent it away like smoke with which the heavens were filled.
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ina it’a ayya né u nisis
usatbi imbaris erseta us[mallii]

lazzu murus qaqqadi Sa [siis kabt[u]
issub kima nalsi mi[s)i eliya ustes|[si]

te’ati maya Sa uSteshih §ibih mi[si’]
uSatbi Sar bert unammir nit[l1)

uzndya Sa uttammimda ussakkika hasikkis
itbal amirsin iptete neSmaya

appi Sa ina redi ummi unappiqu ni[pissu|
upassih mihistasu-ma anappus [surris)

Saptaya Sa illabba leqa* lapl|apta]
ikpur pulhassina-ma kisirsina ip[tur)
piva Sa uktattimu sabalrlis as[tu]
im$us kima qé risasu us[massi’|
[silnndya Sa ittasbata isténis inne[bta)
ipte birissina-ma irdasin uSpar{rir’]
lisanu Sa innebta sutabulu [[]a i[le’ u]
imsus tupustasa-ma ihdad atmilya]

ur udu Sa innisru unappiqu lagabbis
ustibba iratt Sa malilis ubtell[u]si*

lu’T Sa dtappiqu la [imalhharu [akla’)
lagasa isir-ma idiltas ipte

[x-x-x]-éya <$§a’> §asii’ zunnisu u-"x1-[x x x] X [x (X)]
[x x] "X kitmurtu eli§ uSapp[ik’ x x x] 'x1 x [(x)]

[x x (x) $a] dtammilu ha-ra-i-is" x [...] "TA SI' [x]
[...-n]itasu zamar[u ...]

Sammdhu Sa ina unsi ittarri kima pisanni irraksu
[...]1 Axsahhasu [...]

imahhar iptenni ubbala masqita
[...]UZZA " [...]AD HU r("

[..]"x'IBBA...]
[..JAAX[..]
[..]™x SI’x"[...]

Lines 111-120 are still missing.
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2. COMPOSITE TEXT IN TRANSCRIPTION AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION

When turning back my “woe” and “alas” like an evil curse,
He lifted them like a fog that co[vered’] the earth.

Constant headache, which was as hea[vy] as a [grind]ing stone,

He withdrew like the dew of ni[gh]t, he dro[ve] it away from me.

My blurred eyes, which were cov[er]ed with a haze’ of ni[ght’],
He lifted the haze far, far away, he brightened [my] vis[ion].

My ears, which were clogged, stopped up like a deaf man’s,
He removed their wax, he opened my hearing.

My nose, [who]se breat[hing] was blocked with the onset of fever,
He relieved its condition so that I could breathe freely [at once].

My lips, which were parched’ and stricken with th[irst’],
He wiped away their blisters, he rel[eased] their deformation.
My mouth, which was closed up and too st[iff] for spea[k]ing,
He polished like a vessel, he w[iped clean] its dirt.

My [tee]th, which were clenched, bo[und] together, foundations.

He opened the space between them and sprea[d out’] their
My tongue, which was bound so that it c[ould no]t move about,
He wiped away its thickness so that [my] speech became clear’.

My throat, which was constricted, blocked as with a lump,

He healed my chest, which he made as cheer[ful’] as a reed flute.
My gullet, which was swollen and would not [acc]ept [food’],

Its swelling subsided, and he opened its stoppage.

My [...], <which™ was disturbed’ and its provisions’ ... [...],
The heaped up [...] high [...] he poured o[ut]’.

[... which] was darkened, so that’ ... [...]
Its[...],ason[g...]

83

The large intestine, which was always empty’ due to hunger and woven

[...]...its swelling’ [...]. together like a basket,
It accepts food, it takes drink.
S PR O
[ P
[ P
[...]---[--]

Lines 111-120 are still missing.
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Lines from the Commentary

kisadr Sa irmii ernama ikka[plpu
upattin kinné amalis izqup

ana gamir abari umasi umassil

kima nakimtu Sust usappira supurdya
itbuk malnalhtasin 'x x-Sasin ustib
TABLET IV

Section A

[klima dimt[i ...]

gerbitlu] RT x1[...]

birkaya Sa uktassd busi[s ubbut)a
[x]-"x1-Sir puridu k[T ...]
[sélpayva sa innami x [...]
[dun<ni>* qaqqary’ u-|...]
Suklultu pagriya istat-x [x x] 'x]
[m]esrétiva [...]

[zulmru mindtiva |[...]

[[1hlup kima mu[s-...]

[misé Sa a[r'-...]

[...]™xxT[...]

Lines from the Commentary
imsus mammé rli|susu uzakki
dittu ummultu ittaperdi

ina ité nari asar den nisi ibbirri

Section B
[..]xx[...]
[...]SAKILI...]
[...id" ... [...]
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Lines from the Commentary

My neck, which was loose and twis[t]ed at its base’,
He made as firm as the mountains, he planted it erect like a tree’.

He made my physique like a wrestler’s.

Like expelling nakimtu-disease’, he trimmed’ my nails.
He dispelled their fa[ti]gue, their ... he made well.
TABLET IV

Section A

[... ]ike a towe]r ...]

Interi[or ...] ... [...]

My knees, which were bound and [restrain]ed li[ke] a bizsu-bird’s,
My leg ... li[ke ...].

My [fe]et, which had become a ruin, [...]
He [...] on [fi]Jrm’ ground’.

The form of my body ... [...]

My [l]imbs [...]

My [bo]dy, my members [...]

[He cljothed like ... [...]

[What ca]me out, which [...]

[...]...[-]

Lines from the Commentary

He wiped clean the dirt, he cleaned its f]i]lth.

My eclipsed masculine features have become brilliant again.

On the bank of the river, where the case of the people is decided.

Section B
[...T...[...]
[...T...[...]
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WB [, .]istaratu eni-[...]

[
[... iSklunisSunu NAG ™x1[...]
[...]1xxT"RA NU kilallan [...]
[...] -x-anna sumrusak{u ...]

[... itt]isu bullutu sakin i[t-...]

[... uballlitanni séréssfu ...]
muttutu ammasid abbuttu appasi[r]
[...LJABISERIX[...]

[...] "XV ME §ib-bu [...]

[...]1x xV gaddadalnis ...]

[...] x xVsig[i ...]

[...] x xia sig[d ...]

°  [Kunus-kladru ina piserti aba’'a

[...]™xx"[...]
Section C

ana Zarpa[nitu ...)
ana iliyla ...]
ana istartiya ...]
la palih i[lisu ...]
la palih i[startisu ...]
P Sa ana Esagil egii ina qatiya limur
Sa amat Babili [ ...]
marus[tu epsletu ...]
seret[-su’ ...]
x1[...]

TABLET V

[belN7 [uplassihanni
[bel)T usammidanni
[bellT upattiranni
[bel]i uballitanni
[ina hast]i ekimanni
[ina qabri islipanni
[ina karalsé idkanni
ina nalri] hubur isdudanni

ina dannati qati isbat
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VB

[...] goddesses ... [...]
3 [... they pl]aced’ them ... [...]
[...]...both[...]
[...]... I'was distresse[d ...]
[... wit]h him restoring to health, [...] is established
[... he rest]ored me, h[is] penalty ... [...]
10k T was struck on the forehead, I was release[d] from slavery.
[ P
[...] ... belt/snake’ [...]
[...]... bowed dow[n ...]
[...]... agSigu pray[er]
[...]my ... Sigii pray[er ...]
°  Iwalked along the street called [Kunus-k]adru a free man.

L] ]

15’

Section C

v To Zarpa[nitu ...]
Tom[y] god[...],
To m[y] goddess [...].
The one who does not fear [his] g[od...],
¥ The one who does not fear [his] g[oddess ...].
P Let the one who was negligent of Esagil learn from my example,
The one who [...] the word/matter of Babylon [...].
Distress, de[eds ...]
[His’] penalties’[...]
0]

TABLET V

My [lord hea]led me,
My [lord] bandaged me.

My [lord] removed afflictions from me,
My [lord] revived me.

[From the pi]t he rescued me,

[From the grave he glathered me up.
[From disas]ter he raised me up,

From the Hubur Riv[er] he pulled me out.

He held my hand through adversity.
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imni[s] imhasanni
Sumel[u] usaqqi resi
imhas rittt mahisiva
usaddi kakkisu Marduk
ina pi girri akiliya
iddi napsama Marduk
Marduk Sa mukassidiya
tkim aspasu assukkasu usahhir

ina qgatt qébiriya marra tkim

ina qati bakiya usaddi surri
pi bakkitiya qubé usakli

pr hadiya it [a] umallli]
plhaditilya [...]

iddi kildlii .. ]-bir
u-nam-"x1-[...]
tar-rfa- ...]"TE" [...]

rebit ali [ ... illeqqan[ni]
alna)l mahri [ ... ulséribann[i]
[x (x)]IS?A A [...]-x" Marduk
v [... $a7) ukassi | uka$su Zarpani[tu)

lti mannu bélu umassirann(i]
napistu arhis ibteli-ma annl[i]
ana irkalla la urrad ann[i]
etemmiita attalak annli]

lii mannu Marduk izibbann[i]
ana Sir asakki ammann([i]
Sallamta ... attalak MA [x X]

ina messé malé utall[ilanni’]
rimki tedistu <<U>> ttapp[us’]
u itma Sa ina tesliti ismii [...]

ana laban appi u utnenni ana Esagil [eli’]
and<ku>* $a iStu qabri atiru ana ka-‘U[tu-¢-a] éterub

ina ka-hé-gal hegallu inne[sram’]

ina ka-Ylamma-ra-bi lamassu itteh[anni)
ina ka-silim-ma Sulmana appal[is]

ina kd-nam-ti-la balatu ammahir
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V10 He struck me on the righ[t],

20

25

30

35

40

45

And raised my head on the lef[t].
He struck the hands of my striker,
Marduk made Aim throw down his weapon.

On the mouth of the lion eating me,
Marduk put a muzzle.
Marduk, that of my pursuer,
He snatched his sling, he turned back his sling stone.

He snatched the shovel from the hands of my grave-digger.

He forced the harp’ from the hands of the male-mourner,

He made the mouth of my female-mourner cease lamentation.
He fille[d] the mouth of my male-gloater with wol[e],

The mouth of my [female]-gloater [...].

He recited a mourning rite [...] ...

L]
N R I

As [he] took m[e ...] the city square,

[He] brought m[e] in[to] the presence of [...].
[...]... Marduk,

... [... whom’] Zarpani[tu] helped’.

Who might it have been? The lord released m[e].
Had my life quickly come to an end? Ye[s].
Was I not descending to the netherworld? Ye[s].
Had I turned into a ghost? Ye[s].

Who might it have been? Marduk spared m[e].
I was reckon[ed] as the flesh of an asakku demon.
A corpse ... Iwalked ... [...].

He pur[ified me”] with the washing of my matted hair,
He repeatedly perflormed’] my ablution and renewal,
And he swore that he heard in my supplication [...].

[I went up’] to Esagil for submission and prayer,
I, who returned from the grave, entered the U[tu-e-a]-gate.

In the He-gal-gate, prosperity adv[anced toward me’].

In the Lamma-ra-bi-gate, a divine guardian appro[ached me].
In the Silim-ma-gate, I loo[ked upon] well-being.

In the Nam-ti-la-gate, I was granted life.
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ina ka-YUtu-&-a itti baltiiti ammani

ina ka-us-de-babbar-ra iddatiiya immera
ina kd-nam-tag-ga-dug e ilti ippatir

ina ka-ka-tar-ra istala piya

ina ka-Ser-dus-u-da uptattara tanehi
ina ka-a-sikil-la mé télilte assalih

ina ka-silim-ma itti Marduk annamir
ina ka-hi-li-su §ép Zarpanitu annasiq

ina suppé u témeqi maharsunu iitannin

qutrinna tabiti maharsunu usasli
usamhir erba ta'ti igisé etandiite
upalliq Ié mare uttabih Sapti
attanaqqi kurunnu dussupa karana ellu

sedu lamassu angubbii libit Esagil
[in]a tamgqiti kabattasun uspardi
[ina maka)lé dessuti libbasun usalis

[sippu silgarri médil dalati
[usSarmilk’ ella himatu tuhdi asnan

[x] 'x TI X [E)zida® mé parsi biti
[Sikalr asnan russa [aqqisunu]
[u)ltappit hasurri taba elisu[n]u’ [x x X]

[gelrreti mar Babili mu-"x1-[x x (X)]
bit gebérisu épusii ina qerréti [nilsi’
imurii-ma <mdar> Babili ki uballatu [arass|u’
patu kalsina usapa narbé[su

mannum-ma iqbi amar Samsisu

ina libbi manni ibbasi eteq siqisu
Sa la Marduk mannu mititasu uballit

ela Zarpanitu istartu ayyitu iqiSa napSassu
Marduk ina qabri bulluta ile’’i

Zarpanitu ina karasé etéra amrat

ema Saknat erseti ritpasi samé
Samsu ustappa girra innaphu
mi illaki izigqii Sari
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2. COMPOSITE TEXT IN TRANSCRIPTION AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION 91

In the Utu-e-a-gate, [ was counted among the living.
In the U-de-babbar-ra-gate, my signs became clear.
In the Nam-tag-ga-du-gate, my sin was released.
In the Ka-tar-ra-gate, my mouth inquired.

In the Ser-du-u-da-gate, my sighing was released.

In the A-sikil-la-gate, I was sprinkled with water of purification.
In the Silim-ma-gate, I was seen with Marduk.

In the Hi-li-su-gate, I kissed the feet of Zarpanitu.

I continually prayed before them with entreaties and intense
supplication.

I offered fragrant incense before them,
I presented an offering, a gift, heaped up donations.
I sacrificed fattened bulls, slaughtered prime sheep’,
I continually poured out sweet kurunnu-beer and pure wine.

As for the protective spirit, the divine guardian, the divine attendants,
and the brickwork of Esagil,

[Wit]h a libation I brightened their mood,

[With] opulent [mea]ls I made their heart rejoice.

[The door jamb, the b]olt, and the bar of the doors,

[T doused wi]th’ sesame oil, ghee, and the abundance of grain.
[...]... [E]zida’, the rites and ordinance of the temple,

[T libated bee]r made of red-gold grain [to them],

[T c]ontinuously sprinkled fragrant conifer oil on th[eJm [...].

[The fe]ast of the citizens of Babylon ... [...],

[The peop]le’ made/performed the ‘house of his burying” at the feast.
The <citizens> of Babylon saw how he (i.e., Marduk) revived [hi]s
[servant’],

Every one of their mouths extolled [his] greatness, saying:

“Who thought he would again see the light of his sun?
“Who imagined he would again stroll along his street?
“Who but Marduk could restore him from death?
“Which goddess but Zarpanitu could give him his life?
“Marduk is able to restore from the grave,
“Zarpanitu is experienced at sparing from disaster.

“Wherever the earth is established, the heavens stretched out,
“The sun shines and fire blazes,
“Wherever water flows and wind blows,
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80 sat Aruru ikrusu kirissin
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[$lakittu napsatu peta puridu
[aplatu mala basa Marduk dulla

[x x] A TA BUL "x x-[f]u4’ §iit pd ku[nnd|
[... klal nist libél-ma

[... 7]é’T kal da[dmé]
[...] milt ina n[aglbe [...]-lik

[... palrak ili Tx x1

[...] sihip Samé u [erseti]

[-.] rissa Ix x1[(x)]

[...]- ut"-su-nu lissas

[...]xxxx! [...] rx1

[...] XY nannara-ma li-*x7-[...] X1
[...]u tamati "<V [.. ] rx1

[...]PAD SAG.GA SI 'x1[...] X
[liskun®] iime paliSu ™x1[...] X7
[Sakittlu® napsatu X1 [...]-™x(-)UD-su
[...]1 XY x @mi [...] X' balatu

[...]1 Esagi[la ...]-"X-li-pu sursisu

[... AN lisarris papallu

[... Nazilmuruttas [...] ... namsat
[Sakittlu’ napsat[u ...] "x x DU"-su1
[... li-nap-[...-tlus it{i]ra alisu
[...1™%[... nisli salmat qaqqadi libél-ma
[... Zarpalnitu rému sa Marduk

[...]1 X [...-ta]s u Babili nir / sab Sarri Sarhu
[... abrdtlus linnabi ana damiqti
[... []alé balati lisbu

[...] X1 x Samé lirsii

[... list]ib nizmassu
[...] eli ba ulatisu
[...] Subsi-mesré-Sakkan
[... Sumleri u Akkadi muma’’ir matu

[Sa marulstu imuru lippatir aransu
[...] manahtasu listapsih

[ilsu ...] istartasu likabbissu
[... nlisi l[im]u '@ Sulmanis
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V80 “Those whose lump of clay Aruru pinched off,
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“[Li]ving beings, who walk about,
“As many [peo]ple as there are, praise Marduk!”

[...]...[...], those which were esta[blished] by testimony,
[...] may he rule over [a]ll the people.

[... she]pherd of all the inhabi[ted world],
[...] the floods from the d[ee]p [...] ... .

[... san]ctuary of the gods [...]

[...] the extent of the heavens and the [earth]
[...]help” ... [...]

[...] their [...] may’ they’ carry’ him’.

I P

[...]light, may [...]

[...]and the seas ... [...]

I P

[May he establish’] the days of his reign ... [...]
[Livin]g’ beings [...] ...

[...]... days[...] life

[...] Esagi[la ...] ... its roots

[...]... may he spread his offspring

[... Nazi]marutta$ [...] ... was forgotten’
[Livin]g® bein[gs ...] ...

[...] ... they’ tlur]ned his city [...]

[...] may he rule over the [peo]ple, the black-headed ones.
[... Zarpa]nitu, mercy of Marduk

[...] ... and Babylon, the splendid light’/army’ of the king,
May [...] be called to goodness [forever af]ter.

May [...] enjoy [... happ]iness of life,
May [...] ... of the heavens possess [...].

[... may he s]atisfy his desire,
[...] over his subjects.
[...] Subgi-mesré-Sakkan,
[... Sum]er and Akkad, who governs the land.

[The one who] experienced [troub]le, let his sin be released,
[...] may his fatigue be put to rest.

[... his god ...], may his goddess treat him with honor,
[...] may [his pe]ople be[co]lme’ healthy/at peace.
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Vo ilSu ... iStarf]lasu (Sarrasu) likabbi[tisu]

[ina ...1 u hud libbi libd’a imisam
[...] zamar[u ...] Subsi-mesré-Sakkan
120 jdlula dali{lika ... flanittaka tabat

V. [... his god ...], may his [goddes]s (and his king) treat [him]
with honor,
May he stroll along [in ...] and happiness of heart daily.
[...] the son[g ...] Subgi-me§ré-Sakkan,
120

He sang [your] prai[ses ...], your [p]raise is sweet.



CHAPTER 3:
SELECTED NOTES ON THE AKKADIAN TEXT
AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION

The extensive textual and philological notes that follow in this chapter demon-
strate the lively conversation among Assyriologists about the precise wording
of the text of Ludlul and its proper translation. As one will see, Ludlul today is
very much an on-going and unfinished project of modern Assyriological schol-
arship. Reading Ludlul today means reading with these modern scholars. It
cannot be otherwise.

The notes offered here do not comprise a full commentary; rather, they
highlight and discuss the issues of textual reconstruction and translation that
are important and interesting to me for various reasons in light of the scholarly
conversation surrounding the reconstruction and translation of Ludlul. The use
of the word “selected” in the title of this chapter may seem ridiculous in light
of the fact that the notes extend to over forty thousand words. But, having
worked on Ludlul for over a decade, I am fully aware, even humbled by the
fact, that there is so much more to do to improve the reconstruction and trans-
lation of the text. A colleague in the English department once told me that writ-
ing is never finished; one simply stops working on it. And so it is with these
notes. I hope the following will help others as they work on the poem—to build
on what has been done and thus to advance our understanding.

3.1. TABLET I

I: For a detailed poetic analysis of the opening hymn, I 140, see Piccin /
Worthington 2015. For elements of lyricism in I 1-16, see Groneberg 1996,
72—74, 79-80. The older treatments of the opening hymn’s structure in Moran
1983 and Albertz 1988 (summarized in Lenzi 2011, 484-85), though dated due
to new textual finds, retain value. For a close reading of Tablet I to discern a
variety of wordplays and textual allusions to learned texts, see Noegel 2016.
Some of the notes that follow on I 1-40 borrow material used in my annota-
tions on the hymn in Lenzi 2011, 485-96. And some of the notes here reflect
how my thoughts have changed since 2011.

I 1-4: As Moran states, “[t]he opening quatrain is, in nuce, the entire com-
position” (Moran 2002, 192; similarly, Albertz 1988), by which I think he
means that Marduk’s wrath always gives way to mercy (see Moran 2002, 194;
likewise, Albertz 1988, 36-37), as it does in the protagonist’s story. There is “a
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serial relationship” between wrath and mercy (Lenzi 2011, 483),! so that what
is actually praised in the hymn is “Marduk’s propensity to cal/m his anger” (so
Piccin / Worthington 2015, 115).

I 1: lord of wisdom: For the various meanings of némequ, see Galter 1983,
95-96. (Piccin 2021 analyzes all of the terms for wisdom used in the poem.)
For possible implications of the epithet for the interpretation of the poem, see
chapter eight, note 156.

1 1, 3: considerate: Piccin and Worthington make a compelling case for
translating mustalu within the semantic domain of ‘mercy, care’ (2015, 116).

1 2: muppasir: MS 1.Nas shows a variant: mu-pa-as-s[ir]. Following Worth-
ington (2012, 119), I think the D participle here (and in line 4) is simply a
mistake, contrary to Moran’s stylistic explanation of the variant (1983, 256).

I 5: In 1960, Lambert read MS [.Nas as Mal-mu-u (343); others have subse-
quently noted the broken sign should read Tnal- (see, e.g., AHw, 771; Moran
1983, 257; Oshima 2014, 380; and especially Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 238,
who provide a photograph of the tablet on p. 239). If Lambert hadn’t suggested
LA in the ASSur MS before there were clear parallels, we probably wouldn’t
even have this reading. | As for the translation: Following Foster (2005, 394),
SAACT 7 translates the line, “Whose fury, like a violent storm, is a wasteland”
(31). I now think it is better to put the simile and metaphor in apposition (as
does George / Al-Rawi 1998, 194) in order to bring out the implied causal rela-
tionship between the two: Marduk’s anger is like a violent storm that turns the
cultivated land into steppe (namii). Compare von Soden’s translation (1990,
115), which supplies the verb “bewirkt” at the end of the line.

1 6: There is a question of what to do with the readings of MS .Nag, obv. 6,
mes-re-"ti1, and MS 1.Qkal, obv. 6, es-re-ti. Although each reading produces a
sensible word, “riches” and “shrines,” respectively, neither makes good sense
in context with the preceding manit “breeze of.” 1 follow Horowitz and
Lambert in their judgment that both cases are best interpreted as scribal errors
(2002, 245). Both MES and ES could easily have arisen via a graphic or aural
mistake for SE, the reading of other extant witnesses.> George and Al-Rawi
(1998, 197) entertain the idea that the reading is not corrupt (citing CAD M/2,
41) but offer no translation; see Oshima’s evaluation (2014, 174).

1 8: karsu / kabattu: Like libbu later in the opening hymn, these two words
are associated with the center of the self. As Steinert states, “Gedanken und

! Gerhards states it nicely: “[s]o gewiss die Nacht immer wieder dem Tag weicht, so gewiss
ist Marduks Zorn nicht von Dauer” (2017, 59).

2 With Streck, it is possible that ES is part of a Sandhi spelling, ma-nit es-re-ti <
*maniti=séréti (2013, 219); or, as Oshima notes, ES is simply an inverse writing for SE (2014,
380).
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Emotionen, Bewuftsein und Intellekt, Wissen, Willen, Absichten werden in
diesen ‘Organen’ lokalisiert oder aktiv durch sie hervorgebracht” (2012, 133;
similarly, 518-19). As Piccin and Worthington point out well, these “inner”
elements of the self are always only associated with mercy and benevolence in
the opening hymn (2015, 116-17).

1 9: nakbat qatisu: Nakbatu means “main force” (CAD N/1, 181) or
“weight, combat power” (CDA, 233). Although typically used of an army, the
martial imagery is quite appropriate in context. MS LJin reads nagbi gatisu,
“the entirety’ of his hand” (likewise line 11; Streck adopts this reading, naghi/
nagbe, in all MSS [2013, 219]). It is likely that this reading is corrupt. Von
Soden notes the MS contains a scribal error without sense (1990, 115, n.9a,
n.11a); see also Worthington 2012, 120. As proposed to me by John Carnahan
(personal communication), somewhere in this MS’s genealogy a scribe could
have read nak-BAT (the reading in all of the other extant MSS) as nag-BE, mis-
took it for an Assyrianism, and then “corrected” it to BL.

I 10: palm: Several other translators adopt “palm” as their translation of
rittu (e.g., Oshima 2014, 79; Foster 2005, 395; George / Al-Rawi 1998, 194).
Rittu probably doesn’t mean “palm” precisely in an anatomical sense. Rather,
the English rendering “palm” for rittu helps convey (via a subjective connota-
tion) the gentleness of Marduk’s rescuing hand as described in the line. | res-
cues: 1 derive the verb from the D stem of kdsu, “to help” (with, e.g., Moran
1983, 258; George / Al-Rawi 1998, 194; Foster 2005, 395; and Piccin /
Worthington 2015, 122) rather than that of kdsu, “to delay” (as does, e.g.,
Oshima 2014, 176; Lambert 1960, 344; and von Soden 1990, 115). As Moran
notes, the lexica “derive ukassu from kasu, ‘to tarry,” but not only does the
claim for Marduk’s power that it delays the death of a man, with the unavoida-
ble connotations of simply putting off the inevitable, sound flat and clinically
rational rather than lyrical and uncritically celebratory (the hand that the heav-
ens themselves cannot bear can only delay death), but Su-bar-zi = kdsu, and
Su-bar-zi belongs to the topos of the rescue in extremis” (1983, 258).

1 13: are dug: Literally, “opened.”

I 14: fallen: Magqtu here is not someone who has died in battle. Rather,
magqtu is a destitute person or a fugitive—one who has fallen through the social
safety net, so to speak (see CAD M/1, 254-55). If war was total in the ancient
world, the aftermath of a conflict would include orphans, widows, and refugees
alongside the wounded (and slain). Lines 13 and 14 indicate that many people
will die when Marduk is angry, but he also has mercy on the devastated sur-
vivors of his wrath.

I 15—-16: Marduk’s actions are characteristic ones, not one time events, thus
I have supplied “when” at the head of each line. | ippallas: The deity’s look
indicates an act of mercy and renewed favor, as evidenced by the verb’s use
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both in hymnic and petitionary expressions in prayers. Note, e.g., the Great
Istar Suila-Prayer (Itar 2), lines 26 (tappallast hablu u Sagsu, “you look upon
the wronged and oppressed”), 40 (asar tappallast iballut mitu itebbi marsu,
“wherever you look, the moribund lives, the sick arises™), and 44, 54, 92 (all
containing the petition kinis naplisinni, “look upon me truly”). See Zgoll 2003,
41-67 for an edition and Zernecke 2011, 265 for the verb’s use in the prayer.

I 17: kabitti: The composite text follows MS I.Fsi,, obv. 17. The only other
text that preserves the end of the line, MS 1.Qxkal, obv. 17, is uncertain. Wiseman
reads: x ta’-x ru/qa-tum (1980, 101); Horowitz / Lambert (2002, 242): ina ta-x-
tum; and Oshima: AS TA [K]AB? TUM (2014, 382). Collation in person has not
been possible.

I 18: itar: The reading follows MS 1.Qxkal, obv. 18, which Oshima reads i-f[a-
ri] (2014, 382); but, Til-tar seems justified, based on the photo. See likewise
George / Al-Rawi 1998, 197 and Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 242. The late MS
L.Csip 13", MS LFs;jp, obv. 18, and MS L.Ggav2, obv. 13’ read i-ta-ri or i-ta-r[i],
showing a superfluous final vowel, for which see George / Al-Rawi 1998, 198
with reference to Woodington 1984, 132f.

1 19: iddud: The verb is to be derived from edédu, “to be or become point-
ed.” Only in the D does it mean “to act quickly,” occurring several times in
hendiadys (CAD E, 24, which actually indicates its use in OB only). Thus, if
we were to translate iddud as “he hastens,” as I did in SAACT 7 (31; see simi-
larly, George / Al-Rawi 1998, 195 and Foster 2005, 395), then we should likely
expect the use of the D (uddad) rather than what is clearly a G stem of the verb.
Oshima translates the verb with “he becomes pointed (i.e., becomes angry®)”
(2014, 79, with discussion on pp. 177-78) and Piccin and Worthington para-
phrase it with “he looks sharp” (2015, 122), but note p. 115, where they render
it “he hastens.” Although our poet sometimes “uses scantly attested verbs or
little known stems of otherwise well-known verbs” (SAACT 7, xxvii with
examples) and this may be one of them (if not here, then in II 81; see below),
the issue comes to a sharper point with the re-consideration of the derivation of
the final verb in the line. | uganna: Previous translators derived #-KAN-ni/na at
the end of the line from the D of kanii, “to treat kindly,” but Oshima suggests
we derive the verb from gunnii, “to butt” (2014, 179-80; note also Piccin /
Worthington’s discussion of the same idea, which they arrived at independent-
ly; 2015, 114-15). In light of this, the verb iddud, which can refer to the horns
of the moon in the G stem—a metaphor based in associations of the crescent
moon with a bull’s horns, should be understood literally, “he is pointed,” refer-
ring to Marduk’s bearing sharp horns like a bull (see also Oshima 2014, 177). |
rimanis, like a bull: MS 1.Fsjp, obv. 19 reads ri-ma-a-MU and MS 1.Qkal, obv.
19, ri-ma-su. Following Piccin and Worthington (2015, 115), the MU could be
read as -nisx, yielding rimanis, “like a bull.” They reasonably suggest that the
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reading in the Nimrud (Kalhu) MS is an orthographical variant of what was
originally a mistaken reading of a SU for NIS; thus, -ni§ > -$1i > -5u.

120: like a cow: The mapping of Marduk’s wrath and mercy to a binary un-
derstanding of gender—masculine : wrath :: feminine : mercy—is clearest in
the couplet in I 19-20, though already implied in the previous couplet (I 17—
18) of the present quatrain. | e is ever attentive: Literally, “he keeps turning
around behind him.” The “him,” it seems to me, is Marduk. Just as a cow keeps
turning around to look at its calf, so too does Marduk. The variant in MS I.Fsjp,
obv. 20, eliya, “after me,” does not fit this imagery. Instead, it would seem to
be working with the image of a cow turning around to get physically behind the
calf, perhaps to direct it. The variants may correspond to two different stages of
cow behavior in relationship to her calf. “When the calf is first born, the cow
will nudge the calf from behind, encouraging it to walk. After that, the calf
follows the mother, and she will look back to check on it” (personal communi-
cation from Ms. Jauson King, a bovine expert).

1 21: barbed: Zagta modulates the imagery of the sharp horns in I 19 to a
barbed whip or rod that delivers blows.

122: the doomed: Perhaps, we are to understand the word to mean “the one
afflicted by the Namtar demon” (so, e.g., SAACT 7, 31; Oshima 2014, 180;
von Soden 1990, 116, n.22a; George / Al-Rawi 1998, 195). Piccin and
Worthington think the word may simply mean “dead person” (2015, 118, n.
29). Foster’s rendering of it with “doomed” (2005, 395), which I have adopted,
is especially appropriate in light of namtaru’s association with the unavoidable
fate of mortals.

1 23: imputes guilt: Literally, “he makes someone acquire sin.” According
to Moran (1983, 258), this is the first attestation of the SD of rasii; he charac-
terizes the poetic usage in a well-turned phrase: “the uncommon language be-
fits the uncommon and startlingly bald statement of Marduk’s responsibility for
sin.”

1 24: isirtisu: Oshima (2014, 383, with discussion on pp. 180-81) reads MS
I.Fsip, obv. 24 as Til-sir-ti-su, “(the day of) his offering,” instead of [i-s]ar-ti-su,
“(the day of) his justice” (as does George / Al-Rawi 1998, 192, essentially fol-
lowed in SAACT 7, 15, among others). Oshima correctly points out that NB
script, unlike NA, distinguished between SAR and HIR(= §ir) and thus the MS
from Sippar with NB ductus, which shows the latter sign, should steer the read-
ing of the ambiguous NA MS L.Qxa1, obv. 24, i-SAR-fi-Sii.

I 25: demonic shivering: Although utukku and ra’ibu are often translated
“demon” (and/of) “illness, disease, shivering,” both terms reference non-
obvious, demonic entities (see Bock 2014, 179 for the general issue of names
of demons and illnesses; and note gat %a 'ibi in Sa-gig XVII 59 [HeeBel 2000,
201]). Whether the two terms should be construed in apposition (Oshima 2014,
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181) or as two separate entities, connected by an assumed conjunction (as in
von Soden 1990, 116), they are working in tandem to describe a demonic at-
tack that brings on ill health characterized by tremors or shivers, if we can rely
on the root ra ‘abu as a guide (see CAD R, 81).

126: uSdapparii: The reading is based on MS I.Fsj,, obv. 26, us-d[ap]-pa-ru,
and MS 1.Qkal, obv. 26, us'- dap'-pa-ru. Wiseman’s copy of the latter shows KU
IB. Based on the photograph, George and Al-Rawi (1998, 198) suggest con-
vincingly that the signs are a “poorly written us-tap-"; see also Oshima 2014,
183, n.90 (and thus delete KU from his composite text, p. 78, and score, p.
383). Contrary to Lenzi 2011, 492-93 and Oshima 2014, 183, if the SD form of
the verb derives from duppuru, “to go away, withdraw” (see CAD D, 186 and
CDA, 62), rather than taparu, “to drive away” (CDA, 413 and AHw, 1380), the
verb need not be passive for Suruppii and hurbasu to be its subject.?

1 27: This line is very problematic. | mus-MAN-di: This first word, clearly a
participle, is only fully preserved in MS [.Qxkal, obv. 27. George and Al-Rawi
review a number of older alternatives to make sense of it (1998, 198), but none
of them is satisfactory to them. SAACT 7 reads musmanti for musmatti, a SD
participle from matii, “to make small,” an idea that takes its lead from Foster’s
“to dwarf(?)” (2005, 395; see SAACT 7, xxvii, n.51).* As Piccin and
Worthington note, however, this reading requires the nasalization of an un-
voiced consonant, which is rare in Akkadian (2015, 115, citing GAG §32c).
Oshima reads mus-mid-di, which (reasonably) assumes a scribe mistook MAN
for BE (= mid) (2014, 184, 383); he identifies the resulting reading as a SD
participle from mddu and translates it “the one who multiplies” (79). Also de-
riving the participle from mddu, Piccin and Worthington read the signs as mus-
min-di, “one who magnifies” (2015, 115). Finally, Oshima mentions that
Streck suggested via a personal communication that one might read mus-nat-ti
(which assumes a scribe mistook KUR(= naf) for MAN), derive it from natii,
and translate the result “the one who makes (the flood of Adad) strike” (2014,
184). This seems like a viable option. Perhaps a new duplicate will one day
provide a decisive resolution to the matter. Until then, whatever translation is
adopted, it should make the movement from negative to positive explicit within

3 See Piccin 2015 and Piccin / Worthington 2015, 122.

4 My explanation there (repeated essentially in Lenzi 2011, 493) states: “[t]he line suggests,
possibly, that Marduk’s raging is so severe it makes the destruction of Adad and Erra seem small.
This understanding stands in contrast with the merecy Marduk effects in I 28. But the verb re-
mains problematic.” However, upon reconsideration, there is no other instance, as best as I can
determine, in which matii has the meaning “to make something seem small (in comparison).” And
thus, even if the derivation were permitted, matii, as Piccin / Worthington observe, “would make
Marduk one who, in in his mercy, diminishes the afflictions wrought by Adad and Erra” (2015,
115), which doesn’t fit the pattern of wrath in the first line of a couplet and mercy in the second.
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the present couplet, I 27-28. | [rih]isti’: MS 1.Qkal, obv. 27 reads [R]A-T#" (=
rihisti; see von Soden 1990, 116, n.27b). MS L.Fs;j,, obv. 27 may read the same,
though this is less certain due to damage (see Oshima 2014, 383, who reads
[R]A-T#1, and compare George / Al-Rawi 1998, 198, who do not offer a deci-
pherment of the sign before TI).

1 30: manama: Only 1.Qka, obv. 30 attests the initial word in the line.
Wiseman’s copy shows LA for the second sign. The photo suggests NA; see
likewise George / Al-Rawi 1998, 193, 198 and Oshima 2014, 185 (where he
notes alternatives) and 383.

1 36: lisalil: The reading follows MS I.Fsiy, obv. 36, li-sa-lil (likewise George
/ Al-Rawi 1998, 198 and Oshima 2014, 186). The phrase /isalil gassu is literal-
ly “(who) could cause his hand to hang.” My translation is indebted to Foster
2005, 395. MS 1.Qkai, obv. 36 reads ligallil, “(who) could diminish/discredit
(his hand).” It seems to me this reading could have arisen simply through a
copyist’s error, /i-Sa-1lil > li-qal-lil.

137: I, who ate mud like a fish: Fish and birds are attested in rituals describ-
ing the most distant removal of an unwanted item, e.g., sin (see the examples
cited in CAD N/2, 339). The two animals have access to the extremes of the
cosmos in that birds fly to the heavens and fish swim into the depths. Here in
line 37 the sufferer is using the fish simile, I think, to state that he was at the
lowest point to which a creature could descend. The simile probably reflects
the fact that a common fish in the Euphrates, carp, was a bottom dweller that
would scour the riverbed for food.

1 39: gamalsin: This final word in the line, attested fully only in MS L.Fs;p,
obv. 39, was previously understood as a posited gumalu*, which would be a
hapax according to George and Al-Rawi (1998, 198, based on their reading gu-
ma-al-sin); SAACT 7, 32 follows suit. This was a reasonable suggestion since
the purdas-noun formation is often used with prayer-words (see GAG §55k sub
15b; and Lenzi 2011, 496). MS 1.Qxkal, obv. 39 only shows the first sign, which
has been read gi-[ since Wiseman’s edition (1980, 105). Aino Hitinen (in
Jiménez et al 2019, 77-79) has since collated both MSS with new photographs.
The supposed GU and GI are in fact GA. Thus, Hétinen corrects the reading
and recognizes the final word as simply an infinitive gamalu with pronominal
suffix.

I 40: hissatu: Following Piccin / Worthington (2015, 121) and Oshima
(2014, 187), I take hissatu in the sense of “invocation” here. Compare SAACT
7, 32, “concern”; Foster, “thought” (2005, 396); von Soden, “Gedenken”
(1990, 117); and George / Al-Rawi, “grace” (1998, 195). Piccin and Worthing-
ton (2015, 121) suggest the protagonist’s invocation may be the poem itself. |
[...]-Sina: The pronominal suffix is only attested in MS L.Fsj, obv. 40. MS
1.Qkal, obv. 40 might preserve what precedes the suffix. The photograph in
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CTN 4, pl. 153 suggests there are more traces in MS .Qxal than is represented
on Wiseman’s copy (1980, 103). After reconsidering the traces carefully, I now
think reading Tar'-na-[...] in this manuscript (the basis for the reading in
SAACT 7, 16) was overly optimistic (see also Lenzi 2017, 183). I would sug-
gest, tentatively, since collation with the tablet has been impossible, that we
read "x1-na’-. But, I hesitate to include this in the text and translation here. I
would like to think the x is an AR, perhaps partially smudged (?). Only a du-
plicate, however, will decisively provide the proper reading of this word.’
(I thank Takayoshi Oshima for corresponding with me about this matter in July
2015.)

141-50: For a close reading of these lines that highlights the self-reference
of the speaker, see Foster 1983, 127.

[ 41: Bel: Reading with MS 1.Qkal, obv. 41, T%EN, I see an intentional refer-
ence to Marduk’s name Bel. Oshima objects to this translation (2014, 188) and
prefers to see the Nimrud MS as an error because we have one Babylonian MS
(I.Fsip, obv. 41) with a case vowel, be-Ii, perhaps “my lord” (though the final
vowel may simply be superfluous in this late MS) and a Neo-Assyrian MS,
I.Ryuz, which reads be-lus, “lord,” in obv. 4’ (note also MS I.Ds;ip, obv. 4', b[e-
...]). But, considering the matter in terms of the unfolding narrative of the
poem, I stand by what I wrote previously: “the best readings of I 41 cohere
with the idea that Marduk is not recognized explicitly as the sufferer’s lord
until the announcement of the sufferer’s imminent, Marduk-initiated deliver-
ance” in Tablet III (Lenzi 2012, 43, n.18).

1 42: Marduk: Interestingly, both MS L.Ryy, and MS 1.Dsjp use the divine
name Bel (‘EN) here in I 42 rather than Marduk (‘AMAR.UTU), as do MS LFs;
and MS 1.Qxar. See the previous note on [ 41.

143-45: Just as the opening hymn states (I 15-16, I 28), Marduk has power
over a person’s divine protectors.

143: he disappeared: Literally, “he ascended his mountain.”

144: she departed: Literally, “she moved away outside.”

1 46: became afraid: See similarly Oshima’s rendering “took fright” (2014,
81; likewise, George / Al-Rawi 1998, 195). As I have noted elsewhere (Lenzi
2012, 43, n.20), Lambert in 1960 without the benefit of the CAD P volume
derived iprud from a root that he believed means “to flee, to leave,” and trans-
lated the verb here with “has taken to flight” (33, with justification in 283-84;
see likewise, Foster 2005, 396, “retreated”). Although this produces a fitting
parallel with the verb in line 45, the text here and the parallels Lambert adduc-
es are probably better understood by the well-attested Akkadian verb paradu,

5 For an AR and NA in proximity on MS L.Qxai, see the second signs in rev. 8’ and 9.
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“to be fearful, disturbed, restless, upset” (see CAD P, 141, 143). The root to
which Lambert appeals only seems to occur in the N stem in Akkadian, “to
separate oneself,” is (maybe) attested once during the Neo-Babylonian era, and
almost certainly entered the language (if it did at all) under West Semitic influ-
ence (see CDA, 264). (See chapter ten, note 52 for a discussion of the root in
Nabonidus’s Harran Stele, its one possible attestation.) CAD P, 144, however,
emends Lambert’s root away.

147: eclipsed: Ludlul uses forms derived from the D stem of wamalu three
times in its text: here, III 102 (izfammilu in a broken context), and IV, line i
(ummultu, which refers to the protagonist’s difu again). The lexica disagree
about the meaning of wamalu. For the D stem,® according to CDA, 433 (fol-
lowing AHw, 1459), the verb means to “veil; darken, eclipse,” and in the sta-
tive is used of stars in the sense of them being “obscured.” CAD U/W, 401
takes the verb to mean in both the G and D stems “to be agitated, nervous” and
with reference to stars, “to scintillate,” that is, “to twinkle” (which is a kind of
iterative darkening). The other verbs in Ludlul 1 47-48, all of which describe a
major deprivation or separation (etéru, parasu, Sahdatu), clearly place the mean-
ing of ummulu here within the same semantic domain. Thus, however we
render it, we must understand the protagonist’s diitu as no longer functioning.
CAD’s rendering “confused” (U/W, 401) just doesn’t capture this idea. Ludlul
IV, line i supports the “total loss” understanding of ummulu in 147 by way of
contrast. In that line, Marduk’s restoration of the protagonist’s diitu ummultu,
“eclipsed masculine features,” is described with the verb ittaperdi, a form of
napardi, “to shine brightly.”

I 48: characteristic manner: There is a good deal of variability among
translations of the word simti: CAD S, 280 has “my decorum”; von Soden,
“mein Wesen” (1990, 117); George / Al-Rawi, “my rank™ (1998, 195); Foster,
“my dignity” (2005, 396; likewise, Lambert 1960, 33); Oshima, “my honour”
(2014, 81, with a full discussion on p. 188, where he refers to Steinert 2012,
421-22). Whatever the preferred rendering, simtu should be recognized as a
human quality that can be lost, just as one can lose personal gods and protec-
tive spirits (see Oshima 2014, 189). | ipparis: MS L.Ryy,, obv. 11’ reads ip-pa-ri-
r1S7, whereas other witnesses read ip-pa-ri-is-ma (MS 1.Dsp, obv. 11'), ip-
<pa>-ri-is (the school tablet MS L.wki, obv. 1; the reading follows Streck
2013, 219), [...-rli-is-ma (MS L.Fs;jp, obv. 48), and [...-r]i-is (MS 1.Kxin, obv 6').

¢ The only example of the G stem, a line from the Great Prayer to IStar (Lambert 1959/1960,
52, obv. ii 155), is similar to the present line in Ludlul. It reads amlat kabattasu diissu etre[t], “his
mood is ..., his manliness is taken aw[ay].” Lambert (and others) translate amlat as “darkened”
(see also, e.g., Foster 2005, 608 “is grim”); CAD U/W, 401 renders it “is nervous.”
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Either MS I.Ruu, provides a variant text, ipparis, which Lambert translates “(my
dignity) has flown away” (33; incidentally, this was the only extant witness to
the verb at the time of his edition and thus appears in his main text, p. 32). Or,
the more likely explanation to my mind: the young copyist at Huzirina has
made a mistake, reading or hearing IS for IS. | tarani sahit*: See Lenzi 2020a
for my statement of the textual problem at the end of I 48 and my resolution of
it, which requires emending ishit, the verb attested in all MSS, to Sahit. | my
protection: The Commentary (MS Comnin, 0bv. 7') explains taranu with sillu,
which can mean divine protection (see CAD S, 190-191). Note especially the
parallelism in the OB lament Istar Baghdad, obv. 24: tahtasst sillt tutappirt
sédiya, “you have snapped off my protection (lit. shade); you have driven away
my protective spirits” (see Streck 2003, 306 and my treatment at http://akkpm.
org/P520346.html). Moreover, “protection” seems the most appropriate trans-
lation in light of the divine protectors mentioned in I 43—46.

I 51: nuppuhii: Literally, nuppuhii means “swollen” (CAD N/1, 268), the
precise meaning of which in this context is somewhat disputed (see Oshima
2014, 191-92 for a brief discussion). I follow George and Al-Rawi’s idea that
the term probably denotes contradictory or unclear omen results (1998, 198),
and thus extends the meaning of dalha, “confused,” earlier in the line, rather
than especially negative omens (so Oshima). For the role of the etymologically
related niphu in extispicy, which is sometimes characterized as having a
“joker” effect, see, e.g., Koch 2005, 10-21 and Maul 2018, 73-77. | every day,
uddakam: Worthington (2009, 67) reads UD.DA.KAM = adanna, which he
understands to mean “on the appropriate day,” citing Stol 1991-1992, 58. This
word also occurs in II 1 with regard to the duration of the protagonist’s suffer-
ing and II 111, where the diviner is unable to determine the term (adannu) of
the protagonist’s illness. See the comments on those lines below with further
references.

1 52: by: Literally, “with.” Lambert takes the word to mean “sign” and thus
“omen” (1960, 33), but this is unlikely syntactically (see the following). | seer
(barn), inquirer (Sa’ilu): Both are diviners in a general sense of the word. The
former often worked in extispicy, but not exclusively so (for a brief introduc-
tion to the bari, see, e.g., Koch 2015, 21-23). The latter term, typically trans-
lated “dream interpreter,” refers to another kind of diviner who sometimes ap-
pears alongside the bari and did more than interpret dreams (see Zgoll 2006,
405-11). | alaktt ul parsat: For the translation of alakta pardsu, see Oshima
2014, 192-94, with references to the relevant literature. A similar phrase with
itti is attested in the diagnosis section of some therapeutic texts; see, e.g.,
Abusch 2002, 31, citing BAM 316 ii 12’ (see now Abusch and Schwemer
2016, 36, line 8); p. 39, citing BM 64174: 6 // STT 95 + 295 iii 136’ (Abusch
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and Schwemer 2016, 40, line 6), and p. 41, citing BAM 315, rev. iii 7 // Bu.
1891-05-09, 214, obv. ii 9’ (Abusch and Schwemer 2016, 32, line 23).

I 53: Literally, “according to the mouth of the street my egirrii was evil.” |
egirri: See Oshima 2014, 194-95 and Lenzi 2012, 45, n.24 for arguments that
the word has an oracular sense here (likewise, Lambert 1960, 33; George / Al-
Rawi 1998, 195; and Foster 2005, 396) rather than purely a social one (e.g.,
“reputation,” or “Ruf,” as von Soden translates [1990, 117]; see also Butler
1998, 151). For a recent discussion of egirrii, see Rendu Loisel 2016, 298-309.
Her treatment includes a discussion of a ritual to provoke an egirrii (LKA 93),
a ritual lament that mentions the role of the s@’ilu (see I 52) in provoking an
egirrii, and a full presentation of the textual witnesses of Summa alu XCV, in
which a man prays to his personal god and awaits an egirrii, the manner of de-
livery of which is variously portentous.

I 55: the sun: All extant witnesses read YUTU or 9§¢-mas; thus, the line in-
tends to create a metaphor; the king is Samas, the sun god and god of justice,
for his people.

1 56: ikkasir: Literally, “his heart was knotted.” MS I.Qkai, obv. 56 reads the
G stem of the verb, ik-su-r[a]; thus, “he knotted his heart.” | The second half of
the line presents difficulty. MS I.Ryy, obv. 19 reads pa-ta-ru US LEM NIS and
the school tablet MS Lvs;p, obv. 11’ reads pa-fa-ri US LI FIM NI'"'. As indicat-
ed, the last sign of the latter is unclear. Lambert copies it as GIS (2007, pl. 8);
Oshima as MA (2014, pl. VII; see also p. 387). As it is written on the edge of
the tablet, it could be a malformed NI (so SAACT 7, 16 and Streck 2013, 219),
a reading supported by the late Babylonian MS Agap, 0bv. 1 9', le-eJm-"ni". Fol-
lowing George and Al-Rawi’s reappraisal of the textual situation (1998, 199),
SAACT 7 (16, with discussion on p. xxvii, n.52) and Oshima (2014, 80, 208)
read the final word in the line (based on MS I.Ruy,) as uslemmin, an otherwise
unattested SD of leménu. SAACT 7 translates the result “(His heart was angry
with me) and made forgiving me(sic)’ difficult” (32); George and Al-Rawi
(1998, 195) render, “and changed pardon to malevolence” (similarly, Foster
2005, 396). It may be better, however, to read pa-ta-ru-us <i>-lem-min, “(his
knotted heart) became foo angry for its releasing,” in MS Ry, or, with von
Soden, pa-ta-ru-us lem-min, “zu bose, um zu verziechen” (1990, 117) and to
read Ms Lvsip, as Streck suggests, pa-fa-ri-is* le-em-ni', with the understanding
that lemni is “a Neo-Babylonian orthography for lemun” (2013, 219; Lambert
explained the reading in MS Aggp as a form of /emun also but due to metri causa
[1960, 284]). In any case, the king was too angry to forgive our protagonist.

7 The word “me” should have been italicized as it is supplied for sense.
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157-65: See Groneberg 1996, 74-75 for a poetic analysis, and compare the
series in these lines in Ludlul to the series in Erra and Isum 1 31-38 (for which,
see Cagni 1969, 60—63, with a discussion of that series in Hecker 1974, 153).
See also Foster’s analysis of I 59-64 (1983, 128-29), which demonstrates the
liveliness of the conspirators’ speech to one another.

157: taslitu, slander: CAD T, 282-83 understands the word to be taslimtu,
“malicious talk” (see likewise Oshima 2014, 208). Lambert reads tes/itu, “hos-
tility,” which is “not attested elsewhere” (1960, 284). George / Al-Rawi (1998,
199): teslitu from selii, “to be dishonest, cheat.” I follow AHw, 1337: taslitu
from sala u, “to slander.”

1 62: take over: Literally, “enter.”

1 63: overturned the opinion of the fifty: That is, the opinion of the fifty
changes from good to bad with regard to the sufferer. For this idiom and its use
here, see George / Al-Rawi 1998, 199 and Foster 2005, 396. Noegel suggests
the poet has chosen hansé, “fifty,” here “not only to create alliteration [with
hassu, ‘fifth,” at the head of the line], but to underscore the ultimate source of”
the protagonist’s “suffering, namely Marduk, who possessed fifty names, one
of which was ‘Fifty’” (2016, 623 with reference to Eniima elis VII 143—144).

1 64: on his heels: Literally, “like his sédu.” The translation “on his heels”
follows Foster (2005, 396) and George and Al-Rawi (1998, 196). The semantic
import of following someone as a sédu, sometimes translated “protective spir-
it” but perhaps an evil spirit here (Oshima 2014, 212), is to follow that person
extremely closely.

1 67: each had: Literally, “was equipped with” (Gtn predicative 3ms from
nadit); see George / Al-Rawi 1998, 199. Oshima understands this phrase to
mean that each spoke for himself, which makes good sense in the broader con-
text (2014, 83, 213).

1 68: The head of the line in MS LInin, rev. 3 reads [i|n-na-ad-"rul-nim-ma.
See George / Al-Rawi for this reading (1998, 199), citing von Soden (1990,
118, n.68a). Collated. See likewise, Oshima 2014, 388. If this reading is cor-
rect, there is no “heart” in this line (compare Lambert 1960, 34-35 and Foster
2005, 396).

169-83: For a close reading of these lines, see Foster 1983, 127-28. His de-
lineation of the poetic unit reflects the problem interpreters have had with the
placement of I 84 (see the note on that line below).

1 69: set ... in alliance: The translation follows George and Al-Rawi’s
rendering of Sumguru (1998, 196).

170: my eloquent speech: Literally, “my noble mouth.”

I 72: MS L.Qkal, rev. 4 reads "rim'-ma-ti, “my cries,” fem. pl. of rimmu
(CDA, 305; AHw, 986) rather than Sagimmati (so MS Llin, rev. 7) or Sagim-
matu (so MS LFsjp, rev. 11").
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1 73: to the ground: Following George and Al-Rawi (1998, 200) and
Oshima (2014, 213), I understand gagqgarsun to be a form of the adverb
qaqqarsum.

I 76: kutattuma: MS 1.Fsp, rev. 1" reads ku-te-et-tu-ma, for which see
George / Al-Rawi (1998, 200) and Oshima (2014, 214). MS [.Ruu, rev. 4 and
(probably) MS 1.Qkal, rev. 8 both attest a variant, whose meaning is unclear to
me: ki-ta-[a)t-ta and ki-Tta'-[...]. The citation of Ludlul 1 76 in the Izbu com-
mentary published by Finkel (2006, 143) attests the same form as MS L.Fsip, ku-
ta-at-tu-mu (obv. 17); see chapter nine, page 385. | far-reaching ... closed ...
clutched: 1 think the meaning here is that his arms are not exposed or open as
they would be when active. Perhaps we should envision the literal sense some-
thing along the lines of his arms being under his mantle (so, e.g., George / Al-
Rawi 1998, 200). Or, perhaps we should think, in light of itahza, his arms
simply being “closed,” as in not open, actively engaging the world. For an ap-
propriate anatomical analogy, note that closed lips in Eniima elis 11 89 indicates
silence (i.e., inactivity; so CAD K, 301).

177: as a lord: 1 read MS Llnin, rev. 12 e-<tel’>-lis. Rather than positing an
error, Streck (2013, 220) suggests simply reading elis, “high above” (likewise
Oshima 2014, 389). The BAD and LIS signs, however, are both only two
wedges. And thus the chances that we have a scribal omission based on similar
looking signs seems high to me.

1 79: alienated: Literally, “alone.” | I am following George and Al-Rawi,
who translate this line, “[t]o my numerous family I became a man without kin”
(1998, 196). See likewise Foster’s “[t]Jo my vast family I became a loner”
(2005, 397) and Lambert’s “[tJo my many relations I am like a recluse” (1960,
35). Oshima translates: “[f]rom (a man of) a large family, I became (someone)
alone” (2014, 83; similarly, CAD E, 27).

1 83: My country seemed hostile and foreign: The particle tusama at the
head of the line sets up the description of an irreal situation, which further de-
scribes our protagonist’s social alienation. A more literal rendering might run
as follows: “It was as though my country were a foreign and hostile country.”

I 84: George and Al-Rawi suggest “[a]s an experiment” that we reposition
line 84 so that it follows line 79 “in order to maintain the composition’s regular
succession of quatrains” (1998, 196, n.12). Their experiment, even if not ac-
cepted here, raises an important point about the lingering difficulties in poetic
analysis of Akkadian verse. See the note on I 97 below for an example of how
poetic analysis might influence grammatical analysis and translation.

187: MS L.Ruuy, rev. 15 reads kak-da-a instead of a-na na-aq da-mu, as does
MS LFsip, rev. 26', which is the only MS to preserve the full phrase. Might
kakda, “constantly,” be an aural mistake?
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I 88: me: The Akkadian is napisti, “my life-force” or the like. | ukarrasa:
MS LFsip, rev. 27" has a variant, u-Sar-ra-sa, which is obscure and difficult to
explain; see George / Al-Rawi 1998, 200 for an attempt to salvage meaning
from it. More likely, the copyist has simply made a mistake, which would be
relatively easy to do with KAR and SAR in NB ductus (likewise, Oshima
2014, 216).

190: slandered: Literally, “spoke slander.”

191: Sahati imid: The idiom means something like “he took refuge” or “he
went into hiding” (CAD $/1, 83).

192: More literally, the line may be rendered “my family treated me as not
its flesh (i.e., a non-blood relation).”

194: promoted: Literally, “placed at the head/top.”

196: mercy: See the note to 111 35 below.

1 97: did not help: The alternative to this rendering is to derive the verb
from the homonymous kdsu, “to be late, to tarry,” as does, e.g., CAD K, 295,
s.v. kdsu A and von Soden 1990, 119, among others (see George / Al-Rawi
1998, 200 and Oshima 2014, 217 for discussions). If the present line were
coupled with I 96 (note, e.g., that von Soden recognizes a tercet in I 95-97
[1990, 119]), this alternative derivation may be tempting because of the use of
hamatu, “to hasten,” in that line. But, I think I 97 should be read as a couplet
with T 98, which argues in favor of the present translation (likewise, Oshima
2014, 217). | well-being: MS 1.Qkal, rev. 7' shows a pronominal suffix on the
noun, “his well-being.”

1 98: worthless rabble: For the expression sindi/siddu u birti, see CAD S,
172.

1100: umantiti: Wasserman (2006) derives the verb in this line from a pro-
posed root matatu, “to collapse, demolish, ruin,” which is well-known in West
Semitic. | It seems the (likely junior) scribe who copied MS I.Rpy, was nodding
off when he inscribed this line. The published copy (STT 32, see Lambert
1960, pl. 2) shows SI AD AK MU for the first four signs in the line; other wit-
nesses clearly read (ina) pi-i iD-ia/na-ri-ia. The SI is almost certainly a simple
mistake for PI. Then it seems the scribe combined the I on his tablet with the
first vertical of the A-component of {D (A-ENGUR) and inscribed AD. The
remaining stacked verticals of the A-component were then simply ignored or
rendered with a horizontal. In any case, the scribe transformed the ENGUR
component of ID into AK via lapsus styli, using Worthington’s terminology
(2012, 95-96). In light of this rather poor start, I do not think we should give
too much credibility to the scribe’s subsequent rendering of the verb in the line:
u-man-ti-lu (compare Streck 2013, 220). The final sign is almost certainly an-
other mistake: LU for the rather similar TU.
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1 102: silenced: The protagonist’s city has been silenced, like a foreign city
that has been destroyed. MS LFs;p, rev. 41’ reads us-qa-mi-im, “(my city) fell
silent.”

1105: The translation adopts George and Al-Rawi’s rendering (1998, 197).

1 106: endless silence: Contrary to SAACT 7, 33 and CAD Q, 281, I think
qitayyulu means something more like “a constant state of silence due to despair
or grief” rather than “daze.” See Oshima 2014, 217 for a similar idea.

1107: MS 1.Bgab, rev. 4’ and MS I.Fs;p, rev. 45’ read sim-mu instead of su-um-
mile, as do MS 1.Qkal, rev. 17" and MS 1.Oxg, rev. 16'. Perhaps we are to under-
stand the former as a skin condition (so George / Al-Rawi 1998, 200) or, as
Oshima suggests, as a Sumergram SIM.MU for sinuntu, “swallow” (2014, 218).
In any case, as both point out, the moaning of a dove fits the context best.

1 108: like a singer: Only MS 1.Qxai, rev. 18 ', reads zammaris, which 1 think
creates the best parallelism with I 107. The other three witnesses attesting this
line read za-am-ma-(a)-ru (MS 1.Bgap, rev. 5'; MS L.Fsi, rev. 45'; and MS 1.Oas,
rev. 17"). George and Al-Rawi suggest zammaru bears the locative ending —
u(m), which should be understood to have a comparative force here (1998,
200). If so, there is no semantic variation in the line among Mss. If that expla-
nation is unacceptable, then the line should be rendered in these three MSS “I
would make singers wail my lamentation” (similarly, Oshima 2014, 85).

1109: subra: Lambert leaves the word untranslated (1960, 36, 287). George
and Al-Rawi translate it as “were occupied” without explanation (1998, 197);
Foster renders it “endure(?)” (2005, 398); and Oshima, “are made (to) see
through” (2014, 218 and 85), which von Soden (1990, 120, n.109 a) rejects,
though without an alternative. Streck suggests the word “is a S-stem of parii “to
vomit’, a vivid metaphor for ‘to weep’: ‘Through constant weeping my eyes
were made to vomit™ (2013, 220). This doesn’t seem likely to me since parii is
never used with eyes, according to the CAD. I think it is best left untranslated
for the time being.

1 110: for a fifth time: MS 1.Bgq rev. 7' reads ha-sis, providing the proper
reading of MS L.Fsj, rev. 46" and MS 1.Qkal, rev. 20', both written TAR-§is. Con-
trary to Oshima’s “fifty” (2014, 218) and “up to fifty times” (85), the word
hassis, standing for samsis, should be rendered “fifthly” (CDA, 104) or “fifth
time.” And in fact, line 110 marks the fifth time the poet describes the suffer-
er’s lamentation (see lines 105, 107-109).

I 112: flesh: Against MS [.Bgap, rev. 9" and MS LFsj,, rev. 47, which read
UZU.MES-ia = siriya, MS 1.Qkal, rev. 22" probably reads "mas-ki-ia', “my skin”
(see likewise Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 243 and Wiseman 1980, 106; compare
Oshima, who reads $[i]-Tru-ial [2014, 394]).

I 113: unati: George and Al-Rawi read "i-na-a-ti at the head of the line of
MS L.Fsip, rev. 48" (1998, 194, with their explanation on p. 200 of the resulting
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“eyes of (the heart)” as ventricles of the heart); see also Oshima (2014, 394,
without half-brackets) and note Foster’s “wellsprings of my heart,” which re-
flects this reading (2005, 398). Although collation with the tablet has been im-
possible, I think it likely that the reading is "u'-na-a-ti (see the photograph in
George / Al-Rawi 1998, 191). Horowitz and Lambert (2002, 243, 245) also
read "i'-na-a-ti in MS 1.Fsi, and appeal for support to MS 1.Bga—their “un-
published duplicate,” which reads Mi-na”'-[...]; see Lambert’s copy in George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 147 and compare Oshima 2014, pl. III. Though following
George and Al-Rawi’s reading, Streck supports deriving the word from uniitu,
which he thinks “is probably a by-form inifu (note that in Late Babylonian
uniitu also has the by-form eniitu)” (2013, 220). | trembled: My reading follows
MS L.Qkal, rev. 23, ir-tu-ba, which is also (likely) preserved in MS [.Ggapo, rev.
2!, [i]r-ti-ba' (Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 243 and Oshima 2014, 394 both read -
tu- in the verb but the copy shows a DU sign; the final sign, which Horowitz
and Lambert mark with an exclamation point looks like a LU). With Oshima
(2014, 394, with explanation on pp. 218-19) I read ir-tu-bu-1: in MS LFs;p, rev.
48" and understand the following dan-na to be the first word of I 114. Compare
George and Al-Rawi who read the U, accidently printed as U, with the follow-
ing signs, producing u-tan-na at the head of I 114, for which they offer no
translation (1998, 194; Horowitz / Lambert read u-x-x; 2002, 243).

I 114 danna: Following Oshima (see note on I 113), [ understand I 114 to
begin with dannd, “they are hardened,” referring back to undti (see CAD D,
93b for a couple examples of the adjective being used with internal organs). In
his translation, however, Oshima renders the word “it was harsh” (85). This
papers over the problem of the following simile, kima sarap isati, “like the
burning of fire.” What does it mean for something to be hardened like the burn-
ing of fire? Perhaps we should render the phrase “as with the burning of fire.”
Thus, the undti are being hardened with fire as would be done by a smith—a
painful process indeed.

1 115: confused: Oshima has convinced me that esdt is the preferred reading
(2014, 219) for the line (see e-Sa-ti in MS I.Fs;p, rev. 49"). Compare SAACT 7,
18, which prioritizes the reading in MS .Ggavo, rev. 4', e-ma-a-tus, “it became,”
and then reads the other two witnesses as e-mat rather than e-sat (see MS 1.Pag,
rev. 6/, €'(A)-Sat and MS 1.Qkal, Tev. 25', e-Sat).

1 117: The second half of this line has been translated two very different
ways. George and Al-Rawi suggest the second word of the phrase, written da-
‘i-i-mu in MS LFs;jp, rev. 50" and MS [.Ggap2, rev. 6" and da-i-mi in MS 1.Qxai, rev.
27', is a paris nominal formation, da Tmu, “gloom,” from da ‘amu, “to be dark,”
yielding k7 da tmu asta, (my speech, lit. my lips) “was impenetrable as the
dark” (1998, 197, 201; see Foster 2005, 398 and SAACT 7, 34). This proposed
da’tmu (see now CDA, 53) is a hapax. The rendering of asta with “impenetra-
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ble” or “obscure” (so SAACT 7, 34), while implying cognitive difficulty (as in
some texts, see CAD A/2, 476), would seem to be—due to the darkness in our
line—an extension of the adjective’s use in royal inscriptions to describe the
difficulty of navigating rough terrain: hursani bériti Sa nérebsunu astu, “dis-
tant mountains whose passes are difficult to navigate,” and urhii astiti padant
pehiiti, “difficult paths, closed off roads.”® On this reading, the protagonist’s
attempt to speak sweetly is ineffective, as difficult as navigating a dark place,
and perhaps related causally to the obstruction (napraku) in I 118. Others ren-
der the phrase ki da’imi asta, “stiff like a spear(?)” (Wiseman 1980, 107) and
“hard as a lance” (Oshima 2014, 85, 219; similarly, von Soden 1990, 121).
Although the adjective does mean “stiff” when used of body parts (see CAD
A/2, 475-76 for several examples and note Ludlul 111 90 and the Commen-
tary’s explanation in IIT 96 [MS Comnin, rev. 11]), it can also refer to strength
and to the fierceness of enemies—their obduracy. On this reading, the protago-
nist’s attempt to speak sweetly comes off as an aggressive attack, as if his lips
were a fierce, brutalizing weapon.

1 118: tabtis: Previous translations take fabtis to mean “like salt” and then
render it into something more sensible, for example, “I spoke sharply”
(SAACT 7, 34; similarly, George / Al-Rawi 1998, 197 and Foster 2005, 398).
Nicla De Zorzi suggests the word derives from tabu, as does the verb in the
previous line (ustib), because I 117-118 should be understood to stand in syn-
onymous rather than antithetical parallelism (2022, 370-71). She suggests
translating the adverb “like a friend” or such. I render it “kindly.” Support for
De Zorzi’s idea may be found in the two bilinguals cited in CAD N/1, 277, s.v.
napalii. In the two texts napalii is described as tib kabatti, “pleasant, pleasing.”
| napraku: De Zorzi’s idea to read I 117118 in synonymous parallelism gives
good reason to understand napraku, like da imu in 1 117, as another “concrete
object” (371), a rigid physical instrument used to obstruct advance; thus, a bolt
or crossbar. The protagonist’s attempts to speak kindly in I 117-118 come
across as aggressive and defensive just as his entreaties in I 115-116 are chaot-
ic and divisive.

1 119: With George and Al-Rawi (1998, 197; likewise, Foster 2005, 398), I
think these last lines should be understood as the sufferer’s internal speech,
spoken at the time of his suffering (in the past from the poem’s perspective).

8 The former phrase occurs many times in Sargon II’s inscriptions (see Frame 2021, nos. 1: 7
[p.53], 7: 14 [p. 140], 43: 10 [p. 226], 76: 2' [p. 340], 105 1" 2' [p. 413], and 129: 10 [p. 471]). The
latter phrase occurs twice in the inscriptions of Nebuchadnezzar II, nos. 2 ii 17-18 (see
http://oracc.org/ribo/Q005473/) and 23 i 22 (see http://oracc.org/ribo/Q005494/).
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1 120: This line may not be setting a deadline (as George / Al-Rawi 1998,
201 suggest; likewise, Oshima 2014, 220) so much as wishing for a reprieve at
meaningful moments of time: if not tomorrow, i.e., the next day (so line 119),
then the next month (i.e., the next significant unit of time). Interestingly, II 1
then takes us to the next larger unit of time, a year. Thus, the protagonist’s suf-
fering lasts much longer than he had expected (or had hoped).

3.2. TABLETII

II: Reiner 1985, 101-18 provides an insightful structural and poetic analysis
of Tablet II as well as an English translation (114—16). On the repetition of the
negative particle(s) and the structure of II 1-22, see Vogelzang 1996, 175-76.

II 1: allotted time: The protagonist’s suffering extends into the next year,
past the time that he had expected it to last (adannu). For further discussion of
adannu in this context, see my comments in chapter five. It is worth noting that
a very long tamitu, comprising a thorough and imaginative litany of potential
personal illnesses, accidents, and sundry forms of suffering, queries Samas and
Adad to determine the personal well-being of the supplicant (i.e., the person for
whom the query was performed) in the coming year. The rubric of the text
reads tamit ana Sulum balati ana adan Satti, “a tamitu-query for the wholeness
of life up to the year’s stipulated term (adannu)” (see Lambert 2007, 4041,
line 345).

11 2: asahhur-ma: As Hétinen points out (in Jiménez et al 2020, 247), MS
II.Nuuz, obv. 2, which reads a[s-...-m]a, may indicate an N durative here,
a[ssahhar-m)a. Lambert (1960, 38) restores a G preterite, a[s-hur-m]a, though
there is room for two signs and we expect a durative (see the verbs in II 3). MS
I1.Gnin, obv. 2 and MS ILInin, obv. 2, both of which read a-sah-hur-ma, likely
indicate a G durative (so Lambert 1960, 38; SAACT 7, 19; and Oshima 2014,
86). | misery abounded: Literally, “it is evil, it is evil.”

1T 3: ul uttu: MS Agap, obv. ii 7' shows a variant: u-Sar-tu ul u-s[u], “prosper-
ity did not come fo[rth],” in which u-su occurs rather than us-si, the expected
form of the 3cs durative of asii. Did the copyist make an (internal) aural mis-
take (Juttu/ > /usii/)?° Oshima prefers to read the last two signs u-td[m] (2014,
396). Lambert’s copy of this witness supports the reading here (see George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 149).

I 4: pay attention to me: Literally, “he did not give his face to me.”

° By “internal aural” mistake I mean what Worthington calls dictée intérieure (2012, 98-99).
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Il 5: she paid me no heed: Literally, “she did not lift her head to me.”
Jiménez makes the observation that god and goddess are often paired in Ludlul,
forming a kind of merism “that signifies the totality of the gods or the divine
essence itself” (Jiménez et al 2019, 80).

11 6: arkat ul iprus: The idiom (w)arkat pardsu is often used in contexts of
divinatory inquiry; see CAD P, 174.

1T 7: MS II1.Gnin, obv. 7 and MS I1.Knin 5" attest the conjunction u between
massakku and $a’ilu, thus yielding a variant understanding of the entire line:
“With incense and inquirer (5@ ‘ilu) 1 did not clarify my case.” | with incense:
For the view that this refers to libanomancy, see Oppenheim 1956, 222 (on
libanomancy generally, see Finkel 1983-1984; Koch 2015, 138; and Maul
2018, 129-33). For a broader discussion of massakku in relation to the 5@ ilu,
see Butler 1998, 229-30 and Zgoll 2006, 325-26. Butler mentions the possibil-
ity that the incense was rather used in aleuromancy (divination via the scatter-
ing of flour) or that the incense smoke was inhaled by the s ilu to induce a
vision. The latter possibility is also discussed by Zgoll (2006, 326). In contrast
to all of the above, Oshima develops a convincing alternative understanding
based on several similar incidents in a variety of texts (see 2014, 222-28). His
conclusion: “[T]he protagonist here is said to have experienced the nocturnal
vision as a result of a successful dream incubation ritual conducted by the
Sa ilu-priest using massakku and the priest is said to have interpreted the dream
based on the dreamer’s memory of it. Thus Ludlul 11, 7 probably refers to the
fact that, because of Marduk’s wrath, the §a i/u-priest had failed to induce a
dream with a clear message and thus failed to determine the nature of the pro-
tagonist’s troubles and the source of his adversities, or at least that the priest
failed to induce a favourable dream, which would have signalled the approach-
ing end of the afflictions” (228). | c/arify: Literally, “make manifest.” | my case:
MS Agab, Obv. ii 10’ reads anomalously di-in-su-nu, “their case.” The two signs
forming the pronominal suffix, SU and NU, occur at the end of the line on the
tablet’s right margin. Perhaps the two signs, comprising only four wedges,
arose in an earlier copy via a misidentification of the four wedges comprising
NI. The preceding IN, in di-in, could then be explained as a later correction of
the earlier mistake’s results: di-(i-)ni > di-(i-)su-nu > di-in-Sii-nu.

1T 8: dream god: For the meaning of zagiqu/zigiqu, including its use as the
name of a dream god/spirit, see Butler 1998, 78-83 and a nuanced proposal in
Zgoll 2006, 299-307. Butler discusses the possibility that the zagiqu mentioned
here in Ludlul 11 8§ designates a human ritual functionary rather than a spirit or
a deity. Given the presence of ritual specialists in the adjacent lines (I 6—7 and
9) and other texts that seem to support the existence of such a functionary, this
is a plausible understanding of our line (and Butler’s preference [81]). Against
this interpretation, however, is the fact that the verb ba 'alu, “to pray to, to be-
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seech,” is almost exclusively used with reference to deities. The one exception
has a human king as the object of the verb, but ritual functionaries are never
attested with it (see CAD B, 2). We know from the opening of the Assyrian
Dream Book that at least one incantation was directed to a being called Zigiqu
(see Butler 1998, 321-24 for the text). We also have a prayer to Sin in which a
supplicant mentions the use of Anzagar, another dream deity, as an intermedi-
ary between the high god and the supplicant. Thus, dream gods were invoked
or used at times by people (see Butler 1998, 392 and Lenzi 2011, 396, s.v. line
32; note also my restoration in the Great Prayer to Nabii, rev. i 4'
[http://akkpm.org/P394371. html]). As for the present context, the sufferer de-
scribes calling out to his personal deities in II 4-5, but this probably would
have required the assistance of a ritual specialist. The same kind of explanation
could apply to II 8: the sufferer mentions the deity/spirit he called upon
(Zaqiqu), which implies some ritual activity involving a specialist. In light of
all of this, and without dismissing the possibility that there was a ritual func-
tionary called a zaqiqu attested elsewhere, it seems likely that a non-human,
non-obvious being is meant here in Ludlul 11 § (see likewise Zgoll 2006, 326
and Oshima 2014, 229). (The substance of this note follows Lenzi 2012, 47,
n.35.) | he did not reveal anything to me: Literally, “he did not open my ear.”
The same phrase, 77X 1no, is used in Biblical Hebrew for a revelation (Tawil
2009, 9).

IT 10: ayyitu epsetu sandat matitan: The text of this line follows Hétinen’s
proposed reading (in Jiménez et al 2020, 248), which is (almost) attested in MS
I1.Nyyz, obv. 10: (Ta-a")'%-it ep-Se-ti Sa-na-at ma-ti-tan. On her reading, “epSetu
is understood as a poetic form of the noun epistu and Sandt as a corresponding
stative” (248). Other MSs attesting to the words in question would suggest a
plural noun and adjectival modifier (see MS Agab, Obv. ii 14": ep-Se-e-t{us] Sa-
na-tus; MS I1.Ds;jp, obv. 10" [...]-#i [$d]-"x-tus; MS I1.Fsip, obv. 3" [... ep]-Tse-
el-[x] Sd-na-ti; MS 11.Gnin, obv. 10: ep-Se-e-ti Sa-na-a-ti; MS ILInin, obv. 10:
epl-[se]-Te-ti! [...], following Hétinen’s reading, p. 247), which informed pre-
vious translations of the line (e.g., Lambert 1960, 39 and SAACT 7, 35, “What
strange conditions everywhere!”; see also the many similar translations cited
by Hatinen, p. 248). If a plural noun were present, however, we would expect
ayyatu (feminine plural; see CAD M/1, 411, which reads ajéti) rather than
ayyitu (feminine singular; see MS I1.Gnin, 0bv. 10, a-a-i-te, and MS IL1, obv. 10,
a-a-it, in addition to MS I.Ny., cited above) at the head of the line (see Mayer
1992, 39, cited by Hatinen). | inimical: In light of the parallelism with II 11,

10 The published copy shows parts of the A signs. But I did not see them on the tablet in 2015.



3. SELECTED NOTES ON THE AKKADIAN TEXT AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION 115

Sanii here goes beyond “strange” or “incongruent,” which II 12—-32 might sug-
gest; rather, the word conveys in context the protagonist’s perception of hostility.

IT 12-48: These lines, sandwiched between the protagonist’s enumeration
of social and physical deprivations, are central to understanding the protago-
nist’s unfolding experience of suffering and his lamentation in response to it.
The passage falls into four sections: II 12-22, 23-32, 33-38, and 39-48. See
below.

IT 12-22: The protagonist describes how he feels he is being treated, that is,
as an impious person.

IT 12: his god: MS Agab, obv. ii 16" and MS II.Ds;jp, obv. 12’ read the plural
DINGIR.MES rather than the singular, as in the other MsS. The MES is probably
not marking the plural; see Mayer 1976, 464—465 with much literature; note
also Lambert 1960, 67; and Worthington 2012, 284-87, who suggests the MES
could have been an aid to reading. Several other examples of this phenomenon,
some not so easily classified as such, appear in the following lines.

IT 13: makali: As Oshima has discussed, this noun may refer to both a hu-
man meal and a food offering to a deity with translators rather divided on
which is meant here (2014, 232). My rendering “with food” is an attempt to
preserve the ambiguity. | Recognizing the synonymous parallelism between 11
12—-13, Abusch notes that “the different aspects of service are split between the
god and goddess in these two passages as a way of presenting a picture of the
whole service, and not because each of the two deities receives only one or
another part of the service” (2017, 52, n.4).

11 14: humble himself | appi la eni: Literally, “did not change his nose.” The
phrase is quite rare, and the lexica are hesitant to provide a meaning (see CAD
E, 176, which states the meaning is unknown, and AHw, 221, which glosses the
idiom with “sich prosternieren,” but notes this is unclear). Lambert’s appeal
(1960, 289) to the Biblical Hebrew root i to support the meaning “to bow
down, bend” is weak. It seems that he got the idea from BDB, the old standard
lexicon of Biblical Hebrew in English (Brown, Driver, and Briggs 1906, 333),
which actually gives no clear example of this meaning of the verb. The verb
normally means to “lay siege” or “encamp.” See now HALOT, which does not
give the meaning “to bend” anymore (Koehler, Baumgartner, and Stamm 2001,
1.332). Moreover, if enii means “to bow,” this is a completely unique instance
of this proposed semantic aspect of the verb, which normally means “to
change.” It is better, I think, to take the idiom here at face value and attempt to
penetrate its meaning the best we can. One option for attempting this—beyond
a guess based on context—is to look to cognate languages, as Lambert did. An
expression similar to Akkadian appa enti occurs in Biblical Aramaic in Daniel
3:19. In a context in which king Nebuchadnezzar is angry with the three He-
brew boys, the text reads “the image of his face (*7191X) changed against PN,
PN, and PN” (PN3, PN, PN-5y unwx >moik 07%Y), indicating quite clearly a
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change (negative, in this case) in the king’s attitude or disposition. (791X is a
plural form of AR, nx [with a 3ms suffix], which is cognate to Akk. appu.) A
similar change occurs with Belshazzar in Daniel 5:9, where the context is that
of his growing fear, though here the noun is Aramaic 1 (cognate to Akk. zimu,
“appearance, countenance”’; see HALOT, 2.1864). Akkadian attests the idiom
“to change one’s appearance,” expressed by both zima enii and zima nakaru
(see CAD Z, 120-121 and Ludlul 11 91, for the latter). The present context is
the only attestation of appa enii outside the lexical tradition (for which, see just
below). On the basis of the Aramaic evidence, one might tentatively suggest
that appa enii is a near approximation to zima enii / nakaru and, like the Ara-
maic idiom in Daniel 3:19 and 5:9, also means something like “to change one’s
disposition.” The context would then indicate the change. In the present con-
text of Ludlul, the change of disposition might be that a person was expected to
have a certain attitude or humility (see CAD A/2, 187) about them before
engaging in or during prostration. This accords well with what might be in-
ferred from the lexical attestation of the idiom in Erimbpus IV 13, which trans-
lates the Sumerian phrase kiri 1a silim-ma, “nose of the peaceful man,” and is
preceded in lines 11-12 by $a $u kiri = laban appi, “heart that is willing or in-
tent'! to touch the nose = stroking of the nose” (see the note to Ludlul V 40
below), and $a Su gid.gid = suppii, “heart that is willing or intent to receive = to
supplicate” (see MSL 17, 57 and http://oracc.iaas.upenn.edu/dcclt/Q000206/
html). The evidence is tentative and the idiom quite rare in Akkadian, but I
think this explanation is a better option than Lambert’s.

II 16: of the god: MS Agab, obv. ii 20" and MS II.Ds;,, obv. 16" read DING-
IR.MES against three other MSS that have the singular. The MES may be ex-
plained as above in the note to II 12. Some scholars prefer to read the plural
here (e.g., Abusch 2017, 52, who takes @mu to be singular and thus the MES
provides a number-appropriate referent for the plural possessive pronominal
suffix in the following line). Abusch thinks the deities (pl.) in IT 1617 refer to
city gods (2017, 55).

I 17: had become negligent: Literally, “threw down his arm.” MS I1.Gnin,
obv. 17 reads ahsunu, “their arm.” | their rites: All the MSS read mésunu except
for MS Agab, 0bv. ii 21’, which reads me-Te-su DINGIR.MES!. The resulting mésu
ilu / ili, “his rites, the god(s),” does not make good sense. One might suggest
the scribe meant to write mesiu ili, “the rites of the gods” (the same phrase oc-
curs in MS Agap, obv. ii 33’ = II 29), which makes much better sense in con-

! The translation follows the lead of the one at Digital Corpus of Cuneiform Lexical Texts.
See the URL cited above.
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text.!? But I think parablepsis provides a better explanation. My hypothesis is
the following: The tablet from which the scribe of MS Aga, Was copying read
me-e-su-nu. When the scribe got to NU, his eye jumped (due to the graphic
similarity with AN) to the previous line’s DINGIR.MES, which he copied into the
present line. His eye then returned to the proper line to copy the verb that
brings II 17 to a close. This posited parablepsis is strengthened by the fact that
the verb that follows DINGIR.MES in II 16, isétu, and the verb that follows (the
presumed) mésunu on the scribe’s Vorlage, imésu, in I 17 both begin with the
same sign, [. Thus, MS Aggy, likely does not preserve a variant text; rather, simp-
ly a scribal lapse.

IT 19: his food: There is some disagreement about whose food is being eat-
en: the deity’s or the protagonist’s; see Oshima 2014, 235 and Lambert 1960,
289 for brief discussions. If Abusch is correct in noting that II 19-20 states a
similar idea as presented in II 12—13 (2017, 52, n.4), then the pronoun’s refer-
ent here is closely tied to determining to whom the food in II 13 belongs. See
the note there.

1T 18: to fear and pay heed to the gods: I supply “to the gods™ based on the
surrounding context (likewise, Oshima 2014, 87 and von Soden 1990, 122).
Abusch, in light of his analysis of the passage’s structure and evolution, prefers
to see here a reference to the respect given a human king (2017, 55).

IT 21: his lord: This could be the protagonist’s human king, though such
seems foreign to the context (see differently Abusch 2017, 56, n.13). I think it
is rather a reference to his personal god, who is mentioned explicitly in the fol-
lowing line of the couplet (I 22).

IT 22: The line is a tricolon, used to mark emphatically the closure of the
poetic unit (Il 12-22). | invoked the solemn oath of his god in vain: For a paral-
lel line in a dingirsadabba prayer, see Jaques 2015, 67, line 24 with comment
on p. 97; see also her comparative discussion on p. 156. | amrak: As 1 have
stated elsewhere (see Lenzi 2015¢, 84, n.82), I think the final verb is to be read
amrak, a shortened form of the lcs predicative amraku, instead of amsal, “1
became like, equal to” (as was used in SAACT 7, 19). Although amrak was
printed in the CAD a couple of times (CAD Z, 20 and M/1, 355), suggested
previously in Borger’s review of Lambert 1960 (1964, 51, where he asked
“[glehort masalu wirklich zur a-Klasse?””), and adopted by Foster without
comment (1983, 124; perhaps behind his later rendering “I, indeed, seemed”
[2005, 399]), Moshe Held made the persuasive philological case for it in an

12 Note that the scribe wrote a SU where we expect SU in obv. ii 23’ (see Oshima 2014, 398 at
II 19). He might very well have sometimes confused the two signs. But I think a better explana-
tion exists for the present line. See above.
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unpublished paper presented to the American Oriental Society in 1981.13 Held
makes the point that if a preterite from masalu was in fact intended, the text
would have amsul. (Note that even CAD M/1, 355, which suggests am-3sal as a
possibility, also wavers and suggests both am-rak and am-<ta>-sal as alterna-
tives; see also Borger’s question above.) Among other reasons, Held also ar-
gues that a preterite is inappropriate here whereas the predicative is expected.
Relevant to my treatment of The Lament of Assurbanipal in chapter ten, Held,
on page 5 of the typescript, connects the usage of amrak here in Ludlul 11 22 to
the use of epsaku in that text (rev. 13), citing a line from the the Great Istar
Suila-Prayer (Istar 2) as a parallel (see Zgoll 2003, 46, line 68): ki la pali} iliya
u istariya anaku epsek, “l am treated like one who does not fear my god and
my goddess.”

11 22¢-23a: anaku amrak | ahsus-ma ramant: As Foster astutely points out,
these words at the end of one poetic unit and beginning of another (Il 23-32)
are “the greatest concentration of self-reference in the poem” (1983, 124).

IT 23-32: The protagonist describes how he perceives his own piety in con-
trast to how he is being treated (II 12-22). He states confidently here that he is
in fact a very pious person. There seems to be no hint of doubt about that at this
point in the retrospective narrative. Also, there is no hint or self-awareness
of his sin, neglect, misdeeds, or mistakes, though he fully understands that
Marduk is angry with him, which may imply guilt, but could potentially be
explained by way of other etiologies (see chapter five). For this experience of
ambiguity, which is very much like a supplicant’s in a prayer, see Steinert
2012, 37-40.

IT 24: The seven MSS attesting this line (see Oshima 2014, 399) yield a
number of minor variants, which I discuss briefly in Lenzi / Annus 2011, 186.!4
As T have stated elsewhere (Lenzi 2015c, 85, n.83), tasimat, the reading select-
ed here and found only in MS II.Gnin, Obv. 24, is a 3fs predicative, from the
substantive tasimtu, which the CAD renders with “practical intelligence, pru-
dence, common sense, wisdom, judgment” (CAD T, 287-88). I think the first

13 1 thank the late Victor Hurowitz for a copy of the typescript (that also included Held’s
handwritten notes). Prof. Hurowitz informed me in 2011 via email that this and another paper on
Ludlul would be published in a collection of Held’s papers that Hurowitz was editing. At that
time, he asked that I not share it since he intended to collect and publish Held’s collected papers
properly. But this project was not realized, as far as I know, before Hurowitz’s death in January
2013.

14T now read (what is labeled there) MS i = MS I1. Ny, here (obv. 24) as follows: tés-/i-tii ta-Si-
ma-ti n[i]-"qu'-u "sak'-[k]u-"i'-a, though the tablet is quite abraded (collation in person, 2015).
Oshima reads MS Apav: #és-I[i-ti ta]s-si-ma-tu (2014, 398), though see now Lambert’s copy in
George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149, obv. ii 28', which supports reading fA (with what comes be-
fore) rather than TAS.
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half of this line means something like “prayer simply made sense—of course |
did it.” Sakku in the second half of the line designates “rites, ritual regulations”
(CAD S, 78). Although it may take a third person pronominal suffix at times,
this instance in Ludlul is the only case to my knowledge where it has a first
person pronominal suffix. This distinctive usage signifies, in my opinion, that
sacrifice was more than a rite the sufferer did; rather, the rite was important to
his religious identity (thus, “my rule”). The line as a whole, therefore, seems to
indicate that the sufferer attached personal importance to his piety. We may
even say that this manner of presentation shows his piety as heartfelt. Compare
the CAD’s rendering of the line, with which I agree in substance: “to me prayer
was the proper attitude, sacrifice was my rule of conduct” (S, 79).

II 25: the god: DINGIR.MES in some manuscripts (see MS Agap, obv. ii 29’
and MS I1.Gnin, obv. 25) is probably not marking a plural noun; see the note on
II 12 above. Abusch suggests the deities mentioned in II 25-26 are city gods
rather than personal gods (2017, 54-55).

IT 26: weal: Contrary to the reading in Lenzi / Annus 2011, 185, MS Agab,
obv. ii 30" should read [n]é-me-ru (see Oshima 2014, 400 and Lambert’s copy
in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149). Other witnesses attest a form of némelu.
The orthographic variant must have arisen through an interchange of the liquid
consonants, which is rather rare in Akkadian words (see GAG, §34b)."

IT 28: truly a delight: Note Urad-Gula’s similar expression in his famous
letter affectionately known as The Forlorn Scholar: [Sa Sarru bélliya amarka
dameqtu nashurka masri, “[O king] my [lord], seeing you is happiness, your
attention is a fortune!” (Parpola 1993, no. 294, rev. 33).

11 29: I taught: See CAD $S/3, 370 for the derivation of the verb #-§d-ri (MS
I1.Fsip, obv. 22'; MS IL.INin, obv. 29; MS I.Nyy,, obv. 29) / u-sar (MS 11 Gin,
obv. 29) from suri; the CAD lists Ludlul 11 29 as the verb’s only attestation
(but see the comment on II 48 below). As Oshima notes, this understanding of
the verb creates a fitting parallel for ustahiz, “I instructed,” in II 30. | the rites
of: MS Agap, obv. ii 33" attests mési (see CAD M/2, 35) rather than mé as in the
other MSS. | the god: DINGIR.MES in some manuscripts (see MS Apa, and MS
IL.pBab, Obv. 8') is probably not marking a plural noun; see the note on II 12
above. Abusch suggests the deities mentioned in IT 29-30, as in II 16—17 and 11
25-26 above, are city gods (2017, 54-55).

II 31: like those of a god: MS Agab, obv. ii 35" and MS ILIxin, obv. 31 read
ilis; MS I1.Gnin, obv. 31 and MS II.Ngy, obv. 31 read elis, “on high, loudly”
(CADE, 97).

15 Presumably it is aural in origin in this case, whether through dictation from someone or an
internal aural mistake.
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1T 33-38: In light of his experiences recounted in II 12-32, the protagonist
voices his frustrated reflections on what he perceives, at the moment, as a
rupture between deity and humanity. See further chapter five.

11 33-36, 38: the god: How many gods are being discussed in each of these
lines? Should we understand the orthography DINGIR.MES in the various MSS as
indicating a genuine plurality of gods or should we invoke the explanation
mentioned in the note on II 12 above and see only one god? As my translation
indicates, I think a singular deity in all of the lines is the best reading. Here is
the evidence as I see it:

MS 133 1134 135 1136 1138

ABab,

obv. ii
3740,
42’

11.BBab
3'-6', 8
IL.Fsip,
obv. 2"
H.GNin,
obv. 33— | 'DINGIR! DINGIR DINGIR-S DINGIR.MES [...]
36, 38
H.INin,
obv. 33— | DINGIR DINGIR DINGIR-S1 DINGIR.MES DINGIR
36, 38
II.Nnuz,
obv. 33— | DINGIR.MES DINGIR
38

[DINGIR.M]ES’ | [DIN]GIR.MES | DINGIR.MES$-§i | TDINGIR.MES! | DINGIR.ME[§]

[...] [DINGIR].MES | [...]-Su [...] [DIN]GIR.MES

— DINGIR[...]

TDINGIR -

&17
< DIS>>-516 [..] DINGIR.MES

11.qBab,
rev. 16'— — [...] "DINGIR-$u" [...] [DINGIR]."MES!
18', 20’

MS Agab and MS 11.Bgay consistently use the plural marker, which may not indi-
cate the plural at all. I understand these MSS to be too ambiguous for further
help with the questions before us. We also must set aside MS II.Fsj,, which is
too incomplete to be of assistance. Aside from the Babylonian MS Agg, and MS

16 Oshima restores [UGU DINGI|R-$u (2014, 401), but there is no room for UGU. This MS omit-
ted it (see Lambert 1960, 41, who wonders the same). The DINGIR—if that is the sign—is flush
left with the caesura’s margin. As for DIS: There is a vertical wedge that is separate from the
preceding sign. I suggest the young scribe started to write a MES or a SU but didn’t finish it.
(Collated.)

17 Although not in the copy (see Lambert 1960, pl. 9), the MES is on the tablet. (Collated.)
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I1.Bgab, all other MSS preserving a reading in II 34-35 recognize a single deity,
which makes the best sense contextually. Speaking of context, it seems to me
that the context of II 33 and II 38 could easily be construed as making general
statements about all of the gods, and thus the plurals in MS II.Nyy, in both lines
likely preserve actual variants to the preferred singular deity. The same applies
to MS I1.qgab in II 38. It is telling that the Nineveh MSS use the singular in all of
the lines except II 36. Despite my preferred translation of that line (see the note
on II 36-37 below), these two MSS construe II 36 as making a general state-
ment about a plurality of gods, too, though not in II 33 and, at least for MS
ILInin, not in IT 38. Perhaps the Nineveh MSS were simply inconsistent and the
MES does not indicate the plural in II 36. If so, how could we ever know?

If there is only one deity here, a question remains: Who is this deity? In II
12-32 the deities mentioned seem most likely to be the personal deities and/or
perhaps the city god. But here in I 33-38, it seems, the protagonist’s thoughts
broaden to encompass a general reflection on divinity, even if the deities (see
the note to II 37 below) mentioned in the lines remain singular.

IT 35: The Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 1, line 108 also uses forms of
masaku and damdqu to express a related idea: sa damgat u [maslkat ilu
muskallim, “The god is the one who reveals that which is good and that which
is [ba]d” (see Oshima 2011, 150).

IT 36-37: My translation of these lines follows the recent suggestion of
Enrique Jiménez (Jiménez et al. 2019, 79-81). Noting the grammatical, lexical,
and metrical difficulties with the standard translations, which he enumerates
thoroughly (79-80), Jiménez suggests the §d that follows milik in MS I1.Gnin,
obv. 37 and MS Il.Inin, obv. 37 is the feminine possessive suffix, referring to an
implied goddess’s milku. As he points out, Ludlul often pairs god and goddess
in adjacent lines, “a merismus that signifies the totality of the gods or the di-
vine essence itself” (80). He then takes gereb Samé and anzanunzé as predica-
tive complements. The result is, as he states, that “[n]o god or set of gods is
said to dwell in heaven or in the abyss,” as is often assumed in previous trans-
lations. “[R]ather, the divine intention is /ike the heaven and like the abyss. The
implicit fertium comparationis is their remoteness” (81). I think this is a com-
pelling idea that explains these two lines very nicely. But, the problem is that
there is no single MS that preserves DINGIR rather than DINGIR.MES in II 36.
Jiménez explains away the plural in the two MSS from Nineveh (MS II.Gnin and
MS ILInin) by way of the explanation mentioned several times previously (see
the note on II 12 above). But when we look at their use of DINGIR across the
lines in IT 33-38 (see the chart above), II 36 stands out as their only use of the
plural. The conclusion, I think, is that Ludlul’s subtle poetic point that Jiménez
has recovered was lost on subsequent copyists. The best poetic reading of II 36,
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which requires a singular deity in the line, is not currently attested among its
witnesses.

1T 36, 38: Note how II 36, 38 parallels the use of temu and alaktu in I 32 and
130, respectively, both lines of which describe Marduk’s inscrutability.

IT 38: humanity: Lit., “numerous, teeming ones” (see CAD A/2, 168), a
common descriptor of people (see also Oshima 2014, 89; Foster 2005, 399;
Reiner 1985, 115). Although humanity is described in this passage as unable to
grasp the divine mind, I do not think, as Spieckermann contends (1998, 334;
likewise, Gerhards 2017, 52), following von Soden’s translation (1990, 123;
see also AHw, 62), that they “erfahren sich gegeniiber den Goéttern als ‘Um-
wolkte’,” that is, as “clouded ones” (see CAD A/2, 169, which rejects such an
etymology).

IT 39-48: My translation and interpretation of this passage is indebted to
Stol 1996, who argues persuasively that the main theme in these lines is not the
vacillation and variability of human moods or situations but the protagonist’s
reflections on the human experience and reaction to the instability of the divine
will decreed for them (as described in II 33—38). At this point in his unfolding
narrative, one might think the protagonist has hit rock bottom. But then begins
a litany of demonic attacks in II 50, resulting in nearly fatal physical deteriora-
tion.

II 39: am-mat. Lambert (1960, 40—41) reads am-sat and renders the result
with “the one who was alive yesterday” (likewise, Reiner 1985, 115). See CAD
A/2, 79, where it indicates this line is the only attestation of this word and is
probably a scribal error for amsali, “yesterday.” This seems unlikely. Von
Soden’s reading, am-mat, is to be preferred (1990, 123, n.39a); see likewise,
Oshima 2014, 88—89 and Foster 2005, 399, who translates the word “brawn.”

11 41: in one instant: Literally, “in the seizing of the nose” (i.e., a sneeze).

I 42: the next, ina pit puridi: Literally, “in the opening of the leg,” which
Lambert explains as the time it takes to take one stride while walking (1960,
291).

IT 43: in the blink of an eye, ki peté u katami: Literally, “as opening and
closing.” Von Soden asks if the eyes or lips are meant here (1990, 123, n.43a).
With Oshima (2014, 248) and Stol (1996, 179—-80 with n.2 for the opening and
closing of the eyes in medical texts), I think it is the eyes that are opening and
closing (see also CAD K, 299 and Foster 2005, 399, who renders the phrase “in
a twinkling”). Lambert suggests it is the legs that are opening and closing
(1960, 291). In any case, the imagery is of something that happens relatively
quickly. | the divine decree about them: Stol (1996) has persuasively argued
that témsina in II 43 means the divine decision about the course of human
lives. Line 43 summarizes in a general fashion for all of humanity what lines
39-42, focused on the individual, describes more particularly.
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1T 48: ... : The first verb in the line remains a crux. MS II.Ny,, obv. 48 pro-
vides the signs comprising the beginning of the verb, which Lambert reads us-
ta-x (1960, 40). Following von Soden (and now after collation of the tablet in
person in 2015), I think it may read us-ta-a[d’]-x. Von Soden restored the verb
to us-ta-a[d-din'] (1990, 123, n.48a, though see AHw, 703a, which reads us-ta-
ad™-d[in]), a St from nadanu, and renders the first half of the line: “Uber dieses
(alles) dachte ich nach.” Foster follows this reading (2005, 399), “I have
ponde[red] these things.” Oshima reads "us-fa'-r[a] in MS IL.Nuy, (2014, 403).
He finds support for this reading in MS I.Bgw, 18’, which provides new
evidence for the ending of the verb. SAACT 7, reading this MS [...]-di, restores
the verb to usta[d]di, “I have reje[ct]ed these things” (20, 36). I now see that
the better reading is [...]-7u, as Oshima indicates (2014, 403 and see Lambert’s
copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 152). Oshima finds further support for
this reading of the verb in two very poorly preserved witnesses: first, in MS
I1.Honin, obv. 5', where he sees [u]s-[te-r]i’ (403; on p. 249 he reads u[$-te-r]a)
in this very abraded part of the tablet (see his collation, pl XXXIII, which
seems to be more certain of the reading); and second, in MS ILInin, obv. 48,
which preserves only traces of the heads of signs, where he sees Tus-ta-ru’1 (his
obv. 28"). These readings are quite uncertain. Oshima adopts us-ta-ra’ as the
reading of the verb in his composite text (88), rendering it “I am accustomed
(lit.: instructed) to these (i.e. such things)” (89, 249). He derives the verb from
suri (see p. 535 and note the comment above on II 29). Even if we were to
assent to its derivation, I am not sure this verb works in context. In any case,
the basis for this reading is too fragile to view it as anything more than a possi-
bility. As I have stated elsewhere, we really must await a duplicate to establish
the reading of the verb here (Lenzi 2017, 184).

1T 49: [(x)] yati: MS 11.Cs;ip, obv. 1" begins the line with Tia-a'-[#]. Presuma-
bly, for reasons of space on MS I.Npu,, obv. 49, Lambert restores [u], “and,” at
the head of the line (1960, 40); similarly, Oshima: T°1 (2014, 88, 249, 403; see
also CAD $/3, 310), which, in my opinion, is too large. The copy (Lambert
1960, pl. 9) hints at only a trace of the head of a vertical, which I previously
took as a hint for restoring [ana] (SAACT 7, 20; Mayer 2014, 277 is skeptical).
Collation in person shows nothing at the beginning of the line; there may not
even be room for a sign. | innamdi’ meh[i’]: The last half of the line, compris-
ing two words, is only attested in MS II.Nyy,, obv. 49 and MS I1.Honin, obv. 6/,
neither of which is clear; thus, readings vary. All agree that the first word is a
verb. Proposed forms are derived from redii, nadii, and nasaku. Lambert’s
reading of MS II.Nyy, in his composite text, i-<ri>-Tid'-di, influenced my read-
ing of MS IL.Honin used in SAACT 7, i-fred'-di (20), which I now hold to be
unlikely. The verb in this line is not a form of redii. It may be the case that
what Oshima suggests as an alternate reading of MS II.Nyy,, i-n[am-d]i (2014,
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249), fits the traces here in ILHanin, thus i>-nam’-di from nadi. As for the
verb in MS II.Nyy,, CAD S/3, 310 reads it i-na-sak without translation, citing
Gurney’s collation as its authority. Oshima adopts this reading in his composite
text (i-n[a-s]ak, 88, 403), rendering it “(seizure) was h[url]ed” (89).!® Oshima’s
alternative reading of MS II.Nyy,, i-n[am-d]i, lies behind my own suggestion for
reading the very abraded signs in the MS: i-<na>-Tam-di for innamdi, “(it) was
thrown.” As for the last word, the alternatives are mehi, “storm,” and migtu,
“seizure.” Arguments can be made for both from the context. Epigraphically,
matters are undecided. MS II.Honin reads me-"x1-[x]. The second sign is congru-
ent with both H[U] and I[Q]. In MS II.Nny,, Gurney’s copy (Lambert 1960, pl,
9) shows mi-hu followed by a gap until the end of the line where there is a
small trace of a sign. Lambert reads the three signs as mi-hu-u (1960, 40). CAD
S/3, 310, citing Gurney’s collation, reads the final word mi-ig-ti. Collation of
the tablet, however, shows a clear HU as the second sign. The final sign is
(now?) too abraded to decipher but it does not look like the remnants of TI. My
adopted reading and translation are tentative.

11 51-57: For the reversal of the demonic attacks in I 51-57, see III 69-75.

Il 51: fl[rom the horlizon: Literally, “from the foundation of the heavens,”
for which see Horowitz 1998, 233. The “from the foundation” part of the ex-
pression is based on Lambert’s restoration of MS II.Nyy,, obv. 51, [i§-tu i-sid]
(1960, 40). Oshima reads the same MS i[s-flu Ti-sid' (2014, 403). Collation in
2015 suggests this is possible but not certain. SAACT 7 “found” the "i-sid" part
of the expression in MS II.Hanin, obv. 8’ (20), but [ now read [...] 'x x! AN-e. In
any case, the reversal of this line in III 69 commends reading istu isid Samé
here. One can only hope that we find a clear textual witness to confirm or cor-
rect this reading.

II 53: demonic cough: For the meaning of silu, see my comments in chapter
six. Di’'u (in II 52) and §iilu in the present line occur together in Summa dalu
LXTI 130 (Freedman 2017, 148): Silu u dihu : habhhu, the last word, “phlegm,”
is an explanation of the two, suggesting their close connection. (See also Ludlul
IT 66, where Silu and hahhii occur together.) The Ludlul Commentary (MS
Comnin, obv. 36') suggests with its explanation, efemmu, “ghost,” that Silu is
demonic.

11 56: with the waters of the inundation: 1 now follow Oshima’s reading at
the head of the line it-ti A.MES ILLU; compare SAACT 7, 20. | streamed in’:
Foster renders the verb “set forth” (2005, 400) and Lambert, “set out” (1960,
43); Oshima prefers “surged” (2014, 89). Only Lambert explains the derivation

18 Streck translates i-na-sak, “(the migtu-disease) constantly threw (me) down” (2013, 220). 1
cannot determine how he parses the form.
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and translation explicitly (1960, 291): he thinks ndsu is a verb of motion—note
von Soden’s translation, “setzte sich in Bewegung” (1990, 123)—and is equat-
ed with namasu, “to depart, set out” (CAD N/1, 220). CAD defines ndsu as “to
quake,” “to become shaky,” and “to give way” (CAD N/2, 113), but does not
translate our context (114). The verb’s precise meaning here remains uncertain.

IT 57: broke through: For potential explanations of the form ipessi from
pésu (the expected preterite is ipés), see Oshima 2014, 255-56. He and Lam-
bert (1960, 291) both note the parallel to this line in Surpu VII 5-6. The Akka-
dian in line 6 reads: ahhdazu kima urqiti erseta ipessi, “the seizing-demon was
breaking through the earth like the vegetation” (see Reiner 1958, 36). Drawing
on this text, Lambert writes, “[t]he idea is that these demons come up out of the
underworld through a crack in the ground, just as plants grow” (1960, 291, see
likewise p. 168).

11 58: they joined their forces: The same expression, innendii puhursunu,
occurs in Sennacherib’s account of the battle at Halulé (see Grayson and
Novotny 2012, no. 22 v 55 [p. 186] and no. 23 v 46 [p. 199]).

IT 59: they struck: MS I1.Las, rev. i’ 10’ reads i-né-"x" [...]. The last sign is
barely visible—a single partial horizontal on the copy (Lambert 1960, pl. 74)
and in my photographs. Von Soden suggests the reading i-ni-f[u] (1990, 123,
n.59a) rather than i-ni-r{u’] (so Lambert 1960, 344); SAACT 7, 20 follows von
Soden and derives the verb from nétu, “to surround.” But i-né-r[u], deriving it
from néru, “to strike,” is the better reading on present evidence, as Streck ar-
gues cogently (2013, 220; see also CAD T, 377 and Oshima 2014, 89, 404). |
[gaggad]u: The restoration follows Lambert 1960, 42 (see already Langdon
1923, 42). | they covered: There is a general consensus among translations that
i-te- 'u-u, only attested in MS I.Honin, Obv. 16, derives from #éu, “to cover”
(see also CAD T, 377); Streck suggests it derives from né u: “they turned (my
skull) back and forth” (2013, 220).

11 60: pitu’: Literally, “forehead.” This first word in the line is only attested
by MS IL.Csjp, rev. 1, which is badly abraded here on its top corner, and by MS
IL.Lag, rev. i 11', which is of little help: BU-Tx-[...] (compare Lambert 1960,
344: bu-n[a-ia]). The copies by Oshima (2014, pl. IX) and Lambert (George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 153) both suggest MS II.Csjp reads "pu-u'-tu (compare
Mayer: bu’-ni’ [2014, 277]). But the tablet is quite rough, commending cau-
tion.

11 63: tremors: For ra thu, see the comments on 1 25 above.

IT 64: chest: Literally, “in the head of my heart,” which is typically taken to
be the epigastrium.

I 65: utti[kii]: The restoration follows von Soden 1990, 124, n.65a (see
likewise, Oshima 2014, 88).
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I 66: ha[séya]: The restoration follows Lambert 1960, 42. For Silu and
hahhu, see the note on I 53 above.

11 66, 67: they afflicted: La abu and the noun from which it is formed, /i ‘bu,
designate an undetermined condition or illness (see CAD L, 6, 181-82). Given
the interest pursued in chapter six, I note that both the verb here in these lines
and its related noun, which does not occur in Ludlul, are commonly—though
not exclusively—attested in the exorcists’ texts. | belly: For the meaning of
pitru, see chapter six. I have translated the word less clinically here.

II 69: usnilli: Oshima derives the verb from na’alu, “to moisten, flood”
(2014: 91, 528), but this seems incongruent with the context. I prefer a S of
nalu, “to lay out, flatten” (CDA, 235; AHw, 784); see likewise, Lambert 1960,
43; von Soden 1990, 124; and Foster 2005, 400.

IT 70: uliltu: This is an unknown, unidentified plant (see CAD U/W, 73),
and probably not a dried fig (so SAACT 7, 36, following Foster 2005, 400;
CDA, 420; and AHw, 1408, which von Soden corrects in his translation notes;
see 1990, 124, n.70a). MS II.Cs;ip, rev. 11 likely attests a variant, 'mul-lil-f[i]
(see CAD U/W, 73; Mayer 2014, 277; and Oshima 2014, 405).

IT 71-85: These lines are the subject of a detailed interpretation in chapter
eleven. A point that should be mentioned here that is not developed in chapter
eleven: The poetic structure within this passage changes noticeably at 11 73—79,
lines in which the protagonist describes the demonic impact on his body in an
intimate, blow-by-blow fashion. In this litany of demonic devastation, the first
colon of each verse has a kind of staccato feel because it has only one beat. The
second colon then elaborates on the first with a colon of two beats.

Il 71: clothed: Lambert takes the verb, itedig, as a Gt preterite, translating
the line “[t]he alit demon has clothed himself in my body as with a garment”
(1960, 43). This implies demonic possession. Reiner agrees. She writes, “[t]he
man’s body is no longer his own: a demon has taken it over and dwells in it, as
easily as it if were a mere outer garment, a covering under which the ego, the
personality, is no longer itself but an alien, a demonic being” (1985, 109; see
likewise, e.g., Foster 2005, 400). Whether the man is actually possessed or not
is disputable (see, e.g., Stol 1993, 52-53], who argues against any form of pos-
session in Babylonia), since the idea relies on understanding edequ as a Gt
preterite. Although this is a possible morphological analysis, I think the verb is
better analyzed as a G perfect, which brings the idea of the demon wrapping
itself around the sufferer here in Ludlul (as would a garment) into line with
many similar expressions, as well-argued by Waldman 1989, 163-65; so also
Oshima 2014, 91, 257; CAD E, 29 (compare CAD A/1, 376); and AHw, 186.

IT 73: balsa: The form is to be derived from balasu, “to stare,” as Lambert
(in substance) understood it (1960, 42, though he transliterated pal-sa-a; see



3. SELECTED NOTES ON THE AKKADIAN TEXT AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION 127

CAD B, 45; AHw, 98; von Soden 1990, 124; Foster 2005, 400; and Mayer
2014, 277), rather than from paldsu (so SAACT 7, 53 and Oshima 2014, 529).

IT 77-78: These lines have an identical parallel in an Akkadian dingir-
Sadabba prayer, see Jaques 2015, 67, lines 10—11 with comments on p. 95.
They also appear in Gilgames V 29-30 (with third person pronouns), suggest-
ing the phrases are a traditional formulation for describing terror. See Al-Rawi /
George 2014, 76, 84 with George 2003, 2.820.

II 78: legs: Literally, “knees.” Previously, I translated “[i]mpotence had
fallen on my loins” (SAACT 7, 36), but this sounds too much like the protago-
nist has a sexual dysfunction. Rather, I think his legs, like his arms, were im-
mobilized (see I1 79).

11 79: mobility: Namussisu is an infinitive (see CAD N/1, 223) not the ad-
jective nammusisu, “mobile, agile,” as listed in the glossary of SAACT 7, 52.

I1 80: [mi]hsu: Oshima reads G[1]G’-su here in MS IL.Hanin, rev. 15 (2014,
406, 258 with a collation on plate XXXIII), though he thinks M[U]R is also
possible. I do not see this on the tablet. In any case, he adopts mursu, “illness,”
at the head of the line as his reading in the composite text (90). Having the pro-
tagonist state at this point in the narrative that an illness had arrived seems
rather late to me, anticlimactic and thus out of place. I follow Lambert (1960,
42), who reads [mi’]-ih’-su, “a stroke,” in MS IL.Nyy, rev. 8, the only other MS
to preserve the head of the line. Still, it must be recognized that there is very
little to go on epigraphically speaking in both MS II.Honin and MS IL.Nyy, and
thus all reconstructions are tentative. | like one fallen: CAD M/1, 254 (with a
question mark), CDA, 196 (with a question mark), AHw, 608, and Oshima
(2014, 91) translate magqtis as “suddenly,” but Lambert (1960, 43) and Foster
(2005, 400) translate the word as “like someone prostrate” and “like one
fallen,” respectively. The latter fits contextually and so is tentatively adopted
here. See 1 14 for a similar use of magtu. Alternatively, one could understand
the second half of the line as “it blocked me suddenly” (similarly Oshima 2014,
91). (Von Soden does not translate the line because “ist hier zuviel unklar”
[1990, 124, n.80a].)

IT 81: [f]dud: There is no agreement on the first word of the line. The pre-
sent, tentative reading understands the initial word as a verb from ededu, “to
hasten,” in hendiadys with the verb in the second half of the line, terim.'® As
mentioned in the note to I 19 above, edédu in hendiadys with another verb typ-
ically occurs in the D stem; the present case may be an exception for the reason
cited there. Note also how death “hastens” (hamatu) in I 96. Others suggest

19 This idea was suggested as an alternate reading in SAACT 7, 21, though printed incorrectly
as [i]-du-ut (see Mayer 2014, 277).
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restoring [Si]dit, “signs” (von Soden 1990, 124, n.81a; Foster 2005, 400 and
409; and SAACT 7, 21, 37, which translates it “edict,” following CAD S/3,
195). CAD $/3, 196 is explicitly set against restoring §idiit here in Ludlul 11
81. Oshima now suggests reading the first sign as g[a']-, thus reading gadiit,
“mud of (death),” at the head of the line (2014, 91, 258, 406, plate XXXIII).
Epigraphically, this is uncertain, and semantically I don’t think it provides a
better sense than other suggestions. The matter must remain open until a dupli-
cate can inform us.

11 82: [iha]ssasanni-ma: The restoration follows Lambert 1960, 42. | my in-
quirer: Some prefer to understand $a ilu here as reference to a $a ‘ilu-diviner,
mentioned previously in I 52 and II 7 (so Oshima 2014, 91; von Soden 1990,
125; and Lambert 1960, 43). I do not see the relevance of the divinatory offi-
cial in this particular context. Rather, the line simply describes a generic in-
quirer, who is trying to get the protagonist’s attention (so SAACT 7, 37; Foster
2005, 400; and Reiner 1985, 116). See chapter eleven for how this understand-
ing fits the context well. (CAD does not list Ludlul 11 82 under its $a’ilu,
“dream interpreter” entry, S/1, 110-12; rather, it likewise takes the word as a
participle of salu, S/1, 275.)

II 83: [“wo]e!”: The restoration follows von Soden 1990, 125 and Foster
2005, 400. Oshima reads the initial word as [ba-ku]-"i’1-a, “my professional
wailers” (2014, 406 and 91) tentatively. I am not convinced there is room in MS
IL.Fsip, rev. 7" and MS II.Hanin, rev. 18 for three signs before the A, as he sug-
gests. Oshima rejects the suggestion in SAACT 7, 21 to restore the opening of
the line as [usg]-a, since he thinks there is foo much room for just this one sign
(2014, 258). Restoring [ug-u/i]-a instead would address this objection. But he
also notes that i’ always takes a verb of speaking, especially gabii and sasii.
This objection cannot easily be set aside since he is correct that these two verbs
are the typical verbs used with the interjection. But baki, the verb in II 83,
sometimes occurs with direct speech. Note ARM 2 32: 13-14: kima sehrim
irtup bakam umma Si-ma adi, “he continued crying like a baby, saying, ‘until
[...]"” (see Jean 1950, 74-75) and the following physiognomic omen: Summa
amélu ibtanakki u ana ili amahharka, “If a man is constantly complaining with
tears and says to his personal god, ‘1 appeal to you!” (see Bock 2000, 16; both
texts are cited in CAD B, 36-37). Also, in at least one text, bakii is used in
synonymous parallelism with Sasi in an Akkadian translation of a late Sumeri-
an liturgical text (VAT 227+, rev. 5, cited in CAD B, 36 as SBH p. 101): ibakki
béltu ina rigim marsis isassu, “The lady weeps, she cries out laboriously.”
Finally, Ludlul is a poetic text and sometimes shows idiosyncratic or unusual
usages. In the final analysis: The present restoration, although tentative, is
plausible. | I could not control myself: My translation follows Lambert (1960,
43) and von Soden (1990, 125), who understand raman ul isi as loss of self-
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control. Reiner’s “I am not conscious” (1985, 116; see similarly Foster’s “I
have lost consciousness,” 2005, 400), I think, goes too far. For the implications
of the present translation, see chapter eleven.

1T 84-89: For parallels to the theme of II 8489, see Jaques 2015, 179 and
Oshima 2014, 259.

11 86: gate ... watering place: As far as 1 can tell, translators typically un-
derstand these words to refer to the mouth (see, e.g., Lambert 1960, 293).
However, when babu is used physiologically—always qualified with another
noun—it typically refers to the anus (bab Suburri) or vagina (bab iri); see my
comments in chapter six. If we were to understand babu here as a reference to
the orifice for vacating solid waste, i.e., the anus, then masqi could refer to the
orifice for vacating liquid waste.?’ Such an understanding of 1I 86 would work
well with I 84-85, not through synonymous repetition (mouth, lips = gate,
watering place) but through a kind of physiological merism: sustenance could
not come in through the protagonist’s mouth and waste could not go out at the
other end. One wonders therefore if II 86 could refer to the protagonist’s expe-
rience of hunger-induced constipation and infrequent urination. One might take
the presence of ur udu, “throat,” in Il 87 as a strike against this “lower G.L
interpretation” of II 86. But one could also view that physiological feature as
what connects the upper and lower parts of the body. Even if one sees the two
terms in II 86 as primarily a reference to the mouth, the fact that both terms are
being used metaphorically allows for this alternative understanding, in my
opinion, even if only as a secondary connotation.

11 87: constricted: Literally, “covered” (katim). My rendering follows CAD
K, 301 (see likewise, Foster 2005, 401 and Reiner 1985, 116).

11 88: summa: Lambert takes this as a D predicative of samu, “to fix” (1960,
293), and renders it “(When grain) is served” (45). Oshima translates it as an
emphatic, “indeed” (2014, 91; likewise, von Soden 1990, 125). My translation
of it as a conditional follows Foster (2005, 401). | daddaru: This plant was
something of a classic image of despair in contexts of lament, also occurring in
the (SB) Prayer of ASsurnasirpal to Istar (rev. 17, for which see von Soden
1974/1977, 42, line 66 and my treatment at http://akkpm.org/P451997.html);
the (SB) Great Prayer to Nabii (rev. ii 7, for which see von Soden 1971, 58,
line 179 and my treatment at http://akkpm.org/P394371 .html); and the OB Ak-
kadian Man and His God (obv. 29, for which see Lambert 1987, 190 and my
treatment at http://akkpm.org/P492288.html).

20 This metaphorical use of masqii as a reference to the genitals would be unique; however, so
is its use to refer to the mouth (CAD M/1, 384)!
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II 89: nablat: Lambert argues for reading napsat, “the life of” (1960, 293;
see also Oshima 2014, 90-91, 407). For nablat, see von Soden 1990, 125,
n.89a. This reading probably also stands behind Reiner’s rendering, “suste-
nance” (1985, 116). A suggestive parallel in the Prayer of ASsurnasirpal to
Istar, rev. 17 tips the scale in favor of nablat: kurunnu sa nablati (nab-la-ti)
ana daddari <timi>?' “kurunnu-beer, sustenance itself, <became> stinkweed to
me.”

II 91-93: The restorations at the ends of these lines follow Lambert 1960,
44.

II 93: became visible: 1 derive ussugat from eséqu, “to incise, carve (Q),
etch (D),” which I take to mean the outline of the bones are visible on or etched
onto the skin (see AHw, 249). For parallels to II 93, see Jaques 2015, 207. |
covered: Lambert prefers “covered (only) with my skin” here (1960, 45),
which requires armat, a predicative, rather than a participle arimat, as he notes
(294). But ™S IL.Fs;j, rev. 15', our only witness to the word, has a participle:
a-ri-ma-at. So it seems the line as currently known communicates that the suf-
ferer’s skin is covered by the etchings made by his bones. But, it may very well
be—and, indeed, I assume it to be the case here—that MS II.Fs;, is corrupt. One
can imagine a copyist looking at an AR(= SI-RI) and writing A-RI. Thus, the
best reading, although not currently preserved in our MSS, is armat, adopted
here.

IT 94: urigta: The word is a hapax legomenon (see CAD U/W, 227, which
defines it as “yellow color” and renders it “jaundice” in the present line). Fol-
lowing Lambert, I suspect urigtu is some kind of illness or malady (1960, 294).
Oshima understands urigtu as a body part, the nape of the neck, rather than a
condition in this line (2014, 259-60). He also thinks the word is the subject of
the second verb (260) and therefore restores mah[sat] at the end of the line,
“the nape’ was stri[cken]” (91). | mah[sii]: Lambert restores mah[ri], “(my
tissues) have caught” (1960, 44, 45). My restoration takes its lead from
Foster’s rendering, “afflicted with” (2005, 401).

11 96: See Jaques 2015, 158 and Oshima 2014, 260-62 for the imagery here
and similar expressions in other religious texts.

11 97: useless: My translation of nada follows CAD N/1, 93 (“my arms are
inactive”) and Foster, “my arms being useless” (2005, 401).

11 98: done for: More literally, “collapsed” (see CAD M/1, 248).

21 Von Soden suggests restoring [i*-mi’] here (1974/1977, 42) or [ma-sil] (p. 45), though the
remainder of the line is blank, as is the case in a number of lines (rev. 11-21) in this portion of the
tablet, which must have been copied from a defective Vorlage. There might be enough room to
add UGU-MU or something similar at the line’s end.
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11 101: labsat: The final word of the line is only fully attested in MS Comnin,
rev. 1, which I read /ab-sat (likewise, von Soden 1990, 125, n.101a; Oshima
2014, 92; and implied in Reiner 1985, 116). Lambert prefers to read the signs
dan-nat, “is severe” (1960, 44, 45). I think labsat makes for a more compelling
parallelism with I 100.

11 108: was scared: Four MSS attest the main verb in the line with the same
orthography, is-hu-tfu (MS I1.Dnin, rev. 15'; MS ILFs;j, rev. 29'; MS IL.Hinin, rev.
4'; and MS ILInin, rev. 11). Despite the expectation of a plural subject, I take
the (singular) exorcist to be the subject of the verb, derived from a by-form of
the root Sahatu, “to fear, to become afraid” (see CAD S/1, 86—88). Others have
taken it in a similar manner: “shied away from” (CAD S/1, 87; likewise, Reiner
1985, 116); “scheute” (von Soden 1990, 126, n.108a, where he notes that the
verb should be understood as having a singular subject despite the final vowel);
“recoiled from” (Foster 2005, 401); and “was frightened off by” (Oshima 2014,
93, 264). We can explain the orthography is-Au-fu (for ishut) as a CV-CV writ-
ing for /CVC/.?? In contrast, Lambert (1960, 45) makes the symptoms the sub-
ject, “[m]y complaints have exposed the incantation priest,” and apparently
derives the verb from Sahdtu, “to strip, to tear away, to flay” (CAD S/1, 92).
This rendering would be the only attestation of a metaphorical use of the verb
Sahatu. This may not be a significant argument against the derivation, since
Ludlul likes to use words in unusual ways (see SAACT 7, xxvi—xxviii).
Although one might admit this alternate translation, “my symptoms ‘removed’
(lit. stripped away) the exorcist,” is possible, the metaphorical meaning of the
verb would be quite ironic, since the same verb is often used when some kind
of evil or disease is removed from one’s body (see CAD S/1, 94). In my view,
it is for precisely this (secondary) ironic effect that we should recognize
Sahatu, “to fear,” as the proper derivation of the verb in the line and see its
usage as a subtle, ironic wordplay with Saharu, “to remove” a disease, as
Worthington suggests (2009, 69, n.93). In any case, on either understanding,
the sufferer is left without help.??

IT 109: was confused: Given the preterite in the previous line, I understand
the verb atessi, attested in MS ILInin, rev. 12" and MS IL.Ngy,, rev. 37, to be a Dt
preterite from esi, with an ingressive sense, “became confused” (see CAD E,
379, where it prefers to parse the verb as a D perfect, as does, e.g., Oshima
2014, 93). Others (e.g., Foster 2005, 401; von Soden 1990, 126; and Lambert
1960, 45) prefer to make “omens” the subject, though the verb is singular.
(Note a similar problem in the previous line.) MS II.Dsip, rev. 16’ shows the

22 See Worthington 2012, 183, 188 for this phenomenon.
23 Much of the substance of this note follows Lenzi 2012, 50, n.45.
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variant imtasu, “(the diviner) has forgotten (my omens).”?* The verb in MS
IL.Fsip, rev. 30" is disputed. Williams (1952, 5) reads u-tes-su(?), and Lambert
(1960, 45), u-tals-s[am]-ma (see similarly SAACT 7, 22). Neither reading
produces a substantive variant. But, looking only at the photograph (Williams
1952, pl. 1), neither reading seems epigraphically compelling.25 Oshima (2014,
410) reads u-t[a]s-sir (though he must have meant -sir for the final sign), which
he translates “(the diviner) has looked over; abandoned” (93). This is epigraph-
ically possible, though collation is required.

IT 110: usapi asipu: Note the alliteration here (see also Worthington 2009,
63, n.93).

II 111: duration: For adannu, see the note on II 1 above and further in
chapter five. Worthington suggests a deliberate wordplay between adannu and
the final verb in the line, iddin (2009, 69, n.93), since the “normal verb used to
set an adannu is Sakanu.”

IT 114: my grave lay open: Although the language is different, the phrase
here, peti kimahu, recalls the same idea expressed in the opening hymn, “(On
account of whose wrath,) graves are dug (lit. opened)” (I 13).

IT 116: how wronged is he: The protagonist does not seem to be the only
person confused by the apparent incongruence of the protagonist’s character or
behavior and his suffering.

IT 117-120: The solar imagery at the end of Tablet II (line 120) recalls the
hopeful solar imagery at the end of Tablet I (line 120). Rather than fulfilling
the protagonist’s earlier optimistic hopes for a change of fortune, Tablet II con-
cludes with his situation having worsened and, what’s more, having spread to
his friends and family so that even they now experience darkness. The hoped
for light (I 120) belongs to the protagonist’s nemeses (11 117-118).

II 117: ill-wisher: The word hadiya literally means “one who rejoices on
my account,” which in this context must be taken as a kind of gloating over the
news of the protagonist’s severe physical debilities. “Ill-wisher” follows
Foster’s rendering (2005, 401).

IT 118: brought the good news: Akkadian bussuru means “to report pleasant
news” (CAD B, 347). The report of the protagonist’s suffering is received by
his nemesis as good news. One might even say that the story of Marduk’s
suffering servant is received as a kind of “gospel” in that word’s etymological
sense. Isaiah 52:7 uses a form of the Biblical Hebrew root w3, cognate to

2 SAACT 7, 22 reads this MS [...]-té5-5a'(TA)-a-ma, but this seems unlikely to me now. As
masi is an i-class verb, we expect imtasi for the G perfect rather than imzasu, but note the by-form
of the durative, imassu, for the more typical imassi (CAD M/1, 397).

25 The space for Williams’s SU is too large. Additionally, the traces do not commend reading
SU. And, the space looks too small for Lambert’s reading.
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Akkadian bussuru (Tawil 2009, 61-62), to describe messengers with pleasant
news. That word was translated in LXX Isaiah 52:7 with a form of gvayyeAilo-
pot. This Greek rendering of Isaiah 52:7 is cited in Romans 10:12 with refer-
ence to the proselytizing preaching of the early Christian kerygma. The related
Greek noun gdayyéhov was taken into Latin, euangelium, which is the etymo-
logical basis for “Old English godspel, doubtless originally god spel ... good
tidings” (see Oxford English Dictionary, s.v. gospel, n.). The Old English words
gaod spel were eventually interpreted to mean god-spel, “story about God.”

IT 119: grew dark: Cooper (1975, 248-49) has persuasively revived Lands-
berger’s suggestion to read the first word as ifi rather than idi (see also Reiner
1985, 116; von Soden 1990, 126; Foster 2005, 401; and Oshima 2014, 92,
271), as Lambert did (1960, 46, 295). | my entire family: Literally, “(the day)
belonging to all of my family.”

11 120: among: CAD Q, 215 takes gereb (in MS I1.Gnin, rev. 25'; MS L. Ny,
rev. 48 reads gerbi) as a substantive, translating the beginning of the line “for
my relatives and friends,” an interpretation defended by Oshima (2014, 272;
see likewise Lambert 1960, 295). I follow Cooper’s idea (1975, 249) to take
the §a as an anticipatory genitive, providing the antecedent to the pronominal
suffix in Samassun, and to see the phrase Sa gereb miidé as a parallel to the
previous line’s Sa gimir kimtiya. | ikil: The final verb is a crux. Two MSS, MS
IL.INin, rev. 23" and MS II.Nuy, rev. 48, have the ambiguous orthography i-
LAGAB; MS II.Lags, rev. ii' 4’ reads i-ri-im. My reading, which derives the verb
from ekeélu, “to become dark,” is defended in chapter four (see page 216),
where I explain the alternative, which derives the verb from aramu, “to cover,”
in light of the young scribe responsible for copying MS II.Las.

3.3. TABLET III

III 1: MS IL.Nuy, rev. 49, the catchline for Tablet III in this witness, begins
the line with EGIR-Su, arkiSu, “after it, later,” absent in all of the other Mss. It
seems likely to me that the word is a scribal notation rather than evidence of a
variant text. | As Moran (1985, 259, n.18) and Albertz (1988, 38) recognize,
this line harks back to the description of Marduk’s hand in the opening hymn
(see19, 11 and I 33).

IIT 2: overwhelming: The only MS to attest this line, MS III.LEas, obv. 2, reads
[A]D-rat. 1 understand this to be atrat, “excessive,” thus, “overwhelming” (see
likewise von Soden 1990, 126, n.2a and possibly Foster 2005, 402, “oppres-
sive”). Others read adrat, “fearsome” (so Oshima 2014, 94-95, 413) or “alarm-
ing” (Lambert 1960, 48—49).
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IIT 3: [en]nessu: The restoration follows Moran 1983, 259, n.18 (see also
Oshima 2014, 94), which Foster adopted (and noted) in his translation (2005,
402, 409). | As Albertz recognizes (1988, 38), this line harks back to the
description of Marduk’s anger as a flood in the opening hymn (see I 7).

101 4: [aggres]sive’: MS II1.LEas, obv. 4 is currently our only witness to the
line. The suggestion to begin the line with [dalpnat ([da]p-na-at) is my own
(see SAACT 7, 23, 38 and Lenzi 2017, 185). The adjective in the form dapinu
(so CAD D, 104-105; dapinu in CDA, 56; dapinu in AHw, 162) is associated
with both Marduk and his planet, Jupiter.

IIT 5: [Sev]ere: 1 follow von Soden’s restoration at the head of the line
(1990, 126, n.5a; likewise, Oshima 2014, 413): [da]n-nu, only attested in MS
I1.Eas, obv. 5.

III 6: alertness: 1 read Tel-ru-ti in MS II.LEag, obv. 6 at the head of the line
with von Soden (1990, 127, n.6a; likewise, Oshima 2014, 94). | I became delir-
ious: Literally, “they made [me] wander,” following Oshima’s restoration of
the pronominal suffix, u-Sar-pa-du-ni-[in-ni] in MS III.Eas [2014, 413]). For
rapadu and mental wandering, see Lambert 1960, 295.

III 7: The restorations follow Lambert 1960, 48.

1T 8: Sumrlusani]: The restoration follows von Soden 1990, 127, n.8a.
Lambert (1960, 48) restores Sum-r[u-sa-ku], rendering it “I am equally
wretched” (likewise, Foster 2005, 402). | munattu: There is some disagreement
about the precise meaning of this word. Streck, who briefly reviews scholarly
opinion, contends that munattu designates a period of time (in the night); but,
the word’s frequent parallel with Sutfu suggests it “designates the part of the
night in which one has meaningful dreams ... the last part of the night towards
morning” (2017, 601; see, e.g., Erra and Isum V 43 [Cagni 1969, 126]).
Oshima argues that munattu designates “a stage of sleep, probably just before
waking up in the morning, or a dream seen in this state” (2014, 274). Whether
a designation of time or sleep, the protagonist is clearly troubled by what hap-
pens during munattu. The technical designation for dreams that occur in wak-
ing moments is hypnopompic hallucinations (as opposed to hypnagogic hallu-
cinations, which occur as one falls asleep). My translation, “waking halluci-
nations,” attempts to capture this idea.

I 9: sikitt[a]: This reading (already suggested in Lambert 1960, 48) fol-
lows the new MS published in Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, IM 124581 = Sippar 8,
114/2277 = MS Ill.Jsip. This single column tablet from Sippar contains Tablet
IIT 9-34 and supplies several new readings in the lines that follow.

I 10: udduh: Fadhil and Jiménez have shown that all three MSS attesting
the end of this line, MS IIL.LEaz, obv. 10, MS IILisi, 7, and MS ILJs;p 2', support
the present reading (2019, 159).
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IIT 11: I became aware: More literally, “I recognized” or “I knew.” |
zuqqur: The new MS IIL. Js;, ended the debate about how to restore the final
word of this line (see Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156, 159, with collation photos of
MS IIL.E4s, obv. 11, the only other witness to the word, on p. 161). | he was a
towering figure: The translation, more literally rendered, would be something
like “his stature was elevated, built up high.” Fadhil and Jiménez translate it
“he was of tremendous stature” (2019, 157).

IIT 13: he entered: MS Ill.Js;, 4b" now provides a clear reading of the first
word in the line, 7rubam-ma (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156).

I 14: [@mur]sia-ma: The restoration takes its lead from von Soden’s sug-
gestion but takes its present form in light of MS IIL.Fas, obv. 4', which reads
[...]-x-Su-ma (see already Lambert 1960, 344; Fadhil and Jiménez think the
traces may support reading MUR in place of x [2019, 159, 161]). | my flesh:
Langdon’s old restoration of the end of the line, UzZU-u-[a], based on MS I11.E s,
obv. 14 (1923, 50; also Lambert 1960, 48), is now confirmed by MS [ILJsi, 5,
UZU.MES-u-a (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156).

IIT 15: [igbi]-ma: The restoration follows von Soden’s suggestion (1990,
127, n.15a); likewise, Oshima (2014, 94). Mayer (2014, 278) sticks with
Lambert’s restoration at the beginning of the line ([um]-ma), claiming there is
not enough room for two signs in MS IIL.Fas, obv. 5’ (see also Lambert 1960,
344). Fadhil and Jiménez likewise think there is not enough room for two signs
(specifically, ig-bi); they posit a restoration [su]-ma, “he (said)” (2019, 156,
159). I think two signs would be tight, but there is probably enough room. If
so, we might also consider [e-nu]-ma, “when (your lord sent me),” and put a
verb of speaking at the head of the next line (see the note on III 16). Perhaps a
duplicate will soon end the guessing. | your lord: 1 understand “lord” here to be
a reference to Marduk rather than the human king, as Fadhil and Jiménez assert
(2019, 156). See Oshima 2014, 275-76 for an exploration of the issue. Because
the protagonist does not explicitly recognize Marduk as his lord in the un-
folding events of the poem until III 51, it is not surprising that he mistakes
“your lord” mentioned here with the king in III 18. See the comments to III 18.

IIT 16: There are four witnesses to this line, each of which contributes a
segment to our reconstruction; none preserves the whole or the head of the line
clearly. | the distressed one: The word is clearly attested only on MS II1.Cgap,
obv. 9', the first part of which reads [...]-"x Sum-ru-su. | his recovery: The last
word of the line is only preserved in the new MS ILJsi, 7" [...]-a Su-lum-su
(Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156, 159) | let ... await: The verb is quite uncertain.
The second half of the line in MS III.Cgap, reads [X (x)]-ga-a [...]. The only
other witness to this word is on the very abraded Ms III.Exs, obv. 16, which
Oshima reads in its entirety: [... i]z-ziz [Sum]-rlu-su] x-g[a-...] (2014, 414).
My reading follows Fadhil and Jiménez (2019, 156, 159), tentatively, who state
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their own caution in the following: “[t]he very damaged traces of a line in VAT
9954 (= MS IILExAz) ... seem, upon collation, compatible with a reading [0 o
(0o)-mla "Sum-"r[u]-s°u? [I°i-ga,-°a, S[u-lum-su], whence the tentative reading
li-qa-a (< qu’ i) adopted here.” (159). | Restoring what came before Sumrusu is
difficult. Oshima sees iz-ziz in both MS II.LE a5 (cited previously) and MS II1.Fas,
obv. 6, which he reads: [x]-"xT-mi i[z]-zi[z ...] (2014, 414). I am inclined to
read [x]-x"-mi "Sum™-Tx". Thus, I do not think we have a form of izziz in the
line. Might we restore the beginning of the line in MS IIL.Fas [i-f]a’-mi to intro-
duce the direct speech in the line (variant in MS III.Eas: [i-ta-m]a)? This would
not be necessary if we restore a verb of speaking or some other introductory
formula at the head of the previous line, as I and others have done. But if we do
not restore a verb of speaking in III 15, restoring itami may be a viable idea for
the beginning of this line.?® In any case, we must await a duplicate to resolve
the uncertainties.

Il 17: ana mukil résiva: The ending of the line is clearly attested on the
new MS IILJs;p, 8" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156), requiring a reconsideration of
the previous, broken readings of MS III.Cgab, obv. 10’, which I now read [a-n]a
mu-[...], and MS IILEag, obv. 17: [ana’ / a’-na’ mlu-k[il ...]. As Fadhil and
Jiménez note, mukil résiya should be understood as a plural (2019, 160 with
references there). | [/ wok]e up: Previous translators have posited an imperative
from various verbs at the head of this line. But, with the discovery of the end of
the line in MS IIL.Js;p, as Fadhil and Jiménez state, a verb indicating the protag-
onist awakening is to be expected here; not an imperative (2019, 160). Even if
the semantic content of the restored verb is settled, its precise morphology is
quite uncertain. Fadhil and Jiménez tentatively suggest restoring a verb from
the root éru, either [a-n]ar-ram-ma (an irregular N stem; see already Lambert
1960, 345) or ([a])-Tu'-ram-ma, perhaps a G stem (2019, 160), “I woke up”
(157). They think the latter is more likely of the two. As they note: We must
await a duplicate to establish the reading with certainty.

IIT 18: [sa]: There is room for one or two signs in MS IIL.Fas, obv. 8 at the
head of the line. In light of the subjunctive verb now fully attested in MS
HI.Cgab, obv. 11, ispuru, and the new reading for the end of the line, a-me-lu
[maln-nu in MS I1.Jsip 9" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156; see also MS II1.Cgab: [a]-
me-lu [x x]), Oshima’s restoration at the head of this line is certainly correct
(2014, 94, 414). | the king: Fadhil and Jiménez presume the unidentified king in
this line is the same person called “your lord” in III 15 and both should be

26 The other dreams to follow do not always have a verb of speaking or some other introduc-
tion before direct speech (see III 25-26, III 43-44). It may be then that neither III 15 nor III 16
has one. On the other hand, it is not impossible that both lines should have one (see III 35-36).
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identified with the human king Nazimaruttas (2019, 156), who is described as
having become angry with the protagonist in Tablet I but who is not named in
the poem until V 100. I assume, however, that the protagonist awakens con-
fused, and his identification of the messenger’s sender as the king here in this
line is mistaken. Awakening from a dream and not understanding its meaning
is a ubiquitous trope in Akkadian literature (see, e.g., the series of dreams in
SB Epic of Gilgames TV)—so ubiquitous that we really should expect Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan ot to have understood what he saw in his initial dream, espe-
cially since there is no interpreter available. His confusion also explains very
well why his servants do not answer him in III 19. What could they say without
contradicting him? In addition, this confusion of identity may not have been
intended to affect only the protagonist. Nearly every time bélu occurs in Ludlul
it refers to Marduk (see I 1, 3, 29, 41 [Bel], 11l 51, V 1, 2, 3, 4, and 30). The
instance of bélu in Il 21 is the only case in which the word might refer to a hu-
man lord, though in fact according to my scanning of the lines, bélu in 11 21 is
in synonymous parallelism with i/u in II 22 and therefore does not refer to a
human lord. Given this previous usage of the word in the poem, a reader of
Ludlul has very good warrant for assuming that he/u in III 15 refers to Mar-
duk—at least until the protagonist himself causes the reader to call that identi-
fication into question with kis question here in III 18. This question signals the
protagonist’s own uncertainty about the identity of the man who appeared in
the dream—a man who is never identified for the protagonist or the reader.
Given all of this, I think our poet intends to evoke ambiguity and uncertainty
with this initial dream in the reader just as he presents the same in the protago-
nist himself.

11 19: no one: The new reading in MS IIl.Jsi, 10" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019,
156) confirms, in essence, Oshima’s previous conjectural restoration at the end
of the line (2014, 94, 414).

I 20: became unsettl[ed]: MS lLJsj, 11" now clearly attests the end of the
line to be ana ripittu issabtii (see Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156). Ripittu is a poor-
ly attested word (see CAD R, 365) that means something like “unrest, commo-
tion” or “errancy, straying” (CDA, 305), derived from rapddu, “to run, to run
around, to roam” (CAD R, 147). Fadhil and Jiménez translate the last half of
the line with “they took to their heels” (2019, 157). I wonder if the “straying”
or “unrest” is cognitive rather than literal, though. In Babylonian Theodicy 212
ripitta has a cognitive meaning: ripitta nakla surraku tusarsa, “you make your
clever mind acquire straying/errancy” (Oshima 2014, 160; see also the com-
ment on III 6 above). Perhaps those who hear the protagonist’s dream report
are perplexed. If so, then I take the line to mean that when the protagonist
awakens and asks about the content of his dream to his servants, they didn’t
know how to answer him (III 19) because they were taken aback and so wor-
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ried about their master’s well-being that they appear dumbfounded. In addition
to their emotional reaction, we probably ought to infer from their lack of re-
sponse (III 19) that they are unqualified to answer his question and/or to offer
an interpretation of his dream.

11 22: at nig[h]t: Literally, “of my night.” For the pronominal suffix on this
noun in the context of dreaming, see CAD M/2, 271 and, more generally, May-
er 2016, 206 apud Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 160.

IIT 23: the water of incantation: MS 1ll.Jsj, 14" provides the ending of the
line, A.MES sip-ti (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156).

11 24: in his hand: MS 1l1.Jsi, 15" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156) confirms
Langdon’s old restoration (1923, 51; see also Lambert 1960, 48) at the end of
this line.

11 25: Laluralimma: For this figure, see Oshima 2014, 279. | exorcist: For
over a hundred years—at least as early as Jastrow (1906, 149, n.46)—
translators interpreted the ambiguous orthography a-SIB/SIP in MS Comnin,
rev. 4 and MS II1.Ds;p, obv. 4’ (see Campbell Thompson 1910, 18) as asib, “res-
ident of” (see, e.g., Langdon 1923, 51; Lambert 1960, 48; von Soden 1990,
127; Foster 2005, 402; and SAACT 7, 23). Oshima (2014, 279, 415) suggests
the reading a-Sip, “exorcist of,” in light of (the then new) MS III.Cgap, obv. 18,
which preserves the first half of the word’s logographic writing: MAS.[...]. MS
1.Jsip 16’ (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156) now confirms this reading unambigu-
ously, "MAS.MAS.

1T 27: he cast: MS l.Jsjp 18" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156) now confirms
Langdon’s restoration of the end of this line (1923, 51).

M. 28: my body: MS l1.Jsip 19" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156) now confirms
Lambert’s restoration of the end of this line (1960, 48).

IIT 31: whose appearance: MS I11.Jsi, 22" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156) now
confirms Lambert’s restoration of the end of this line (1960, 48, which is based
on Langdon 1923, 51). Note, however, that the MS reads "zil-mu-su (i.e., with a
third masculine singular pronominal suffix) rather than the expected "zil-mu-sa,
a reading that could easily have arisen through scribal error.

IIT 32: Even at some distance: Literally, nesis la tuhhati means “not ap-
proaching from afar,” which Fadhil and Jiménez render “standing aloof” (2019,
158). Previous reconstructions for the first half of this line (e.g., SAACT 7, 24,
following von Soden 1990, 128, n.31a, and Oshima 2014, 94, 281)—basically
guesses—can be set aside now in light of the new indirect join of BM 39523 to
MS III.Cgap (= BM 55481; see Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 161), which gives a clear
reading to resolve what was previously disputed in MS III.Dsjp, obv. 11'. MS
II.Cgab, obv. 25’ (= BM 39523: 4') reads tuh-ha-a-ti, thus providing the key to
the idiom under discussion. See Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 160. | maslat: MS H1.Js;p
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23" (Fadhil / Jiménez 2019, 156) now confirms Lambert’s restoration of the
end of this line (1960, 48).

I 34: jtta[sba’ ina’ idiva’]: The full restoration of the line was first sug-
gested in SAACT 7, 24, which originates with Amar Annus,?’ and is based on
MS IILE g, rev. 3, i-TA[S-...], which Lambert suggested reading i-ta[$-ba’ ...]
(1960, 345). Oshima prefers to restore ittaz[ziz eliya], “she stood over me”
(2014, 94, 416; see also Oppenheim 1956, 189 and Lambert’s objection, 1960,
296), which parallels IIT 13 closely. In any case, this female figure in the third
dream enters and is (likely) bodily proximate to the protagonist, perhaps stand-
ing over him or sitting beside him.

1T 35: ahulapi: For the meaning of ahulap in supplicatory contexts, see
Oshima 2014, 282-84, where he cites many examples. Both MSSs that preserve
the word fully show the final i-vowel in their orthography (MS IIL.Eag, rev. 4, a-
hu-la-pi; and MS Comnin, rev. 6, a-hu-la-pi), which SAACT 7, 39 takes as the
first person pronominal suffix (see also Oppenheim 1956, 250; Lambert 1960,
51; Foster 2005, 403; and note Zgoll 2006, 71, 323 on IIT 38). But the orthog-
raphy a-hu-lap-ia is the typical manner of indicating the first person singular
suffix on this word (see CAD A/1, 213—14), and beginning the direct speech of
the female figure with the pronouncement of mercy seems best contextually
(see Oshima 2014, 95), which would preclude a reference in the first person to
the protagonist. Note also the similar pronouncement in III 38, where MS
I11.Ds;p, obv. 17" has a-hu-lap.?®

IIT 36: Oshima (2014, 285, 416) tentatively suggests restoring, usa[rhisanni
libbu], “she ma[de me confident],” but there may not be enough room in MS
HI.Eas, rev. 5 for so many signs.

11 37: u ina mimma Sutti: The phrase is preserved in MS II1.Bsi,, obv. 9, u
ina mim-ma, and MS II1.Ds;j,, obv. 16', Tul i-na mim-ma. MS 11LE s, rev. 6 reads
mi-mu-u MAS.GEs. Although ina mimma sutti may be translated “in every
dream” (e.g., Oshima 2014, 97) or “in any dream,” I wonder if we should ren-
der it in terms of the total content of the dream, “in all the dream,” with the
inference that this essentially means “throughout’ the dream.” A full restoration
of the context will likely shed more light on this rather odd opening phrase. | /*
saw: Only MS IILEas, rev. 6 attests the verb, i-ful for iftul. 1 wonder if our As-

27 Anomalously, it was somehow attributed in our textual apparatus to von Soden 1990, 127,
n.34—a note that does not exist!

28 Ms IILDsip does not attest Ludlul 111 35. The same variation in orthography, i.e., between
witnesses that show the final i-vowel vs. the one that does not, is attested in the MSS of I 96 (MS
LFsip, rev. 35', Tal-hu-lap; MS 1.0as, rev. 5', a-hu-l[a-p]i; MS L.Qxa, rev. 6', a-hu-la-pi; MS 1.Ryuz,
rev. 24, a-hu-lap) and 111 55 (MS IILEas, rev. 24, Tal-hu-la-pi, and MS IILHs, obv. 14', Ta'-hu-
lap).
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syrian scribe has written an I when he should have written an AT, which differs
from an I sign only in the addition of a final vertical wedge. The scribe of MS
III.LEas left out a line when he flipped his tablet from obverse to reverse; he also
seems to have messed up in rev. 4 (= IlI 34), writing gi-ba-a for iq-ba-a. Might
the third person verb here be a mistake? I assume it is. Perhaps a duplicate will
soon confirm or correct this assumption.

IIT 39: div[ination]: The restoration at the end of the line follows Lambert
(1960, 50), bi-[ra]. See already Campbell Thompson, who restored bi-[i-i],
“the vision” (1910, 19, 21). | Unlike most recent translators, including SAACT
7, 39 (see also, e.g., Lambert 1960, 51; Butler 1998, 40; Foster 2005, 403;
Zgoll 2006, 71, 323; Lenzi 2012, 58; and Oshima 2014, 97), I no longer think
III 39 is direct speech from the female figure in the third dream. After recon-
sidering the dream sequence in light of the new readings in Fadhil and Jimé-
nez’s article (2019), where they mention (on p. 161) a fourth dream beginning
at III 39 (without specifying or translating the line), I started to look over the
possibility.?” Given the way the couplets fall out up to this point in the Tablet,
we should expect the beginning of a new couplet here to be formed with line
40. On this line of reasoning, perhaps we are to see biru in parallelism with
Suttu in the next line; if so, it would be an unusual—apparently, unique—way
of referring to a dream (see Zgoll 2006, 71). Instead, I think ibri bira describes
the action of the fourth figure, named in III 40, Ur-Nintinugga, an exorcist (I
42). This phrase is a very well-known idiom for an act of divination (note Lud-
lul 11 6, bari ina biri) or the results obtained thereby (CAD B, 264—65). Given
that the rest of the quatrain describes Ur-Nintinugga, it stands to reason that
this line also describes him—yvia his action. Ayyumma is a vague way to intro-
duce him, to be sure. But, the vagueness may be appropriate initially as the
dream’s description commences.

IIT 40: Ur-Nintinugga: For this figure and the reading of his name, see most
recently Oshima 2014, 285-86. | [Blabyl[on]: Oshima, building on Lambert
(1960, 50-51), suggests MS IILEag, rev. 9 reads [T]IN.T[IR] (2014, 416), which
would provide an appropriate locale for Ur-Nintinugga, who delivers Marduk’s
message. | [[ saw’] : Oshima suggests the restoration [a-na-at-tal] at the end of
the line (2014, 96, 416), but I am not convinced that there is room for four
more signs on the line in MS III.Eas. There may only be room for three, thus,
[at-tu-ul], which is also the expected preterite. Although a form from natalu is

22 Oppenheim (1956, 250) and Zgoll (2006, 16, 148, 269, 365, 552) likewise identify four
dreams in the context. Oppenheim attributes the last one not to the protagonist but to someone
else (introduced in what is now III 39). Langdon (1923, 52) seems to have a similar understanding
of I1I 39.
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in the expected semantic domain of seeing, the line may have ended with a-
mur. It is also possible that there was no verb of seeing here at all. In any case,
only a duplicate with resolve the matter.

I 42: writing-[board]: The restoration follows Lambert 1960, 50, likely
based on Langdon 1923, 52. Whatever the actual content of the writing board
(see Oshima 2014, 286—89 for a review of various suggestions—all specula-
tive, and note Foster 1991, 28, where he wonders if the text of Ludlul itself is
the implied inscription), the association of exorcism here with a writing board,
and thus scholarly literacy, certainly intends to elevate the authority and pres-
tige of the craft and thereby also Ur-Nintinugga. A similar association for
asutu, “the craft/corpus of the physician,” occurs in the Gula Hymn of Bullutsa-
rabi, lines 145-146: gan tuppu ina qatésu isruka / asiitu piristu ilt ana gatéya
umanni, “He (i.e., Ea) gave me (i.c., Gula) the tablet stylus from his hands, the
physicians’ corpus, the secret of the gods, he made my responsibility” (Lam-
bert 1967, 124-25; see also Lenzi 2008, 98—100 for my interpretation of these
lines with regard to the cluster of associations between Ea, Gula, asitu, writ-
ing, and secrecy).

III 43-46: These lines have provoked a variety of translations due to the
ambiguity of the verb wubilla in 111 44 and III 45 (i.e., is it a first person or a
third person verb?), the uncertainty of the antecedents to the pronominal suf-
fixes in Il 4546, and the lack of any indication of where Ur-Nintinugga’s
direct speech ends. My translation here (compare SAACT 7, 39) is based on
the assumption that these lines form a quatrain of two couplets. In good Akka-
dian narrative poetic fashion, the first couplet announces an action, and the
second couplet provides the description of the fulfillment of the action. Ur-
Nintinugga speaks in the first couplet in a first person voice. The protagonist,
resuming his own first person voice, then describes the figure’s subsequent
actions in the third person. These two men are the central actors, each of whom
mentions another, secondary actor associated with them in the first and fourth
lines of the quatrain, respectively: Marduk, who sends Ur-Nintinugga (111 43),
and Subsi-mesré-Sakkan’s servant, who receives the bandage (III 46), pre-
sumably to apply it. In the second couplet, the bandage moves from Ur-
Nintinugga’s hands (III 45) to the servant’s (I1I 46).

111 44: Subsi-mesré-Sakkan: The protagonist of the poem is finally named.
He is also named in Tablet V 111 and 119. For an overview and brief discus-
sion of the administrative texts that associate Subsi-mesré-Sakkan and king
Nazimaruttas, named in V 100, see the Introduction. For discussions of the
meaning of the protagonist’s name in and for the poem, see the appendices in
chapters eight and nine.

111 44-45: si[mda]: The ends of MS II1.Dsjp, obv. 22" and 23’ read si-i[m-x].
Restoring these lines with si[mda], thus completing I1I 44 and III 45, follows
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von Soden 1990, 128, nn.43b and 44a. See likewise, Foster 2005, 403; SAACT
7, 24; and Oshima 2014, 96, 291. Campbell Thompson (1910, 19) suggests
si[mra), “prosperity,” followed by Langdon (1923, 52) and Lambert (1960, 50,
51), which looks more like a Joban parallel than a contextually plausible resto-
ration. Here Marduk delivers his healing bandage, which was praised in the
opening hymn (I 22).

111 46: he entr[usted’]: The restoration ipq[id], as best as I can discern, goes
back to Landersdorfer (1911, 17) and has been widely adopted ever since (see,
e.g., Langdon 1923, 53; Lambert 1960, 50; SAACT 7, 24; Oshima 2014, 96). It
is a plausible but not certain restoration. Mayer suggests ips[ih] with Marduk
as the subject, which forms the basis for his novel interpretation of III 46
(2014, 279). | my servant: MS 111.Dsjp, obv. 24" has [a-n]a mut-tab-bi-li-ia and
MS III.Hsip, obv. 5', [a-na m]ut-tab-bi-le-e. Mayer takes the reading in MS
III.Hs;jp as definitive evidence that both MSS must be understood as attesting a
plural form of the substantivized participle rather than a singular form. If he is
right, this plural would create an incongruence for my translation, which takes
muttabbilu as the antecedent of the pronominal suffix on gatussu, “his hand”;
thus, one servant (see also Lambert 1960, 51; von Soden 1990, 128; Foster
2005, 403; and Oshima 2014, 97). If, however, we give the reading in MS
II1.Ds;p the definitive role, then we can explain the reading in MS III.Hs;p, writ-
ten in a Neo-Babylonian ductus, as a copyist’s error. (Perhaps the scribe mis-
took a IA as E.) One can hope that future duplicates to this line will clear away
the uncertainties.

III 47: he sent: The subject of the verb is Marduk, the one who sent the
messenger bearing the message (see 111 43).

IIT 49: This line is poorly understood with a variety of interpretations and
restorations (see Oshima 2014, 291), none of which is entirely compelling. We
must await a duplicate for a more certain understanding of the line. | protract-
ed’: Lambert reads Ms II1.Dsjy, obv. 27" Ti"\-ri-ku, “protracted,” apparently a
poetic by-form of the adjective arku. Following von Soden (1990, 128, n.48a),
SAACT 7, 24 reads e-re-ku, “I was awake” (39; see also Foster 2005, 403).
But, the new Ms III.Hsj,, obv. 8" unambiguously reads i-ri-ku, first noted by
Mayer (2014, 278; see now also Oshima 2014, 417). Oshima interprets these
signs as i-tal-ku, “departed” (97; in the subjunctive). | @ snake [...]: SAACT 7,
following von Soden (1990, 128, n.48b), restores i[t-tas-lal] at the end of the
line, “(a snake) sl[ithered by]” (pp. 24, 39; see likewise Foster 2005, 403).
Oshima restores the final word as e#-[gu-ru], “intertwined” (291-92, 417) and
translates the line as a subordinate clause: “(When,) from the illness, the in-
ter[twined] snake departed ...” (97). For now, I leave the lacuna unfilled.
However, in the spirit of speculation, one may very well wonder if the role of
the snake at this post-deliverance moment in the narration intends to provide a
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good omen. In this regard, note the opening line to Summa alu XCVTI: [Summa
amélu] am ana ili utnennu siqa ina alakisu serru ana panilsSu ... tleslissu
Semat aransu pal(tir], “[if] a snake [...] in front of a man when he is walking in
the street on the day he prayed to Zis personal god, [...] his [p]rayer was heard,
his guilt is forg[iven]” (see Rendu Loisel 2016, 301, line 44'—45’ for the text).

IIT 50: [...]: Oshima (2014, 96, 292, 417) tentatively suggests restoring
S[AL.LAGAB] = b[iritu], “fetters,” at the end of both MS II.Ds;,, obv. 28" and MS
III.H,s;p obv. 9', which is based on Lambert (1960, 51). But the old photograph
of MS III.Dsj, (Ph395) shows what looks to be U[D x].

IIT 51-52: This couplet reverses the anger expressed in [ 41-42. In 1 41-42
Beél and Marduk are in synonymous parallelism; in III 51-52, in contrast, it is
belr, “my lord,” and Marduk that are in synonymous parallelism. See the note
on [ 41 above.

11 51: was st[illed]: The restoration of the final verb in the line, i-[nu-hu]
(so Lambert 1960, 50), goes back to Langdon (1923, 52; see similarly,
Landersdorfer 1911, 18). | my lord: 1t is only here in the poem that the protago-
nist explicitly accepts the lordship of Marduk as his own (see Lenzi 2012, 43,
n.18 and Haubold 2019, 217, 221, n.37; see also the notes on I 41, IIT 15, and
111 18 above).

11 52: ipp[asru]: MS 111.Ds;p, obv. 30" reads ip-p[a-...] and MS III.Hsj,, obv.
11", i[p-...]. I follow von Soden in restoring a form of pasaru (1990, 128,
n.51a). Lambert (1960, 50; see already Langdon 1923, 53) restores a form from
pasahu (likewise, Oshima 2014, 96, 417). There is no substantive difference
between these two options.

III 53: [...]: The partial sign in MS III.Hsj,, obv. 12’ precludes restoring a
form of maharu (e.g., ifm-hu-rul), as might seem likely from the content of the
first half of the line. See Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 157.

1T 54: his ... [benevolent alttention: The restoration [nashu]rsu at the head
of the line (in MS III.Ds;jp, obv. 32'; MS IIL.LEas, rev. 23; and MS III.Hsjp, obv.
13") follows von Soden’s suggestion (1990, 128, n.53a; see likewise Foster
2005, 403 and Oshima 2014, 96, 417). If correct, the word harks back to the
opening hymn’s use of the N-stem of saharu to describe Marduk’s mercy: “like
a cow with a calf, he is ever attentive (ittanashara)” (1 20). | he re[velal[ed]:
Following Oshima’s suggestion, I read u-ka[l-/]i-[mu] in MS II1.Hg;p. I restore a
subjunctive because I think III 51-55 may form one long chain of subordinate
clauses. The translation of the line is, however, tentative and open to other in-
terpretations (see Oshima 2014, 293-94).

IIT 55: [igbli: The restoration at the head of the line modifies von Soden’s
suggestion (1990, 128, n.54a) in light of the reading [...]-# in the new MS
1. Hsip, obv. 14'. This suggests the verb at the head of the line is in the sub-
junctive. | “Mercy! He is ut[terly exhaust]ed”: See III 35 for the same expres-
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sion. Strictly speaking, Marduk did not utter this expression that the protago-
nist attributes to him; it is the female dream figure who does in III 35. In any
case, the protagonist clearly sees his announced deliverance here as the equiva-
lent of Marduk’s relenting of his anger (Il 51-52), receiving of the protago-
nist’s prayers (III 53), and turning toward the protagonist with benevolence (111
54).

IIT 57: Suklulu: The reading follows MS III.Hsj,, obv. 16', Suk-lu-lu. MS
III.E Az, rev. 26 reads du-Iul, which must be an error (see Oshima 2014, 294),
though it is unclear to me how one might explain its origin.

IIT 58-61: Finally, here in these broken lines we find the protagonist’s first
explicit mention of his sin.

III 61: See the note to II1 66 below.

III 62: It is unclear how MS III.LEag, rev. 31 fits into this line: [...] T™MI ID?
[...]

IIT 63—64: These lines are not currently preserved in any published witnesses.

IIT 65-66: In my reconstruction of the text, these lines are only represented
by traces in MS III.Ds;p, rev. 1'-2".

III 66: Oshima reads MS III.Ds;p, rev. 2" as [...-f]i-i[a ...] (2014, 418) and
aligns this with MS Comnin, rev. 8, thus restoring the text I have placed in III 61
above (without the conjectural conjunction at its head) here at III 66. Others
place Ms Comnin, rev. 8 at III 61, as above (see Lambert 1960, 50, where his
line 60 should have been line 61 [see p. 345]; von Soden 1990, 129; Foster
2005, 403; and SAACT 7, 24). Oshima’s objection to placing the line at III 61
is also based on the perceived available space in MS III.E4s, rev. 30 and MS
[I.Hsip, obv. 207, both of which have room for at least one wide sign or two
regular signs at the beginning of the line. This gap is the reason Lambert pro-
poses a conjunction at the head of III 61, written & for MS III.LEas and which
now must also be restored in MS III.Hs;jp. If MS Comnin, rev. 8 is to align with
them at II1 61, then we must posit the conjunction’s absence in that witness.

IIT 68: [he alpplied: The reconstructed text, [uttelhham-ma (see Lambert
1960, 52, which is based on Langdon [1923, 54]), literally means “he brought
(his spell) near.” A school tablet, MS III.gs;p, obv. 2'—unavailable to Lambert
in 1960—may provide confirming evidence for the restoration, but its reading
is quite difficult. A conservative reading of what remains yields: 'x x1-[(x)-e]k-
Tha-aml-ma. Gesche, the first to publish the tablet, reads [uf]-"te-eh-ha-am-ma
(2001, 558), which SAACT 7 follows (24). Oshima, who thinks the first traces
in the line belong to III 67,3 reads [uf-té-elh-Tha-am'-[m]a (2014, 418). And
Mayer reads "i-tes-eh-ha-am'-ma (2014, 279). Perhaps it is best to understand

30 The excerpt of Ludlul puts two poetic lines on each line of the tablet.
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the first x in the conservative reading as the last sign of III 67. The second x
might be read Tu'. A missing sign, the [(x)] above, could then be restored as fe
(or similar value). The resulting verb would be "i'-[te-e]h-Tha-am'-ma. In any
case, we are all still looking to confirm the older restoration in one way or an-
other. Lambert’s new copy of the tablet (George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 158),
unfortunately, does not resolve the issue. | ais spell of life and well-being: The
reconstruction of the second half of this line has caused considerable disagree-
ment, even after the publication of Ms IIl.gs;p, rev. 2', which Gesche (2001,
558) reads ta-a-si @ SE SU GUM (?) (see Lambert 1960, 52—53 and von
Soden 1990, 129, n.77b; and, subsequent to Gesche, SAACT 7, 24,3! Mayer
2014, 279, and Oshima 2014, 99, 418). Fadhil and Jiménez (2019, 159, n.9)
provide the best reading of the school tablet, sa DIN u Su-lum, which they also
find in a collation of MS IIL.Dsip, rev. 4": T5a" bla]-Tla'-Tru*3? u §[ul-mi] and in
an unpublished duplicate, although the nouns are transposed: BM 54633 +,
obv. 8': te-e Sul-mi u ba-la-tu.>?

IIT 69—75: These lines reverse the demonic attacks described in IT 51-57.

IIT 69: [he dro]ve: The restoration at the head of the line follows Lambert
1960, 52.

111 70: he carrie[d off]: The Sippar school tablet MS IIl.gs;p, obv. 3’ clearly
reads u-kas-sSid <<di>> di-i in the second half of this line (see Gesche 2001,
558; compare Oshima 2014, 419), indicating that the verb is ukassid, “he ex-
pelled.” See the copies in Gesche 2001, 558; Oshima 2014, pl. XI; and
Lambert’s in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 158. MS IIL.Ds;p, rev. 5’ reads u-bi[/
...] (so Lambert 1960, 52, which goes back to Campbell Thompson 1910, 19;
see Lambert’s copy [1960, pl. 14] and the old photograph PhK396). Because
the school tablet preserves the full verb clearly, its reading was adopted in the
composite text of SAACT 7 (24). However, it may very well be that our young
scribal student has made a mess of things in his exercise tablet, mistaking u-bi-
il in his Vorlage for u-kas-sid <<di>>. In any case, my preferred reading now
is in MS IH.DSip.

III 71: [he se]nt: The restoration follows Lambert 1960, 52.

M1 73: ustés[ir]: Our only legible witness to the final verb is MS III.Ds;p, rev.
8', which reads us-te-"x1-[...]. SAACT 7, 25, following von Soden’s suggestion

31 My reading of the school tablet, which was not registered in the apparatus of SAACT 7,
posited some errors, §d <i>-§e-su'(SU) lum-<nu>, in an attempt to harmonize it with Lambert’s
copy of MS IIL.Dsjp. The error lay with me, of course, who did not differentiate the four wedges—
which I read SE (and Oshima reads KAM; 2014, 418)—comprising DIN and u.

32 Lambert’s copy has SU U (1960, pl. 14).

3 T have not had access to this duplicate, which I assume will be published in Hitinen’s new
edition.
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(1990, 129, n. 82 a), restores (Sadad) us-te-I[i], “he made her disap[pear] (39).
Lambert restores us-te-e[s-sir], ustessir, a durative from eséru. Similarly,
Oshima: us-te-e[s-sir] (2014, 419). Given how little room there is in the break
at the end of the line, perhaps it is best simply to restore us-te-s[ir] (see Lang-
don 1923, 54), which I think is compatible with the traces and the typical shape
of the BU (= $ir) sign on this tablet.

1T 74: the current of the waters: For an explanation of the cosmographical
understanding behind the image in this line, see Oshima 2014, 295-96.

W1 77: like smoke: Contrary to previous translations and specifically my
translation in SAACT 7, 39, Streck argues that at the head of this line “kima
introduces a comparative clause: ‘He removed unpleasant sleep, as if the
heavens were filled with smoke’. Note that §amé is a Late Babylonian nomina-
tive” (2013, 220; compare also von Soden’s translation [1990, 129]). Given,
however, the other simple comparatives in the first half of 111 79 (imbaris) and
11 81 (kima nalsi mizsi) and the similar syntax III 77 shows with III 79, I think
a simple comparison makes the best sense here.* | ustabil: Ms 11L.gsip, obv. 7',
which reads [...]-bil, establishes the proper reading of the final verb in the line
(see Mayer 2014, 279 and Oshima 2014, 419), contrary to Gesche (2001, 559)
and SAACT 7, 25, who read us-ta-rig. (MS 111.Ds;p, rev. 12" provides the first
two syllables clearly.)

1T 78-79: Ludlul 11 78 is only attested on MS IIl.Dsjp, rev. 13’ and MS
II1.gsip, obv. 7. The former reads: ina us-u-a a-a né- u-u ni-se-es; the latter: us-
t-a a-a né-"u-u(-")(<<u(>>") ni-§i-is. (Note the assonance and alliteration.)
The part of the line after (ina) it ’a ayya has presented problems for translators.
In fact, Lambert left it untranslated, despite having a clear reading of MS
II.Dsip (1960, 53; see CAD N/2, 199-200). SAACT 7, 25 follows Gesche
(2001, 559) in reading the u in MS IIl.gs;, as part of the previous word, render-
ing the phrase (like Gesche), “[m]y turning to the people*® (with ‘woe’ and
‘alas’)” (39; see also Foster 2005, 404, with less certainty). Despite providing a
clear object (the infinitive né u) for the verb in III 79 (usatbi), this understand-
ing is no longer compelling to me. Alternatively, perhaps the « in MS III.gs;p is
the conjunction (see Oshima 2014, 419, presumably left out in MS III.Dsj, due
to the preceding U), in which case we have two coordinated words at the end of
the line. Oshima takes the first word as the infinitive of né u, “to turn back”
(see p. 529), and the second as the same from nasasu, “to shake” (Oshima
2014, 296). He renders the line “[i]n the cries of pain (lit.: woe and grief),

3 If we had other MSS preserving this phrase beyond Ms III.Dsip, rev. 12', which reads ki-ma
qut-ru, the issue may not have even arisen.
35 Compare von Soden, who understands the -i§ as having a comparative sense (1990, 129).
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pushing and shaking (me)” (99), which seems unclear to me; and this under-
standing provides no object for the verb in III 79. (It seems likely to me that the
u in MS II.gsip is simply another scribal mistake by our somnolent(?) student
scribe.) The rendering of the line adopted here takes its lead from a few lines in
an incantation against mamitu in Bit Rimki (Mayer’s Samas 44; 1976, 415
16),3¢ which resonate with the present context in Ludlul 111.

[lis]si sar bért ina zumriya (compare 111 83)
[kima] qutri litelli samé (compare 111 77)
[kTlma imbari liné a ugarsu (compare 111 79)

[May it (i.e., the curse) with]draw far, far away from my body,
May it continuously ascend to the heavens [like] smoke,
May it turn back like fog to its field (i.e., whence it came).

These lines do not describe (wished-for) actions that are completely congruent
with those of Marduk in Ludlul 111 78-79, but they are nevertheless suggestive.
Marduk’s turning back (né u) of the protagonist’s groans and laments in III 78
is likened to (the turning back of) a (broken) oath that brings evil.?” In III 79
Marduk lifts (usatbi) them (i.e., the elided object of the verb in IIT 79 is the
same as the stated object of the infinitive in IIT 78) like a fog. | that co[vered’]:
Only MS III.Ds;jp, rev. 13’ preserves this line, and it breaks before the line’s
completion. It reads: #-Sat-bi im-ba-ris KL.TIM us-[x (x)]. Streck (2013, 220)
suggests restoring us-[tas-bit], citing a similar phrase in line 261 of Sargon’s
Eighth Campaign: qutursunu usatbi-ma pan Samé kima imbari usasbit, “their
smoke rose and covered the face of the heavens like a fog” (Mayer 2013, 122
and Frame 2021, no. 65, line 261 [p. 295]). However, the first verb in III 79,
usatbi, suggests the fog is rising so we do not expect the ersefu to be the thing
covered in Ludlul *® And, in his posited parallel, it is the heavens that are cov-
ered. Taking a different tack: The context here in Ludlul emphasizes putting
distance between the protagonist and his former afflictions (note the use of the
S preterite of nesii in III 81 and the use of §@r bért in 111 83), which might

36 See Laessoe 1955, 58, lines 86-88 for the text and the parallels from A3Sur in Maul 2019,
1.233, lines 36-38.

37 Note that mamitu and nisu appear together in many texts related to the evils associated with
broken oaths and curses. See simply CAD M/1, 192—194. For legal and socio-religious aspects of
mamitu and how it fits into the Mesopotamian worldview and therapeutic repertoire, see Maul
2019, 1.9-24 (German), 33-46 (English).

38 In addition, CAD Q, 326 notes that the verb usasbit in line 261 of the Sargon text, is likely
an error for uSaship or usaktim. The phrase at the head of line 216—just before the citation
above—uses usasbit to describe setting fire to houses. Thus, it may very well be the case that the
scribe mistakenly repeated the verb at the end of the line to describe the smoke.
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commend a restoration in the second verb of III 79 that does the same. In keep-
ing with this idea, Oshima restores the verb as ustarid, “made them descend”
(2014, 419, 99), that is, to the netherworld (ersefu). But this seems somewhat
incongruent with the first verb in the line. And, we would likely expect a prep-
osition before ersetu if the verb is from arddu. Because there only seems to be
room enough for one more sign on the tablet in this line (see the restorations in
the several lines previous to and following IIT 79 in MS III.Ds;j, [Oshima 2014,
419]), we might consider restoring the verb to a S preterite of réqu, usrig, used
elsewhere in describing the banishment of nisu (Reiner 1956, 136, line 71). If
so, I think we should expect a preposition indicating the direction of the re-
moval, e.g., ana erseti. (Since only one MS attests this line, perhaps the preposi-
tion has fallen out of it. But, this is a desperate measure to save what is essen-
tially a guess.) What if, however, we are looking in the wrong direction for the
restoration? All three of the above proposals assume that III 79 has a syntax
something like IIT 81 and III 83, that is, the two verbs in the line describe
Marduk’s actions. But, what if the syntax in III 79 parallels III 77, that is, one
verb describes Marduk’s action (ustabil / usatbi—note the homophony) and the
other is part of a subordinate phrase that modifies the noun in the comparison
(qutru / imbaru). This parallel syntax would also create a merism between the
heavens in III 77 and the earth/netherworld in III 79, indicating the complete
banishment of evils in the quatrain (IIl 76—79). The problem is finding a verb
that fits with the preserved initial sign (us-[...]), the imagery of the fog, and the
available space. Sahapu and katamu stand out as likely candidates among verbs
commonly used with imbaru (CAD /], 107-108), but I do not see any way to
make sense of the line with a causative form of either, which, in any case,
would require several signs fitting into the break. The only other real possibil-
ity that I can imagine is a SD form of malii (CAD M/1, 188), usmallii (us-[mal-
u]).* This is my tentative best guess, which likely requires us to imagine the
scribe violating his right margin on the tablet. Only a duplicate, of course, will
resolve the uncertainties.

IIT 80: [s)i’is kabt[u]: The restorations follow von Soden (1990, 129,
n.89a).

111 81: ustes[si]: The restoration follows Lambert (1960, 52).

II 82: §ibih mii[$i’]: The restoration revives an old suggestion from
Campbell Thompson 1910, 20 and Langdon 1923, 55, tentatively. Lambert
(1960, 52) prefers sibih mii[ti], “deathly shroud” (53), which has been widely
adopted in translations and editions ever since (e.g., SAACT 7, 25 and Oshima
2014, 98). Given the verb unammir, “he brightened,” in III 83 with reference to

3 See already Campbell Thompson (1910, 20), who restored us-[mal-li(?)].
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the protagonist’s vision, however, which reverses the description in the present
line, an image of darkness here rather than death would seem to fit the context
very well. As for sibhu, the word is a hapax and may not mean “shroud” at all,
as CAD $/2, 377 indicates—a meaning that may very well have been influ-
enced by Lambert’s restoration (cited in the entry). In AHw, von Soden assigns
the meaning “Ablagerung” (1227) to the word, based on the meaning of the
(rather poorly attested) verb from which it is derived, sabahu (AHw, 1118, s.v.
sabahu 1T; CAD S/, 3, s.v. sabahu B), “to settle, be deposited” (so CDA4, 341),
though von Soden translates it here in the poem with “Schorf” (1990, 129).
Another noun derived from the same verb may help us discern the meaning of
Sibhu here, namely, Sabihu. Aside from a couple of broken lexical texts, this
word occurs exclusively in celestial omens and a couple of famitu-queries
(CAD $§/1, 11), suggesting §abihu may be something of a technical term. When
a Sabthu covers the moon or Venus, it changes its appearance. The CAD sug-
gests the word denotes “some atmospheric phenomenon resembling dust or
mist” (11). I suggest with my translation “haze” that §ibsu may also be some
kind of atmospheric phenomenon. Such a meaning for the word compliments
well the blurry eyes at the head of the line. Further support may be found in the
last line of the previous couplet (III 81), where we have the image of the “dew
of night” (nalsi miisi), a feature within the same semantic sphere as suggested
here for Sibil miisi.

IIT 83: nit[li]: The restoration follows Lambert (1960, 52) but see already
Campbell Thompson 1910, 20.

III 86: ni[pissu]: The restoration follows Lambert (1960, 52).

IIT 87: [at once]: Oshima (2014, 98, 420) reasonably suggests restoring za-
mar, “immediately,” in the gap at the end of MS IIl.Dsj,, rev. 21". (There is
room for at least two signs.) One might also consider sur-ris, “quickly, at
once,” as I have tentatively restored. Note the similarities to the Great Prayer
to Marduk, no. 1, line 60, rumme maksisu lippus surris, “loosen his shackles
that he may breathe freely at once” (Oshima 2011, 160 and CAD N/1, 288).

III 88: Aside from the opening two signs in the line in MS III.Bsjy, rev. 4/,
MS III.Dsjp, rev. 22" is our only textual witness here, which reads Sap-ta-a-a sa
il-lab-ba il-qa-a KAL-Tx1-[x]. Despite having all but the last sign or two, trans-
lators do not agree on the line’s meaning. | which were parched’: The precise
meaning of illabba here with reference to the protagonist’s lips is disputed.
Lambert translated “[m]y raving lips” (1960, 53); von Soden, “[m]eine Lippen,
die ausgedorrt waren” (1990, 130); Foster, “[m]y babbling lips” (2005, 404);
SAACT 7, “[m]y lips, which were raging” (40); and Oshima, “my lips, which
had been grumbling (lit. was raging)” (2014, 99, 298). If the form is to be de-
rived from lababu A, “to rage” (CAD L, 7), then we expect something along
the lines of the protagonist’s lips exhibiting anger (thus, “raging”) or, perhaps
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better, showing some other sign of his being in a heightened emotional state
(“raving,” “babbling,” etc.), all of which, however, would seem to require
some kind of speech or utterance (see Oshima’s completion of the line below).
But, the following lines in the poem describe the protagonist’s mouth, teeth,
and tongue as tightly shut and unable to function properly (III 90-95). Whatev-
er illabba means, I no longer think it involves articulation. Unlike the other
lexica, the CAD recognizes a homonymous lababu B (L, 7), attestations of
which are limited to here in Ludlul 111 88 and an OB letter. The entry bases the
meaning of the proposed root on the adjective labbu A, “withered(?)” (CAD L,
23), which is exclusively used in lexical contexts describing unhealthy date
palms (e.g., Nabnitu C, 160-166; see MSL 16, 268-69).4° If we follow this
admittedly precarious etymological connection, we might understand the pro-
tagonist’s lips in Ludlul as somehow dried out or, as with von Soden’s contex-
tual inference (1990, 130, n.97a), parched (so CAD L, 94). | stricken: 1 suggest
Ms I11.Ds;p should read le'(IL)-ga-a, providing another passive form to describe
the condition of the protagonist’s lips. Note the similar expression in Gilgames
X1 127: sabba saptasunu leqa buhreéti, “their lips were parched, being stricken
with fever” (George 2003, 1.170-71; his translation). With what are the
protagonist’s lips stricken? We can only make an educated guess. | th[irst’]:
Oshima suggests the line ends with dan-n[a-ti] and renders the result: the pro-
tagonist’s lips “(had) been speaking (lit.: took) harsh [words]” (2014, 99, see
also 298, 420). But this does not work in context, as pointed out above.*!
Campbell Thompson suggests the line be restored dan-[nu-ti-si-na(?)], “(he
took) their strength” (1910, 20, 23). But there is only room for two signs in the
break. My guess adopts the CAD’s restoration of the line (see CAD L, 7, 94),
lapl[apta]. It works in context but, of course, is uncertain.

IIT 89: their blisters: Previous translations take pul-hat-si-na in MS II1.Ds;p,
rev. 23’ to mean “their fears” or some other emotion of distress (Lambert 1960,
53, Oshima 2014, 99, “their terror”; SAACT 7, 40, Langdon 1923, 56, “their
fear”; Foster 2005, 404, “their distress”; von Soden 1990, 130, “das Furcht-
bare”). I now think we should derive the word from pulhitu, pl. pulhdtu, “sore,
blister,” as does CAD P, 503. This makes much better sense in context. | de-
formation: This translation of kisru follows Foster 2005, 404. | ip[tur]: The
restoration at the end of the line follows Langdon 1923, 56.

40 Landsberger treated this passage in his work on the date palm (1967, 15). Note in his com-
ments there that he entirely disallows the verb in our passage to be derived from lababu A.

41" Also, I do not think the copy or photograph (PhK 396) of Ms IIL.Dsj, will support reading
the second sign as NA (see Lambert 1960, pl. 14). The horizontal is too low.
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IIT 90: saba[r]is as[tu]: The restoration follows Lambert 1960, 52. For the
translation, see CAD S, 3 and Oshima 2014, 99. For astu with Saptan, “lips,”
see I 117. Note also forms of ussutu with sikru, “speech,” in Nab-Suma-ukin’s
long prayer to Marduk, rev. 23 and 26 (see Finkel 1999, 327, lines 68 and 71
and my treatment at http://akkpm.org/P499184.html; differently, Oshima 2011,
322).

IIT 91: he wliped clean]: MS IIL.Dsjp, rev. 25" is the fullest witness to this
line, which breaks off before revealing the final verb clearly. The restoration
us-[mas’-si’] follows Oshima’s alternative suggestion for the restoration of this
line (2014, 301). Oshima prefers to follow the suggestion in CAD M/1, 360,
us-[tam-bif], “he w[iped away],” in his composite text (99, see also 301, 420).
Streck suggests we restore us-[tak-kil], which has a similar meaning (2013,
220, citing a parallel in CAD $/3, 219, lexical section). The problem I see with
both of these suggestions is one of space. Lines before and after the present
line in MS IIl.Dsi, only show one sign missing, suggesting we only have
enough room in rev. 25’ for one sign or perhaps two small signs, such as MAS
and SI. In any case, we must await a duplicate for certainty.

I 92: ittasbata: MS 11.Ds;ip, rev. 26' reads it-ta-as-ba-ta. MS 111.Cpqp, rev.
3" [...]-x-tas-bi (see Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 156).
Perhaps the BI is a mistake for BAD, which could be read -bata. | inne[bta]:
The restoration at the end of the line follows Lambert 1960, 52.

III 93: birissina: Most previous translators have understood biritu here in its
fetter-related sense (CAD B, 254-55), including SAACT 7, 40 (“their bind-
ing”). But the present context is the only booked metaphorical usage of the
term, and it is unclear how this “fetter” usage fits with the other noun + pro-
nominal suffix in the line, irdasin, “their foundations.” Also, I know of no case
in which the release of some kind of binding or manacle is described with a
form of petii, a term often used with reference to body parts. For these reasons,
I think von Soden’s translation, “(er schuf wieder) Raum zwischen ihnen”
(1990, 130), is to be preferred. Thus, biritu in III 93 is to be understood in its
more typical sense as “the area between,” which in this context means the
space between the upper and lower teeth when the mouth is open. | uSpar{rir’]:
Oshima suggests restoring us-tam-[ma-a] at the end of MS IIL.Ds;p, rev. 27’, our
fullest witness to the line (2014, 98; compare p. 420), and translates, “[h]e ...
let their jaws (lit. their roots) [speak]” (99). Bottéro (1977, 20) translates the
second half of the line “et libére les mandibules,” followed and noted by Foster
(2005, 404, 409), but I have no idea how to retrovert the French verb to an
Akkadian one that begins us-UD-[...]. Building on the above understanding of
the first half of the line, I think restoring uspar{rir], “he spread out (their foun-
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dations),” is worth consideration. Although I can find no instance of the verb
used with iSdu (irdu),** the action of the verb makes sense in the anatomical
situation if we understand isdu as a reference to the foundation or seat of the
teeth, i.e., the jaw, as Bottérro (1977, 20), Foster (2005, 404), and Oshima
(2014, 99) do. For isdu with other anatomical features (human and animal), see
CAD I/], 240.

11 94: [/]a i[le” 'u]: The restoration follows Campbell Thompson 1910, 20.

I 95: became clear’: The second verb in the line is only attested in MS
HI.Dsip, rev. 29", Tikl-da-ad. 1f it is to be derived from hadadu 1, “to rustle,
roar” (CDA, 100), its meaning in this context is uncertain. Lambert renders it
“became plain” (1960, 53); Foster, “became fluent(?)” (2005, 404; likewise,
CAD T, 164); Oshima, “become clear (lit.: sharp)” (2014, 99 with discussion
on pp. 301-302). Von Soden does not translate the verb and offers another pos-
sible reading, id’-da-gir, though this too evades his understanding (1990, 130
and n.104a) and does not seem compatible with the traces on the tablet.

11 97: he healed: Literally, “he made ... good.” Lambert read this first verb
in the line as us-tib-ma, which is the clear reading in the Assyrian MS Comnin,
rev. 12. The verb is also attested in MS II1.Dsjp, rev. 31" and MS II1.Bs;p, rev. 13/,
both of which we must assume Lambert read similarly because he does not
provide any indication of a variant in his apparatus (1960, 54 or addenda for
the latter). However, I think the final sign in both should be read BA rather
than MA; thus, MS Ill.Dsip: [x]-fib-ba, and MS IIL.Bs;p, us-tib-ba. For MS
I1.Ds;p, see already Campbell Thompson 1910, 20 and now Oshima 2014, 421.
For Ms II1.Bsip, compare the sign in question with the unequivocal BA in obv.
6’ and obv. 7' (see Lambert 1960, pl. 74 and Oshima 2014, pl. XLVII [obv. is
on the right]). The Commentary’s text is likely a mistake that goes back to a
Babylonian Vorlage. | irati Sa: The question at issue here is whether the SA
after i-ra-tu/ti (MS IIL.Ds;p, rev. 31" and MS Comnin, rev. 12) is a feminine pro-
noun referring back to the typically masculine ur udu in the previous line (thus,
iratisa, “its songs”) or a relative pronoun at the head of a subordinate clause
modifying iratu, understood as “chest” (irati sa, “my chest, which”). Most
translators opt for the former; Oshima chooses the latter (2014, 100, 302, 421),
though on his reading the second verb in the line, which he reads up-tal-Tlil",
has no subjunctive (as there is in his cited parallel, p. 302; see also Lambert
1960, 298). In favor of the relative pronoun reading, note that the SA is set

42 The verb is used, however, with other anatomical features, namely, the wings of a bird in a
gloss on Sumerian ba-bur-bur (CT 42 42 iii 5) and human ears (KAR 130 + KAR 131, 4:
lusparrira uzunka, “may (Anu) increase your understanding”), both cited in CAD $/3, 317 (lexi-
cal section), 318.
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apart from the preceding i-ra-fu on MS Ill.Dsj. The obverse of this witness
tends to align the second half of each poetic line (or what it perceives as the
second half) vertically on the tablet (see Lambert 1960, pl. 13). Space matters
to this scribe. Also, note how this MS separates the relative pronoun Sa in pre-
vious lines in the immediate context of III 97 (e.g., its rev. 26"). Although tak-
ing Sa as a relative pronoun is the better reading, perhaps we should consider a
double entendre; iratu is primarily the protagonist’s “chest” but has a second-
ary resonance with “song” in light of the relative clause that ends the line. |
uhtell[u]si*: Literally, “he made it constantly bright.” The form is a Dtn preter-
ite. MS III.Dsjp reads uh-ta[l-x-x]. Only MS Comnin provides evidence for the
full verb, but its reading is contested. Lambert (1960, 54) reads uh-ta[l]-x-5a
(see his note on p. 298, line 31). Von Soden (1990, 130, n.106b) reads uh-ta[l-
[]i, “it was brightened (like a flute),” but doesn’t do anything with the follow-
ing SA. SAACT 7, 25, following a suggestion in CAD M/1, 164 and U/W, 268,
reads uh-ta[l]-[i[]-sa (similarly, Oshima 2014, 421, without the pronominal
suffix),® except the -§¢ remained attached to the verb without noting it as a
mistake for -57 (“and c[aus]ed it to sound its songs like a reed flute,” p. 40). In
the Sjoberg Festschrift, Lambert reads MS Comnin as ih-tel-Tlus1-sa, “where,”
he writes, “-Sa> (confirmed by collation) must be an error for -si, referring back
to ur-ux-du, unless the form is corrupt” (1989, 335). This would seem to align
with von Soden’s reading in some ways. My idea here builds on Lambert’s but
takes iratu to mean ‘“chest” (as with Oshima), to which the pronominal suffix
on the final verb (-$i') refers.* It is admittedly without precedent for an iratu
“to be brightened” (various verbs) but this seems the best reading on present
evidence. A duplicate is required to confirm or correct our readings.

11 98: lu't: The reading follows MS III.Bs;p, rev. 14". MS II1.Dsjp, rev. 32’
may have read [mal]-a-ti, “my windpipe” (see Lambert 1960, 54 and Oshima
2014, 302, 421). | [akla’]: The restoration at the end of the line tentatively fol-
lows von Soden (1990, 130, n.107b; likewise, Foster 2005, 405). Lambert
(1960, 54) suggests sara, “wind,” instead; Langdon’s suggestion, nipsa,
“breath” (1923, 57), is semantically similar. Oshima, taking both /u'u and
ma’latu as having something to do with breathing, prefers Lambert’s restora-
tion (2014, 421, 99 with notes on p. 302), to which we should remain open un-
til a duplicate resolves the matter.

1T 99: its swelling went down: Lagd’'u means “scales, matter formed on
parts of the body, slag from a kiln” (CAD L, 37; see Lambert’s comments

43 Langdon explicitly rejects this reading (1923, 57, n.5).
4 For further explanation of the SA, see my textual note on MS Comnin, rev. 12 in chapter
nine.
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[1960, 298] and chapter six). Eséru means “to be straight, normal, well.” In this
context, the two together indicate that the swelling described in IIT 98 dimin-
ished.

I 100: <which’> was disturbed’: MS I11.Dsjp, rev. 34" is our best witness to
the beginning of the line, which reads: [x-x-x]-e-a s§d-su. Given the syntactical
pattern of the first line of the previous couplets, namely, a body part is fol-
lowed by a subordinate clause headed by sa (see III 80, 82, 84, 86, 88, 90, 92,
94, 96, 98), I wonder if MS III.Ds;, has left out the expected SA; thus, we could
read <$d> $d-Su-[x]. MS II1.Cpgab, rev. 11’ reads [...-§]u’-# (see also MS II1.Fas,
rev. 6: [...-S]u) before supplying the following noun clearly (see the next
comment on this line). Based on this evidence, we could reconstruct a compo-
site text that reads <§d> $d-su-1i, “which was disturbed” (see CAD S/2, 177),
which I have tentatively adopted here.*> What part of the body was so affected
is unclear, though it most likely is something in the lower gastro-intestinal re-
gion. | its provisions’: Although zunnisu is clearly attested on MS II1.Cpap, T€V.
11" (see Oshima 2014, pl. XI and Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019,
no. 156), it is difficult to imagine how translating the term with “its rain” (so
Oshima 2014, 101) could fit into this (broken) context as a description of a
body part. I wonder then if we have here another attestation of the little-known
homonymous zunnu (CAD Z, 162), derived from zananu, “to provide food.”
Perhaps adding support for this idea is the next line’s (probable) use of Sapdku,
a verb often used with reference to storing up grain (CAD $/1, 415-16).

1T 101: kitmurtu: The reading of this word follows the suggestion in CAD
K, 466; see likewise Oshima (2014, 100, 303, 421); see MS IIL.Ds;p, rev. 35"
kit-mur-tu. | usapplik]: Only two witnesses provide evidence for this verb, MS
[I.Dsjp, rev. 35’, which reads #-Tsap'-[x x x] X! x [(x)], and MS III.Cgap, rev.
12', i-Sap-"x1-[...]. Oshima reads the latter witness i-Sap-p[a-ak ...] (421),
which is precisely what we expect for a G durative derived from Sapaku. How-
ever, | think we must expect a preterite verbal form as is typical in the second
line of previous couplets in the immediate context. Also, MS III.Ds;, indicates
that the verb is a form of the D rather than G stem. Thus, I suggest MS III.Cgap
should be read u'(I)-Sap-p[i-ik ...]. For PI, compare the traces on the tablet (see
Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 156 vs. Oshima’s, pl. XI) with
the PI in rev. 15’ of the same witness.*® Of course, until a duplicate clarifies the
matter, the restoration must remain uncertain.

4 Compare Oshima, who reads [x-x]-e-a §d-q[i] in MS 11 Dsip (2014, 421), and then reads the
partial signs in MS III.Cgab, rev. 11" and MS IIL.Fas, rev. 6" in light of this, rendering the result, i.e.,
Sagqii, with “are high” (101).

46 T have collated the tablet with photographs.



3. SELECTED NOTES ON THE AKKADIAN TEXT AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION 155

IIT 102: [... which] was darkened: We expect some part of the body at the
head of the line, which the subordinate phrase then describes. For the meaning
of ummulu, see the note on 147 above. | hara 'is’: MS 1I1.Cgab, rev. 13’ reads ha-
ra-"x1. Oshima reads the last sign as -i[5] (2014, 421; and see his pl. XI) while
Lambert’s copy suggests he reads -7[i] (see George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 156);
MS II.Dsip, rev. 36" (with the benefit of MS II1.Cgab), reads Mha-ra-1-"i-is (see
Oshima 2014, 421). Oshima renders it “like being buried” without comment
(2014, 101). I wonder if we rather have an infinitive with a terminative adver-
bial -is as in III 90. In any case, the word’s meaning is unclear to me, though it
most likely refers to some incapacity of the body.

IIT 103: Only MS III.Cgap, rev. 14" provides text: [...-nli-fa-Su za-ma-ru
o]
1 104: was always empty”: The meaning of the verb is uncertain. With
Lambert (1960, 55), 1 tentatively understand it-tar-ru-ui in MS Comnin, rev. 14
as itarrii, a Gtn preterite from erii. Oshima (2014, 303) offers several alterna-
tives. For his composite text, Oshima (2014, 100) adopts the variant reading in
the new MS III.Cgab, rev. 15', ut-tar-ru-i, which he derives from the D stem
(not in the lexica, as he admits) of fari and translates “which had cramped (lit.:
been raised)” (101)—a kind of hunger pain (303). Perhaps MS II.Cgap pre-
serves a real variant. On the other hand, I wonder if the form on the tablet may
be the result of a scribal error (somewhere in the textual transmission behind
this tablet): A copyist could have conflated the horizontal wedges on the right
side of the preceding SU (of un-su) with the horizontal wedges on the left side
of what should have been copied as an IT, leaving wedges on the right side of
the IT that could then have been (mis)construed as UT. In any case, the mean-
ing of the verb is unclear.

IIT 105: Only MS II1.Cgap, rev. 16’ provides text: [...] A x sah-ha-Su [...].
Oshima reads the x as MES, thus, A.MES, “water” (2014, 100, 101). The sign,
however, looks like a combined SA and SU (see Lambert’s copy in George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 156). He renders the following signs sahhasu, “his/its
meadows,” which seems unlikely in what little context we have. I suggest, ra-
ther, that sahhu designates an anatomical disfiguration, perhaps “swelling,
scar” (so CDA, 312, s.v. sahhum 1I; see similarly CAD S, 56, s.v. sahhu B), or
the nodule of a tumor (so AHw, 1009, s.v. sahhii(m), “Geschwulstknoten™). It is
this disfiguration that the line (if it were complete) likely reverses.

I 107: AD HU TU: This is the likely reading of the last three signs in MS
II.Cgab, rev. 18'; see Lambert’s copy (George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 156). We
might interpret these to be athii, “I approached.” Oshima, on the other hand,
reads the last sign as UD (2014, 422) and translates the resulting athud with “I
became flourishing” (101). Both interpretations assume that the three signs
form a complete word. But, neither seems particularly compelling since we do
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not expect a first person verb in this litany of recovery (III 67ff.), which, apart
from one verb in IIT 87, uses third person verbs to describe both Marduk’s ac-
tions and the response of the protagonist’s body. Perhaps there is a causative of
tehi here at the end of the line. Or, perhaps, a form of sata@hu, “to become long,
elongated” (CAD S/2, 184-85), which might be just the remedy for a cramped
up gastro-intestinal organ. These are guesses. Only a duplicate will provide
clarity.

IIT 108: MS II1.Fas, rev. 14’ offers only a few broken signs. The heads of a
couple of signs in MS III.Cga, rev. 19" are undecipherable.

1T 109-110: MS III.F a5 (rev. 15'-16") is our only witness to these lines.

IIT 111-120: The remainder of Tablet III, presumably lines 111-120, are
not yet attested on a published tablet.

COM, LINES A—E

Com, lines a—e: These lines are only attested on MS Comnin, rev. 16, 18, 19,
21, and 23. It is unclear which among these belong to Tablet IIT and which to
Tablet IV. It is highly unlikely that they all belong to Tablet II1.47 It is possible,
though (I suspect) not likely, that they all belong to Tablet IV. We do not know
how many lines are missing between these lines.

Com, line a: ernama: The lexica are baffled by erna(ma) (see CAD E, 302,
AHw, 242, and CDA, 79 ). Lambert understands the signs via erinnu, which he
thinks is something that could be worn around the neck, a kind of collar or
stock or article of clothing (1960, 298-99); he renders the word with “(my
neck, which was ... slouched) in the collar” (55). Oshima, basing himself on
the Commentary’s understanding of the text, reads the signs ere-na-ma, trans-
lating the word as the Sumerian loanword erénu, “root” (2014, 102-3). Simi-
larly, von Soden, who translates the word as an adverb, “am Ansatz,” states
“[g]emeint ist hier wohl eine krankhafte Verdickung am Halsansatz” (1990,
131, n.a on line c). On present evidence, I do not see a better option.

Com, line b: It is not certain that line b forms the second line of a couplet.
Von Soden, for example, couples this line with the following one (1990, 131,
his lines d and e). Others do not attempt to pair the lines in the Commentary at
all. | amalis: The meaning of this word is unclear. The translation “like a tree”
(see also Foster 2005, 405; similarly, von Soden 1990, 131 and Oshima 2014,

47 Oshima’s idea that Ludlul consists of five rather than four Tablets with the newly posited
one occupying the penultimate place renders my previous puzzlings over the placement of some
of these lines obsolete (Lenzi / Annus 2011, 205).
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103) relies on the Commentary’s explanation, asihu, “fir tree” (see MS Comnin,
rev. 18). Lambert (1960, 55, see also 299) renders the term with “pillar.”

Com, line c: wrestler’s: Gamir abari, literally, “one who has total or perfect
strength,” designates a wrestler (CDA, 2).

Com, line d: The line is obscure and the words poorly understood. | ex-
pelling: Siisi may not be the infinitive here (so von Soden 1990, 131, n.b on
line f). It may be a name for a disease or a person with a disease, as the Com-
mentary implies (see MS Comnin, rev. 22 and my comments on this issue in
chapter nine). | nakimtu-disease’: See Oshima (2014, 304-5) for a round-up of
the possible meanings of this obscure term, perhaps to be derived from
nakamu, “to heap up, pile up.” (Differently, CAD N/1, 335-36, s.v. naqgmu.)
Whatever its derivation or precise meaning, the word must designate some kind
of unpleasant physical condition. | trimmed’: Following CAD S, 133, I take
sepéru here to indicate the paring or trimming back of the fingernails; see
likewise von Soden (1990, 131), Foster (2005, 405), and Oshima (2014, 103).
What the paring of nails means in context is not entirely clear. Oshima reason-
ably suggests it is a symbol of the protagonist’s restored health and return to
normal social life (2014, 305).

Com, line e: their ...: Oshima interprets MS Comnin, rev. 23 as r[u']-us'-Sa-
Sin, “their filth” (2014, 103) and develops two differing interpretations of the
line. On the one hand, manahtu, “fatigue,” and russu, “filth,” could refer to the
removal of negative effects of illness, which is how all previous translators
have understood it. On the other, the terms might refer to “cultivated land” and
“soil,” respectively, and thus the line could be translated “‘[h]e (Marduk) heaps
up their cultivated land and improves their soil’” (306). In the latter case, the
commentator’s explanations are simply misunderstandings. See the textual
notes on rev. 24 in chapter nine. In light of the uncertain reading, I leave the
matter unresolved.

3.4. TABLETIV

Section A: Unless otherwise stated, all restorations follow Oshima 2014,
102, 426-27 with reference to Lambert’s copy of Ms IV.Bsi, (George / Tani-
guchi 2019, no. 159), which is the only available witness for this section of the
poem, aside from two lines attested in the Commentary (lines f and g; see MS
Comnin, rev. 25-26).

IV §A 3’ (line f): [restrain]ed: Following Lambert, I restore a stative form
of ebétu, [ub-bu-fla, in MS Comnin, rev. 25. Oshima prefers either [in-ni-ib-t]a,
as in his reconstructed text (2014, 102), or [u-teb-bi-f]la (307).
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IV §A 4" [x]-Tx1-§ir: Oshima (2014, 102, 426) reads [us-t]e’-§ir, “[he has
made] ... straight” (103) tentatively (307) here. Lambert’s copy (George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 159) does not show the final sign clearly, though Geers’
older copy does (see Geers’ Notebook Ac, p. 43, s.v. Si.728).

IV §A 5': §a: Lambert’s copy shows traces of the SA (George / Taniguchi
2019, no. 159); compare Oshima 2014, 102, 426.

IV §A 6": Oshima reads and translates the few signs on this line as follows:
[du-un-[n]i’ ga-Tru-11, “[m]y strength (which had) been ta[ken a]way” (2014,
102-3). However, if the pattern of previous couplets in this context holds, we
would expect something positive to be expressed here about the protagonist’s
feet, introduced in the previous line. I conjecture restoring the line [d]u-un-
<ni>® Tgag'-ga-"rul u-[...], “he (Marduk) ... on firm ground,” which would
supply something both positive and foot appropriate.

IV §A 7' (line g): istat-x: The end of MS Comnin, rev. 26 reads is-ta-at-x [x
x] 'x1. Oshima restores this to i§-ta-ad-I[u'] with the result that the form of the
protagonist’s body “has become wider” (2014, 425, 426, 103).

IV A 12": [...] 'x X7 [...]: See Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019,
no. 159 and Geers’ copy, Notebook Ac, p. 43, s.v. Si.728.

IV, line h: dirt: The lexica define the poorly attested mammaii as “frost, ice,”
based on lexical lists (CAD M/1, 202 and AHw, 601, which hesitantly gives a
second meaning, “ein Kupfermineral”), but the Commentary explains the word
with Suhtu, “rust, patina” (see MS Comnin, rev. 28). Like other translators (e.g.,
Lambert 1960, 55 and Foster 2005, 405), I give preference to the Commen-
tary’s definition here. Lambert recognizes the word means “frost,” but writes
“the commentator’s suftu ‘verdigris, rust(?)’ ... must be approximately cor-
rect” (1960, 300). See also Oshima’s remarks (2014, 307).

1V, line j: On the bank of the river: As the ancient Commentary explains it
(MS Comnin, rev. 31), this is a reference to a river ordeal, hursanu. Oshima
offers extensive discussion of this juridical procedure (2014, 307-14), arguing
that in this particular situation, “if indeed ité nari in Ludlul IV, line j means the
river ordeal, it is very plausible that this section of the poem actually refers to
something like a river ordeal ceremony to officially grant pardon to the sufferer
after he had admitted his sins before Marduk” (314; see III 51-62).%

Section B: This section of the poem is currently only attested on MS
IV.Cnin, aside from two lines also attested in the Commentary (lines k and o;
see MS Comnin, rev. 32, 36). Lines | and m in the Commentary (MS Comnin, rev.

48 The NI could have been skipped due to its similarity to QAQ.
4 Earlier in his discussion, he states, “the aim of this procedure was not to prove his inno-
cence or righteousness but rather to demonstrate the absolution of his sins by Marduk” (309).
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33-34) are not preserved.® Line n (rev. 35) only preserves a partial explana-
tion. The placement of these three lines is uncertain, but they must somehow fit
in Section B between IV §B 10’ [= line k] and IV §B 16’ [= line o], if MS
IV.Cnin in fact preserves part of Ludlul TV.>! Unless otherwise stated, all resto-
rations follow Oshima 2014, 104, 427-28, collated with my own personal pho-
tographs (see also Oshima 2014, pl. XLVI for a photograph and Lambert’s
copy, 1960, pl. 17).

IV §B 4": eni-[...]: Oshima tentatively suggests restoring e-ni-[ni ...] or
e-ni-[it-ti ...], “penlalties]” (2014, 104, 105, 314, 427).

IV §B 5": NAG Tx': Oshima suggests restoring nag-b[at’], “utter[ance]”
(2014, 104, 105).

IV §B 10’ (line k): 7 was struck: Lambert reads the verb am-ma-rit (1960,
54; likewise, Langdon 1923, 60), deriving the verb from maratu, “to scratch, to
scrape off” (CAD M/1, 276; CDA, 197), though he translates “shaved” (55). I
follow von Soden’s reading of the verb, am-ma-sid (1990, 132, n.a on line m;
see likewise CAD M/1, 352; M/2, 311; Foster 2005, 406; and Oshima 2014,
104), taking the verb as an N preterite from masadu, “to be stricken,” though
its precise meaning here is uncertain. Given the fact that abbuttu in the second
half of the line can designate a distinctive hair style associated with slavery, we
might better consider translating masadu as having to do with removing that
hair style. Does “to strike” here mean the hair, situated on the forehead (see
next note), was chopped off? The verb can also be used in the sense of “to
comb out” (CAD M/1, 352); thus, “I was combed on the forehead,” though this
is awkward sounding in English. Whatever its precise meaning, the action of
the verb contributes to the protagonist’s release, as described in the second half
of the line. | forehead: Muttutu (an Assyrian spelling of muttatu) usually means
“half” but also seems to mean “headband” in NB sources (so CAD M/2, 312
with a question mark) and may mean “forehead” here (so Lambert 1960, 55;
Foster 2005, 406; CAD M/1, 352; and Oshima 2014, 105). Von Soden trans-
lates the term literally, “an der Hilfte,” leaving open the possibility that the
protagonist is actually struck on his torso (1990, 132). | slavery: lit., “the slave
hair style,” which metonymically stands for slavery. For more on abbuttu, see
my comments in chapter nine, page 381. | Although there are uncertainties in
the details, what the protagonist experiences in this line is part of his restora-
tion back into the community.

30 These lines are unlabeled in Lambert’s edition, noted only as “two lines missing” (1960,
54).

3! Given the five lines available in which to fit these three lines from the Commentary, I think
it likely that one of these three lines only preserved explanations. Thus, we should expect to fit
only two lines of poetic text into the five lines available between Ludlul IV §B 10" and 16".
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IV §B 14’ Oshima reconstructs the line [... ina é-sag-i]l(a) Si-g[u al-si],
“[... in Esagi]l [I recited] a Sigi-prayer” (2014, 104, 105, 428; note also the
mention of a §igi prayer in the following line). He wonders if perhaps this line
should be identified with line n in the Commentary, that is, MS Comnin, rev. 35
(104, 425, where he reads [(x) §i’-g]u’ before the explanation, Tre-e-mu, “mer-
cy”). For more on this idea, see my textual note to line n in chapter nine. Lines
1 and m (MS Comnin, rev. 33-34) are not extant. | Sigu prayer: Although the
context of this and the following line is extremely fragmentary, it seems likely
that the protagonist mentions that he engaged in offering a sigii prayer (a peni-
tential prayer) and its associated ritual actions. See Héatinen (forthcoming) for a
round-up of texts related to this kind of ritual-prayer. She suspects one of the
central themes of Tablet IV revolves around the ritual performance of a sigii in
the temple, though without more context it is difficult to be more precise (see
also the comments at V 37-66 below). For my comments on the public role of
the river ordeal and the §igi prayer after Marduk’s anger had abated (men-
tioned already in III 51-52), see chapter seven, page 298.

IV §B 16’ (line o): [Kunus-kladru: The restoration follows Lambert (1960,
56). The street’s name means “bow, fierce one” (Lambert 1960, 300; Oshima
2014, 316). See chapter nine, page 382 for further comments about this street’s
name, its explanation in the Commentary (MS Comnin, rev. 37), and its connec-
tion to Tintir V 63. The street has not yet been located precisely (see George
1992, 358 and Pedersén 2021, 201-2). | I walked along the street: For walking
along the street as an indication of full recovery of health, see CBS 12578, obv.
7, sigq alisu Salmes ikabbasu, “will he walk along his city’s street in full
health?” (see Lambert 2007, 101), part of a tamitu-query for a person lying on
their death bed. See also V 72. And note Zisa’s explanation of the open
path/way metaphor (2012, 25-26), cited in the appendix of chapter nine (note
175). | a free man: The CAD lists the present use of piserti as obscure (CAD P,
428, s.v. pisirtu). Since the term can refer to releasing via ritual exorcism, the
poet likely intends to state that the protagonist is now in such a state, which I
have rendered loosely with “a free man.” See similarly Lambert (1960, 56, “re-
leased”); von Soden (1990, 132, “als Erldster,” which he explains means
“[w]ortlich »im Zustand der Erlosung«,” [132, n.b on line o]); Foster (2005,
407, “in a state of redemption”); and Oshima (2014, 105, “in freedom”).

Section C: This section of the poem is currently only attested on MS
IV.Dnin, aside from one line also attested in the Commentary (line p; see MS
Comnin, rev. 38). Again, unless otherwise stated, all restorations follow Oshima
2014, 104, 428, collated with my own personal photographs (see also Oshima
2014, pl. XLVIII for a photograph and Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi
2019, no. 160).
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IV §C 1'-3": After the divine being at the head of each of these lines,
Oshima suggests restoring either at-(ta)-kil-ma or e-gi-ma in the gap (2014,
104, 428, with a brief comment on p. 316). While reasonable, we must await a
duplicate to confirm or correct the suggestion. In any case, the poem makes
explicit reference here in lines 2'-3’ to the protagonist’s personal gods for the
first time since Tablet 1.

IV §C 6’ (line p): learn from my example: Literally, “let him see by my
hand.” See CAD A/2, 22 for the idiom. For the implications of this line in
terms of the pedagogical purpose of the poem, see chapter eight, page 336.

IV §C 7": §a amat Babili: Oshima reads §¢ a-na(DIN') KA.DINGIR.RA[M .. ],
“the one who to Babylon” (2014, 104, 428), which would make the beginning
of this line parallel in syntax to the previous. The third sign may instead simply
be read KUR, so that the phrase reads sa amat Babili, “The one who [...] the
word/matter of Babylon,” which is how Hétinen takes it (forthcoming).

IV §C 8": eps[étu]: The copy of MS IV. Dnin, rev. 8" in CT 51 219 indicates
the whole SE and another wedge after it are on the tablet; similarly, Lambert’s
copy (George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 160). The tablet seems to have suffered
damage since its copying. The former sign is now only half on the tablet and
the latter wedge, likely a partial E, is completely missing.

IV §C 9': [his’]: Given the context, perhaps we have a pronominal suffix
after the break that refers back to the unnamed person whom the protagonist
addresses in a general manner in the context.

3.5. TABLET V

V 1-4, 5-8: Poetically, these eight lines look like individual cola rather than
full verses. In my view, the terse, two beat lines are a deliberate attempt to
draw attention to the lines’ content. In the first quatrain, V 1-4, each line com-
prises only two words. The first beat of each line emphasizes the protagonist’s
recognition of Marduk’s lordship and in the second Marduk’s action to restore
the health of the protagonist. Notice also that each word in the lines moves
from Marduk, represented with a noun or as the subject of a verb, to the pro-
tagonist, expressed by a first person pronominal suffix: lord — my / Marduk’s
restorative action — me. In the second quatrain, V 5-8, a prepositional phrase
designating the location of the protagonist’s previous peril (all images of the
grave) comprises the first beat of each line, replacing the epithet beli in V 1-4.
In continuity with V 14, the second beat of each line again has Marduk as the
subject of verbs, which now describe his redemptive actions on behalf of the
protagonist—how Marduk delivered the protagonist from death. The protago-
nist is the beneficiary of all of Marduk’s actions in V 1-8, represented by the
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accusative pronominal suffix on each of the eight verbs, -anni. (The poet is
slow to resume the typical four beats to a verse. He seems to build up to it, at-
taining and sustaining it only from V 17 onward.)

V 1-4: my [lord]: Lambert’s restoration (1960, 58) at the head of these four
opening lines to Tablet V, [be-I]i, although based only on the partial NI signs
on MS V.Ea;, obv. 14, is almost certainly correct. The verbs in the opening
lines of Tablet V (lines 1-21 at least and perhaps farther) all share the same
subject; Marduk is (first) named as that subject in V 13. He must, therefore, be
the subject of the verbs in V 1-4. Given this, bel7 is the most likely restoration
in these lines—one that I think contributes significantly to the interpretation of
the poem (see just below). The only other semi-viable alternative, given the
context, is to restore [i/]7, “my [god]” ([i-/]7). This may be particularly tempting
if one subscribes to the idea that in Ludlul Marduk essentially replaces the per-
sonal god®>—an idea that I do not think the poem posits or, in its present (and
fuller) form (than was available previously) can sustain. As already developed
in notes to 1 41, II 15, IIT 18, and III 51 above, the protagonist only recognizes
Marduk as his lord after his recovery is announced and commenced (see specif-
ically III 51-52, “after the heart of my lord was st[illed], and the mind of mer-
ciful Marduk was app[eased]”). Here at the beginning of Tablet V, the begin-
ning of the end of the poem, the protagonist emphatically recognizes his lord
Marduk as the source of his deliverance.

V 3: removed afflictions: What is being removed from the protagonist is left
unexpressed.>® (Note, CAD P, 299, which lists the present context as an ellipti-
cal use of the verb.) Oshima translates the verb “absolved me (of my sins)”
(2014, 107). Although sin and physical affliction are closely bound with one
another in the cultural context and thus his idea makes good conceptual sense, I
think the literary context of the opening quatrain suggests the verb has a mean-
ing more explicitly connected with the protagonist’s restored health (note V 4,
uballitanni, “he revived me” in the second line of the couplet formed with V
3). Thus, I supply “afflictions” rather than “sins.”

V 5: [from the pilt: Following Lambert (1960, 58), I restore [ina has-f]i at
the head of the line. Alternatively, as noted by Oshima (2014, 317), one might
consider [ul-tu pi-i mu-t]i, “[from the mouth of dea]th,” attested in Ugaritica 5,
no. 162, line 40" (see Nougayrol 1968, 268; Dietrich 1993, 65; Kdmmerer
1998, 162; Oshima 2011, 210; and Cohen 2013, 168), a text that offers several

32 See Albertz 1988; Moran 2002, 182200 (first presented as a public lecture in 1992 and
published posthumously in 2002); and Sitzler 1995, 90-91.

33 Contrary to SAACT 7, 42 where “affliction” should be in italics as supplied text (and the
misspelling should be corrected, too!).
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similar lines as found in the present context of Ludlul.** But there is probably
not enough room in MS V.Eag, obv. 5 for more than two signs in the break.

V 6: [from the grave]: This line is only attested on MS V.Bga, obv. 6. MS
V.Eas omits it, probably on accident (see the note on V 8 below). Ugaritica 5,
no. 162, line 38’ (see the note on V 5 above) offers this potential parallel to our
MS V.Bgu: it-bu-ka-an-ni it i-si-pa-an-ni, “he cast me aside but gathered me up
again” (see Nougayrol 1968, 268; Dietrich 1993, 65; Kammerer 1998, 162;
Oshima 2011, 210; and Cohen 2013, 168). But, there is (likely) insufficient
room for so many signs in the break at the head of Ludlul V 6. Oshima sug-
gests restoring i-na pi-i qab-ri at the beginning of our line (2014, 317-18; he
also restores the verb in the D rather than G stem). Again, we likely do not
have room for so many signs, especially if the restored text was in the Vorlage
of MS V.E4; (and thus should fit in a break the same size as the ones in its obv.
5 =Ludlul V 5 and obv. 6 = Ludlul V 7, namely, two to three signs). But, the
essence of Oshima’s idea, i.e., that we likely have a reference to the grave, is
sound. Thus, I restore tentatively ina gab-ri.

V 7: [from disas]ter: 1 follow Lambert’s restoration of MS V.Eas, obv. 6,
[ina ka-ral-se-e (1960, 58). As Oshima notes, karasii here is likely a reference
to the netherworld or grave (2014, 318).

V 8: from the Hubur Riv[er]: Oshima (2014, 429) reads ina i[D ...] in MS
V.Cgap i’ 1" (compare Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 164) and
[i-na 1D hu-bur in MS V.Ea;, obv. 7. The former seems possible based on the
remaining traces; I do not see any hint of D in my photographs of the latter
witness from 2013, though see Lambert’s copy (1960, pl. 18) and reading of
the line: [x x x] ina hu-bur (58).% In any case, we definitely have a line that
begins with the preposition ina, which is likely followed by nari, which is def-
initely followed by Aubur, another reference to the netherworld. It seems to me
that if the restorations of V 5-8 are correct, then all four lines of the quatrain
begin with the preposition ina (see also V 9). And if this is the case, it seems to
me that the omission of V 6 in MS V.Ea; is best explained as a case of para-
blepsis: the scribe got lost in the ina’s.

V 9, 18: If my poetic analysis is correct, Tablet V opens with two quatrains
(V 1-4, 5-8), followed by a single line (V 9), then two more quatrains (V 10—
13, 14-17), followed by a single line (V 18).

V 9: Although the first beat of V 9 follows the pattern of V 5-8 in that we
have a prepositional phrase, the second half of the line breaks the pattern of V

3 For a discussion of the similarities between this text and Ludlul, see Cohen 2013, 171-74
and Oshima 2014, 25, n.104, both of whom also offer an introductory discussion of the text with
further references.

55 What Lambert took as ina could have been the tail of the last horizontal wedge in an {D.
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1-8 in two ways. First, there are two beats in the second half of the line. And
second, Marduk’s action is described in a completely different manner. In V 9
Marduk does not act to restore (V 1-4) or redeem (V 5-8) the protagonist; ra-
ther, he is described as being present for the protagonist or guiding him: “He
held my hand through adversity.” That the poet could assert this and then im-
mediately state that Marduk struck him in V 10 (and then raised him back up in
V 11) encapsulates the divine-human dynamic that pervades the poem (and
characterizes its religious worldview generally).

V 14-17: These four (rather short) poetic lines occupy only two lines in MS
Comnin, rev. 39, 41, the only case in this witness of putting two poetic lines on
one line of the tablet.

V 18: This line has a verbatim parallel in line 43’ of Ugaritica 5, no. 162
(see Nougayrol 1968, 268; Dietrich 1993, 65; Kédmmerer 1998, 162; Oshima
2011, 210; and Cohen 2013, 168; see the note on V 5 above): i-na SU gé-bi-ri-
ia mar-ra i-ki-im. For the place of V 18 in the structure of Tablet V’s opening
lines, see the note on V 9, 18 above. Marduk’s action against those who would
have buried the protagonist here provides another perspective on Marduk’s
deliverance described in V 5-8.

V 19-22: The quatrain utilizes two couplets that alternates between male
and female members of two groups, mourners (V 19-20) and gloaters (V 21—
22).

V 19: harp®: For a brief discussion of the meaning of surrii here, see
Oshima 2014, 319-20, who argues that it is a Sumerian loan from surg, mean-
ing “harp.”

V 23: he recited: The identification of the subject of this verb is unclear. I
think it is unlikely to be the protagonist. Perhaps it is Marduk or a ritual offi-
cial, who is named in the break. | [...]-bir: Only attested in MS Comnin, rev. 43,
I assume this sign forms the end of the poetic line. But, it could be part of an
explanation. See the edition of the Commentary in chapter nine.

V 24: si-nam-"x-[...]: Only MS V.Cgap i’ 17 preserves the beginning of this
line. Oshima restores the text to read u-na[m-mir ...], “he brightened.” Com-
pare Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 164. MS Comnin, rev. 44
(line t) belongs somewhere between V 23 and perhaps V 64. Oshima tentative-
ly suggests it belongs with V 24 (2014, 424, 431). He reads the very fragmen-
tary first sign as -,

V 25: MS V.Cgap 1’ 18’ provides the opening two signs of the line. MS V.Gag,
obv. 1’ shows what looks to be an E sign somewhere in the middle of the line.
Tablet V 25 is the first line attested on the reverse of the important MS Agab,
though the text is illegible, [...] 'x x1 [...].

V 26: rebit: The textual basis for the first word is precarious. The first syl-
lable, re-, comes from MS V.Cga 1’ 19" (see Lambert’s copy in George /
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Taniguchi 2019, no. 164); the second comes from MS V.Gag, obv. 2', -bit. This
reconstruction assumes there is only one sign missing in the break at the head
of the line in MS V.Gas. | he fook: MS Aga, rev. i’ 2' likely is to be read [... i-
lle-ga-Tan-[ni] (see SAACT 7, 27; similarly, Oshima 2014, 431). If so, the
identification of the subject of the resulting verb, ilegqanni, here is again un-
clear. Although it may be Marduk, it seems likely that we should imagine a
human subject since the protagonist in the following context is entering a ritual
sphere in which we expect human agents (see V 37). It is possible, of course,
that we have rather an imperative, leqanni, “take me.”

V 27: a[na] mahri: Again, the text comes from combining the fragmentary
head of the line in MS V.Cgab 1’ 20, a-[na] with what is preserved after a short
break at the head of the line in MS V.Gas, obv. 3', mah-ri.

V 28-29: In his reconstruction of these lines, Oshima reads [ha-d]u’-a-a
[... u-hal-li-qlu AMAR.UTU [(X)] / ha-d[i]-t{um ...] vu-kas-$i “zar-pa-ni-[tum)]
(2014, 106, 431 with note on p. 320). The textual basis for the first word in
each line, which Oshima understands to be the male and female gloaters (al-
ready mentioned in V 21-22), is rather sparse. MS V.Gas, obv. 4’ is the only
source for V 28; it reads: [x (x)] IS?* A A. The same witness reads [x (x)] DI
TI in obv. 5’ (= 'V 29) while MS Agap, rev. i’ 5’ shows ha-Tx x1 at the head of the
line (see Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149). Only a dupli-
cate will confirm or correct his suggested reconstruction.

V 29: ukassi | ukassu: MS Agab, rev. i’ 5', Tul-kas-su, is our only witness to
the verb, whose derivation is uncertain. If it is from the D stem of kasu B
(CAD K, 294), then we may translate “([whom] Zarpanitu) made strong.” If
from the D of kasu A (CAD K, 294), “([whom] Zarpanitu) delayed.” And if
from the D of kasu B (CAD K, 295), “([whom] Zarpanitu) helped” (see the
note on I 10 above), which is my preferred guess. Only a fuller context will
determine the proper translation.

V 30-36: The translation of these lines is quite difficult and tentative. As I
state in my review of Oshima’s edition of Ludlul (2014): “V 30-36 (= SAACT
7 IV 27-33) continues to confound efforts at a convincing translation. If
Oshima is correct that the final an-ni in lines 31, 32, 33, and 36 are in fact a
form of anna, ‘indeed,’” then its syntax is highly unusual since the particle nor-
mally stands at or near the head of the clause and not at the end. Of course, its
position in these lines may be intended to create sonority with the verbs ending
in a first person singular pronominal suffix in lines 30 and 34 (at least). Oshima
has to make two emendations to line 32 (see p. 431) to wring sense from it

% Ebeling’s copy of Ms V.G (KAR 116) does not support reading DU. Unfortunately, the tab-
let is lost and cannot be collated.
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within his understanding of the passage. And line 36 is still obscure, though
Oshima considers all of the known options (322-23). In personal correspond-
ence, Oshima now suggests that we read LU MAN NU at the head of lines 30
and 34 as liman la, ‘if it weren’t (for Marduk)...” (see likewise Mayer, Or 83,
280 [= 2014]). Although this may be an improvement to this line, I think we
must still await a duplicate to shed light on the many difficulties in the pas-
sage” (Lenzi 2017, 186). The present translation builds on my first attempts on
these lines in SAACT 7, 4243 and Lenzi / Annus 2011, 188-89 (s.v. IV 27—
33) in light of the ideas in Oshima (2014, 321-323) and Mayer (2014, 280).

V 30, V 34: who might it have been?: The same phrase appears at the head
of lines V 30 and V 34, creating an explicit, if somewhat distant parallelism
between the two lines. Mayer suggests reading /u-man NU = luman la, “if it
weren’t for (the lord who released me),” (2014, 280) rather than /z mannu,
which stands behind my translation (see also SAACT 7, 27, 42; Lenzi / Annus
2011, 187-88; and Oshima 2014, 431, 106, translating “who might it be?”
[107]). However, as Mayer recognizes, the resulting syntax of his suggestion is
not quite right: “[d]a die Negation sofort auf /izman folgt, statt vor dem
Pradikat zu stehen, miissen wir wohl hinnehmen” (2014, 280). | bélu
umassirann[i] (V 30) / Marduk izibbann[i] (V 34): Note the interchange of hélu
in V 30 with Marduk in V 34, which reinforces the pairing of these two lines.
The verb in the second part of each line may construct a positive view on the
protagonist’s recent recovery, “(the lord) released me” (V 30) / “(Marduk)
saved me” (V 34), as I have taken them for now (see also Oshima 2014, 107).57
In this case, V 30 and V 34 create a contrast with the lines that follow each (V
31-33, V 35-36), which clearly relate to the protagonist’s past suffering. On
the other hand, the verbs could be construed as providing a negative perspec-
tive on the protagonist’s pre-recovery past, “(the lord) neglected me” (V 30) /
“(Marduk) abandoned me” (V 34). Such negative expressions would essential-
ly repeat the point the protagonist made at the very beginning of the poem in I
41ff. This negative reading of V 30 and V 34 would create a consistent retro-
spective on the protagonist’s past condition with the lines that follow each.
Such a recap of his past suffering might be appropriate here in light of the
many lines at the beginning of the tablet that recount his recovery and the many
lines following V 30-36 (V 37ff.) that recount his purification and incorpora-
tion back into the community.*® In fact, the ambiguous possibilities with these
two verbs in V 30 and V 34 may very well have been deliberate!

57 In SAACT 7, 42 and Lenzi / Annus 2011, 188 I take the first in a positive sense and the
second in a negative one.
3 Could V 30-36 be part of the mourning ritual (kihullii) mentioned in V 23?
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V 31: ibteli-ma ann[i]: The end of the line is only attested in MS Agap, rev. i’
7', which reads ib-te-li-ma an-n[i]. SAACT 7, 27, 42 (likewise, Lenzi / Annus
2011, 187-88) reads these signs as lik-te-li-ma-an-n[i], “be shown / offered
back to me (?)” (a Dt precative + lcs from kullumu). Oshima’s reading, ib-te-
li-ma an-n[i], is an improvement (2014, 431 and 321). His idea to understand
the last two signs as an adverbial anni, “indeed,” citing CAD A/2, 121, s.v. ani,
however, seems unlikely to me since the lexeme only occurs in Old Akkadian
and Old Assyrian texts. Rather, anni may be a variant orthography of anna,
“yes” (CAD A/2, 125; see the glossary in Oshima, p. 518), but the syntax is
odd. Perhaps the previous clause is a question with the answer provided by the
sufferer himself.>® This is my tentative solution here and in V 32-33. One
wonders why we have a -ma attached to the verb. It may simply separate the
verb from anni to indicate that anni is not a pronominal suffix as in the previ-
ous line. Or, more speculatively, perhaps the MA is a mistake. Looking at the
tablet (see the copy of MS Agap, rev. in Oshima 2014, pl. IT and Lambert’s copy
in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149, rev.), the MA in the present line is almost
directly below the RA in obv. 6'. Perhaps the scribe started to copy the RA
from the previous line and corrected his mistake before completing the sign,
resulting in a would-be RA that became a MA. (There is no -ma attached to
verbs in the following two lines, which parallel the present one.)

V 32: 1 have adopted Oshima’s idea, mentioned as a possibility but not ac-
cepted in his translation, that the line is a question (2014, 321). Asin V 31 and
V 33, I suggest the protagonist himself supplies the answer, anni. | ld urrad: MS
Agab, rev. 1 8' is the only witness to the end of the line. SAACT 7, 27 (like-
wise, Lenzi / Annus 2011, 187-88) reads la urs-ra-ad-an-[ni]®® and translates
the verb in the third person (with -anni serving as a first person object), “[h]e
would not let me go down” (42). But, I now think the verbs in V 32-33 are best
understood in the first person. Oshima reads the LA as a dittography (from the
preceding ir-kal-la) and emends the verb to read at-<ta>-ra-ad (2014, 106,
431), translating the result with “I might have descended to the netherworld,
indeed” (107). Although we might expect a perfect verb here (as in V 31 and V
33), I think the first sign comprising the verb is more angular than the other AT
signs nearby (compare the present sign with the AD signs later in this line of
MS Agab, rev. i’ 8 as well as those in lines 9" and 12”) and should be read URs or
URs'.

% This idea was inspired by Oshima’s comments on V 32 (2014, 321).

0 Of course, we do not expect the addition of the first person suffix in this manner (i.e., -an-
ni following a sign that ends in a consonant), but this is not unattested. See, e.g., MS V.Eas, obv.
2-5 (V 2-5) in Oshima 2014, 429.
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V 33: [ turned into a ghost: See Mayer (2014, 280) for X-ita alaku, “to be-
come an X" (likewise Oshima 2014, 107, 322). Previously, I parsed the verb as
a Gtn preterite (Lenzi / Annus 2011, 188), but I think a G perfect works better
here, given my revised understanding of the passage. As with the previous two
lines an-ni isnota first person ending, previously identified as a mistake (Lenzi/
Annus 2011, 189), but the affirmative particle.

V 34: izibbann[i]: From ezébu, though we expect izibanni.

V 35: flesh of an asakku demon: Oshima translates ana Sir asakki with “as a
victim (lit. to a body) of the asakku demon” (2014, 109), explaining this to
mean that the protagonist had fallen quite ill (p. 322). One might also suggest
that the sufferer is himself being associated with the asakku demon as if kin
(CAD §/3, 118), which fits with the idea that he had become a denizen of the
netherworld. | ammann[i]: Rather than reading MS Aga, rev. i’ 11" am-ma-an-
nis-s[u] (so Oshima 2014, 432) or am-ma-an-nis-[Su] (so Lenzi / Annus 2011,
187), I follow our alternative reading of the verb, articulated on p. 189 as am-
ma-an-"""-[ni], but now think it more likely that ma-an provides a syllabic
spelling of the ambiguous MAN; thus, am-"“*"-man-n[i] (for the final sign, see
Oshima’s copy, 2014, pl. I and Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019,
no. 149). | For the various possibilities of understanding the expression ana sir
asakki with the N-stem of manii, see Mayer 1976, 269, n.70. Lenzi and Annus
(2011, 189), Oshima (2014, 322), and Mayer (2014, 280; 1976, 270) offer par-
allels.

V 36: a corpse ... I walked ... [...]: Our best witness to this line is MS Agab,
rev. 1’ 12, which reads Sal-lam-ta NIM MA at-ta-lak MA [x x].®' The other
witness, MS V.G, obv 12, reads [x]-"x' UR MAH [...]. Oshima (2014, 322-23)
discusses the various ways one may go about finding coherent sense from this
textual data, none of which, as he also affirms, is satisfactory. Perhaps a dupli-
cate will make things clearer.

V 37: ina messé malé: 1 take me-es-se-e in MS Apap, rev. i’ 13’ as the G in-
finitive of mesii, “to wash.” (Note the unexpected double consonant in the same
witness to V 34 above: izibbanni.) And since dirty hair was a sign of mourning
(CAD M/1, 174) and washing it a requisite act of reintegration into normal life
(see Gilgames X1 250-261, especially 254: malésu ina mé kima elli limsi, “let
him wash his matted hair in perfectly pure water”; see George 2003, 1.718), it
makes sense that the protagonist would need his hair to be washed after his
recovery. Oshima translates the first three words “in a full mésa-ritual” (2014,
109). The word mési does refer to ritual acts. But, these are rites typically done
for the gods rather than for humans (see CAD M/2, 35). | utall[ilanni’]: Oshima

61 Oshima restores [an-ni] (2014, 108, 432).
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restores the final verb as u-tal-I[i-lu-nin-ni] (2014, 108—109). I have adapted
his restoration to a singular subject, u-tal-/[i-la-an-ni]. In either case, there may
not be enough room for so many signs in the break.

V 38: tedistu: Although a bath (rimku) may make sense in light of V 37, we
do not expect the word édistu, “renewal,” to be used with reference to the pro-
tagonist because the word typically—though not exclusively—applies to cultic
places and divine images. I wonder if we should connect zédistu here to 1 120,
where the protagonist hopes his fortune will change with the new moon (arhu).
Since fédistu can refer to the renewal of the moon, i.e., the new moon (CAD T,
323), perhaps it is appropriate to apply the word to the protagonist at this point
of washing and reintegration into normal life. Note also that the word occurs
one time in a broad, general sense of the renewal brought about by the light of
the sun in the hymnic introduction of an incantation prayer to Samas (Mayer’s
Samas 79 [1976, 420]): niir eldti u Saplati Sakinu tedis[ti], “O light of the upper
and lower regions, who establishes renewal” (AMT 71/1: 28 and 30, cited
CAD T, 323).52 Given the fact that both V 37 and V 38 remain fragmentary
(and their restorations tentative) this idea must remain hypothetical. | itapp[us]:
The second half of the line is only attested in MS Agap, rev. i’ 14’, which I read:
<<u”>> i-tap-p[u-x (x x)]. Given the verb in V 37, we may want to restore a
form of ebébu here to create a parallel, though the signs do not agree. Oshima
restores the final verb to i-tap-p[u-su] (2014, 108, 432), a Gtn of epésu, which I
have adapted here to a singular subject, i-tap-p[u-us]. But what is one to do
with U? Although not his preferred explanation, Oshima suggests it could have
been displaced from between the two nouns in the first half of the line (2014,
324). Or, perhaps the scribe mistakenly copied it into the present line from the
head of the next one. In any case, its presence is currently anomalous and so I
delete it. Perhaps a duplicate will renew our understanding of the line.

V 37-66: Although this entire section of Tablet V shows a high degree of
literary artifice and scribal sophistication (especially V 42-53, which features
the twelve temple gates), the underlying religious/ritual act of coming to the
temple to give thanks likely reflects genuine practices, as Oshima argues.®3 His
citation from the Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 1, lines 157-166 is especially
illuminating in this regard (see 2014, 325-26, 330-31 and 2011, 166—67). Aino
Hatinen argues in a forthcoming paper that the protagonist’s visit to the Esagil
reflects a previous ritual performance of a sigu prayer (see IV §B 14'-15') in

©2 A transliteration of the entire tablet is available online at the Babylonian Medicine Project:
https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/ AMT-2/AMT-71-1/index.html.

%3 This is not to say that Ludlul itself was part of any ritual practices; rather, I suggest simply
that the text here may very well reflect genuine practices.
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the same temple, which may also provide a clue for the ordering of the gates in
V 42-53.

V 40: [I went up’]: 1 follow Oshima (2014, 326) here, who suggests restor-
ing a verb of movement, either [e-/i] or [a-lik]. | submission: Literally, “for the
stroking of the nose,” which is probably a gesture of submission, perhaps pros-
tration or other reverential gesture (see Oshima 2014, 233-34; Frechette 2011,
46-48).

V 41: MS Agw, rev. i’ 17" reads a-"na'-<ku> Sa is-tu qab-ri a-tu-ru a-na
ka-"[tu-¢-a] / e-te-ru-ub,** “I, who returned from the grave, entered the Gate
named U[tu-e-a].” The restoration of the first person pronoun follows Mayer’s
suggestion (2014, 280; see already Langdon 1923, 63). MS V.Dag, obv. 3’ reads
differently: [a(-)na-ku al-ri-du gab-ri a-tu-ra ana ka-%uftu-¢-a e-te-ru-ub], “[I,
who was desc]ending to’ the grave, [entered] the Gate named U[tu-e-a] again.”
I have adopted the former into my composite text. Although we may have a
genuine recensional difference here between a Babylonian MS (Agay) and an
Assyrian one (MS V.Dys), I think the difference likely arose accidentally. The
variation (probably) involves only three signs in both witnesses, and each sign
gives some reason (graphic or syllabic) for why it might be mistaken for the
other.% Thus, I assume one set of three (probably $d is-tu) gave rise to the oth-
er (a-ri-du) in the iterative process of copying.®® | ka-dutu-é-a: The gate’s name
means “the gate of the rising sun.”

V 42-53: In this section the protagonist enters twelve gates in or near
Marduk’s temple complex called Esagil. For general comments on this section,
the cultic topography it reflects, and the association of each gate with particular
temples within the larger Esagil complex, see Oshima 2014, 324-26 and
George 1992, 90-91. As I have argued elsewhere (Lenzi 2015b), this section
utilizes the learned hermeneutics employed in commentary, explanatory, lexi-
cal, and divinatory texts to connect the name of each gate to the positive item
the protagonist receives at the gate. (I have not repeated those arguments here
in the present notes.) | My translation follows the order of the gates in the
AsSur manuscripts (MS V.Dag, obv. 4'—15" =V 42-53; MS V.Eag, rev. 1'4'=V
50-53), which were the first witnesses discovered for this section of the poem
(see the early editions of Langdon 1923, 64—65 and Lambert 1960, 60, his MSS
t and u). The order of the gates is different in MS Agab, rev. i’ 18'-29". In this
manuscript, its rev. i’ 1824’ =V 42-48 (in my translation), rev. i' 25’ =V 51,

% The last four signs occupy a separate, indented line on the tablet. I follow Oshima in not as-
signing it a line number.

65 The IS / RI (graphic) interchange may be the most difficult one to imagine.

 Moreover, the transformation from one reading to the other could have taken place over a
series of copies, rather than all at one time.
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rev. i 26'-27" =V 49-50, and rev. i’ 28'-29" = V 52-53. This differing order
may simply be a scribal error (so Oshima 2014, 329, n.772). But, given the fact
that MS V jkis 1'-3' represents V 49-50, 53 sequentially (i.e., this MS attests yet
another order of the gates),®” we should not entirely exclude the possibility that
these differing orders could reflect different local versions of this passage in
the poem (for reasons that are unclear). Thus, the order given in my translation
should not be taken as the absolutely “correct” or “most original” order.®® For
topographical reasons, Aino Hétinen (forthcoming) prefers the order of MS Ag.
ab, Which will be reflected in her new edition of the poem.

V 42: kéa-hé-gal: The gate’s name means “the gate of prosperity.” |
inne[§ram’]: The word after hegallii in MS Apa, rev. i’ 18’ reads in-ni-"$d"-[x
x]. (Oshima [2014, 432] reads in-tan-[...], but see Lambert’s copy, which
shows a clear NI and probably a broken SA following it [George / Taniguchi
2019, no. 149]). In MS V.Das, obv. 4', we have in-n[i’-x x (x)].% Most everyone
expects the verb that is to be restored here to be derived from nadanu (see, e.g.,
Langdon 1923, 64; CAD H, 168 [published in 1956]; Lambert 1960, 60; and
Oshima 2014, 327),7° but I do not see how to square that with what we have on
our two witnesses. Moreover, there is precious little room on both tablets for
the signs required for proposed restorations from nadanu (e.g., Lambert’s in-
n[a-ad-na-an-ni] or Oshima’s in-tan-[di-na-an-ni]’") without violating the
margin. Whatever the form of the verb (and its derivation), it seems unlikely to
me that the accusative -anni will fit in the available space on both witnesses
after the verb form. Given the use of learned hermeneutics in V 42, one might
think the verb is somehow related to the components of the gate’s name. The
most obvious candidate would be basii (GAL), but this cannot be squared with
the current evidence from our witnesses. I speculate—and I use that word ad-
visedly—that the poet may have used a form of eséru, innesra(m), “(prosperi-
ty) advanced toward me,” which would fit in the available space in both MSS.
(In May 2022 I learned through personal correspondence with Aino Hétinen
that she has come to the same restoration independently. She suggests the SA

%7 Or, this manuscript’s order parallels the order of MS Agab and also accidentally skipped a
line (V 52).

8 T am aware that following the order attested in the A$Sur manuscripts is privileging the or-
der of the “oldest modern,” i.e., “earliest discovered,” manuscripts attesting the passage. But,
some order must be followed.

9 Others read the second sign as N[A (Langdon 1923, 64, without brackets; Lambert 1960,
60; Oshima 2014, 432), though it seems to me, based on my photographs, more likely to be N[I.

70 The same is likely implied in the translations of von Soden (1990, 132) and Foster (2005,
407).

7! This form, he suggests, may be “a scribal error for it-tan-[di-na-an-ni] or in-nam-[di-na-ni)
or in-nad-[di-na-an-ni]” (2014, 327).
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in the Babylonian manuscript is a CV-CV writing for a closed syllable, /nes/.)
This restoration would provide a verb of movement here in parallel with zehi
in V 43; and both verbs would have a third person subject moving toward the
protagonist.”? Also, the GIR sign, used in the logographic writing of eséru, has
some resemblance to HE in Babylonian scripts, providing some basis for a (re-
verse engineered) traditional, scribal hermeneutical derivation. Of course, we
will have to await a duplicate for confirmation of this suggested restoration.

V 43: ka-Ylamma-ra-bi: The gate’s name means “the gate of the ... divine
guardian.” The -ra-bi element of the name remains unclear (see George 1992,
392). | itteh[anni]: The restoration follows Langdon (1923, 64).

V 44: ka-silim-ma: The gate’s name means “the gate of well being.” See al-
so V 52. | well-being: MS V.Das, obv. 6’ uses Sulmana here whereas MS Agab,
rev. 1" 20" has the longer form of the word, sullumanu (see also the note on this
witness in V 116), with a terminative adverbial ending, Sullumanis.

V 45: kd-nam-ti-la: The gate’s name means “the gate of life.”

V 46: ka-dutu-¢-a: MS Apab, rev. i’ 22’ preserves the common spelling of the
name of the gate, ka-%utu-é-a (see likewise the Esagil Tablet in George 1992,
114, line 12 [text no. 13] and George’s comment on p. 391). The writing in MS
V.Dag, rev. 8, ka-utu-UD-¢, likely contains a dittography. Lambert, assuming
the name of the gate here is the same as in V 41, restores the name of the gate
in V 41 on the basis of the spelling here in MS V.Dag, which was the only wit-
ness available to him at the time (1960, 60; see his lines 78 and 83). But
ka-%utu-us-¢ would be a unique spelling, if the writing were not a mistake (see
the spellings in George 1992 inter alia). Oshima entertains the possibility that
V 41 and 46 preserve the names of two different gates (2014, 32627, though
not indicated on p. 432 [his score] since an UD/U4 has been omitted in V 46).
For the meaning of the gate’s name, see the comment on V 41.

V 47: kéa-us-de-babbar-ra: The gate’s name means “the gate of brilliant
astonishment.” MS Agap, rev. i’ 23’ leaves out an element of the gate’s name,
ka-us-<de>-babbar.

V 48: kd-nam-tag-ga-dus: The gate’s name means “the gate of the releasing
of guilt.”

V 49: ka-ka-tar-ra: The gate’s name means “the gate of praise.”

V 50: ka-$ér-dug-u-da: Although the orthography of the name varies among
witnesses (MS Agab, rev. i’ 27', as given; MS V.Dag, obv. 12" ka-a-Se-er-dug-u-
da; MS V.jkis 2": [k]a-8¢ér-duh-hu-du), the gate’s name means the same in all of
them, “the gate of the releasing of sighing.”

72 An implication, if the restoration holds: The onset of illness in II 50 is described as advanc-
ing (innesra) against the protagonist. It would be appropriate, if the restoration is correct, to have
prosperity advance toward him at the first gate where he receives something.
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V 51: kéa-a-sikil-la: The gate’s name means “the gate of pure water.” | MS
Agab places this line after V 48. As in the spelling of the gate in V 47, the
scribe of MS Agay has again left out an element of the gate’s name, ka-<a>-
sikil-la, in its rev. i’ 25'.

V 53: kéa-hi-li-su: The gate’s name means “the gate sprinkled with luxury”
(see George 1992, 90 and 394-95 for the variant in MS V.Eas, rev. 4/, ka-hi-li-
gar). | annasiq: The verb is only attested in MS V.Das, obv. 15', an-na-Sig
(likewise, Lambert 1960, 60 and Oshima 2014, 108 with the note on p. 330).
Others prefer to render these signs an-na-bik, “1 fell face down” (so, e.g., CAD
A/1,9; von Soden 1990, 133, n.60a; and Foster 2005, 407).

V 55: I offered: Literally, “I made burn.”

V 57: prime sheep’: The precise meaning of Saptu, typically an adjective
meaning “strong” or “thick,” at the end of the line is uncertain in this context.
CAD $§/1, 482 spells the term Sapsu but also recognizes the by-form Saptu
based on this line in Ludlul. The present context is the only attestation of the
word used to describe an animal outside of lexical lists. I assume, building on
the known meaning of mariu in the first half of the line, that the word desig-
nates high quality sheep, designated as such perhaps for their size and muscula-
ture.

V 59: seédu lamassu angubbii libit Esagil: Contrary to SAACT 7, 43 (so al-
so, e.g., Lambert 1960, 617 and Foster 2005, 407), I think we may have four
entities listed here (see CAD A/2, 118 and Oshima 2014, 108) rather than two,
sédu (u) lamassu, with a title in apposition, angubbi libit Esagil. | MS V .isip,
obv. 6’ shows an interesting scribal mistake on this school tablet: After
AN.GUB.BA.MES the student seems to have miscopied /ibit(#i), beginning with
the second sign (BIT), and then, rather than fixing his mistake, he simply wrote
SIG4 (only part of the sign is extant, SI[Gs]). Alternatively, the misplaced sign is
the first (E) in Esagil. See Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 162.

V 60: [in]a: As von Soden suggests (1990, 133, n.67a; see already Langdon
1923, 66), the line likely begins with the preposition ina. A hint of the head of
a vertical is on both Lambert’s copy (1960, pl. 18) and photographs of the tab-
let, which Oshima quite reasonably takes to be part of the NA, [i-n]a (2014,
108, 434).

V 61: [ina maka]lé: The restoration follows Lambert (1960, 60).

V 62: [sippu silgarri: The restoration follows Langdon (1923, 66). | médil
dalati: Here 1 think the list comprises three separate items related to the entry-
way: the door jamb, the bolt, and the doors’ bar (see von Soden 1990, 133;

73 However, see his note on line 96 (p. 301), where he considers the possibility that the an-
gubbii are entities distinct from the sedu and the lamassu.
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Oshima 2014, 109) since MS V.Eaz, rev. 13’ (our only witness to the line)
shows the third noun in construct with the final one: me-di-il GIS.IG.MES. Lam-
bert translates the final noun as a separate item (1960, 61; so also Foster 2005,
407). For all four items as recipients of an offering, see Nabonidus’s Ebabbar
Cylinder ii 13 (see Schaudig 2001, 387; Weiershduser and Novotny 2020, 123),
where we have me-de-Iu u GIS.IG.MES.

V 63: [uSarmilk’: SAACT 7, 28 follows von Soden’s suggestion (1990,
133, n.70a) and reads [as-lu]k, but this restoration may be too short for the size
of the break—it could easily accommodate three signs—in MS V.Eag, rev. 14,
which is our only witness to this line. Oshima prefers to restore [u-Sar-mi-ilk
(2014, 108, 434; and see the note on pp. 33233, where he states that his exam-
ination of the tablet confirms the remnants of a required second Winkelhaken
for 1IK; compare Lambert’s copy [1960, pl. 18]). I have not been able to con-
firm this with the photographs I have. He also entertains the possibility of re-
storing [u-Sap-pi-ilk, “[1 poured oJut” (333). Both suggestions are reasonable. I
have adopted the first one tentatively until a duplicate can confirm or correct it.
| the abundance of grain: As Oshima points out (2014, 333), this is likely a
liquid such as beer rather than actual grain.

V 64: It is not certain that the last extant line of MS V.Exy (rev. 15 [x x
(x)]-zi-da "Tmé-e GARZA E) and the first extant line of MS V.Dagy (rev. 1": [x] 'x
TI x! [...]) meet at Ludlul V 64, as Oshima suggests (2014, 434), though it
seems as though they must if Tablet V is to have 120 lines. In the reconstruc-
tion of SAACT 7, 28 (see also Lenzi / Annus 2011, 195), there is a two line
gap between the two sources (comprising what is labeled in those works as IV
61, a gap of two lines, and then IV 64). But, Oshima has found three more lines
near the beginning of Tablet V (his V 23-25) that must be accommodated in
some way for the total lines to remain 120 for Tablet V. Closing the two line
gap here and equating SAACT 7’s IV 61 with V 64 here would provide this
accommodation. There are a number of reasonable assumptions built into the
reconstruction of this last Tablet of the poem on current evidence that a dupli-
cate could easily dismiss as incorrect. | [... E]zida’ mé parsi: The restoration
follows von Soden (1990, 133 n.71b). Oshima rejects this restoration™ and
believes what I have taken to be ZI (only in MS V.Eag, rev. 15) is NAM (2014,
333, 434). This is not impossible. That there is a NI before this sign, as he indi-
cates (434), looks less likely to me. He reads the signs following these as fa-
meé-e, “experts,” which is an extremely rare noun (see CAD T, 46). Following

7 SAACT 7, 28 restores [a-na é]-zi-da, as von Soden suggests. But, if MS V.Das is to meet up
with MS V.Eas, as suggested in the note above, then we must abandon the preposition.
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von Soden, it seems to me mé parsi, “the rites and the ordinance (of the tem-
ple),” makes a lot of sense in context.”

V 65: [ libated bee]r ... [to them]: Oshima restores [KA]S at the beginning
of MS V.Dag, rev. 2', which would fit the gap and the context well. He restores
the verb agqisunu at the end of the line (2014, 108, 333, 434). Both are reason-
able restorations that I have tentatively adopted until a duplicate confirms or
corrects them.

V 66: Although the text is not entirely clear due to breaks, Foster under-
stands the present line as referring to the protagonist in the third person, a point
of view that I think may begin rather at V 68 (the meaning of the line is ob-
scure) or V 69 (the key word is restored) but certainly by V 71 with the praise
placed in the mouths of the Babylonians and directed to Marduk for the pro-
tagonist’s recovery. Wherever the third person references begin precisely, I
agree with Foster’s comment that “[t]his distancing is the result of the attention
now focusing on the Babylonians’ view of the sufferer and culminates in the
Babylonians singing a hymn of praise to Marduk” (2005, 408, n.1). For my
interpretation of this distancing, see chapter eight, page 338. My interpretation
is influenced by Foster’s insightful reading of Ludlul in his early article “Self-
Reference of an Akkadian Poet” (1983). | hasurri: My translation “conifer oil”
is purposefully vague. Lambert (1960, 59) and Foster (2005, 408) understand
hasurru as some kind of cedar extract (see also SAACT 7, 43 and CAD H,
147) while von Soden (1990, 134) and Oshima (2014, 109) treat it as some-
thing derived from cypress (see likewise CDA, 112 and AHw, 335). As with so
many issues surrounding flora and their derivatives (see, e.g., Jursa 2003—2005,
336 on aromatics), the precise identification of sasurru remains uncertain (see
Streck 20162018, 371). | elisu[n]u’: Oshima suggests reading the final trace of
a sign in MS V.Dgg, rev. 3’ (our only witness to the line) as NU, likely to com-
plement his restoration in V 65 (thus adopted here with the caveat noted above
on V 65); compare Lambert 1960, 58.

V 67: [ge]rreti: The restoration follows Lambert (1960, 58).

V 68: [The peoplle’ made/performed: Utilizing the only sign on MS V.Fag,
obv. 1’ (MES), Oshima suggests we restore [UN].MES at the end of V 68 (2014,
110, 434), which would fit in the gap at the end of MS V.Dag, rev. 5’ (a gap of
two or at most three signs) and provide the subject of the verb in the line,
epusii, which must be understood as standing for pusi, “they made” (so also
von Soden 1990, 134). Others translate the verb as a first person (Lambert
1960, 59) or third person singular (Foster 2005, 408) subjunctive. | bit gebérisu:

75 T wonder if GARZA in MS V.Eas is explanatory for the relatively rare mii, “rites.” Perhaps a
duplicate will shed light on this in the future.
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The meaning of “house of his burying” is unclear here.”® Perhaps it is simply a
reference to the protagonist’s grave. After a brief discussion of the options,
Oshima suggests it is “an offering to dead people or simply a ritual perfomed in
the course of bringing offerings” (2014, 334), though it would be inappropriate
for the protagonist, who is very much alive. In any case, his idea that there may
be a ritual performance mentioned in this line is provocative and should be
considered a viable hypothesis to be tested as more evidence accumulates.

V 69: The <citizens> of Babylon: With Lambert (1960, 58) and Oshima
(2014, 110), I assume MS V.Dgg, rev. 6', our only witness to the head of the
line, has left out DUMU before the toponymn (see V 67). | [hi]s [servant’]:
Lambert restores [{Marduk] at the end of the line (1960, 58), which SAACT 7,
29 follows. In light of the joining of VAT 10650 to VAT 10538 (= MS V.Fa3),
the line likely ends with SU.”7 Oshima suggests we use this to restore [a-rad-
s]u’ at the end of the line (2014, 110, 434), which would likely fit the available
space (two to three signs) in the break at the end of MS V.Dag, rev. 6'.

V 70: every one of their mouths: Literally, “the mouths, all of them.” See
likewise Foster (2005, 408) and von Soden (1990, 134). Differently, Lambert
(1960, 59) and Oshima (2014, 111) interpret pa-a-tu in MS V.Dag, rev. 7" as a
form of paru, “boundary, district.” For pdtu as the plural of pii, see CAD P,
453. | narbé[su]: The restoration at the end of the line follows Lambert (1960,
58). Oshima (2014, 434) restores [-Su-nu], “their (greatness),” in keeping with
his interpretation that both Marduk and Zarpanitu are praised in V 69 (334). MS
V.Das, however, has room for only one small sign (such as SU) in the break.

V 71: thought: Literally, “said.” The internal element of the verb here is
made clear in the second line of the couplet (V 72), ina libbi manni, “in the
heart of whom?” | he would again see the light of his sun: Literally, “the seeing
of his sun.” The line is quite laconic, but “seeing his sun” is a reference to the
protagonist’s recovery and thus his continued life under the light of the sun
(i.e., above ground). See Lambert (1960, 301) and Oshima (2014, 334) for fur-
ther interpretations. Hurowitz (2010, 90) is certainly correct to see a pun on
Marduk’s name, YAMAR.UTU, in amar Samsisu.

V 72: Literally, “in the heart of whom did the crossing of his street come in-
to being?” For walking along the street as an indication of recovery, see the
comment at [V §B 16’ (line o) above.

V 73-76: The first couplet, couched as two questions, is focused on the par-
ticularity of the protagonist’s recovery. The second, containing two bold asser-

76 Oshima suggests reading the BI sign in gé-bé-ri-5u (in MS V.Das only) as “a Neo-Assyrian
inverse-writing for /eb/” with a resulting bit gebrisu, “house of his grave” (2014, 333).
7 Collation of VAT 10650 has not been possible.
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tions, is focused on the general principle of the divine couple’s capability to
rescue people from the gravest of circumstances. With regard to V 73—74: Note
how the opening words of each line harks back to 1 35-36: sa la (I 35, V 73)
and ela (136, V 74). See already Albertz 1988, 40.

V 73: mititasu: 1 understand the word to be mititu, “state of being dead,
death” (CAD M/2, 143), as does von Soden (1990, 134; likewise, CAD M/2,
144), and thus a reference to the protagonist’s demise. This provides the perfect
contrast with napsassu, “his life,” in V 74. Others take the word to be a plural
adjective, “his dead” (Lambert 1960, 59) or “his dead ones” (Oshima 2014,
111), in which case the pronominal suffix must refer to Marduk—awkwardly,
in my opinion—and thus the line implies a general principle about Marduk’s
capabilities to restore life, which, in my view, is expressed rather in V 75.

V 75-76: grave ... disaster: See V 6-7.

V 77-79, 80—82: The lines are poetically arranged into two tercets (see also
von Soden 1990, 134-35 and n.107a). The first establishes the terrestrial habi-
tation; the second its inhabitants.

V 78: fire: Literally, “Girra (the fire god).”

V 81: [s]akittu napsatu petd puridu: Literally, the line means something
like “endowed with life, the opening of the leg.” The latter phrase is typically
taken to be an idiom for bi-pedal mobility (i.e., walking or running); see, e.g.,
CAD $/1, 179, which renders the present line “living beings walking on (two)
legs.” The idiom occurs in the Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 2, line 15' (see
Oshima 2011, 246). In a context of the supplicant’s reversal of illness and mis-
fortune, we read: Salmes ikbus qaqqaram-ma purissu ipti, “In well-being, he
tred the ground, he opened his leg,” which clearly supports the idea of bi-pedal
mobility.

V 82: [ap]dtu: The restoration follows Lambert (1960, 60).

V 83: [x x] A TA BUL "x x'-[f]us”: The reading comes from MS V.Dag, rev.
20', the only witness to the first half of this line. SAACT 7, 29 (likewise,
Lenzi / Annus 2011, 195) follows von Soden’s restorations (1990, 135,
n.115a), [as-5u] a-ta-pul [DU-S$i-na], and translates “[because] I have an-
swered(?) [everything]” (SAACT 7, 44). But we expect atapal rather than ata-
pul for the 1cs G perfect of apdlu, an a-u verb.”® I can imagine a scribe making
an aural mistake of this kind (/pul/ for /pal/), but for now I rescind my previous
translation and remain uncertain about a coherent reading. Also, given the traces

78 Von Soden translates a-ta-pul (he reads a-tap-pul by mistake, n.115a) in the phrase as a
Gtn infinitive: “[damit] stets antworten konnen [alle]” (1990, 135).
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of what I now think is likely a TUM,” 1 no longer think the restoration
[DU-§i-na] is viable after A TA BUL. Perhaps a duplicate will clarify matters
in time. | Sit pd ku[nnd]: The restoration at the end of the line follows Lambert
(1960, 60), a reading that is based on MS V.Dags, Su-ut pa-a ku[n-x]. MS V.Fas,
obv. 15’ contains a variant: S[u-ult pa-a tas-ta-pa, “th[os]e which you have
made manifest aloud (lit. by the mouth).” Until the first half of the line is re-
stored, the meaning of the second half will remain unclear.

V 85: The restoration at the end of the line follows Lambert (1960, 60).

V 86: ina nlaglbe [...]-lik: MS V.Faz, obv. 18’ places ina n[ag]-be right up
against the right margin of the tablet, which suggested to Lambert (1960, 60)
and SAACT 7 (29; likewise, Lenzi / Annus 2011, 196) that the line ends there.
But, the new MS V.Cgqyp i1’ 2’ reads at the end of this line [...]-/ik, suggesting
some form of alaku, perhaps, concludes the line; see Oshima (2014, 336-337)
for suggested restorations.

V 87: san[ctuary]: 1 follow von Soden’s suggestion to read [... pla-rak in
MS V.Fag, obv. 19’ (1990, 135, n.117a; similarly, Oshima 2014, 110, 436). | 'x
x1: Both MS V.Cgyp i1’ 3’ (see Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no.
164) and MS V.Fa; end the line with two broken signs. Oshima reads the traces
in both as evidence for libil(a), “may he bring” (2014, 436, 111). We must
await a duplicate to confirm or correct his idea.

V 88: The restoration at the end of the line follows Lambert (1960, 60).
some traces on MS V.Cgyp i1’ 6") is MS V.Fas, obv. 22', which Lambert reads
[...] 8izu ? nu 80 80 80 (so also SAACT 7, 29). Oshima suggests the first three
signs may be [...]-ut-su-nu, which seems a reasonable idea in light of my pho-
tographs of the tablet. As for the last three signs, Moran suggests we read
Lambert’s three SU signs as itenerrup(ii)su, “it/they will get darker and darker
for him” (1983, 257, n.12), but this seems unlikely in (the admittedly broken)
context and especially because we don’t expect such an orthography for a verb
in the poem. Oshima (2014, 110, 337, 436) adopts von Soden’s idea—which
von Soden rejects (1990, 135, n.120a)—to read /is-su-su, which I have adopted
here tentatively, because upon closer examination of the first of the three signs,
it seems possible that the sign is LIS rather than SU. Perhaps a duplicate will
shed new light on the correct reading.

V 91-100: The text in these ten lines is quite fragmentary, and there are on-
ly two witnesses that may contain textual evidence, MS V.Cggp, ii’ 7'—16" and MS

7 After BUL, there is a badly abraded sign, the head of another sign, and then the sign I have
suggested is TUM (-fu4). I don’t think there is room for four signs after BUL and before SU (so
Oshima 2014, 110, 435).



3. SELECTED NOTES ON THE AKKADIAN TEXT AND ENGLISH TRANSLATION 179

V.Gas, rev. 1'-10" (see Oshima 2014, 436-437 for his score of the witnesses).®
To make matters worse, MS V.Gasz, was assigned a mistaken museum number
when published in copy (Ebeling’s KAR 116) and now cannot be located for
collation (SAACT 7, xlv, s.v. MS xx with n.84; Lenzi / Annus 2011, 191, n.45;
and Oshima 2014, 337, 379). To complicate matters even more, due to the na-
ture of their fragmentation, MS V.Cga, and MS V.Gas do not show any overlap
in the text they bear, except possibly at Ludlul V 99. In that line, both witnesses
(MS V.Cgap ii’ 15" and MS V.Gag, rev. 9') show a broken RI sign,®' which may
be a point of contact—a most precarious point of contact, if in fact it is one.
As best as I can discern, this is the only basis for Oshima’s alignment of the
textual content of MS V.Cgap and MS V.Gas relative to one another. His basis for
anchoring this combined material in the poem is the possible intersection of MS
V.Cgap With MS Agap at Ludlul V 101. This, too, is precarious as the proposed
point of contact is again one sign, DU, which is relatively clear in MS V.Cgap i1’
17" (see Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 164), and quite bro-
ken in MS Agab, rev. ii’ 1’ (see Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no.
149).83 If MS V.Gas is correctly aligned and placed, its rev. 11'-13" should over-
lap with MS Aga, rev. ii" 1'-3" at Ludlul V 101-103. Unfortunately, the breaks
in both prevent any point of contact. In my transcription and translation of
these line here, I have very tentatively followed Oshima’s stitching together of
MS V.Cgab and MS V.Gas and placement within the poem. I have not adopted all
of his suggested restorations. Only new textual witnesses will clarify matters,
which will likely require revision to the current reconstruction of these lines.

V 92: nanndara-ma: Alternatively, Oshima suggests we could divide the
signs to read [...]-nan narama, |[...] ... “beloved” (2014, 337).

V 95: [liskun®]: The restoration is a surmise from context. See Oshima
2014, 110 for this and an alternative. | ime palisu x1 [...]: Oshima suggests
reading MS V.Gag, rev. 5": us-me BALA-Su and then restores da[r-ku-ti ...] (2014,
436).

V 96: [Sakittlu’ napsatu: Oshima (2014, 110, 436) suggests restoring [Sa-ki-
it-tlus in MS V.Gag, rev. 6’ (see V 81 and V 101). | 'x': Oshima reads /[is-...]

80 For my previous attempt to reconstruct these lines—without MS V.Cga—see Lenzi / Annus
2011, 196.

81 In fact, in Ebeling’s copy of MS V.Gas, there is only the smallest hint of a horizontal wedge.

82 This point of contact places the most important line on MS V.Gas, rev. 10’, the one that
names King Nazimarutta$, at Lud/ul V 100 in Oshima’s edition. In my previous attempt to recon-
struct these lines, I aligned that line in MS V.Gas with MS Agab, rev. ii' 5" at line 105 on the basis of
a broken TAS sign and the possibility that the SAR in the previous line of MS V.Gas (rev. 9') was
the first sign of the goddess’s name, as reconstructed in line 104. Despite textual advances, there
are many uncertainties in the ending of Tablet V.

83 SAACT 7, 29 reads the sign as UD (likewise, Lenzi / Annus 2011, 196).
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(436). | -™x)(-)UD-s$u: The signs are only preserved in MS V.Cgqp i1’ 12’; see
Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 164.

V 98: [...]-7x1-li-pu: Oshima suggests restoring [... li-is-fle’-li-pu, “[...
may] (its roots) [str]letch down,” in MS V.Cgqp i1’ 14 (2014, 110, 436).

V 99: [... AIN: Oshima suggests restoring [kima kakkabi Salmé, “[like the
stars of hea]ven,” at the head of the line in MS V.Gag, rev. 9 (2014, 110, 338,
437), but we would expect AN-e for Samé rather than simply AN. | MS V.Cgqp i1’
15" and MS V.Gag, rev. 9" may have a point of contact in this line. The former
reads [... li’>-sar’-r]i-is pa-pal-lus, and the latter, [... AN li-sar-r[i’-i5" ...].

V 100: [NaziJmaruttas: For this Kassite king in the literary tradition of
ancient Mesopotamia, see Frazer 2013, who suggests the king’s role in Ludlul
may have been the catalyst for his later appearance in scholarly and wisdom
texts (205). Nazimaruttas likely reigned from 1301-1277 BCE (see Frazer 2013,
187, n.2), which is thus the terminus post quem for the composition of the
poem. For a brief discussion of a few documents that mention this king in con-
junction with a person named Subsi-mesré-Sakkan, see the Introduction.

V 101: [Sakitflu’ napsat{u]: Oshima again suggests restoring this phrase
(2014, 110, 437; see V 81 and V 96), which is only partially attested for this
line in MS V.Gag, rev. 11'. | 'x x DU’-§": This is the reading at the end of the
line in MS Agab, rev. ii' 1'. MS V.Cgap i1’ 17" shows 'x DUT. If these readings are
correct, then there is a possibility that MS Aga, and MS V.Cgap have a point of
contact here.

V 103-107: These lines are best represented in MS Agap, rev. ii’ 3'-7". A
look at the copies (see Oshima 2014, pl. II; for Lambert’s, see George /
Taniguchi 2019, no. 149) and published photographs of this part of the tablet
(Oshima 2014, pl. XXXVI; Lenzi / Annus 2011, 183) will indicate that the
scribe struggled to fit these lines within the column. As a result, the signs are
sometimes written closely together, “out of bounds,” and/or smaller than
normal. (This is the clearest indication that the scribe was growing weary as he
copied this very large tablet. Further indications of this weariness—i.c.,
several likely scribal mistakes in subsequent lines—are noted below.)

V 103: salmat qaqqadi: Only MS Aga, rev. ii’ 3" preserves the phrase. Its
precise reading is difficult, though the phrase itself is not in doubt. SAACT 7,
29 reads sal-mat ga-qa-du (likewise, Lenzi / Annus 2011, 196), which I now
think is incorrect; Oshima reads gag-qa-di (2014, 437). Lambert’s copy, how-
ever, suggests we might better read SAG with something like IZ overlapping its
right most vertical (see George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149). Is this a mistake for
DU (thus, SAG.DU)? | x: There is only one broken sign in MS V.Gas, rev. 13/,
on the basis of which Oshima restores [x x X X be-l|us, “the lord,” which he
takes as the subject of the verb in MS Aga, libél, “may he rule” (2014, 110—
111, 437). (He does not conjecture what might have come before belu.)
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Although a reasonable idea, it must be considered tentative without a duplicate
(and without the possibility of collating MS V.Gay). | libél-ma: The MA is writ-
ten directly above the EL in MS Agap.

V 104: [... Zarpd|nitu: Oshima prefers [... ki-i pa-nli-tum, “as before”
(2014, 112, 339, 437).

V 105: [...-ta]s: Oshima suggests reading GIL and restores [... é-sag-gi]l’
(2014, 437). | light’/larmy’: 1t is unclear how to read the ERIM sign logograph-
ically: ZALAG, nir, “light of,” or ERIN, sab, “army of.” The former is perhaps
more likely (see Oshima 2014, 112, 339).

V 106: The difficulty in deciphering this line in MS Aga, rev. ii’ 6’ (the only
witness to Ludlul V 106 until Oshima’s edition) is perhaps best illustrated by
an anecdote. Before the publication of SAACT 7, graduate students, post-docs,
and professors gathered around a seminar table in an Assyriology department
with me one evening and argued over this line’s reading for about a half hour.
It was difficult to achieve a consensus. In any case, my previous published
readings of this line (SAACT 7, 29 and, slightly improved, Lenzi / Annus
2011, 190, 196) interpreted the signs between US and SIGs as li-li-is, a refer-
ence to the /ilissu-drum. Oshima reads these same signs as a precative verb, /i-
in-na-du, and reads the entire line as follows: [... Sap-flu-us li-in-na-du
SIGs.MU (437), “may he command my goodness” (113) or more literally “may
my goodness be said (lit.: cast) by his [/ips]” (339). I owe the reading of MS
Agapy adopted here ([... ah-ra-tlu-us li-in-na-bi ana S1Gs-#1) to Enrique Jiménez
(personal correspondence, April 18, 2014), which aligns well with MS V.Fag,
rev. 2', [...]-"x"-Tna-bi ina SIGs-ti. In support of this reading, Jiménez cited
CAD N/1 38, zikir Sumiya ina ahrdti linnaba ina damqati, translated there as
“let my name be mentioned favorably forever,” as a parallel.

V 107: [... []alé balati lisbu: 1 follow Oshima’s restoration and reading here
(2014, 437). As the new material in MS V.F, rev. 3’ shows (despite a scribal
error), the proper reading of the logogram in MS Agap, rev. ii’ 7' is TIN (so
Oshima 2014, 339-40, 437) rather than KUR (as in SAACT 7, 29 and Lenzi /
Annus 2011, 196, 188, and n.23). For parallels to the present expression, see
Oshima (2014, 339-40).

V 108: Samé: MS Agap, rev. ii’ 8’ shows AN followed by a malformed E
(with two extra horizontals; see Lambert’s copy in George / Taniguchi 2019,
no. 149 and Oshima 2014, pl. IT). Oshima suggests restoring [... telknit, “[ca]re
of,” in front of the word (2014, 340). | /irsii: The final verb is clearly attested in
the new material in MS V.Fag, rev. 4', [i-ir-§i. MS Agab probably reads li-ir'-$i
(compare SAACT 7, 29: li-x-su; and Lenzi / Annus 2011, 188, 196: li-tur-su),
with the IR perhaps written over an erasure, as noted by Oshima (2014, 437).
See Lambert’s copy.



182 PART ONE: LUDLUL AND MODERN SCHOLARS

V 109: [... list]ib: 1 follow Oshima’s suggested restoration here (2014, 112,
437). | desire: Both witnesses, MS Agap, rev. ii’ 9" and MS V.Fag, rev. 5', have ni-
IS-KUR-su, which may be read nizmassu, “his desire,” or nissassu, “his grief,
worry.” Oshima prefers the latter word, rendering the line as follows: “may he
(Marduk) e]ase his (Subgi-mesra-Sakkan’s) wailing” (2014, 113, 340). Without
more context, it is difficult to know which reading is best.

V 111: Subsi-mesré-Sakkan: This is the clearest sign that the poem contin-
ues to refer to the protagonist in the third person (which begins at V 71, if not
sooner). MS Agap, rev. i’ 11" writes the last element of the name with a GIR
sign that may be written over an erasure (so Oshima’s copy, 2014, pl. II; com-
pare Lambert’s in George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 149). Note also that there are
misplaced wedges on the tablet before the GIR. It may very well be the case
that the scribe began writing MU from the next line here and then abandoned it
to write GIiR. Also, as noted elsewhere (Lenzi / Annus 2011, 191), we expect
dGIR here, as in the other witnesses; thus, the AN that follows GIR in MS Agap
may have been misplaced.

V 113: [Sa maru]stu: Oshima’s restoration, [e-nu-ma ep-Se-ta-su ma-ru-us-
tu i-mu-ru, “‘[Once] he (Marduk) witnesses [his painflul [belhaviour” (2014,
113, 341, 438), requires the gap at the head of the line in MS Aga, rev. ii’ 13’ to
have originally contained about nine signs. I do not think there is room for all
of those signs. At most, there may be room for five, if one assumes consistent
column width on the tablet. Since, however, the scribe writes into the margin in
a fair number of lines in this final column of the tablet and even resorts to put-
ting the last word on a separate, indented line in two cases, the column may
have been a bit tighter than the others. My shorter restoration may be incorrect.
But it fits the (likely) available space much more easily. In any case, a dupli-
cate would go a long way to solving many of the difficulties in these last lines
of Tablet V. | experienced: Literally, “saw.” | [the one who] experienced
[troub]le: The general description given here at the head of the line seems to
expand the applicability of Subsi-mesré-Sakkan’s experience and thus the
poem’s theological import to all who have experienced suffering.

V 115-119: Oshima’s suggestion that V 115-119 are a call for the suffer-
er’s personal deities to praise Marduk is interesting (2014, 341). His restora-
tions of the verb at the beginning of V 115 and V 117 in light of this suggestion
(li-na-ad-su, “let him [i.c., the personal god] praise him [i.e. Marduk]” or /i-
Sar-rih-su, “let him glorify him”), however, must be considered tentative
(2014, 112, 341, 438). It is also possible that these lines intend to call the per-
sonal deities to honor the suffering person (not limited to the protagonist, if I
understand V 113 correctly) in their post-recovery context. I am inclined more
toward this latter interpretation.
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V 116: be[co]me’: According to Oshima (2014, 438), only MS V.Fag, rev.
12" attests the verb, /[i-m]u-". (MS V.Bgap, rev. 10" only reads [...]-im before the
final word in the line.) Oshima derives the verb from emi (2014, 113 [implied
by translation], 521 [listed in glossary]) but /imu @ is not at all a typical orthog-
raphy (see CAD E, 413-15, s.v. ewil; AHw, 266—67). Nowhere else in the
poem is the verb spelled with the final alef and a vowel between the second
radical and the weak third one, which is usually elided (see I 71,179, 197, and
IT 44). Although this derivation makes sense in context, there may be some
other explanation that eludes us that better accounts for the signs. Presently,
however, I have no better solution. It may well be that the reading is incorrect
or the witness corrupt. (Note the reading in MS V.Bgab.) Or, perhaps we should
restore a sign in the break between LI and MU. Unfortunately, I cannot collate
the reading or assess the size of the gap without a photograph or copy of this
part of MS V.Fas. Hopefully, a duplicate will bring greater clarity in time.

V 117: Oshima’s suggestion that the head of the line contained a precative
verb with the personal god as its subject is very likely, in my opinion (2014,
111-13), even if we cannot be certain of the verb. | his [goddes]s (and his
king): 1 follow the reading of MS V.Fag, rev. 13’ in this line, which provides the
two nouns here as subjects of the precative verb, and thus restore a plural verb,
li-kab-bi-[tu-su]. MS V .Bpab, rev. 11’ reads li-kab-bit-su; see also MS Apap, rev.
ii" 17" [... li-ka]b-bit-su; thus, both likely only had the personal goddess as the
subject of the verb.

V 118: [ina ...]: Oshima reasonably suggests we restore ina ri-Sa-a-ti,
“with gladness,” or ina fu-ub Se-ri, “in health,” in the break at the head of the
line (2014, 112, 341, 438). Though the precise restoration is unknown, he is
surely correct in terms of the general gist of the first half of the line.

V 119: son[g]: This must be a reference to the protagonist’s song, which is
essentially a reference to the poem itself. | MS Agap, rev. ii' 19" and MS V.Fa;,
rev. 16a’ end with the last element of the protagonist’s name, 9GIiR; MS V.Bgab
has a fragmentary sign after his name, perhaps -m[a] (see Mayer 2014, 280).
There is room for maybe one more sign in this witness, though it is more like-
ly, in my opinion, that the remainder of the line was blank. I don’t think there
is enough room on the tablet for Oshima’s restoration, i-[da-la-la] (2014, 438),
which he only posits for MS V.Bgab.

V 120: Only MS V.Fas, rev. 16b’ attests the first half of the line: id-lu-la da-
li-[li-x]. The second half of the line is attested in both MS V.Bga, rev. 14" and
MS V.Fas, rev. 17'. The former reads [... f]a-nit-ta-ka ta-bat; the latter, accord-
ing to Oshima (2014, 438), [... fla-nit-ta-su ta-a-[bat]. Thus, MS V.Fas likely
read the third person pronominal suffix in the first part of the line, too. In any
case, the second person pronominal suffix on both nouns in the line is the bet-
ter reading, which, as Oshima notes, must refer to Marduk (2014, 342).
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LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

As important as are the textual reconstruction and translation of Ludlul, these
are not ends in themselves, not for this monograph. They are, rather, the begin-
ning of the interpretive process, providing a base camp of sorts from which
modern scholars may venture forth to explore the ancient socio-cultural con-
texts that influenced the scholar who composed the poem and the many other
scribes and scholars after him who learned it, taught it, memorized it, copied it,
and used it to make sense of their world, even many centuries after its compo-
sition. These ancient scholars are the unifying element in the studies presented
in Part Two. Yet, the contextualizations and interpretations in the following
studies are deeply indebted to several generations of modern scholars who have
labored in the field of Assyriology and several other disciplines, providing me
with companions—I use the word deliberately—from whom to learn and with
whom to argue. We modern scholars, living in an age of individualism, name
names. We give credit where credit is due. We point out each other’s mistakes.
And sometimes we admit our own. Even though the ancient scholars are front
and center in the following chapters, these chapters would not be possible
without the enormous labor of modern scholars who have invested their lives in
the study of ancient Mesopotamia. The goal in Part Two is to read Ludlul with
the ancient scholars, but one cannot do so—I cannot do so—without reading
Ludlul with the modern ones, t0o0.



CHAPTER 4:
LUDLUL AND THE SCRIBAL CURRICULA AND TABLET
COLLECTIONS OF THE FIRST MILLENNIUM

The time of Ludlul’s composition is not the first ancient context I invoke to
begin interpreting Ludlul in the literate cultures of ancient Mesopotamia. Ra-
ther, I start with first-millennium scribes, who, depending on their time of
flourishing, were (likely) removed by at least several centuries on the near side
and as much as a millennium on the far side of the poem’s compositional ori-
gins. One might think intuitively that the time of Lud/ul’s original composition
would be the better period in which to begin our consideration of the poem in
its ancient contexts. But, as mentioned in the Introduction, the time of the
poem’s composition is difficult to establish. So I look to the later socio-
historical, scribal milieu of the first millennium for a more secure initial an-
cient interpretive context—a context that is inextricably tied to the people who
actually copied the Ludlul manuscripts currently in our possession, and a con-
text that arises not from literary interpretive inference (internal evidence from
the poem) but empirical evidence of the very materiality of the tablets them-
selves. The two features of first-millennium scribal culture that will attract our
attention and create our first ancient interpretive context are scribal exercise
tablets bearing an excerpt of Ludlul and the manuscripts of Ludlul that bear a
scribal colophon. In addition to establishing a first ancient context for thinking
about the poem among the ancient scholars, examining these scribal features
among our witnesses to Ludlul also produces a couple of observations about
the witnesses to the poem and thus the textual foundation of the poem itself.

4.1. THE SCRIBAL CURRICULA AND EXERCISE TABLETS
PRESERVING EXCERPTS OF LUDLUL

The identification of scribal exercise tablets is based on both the textual content
inscribed on the tablets, with excerpts of syllabary and lexical lists being the
most tell-tale sign, and the empirical, material features of the tablets them-
selves, their shape and especially layout. The materiality of the tablets and their
distinctive content is so consistent across the first millennium that Petra Gesche
could identify thousands of Neo- and Late Babylonian scribal exercise tablets
as data for her dissertation, Schulunterricht in Babylonien im ersten Jahr-
tausend v. Chr. (2001), which remains the most important synthetic study of
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first-millennium scribal education even two decades after its publication.! A
brief summary of her work here sets out the broader curricular contexts (plural)
for studying the exercise tablets attesting Lud/ul.? Tt is important to keep in
mind that Gesche’s study presents a general synthesis of an entire region over
many centuries. As discoveries and publications advance this area of research,
her broad synthesis will, of course, require revision and nuance, especially as
local variations in the various curricula become more clearly discernable.’

4.1.1. Gesche’s Synthesis of Babylonian Scribal Education

According to Gesche, Babylonian scribal education in the first millennium fol-
lowed a two-tiered system.* The first level trained students for institutional
administration; the second prepared students for scholarly pursuits, especially
though not exclusively exorcism. The first level of the curricula started with
students copying very simple sign lists and lexical texts to teach the basics of
the cuneiform script. For example, scribes began their studies by copying the
signs DIS BAD (T =) repeatedly because each of the three main components of
cuneiform is represented. Students then moved on to copying basic sign lists
such as Syllabary A, the first three tablets of the bilingual lexical list Urra, and
the so-called Weidner God List. These exercises gave students some basic
skills on which later stages of training would build. Eventually, first level stu-
dents advanced to copying model letters, historical inscriptions, and selected
literary texts, such as the Epic of Gilgames, the Cuthean Legend of Naram-Sin,
and The Sargon Legend, among others. These texts, as Paul-Alain Beaulieu
notes, “present a consistent and distinctive image of the monarchy, ... de-

! Gesche states that there are nearly 5000 exercise tablets known from Neo- and Late Babylo-
nian sites (2001, 37). (The evidence from Assyrian sites is comparatively speaking quite scarce.)
She was limited to those in the British Museum (36) and thus her study reflects an evaluation of
about half as many tablets (37), which is still more than enough to present a representative picture
for southern Mesopotamia in the first-millennium, even if evidence from some sites is not as ro-
bust as from others. (For example, Uruk and Nippur have produced little evidence for the period
in question and Borsippa none in contrast to the sizeable body of evidence from Sippar.) For a
treatment of tablet types, see Gesche 2001, 44-52. For an important, critical review of Gesche’s
work, see Veldhuis 2003a.

2 The summary that follows draws on my earlier summary of Gesche’s work in Lenzi 2015.

3 See Veldhuis 2014, 406 generally. For hints at some local variation among NB school tab-
lets, see, e.g., Veldhuis’s observations on exercise tablets from Ur that contain a list of shrines
from the local EkiSnugal temple (2014, 414—-15) and Robson’s brief observations on the geograph-
ical distribution of the lexical list Um-me-a = ummdnu (2011, 564).

4 See Gesche 2001, 61-171 for her in-depth treatment of the first level of training and pp.
172-98 for the second. Pages 21012 present a summary of her findings while pp. 21318 discuss
the scribes’ further professional training.
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pict[ing] the king always in the same role; not as conqueror, administrator, or
provider of social justice but as religious leader and teacher of wisdom.”™ In
addition to acculturating the students to the ideological values befitting future
royal administrators, the first level of the curricula also taught students practi-
cal knowledge such as personal and place names, the proper forms of contracts,
weights and measures, mathematics, land surveying, and other skills necessary
for administrative activities. For most students, the completion of this first lev-
el led to an administrative job.® Only a small fraction of the students would
have continued with their studies to the second level.”

The students in the second level of training continued their work on lexical
lists and also copied classic Babylonian literary works such as Eniima elis and
Ludlul among other religious texts, as well as texts associated with the craft of
exorcism, especially incantations, some of which were bilingual (Sumerian-
Akkadian). The texts in the second level of scribal training are linguistically
more difficult than those in the first level and the literary texts would have pro-
vided a basis for the exploration of the Babylonian worldview. For example,
Eniima elis describes theogony, cosmogony, and anthropogony;® and Ludlul
explores divine sovereignty, human suffering, and the role of exorcism in heal-
ing, as later chapters demonstrate. The religious texts found on second level
tablets also include the so-called Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 1,° the Great
Hymn to Marduk," the Great Samas Hymn,'! and the theologically significant
topographical text Tin-tir = Babilu.'?> These texts along with the god list An =
Anum" and others would have acquainted students with essential information
about important Babylonian deities. As second level students prepared for po-
tential careers in exorcism and scholarship, they had to be conversant in a vari-
ety of incantations series, such as Udug-hul (bilingual), Surpu (bilingual), and
Magqlii, among several others.'* In addition to these texts, students advanced to

3 Beaulieu 2007a, 142.

© This likely would have been especially true for students of mediocre scribal ability. See the
comments in Finkel 2000, 141.

7 Perhaps only ten percent (Pearce 1995, 2274-75).

8 See Lambert 2013 for a recent edition.

 Oshima 2011, 137-90 for the most recent edition, with literature on pp. 85-86. A recent
English translation is in Foster 2005, 611-16.

10'See Lambert 1959/1960, 61-66 for the most recent edition, with updates in Oshima 2011,
88-90. A recent English translation is in Foster 2005, 617-20.

"' An outdated edition is in Lambert 1960, 121-38, 318-23, 346. A recent English translation
is in Foster 2005, 627-35. The Electronic Babylonian Literature Project will produce a new edi-
tion of the text.

12 See George 1992, 1-71, 237-382.

13 See Litke 1998.

14 See Geller 2016, Reiner 1958, and Abusch 2015, respectively, for critical editions.
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copying more sophisticated lexical and sign lists, such as Ea, Diri, Erimhus,
and Malku."

When a student completed the second level of scribal education, they would
have still needed to gain professional training within their chosen field, wheth-
er in administration or scholarship.!® Young scribes would begin their career as
an apprentice at the bottom of the scribal hierarchy and, if they were lucky and
from a respected family, work their way up to a more prominent position.!”
Several lines of evidence suggest that a scribal apprentice was sometimes
responsible for copying whole compositions for another scribe (e.g., the ap-
prentice’s father or a scholar) who then became the owner of the copy.'® In
addition to providing copies for others, the work of copying whole composi-
tions or whole sections (Tablets) of large literary or scholarly works would
have afforded apprentices a more connected view of the various compositions
that they had copied only in excerpts on exercise tablets. With regard to literary
texts, such work would have advanced the developing scribe’s literary compe-
tence (e.g., their understanding of poetics) and their conceptual understanding
of the composition as a whole."

15 Editions, many of which are in the process of being updated, are presented in the (now out-
dated) series Materials for the Sumerian Lexicon (cited below by volume as MSL), except for the
synonym list Malku, which is edited in Hrisa 2010. For a critical treatment and overview of lexi-
cal lists, see Veldhuis 2014.

16 Gesche 2001, 213-18.

17 For an example of a scribal career, see Pedersén’s brief treatment of an Assyrian conjurer
named Kisir-Assur (1986, 45), who is the focus of Arbell’s recent microhistorical study (2021).

18 As Worthington states, “[f]ully-fledged manuscripts of entire Tablets (i.e. ‘chapters’) of
compositions are generally suggestive of advanced competence. However, they were not neces-
sarily written by expert scholars. Indeed, writing out tablets was very likely a chore, and one can
imagine it being delegated to underlings” (2012, 29). Worthington cites in the same context
(2012, 28-32) a number of studies that suggest this practice occurred in a variety of situations in
the first millennium. Note especially Robson 2008, 253-55 (Seleucid Uruk), Clancier 2009, 222—
29 (late Babylonia, with many examples from Seleucid Uruk), and George 2003, 37 (first-
millennium literary texts). See now also Robson 2019, passim.

19 A statement Robson makes in her social history of Mesopotamian mathematics seems quite
applicable for understanding how scribes might have achieved an advanced literary competence
after their first and second levels, as Gesche conceives them, of scribal training. Drawing on the
work of anthropologist Jean Lave and educational theorist Etienne Wenger, she writes, “learning
takes place most effectively when it is situated in the social and professional context to which it
pertains, through interaction and collaboration with competent practitioners, rather than through
abstract, decontextualized classroom learning. Leaners become part of a ‘community of practice’
that inculcates not only the necessary technical skills but also the beliefs, standards, and behav-
iours of the group. Through gains in competence, confidence, and social acceptance, the learner
moves from the periphery towards the centre of the practice community, in due course becoming
accepted as a fully fledged expert” (2008, 52-53).
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4.1.2. Exercise Tablets Bearing Excerpts of Ludlul

Gesche described the curricular situation in first-millennium Babylonia as a
whole and from a bird’s eye view. (Just as there was local variation in OB
scribal curricula,? there very likely was local variation in the curricula used in
first-millennium Babylonia, but the available evidence makes this variation
difficult to determine.)?' In the following I give a perspective on the whole
from the position of a particular, namely, those tablets bearing a literary ex-
cerpt of Ludlul. How might the big picture help us understand Ludlul’s use
within the curricula? And what might we learn about the big picture with a fo-
cus on one particular detail of it? The results from the following catalog and
synthesis mostly confirm Gesche’s results with a few additional details. As
valuable as that may be, the present purpose for exploring Ludlul’s presence in
the first-millennium scribal curricula is to lay an initial ancient social and cul-
tural foundation for the interpretive forays in later chapters. Thus, the full im-
plications of the present chapter will unfold in the following ones.

According to the most recent textual evidence, fourteen®? scribal exercise
tablets preserve a portion or excerpt of Ludlul. It is worth noting again, as was
mentioned in chapter one, that the use of exercise tablets in the reconstruction
of the text has increased enormously in the last several decades thanks to a
number of scholars who have worked on tablets in the British Museum, espe-
cially W. G. Lambert and the cataloging efforts of Erle Leichty, Irving Finkel,
and Christopher Walker.?? In 1960, Lambert could only draw on two exercise
tablets in his edition of the poem. In 2010, SAACT 7 utilized ten. Just a few
years later (2014), Oshima could include a few more, many of which were
identified by Lambert.>* Shortly after the publication of Oshima’s edition,
Enrique Jiménez added another exercise tablet to the catalog of those bearing
LudIul > now joined by Aino Hitinen to MS IL.pgab,2® and in 2019 the posthu-
mous publication of some of W. G. Lambert’s notebook copies revealed yet
another (MS I.zsiy).?” There is no reason to believe this will be the last.
Although exercise tablets contain only small snippets of text from the poem,

20 See Veldhuis 2014, 202—15 for a discussion with literature.

2! See note 3 above.

22T do not count Oshima’s MS Ltsa among the MSS of Ludlul. See SAACT 7, xlvi and the
comments just below.

23 See Leichty 1986; Leichty and Grayson 1987; Leichty, Finkelstein, and Walker 1988;
Leichty, Finkel, and Walker 2019.

24 See Oshima 2014, VIII-IX. The count excludes MS I.tgab.

25 Personal communication, July 2016.

26 Hitinen in Jiménez et al 2020, 248-50, 252.

7 George / Taniguchi 2019, no. 207.
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they do occasionally plug a gap in a line or two or provide confirmation for a
conjectured restoration. As stated in the first chapter, each and every piece to
the textual puzzle is welcome no matter how small in size. However, the value
of the exercise tablets, as this chapter demonstrates, goes beyond simply recon-
structing the text of the poem. In order to think about this value with all of the
evidence in plain view, a descriptive catalog of all of the exercise tablets that
bear the text of Ludlul along with, as is typically the case, other content, is pro-
vided below.

Before rolling that catalog out, a few caveats are in order.?® Because exer-
cise tablets typically are broken and fragmentary—sometimes very fragmen-
tary, we usually do not know the entirety of the tablets’ original contents. In
fact, among the tablets described below, we have no completely preserved ex-
ercise tablets. If these exercise tablets are ever completely restored, the picture
drawn from the present evidence would almost certainly change. Likewise, we
still cannot identify some textual passages attested on the exercise tablets, even
in well-preserved contexts, with a known composition, lexical or literary, due
to our still incomplete knowledge of the first-millennium textual repertoire.
Finally, as is typical in Assyriology, future discoveries of exercise tablets will
require reconsideration and revision of the findings presented here. We see
through a glass darkly.

4.1.2.1. Ludlul 1

— MS Lsga: BM 36386 (1880-06-17, 112) + BM 36716 (1880-06-17, 449).%°
The fragment is from the middle left side of a larger tablet; neither the top nor
bottom edge of the tablet is presently preserved. The fragment contains the left
side of three registers of text on both the obverse and reverse. The first on the

vy oo

obverse (1'-7') contains an excerpt of a bilingual incantation, Mussu u 11 36—
39;%0 the second shows Ludlul 1 74-81 (8'~15");3! the third (16'-19") is a very
fragmentary and unidentified excerpt.>? The reverse contains material from the
sign list Fa. The first register (1'-6") holds Ea III 116-121; the second (7'-12")

28 See similarly, Gesche 2001, 173, writing specifically about the texts used in the second lev-
el of scribal training.

2 For identification of the tablet’s contents, see Leichty, Finkel, and Walker 2019, 321.

30 Bock 2007, 122-23.

31 Oshima 2014, 389-90.

32 See Gesche 2001, 246 and MSL 14, 301, which describes the bilingual incantation as being
similar to incantations against headache (sag-gig-ga-mes).
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Ea 1V 138-143; and the third (13'-18') Ea V 52-57.%% The tablet is an example
of Gesche’s Type 2a exercise tablet.>*

— MS Ltgap: BM 37596 (1880-06-17, 1353).3 The fragment is from the middle
left edge of a larger tablet; neither the top nor bottom edge of the tablet is pres-
ently preserved. The reverse of this fragment contains, presumably, part of a
syllabary or lexical list (BI in lines 1'—4' and the similar looking GA in lines
5'-7"); I cannot identify the passage more precisely.?® Gesche identified the
obverse as attesting material from Ludlul, though she did not specify the details
and the traces of the signs are so few that other scholars have yet to confirm her
identification.’” The tablet may be an example of Gesche’s category Type 2a.3
Due to the fact that the text on the obverse is not actually a confirmed attesta-
tion of Ludlul, 1 exclude this fragment from further consideration.

— MS Lusip: BM 61433 (1882-09-18, 1407). Only one side is preserved, which
is divided into four registers, the middle two of which are set off by rule lines
and contain five lines each. The tablet is written in a confident, neat hand.
Leichty (1977) provided the initial edition of the fragment, identifying the sec-
ond section (3'-7") as Eniima elis V 8—12 and the third (8'—12") as Ludlul 1 88—
92.% Lambert (1980a, 173) identified the first section (1'-2") as something from
Udug-hul (in fact, the lines match II 78-79 in Geller’s edition)*® and the last
section (13'-17") as an excerpt of physiognomic omens, identified now as (like-
ly) from the subseries Nigdimdimmii.*' The tablet is probably an example of
Gesche’s category Type 2a, though without the other side of the tablet (pre-
sumably the reverse) we cannot be certain.*?

33 See Gesche 2001, 246, slightly adjusted here, with reference to MSL 14. For an edition, see
http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/dcclt/signlists/P349431/html and Gesche 2001, 24648, who mis-
takenly leaves out £a IV 140 in her edition of the middle section of the reverse.

32001, 50, 673.

35 A copy is available in Oshima 2014, pl. 6.

36 BI/KAS and GA are not sequential in Ea, Syllabary A (89, or Syllabary B (S), as those are
reconstructed in MSL 14 (Eaq) and MSL 3 (§“ and S?). GIS.KAS and GIS.GA are sequential in
Diri 11 293-294 (MSL 15, 130).

37 Compare Gesche 2001, 680 with Oshima 2014, 378, n.5 and SAACT 7, xlvi.

32001, 50, 673.

3 Oshima 2014, 391-92.

40 See Geller 2016, 87.

41T learned of this identification using eBL’s Fragmentarium (Oct 21, 2020), where a search
led me to parallels on other, already transliterated texts in the database. (BM 61433 was not yet
transliterated.) Eric Schmidtchen (personal correspondence, October 26, 2020) confirmed the
likely identification and informed me that he is working on a new edition of the subseries.

42001, 50, 717.



194 PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

— MS Lvsip: BM 93079 (1882-09-18, 5555).*3 The obverse of this exercise
tablet contains four registers of literary excerpts. The first register attests hym-
nic material.** Note: "x-x1-tah-ha-an in line 2'% ta-bi-nu, “stall, shelter,” in
line 3’ and tu-Sar-bi-si bu-u-lus, “you (fem.) caused the livestock to lie down,”
in line 4'; the second (5'-9’) contains Eniima elis 1 117-121;% the third register
(10'-14") has Ludlul 1 55-59;*" and the fourth remains unidentified. About the
fourth section: There seems to be mention of “his calling out” ([GU].DE-Su),
“he always keeps silent” (i¢'(IS)-ta-na-al), and “he will attain long life” (TL.LA
ur-rak) in line 15'. Line 16" contains the phrase “(his) house will be dimin-
ished” ("&' wul-ta-ma-at-<ta>) and “his days will be long” (UD.MES-$u
'GID.DA.MES™8).4 T suspect the material comes from an omen collection or
diagnostic text, perhaps Sa-gig, but I cannot make a more definite identifica-
tion. The reverse (see CT 14 11) contains four excerpts from the lexical list
Urra, the last three of which are identifiable: 3-8’ is from Urra XVII 102-107;
9'—-14" is from Urra XVIII 68-73; and 15'-19’ is from Urra VIII 186—-190.5°
The tablet is an example of Gesche’s category Type 2a.3!

— MS Lw/V jkis: 1924.1795. This small fragment is probably from a seventh-
century tablet collection discovered on Mound W at Kish, which included a
number of scholarly and literary texts, including Maglii, Surpu, Udug-hul, and

43 The fragment was cataloged in Leichty and Grayson 1987, 155 (the second volume of the
Sippar catalogs), who provide most of the identifications. What they call “bilingual extracts” must
refer to the first and last sections of the obverse, though neither is bilingual. For a copy of the
obverse, see Oshima 2014, pl. 7 and Lambert 2013, pl. 8; the reverse is published in CT 14 11.

# Enrique Jiménez (personal communication, April 4, 2022) informs me that the excerpt has
been identified as part of a previously unknown text of some 250 lines “that describes the exalta-
tion of Marduk, the Esagil, Babylon, and the Babylonians, in that order,” which he and Anmar
Fadhil are reconstructing with a tablet from the Sippar library and a number of manuscripts from
the British Museum. It is slated to be published in the fifth installment of their Sippar Library
series.

45 The reading follows Lambert’s copy. Oshima copies RI for the final sign rather than AN,
suggesting perhaps a 2fs verbal form. My photographs of the tablet, taken in 2008, only include
the material from Lud/ul; thus, I have not been able to collate this section of the tablet.

46 See Lambert 2013, 48.

47 Oshima 2014, 387.

48 See Lambert’s copy (2013, pl. 8) for distinctive traces of the last three signs.

4 Lines 15'-16' are paralleled in K.10611 i 6’7, which I found with the help of eBL’s Frag-
mentarium.

50 Identifications tentatively follow the reconstructions in MSL. For Urra XVII 1027, see
MSL 10, 81, 86; for Urra XVIII 6873, MSL 8/2, 95, 107; and for Urra VIII 186-190, MSL 7, 6,
19-20. See http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/dcclt/P247823/html for an edition of the reverse of
this tablet, which also updates the line numbers, according to its own reconstruction of the lexical
series.

312001, 50.
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Eniima elis, as well as many other school tablets.’> The obverse (= MS Lwki)
contains Ludlul 1 48-52 and the reverse (= MS V jkis) has Ludlul V 49-50, 53—
54,33 making the tablet a rare example of an exercise tablet containing more
than one excerpt from the same literary text>* and the only one in our catalog to
attest nothing but Ludlul. Because I 48 is the first line on the obverse (we know
this because the top edge of the tablet is preserved) and on the reverse there is
no damage or ruling—which is unusual—between the non-sequential lines
copied from Ludlul, the tablet likely comprised a catena of excerpts from vari-
ous literary texts or, perhaps, excerpts only from Ludul. A ruling follows the
inscribed lines on the reverse and then there is a date: UD.22.KAM*, “the twen-
ty-second day,” a common element in exercise tablets, especially Type 2a.%
Gesche categorizes the tablet as Type 2a.>® But Type 2a tablets show lexical
material somewhere after the literary excerpts are completed on the obverse.
This tablet ends with a literary excerpt on its reverse and shows no sign of lexi-
cal material. Thus, it may be best to judge this tablet as an outlier in the current
categories of tablet format. Perhaps this tablet is not an exercise but a list of
literary excerpts something like BM 32574, which comprises quotations from
literary texts though it adds various explanatory comments to the lines, absent
in the present tablet from Kish. The texts cited in BM 32574 include a line
from Enuama elis, a Marduk hymn, and an explanation of the name Lalura-
limma, who also makes an appearance in Ludlul 11 25, among others.’

— MS Lxas: VAT 10071 and MS Lyas: VAT 10756. These two excerpt tablets
are the only ones in our catalog of exercise tablets from AsSur; indeed, they are
the only Assyrian exercise tablets in the catalog. And since, as Veldhuis notes,
“[t]he few Neo-Assyrian exercises that we have are not enough to create a con-
sistent picture of how lexical texts were used in scribal education,”® I treat

32 See chapter one, page 42. For a fuller list of scholarly and literary texts that Robson has
placed at the “core” of this collection, see Robson 2004, 48-49.

33 Oshima 2014, 385-86, 433.

3 Gurney was the first to identify the reverse as containing an excerpt of Ludlul (1989, 8).
The identification of the obverse (missed in SAACT 7, xlv) first appeared in print, as far as I can
determine, in Streck’s review of that work (2013, 219). For the rare occurrence of more than one
excerpt from the same literary text on an exercise tablet, see Gesche 2001, 176.

3 See Gesche 2001, 50, 56.

56 See Gesche 2001, 786.

7 See Lambert 2013, 8 and Jiménez 2015¢ (https://ccp.yale.edu/P469976) for an edition of
BM 32574.

38 Veldhuis 2014, 372; see similarly Livingstone 2007, 113. Making the most of what little
Neo-Assyrian evidence we have: See Arbell 2021, especially chs. 35, for a recent micro-history
of Kisir-AsSur, an Assyrian scribe, and his education with special attention to how this young man
might have learned anatomy and various therapies. Stefan Maul is preparing a study of the scribal
exercise tablets from AsSur.
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these two tablets separately from the Babylonian material in the synthesis be-
low, while noting their similarities and differences to that material here.

Both tablets have ten registers of excerpts, identified initially by Lambert,
who treated these two tablets as one witness in his edition of Ludlul.’® Pedersén
locates the former tablet (MS I.xas) in the seventh-century N> (hB4V area) li-
brary and archive in AsSur and suggests the latter (MS L.yas) may also have
been found there.®® According to Pedersén’s analysis, the N, library and ar-
chive “belong[ed] to a family of Assyrian scribes attested by Nabu-aha-iddina
and his son Summa-balat”®' and included, in addition to the many lexical and a
few administrative texts, a number of tablets bearing scholarly materials, some
of which are closely associated with exorcism. Among the latter are, for exam-
ple, a hemerology, omens from Summa dlu, an incantation from Surpu IV, and
a ritual with an incantation prayer to Marduk against witchcraft.®> Luis Sdenz
has edited VAT 10071 (MS L.xaz) recently and identifies the precise excerpts on
that tablet. He also suggests the tablet may have ended with a date.®* The con-
tent of both are laid out synoptically below for easy comparison.

MS L.Xag MS Lyas
Obv. 1-2: Erimhus 11 234-237 Obv. 1-3: Erimpus 11 238-240%
3-5: Erimhus 11 1217 4-7: Erimpus 111 18-21
6-8: Diri 1247-249 8-10: Diri 1247-253%6
9—11: Principal Commentary to 11-13: Lexical ?
Summa izbu 111 8-107
12-14: Murgud 1 12a, 13, 17 14-17: Lexical ?
15-16: Maglii IV 139-141 Rev. 1-2: Maglii IV 142-145%°

3 See 1960, 357 for Lambert’s identifications and p. 31 for his treatment of the two tablets as
one witness. Plate 73 of the same work presents copies of both tablets.

01986,30-31 and n.3.

61 Pedersén 1986, 30.

2 See Pedersén 1986, 31-33 for a catalog that includes content identification when known.
For the above listed examples, see numbers 10, 29 and 30, 4, and 8, respectively.

3 See Saenz 2017 (https://ccp.yale.edu/P381770) for an edition. See his note 3 in the edition
for his suggestion of reading the last line as a date. See also Veldhuis 2014, 370-72 for a discus-
sion of these exercise tablets.

% See MSL 17, 39.

% See MSL 17, 47.

% See MSL 15, 112, 105.

7 Tablet and line numbers follow the edition in De Zorzi 2014, 2.409.

%8 See MSL 5, 81.

 Line numbers from Maglii follow Abusch’s edition (2015, 112).
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Rev. 1-2: The Great Samas Hymn 3—4: The Great Samas Hymn
138-139 140-1417°

3-4: Ludlul 1 82-83 5-6: Ludlul 1 84-857!

5-6: Eniima elis 122-23 7-8: Eniima elis 1 24-257

7-8: Erra173-74 9-10: Erra 175-767

Date?

Table 1: Assyrian Exercise Tablets.

Note that these Assyrian exercise tablets more or less reverse the format
found in Gesche’s Type 2a Babylonian exercise tablets, which typically have
literary excerpts on the obverse and lexical excerpts on the reverse (though
sometimes beginning at the bottom of the obverse). MS I.xaz is also one of the
very few exercise tablets that contains an excerpt from a commentary.’ Final-
ly, it is noteworthy that the excerpts on both tablets follow a nearly identical
sequence of compositions and that the lines excerpted from each composition
follow sequentially from one exercise tablet to the other. Thus, MS I.xas has an
excerpt of Ludlul 1 82—83 and MS L.yas has an excerpt of Ludlul 1 84-85. These
two Assyrian tablets display two features Gesche has found in first-millennium
Babylonian scribal education, namely, that scribes proceeded through individu-
al compositions tablet by tablet, from beginning to end—though she makes this
point in the context of lexical lists,”” and that there was likely a general se-
quence to the compositions the scribes copied.”® We will return to these ideas
below.

— MS Lzsip: BM 71949 (1882-09-18, 11952).77 This is an exercise tablet from
Sippar. Lines 1'-5' of its obverse contains an excerpt of Marduk’s Address to

70 See Lambert 1960, 134.

71 Oshima 2014, 390-91.

72 See Lambert 2013, 50.

73 See Cagni 1969, 64.

74 Séenz (2017), citing Frahm 2011, 206, notes that it is the only one to contain a commentary.
As Hitinen indicates, BM 37655 (see below on MS Il.pea) was at first thought to contain com-
mentary material; but that identification has been rescinded (in Jiménez et a/ 2020, 248, n.25).

75 See Gesche 2001, 18081, where she makes this point specifically (and only) about the lex-
ical lists.

76 See Gesche 2001, 183.

77 See George / Taniguchi 2019, 12 for identifications of the material on the tablet. The tablet
was listed in the catalog of Sippar tablets in the British Museum as “[t]emporarily missing”
(Leichty and Grayson 1987, 325). There is no indication of this in the British Museum’s online
collection
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the Demons (Udug-hul X1 75-79);7® lines 6'~12' bear witness to Ludlul 1 78—
84.7 The final broken line (13') is unidentified. The reverse has two excerpts
from the god list An = Anum (1'-5' =127-31; 6'-12" = 11T 1-7),%° which is a
specific kind of lexical list. This tablet is an example of Gesche’s Type 2a.8!

4.1.2.2. Ludlul 11

— MS IL.pear: BM 37576 (1880-06-17, 1333) + BM 37655 (1880-06-17, 1412).
This tablet has two registers on the obverse and three on the reverse. The ob-
verse preserves an excerpt of Udug-hul XIII-XV 133-134, identified by Aino
Hitinen,®” and then an excerpt of Ludlul 11 25-30 in lines 49’33 The three
registers on the reverse attest excerpts of lexical lists: rev. 1'-3' reflects Erim-
hus V 126°-1317;% rev. 49’ contains Diri I 185°, 188-194;% and rev. 10-12’
excerpts material from around Diri 11 135-142.% The exercise tablet is an ex-
ample of Gesche’s category Type 2a.¥’

— MS ILgpan: BM 33861 (Rm-IV 422 + 423).38 This fragment is quite poorly
preserved on the obverse, where there are presumably three registers of literary
excerpts, the last being Ludlul 11 34-39 (in 16'-21").%° The reverse attests ex-
cerpts of Urra: rev. 2'-9" = Urra XXII §5:1-8; rev. 10'-17" = Urra XXIII, frag.

(https://research.britishmuseum.org/research/collection _online/collection object details.aspx?obj
ectld=272468&partld=1&searchText=71949&page=1).

78 Geller incorporated the material into his edition of Udug-hul XI (2016, 340, 357).

7% This tablet was not used in Oshima’s edition; for the other MSS attesting Ludlul 1 78-84, see
Oshima 2014, 390-91.

80 See Litke 1998, 24-25, 6667, following George / Taniguchi 2019, 12 (with corrections).

81 Likewise, Gesche 2001, 744. Although in Gesche’s catalog, she did not recognize the spe-
cific contents of the tablet.

82 Personal communication, October, 2020. See now Hitinen in Jimenéz et al 2020, 248. For
the lines in Udug-hul, see Geller 2016, 472-73.

83 Oshima 2014, 399—400.

84 Hitinen credits T. Mitto with the identification (in Jiménez et al 2020, 249, n.28). See MSL
17, 72-73.

85 See MSL 15, 110.

86 See MSL 15, 126.

872001, 50.

8 See Leichty, Finkel, and Walker 2019, 222 for preliminary identification of the tablet’s
contents. Lambert’s notebook folio 010138 gives a very partial transliteration. The tablet’s poor
preservation is a major obstacle to decipherment. Given the format of Gesche’s type 2a exercise
tablet, in which literary excerpts occur on the obverse and lexical material on the reverse, it may
be best to switch the obverse-reverse identification given in Lambert’s transliteration.

8 Oshima 2014, 401-2. The identification probably goes back to Lambert (see George /
Taniguchi 2019, 9 and Oshima 2014, VIII, 378).
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f4'-11"; rev. 18'-24" = Urra XXIV 78-84.0 Line 1’ likely comes from Urra
XXI. The fragmentary exercise tablet is likely an example of Gesche’s catego-
ry Type 2a.%!

4.1.2.3. Ludlul 111

— MS IIl.gsip: BM 68435 (1882-09-18, 8433). This exercise tablet preserves
only traces of a line on its obverse and then in lines 2'-7' a register of excerpted
material from Ludlul 111. Since each of these six lines contained two poetic
verses from Ludlul, the register bears witness to Ludlul 111 67-78.% Its reverse
looks to preserve two registers of a god list, separated by a ruling: Lines 1-3
attest An = Anum 1 1-3 and lines 4-5 have An = Anum 1 4-5.%3 This is the only
tablet in Gesche’s catalog that she identified as containing a god list, though
see now L.z above.” It is a Type 2a exercise tablet.”

— Ms IlLisip: BM 99811 (1883-01-21, 2173).°° The obverse of this exercise
tablet preserves four registers. Lambert identifies the first one (1-5) as lines
58-62 of the Gula Hymn of Bullutsa-rabi;’’ the second register, lines 610,
attest Ludlul TI1 9-13.8 Two other registers (11-12, 13) probably contain other
literary excerpts, but they remain unidentified.” The still unpublished reverse
is inscribed with three rule lines that form a square with the tablet’s bottom
edge. There may be a sign inscribed near the upper left corner of the square,'°
the rest of which is blank. Given the typical layout of Gesche’s Type 2a exer-
cise tablet, it seems likely that the rule lines are part of the layout for copying
lexical excerpts.

% For Urra XXII §5:1-8, see MSL 11, 22, 26; for Urra XXIII frag. f 4'-11’, MSL 11, 68-70;
for Urra XXIV 78-84, MSL 11, 78, 80.

12001, 50.

%2 Oshima 2014, 418-19.

93 See Litke 1998, 20-21.

%4 See Gesche 2001, 733, 807; compare the entry for BM 71949 (MS 1.zsip) on 744.

%5 Likewise, Gesche 2001, 733. For a likely scribal error in its excerpt of Ludlul, see the notes
in chapter three at I1I 70.

% Leichty and Grayson only identify the tablet’s contents as “literary” (1988, 380).

97 Lambert 1967, 118.

%8 Oshima 2014, 413-14; see also George / Taniguchi 2019, 4.

9 Line 12 seems to read: [...] 'x1 NU pi-it [...]. Line 13 reads: [...] NIM x NA [...].

100" What I am identifying as a potential sign falls on a crack, making positive identification
difficult. If it is indeed a sign, perhaps it is to be read 'MAN? or the number "207 (?), which might
suggest the box is part of a mathematical problem. The sign could also be read 'TKAM*1, and thus
the end of a date formula, which coheres well with the idea stated above: The box is part of the
layout for copying lexical material on the reverse, which was then followed by a concluding date.
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4.1.2.4. Ludlul IV

To my knowledge, as of July 2022, there are no exercise tablets of Ludlul IV.

4.1.2.5. Ludlul V

— MS V.isip: BM 74201 (1882-09-18, 14220). This Type 2a exercise tablet’s
obverse has a trace of a line, a ruling, and then there is an excerpt from Ludlul
V, lines 54-55, 57-60 in obv. 2'-7".1%" A double ruling follows.'%> The reverse
has two registers of unidentified lexical material.'%?

— MS V.kgar: VAT 17489. As described in chapter one (see page 44), this piece
was discovered in an archive in the city of Babylon that dates back to the late
eighth to early seventh centuries. The archive was stored in two jars, holding a
total of forty-nine tablets. MS V.kga, was the only non-administrative tablet
among what was otherwise an archive of documents.!* It is unique among our
witnesses to Ludlul in that it takes the shape of a regular tetrahedron (a triangu-
lar pyramid) and has writing on all of its sides. Like other exercise tablets, it
preserves formulaic phrases from administrative documents and excerpts from
literary or religious texts.!% It is likely this interesting tablet was a prized pos-
session, a keepsake from the owner’s scribal training days. The contents were
mostly identified by van Dijk with additions from Jaques.'% The literary ex-
cerpts are inscribed on side i: lines 1-3 come from a prayer to Samas; lines 4—5
are from a dingirSadabba prayer;'"” lines 6-8a are Ludlul V 14—15;'% lines 8b—
11 are Eniima elis IV 17.'% Jaques suggests there may be a kind of internal
logic for the arrangement of the literary excerpts: the first two are linked by the
word arnu, “sin,” and in the last two “le dieu est nommé dans un context de
louange.”!% The other sides of the tetrahedron (ii—iv) contain phrases from
administrative documents.

— MS V.mgaw: BM 38002 (1880-06-17, 1831). This fragment is only inscribed
on one side. The first register has two lines of an unidentified excerpt: 1". [...]

101 Oshima 2014, 433-34.

192 For the identification of the contents, see Leichty and Grayson 1987, 383 and Gesche
2001, 614, 760.

103 For an interesting scribal mistake in the text, see the notes in chapter three at V 59.

104 pedersén 2005, 2038, especially 206.

195 an Dijk 1987, 15.

106 Van Dijk 1987, 15 and Jaques 2015, 64.

107 Section B 10, according to Jaques’s new edition (2015, 84).

198 Oshima 2014, 430.

19 Lambert 2013, 86.

110 Jaques 2015, 64, n.48.
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X! MA $AR X X' [...]; 2. [... MJA DA ME E si-it x' [...].1"! Lines 3'-9"
attest Ludlul V 16-22,''? identified by Lambert.!!3

4.1.3. Summary and Generalizations
4.1.3.1. Tablet Format

Looking only at the twelve Babylonian exercise tablets, seven tablets are clear-
ly what Gesche called Type 2a tablets in that they preserve literary excerpts on
the obverse and lexical material, sometimes starting on the obverse, but cer-
tainly present on the reverse: MS L.sgab, MS L.vsip, MS L.Zsip, MS I1.pBab, MS I1.qBab,
Ms III. gsip, and MS V.isj. Two tablets preserve material on only one side, MS
Lusip and MS V.mgap, attesting literary excerpts. It is likely that the missing
side, presumably the reverse, bore lexical or related material originally, making
these Type 2a tablets as well. MS IILis;j, is similar to these two in that it pre-
serves literary excerpts on its obverse, but it may also preserve hints on its re-
verse of the layout for lexical material and a partial date, putting it among Type
2a tablets, also. Thus, in all, ten of the twelve Babylonian tablets (more than
80%) can be counted as examples of the most common format for Babylonian
exercise tablets. The outliers in form are MS L.w/V jkis and MS V.kgab. The for-
mer does not seem to fit Gesche’s categories at all. The latter, having the shape
of a regular tetrahedron, is extraordinary in form and might best be considered
a trophy or keepsake tablet from the owner’s scribal training days. The evi-
dence, including some tablets that were not used or whose contents have been
identified since Gesche’s study,''* confirms Gesche’s point about the use of
Ludlul in the Babylonian scribal curricula of the first millennium: Ludlul was
an assigned text in the second level of scribal training in first-millennium Bab-
ylonia and thus was part of the scribal training of future exorcists.

Given how little we know about the scribal curricula (plural, as training
took place at multiple sites) in first-millennium Assyria, we cannot determine
how representative the exercise tablets from AsSur, MS I.xas and MS Lyas, are
for our understanding of Assyrian scribal training. Thus, caution is in order. It
would not be going too far, however, to say that the two exercise tablets from
ASSur are similar in form to the Babylonian Type 2a tablets, except they switch
obverse for reverse, putting the lexical material on the obverse and literary ex-

1 See likewise Leichty, Finkel, and Walker 2019, 377.

112 Oshima 2014, 430-31.

113 George / Taniguchi 2019, 9 and Oshima 2014, VIII, 379.

114 Among those not in Gesche’s catalog: Note especially MS L.vsip, MS ILpsab, MS I1.ggab, and
MS IILisip, all of which are Type 2a exercise tablets.
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cerpts mostly on the reverse.'!®> Despite this similarity, we do not know what
this form might mean for our understanding of Ludlul within the Assyrian
scribal curricula.

4.1.3.2. Tablet Origins

As stated above, of the fourteen known exercise tablets, only two derive from a
northern, Assyrian city, AsSur (MS L.xas, MS L.yas). The remaining twelve hail
from the south: five from Babylon/Babylonia (MS I.sgab, MS IL.pBab, MS I1.qBab,
MS V.kpa, MS V.mgw), six from Sippar (MS Lusip, MS Lvsip, MS Lzsip, MS
M1 gsip, MS Lisip, MS V.isip), and one from Kish (MS L.w/V jki). The paucity of
exercise tablets from Assyria in comparison to the relative density of the mate-
rial from Babylonia reflects our current knowledge about the general distribu-
tion of Akkadian exercise tablets as a whole in the first millennium: Exercise
tablets from the South far and away outnumber those (published) from the
North.!¢

The relatively widespread distribution of exercise tablets containing Ludlul
supplies warrant for an implication that the site by site review of all the manu-
scripts of the poem in chapter one did not. Namely, Ludlul was not simply a
widely revered but dead classic that existed in textual repositories and libraries,
perhaps considered an arcane interest of an adventurous, literate few (as is,
e.g., the Epic of Gilgames today); rather, Ludlul was a text actively shaping
contemporary scribal curricula of the first millennium (comparable to Shake-
speare, €.g., in English today) and thus actively forming the inner libraries'!” of
(second level) scribes who would enter the highest echelons of elite, literate
culture. This is not a new realization, of course. But, the implications of this
point have not been explored, something that later chapters begin to remedy.

4.1.3.3. Content: Size of Excerpts of Ludlul

As for their contents, we cannot be sure of all that the tablets may have origi-
nally contained since most of the tablets are fragmentary. Keeping that caveat
in mind, if we look only at the tablets from the South and exclude the “trophy

115 Ms Lxas does have a couple of lines of a literary excerpt (Maglii) in its final two lines of
the obverse, which otherwise contains lexical material.

116 Gesche 2001, 23-24.

7T owe the terminology to Frank 2010, 54-58, who picks up the idea from Bayard 2007.
The “inner library” is developed briefly in chapter ten in the context of Lud/ul’s use in other texts.
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tablet” due to its extraordinary form, we find that the exercise tablets excerpt
an average of about six lines of Ludlul. The numbers in a gray box in the chart
below reflect excerpts that are bounded by rule lines on the tablet and thus the-
size of the excerpt is certain.

o
8 —_ N —_
~5—-5—-5—7"6-6 5—6—7~,
I I I I I 11 11 111 I A% \Y% \Y%
74-81 88-92 55-59 48-52 78-84 25-30 34-39 67-78 9-13  54-55, 16-22 49-50,
57-60 53-54

IsBab [LuSip LvSip LwKis 1zSip ILpBab Il.qBab III.gSip IILiSip V.iSip V.mBab V jKis

Fi

g. 1: Lines of Excerpted Text from Ludlul (Southern Tablets).

The one outlier in size, MS IIl.gs;,, actually excerpts twelve poetic lines on six
lines of the exercise tablet. If we were to adjust for that oddity by counting six
lines on the exercise tablet (rather than twelve from the poem), the average
number of excerpted lines among these eleven exercise tablets is still almost
six. Note also in the above chart that the two excerpts of Ludlul on MS
L.w/V jkis are treated as separate instances of an excerpt. If we were to count
that tablet as one instance of nine lines, the average would go up to almost
seven lines of excerpted text. If we only look at the tablets with excerpts
bounded by rule lines (counting MS IIl.gsi, as excerpting twelve poetic lines),
the average is still almost seven lines of text. All of the above calculations
point to an excerpt of about six to seven lines. Based on a perusal of Gesche’s
study, this does not seem out of the ordinary for a second level scribal exercise
tablet’s literary excerpts.'!® Further, the chart shows that the length of the ex-
cerpt is not tied to the student’s advancement through the text of Ludlul; that is,
the excerpts do not get significantly longer when the position of the excerpt
occurs later in the poem, as if the curricula assumed that the student’s progress
through the poem conveyed greater capability or facility for handling longer
pericopes from literary texts. Again, I do not think this offers anything new
from what we would expect based on Gesche’s study.

118 See, also, the size of the excerpts of the other literary compositions noted in the catalog
above. Gesche does make the point that excerpts get longer as students advance through the cur-
riculum, but this observation is only related to lexical materials, citing Urra as the key example
(2001, 83). See 4.1.3.4. below.
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4.1.3.4. Ludlul Excerpts and Lists

Gesche notes that first level students copied excerpts from the early Tablets of
the lexical series Urra (I-111), often times exhibiting an awkward and uncertain
script.'!® The excerpts from these early Tablets are short whereas excerpts from
the higher numbered Tablets in the same series, which second level students
continued to copy, are longer and thus, according to Gesche, demonstrate the
student’s growing capability.!?® Given her impression from the evidence that
scribal students proceeded Tablet by Tablet through Urra in the course of their
curriculum,'?! she draws the inference that one can establish the perceived dif-
ficulty of a literary text copied on an exercise tablet and thus that literary text’s
position in the curriculum (early vs. late) on the basis of which Tablets from
Urra were copied with it.!*?> The higher the Tablet number of the lexical ex-
cerpt, the more advanced the literary composition copied on the same school
tablet. Although admitting this is not a hard and fast rule, she uses this presup-
position to reconstruct the level of difficulty of various literary texts that appear
on exercise tablets and thus their position in the Babylonian scribal curricula of
the first millennium. She positions Ludlul at the penultimate position of diffi-
culty; only the Aluzinnu text, filled with parody and satire, is later, in her or-
dered reconstruction.'?3

My review of the evidence substantiates this position for Ludlul. However,
it is interesting to note that Gesche’s evidence could not have because none of
the six exercise tablets in her catalog bearing an excerpt of Ludlul also bears an
excerpt of Urra, the series that she uses as an index!'>* In any case, among the
eight exercise tablets identified as bearing an excerpt of Ludlul since the publi-
cation of Gesche’s study, two have excerpts from Urra: MS Lvsj, and MS
I.geab. In MS Lvsj, the excerpts come from Tablets XVII, XVIII, and VIIL
(Having an excerpt from a lower Tablet after the excerpts from higher num-

119 See Gesche 2001, 180, 183, for example. For cautions on the use of script to determine the
abilities of a scribe, see Worthington 2012, 29.

120 Gesche 2001, 183.

12 See Gesche 2001, 180, e.g., where she uses the word “impression” (Eindruck).

122 Gesche 2001, 183.

123 Gesche 2001, 178, 183. For the role of Aluzinnu’s satire and parody in scribal education,
see Jiménez 2017, 101-3, 107-8.

124 Her catalog of exercise tablets with an excerpt of Ludlul includes BM 36386 (our MS
L.sBab; Gesche’s catalog has a typographical error in the catalog for this tablet: Hh V [her siglum
for Urra] should read Ea V), BM 37596 (MS Ltgab; not Ludlul), BM 61433 (MS Lusip), BM 68435
(™S IIL.gsip), BM 74201 (MS V.isip), and 1924.1795 (MS L.w/V jkis). Some of the exercise tablets
now identified as containing excerpts of Ludlul are present in her catalog but not identified as
attesting the poem (e.g., MS Lzsip).
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bered Tablets is not typical but also not unprecedented.'?®) In MS IL.qea» the
excerpts come from Tablets XXII, XXIII, and XIV. If we take an average of
these six Tablet numbers, the result comes to XVIL. Since there are only twen-
ty-four Tablets in the series, I think these two exercise tablets, if Gesche’s idea
is correct, place Ludlul among those literary texts copied later in a student’s
curriculum.

Other Babylonian exercise tablets bearing excerpts from both Ludlul and a
lexical list are MS I.sab, MS 1.zsip, MS IL.pBab, and MS II1.gs;p. The first tablet, MS
Lsgab, Which was used in Gesche’s study substantively,'?® has three excerpts
from the advanced sign list Ea, Tablets III, IV, and V (in a series possessing
eight Tablets). The complexity of this list and the relatively high numbers of
the Tablets excerpted from the series in this exercise tablet may have been one
of the reasons for Gesche’s giving Ludlul such a late position in the scribal cur-
ricula. Two of the exercise tablets listed above, MS 1.zs;, and MS I11.gs;p, have
excerpts both from Ludlul and the advanced god list An = Anum. To my
knowledge, these are the only two tablets containing an excerpt from this god
list.'?” The presence of this advanced list on Ms IIL.gsip, included in Gesche’s
catalog, may have also influenced her decision to place Ludlul late in her re-
construction of the Babylonian curricula. The fact that Ludlul and the god list
also appear together on MS l.zsj,, which appears in Gesche’s catalog but not
identified as containing Ludlul and the god list,'?® at least confirms that the two
texts were coordinated in the curriculum (at least in Sippar!) and thus were
likely perceived as being around the same level of difficulty. MS IL.pgab, not
used substantively in Gesche’s study,'?’ contains excerpts from the fifth Tablet
of the bilingual group vocabulary Erimhus (which may have consisted of six or
perhaps seven Tablets in some first-millennium recensions)'? as well as from
Diri, a list that explains compound signs. These lists are likewise advanced and
might also be offered as a reason for placing Ludlul at a relatively late stage in
Babylonian scribal education.!3!

125 See Gesche 2001, 182.

126 That is, the tablet has secure identifications of its contents and could thus factor into
Gesche’s conclusions. See Gesche 2001, 246-48.

127 Gesche’s catalog lists two other Type 2a exercise tablets that bear an unidentified god list,
BM 54195 and BM 68434 (2001, 702, 733).

128 Gesche 2001, 744.

129 Gesche’s catalog includes BM 37655 (2001, 681), part of MS ILpgab, but not the other
fragment, BM 37576. The identifications she provides for the tablet’s content are very general and
uncertain, thus the exercise tablet could not have provided substantive evidence for her study.

130 See MSL 17, 4-5 and Veldhuis 2014, 235-36.

131 See Gesche 2001, 186, where she lists Erimhus, Ea, and the god list An = Anum as posi-
tioned “ganz spit in den Unterricht der zweiten Stufe” (186). I assume Diri should be included
among these, which only occurs on a few of the tablets in her catalog (808). This may be inferred



206 PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

Although not a lexical list, there is another item in the contents of MS Lzsjp
that is worth noting at this point for its value in considering Ludlul’s position in
the scribal curricula: MS Lzsj, contains an excerpt from Marduk’s Address to
the Demons (Udug-hul XI), though it was not identified as such in Gesche’s
catalog. According to Gesche, Marduk’s Address to the Demons occupied a
late position in the Babylonian scribal curricula, too, alongside Ludlul.'*> Ms
I.zsip therefore provides new, corroborating evidence for this association and
thus also for the idea that scribes studied Lud/ul in the advanced stage of their
education.

The Assyrian MS L.xas and MS Lyas both attest excerpts from Erimhus and
Diri. The former exercise tablet also contains an excerpt from the principle
commentary on Summa izbu, which shares the same purpose as a lexical list in
that this commentary coordinates lexemes on the basis of semantics. Given the
complexity of Erimhus and Diri as well as the advanced hermeneutical tech-
niques sometimes employed in commentaries, the association of these texts
with Ludlul on exercise tablets suggests that Ludlul was likely copied at a
relatively advanced stage of Assyrian scribal education.'** But, without further
Assyrian curricular evidence, this conclusion should only be considered a
hypothesis to be tested against future data.

4.1.3.5. Marduk, Eniima elis, and Ludlul in the Exercise Tablets

Gesche’s study of Babylonian scribal education in the first millennium clearly
demonstrates in the second level of the curricula the use of a number of texts
from several different genres in which Marduk plays a major role: Eniima elis,
two so-called Great Prayers to Marduk, Marduk’s Address to the Demons
(Udug-hul XI),'** and of course Ludlul. Of the twenty-eight exercise tablets in
Gesche’s catalog that bear an excerpt of Eniima elis, only one also includes an

in the way she lists these series together in a separate paragraph after the other lexical lists on p.
180. (Gesche is no longer in the field, and I am unable to find an address with which to contact
her to ask questions.)

132 Gesche 2001, 183. In Gesche’s catalog four exercise tablets are listed as attesting an ex-
cerpt of this composition: BM 36646, the identification is in question; BM 37927, also attesting
Enama elis; BM 37937+, also attesting Eniima elis; and BM 55305, the only one also attesting a
clearly identified excerpt of Urra, specifically, from Tablet XXIV, suggesting an advanced stu-
dent copied the tablet.

133 Note, however, that Gesche puts a couple of the other literary excerpts on these exercise
tablets, from Maglii and The Great Samas Hymn, in a middle position of the second level of the
Babylonian curricula (2001, 187). And two others that occur on the school tablets, Eniima elis and
Erra and Isum, are not mentioned or positioned at all in her scheme.

134 As mentioned above, MS L.zsip has an excerpt of Marduk’s Address to the Demons and
Ludlul (Tablet I), connecting the two in terms of curriculum.
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excerpt from Ludlul, MS Lusi, (EE V; LL 1)."*° In the present catalog, we have
five exercises tablets bearing both texts. In addition to MS Lusjp, just men-
tioned, two, MS Lvsip, (EE I; LL I) and MS V.kgay (EE 1V; LL V), bring the total
number of exercise tablets from Babylonia with both texts to three. (The other
two, MS L.xas and MS Lyas [both EE [; LL I], known since Lambert’s edition of
Ludlul, are from AsSur.) In Gesche’s attempt to order the literary compositions
in Babylonian scribal education, she does not mention the specific position
Eniima eli§ might occupy.'?® We should be careful, as Gesche warns, not to
press this matter of order too rigidly. Yet the fact that these two texts were
copied on the same exercise tablets suggests, in addition to their obvious and
completely expected thematic interest in Marduk, a perceived similarity in their
level of difficulty and thus, as Gesche hypothesizes with other texts, their close
position to one another within the curriculum. As a check on the latter infer-
ence, we might consider how the excerpt tablets with both Eniima elis and
Urra compare to those with both Ludlul and the same list. Gesche identifies
nine exercise tablets with excerpts from both Eniima elis and Urra: BM 33824
(Tablets XIX, XX), BM 54569 (XII), BM 36417 (XXIII, XXIV), BM 36726
(VIL, VIII, IX, X, XI), BM 37395 (XIV?), BM 37969 (XI), BM 38864 (XVI),
BM 54847 (XXII), BM 66956 (XIV). The average of the Tablet numbers ex-
cerpted from the lexical list is a third under XV (n = fifteen excerpts on nine
tablets). This is fairly close to the number XVII for Ludlul (n = six excerpts on
two tablets). One wonders how the averages would change if there were more
exercise tablets with excerpts from both Ludlul and Urra.'3

Two further observations about exercise tablets attesting both Eniima elis
and Ludlul. The first is about MS V.kga, Which is the pyramid-shaped tablet. In
addition to Jaques’s idea, cited above, that the citations from Eniima elis and
Ludlul are connected by virtue of the fact that both excerpts praise Marduk,
these two excerpts also come from later Tablets in their respective composi-
tions, suggesting—perhaps—that this “trophy tablet” commemorates an ad-
vanced stage of scribal accomplishment. Of course, this is only speculation.

The second observation is about the Assyrian exercise tablets, MS L.xas and
MS Lyas, which join excerpts from the first Tablet of Erra and Isum to excerpts
from the initial Tablets of Ludlul and Eniima elis. Although Marduk is not the

135 Gesche 2001, 808 for a list (note also 177, n.683) and p. 717 for MS Lusip, s.v., BM 61433.

136 Note its absence on p. 183. For the narrative poem’s role in the second level of Babylonian
scribal education generally, see Gesche’s comments, e.g., on pp. 177-78.

137 In addition to Urra, one tablet bearing Enitma elis also has an excerpt from the advanced
list Erimhus (BM 50711), two also have an excerpt from the Akkadian synonym list Malku (BM
36387, BM 72046), and another also has an excerpt from an unidentified god list (BM 68434).
These also suggest an advanced position in the curriculum.
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focus in Erra and Isum, he does play a significant role in the opening
Tablets.!3® The various lists copied on the obverse, as mentioned earlier, are
rather advanced. Perhaps in AsSur a student had to advance to this level in the
lists before beginning these three sophisticated literary works. But again, this
should be treated only as a hypothesis to be tested when we have acquired bet-
ter evidence of the various Assyrian scribal curricula.

4.1.3.6. Ludlul and Incantations

Given Gesche’s conclusion that the second level of scribal training in the
Babylonian curricula had a special interest in exorcism, it is not surprising to
see that five of the twelve Babylonian exercise tablets in the present catalog
contain both excerpts of Ludlul and of an incantation (MS L.sga, MS Lusi,, MS
L.zsip, MS Il.pBab, and MS V.kgap). Specifically, MS Lsgap contains an excerpt
from Mussu u, MS V kga, an excerpt from a dingirsadabba, and MS Lus;p, MS
L.zsip, and MS IL.ppay contain excerpts from Udug-hul. The same juxtaposition
of Ludlul and incantatory material also exists on the two Assyrian exercise tab-
lets, MS .xas and MS Lyas. In their case, the material is excerpted from the anti-
witchcraft series Maglii. In all, therefore, precisely half of the exercise tablets
bearing Ludlul place an incantation excerpt alongside one from the poem. Even
if this curricular connection in the Babylonian tablets tells us first and foremost
something about the training of advanced scribes and potential future exorcists,
I think it raises an interesting question about how or why Ludlul might have
been perceived to serve this pedagogical end. Of course, one may simply point
to the central role of Marduk in Ludlul for its perceived appropriateness in the
curricula (as above). In addition to this suggestion, I think the curricular juxta-
position of Ludlul with incantation materials suggests the scribal masters saw
something especially significant about Ludlul in terms of its content and com-
position that made it especially suitable for their pedagogical goals. In the fol-
lowing chapters, I show that the poem itself connects to exorcism via its con-
tent and themes (see chapter five), its vocabulary (see chapter six), its
professional and institutional implications for ritual experts (see chapter seven),
and even its innovative literary form (see chapter eight).

The information gleaned so far in this chapter is in part confirmed by the
kind of information we gain from a close look at the colophons on the tablets
attesting Ludlul. In addition to matters pertaining to scribal training, the colo-

138 Machinist 2005 and Wisnom 2020 have seen a connection between Anzii, Eniima elis, and
Erra and Isum. Perhaps the excerpts of the latter two in sequence on these tablets from ASSur
supports this idea in a broad way.
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phons also give insight into the scribal copyists of the poem, student or other-
wise, and their socio-institutional settings, adding to our initial ancient interpre-
tive context for understanding Ludlul among the scholars and providing further
support for examining Ludlul in subsequent chapters through the lens of the
professional competencies and concerns of the exorcists.

4.2. SCRIBAL COLOPHONS AND THE EXTANT
MANUSCRIPTS OF LUDLUL

As is well-known, when scribes copied literary, religious, divinatory, political,
poetic, and other non-quotidian (i.c., legal, administrative, or personal epis-
tolary) texts, they often included a brief statement at the tablet’s conclusion
that conveyed information such as the name of the composition copied, the
fidelity with which the tablet was copied from its original, the person who
copied the tablet (often including their filiation and profession), for whom the
tablet was copied (again, including their filiation and profession), the location
from which the original derives and/or the location the copy was made, and
perhaps the date the tablet was copied, among other items.!* As the following
catalog demonstrates, the content and length of colophons varies significantly.
Aside from the fact that colophons always occur at the conclusion of a tablet,
usually in the lower part of the tablet’s reverse, colophons were also typically
set apart from the main text being copied by a rule line (or two) across the clay
above the colophon. And sometimes the colophon is written in lines spaced
farther apart vertically from one another, i.e., a kind of double spacing, as op-
posed to the single line spacing of the main composition. If there is a colophon
on a tablet, the presence of one or more of these material features make its
presence absolutely certain. Looking to tablets attesting both the text of Ludlul
as well as a colophon provides the second feature of scribal culture with which
to contextualize Ludlul among first-millennium scribes. Our driving question
here, similar to the first section is, What can we learn about Lud/ul among first-
millennium scribes from the colophonic evidence on tablets attesting the
poem?

Among all the manuscripts of Ludlul only ten preserve a colophon:'4 Ms
I.GBabf], MS I.JNin, MS I.PAg, MS I.QKal, MS H.GNin, MS H.INm, MS H.HNin, MS
II.Lag, MS I1.Ngu,, and MS V.Bgap. As one can see, the Babylonian evidence for

139 The fundamental work on Akkadian colophons of the first millennium BCE remains Hun-
ger 1968.

140 This count does not include dates at the end of exercise tablets, as clearly preserved on MS
L.w/V jkis and perhaps to be found on MS I.xas and IILis;p.
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this material feature of tablet witnesses is quite paltry compared to the Assyrian
evidence, making the geographical focus of this second section the exact oppo-
site of the previous. As the colophons of the currently known manuscripts of
Ludlul have never been published in one place, the following presents a catalog
of the evidence. Unlike the previous section, the material is presented here by
geographical region, Babylonia first, then Assyria, and, in the case of the latter,
city by city: Nineveh, Kalhu, Assur, and finally the Assyrian provincial town
Huzirina, which lies outside of Assyria proper. Rather than offering a synthesis
at the conclusion of the catalog, I comment on the significance of each site in
its subsection as the amount and kinds of information that can be gleaned from
each colophon varies significantly. Although the results will not be surprising
to anyone who knows these sites, creating this contextualization for Ludlul
among first-millennium scribes will again, as stated in the first section, provide
an important social and cultural foundation for further interpretive forays in
later chapters.

4.2.1. Babylonia

The two tablets from Babylonia bearing a colophon offer, as best as I can de-
termine, little substantive evidence to exploit for the purposes of the present
chapter. For the sake of completeness, the colophons are presented below.

MS V.Bgwp: 4!

r15’. [DUB.5.KAM lud-[Jul EN né-me-Tqi ZAG).TIL.B[1].TSE1!42
r16'. [...]-"TAMAR.UTU A3 [§]d ™x1-[(x)]-TxT A ™Tx1-Tx1-[(x)]
r17'. [...] S’ SU? X' [x X]

{bottom edge}

[The 5 Tablet of Ludlul bel némegi. Com[p]lete.
[...]-Marduk, son [o]f ... from the ... family,

[0 ]

MS I.GBab72144

r11’. [... ]M.DUB ™¥EN-DU-u$ A §d¢ ™Mina-E-sag-gil-NUMU[N]
r12'. [...] "™EN.SUR-ru A' ™'%dg-b[i-bi]

r13’. traces

14! See Leichty 2011 and Oshima 2014, 438.

142 Leichty reads the last several signs differently: GIM LIBIR-§[i/] SAR (2011, 134).

143 Leichty includes -5 here (2011, 134).

144 See Horowitz / Lambert 2002, 244 for text and translation.

145 The scribe has confused the order of the DIS and A signs. See Horowitz / Lambert 2002,
244, n.16.
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{breaks off}

[... ta]blet of B&l-ipus, son of Ina-Esagil-z&r[u],
[... son of] B&l-&tir, from the Dabi[b1] family.

According to the Prosopography of Babylonia (c. 620—330 BCE) project
(ProsoBab),'# there is a B&l-ipus, son of Ina-Esagil-zeru from the Paharu fami-
ly attested in two documents from Borsippa, BM 29066 (dated 05.VI.00 Nbn =
556 BCE) and BM 29523 (dated 04.VIIL.O1 Nbn’ = 555” BCE), both from the
Ibnaya A archive; the man is designated a scribe in the latter document.'4’
There is no way to be sure that this man is the same man named in our colo-
phon. ProsoBab shows that 238 individuals bore the Dabibi family name. Of
these, there is a certain Labasi, son of BEl-&tir from the Dabibi family attested
as a witness in one document from Babylon, BM 77300 (dated 05.X.00 AM =
561 BCE), from the Ea-epp@s-ili A archive.'*® (The scribe in BM 77300 is
named Sama$-Sarru-usur, son of B&l-Sumu-iskun, descendant of the Paharu
family.) There is again no way to know that this is the same person (partially)
named in our colophon. More-over, I find no connection between any of these
identified individuals. Thus, the statement that Horowitz and Lambert made in
their edition of MS I.Ggay» remains true to this day: “The provenance of the
Birmingham Ludlul fragment is uncertain as the tablet arrived in Birmingham
without any documentation and the persons named in the colophon cannot be
identified with any particular city” (2002, 237).

4.2.2. Assyria
4.2.2.1. Nineveh

The numerically greater evidence from Assyria compared to that from Babylo-
nia is mitigated substantially by the facts that one of the eight Assyrian MSS of
Ludlul bearing a colophon is completely illegible (MS 1.Pas) and four attest a
version of one of the highly formulaic A$Surbanipal colophons.!* The latter
tells us little about the use of Ludlul among first-millennium scribes generally,

146 T thank Laurie Pearce for pointing me to this project and for the initial references to the
first two individuals named in this paragraph.

147 See https://prosobab.leidenuniv.nl/individual/20763 for the man and https:/prosobab.
leidenuniv.nl/tablet/t6830 and https://prosobab.leidenuniv.nl/tablet/t6832 for information about
BM 29066 and BM 29523, respectively. Jursa 2005, 83—84 provides an overview of the archive.

148 See https://prosobab.leidenuniv.nl/individual/10244 for the man and https:/prosobab.
leidenuniv.nl/tablet/t4399 for information about BM 77300. Jursa 2005, 62—64 provides an over-
view of the archive.

149 See Streck 1916, LLXXI-LXXXII and I1.354-75; Hunger 1968, nos. 317-345; and the
new editions that are forthcoming through the Electronic Babylonian Literature project.
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though it confirms for us something that we already know very well about the
literate royal scribal-scholar himself: AsSurbanipal was very interested in the
wide spectrum of texts in the cultural repertoire of the learned scribes and
scholars of his day, among whom he counted himself,'>° and had several copies
of the poem in his library. The colophons also confirm something quite specific
about the poem: Ludlul was not simply another text at Nineveh; Ludlul was
certainly a part of A§Surbanipal’s specific intellectual scribal activity.'>! In fact,
every witness for Ludlul from Nineveh that preserves the end of its reverse also
preserves an ASSurbanipal colophon.'3? This, of course, is neither proof of
Assurbanipal’s unique interest in the poem nor other Assyrian royals’ neglect.
As mentioned in chapter one, MS III.LExs may have been discovered in the pal-
ace of Sennacherib’s son, prince As§ur-muballissu.!>> And as described below,
MS 1.Qkal was found among a working royal tablet collection housed in Nab{’s
Ezida temple. Still, the fact that Ludlul was so well represented in AsSurbani-
pal’s collection gives warrant to consider how the text may have influenced
this scribe-cum-king, for which see chapter ten.

The colophons are formulaic and well-known and so, as with the Babyloni-
an ones, are presented in the following for the sake of completeness. As they
offer no surprises in their formulation, they are presented with only selected
restorations supplied and without full translation. A few phrases are translated
to highlight selected features. Annotations are intended to do the same.

MS LInin: (A8Surbanipal colophon b)!>*
r3'. [... lud-lul E]N né-me-qi ™as-sur-D[U-...]

rd'. [...]-na LUGAL SU [...]

r5'. [...-f]Ju LUGALSU [...]

r6'. [... GI]S.LLUs.UM.MES [...]

t7'. [... ina tap-hur]-ti um-ma-a-[ni ...]

150 Lieberman 1990; Villard 1997; Livingstone 2007; Frahm 2011a; and Zamazalova 2011.

151 The presence of a commentary to Ludlul among the tablets at Nineveh may also support
this statement, though we cannot be sure it was in AsSurbanipal’s collection since the bottom
reverse of the tablet is missing and thus we do not know the content of its colophon, if it bore one
originally.

152 For a recent summary of the contemporary scholarship on (and debate about) the AsSurba-
nipal colophons as evidence of the Assyrian king’s interest in the content on the tablets bearing
the colophons (as opposed to, e.g., a collector’s interest), see Robson 2019, 124-27.

153 Pedersén 1986, 76-81 (Ns; 1A9II area); for the present tablet, see specifically pp. 77 and
79. The tablet was found among more than seventy-six other tablets, many of which attest an
incantation of some kind, including sag.ba sag.ba, namburbi, and Maqlii types. One of the tablets
is an exercise tablet with an excerpt from Erimhus and Malku. The evidence is too fragile for firm
conclusions (Pedersén 1986, 78; likewise, Robson 2019, 129), but if these tablets belonged to the
prince, might they reflect the prince’s scribal training?

154 See Hunger 1968, no. 318.
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r8'. [...]-ia gé-rleb ...]
{breaks off}

17'. [... among the compa]ny of schola[rs ...]'%

MS I1.Gnin: (ASSurbanipal colophon b)!3

r27'. DUB.2.KAM [lud-Iul EN né-me-qi ...]

128'. "a§-Sur-DU-DUMU.US [...X]!

r29'. DUMU "a§-5ur-SES-[.. . N]

r30’. DUMU ™30-PAB.MES-[... X]i-ma

131", ki-i pi DUB.MES GIS.L[1...] "1 URUM

r32'. tup-pu Su-a-tu ina tap-hur-t[i um-ma-a-ni ...-n)iq IGLKAR-ma
r33'. [a-n]a ta-mar-ti LUGAL-ti-i[a qé-reb E.G|AL-ia ti-kin
134", [Sa $lu-mi Sat-ru i-pa-as-si-tu MU-3u i-Sat-ta-ru
135", [*N]A4 DUB.SAR gim-ri MU-§tt lip-Si-it

{bottom edge}

r32'... among the compan[y of scholars ...] ...
133'. 1 deposited the tablet [in] my [pal]ace [fo]r my royal reading.'>’

MS IL.Hnin: (ASSurbanipal colophon a)'®

r18'. [... DUB].F2.KAM.MA? lud-lul be-lum né-me-q[i ...]
119", [...] AN.SAR-DU-TA”1[...]

120", [...] KUR T[]

{bottom edge}

The last two lines of the colophon on MS II.Hnin, that is, the lines that belong to
the actual AsSurbanipal colophon, were scratched into the dried clay rather than
pressed into the clay while it was wet, suggesting perhaps that the tablet was
accessioned into the collection well after it had been copied. This method of
attaching the colophon may also account for its brevity.

ILInin: (A83urbanipal colophon d)'¥
125" [... l[Jud-Iul EN né-me-"qi!

155 The phrase ina taphurti ummdni, “among the company of scholars,” only occurs in A3Sur-
banipal colophon b. (My translation of taphurtu with “company” follows CDA4, 398, “assembly,
company”’; see also AHw, 1320 and Lierberman 1990, 319. Compare CAD T, 180, “collection,
completion(?).”)

156 See Hunger 1968, no. 318.

157 For the technical meaning of tamartu as indicating an act of acquiring knowledge, see Ar-
bell 2021, 101, who notes previous literature. For the phrase among other similar phrases in the
Assurbanipal colophons, see Lieberman 1990, 318-19.

158 See Hunger 1968, no. 317.

159 See Hunger 1968, no. 319d. The complete colophon was published by Aino Hétinen in Ji-
ménez et al 2020, 247, thanks to her joining of K.9973 to DT 151 (Oshima’s MS I1.O) and K.3972
and thereby filling in the missing lines.
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r26'. [...] LUGAL SU LUGAL KUR as$-[...]

127", $a "\NA4 u “tas'-me-tuy GES[TUG.MIN ...]
r28'". [i-h]u-uz-zu IG[LMIN ...]

129", $[a ina LJUGAL.MES Ta-[lik ...]

130", né-me-eq ‘NA4 [ ...]

r31'. ina DUB.MES as-f[ur ...]

132", a-na ta-mar-(ti ...]

r33'. gé-reb E.GA[L ...]

{bottom edge}

42.2.2. Kalhu

MS 1.Qkar:'%°
132191 DUB.1.KAM lud-lul "EN' [ne-me-q1 ...]
{three blank lines to the bottom edge}

The 1% Tablet of Ludlul bél [némeqi ...]

Like the Babylonian tablets bearing a colophon, there is little to say specifical-
ly about this one tablet from the royal Assyrian tablet collection in Nabi’s
Ezida temple at Kalhu, which bears a rather meager colophon.'®> The dearth of
data in its colophon is unusual since, as Robson notes, “almost all” of the colo-
phons from this collection “give vital information about the men who worked
there,” who were, as she characterizes them, royal scribes and scholars from
prominent families with long pedigrees as Assyrian court scholars.!®3 Yet the
very presence of MS I.Qka1 among tablets belonging to such men within a royal
Assyrian tablet collection demonstrates again that Ludlul was not simply some
obscure, mostly-forgotten text, pushed on scribal students during their peda-
gogical “captivity.” Rather, at Kalhu it was part of a working library similar in
nature, if smaller in scope, to what AsSurbanipal created at Nineveh. Thus,
Ludlul ought to be understood as part of the broader and current cultural ethos
among literate elites in Assyria during the seventh century BCE.!%*

160 See Wiseman / Black 1996, pl. 121 for a copy of the colophon.

161 This line is preceded by a blank space the size of about two lines.

162 The tablets from the Ezida in Kalhu were not yet published (see Wiseman / Black 1996)
when Hunger completed his study on colophons (1968). For comments on the thirty colophons
preserved on the tablets, see Robson 2013, 46.

163 See Robson 2013, 46.

164 For a general characterization of the tablets from the Ezida at Kalhu as a royal Assyrian
collection, see Robson 2013, 45-48 and Robson 2019, chs. 3-4, and see especially pp. 114-16 for
the collection’s contents by genre/text type.
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4.2.2.3. ASSur

MS [.Pas
be. [...] xxxxx'[(X)]

The colophon on the bottom edge of this fragment is illegible (see Lambert
1960, 30 and pl.74).

MS H.LA§165

rii’ 6" [...] x "LU.SAMAN'.LA TUR
rit’ 7. [...] =xx x x!

{breaks off}

[...] ... young scribal apprentice

[...]...

The colophon on this tablet is quite fragmentary, attesting only the ends of its
two lines. In addition, what little remains was actually erased in antiquity! I can
offer no reason beyond speculation for this treatment. Despite these epigraphic
obstacles, the first line of the colophon clearly shows the words Samallii sehru,
“young scribal apprentice,” proving that an advanced scribal student, having
graduated from exercise tablets, made this copy of Ludlul 11 at A§Sur.'*® Since
this witness preserves a catchline to Tablet III 1 (rev. ii" 5), it may be that the
scribe continued his work to the next tablet in the composition.

This tablet shows two Winkelhaken ten lines apart in the left margin of the
column on the right (col i’y—only two such marks are preserved;'®” presuma-
bly, the fully-preserved tablet had such a mark every ten lines, an occasional
feature one finds on a variety of tablets.'®® Since the mark was written over the
margin line (clearly visible in the lowest of the two), this mechanism seems to

165 See Lambert 1960, pl. 74 (VAT 10569) for a copy of the tablet that includes the erased
colophon. Also available at https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/dl/lineart/P404973 1.jpg.

196 There are a number of colophons from As3ur attesting this rank, some of which also pre-
serve the name of the individual holding it. See, e.g., Hunger 1968, nos. 197, 199, 200, 222, 223,
232, 235, 236, 238, 239, 246, 250, 253, 255, 260, 261, and 269. For general remarks about ap-
prentices, see Robson 2019, 131-32 with reference to Maul 2010. For a study following the histo-
ry of one such named individual, Kisir-Assur, see Arbell 2021 and pages 34-98 specifically for
the young man as a Samallii sehru. (Arbell uses several texts unavailable at the time of Hunger’s
work on colophons.) Our nameless young scribe here in MS II.Las might have been named among
the other AsSur colophons. Future digital approaches to the material may be able to match him to
one of them via paleography, orthography, or some other feature.

167 In Lambert’s copy the decade markers are in the center margin just under lines numbered
50 and 60 (see 1960, pl. 74 [VAT 10569] and the image at https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/dl/
lineart/P404973_Ljpg).

168 See, e.g., Hunger 1968, 2.
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have been a way either to check that the copyist had included the correct
number of lines (after inscribing the tablet) or to provide guidance for approx-
imate line spacing (before inscribing the tablet but after laying out the margin
lines). Might this have been necessary in the present case specifically because
of the inexperience of our Samallii sehru?

Overall, the young scribal student did a good job copying his text. What
little we have of it reveals no obvious mistakes. There is one word in the text,
however, the final verb in II 120, that some may count as a mistake. The verb
has been the centerpiece of a long-standing interpretive crux on the proper
translation of II 120. Seeing the present MS’s reading in comparison to the two
others that attest the end of the line will clarify the issue:

MS ILIni, rev. 23" [...] mu-de-e “UTU-su-un i-LAGAB (-rim / -kil 7)
MS I1.Las, rev. i’ 4": [...-s]u-un i-ri-im
MS I1.Nyy, rev. 48: $d ger-bi mu-de-e “UTU-s[u]-un i-LAGAB (-rim / -kil ?)

As one can see, the question is: Should we read the LAGAB sign in MS ILInin
and MS IL.Nyy, as -rim or -kil?'% Is the verb irim from aramu, “to cover (some-
thing) over,” or 7kil from ekelu, “to be(come) dark”? Setting aside the reading
in MS II.Las for a moment, interpreters have disagreed about which of the two
verbs provide a better sense in context. Jerrold Cooper provides the best argu-
ment for reading irim from aramu; he translates I1 119—-120 as follows:

The day has darkened for my whole family, and
Of those among my friends, it has eclipsed their sun.!7

A composite text of the Akkadian reads:

iti umu Sa gimir kimtiya
Sa qereb miidé samassun rim

The subject of 7rim, according to Cooper, is a nameless “it,” which he clarifies
as “either the general suffering of the man described throughout the tablet, or
more specifically, the words of doom uttered by his countrymen in 116.”!"!

19 The substance of the following discussion, with adjustments and additions, comes from
SAACT 7, xxiii, n.38, which I wrote. The matter is also discussed in Worthington 2012, 65-66
with a similar conclusion as here.

170 Cooper 1975, 249. See also von Soden (1990, 126, n.120a) and Oshima 2014, 93, 271-72.
Similarly, Reiner 1985, 104, though she makes the sun the subject of the verb: “For all my ac-
quaintances their sun became covered over.” This rendering is unlikely since aramu is transitive
(see CAD A/2,228-29).

1711975, 249.
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Oshima, who likewise reads irim, prefers to see Marduk as the subject of the
verb under the influence of Marduk’s anticipated role in III 1.2 Though iden-
tifying the subject of the verb is a weakness for it, Cooper’s reading of II 120 is
sensible and creates a better parallelism with II 119 than Lambert’s discarded
reading.!” Tt also accounts for the reading i-ri-im in MS I.Las, which presents
an unambiguous orthography of the verb. But, deriving the verb from ekélu
makes equally good—perhaps slightly better—sense and provides an even
stronger parallelism both lexically and grammatically. Lexically, the verbs et
in II 119 and ekelu in 11 120 are both from the semantic domain of “darkness.”
Grammatically, the two subjects in the lines (“day” and “their sun”) are clearly
parallel and the three grammatical elements of II 119 and II 120 are arranged in
a chiasm: verb, subject, Sa-clause // Sa-clause, subject, verb.!™ According to
this understanding, 11 119-120 may be translated:

The day grew dark for my entire family,
For those among my friends their sun darkened.

If the reading from ekélu is accepted, the variant in MS II.Lag might be ex-
plained as a true semantic variant, in which the scribe mistook Marduk (see 111
1) as the subject'”® or it may simply be a mistaken clarification of an ambigu-
ous sign: KIL was mistakenly read as RIM and disambiguated with RI-IM.!76
Given the slight superiority of 7kil contextually and the fact that Ms II.Las was
written by a young scribal apprentice, the possibility of a mistaken reading in
this MS should not be too quickly dismissed.

1722014, 93, 271-72. See also note 175 below.

173 Lambert derived the verb from rému, “to show mercy” (1960, 295 and 344; as did Lang-
don 1923, 49). He translates I 119-120 as follows: “But I know the day for my whole family,
When, among my friends, their Sun-god will have mercy” (46).

174 For others who read ikil, see, e.g., Moran 1983, 257, n.11; Foster 2005, 401, 409, who at-
tributes the reading back to Landsberger; and CAD E, 64.

175 See, e.g., Moran 1983, 257, n.11; this is apparently how von Soden reads the line since
“er” is the subject (1990, 126); likewise, Oshima 2014, 93, 271-72.

176 Tt is possible, perhaps likely that the scribe writing i-ri-im did not actually know how the
text was supposed to read because he did not yet know the text very well or at all. See Worthing-
ton 2012, 125-26 for this possibility.
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4.2.2.4. Huzirina

Of the three known manuscripts of Ludlul from the Assyrian provincial city of
Huzirina, MS I.Ryuz, MS IL.Npy,, and MS V.Hyy,, only one, MS I1.Nyy,, preserves
a colophon:!””

r50. GIM SUMUN-§1 GIS-ma ba-ri GIS ™i-di-‘mes-Tlam-t[a]-é'-a

r51. LU.SAB.TUR /i-g[i-m]u-u $[a] ™A.SU.U LU.SANGA

152. §a IR *NU.DIM.MUD [it-bal-$ii $a ina Sur-qu i-$a-ri-qi $a ina dan-"na'-nu
e-kim

153. ILU[GAL].GIR.RA dan-dan DINGIR.MES kas-ka$§ DINGIR.MES mus-mit
DINGIR.MES

r54. ina GIS.TUKUL.MES-$[u ez-z|u-[t]u lis-gi-is

155. ina LAL-si ™930.PAB.M[ES].TU MAN KUR as-§ur ina ""APIN UD.3.KAM

156. lim-m[e ™ha-na-nu "$da-kiln "™ [t{]I’-bar-s[i]-bi

r57. NER.GAL.Z[U NA.(AJN.UR)'7® 41U [TU]

Written according to its original and checked. Written by Iddi-Meslam-
[t]aea, scribal apprentice, offs[prilng o[f] ASu, the Sangii. May Nudimmud
(i.e., Ea) carry off the one who carries this tablet off. The one who steals it
by theft, the one who removes it by force, may Lu[gal]girra, all-powerful of
the gods, the mighty one of the gods, the murderous one of the gods,
slaughter that person with hi[s fur]io[u]s weapons. Copied during the reign
of Senna[ch]-erib, king of the land of Assyria, on the third of the month
Arahsamna, /imm[u of Hananu, govern]or of [Ti]l-Bars[i]p. (701 BCE)'”®
The one who trusts in yo[u], Tu[tu] (i.e., Nabti), [shall not be] shamed.

As with the tablet from AsSur above, the presence of the word samalli,
“scribal apprentice,” proves that an advanced scribal student, having graduated
from exercise tablets, made this copy of Ludlul.'®® Unlike the anonymous ap-
prentice in ASSur, our scribal apprentice at Huzirina has a name, Iddi-Meslam-
taea,'8! and appears in several other tablets from the Assyrian provincial town:

— STT 2 (undated) contains part of Eniama elis 11, obverse and reverse,
then the colophon.'#?

177 See Hunger 1968, no. 351 (STT 33) and previously Lambert 1960, 62.

178 When I examined the tablet in the summer of 2015, there was only empty space where the
two signs should have been according to the copy. The small fragment which bore these two signs
must have dropped off the tablet.

179 For this individual, see Streck 2000, 449-50 (#5).

130 On the scribal students at Huzirina, see Robson 2008a, 227-60; 2011, 564-65; 2013, 48—
50; 2019, 135-38; and Robson / Stevens 2019, 326.

181 For this individual, see Kessler 2000, 501.

182 See Hunger 1968, no. 377 for the colophon. The material has been worked into Lambert’s
edition of the narrative poem (see 2013, 62, MS L).
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— STT 159, dating to 701 BCE, contains a dozen broken lines of Udug-hul
IX on the obverse and only part of the colophon on the reverse.'®?

The word Samallii does not appear in the colophon of either STT 2 or STT 159
as they are preserved today, though there is room for the word in the breaks.

— STT 174 (undated), the second nishu, contains Sumerian incantations on
the obverse and reverse, then a colophon.!8

— STT 177 (undated), the fourth pirsu, contains Sumerian incantations on
the obverse and reverse, then a colophon.'®

The word Samallii does not appear in the colophon of either STT 174 or STT
177, neither of which have gaps or breaks where the rank might have occurred.

— STT 390 (undated) is a fragment with one sign of text, a double ruling,
and then a three line, broken colophon that ends with the bottom edge of
the tablet. Iddi-Meslamtaea’s name is mostly restored. %

Although the words samallii sehru occur in the colophon, they appear in the
second line of the colophon, a line prior to Iddi-Meslamtaea’s name, suggest-
ing the rank does not apply to him and that he is more likely the one for whom
the junior scribal apprentice made the copy.

Even a casual perusal of the texts associated with Iddi-Meslamtaea’s name
shows they are the same texts the second level scribal students in Babylonia
were excerpting: Eniama elis, Ludlul, Udug-hul, and Sumerian incantations.
Although we cannot be sure that all of these tablets were copied by Iddi-
Meslamtaea during his apprentice days, the constellation of texts around this
one scribe is broadly suggestive of what Gesche stated already two decades
ago, namely, that the scribal curricula in Babylonia and Assyria were likely
rather similar during the first millennium BCE.

How well did Iddi-Meslamtaea copy Ludlul 11? He made mistakes in obv. 5
(suffix -su for -§a), obv. 8§ (BA-BI for BAL and an erasure), obv. 11 (improper-
ly formed TA), obv. 33 (KU-RA instead of GUR), obv. 35 (an extra DIS), obv.

183 See Hunger 1968, no. 352 for the colophon. The material has been worked into Geller’s
edition of the incantation series (see 2016, 302, MS C).

184 See Hunger 1968, no. 383 for the colophon with Schramm’s note (2008, 152). The materi-
al is worked into Schramm’s edition of a compendium of bilingual incantations (2008, 91, MS Cs).

185 See Hunger 1968, no. 384 for the colophon with Schramm’s note (2008, 160). (Gurney
[1997] suggests the name in the colophon is to be understood rather as Qurdi-Nergal.) The mate-
rial is worked into Schramm’s edition of a compendium of bilingual incantations (2008, 91, MS
Co).

186 See Hunger 1968, no. 387.
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44 (IM for LAM),'¥7 obv. 48 (poorly formed TAN?), obv. 49 (omits a sign?),'%?
rev. 8 (adds PA), and rev. 24 (KU for KI). Also, Iddi-Meslamtaea made met-
rical division errors on average in about one out of every four lines.

How does this compare to his other copy of an Akkadian literary text,
which is unfortunately not dated, namely, Tablet Il of Eniima elis? There 1ddi-
Meslamtaeca made six mistakes in the space of some twenty-nine lines: He
wrote the preposition ana with AN in obv. 3’; he wrote the pronominal suffix
-Su for -§a in obv. 14’; he made three word division mistakes (in obv. 14" and
15', writing the final sign of a word farther away from the rest of the word and
very close to the next; and in rev. 2', writing the first sign of a word as though
it were the last sign of the previous one); and he skipped entirely Eniima elis 11
25 (see Lambert 2013, 64, Ms L).!%° He did not attempt to arrange the text
metrically, as he did in MS I1.Ny,.!%°

How does Iddi-Meslamtaca compare to the nameless scribe who copied
Ludlul T (MS I.Ruy,)? This scribe made several mistakes or created some irregu-
larities in his copy: a Sandhi writing in obv. 8'; IS for IS (an aural mistake?) in
obv. 11'; a poorly formed IS in obv. 22"; a RI for TUK in obv. 29"; SE for PAR?
in obv. 35"; QU’ for GU in rev. 3; ZU for BA in rev. 8; kakda for naq dame in
rev. 15 (an aural mistake?),'”' SI AD AK for pi-i iD in rev. 28,2 and LU for
TU again in rev. 28.1% The scribe, apparently, did not understand metrical
division very well since he frequently divides up the second half of poetic lines
improperly. In fact, he gets just over half of the metrical divisions wrong.

MS I.Ruu, does not have a colophon, but it is almost certain that it bore one.
The obverse is lacking Ludlul 1 1-37, suggesting the reverse is lacking about
the same number of lines at its end. The text on the reverse breaks off at Ludlul
I 104, indicating that it would have had at least another sixteen lines of poetry.
Subtracting that number from thirty-seven gives us an estimate of the space
available at the end of the tablet for a colophon: twenty-one lines. Given the
fact that the lines on many colophons are spaced farther apart (nearly double)

187 The two are easily confused in NB script, suggesting such a Vorlage somewhere behind

this copy; see Lambert 1960, 291.

188 See the notes in chapter three at IT 49.

139 Notice also that twice our young scribe puts two poetic lines on one line of the tablet. Ob-
verse 19" attests Eniima elis 11 18-19, which do not create a couplet according to Lambert’s scan-
ning of the lines, and obv. 21', attesting Eniima elis 11 21-22, which does form a couplet.

190 Note, however, the vertical alignment of words in obv. 1'-9".

191 See the notes in chapter three at I 87.

192 See the notes in chapter three at I 100.

193 We may also wish to count <i>-lem-min in obv. 19" as a mistake. But our understanding of
the end of this line is too problematic to be certain this is a mistake. See the notes in chapter three
at 1 56.
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than the normal text, we have just enough space for a double rule line (as in MS
II.Nhu,) and a colophon of some nine to ten lines. (Note that MS I1.Nyy, has a
colophon of nine lines.)

One wonders if MS [.Rpy, could have been copied by a slightly less experi-
enced Iddi-Meslamtaea, certainly one less experienced in Babylonian poetry. It
is interesting in this regard that of all the literary texts among the Huzirina tab-
lets, only these two tablets attesting Ludlul show consistent attempts at metrical
division of the poetic lines.!** Perhaps this aspect of literary training occurred
in the very latest of stages in a scribe’s curriculum at Huzirina. In any case, if
Iddi-Meslamtaea did copy MS LRy, the evidence suggests that he had im-
proved his understanding of Akkadian metrical division significantly by the
time he made a copy of Ludlul 11 in what is now our MS I1.Nyy.

4.3. CONCLUSIONS

First-millennium scribal students copied Ludlul during their time in training;
scribes, royal scholars, and kings kept copies of the poem in their working tab-
let collections. This initial socio-cultural context tells us something about the
significance and importance of the poem among Babylonian and Assyrian
scholars, their students, and other literate elites in the first millennium BCE. The
remainder of this book defines this “something” from a variety of perspectives.
We begin within the narrative world of the poem itself, reading with the pro-
tagonist, whose first person voice throughout most of the poem—a personal
testimony of sorts—provides an ancient experiential reflection of the scholars’
divinatory worldview from which the poem arose.

194 Note, however, that Iddi-Meslamtaea is not the only scribe to show some interest in spac-
ing signs across lines. Another scribe at Huzirina, a certain Nabu-ahhé-sallim, displays a propen-
sity to use a specific, idiosyncratic spacing of signs in a poetic text. In STT 3, a copy of part of
Enuima elis IV, he wrote all of the signs in the line close together and then wrote the last sign on
the far right margin (for the colophon of this tablet, see Hunger 1968, no. 392; the name is half
restored). We see something similar in Nabii-ahhé-Sallim’s copy in STT 10, preserving part of
Enuma elis V11, especially on the obverse (see Hunger 1968, no. 393 for the colophon). STT 4,
preserving part of Eniima elis 1V, is somewhat similar in its line spacing as these two, though
there is no name in the colophon to identify the scribe with Nabi-ahhé-sallim (see Hunger 1968,
no. 403). See also STT 11 (Eniima elis VII) and STT 12 (a mythological creation account),
though neither has a preserved colophon. Nabu-ahhé-sallim’s copy of some celestial omens in
STT 330 (see Hunger 1968, no. 394 for the colophon) shows his propensity for alignment, though
here it is meaningful rather than idiosyncratic, as the spacing follows the structure of the omen in
each line. He aligns the DIS at the head of each line/protasis, the GUR near the middle of the line,
which forms the end of the protasis, and the final sign at the end of each line, though the reverse is
a bit ragged on the right margin.



CHAPTER 5:
READING REVELATIONS WITH THE PROTAGONIST:
THE DIVINATORY CONTEXT OF LUDLUL

“If literature is a ‘representation of life,’
then representation is exactly the place
where ‘life,” in all its social and subjec-
tive complexity, gets into the literary
work.”!

This first foray into the narrative world of Ludlul explores the ancient divinato-
ry and thus scholarly context of the poem as it is reflected in the protagonist’s
experience of suffering. These experiences, according to the text itself, gener-
ated the poem. The reading of the poem offered here is not to be equated with
the actual experiences of a historical man named Subgi-mesré-Sakkan, though
it cannot be entirely discounted or completely disproved that such a man
experienced something like what the poem recounts.> Nor are the experiences
exposited in this chapter to be identified simply with the creative genius or
imagination of a scholar who invented, reported, or arranged specific experi-
ences of his protagonist at a specific historical moment, though the experiences
I delineate to explain the origin of the poem, of course, informed or at least
influenced the scholar who composed Ludlul—who certainly did have a
specific agenda to advance (see chapter seven). The interest here is greater than
any one individual character or composer.? The poem’s origin described in the
following exposition comprises a constellation of the protagonist’s narrated
experiences, situated and interpreted within an ancient Mesopotamian socio-
cultural sphere?* that reflects the prevailing divinatory ethos of the scholars and

! Mitchell 1995, 15.

2 See the Introduction.

3 With van der Toorn (1985, 58), I think our “emblematic sufferer” in Ludlul “does not con-
stitute an instantaneous literary creation; he represents a cultural product which existed inde-
pendently of its literary framework” in Ludlul and elsewhere and which was tacitly available for
specific literary instantiations, which is precisely why his experiences can inform us of the
worldview and concerns of the scholars.

41t is my working assumption that all experiences are socially and culturally conditioned, that
there is no such thing as raw, unmediated, unadulterated, pre-interpreted experience (see Proud-
foot 1985). As Timothy Fitzgerald notes, “the semantic context for having and interpreting an
experience is necessarily also a social, institutional context (emphasis original).... [T]he experi-
ence is meaningful (i.e., the experience counts as significant to the devotee) in light of the actual
ritual and political context in which the participant is located” (2000, 129). See likewise van der
Toorn 1985, 92-93 on the “emblematic sufferer.”
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thereby provides a broad basis for Ludlul—why the story could exist and why
it unfolds as it does.’ Understanding the origin of the poem within the divinato-
ry worldview of the scholars adds another layer to the ancient cultural context
for our interpretation of the poem and provides one of the most salient reasons
for its importance among the first-millennium literate elite, established in chap-
ter four in terms of curricula and tablet collection, and explored further from an
institutional perspective in chapter seven. Though we could discuss many
aspects of the protagonist’s experiences of suffering as represented in the
poem—social, medical, emotional, etc., some of which will be touched upon
below, the focus in the following is on the protagonist’s constellation of expe-
riences related to supra-human beings, gods and demons—what we may anach-
ronistically call his religious experience. More specifically, the focus is on how
the protagonist understands his suffering in light of these beings’ construed
signals, communications, and manifestations; in other words, we will focus on
how he understood his suffering via divination, or, to adapt a theological term
more familiar to modern readers, revelation, including, at times, its disconcert-
ing absence and malevolence.® The reading offered here shows that at the heart
of Ludlul is an ancient narrative reflection on the experience of suffering
through the divinatory lens of the scholars.

5.1. SIGNS AND THEIR INTERPRETATION AMONG ANCIENT
MESOPOTAMIAN SCHOLARS: AN ESSENTIAL BACKGROUND

The existence of the gods and their active role in the world were the most fun-
damental assumptions of ancient Mesopotamian scholars who produced,
among a great many other works, the poem with which we are concerned.” The
gods revealed themselves to humans through signs—both favorable and unfa-
vorable—within the created order that humans inhabited. According to schol-
ars, anyone might witness a sign, though determining that something was in
fact a sign and not just a benign happenstance required scrutiny and judgment,
in other words, expertise. The learned scribes, the temple and court scholars
who most concerned themselves with revelatory signals, actively watched for

3 In addition to her work briefly discussed in the Introduction, see Pongratz-Leisten 2010, es-
pe-cially 142-43, 14647, 156-57 for a similar approach to Ludlul, which she articulates within a
literary theoretical framework of cultural discourse and intertextuality informed by the work of
Gérard Genette.

¢ For another reading of the revelatory aspects of Lud/ul within a comparative and normative
theological monograph, see Gerhards 2017, 39-75.

7 See, €.g., Rochberg 2004, 45-46.
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signs in the heavens (i.e., celestial divination) and elicited them through a vari-
ety of active divinatory techniques (e.g., extispicy). The scholars also found
signs inadvertently, observed by themselves or reported to them by others, in
quotidian circumstances (e.g., a lizard on the wall of a house) and embedded in
the panoply of human experiences (e.g., physical illness, dreams, social dis-
tress, economic hardship, etc).® However the scholars might have come to
know and identify them, the signs were merely raw data that became sensible
only through the application of elaborate and varied means of interpretation;
these also required the exercise of scholarly expertise. These means of interpre-
tation are represented for us in sizeable corpora of learned texts that scholars
developed within their various professions and brought together slowly through
editorial and curatorial activities in the late second millennium and on into the
first. In time, the scholars attributed the resulting textual patrimonies of their
professions to Marduk’s father, Ea, god of wisdom, and Ea’s seven sages
(apkallir), who passed these authoritative texts down by way of a kind of scrib-
al succession through the generations to scribal scholars.” The scholars contin-
ued to use and develop these collections of texts, sometimes described as
némequ, “wisdom,”!? throughout the first millennium until the end of the
cuneiform tradition around the turn of the eras. The most important among
these learned materials were related to extispicy, exorcism, and celestial divi-
nation but the scholars also possessed large diagnostic and therapeutic corpora
to treat diseases and a ritual lamentation corpus to appease angry gods.!! The
contents and precise texts of these learned materials varied across Mesopo-
tamian geography and over its long history as did the materials’ availability to
scholars and perceived value.!? Despite this historical flux, these learned mate-

8 See Koch 2015 and Maul 2018 for the most authoritative overviews of Mesopotamian divi-
nation. For a broader view of the intellectual expertise of the scribal scholars in the areas of lan-
guage, divination, and law, see Van De Mieroop 2016. For an important perspective on divine
communication that emphasizes its multiplicity, built-in redundancy, and lack of systematization,
see Richardson 2017.

° On attributing their work to Ea and the apkallii and thereby creating authority for them-
selves as custodians of these divinely revealed texts, see Lenzi 2008. “Scribal succession” is in-
tended to evoke the mythology of apostolic succession in the Roman Catholic Church, the trans-
mission of the Oral Torah from Moses to the Great Assembly as recorded in Mishnah Avot 1, and
the succession of Imams in Twelver Shiite Islam.

10 For a characterization of the lamentation corpus (kalifu) as wisdom, see AgSurbanipal col-
ophon type o in Hunger 1968, no. 328; for the characterization of the physicians’ corpus (astitu)
as the same, see lines 144-146 in the Gula Hymn of Bullutsa-rabi, most recently edited in Lam-
bert 1967. (A new edition is in preparation at the Electronic Babylonian Literature project.)

"I For an overview of these textual materials, their historical development, and their use, with
extensive bibliography, see Lenzi 2015.

12 For a rich presentation of the development of scholarship in first-millennium Mesopotamia,
see Robson 2019.
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rials, considered broadly, guided the scholars variously in determining how
best to respond to the easily angered gods (through a ritual, a therapeutic pro-
cedure, a lament, etc.) on behalf of people—most often but not exclusively the
king—affected by an unfavorable sign.!* One might say scholars were readers
of signs to learn the divine will and executors of exclusive, divinely-revealed
means to understand and act upon it so that the divine-human relationship
could be properly maintained and, if disrupted, restored. The two sides of this
professional coin are perhaps best illustrated in a saying that appears several
times in scholarly materials: “the god Ea has done, and the god Ea has un-
done,”'* which means Ea has given a sign and he has provided the ritual means
to deal with it.

5.2. LUDLUL AND REVELATION

Signs were revelations. When we moderns think about this rather loaded term
“revelation,” we inevitably filter it through one (or more) of the contemporary
monotheistic religions and thus think of a deity communicating something to a
human—Yahweh to Moses on Sinai or Allah to Muhammad via Jibra’il. And,
that “something” is typically considered good in some way or other, as is the
Torah and the Quran in our familiar examples. Thus, when it comes to ancient
Mesopotamia, we may bring an expectation of benevolence surrounding the
gods’ revelatory activities: a fortuitous sign, a benevolent oracle, a favorable
dream, divine guidance for well-being, or a dire prophecy, which may be con-
strued as bad to those who are receiving the news but good for those who un-
derstand that the addressees had it coming to them. (About the last, think of
prophecies against idolatrous Israelite kings or the oracles against the nations
in the Hebrew writing prophets.) Ludlul contains favorable revelations, espe-
cially in Tablets IIT and V. But it begins with a large dose of two unfavorable
kinds of revelation. The first I call negative revelation; the second, malevolent
revelation. After defining these and examining their use in the first half of the
poem, I turn to the positive forms of revelation more briefly toward the
chapter’s end. Both the favorable and unfavorable, the good and the bad, forms
of revelation are essential for understanding how our protagonist’s experiences
generated the poem within a divinatory worldview.!?

13 The relationship of these written materials to actual day-to-day practice of interpreting rev-
elatory signs is more complicated than the above presents. See, e.g., Lenzi 2015, 185.

14 See Parpola 1983, 41 for attestations of the phrase.

15 For my argument that the poem itself becomes a kind of literary revelation, see the conclu-
sion to chapter nine.
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5.2.1. Defining Unfavorable Revelations

“Negative revelation,” for the present purpose, is understood in both evaluative
and quantitative senses. In evaluative terms, negative revelation is received
when an unwanted, that is, an unfavorable sign is revealed. In quantitative
terms, negative revelation occurs when a desired sign is absent, that is, no sign
is granted despite efforts to secure one. In some cases, an unwanted sign, if
properly identified, could be countered via ritual means (e.g., a namburbi
ritual) so that the evil that the sign forecasted would not, ideally, at least, reach
the person to whom it was revealed.'® An absent sign, on the other hand, would
be demoralizing for reasons discussed below. “Malevolent revelation” is under-
stood here as post hoc in nature, thus it could only be assessed and diagnosed
as such after its appearance and its effect was felt by the receiver. One was
already experiencing the evil when circumstances could allow its proper identi-
fication.!” So, for example, an illness could be understood as malevolent reve-
lation. Feeling its effect is how malevolent revelation is distinguished from the
evaluative aspect of negative revelation, the announced evil of which could
potentially be averted before it affected the person to whom it was attached.
Malevolent revelation could be exacerbated by quantitative negative revelation
since the absence of a wanfed sign about the nature of the evil being experi-
enced disabled important elements of the experts’ diagnostic apparatuses (the
ritual and divinatory corpora) that could determine the etiology, duration, and
proper treatment of the sufferer’s problems, as happens in Ludlul.

An important element to keep in mind for understanding both of these un-
favorable kinds of revelation in Ludlul is its personal impact upon the individ-
ual, who in Ludlul is of course the protagonist, Subsi-mesré-Sakkan. Despite
the fact that the poem arose in the institutional context of scribal scholarship
and bears an institutional, ideological stamp in its presentation of the sufferer’s
story (see chapter seven), Ludlul, on the most obvious level of reading,
presents a person’s experience. This, I contend, is important to keep in view for
understanding how the poem intends to shape its readers’ own experience of
divine revelation. In other words, alongside any institutional concerns in the
poem, there is an anticipated existential concern of would-be readers, who, as
already established in the previous chapter, included scribal students, royal
scribes, and perhaps kings, too. I will return to this matter in the conclusion to
chapter eight.

16.On namburbi’s see Maul 1994 (texts and commentary), 1998 (overview) and the important
critical review of the former in Veldhuis 1995-1996.

17 Note Koch’s statement about ill health in the context of her discussion of Sa-gig as a divin-
atory treatise: “The illness is in itself a sinister sign” (2015, 275).
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5.2.2. Revelations in Ludlul

In the first lines immediately after the opening hymn (I 1-40), the protagonist
begins his tale of unfavorable revelations. Lines 41-46 read:

From the day Bel punished me,
And the hero Marduk was angry wi[th] me,

My god rejected me, he disappeared,
My goddess left, she departed.

The protective spirit of good fortune who was at my side [sp]lit off,
My divine guardian became afraid and sought o[ut] another.

Although an ancient reader would have understood these kinds of events well,
the passage raises a couple of related questions immediately for the modern
reader, namely: How did the sufferer know the actions of the gods here? How
could he have divined their abandonment? The clearest answers to these
questions come later in Tablet I but the protagonist hints already at the basis for
this understanding in the next two lines, [ 4748, in which he states:

My dignity [w]as taken, my masculine features eclipsed,
My characteristic manner was cut off, my protection now stripped away.

The protagonist’s dignity (bastu), masculine features (ditu), characteristic
manner (simtu), and protection (taranu) are elements of his self, collocated
here (and variously elsewhere)!® with agents of divine protection enumerated in
I 43-46: the personal god (ilu), the personal goddess (istaru), the protective
spirit (sédu), and the divine guardian (lamassu). Ulrike Steinert in her wide-
ranging treatment of bastu, “dignity,” and its opposite term bistu, “shame,” has
exposited the relationship between divine protection and the human self as pre-
sented in I 4348 as follows:

Es fdllt als kompositorisches Prinzip der Anordnung die Komplementaritét
der Termini auf. /lu, istaru sowie sédu, lamassu sind personal vorgestellte,

18 See also Erimpus 11 15-18, where diitu, bastu, $édu, and lamassu occur together (MSL 17,
27, lines 15-18), and the OB Lu lexical list, where ilu, sedu, lamassu, and bastu occur together
(MSL 12, 159, lines 61-68 and 179, 18-26 with Steinert’s exposition [2012, 458—60], in which
she argues bistu in the list should be understood as bastu). Note also the opening lines of the last
incantation in Magli VIII (lines 129”"—131""), in which the patient addresses various features of
the self while looking at the reflection of his face in the water of a ritual vessel (see Ritual Tablet
175'-177"): atta sillt atta basti | atta lamassi atta gatti | atta padatti atta dit[i], “you are my like-
ness, you are my dignity; you are my divine guardian, you are my form; you are my figure, you
are [my] masculine features” (Abusch 2016, 202, 366 for the lines in the incantation and pp. 224—
25, 378 for the relevant lines in the Ritual Tablet).
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anthropomorphe Instanzen (sie handeln selbst; Verwendung aktiver Verbal-
formen). Demgegeniiber erwecken bdastu, diitu, simtu den Eindruck nicht-
personifizierter Konzepte, welche die Aulenwirkung einer Person beschrei-
ben (kombiniert mit passivischen Verbalformen im N-/Dt-Stamm). So
bilden bastu und ditu Aspekte der vitalen korperlichen Ausstrahlung, die zu
einer unversehrten Person gehoren. Simtu ,,Wesensart“, das zu einer Person
Gehor-ige, steht fiir individuelle Aspekte der Person, fiir das ihr Eigene an
Charakter und Wesenszugehorigkeit, wahrend taranu ,,Schutz(dach)* ein
konkreter Terminus ist, der hier wahrscheinlich in einer idiomatischen
Wendung gebraucht wird, jedoch semantisch auf die personlichen
Schutzgottheiten verweist. In dieser Textstelle wird bastu neben den
Schutzgeistern genannt, die eine schiitzende Hiille um den Korper der
Person bilden, und =zugleich neben Termini, welche die physische
Erscheinung und die Wirkung der Person nach auflen beschreiben. Bastu
bildet gleichsam eine Briicke zwischen korperlichen Bestandteilen und den
Schutzmichten, die sich in physischer Nihe zur Person aufhalten. '

Returning to answer our earlier question: How did the protagonist know he
had been abandoned by his divine protectors? He knew because he could feel
something amiss in his person—something was “off” and, apparently so,
through no action of his own (note the passive verbs in I 47-48).2° The protag-
onist provides evidence for this understanding of his person, in my view, in the
latter half of Tablet I in his description of his loss of standing in the com-
munity.?! In any case, after his intuitions of I 43-48, the sufferer asserts that he

19 Steinert 2012, 420-21. The basis for her understanding of these terms and the passage in
Ludlul as a whole is rooted in her wide-ranging discussion of bastu, “dignity,” and bistu,
“shame,” in pp. 405-509 and cannot be judged properly apart from the mass of evidence she cites
from a variety of time periods and genres. See also Jaques 2015, 307—14 for a similar perspective
based on the evidence of the dingirsadabba prayers; and the comments in Livingstone 2013, 258—
60, focused on hemerologies.

20 Oshima summarizes the role of these divine protectors well: “[A]t the personal level, the
personal gods (designated by the Akkadian word ilu or iltu, later period istar) and the protective
spirits (Sédu and lamassu) were the final line of defence of the people from calamities brought on
by the gods and against the attacks of demons and evil spirits that manifested themselves as ill-
ness, loss of property, or even death.... [T]he Mesopotamians believed that one would remain
healthy and prosperous as long as his personal gods were content with him. On the other hand,
this person would fall victim to illness or loss of property when his gods became angry with him
and abandoned him” (2011, 75). Note the followings line in the Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 1,
lines 108-110, in which the possession of the personal deity is causally related to a person’s mor-
al capability: Sa damqat u [maslkat ilu muskallim / sa su ilisu [kulSSuda hitatiasu / Sa ilu 1a @i
ma’di arniisu, “The god is the one who reveals that which is good and that which is [ba]d (see
Ludlul 11 35), the misdeeds of the one who has his god are removed, the sins of the one who does
not have his god are many” (see Oshima 2011, 150-51).

2 The social element of hastu is discussed explicitly in Steinert 2011, 427-28, 436
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began receiving signs that scared him, no doubt because they were negative,
unfavorable, or otherwise undesirable:

Portents of terror were established for me, (I 49)
And then he states in I 50-54:

I was expelled from my house, I wandered about outside.
My omens were confused, equivocal’ every day,

My situation could not be decided by seer (barii) and inquirer (5@ ‘ilu).
What I overheard in the street portended evil for me,

When 1 lay down at night, my dream was terrifying.

Having been forced out of his household, the sufferer receives no sign from the
specialists about his condition and a terrifying sign by way of what is over-
heard in the street.?? (The experts’ failure in these lines is treated in chapter
seven.) Instead of a helpful or reassuring revelatory dream, the protagonist re-
ceives a nightmare.

In what follows this passage in Tablet I the sufferer loses his social posi-
tion, professionally and personally, to such an extent that he is maligned with-
out sanction even by his slave girl (I 90).23 Although I 50 already hints at the
protagonist’s social problems, his loss of status by the end of Tablet I is total. It
is my contention that this total loss of social status and standing lies behind the
concerns articulated in I 41-48 cited just above. In other words, as Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan lost his social status, he felt something amiss in his person (I 47—
48), which pointed back to his loss of divine favor, as inscribed in lines 41-46.
The loss of divine favor, in this line of interpretation, was retrospectively posit-
ed as the root cause of his social misfortunes. The only way the sufferer could
know that Marduk was angry with him and that his personal deities and protec-
tive beings had abandoned him—all forms of what I have defined as malevo-
lent revelation—was, in fact, to feel the abandonment in his person, in this
case, his social person. Only then could he recognize, through a kind of a

22 In a brief discussion of the protagonist’s consulting two experts in this context, Worthing-
ton cites as a parallel the OB letter AbB 6 22, in which a woman similarly mentions her intention
to consult a diviner and a female inquirer (5 7/fu) to discern the nature of an ill-portending sign
(2009, 67-68).

2 In terms of malevolent revelation, it is interesting to note that the band of seven who gang
up on the sufferer in I 5766 is explicitly likened to a demonic attack. For the development of this
idea, see Noegel 2016, 628—34, where he posits a number of connections in this passage to the
incantation series Udug-hul (see Geller 2016 for the series), which prominently features the
Sibitti, “the seven (demons).” (Noegel credits von Soden 1990, 118, n.65 for the initial observa-
tion [see p. 629, n.108].)
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posteriori line of reasoning,?* what had happened to him and why. Subjective
malevolent experiences as he observed them in his social context became reve-
latory of his falling out of favor with the gods, especially his personal gods, an
experience well-documented in diagnostic texts, the tools of ritual experts.?

Further, his inability to discover the means to bring these ill fortunes to an
end by consulting the ritual specialists, as the passage indicates (I 51-52), is a
kind of quantitative negative revelation, which exacerbated his problems. How
could he remedy his social alienation rooted in divine anger if he could not find
the correct way to respond to the angry gods?

Noticing the portents of terror in line 49, the negative portent in the streets
mentioned in line 53, and the terrifying dreams in line 54 all would have added
evaluative negative revelation to this toxic situation. None of these things was
good! The sufferer’s anxiety would only have grown.

Thus, the sufferer’s personal experience of social marginalization in Tablet
I lies at the root of his theological interpretation of his situation as a form of
malevolent revelation, compounded by his experience of negative revelation,
both quantitative (its absence) and evaluative (when present, it was unfavorable
and undesirable). We want to read the poem sequentially as it is presented to
us. But in fact, the social alienation described in the last half of Tablet I would
have been first in the protagonist’s experience and the theological, narrative
account that is the poem could only have been constructed retrospectively—a
kind of reverse engineering—once the protagonist’s experience of these cir-
cumstances had been processed as revelatory information. This is why the pro-
tagonist’s revelatory experiences are generative of the poem itself. The same
kind of post hoc interpretation of his experience occurs in Tablet II.

In the opening lines of Tablet I we have another passage that describes our
sufferer’s revelatory misfortunes. This passage re-iterates the sufferer’s divine
abandonment (II 4-5) and the ritual experts’ diagnostic and therapeutic failure
(I 6-9) in terms similar to I 43-52, discussed above. Ludlul 11 1-9 reads as
follows:

One year to the next, the allotted time passed.
I turned about and misery abounded,

My bad luck was increasing, I could not find my prosperity.
I called? to my god, but he did not pay attention to me,

24 See Bottéro 1977, 3.

% See, e.g., the generalizations and examples from the therapeutic texts in Couto-Ferreira
2021, 263-68.

26 As Mayer notes, the verb Sasii, “to call to,” is commonly used in prayers, including several
dingirsadabba prayers to the personal god (1976, 129-31). Sullii, “to beseech, to pray to,” in line
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I implored my goddess, but she paid me no heed.
The seer (bari) could not determine the situation with divination.
The inquirer (5& ilu) could not clarify my case with incense.
I prayed to the dream god, but he did not reveal anything to me,
The exorcist did not release the divine anger against me with his ritual.

The precise meaning and significance of adannu in 11 1, translated as “the allot-
ted time” above, is unclear.?’ It is, however, likely significant for the present
context, where the barii makes a prominent appearance (II 6), that the word
had a technical meaning in extispicy. As Nils Heel3el explains, “the adannu not
only indicates the time period of validity of the extispicy result, but it also de-
termines the maximum time period that will elapse until a certain dreaded or
hoped for event will happen.”?® Whether revelatory or simply chronological in
connotation, the adannu had passed and yet the protagonist’s hopes for a better
future (I 119-120) are thoroughly unrealized as a second year of misfortune
begins.

Realizing his downward spiral was continuing (II 2-3), Subgi-mesré-
Sakkan again actively seeks to understand why evil and misfortune surround
him, but to no avail. His personal deities offer no help or reply (Il 4-5), imply-
ing their continued abandonment and divine anger, which the exorcist cannot
appease (I 9).2° The dream god, whether angry or simply uninterested, would
not send a revelatory dream. Both diviners the sufferer consulted, the bari and
sa’ilu (I 6-7), produce nothing of use for the protagonist to make sense of his
situation. Negative revelation—divine “radio silence”—prevails. And so the
protagonist becomes deeply confused by what is happening to him:

Whatever the deed, it is inimical everywhere!
I looked behind me, harassment and trouble! (IT 10-11)

A long passage in II 12-32 follows these opening lines, a passage in which
the sufferer laments what seems to him to be the dissolution of the traditional
divine-human relationship, which was predicated on do ut des: You give to the
gods and the gods give in return.>* How then can a scrupulously pious man (II

5, on the other hand, is less common in incantation prayers, occurring, according to Mayer, only
in the Suila prayer IStar 2 (1976, 131; for the prayer, see Zgoll 2003, 41-67).

27 See the discussion in Oshima 2014, 221 with several alternatives, including reference to
HeeBel 2010 (see below).

28 HeeBel 2010, 167.

2 Kimiltu, the word used in II 9 for anger, is used exclusively for divine anger against hu-
mans. See CAD K, 372-73.

30 See, e.g., Counsels of Wisdom 135-147 (Lambert 1960, 105) with my comments in Lenzi
2018, 66-67; note also Haubold 2019, 208, who points out that the protagonist’s mindfulness
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23-32)—indeed, a zealously pious man (see II 29-32)—be treated as a repro-
bate (II 12-22)?3! If piety does not bring blessing, then something is wrong,
something is amiss in the world. There must be some mistake.?? Subsi-mesré-
Sakkan’s experience of cognitive dissonance bursts out in IT 33-38:%

Would that I knew these things (in II 23—-32) were acceptable to the god!

That which is good to oneself may be a sacrilege to the god,
That which is wretched to one’s heart may be good to one’s god!

Who can understand the decree of the god, the interior of the heavens?
Who can apprehend her (the goddess’s) decision, the subterranean deep?
Where has humanity understood the plan of the god?

These lines participate in an old traditional motif about the inscrutability of
the gods,* though the lines in Ludlul here are especially pessimistic since they
call into question humanity’s ability to understand what the gods require of
them—whether morally or in terms of cultic obligation. Rather than interpret-
ing these lines as making some kind of (new) theological statement or norma-
tive principle on how to relate to the gods properly,® I think it is important to
recognize them as part of the protagonist’s unfolding dilemma. In other words,
they are part of his lament. The lines relate to his perplexity surrounding his
unexplainable experience of ill treatment and not so much to some normative
agenda of the poem’s author or some group to which the author belongs within
the cultic or scribal establishment.?® At this stage in his experience, Subsi-

(hasasu, see 11 23) reflects the language of Babylonian didactic literature. “The ultimate test of
mindfulness,” he writes, “comes with worshipping the gods, as the sufferer of Ludlul knows
well.”

31 For a close reading of the passage with a critical eye on its poetics, thematic development,
and a proposal for its diachronic evolution, see Abusch 2017; for elements of self-reference, see
Foster 1983, 124.

32 Note the petition in an incantation prayer to IStar that seems to imply just such a mistake
(Mayer’s Istar 21; 1976, 391) in K.2550+, obv. 39 (and parallels): [pigdi murlsi bélti ana la
palihilki], “[Assign] my [ill]ness, O my lady, to one who does not fear [you]!” See Farber 1977,
58, lines 66-67.

3 Bottéro calls it “torture intellectuelle” (1977, 15).

3 See SAACT 7, xxi, n.35 for references to a sample of other texts attesting a similar senti-
ment of divine inscrutability (add BM 38486, rev. 78, for which see Lambert 1960, 265-66). For
an OB example, see, e.g., the lament I$tar Baghdad, rev. 5, for which, see Streck 2003, 307, line
51 and my treatment, http://akkpm.org/P520346.html.

3 See, e.g., van der Toorn 2003, 79-80; Moran 2002, especially 189-91; Spieckermann 1998,
334-37 (similarly, Spieckermann 2008, 6—8); and Uehlinger 2007, 144-45. The passage has at-
tracted the attention of many more interpreters.

36 Gerhards states the situation well: “Einfacher und damit angemessener scheint es, 11 33ff.
als Ausdruck der Ratlosigkeit zu verstehen, von der der Leidende betroffen ist, weil es ihm
entgegen seinem Lebenswandel wie jemandem ergeht, der die Gotter nicht verehrt hat. Dabei
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mesré-Sakkan does not know what he has done to deserve his suffering and so
feels unjustly treated. He knows he is experiencing divine anger—which may
suggest sin—but he is ignorant of its cause.’” He will later mention, in a very
fragmentary passage his sin and its removal. But at this point, he is not aware
of his sin. And, to be fair to him, there were other ways to account for evil. In
addition to sin, his suffering could be attributed to witchcraft, since a witch
could turn personal deities against their protégé.’® And there was also the pos-
sibility of accounting for his suffering by way of intergenerational sin, that is,
his suffering was due to the sin of a family member.*

The protagonist’s agnostic-like expression in II 33—48 has deep implica-
tions for his unfolding story. As stated in SAACT 7, “[t]he sufferer has been
frustrated when trying to understand his past via divination (‘why is this hap-
pening?’); so he cannot re-orient his confusing and undeserved present via
accepted means (‘how can I know what ritual or pious act to do to appease the
god’s wrath?”); and thus his future is completely insecure. The whole divinato-
ry, exorcistic apparatus of the Mesopotamian religious system is called into
question here, if only briefly” (xxi), which causes him to reflect rather gloomi-
ly on human experience and the varied human reactions to the instability of the
divine will decreed for them (II 39—47). His revelatory ignorance gives birth to
despair.

Giving up hope of rightly divining these matters (I 48), the protagonist
launches into another long lament centered on the deterioration of his physical
condition (II 49-107).*° The initial, proximate cause of his physical mis-
fortunes, as the plot of the story unfolds, is attributed to an onslaught of seven

wirken die Aussagen nicht wie ein Vorwurf, sondern wie eine Klage oder eine Feststellung aus
existentieller Betroffenheit” (2017, 53).

37 See similarly Oshima 2011, 182. For the ambivalence of a supplicant’s claims of innocence
and yet perception of divine anger (and similarly the protagonist’s in Ludlul), see Steinert 2012,
37-40.

3% The principle argument for this possibility is laid out in Abusch 1999, reprinted 2002, 27—
63.

3 For witchcraft and intergenerational sin as etiologies of evil—among others—in ancient
Mesopotamia, see Fink 2012. Note also the occurrence of both alongside a denial of personal sin
in the Righteous Sufferer’s Prayer to Nabii, treated in Lenzi 2019b.

40 Haubold has captured the protagonist’s response in this passage well. After conceding the
philological difficulties in II 48, he writes “the emphasis on personal learning (/a altanda, ‘1 have
not learned’) seems clear: while it may be true that all human beings suffer sudden reversals, the
protagonist in Ludlul is not ready to let go of his need to understand his own individual case.
Here, it seems to me, we see an important difference with other texts of the ‘critical’ Mesopota-
mian tradition. While the Theodicy, for example, responds to the failure of didactic by defaulting
to abstract truths (human life is flawed and only the gods who made it so can grant relief), the
protagonist of Ludlul seems unwilling to resolve his experience into generalities of this kind.
Instead he resumes the narrative of his afflictions in a more violent key” (2019, 213).
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demons (IT 50-70), who according to II 51-57 bring illnesses with them from
the netherworld and associated regions.*! This long lament begins as follows:

As for me, the wear[ied one], a storm’ was cast’ upon me.

Debilitating sickness advanced against me,
An evil wind f[rom the hor]izon blew against me.
Ague cropped up from the surface of the netherworld,
A wicked demonic cough came forth from its Apsu.
An un[rel]enting demon came forth from Ekur,
Lamastu c[am]e down from the midst of the mountain.
Chills streamed in’ with the waters of the inundation,
Debility broke through the earth with the vegetation.
They jo[ined] their forces, they approached me as one. (IT 49-58)

The seven demonic illnesses here recall the attack of the seven courtiers in
Ludlul 1 59-68, where they are likened to demons explicitly (I 65-66).*> The
work this demonic gang begins is continued with the a/ii demon who clothes
himself with the protagonist in a terrifying passage (II 71-83), which I treat at
length in an ancient-contemporary comparative manner in chapter eleven. We
moderns may ask how the protagonist knows he has come under demonic
attack, but the passage makes clear that the matter was easily divined—a word
I use deliberately—by the protagonist (and his audience): The arrival of illness
is identified as, indeed, equated with an attack of demons—note the plural sub-
ject of the verbs in II 59-69, who wrack the sufferer’s body with a litany of
pain and, in the case of the demon described in II 71-83, who overwhelms
Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s body. Like the divine abandonment described in Tablet
I, these corporeal maladies could only be interpreted as a demonic attack after
our sufferer felt their effects in his person, which in this case, is centered on his
physical body. Although the poem requires us to read its text sequentially as it
is presented to us, in fact, the physical misfortunes and bodily deterioration
described here are prior to the theological, narrative account that is the poem
and could only have been constructed retrospectively, once the protagonist’s
experience of his unfortunate physical circumstances had been processed as
malevolent revelation, i.e., a demonic attack. This is again why we can under-
stand the protagonist’s revelatory experiences as generative of the poem itself.

4! For brief discussions of several of the demon/illnesses here and their place of origin, see
Oshima 2014, 249-56.

42 Noteworthy in this regard, as Noegel observes, is that “[e]ach of the seven illnesses [in
Ludlul 11 51-57] appears in Utukkii-Lemniitu [Udug-hul] in connection with demons” (2016, 633,
n.137).
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We may think Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s subsequent physical deterioration in
IT 84-107 is simply the outcome of the initial demonic attacks since 11 84-94
describe the effects of the loss of appetite on the sufferer while II 95-107 de-
pict how his confinement to the sickbed weakened his body to a humiliating
and, as his expression would suggest, dehumanizing degree.*> And yet both of
these passages place the blame for the sufferer’s continued physical misfortune
beyond the sufferer’s control, and in so doing, as I interpret the passages, as-
sume the sufferer knows who to blame—at least most proximately: demons. In
IT 84-85 an agent seems to be implied: “A net was laid on my mouth, and a
bolt barred my lips.” Is this simply a metaphor or is this net a parting “gift”
from the demon described in II 71-83, who causes and thus accounts for the
sufferer’s prolonged loss of appetite described in II 84-94?% The context
points to this latter interpretation, which finds some support in I 100-103, a
quatrain that explains the outcome of the sufferer’s prolonged confinement to
the sickbed:

The whip that beat me was full of thorns,
The goad that pricked me was covered with spikes.
All day long a persecutor (rédii) would pursue [me],
At night he did not let me rest at ease for a moment.

If the sufferer is describing his time confined to bed in I 95-107, then we must
understand IT 100-101 as a metaphor for his physical maladies. Who wields
these weapons of illness? Ludlul 11 102—-103 clearly represent the agent of at-
tack, a redi, “a persecutor.” Although we moderns may be inclined to think of
this person as simply more metaphor, I do not think that is a viable explanation
in light of the earlier equation of the arrival of illness with an attack of demons
in both IT 50-70 and II 71-83 and the common use of redii as describing the
action of demons.*® The demon, it seems, wields the whip night and day, caus-
ing more physical decline in the sufferer. If demonic agents are behind the

43 Note 1T 106-107: “I would spend the night in my own filth like an ox, I would wallow in
my own excrement like a sheep.” Whether this couplet should be taken literally, i.e., the sufferer
could not lift himself out of his own filth that polluted his bed, or metaphorically, i.e., he could
not rise to relieve himself and required assistance, the lines occupy the final couplet of his long
lament and represent a kind of de-humanizing capstone to the sufferer’s humiliation: he is no
better than an animal. For more on this passage, see chapter seven, note 24. For the similarities
and differences between humanity and the animals as perceived in various ancient Mesopotamian
traditions, see Steinert 2012, 22-28.

# 1 discuss the transitional character of I 84-85 in chapter eleven, page 461.

4 For this point with regard to riddti (derived from redi) in Ludlul 11 11, see Noegel 2016,
625. See also CAD R, 233, for pursuing (redii) demons and 235a, which cites a Kassite period
cylinder seal prayer describing the same (see Limet 1971, 111-12 =no. 9.7).
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descriptions in I 84-94 and II 95-107 as they are in IT 50-70 and II 71-83,
then malevolent revelation permeates Tablet II, accounting both for the initia-
tion of the sufferer’s physical misfortunes and their prolongation.

Given the plague of demons and illnesses, the protagonist would need to be
diagnosed in order for him and the ritual experts to figure out how to counter-
act them. His personal revelatory experiences require expert institutional inter-
pretation. But diagnosis poses a problem yet again in II 108—113: The profes-
sionals were still confounded by the sufferer’s experiences. Again, we see a
negative form of revelation. Just when the sufferer sought help from the ritual
specialists and the gods, when he looked for and needed a sign, he received
none. II 108—113 reads as follows:

The exorcist was scared by my symptoms,

And the seer (barit) was confused by my omens.
The exorcist could not reveal the nature of my illness,

And the seer (bari) did not give the duration (adannu) of my sickness.
My god did not rush in to help, he did not take my hand.

My goddess did not have mercy on me, she did not walk alongside.

By the end of Tablet II, the sufferer is all but ready to give up the ghost,
“my grave lay open, my funerary goods prepared, before my death, mourning
for me was completed” (Il 114-115). Since the ritual experts could not help
him, he has “nothing to look forward to, but endless suffering,” as Heefel
observes.*® But then comes Tablet I11.

Less than a dozen lines into Tablet III, the sufferer is granted a series of
dreams in 11 9—48, in which four different figures appear and enact his deliver-
ance from harm. These dreams, discussed in more detail in chapter seven, are
clearly revelatory—in a positive sense—and present two figures (the second
and fourth of the four figures) who are members of one of the groups of ritual
specialists who were unable to help the sufferer in Tablet I and II: an unnamed
pur-ification ritual functionary (ramku, 111 23), who was sent by Laluralimma,
exorcist of Nippur (III 25); and Ur-Nintinugga, an exorcist from Babylon (III
40, 42). It is only after the therapeutic ministrations of the dream figures that
the protagonist mentions—in a still fragmentary section of Tablet III—his sins
(IIT 58-62), which clearly affirms his recognition at this point of the most
common and traditional explanation for divine anger and suffering.*’

After several broken lines (111 63—67), the protagonist’s promise of deliver-
ance is systematically described in a long litany of reversal as his various phys-

4620007, 129.
47 See my previous statement on his sins in SAACT 7, xxii.
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ical afflictions are removed or alleviated. This reversal occupies the remainder
of Tablet III (in fact, II 51-57, the attack of demonic illnesses, are clearly
reversed in III 69—75) and on into at least part of Tablet IV (see lines a—e, IV
§A, and IV, lines h-i). Related in some way to his forgiveness of sin, the pro-
tagonist successfully undergoes a river ordeal in IV, line j, which is a positive
form of revelation—the deity communicates an acquittal officially—and the
protagonist likely performs a ritual involving a Sigii prayer (IV §B 14'-15"),
both of which are briefly discussed in chapter seven, page 298. In Tablet V, the
protagonist recognizes Marduk’s sovereignty, is cleansed ritually (V 37-38),
and re-integrated into proper society as he passes through a dozen temple gates
(V 42-53), at each of which he receives some divinely-bestowed benefit
(including the release of his sins at V 48). Most important for the present pur-
poses, the sufferer in V 47 is brought through the Gate of Brilliant Astonish-
ment, where, it is written, his “signs became clear” (iddatiiya immera). In a
context overwhelmingly positive, this must be understood as a revelation that
indicates Subsi-mesré-Sakkan’s renewed favor with the gods. After Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan makes several thanksgiving offerings (V 54-66), the poem
recounts how the denizens of Babylon praise Marduk and Zarpanitu, his wife,
for restoring the protagonist’s life (V 69—76). This initial exultation touches off
the poem’s long, praise-laden conclusion, whose purpose I discuss further at
the conclusion of chapter eight.

Throughout this thematic reading of the poem, revelation plays an im-
portant, perhaps even dominant role in the poem’s narration and plot. Malevo-
lent and negative forms of revelation dominate in Tablets I and II and then
positive revelation occurs from Tablets III to the end. I think it is important to
recognize that personal experience and observation of one’s life in ancient
Mesopotamia were intertwined with malevolent revelation inextricably. One
could only know that an illness or social crisis was the result of divine anger
and/or demonic oppression affer these things were manifested in one’s experi-
ence. And, when such things arose, the attempts to solicit information through
the typical institutional channels may have been blocked for some reason,
resulting in negative revelatory results, which, of course, compounded the
problems and frustrated one’s experiences.

One may argue that I am confusing religious experience with revelation.
But I would merely reply that there is no reliable way to disentangle those two
conceptual domains in ancient Mesopotamia. We may classify direct means of
divine communication such as prophecies and dreams (what the field has called
intuitive divination) as one kind of revelation and others that rely on the obser-
vation of a sign (what the field has called deductive divination), further classi-
fied into provoked and unprovoked signs, as some other kind of revelation.
This is a useful taxonomy. But, it is our modern taxonomy, and adhering to it
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too rigidly could lead to misunderstandings.*® If the gods could put a message
in a dream or write a message in a sheep’s liver to be found during an ex-
tispicy, why should we consider these signs any different than when a god
sends a message in the behavior of a lizard on a wall that one “happens” to ob-
serve or in the infliction of illness upon a human being? To be clear: Not all
personal experiences were revelatory in ancient Mesopotamia; rather, all per-
sonal experiences were potentially revelatory, as many Neo-Assyrian royal
letters suggest. For example, in SAA 10 33 (Parpola 1993, 24-25) the royal
scholar replies to a query from the king about a mongoose that had run out
from under his chariot. Was it a sign or not? And if so, what does it mean? He
has an answer for him—it was a sign and he suggests a course of action in light
of it. In another letter, SAA 10 42 (Parpola 1993, 32-33), the king anxiously
writes to a scholar to learn the meaning of a lightning strike that resulted in
burned crops in a town outside the capital. Is it portentous? His scholar assures
him that it is not, not for him at least. In other letters the king responds to what
he fears to be malevolent revelation in the form of illness. In one, SAA 10 236
(Parpola 1993, 188), his scholar writes back and says he has nothing to worry
about; the illness is just seasonal. In another, SAA 10 315 (Parpola 1993, 254—
55), his scholar sends back an answer, in which he admits his former failure to
diagnose the king but now has prepared for him a lotion (marhusu) and a salve
(napsaltu) to be applied to the king and a poultice (mélu) for the king to put
around his neck in order to overcome the illness. These letters give us a clear
sense of how scholars treated an individual’s experiences as potentially revela-
tory, especially the king’s experiences. The letters also show us the importance
the scribal scholars and ritual experts occupied in providing the proper inter-
pretations of the revelations and the appropriate remedies. Without their pro-
fessional skills, the non-expert (whether king, noble, or other) would be in a
worrisome position of not knowing precisely what to make of their ex-
periences—as exemplified in Subsi-me$ré-Sakkan’s story—a story written by a
scholar!

“8 For example, misunderstandings could arise if we rigidly map the domains of deductive
and intuitive divination to our contemporary metaphysical bifurcation of the cosmos into natural
and supernatural domains. No such bifurcation existed in ancient Mesopotamian conceptions of
the world; see Rochberg 2016. In addition, our own desire for clean taxonomy and conceptual
boundaries may impose a unified system—or rather, our perception of a unified system—on the
varied and redundant ancient methods of divine-human communication, where one did not exist
(see Richardson 2017).
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5.3. CONCLUSION

Understanding the origin of Ludlul within the divinatory worldview of the
scholars adds an important layer to the ancient cultural context for our interpre-
tation of the poem. Before turning to the next chapter, I want to reflect briefly
about how this reading may relate to the poem’s pedagogical uses described in
the previous chapter. Of course, divination was a major scholarly concern and
its presence in the poem provides one of the most salient reasons for its im-
portance among the first-millennium literate elite and their students. But there
is another reason I want to suggest for the poem’s perceived pedagogical perti-
nence.

At the beginning of the previous section of this chapter, after citing the
opening lines of the protagonist’s account of suffering in I 41-46:

From the day Bel punished me,
And the hero Marduk was angry wi[th] me,

My god rejected me, he disappeared,
My goddess left, she departed.

The protective spirit of good fortune who was at my side [sp]lit off,
My divine guardian became afraid and sought o[ut] another.

I asked: How did the sufferer know the actions of the gods here? How could he
have divined their abandonment? I answered those questions from the perspec-
tive of the protagonist himself within the unfolding narrative frame. But this
needn’t be the only way to look at the questions. Ziegler asks the same ques-
tions and very usefully analyzes them by coordinating social and physical
maladies in the diagnostic section of two (representative examples of) thera-
peutic texts with those in Ludlul 1 and II, noting both the many similarities and
a few differences as well.* From a look at such texts (see chapter six for more
detail), it is rather easy to see that Ludlul 1 and Il enumerate in narrative form
many of the same kinds of maladies the exorcist, looking back retrospectively
with his patient, would look for to make a diagnosis of, for example, divine
anger or witchcraft. We know the ancient scribes had no aversion to lists. But, I
suggest Ludlul’s narrative presentation of many of these symptoms and mala-
dies so fundamental to the exorcist’s work made the poem a perfect pedagogi-
cal preference. And the fact that the ritual experts could not help the protago-
nist in Tablets I and II would have provided a plot twist that made the story and

4 Ziegler 2017, 229-40. Others have also seen the same similarity between the ills in Ludlul
and the diagnostic sections of these texts. Note, e.g., Noegel 2016, 627, citing a witchcraft diag-
nosis, and Fink 2012, 73-75.
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its content all the more memorable.>® Thus, we may say that the protagonist’s
experience of revelation in Ludlul accounts compellingly for the generation of
the story and generates a compelling personal account of the protagonist, both
of which would have served an ancient scribal teacher and his students very
well.

30 Understanding the experts’ failure as a plot twist here need not exclude the other functions I
think ritual failure has in the poem. See chapter seven.



CHAPTER 6:
SUBSI-MESRE-SAKKAN’S AFFLICTED BODY:
THE EXORCIST LEAVES LEXICAL MARKS

As chapter four discussed, Ludlul was used centuries after its time of composi-
tion in various scribal curricula of the first millennium, the second stage of
which was largely concerned with the training of exorcists. Given this recep-
tion of the text and the thematic reading of the poem offered in chapter five,
one might ask whether or not the poem further reflects in a significant manner
the intellectual milieu of the exorcists, what we may label asipitu in both its
professional and textual senses. Lambert, basing himself on the poem’s rich
vocabulary, gave an affirmative answer to the question in 1960: “The range of
vocabulary [in the poem] is far wider than in most religious texts, and hapax
legomena or meanings not otherwise attested occur frequently. The author has
certainly not coined these rare words himself. He was steeped in the magic lit-
erature [i.e., exorcism] and seems to have culled from it all the obscure phrases
and recondite words. Even the extensive lexical work Harra [scil. Urra] does
not know so many terms for parts of the body” (1960, 26). An affirmative
answer also arises from a moment’s reflection on various thematic elements in
the poem besides the divinatory element already discussed in the previous
chapter. To focus on one obvious theme: It is manifestly clear from a casual
reading of the poem that Ludlul concerns itself significantly with the protago-
nist’s body and the various demonically- and divinely-caused maladies that
afflict it in the second half of Tablet II and are subsequently removed from it in
the second half of Tablet III. These same thematic concerns pervade the diag-
nostic, therapeutic, and incantatory corpora associated with exorcism, as men-
tioned at the end of the previous chapter.' For these reasons and others, schol-
ars have good reason to think the poem originated among scholars and
specifically the exorcists. The present chapter provides further support for this
idea by examining the anatomical and pathological vocabulary—what we may
perhaps somewhat anachronistically call the medical terminology>—in Ludlul

! These influences are not limited to Tablets II and III, however. Note, e.g., Noegel 2016, who
finds a great many intertextual connections with Udug-hul and anti-witchcraft texts, both closely
associated with exorcism, in Tablet I; and see chapter nine, where I argue that the language,
tropes, and structure of incantation prayers, the exorcist’s most important genre, pervade the en-
tire poem.

2 I have largely avoided the word “medical” in this chapter not because I think it is inappro-
priate to talk about medicine in ancient Mesopotamia but because that term may cause confusion
since it typically connotes a cluster of ideas in our modern cultures that would prohibit the inclu-
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as compared to scholarly texts, with an emphasis on determining the extent to
which such terms occur specifically in texts related to exorcism.?

The study proceeds from an assumption that I think is reasonable but is not
without methodological obstacles (described below): If the common themes of
“body” and “illness” are developed in Ludlul via a significant amount of shared
anatomical and pathological vocabulary well-known to and in some cases
especially well-attested or exclusively so among the texts associated with exor-
cism, then we will have an additional warrant for placing not just the poem’s
curricular reception but also its compositional Sitz im Leben among scholar-
scribes with a deep interest in exorcism, which in turn provides further support
for contextualizing the poem within that socio-cultural, intellectual, and institu-
tional milieu.*

It is not at all controversial to recognize the involvement of scholar-scribes,
including exorcists, in the production of the Akkadian textual patrimony in the
late second through the late first millennia. In fact, the scholar-scribes them-
selves have left us lists that collocate the title of various texts—Iliterary and
technical—with their putative authors, many of whom are identified as one
kind of scholar or another. For example, the famous putative author of the Epic
of Gilgames, Sin-leqi-unninni, was probably an exorcist.’> Furthermore, we
know in the Neo-Assyrian court that the chief scribe, himself a scholar, was
involved in the production of royal inscriptions.® Given this, we should not be
surprised to find in Gilgames or Etana or a Sargonid royal inscription some
vocabulary that is more commonly attested in technical and learned texts asso-

sion of ritual and therapeutic actions against non-obvious beings such as demons, ghosts, or
witches (among others), all of whom were recognized as etiologies of illness and suffering—
along with sin—in ancient Mesopotamia and dealt with by the exorcist. Just as I would suggest
that we may use the term “religion” for ancient Mesopotamia when properly problematized and
theorized (see Lenzi 2019a, drawing on similar justifications as articulated by Francesca
Rochberg in her studies of applying the term “science” to ancient Mesopotamia; see, e.g.,
Rochberg 2004, 2016), we may also use the word “medicine” for ancient Mesopotamia (likewise,
e.g., Robson 2008, 463—64).

3 My first published foray into the significance of the many anatomical and pathological
terms in Ludlul was in the introduction to SAACT 7. The list I compiled there from Tablets I and
1I of the poem—which requires additions and corrections—was only intended to illustrate the fact
that Ludlul often uses rare and learned words (see p. xxvii).

4 Labat asserts that the purpose for the various “clinical terms,” as he calls them, in the poem
is a matter of literary effect: “L’affectation des termes cliniques, pour décrire les symptomes et les
maladies, ajoute moins de pathétique a 1’évocation des souffrances subies qu’elle n’accuse la
recherche de ’effet littéraire” (1970, 329). Although he does not further exposit this idea, I sug-
gest one of the literary effects of these terms in the poem is to evoke the ethos of professional
exorcism.

> See Lambert 1962, 66 VI, line 10 and George 2003, 28, n.74.

¢ See Tadmor 1997, 328; Luuko 2007, 228; and Frahm 2011a, 521-22.
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ciated with scholarship.” After all, scholars who consulted, for example,
Summa alu for divinatory purposes were also involved in crafting, curating,
and copying myths, epics, rituals, and royal inscriptions, all of which were
utilized in service to the king.® The point of the present study is to substantiate
what has up to now been only an impression that Ludlul’s anatomical and
pathological terminology shows a pervasive and distinctive connection to the
professional vocabulary of the exorcist, which provides further support for a
particular socio-cultural contextualization for the composition of the poem
within that specific professional milieu.

6.1. REFLECTIONS ON METHODOLOGY

Before looking at the anatomical and pathological terms used in the poem,
there are several methodological issues that must be addressed. First among
these issues is the matter of the method for determining which lexemes count
as anatomical and pathological. Caution is in order since taxonomy always
bears the imprint of our own cultural context—often tacit and thus potentially
prejudicial, since we cannot help but be a product of our own place, time, so-
cial formation, and taxonomies.? Despite the challenges, we can hardly proceed
without some kind of heuristic to circumscribe our data. Even if we intuitively
center a category “anatomical vocabulary” or “pathological vocabulary” on the
physical body of the poem’s protagonist, medical anthropologists have demon-
strated repeatedly that we cannot simply identify one culture’s concept(s) of

7 As a random example, note the use of the descriptions of stones from Abnu Sikinsu in Sen-
nacherib, no. 49: 8'ff. (see Grayson / Novotny 2014, 91, and 94, note on lines 8', 12'~13").

8 See Pongratz-Leisten 2015, who rightly emphasizes the continuity and intertextuality of
scribal scholarship across various genres (and media) in service to the Assyrian king.

? For general reflections on classification/taxonomy, see Smith 2000, in which he discusses
the taxonomy of religions in a historical survey and religions as taxonomy generators, and Lin-
coln’s chapter entitled “The Tyranny of Taxonomy” (2014, 131-41), where he criticizes the so-
called “epistemological” understanding of taxonomy, whose practitioners claim is simply “a
means of gathering, sorting, and processing knowledge about the external (especially the natural)
world” (136). Although taxonomy has such uses, “placing primary emphasis on them obscures the
fact that all knowers are themselves objects of knowledge as well as subjects insofar as they can-
not and do not stand apart from the world that they seek to know. One consequence of this (and
far from the least important) is that categorizers come to be categorized according to their own
categories. Taxonomy is thus not only a means for organizing information, but also—as it comes
to organize the organizers—an instrument for the classification and manipulation of society”
(137). For body-related examples of the tyranny of taxonomy, see Thomson’s discussion of vari-
ous theoretical approaches to disability (1997, 19-51) and Bowker and Star’s discussion of race
classification and reclassification in Apartheid South Africa from an information infrastructure
perspective (1999, 195-225).
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the body with another culture’s.!” Was the napistu a part of the body in ancient
Mesopotamia?!! We may readily agree that napistu in its sense of “throat” is
anatomical. But what about napistu in its “life-force” sense? Is it part of the
body?'? In our modern cultures, do we consider dental implants and surgically-
implanted pins in one’s knee a part of one’s body?!* The same culturally-
contingent issues surround pathology.'# Recognizing the methodological obsta-
cles, we might consider defining the physical body using ancient Mesopotami-
an sources as the final adjudicator of the semantic domain’s lexical denizens.
Following this line of reasoning, we might look, for example, to the physiog-
nomic omens and the diagnostic treatise Sa-gig and/or the OB lexical list Ugu-
mu, all of which deal extensively with the human body.!> Leaving aside the OB
lexical list for chronological reasons,'® there is a problem with using the former

10 This is a basic concept in introductory textbooks in the field. See, e.g., Singer et al 2019,
88, “[a]lthough the body is generally viewed as a biological entity, particularly within biomedical
circles, it also in large part is a sociocultural construction.” Further in their discussion (p. 94), they
cite anthropologist Mary Douglas’s classic work Purity and Danger to make the point: “the hu-
man body is always treated as an image of society [and therefore] ... there can be no natural way
of considering the body that does not involve at the same time a social dimension” (see Douglas
1973, 98; similarly, e.g., Kleinman 1988, 11-13). In Assyriology, see Steinert 2012, 134-36, who
situates her discussion within a broader cultural anthropological context.

' For a very extensive discussion of the Mesopotamian conception of personhood with care-
ful attention to the body, see Steinert 2012, especially her chapter length studies of bastu, “digni-
ty,” ramanu, “self,” and napistu (pp. 405-509, especially 420-21, cited in chapter five; 257-70;
and 271-93, respectively). For an interesting perspective on extra-dimensional aspects of the
Mesopotamian concept of the body, see Assante 2009.

12 See Steinert 2012, 271-93 for a discussion. She understands napistu as “ein den Korper
belebendes Element, das zugleich ein Teil des Korpers ist, d.h. der Form nach eine Kérper- und
der Funktion nach eine Lebensseele” (271).

13 The military imagery sometimes used to describe a cancerous tumor in a person’s body
(e.g., an invasion) or one’s attempts to get rid of it (e.g., battling cancer) suggests we do not con-
sider such an entity really to be “part of us,” even though one’s own body is in fact growing and
supporting it.

4 For example, Harvard medical anthropologist Arthur Kleinman states “[i]t is not just that
certain symptoms are given particular attention in certain cultural and historical settings, but that
the meanings of all symptoms ... are dependent on local knowledge about the body and its pa-
thologies” (1988, 23).

15 Extensive lists of body parts occur in the second sub-series of Sa-gig, for (lists of) which
see HeeBel 2000, 24-30 and Schmidtchen 2021, 661-67; in physiognomic omina, for which see
Bock 2000, 47-54, where she lists the terms by region of the body, and 327-29, where she lists
them in alphabetical order; and in the lexical series Ugu-mu, for which see Couto-Ferreira 2009,
who also provides a brief introductory discussion of the problems (and history) of the lexicogra-
phy of anatomical terminology in Sumerian and Akkadian sources (1-9). For the practice of list-
ing body parts “from head-to-toe” (a capite ad calcem) in various Mesopotamian texts and its
metaphorical and cultural significances, see Couto-Ferreira 2017.

16°As discussed in the Introduction, Ludlul could not have been composed earlier than the
reign of the Kassite king Nazimaruttas, ¢. 1301-1277 BCE (for these dates, see Frazer 2013, 187,
n.2).
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two treatises for this Mesopotamian-centered resolution to defining the physi-
cal body: The physiognomic omens and Sa-gig both come from the sphere of
the ancient exorcists themselves. Letting these scholars and their treatises de-
termine the dataset for what potentially counts as a relevant term to our com-
parative study of vocabulary related to the body in Ludlul and asipatu would
prejudice our inquiry toward the scholars’ viewpoint and cause us, at least
potentially, to overlook terms that are relevant to the semantic domain but not
included in the scholars’ treatises for perhaps a socio-linguistic reason (e.g.,
because the terms were poetic, literary, or vulgar) or due to the fact that the
terms were simply not relevant to their purview (note, e.g., that hasi, “lungs,”
does not occur in the physiognomic omens, which is not unexpected given the
interest of that corpus in visible anatomy; see below). We don’t want to ex-
clude evidence that could count against the hypothesis. In addition, the inten-
tion here is not to produce a treatise on the Mesopotamian conceptions of the
body per se or what features, attributes, and/or capabilities characterized a
person in ancient Mesopotamia.!” Rather, the goal is to discern whether terms
in specific semantic domains in Ludlul intersect significantly with the terms in
the same semantic domains in scribal materials associated with the exorcists.
Given this specific goal, I think the best way to create a dataset of terms in
Ludlul free from the overt influence and limitations of the ancient exorcists
themselves is for me to utilize my own ideas about the body to include what
seems to me clearly anatomical and to exclude what seems to me clearly not
anatomical. When the matter is not so clear cut, I have erred on the side of in-
clusion. The results are presented in the first list of words below, which in-
cludes terms that describe the body in part or whole. I also included bodily ex-
cretions. '8

To illustrate how this method of compiling the list provides results more in-
clusive than if I had used the anatomical terms in, for example, the physiog-
nomic omens—selected because they are comprehensively available in a
single-volume, critical edition—I have indicated with a dagger (T) the anatom-
ical words that occur in Lud[ul but do not show up among the anatomical terms
compiled in Bock’s text edition. A superscripted dagger (V) indicates that the
term occurs somewhere in the physiognomic omens but not in Bock’s list of
anatomical terms. '’

17 On the latter, see Steinert’s impressive work (2012).

'8 Note that I have also included body parts when used in an idiom or non-corporeal sense
(e.g., aha nadi, “to neglect,” in II 17 and irat erseti, “surface of the netherworld,” in II 52 and III
70) for the sake of completeness of coverage.

19 See Bock 2000, 47-54, where she lists the terms by region of the body, and 327-29, where
she lists them in alphabetical order. For an illustrated version, see Bock 2001.
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Having created the dataset of terms associated with the human body in the
poem, I then developed a second list of substantives for pathologies, broadly
construed, including any terms that I consider to name a negative condition in
relationship to the protagonist’s body:2° a loss, a problem, a symptom, an unfa-
vorable condition, an illness, etc. that is experienced in the protagonist’s body.
Although not without problems since what counts as health, pathology, or dis-
ability in one’s body is culturally defined,?! I have also drawn on my experi-
ence with Mesopotamian texts to err on the side of inclusivity in compiling this
list by including terms that describe a bodily condition that I think the Mesopo-
tamians themselves would consider negative. Thus, in addition to hunger and
paralysis, for example, I have included expressions of emotional trauma and
disturbance that may manifest itself bodily (e.g., fear and vocalized grief; see,
e.g., the terms used in I 105-109) as well as terms associated with lost bodily
functions or capabilities. 1 have also included names of non-obvious beings
(e.g., a personal god or a demon) who could allow or inflict bodily harm. My
own cultural bias in this list shows through very clearly in that I do not include
in my list of pathologies many of the social problems the protagonist experi-
ences in Tablet I (e.g., slander, loss of reputation, etc.), even though similar
misfortunes occur in the list of symptoms in various laments and therapeutic
texts,?? and some of these have an effect—a non-pathological effect, I think—
on the protagonist’s bodily comportment (see, e.g., I 77, “I, who walked about
as a lord, learned to slink™). Since I am undertaking a comparative lexicograph-
ical study centered on the body rather than a study of Mesopotamian patholo-
gies and their social impact, I think this bias is methodologically admissible.??

Having acquired two lists of lexemes in this manner, one still has to decide
how to locate the relevant attestations of each term to study their textual distri-

20T have not included finite verbs that describe a pathological process or state to keep the pre-
sent chapter within a manageable length. Limiting the work to substantives provides a good repre-
sentative sample of lexemes for the comparison.

2l Again, this is a basic concept in medical anthropology; see Singer et al 2020, 65-101. In
the Assyriological literature, see Steinert 2021a, 140. The former work’s treatment of “ethnomed-
icine” states that “[i]n reality, all medical systems,” including modern biomedicine, “constitute
ethnomedicines in that they developed from and are embedded in particular sociocultural systems,
regardless of whether they are small-scale or state societies” (161). For an example related to
biomedicine, see Bowker and Star’s discussion of the development of the International Classifica-
tion of Diseases in service to the information infrastructure needs of the modern nation-state
(1999, 107-33).

22 For representative examples of such in therapeutic texts, see Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 13—
14 and Farber 1977, 56. Many, many other examples could be cited.

23 For the absence of a dichotomy between the physical and social aspects of personhood in
ancient Mesopotamia (similarly, between the individual and the social collective), see Steinert
2012, 121-36.
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bution and then how to assess this distribution. For locating the attestations of
each term, I have relied primarily on the lexica. Given the CAD’s user-friendly
and thorough, if not comprehensive presentation, I looked first to its entry of
each term to determine a word’s distribution in the texts and then consulted
AHw for additional help, which was especially evident vis-a-vis the older CAD
volumes.>* The search capabilities of ORACC (http://oracc.museum.upenn.
edu/) were also very useful, especially when it came to looking for attestations
of words in the labyrinthine royal inscriptions. Given the present chapter’s pur-
pose, which is centered on contextualizing Ludlul rather than on the lexicogra-
phy of all of the Akkadian anatomical and pathological terms attested in Ludlul
in light of every possible context outside of it, this practical approach for find-
ing lexical attestations seems sensible to me and provides what I think is a rep-
resentative sample of attestations from which to generalize with the under-
standing that all such generalizations are provisional and mutable in light of
new or unused evidence.

The attestations of each term were examined to discern the term’s distribu-
tion and to assess its prominence in post-OB texts with a special attention to its
distribution, if any, in scholarly texts, especially those texts closely associated
with exorcism.? (I focused on post-Old Babylonian attestations of the terms
since that is likely the broadest timeframe for our poem’s composition.) Alt-
hough not an exhaustive listing of asipiitu, the following comprise the most
important texts and kinds of texts in the corpus: The diagnostic treatise Sa-gig;
the omen series Summa alu, Summa izbu, and the physiognomic omens; the
panoply of laments, hymns, prayers, incantations, and incantation prayers used
often in concert with ritual actions to appease an angry god or repel an evil
being, e.g., a witch, a ghost, etc., including suilas, dingirsadabbas, and/or
namburbis; and the great diversity of other therapeutic texts.?® When a term’s

24 Because the evidence accumulates in an on-going fashion, the lexica, of course, do not rep-
resent all attestations of a word at the time of this writing; moreover, we should note, they did not
intend to or could not have offered such even at the times of their publication. Statements about a
word’s frequency mentioned in the assessment below must be considered provisional.

25 Lenzi 2015 provides an overview of scholarship and inquiry in post-Old Babylonian times.

26 There is an on-going discussion about how precisely to divide up the work between the asil,
“physician,” and asipu, “exorcist.” One’s understanding of this matter will determine how one
delineates the respective crafts’ textual corpora (see Steinert 2018, 178n. 111 for bibliography on
this issue, to which add her own study as well as Johnson’s [2018] and Geller’s [2018] in the
same volume). One might suggest that the so-called Vademecum of the Exorcist (KAR 44 and
duplicates; see Geller 2018 for the most recent edition, commentary, interpretation, and secondary
literature) allows a precise delineation of the exorcist’s professional purview. I would agree that it
does in principle. I would also exercise caution in using it in this manner since this text, despite its
duplicates found in various first-millennium sites, may not represent the division of labor between
the two professions for all times and places in post-Old Babylonian Mesopotamian history. Note
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attestations are predominantly (not necessarily exclusively) attested in these
kinds of texts (and other learned texts, e.g., those related to the work of the
kalii or bard) 1 discuss the term’s distribution in the relevant assessment section
below. The more a term’s attestations appear in letters, myths, epics, royal in-
scriptions, and/or other non-technical, non-learned materials the less likely I
deemed that term to contribute to establishing a distinctive connection between
Ludlul and asiputu, though there are exceptions to this rule (e.g., gatu). Such
broadly-attested terms typically do not receive comment in the relevant
assessment section below. This manner of quantification is of course impres-
sionistic and thus open to interpretation. Others may judge the same evidence
differently than have I. And, certainly, the evidence will change as new attesta-
tions of each term accumulate. My results are provisional and will require revi-
sion in the future. Still, it is hoped that the present study will offer a basic,
suggestive insight on Ludlul’s anatomical and pathological vocabulary that
further study, and, when all the relevant texts are digitized, genuine statistical
analysis can refine in the future.?’

in this regard, for example (and for an entry into the secondary literature), Geller’s recent inter-
pretation of the exorcist’s curriculum (curricula?) in the text as an expanded one, expanded to
cover areas traditionally covered by the physician (2018, 95-96); Steinert’s reflections on the
text’s relationship to that of the Assur Medical Catalog and how this informs (or rather, blurs) our
understanding of the two professions (2018, especially pp. 178-91); and Arbell’s exploration of
the possibilities and limitations of using the Vademecum for understanding the scribal training and
textual output of one particular exorcist from Assur itself, Kisir-A§Sur (2021, 245-53, especially
pp. 252-53). A precise resolution on the matter of the boundary between the two professions is
not necessary for the purposes of this chapter because I have relied on texts and series that most
Assyriologists would agree are within the sphere of the exorcist’s professional domain when iden-
tifying a term as appearing in materials belonging to the exorcist. The attestation of a word in
what the field has labeled “medical texts” may add weight to a term’s being considered a learned
one. But, I do not rely on such attestations as providing determinative warrant for evaluating the
term as one that intersects significantly with the exorcists’ corpus.

27 Of course, a statistical study of all of the vocabulary in Ludlul vis-a-vis the vocabulary in
asiputu would be ideal. When the digitization of Akkadian texts has proceeded a little farther,
such a study will be simple. The Cuneiform Digital Library Initiative (https:/cdli.mpiwg-
berlin.mpg.de/) and the Open Access Richly Annotated Cuneiform Corpus (http://oracc.museum.
upenn.edu/) are providing the foundation for this work. The work of the Babylonian Medicine
Project (https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/en/e/babmed/index.html), under the direction of Prof.
Markham Geller and Prof. Cale Johnson at the Freie Universitét in Berlin, is rapidly making the
relevant medical texts available in a digital format. The Electronic Babylonian Literature project
(https://www.ebl.Imu.de/), under the leadership of Enrique Jiménez at Ludwig-Maximilians-Uni-
versitdt in Munich, and the Sources of Early Akkadian Literature project (https://seal.huji.ac.il/),
under the leadership of Nathan Wasserman (The Hebrew University, Jerusalem) and Michael
Streck (Universitédt Leipzig), will do the same for a wide variety of literary and technical texts.
These and other digital projects will vastly expand the possibilities of lexical and intertextual
studies in the coming years.
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There are important socio-linguistic issues that should temper the results of
this kind of study and the significance we give to the distribution of the terms
under consideration. Despite hundreds of private letters coming down to us
from ancient Mesopotamia, our textual sources are still severely biased toward
not just the literate but the institutionally-connected literate. We cannot know
how often certain words were used in the general populace since our sources
do not give us as much access to that aspect of the language as we would like.
A word that is deemed “rarely attested” in our sources may or may not have in
fact been rare. And even if we limit our interpretation of the data to the literate,
text-producing fraction of society, a term that seems to be “learned” or “exclu-
sively attested in texts related to exorcism” may appear that way in our textual
data simply due to the nature of the themes and the related semantic domains
under examination. As Martin Worthington asked me in his comments on an
earlier draft of this chapter, “Where would one expect to see references to ear
wax?” The significance of the present study lies not in showing that certain
terms are “learned” or “exclusively related to exorcism,” though that is the re-
sult in some lexical cases. Rather, the results here are a kind of constellation of
lexemes, points of data that we may connect to imagine a recognizable though
incomplete picture, within the two semantic domains under examination. And
that constellation is, if not determinative, suggestive for our understanding of
the poem’s composition among the socio-cultural, intellectual, and institutional
sphere of exorcists, the ideological implications of which I explore in the fol-
lowing chapter.

Line numbers in parentheses indicate the term is not associated with the
protagonist’s own body. Line numbers in square brackets indicate the term
occurs in a conjectured restoration. The terms highlighted in gray are those that
I found interesting for the present purpose and comment on in 6.4.

6.2. ANATOMICAL (AND RELATED) TERMS IN LUDLUL

Because many of the terms in this list occur several times in the poem, the
words are presented in alphabetical order.

ahu, arm 176, (1117)

amiru, ear wax t 111 85

ammatu, forearm (I139)

appu, nose (I 14, 41), 111 86, (V 40)
babu, opening 11 86

birku, knee 1178,IV §A 3’

damu, blood (187),1192
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esemtu, bone 1193
gattu, build, stature { 1169, 11111)
hasi, lungs t [I1 66]

idu, arm, side ¥

145,98,1177,97, 113, [11I 34]

inan, eyes

(181), 109, 11 60, 73, 111 82

irtu, iratu, chest

175,1152, 62, (111 70), I11 97

isdu (irdu), base/jaw? [(IL 51)], (111 69), 93

kabattu, liver, ‘mood’ ¥ (18,34,36,11118, 111 52), (V 60)
karsu, stomach, ‘heart’ (18)

kisadu, neck 1161, Com, line a

labdnu, neck tendon 1161

lanu, stature ¥ 11 68

(129,31, 33,35, 56), 74, 111, 1125, (35), (I 51, V

libbu, heart 61,72). 118
lisanu, tongue 111 94

lu’u, gullet 111 98

malii, matted hair V37

masku, skin 1193

mesrétu, limbs T

1167, 105, IV §A 8’

mindtu, limbs, physique

(111 10), IV §A 9’

muhhu, skull

1159

muttutu,?® literally, ‘half’, but
perhaps ‘fore-head/-lock’

IV §B 10

napistu, life, throat

159, 88,V 31, 74 (napsatu), (81, 96, 101, napsatu)

pagru, body *

1175, IVSAT

panii, face

1111, (114),81,(117)

pitru, stomach (lining)’ ¥

1167

pii, mouth *

(153, 63, 67), 70, (I1 15), 84, 111 90, (V 14, 20, 21, 22),
49, (70, 83)

puridu, leg

(1142), IV §A 4", (V 81)

piitu, forehead

1160

gaqqgadu, head

[11 591, 111 80, (V 103, salmat gaqqadi)

(19,11, 33,36), I 112, (I1I 1, 45, 46), IV §C 6', V 9,

qatu, hand (18, 19)

gerbii, innards T 11 65

ramanu, self (corporeal®) ¥ (158), 1123, (34), 83, 98*, 111 5*
rés libbi, epigastrium 11 64

résu, head®

173, (115,11 17), V 11

28 See muttatu in the lexica.
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riksii, joints 13° 11104

rittu, handt (110,12, 11124, V 12)
rubsu, dung 11 106

séru, back?! 1163

supru, nail Com, line d

Salamtu, corpse T (I144),V 36
Sammahu, paunch 111 104

Saptan, lips

171,117,11 85, 111 88

Sépu, foot 1179,98,IV §A 5, (V 53)
Ser anu, sinew>2 11 94

Sikittu, form (111 9)

Sinnu, tooth 111 92

siru, flesh

(155,67,92),112,1176,92,97, 111 14, (V 35, sir
asakki)

Suklultu, (complete, shapely)

form + IV§A T
tabastanu, excrement T 11 107
tulii, chest 11 62
tému, mind, plan * (132,11 36,43)
ubanatu, fingers (180)
umasu, physique Com, line ¢
undti libbi, guts T 1113, I1 65 (w/o libbu)
ur ‘udu, throat 11 87, 111 96
usukku, cheek 1110

uznu, ear

118, 1174, 111 84

zimu, countenance '

1191, (111 31)

zumry, body T

(121), 1171, 111 28, IV §A 9’

6.3. PATHOLOGICAL (AND RELATED) TERMS IN LUDLUL

The terms are listed in the order in which they first appear in the poem.

29 Résu does not appear in the anatomical terms used in the physiognomic omens as a separate
body part; it does occur, however, in construct with some six other body parts (e.g., rés appi); see

Bock 2000, 328.

30If Kraus’s proposed reading for GI is accepted, then riksu does appear in the physiognomic

omens; see Bock 2000, 281, n.860.

31 Séru only occurs in the construction sér naglabi, “back of the hip,” in the physiognomic

omens; see Bock 2000, 328.

32 Ser’anu only occurs in the construction §er’an ini, “cord of the eye,” in the physiognomic

omens; see Bock 2000, 329.
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lamassu, divine guardian

(1.15), 46 (loss of)

sédu, protective spirit

(1 15), 45 (loss of)

ilu, personal god

(116, 28), 43, 11 4 (rejection, anger, loss of)

utukku, demon/ghost

(125, 66), 11 54, 111 72

ra tbu, tremors/demon (125), 11 63
Suruppi, chills (126), 11 56, 111 74
hurbasu, cold tremors (126)

iStaru, personal goddess

(I128), 44, 11 5 (rejection, anger, loss of)

mitu, dead (person)

138

diitu, manliness

147 (loss of), IV, line i

bastu, dignity

147 (loss of)

simtu, characteristic manner

148 (loss of)

pirittu, terror

(149) (idat piritti), 74, 112

hasikkis, like a deaf-mute

171, I1I 84 {only occurs in Ludlul}

miitu, death (196), 11 81
Sutanuhu, sighing 1105
gerranu, lamentation 1105
qita)_zyulu, despairing/grieving 1106
silence
qubii, lamentation 1108
bitakkii, constant weeping 1109
adirtu, apprehension 1 111 (adirat libbi)
hattu, panic 1112
gitallutu, perpetual fear 1113
kimiltu, divine anger 119

mursu, sickness

11 50 (mursu munnisu), 110
(Sikin mursiya), 111 5 (dannu mursa kabta), 50,
80 (lazzu murus gaqqadi)

imhullu, evil wind 1151, 111 69

di’'u, ague 11 52, 111 70

Stilu, cough/demon 11 53, 11 66, 111 71
Lamastu, name of demon 11 55, 111 73
lu’tu, debility 1157, 11 78, 111 75
hahhu, phlegm 11 66

alii, kind of demon 171

rimiitu, numbness 1175

misittu, paralysis/stroke 1176

mangu, stiffness 1177

namussisu, moving 11 79 (loss of)
mihsu, blow [1I 80]

nahbalu, snare, net

11 84 (on mouth)
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napraku, bolt 11 85 (on lips), 169, 1118%

bubiitu, hunger 11 87

sili tu, sickness 11 90 (siletu), 1T 111, 11T 49

urigtu, ‘jaundice’ 11 94 {only occurs in Ludlul}

taneéhu, distress, sighing 1195, V 50

nitdtu, afflictions 11 99 (nitii)

mihistu/mihistu, wound 1199 (see I 27, 35), 111 87

sakikkii, symptoms 11 108 (Il #érétu, omens, in 11 109)

mititu, death 1115,V 73

puluhtu, fear 112

eriitu, alertness 111 6 (loss of)

Sittu la tabtu, unpleasant sleep 11176

salalu rehii, pouring out of sleep 11 76

te’ati inan, blurred eyes 111 82 {only occurs in Ludlul}

ummu, fever 111 86

kisru, bond 111 89

pulhatu, sores, blisters 111 89

tupustu, thickness 111 95 (of tongue) {only occurs in Ludlul}
., .

Zaggzli:;; :;:S%les, swelling’, 11199

idiltu, stoppage 111 99 {only occurs in Ludlul}

unsu (umsu), hunger 111 104

sahhu, swelling’ I 105

nak/qimtu, a disease’ Com, line d

manahtu, fatigue Com, linee, V114

marustu, distress IV§Ccy

etemmiitu, state of being a ghost V33

Sir asakki, flesh of a kind of demon | V 35

6.4. ASSESSING THE TERMS

The following (rather tedious) assessment does not attempt to present or dis-
cuss every attestation of the words identified for comment in the two lists
above. Rather, I have tried to present a synthesis of my findings after surveying
the various attestations. And I (typically) use representative examples to give
warrant for counting a word as especially interesting and worthy of our atten-

3 The term in Ludlul 1 69, used in conjunction with u$§u, “malicious talk,” and in 1 118, as a
metaphor describing napalii, does not literally affect the protagonist’s body as it does in II 85.
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tion for the comparison at hand. In some cases, there are so few attestations of
a word that even a brief exposition can cite them all. I have also commented on
rarely attested words not so much to show the connection to exorcism (since
such a connection cannot always be discerned) but to underline in passing the
clustering of such rarely attested words in Ludlul specifically in the semantic
domains under scrutiny. (This provides some confirmatory evidence, perhaps,
for why Ludlul was copied in such a late stage of the scribal curricula surveyed
in chapter four.) To be clear, the purpose in the following is very much cen-
tered on illuminating Lud/ul’s institutional and intellectual context rather than
contributing to Akkadian anatomical and pathological lexicography, an en-
deavor for which I do not have the requisite scientific training. I am a doctor
but not that kind of doctor.

6.4.1. The Anatomical Terms

Amiru, “ear wax,” in Ludlul 1II 85 is a very rarely attested word, a fact that
may provide confirming evidence of the poem’s high linguistic register. Aside
from some lexical lists and the attestation in Ludlul, the term is attested as far
as I can determine in only two other Akkadian texts, one each in its meanings
“stoppage of the ear” and “deaf person,” namely, the Great Prayer to Istar
(K.225 + K.9962, obv. i 65) and the fragment 1879-07-08, 168, obv. 11". Both
texts are sophisticated prayers,** which might suggest a lexical connection to
exorcism, but prudence prohibits a firm conclusion. It is interesting that the
Commentary to Ludlul explains amiru as zé uzni, “ear feces” (MS Comnin, rev.
10), a phrase that is only attested one other time, as far as I can discern, in an
explanatory text that associates parts of a god’s body with some other non-
corporeal material item (e.g., a tree) or substance (e.g., a metal).>> See further
below under tabastanu.

Ammatu is the general word for “cubit,” a linear measurement based on the
typical length of a man’s forearm, which is the word’s anatomical meaning.
The attestations of the word in its anatomical sense are limited to physiognom-
ic omens and Sa-gig and thus clearly within the sphere of the exorcist. For

3 For K.225+, see Lambert 1959/1960, 50, line 65 (a new edition, with additional fragments,
will be published by Geraldina Rozzi). The fragment 1879-07-08, 168 looks to be a section of
complaint from a larger text. Several of the lines on the tablet resonate with Ludlul Tablet II. The
word may also be attested in the late synonym list Malku IV 14, if a scribal error is accepted ([a]-
pi-r{u] > [a]-mi'-r{u]), as noted in Oshima 2014, 298. See the edition in Hrisa 2010, 380 with
comments on 239, where he seems to reject the suggestion. See also https://cdli.ucla.edu/P345996
for an image of the only Malku source preserving the word (MS B1 = K.11773, obv. 13) and notes
on the transliteration of the line.

3 See Livingstone 1986, 94-95, line 14.
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example, in Sa-gig XIII 10 we read: Summa res libbisu issanabbassu qerbisu
ammatiusu kinsasu u sépasu ikkaldasu qat ilisu iballut, “If his epigastrium con-
tinually hurts him, his innards, his arms, his shins, and his feet irritate him, it is
the hand of his god. He will recover.”*® If we follow von Soden’s lexicograph-
ical treatment (4Hw, 44), ammatu’s metaphorical sense, “strength,” is limited
to Ludlul (II 39) and an incantation prayer to Marduk (BMS 11, obv. 5),%’
which likewise supports (admittedly, on thin evidence) a connection to the vo-
cabulary of exorcism.

Babu, “opening,” in Ludlul 11 86: This term is very commonly used to des-
ignate openings of various kinds, especially architectural openings. When used
to describe an opening of the human body, it is typically qualified in such a
manner that it clearly refers to the anus or vagina; in Ludlul most see it as a
reference to the mouth.® In its human anatomical sense outside of Ludlul, babu
seems only to occur in texts used for healing, including texts used by the exor-
cists. For example, note KAR 70, rev. 29, part of an incantation in a Saziga:
liduk bab Suburri Sa annanitiiya, “may it strike the anus of my rival so-and-
50,74 and BAM 222: 13', a prescription (perhaps?) against the hand of a ghost:
bab Suburrisu himéta tapassas, “you smear his anus with ghee.”*! It may be
that Ludlul is simply using the word as a metaphor, as is clearly the case with
masqu later in the line. But, the term’s other anatomical uses in therapeutic
texts—which are always qualified by another body part—may provide a hint
that the term connects to a usage found in exorcistic texts.

Hasi, “lungs,” in Ludlul 11 66 is another term that, when used of human
physiology in post-OB texts, occurs mostly in therapeutic texts; note especially
its multiple occurrences in BAM 558, a group of procedures against respiratory
illnesses,** and BAM 1 (obv. ii 21-26), a list of medicinal plants.** Given these

36 See Schmidtchen 2021, 517, 529.

37 See Mayer 2004 and my treatment at http://shuilas.org/P393803.html.

3% When used of an animal’s body, it typically refers to the liver; note especially the technical
extispicy term, bab ekalli, “the palace gate” (Maul 2018, 54), though it can also refer to a cut of
meat in a few sources (bab urkati, see CAD B, 25 and U/W, 231).

3% See my comments on hdbu and masqii in the notes in chapter three at 11 86.

40 See Zisa 2021, 341 and previously Biggs 1967, 41.

41 See http://geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-3/BAM-3_-222 for the translit-
eration at the Babylonian Medicine project (BabMed). I infer the purpose of the prescription on
the basis of the previous section of the tablet (see line 7', annii marhas Sa qat etemmi, “This is an
enema against the hand of a ghost”).

42 See Couto-Ferreira 2009, 25356 for a brief lexicographical treatment.

4 For the transliteration at BabMed, see https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/
Corpora/BAM-6/BAM-6_-558/index.html. See also Scurlock 2014, 480-83.

# The nature of BAM 1 and what one should properly call it is somewhat disputed. Attia and
Buisson review the various points of view (2012, 22-23). See https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de
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data, the term clearly intersects with learned materials associated with the
physician and perhaps to exorcism.*’

Labdnu occurs in Ludlul 11 61. In its technical and better attested meaning
“neck tendon, muscle,” labdnu is predominantly used to refer to the human
body. Its attestations in this sense are almost exclusively in learned materials,
especially in therapeutic texts, physiognomic omens, and Sa-gig, and thus it
would have been a term well-known to exorcists. For example, it appears in a
list of symptoms in a couple of anti-witchcraft rituals: labdn[su] itanakkalsu,
“[his] neck tendon keeps irritating him.”*® And, a physiognomic omen in the
subseries Summa kittabru reads: summa kittabru ina labani améli Sakin libbasu
itab, “If a kittabru (mole or growth?) is located on the neck tendon of a man,
his heart will be content.”*” The word’s more general sense of “neck” occurs
less frequently: in a couple of rituals, a royal inscription from Tiglath-Pileser
I’s reign, and a handful of letters (see CAD L, 12). In any case, labdnu inter-
sects clearly with the exorcist’s professional vocabulary.

Lu'u, “gullet, throat,” in Ludlul 111 98 is a rather rarely attested word.*®
Aside from Ludlul and just a couple of lexical lists, there are only a few post-
OB attestations, including its presence in a couple of physiognomic omens
(Alamdimmii V1 §2: 45 and the subseries Summa tirku §2: 32)*° and the famous
incantation against toothache (BAM 538 ii 54").°° Although poorly attested, the
present evidence indicates the term was part of the exorcist’s professional
vocabulary.

Pitru, when used as a term for a human body part, may mean “stomach (lin-
ing)” (so CDA, 276 and AHw, 870).°! 1t is infrequently attested in this sense>?
and occurs only in post-OB scholarly contexts, namely, incantations (e.g.,
Mussu’u 1 12),3 the diagnostic text STT 89 (obv. ii 40),°* a physiognomic

/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM/BAM-1_-001 for the transliteration of BAM 1 at BabMed; Attia and
Buisson (2012, 27) also provide an introduction and edition with notes.

4 When used of animal lungs, the term occurs frequently in extispicy texts, as expected (see
CAD H, 144 and 4Hw, 335).

46 See Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 319, line 3 and 337, line 7.

47 Bock 2000, 213, line 8 with p. 327 in the index of body parts.

4 CAD L, 258 uses less than a dozen attestations of the word in all periods in its entry.

4 See Bock 2000, 102 and 206, respectively.

30 For the transliteration at BabMed, see https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/
Corpora /BAM-6/BAM-6_-538/index.html.

3 CAD books the anatomical sense of the word under pitru (CAD P, 449-50), a term that is
most commonly, though not exclusively used for a feature of the liver. Oshima, citing a personal
communication from Leonid Kogan, suggests pitru may be cognate to Hebrew 175 (2014, 257).

32 CAD P, 450 lists about a dozen attestations, but others have come to light.

33 See Bock 2007, 96.

3+ See Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 437, line 99.
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omen in an excerpt tablet (K.105+, obv. 1),>> and some therapeutic texts, for
example, BAM 87, rev. 3, 8 (in a context of treating a liver malady attributed
to gat mamiti) and BAM 174, obv. 14’ (in a context of treating a problem with
the lungs).’ In an incantation that is part of an anti-witchcraft ritual the suppli-
cant laments, Ser’aniya iksii pitriva utabbikii, “(a witch and warlock) have
bound my sinews and ‘poured out’ my stomach” (KAR 80, rev. 27 with dupli-
cates).”” The term also appears in several other anti-witchcraft contexts as part
of the diagnostic list of symptoms.*® On present evidence, the anatomical sense
of pitru appears to be especially prominent in the exorcism corpus.

The extremely common word gatu, “hand,” occurs a dozen times in Ludlul.
Although the word is attested all across the spectrum of Akkadian texts, its use
in Ludlul 111 1 is worthy of comment. The line reads kabtat qassu ale’’i nasasa,
“his hand was so heavy I could not bear it.” As Nils HeeBel states, “[i]t is in-
stantly recognisable to anyone familiar with Mesopotamian medical texts that
the words of the righteous sufferer [in Ludlul 111 1] allude to the phrase
‘qat(SU) DN—hand of the god(s)’, which occurs sometimes in therapeutic
texts and is ubiquitous in diagnostic texts.”>® The phrase gat DN, as he argues,
signifies a kind of technical term to indicate the divine agent responsible for a
person’s physical ailments rather than a particular disease.®® If this proposed
allusion in Ludlul 111 1 is accepted, then we have a very important connection
to the technical vocabulary of asipiitu.

Rés libbi, “epigastrium,” in Ludlul 11 64 is typically used of the human body
and found extensively in learned contexts, especially in the diagnostic Sa-gig
(e.g., XIIT 1-41)°" and therapeutic texts (e.g., AMT 49/4, obv. 1, a part of Tab-
let III in the Ugu subseries Summa amélu appasu kabit, and AMT 48/2, obv. ii
1, an anti-witchcraft text).®> It also appears in the exorcist’s major anti-

33 See Bock 2000, 288.

% For BAM 87 and 174, see the transliterations at BabMed, https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.
de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM/BAM-1_-087/index.html and https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/
babmed/Corpora/BAM-2/BAM-2_-174/index.html, respectively. See Scurlock 2014, 483 (iv 7—
11) for a translation of the relevant section in the latter.

57 Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 299, line 70.

8 See, e.g., Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 215, line 41”; 257, line 4; Abusch / Schwemer 2016,
250, line 2; Abusch, Schwemer, Luukko, and van Buylaere 2020, 28, line 3. STT 89, cited above,
is also related to witchcraft.

392007, 120. The line also clearly echoes the general statement about Marduk’s hand in Lud-
lul 133 in the opening hymn.

% See HeeBel 2000, 49-54 and 2007.

1 See Schmidtchen 2021, 516—19. For other attestations, see CAD R, 284 and HeeBel 2000,
420, s.v. rés libbi.

92 See https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/ AMT/AMTX49-4/index.html
for a transliteration of the former and Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 231 for the latter.
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witchcraft ceremony, Maglii (IX [Ritual Tablet] 166).%* Given these data, rés
libbi clearly connects to the anatomical vocabulary of the exorcists.

Riksu is a very common term with several different meanings (see CAD R,
347-55). But, as a human body part (CAD R, 349), as in Ludlul 11 104, it
occurs in just a couple of other non-lexical texts, both post-OB: a diagnostic
entry (Sa-gig XIII 112') and its commentary, which equates the term with
Se'ranu, “tendon.”®* Although sparsely attested, 7iksu in its anatomical sense
occurs, as far as I can determine, only in Ludlul and the exorcism corpus,
providing a distinctive lexical intersection.

Rubsu has several meanings: bedding place, lair, or shelter; dung; womb;
and a cut of meat (see CAD R, 395). Rather rarely is the term used to mean
“dung,” as in Ludlul 11 106, a semantic value supported by its parallel in IT 107,
tabastanu (see below). The only other post-OB attestations of the term in this
sense occur in a few therapeutic texts, where the term signifies materia medica
(e.g., AMT 98/3: 17', eper rubus kalbi eper rubus sahi, “dried, ground [lit. dust
of] dog feces, dried, ground pig feces”), which may indicate a connection to
exorcism.®® Incidentally, Ludlul 11 106 is, as far as I can determine, the only
instance in which the term refers to human rather than animal feces, thus per-
haps reinforcing via word choice the protagonist’s dehumanization in that con-
text (see chapter five, note 43).

Sammahu, “large intestine, paunch,” a Sumerian loanword, is very rarely
attested (see CAD S/1, 314). Aside from its appearance in Ludlul 111 104 and
two lexical lists, Sammahu is attested only a couple of other times—all post-
OB: in two related physiognomic omens (4lamdimmii X 45-46)% and Mussu u
(123),%7 placing it squarely within the anatomical vocabulary of the exorcist.

Ser’anu in Ludlul 11 94 is very well-attested (see CAD S/2, 308-13).%8
When used to refer to some part of the human body, the term rarely shows up

3 Abusch 2016, 224, 378.

% See Schmidtchen 2021, 525 for Sa-gig and Jiménez 2015a (http://ccp.yale.edu/P294665)
for the commentary, obv. 7. (See also note 30 above.) The commentary 11N-T3, cited in CAD R,
349, equates abunnatu, “umbilical cord,” with the phrase riksi Sa ameli si, “it is the bond of a
man” (see Civil 1974, 332, line 13 and Jiménez 2014 [https://ccp.yale.edu/P459066]). I think this
attestation might be better placed elsewhere in the word’s lexicographical entry rather than under
the meaning “joint, ligament, sinew.” Frahm cites this example as an entry in a commentary that
“explain[s] a term by specifying a set of properties characterizing it” (2011, 65). For a brief dis-
cussion of riksu in her treatment of the OB lexical list Ugu-mu, see Couto-Ferreira 2009, 341.

5 See the transliteration at BabMed, https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora
/AMT-2/AMTO98-3. An incantation is likely prescribed in line 19'. For the proper reading of the
line cited from the Epic of Tukulti-Ninurta I in CAD B, 44, see Machinist 1978, 112, line 46'.

% See Bock 2000, 120 for an edition.

97 See Bock 2007, 98 for an edition.

 See Couto-Ferreira 2009, 331-35 for its varied meanings in Akkadian texts.
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outside of scholarly texts in the post-OB periods. It occurs, for example, very
frequently in Sa-gig® and regularly in a wide variety of other learned texts,
including many therapeutic texts, incantations (see KAR 80, rev. 27, cited
above), ritual texts, and commentaries, a few examples of which would hardly
do justice to its widespread usage. I find few attestations of the word in this
sense in non-technical materials. Note the Epic of Gilgames X 256, where Gil-
game$ uses the word to refer to his own body: Ser ’aniya nissata umtalli, “1
have filled my sinews with grief”;’® one of Sargon II’s royal inscriptions,
where, in a context of royal provision for human well-being, oil is described as
balti améliiti mupass$ih Ser ant, “a defining feature’! of humankind that soothes
the sinews”; and LKA 62, a text that celebrates Tiglath-Pileser I’s military
prowess, where human enemies are likened to weak, confused animals, whose
“tendons are like chaff ™ (ma-a-<la> pis-<i> §ir ‘ansunu).”” In any case, when
used of human physiology, Ser a@nu is predominantly found in the learned texts
of the scholars, many of which fall within the sphere of exorcism.”

Suklultu occurs in extant sources infrequently, attested only about a dozen
times and all in SB texts. When used of the human body, “(complete, shapely)
form,” as in Ludlul IV §A 7', rather than a non-human object, the term occurs
only a few times and always in exorcist-related contexts, providing another
distinctive lexical intersection. Note, for example, its use in the sSuila prayer
Marduk 5: suklulti pagriva la bi-ma litbusaku kima [...], “They (i.e., an ill-
ness, an oath, and a curse) have afflicted the shapely form of my body so that I

 See the glossary in HeeBel 2000, 424 for nearly thirty attestations in Tablets XV to XXXIII
and the glossary in Schmidtchen 2021, 664 for almost sixty attestations in Tablets III, IV (about
50 times), V, and XIII.

70 George 2003, 1.692. Uta-napisti repeats the line back to Gilgames in X 299 (696).

71 A more typical translation of basm with “pride,” “dignity,” or “privilege” does not quite
seem appropriate in context (compare Frame 2021, 228 and CAD B, 143). My translation as-
sumes oil is being described here as a fundamental and defining staple of human civilization. See,
e.g., Liverani’s structuralist exposition of the offering of food and drink, clothing and oil in Adapa
for this idea (2004, 3-23).

72 See Hurowitz and Westenholz 1990, 46-49 and more recently Pongratz-Leisten 2015, 252—
54, 46875 (citing previous literature), whose reading I am following.

73 Of course, Se ranu can also refer to animal physiology in extispicy and to the sinew of an
animal used to manufacture various objects (see CAD $/2, 312). Even in its non-human use, the
term is found (in post-OB periods) in but a few non-learned contexts, all of which are literary: a
half dozen times in Anzu 11, referring to a sheep’s tendon as a bow string (see Annus 2001, 48, s.v.
Ser anu for references), and once in the dispute between Ox and Horse, in the context of manufac-
turing weaponry (Lambert 1960, 178, rev. 12). Otherwise, the “non-human sinew” attestations are
mostly in learned texts (e.g., comparing a man’s penis to a lyre string in a Saziga, see Zisa 2021,
233, line 36; previously, Biggs 1967, 35, line 15]; and the use of an animal’s sinew in therapeutic
necklaces, as in BAM 237 147'-48', which treats a woman who is suffering from a hemorrhage of
some sort [see Schuster-Brandt 2008, 140]).
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am clothed with them as [...].”7* The word also appears a few times in Sa-gig
in the phrase gaqqassu analadi Suklultisu, “(from) his head to the rest of
him,”” and in a broken list of symptoms in AMT 48/4, obv. 6', which is part of
Tablet II in the Ugu subseries Summa amélu appasu kabit® The Ludlul
Commentary explains the poorly attested term with the much better attested
lanu (MS Comnipn, rev. 26).

Tabastanu in Ludlul 11 107 is the only monolingual Akkadian text to attest
this word. In addition to a small number of lexical texts (see chapter seven,
note 19), it is also found in some bilinguals, for example, a balag (K.5150+)
and a fragmentary ersahuga (IVR 22, no. 2: 19’), both within the kalii’s baili-
wick. The relevant line in the latter text, cited in chapter seven, page 290, reso-
nates strongly with Ludlul 11 106-107.”7 Although there is little to go on, I
think the present evidence suggests the term was not widely used. Note, for
example, that the first-millennium scribes felt the need to define it in commen-
taries: The Ludlul Commentary (MS Comnin, rev. 3) and another late commen-
tary (LBAT 1577) explain the term as zii Sindtu, “feces and urine.”’® The same
explanation occurs in Malku 111 137 (Hrdsa 2010, 84). It seems to me that
tabastanu and amiru, “ear wax,” were both terms for bodily discharges that
people typically referred to (as the Commentary shows) via other terms. But,
we have little to go on in terms of finding a strong connection to the anatomical
vocabulary in the textual materials closely associated with exorcism.

In SB contexts, umdasu, when used of the human body or its strength rather
than as a tool (see CAD U/W, 97-98),” occurs only in scholarly texts.® Leav-
ing the lexical materials aside, the term is used as part of a divine epithet (beél
umasi) in several texts, as in an incantation prayer to Enmesara, embedded in a
namburbi (K.48+, rev. 6); in the long SB Gula Hymn of Bullutsa-rabi; and in
the Marduk Ordeal (SAA 3, nos. 34: 12 and 35: 43).%8! The term refers to

74 See Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 235, line 53 and my treatment of BMS 12+ at http://shuilas.
org/P393775.html.

75 See, e.g., Sa-gig 111 37-38, 81; see Schmidtchen 2021, 249-50, 254.

76 See https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/ AMT/AMTX48-4/index.html.

77 Maul 1988, 332.

78 For the commentary, see CAD T, 24; an edition will eventually appear on the Yale Cunei-
form Commentaries project at https://ccp.yale.edu/P364325.

7 Even when the term refers to a tool, there are about a half dozen OB references in mundane
contexts but the remaining attestations occur in SB materials related to exorcism (see CAD U/W,
98).

80 See Oshima 2014, 304 and De Zorzi 2014, 2.825 for brief lexicographical discussions in
light of lexical texts and commentaries.

81 See Ambos 2004, 120, line 47; Lambert 1967, 122, line 94; and Livingstone 1989, 82, 89,
respectively. (A new edition of the Gula hymn is in preparation at the Electronic Babylonian Lit-
erature project by Zsombor Foldi.) See also the same divine epithet for Ninurta in both Angim and



6. SUBSI-MESRE-SAKKAN’S AFFLICTED BODY 261

human strength in a couple of bilingual texts, including a hymn to Ninurta,
etliitu bel emiigi ina umasi u abari imtahhas[inikkum],®> “the young men,
endowed with force, figh[t] each other [for you] with strength and might,” and
Astrolabe B §A ii 14-15, where it is also paired with abaru to describe the
physical activities of young men.®® In addition to the Ludlul Commentary’s
explanation of the word (MS Comnin, rev. 20, equating the term with salmu), an
Izbu commentary also explains the term, providing lanu, rittu, and emiiqu as
equivalents.®* Although the term appears in a royal inscription of Nabonidus,®®
umasu is predominantly a word found in learned materials, some of which fall
within the sphere of exorcism.

Unati libbi, “guts, internal organs,” in Ludlul 1 113 (and without /ibbi in 11
65), is poorly attested, with less than ten attestations in the word’s entry in the
CAD (U/W, 178). All but one of these (a kudurru, which is listed as “diffi-
cult”)® occur in scholarly contexts and most of them refer to animal (rather
than human) organs, as in Summa izbu XVII 15;87 in ND 1120, rev. 14, a de-
scriptive ritual mentioning a kaliz, who carries [a carcass?] away, and a cook,
who eats the internal organs of an animal;®*® and in BAM 497 ii’ 18’, a prescrip-
tion against asii (with duplicate).® The term occurs in a couple of fragmentary
dream omens in Zagiqu, where a human’s guts are at issue, as is the case in
Ludlul 1 113 and 11 65.°° Although rarely used of a human, the term was cer-
tainly a part of the exorcist’s professional vocabulary.

Lugal-e, cited in the lexical section of CAD U/W, 97.

82 See Lambert 1960, 120, line 7 with CAD U/W, 97 for the restoration.

83 See Kolev 2013, 159. Another pairing of umdsu and abaru occurs in the cultic explanatory
text TIM 9 60 iii 25' (the text is described briefly with a transliteration of parts of column iii in
van Dijk 1976, s.v. no. 60 in the summary catalogue on the fourth unnumbered page), but it seems
likely, given the context, that the words are describing deities.

84 See De Zorzi 2014, 2.825; new editions of both witnesses (VAT 9718 and BM 38588) will
appear at the Yale Cuneiform Commentaries project, https://ccp.yale.edu/P461322 and https://
ccp.yale.edu/P461133, respectively.

85 See Schaudig 2001, 364 at i 15 and Weiershduser / Novotny 2020, no. 19,1 15 [p. 108].

8 The text is the famous Samas Tablet from Sippar (BBSt 36), which in its recounting of a
royal grant to Nabii-nadin-Sumi, Sangu-priest of Sippar and diviner, also mentions several matters
related to a cult image. See Woods 2004; Slanski 2003, 196-221; Paulus 2014, 650-59 (with
many references to previous literature); and https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/artifacts/472680.

87 De Zorzi 2014, 2.750. The term also occurs in an Izbu commentary as an equivalent of ta-
kaltu, “stomach,” and gabidu, “liver” (see De Zorzi 2014, 2.501 and eventually https://ccp.
yale.edu/P461275).

88 See van Driel 1969, 202.

8 See the transliteration at BabMed, https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora
/BAM-5/BAM-5_-497/index.html.

0 Oppenheim 1956, 318, lines y + 17, 18 (Sm. 2073+: 17-18).
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Ur udu, “throat, trachea,” in Ludlul 11 87 and III 96 is a rather well-attested
word (see CAD U/W, 268-69), most frequently used with reference to animals
in extispicy texts from the OB period on.! When used to refer to a human
throat, the small number of post-OB attestations (aside from the two in Ludlul)
occur in a diagnosis (Summa ameélu ur ‘ussu nuppuh, “if a man’s throat is swol-
len,” UET 4 178, obv. 1) and several physiognomic omens and entries in
Sa-gig (e.g., Summa kittabru 41-43 and Sa-gig X 26-27, 33, respectively).”?
Ur’udu also appears in two commentaries, in BRM 4 32, obv. 4 to explain
napSarsu, “his uvula,” and in BAM 401, obv. 5 to specify the anatomical
sense of napSatu.®* Although better attested in extispicy texts, we have clear
evidence of the term’s currency in materials related to exorcism.

Usukku, “cheek,” found in the dual in Ludlul 1 110 (usukkaya, “my
cheeks”), sometimes designates the side of an object, but its better attested use
is anatomical, to designate the sides of a human face (see CAD U/W, 283—
85).% The CAD lists several attestations of the term in “literature,” but all of
these in the post-OB periods® occur in materials closely associated with exor-
cists and kaliis: incantations (e.g., Mussu’u V 58),°7 an incantation prayer
(LKA 142: 25 || letu),”® an erSahuga (K.4623, oby. 10"),% and a hymn to
Nergal (AO 17642: 9, 11 || létu).'® In several of these texts, the cheeks are
described in association with tears, as in Ludlul.'®' Most of the other attesta-
tions of wusukku occur in SB texts, predominantly Sa-gig and physiognomic
omens. '

1 The word can also take on a technical, non-anatomical sense in extispicy, designating a part
of various organs, and in celestial divination as a pathway in the sky (see CAD U/W, 269).

92 See Bdck 2000, 217-18 and Schmidtchen 2021, 436, respectively.

93 See the edition in Frazer 2017 (https://ccp.yale.edu/P296515).

% See the BabMed transliteration at https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora
/BAM-4 /BAM-4 -401/index.html and eventually the Yale Cuneiform Commentaries project
edition at https://ccp.yale.edu/P285472.

% See Couto-Ferreira 2009, 206—7.

% One OB attestation occurs in The Scholars of Uruk, line 5, a bilingual text in which a father
berates his errant son, a scribe in training. Although its purpose is still debated, this text evinces a
highly learned scribal virtuosity; see George 2009, 78—112. George considers two options for
interpreting the text’s highly artificial and learned content: It may be a genuine example of scribal
virtuosity, “in which a master teacher shows off to his pupils the fullness of his scholarship and,
in particular, his mastery of the bilingual lexical and grammatical texts,” or it was intended to
lampoon and satirize such learning (112).

97 Bock 2007, 195.

% See Mayer 1976, 80 for a translation of the relevant lines and p. 426 for the text’s genre
among incantation prayers.

% See Maul 1988, 296, line 15.

100 See Ebeling 1953a, 118 and Nougayrol 1947, 39.

01T jkewise, Couto-Ferreira 2009, 207.

102 See HeeBel 2000, 426; Schmidtchen 2021, 667; and Bock 2000, 329 for references.
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Of the sixty-six terms in Ludlul that I identified as anatomically-related, the
textual attestations and distribution of sixteen of them!® provide distinctive
evidence for a connection to the professional vocabulary of the exorcists. That
is almost one out of every four terms.

6.4.2. The Pathological Terms

Utukku in Ludlul 1 25, 11 54, and II1 72 is a very well-attested word designating
a demon (CAD U/W, 339—42). In the post-OB periods, most of the attestations
of utukku occur in learned texts, especially in lists of demons in the incanta-
tions in Udug-hul'® but also making appearances in, for example, Magli V 60,
Surpu 111 85, IV 45, and several times in Mussu’'u (IV 77, V 41, VII 33, 61).105
The term has only a few attestations outside such exorcist-related material, for
example, in the Epic of Gilgames XII (lines 83 and 87)—which is not sur-
prising, given its netherworld content—and as a part of the last curse in the
standard curse section of the Succession Treaty of Esarhaddon (SAA 2 6:
493).1% Given these data, utukkii in Ludlul provides a clear lexical connection
to exorcism.

Ra thu, “tremors” in Ludlul 1 25 and II 63: In the post-OB periods, the term
occurs only in learned texts, such as Maglu VIII 43’ (where it is associated with
bennu, “(something like) epilepsy,” and fé&sii, “confusion”),'” Sammu Sikinsu
(STT 93, rev. 106, gat ra thu),'"® Sa-gig (XVI 26 and XXXI 43"),! and the
astral magico-medical text BRM 4 20: 26 (with commentary in line 58; see the
related BRM 4 19: 26),!'% among a few others. Ra'ibu thus seems to be a
learned term that is very much associated with the sphere of the exorcist.

Suruppii, “chills,” in Ludlul 1 26, 1I 56, 1II 74 is sometimes used of the
weather (i.e., “cold weather”) but also to describe an illness or symptom of an
illness (see CAD $/3, 372). Aside from lexical lists and a few instances in
Atra(m)-hasts (SB and OB),!!! the pathological meaning of the word appears in
mostly learned materials in the post-OB periods, such as incantations (e.g.,

103 Specifically, ammatu, babu, hasi, labdnu, lu'u, pitru, qatu, rés libbi, riksii, Sammahu,
Ser anu, Suklultu, umasu, undti libbi, ur udu, and usukku.

104 See Geller 2016.

105 See Abusch 2016, 140; Reiner 1958, 21, 26; and Bock 2007, 163, 193, 249, 254.

106 See George 2003, 1.732 and Parpola / Watanabee 1988, 49, respectively.

107 See Abusch 2016, 197.

108 Stadhouders 2011, 13; translation in Stadhouders 2012, 7.

109 HeeBel 2000, 175, 344.

110 See Geller 2014, 29, 32, 40.

" Lambert / Millard 1969, 106, 108, rev. iv 9, 12, 13, 16, 28 in the Assyrian version; see |
360 in the OB version (66).
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Magqli VII 37 and the bilinguals CT 17 20: 57, in the series Sag-gig-ga-mes,
and STT 192 (+) 195, obv. 14),!'? Sa-gig (XVII 14),''3 and other therapy-
related texts. Among the latter, note, for example, its appearance alongside
bennu in BAM 183: 32, BAM 377 iii 7, and STT 273+ iii 6', which list various
stones for healing.!'* The term also occurs in a list of demonically-delivered
maladies, di 'u Suruppii mungu Ilu’tu li’bu ahhazu, in Udug-hul (I 69).'"5 The
term is clearly well-known in the exorcists’ textual materials.

Hurbasu may refer to physical chills, shivers of fear, or a literal frost caused
by the weather (see CAD H, 24849 and AHw, 358). The term appears in
Ludlul 126 as a physical symptom alongside Suruppi.''® The word’s other at-
testations in the same sense are mostly learned texts associated with extispicy
and especially exorcism, including Sa-gig (e.g., III 79, XVI 65, XVII 77),'"
the diagnostic text STT 89 (obv. ii 41),'!® incantation prayers (e.g., KAR 23 +
25, rev. i 3"),'"” and several therapeutic texts (e.g., BAM 445, obv. 14, part of a
prescription against hiis hip libbi, “depression” due to witchcraft).!?® It also
appears in a cylinder seal inscription, which states Gula muballitat hurbasi,
“Gula who heals one firom the chills.”'?! When surbasu refers to shivers of fear
or literal frost, the term may be found in similar texts (e.g., Magli VIII 44" and
Udug-hul V 1, following Suruppii)'?? but also in a couple of poetic literary texts

112 See Abusch 2016, 172 for Maglii and Schramm 2008, 96, line 26 for STT 192 (+) 195.
John Wee is editing Sag-gig-ga-mes, which does not yet exist in a modern version. In the bilin-
gual texts, di 'u precedes suruppi. In Magli V11 it is the incantation of Ea that the exorcist uses to
expel suruppii, among other maladies; Marduk also uses an incantation—his own—to do the same
in Ludlul 126.

113 See HeeBel 2000, 196.

114 See Schuster-Brandis 2008, 131. For the BabMed transliteration of BAM 183, see
https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-2/BAM-2_-183/index.html; for the
transliteration of BAM 377, see https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-4/
BAM-4_-377/index.html. The word also appears in lists of stones in BAM 344: 6 (see https://
www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-4/BAM-4_-344/index.html) and CT 51 89
ii 18’ (for which, see the edition in Schuster-Brandis 2008, 335).

115 Geller 2016, 84. The list occurs several times in the text but is only attested once in an
Akkadian translation. Several of these terms occur in Ludlul as well. See below.

116 The two terms appear together elsewhere; note, e.g., Lambert 2007, 36, line 247 (no. 1)
and 70, line 14 (no. 5), both in a tamitu. Incidentally, both tamitu’s were owned or copied by
scholars. The first by a certain Banuna, an exorcist, from Nimrud (Lambert 2007, 41, line 349);
the second by the famous scholar Nabti-zuqup-kéna (73, line 50; see Baker and Pearce 2001).

117 See Schmidtchen 2021, 254 and HeeBel 2000, 178, 202, respectively.

118 See Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 437, line 100

119 This is the only extant witness of this line to the Akkadian suila Sin 9 in Mayer’s number-
ing (1976, 409); see my treatment at http://shuilas.org/P369009.html.

120 See Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 154, line 51.

121 See CAD H, 249.

122 See Abusch 2016, 197 and Geller 2016, 175, respectively.
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(e.g., the Cuthean Legend of Naram-Sin, line 95, in the context of a litany of
misfortunes)'?* and royal inscriptions (e.g., in descriptions of Sennacherib in
battle).!?* The Ludlul Commentary (MS Comyin, obv. 4') and the late commen-
tary SpBTU 2 39, obv. | both explain hurbasu with the more common syno-
nym kussu.'?> Although not exclusively learned, the term is most often found in
scholarly texts and very clearly had a place in the professional vocabulary of
the exorcist.

Pirittu (in 149, 74, and 112) is treated below, after adirtu (in T 111).

Hasikkis, “like a deaf-mute,” occurs only in Ludlul 1 71 and III 84. The
word without the adverbial ending also occurs in the Ludlul Commentary (MS
Comnin, obv. 13") and Malku TV 12,'?° where it is equated in both texts with the
more common term for an absence of aural capability, sukkuku (see CAD S,
362—63). The term’s rarity may provide confirming evidence of the poem’s
high linguistic register; but, without other attestations of the term we cannot
determine its distribution among the various learned texts of the scholars.

Qitayyulu in Ludlul 1 106 designates apparently an emotional or psycholog-
ical state, translated variously as “daze(?)” (so CAD Q, 281, s.v. gitajulu) and
“anxious silence” (so CDA, 283 and AHw, 895, booked under the Gtn stem of
qalu). Perhaps we should understand the term to indicate a constant state of
silence due to despair or grief.!?’ Its few known attestations beyond Ludlul all
fall within materials associated with exorcism. It appears among a list of other
symptoms in I[Star and Dumuzi 1A 9,'*® in several hemerology apodoses in
Igqur pus,'* and in an Izbu commentary, where it is explained with the more
common term bikitu, “weeping.”** The Ludlul Commentary equates the term
with the much more common (and etymologically related) gilu, “stupor” (MS
Comnin, obv. 23").

Aside from one other literary attestation in the Series of the Fox 11 iv 16),'3!
the term adirtu in Ludlul T 111 occurs almost exclusively within learned texts
associated with the haruspex and the exorcist: prayers (e.g., the Great Prayer

123 Westenholz 1997, 318, 351.

124 See, e.g., Grayson / Novotny 2012, no. 15 iv 21’ (p. 97), no.16 iv 45 (p. 116), no. 17 iii 89
(p. 134), etc. See also in a few contexts the comparison of the fear that Sennacherib instills to the
alit demon (references below, note 187).

125 For an edition of SpBTU 2 39, see Jiménez 2015 (https://ccp.yale.edu/P348644).

126 Harsa 2010, 92.

127 See similarly Oshima 2014, 217.

128 Farber 1977, 56.

129 See §37: 8 and §38: 8 in series A (Labat 1965, 102) and VIII §I: 19-20 and §II: 15-16
(Labat 1965, 220, 222).

130 De Zorzi 2014, 2.440, line 32.

131 Kienst 2003, 44.
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to Marduk, no. 2, line 90),'3? incantations (e.g., Maqlii V 71-72),'3 incantation
prayers (e.g., BMS 30, obv. 13’),'3* and texts related to extispicy. Note, for
example, the lament in the opening of a dingirSadabba: andku akii adirti
ma dat, “1 am powerless! My fear is foo great!,”!* and the demonic-sounding
mythology of fear’s birth, as described in a prayer to Sin: [kim]a Sammi ersetu
adirtu uldu, “the earth gave birth to my fear like a plant.”!3¢

Pirittu occurs in Ludlul 149 as a negative descriptor of the protagonist’s
signs, idat piritti, as well as in Ludlul 1 74 and I 112, where it describes the
protagonist himself (as does adirtu in 1 111). Although the term appears in a
couple of SB literary contexts (e.g., Gilgames VII 72 to describe a disturbing
dream),'37 in the post-OB periods pirittu overwhelmingly appears in scholarly
contexts, such as laments (e.g., K.1296, obv. 19', an ersahuga),'® prayers (e.g.,
the Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 1, line 127),"3° incantations (e.g., Magli V
71-72, see above), incantation prayers (e.g., KAR 234: 21, a prayer to Samas
in a ritual against the appearance of a ghost),'*’ omens (e.g., in Zagiqu),'*' and
the NA queries to Sama$ (nearly two dozen times in SAA 4).142 Pirittu is
frequently paired with hattu (as in Ludlul 1 112), but the latter term seems to
have had a broader distribution, appearing, aside from learned contexts, also in
a variety of NA royal inscriptions (see CAD H, 150-51, 4Hw, 336, 1560, s.v.
hatu(m)). The other term that occurs frequently with pirittu is gilittu, “fright,
terror” (see CAD G, 71-72, AHw, 288, 1556; CAD P, 402-3; and the NA
queries to Samas in SAA 4). Ludlul eschews this term in I 113 and uses instead
the cognate and rather sparsely attested Gtn infinitive gitallutu. According to
the attestations booked in AHw (274), all but one of the finite forms of the Gtn
stem occur in scholarly texts, all omens of one kind or another.'** The infini-

132 Oshima 2011, 230.

133 Abusch 2016, 141.

134 See Zgoll 2003, 185, line 18’ and my treatment at http://shuilas.org/P395021.html.

135 See Jaques 2015, 74, line 56.

136 See Jaques 2015, 233 (VAT 13630 ii 4'); the disposal of the supplicant’s fear is described
in lines 5'=7'. For a discussion of the variants in this line among the related tablets of this prayer
to Sin, which is labeled a dingirsadabba in some texts and a suila in others, and the demonic
nature of the description, see Jaques 2015, 239 (and note the synopsis of sources on pp. 346—47).

137 George 2003, 1.636.

138 Maul 1988, 113, line 17.

139 Oshima 2011, 151.

140 See Scurlock 2006, 208.

141 See Oppenheim 1956, 318, x+10 and 319, x+20-21.

192 Starr 1990, 345, s.v. pirittu for references.

143 The exception is an A3Surbanipal royal inscription (AsSurbanipal 186: 28; see provisional-
ly http://oracc.org/rinap/Q007594/).
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tive, as in Ludlul, occurs in an er§ahuga.'** Given these data, pirittu and

gitallutu are both connected to the professional vocabulary of the exorcists.

The vast majority of the attestations of kimiltu, which appears in Ludlul 11
9, occurs in learned texts related to healing, exorcism, and divination. Note, for
example, the many instances of the term in diagnosis sections of STT
9542954 and a similar use in STT 280 (and duplicates) in a context that con-
tains a number of §aziga incantations (see ii 2 and 26).'*® The term also appears
in anti-witchcraft texts, where divine wrath is closely associated with witch-
craft,'” and apodoses of Summa alu omens (see XXII 47, LIV 12’, and
LV 60"),'* among other texts.'* According to Surpu VII 18,'" demons are
attracted to divine wrath in order to wreak havoc upon the one affected, asar
kimilti ili Sunu ihissa-ma qila inam[dit], “they (the demons) hurry to the place
of divine wrath and ca[st] a stupor.” Despite its use in many learned contexts,
kimiltu also appears in a couple of royal inscriptions'>! and Babylonian Theod-
icy 51.12 Though the word does not appear exclusively in learned contexts,
dealing with kimiltu was very clearly a major concern of the scholars, especial-
ly the exorcists.

Although di 'u,'>® “ague,” in Ludlul 11 52 and 111 70 is not rare, its attestation
in literary texts (e.g., SB Atra-hasis)'>* and royal inscriptions is.'> The word is
found predominantly in learned texts—ritual, divinatory, and therapeutic. Note
especially its use in the Akkadian translations of the bilingual incantations
against headache in CT 17,'5 its presence among other maladies in Surpu IV
84, 95,157 its many instances in Sa-gig,'*® the references to it in scholarly letters

144 See Maul 1988, 332, line 7’ (cited in chapter seven).

145 See Scurlock 2014, 650-53 with duplicates noted on pp. 735-36.

146 See Zisa 2021, 391, line 58 and 393, line 70; previously Biggs 1967, 8, 67.

147 See, e.g., Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 250, line 13 and 382, line 36.

148 Freedman 2006, 14; 2017, 96, 101.

149 For example, in a dingirsadabba prayer; see Jaques 2015, 79, line 118.

150 Reiner 1958, 36.

151 See, e.g., Schaudig 2001, 516 i 21’ (Nabonidus’s Babylon Stele; see also Weiershéuser /
Novotny 2020, no. 3 [p. 62]) and Frame 1995, 26 (Nebuchadnezzar I, no. 8: 17); in the latter,
Nebuchadnezzar I is made a descendant of Enmeduranki.

152 See Oshima 2014, 445.

133 For a round-up of potential translations of i u, see Oshima 2014, 251 with literature. My
translation follows Robson’s suggestion (2008, 462).

154 Lambert / Millard 1969, 106, 108, rev. iv 12, 16, 28 in the Assyrian version.

155 Note, e.g., Nabonidus’s Harran Stele (Schaudig 2001, 488-89, i 21; Weiershiuser / No-
votny 2020, no. 47 [p. 189]), a text that cites Ludlul (see chapter ten), and AsSurbanipal, nos. 6 (ix
5"), 7 (viii 73"), and 8 (viii 32"""), which lists misfortunes associated with war while recounting
the same incident (see Novotny / Jeffers 2018, 133, 159, 175).

156 See CAD D, 165, s.v. di u lexical section for several citations.

157 Reiner 1958, 28.
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(see SAA 10, nos. 296, obv. 11 and 351, rev. 14),"%° and its presence in the
Vademecum of the Exorcist (KAR 44 and duplicates).'®® Although not exclu-
sive to exorcism, di u clearly had a place in the exorcist’s professional vocabu-
lary.

Siilu, “demon” and/or “cough” in Ludlul 11 53, II 66, and III 71 is a very
rarely attested term for some kind of demon and also a cough (see CAD S/3,
259, Sialu A and Silu D).'S! The two meanings are distinguished from one
another in the CAD on the basis of a couple of lexical equations, but I am not
so sure the author of Ludlul made the same distinction, especially since many
physical maladies were also associated with a demon of the same name.'®? In
any case, beyond Ludlul, the word occurs in two bilingual incantations, one of
which is from Mus§u u (111 41)'9 and the other from a zi-pa incantation, and in
only one or two unilingual Akkadian texts, namely, an omen in Summa dlu
(LXI 130, with di 'u and hahhii)'** and perhaps an OB prayer to Anuna.'® In
post-Old Babylonian materials and aside from its appearance in Ludlul, silu
appears to be limited to texts associated with the exorcist. The Ludlul Com-
mentary explains the term with reference to the general word etemmu, “ghost”
(MS Comnin, obv. 36").

Lamastu in Ludlul 11 55 and 111 73 is a well-known demon.!®® Although she
was likely well-known among the general populace,'®” in the great mass of
scribal textual production her name occurs almost exclusively in scholarly
materials, especially in incantations used in the ritual series aimed at expelling
her (Farber 2014)—but also in Magli (I 137 and IV 42)'8 and Surpu (IV
52);'%% in the diagnostic Sa-gig (e.g., XV 91", mihis Lamasti; XIX/XX 112', gat
Lamasti; XL 51, sibit Lamasti);'”® and amulets, often bearing an inscribed in-

158 See HeeBel 2000, 408 s.v. difu/di u in the glossary.

159 Parpola 1993, 238, 287.

160 Geller 2018, 299, line 20.

161 Compare the more common term su ‘lu, “phlegm, cough with phlegm,” which is likewise
found in learned contexts (see CAD S, 340).

162 See, e.g., Bock 2014, 179.

163 Bock 2007, 141, but note that the word only occurs in MS D; MS G simply has §unu,
“they,” perhaps under the influence of the previous line.

164 Freedman 2017, 148.

165 The conjectured restoration §u-ii-[lim(?)] in PBS 1/1 2: 27b (= CBS 19842, obv. ii 12), an
OB prayer to Anuna/Istar, is not accepted in Lambert’s edition of the text (1989, 326; see also my
treatment: http://akkpm.org/P269974 . html).

166 See Wiggermann in Stol 2000, 217-49 for a thorough survey of the demon.

197 For the folk vs. learned version of the demon, see Wiggermann in Stol 2000, especially
248-49.

168 Abusch 2016, 47, 119.

169 Reiner 1958, 26.

170 See HeeBel 2000, 155, 233; and Scurlock 2014, 260, respectively.
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cantation.'”! Dealing with Lamastu was clearly a major concern among the
exorcists in the post-OB periods.!”

Lu tu, “debility,” occurs in Ludlul 11 57, 11 78, and III 75. The relatively in-
frequently attested term (see CAD L, 256-57) shows up alongside mangu (and
the related mungu) in several texts (compare Ludlul 11 77-78 and see below),
most of which are learned—including several bilinguals (e.g., Udug-hul II 69,
cited above)'”® and incantations in anti-witchcraft ritual texts.!’* Although, the
word is also attested once in Gilgames (IV 242).'"> In addition to these, lu tu
occurs in several other scholarly texts, including in a few omens (e.g., CT 41
20: 7 and perhaps Sa-gig XXII 24)'¢ and in incantations against Lamastu
(Lamastu 1 106, 137), among others.!”” The Ludiul Commentary equates [u fu
with the much more general and common word mursu (MS Comnin, 0bv. 38").
The term is strongly connected to the professional vocabulary of the exorcists.

Hahhu, “phlegm,” occurs in Ludlul 11 66. Aside from a few lexical texts and
Ludlul, all of the post-OB attestations booked in the lexica (see CAD H, 28-29;
AHw, 308) occur in scholarly materials, including some closely associated with
exorcism: in lists of maladies in incantations (e.g., KAR 226 i 8’ and Surpu VII
88),!78 lists of symptoms in therapeutic texts (e.g., AMT 51/2: 4, BAM 548 iv
14"),'° in the name of a medicinal plant (e.g., STT 92 ii 12-14), and in the
apodoses of omens (e.g., Summa alu LXI 123, 130).180

17! For the amulets, see the brief discussion in Farber 2014, 29-34 with references to previous
literature.

172 As Wiggermann states, “[t]he Lamastu of the Iron Age is a product of the more general
process of canonization, a scholarly version of the Bronze Age folk demoness” (in Stol 2000,
248). For incantations and rituals against Lamastu as part of the exorcist’s repertoire (with the
caveats stated in n.26 above), see the Vademecum of the Exorcist (KAR 44 and duplicates), line
15 (Geller 2018, 298, line 15).

173 See CAD L, 257, s.v. lu 'tu lexical section for several citations. For KAR 333, see now Pa-
nayotov / Geller 2014, where mangu is restored.

174 Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 275, line 31; 310, line 104”; 377, line 21; Abusch / Schwemer
2016, 161, line 7"; and in Magli 1 102 (Abusch 2016, 42).

175 George 2003, 600.

176 There is disagreement about the term’s appearance in Sa-gig XXII 24, cited in CAD as
“Labat TDP 180: 24.” Heef3el reads the signs in question as /u- ‘a-ti (2000, 253), translating it with
“Beschmutzung” (259, 413; likewise, Scurlock, who renders the term “dirty substances” [2014,
186, 189]). Labat reads the same but translates the term “faiblesse(?)” (1951, 180-81), which may
have suggested to the staff of the CAD to read /u-u-ti and book the attestation under /u tu (like-
wise AHw, 565, s.v. litu(m), lu 'tu).

177 Farber 2014, 82, 85. Lamastu 1 106 is paralleled in the “non-canonical” incantation that
Farber labels “RA,” line 3 (see Farber 2014, 268).

178 Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 161, line 8’ and Reiner 1958, 39.

179 For the BabMed transliteration of AMT 51/2, see the following: https://www.geschkult.fu-
berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/ AMT-2/AMTS51-2/index.html. For BAM 548, see this link: https://
www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-6/BAM-6_-548.

130 Freedman 2017, 148. For LXI 130, see my comments in the notes in chapter three at I 53.
I have not found an edition of STT 92.
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Alu, a demon, in Ludlul 11 71: In the post-OB periods, most of the attesta-
tions of alii, as was the case with utukku, occur in scholarly texts, especially in
lists of demons in the incantations throughout the series Udug-hul'®! but also
making appearances in Maglii V 61, Surpu IV 46, and several times in Mussu u
(IV 78, V 39, 40, VII 34, 61).'8 The term also appears, for example, in the
diagnostic series Sa-gig XXVII 20, 22-23, gat ali),'® in therapeutic texts (e.g.,
BAM 311, obv. 47, with ki.min, “ditto,” in 48'-50": Summa améla alii lemnu
isbassu, “if an evil alii demon has seized a man”),'8* and omens (e.g., Summa
alu XCIV alt.”),'35 among others. 4lii makes only a couple of appearances in
non-learned texts, namely, in the Epic of Tukulti-Ninurta 1'% and a repeated
section in the royal inscriptions of Sennacherib.!®” In both cases, the alii demon
is used as a point of comparison for the might and fright of the king. Although
not exclusively learned, dealing with the a/ii demon was very clearly a major
concern among the exorcists. (For more on the alii demon, see chapter eleven.)

Rimiitu, “paralysis,” occurs, aside from Ludlul 11 75, exclusively in learned
contexts associated with the exorcist (see KAR 44 and duplicates, line 32),'$8
especially in lists of symptoms (e.g., BAM 228: 26 and duplicates, in the con-
text of a man plagued by a ghost)!® and remedies (e.g., in a summary of a list
of stones used to heal Simmatu and rimiitu).'°

Misittu, “stroke,” in Ludlul 11 76: Aside from its occurrence in Ludlul all of
its other attestations are learned. The term is especially prevalent in therapeutic
texts (e.g., AMT 76/5: 4', 9', and 11" and BAM 138 ii 1, 9, where it occurs in
context with rimiitu).'! Tt is also found in Sa-gig many times,'*? Summa alu

181 See Geller 2016.

182 See Abusch 2016, 140; Reiner 1958, 26; and Bock 2007, 164, 193, 249, 254. Note also the
demon’s appearance among others in a nam-érim-bur-ru-da incantation (see Maul 2019, 1.212,
line 37 and 1.214, line 51).

183 See HeeBBel 2000, 298-99.

184 For the BabMed transliteration, see https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora
/BAM-3/BAM-3_-311.

185 See CAD A/1, 376 for CT 3942 011 9’, 11’ (= K.2238+, obv.) and Koch 2015, 254 for the
identification within the series.

186 See Machinist 1978, 92, line 24’ (cited in chapter eleven).

187 See Grayson / Novotny 2012, no. 22 vi 26 (p. 184); no. 23 vi 22 (p. 201); Grayson /
Novotny 2014, no. 230: 96 (p. 334). All three texts recount the same incident: The overwhelming
of Umman-menanu in battle. Note also the scholar B&l-usézib’s letter to the king, SAA 10 109,
rev. 6 (Parpola 1993, 87).

138 See Geller 2018, 301 with comments about rimmiitu on p. 309.

189 See Scurlock 2006, 305.

190 See Schuster-Brandis 2008, 382, ATV 6 and H 13°/14°.

91 For the BabMed transliterations, see https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Cor-
pora/AMT-2/AMT-76-5/index.html (with new joins) and https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de
/e/babmed/Corpora/BAM-2/BAM-2_-138/index.html, respectively.



6. SUBSI-MESRE-SAKKAN’S AFFLICTED BODY 271

(VII 947),'%% in a list of maladies and misfortunes in a famitu,'** and in a Baby-
lonian chronicle’s report of an Elamite king suffering from it.!°> The term is
firmly rooted in the texts belonging to the learned corpora, many of which are
associated with exorcism.

Mangu, “stiffness,” in Ludlul 11 77, as noted above, occurs in several anti-
witchcraft texts alongside /u ‘tu, though also once in Gilgames IV 242 (see the
discussion of /u tu above). In addition to those texts, mangu occurs in a variety
of other learned texts: as a symptom in AMT 58/2: 12,'% as the outcome of an
evil omen several times in the apodoses of gall bladder omens (Summa
martu),'” and as a bodily condition to be lamented in the Great Prayer to
IStar, obv. ii 86.!%% This is another term that is heavily attested among texts
belonging to the sphere of the exorcist.!”®

The two terms nahbalu (Ludlul 11 84) and napraku (11 85,1 69, 1 118) are
very rarely attested outside of lexical lists and Ludlul (see CAD N/1, 134, 313,
respectively; see also AHw, 714, 740). Nahbalu occurs several times in the
Late Babylonian version of Afra-hasis and once in the Assyrian version in the
name of a cosmological feature associated with Ea, a deity very closely affili-
ated with exorcists: Sigaru nahbalu tamti, “the bolt (named) ‘snare of the
sea.””2% Agide from this, we find it in only a couple of other texts, both incan-
tations: CT 17 25: 15, against headache, and STT 230: 17, directed at Bélet-
seri.?’! Given the fact that Ludlul describes nahbalu laid on the mouth of the
protagonist, the word’s use in CT 17 25: 15 is especially interesting. In that text
nahbalu is used as a metaphor to describe a demon’s hand: [gas]su [n]ahbalu
sepsu nardappum-m[a], “his [hand] is a net, his feet a shackle.” Napraku, in
addition to Ludlul and lexical texts, only occurs in a very short namburbi ritual

192 See HeeBel 2000, 415, s.v. misittu in the glossary for more than a dozen references in Tab-
lets XV to XXXIII. There are only two in Tablets III-XIV (Schmidtchen 2021, 680).

193 Freedman 1998, 136.

194 See Lambert 2007, 36, line 264. It should be noted that an exorcist was the owner of one
of the witnesses containing this famitu (see Lambert 2007, 41, line 349).

195 See Grayson 1975, 80, iii 20.

196 See Geller 2005, 158.

197 See Jeyes 2000, 348, obv. 10; 350, obv. 29-30. In obv. 10, an “omen of Sargon,” man-gu
(var. man-gi) puns on a logographic writing of the king’s name, MAN.GI.

198 Lambert 1959/1960, 51, line 86. Note that mangu is in parallel with purbasu in the previ-
ous line. A new edition of this prayer will be published by Geraldina Rozzi.

19 The related mungu is also predominantly attested in learned materials, especially those of
the exorcist (see CAD M/2, 202--3).

200 See Horowitz 1998, 326-27. For the specific lines, see Lambert / Millard 1969, 184, s.v.
nahbalu.

201 See CAD N/1, 135.
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in which words are directed to Ea.?> Though the evidence is rather sparse,
these two terms do seem to connect distinctively to the exorcist’s professional
vocabulary.?%3

Siletu (sili 'tu), “sickness,” occurs three times in Ludlul, 11 90, 11 111, and III
49294 Although appearing in several OB letters, the word in post-OB periods
occurs predominantly in learned contexts, including texts associated closely
with exorcism. For example, the word occurs frequently in Sa-gig (VIII 22,
XIIT 4, 130', XIV 64, XVII 3, 9, 101, 103, XXII 70, XL 49),2% in diagnoses
(e.g., BAM 31iii 42, 47, 50, iv 1, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11),2° and a list of maladies in an
anti-witchcraft text.?” A tamitu aiming for comprehensive coverage of poten-
tial maladies uses the word in what looks to be a very general manner: sili ti
asuti sili’'ti asipiti, “a sickness of the physicians (or) a sickness of the exor-
cists.”?% In contrast to the frequent learned uses,?* sili ‘tu is attested only rarely
in non-learned texts: once in a wish for life and health in a royal inscription
(Shalmaneser 111, no. 12: 40)?!° and once as part of a curse in a kudurru (IM
90585 vi 10).2"" The Ludlul Commentary explains si/i tu with the much more
common word mursu (MS Comnin, obv. 45").

Urigtu, “(something like) jaundice,” in Ludlul 11 94: The word only occurs
here, according to CAD U/W, 227, which defines it as “yellow color.” Its
presence in Ludlul may be confirming evidence of the poem’s high linguistic
register. But, without other attestations, we cannot know anything more about
the distribution of the term among the various learned texts of the scholars.

Nitatu, “afflictions,” only occurs in Ludlul 11 99 and in a fragmentary con-
text of one bilingual (see CAD N/2, 302, s.v. niti; AHw, 799, s.v. nitiitu). Alt-
hough, as with urigtu, its presence in Ludlul may provide confirming evidence
of the poem’s high linguistic register, without other attestations of the term we
cannot determine its distribution among the various learned texts of the schol-
ars.

202 The ritual is embedded in a witness to Summa alu IX. See Freedman 1998, 158, s.v. Ritual
4,1.12.

203 The Ludlul Commentary (MS Comnin, obv. 11') explains napraku in the context of 1 69
with pirku, “fraud.” For the probable logic of this lexical explanation, see chapter nine, note 48.

204 For a full lexicographical discussion of sili ‘tu and the related verb sald u, see Stol 2009.

205 For Sa-gig VIII and XIII, see Schmidtchen 2021, 403, 516, and 526; for Sa-gig XVII and
XX1I, see HeeBBel 2000, 195, 205, 257; and for Sa-gig XL, see Scurlock 2014, 260.

206 See Worthington 2006, 24 for an edition.

207 See Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 262, line 114.

208 Lambert 2007, 40, line 336. One of the witnesses to this tamitu was owned by an exorcist
(see Lambert 2007, 40, line 349). Two OB letters also mention sili i astiti, see Stol 2009, 33.

209 Note also its appearance in an AsSurbanipal colophon, Hunger 1968, no. 339 with com-
ments from Borger 1970, 188.

210 Grayson 1996, 61.

211 Paylus 2014, 558.
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Sakikki, “symptoms,” in Ludlul 11 108 (|| térétu in I 109): When the term is
used to describe symptoms of an illness?!? rather than the diagnostic series
Sa-gig, the word is very rarely attested (see CAD S, 75),2!* occurring only in
one omen (CT 39 44: 3, Summa alu CIV), two incantations/prayers directed to
Marduk (Ugaritica 5, no. 17: 15 and the Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 2, line
32"),24 and two NA letters from Esarhaddon’s chief physician Urad-Nanaya
(SAA 10, nos. 315, obv. 12 and 320, obv. 11).2!> The term is clearly associated
with scribal scholarship and with the textual material associated with exorcism.

Eritu, “alertness,” occurs in just a few contexts, including Ludlul 111 6, con-
firming Ludlul’s penchant for rare words. But, the term does not look to be
especially connected to the vocabulary of exorcism (see CAD E, 327; AHw,
248).216

The use of t&'u in the phrase t&’ati indaya, “my blurred eyes,” in III 82 is the
term’s only attestation (see CAD T, 377). Like other rarely attested words in
the list, this may provide confirming evidence of the poem’s high linguistic
register; but, without other attestations of the term we cannot determine its dis-
tribution among the various learned texts of the scholars.

Ummu, “fever,” in Ludlul 111 86: As “fever”?!” rather than a reference to the
heat of summer (CAD U/W, 131-32), the word is well-attested. Almost all of
the attestations occur in learned texts, especially in Sa-gig?!® and in diagnostic

212 For sakikkii as “symptoms” rather than some kind of illness here, see Oshima’s discussion
with literature (2014, 264-67).

213 CAD S, 75 (see also AHw, 1012) lists a couple of references, “Labat TDP 108: 18” and
“ibid. 140: 38,” where the logogram Sa-gig occurs in the apodoses of omens in the diagnostic
series Sa-gig. (The former reference now refers to Sa-gig XII 139" in Schmidtchen 2021, 492 and
the latter to Sa-gig XIV 163’ in Schmidtchen 2021, 573.) With HeeBel (2000, 373), Scurlock
(2014, 101, 133), and Schmidtchen (2021, 511), I read these as a reference to the disease maskadu
(see CAD M/1, 368). The references to ND 4358 and ND 4366 (now joined) in CAD S, 75 are to
the series Sa-gig rather than an illness. The joined tablets form Esagil-kin-apli’s now famous
catalog of Sa-gig and Alamdimmii. For editions, see Finkel 1988 and Schmidtchen 2018. The term
sakikkii in reference to the series occurs in lines 1, 50, 61, and 70.

214 See Nougayrol 1968, 31 and del Olmo Lete 2014, 49 for the former and Oshima 2011, 234
for the latter. In the text from Ugarit (RS 17.155), the incantation in which our line occurs (lines
12-45) shows parallels with Mussu'u V (see Bock 2007, 25, 42-43, 182).

215 Parpola 1993, 254, 258.

216 See Westenholz 1997, 66, line 40 for Sargon, the Conquering Hero (OB) (= RA 45 173:
40) and http://oracc.iaas.upenn.edu/blms/P373791/html for Jeremiah Peterson’s edition of the
bilingual K.2015+ (SB) (=RA 17 121 i 5).

217 For a lexicographical study of Akkadian terms for fever, see Stol 2007. For therapeutic
texts against fever and related matters (Akkadian ummu, iSatu, ummu dannu, li'bu, and sétu), see
Bacskay 2018. For six amulets from Nippur against fever, all of which contain a therapeutic in-
scription, see Finkel 2018.

218 See HeeBel 2000, 426, s.v. ummu for almost fifty references in Sa-gig XV to XXXIII and
Schmidtchen 2021, 694-95 for almost sixty references in Tablets III to XIV.
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sections of therapeutic texts (e.g., BAM 520 ii’ 9', when a man has been seized
by the mukil ré§ lemutti demon)?'® as well as remedies (e.g., BAM 171, rev.
49).220 But the term also appears in, for example, several incantations against
Lamastu,2?! in Surpu V-VI 124,222 and in the suila Nergal 1 (Si. 2, obv. 5).223
The term does occur in one NB and four MB letters (see CAD U/W, 132a; the
MB letters are likely written by a healer),?** but its attestations occur predomi-
nantly in scholarly texts and confirm that ummu was a major professional con-
cern among the exorcists.

Tupustu, “thickness (of tongue),” only occurs in Ludlul 111 95 (see CAD T,
164). Again, this may provide confirming evidence of the poem’s high linguis-
tic register; but, without other attestations of the term we cannot determine its
distribution among the various learned texts of the scholars.

Lagd’u, “scales, swelling(?),2> blisters(?),” in Ludlul 111 99 is rarely attest-
ed (CAD L, 37). Aside from a few lexical texts (in one of which the term refers
to slag in a kiln) and Ludlul, the word is only attested otherwise in an ersahuga
(ina Saptisu Sa laga’a nadd, “on his lips that are covered with blisters””)*2° and
Sa-gig VII 50" (Summa liq pisu sabul lagd’a ittanaddr ..., “if the palate of his
mouth is dry and completely covered with blisters”’).??” Although the evidence
is slim, admittedly, the term seems to be a learned one with some connection to
the exorcism corpus. The Ludlul Commentary explains the word with Siktu
(CAD: sigtu), “scales, slag” (MS Comnin, rev. 13).

The word idiltu, “stoppage,” in Ludlul 111 99 occurs nowhere else in Akka-
dian (4Hw, 364). This fact again may provide confirming evidence of the
poem’s high linguistic register; but, without other attestations of the term we
cannot determine its distribution among the various learned texts of the schol-
ars.

219 See the BabMed transliteration at https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/
BAM-6/BAM-6_-520/index.html.

220 See the BabMed transliteration at https://www.geschkult.fu-berlin.de/e/babmed/Corpora/
BAM-2/BAM-2_-171/index.html.

221 See Farber 2014, 360, s.v. ummu for several references.

222 Reiner 1958, 33.

223 See Ebeling 1953a, 8 and my treatment here: http://shuilas.org/P480755.html.

224 The letters are from a certain Sumu-libsi (previously read Mukallim), who was associated
with the Gula temple; see Parpola 1983, 492-96 for the most recent edition of the letters,
Worthington 2009, 58-59 for a brief discussion with literature, and Plantholt 2014 for a re-
assessment of the corpus, an addition, and discussion of medical matters. (I thank Martin
Worthington for bringing the final reference to my attention.)

225 See Lambert 1960, 298.

226 See Maul 1988, 296, line 16.

227 See Schmidtchen 2021, 385.
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The term unsu (umsu), “hunger,” in Ludlul 111 104 is very rarely attested
(see CAD U/W, 136-37), occurring elsewhere, aside from a few lexical lists, in
a prayer/hymn to Nabd (STT 71, obv. 35)*2% and in the final curse section (rev.
iii 52) of the famous Samas Tablet from Sippar (BBSt 36), which in its re-
counting of a royal grant to NabG-nadin-Sumi, Sangu-priest of Sippar and di-
viner, also mentions several matters related to a cult image.?” Given these at-
testations, we cannot establish a clear, strong connection to exorcism, though
the term’s relative rarity may provide confirming evidence of Ludlul’s high
linguistic register. The word occurs twice in the Commentary to Ludlul (MS
Comnin): first in obv. 35, where it is equated with the more common bubiitu,
“hunger, starvation,” to explain the verb immusa, “they are hungry” in II 44;
and second, in rev. 14, explaining the appearance of unsu in Ludlul 111 104,
with the same lexical equation.

Sahhu, “swelling, scar,” in III 105 occurs in a broken context and its read-
ing is uncertain. If we assume on present evidence the correctness of the read-
ing and identification of the term, we may observe that sa/hu is only attested a
couple of other times in post-OB materials beyond its use in Ludlul 1 105 (see
AHw, 1009%%), namely, in the diagnostic section of the therapeutic text AMT
22/2, obv. 823! and in STT 108: 65, which is part of Abnu Sikinsu.?3* Although
the evidence is slim, it seems this term too has a place in the pathological vo-
cabulary of the exorcist.

The obscure term nakimtu (nagimtu, CAD N/1, 335-36, s.v. nagmu)*** in
Ludlul Com, line d may designate some kind of disease or bodily defect whose
precise description is unknown.?** Beyond a few lexical lists and its presence
in Ludlul, the term only occurs in two other contexts, namely, the Great Prayer
fo Nabii (obv. ii 3'), in a context of lament and petition,>*> and in an incantation
to Kilili in the series IStar and Dumuzi, again in the context of petition: /isési
nakma u nakimti Sa zumriya, “may he (the assinnu) expel my body’s nakmu

228 See van Buylaere 2011 for an edition (http://oracc.org/cams/gkab/P338388).

229 For which see Woods 2004; Slanski 2003, 196-221; Paulus 2014, 650—59 (with many ref-
erences to previous literature); and https://cdli.mpiwg-berlin.mpg.de/artifacts/472680.

230 Note that the second sense of the word in 4Hw is unclear, and its third sense is separated
into its own entry in CDA, s.v. sahhii (312).

231 See Geller 2005, 258.

232 See Schuster-Brandis 2008, 29.

233 The CAD distinguishes a nakmu (N/1, 189), “heaped up, amassed,” which occurs in vari-
ous royal inscriptions to describe possessions, and a nagmu, discussed above. Compare AHw,
722-23, s.v. nakmu, which books both meanings under nakmu.

234 See the thorough treatment of options in Oshima 2014, 304-5.

235 See von Soden 1971, 52 and my edition at http://akkpm.org/P394371.html. A new edition
is forthcoming from Geraldina Rozzi.



276 PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

and nakimtu.”?¢ Although the data is limited, it seems that this term shows a
distinctive connection to the exorcists’ materials.

The word efemmiitu in Ludlul V 33 is only attested, as far as [ know, in one
other context outside of Ludlul, the British Museum fragment 1879-07-08, 137:
11 (see AHw, 264), which seems to be a literary text of some kind.?*” The term
is clearly quite rare and may therefore provide more evidence for the high liter-
ary register of Ludlul; but, without further attestations, it is unclear if this term
is to be considered learned and/or predominantly associated with exorcism,
though ghosts, of course, were a major concern of the exorcists.?*®

The asakku demon (and the illness it brought) was a major concern in the
learned scribal corpora in the post-OB periods.?** The demon appears frequent-
ly in learned texts, such as Udug-hul,?*° many other incantations (e.g., Mus§u u
11 26, 30, IV 19, 72, etc., Surpu IV 103, Maglii V11 37, and CT 17 34-36, obv.
11 against an oath),”*! an incantation prayer to TaSmetu,*? tamitus,** and
omens (e.g., Summa alu VII 94' with a parallel in CT 40 3: 62),2* among
others. Literary attestations include the Assyrian version of Atra-hasis, which
lists asakku alongside di’u and Suruppii (as noted above),* and in Gilgames
XII 52, 60, 68, 76.24 The phrase that appears in Ludlul V 35 in conjunction
with this demon, ana Sir asakki ammann[i], “1 was reckon[ed] as the flesh of an
asakku demon,” has a negative parallel in other incantatory contexts, for
example, in the ending of the so-called “universal namburbi,” which reads: [...

236 Farber 1977, 58, line 37.

27 See Kinnier-Wilson and Beaulieu 1990 for a description (88) and copy (90) of this frag-
ment and Oshima 2014, 472-73 for an edition (with a new copy on pl. XIII). George 2003, 409,
n.85 reports that this fragment is not part of the Epic of Gilgames, as was suspected by Kinnier-
Wilson. Oshima labels the text a prayer. The term etemmiitu was also booked in the addenda of
AHw (1555) as attested in KAR 116, which is now recognized as part of Ludlul (MS V.Gas; VAT
number unknown).

238 See Scurlock 2006.

23 For reflections on possible connections between the asakku demon and the homonymous
word asakku, “taboo,” see Geller 2018, 293, n.7.

240 See Geller 2007, 264, s.v. 4-sag = asakku in the glossary for its many attestations.

241 See Bock 2007, 121, 122, 154, 161; Reiner 1958, 29; and Abusch 2016, 172. Peterson’s
edition of CT 17 34-36 is available at http://oracc.iaas.upenn.edu/blms/P395106/html. For a wish
in the context of a nam-érim-bur-ru-da incantation that asakku be removed by way of a fish eating
it and taking it to the Apsu, see Maul 2019, 1.216, line 68.

242 See my treatment of CTN 4 168 at http://shuilas.org/P363582.html. This witness to the in-
cantation prayer contains a long and a short version of Tasmetu 1. Asakku is mentioned in rev. i
35 and rev. ii 29.

243 See Lambert 2007, 36, line 266 and 70, line 14.

24 Freedman 1998, 136-37.

245 See Lambert / Millard 1969, 106, 108, rev. iv 12, 16, and 28.

246 George 2003, 1.730, 732. Asakku also appears in the name of a wind in Gilgames 111 90
(™MAZAG); see George 2003, 1.578.
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ana) Sir asakki la amman(ni], [...] “that I may not be reckon[ed as] the flesh of
the asakku demon,”?*’ and an anti-witchcraft text.2*® We should also note that
Sir asakki appears in Sennacherib’s royal inscriptions as the name—the official
name, at least—of the step gate (muslalu) in Nineveh: musesat sir asakki abul
muslalim, ““The one who exorcises the flesh of the asakku demon’ is the name
of the Step Gate.”?* Even if the term is not exclusively learned, like Lamastu,
the asakku demon was very clearly a concern among the exorcists, and its
name finds a prominent place in that professional’s textual materials.

Of the sixty-three terms for diseases, illnesses, or negative symptoms and
conditions, the textual attestations and distribution of twenty-seven of them,?*°
about two out of every five terms, provide distinctive evidence for a connection
to the professional vocabulary of the exorcists.

6.5. CONCLUSION

Deciding how much evidence is enough to warrant the conclusion that a liter-
ary composition arose from within an intellectual context suffused with tech-
nical anatomical and pathological terminology, such as the exorcist’s was, is a
matter of interpretation. I think the results produced here lend further support,
if not absolute proof, for what other factors have already suggested, namely,
that Ludlul was composed by someone who was an exorcist or who was quite
familiar with the learned traditions of the exorcists and its professional vocabu-
lary. This recognition provides additional warrant for reading the poem for
hints of its institutional agenda, a reading I develop in the following chapter
based solely on internal features and the content of the poem. This recognition
also gives another reason, as demonstrated in chapter four, for Ludiul’s use in
the second level of scribal training, which was especially concerned with exor-
cist materials: The text would have introduced students to a number of im-

247 See Maul 1994, 475, noted by Oshima 2014, 322.

248 See Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 326, line 91’ (apud Mayer 2014, 280).

249 See Grayson / Novotny 2012, no. 15 vii 4', restored (p. 103), no. 16 vii 48 (p. 122), no. 17
vii 80 (p. 143), no. 18 vii 20’ (p. 158). The asakku also appears twice in an inscription of Esarhad-
don (no. 33 ii 3 and 24; see Leichty 2011, 82, 83). Gates obviously could be named in a learned
manner, especially if they bore a Sumerian name in the first millennium, as in, e.g., the temple
gate names in Ludlul V 42-53. The gate in question above, though in Akkadian, might still reflect
a scholarly-scribal concern since this may have only been the name of the gate that the palace
(and its chief scribe) gave to the gate in this inscription and thus may not have been used by the
general populace.

230 Specifically, utukku, ra thu, Suruppi, hurbasu, pirittu, qitayyulu, adirtu, gitallutu, kimiltu,
di’u, Sitlu, Lamastu, lutu, hahhu, alii, rimitu, misittu, mangu, nahbalu, napraku, sili tu, sakikkii,

ummu, laga’u, sahhu, nak/qimtu, sir asakki.
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portant specialized anatomical and pathological terms in a narrative context,
perhaps, as mentioned at the end of the last chapter, making them more memo-
rable in the process.



CHAPTER 7:
PROFESSIONAL FAILURE AND THE POEM’S SCHOLARLY PURPOSE:
THE INSTITUTIONAL AGENDA OF LUDLUL

As chapter five demonstrates, the vagaries of individual human experience,
things such as illness, social troubles, and dreams, could take on revelatory
significance, providing a person with important clues about one’s current
standing with the gods. And yet interpreting revelatory signs properly was
a scholarly undertaking in ancient Mesopotamia, reserved for ritual experts
such as seers, exorcists, and dream-interpreters. These professionals were
responsible for interpreting the signs they and others received, whether pro-
voked or unprovoked.! The reading of Ludlul in chapter five raises, however,
an important series of questions about these scholars. What happened when the
individuals normally responsible for identifying revelatory signs as such and
interpreting them properly failed in their task? What happened when those
charged with performing the divinely revealed rituals to mediate between
troubled humans and the divine realm were frustrated by uncooperative gods?
What happened when individuals trusted the divinatory and ritual experts and

! Of course, as chapter five shows, regular individuals could receive revelations from the gods
via a variety of experiences such as illness or unfortunate circumstances. They could also receive
visions, prophetic messages, dreams and other signs. Despite this, an expert was usually required
to interpret such revelations and take appropriate ritual actions, if necessary. For an example of
(apparent) non-specialists receiving visionary or prophetic revelations, see the intriguing situation
in the Neo-Assyrian period discussed in Nissinen 1998, 108—53. In a series of three letters a cer-
tain Nabu-rehtu-usur delivers a prophecy he received, describes a vision he had, and reports to the
king that a “slave girl” was prophesying against him in Harran (though Nissinen believes that this
latter prophecy was a politically motivated fabrication). The OB Mari letters also contain several
examples of non-specialists having revelatory dreams; see, e.g., the report of STmatum, the daugh-
ter of king Zimri-Lim (Durand 1988, no. 239), and the report of a certain Timlu (no. 240), an
otherwise unknown young woman. (For a general discussion of dreams in the Mari documents
and a proposed Sitz im Leben that would have included a specialist’s assistance, see Zgoll 2006,
157-88 and 169 for the Sitz im Leben.) The so-called Assyrian Dream Book existed to interpret
the ominous dreams of non-specialist individuals such as the king, his court, and probably others.
See Oppenheim 1956 for an edition. Finally, the ritual corpus of the exorcist assumes that people
encountered ill-boding signs in their daily life and needed releasing from the impending evil via
namburbi rituals. See Maul 1994 for a study of namburbi rituals with numerous examples. Clear-
ly, therefore, non-specialists could receive revelation. Yet the documentation that we have at our
disposal indicates that such revelations usually needed the assistance of specialists, i.e., scholars,
to be understood and acted upon. Of course, this is not all that surprising, since our sources are
mostly official documents from the institutional spheres in which the scholars worked. For an
important discussion of the multiplicity and heterogeneity of forms of communication between
humans and divinities as well as the lack of a coordinated system among the scholarly profes-
sions, see Richardson 2017.
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the experts simply could not live up to people’s expectations? And perhaps
most importantly, what happened when, after the failed attempts of the experts,
people resolved their problems outside the normal ritual means? What did the
experts have to say for themselves to the people—and to themselves—in such a
case? Such is precisely the situation in Ludlul: in Tablets I and II of the poem
the ritual experts completely fail the protagonist, whose relief came—no thanks
to them—by way of a series of dreams at the beginning of Tablet III. In this
chapter, I argue that an examination of the poem from the thematic perspective
of ritual failure reveals the institutional agenda of the poem’s scholarly author.
As discussed in the Introduction, although Subsi-mesré-Sakkan recounts his
own story in a first person voice, his voice gives way to a third person narrator
near the end of Tablet V. This narrator’s voice may be conflated with the
poem’s anonymous author, a scholar, who has folded the protagonist’s voice
and experiences into the poem for a variety of literary purposes. One of these
purposes, I argue, relates to the author’s institutional agenda.

Given that the poem opens with a hymn (I 1-40) lauding Marduk’s wrath
and mercy (I 1-28, 33-34) as well as his sovereignty and inscrutability (I 29—
32, 35-36) and ends with an entire Tablet (V) dominated by praise (see espe-
cially V 69-82 and 120), the poem is, on the one hand, very clearly doxo-
logical and hortatory in character. Marduk, the lord of wisdom and sovereign
god, the poem asserts, may inflict evil upon whom he will, but he also brings
deliverance in due time.? As the sufferer says of Marduk, referred to as “my
lord,” in the opening lines of the final Tablet:

My [lord hea]led me,
My [lord] bandaged me.
My [lord] removed afflictions from me,
My [lord] revived me.
[From the pi]t he rescued me,
[From the grave he glathered me up.
[From disas]ter he raised me up,
From the Hubur Riv[er] he pulled me out.
He held my hand through adversity.
He struck me on the righ[t],
And raised my head on the lef]t].
He struck the hands of my striker,

2 By appealing to time and divine sovereignty/inscrutability, Lud/ul provides a very tradition-
al answer to the problem of divinely-imposed or -allowed suffering. See, e.g., the synthetic con-
clusion to Bottéro’s general treatment of the “problem of evil” in ancient Mesopotamia (1977, 42,
specifically, his point #3; note also p. 25). For an explicit example of Marduk’s anger abating
with time, see Esarhaddon’s “Babylon B” inscription (Leichty 2011a, no. 116, 18'-19’ [p. 245]).
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Marduk made him throw down his weapon.
On the mouth of the lion eating me,
Marduk put a muzzle.
Marduk, that of my pursuer,
He snatched his sling, he turned back his sling stone.
He snatched the shovel from the hands of my grave-digger. (V 1-18)

The one who hears Ludlul, perhaps especially those in the midst of suffering,
the poem asserts, ought to learn from the poem’s words (IV §C 6’) and join the
protagonist in praise of Marduk (see I 39), an idea developed in chapter eight.

Given its preoccupation with human suffering at the hand of a deity, the poem
is, on the other hand, also thematically coupled to the issue of theodicy—a
theme that has dominated the interest of many previous interpreters, as the
Introduction notes. When the deity becomes angry and inflicts suffering upon
people, what is their proper response to such suffering? The poem very clearly
shows that Marduk does as he wants. People must accept his sovereignty,
understand that he will respond to their entreaty in time, and thus patiently
await Marduk’s inevitable display of mercy, which will come to them when he
forgives their sin, the root of the divine anger. Although this is the poem’s
fundamental understanding of suffering, to its credit it presents this traditional
answer in a manner that takes into account human emotional and existential
reactions. Lamentation and even religious doubt may be voiced in the course of
one’s troubles, as exposited in chapter five (see also chapter eight); but suffer-
ing will end, and praise for the deity is the appropriate expression of one’s
gratitude.

In what follows I develop the idea that these two intertwined literary
themes—Marduk’s divine sovereignty and human resignation to endure
divinely-sanctioned suffering—combine to support Ludlul’s institutional rhe-
torical purpose, serving the interests of the official ritual experts—the schol-
ars—among whom this poem originated. That purpose plainly stated: Ludlul
accounts for the occasional failure of the experts’ ritual and divinatory
apparatus and provides both a literary salve—hope—to mollify the attendant
emotional and existential toll such failure may have taken upon the ritual par-
ticipants (the scholars’ clients) and an ideological tool—damage control—to
avert any potential professional consequences of such a failure from their

3 See also V 69-82, where people praise Marduk after seeing the deliverance he brought to
Subsi-mesré-Sakkan. These people, I suggest, are introduced to exemplify the audience’s proper
response to the events recounted in the poem.
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clients or among their own ranks.* If, as discussed in the Introduction, the au-
thor of Ludlul was an exorcist, we would expect that branch of ritual expertise
to have a distinctive place in this reading of the poem. And this, in fact, turns
out to be the case. This chapter’s reading of the poem’s institutional agenda,
therefore, connects the curricular use or reception of the poem in the training of
future exorcists, an interpretation developed in chapter four, and the protago-
nist’s experience as an emblematic sufferer, developed in the reading offered in
chapter five.

The interpretation I develop here, it should be noted, does not necessarily
imply any impugning of the ancient author’s intentions or integrity. At the
same time, however, the author should not be insulated from criticism. The
author, perhaps acting on behalf of the ritual experts more broadly, may have
been acting in good faith, but maybe not. We will probably never know. In any
case, it is likely that the person(s) responsible for Ludlul was doing what need-
ed to be done to uphold the divinely-sanctioned divinatory and ritual practices,
of which the ritual experts were the primary custodians (and among its greatest
beneficiaries, socially and materially).

The suggested purpose of Ludlul is realized through several interlacing rhe-
torical and thematic elements. First, it is realized in the poem’s theologically
expedient appeal to Marduk’s inscrutable, sovereign prerogatives in all matters,
both human and divine, essentially denying the experts any control over their
professional failures. Second, it is realized in the poem’s condoning (via exam-
ple) of the ritual client’s emotional reaction to the experts’ failure, thereby al-
lowing a vent for potentially explosive frustrations and devastating doubts with
regard to the competence of the experts. And third, it is realized through the
incorporation of the sufferer’s personal revelation, that is, dreams initiated by
Marduk himself, into the conceptual operations of the ritual experts. The form
and content of the dreams offer hope to the sufferer but also revalorize the very
experts—especially the exorcists—who had initially failed him. According to
Ludlul, when the official diagnostic and therapeutic rituals do not work one
may lament and even question the status quo but ultimately, the poem exhorts,
one must resign oneself to the divine prerogative, which supersedes the ex-
perts’ efforts, while holding firmly to the expectation that the deity will, even-

* For a survey of ritual failure in cuneiform sources from Mesopotamia, including comments
on Ludlul, see Ambos 2007, especially pp. 28-30. Ambos makes very clear that the experts’ ritual
failure in Ludlul is due to Marduk’s prerogative to do as he pleases. If my reading of Ludlul de-
veloped here is accepted, then we do in fact have a source for understanding the fallout of ritual
officials’ unsuccessful treatments—at least initially. Compare Arbell 2021, 112, who has only
exorcists in view.
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tually and in his own way, reveal his plan for deliverance.’ After Marduk’s
intervention in the dreams, it can be no accident that the protagonist finds the
services of the ritual experts effective and finds himself in the temple precincts
a whole man, the foil for the community’s praise of Marduk.

7.1. MARDUK’S SOVEREIGNTY

Ludlul’s opening hymn sets the tone for the remainder of the poem. Set apart
from the narrative beginning in I 41 by its hortatory style, the hymn is Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan’s present response to his past suffering. As the hymn is domi-
nated by praise for Marduk’s contrasting moods of anger and mercy, vividly
exemplified here in its opening quatrains, the hymn makes perfectly clear that
Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s response to his suffering—and thus the audience’s prop-
er response—is doxological.

I will praise the lord of wisdom, the con[siderate] god,
Angry at night but relenting at daybreak.
Marduk, the lord of wisdom, the considerate god,
Angry at night but relenting at daybreak.
Whose fury is like a violent storm, a wasteland,
But his blowing is pleasant, like a breeze at dawn.
Who is unstoppable in his anger, his fury a flood,
But his disposition is merciful, his emotions relenting.
The brunt of whose hands the heavens cannot bear,
But whose palm is so gentle it rescues the dying.
Marduk, the brunt of whose hands the heavens cannot bear,
But whose palm is so gentle it rescues the dying. (I 1-12)

The emotional contrast developed throughout the opening hymn is not proof of
Marduk’s capricious character. Rather, Marduk’s quickly changing disposi-
tions, which are to be understood sequentially (i.e., mercy always follows

° The idea for this suggestion came from the questions Bruce Lincoln asks in the fourth thesis
of his article “Theses on Method” (1996, 225), which reads as follows:

The same destabilizing and irreverent questions one might ask of any speech act ought be
posed of religious discourse. The first of these is “Who speaks here?,” i.e., what person,
group, or institution is responsible for a text, whatever its putative or apparent author.
Beyond that, “To what audience? In what immediate and broader context? Through what
system of mediations? With what interests?”” And further, “Of what would the speaker(s)
persuade the audience? What are the consequences if this project of persuasion should
happen to succeed? Who wins what, and how much? Who, conversely, loses?”
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anger),’ are attributed in I 29-36 to his sovereign and inscrutable prerogatives
as the unrivaled high god of the pantheon.

The Lord, he sees everything in the heart of the gods,
But no one a[mong] the gods knows his way.
Marduk, he sees everything in the heart of the gods,
But no god can learn his counsel.
As heavy as is his hand, his heart is merciful,
As murderous as are his weapons, his intention is life-sustaining.
Without his consent, who could assuage his striking?
Apart from his intention, who could stay his hand? (I 29-36)

In this most explicit statement of Marduk’s inscrutable sovereignty the poem
asserts that no one can plumb the depths of Marduk’s counsel, not even the
other gods. And no one can alter his disciplinary decisions unless the high god
himself gives his personal consent (I 35-36).

Taken as a whole, the hymn presents Marduk as powerful, inscrutable, and
without peer; he does as he wishes. Sometimes he is angry, but he is also in the
end forgiving and tender. No one can discern his reasoning and no one can
overrule his punishments. Cynicism and bitterness have no place in this hymnic
confession. Rather, as the sufferer confidently asserts in I 37—40, Marduk’s
ultimate intention towards humanity is benevolent; one need only be patient.

Reflections on divine sovereignty do not arise explicitly in the poem again,
but V 73-74, placed in the mouths of the Babylonian citizenry, are generally
relevant to the discussion since they form a kind of conceptual inclusio with
the statements in [ 35-36.7

“Who but Marduk could restore him from death?
“Which goddess but Zarpanitu could give Aim his life?”

Where 1 35-36 is concerned with punishment, V 73—74 centers on deliverance
(and include Marduk’s spouse). In both cases it is Marduk (and his spouse, in
V 74) who acts decisively and effectively. This conceptual framing of the poem
is significant for understanding the failure of divinatory and ritual experts to
help the sufferer, a theme that the poem brings up in several structurally

¢ See the comments in chapter three at I 1-4.

7 Note also the clear parallel in the opening words of each pair of lines: §a /a (I35, V 73) and
ela (136, V 74). See already Albertz 1988, 40. One could say more broadly that Tablets III-V are
the sufferer’s coming to terms with Marduk’s sovereignty. See especially V 1-4 and V 37-86
(perhaps farther).
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significant places, all of which have already been discussed in chapter five. We
re-examine these passages now from the angle of ritual failure.

7.2. PROFESSIONAL RITUAL FAILURE AND HUMAN RESPONSE

We begin with Ludlul 1 41-46, the lines immediately following the opening
hymn (I 1-40). Just as these lines were crucial for understanding the protago-
nist’s perspective on his misfortunes, as examined in chapter five, they play a
similar role for understanding the ritual experts’ failure to help him.

From the day Bel punished me,
And the hero Marduk became angry wi[th] me,

My god rejected me, he disappeared,
My goddess left, she departed.

The protective spirit of good fortune who was at my side [sp]lit off,
My divine guardian became afraid and was seeking o[ut] another.

Marduk’s anger lay at the root of Subsi-mesré-Sakkan’s troubles. The first
consequence of this anger was the abandonment of the protagonist’s protective
deities. The opening hymn affirms Marduk’s ability and prerogative to com-
mand personal gods and protective spirits to leave or to return to their wards (I
15-16). In I 43—44 Marduk exercises that prerogative against the sufferer. As
we have seen in chapter five, the divine abandonment changed the sufferer’s
entire disposition (I 47—48) and had catastrophic effects for him both socially,
as described in I 50, 55ff., and physically, as depicted in II 49ff. Of particular
interest for our purposes here, however, is how the divine anger and attendant
abandonment negatively affected the sufferer’s ability to assess and to take
action against his problems via the usual divinatory and ritual techniques
employed by experts, especially the barii, the exorcist, and the $a@ ilu, all of
whom worked together for their clients” well-being. In chapter five I called this
lack of a sign quantitative negative revelation. Marduk’s anger, it seems, super-
seded the ritual experts’ means for discerning the appropriate actions to help
the troubled man.

The ritual experts are first mentioned in I 49, 51-54, at the very start of
Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s problems.

Portents of terror were established for me,

My omens were confused, equivocal’ every day,
My situation could not be decided by seer (barii) and inquirer (@ ilu).
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What I overheard in the street portended evil for me,
When 1 lay down at night, my dream was terrifying.

Subgi-mesré-Sakkan had experienced terrifying omens (I 49), but when he con-
sulted the divinatory experts (here, the bari and sa ‘ilu) they could not clearly
diagnose his problem.® The determination of the kind of evil afflicting the suf-
ferer would have allowed the experts to prescribe the appropriate apotropaic or
therapeutic ritual to dispel it. Unclear omens left them with complete uncertain-
ty and thus without actionable information (I 51-52). The description in I 53—
54 leaves the reader with the impression that the homeless sufferer (see I 50)
was hounded night and day by what he perceived to be evil. This framing of
the ritual experts’ failure in I 51-52 by Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s perception of
ubiquitous evil omens in I 49 and 53—54 highlights how the sufferer’s experi-
ences with the ritual experts had only exacerbated his dilemma. He had prob-
lems, but those best suited to help could offer him no clear answers. As Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan would later learn and then express in the opening hymn (I 35—
36), until Marduk changed his mind and relented from his anger no one, in-
cluding the ritual experts, could avert the consequences of his anger. But where
else could the sufferer turn for help in his time of need if not to the experts?

Given his situation and powerlessness, the sufferer understandably has only
one thing to do: give vent to his emotions through lamentation. In I 55-114,
therefore, the sufferer laments the events that transpired in the wake of Mar-
duk’s anger, the protective spirits’ abandonment, and the ritual experts’ incon-
clusive diagnoses. From his recounting of it, his entire social world fell apart
around him bit by bit. Although I have suggested in chapter five that these so-
cial misfortunes in the protagonist’s unfolding experience would have preced-
ed the protagonist’s recognition of divine anger, we ought also to read the
poem as a theological interpretation of the protagonist’s experience and thus
recognize that the poem implicitly authorizes lament in the face of divine an-
ger.

Near the end of Tablet I the sufferer takes matters into his own hands and
attempts to initiate communication with the gods since they were not “speak-
ing” to him. Despite somewhat opaque similes and metaphors (they seem to
imply a long-standing, emotion-laden struggle), it is clear that his attempts at
prayer were to no avail.

8 More details about their methods are mentioned at I 67, discussed below. For a parallel to
consulting these two particular professionals, see AbB 6 22, cited and discussed by Worthington
2009, 68-69.
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My supplication was as confused as a blazing flame,
My entreaty was like discord and dispute. (I 115-116)

The following two lines do not refer explicitly to the protagonist’s attempts at
prayer. But, in context they may very well be intended both to state his at-
tempted persuasiveness in such efforts while also broadening the poetic pur-
view to all of his vocal attempts to find emotional and social support in his
time of duress from a person, whether deity or human.

I sweetened my lips, but they were as fierce as a spear,
I spoke kindly, but my conversation was a crossbar. (I 117-118)

Even with these setbacks, the first Tablet of the poem ends with the sufferer
holding out hope for the future (I 119-120).

But Subsi-mesré-Sakkan’s hopes were dashed. With the passing of time (II
1) his misfortune only increased (II 3), besetting him on every side (II 2 and II
10-11). Situated between these two assessments of his continuing problems (11
2-3, 10-11) lies a passage similar to I 43—46, 51-52 wherein the protagonist
describes his divine abandonment (II 4-5) and the ritual experts’ failure to pro-
vide him a diagnosis or appropriate therapeutic remedy (II 6-9).

I called to my god, but he did not pay attention to me,
I implored my goddess, but she paid me no heed.
The seer (bari) could not determine the situation with divination,
The inquirer (& ilu) could not clarify my case with incense.
I prayed to the dream god, but he did not reveal anything to me,
The exorcist did not release the divine anger against me with his ritual.

Because Subgi-mesré-Sakkan believed his personal deities to have abandoned
him (I 43—44), he needed to find a way to appease them (Il 4-5) and thus re-
new their protection and enjoy the prosperity that they could bring him. He
probably would have employed the dingirsadabba prayers in consultation with
an exorcist for this purpose.’ But as he recounts it, these were of no avail (11 9).
In II 6-7 the sufferer again turned to the divinatory specialists (see I 52), hop-
ing they might discover an omen that would clarify his situation. The baru
would have used extispicy to obtain an omen for his client, reading the will of

? See Jaques 2015 for the most recent edition and study of all the relevant prayers and associ-
ated rituals. KAR 44, obv. 4 (and duplicates) lists dingirsadabba prayers as part of the curriculum
of the exorcist. See Geller 2018 for the most recent edition. A person might also have used an
ersahuga lament to turn away divine anger, administered by a kalii, “lamentation-singer.” For
these texts, see Maul 1988.



288 PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

the gods from the sheep’s liver, the tablet of the gods.'® The §G ilu’s precise
actions are debated but not their outcome: He could not help the protagonist.
Unfortunately for our protagonist, the experts failed once again; neither could
shed light on the sufferer’s problem. Finally, there is the sufferer’s effort men-
tioned in II 8. In one reading of this line, Subsi-mesré-Sakkan sought the help
of a minor dream deity, perhaps invoked as an intermediary between the
sufferer and a higher god, to discover the cause of the sufferer’s problems. The
results of the god’s activity might then have been manifested to the sufferer via
a revelatory dream.'! If this were the case, a ritual specialist would have likely
been needed, perhaps a §G ilu or an exorcist to perform the ritual.'? In another
reading of the line, the zagiqu is not a deity but a human ritual functionary (see
note 11) employed to help the sufferer alleviate his problems. In either case,
here again the sufferer’s attempts to utilize the official ritual apparatus of the
experts yielded nothing. The ritual failure mentioned here in II 8 is particularly
interesting since the sufferer will eventually have a series of dreams at the start
of Tablet III that effectively announce his deliverance. So why is this dream-
related activity ineffectual here in Tablet II? The answer is simple: Marduk
does as he pleases, and he is not pleased to use dreams just yet. When it is time,
he will initiate a series of effective, salvific dreams; until then, no expert can
force his hand.

Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s response to ritual failure in Tablet II is two-fold.
First, he complains that he is being unfairly treated by the gods: he feels as
though he is being treated like an impious clod even though he knows himself
to be quite the opposite (I 12-22, 23-32). This cognitive dissonance leads
Subgi-mesré-Sakkan to question humanity’s ability to discern the divine will
accurately (II 33-38).'3 Coming as it does between two accounts in Tablet II of
the ritual experts’ inability to do their jobs (I 6-9 and IT 108—113, see below),
this statement in II 33—38 should be read as calling the entire divinatory and
exorcistic ritual apparatus into question, even if only temporarily. These insti-

10See, e.g., Steinkeller 2005.

! See the discussion in chapter three at I 8.

12 In one understanding of an incantation prayer to Sin, lines 25-26 (see Butler 1988, 379-98,
specifically 288), the supplicant sends Anzagar to Sin in order to gain forgiveness for his sins,
which were the cause of his personal deities” anger. As this prayer is a Suila, an exorcist would
have been present to guide the supplicant through it. See Lenzi 2011, 396. For a different under-
standing of this prayer, utilized as a parallel to the dream experience in Ludlul 111 4045, see
Pongratz-Leisten 2010, 153-54.

13 Given the fact that Marduk’s inscrutability is already praised in I 29-33 in the opening
hymn, the sufferer’s angst described here must be read within the past unfolding of Subsi-mesré-
Sakkan’s suffering. The opening hymn represents the later, post-trauma setting during which the
poem is recited, that is, after Subsi-mesré-Sakkan had been delivered and gained insight into the
events that befell him.
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tutions had failed to do precisely those things that are their primary tasks. The
contradiction between expectation and actual experience also leads Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan to reflect on the vacillating and unstable character of human
existence in light of the divine decrees that order it (I 39—47). As much as the
protagonist of the poem vents his emotions and angst in these lines, his existen-
tial and philosophical musings and rants provide no reprieve from his trouble
(I 48). Thus Subgi-mesré-Sakkan turns again in II 49ff. to lamentation, his
second response to ritual failure. In this long lament he enumerates a wide ar-
ray of physically debilitating maladies that leave him on the very brink of death
(IT 114-115), as exposited in chapter five.

Toward the conclusion of this second lament Subgi-mesré-Sakkan once
more drags up the failure of the ritual experts to help him (II 108—113). Here he
names the barii and the exorcist, who, as Worthington states, “perform com-
plementary activities. The asipu observes bodily signs (sakikkii) and is sup-
posed to provide a diagnosis (i.e. identify the deity responsible for the symp-
toms?), the barii observes divinatory omens (térétu) and is supposed to produce
a forecast of duration™* (adannu; see Ludlul TII 1). But, they do not come
through.

The exorcist was scared by my symptoms,
And the seer (barit) was confused by my omens.
The exorcist could not reveal the nature of my illness,
And the seer (barit) did not give the duration of my sickness.
My god did not rush in to help, he did not take my hand,
My goddess did not have mercy on me, she did not walk alongside.
(I 108-113)

This final instance of the experts’ failure completes the pattern of broken
communication between the divine and human realms (I 51-52, 115-118; IT 4—
9). Inability to communicate effectively with or receive positive, helpful reve-
lation from the divine realm occurs near the start and conclusion of the suffer-
er’s complaints and laments in both Tablets I and II, and divine abandonment is
close by in three of these four places. Just as his life was surrounded by evil in
the narrative’s reality, his laments are surrounded by ineffectual professional
ritual and divinatory experts in the narrative’s literary presentation of that reali-
ty. It seems to me one must draw the conclusion that no one could help the pro-
tagonist but Marduk, the lord of wisdom, whose anger (and inscrutable plan for

4 Worthington 2009, 69.
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the protagonist’s suffering) would have to run its course before deliverance
could occur.'?

Before advancing to the account of Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s deliverance in
Tablet III, we should consider the fact that the ritual and divinatory failures
described several times in Ludlul 1 and II are not unique to the poem. Evil
signs, equivocal or confused omens, troubling dreams, and inability of ritual
experts to help are all lamented in various Akkadian and Sumerian texts.'® Due
to its remarkably similar language to that in Ludlul, the (bilingual) ersahuga
IVR 22, no. 2, lines 6'-19’, directed to Marduk, is worth citing at length as an
example of such texts.!”

6'. 1 ma-mu-da-ta bu-bu-luh-e in-na-mar
7'. u ina Sutti gitallutum Sakissu
8'. azu-e mas-a-ta si nu-mu-ni-ib-sa-e
9'. barii ina biri ul ustessersu
10". ensi-e Se-e-ta i-bi-a nu-mu-un-na-an-bad-de
11". $@’ilu ina musSakka'® ul ipettésu
12'. [4m]-gig-ga-bi-§¢ “¢4m-14-a-ta nu-sed-dé
13'. [an]a marustisu ina sindi ul indh
14'. §[im-mu-e] ka-kug-ga-as$ nu-mu-ni-ib-te-en-t[e]-en
15'. asipu ina s[ipt)i ul upassahsu
16'. gus-giny kar-mud-d[a]-[...] e-da-Sub
17." kima alpi [ina) idiptisu nadi-ma
18." udu-giny murgu-ba e-[d]a-lu-1u
19'. kima immeri i[na tabas]t[@|nisu'® bullul-ma

15 See likewise the conclusion of Ambos’s discussion of Ludlul in his general treatment of rit-
ual failure. He writes, “Ritual could never work against the will of the gods or even force the gods
to an action desired by the ritual’s human participants. As long as Subgi-mesré-Sakkan was ex-
posed to Marduk’s wrath and abandoned by his own protective deities, all the said efforts [of the
experts] were doomed to failure” (2007, 30).

!¢ For an instance of such motifs in another Akkadian so-called wisdom composition from
Ugarit, see Ugaritica 5, no. 162, lines 1'-8" (Nougayrol 1968; Oshima 2011, 205—15 is the most
recent edition; see also Cohen 2013, 165-75 and the translation in Foster 2005, 410—11). For
attestations in incantation prayers, see Mayer 1976, 1036 and note the examples cited in chapter
eight; see also Abusch 1987, 28, who cites a relevant therapeutic text (BAM 316 iii 12'-16'); and
Ambos 2007, 30, who cites several relevant lines from Sumerian laments (for which see Cohen
1988, 1.123: 14, 1.124: 35ff. and 1.277: b+100, with translations on pp. 136-37, 294). Note also
the Sumerian letter-prayer of Sin-iddinam, cited by Oshima (2014, 191). Even the diagnostic
handbook used by exorcists occasionally admits that a diagnosis is simply not possible. For ex-
amples, see HeeBel 2000, 74 with note 29, where he cites Sa-gig XVI 74" (p. 178), XXII 3 (p.
251), and XXVII 13 (p. 297), each of which read: asipu (ana bullitisu) qiba la iSakkan, “the exor-
cist should not give (for his recovery) a diagnosis.”

17 For the text, see Maul 1994, 332.

8 Mussakka is used here for the expected mussakki (see Maul 1994, 333).
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6'-7'. And in his dreams constant anxiety is inflicted on him.

8'-9'. The bari could not give him the correct decision with divination.
10'-11". The s$a ilu could not reveal anything to him with incense.
12'-13". He could not get relief [fo]r his affliction via medicine.?
14'-15'. The exorcist could not relieve him with an inca[ntation].
16'-17'. He is laid up (i.e., sick)?! like an ox [in] his “wind.”?

18'-19'. He is sullied like a sheep b[y]* his own [excrem]ent.?*

Although this and other texts demonstrate that the complaint about ritual and
divinatory failure in Ludlul is not unique, Ludlul is unique in the frequency
with which this motif comes up and in the highly developed lamentation and
religious doubt that are expressed in conjunction with the protagonist’s un-
diagnosed, untreatable suffering. This particular feature of Ludlul deserves a
more prominent place in any attempt to understand the poem’s broader institu-
tional purpose.

19 The term tabastanu is very rare, occurring only in a few bilingual texts and in Ludlul 11 107
among monolingual texts. OB Lu A 225 (also OB Lu D 138 and OB Lu Frag. I 5) attest the
equivalency 1t mur7.ba.nd.a = Sa ina tabastanisu bullulu, “the one sullied by (lit. coated, smeared
with) his own excrement,” see CAD T, 24 and MSL 12, 164, 206, and 201, respectively. For the
term in the Ludlul Commentary (rev. 3) and a late astrological commentary, see chapter nine.

20 Lit. “with a bandage.” See Ludlul 111 44-45.

2! Nadii (= Sumerian $ub) sometimes has the sense of “laid up, ill” in the stative; see CDA,
230 and CAD N/1, 92; the latter provides examples.

22 “Wind” seems to be some kind of cattle illness; see CAD I/, 9. The word is rarely attested
as a disease.

2 Lit. “coated with.”

24 These last two lines resonate with Ludlul 11 106107, which occur just before the experts’
failure is mentioned near the end of Tablet 11:

ina rubsiya abit ki alpi

ubtallil ki immeri ina tabastaniya

I would spend the night in my own filth like an ox,

I would wallow in my own excrement like a sheep.

Although one can interpret the imagery in these lines in various ways (e.g., as an indication of the
sufferer’s utter misery), it seems to me that one could (also?) view these lines as an indication that
the chasm between human knowledge about the causes of suffering (e.g., sin) and the knowledge
of the gods is as wide as that between the ways of civilized humans (the proper way to act) and
ignorant animals (the way the sufferer feels he is acting). For ignorance of sin being likened to
animal behavior elsewhere in Akkadian religious literature, see, e.g., Section B, lines 3—4 and 12—
13 in the dingirsadabba’s edited by Jaques (2015, 83-84).
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7.3. DELIVERANCE THROUGH DREAMING

Although opening with a brief recapitulation of his suffering (IIT 1-8), Tablet
III mainly centers on Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s deliverance and recovery. Given
the poem’s grounding of the sufferer’s problems in Marduk’s anger and its as-
sertion in I 35-36 that apart from his consent, no one, including the divinatory
and ritual experts, could turn back his discipline, the only possible agent who
could have initiated deliverance for the sufferer was Marduk. He brings this
deliverance to the sufferer by way of a series of unusual dreams in III 9-46.

There was a singular man, extraordinary in for[m],
Magnificent in physique, wrapped in a garment.
Because I became aware of him in a waking hallucination, he was
He was clad in radiance, clothed in a[w]e. a towering figure,
He entered and stood over me,
When [1 saw] him, my flesh was paralyzed.
[He said], “Your lord sent me.”
[...] ..., “let the distressed one await’ his recovery.”
“[T wok]e up and spoke to my servants,
Saying, “[w]ho (is) the man [whom] the king sent?”
They were silent, no one answered me,
Those who heard me were dumbfound[ed].
I s[aw] a dream a sec[ond t]ime.
In the dream that [ saw at nig[h]t:
There was a singular purification priest bearing the water of incantation,
He was holding in his hand purifying t[ama]risk.
“Laluralimma, exorcist of Nippur,
Has sent me to purify you,” he said.
He cast the water that he was carrying over me,
He pronounced the incantation of life and massaged my body.
I saw a dream for a third time,
In the dream that I saw at night:
There was a singul[ar] young woman, whose appearance was beautiful,
Even at some distance, she looked divine.
Queen of the people [...],
She entered and sat’ [down’ beside’ me’].
She said, “Mercy! He is utterly exhausted,
“Do not fear,” she said, “I will’ [...].
And throughout’ the dream, I* saw [...],
She said, “Mercy! He is greatly distr[essed].”
Someone who performed div[ination] in the night,
Ur-Nintinugga of [B]abyl[on, I saw’] in another dream,
A bearded man, crowned by his diadem,
An exorcist, carrying a writing-[board].
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He said, “Marduk sent m[e].

I brought #his band[age] to Subsi-mesré-Sakkan.”
He brought the band[age] in his pure hands,

He entr[usted’] if to the hand of my servant.

So-called message dreams were an accepted form of personal revelation in
ancient Mesopotamia that was believed to be divinely initiated and could occur
without any kind of professional presence or assistance.>> According to Butler,
“[t]he main criterion of a Mesopotamian message dream is that a figure (usual-
ly divine) gives an unequivocal message to a dreamer.”?® Since Marduk needed
to be the one to initiate the sufferer’s deliverance, the message dream was the
best medium of revelation for the poem to use; it was perfectly suited to the
author’s theological needs. Furthermore, because dreams are private and im-
possible to verify objectively—especially when the dreamer is a literary char-
acter—the author of Ludlul could shape the sufferer’s experience of the
dream—the dream’s content—to suit his purposes. Finally, although one reve-
latory dream might easily be overlooked or dismissed, a series of similar
dreams with explicit claims about their divine origin was undeniably and em-
phatically portentous.?’ In other words, including a series of dreams in the
poem gave the author of Ludlul an opportunity to use, in a highly artificial,

25 Of course, there was professional assistance available, as even I 52 and II 7 shows. Such
assistance may have been typical, though apparently not required. One could suggest that prophe-
cy and visions were forms of revelation that did not require specialist assistance, but such revela-
tions were generally not personal; rather, they were received by individuals (acting as a deity’s
messenger) in order to deliver them to others. On message dreams, see Butler 1998, 15-18, who
builds on Oppenheim’s work (1956, 186-206) and refines the category with its constituent ele-
ments. Zgoll has proposed a completely new classificatory scheme based on a thorough review of
the relevant data in the second chapter of her book Traum und Welterleben im antiken Mesopota-
mien (2006, 55-257, but see especially 87-95 [critique of old schemes] and 23740 [summary of
her new scheme]). Her scheme is based on the predominance of two kinds of dream content: im-
ages and speech. There are image-dreams (Bildtrdume), speech-dreams (Redetriume), and some
dreams that combine these two kinds of content. The location of the addressee clarifies the classi-
ficatory situation of dreams in the latter, mixed group. That is, if speech in a dream addresses
someone within the dream, the speech is considered intrarelational. If speech is directed to some-
one outside the dream, the speech is extrarelational. Intrarelational speech remains within the
world of the dream. Zgoll therefore categorizes this sub-group with image-dreams. The resulting
scheme is as follows: 1. intrarelational image-dreams; la. image-dreams entirely comprised of
images; 1b. image-dreams comprised of both images and intrarelational speech; 2. extrarelational
speech-dreams; 2a. speech-dreams entirely comprised of speech; 2b. speech dreams comprised of
both extrarelational speech and images (238). As pointed out in note 28, Zgoll’s system is helpful
for understanding the dreams in Lud/ul by grouping them with similar examples.

26 Butler 1998, 18.

7 On the issue of multiple dreams as a sign of authentic revelation, see Oppenheim 1956, 208
and Zgoll 2006, 365.
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tendentious, and emphatic manner, an acceptable medium of revelation that
could occur outside of professional ritual expertise.?®

In the lines following the dreams the sufferer understands that his sickness
has ended (IIT 50), Marduk’s anger has been still (IIT 51-52), and his sins for-
given (III 58-61). He then begins a litany, one that runs from III 68 (at least) to
the end of Tablet Il and on into Tablet IV (as best as we can tell), in which the
protagonist describes how Marduk actively reversed all of the physical mala-
dies mentioned in Tablet 1.2 There are hints of some ritual activity in the
remainder of Tablet IV, to which we will return. And Tablet V is largely con-
cerned with praising Marduk for deliverance and the sufferer’s reintegration
into society at various temple gates. Clearly, the dreams are the turning point in
Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s fortunes.

Although several obscurities remain in III 9—46, enough can be understood
about the dreams to suggest that their literary function offers the final concep-
tual element to understanding the poem’s broader institutional purpose.

An important initial point to raise about these dreams is that although the
poem has prepared us for Marduk’s display of mercy, the actual actions
attributed to the god to implement that mercy are atypical. The use of repre-
sentatives appearing in dreams to perform ritual actions is not at all the usual
manner in which gods effected healing in the broad scheme of the Mesopota-
mian ritual practices. Rather, as already mentioned, the gods normally worked
through human divinatory and ritual experts, and these experts performed ritu-
als on people in waking life. From a very broad corpus of texts we know that
the experts’ rituals frequently employed prayers to the gods, included divinely-
empowered incantations against malevolent forces, and exhibited a rich
mythology in which the gods cooperate with the specialists to reveal signs or
effect change for human clients like Subgi-mesré-Sakkan. Moreover, there are

28 Oppenheim has already noted the artificiality of the dreams. Although each of the dreams
in Ludlul, taken individually, are examples of what he identifies as message dreams the series as a
whole, more typical of what he calls symbolic dreams (208), defy his categorization (see likewise,
Butler 1998, 16 and Noegel 2001, 48; contrast Zgoll, whose classificatory scheme would place
these dreams with others from the group “image-dreams comprised of both images and intrarela-
tional speech” [2006, 241]; see note 25 above). The dreams in Lud/ul, Oppenheim opines, “seem
to be the product of a somewhat learned imagination guided by literary aspirations, and show the
influence of individual artistic creativeness” (1956, 217). Toward the end of his comments about
the dreams in Ludlul he states that “[n]o reference ... is made to the several dream-apparitions,
which thus remain unconnected with the story. They are apparently not used functionally but only
for stylistic reasons” (217). Contrary to Oppenheim’s opinion in this matter, I suggest the inclu-
sion of dream-figures was a very important rhetorical element to achieving the purpose of the
poem. Pongratz-Leisten, although offering a different interpretation than the present one, agrees
that the dreams and dream figures have an important function in the meaning of the poem (2010,
146).

» Marduk is the subject of nearly all of the verbs in Il 61-1V, line h.
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good reasons to believe that from the late second millennium on many ritual
experts (i.e., exorcists, bariis, lament-singers, physicians and astrologers)*®
recognized the divine origins of their crafts and traced their professional ances-
tries back through the apkallus to Ea, Marduk’s father.>! The intermediation of
these ritual experts was therefore the accepted and, perhaps more importantly,
divinely-authorized channel for bringing divine assistance to the people.

Why therefore are dreams and dream-figures used by Marduk in Ludlul 111
rather than allowing the divinely-sanctioned human experts to do their work in
waking life? The answer is at least two-fold. The first part of the answer lies in
the previous section of this chapter. The experts mentioned earlier in the poem
had repeatedly failed to do their job. The divinatory and ritual apparatuses in
their hands had not helped the sufferer. Others were needed, and the dream
figures fit the bill.

As Ludlul’s opening hymn makes clear, the reason for the human experts’
failure was divine, inscrutable sovereignty. Without Marduk’s cooperation the
experts were powerless (I 35-36).3 This was a tenable answer for professional
ritual failure; the poem could have left matters there.3* But it doesn’t. Why?
The answer to this question forms the second part of the answer to why dream
figures rather than human experts in waking life are used to effect the suffer-
er’s deliverance.

The poem does not stop its theological exploration of ritual failure with the
assertion of divine sovereignty because sometimes people actually recovered
from their suffering outside the normal channels of assistance, that is, despite
the (failed) attempts of the ritual experts. This is presumably also why the
poem does not simply have Marduk lift his uncooperative attitude and allow
the human ritual experts finally to diagnose and treat the sufferer successfully.
There was another institutional agenda at work. On the one hand, such a possi-
bility could offer hope to the suffering patient. On the other, such cases could
have been perceived as a threat to the experts and their professional ritual
practices (even as it demonstrated Marduk’s sovereignty in matters of mercy—
also lauded in the opening hymn). I suggest that the poem’s use of dreams in
Ludlul 111 accounted for the possibility of healing outside of the normal ritual

30 To the best of my knowledge there is no evidence for §a ilus in this matter.

31 See Lenzi 2008, 67—134.

32 Note Lambert’s comments on the dreams: “As dreams they are most curious. The writer
has inserted them like the Classical deus ex machina. The abandoned sufferer would not be
touched in actual life by the priests. Thus a supernatural means had to be used, and this provided
the opportunity of giving the message of grace from Marduk himself” (1959a, 147).

3 Despite the critical presentation of ritual experts in Tablets I and II, I do not agree with
Pongratz-Leisten’s assessment that Ludlul is anti-institutional (2010, 147, 150). As will be shown
below, it is quite the opposite (see likewise Oshima 2014, 231).
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channels, and its manner of presenting rituals in the dreams helped shape the
potential reactions to such healing from both the ones healed as well as the
human ritual experts excluded from the process. In more general terms, the
author utilized a common revelatory means in an unusual manner to address an
anomalous situation in order to incorporate the anomaly into the professional
ritual sphere to support the perception of its coherence.’* Since gods do not
normally perform rituals, the author utilized the dream figures as Marduk’s
ritual agents.>> Who then are these dream figures, and how does their presence
advance the agenda of the poem?

The male figure in the first dream and the female figure in the third, as far
as we can tell from the preserved text, do not perform any ritual functions.
Based on their descriptions and namelessness/lack of association (contrast the
other two figures), they are probably lower-level divine beings. The male
figure has extraordinary features (III 9b—10a) and towers over the protagonist
(IIT 11). The poem attributes a radiance (melammii) and an awe (pulhatu) to
him that are typical of divine beings (III 12). As for the female figure, she is
described as beautiful in appearance (III 31) and, even at a distance, divine (III
32). Moreover, she utters words in III 36 often found in the mouth of divine
beings, especially goddesses speaking to humans, la tapallah, “fear not!”3°
Although there is no way to be sure, I am inclined to tentatively identify these
two low-level divine figures with the sufferer’s personal deities.’” Since
Marduk has the power to expel and call back the personal gods (I 15-16) and

3 Note Richardson’s comment on the didactic potential in the varied forms of communication
between the gods and humans: “the multiplicity of forms not only tolerated, but also bounded and
dissipated the intellectual and religious contradictions that arose within the cultural arena—one
that in turn provided a didactic framework for their resolution” (2017, 188; similarly, p. 193).

35 Note Lambert’s comment in his edition of the poem: “A god may appear in a dream, but
gods themselves did not perform ritual curing. This was the task of priests, and they did not nor-
mally practice their rites in other people’s sleep. So the writer resorts to a succession of none too
convincing dreams as a means of bringing the necessary priests to the sick man’s bedside” (1960,
24). As suggested above, casting two of the dream-figures as ritual experts was a very important
rhetorical element to achieving the purpose of the poem.

3 See the references provided in CAD P, 40.

37 The fragmentary description of the female figure in 111 33 as “a queen of peoples™ (Sarrat
nist) remains difficult for this identification, but we do not yet know how this line concluded. The
queen (Zarpanitu?) may have been the person who sent the female figure; she is, after all, the only
figure of the four in the dreams without a sender. And this would prepare the reader for Zarpani-
tu’s role in Tablet V (see lines 29, 53, 76, and, in my own reconstruction, 104 [compare Oshima
2014, 112]). Pongratz-Leisten proposes to identify the female figure as Istar (2010, 151; see also
Groneberg 1997, 108). Zgoll sees an ascending hierarchy among the senders of the four dreams,
culminating with Marduk (2006, 150, 285). I agree that Ur-Nintunugga’s mention of Marduk as
his sender in III 43 is climactic. But my present understanding of the first dream’s sender (i.e.,
“your lord” in III 15 is Marduk; see the comments in chapter three at III 15 and III 18) preclude
the idea of an ascending hierarchy among the senders of the dreams.



7. PROFESSIONAL FAILURE AND THE POEM’S SCHOLARLY PURPOSE 297

he has already sent these deities away (I 43—44), it seems reasonable to think,
in a kind of reversal of the logic in I 4144, that he would compel their return
when his anger subsided (see III 51-52) so the sufferer could recover from his
woes. (The woes enumerated in Tablets I and II followed directly upon the
divine abandonment described in lines I 43ff., so it seems logical to think the
healing would require the return of the personal gods.) If this identification is
correct, the poem’s use of a dream to signal the return of personal gods is
unusual. A supporting reason for understanding these two figures as returning
personal gods comes from the ritual actions attributed to the second and fourth
figures in the dreams, the purification priest sent by the exorcist Laluralimma
and the exorcist named Ur-Nintinugga.

These two named figures and their significance were presumably known to
the author and the assumed audience, but we have very little to go on beyond
what is described in the text.3® Both appear to be humans, from Babylonia (the
first, from Nippur, a city well-known for its physicians; the second, from
Babylon), and famous for their prowess in the healing arts. According to the
text Laluralimma sent a representative who appears in the second dream as a
ramku or purification ritual expert. In the last dream Ur-Nintinugga appears,
claiming to be the representative of Marduk. If the sufferer’s personal gods
were still angry, this purification ritual expert and Ur-Nintinugga, the exorcist,
would need to perform some kind of appeasement ritual on behalf of the
sufferer to quell their anger. But they do not. Rather, they both perform thera-
peutic ritual acts, suggesting thereby that the divine anger and abandonment
were already past.? The first purifies Subsi-mesré-Sakkan, speaks an incanta-
tion over him, and performs a therapeutic ritual. Ur-Nintinugga delivers a
bandage from Marduk. The most significant feature to recognize for our
purposes here is that both of these figures are presented as from among the
very experts who had failed the sufferer.* And, significantly, they are either
identified with or related to exorcism.

The dreams display Marduk’s sovereign power to show mercy when and as
he sees fit, offering hope to the sufferer who had slipped through the cracks of
the official divinatory and ritual practices. Yet the means by which the dream-
figures achieve the sufferer’s healing belong to the professional sphere of the
ritual experts, notably and explicitly the exorcists. Thus, even when Marduk
acted independently of the divinely-sanctioned human ritual experts, he main-

3 See the notes in chapter three at IT1 25 and I11 40.

3 For the two-track healing process in which divine appeasement worked along with thera-
peutic means, see, e.g., Heefiel 2000, 82, 95 and 2007, 129.

40 See likewise Pongratz-Leisten 2010, 152.
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tained the authority and integrity of the ritual practices the human experts over-
saw.*! This would have quelled the sufferer’s concerns about the competence
of the divinatory and ritual experts and the general effectiveness of their
divinely-sanctioned rituals.

As mentioned already, by III 51-55 we read that Marduk’s wrath had abat-
ed and the protagonist’s sins carried off (III 61). And the remainder of Tablet
IIT and part of Tablet IV describe the reversal of the protagonist’s physical
woes. It would seem our story should end at this point. And yet it does not. It is
important to recognize that the protagonist’s recovery has taken place entirely
in private by way of subjective dreams. Even if the poem admits to this kind of
extraordinary, Marduk-induced recovery, it still describes the protagonist’s
experience of the river ordeal in IV, line j and his removal of the mark of slav-
ery in IV §B 10’ (line k); and there seems to be a two-fold mention of the pro-
tagonist’s performance of a Sigi prayer—perhaps in Marduk’s temple, if
Oshima’s restoration is correct*>—in IV §B 14'~15". Why are these things in-
cluded if Marduk has delivered the protagonist? All of these ritual activities are
public demonstrations of the protagonist’s penance and renewed standing with
Marduk and his personal gods through official channels, which would have
required the assistance of ritual experts in waking life. And, despite the frag-
mentary context, we can see that they are effective (IV §B 16, line o). Further,
Tablet V also describes a public element of his recovery as the protagonist
enters Marduk’s temple complex (V 40—66), where at one of the gates his sin
(e’iltu) is released (V 48), and celebrates his well-being at a feast with his
fellow citizens (V 67-70). Thus, the poem brings the sufferer back into the
ambit of the ritual experts and temple institution and thereby affirms again the
normal means and agents of ritual healing.

7.4. CONCLUSION

The above reading has assumed that the lamentation and doubt that may have
arisen due to ritual failure would have done so among people in the midst of
suffering who had actually experienced (or were experiencing) such a ritual

4! In support of this idea, one might appeal to Lambert (as I did previously in Lenzi 2012, 62,
n.97), who, while identifying parallels to Ludlul in the incantation literature, noted that “[a]t the
point where, if Ludlul were an incantation, the prescriptions for the ritual would be found, the
dreams occur in which the ritual is performed and an incantation priest presents himself,” even
if—quite extraordinarily—in a dream (1960, 27). See now chapter eight for a different under-
standing.

42 See Oshima 2014, 104, 105, 428 and my comments in chapter three at IV §B 14",
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failure and not the ritual specialists themselves. Ludlul would have assured the
disappointed ritual patients that there was hope even when the experts failed.
This hope, although extraordinary when it came, should not be understood as
undermining the normal ritual practices, as it indicates that even in an extraor-
dinary circumstance of divine intervention the experts’ rituals would be em-
ployed and would still be required subsequent to recovery. Yet, we actually do
not know to what degree non-scribes would have known (or understood)
Ludlul. (The texts examined in chapter ten are all written by professional
scribes.) The one group that we are certain would have known and understood
the poem was the ummadanii, the scholars, who comprised a significant group
among Mesopotamian ritual experts. We might entertain for a moment there-
fore the idea that the sufferer’s situation in the poem also spoke to ritual ex-
perts or experts in training, since, as chapter four demonstrates, scribal students
copied the poem in the second stage of their curricula, the stage that focused
especially on exorcism.

Mesopotamian scholarship circumscribed a very exclusive group with ex-
tremely strong ideological notions about their value and importance to the king,
society and cultural tradition broadly considered.** As with any group, a crack
in its ideological foundation would need to be patched carefully to guarantee
the perpetuation of the group’s social position and cultural significance. Ludlul
would have effectively achieved this purpose with regard to ritual failure, by
assuring scholars that their rituals did indeed work even in extraordinary cases.
Their occasional failures or frustrations were not due to their incompetence or
the inadequacy (or falsehood) of their ritual practices, the poem assured.
Rather, Marduk, the lord of their crafts—all of which were designated némeqi,
“wisdom™*—and his sovereignty simply superseded their ritual actions. With-
out his cooperation their hands were tied. It might have been some consolation,
however, that when Marduk did act without their involvement he did so, the
poem reassures, in a way that would do them proud and would still leave them
arole to play afterwards.*

4 See, e.g., Pongratz-Leisten 1999; 2013; 2015; Lenzi 2008, 67-122, 136-49.

4 See Beaulieu 2007, 12 and SAACT 7, XXXiv—XXXV.

4 Of course, this suggestion does not exclude the possibility that the poem, even if never
heard by non-experts, could (also) have had other pedagogical value for the ritual experts. For
example, it could have taught them how to explain to their patients why some problems were
unable to be diagnosed while offering them hope.



CHAPTER 8:
THE LANGUAGE OF AKKADIAN INCANTATION PRAYERS
IN LUDLUL AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE

“[Wlenn Leben iberhaupt einen Sinn
hat, dann muf3 auch Leiden einen Sinn
haben.” —Viktor Frankl'

As previous chapters have shown, Ludlul was the product of a scholar who was
very likely an exorcist and provided ideological support for the professional
credibility and institutional concerns important to such ritual experts. The pre-
sent chapter expands upon one facet of this learned background through an
intertextual, comparative literary reading. Specifically, I argue that Ludlul
weaves into its poetic text the form, themes, and language of incantation pray-
ers, one of the most important genres used by the exorcists, and thereby shapes
its religio-literary agenda in a distinctive manner. Ultimately, I argue, the poem
offers its readers a viewpoint on suffering and restoration that is both a subjec-
tive, vicarious literary experience as well as an objective, exemplary guide,
making Ludlul a unique composition within the Akkadian literary repertoire.?

8.1. IMPETUS AND BACKGROUND

In a study from 2007 Paul Alain-Beaulieu made a statement that gave the im-
petus to my interest in this comparative matter.> He wrote:

[t]he feelings expressed in the prayers are very much the same as the ones
we find in compositions about pious sufferers, that is to say, praise of the
deity, sense of guilt, ignorance of the fault committed, feelings of dejection,
paranoia, abandonment, bodily ailments and disease, and especially a des-
perate longing for the deity to relent.... The two great wisdom texts from
Mesopotamia, Ludlul and the Theodicy, both created in the milieu of the
exorcists, only present more sophisticated philosophical expositions of the
religious emotions expressed in the §u ‘illas.*

! Frankl 1947, 94.

2 This chapter builds on Lambert’s fundamental insight that “[a]s literature the originality of
the work lies in the overall design rather than in its parts. Much of the material, even complete
couplets, and the themes are traditional” (1960, 26; see van Rensburg 1995 for a short survey).

3 See SAACT 7, xxviii, n.54.

4 Beaulieu 2007, 10—11. Ludlul’s resonance with Akkadian prayers was recognized at least as
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In 2010, T took up Beaulieu’s idea briefly in my introduction to the SAACT
edition of Ludlul in an attempt to interpret the first person voice used in the
poem. For the sake of background I cite my original comparative idea here at
length.

Perhaps the most significant and easily detected contribution of the first
person voice to Ludlul is that it works in tandem with the poem’s content to
activate an analogy between the text and a well-known corpus of religious
literature: the suilla-prayers. The first person voice along with the hymnic
introduction, the extensive lamenting of personal suffering, including the
loss of divine protection, and the praising of the deity for deliverance all re-
call in one way or another the form and content of the Suilla-prayers....>

But Ludlul is not actually a suilla for several reasons. First, there are
some glaring differences. Ludlul lacks any hint of petition ...—an essential
element of the suillas, and the praise offered in Lud/ul is rooted in both the
past and the present. Praise in Suillas is always future, promised in anticipa-
tion of future divine intervention. Both of these differences are tied to the
fact that Ludlul is a retrospective account. The suffering had already passed
so petition was not necessary; the deliverance had already come so praise is
not anticipated but already (being) offered. Second, Ludlul devotes a large
section of the poem ... to not only praising the deity for deliverance but to
actually describing how the deliverance was announced and implemented.
This is a significant departure from what is found in suilla-prayers. Finally,
Ludlul differs from suillas in that the sufferer in Ludlul 11 12—48 protests his
undeserved suffering, questions the knowability of the gods, and reflects
upon the human condition generally. This is not standard $uilla material.®

early as 1875, when its first known textual witness was printed in IVR!, 67 under the heading
“Assyrian Prayers.” That heading was changed to “Legend” in the second edition of 1891 (IVR?,
60%*; but see p. x, which reads “Legend (?)”), likely due to the new textual discoveries made in the
intervening years. See chapter one. More explicitly, before the publication of his edition of the
poem in 1960, Lambert wrote the following in a brief note entitled “The Literary Structure, Back-
ground and Ideas of the Babylonian ‘Poem of the Righteous Sufferer’”: “The general plan of
Ludlul is very much like an acted incantation. In ordinary life, at least in theory, when a disease
afflicted a man the exorcist performed rites over him and expelled the demon. Many incantations
tell a simple story of this kind. This is exactly what happens in Ludlul, except that the scale is
more grandiose” (1959a, 147). Van Rensburg 1995: 234-36 briefly makes a similar point.

S5 At this point in the quotation I cite Nabd 1 as a representative example. See Mayer 1976,
469-72 for an edition and German translation; Foster 2005, 697 and Seux 1976, 301-2 provide
English and French translations, respectively; see also Lenzi 2011, 325-37 for an introduction,
notes, and translation. When referring to Akkadian incantation prayers (and therefore also Akka-
dian suila prayers, which are a subset of incantation prayers), I follow the system laid out in May-
er’s catalog (1976, 375-437), which was adopted by Frechette 2012, 249-75 (for suila prayers
only), and is now utilized in my online catalog of suila prayers (http://www.shuilas.org/catalog.
html). Namely, each distinct incantation prayer is identified by the divine addressee followed by a
number (e.g., Nabt 1, IStar 3, Sin 3, etc.).

¢ T would formulate this statement differently now: “Ludlul differs from Suillas in that the suf-
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Even if Ludlul is not actually a Suilla, the first person voice in Ludlul (in
tandem with its content) is one way the author has connected his rather
unique composition to a much more common and thus better known liter-
ary-religious genre. The first person voice is, in short, one way to orient the

reader to the text’s genre. It tells the reader, “Think Suilla”.

After further consideration, I look back on this statement as inadequate. It
does not fully appreciate the potential of the literary comparison between
Ludlul and the genre of Akkadian incantation prayers broadly construed.® A
fuller exploration reveals more to this literary comparison, which is the present
chapter’s primary undertaking.

The method I have adopted here is to compare the elements in the literary
structure of incantation prayers with the text of Ludlul, using both thematic
affinities and shared vocabulary between the two to support and interpret these
broad structural comparisons. Since Werner Mayer has analyzed the form,
themes, phrasing, and vocabulary of Akkadian incantation prayers so fully in
his published dissertation (1976), I use his work as the main source of data on
the incantation prayers. And since incantation prayers are attested among tab-
lets from Hattusa (Adad la is attested in KUB 4 26A, and Istar 2 in KUB 37
36+37), I assume this genre has chronological priority to Ludlul, which, as
mentioned several times already, I assume was composed sometime in the late
second millennium. After demonstrating that Ludlul in fact does reflect the
form, themes, and language of the Akkadian incantation prayers in the first
section of this chapter, I will take up the interpretation of this fact more briefly
in the second.

I wrote most of the preceding words for a study published in 2015 (Lenzi
2015c¢). At the time that I submitted the study for publication there was a con-
sensus that Ludlul had only four Tablets—what is now recognized as Tablets I,
II, I1I, and V. Oshima’s idea that the poem in fact comprises five Tablets, with
the new Tablet to be inserted as the poem’s penultimate one, had been an-
nounced but was not yet available to me in print for scrutiny and thus did not

ferer in Ludlul 11 1248 protests his undeserved suffering, questions the knowability of the gods,
and reflects upon the human condition generally. This is not standard Suilla material.” These ideas
do come up in Suila prayers on occasion (see, e.g., Marduk 4, cited below; edited by Mayer 2004
and Oshima 2011, 346-53; see Foster 2005, 680—82 for an English translation and Lenzi 2011,
291-311 for introduction, notes, and translation), but they are not presented in such an elaborate
or pointedly-formulated manner as they are in Lud/ul.

7See SAACT 7, xxviii—Xxvix.

8 Therefore, 1 do not limit myself to Suila prayers, i.e., those incantation prayers that are
marked with the suila rubric explicitly. For this definition of suila prayer, see Frechette 2012.
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factor into the article.” This chapter is a revision of that previous study and thus
utilizes the new understanding of the textual basis for the poem, an idea I en-
dorse and an idea that I think has solid precedent in the history of the recon-
struction of the text (see chapter one). Just as Akkadian compositions may
grow over (our contemporary) time in terms of their textual basis (again, see
chapter one), we must also of course hold our contemporary interpretations of
these texts tentatively, always being open to the possibility that new textual
materials (as well as questions and perspectives) will prove our interpretations
false, incomplete, incoherent, etc. In the course of revising this chapter, I had
an opportunity to test my original hypothesis laid out in the previous para-
graphs above. Although the (relatively meager) new material in Tablet IV has
required some expansion and nuance in my interpretation, I believe my original
hypothesis stands up to scrutiny. But, such was not a foregone conclusion.
Thus, in addition to its contribution to our understanding of Ludlul’s ancient
scholarly context and literary background, the present chapter also offers a case
study of the inevitable professional “hazard” (or opportunity) of interpreting
Akkadian literature in our modern scholarly setting, too.

8.2. THE LITERARY STRUCTURE OF INCANTATION PRAYERS AND LUDLUL

I take it as a methodological given that comparison is not identification. Ludlul
is not an incantation prayer. The purpose of comparing items A and B, Ludlul
and Akkadian incantation prayers, is not to equate the two or even to posit a
direct genetic relationship. Rather, it is to learn something new about one or
both comparanda by interpreting their similarities and their differences.'®

8.2.1. Basic Structural Elements of Incantation Prayers

Although variously construed and numbered, we may posit six basic structural
elements in the outline of an ideal Akkadian incantation prayer: 1) invoca-
tion/hymnic introduction, 2) self-presentation, 3) lament, 4) description of the
supplicant’s acts, 5) petition, and 6) concluding praise.!' As with most formal

° See Lenzi 2015¢, 67, n.1, which cites Oshima 2012 and 2012a.

10 See Jonathan Z. Smith’s famous essay on the comparative method entitled “In Comparison
a Magic Dwells” (1982, 19-35; reprinted, Patton and Ray 2000, 23-44).

11 See Mayer 1976, 34-35 for the basic outline with reference to previous studies and 36-37
for his more nuanced discussion of the prayers’ structural features (elaborated in the following
chapters of his book) in light of the variety of actual texts—which vary in their inclusion of the
identified structural elements and the number of lines given to each. See also Frechette 2012,
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generalizations, we should recognize the limitations of this list. These structur-
al features do not occur in every single incantation prayer; they do not always
occur in the listed order; and when they do occur (in whatever order), they do
not always occur with the same content, level of development, etc. Despite
these limitations, the list is a useful heuristic for studying incantation prayers.
And as such, they will form the starting point for our comparison with Ludlul.

8.2.1.1. Invocation/Hymnic Introduction and Concluding Praise

It is obvious from the poem’s opening hymn (I 1-40) and concluding paeans to
Marduk (see especially V 69-82, 120)!? that the poem’s structure fits well—if
only generally—with the first and the last structural features of the incantation
prayers, namely, invocation/hymnic introduction and concluding praise. A
couple of features within the poem’s opening and concluding praise supports
this general similarity. First, as is often the case in the hymnic introductions of
incantation prayers, the several attributes celebrated in Ludlul’s opening hymn
are relevant to the concerns of the rest of the text.!> The hymn lauds both
Marduk’s brutal but temporary anger as well as his soothing and inevitable
mercy. Moreover, he exercises these attributes, the hymn explains, in an in-
scrutable manner; no one can gainsay his will, an idea explored in chapter sev-
en. These attributes are the theological foundation for the events that unfold in
the life of the poem’s protagonist. Second, though the praise in Ludlul is not
anticipatory as it is in the incantation prayers,'* it does demonstrate a future

129-31 for a review and discussion. I leave aside for the present purpose the fact that most incan-
tation prayers bear both a rubric and the (oft neglected) fact that they also frequently have associ-
ated ritual instructions.

12 The conclusion to the poem is still incompletely recovered. It must be admitted that non-
doxological text occurs in the material after V 82 and before V 120. But the point remains that a
major section in the last part of the poem’s final tablet concerns itself with praise. And the very
last line of the poem clearly praises Marduk. On a side note, the final twenty lines (or thereabouts)
of the poem may function similarly to the concluding lines of various hymns, in which the one on
whose behalf the hymn is written is explicitly named (V 111, 119) and various wishes are stated
(see V 113-118; I owe the insight originally to Takayoshi Oshima via a personal communication),
though the latter, I believe, are addressed to anyone who has experienced suffering (see the notes
in chapter three at V 113 and in the concluding section of this chapter). For the general point
about the conclusion to hymns, see Oshima 2011, 34 and with regard to Ludlul specifically,
Oshima 2014, 13-14, 31-32, where he argues that Ludlul is a thanksgiving hymn (with much
previous literature cited in n.132).

13 See Hunt 2010 for a thorough treatment of this issue in Suila prayers and the more concise
statements in Abusch 2003 (treating incantation prayers) and Abusch 2005 (treating suila pray-
ers).

14 That is, the opening hymn is not preparatory for some petition expressed later in the poem;
there are no petitions in the poem (see note 88 below). And the concluding praise is not looking to
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orientation and universal extent that may be viewed as a kind of variation on
the theme of future praise one sees in the conclusions of incantation prayers.'’
One might compare phrases in incantation prayers such as amiritya ana darati
dalilika lidlulii, “may all who see me resound your praises forever,” and
amiriya narbiki lisapii ana nist rapsati, “may all who see me make your great-
ness manifest to the expansive peoples.”'® Note especially Ludlul V 77-82 in
this regard:

Wherever the earth is established, the heavens stretched out,
The sun shines and fire blazes,
Wherever water flows and wind blows,
Those whose lump of clay Aruru pinched off,
[LiJving beings, who walk about,
As many [peo]ple as there are, praise Marduk!

We see then how both the beginning of Ludlul and its conclusion reflect gener-
ally the structural positioning of praise within incantation prayers.

But two specific discourse markers indicate that this general structural con-
gruence between Lud/ul and incantation prayers requires some adjustment. The
first discourse marker is the use of the first person precative of dalalu (ludlul)
for the opening word of the poem, as one finds in hymns (e.g., the hymn to
Gula in LKA 17).'7 In contrast to this usage, the verbal form ludlul is typically
found in the concluding praise of many incantation prayers (compare, e.g., the
often attested daliltka ludlul).'® This usage signals that our poem from the very
start characterizes itself as a text offering thanksgiving, that is, the fulfillment
of the final promise of future praise that a sufferer would have expressed when
he engaged in the ritual recitation of an incantation prayer.'” The second dis-
course marker is the concluding words of the poem, [f]anittaka tabat (V 120),
the Sumerian equivalent of which (za-mi-zu dug-ga[-am]) forms the conclud-
ing praise in a large number of Sumerian texts, many of which are classified as

a time of post-recovery thankfulness as in incantation prayers; obviously, the protagonist is al-
ready recovered.

15 See the conclusion to this chapter for further reflections on this aspect of the text.

16 See Mayer 1976, 329-30, who cites these and other examples.

17 The text is edited in Ebeling 1954. See Foster 2005, 668-70 and Seux 1976, 1036 for
translations.

1% See Mayer 1976, 321-23.

19 See likewise, €.g., Oshima 2014, 14, 32 (with further literature in n.132); Ziegler 2015,
218-21; van der Toorn 2003, 76; Albertz 1988, 47-53; Moran 2002, 191; Weinfeld 1988; and
Rollig 1987, 57.
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hymns.?° Thus, Ludlul announces from its inception and in its conclusion that
its primary concern is doxological. That is, Ludlul begins and ends as would a
hymn of thanksgiving.?! This recognition, however, does not negate our com-
parison with incantation prayers. As was stated earlier, Lud/ul is not an incanta-
tion prayer. Even a quick perusal would show enough differences to support
that conclusion. Still, the general point remains: The poem opens and con-
cludes with words of praise, which shows a general congruence with the form
of incantation prayers. In light of the comparison of other structural features
noted below, this general congruence with modification is worthy of recogni-
tion and interpretation.

8.2.1.2. Self-Presentation

As is well-known, the supplicant’s self-presentation in incantation prayers oc-
curs in structural terms somewhere after the introductory praise—often directly
after it.”2 The language used for the self-presentation is rather formulaic. Varia-
tions exist, of course, but the following represents what one will commonly
find.?? Simple personal identification:

— anaku annanna mar annanna, 1, so-and-so, son of so-and-so”
— andku PN (aradka | ardu palihka | dusmii palihka), “1, PN, (your servant
/ the servant who fears you / the servant who fears you)”

Personal identification with gods:

— anaku PN mar ilisu, “1, PN, son of his god”
— andaku annanna mar annanna Sa ilSu annanna istarsu annannitu, <1, so-
and-so, son of so-and-so, whose god is so-and-so and goddess is so-and-

29

SO
— anaku PN Sa ilsu DN istarsu DN, “I, PN, whose god is DN and goddess
is DN”

20 This is readily verified with an advanced search of “za-mi-zu” at The Electronic Text Cor-
pus of Sumerian Literature (http://etcsl.orinst.ox.ac.uk/).

21 Note that I have not identified Ludlul as a hymn. 1 do not believe this generic classification
does full justice to the complexity and sophistication of the poem. The poem is hymn-like. See
below.

22 See Mayer 1976, 47 for the variation in position vis-a-vis the other elements in the prayer:
before the lament, before the description of the supplicant’s acts, and, rarely, before the petition
and even before the concluding praise (e.g., Samas 76, see Mayer 1976, 512—13).

23 See Mayer 1976, 48-52.



8. THE LANGUAGE OF AKKADIAN INCANTATION PRAYERS IN LUDLUL 307

Although none of these formulae occurs in Lud/ul verbatim, we do find a point
of structural comparison between the self-presentation and Lud/ul, which
builds on the use of the first person voice in the poem (noted above).

After the first word of the poem, /udlul, which is of course a first person
precative verb, we do not find another first person reference until near the end
of the introductory hymn, that is, in lines 37 and 39, where we find two more
precatives, lusapi, “I will extol, make manifest,” and lusalmid, “1 will teach.”
Although these precatives probably serve a role in structuring the opening
hymn,?* and they certainly re-introduce the protagonist, whose story is about to
unfold in I 41ff., and thus create a bridge between hymn and narration, the re-
introduction of the first person voice directly after the large block of introduc-
tory praise evokes a structural parallel with incantation prayers, which often
place the self-presentation directly after the hymnic introduction.”> Further-
more, just as self-presentations in incantation prayers often include references
to the supplicant’s personal gods (see the formulae above), Ludlul likewise
introduces the supplicant’s personal gods in I 43—44, that is, very shortly after
the use of the first person forms in lines 37 and 39.26

My god rejected me, he disappeared,
My goddess left, she departed.

Although the purpose of introducing the personal gods in the incantation pray-
ers differs from the purpose in Ludlul—in fact, their purposes are quite oppo-
site in that incantation prayers often appeal to a high god fo help resolve the
supplicant’s alienation from the personal deities, whereas in Ludlul it is explic-
itly stated that the anger of a high god (I 41-42) has caused the supplicant’s
personal deities to abandon him—the structural point remains: Following the

24 See Moran 1983 and Albertz 1988, summarized in Lenzi 2011, 484.

25 The following examples should provide sufficient evidence to confirm this common struc-
tural order: Damkina 1 (Mayer 1976, 441); Ea, Samag, Marduk la (Maul 1994, 469); Girra 2
(Abusch 2016, 62); Gula la MS H (Mayer 1976, 452), Istar 10 (Zgoll 2003, 110); Istar 27 (Zisa
2021, 308-9); Marduk 5 MS A (see Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 234); Marduk 24 (Oshima 2011,
405); Ninurta 1 (Ebeling 1953, 26 and my treatment of several manuscripts at http://shuilas.org/
Q006135.html); Nusku 5 (Panayotov 2016, 49); Nabt 1 MS B (Mayer 1976, 470); Nabt 3 (Mayer
1976, 474); Nabt 4 (Mayer 1976, 476); Nergal 2 (Mayer 1976, 479); Samas 1 Mss D, G, I (Mayer
1976, 506-7); Samas 2 (Ebeling 1953, and my treatment at the following: http://shuilas.org/
P369037.html); Samas 25 (Maul 1994, 296); Samas 73 (Ambos 2013, 150); Samas 88 (Mayer
1976, 515); and Sin and Samas 1 (Ebeling 1949, 179-81). See also the incantation to Girra and
the incantation to Samag in Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 280 and 298, respectively. There are oth-
ers.

26 T will also treat these same lines as part of the sufferer’s lament below. I do not think it is
necessary to assign each line to one and only one structural feature. See likewise my treatment of
the opening lines of Tablet II below.
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poem’s opening praise, the supplicant (re-)introduces himself and mentions his
personal gods, just as we often find in incantation prayers.?’

This is the second time a structural feature of the incantation prayer genre is
adopted but also adapted.

8.2.1.3. Lament

As already mentioned in earlier chapters, Ludlul contains very sizeable blocks
of lament material. The first block begins immediately after the introductory
hymn (I 41) and continues without relief until just before the end of Tablet I (I
118). After brief descriptions of Marduk’s anger (I 41-42), loss of personal
divine protection (I 43—48), and ill-boding and confused omens (I 49, 51-54),
the lion’s share of the material in Tablet I describes the protagonist’s loss of
social position (I 55-104) and then concludes with a description of his misery
(I 105-114) and of his inability to communicate with the divine realm (I 115—
118). Lamentation begins again immediately at the start of Tablet II and con-
tinues through III 8. This material also falls into several thematically coherent
sections: the protagonist’s alienation from divinity and divine communication
(IT 4-9), a two-part description of his perceived “unmerited disfavor” (II 12—
22, 23-32),% his complaints about human ignorance and the vagaries of the
human condition (IT 33-48), the very extensive description of the protagonist’s
physical suffering (II 49-107)—which dominates Tablet II (just as his social
alienation dominated Tablet I’s lament material), a reprise of divine anger and
failed communication with the divine realm (II 108—113), and a description of
the sufferer’s imminent death (IT 114-120). This kind of lament material has
good thematic precedent in other hymns and prayers.?” 1 suggest below that

%7 For another perspective on the self-reference of the protagonist in I 411f., see Foster 1983,
127.

28 “Unmerited disfavor” is the term I use to characterize the existential contradiction felt by
the sufferer. (It plays on a pious definition of “grace” one finds in American Christianity, “unmer-
ited favor.” See, e.g., the Oxford English Dictionary, 3" ed., s.v., “grace,” https://www.oed.com/
view/Entry/80373.) Subgi-mesré-Sakkan believes himself to be pious (I 23-32) but he feels as
though he is being treated like an impious person—without cause (II 12-22), though he later ad-
mits to sin (III 58-61). See Lenzi 2012, 64 for this term applied to the biblical Job.

2 See, e.g., OB Istar Baghdad (Streck 2003 and my treatment of the prayer at the following,
http://akkpm.org/P520346.html); OB Prayer to Anuna (Lambert 1989 and my treatment of the
text, http://akkpm.org/P269974.html); the Great Prayer to Marduk, nos. 1 and 2 (Oshima 2011,
137-90 and 216-69); the SB Great Prayer to Nabii (von Soden 1971 and http://akkpm.
org/P394371.html; Geraldina Rozzi will soon publish a new edition); and the NA Righteous Suf-
ferer’s Prayer to Nabui in STT 65 (see Lenzi 2019b and http://akkpm.org/P338383.html), among
others. Note Groneberg’s statement concerning the thematic similarities between Istar Baghdad
and Ludlul: “Diese Parallelen zwischen jenem ausfiihrlichen Klagegebet des ersten Jahrtausends
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much of the lament material in Ludlul Tablets I and II also has both thematic
and lexical connections to the laments of incantation prayers. In terms of the
structural comparison, I simply note at this point that this lament material fol-
lows both the opening praise and the sufferer’s self-presentation in the text of
the poem. Structurally, this is precisely what we would expect in an incantation
prayer. And unlike the two previous structural features, the lament material in
Ludlul is quite similar to what one finds in the incantation prayers generally, as
a few examples will suggest.>°

The sufferer’s descriptions of divine anger / loss of personal divine protec-
tion (I 4148, 11 4-5, 11 112-113),>' on the one hand, and of his ill-boding or
confused omens / general inability to communicate effectively with the divine
realm (I 49, 51-54, 1 115-118, 11 6-9, 11 108-111),%2 on the other, take up
common motifs in the incantation prayers. As chapter five demonstrates, these
laments are the fountainhead from which all other laments pour forth; without
divine benignity and revelation one is adrift and exposed in a world of chaos,
full of evil and misfortune. Though vocabulary and phrasing vary from prayer
to prayer, there is some shared vocabulary in the incantation prayers and the
lines in Ludlul that evince these motifs. For example, compare this phrase from
an incantation prayer directed to a personal god, attested in K.2425 and K.9252
+Sm.1068:33

ultu ami bélt teninanni
ili baniya tasbusu eliya™

und diesem aB Istar-Gebet bestirken meine Ansicht, dafl das jingere Werk, Ludlul, eine
ungewdhnlich kunstvolle Kompilation auf der Basis von élteren Klagegebeten ist, von denen nun
zufillig eines auf uns gekommen ist” (1997, 105).

30 Since a full catalog of parallels is beyond the scope of the present study (and likely of little
utility ultimately), a few examples under each theme will have to suffice.

31 See Mayer 1976, 82, 93-98 for these themes in the incantation prayers and p. 93, n.55 for
their parallel in Ludlul.

32 See Mayer 1976, 99106 for these themes in the incantation prayers and p. 104, n.75 for
their parallel in Ludlul.

33 Previously, I stated that K.2425 and K.9252 were unpublished (Lenzi 2015c, 76, n.38). But,
in fact, Langdon published a copy of K.2425 already in 1910 (32), Seux gave a transcription and
translation of K.2425 in his article on sigi (1981, 434-35), and van der Toorn provides a translit-
eration and translation of both fragments (1985, 137-36). Both tablets are now given in score
fashion and discussed in Jaques’s work on dingirsadabba prayers (2015, 227-31). Jiménez
(2014a, 111-12) joined Sm.1068 to K.9252 and found a parallel in K.11682 to the version of the
prayer in K.2425.

3 Mayer (1976, 97) identified this text as a dingirSadabba prayer, a kind of prayer that Mayer
did not include as part of his primary data in his treatment of incantation prayers, though he cites
them occasionally for comparative purposes (Mayer 1976, 16-17). Van der Toorn (1985, 137)
and Jaques (2015, 230) both mention the fact that the text is listed as a dingirsadabba prayer in a
catalog of prayers (BMS 19 = K.2832 + K.6680 i 5, for which see Mayer 1976, 399); but, accord-
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From the day, O my lord, that you punished me,
Since you, O my god who created me, became angry with me,

with Ludlul 141-42:

iStu umi bel ininanni
u qarradu Marduk isbusu it[tilya

From the day Bel punished me,
And the hero Marduk became angry [wi]th me, ...

The personal gods (see ili and istari in Ludlul 1 43—44) are the most common
divine being mentioned in the incantation prayers’ divine alienation motif,
though one also finds the protective spirit (§édu) alienated from the supplicant
as well (compare Ludlul 1 45).3 1t is significant, I think, that Ludlul has not
chosen to use typical “anger” verbs with the personal gods, though they are
mentioned several times in the poem (and their anger is implied in 11 9). Ludlul
describes the personal gods as having abandoned (nadii, Sadd elii, naparkii,
bésu) the sufferer, leaving him without protection, due to Marduk’s anger.

As for evil and confused signs, note the following phrases from incantation
prayers that share vocabulary with Ludlul. Just after lamenting the anger of his
personal deities, the supplicant complains:

parda sundatiiya lemnd hatd idatiiya térétiya dalha-ma ul isa purussé kitti
(Marduk 5, lines 57b—58)3¢

My dreams are terrifying. My signs are evil, malignant. My omens are so
disturbed that they produce no dependable prediction.
(Compare Ludlul 151: dalha térétiya, 1 54: Sutti pardat)

ahulap térétiya nassati esati u dalpati (Itar 2, line 48)%7

Mercy! For my wretched, confused, and disturbed omens!
(Compare Ludlul 151: dalha térétiya and 11 109: térétiya barii iitessi)

ing to Jaques, it appears in neither the bilingual nor the “standard Assyrian” versions as known
today (230).

3 See Mayer 1976, 94.

3 See Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 235 for the text; also, Mayer 1993, 319 and Oshima 2011,
358 (lines 41-42).

37 Zgoll 2003, 44.
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[epler sigi aba’-ma egerriiya la damgii (Istar 10, line 13)

When 1 stroll along the dusty street, my egerri are unfavorable.
(Compare Ludlul 1 53: ina pi siqgi lemun egerriiya)

The loss of social standing, family, and livelihood as described in Ludlul 1
55-104 is the most prominent theme in the lament material in Tablet I.
Although the incantation prayers never match Ludlul’s extended meditation
on these themes, they do very clearly convey the same thematic concerns suc-
cinctly. Note, for example, the lament in Sin 3, lines 56—60:

entima ili zenil ittiva

istari nesat eliya

iStu ulla asaddad ili tamtati idi iSkuni eliya

situ hulugqu butugqii nusurrii magal Sakniinim-ma
itasus libbi ikturu napisti

When my god became angry with me,

My goddess became distant from me,

I endured it (i.e., the resulting hardship) patiently for a long time. The gods
imposed a reduction of strength*’ upon me.

Expenses, losses, shortfalls, and diminutions are severely besetting me,

So that my heart has become distressed, my life cut short.

Sama$ 6, lines 18b—22a express a similar sentiment within an incantation
prayer (suila) that is concerned with dispelling the evil of a curse and oath (sib-
it mamiti u sibit tuliya),*! which may have been put into effect by some friend,
servant, sibling, or kinsman (see obv. 6—-10).

3 See Zgoll 2003, 111. Mayer 1976, 77, n.20 lists Si.59, the only source that preserves the
whole line (so far), as attesting IStar 8; Zgoll’s edition places the tablet among the witnesses to
Istar 10, where it follows the duplicates rather closely. See my transliteration of Si.59 at
http://shuilas.org/P480760.html. All transliterations known to me are based on Geers’ copy (Heft
AC, 14-16). Collation has not yet been possible.

3 See Mayer 1976, 78 and pp. 498-99 for an edition of the text, which prefers the Huzirina
witnesses in line 58 (his MS D, E, and F, which are STT 57, 58, and 59, respectively; for the last,
see my transliteration at http://shuilas.org/P338377.html) over BMS 6 (MS A) and LKA 52 (MS
C). Mayer’s MS A, BMS 6, is also edited in Ambos 2013, 203—11, here 206 for the relevant lines.
My transliterations of BMS 6 and LKA 52 are available at http://shuilas.org/P394195. html and
http://shuilas.org/P413964.html, respectively.

40 The meaning of this phrase is unclear. Mayer translates “Minderungen der Kraft™” (1976,
501).

41 For “seizure of the breast” as an action related to oaths, see CAD S, 165—66.
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ema allaku la magir

ina biti saltu ina siiqi pubpubhi Sakna*
eli amiriya marsdaku urra u miisa nazaqu
Saknam-ma irteneddini hiis hip libbi
ittiya raksii-ma la patri®

Wherever I go, it is disagreeable.

At home strife besets me; in the street, a brawl.

I am sickening to my onlookers; night and day worry
besets me and continually pursues me; depression

is bound to me and will not let go.

Note also the short statement in IStar 2, line 78:

saphat illatt tabini purrur

My family is dispersed, my shelter scattered.**

The protagonist’s fear (see 1 49 [pirittu], 54 [Sutti pardat], 74 [pirittu], 111—
113 [adirat libbiya; pirittu u hattu; ina gitalluti], but also 11 2 [puluhtu]), on
the one hand, and the gossip, slander, and malicious talk against the protagonist
(see 1 57-58 [taslitu, nullatu], 69 [tussu, napraku), 86 [nagaru], 88-90 [napisti
kurrusu; araru; tapiltu], 94 [tapiltu], 95 [dabib nulldtiya), on the other, appear
repeatedly in the lament material of Ludlul. The former is so ubiquitous in the
incantation prayers that examples are unnecessary.*> As for the latter, note, for
example, IStar 2, lines 56-58:

adi mati bélti béli dababiya nékelmii inni-ma
ina surrati u la kinati ikappudiini lemnéti
réditya hadiya istammarii eliya®®

How long, my lady, will my adversaries scowl at me?
With lies and untruths they conceive evil things against me!
My persecutors and ill-wishers rampage against me.

42 The words saltu and pubpubhii occur together elsewhere in incantation prayers (e.g., Mar-
duk 25, for which see Mayer 1976, 79 with note 21 and the full edition of the prayer with dupli-
cates in Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 323-26, here 324, line 62). They also occur in Ludlul 1 116 to
describe the sufferer’s failed supplication.

43 The lines are only attested on KAR 228 (= VAT 8885), for which see Ebeling 1955, 146
and my transliteration at http://shuilas.org/P369192 html. Note that KAR 228 has a partial dupli-
cate in Sm.1155 (noted in CAD § [1962], 166 and Mayer 1976, 411).

4 See Zgoll 2003, 46 for the text.

4 See Mayer 1976, 72-75.

46 See Zgoll 2003, 45 for the text.
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The same is presented in Samas 43, an incantation prayer embedded in an anti-
witchcraft ritual. The supplicant draws an image of those who performed sor-
cery against him and describes them as follows:

Sa kispi tpusini ikpudiini nulla[ti
itgur libbasunii-ma malii tussati
Those who performed witchcraft against me, have schemed calumn[y]

against me,
Whose hearts are so twisted that they are full of slander.*’

Some incantations make the issue of slander and malicious gossip their themat-
ic focus and are explicitly directed against the tongues of persecutors.*® Note
the following lines in BM 36310 + BM 36468, obv. 9'-13', part of an incanta-
tion prayer to Ea:

[vasi® arldu palibka radda inni lisanatu ilu Sarru kabtu u rubi zenii ittiva
[lisanatu’ raddd) inni ha’iru u ardatu Sumruqii® paniya

[bullitaln[nli-ma’ bel nemeqi dalilika ludlul usuh mimma lemnu $a zumriva
[putur hifldtiya’ Ea Sar apsi mimma lemni ma[la ilkpudii pussa*® atta
[kipdi® $a ilkpudii téri ana muhhisun[u lemnit|iya’ Sibir nara®'

[As for me,” the ser]vant who reveres you, tongues are pursuing me. God,
king, nobleman, and prince are angry with me,

[Tongues’ are pursuing] me, so that young man (lit. husband) and maidser-
vant cause my face to turn pale (lit. greenish-yellow).

[Save m]e, O lord of wisdom, that I may sing your praises! Remove any evil
in my body.

You, O Ea, king of the Apsu, [release] my [sins], erase for me any evil, as
much [as] they [pl]anned against me.

Turn back against the[m the schemes’ that they pla]nned for me. Make my
[evil]s’ pass over the river.

Note how the malicious talk results in the supplicant’s social superiors being
angry with him (a relatively common motif in incantation prayers) and his so-
cial inferiors (presumably) causing some kind of negative emotion in him, if

47 See Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 30910, lines 89"-90" for the text, following MS E.

48 See the two incantations edited in Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 176-77.

4 Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 181 associate Sumruqu with Siiruqu, suggesting (tentatively) that
the pre-consonantal /w/ of the root (wrg) has changed to /m/ (as they put it: “-uwC- > -umC-"),
though, as they recognize, this is not a typical phonetic development for Akkadian.

30T have followed Abusch and Schwemer’s alternative understanding of the line here (see
2016, 181).

51 See Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 176 for the text; a copy of the tablet appears on plate 28.
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we are understanding the difficult Sumrugii somewhat adequately.*” This social
stress from above and below very much parallels the situation in Ludlul 1.

The laments in Tablets [ 41111 8 also present a broad description of the suf-
ferer’s misery that includes his relentless moaning, complaining, weeping,
sighing, and despairing. These occur throughout the material but form an espe-
cially strong constellation in Ludlul 1 105-114. Several examples could be
cited among the incantation prayers. Marduk 24, lines 3940 are especially
relevant. These lines occur in a context in which the supplicant explains that
witchcraft has turned Marduk and the supplicant’s personal deities against him
(lines 35-38) so that a series of demonic illnesses, lamentation, and poor health
cause his social alienation.>® Lines 39-40, which are almost like Lud/ul I-11 in
miniature with witchcraft added into the mix, read:

an.ta.8ub.ba Ylugal-ur.ra gat ili gat istari gat etemmi gat namerimburrudi qat
ameliti nissatu u 1a tab siri ithunim-ma anassus amisamma
ila Sarra kabta u rubd usashirininni>*

“Fall of Heaven,” “Lord of the Roof,” “hand of a god,” “hand of a god-
dess,” “hand of a ghost,” “hand of a curse,” “hand of humanity,” lamen-
tation, and ill health®® draw near to me, so that I moan day after day.

They have turned god, king, nobleman, and prince against me.

Istar 2, 4650, 64—66 offer a longer example. Note here how confused signs
in line 48 are also embedded within the lamentation over personal misfortunes:

ahulap zumriya nassi Sa malii esdti u dalhati
ahulap libbiya Sumrusu Sa malii dimti u tanéhi
ahulap térétiva nassati esdti u dalhati

ahulap bitiya Sudlupu Sa unassasu bikati
ahulap kabtatiya Sa ustabarri dimti u tanehi

32 The metaphorical use of araqu (if that is the proper derivation of Sumruqu) may be intend-
ed to convey an emotion of anger or feeling of being appalled (see Streck 1999, 71 for a similar
use of the root in Akkadian epic).

53 See the similar though more expansive lament in Sama§ 52, lines 49—53 (see Abusch /
Schwemer 2011, 297 for the text), which occur within a much longer lament centered on witch-
craft.

3 See Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 218 for the text (also available in Mayer 1999, 150-51 and
Oshima 2011, 406 (his lines 29-30). See Ludlul 111 7 for nasasu.

35 Mayer (1999, 157) and Oshima (2011, 407) render /a tib $iri as unfavorable omen results
(Mayer: “libles Befinden”; Oshima: “unpleasant omens” in his line 29). Given the previous lines’
concern with illnesses, I think the above rendering is contextually more appropriate. See likewise
Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 255; CAD $/3, 117; and CAD T, 119 (despite mistakenly listing the
reference among omen apodoses).
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adammum kima summatu misi u urra®®
nangulakii-ma abakki sarpis
ina it 'a ayya Sumrusat kabattr’’

“Mercy!” (ahulap) for my miserable body, which is full of confusion and
turmoil.

“Mercy!” for my afflicted heart, which is full of tears and sighing.

“Mercy!” for my miserable, confused, and troubled omens.

“Mercy!” for my sleepless household, which moans from weeping.

“Mercy!” for my emotions, which persist in tears and sighing.

I moan like a dove night and day.
I burn(?) and weep bitterly.
My emotions are in agony with “woe” and “alas.”®

One also finds parallels in the incantation prayers for the long sections in
Tablet II that I have called laments of “unmerited disfavor” (Il 12-22, 23-32),
complaints about human ignorance (II 33-38), and the vagaries of the human
condition (II 39-48). Such laments are rooted in the finite understanding hu-
mans have of their own experience in the world. A few examples follow. IStar
2, lines 67-68 compare very well to Ludlul 11 12-22:

mind épus ilt u istart anaku

ki la palih iliya u iStariya anaku epsek™

What did I do against my god and my goddess?

I am treated as though I am one who does not revere my god and goddess!

Note also the existentially poignant words of Marduk 4, lines 8—15:

ameliitu mala Suma nabat

anna ramanisa mannu ilammad
mannu la iset ayu la ugallil
alakti ili mannu ilammad
lutta’id-ma gullultu la arassi
asrat balati luste’ 1-ma

ina arrati ittabbula ina ilt gabat
qata Sa ili ana ameli babalu®

% Note Ludlul 1 107: kima summi adammum gimir iimiya, “Like a dove 1 would moan all my
days.”

7 See Zgoll 2003, 44-45 for the text.

38 For close parallels to lines 6466, see lines 12—14 in the Assyrian series of dingirSadabba
prayers (Jaques 2015, 67).

3 See Zgoll 2003, 46 for the text.
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Human beings, by whatever name—

Who among them can ascertain their own sin?

Who has not been negligent; what person has not sinned?
Who can understand the way of a god?

I ought to be vigilant lest I acquire sin.

I ought to search out relentlessly the sanctuaries of life.

But it is decreed by the gods to go about fasks under a curse,
For a man to bear the hand of the god.

One could likewise look to the dingirsadabba prayers for several other relevant
lines.6!

In line 49 of Tablet II the poem begins a very long description of the pro-
tagonist’s physical suffering (I 49-120).9> This too finds a parallel in many
incantation prayers.®® The lament in prayers that include this element may be a
single formulaic line, such as Sa ina zumriya Siriya u Ser aniya basi, “(some
evil) which is in my body, flesh, and sinews.”* Or, the lament may consist of a
series of complaints about the body. Such a series may be focused on one body
part (e.g., the eyes, as in LKA 142: 24b-27)% or, as in Ludlul, on many parts
affected by the evil. Some of the longest of the latter—too long to cite here—
are found in incantation prayers embedded in anti-witchcraft rituals.®

The sufferer’s lamentation of his imminent death (I 114-120) is likewise
paralleled in the incantation prayers.®” For example, Nabi 1, line 15 reads:

0 See Mayer 2004, 202 for the text. See also Oshima 2011, 348.

o1 See Jaques 2015, 68, line 29; 72, lines 44-46; 74-75, lines 71-87; 80, lines 132-134; 83,
lines 1-6; 84, lines 10-17.

2 1t is worth noting that just as this listing of physical maladies begins we find in II 49 an
emphasis on the first person voice ([(x)] yati) and the supplicant referring to himself as the “weary
one” or “exhausted one” (su#nul[hu]), a term often used in incantation prayer laments to describe
the supplicant. The term is used again in the dreams of Tablet III (lines 35 and 55 [partially re-
stored]) to describe the protagonist. According to Mayer (1976, 71-72), the term occurs thirteen
times in incantation prayers. Among the adjectives used in laments listed by Mayer, only the
related anhu, “tired,” occurs more often (14 times).

93 See Mayer 1976, 85-86. The vocabulary of physical maladies is also similar to those listed
in a variety of therapeutic and diagnostic texts, as demonstrated in chapter six.

% See Mayer 1976, 86 for many of the attestations.

% Translated in Mayer 1976, 80.

% See, €.g., Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 259-60 (Samas 67, lines 53-69; with a new duplicate
in Abusch / Schwemer 2020, 264-68), 274-75 (Sama§ 102, lines 27-32; with new fragments in
Abusch / Schwemer 2020, 269—-74); Abusch / Schwemer 2016, 195 (an incantation prayer to Gil-
games, lines 106—113); and 234-35 (Marduk 5, lines 49-56).

7 For the recurring use of ikturu/takturu napisti, “my breath has become short”, which proba-
bly means the person has come near to death, in several incantation prayers, see Mayer 1976, 83.
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ittatlakii imiiya Sanatiiya iqtatd®®

My days have passed, my years have come to an end.

Another good example is found (again) in the long lament in IStar 2. Lines 74—
76 read:

ukallanni miitu u Sapsaqu
Suharrur sagéya Suharrurat asirtt
eli biti babi garbatiya Saqummati tabkat®

Death and hardship have a hold on me,
My shrine is deathly still, my chapel is deathly still,
Deathly silence is poured out over my house, gate, and fields.

It would be possible to belabor this point and compile a much longer litany of
parallels, but the above suggests rather strongly, I think, that the laments in
Ludlul share a great many features with the laments of Akkadian incantation
prayers.”

One might wish to argue that the above only proves that the lament material
in both the incantation prayers and Lud/ul derives from a common source with-
in the exorcists’ religious world. I would not oppose such a view in principle.
However, the results from comparing other structural features of incantation
prayers to Ludlul support the more specific claim made here: Ludlul is follow-
ing the form and language of incantation prayers.

8.2.1.4. The Description of the Supplicant’s Acts

Although not recognized by previous interpreters of incantation prayers, Mayer
identifies a structural feature that he calls “the description of the supplicant’s
acts” (“Schilderung des Tuns des Beters”). Mayer defines this feature of incan-
tation prayers in the following manner:

Wenn der Mensch sich mit einem Anliegen an die Gottheit wendet, tut er
das in den Formen, in denen sich auch sonst ein Bittsteller an einen
Maichtigen wendet, und bedient sich der Mittel, die ihm fiir diesen Zweck
zustatten kommen. 1. Er sucht den Gott dort auf, wo dieser ‘Audienz’ gibt,
er driickt in Korperhaltung und Gesten aus, dass er als Hilfesuchender

8 See Mayer 1976, 470 for the text.
% See Zgoll 2003, 46.
70 This is not to suggest, of course, that there are no parallels to other kinds of texts.
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kommt; er spricht den Gott an, bittet ihn um Gehor und um Hilfe fiir das
jeweilige Anliegen. 2. Er begleitet und unterstiitzt seine Bitte dadurch, dass
er dem Gott Gaben (Nahrung, Kleidung usw.) darbringt, die diesen
erfreuen, chren, ‘erhdohen’ und ihn so bereit machen, dem Beter zu
willfahren. 3. Wenn der betreffende Ritus es verlangt, stellt er ausserdem
bestimmte medizinisch oder magisch wirksame Dinge her (z. B. eine Salbe,
ein Amulett, eine Figur) und fiihrt damit die entsprechenden Verrichtungen
durch (z. B. Analogiezauber mit den Figuren der Schadensmichte).”!

Mayer labels these three categories of the petitioner’s acts as 1. “turning”
(“Hin-wendung”) to the deity, 2. ritual actions, and 3. magical-medical enact-
ments, all of which are positioned variously with regard to other structural fea-
tures of incantation prayers.”” Magical/medical enactments are absent from
Ludlul;® the other two of Mayer’s categories, however, turning to the deity and
ritual actions,” seem comparable to what we see in the first third of Tablet I1.7°

a) Turning to the Deity

Four verbs commonly found in “turnings” within incantation prayers occur in
the first dozen lines of Ludlul 11. T suggest these be read as markers that we are
in fact dealing with a “turning” of sorts in this part of the poem. In lines 2 and
11, which surround the lines dealing with the loss of divine presence and com-
munication, the protagonist turns about literally (saharu)’® only to find evil

7l Mayer 1976, 119. On the notion of “audience” in Suila prayers and the associated actions,
especially hand-raising, see Zgoll 2003a and Frechette 2012, who argues that hand-raising was a
specific form of greeting that was utilized to characterize the function of and to give a name to the
Suila prayers.

2 Mayer 1976, 120-22. Mayer only explicitly discusses the position of the first sub-category,
the turning, in incantation prayers (Mayer 1976, 124-26). A perusal of the incantation prayer
corpus will show, however, that the other two sub-categories, ritual actions and (what Mayer
calls) magical-medical enactments, are typically found somewhere after the introductory hymn
and before the closing praise (i.e., in the body of the prayer). See Zgoll 2003a, 190-97 for ritual
elements in the Suila prayers as compared with a kind of ideal-type of audience ceremony, which
she reconstructs with special reference to The Poor Man of Nippur, among other texts.

73 That is, the protagonist does not describe his utilizing, e.g., an image or an amulet or his
undertaking some kinesthetic or verbal action to expel the malevolent forces that have attacked
him. If such magical-medical enactments are present in Lud/ul it is the protagonist who is their
recipient, as he is in the dream sequence at the beginning of Tablet III.

74 See Mayer 1976, 122-49 (turning), 150-61 (ritual actions), 161-65 (magical-medical en-
actments) for his full exposition of these issues; see also pp. 165-83, 201-9 for circumstantial
elements surrounding the supplicants actions (e.g., reason, purpose, time, place, etc.).

75 I realize that I have also labeled this material as lamentation. I do not think the overlap is a
major concern.

76 See Mayer 1976, 136-37 for this verb in incantation prayers.
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(lemun lemun-ma; line 2) and looks (amdru)’’ behind him only to find harass-
ment and trouble (riddti ippiru; line 11). In lines 4 and 5 he calls out (Sasi)’®
and implores (su/li)’ his personal gods, though they do not respond.

A close examination of this “turning” in light of what we expect in incanta-
tion prayers raises a major difference between the purpose of incantation pray-
ers and the purpose of Ludlul. In an incantation prayer the supplicant would
normally turn or look to the deity to whom he is praying. The protagonist in
Ludlul turns and looks in lines 2 and 11 but not to Marduk, in fact, never to a
high god anywhere in the poem, for help. Why not? This question becomes
even more important when one considers the fact that the sufferer’s supplica-
tions to the personal gods in lines 4 and 5 proved fruitless (Il 9: asipu ina
kikitté kimilti ul iptur, “the exorcist did not release the divine anger against me
with Ais rituals”). An appeal to a high god to remedy just such a situation is
very common in Suila prayers.® As an example, note how the supplicant in the
Suila prayer Gula la requests that she help the supplicant restore his broken
relationship with his personal gods and then later in the same prayer asks that
she intercede on his behalf with Marduk.®! We see nothing like this in Ludlul.

I do not think we can blame this “oversight” on the protagonist’s impiety,
as though he were not pious enough to consider looking to Marduk to resolve
his problems. As II 6-9 indicate (and elsewhere in the poem), the sufferer did
look to the officially approved ritual methods for dealing with unfavorable
conditions in his life. It may be that we are to assume that the experts’ ritual
failures in lines 69, especially the statement in line 9, imply a failed appeal to
Marduk to quell his anger. But I think this line relates to the alienated personal
gods (as do II 12-22) rather than to Marduk. Thus, the answer to why the suf-
ferer does not make an explicit appeal to Marduk (or any high god) in the nar-
rative might simply lie in the cynical quip one hears to “explain” holes in the
plot of movies: “It wasn’t in the script.” As chapter seven shows, Marduk’s
inscrutable sovereignty is a major theme in the ideological purpose of the poem.
His inexplicable anger is both a prerogative of this sovereignty and a precondi-
tion for the poem’s theological agenda. Marduk is not a slave to the ritual appa-
ratus; he is above it. He will restore people to health. But he will do so when-

77 See Mayer 1976, 133 for this verb in incantation prayers. Note the use of amdru with
saharu in the same line in Nusku 4, line 45b (cited by Mayer and available in his edition of the
text on p. 485; see also Panayotov 2016, 3940, line 7).

78 See Mayer 1976, 129-31 for attestations in incantation prayers.

77 Again, see Mayer 1976, 131 for this verb in incantation prayers.

80 See Frechette 2012, 137—40 for an overview with statistics.

81 The most recent edition is in Mayer 1976, 45054, but note the new witness published in
Lenzi 2013.
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ever he pleases. A direct or even an indirect supplication to Marduk (e.g., in a
Suila prayer), which would have to be denied at this point in the unfolding of
events (at least, as the poem would have us understand them), would speak
against the god’s mercy, which though inevitable is only distributed on his
timetable. The beginning of Tablet II is not the time for mercy. The supplicant
cannot turn or look to Marduk—not yet. The script will not allow it.

Despite this difference, I think the two verbs used in Ludlul 11 2 and 11
along with the two appeals to the personal gods in lines 4 and 5 indicate the
sufferer’s “turning” here in the poem—even if in an ironic manner. And I think
this has structural significance. Mayer suggests a “turning” could function as a
transitional element within the text of an incantation prayer. I think this also
applies to Ludlul 11 1-11. This passage forms a transition at a structurally sig-
nificant point in the poem, so that the “turning” described in lines 1-11 carries
the reader from laments in Tablet I that are largely socially-oriented to the
laments of Tablet II, centered on his “unmerited disfavor” (I 12-32), cynical
musings about human ignorance (I 33-38), complaints about the vagaries of
the human condition (I 39-48), and especially his physical suffering at the
hand of demons, most proximately, but ultimately due to Marduk’s anger (I
49-120).

b) Ritual Action

The other relevant category Mayer includes in what he calls the “Description of
the Supplicant’s Acts” is ritual action. Some examples from incantation prayers
that he lists include:®?

— mé nadu, “pouring out water”

— qaqqara ullulu, “purifying the ground”

— kussd nadi, “placing a throne”

— riksa rakasu, “setting out a cultic arrangement”

— uniqa nasaqu, “selecting a kid”

— nigé/ kukkalla tabahu, “slaughtering a sacrifice / sheep”

— adagurra | tilimta zaqdapu, “setting up a cultic vessel / jar”

— kispa kasapu, “bringing a kispu-offering”

— serqa / saskd, etc. sardaqu, “scattering a flour offering, etc.”

— mé/ sikara | daspa | karana naqi, “libating water / beer / honey / wine’

— qasu, “giving” various things, simat ilitika / bélitika, “fitting of your
divinity / lordship”

— gizilld nasi, “lifting a torch”

i}

82 See Mayer 1976, 15058 for these and other examples.
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In addition to Mayer’s list, I would also include various ritual gestures here
such as the raising or opening of hands in prayer (gata nasiu, upna petii) and
prostrating oneself (e.g., Sukénu, “to bow down,” and laban appi, “the touching
of the nose™), which supplicants ask the gods to receive.®> We may compare, or
perhaps it is better to say compare and contrast, these ritual acts to the material
in Ludlul 11 12-38.

In lines 12-22 the sufferer describes how he felt he was being treated by
listing acts of negligence, most of which center on ritual actions that only an
impious person would commit (or omit).5

kT sa tamqitu ana ili 1a uktinnu
u ina makalé istarri 1a izzakru
appi la enii Sukenni la amru
ina pisu ipparkil suppé tesliti
ibtilu umu ili isetu essesu
iddii ahsii-ma mésunu imésu
palahu u it 'udu la usalmidu nisisu
ilsu la izkuru thulu akalsu
izib iStartasu mashata la ubla
ana Sa imhii bélsu imsu
nis ilisu kabti qallis izkuru anaku amrak
Like one who had not made a libation for Ais god,
And did not invoke Ais goddess with food,
Who did not humble himself, was not seen bowing down,
From whose mouth prayers and supplication had ceased,
Who had abandoned the days of the god, disregarded the festival,
Had become negligent®® and despised their rites,
Who had not taught his people to fear and pay heed to the gods,
Who did not invoke his god when he ate his food,
Who had abandoned his goddess, and did not bring a flour-offering,
Like the one who had gone mad and forgotten his lord,
Who had invoked the solemn oath of his god in vain, that’s how | was treated.

As we have seen in earlier chapters, lines 23-32 follow immediately upon this
complaint and form the sufferer’s rebuttal to this charge of negligence and im-

8 For opening of the hands, see, e.g., Sama$ 3 (Ebeling 1953a, 52, rev. 3 with my re-
evaluation of the line’s reading at http://shuilas.org/P413962.html), Gula 1b, line 21 (Mayer 1976,
456), and Naba 1, line 12 (Mayer 1976, 470). For prostration, see, e.g., Itar 2, line 91 (Zgoll
2003, 47), Nabt 1, line 13 (Mayer 1976, 470), and Nisaba 2, line 46 (Lambert 1999-2000, 154).

84 1 provide the transcription of the lines of this and the following passage to make compari-
son of vocabulary easier.

85 One might say that the impious person here has literally “dropped his arm” instead of “rais-
ing his hand” (in a prayer).
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piety. The protagonist contests that he had behaved with attentive piety and
scrupulous care with regard to ritual actions, which should have won him favor
from the gods rather than his current unmerited disfavor. He laments:

ahsus-ma ramant suppii u teslitu
teslitu tasimat niqu sakkiiya
aumu palah ili tib libbiya
umu riduti istar némeli tattirru
ikribi Sarri ST hiduti
u nigitasu ana dameqti sSumma
usari ana matiya mé ili nasari
Sumi iStari Siiqur nisiva ustahiz
tanaddti Sarri ilis umassil
u puluhti ekalli ummanu usalmid
But in fact, I was attentive to prayers and supplication,
Supplication was common sense, sacrifice my rule.
The day to fear the god was a delight to my heart,
The day of the goddess’s procession was wealth and weal.
The king’s prayer: it was a pleasure,
And his fanfare was truly a delight.
I taught my land to observe the rites of the god,
I instructed my people to revere the name of the goddess.
I made my praises of the king like those of a god,
And taught the masses fear for the palace.

Clearly, the ritual acts culled from the incantation prayers—which are them-
selves quite varied—and those listed in this passage from Ludlul do not share a
significant amount of vocabulary. But, conceptually, in terms of describing
various ritual acts, the two are congruent. Both Ludlul and various incantation
prayers mention food offerings and libations, ritual gestures of prostration, as
well as prayer, either as ritual speech or associated ritual gestures.

Mayer’s analysis shows that after the mention of some ritual acts there may
also be requests for the deity to come alongside and accept the supplicant’s
offering, which may or may not have been explicitly described before such a
request. A few examples from the incantation prayers are:

— qiStu lege, “accept the gift”
— ilitka limhur, “may your divinity accept”
— akul akalsu ... §iti Sikarsu, “eat his food ... drink his beer”$¢

86 See Mayer 1976, 158-61 for these examples. We see the same kind of requests with ritual
gestures of supplication and prostration. See the examples cited in note 83 above.
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Although II 33-38 have various functions in the poem (e.g., they hark back to
the expression of Marduk’s inscrutable will mentioned in the opening hymn,
[ 29-32), I think they can also be viewed as corresponding to this feature of
incantation prayers generally. However, instead of wishing the gods to accept
his ritual practices, Subsi-mesré-Sakkan expresses doubt that his acts could
garner divine approval. Thus, again, we see a structural feature appropriated
into the poem but filled with content that differs from what is used in incanta-
tion prayers. The lines read:

Would that I knew these things were acceptable (magaru)®” to the god!

That which is good to oneself may be a sacrilege to the god,
That which is wretched to one’s heart may be good to one’s god!

Who can understand the decree of the god, the interior of the heavens?
Who can apprehend her (i.e., the goddess’s) decision, the subterranean deep?
Where has humanity understood the plan of the god?

This modulation into the key of doubt is precisely what we should expect. As
discussed in earlier chapters, the sufferer consulted the ritual experts for assis-
tance to no effect (and will do so again with the same results at the end of Tab-
let IT). His suffering does not jibe with his perception of his own personal piety.
Thus, his situation is inexplicable both officially and existentially. Doubts
about the efficacy of his piety and the concern of the gods are in order. And
these doubts are the perfect introduction for the sufferer’s further lamentation
in which he takes up the topics of the vagaries of the human condition (II 39—
48) and the protagonist’s divinely-induced, physical suffering (II 49—120), both
of which were discussed above. We come then to Tablet III.

8.2.1.5. Petition

Ludlul Tablet 111 is the Tablet of reversal. The sufferer receives divine visita-
tion in a series of dreams and experiences the reversal of his physical afflic-
tions. Due to these events, we find no petitioning of the deity for relief in Lud-
[ul ¥ Although this absence contrasts sharply with the incantation prayers, it is
not an insuperable problem for our comparative project since we expect to find

87 Magaru is frequently used in speaking of the acceptance of a ritual-prayer. See CAD M/I,
38-39 generally and Mayer 1976, 218 for the verb in incantation prayer petitions.

8 One may wish to see I 115-118, II 4-5, and/or 11 33 as petitions. But these are part of the
protagonist’s lament. He laments that the gods were not responding to his inquiries (I 115-118),
that his personal deities had abandoned him (II 4-5), and that he was no longer sure about what
the gods wanted of him (II 33).
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differences, especially since it has been clear from the start that the poem is not
an incantation prayer. Moreover, when other structural features from incanta-
tion prayers were compared to Ludlul, we noted that the content of the structur-
al feature was usually adapted to the sufferer’s situation. Thus, instead of
asking that his ritual acts be accepted as would have been the case in incanta-
tion prayers, for example, the sufferer questioned whether his acts would curry
the deity’s favor. Given this tendency to modulate content, we might be war-
ranted to consider the lengthy description of the sufferer’s recovery as an adap-
tation of the petition section of the incantation prayers. That is, rather than re-
questing the deity’s assistance in the form of petitions, as would be expected
after such a lengthy lamentation, the sufferer describes—from his post-
recovery, retrospective position—how in fact the deity had assisted him. In
other words, the reversal we see in Ludlul Tablet III, which continues on into
Tablet IV and Tablet V, might be usefully understood as the supplicant’s peti-
tions granted.®® This view is made initially plausible by the vocabulary in the
dream sequence of IIT 9-46, which resonates strongly with the lexicon of peti-
tion in incantation prayers. After a close look at that material, I will consider
the use of incantation prayer language as well as the reversal of the laments in
Tablets I and II to argue that Tablets III and IV and the beginning of Tablet V
may be usefully viewed as “(implicit) petitions granted.”

The opening of Tablet III sums up the sufferers lamentable situation (IIT 1—
8) and then moves on to describe Subgi-mesré-Sakkan’s dreams of deliverance
(III 9-46). In the context of the poem, the dream sequence as a whole might be
viewed as a positive response to the sufferer’s lament in I 54, “my dream was
terrifying” (Sutti pardat). Moreover, the dreams can be considered the answer
to an unstated, implicit petition for a favorable dream, a well-attested petition
in incantation prayers.”

After a brief description of the figure in the first dream (III 9—12), the text
says the figure “entered and stood over” (irub-ma ittaziz eliya) the sufferer
(III 13), who was lying down in bed (implied in III 11; see also II 95). The in-
cantation prayers frequently attest the petition for a deity to stand near the peti-

8 Lambert suggested that “[a]t the point where, if Ludlul were an incantation, the prescrip-
tions for the ritual would be found, the dreams occur in which the ritual is performed and an in-
cantation priest presents himself” (1996, 27). This is an interesting structural perspective on the
dream sequence in Lud/ul 111. But, contrary to my previous judgment on the matter (Lenzi 2012,
62, n.97), 1 think it is more useful to compare the dreams in terms of structural placement and
content as a response to the kinds of petitions one finds in incantation prayers.

% See Mayer 1976, 279-80 for attestations.
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tioner—a desire for divine presence.’! In fact, this petition “to stand” is often
the first one from supplicants in incantation prayers, which shows that it serves
as a transition from the previous section of the prayer to the petition section
proper.®? It therefore seems significant for our comparison that this verb
appears at the start here in the first dream.

Several other lexical items in the first dream resonate with the vocabulary
of petition found in incantation prayers. Soon after the first figure arrives, he
speaks to the sufferer, announcing that he had been sent by “your lord” (IIT 15,
[igbt)-ma bélka ispuranni). The verbs gabii and Saparu strongly resonate with
incantation prayer petitions, in which the supplicant often asks the deity to
speak (gabii) in some way to their benefit®® and to send some entity to help in
their deliverance (Saparu).®* Incidentally, the figure in the first dream address-
es, and thus identifies, our protagonist as “the distressed one,” sumrusu (111 16),
a descriptor that occurs in supplicants’ self-presentations in incantation prayers.
See also the related predicative sum[rus] in III 38 and the semantically similar
Sunuh in III 35 (and IIT 55 [mostly restored], just after the conclusion of the
dream sequence).”

In the remaining dreams, the language of petition from incantation prayers
is activated again in several ways. In the second dream, there are two examples
(in addition to the sending in III 26): the mention of purification (ubbubu)®®
and the pronouncement of the incantation of life (balatu) in 111 28. The latter is
a very common general request in incantation prayers.”’ (The pronouncement
of life is put into action with the reversals described in Tablets III and IV, dis-
cussed below; note also the several subsequent verbal forms of bullutu used to
describe the protagonist’s recovery in IV §B 8'-9" and V 4, 69, 73, and 75.)
There are at least two more examples in the remainder of the dream sequence
as well (in addition to the sending in III 43): the ordering of the sufferer’s de-
liverance (ighd/ight-ma ahulap, “she said, ‘Mercy!”” in III 35, 38)°® and the

1 See Mayer 1976, 211-13. See also the petition for other benevolent powers to stand with
the petitioner (Mayer 1976, 246-47). For (possibly) another standing figure in the dream series,
see Ludlul 111 34 with the comments in chapter three at III 34.

%2 See Mayer 1976, 212.

3 Speaking is used in petitions for mercy (ahulap qabii), for favor (damigta qabi), and for
the intercession of another divine being (various constructions with gabii). See Mayer 1976, 226,
229, and 232-34, respectively. (On the tentativeness of restoring igbi at the head of the line in III
15, see the comments in chapter three at I1I 15.)

% See Mayer 1976, 236-39.

95 See Mayer 1976, 71 for these descriptors in self-presentations.

% For this language in the incantation prayers, see Mayer 1976, 255-57.

97 Mayer 1976, 280-81 (and note pp. 281-83 for the use of the related verb baldtu in various
constructions).

%8 For this language in the incantation prayers, see Mayer 1976, 226.
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entrusting (paqdadu, if the restoration is correct) of the bandage—the means of
the sufferer’s healing—to the hands of the protagonist’s servant, who, presum-
ably, would apply it to him (ana muttabbiliva qatussu ipq[id’], “he en[trusted’]
it to the hand of my servant” in III 46). About this “entrusting”: Typically, the
supplicant in an incantation prayer requests that he himself be entrusted to the
hands of a deity: ana gate damgqati sa iltya ana sulmi u balati pigdanni, “en-
trust me to the good hands of my personal god for well-being and life!”® In
Ludlul, it is the bandage that is handed over (pagddu) to a servant rather than
the supplicant himself to a deity. In any case, the transfer has the same effect:
Relief from suffering through divine intervention.

The same language of petition, modulated to show its fulfillment, occurs in
the material that immediately follows the dreams (Il 47—55). In III 48 Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan mentions the revelation of “his favorable sign” (ittus damqatu),
a request that occurs among the petitions in incantation prayers.'% And, every
line of IIT 51-55—TIines that clearly reverse the opening lines of the lament in
Tablet I 41ff.—reflects the language of petition:

ultu Sa beliya libbasu i[nithu)

Sa Marduk rémeni kabattasu ipp[asru]
[ilglit unninniya ersata |...]

[nashlursu tabu uka[llli{mu ...]

ligb)i ahulap mlagal Sunulh-ma

After the heart of my lord was st[illed] (nahu),
And the mind of merciful Marduk was app[eased] (pasaru),'!
After [he accept]ed my prayers (unninna leqit), [...] my requests,
And he re[velal[ed] his sweet [benevolent a]ttention (nashuru) [...]
[After he sai]d “Mercy! (ahulap gabii)'** He is ut[terly exhaust]ed”:

102
103
b

After a few broken lines, three of which contain words in the semantic domain
of “sin” (III 58-60), the sufferer mentions in III 61 that Marduk had removed
his sin (egativa usabil sara, “he caused the wind to carry off my acts of negli-

% For this language in the incantation prayers, see Mayer 1976, 235-36.

100 Mayer 1976, 279-80.

101 See Mayer 1976, 240-41 (both ndhu and pasaru) for this language in several incantation
prayers.

102 See Mayer 1976, 217 for this language in the incantation prayers.

13 Nashuru, literally, “turning”, is recognized as a substantive in the lexica (see CAD N/2,
25-26, CDA, 243, and AHw, 754), but it is clearly derived from the N of saharu, which is com-
monly used in incantation prayer petitions (Mayer 1976, 242). Note also that sahdru occurs three
times in the opening hymn (I 8, 16, 20), always to describe a positive, caring element of Marduk’s
disposition.

104 Mayer 1976, 226 for this language in the incantation prayers.
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gence”). And after several more broken or lost lines, he introduces in III 68 the
reversal of the lamentation in II 51-57 (compare III 69-75) with the following
words: [uttelhham-ma tdsu Sa balatu u Sulum, “[He a]pplied his spell of life
and well-being.” The former statement about the wind carrying off sin (III 61)
is not directly paralleled in the incantation prayers treated by Mayer,!% but the
release from sin is an attested theme in some petitions, even if a minor one.'%
The role of the wind carrying off sin is similar to several statements in Maqlii
in which the wind carries sorcery away from a bewitched person.!?” The verb
in Ludlul 111 68, the statement about Marduk’s drawing near with an effective,
remedial incantation, reflects the formulaic language of a negative petition in
incantation prayers, namely, ay-ithd / la itehhd, “may it (i.e. some evil) not
draw near / it shall not draw near.”'%® The use of tehi in Ludlul 111 68, 1 sug-
gest, turns the formulaic petition around (i.e., answers it), stating that it is the
drawing near (fefii) of Marduk’s incantation that brings life rather than evil.

With the statement in III 68, the poem begins a litany in which the protago-
nist recounts how Marduk restored his body to health. This section reverses the
lamentation in Tablet IT 491f. in essence. This intent is clearly signaled by the
very close parallel between III 68—75 and II 51-57: The demonically-inspired
things about which the sufferer once lamented are the things from which he has
now been delivered. This deliverance is the exact opposite of petition. The im-
plicit petitions in his lament have been granted.

The description of deliverance (and thus fulfillment of petition) continues in
[T 76ff. Though the language in this passage does not always parallel II 58—
105 closely, the two are comparable in that they both deal with physical ail-
ments: the ailments’ onset through demonic activity in Tablet II and their re-
moval through Marduk’s merciful application of his efficacious incantation in
Tablet III. There are, however, a few parallels in the material that suggest the
broad intent in Tablet III as well as the new material in Tablet IV, to the extent
that it is known, is to record the reversal of the sufferer’s laments in Tablet II—

105 For petitions involving the wind blowing (5G@rka tabu lizigam, “may your pleasant wind
blow”), see Mayer 1976, 228-29 and note, too, the acrostic prayer to Nabi, K.8204, obv. 9' (see
Strong 1895, 139, line 4).

106 Mayer 1976, 115-18. Note the use of the related tabalu in a couple of petitions (pp. 117—
18).

107 See, e.g., Maqlit TV 114, V 92, and VII 21 (Abusch 2016, 125, 143, and 169, respectively).
The idiom $aru x lithal, “may the wind carry off x,” is also used a couple of times in ersahuga
prayers. See Maul 1988, 240, lines 41-42 and 321, lines 5-6. Similarly, although not an incanta-
tion prayer, the wind carries off the schemes (nik/atu) and binding (riksu) of the wicked in Nabu-
Suma-ukin’s long prayer to Marduk in obv. 2, 6, and 8 (see Finkel 1999, 325; Oshima 2011, 318;
and my treatment at http://akkpm.org/P499184 html).

108 Mayer 1976, 265-69.
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while not being enslaved to the precise wording in Tablet II. Note the follow-

ing:

IIT 7677 deals with the sending away of unpleasant sleep, which is ex-
plicitly mentioned earlier in II 72 (“sleep covered me like a net”).!%

IIT 78-79 mentions “woe” (it 'a), which is likewise mentioned earlier in
I1.83.110

The un-blurred eyes and un-clogged ears mentioned in III 82-85 may
reverse the protagonist’s problems with his eyes and ears mentioned in
11 73-74.

The release of the sufferer’s lips and mouth, described in IIT 88-91 (see
also I1I 95b), reverses the trap and bolt laid upon them in IT 84-85.

The healing brought to the sufferer’s teeth, tongue, throat (ur udu occurs
in both II 87 and III 96), and gullet in 111 92-99 and belly in III 104-106
would have allowed him to eat, reversing his lament about his inability
to eat and drink in IT 86-89.

The strengthening of the sufferer’s neck in Com, lines a—b reverses the
pains described in 11 61.

The debility (fu’tu)'!! of the sufferer’s “legs” (birkii, literally, “knees”)
mentioned in II 78 may be reversed in IV §A 3’, which mentions
birkiva. (Most of the lines in Tablet IV are broken and fragmentary so
all intratextual connections must be considered tentative.)

The immobility of his feet described in II 79 may be reversed in IV §A
5'.

The form or completeness of the protagonist’s body (suklulti pagriva) in
IV §A 7' (line g) recalls the only other line in the poem that uses pagru,
IT 75, where paralysis (rimitu) had seized his “whole body” (kal
pagriya).

The use of mesrétiya in IV §A 8 harks back to the problems mentioned
in II 67 and 105. It may also connect back to the problems described in
11 77-79.

The use of zumru in IV §A 9’ likely connects back to the only other line
in the poem where that word refers to the protagonist’s body, II 71. This
is where the alii demon is described as clothing the protagonist’s body

109 See chapter eleven for a fuller discussion.

110" Admittedly, the speakers are different in each case. In III 78-79 it is the protagonist’s woe
that is being turned back, probably (the line is not entirely understood). In II 83, it is the people
who cry “woe” after seeing the suffering of the protagonist. See my comments on all of these
lines in chapter three.

" Ly tu is also mentioned in 11 57 and reversed in III 75.
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like a garment. It is interesting in light of this that the next line in IV §A
10’, may contain a verb in the semantic domain of “clothing,” halapu
(partially restored) and thus perhaps reverses the previous demonic don-
ning with some other (metaphoric?) garb that is presumably positive.

— The positive “striking” (masadu) of the protagonist’s forechead (muttutu)
so that he is released from slavery in IV §B 10’ (line k) may be a rever-
sal of the demonic gang’s assault on his head in I 59-60 ([gagqad]u
and piitu’), the first in a series of demonic attacks in Tablet II that result-
ed in the protagonist’s confinement (méseru) to his bed and imprison-
ment (kisukku) in his house (IT 95-96).

There are also parallels between the reversal in Tablets III and IV and the
lament material in Tablet I.

— Tablet IV, line i mentions the restoration of the sufferer’s “manliness /
masculine features” (diutu ummultu, “eclipsed masculine features”),
which is described earlier negatively in I 47 with the same root (zztam-
mil).

— Tablet IV §B 16’ (line o) describes the protagonist walking about the
streets of Babylon positively, which contrasts his lamentable street sit-
uation in I 80 (as well as his immobility in I 79).

Something else worthy of note in Tablet III 69ff. when viewed as “an-
swered petitions” is the conspicuous use of verbs that appear in incantation
prayer petitions dealing with the removal of evil or evil signs:''? duppuru in 111
69, abalu in 111 70, taru in 11 72, sakapu in 111 73, maharu in 111 74, nasahu in
11 75, tebii in 111 79 and 83, tabalu in 111 85, pasahu in 111 87, and pataru in 111
89. Similar verbs and a few others denoting rescue also occur in the opening
lines of Tablet V (1-11), where the subject in every case is Marduk: pussuhu
V1), putturu (V 3), bullutu (V 4), ekemu (V 5), esepu (V 6), dekii (V 7),
sadadu (V 8), qgati sabatu (V 9, which reverses the complaint about the person-
al god in II 112), rési sugqu (V 11, which reverses the complaint about the per-
sonal goddess in II 5).

As the last paragraph indicated, “answered petitions” continue into Tablet
V. Incantation prayers dealing with witchcraft sometimes attest a theme of
turning the evil intended for the supplicant back upon the one afflicting him. At
the most general level, one finds a petition that runs as follows: §i limit-ma
andku liblut, “may he die, but I live!”!!3 Although witchcraft is not explicitly

112 See Mayer 1976, 257-80.
113 See Mayer 1976, 275. For a few other examples (many could be cited) of this and concep-
tually similar phrases, see, e.g., Abusch / Schwemer 2011, 262, 279-80, and Abusch / Schwemer
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named in Ludlul, this general theme (though not the vocabulary used in incan-
tation prayers) of turning evil back upon the evil doer occurs in four couplets in
Tablet V 12—17, 21-22, the first and third of which are the clearest.!'* In the
first (V 12—13), Marduk strikes (imhas) the hand of the striker (mahisu). In the
second (V 14-15), he muzzles the mouth of a lion eating (@kilu) the sufferer. In
the third, (V 16—17), he snatched the pursuer’s sling and turned back (usahhir)
his sling stone. And in the fourth (V 21-22), he put woe in the mouths of those
who gloated over the protagonist’s misery.

After a break and some newly recovered but still rather unclear lines, we
find the supplicant performing a few ritual acts (V 37-40, see below) and then
entering twelve gates in the vicinity of Marduk’s Esagil (V 41-53), where he
obtains something beneficial to his recovery.!'> The description of the benefits
that he receives resonates strongly with the language of petition in incantation
prayers: hegallu, “prosperity” (V 42), lamassu, “divine guardian” (V 43),
Sulmanu, “well-being” (V 44), balatu, “life” (V 45), itti baltiti, “among the
living” (V 46),''% iddatiya immera, “my signs became clear” (V 47),"'7 e’ilti
ippatir, “my bond was released” (V 48),!'8 istala piya, “my mouth inquired”
(V 49, which may imply an effective oracular or petitionary request, though the
precise meaning is still unclear to me),'!® sighing “was released”, uptattara (V
50),'%0 and telilte, “purification” (V 51).?! The events that unfold at the final
two gates (V 52-53) should be understood as the climactic point in the passage,
since it is here that the sufferer experiences the divine presence that he has

2016, 176. Note also the variations on this theme in the incantations of Maglii (edition: Abusch
2016; see, e.g., I 19, 11 94-96, 1 126130, 11 197, 111 72-73, 111 123, V 5-8, 25ff., etc.). Notewor-
thy is Magli V 57-75, an incantation that is given almost entirely over to the reversal of evil onto
the witch.

14 These lines are introduced rather ironically, since the same deity who turned back the suf-
ferer’s oppressors also caused both the sufferer’s pain as well as his deliverance (V 10-11).

115 T have examined the learned hermeneutics that connect the names of each gate with what
the protagonist receives at them in Lenzi 2015b. Hétinen (forthcoming) interprets the sequence of
gates in light of rituals associated with §igii prayers. For an interpretation of this section of Ludlul
as evidence of a more general idea in a couple of other religious texts, namely, that entering or
being allowed to enter Babylon or the Esagil was an act symbolizing the sufferer’s redemption,
the end of suffering, see Oshima 2011, 66—68.

116 The first five revolve around issues of life, prosperity, luck, and welfare. See Mayer 1976,
280-83, 287-89 for this language. On lamassu in petitions, see also pp. 244-48.

117 See Mayer 1976, 278-79.

118 See Mayer 1976, 115-18.

19 Supplicants in incantation prayers often want their words to be heard and responded to
(Mayer 1976, 216-18).

120 The verb occurs in a number of different kinds of petitions, including the release of divine
anger and other evils (Mayer 1976, 240-42, 260-61).

121 Mayer 1976, 255-57 for the theme generally and the cognate verb e/élu in petitions.
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lacked up to this point. This, one might suggest, reflects supplicants’ common
request for the abolition of estrangement and enmity between the deity and
himself in incantation prayers.!??

The items the sufferer receives at each gate also contribute to the reversal of
the sufferer’s laments in Tablet I and II. He receives a divine guardian in V 43
(compare I 46). He is granted well-being and life in V 44-46, which reverse
much of the language of lament in Tablets I and II. His signs become clear and
his inquiries do not go unheeded(?) at the gates in V 47 and 49 (compare I 49, I
115-118, I1 6-9, and II 108-111). His sins are forgiven in V 48 (which seems
to have been the root of Marduk’s anger, see 1 23-24, [ 41-42, and note III 58—
60 and especially III 61). His sighing (tanehu) is released in V 50 (compare 11
95, and see 1 105, sutanuhu). In V 51 he is sprinkled with pure water, preparing
him for the divine presence (compare Il 12-22), which he experiences in V 52—
53 (and had lacked since the very beginning of his lamentation).

V 37-41 and 54-68 frame the gates section and present a positive reprise of
the sufferer’s negative “turning” and ritual activities noted earlier in the lamen-
tation sections of the poem (Tablets I and II). Although a few of these activities
are somewhat unclear due to small breaks that remain in the text, I think we are
warranted in viewing the ritual acts in general as a positive answer to (and thus
a reversal of) the sufferer’s earlier frustration for and cynicism about the ritual
system (see II 1-38). That is, they should be viewed as part of the sufferer’s
ritual thanksgiving. The positive reception of the sufferer’s food and drink of-
ferings in V 59-61 at the Esagila provides an important clue about the effec-
tiveness of the sufferer’s ritual actions. More importantly for our comparative
project, however, is the fact that some of the language used in this section of
the poem reflects the language of “turning” and ritual action used in the incan-
tation prayers.'?* The words ana laban appi u utnennu in V 40 and ina suppé in
V 54 reflect the language of “turning” in incantation prayers'>* as does the verb
erébu in V 41.1% Ritual language shared with incantation prayers includes the
sufferer’s incense (qutrinnu) he offered in V 55, his offering (usamhir) of vari-
ous gifts in V 56, his slaughter (uttabbih) of an animal in V 57 (Saptu), his con-

122 See Mayer 1976, 239-43.

123 The hearing of the sufferer’s prayer in V 39 also recalls the language of petition in incanta-
tion prayers, of course. See Mayer 1976, 216.

124 Mayer 1976, 142 and 132.

125 See Mayer 1976, 112, 139, always with §igii prayers. In light of this, note Oshima’s recon-
struction of Tablet IV §B 14" [... ina Esagilla sig[i alsi], “[... in Esagi]la [I said] a sigu
pray[er].”
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tinual pouring out (nagqii, Gtn) of beer and wine in V 58, and his sprinkling
about (lupputu = saraqu in the incantation prayers) of cedar oil in V 66.12

The sufferer’s passage through the different gates and his ritual activities at
the temple may also be viewed as part of the sufferer’s reintegration into his
community, from which he was previously alienated—again, reversal of la-
ment functions as petition granted. This is probably supported in the hint about
a feast for the citizens of Babylon in V 68 and most certainly supported in the
words of praise put in the mouths of the people in V 71-82. The latter words
reverse the reproach and anger the sufferer’s community had previously cast
upon him (see 1 80-83 for their collective opinion) and begin what I have
called the concluding praise of the poem, discussed earlier and considered from
another angle below.

8.3. INTERPRETING THE COMPARISON

If Ludlul was produced within the ranks of the exorcists, for whom the incanta-
tion prayer was a central genre in the fulfillment of their professional duties,
then the results of the above literary comparison are not very surprising;
indeed, one might be tempted to consider them simply as providing confirma-
tion and documentation for what scholars had already suspected. Of course
exorcists used incantation prayers in their literary endeavors! This is indeed
gratifying. But the results from this extended comparison may contribute more
if we step back and scrutinize them against the broader context of Mesopota-
mian literary production.

First, we should recall that the literary structure and content of the incanta-
tion prayer genre was adapted rather than simply adopted at several points in
Ludlul. The poem begins and ends with praise. But this praise was adjusted to
reflect the poem’s circumstance of thanksgiving—as something begun (I 1) and
then as something explicitly marked as completed (V 120)—rather than the
circumstances of incantation prayers, namely, the offering of praise to prepare
for petition. The self-presentation was more subtle than incantation prayers'?’
and included a description of the abandonment of the personal gods rather than
simply their identification. The lament material was quite comparable to incan-

126 See Mayer 1976, 15058 for the language of ritual acts in the incantation prayers. See also
Oshima 2011, 69-71, who compares the ritual activities in these lines of Ludlul with those in the
Great Prayer to Marduk, no. 1 and a couple of incantation prayers.

127 Indeed, the protagonist/supplicant never names himself. It is one of the dream-figures who
first names him (III 44), and the mention of his name in V 111 and 119 is from a narrator rather
than the voice of the protagonist himself.
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tation prayers but far exceeded anything found in them in terms of the length
and severity of lamentation. The material in Ludlul that 1 compared to the
“turning” and the ritual actions described in incantation prayers turned these
elements on their heads, despite thematic and lexical connections with the in-
cantation prayers. The sufferer “turned” but not to the deity; he described ritu-
ally appropriate actions but doubted their efficacy (rather than asking for their
acceptance). The incantation prayers’ element of petition, lacking in Ludlul, is
reflected in the poem as though the petitions were implicitly granted and as
though they were the reversal of the laments uttered earlier. And finally,
Ludlul’s whole chronological framework is retrospective, quite unlike the pro-
spective stance of incantation prayers. So we see many structural similarities
between Ludlul and the structural elements of the incantation prayer genre.
But, each element incorporated into the text of Ludlul has also been modified
in some way. I would suggest that it is precisely in the way that Ludlul has
adapted the incantation prayer genre to a new circumstance that we see much
of the significance of our literary comparative results. They provide another
perspective on Mesopotamian novel (as in new) literary production via incor-
poration and transformation of older, well-known material.'?®

Transformation by incorporation is not uncommon in Mesopotamian liter-
ary history. In fact, it may be a hallmark of literary creativity in ancient Meso-
potamian textual traditions, especially in the post-Old Babylonian periods.'?
Perhaps the best known example is the incorporation of the flood story from
(some version of) Afram-hasis into Tablet XI of the Standard Babylonian Epic
of Gilgames. Although an older story was essentially taken from one context
and adapted into another—sometimes showing word for word correspondenc-
es, the new (epic) context transformed the purpose of the old flood story, mak-
ing it something entirely different from what it had previously been (an Old
Babylonian myth) in its oldest known context.!3® This process of incorporation
and transformation of the old flood story produces a novel literary result (that
is, it transforms the literary horizons of the text incorporating the older materi-
al): Gilgames, ready to take immortality from Uta-napisti by force, is stopped
in his tracks by the appearance of an old man, armed with nothing more than an

128 Lest I be understood as suggesting my observations as somehow the hermeneutical key to
the entire poem, this particular instance of intertextuality that I have explored is but one example
of Ludlul’s adaptation of older material to create something new. See Hétinen (forthcoming) for
the poem’s use of sigu prayers and associated ritual activities.

129 See Foster’s treatment of “intertextuality,” very broadly construed in Foster 2005, 22-26
and his briefer treatment of “allusions and quotations of Akkadian literature” in 2007, 113-14.
See also my treatment of the same topics in Lenzi 2019, 44-43, 64-67.

130 See George 2003, 1.18.
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arcane story—which also provides, as we learn in the story itself, the reason
that Gilgames’s personal quest is futile.

Elnathan Weissert has noticed a rather different, more subtle example of a
specific text being used in a later one with a transformative result. Weissert
finds five literary allusions to Eniima elis in Sennacherib’s account of the battle
at Halulg as it is attested in the Chicago Prism. “[T]heir role within the account
of the events,” he believes, “suggest[s] that Sennacherib’s scribe consciously
referred to this composition in order to enhance his anti-Babylonian propagan-
da.”"3! More specifically, to quote a heading in his paper, the allusions are “a
means to transfiguring the battle’s reality into mythic spheres,” creating a ho-
mology between the Assyrian enemy and Tiamat’s demonic horde, whose
complete destruction (and thus the Assyrian enemy’s destruction) is impera-
tive. Weissert finds no explicit citation in the text of the campaign; rather, a
few words merely provide hints to the reader that another text is being appro-
priated in the context to generate the desired literary result. In this case, the old
myth is transformed into history, and history into myth.'3?

A final example will bring us back to our literary comparison between in-
cantation prayers and Ludul. The so-called Aluzinnu text draws upon scholarly
and literary language—from genres such as god lists, hymns, omens, and me-
nologies—with parody and mockery as the end goals.'3* In this case the text
uses neither a block of material nor phrasing / wording from one specific text
that is re-contextualized in a new literary context. Rather, the author of the
Aluzinnu text creates signals to the reader that intend to bring whole formulaic
genres to mind. The author purposefully deploys these in the new literary con-
text for a quite different purpose from those of the original, rather serious
genres, namely, parody and mockery.

Unlike the author of the Epic of Gilgames, who borrowed the flood account
from an earlier source and re-contextualized it to effect a literary transfor-
mation, the authors of Sennacherib’s account of the battle at Halulé, the
Aluzinnu text, and Ludlul—to invoke the technical terminology of literary criti-
cism—allude to specific texts or genres and thereby create a specific kind of

131 Weissert 1997, 192.

132 For a perspective that sees much more extensive intertextuality in the episode, see
Pongratz-Leisten 2015, 306-21, who illustrates her treatment of the tropological discourse of the
combat myth in Assyrian royal inscriptions with a detailed discussion of Sennacherib’s battle at
Halulé. She finds a cluster of intertextual connections to Eniima elis, Epic of Tukulti-Ninurta 1,
Erra and Isum, and other Middle Assyrian texts.

133 See Veldhuis 2003, 23-27 and Jiménez 2017, 101-3, followed here. Foster provides a
provisional translation of the text, which he calls “The Jester” (2005, 939-41). Old editions are
now outdated. Jiménez is working on a new edition that will include many unpublished manu-
scripts (2017, 102, n.273).
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intertextuality that achieves their literary transformations.'3* Allusions in such
literary texts are generally understood to be intentional acts of the author.!'?
The allusion to earlier material occurs by way of specific markers (i.e., words,
phrases, themes, typical forms, etc.)!*¢ in the alluding text and intends to bring
about some rhetorically desired effect in the literary context in which the allu-
sion is used.">’ What then is the desired effect of alluding to the incantation
prayer genre in Ludlul?

The answer, I think, lies in two distinct passages in Ludlul in which the poet
has the protagonist express his pedagogical intention in recounting his story.
The first of these is in the final quatrain of the opening hymn. If we were to
expect a major theme of the poem to be announced somewhere, we might very
well expect it at the end of the introduction. Tablet I, lines 37-40 read:

134 Weissert discusses intertextuality and the definition of allusion briefly in the opening re-
marks of his article (1997, 192, noting some literature). Among other Assyriologists, see the more
recent discussions in Jiménez 2017, 79-82 and Wisnom 2020, 1-4, 9-19, who draws on Classical
scholarship in her discussion. Hays 2008, although primarily concerned with the methodological
issues of identifying allusions to non-biblical, ancient Near Eastern texts within the text of the
Hebrew Bible, provides an overview and conclusions that are easily and usefully adapted to intra-
Mesopotamian intertextuality. Hays, harking back to Julia Kristeva, an early theorist of intertex-
tuality, ably defends the historical uses of intertextuality for historically-oriented scholars (such as
are most Assyriologists and Biblicists). Mettinger 1993, although older, is another useful resource
for an entrée into the literature of intertextuality. Finally, I have found Sommer 1998, 6-20 an
extremely useful exposition of the differences between the broader category of intertextuality and
the narrower ideas of influence, allusion, echo, and exegesis. Sommer builds on the work of Ben-
Porat 1976, which also informs Weissert’s work (1997, 192, n.8).

135 Making a plausible case for authorial intent to allude to another text is very difficult (to
say nothing of making a case for absolute certainty; see the caveats, cautions, and conclusions of
Hays 2008, 34, 42-43 and Wisnom 2020, 16—-19). I therefore do not deny the possibility that the
author of Ludlul may have been unconsciously affected by important texts within his (i.e., the
exorcist’s) profession (incantation prayers) because he was so completely immersed in that mate-
rial. As Moshe Seidel, in a discussion of parallels between biblical books (1955-1956, 149), ex-
plains: “(t)he words a person reads and hears and repeats become his own, enter his verbal store-
house. When needed they become, even if he does not know it, the clothing for the thoughts to
which he gives birth” ( 7 77 NYW XN 2°011 )P DOWYI DY MM VMW RMP QTRY 0277
22792 nRnnna mawnnh wiah nyTn XKW 03 ,awyl; the translation is Sommer’s [1998, 208, n.17]).
But in light of the extensive use of the general form, themes, and language of incantation prayers
in Ludlul 1 think it is highly probable that their use was deliberate.

136 See Sommer, 2008, 11-12 for a brief review of what may constitute such a marker.

137 Despite differences in terminology and favored theorists, all of the authors cited in foot-
note 134 agree on this point. If we accept that the author of Lud/ul deliberately alluded to incanta-
tion prayers, we need not accept that this meant he did so with an explicit understanding of the
form of the prayer (as I have worked from) or that he was self-conscious about the process. Even
if the decision to allude to the form, themes, and language of the incantation prayers was deliber-
ate, the actual process of doing so may have been organic and intuitive.
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I, who ate mud like a fish, will extol his anger,

He quickly bestowed favor on me, just as he revived the dead.
I will teach the people their rescuing is near,

May his favorable invocation carry off their [...].!3

Here the sufferer announces his intention to teach the people that Marduk is
merciful; his salvation simply has not yet arrived for them. When it does,
Marduk will restore them, just as he did the sufferer. A second passage, paral-
leled in a few incantation prayers,'3® occurs in Ludlul IV §C 6' (line p), which
reads, “Let the one who was negligent of Esagil learn from my example.” Here,
the sufferer clearly offers himself as an example, not for his virtue—indeed, he
assumes in a very traditional manner that he was at fault somehow for his suf-
fering'4°—rather, for his enduring a difficult circumstance as one who bore
divine anger.'*! With these two passages the poem presents the sufferer as an
example to the reader. As Johnston notes, the sufferer, “assuming a position of
authority and knowledge based on his direct experience of Marduk’s wrath and
mercy, shares his wisdom with his audience by presenting himself to them as a
man who exhibits the correct attitude to the god.”'*? Thus, it is through the act
of reading the protagonist’s story of suffering that the reader learns how hu-
mans ought to respond to their own suffering and understand their suffering’s
proper and propitious conclusion.'*® Given this pedagogical intent, what better

138 The protagonist insists pedagogy was not new to him but was his normal habit with the
people around him prior to the onset of his suffering recounted in the poem (see II 29-32). The
poem itself, however, is evidence that his experience of suffering at the hand of Marduk has
changed him.

139 For parallels in a few incantation prayers, see Mayer 1976, 118.

140 See Ludlul 111 58-62, an incompletely recovered context that suggests the protagonist’s
misdeeds and faults that had formed an obstacle between him and the gods are removed. As noted
in the previous chapter, this private confession is then dealt with appropriately in an official ritual
manner in the river ordeal (IV, line j) and the (likely) ritual performance of a §igi prayer (IV §B
14'-15"). Note also that his previous sin (e i/fu) is released at one of the temple gates (V 48).

141 T admit that the line may most obviously function as a warning to readers not to neglect
Marduk, and thus Subgi-mesré-Sakkan may function as a negative example in the immediate
context. Taken in the context of the entire poem, however, the line also contributes to the poem’s
broader purpose as developed above.

142 Johnston 2019, 70. For the instructional character of the protagonist and thus Ludlul, see
also Denning-Bolle 1992, 62.

143 1t is worth mentioning in this regard that the protagonist’s favorable invocation in I 40 may
very well be the poem itself, as Piccin / Worthington (2015, 121) suggest, “so that the very act of
reciting it would be beneficial,” though this need not be construed in a ritualistic sense (see John-
ston 2019, 70, 79, n.72). For the embodied teaching of the sufferer, i.e., teaching that is rooted in
his bodily experience of Marduk’s wrath, see Haubold 2019; note especially the following:
“Through his illness and isolation, the sufferer feels Marduk’s hand on his body, and that means
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way for the author to encourage those who may be currently or potentially
suffering divine disfavor than to present this story—the protagonist’s post-
recovery thanksgiving story—in the form of, and to fill it with allusions to the
themes and language of incantation prayers, the very kind of prayer a suffering
person would recite to regain wholeness? In other words, just as the Aluzinnu
text transformed entire genres for parody and mockery Ludlul has re-purposed
the incantation prayer genre for the protagonist’s thanksgiving. As pointed out
above, the first word of the text of thanksgiving, /udlul, is the last word of
many incantation prayers. Ludlul (the poem) picks up in the sufferer’s own
voice of praise where these prayers left off and thereby commends to the reader
to engage in what I will call proleptic thanksgiving, that is, to appropriate the
protagonist’s story as their own and to offer a kind of vicarious thanksgiving in
advance of their own relief, because, although Marduk is angry at night, he is
relenting at daybreak (I 2); their “rescuing is near” (I 39). Like Subgi-mesré-
Sakkan, one need only be patient.

This reading finds support within Ludlul via the very issue that suggested
this literary comparative study in the first place: The fact that the poem is
couched in a first person voice for most of the text, the same voice used in in-
cantation prayers. From the perspective of Subgi-mesré-Sakkan, this first per-
son perspective gives the poem a kind of religious autobiographical feel. For
the reader, however, who enters the narrative world of the poem, especially a
reader for whom suffering is a current affair rather than a thing of the past, the
first person voice significantly alters the experience of the poem. Subsi-mesré-
Sakkan’s words become for this reader a forward-looking or, as I have called
it, a proleptic thanksgiving. That is, the reader confesses in anticipation of its
actual arrival that which he or she is hoping to experience—recovery or salva-
tion from harm, but they do so vicariously through the entextualized experience
of Subgi-mesré-Sakkan.!#* (Such an experience need not have taken place in a
ritual to be beneficial. There is no evidence that Ludlul was used in any kind of
ritual performance.) This interpretation, I believe, finds objective support from
later texts that use Ludlul to cast their own protagonists in the mold of Subsi-
mesré-Sakkan, the topic of chapter ten.

also that he learns something about the heart of Marduk that not even the gods can know.... [I]t is
precisely the embodied experience of Marduk’s wrath, rather than the cognitive feat of under-
standing his heart, that forms the core of the sufferer’s teachings in Lud/ul” (216). See also John-
ston 2019, 7478 in an explicit comparative perspective.

144 On this reading of Ludlul, the ancient reader/hearer of the poem could potentially experi-
ence something like the “book encounter” described in Pasulka 2019, 100-106; that is, a person
who has had an experience that is something of an anomaly picks up a book (or movie or docu-
mentary) that suddenly makes sense of what the person has experienced.
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Before concluding our comparative reading, I return to an idea mentioned
earlier about the nature of praise at the end of Tablet V to suggest how the
poem supports the protagonist’s own announced pedagogical intent in its nar-
rated concluding scenes, where the poem gently leads the reader from reflect-
ing with the protagonist about his experiences through the text via his first per-
son voice, as discussed above, to reflecting on the protagonist and his
experiences in the text via the narrator’s third person voice, concluding with a
self-reference to the poem itself. With this shift in the reader’s perspective the
poem authorizes the reader to stand back from the protagonist, to see him objec-
tively, and to understand the particularity of his experiences as paradigmatic in
character, generalizable and thus applicable to their own life experiences.'*

In the first two thirds of Tablet V the protagonist enters a temple complex
where he undertakes several ritual acts. His publicly-recognized recovery and
re-entry into social life then elicit a doxological response from his onlookers in
Ludlul V 69-70, which read:

The <citizens> of Babylon saw how he (i.e., Marduk) revived [hi]s [servant’],
Every one of their mouths extolled [his] greatness, saying:

In the lines that follow, the Babylonians praise Marduk and exhort others—in
fact, exhort everyone universally—to join them in lauding the deity for his
magnanimous treatment of the sufferer (V 71-82, partially cited earlier in this
chapter). By virtue of the situation, the sufferer is referred to in the third person
throughout this passage. Significantly, this third person mode of referencing
the sufferer seems to continue, though the text is variously broken in the lines
that follow, until the end of the poem.'#¢ In light of this manner of presentation,
I think the final third of Tablet V intends to create conceptual distance between
the sufferer and the reader by progressively uncoupling the reader from the
particularity of the sufferer’s experience. Up to V 69-70, the sufferer’s story
provides the reader with a kind of vicarious reading experience via the suffer-
er’s first person voice, as mentioned already above. Now the poem moves the
reader back a step from the protagonist’s immediate experience to see his expe-
riences as viewed from the perspective of the Babylonians in their praise of
Marduk (V 71ff.) and then moves the reader back yet another step to see the
protagonist’s story—at an even greater conceptual distance—from the omnis-
cient perspective of the narrator, whose words in V 105-120 slip between an
objective description of the protagonist (V 105-112), to a generalized exhor-

145 The thoughts I develop here have their roots in Foster’s early article on self-reference in
Ludlul (1983).
146 There may be an exception in Ludlul V 83.
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tation for anyone who has experienced suffering (possibly,'*” V 113-118), to a
doxology directed at Marduk.'*® The concluding lines even refer to the protag-
onist by name (see V 111 and 119, both incomplete lines), explicitly moving
him from the role of subject of expression to the poem’s explicit object of re-
flection. It must be significant, in this regard, that the poem begins with an ex-
hortational and implied performative form of dalalu, ludlul, “1 will (now com-
mence) praise,” from the perspective of the sufferer himself (I 1)—a point of
entry for the reader into the protagonist’s experience, and that it concludes with
the simple preterite of the same root, id/ula, “he praised,” indicating the com-
pletion of the action as judged from the narrator’s omniscient perspective (V
120), which has also become the reader’s. Given this framing of the poem, it
seems to me that Ludlul concludes in V 120 with an implicit reference to the
poem itself,'* a feature of a number of other Akkadian literary compositions
(e.g., Eniima elis and Erra and ISum). In distancing the reader from the protag-
onist in this manner at the end of the text and referencing itself in its very last
line, the poem commends itself, even if only subtly, as an authoritative reflec-
tion on and interpretation of the protagonist’s experience. His thanksgiving has
been completed, and his story has concluded with him in right standing with
Marduk. If one were to consider a comparison of this ending with incantation
prayers, one might suggest that what we have here is a thematic adaption of the
assurance found in ritual instructions attached to various incantation prayers
(and always detached from the supplicant’s first person voice in the actual text
of the prayer), which authoritatively state in an institutionally-embedded and
omniscient third person voice, “your/his prayer will be heard” (teslitka/teslissu
isSemmi) or simply “it will be heard” (Semdr).'>

Thinking more broadly: Given these observations of the protagonist’s peda-
gogical exhortations and the poem’s reflective interpretations of his experience,
one might be inclined to call Ludlul a sermon. But it cannot be a sermon; there
are no sermons from Mesopotamia. One might be tempted to call it a hymn or a
prayer, since the poem, as we have seen, is infused with the language from
these genres.'”! But such genre categories do not capture what is going on in

147 See the notes in chapter three at V 113.

148 Albertz describes the entire final Tablet of the poem as “eine schrittweise Erweiterung des
Personenkreises, der in das Marduklob einbezogen wird” (1988, 43).

149 Just as the opening hymn may conclude with such a self-reference (so Piccin / Worthing-
ton 2015, 121).

150 See, e.g., STT 59, obv. 33 and rev. 26; STT 132, rev. 7; CTN 4 168, rev. ii 56; BMS 21 +
AOAT 34 52, rev. 25; BMS 36, rev. 8'; SpBTU 3 76, rev. 22 (restored); BM 54654, rev. 5.

15" As important as is Oshima’s point that Ludlul is similar to hymns in that both shift near
their conclusions to a third person voice and offer pleas for the person for whom the text was
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this narrative poem, since the prolonged and detailed presentation of the suffer-
er’s recovery in Tablet III and following is foreign to the content of hymns and
would make the generic identification of prayer incomprehensible.!3> What are
we to make of Ludlul then?

Might it not make sense to take the sufferer’s life experiences described in
the poem as a whole as a kind of sign or omen? And, following this idea, could
not the poem then do for these experiences—these signs—considered collec-
tively the same thing the diviner’s omen series do for manifested omens?!s?
Ludlul deciphers the meaning of the sufferer’s experiences in terms of the most
relevant divine attributes, wrath and mercy. And it does this for the benefit of a
general audience, whomever they may have been beyond the scribal students
and professional scribes who copied the tablets. Unlike the scholarly corpora
that were believed to be revelatory in nature (Lenzi 2008), Ludlul is not secret.
And, there is no evidence in the way the poem constructs its audience that its
audience was to be restricted to the king or a group of elites or some other spe-
cific group (despite what we know about its actual circulation among the
literate and the elite); rather, the poem addresses the people, everyone (see I
39), and may more specifically identify this audience in V 113 as anyone who
has experienced suffering. (Of course, the high literary register of the poem’s
language may have made such a constructed audience more of a fiction than a
genuine possibility. But the point remains: The poem is directed at everyone.)
In this respect, the poem is similar to the Epic of Gilgames. The Epic of
Gilgames promises its readers the opportunity to learn the wisdom that
Gilgames discovered and to read the very secrets of the gods, which in some

created (Oshima 2014, 18, 342), I do not think that observation provides a full explanation for
what is going on in Ludlul. As hymn-like as it is, Ludlul is not simply a hymn.

152 Note Ziegler 2015, 218-29, who considers several laments, hymns, and prayers tradition-
ally treated in discussions of “theodicy,” including Ludlul. She makes a very useful distinction
between texts that treat human suffering retrospectively (i.e., after healing), which she calls “ac-
tion de grace,” and those that treat it amidst current suffering, “situés avant la remission du
souffrant” (222). Of the four in the former category (Sumerian Man and His God, OB Akkadian
Man and His God, Ludlul, and Ugaritica 5, no. 162), Ludlul is far and away the one that most
develops the protagonist’s recovery. In other words, Ludlul has parallels but none is developed in
the manner and to the degree to which Lud/ul is. I am drawn back to Brigitte Groneberg’s assess-
ment of Ludlul in the context of her treatment of I§tar Baghdad (see note 29 above). She states
that her study of the latter text strengthened her view that “Lud/ul, eine ungewdhnlich kunstvolle
Kompilation auf der Basis von alteren Klagegebeten ist,” which is not the same as identifying
Ludlul with such texts.

153 Along similar lines, note Foster’s summary of the final section of Erra and Isum: “The
poet introduces himself by name, and explains that the text, or ‘sign’ of the god, was approved by
Erra himself after it was revealed to the author in a half-waking state. Having become a sign, the
text acquires prophylactic powers” (2005: 910).
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sense, it asserts, are contained in the lines of its poem.'** If one accepts the par-
allel, then Ludlul might be viewed as also offering a kind of wisdom, rooted in
the experiences of another man, who has come to know in a /ived manner the
attributes of Marduk,'3 the lord of wisdom (bel némeqi)—an epithet that acti-
vates ideas of divine revelation'**—and high god of Babylon. Like Gilgames,
Subgi-mesré-Sakkan is thus paradigmatic, on some level—he is the emblematic
sufferer, as van der Toorn calls him.!*” And thus his story could be anyone’s
story, including those suffering (V 113), if they heed his example.

APPENDIX:
SUBSI-MESRE-SAKKAN’S NAME AS PETITIONARY PRAYER
AND ITS SIGNIFICANCE IN LUDLUL

Interpreters have been so concerned with finding Subgi-mesré-Sakkan in histo-
ry (see the Introduction) that they have hardly considered the role his name
plays in the poem, which is the interpretive concern of this short appendix.

The protagonist’s name is, of course, a prayer, “O Sakkan, create wealth.”
By the time Ludlul was written, Sakkan was a third tier deity, associated with
the steppe and the various animals who graze there and with prosperity and
abundance.!S® The fact that the protagonist’s name has Sakkan as its theophoric
element indicates clearly that the protagonist had no prior, special connection
or obvious devotion to Marduk. Whether his name was given to him by his
parents or contrived by the poem’s author, a protagonist named “O Sakkan,
create wealth” would not be construed by readers of the poem as coming from
a family particularly devoted to Marduk—or any other high god in the panthe-
on, for that matter.!>

154 See Lenzi 2013a.

155 See Haubold 2019, especially 216.

156 See SAACT 7, xxxv—xxxvi and Lenzi 2018, 60-61. Marduk’s primary expertise was relat-
ed to dispelling evil demons through incantations, which would be quite appropriate in the context
of Ludlul (see Lambert 1995, 32; Noegel [2016, 625, n.81] includes witchcraft). Note also John-
ston’s suggestion for the implication of the epithet in the opening line of the poem: “one may
argue that when the speaker praises Marduk as bel nemeqi, he is referring not only to the god’s
superior wisdom, but also to his ability or propensity to bestow it upon humans. In that sense, we
might read the opening lines as alluding to the speaker’s own claim to némegqu.”

1571985, 58.

158 See Frayne and Stuckey 2021, 319-20 for a recent, brief round-up of references to the dei-
ty. Wiggermann 2021 lays out all of the evidence for the deity in great detail.

159 Of course, we must exercise caution in using a person’s birth name to discern their reli-
gious devotion as an adult. Nabonidus (Nabii-na ‘id, “Nabu is praised”), treated at length in chap-
ter ten, and his special devotion to Sin springs to mind as a famous example of onomastic-
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What if the protagonist were named Etir-Marduk, “Marduk is my Savior,”
or Adi-mat-Marduk, “How long, O Marduk?,” or Raba-sa-Marduk, “Great are
the deeds of Marduk™? These are all actual names attested in various Middle
Babylonian documents, listed in Sommerfeld’s study of the rise of Marduk.'®
The last was a well-known physician (as#) from Nippur, who can be placed in
that city between the eleventh and seventeenth years of king Nazimarutta$ and
who spent his later years at the Hittite court.'®! Would the poem read any dif-
ferently if the protagonist bore a name with a Marduk-theophoric? Yes. Upon
reading or hearing a Marduk-name in Ludlul 111 44 instead of “Subgi-mesré-
Sakkan” I think readers would be inclined to reprocess everything in the poem
that came before the dream sequence in Tablet III and likely re-evaluate their
previous level of empathy for the protagonist. His inability in Tablets I and II
to figure out what he had done to deserve his misfortunes and to determine a
way to remedy them might be construed as disingenuous. And his neglect of
Esagil, which he admits in Ludlul TV §C 6 (line p), might not be viewed chari-
tably as a thoughtless omission—corrected after discipline—but as a very
grave offense, a sin of commission and a derelict of duty. In many ways, I
think, the poem’s poignancy and impact would fall apart if the protagonist had
a name with a Marduk-theophoric. Thus, the protagonist’s name, or rather, the
protagonist’s non-Marduk name, is important to the poem’s literary success. '

Another thing that should not go overlooked in a discussion of the protago-
nist’s name is the middle term, mesri or, as booked in the lexica, masrii.'*> The
word means “wealth, riches,” that is, material surplus over one’s practical
needs, and in some contexts is correlated, as is still true today unfortunately,
with a high position in the social hierarchy.!* Moreover, in addition to being
paired with words of abundance (e.g., nubsu, hegallu, tuhdu, sce CAD M/1,
386), mesri is also paired with dumqu, “favor.” Dumqu can be social in charac-
ter—favor in the community—as it is in a Middle Babylonian letter’s greeting:
Sa Anu Enlil u Ea u Bélet-ili qipti dumgqi u mesré isrukiusu, “to whom Anu, En-
lil, and Ea, as well as Bélet-ilt have given an office which will provide favor

religious mismatch. Still, in terms of a name creating a specific perception in a literary text, the
point remains.

1601982, 204-5, 207; see also Holscher 1996, 21 and 173 for the last two names cited.

161 See HeeBel 2009. If one wants to speculate about who might have written Ludlul during
this king’s reign, Raba-sa-Marduk should be on the short list of candidates.

192 This, by the way, is not an absolutely compelling argument in favor of taking the name as
something contrived by the poet.

163 See CAD M/1, 285-86; AHw, 629; CDA, 203.

164 See, e.g., the Babylonian Theodicy 20 and 282 (Oshima 2014, 150, 166) and the proverb in
K.7674+, rev. iii 23-24 (Lambert 1960, 252).
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and wealth.”!% In the $uila prayer IStar 1 such communal favor is recognized
as coming from the deity and from the acquisition and thus maintenance of
divine protectors. The relevant lines of petition read:

ashur bélutki i balatu u sulmu
lursi séd dumqi sa paniki

Sa arkiki alikat lamassi lursi
Sa imnukki mesra lussip

dumgqa lukSida Sa Sumélukki'®®

1 hereby turn to your (i.e., IStar’s) sovereignty; may there be life and wholeness for
me.

May I acquire the protective spirit of good fortune (5eéd dumgqi) who is before you.

May I acquire the divine guardian who follows after you.

May I add wealth (mesra) that is on your right side.

May I achieve favor (dumqu) that is on your left side.

A similar cluster of favor, wealth, and life is attested in a prayer directed to
Marduk, inscribed on a Kassite cylinder seal, the last two lines of which read:

May favor, wealth, and life converge on me.'¢’

Finally, an omen apodosis is even more direct about the connection between
divinity, favor, and wealth (which is here represented by a verbal form of the
same root from which mesri derives): ilu ana ameli dumqa ippes amélu si
isarru, “a god will show favor to the man; that man will become wealthy”
(Summa alu LV 23').1%% As mentioned above, Sakkan was associated with
prosperity and abundance, which comes out very clearly in a Kassite cylinder
seal prayer that describes the deity as “lord of abundance and plenty” (en
hé-nun hé-gal).'®® Even more apropos for our discussion is the Kassite name
dSakkan-musesri, “Sakkan is the one who makes one wealthy.”!™® Of course,
the protagonist in Ludlul loses both his considerable material well-being and
high social status in Tablet I of the poem so that he ends up homeless and
openly slandered even by a slave girl (I 90), all of which is attributed from the

165 BE 17, no. 24 = CBS 19793, lines 6b-8; see CAD Q, 260.

166 Zgoll 2003, 195-96, lines 30-32.

167 Limet 1971, 96 (no. 7.9).

168 Freedman 2017, 99.

199 Limet 1971, 65 (no. 3.5). Note also no. 8.1 (p. 102), which praises the deity’s ability to in-
crease grain, multiply living creatures, and provide a man with an heir and a name (ibila 0 mu
tuku-bi).

170 Cited in Wiggermann 2021, 604.
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outset of his story to divine anger—Marduk’s—and the loss of divine protec-
tion (I 41-48), including a séd dumgi (I 45). Subsi-mesré-Sakkan had clearly
become a man without favor, divine or human. We may therefore see that the
word mesri in the protagonist’s name indicates an irony: although Sakkan has
given the protagonist mesri, Marduk has taken it away. The word also implies
a renewed supplicatory urgency in light of his losses recounted in the poem.
Yet, the poem makes one thing quite clear: contrary to his appellation’s appeal,
the god Sakkan, whom I presume to be the protagonist’s personal or familial
god, had no power to help Subsi-mesré-Sakkan until Marduk permitted it (I
16).

For a much more speculative suggestion on the meaning of Subgi-mesré-
Sakkan’s name, see the appendix to chapter nine.



CHAPTER 9:
LUDLUL AND THE COMMENTARY TRADITIONS:
FIRST-MILLENNIUM SCHOLARS AND SCRIBAL HERMENEUTICS

In the last several chapters (five through eight) I have used an internal ap-
proach to shed light on some element of Ludlul as a work of ancient scholar-
ship. Chapter five followed the theme of revelation in the poem to understand
the protagonist’s experience of divine revelation as it unfolds in the poem;
chapter six analyzed the poem’s anatomical and pathological vocabulary to
illuminate the poem’s intersection with texts associated with exorcism; chapter
seven interpreted the pervasive theme of ritual failure to gain insight into the
poem’s institutional, ideological purpose; and chapter eight examined the
poem’s intertextuality with incantation prayers, arguably the most important
genre in the exorcist’s textual repertoire. Each of these approaches have pro-
vided a perspective on the socio-cultural background of the poem, as a text
originating among exorcists.

The present chapter returns to the external approach of chapter four, in
which T gathered and interpreted the data from school tablets containing ex-
cerpts of Ludlul and extant colophons on tablets preserving the poem. I started
with the external approach in chapter four in order to demonstrate objectively
that Ludlul was used to train future exorcists. The present chapter builds on
these findings through a close examination of Ludlul’s role in the ancient
Mesopotamian commentary traditions of the first millennium, which reflect
pedagogical elements of an advanced stage in a young scholar’s education and
professional development. The primary focus here is on a thorough investiga-
tion of the commentary that ancient scholars produced for Ludlul itself, hence-
forth simply referred to as “the Commentary.” As of this writing, no such study
has appeared in print. In the last section of the chapter, I consider (much more
briefly) how Ludlul was cited in the commentaries on other texts. Despite their
differing foci, the goal of each section is one and the same: To examine the
ancient socio-literary contexts in which the scribes read and interpreted Ludlul
centuries after its composition.
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9.1. INTRODUCTION TO THE COMMENTARY!

Ludlul is one of the few Akkadian literary texts that attracted the exegetical
attention of ancient scholarly commentators.? The present Commentary may be
the same mukallimtu-commentary that the literary inventory tablet Rm.618
refers to in line 18.% In any case, the only known witness to the Commentary to
Ludlul presented in this chapter is K.3291, which is a finely formed tablet writ-
ten in a neat Neo-Assyrian script. Given the fact that the tablet was found in the
libraries and archives at Nineveh, the tablet is likely a copy of the Commentary
rather than an original creation.* One of the scribal mistakes on the tablet may
likewise suggest K.3291 is a copy: the scribe wrote an I for U in obv. 265 a
mistake that was likely graphic in nature.

When the tablet was complete, it contained commentary on selected lines
from all five Tablets of Ludlul. Unfortunately, the tablet is broken and now
missing the top of its obverse and thus the bottom of its reverse. It is difficult to
know how many lines are actually missing from each side due to the break.®
Recognizing that the Commentary currently begins with a citation of Ludlul 1
24 (probably), we might expect it to have cited and explained lemma from per-
haps five earlier lines from the poem,” sometimes using one and at other times

! This chapter draws on the edition of the Commentary that I first published on Yale Univer-
sity’s Cuneiform Commentaries Project, headed by Eckart Frahm, in collaboration with Mary
Frazer, Enrique Jiménez, and Klaus Wagensonner; see Lenzi 2015a (https://ccp.yale.edu/
P394923). Enrique Jiménez made several suggestions on that page, indicated in the notes there as
[EJ]. When adopted here, I indicate those suggestions in the notes with (CCP) after his name. My
research into the Commentary since 2015 has led to several revisions being incorporated into the
present edition, translation, and analysis. In time, these will be worked into the online edition.

2 For other commentaries on literary texts, see http://ccp.yale.edu/catalogue?genre=3. As one
will notice from a perusal of the list, Marduk is an important actor and Babylon an important cult
center in most of the literary texts that have a commentary (e.g., Eniima elis; Lugal-e is the excep-
tion); see Gabbay 2016, 67 and Horowitz 2009.

3 As noted in Frahm 2011, 119; see already Lambert 1960, 26, Lambert 19541956, 320, and
Meier 1937-1939, 239, n.23. Sayce’s edition (1884, 190-94) has been updated by Jiménez (2017,
117-21). A mukallimtu, listed on the line below Ludlul, is also mentioned in the literary inventory
SEM 1092 (rev. i’ 4), published by Grof (2012: 34-38, perhaps from Nineveh).

4 Though we cannot be sure that K.3291 is identical to or a copy of the mukallimtu-
commentary of Ludlul mentioned in Sm.618: 18, we do know the other compositions listed in that
inventory were copied by scribes, thus suggesting that the listed mukallimtu of Ludlul was also
copied. See Gabbay 2015, 58—66 for a full discussion of the copying of commentary tablets.

3 If the reading of rev. 12 is correct (see below), our Assyrian copy of the Commentary may
also have misunderstood a Babylonian BA as MA and incorrectly interpreted a crowded SI fol-
lowed by a colon as SA. See also my note on dannu in rev. 7 below as a potential case of para-
blepsis.

% See Lambert 1960, 25 for his estimation.

71f we use Lambert’s ratio of one line commented on for every seven lines of poetry in Tablet
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two lines on the tablet to do so. I suspect therefore that we are likely missing
about ten lines from the top of the obverse and about the same from the bottom
of the reverse. In its current condition, there are fifty-one extant lines (in vari-
ous conditions of preservation) on the obverse and forty-seven on the reverse.
Thus, originally, the tablet may have had about sixty lines or so to a side and
been about 120 lines long in total.® If that is the case and line v of the Com-
mentary should be identified as a citation of Ludlul V 64—which admittedly is
based on very slim evidence (see the note on rev. 46 below), then the Commen-
tary cited fewer lines from Tablet V of the poem than it did from the other Tab-
lets. (It cites twenty-one lines of the poem from Tablet II, all relevant lines of
which are known both in the base text and in the Commentary.) Given this
assessment of the space at the end of the reverse, if our copy contained a colo-
phon, it was unlikely to have been a long one—as are most of the A§Surbanipal
colophons.

The Commentary follows the typical Assyrian mukallimtu form:° a line of
the base text (Ludlul) is cited and then a lemma (or two; rarely, three) from the
cited text is equated with another word (or words), thereby providing an expla-
nation. In twenty-eight cases, the commentary cites a line from Ludlul and uses
the following line for commentary (e.g., obv. 12'-13’). In thirty-five cases, the
cited text from Ludlul is immediately followed on the same line by an explana-
tion of a lemma (or two); only a colon separates the citation from the explana-
tion (e.g., obv. 14"). (Line n and the last four lines of the tablet are not counted
in these totals.) When the beginning of a line comprising only commentary is
preserved, the line is always indented (twenty times; e.g., obv. 16" and 23").1°

The colon (or Glossenkeil), ubiquitous in commentaries, is used for a few
different purposes in K.3291. Every time there is text and commentary on the
same line and the transition is preserved, a colon separates the citation from the
commentary. (The transition at rev. 12 seems to be an exception, though the
tablet is somewhat broken where we would expect the colon.!! And, as I have
suggested in the textual note on rev. 12, there may be a copyist’s error in the

1(1960, 25), we should estimate only three or four lines commented on in the break.

8 Compare the presumed size of the tablet as presented in the typeset copy, VR, no. 47 (61
lines to a side).

° On the typology of commentary tablets, see the section “Cuneiform Text Commentaries: A
Typology” at http://ccp.yale.edu/introduction/typology-commentaries#form.

191 do not include obv. 18" and rev. 37 in this count. Rev. 37 is missing one sign at the begin-
ning of the line, [(indent) ku]-"nu'-us-kad-ru. The placement of the first preserved sign, NU, like-
ly indicates an indentation at the line’s head. The textual situation in obv. 18 is similar.

! Also, the transition in rev. 14 occurs on a crack in the tablet. Although the colon is not rep-
resented on Lambert’s copy of the tablet (1960, pl. 16), it is printed in the typeset cuneiform of
the copy in VR, no. 47. I do not see the colon in my photographs of the tablet.
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text.) The colon is also used to separate different comments on the same line.
When there is more than one comment in succession, a colon usually separates
the comments. See obv. 13', 45’ (first colon), 51', rev. 18, 20, 28 (second and
fifth colons), and 42. Exceptionally, the colon is absent between two comments
on the same line in rev. 40. Finally, when two lemma are being equated in the
commentary, a colon sometimes (not always) separates the equated lemma. See
obv. 31’, 38, 39", 40", 45’ (second colon), 49’, rev. 3, 17 (the first one is a triple
Winkelhaken rather than a normal colon), 22, 24, 25, 26, 28 (first, third, and
fourth colons), 29, 37, and 40.

The Commentary repeats the explanation of three lemma from the base text
of Ludlul in the course of its text:!?

— ditu = bunnannii in obv. 6' (147) and rev. 29 (IV, line i)
—  hasSikku = sukkuku in obv. 13" (I 71) and rev. 9 (III 84)"3
— unsu = bubiitu in obv. 35’ (Il 44) and rev. 14 (II1 104)

And some of its explanations are not attached to the poem’s first use of the
word being explained. For example, masasu occurs in III 91, III 95, and 1V,
line h, where it is finally explained (see rev. 28); and ahulap occurs first in 1 96
but is explained in conjunction with the Commentary’s entry for I1I 35 (see rev.
6). (The word appears twice more in Lud[ul 111 38 and III 55.) It is unclear what
to make of these facts.!*

If K.3291 is a copy, which seems likely, then one may well wonder about
the Commentary’s actual origin as a composition. Enrique Jiménez suggests
(CCP) that rev. 42 may provide evidence that the Commentary is an Assyrian
creation: the Commentary explains the lemma aspu with uspu, which simply
looks to be an Assyrian orthography of aspu. The Assyrian orthography of
muttutu for muttatu in rev. 32 may point to the same general place of origin. As
best as I can determine, there is no evidence to narrow the place of origin to a
more specific locale. Yet an Assyrian origin for the Commentary is significant
for the present study.

As Gabbay has shown in his work on the Akkadian terminology associated
with commentaries, the Sitz im Leben of the production of ancient Mesopota-

12 See also rev. 24 (on Com, line €), where the lemma manahtu is explained with mursu. Both
terms occur together as the explanation for the lemma ippiru in obv. 31" (on II 11).

13 In III 84, the base text has hasikkis; the commentator removes the adverbial suffix and
simply cites hasikku as the lemma.

14 One might be tempted to entertain the idea that the Commentary on K.3291 is a composite
of commentaries on two distinct portions of Ludlul, for example, on Tablets I-II and on Tablets
III-V. Although this would explain the repeated explanations neatly, it cannot explain why
masasu is not commented on until its third attestation in the poem (in Tablet IV), unless we mul-
tiply the putative sources to at least three.
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mian commentaries was the collaborative study of texts among senior scholars
and their younger colleagues/advanced students. As he writes, “[m]any of the
terms related to commentaries, either as genre designations, scribal remarks, or
hermeneutical terms, point to this study environment.” He continues:

The picture that arises from an examination of this language is that of the
joint scholarly study of canonical (and divine) texts in the form of a lesson
(malsiitu) during which the base text was read, probably by a young scholar
(or a few young scholars) who offered interpretations in response to ques-
tions posed by a senior scholar (mas altu Sa pt ummdni), the latter adding
his expositions and further teaching. These oral explanations were later
combined with written sources by the young scholar, who was responsible
for composing the commentary tablet itself.'

Previous chapters have confirmed that Ludlul originated among scholars and
was transmitted to scribes/scholars-in-training, both in the form of excerpts on
school tablets and, according to some colophons, in extenso on full tablets
found in various ancient tablet collections. According to Gabbay’s reconstruc-
tion of the socio-cultural situations in which commentaries were produced, the
existence of Ludlul’s Commentary provides further evidence for the im-
portance of Ludlul as a culturally authoritative text in mid-first-millennium
Assyria.

9.2. EDITION OF THE COMMENTARY

In the Akkadian transliteration below citations from Lud[ul are in normal print.
The commentary material is marked in bold.

obverse

(Ludlul 124)'

1. [... an]-nu [... gu]ilt.

2'.[... an-nu ar]-nu [... Guilt means gulilt.

(126)

3" [... hur-bla-su [... col]d tremors.

4" [... hur-ba-5u ku-uls-su [... Cold tremors means chlills.

15 Gabbay 2016, 14; similarly, 51.
16 Oshima thinks this line may be a commentary to either I 19 or I 24 (2014, 382). The latter
seems more likely to me.
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(147)
5" [... du-u-ti u]-"tam-mil

6'. [... du-ti-tu bu-un-nla-nu-u

(148)

7' [...] x : ta-ra-nu sil-lu

(161)

8. [...] a-tam-mah

9'. [... tal-ma-hu sa-ba-tu

(169)

10" [... u]-"sam'-ga-ru UGU-MU

11'.[...] nap-ra-ku pe-er-ku

a7

12'. [Sap-ta-a-a sa it-ta-as]-ba-ra ha-

Sik-kis e-me

[(indent) sa-ba-ru da-bla-bu : ha-

Sik-ku suk-ku-ku : e-mu-u ma-sa-

Iu

(178)

14'. sar-"ra-ha-ku-ma" a-tur a-na re-e-
§i : re-e-Su "“"ARAD

(186)

15'. na-al-bu-bu tap-pe-e 1i-nam-ga-ra-
an-ni

13".

16'. (indent) na-al-bu-bu Se>o-gu-i

(187)

17'. [ki-n)a-a[t-ti a-na na-aq) "da-me
-[mar]-Tra-as ¥ TUKUL]

18'. [(indent) ana] "na-aq [d]a-mi ta-
[bak da-mi]"

(189)

19'. s{ul-pis ina pu-uh-ri e-ru-ra-an-"ni’
a[r’-di - x x x (x)]'®

PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

[... my masculine features ec]lipsed.

[... Masculine features means outer|
appearance.

[...] ... Protection means covering.

[...]Twill seize [...].

[... To selize means to seize.

They [s]et [...] in alliance against me.
[...] Obstruction means fraud.

1, [whose lips chatt]ered constantly,
turned into a mute person.

[To chatter means to sp]eak. Deaf
means deaf. To become means to be
like.

I was once dignified, but I turned into a
slave. Head means slave.

My furious comrade would denounce
me.

Furious means raging.

[My coll]ea[gue] di[rt]ied Ais weapon
[for] blood[shed].

[For] spilling [bl]Jood means pou[ring
out blood].

[My] sla[ve] o[p]enly cursed me in the
assembly. [...]

17 The present reading of the line follows George / Al-Rawi 1998, 200, as suggested by En-
rique Jiménez (CCP).

18 Given the few attestations of sipis (CAD S/3, 323), the Commentary likely chose that word
in the line for comment. And given the small available space in the break at the end of the line,
the word was likely explained by another comprising only one or two signs. The only word that
comes to mind is petis, “openly’,” though this is even more rarely attested than Siipis (CDA, 273;
CAD P, 337); thus [Su-pis pe-tis]. Both instances of petis occur in astrological commentaries to
explain the obscure saltis (see CAD P, 337 and S, 106); it is always written pe-ti-is. In any case,
filling the break at the end of this line is mere speculation.
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(193)

20". a-na qa-ab ™"™SIGs-ia pe-ta-as-su A grave lay open for one speaking well
has-tua : ha-as-tus Su-u(t-ta-tua] of me. Grave means gra[ve].

(1105)

21", ua-mu Su-ta-nu-hu mu-Su ger-ra-a- The day was sighing, the night lamenta-
ni : ger-ra-a-ni bi-[ki-tu) tion. Lamentation means we[eping].

(1106)

22'.1T1 qi-ta-a-a-u-lu i-dir-"tu? Every month endless silence, the yea[r]
MU.AN.[NA] misery.

23'. (indent) gi-ta-a-a-i-lu qu-i-[lu) Endless silence means stupol[r].

(11 3)

24'. za-pur-tus u-ta-as-sa-pa "i-sar-tus¥ My bad luck was increasing, I could not
ul ult-tu] fi[nd] prosperity.

25'. (indent) za-pur-tus "ru-ub-[bu’]"  Bad luck means wra[th].
I17)
26'. i-na mas-Sak-ki “TENST ul 11'*°-$d-pi The inquirer could not clarify my c[as]e

d[i-n]i with incense.

27'. (indent) mas-Sak-ku sur-qé-nu $§@¢  Incense means offering of the dream
lrgNsI? interpreter.

(119)

28" MMAS.MAS ina KID.KID-té-e ki-mil-ti The exorcist did not release the divine
ul ip-tur anger against me with his ritual.

29'. (indent) KiD.KID-Tfu-1i" né-pe-si Ritual means ritual procedure.

r11)

30". a-mur-ma dar-ka-tus] ri-"da’-a-t[us] 1looked behin[d] me, harassmen[t] and
ip-pe-e-ri trouble.

31". (indent) ip-pi-ri : [mla-na-ah-tus : Trouble means [f]atigue and illness.
GIG

19 The restoration follows Lambert 1960, 38 (likewise, Oshima 2014, 396). CAD S, 55 reads
the first word in the line and the lemma being explained as sa-bur-tum, “falsehood, malice,”
which is equated with what it reads as [sa]-ru-ub-tum in the comment (untranslated). There may
be room for the ZA sign but that assumes the scribe spaced his explanations equidistant from the
lemma being explained from line to line. This is simply not the case, as a perusal of the tablet will
show. Also, the TUM is not on the tablet. AHw, 998 reads the comment lemma as ru-ub-[tu?] for
ru ‘ubtu, “Zorn.” This is possible. One could also consider the comment in light of I 7 and restore
it as ru-ub-[5u], “his wrath.” But, this is not likely, given the fact that the Commentary typically
removes pronominal suffixes from the lemma before citing it. (4Ahulapi in rev. 6 could be an ex-
ception, but see the comments in chapter three at III 35.) Whatever the exact restoration of the
final word, it seems likely that it belongs to the semantic domain of “anger.”

20 The text has I instead of U, as in the duplicates. I suspect the copyist saw the first two hori-
zontals of the sign following u/ and simply assumed the sign was I, the most common verbal pre-
fix, rather than the required U.
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121

32'. a-na Sa im-hu-u be-la-s[u] im-Su-ui :

im-hu-u ka-ba-tu.

(11 24)
33", tés-li-tus ta-Si-ma-tus ni-qu-u sak-
ku-u-a : sak-ku-u par-si

(11 43)
34", ki-i pe-te-e 1 ka-ta-me "te-en-Si-na
Sit-ni : us-mu 0 mu-§i

(I144)

35", im-mu-sa-ma im-ma-a Sa-lam-"tis!
[: uln*'-su bu-bu-tus

(1153)

36". Su-Tlua lem-nu it-ta-sa-a ABZU-us-
Su' : Su-lus e-tém-mu

(I 57)
37", it-ti ur-qit Ki-tua i-pe-es-su lu-u’~tuas

38'. (indent) lu-u -tus : mur-su

(1161)

39". la-ba-ni i-ti-qu u-ram-mu-u ki-3a-
du : i-ti-qui : ra-mu-u : Se-bé-r{u)

(11 69)

40'. gat-ti rap-3a-tu ur-ba-ti-is us-ni-il-
lus : ur-ba-tu : ®Sur-ba-nu

(I170)

41'. ki-i u-lil-tus an-na-bi-ik bu-up-pa-
nis an-na-di

PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

Like the one who had gone mad and
forgotten hi[s] lord. He went mad
means to be lethargic.

Supplication was common sense, sacri-
fice my rule. Rule/rites means cus-
tony/ritual regulation.

The divine decree about them changes
in a blink of an eye. It changes like day
and night.

When they are hungry, they turn into
corpses. [Hu]nger means starvation.

A wicked demonic cough came forth
from its Apsu. Sulu demon means
ghost.

Debility broke through the earth with
the vegetation.

Debility means illness.

They strained my neck muscles, they
made my neck slack. To cross
over/strain and to loosen mean to
brea[k].

My broad build they leveled like rushes.
Rushes means papyrus.

I was thrown down like an u/iltu-plant,
cast down on my face.

21T follow Lambert’s reading (1960, 40). Oshima reads [i]m-su, “hungry” (2014, 402), which,
given the nature of the break at this point on the tablet, is possible though not very likely since the
word is so rarely attested, and it is never attested in an SB context. According to the lexica (CAD
E, 153, AHw, 215, 1553), emsu appears only in OB Akkadian Man and His God (AO 4462, rev.
25; see my treatment with literature at http://akkpm.org/P492288.html) and OB Lu (MSL 12, 185,

vi 18).
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42'. (indent) #-lil-tus su-un-gir-tua

(I 88)

43'. as-na-an Sum-ma da-ad-da-ris a-
la-ut : da-da-ru bu-u’-Sa-nu

(1190)

44'. ap-pu-na-ma e-te-rik si-le-e-tuas

45'. (indent) ap-pu-na-ma ma-a’-dis
si-le-e-tus : GIG

(11 96)

46'. a-na ki-Suk-ki-ia i-tu-ra bé-e-tu :
ki-Suk-ku ki-lus

(1197)

47", il ly-ur-tua Si-ri-ia na-da-a i-da-
a-a

48'. (indent) #Sl-lu-ur-tua iz-qa-tus

(11 98)

49'. mas-kan ram-ni-ia mug-qu-tu Se-
pa-a-a : mas-kan : bi-ri-tus

(11 100)

50". Tgin'-na-zi it-ta-an-ni ma-la-a sil-
la-a-tus

51". (indent) gin-na-zu is-tul-hu : sil-
la-a-tus ka-ta-a-tus

reverse

arion)

1. ¥pa-ru-us-si vi-sah-hi-la-an-ni zi-
qa-tus lab-sat : ®pa-ru-us-si
E5GIDRU

11107

2. ub-tal-lil ki-i UDU.NITA ina ta-ba-as-
ta-ni-ia

3. (indent) ta-ba-ds-ta-nu : zu-u Si-na-
tus

(II1'1)

4. kab-ta-at SU-su ul a-le-"i na-sa-sa :
kab-tu dan-nu

(11 25)

5. lal-tr-alim-ma a-$ip NIBRUM : fa-a-
bi-ti-tu-ul-“iDIM

353

Uliltu-plant means sungirtu-plant.

If it were grain, I would swallow it like
stinkweed. Stinkweed means bu sanu-
plant.

Indeed, my sickness stretched on.

Indeed means very much. Sickness
means illness.

My house became my prison. Prison
means captivity.

A fetter for my flesh—my arms were
useless.

Fetter means handcuff.

A shackle to my person—my feet were
done for. Shackle means fetter.

The whip that beat me was full of
thorns.

Whip means whip. Thorns means nee-
dles.

The goad that pricked me was covered
with thorns. Goad means staff.

I would wallow in my own excrement
like a sheep.

Excrement means feces and urine.

His hand was so heavy I could not bear
it. Heavy means strong.

Laluralimma, exorcist of Nippur means
Tabi-utul-Enlil (i.e., “sweet is the lap of
Enlil”).
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(II1 35)22

6. ig-ba-a a-hu-la-pi ma-gal Su-nu-uh-
ma : a-hu-la-pi a-di ma-ti

(11141)

7. et-lu tar-ru a-pir a-ga-su : tar-ru
dan-nu®

(I 61y

8. e-ga-ti-ia u-Sa-bil M : e-ga-a-ti hi-
ta-a-ti

(111 84)
9. GESTU-MIN-a-a Sa ut-tam-me-ma us-
sak-ki-ra ha-Sik-kis : ha-Sik-ku

suk-ku-ku

(11 85)

10. it-bal a-mir-si-na ip-te-te nes-ma-a-
a : a-mi-ra ze-e uz-ni

(111 96)

11. ur-u-di $a in-ni-is-ru v-nap-pi-qu
la-gab-bis : la-gab-bis $d a-Sat
pag-ri’

PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

She said, “Mercy! He is utterly exhaust-
ed.” Mercy means how long?

A bearded man, crowned by his diadem.
Bearded means strong.

He caused the wind to carry off my acts
of negligence. Acts of negligence
means sins.

My ears, which were clogged and
stopped up like a deaf man’s. Deaf
means deaf.

He removed their wax, he opened my
hearing. Wax obstruction of the ear
means ear feces.

My throat, which was constricted,
blocked as with a lump. Like a lump
refers to the man whose body is stiff.

22 SAACT 7 identified this line as I1I 38 (24) with Lambert (1960, 50, line 37). Mayer (2014,
278) and Oshima (2014, 416, 282) place it correctly at I1I 35.

23 This lexical equation is unique and unexpected. We would rather expect tarru to be equated
with zignu, a very common word for “beard,” as it is in, e.g., the series An = Samii 361 (see
http://oracc.iaas.upenn.edu/dcclt/Q002278/html for an edition and CAD D, 115 for other refer-
ences. Several of the sources for An = Samii are presented in copy by von Soden 1933; see Hriisa
2010, 1, n.2 for other duplicates.) It may very well simply be that dannu is the commentator’s
interpretation; but, I think we should also hold out the possibility that dannu has been mistakenly
copied here in rev. 7 from the end of rev. 4. This possibility is made more plausible by the fact
that the beginning left sides of ZI (assuming zi-ig-nu) and DAN are graphically somewhat similar:
ZI begins with one horizontal followed by two verticals and DAN begins with two horizontals
followed by two verticals (before the final, stacked verticals). (Note also that if zignu were written
zig-nu: ZIQ begins just as does DAN, with two horizontals.) Additionally, both words, zignu and
dannu, end with the same final syllable/sign, NU.

24 Oshima identifies rev. 8 as Il 66 (2014, 418, 294), which causes him to restore III 66 as
above rather than II1 61 as here.

2 SAACT 7, 25 reads Sa a-mat pag-ri, “pertaining to a corpse,” as does Lambert 1960, 52
and CAD P, 12. Enrique Jiménez suggests the present reading, explaining it as “a construction of
the rapas uzni type” (CCP); see also Gabbay 2016, 142, n.67, where he entertains the possibility
that Sa amat might have been construed as exegetical terminology (though he rejects the reading).
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(I1197)

12. us-tib-ba® i-ra-ti §d ma-li-lis uh-
tel-"lus-5i' "7 ma-li-lus em-bu-bu

(111 99)

13. la-ga-a-a-sa i-sir i-dil-tas ip-ti : la-
ga-u Si-ik-tus

(111 104)

14. Sam-ma-hu $a ina un-si it-tar-ru-u
ki-ma pi-sa-an-ni ir-rak-su [:*]*®

un-su bu-bu-tus

(11 106)

15. i-mah-har ip-te-en-ni ub-ba-la mas-
qi-ta : ip-te-en-n[i]*® ma'-ka-lu-u

(Com, line a)

16. ki-sa-di sa ir-mu-u er-na-ma ik-
ka[p]-pu

17. (indent) e-re-e-na :. Sur-$u : e-ri-
na-ti

(Com, line b)

18. u-pat-tin kin-né-e a-ma-l1is iz-qu-up
: kin-nu-u KUR-1 : a-ma-lu
#8177, SUHs!

355

He healed my chest, which he made as
cheer[ful’] (lit. bright) as a reed flute.
Reed flute means flute/windpipe.

Its swelling subsided, and he opened its
stoppage. Scales means scales.

The large intestine, which was always
empty’ due to hunger and woven to-
gether like a basket. Hunger means
starvation.

It accepts food, it takes drink. Meals
means food.

My neck, which was loose and
twis[t]ed at its base’,

Root?® means root and ...

He made as firm as the mountains, he
planted it erect like a tree’. Mountain
means mountain. Tree means pine tree.

26 The text has a clear MA but the mistake may go back to a copyist mistaking a Neo-
Babylonian BA for MA. See the discussion in chapter three at I1I 97.

27 The tablet and Lambert’s copy (1960, pl. 16) show SA; see also the typeset copy in VR, no.
47 and Lambert 1989, 335, where he mentions a collation of this line and confirms the presence
of SA. (See the discussion in chapter three at III 97 for more on the reading of the preceding
verb.) I wonder, however, if perhaps the scribe miscopied a very crowded SI followed by a colon.
As matters stand, there is no colon preserved for this line, separating the citation from the com-
mentary (as there is in almost every other case). A crack runs through the middle of the sign.
Oshima (2014, 302) reads the SA with the commentary’s explanation, translating the resulting §a
maltlum imbubu as “which he played the flute.” The root nababu meaning “to play the flute” is,
however, quite uncertain with only one potential attestation (restored); see CAD N/1, 8 and AHw,
694. Also, on his reading, there is no lemma from the base text cited before the explanation. Hav-
ing only an explanation after the citation of the line without citing a lemma from the base text is
highly unusual in the Commentary. The only cases are in obv. 34’ (on I 43) and rev. 5 (on III 25).

28 The colon is present in the typeset copy of VR, no. 47.

29 Oshima prefers to read -n[u’ (2014, 422).

30 The commentator takes the adverb erna in the base text as eréna, a Sumerian loanword (see
CADE, 279, 302 and AHw, 242).
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(Com, line ¢)

19. a-na ga-mir a-ba-ri vu-ma-si v-mas-
Sil

20. (indent) a-ba-ri e-mu-qu : i-ma-$i
sal-mu

(Com, line d)

21. GIM' na-kim-tus Su-si-i v-sap-pi-ra

su-pur-a-a
22. (indent) "Su-Tsu-i1" : $d %is-tar ana
121 E-a

(Com, line e)

23. it-bu-uk ma-[na-alh-ta-si[n] "x-x"-
Sa-Sin us-tib

24. (indent) ma-na-ah-f{u]’' : GIG [x-
x]32-§d-811 : SAG.DU

(IV §A 3, line )

25. bir-ka-a-a Sa uk-tas-sa-a bu-si-[is
ub-bu-fla ":*3 bu-si : is-sur hur-ri

(IV §A 7', line g)

26. suk-lul-tus pag-[ril-ia is-ta-at-x [X
x| X'V : Suk-lul-tii : la-a-nu

(IV, line h)

27. im-Su-us {eras.} ma-am-mé-e r{ul-
Su-us u-zak-ki

28. (indent) ma-Sa-$u : ka-pa-ru : ma-
am-mu-u : §[ul-ub-tu : ru-Si-is** :
eb-bi

PART TWO: LUDLUL AND ANCIENT SCHOLARS

He made my physique like a wrestler’s.

Strength means strength : Physique
means image.

Like expelling nakimtu-disease’, he
trimmed’ my nails.

One who expels means one whom I$tar
expels to the fire.

He dispelled their fa[ti]gue, their ... he
made well.

Fatigue means illness. [...] ... means
head.

My knees, which were bound and [re-
strain]ed li[ke] a bizsu-bird. Bisu-bird
means partridge.

The form of my bod[y] ... [...] ... Form
means stature.

He wiped clean the dirt, he cleaned its
fli]lth.

To wipe means to wipe. Dirt means
r[u]st and like dirt. The line means
clean.

31 Oshima reads -f[a] (2014, 425, 426). He also suggests that the commentator mistook the
sense of manahtu here, taking it as a reference to fatigue induced by illness rather than as a refer-
ence to cultivated land (305). He bases this on his restoration of the noun in the second half of the
line, r{u']-us*-5a-sin, “their filth” (103, 306), which the commentator also misunderstood (see the
next note and my comments in chapter three at Com, line e).

32 Oshima reads [ru-u]§-§a-su here and suggests the Commentary takes the word to be West
Semitic risu, “head” (2014, 426, 306); thus, SAG.DU in the explanation. Although a clever solu-
tion, Oshima’s idea requires the final SU to be a pronominal suffix, which does not have a coun-
terpart in the base text. Adding a pronominal suffix would be rather strange since the Commen-
tary typically removes pronominal suffixes from the lemma it cites from the base text before
defining the lemma; see, e.g., rev. 10 (on III 85). Thus, on present knowledge, it seems best to
leave this explanation unexplained until our understanding of the line is better established.

3 Lambert’s copy (1960, pl. 17) does not show the dividing colon, but it is partially present
(collated with photograph; see also the typeset copy of VR, no. 47).
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(IV, line 1)

29. du-u-tus um-mul-tus it-ta-per-di : My eclipsed masculine features have
du-ti-tu : bu-un-na-nu-u become brilliant again. Masculine fea-

tures means outer appearance.

(IV, line j)

30. i-na i-te-e 4D a-Sar de-en UN.MES$ On the bank of the river, where the case
ib-bir-ru of the people is decided,

31. (indent) i-te-e %D hur-Sd-an Bank of the river means ordeal.

(IV §B 10/, line k)
32. "Tmut-tu-tu am-ma-sid ab-bu-ut-tus 1 was struck on the forehead, I was re-
ap-pa-$i[r : ab-bu-ut-t|u>® bi-ri-tu lease[d] from slavery. [:] [abbutt]u-hair
clasp means fetter.

33.[...]
34.[..]

(IV, line n)

35.[...]x[...] X*¢ re-Te-mu" [...]...[...] ... mercy.

(IV §B 16/, line 0)

36. [ku-nu-us]-"kad'-ru i-na pi-"ser-ti? 1 walked along (the street) [ Kunus]-
a-ba-"a kadru released.

37. [(indent) ku]-"nu'-us-kad-ru : su-qi [Kulnus-kadru means narrow street.
qat-nu

(IV §C 6', line p)

38. [$d] a-na E.SAG.IL e-gu-u ina SU-ia  Let [the one who] was negligent of Es-
li-mur : e-gu-u ha-tu-u agil learn from my example. To be neg-

ligent means to do wrong.

(V 14-15)
39. i-na pi-i ger-ra GUr-ia id-di nap-sa- On the mouth of the lion eating me,
ma *AMAR.UTU Marduk put a muzzle.

34 The scribe may have left out risu from the base text immediately before risis, the explana-
tion. If so, he has interpreted the pronominal suffix in the base text as an adverbial suffix.

3 This is a universally accepted restoration that goes back to, at least, Langdon’s edition of
Ludlul (1923, 60, n.1). See the discussion of abbuttu = biritu in rev. 32 below for the alternative,
restoring [muttut]u.

3 Oshima suggests reading $i’-glu’ (2014, 425). Line n’s conclusion must be part of an ex-
planation rather than a fragment of poetic text from Ludlul because rev. 36 (= IV §B 16/, line o)
begins with poetic text. If sigit precedes rému, as Oshima suggests, then the commentator explains
the word, I think, as a kind of cry for mercy. This is a plausible idea, especially in light of May-
er’s suggestion that §igii may have its origins as an exclamatory interjection like ahulap (Mayer
1976, 112, n.90 and CAD §/2, 414). But, the epigraphic evidence for reading GU amounts to a
partial head of a sign. Thus, I suspend judgment on the matter for now.
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40. (indent) ger-ra : UR.MAH nap-sa-  Lion means lion. Muzzle means a bit
mu : ma-ak-sa-ru $a KA for a horse’s mouth.
ANSE.KUR.RA

(V 16-17)

41. YAMAR.UTU §¢ mu-kas-§i-di-ia i-kim Marduk snatched my pursuer’s sling, he
as-"pal-su as-suk-ka-su vi-sah-hir  turned back his sling stone.

42. (indent) Tas-suk-ku' [a-ba]t-tu®" Sling stone means [slin]g stone. Sling
ds-pu us-pu means sling.

(line s = V 23%%)

43.id-"di" [...]-bir : KLUUL-u bi-ki-tus He recited [...] ... Mourning rite means

weeping.
(line t = V 247
44, XM [ ]-x"™ j-na-an-na ... [...]... means now.
(V, line u)
45.1...] x TUM x1 RU [...]...
(V, line v =V 64%)*
46.[...] ™ [...] temple.
(V, line w)
47.1...1x1 [...]...

9.3. REFLECTIONS ON THE COMMENTARY’S EXPLANATIONS

9.3.1. The General Tendency: Explaining Less Common or Obscure Words
with More Common Synonyms

In terms of its hermeneutical technique, the Commentary is mostly concerned
with what Uri Gabbay has labeled “interpretation through definition” in the

37 Lambert restores [ku-u]b-tu, “lump, clod” (1960, 56, his line r); likewise, Oshima (2014,
430). CAD A/1, 39 and A/2, 342, s.v. assukku suggest [a-ba]t-tu. After careful reconsideration of
the tablet photos, I think the latter is better (compare SAACT 7, 27). While UB is possible, the
traces on the tablet are more congruent with a BAD sign.

3% Oshima suggests placing line s of the Commentary at V 23 (2014, 424, 431), based on his
reading of the first two signs of the line.

¥ Line t from the Commentary belongs somewhere between V 23 and perhaps V 64. Oshima
tentatively suggests V 24 (2014, 424, 431).

40 Oshima suggests -1 here (2014, 431).

41 Oshima restores [ ... ul-t]i here (2014, 431).

42 The only witness to the end of V 64 reads: [x x (x)]-zi-da Tmél-e GARZA E (MS V.E, rev.
15’; see my comments in chapter three at V 64 and compare Oshima’s reading [2014, 434]), mak-
ing my suggestion for the placement of the line here at least possible. Lines v and w are unlabeled
in Oshima’s edition (2014, 424). If rev. 46 (line v) does in fact attest the end of V 64, then the
next line (line w) would likely contain commentary.
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Mesopotamian commentaries, which, as he describes it, answers “the question
‘What?’ by focusing on the meaning of individual words and phrases.”® As
such, this broad technique shows a strong affinity with the lexical tradition, an
affinity explored throughout this section of the chapter. In more specific terms
for the present text, the Ludlul Commentary explains less common or obscure
words (and spellings) with better known or more common synonyms in order
“to clarify the literal meaning of the text,” as Eckart Frahm states.**

A very clear case of this propensity occurs in rev. 15, where the Commen-
tary uses the much better attested term makalii to explain iptennu, a hapax that
occurs in Ludlul 111 106. There are a number of other hapax terms explained in
this manner, indicated in the notes below. The Commentary, however, is not
only interested in explaining words that we think, based on attestations availa-
ble to us, were obscure or rare. Tamahu, for instance, in obv. 9’ is a well-
attested, fairly common word that occurs in a variety of genres in the first
millennium (see CAD T, 107-9), but sabatu, the lemma used to explain
tamahu in the Commentary, was, based on its attestations in our sources, much,
much more common.

Of course, estimating how rare or how common or how obscure a word was
is not easy. We are limited by our written sources, which are not evenly dis-
tributed. Even if we assume that our sources provide a large enough representa-
tive sample with which to generalize (as I have done with tamdahu vs. sabatu), a
count of attestations in the lexica, even taking into consideration time period
and genre, etc., can never give us definitive evidence for how common or ob-
scure all of the various terms chosen for comment in the Commentary were to
the perception of those involved in studying Ludlul at the time of the Commen-
tary’s production, the senior scholar and those engaged in learning with him.
Given, however, the large number of cases like tamahu vs. sabatu in the
Commentary, which I have identified below using the attestations in our lexica
judiciously,* 1 think we have good warrant to presume that the words selected
for comment were perceived as obscure or less common words and thus we

43 Gabbay 2016, 84.

4 Frahm 2011, 39. Likewise, Frahm writes “[t]he main purpose of this commentary is to clar-
ify rare words” (2011, 119; he uses the more precise “rarely attested” on p. 39). See similarly
Horowitz 2009, 46.

4 Despite their most thorough efforts up to the time of their publication, the lexica cannot be
counted on to be one hundred percent complete decades after their publication. Finding new texts
and new attestations of words is one of the joys of Assyriology and Akkadian lexicography; it is
also one of the major occupational hazards for those wishing to generalize about lexical distribu-
tion. The publication of one new text could double a word’s attestations, as it nearly did for as-
sukku in 2006 (see below). All of the caveats expressed in chapter six (on anatomical and patho-
logical terms) apply in this chapter, too. Our findings must always be considered provisional.
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have good reason for identifying the Commentary’s general interpretive pro-
pensity mentioned above, namely, that the Commentary is mostly concerned
with explaining less common or obscure words (and spellings) with better
known or more common synonyms.*6

The following are the entries that I think clearly exhibit this characteristic.
(There may be additional reasons for these lexical equations, for which see
below.)

annu = arnu®’ in obv. 2’ (124)

hurbasu = kussu in obv. 4’ (1 26)

diitu = bunnannii in obv. 6’ (147) and rev. 29 (IV, line 1)
taranu = sillu in obv. 7' (148)

tamahu = sabatu in obv. 9" (161)

napraku = pe/irku®® in obv. 11’ (1 69)

sabaru = dababu in obv. 13’ (1 71)

hasikku® = sukkuku in obv. 13’ (1 71) and rev. 9 (111 84)°
emii = masalu in obv. 13" (171)

résu (“slave”) = ardu in obv. 14’ (1 78)°!

hastu = Suttatu®® in obv. 20" (193)

gerranu = bikitum in obv. 21’ (I 105)

gitayyulu = qilu® in obv. 23’ (1 106)

4 For a definition of “synonym” and the issues surrounding the precise delimitation of what
counts as a synonym, I follow the pragmatic approach noted by Frahm 2011, 60, n.272.

47 The equation explains the less common orthography of the word used in the base text of
Ludlul 1 24, annu, with the more typical one, arnu. See similarly aspu = uspu in rev. 42. Accord-
ing to Frahm, phonological variants of the same word occur rarely in commentaries (2011, 66).

8 Napraku, “crossbar, bolt, obstruction,” is taken as a synonym of pirku B, “transversal,
chord,” “(a part of a gate),” or “region, area” in CAD P, 407. But the better attested, homonymous
pirku A, “fraud, wrong, harm” (note the presence of fussu, “malicious talk, slander,” earlier in
Ludlul 1 69), is quite appropriate contextually. There is no lexical evidence in the CAD for either
pirku being equated with napraku. It seems likely to me that the two pirku homonyms were not
conceived as two separate lexemes by the commentator; see AHw, 855, which treats all the mean-
ings of pe/irku under one entry.

4 Hasikku is very poorly attested; see CAD H, 141 and AHw, 334.

30 In IIT 84, the base text has hasikkis; the commentator removes the adverbial suffix and
simply cites hasikku as the lemma.

3! Note that résu first occurs in Ludlul 1 73 and is without comment in the Commentary prob-
ably because it is used in its common anatomical sense in that line.

32 Both terms are relatively infrequently attested in connected Akkadian texts. But taking into
account the lexical lists, Suztatu is the better attested of the two terms; see CAD $/3, 404-5.

33 Qitayyulu is only attested a handful of times, all SB texts (see CAD Q, 281, s.v. gitajulu).
Interestingly, a Summa izbu commentary equates it with bikitum (De Zorzi 2014, 2.440, line 32;
see the lexical equation in the previous line of the Commentary: gerranu = bikitum in obv. 21',
commenting on I 105).
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massakku = surqénu (Sa $a’ilu) in obv. 27' (I1 7)
kik(K)ittii = népesu in obv. 29' (I1 9)

ippiru = manahtu = mursu in obv. 31" (I 11)°*
imhii = kabatu in obv. 32’ (Il 21)

sakkit = parsu in obv. 33’ (II 24)

unsu (umsu)>® = bubitu in obv. 35’ (11 44) and rev. 14 (11 104)
Sitlu = etemmu in obv. 36’ (II 53)

Iu’tu*® = mursu in obv. 38’ (11 57)

uliltu = sungirtu in obv. 41’ (I1 70)*7

daddaru = bu’sanu in obv. 43" (11 88)

siletu (silitu, sili ‘tu) = mursu in obv. 45' (11 90)
kiSukku = kil in obv. 46' (11 96)

illurtu®® = izgatu in obv. 48' (11 97)

parussu®® = hattu in rev. 1 (11101)

tabastanu® = zii §inatu in rev. 3 (11 107)

tarru (darru) = dannu in rev. 7 (II1 41)

egati = hitati in rev. 8 (IIL 61)

amiru®' = zé uzni in rev. 10 (111 85)

iptenni®® = makali in rev. 15 (111 106)

eréna® = Sursu in rev. 17 (Com, line a)
kinnii® = Sadi in rev. 18 (Com, line b)

amalu = asithu® in rev. 18 (Com, line b)

3 See also rev. 24, where manahtu, occurring in Com, line e, is explained with GIG, mursu.

35 Umsu is only attested a couple of times in the lexical tradition and about the same in con-
nected Akkadian texts, aside from Ludlul; see CAD U/W, 136-37.

% Lu’tu is attested in numerous SB texts that an exorcist should know (see chapter six). But,
mursu is far and away the better attested term.

7 Uliltu, a hapax, is some kind of plant (see CAD U/W, 73). Sungirtu is only marginally bet-
ter attested than u/iltu, having only two other attestations aside from the Ludlul Commentary (see
CAD S, 384).

8 Illurtu is attested only about four times in our sources; see AHw, 373 and CAD 1/J, 87.

% Parussu is quite poorly attested, having only three attestations in connected Akkadian texts
and four in lexical lists; see CAD P, 211.

0 Ludlul 11 107 is the only attestation of this word in a unilingual connected Akkadian text.
Counting attestations in lexical lists, bilinguals, and commentaries, the word is still attested less
than a dozen times; see CAD T, 24.

°! This term is very rarely attested. Aside from Lud/ul TII 85 and its commentary, the term is
attested only about three times in the lexical tradition and two other times in connected Akkadian
texts; see CAD A/2, 64.

%2 Iptennu is a hapax; see AHw, 385 and CAD I/J, 171.

 Eréna is a Sumerian loanword, attested only in Ludlul’s commentary and in S° I 124 in
Akkadian texts (Sum. arina; see AHw, 238, CAD E, 279, and MSL 3, 106).

% Kinnit (CAD G, 82-83, s.v. ginii B; AHw, 480, 1568) is attested in SB and NB texts less
than a dozen times.
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abari = emiiqu in rev. 20 (Com, line ¢)

umasi = salmu in rev. 20 (Com, line ¢)
manahtu = mursu in rev. 24 (Com, line d)
biisi®® = issiir hurri in rev. 25 (IV §A 3, line f)
Suklultu®” = lanu in rev. 26 (IV §A 7', line g)
masasu = kaparu in rev. 28 (IV, line h)®®

egil = hatii in rev. 38 (IV §C 6, line p)

gerru®® = nésu in rev. 40 (V 14-15)

napsamu = maksaru (Sa pi sisé) in rev. 40 (V 14-15)
assukku’® = abattu in rev. 42 (V 16-17)

aspu = uspu’" inrev. 42 (V 16-17)

kihullii = bikitu in rev. 43 (line s = V 237)

% The commentator again removes the adverbial suffix from the lemma and provides an ex-
planation for the resulting noun, amalu, which, only occurs in Ludlul and its commentary (so
CAD A/2, 1, s.v. amalu B). Its meaning is not known. A4sithu is a fairly common word for “fir,
pine” (see CAD A/2, 478-79).

% Biisu is very poorly attested, appearing a handful of times in lexical lists and personal
names; see CAD B, 349.

87 Suklultu is used of a human body only about three times. Other uses (objects, etc.) are also
rare. See CAD $/3, 220.

8 Masasu is attested a few times in bilinguals and only a handful of times in other texts, in-
cluding three times in Ludlul (III 91, 95, and IV, line h); see CAD M/1, 360. It is odd that the
commentator waits to the last time the word is used in Ludlul to define it. The verbal form is the
same in all three lines, imsus.

% Gerru is better attested in the lexical tradition than in connected Akkadian texts; see CAD
G, 94, s.v. girru and AHw, 285, s.v. gerru I1. In any case, it is not nearly as well attested as nesu
(see CAD N/2, 193-97).

70 Assukku is a Sumerian loanword and rarely attested with only two attestations in connected
Akkadian texts and three each in the lexical and commentary corpora, according to CAD A/2,
342, published in 1968. The word is now attested seven more times—nearly doubling its previous
total number of attestations in the lexica—in a LB commentary to Summa izbu VI (for which see
Finkel 2006, 140, obv. 7-11; Besnier 2010; De Zorzi 2014, 2.525-28; Frazer 2016 [https://ccp.
yale.edu
/P415763]; and below). The Commentary’s equation of assukku with abattu is also found in two
commentaries to Summa izbu VII: as-suk-[ku] = [a]-bat-ti as-pu (see De Zorzi 2014, 2.523, line
10—there is a typographical error in the first sign of abattu: [as]- should read [a], and similarly
2.524, line 22). If the Commentary equates assukku and kubtu rather than abattu (see note 37
above), the equation could be explained by way of Sumerian homophony; both terms are written
IM.DUGUD (see, e.g., Urra X 503-504 in MSL 7, 105).

"I The term is rarely attested, with as few as three attestations in connected SB Akkadian
texts and a couple of attestations each among lexical and commentary texts (CAD A/2, 339 and
AHw, 1475, s.v. [w]aspu; see also now the LB commentary to Summa izbu VII in Finkel 2006,
140, obv. 10; Besnier 2010; De Zorzi 2014, 2.525, and Frazer 2016 [https://ccp.yale.edu/
P415763]). This equation is like the first one preserved in the Commentary (annu = arnu) in that
the two lemma are the same word, only spelled differently. Uspu is the Assyrian spelling.
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A few cases need closer scrutiny to see how they follow the same interpre-
tive modus operandi.

Zapurtu = rubbu for rithu in obv. 24’ (Il 3): Technically, if we do a simple
count, zapurtu is the better attested term in our lexica, occurring almost a
dozen times in sources known to us (see CAD S, 55, s.v. saburtu), whereas
rubu has only four booked attestations (CAD R, 400). Several attestations of
zapurtu, however, are from peripheral Akkadian sources (from Egypt and
Boghazkoi), though the term also occurs in Assyrian sources, including a few
attestations in the Epic of Tukulti-Ninurta I,”* a composition that is attested on
tablets from Nineveh in both MA and NA paleography, according to Machinist
(1978, 7-16). In contrast to this, all of the attestations of rizhu are in SB or NB
sources, including a royal inscription of AsSurbanipal and Ludlul 1 7, where
context makes the meaning of the term manifestly clear. It seems therefore that
zapurtu had likely become rather obscure, if not entirely obsolete (as CAD S,
55 asserts), by the time our commentator set to work. Thus, explaining zapurtu
with ritbu is a likely case of our commentator updating an older, obscure term
with a term more current in his own linguistic context.

Updating is also likely behind the following equation: maskanu = biritum in
obv. 49’ (II 98). Maskanu with the meaning “fetter” is not all that rarely attest-
ed in our sources (see CAD M/1, 372), but it occurs most often in older (OB)
texts. Biritu in the meaning “fetter” may be as commonly attested as maskanu
with the same meaning if we do a simple count of attestations in our sources
(see CAD B, 254-55); but, biritu is much more common in first-millennium
texts than maskanu in this sense. Thus, this equation is likely another case of
updating a relatively obscure term with a more current one.

These are probably not the only cases of such updating. Further scrutiny
may lead to the identification of other such cases, especially as our textual
sources become more numerous, our lexicography more nuanced, and our digi-
tal analy-tics more comprehensive.

Urbatu = urbanu in obv. 40" (Il 69): Urbatu is much better attested in first-
millennium sources (see CAD U/W, 211-12) than the latter term (see CAD
U/W, 211), which occurs in two commentaries’”® and only a few other texts.

72 The attestations listed in CAD S, 55 are “ii” 16, “v” 20, and “vi” 29, which correspond to
Machinist’s rev. v A 24', obv. ii A 20’, and obv. i A 29’, respectively (Machinist 1978, 116, 76,
70). The word also occurs once in the bilingual prayer of Tukulti-Ninurta I (KAR 128 (+) 129
obv. ii 27’ [see Chang 1981, 178]).

73 In BRM 4 32, a medical commentary from Uruk, urbanu is used to explain Suppatu, anoth-
er fairly well-attested term for a reed in obv. 27, cited in CAD U/W, 211 and §/3, 326. The text is
likely a commentary on the series Qutaru (see Frazer 2017 [https://ccp.yale.edu/P296515] for an
edition).
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The explanation in the Commentary may reflect the material conditions of
scribes living in the Neo-Assyrian period, when papyrus came into use as a
writing material, as is clearly evident in an oracular query Esarhaddon put to
Samas in SAA 4 108 (see obv. 3, 8, rev. 8, and 10; Starr 1990, 123-24).74
Thus, even if the term is infrequently attested in our sources, its referent may
have been a well-known material to our commentator and his interlocutors. In
addition to the scribes’ material culture, it is worth noting that the more com-
monly attested term for papyrus in our sources, very frequently used in the
same NA queries to Sama§ mentioned above, is nidru (see CAD N/2, 200-201
and Starr 1990, 343) not wurbanu. It may very well be the case that our
commentator chose urbanu to explain urbatu not simply based on its material
presence in scribal life but also under the influence of the phonological similar-
ity of the two terms.

Qinnazu = istubhu (usuvally istuhhu) in obv. 50" (Il 100): If we bracket out
peripheral Akkadian attestations of istuhhu (see CAD I/J, 288 and AHw, 402),
qinnazu is the better attested term of the two (see CAD Q, 256-57). Aside from
the Commentary here, istuhhu occurs in only about a half dozen other SB texts,
including the Epic of Gilgames V 105 and VI 5475 and an entry in Malku 11
202.7% Qinnazu does not appear in either. The equation ginnazu = iStuhhu is
also attested in the lexical-commentary text Murgud (A 11 179 in MSL 7, 151),
which is well-attested in Assyrian sources, especially those from Nineveh.”
These sources might suggest that the commentator chose istuhhu to explain
qinnazu because istuhhu was perceived to be the better known term to his inter-
locutors at that point in their scribal professional development.

9.3.2. Exceptions? Explaining Words in the Base Text with Equally or Less
Frequently Attested Words

The Commentary’s general propensity noted above may have exceptions
because there are several cases in which the commentator explains a word in
his base text with what looks to be, on present knowledge, an equally rarely
attested or even less frequently attested synonym. It may be that we simply
cannot ascertain that the term used in the explanation was better known to our
commentator. Or, there may have been some other motivation.

7 For papyrus in general, see Kottsieper 2003-2005.
75 See George 2003, 1.606 and 1.620.

76 See Hrtisa 2010, 66.

77 See Veldhuis 2014, 363-67, 378.
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The most extreme case is silldtu (pl. of sillit) = katdtu’® in obv. 50 (II 100).
Silli is relatively well-attested (see CAD S, 193—-194) whereas katdtu is a
hapax (CAD K, 304). I can find no connection such as a common Sumerian
lexical equation or a creative reading of cuneiform signs used to write both
words (see below) to shed light on the commentator’s choice for this lexical
equivalency. We must presume he had his reasons and the lexical equation
worked well for his pedagogical purposes. But, this entry in the Commentary
(apparently) defies the above generalization and remains completely opaque to
us.

We encounter something like the same problem in eréna = Sursu e-ri-na-ti
in rev. 17 (Com, line a). Obviously, sursu is a clear explanation of the Sumeri-
an loanword eréna, “root,” which only occurs in two Akkadian contexts, here
and S” I 124 (see note 63 above). Note also the gloss e-ri-in in the Sumerian
column of Urra 111 493, where sursu is the Akkadian translation (MSL 5, 137).
But what are we to make of the commentator’s further explanation, e-ri-na-ti?
The word is completely obscure to us. The commentator must have thought it
provided a useful explanation, but how that explanation worked is entirely lost
to us.”

A case not quite so extreme but similarly opaque occurs with laga u = Sik-
w0 in rev. 13 (II1 99). Laga u is poorly attested, occurring only about a half
dozen times in lexical and other texts (see CAD L, 37), and its meaning is not
at all clear to us. Proposed definitions seem to be based on the Commentary’s
lexical equation and sikfu’s use with lips, ears, and kilns elsewhere; thus, pro-
posed definitions include “slag” or “blisters” or some kind of swelling.3! In any
case, Siktu is actually attested even fewer times than /aga u in our lexica (see
CAD $/3, 100, which lists attestations in only two therapeutic texts and two
technical texts). Why these poorly known terms were equated in the Commen-
tary is unclear. Yet, we must presume that the explanation the commentator
used worked for him and his discussants. It may be that the commentator used
Siktu not because he thought they would know the word already and thus un-
derstand /aga ‘u easily from the posited equivalency but because he wanted to
introduce the obscure “medical” term to them. Of course, this is only specula-
tion.

78 See CAD K, 304, s.v. katdtu.

7 The lexica offer no assistance. The CAD cites the word twice (E, 279 and $/3, 363) without
explanation. As best as I can determine, AHw does not cite the commentary to this line at all. See
Lambert 1960, 298-99 for his attempt to connect the word to erinnu, “neck stock.”

80 So CDA, 372 and AHw, 1235; Sigtu (A) in CAD §/3, 100.

81 See Lambert 1960, 298 in addition to the lexica.
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A couple of other entries in the Commentary show this characteristic of
explaining relatively rarely attested words in the base text (according to our
lexica) with other rarely attested words (according to our lexica). Although we
cannot ascertain the commentator’s reasoning with any certainty in such cases,
we can posit plausible factors that may have suggested the lexical equations in
question.

Consider nalbubu = segii in obv 16’ (I 86). Neither of these words is com-
mon in our sources. Nalbubu is rarely attested, with about six attestations in
lexical lists, one in a commentary (Ludlul’s), and only two in connected Akka-
dian texts, both SB (see CAD N/I, 202). Segii is equally rarely attested, with
some half dozen attestations in lexical lists (two are OB), four in commen-
taries, and only two in connected Akkadian texts, one of which is from OB
Mari (see CAD $/2, 259-60). A look at the lexical list Malku, where our terms
are closely associated though not equated,®® and a couple of other first-
millennium commentaries may provide some insight as to why our commenta-
tor chose to equate these two words in the Ludlul Commentary. Malku 1 75-76
reads:®3

nadru = Segi
nalbubu = nanduru

Is it significant that the two words from the Ludlul Commentary are in adjacent
lines here in a context of other words within the semantic domain “anger’?
Note the similar phonological shape of nadru and nanduru, which may have
encouraged a kind of “vertical” reading of the list, allowing a user to equate
nalbubu and Segii via a kind of phonological transitive principle in addition to
the terms with which they are actually equated (on the same line). The logic
might have gone something like this: nadru, which means Segii, sounds like
nanduru, which means nalbubu, thus, nalbubu = Segii. A look at the commen-
taries provides another perspective. In addition to its use in Malku to explain
nadru, Segii is used twice to explain nadru, the better attested of the two terms
(see CAD N/I1, 65), in a late Summa alu commentary to Tablet XLIX (CT 41
30-31, obv. 1 and 26)% and in a commentary to Eniima Anu Enlil VIII (TCL 6
17, rev. 31),%° which equates the logogram $U.ZI with both terms: SU.ZI: nadri :

82 See Hriiga 2010, 201 for his reasoning that Malku 176 does not attest the equation nalbubu
= Segiui (despite Kilmer’s claim [1963, 426, 430]). Kilmer reads lines 76 and 77 on the basis of the
equation in the Ludlul Commentary (as she explains on p. 430). This has been rejected in her
internet edition and by Hrusa.

83 See Hrtisa 2010, 34.

84 See Jiménez 2016 (https://ccp.yale.edu/P461298).

85 See Frazer 2016a (https://ccp.yale.edu/P363690).



9. LUDLUL AND THE COMMENTARY TRADITIONS 367

MIN (= Su.zi) : Segii. It is noteworthy that nalbubu is an Akkadian translation
for Sumerian zi in the lexical tradition (see 4a III/1 88 in MSL 14, 320). Thus,
in addition to equivalency by way of proximity in Malku, there may have also
been a chain of Sumerian etymological inference, based on Sumerian zi,
behind our commentator’s use of Segii as an explanation of nalbubu.

But why did the commentator not just explain nalbubu with nanduru, as in
Malku 176? Nanduru is not exceedingly rare, occurring in several SB texts that
the scribe could have known (e.g., Maqlii, Epic of Anzu, some prayers, etc.; see
CAD N/1, 258). In fact, the feminine form of the adjective (nandurtu) occurs in
Ludlul 1 83, just a few lines back. Also, Malku 1 72 equates nalbubu with ezzu,
a very common word within the same semantic domain. Why choose Segii ra-
ther than one of these words that look to be more common? I don’t know. But,
one may well wonder if the orthography used in the Commentary provides a
significant clue for the commentator’s use of the term. The Ludlul Commentary
is the only (currently booked) attestation of segii that is written with an initial
SI rather than SE (or SA at Mari). Sigii, “lamentation, plea for pardon” (see
Ludlul TV §B 14'-15") is typically written with an initial SI.8 Was the com-
mentator trying to connect Segii and Sigii for some exegetical reason?®’ It
would be quite in keeping with the theme of Ludlul to associate anger and la-
ment. But, of course, this must remain within the realm of speculation.

Another example is malilu = embiibu in rev. 12 (III 97). Both terms are
rather infrequently attested. Malilu may be a little more commonly attested as a
term for flute in connected Akkadian texts (CAD M/1, 164) than embiibu,
which is slightly more often attested in reference to the windpipe (in therapeu-
tic texts) than to a flute (see CAD E, 138 and AHw, 180, s.v. ebbiibu).?® In any
case, these are the two most commonly attested words for flute in Akkadian
and one might think the commentator had no other good option for his explana-
tion. But why choose to explain the term at all? It is noteworthy that Lud/ul 111
96-97 uses two anatomical terms: ur udu, “throat,” and ir(a)tu, “chest.” The
anatomical connection that embitbu could make to these other terms in the con-
text of the base text may have been an important element in the commentator’s
explanation.

8 This typical orthography moved me to translate §i-gu- as “lamentation” in SAACT 7, 17.

87 See Oshima 2014, 216 for a similar suggestion.

88 This assessment assumes the lexica have placed attestations with logographic writings—
both can be written GI.GID—in the proper dictionary entry.
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9.3.3. Reasons for the Commentary’s Lexical Equations

The commentator never cites sources, if in fact he used any, to support his
lexical equations. Many of the equations may very well have been based on
oral teachings he knew, or they could have been his own ad hoc and independ-
ent creations.® Keeping this possibility in mind, it is still worth exploring how
the terms in his lexical equations could have been associated, especially in light
of the various resources in the lexical tradition at his disposal and the various
techniques scribes used explicitly in other cuneiform commentaries.”® The re-
sults of my exploration are presented below.

Caveat: In the course of presenting my findings below, I do not intend to
suggest that this source or that technique were in fact how our commentator
related his lemma from the base text to his chosen explanatory term or terms
unless I explicitly state such to be the case. Rather, in most cases I present
possibilities, which must be evaluated—for the time being—on a spectrum of
plausibility.

I begin with several sections that lump lexical equations together by the
means they might have been 