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Introduction.
Cuneiform Models for Biblical Literary Criticism

A. FEmpirical vs. theoretical criticism

Since the seventeenth century it has become axiomatic
that Biblical literature as we have it is the end-product
of a long evolution, in the course of'which individual
traditions underwent many modificaticns in form and'content:

and that many of the present narratives combine traditions

or even documentary sources which were originally independent
and at times wholly unrelated to each other.l These
conclusions were largely based on critical analysis of
Biblical literature, rather than discovery of copies of the
original sourceé or earlier forms of the narratives. Only
in a few cases does»the Hebrew Bible itself preserve what
are.unquestionably earlier and later forms of the same
narraiive, such as in Samuel-Kings and Chronicles.2 In

some other cases the ancient versions reflect earlier
recensions of Biblical books which differ from the masoretic,
as in the case of the Greek translation of Jeremiah.3 The
same is true of some of the Biblical manuscripts from
Qumran.4 But by and large, Biblical literary criticism

has had to rely on internal analysis of the individual

books themselves.5

The degree of subjectivity which such a procedure
permits is manifest. It is therefore no surprise .nat
although the documentary hypothesis, for example, is still

dominant in Pentateuchai'study,6 it has to this day remained -
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7 porm criticism, which has

the target of serious attacks.
achieved a position of equal prominence in Biblical studies
and which includes much of the tradition-history work done
today,8 has been described even by some of its most prominent
practitioners as having reached a point of diminishing
returns.? Because of their reliance on internal evidence

alone these types of Biblical criticism reached their

inherent limits relatively soon after their conception.

In order to escape these limitations Biblical criticism

turned at times to indirect evidence garneréd from the

10 Modern Pentateuchal

literary history of other cultures.
and Homerié¢ criticism grew symbiotically from the start, so
that new theories in each field were soon reflected in the
other.11 Even the conservative responses to literary

r ' criticism were at times based on classical and oriental
liferary history.12 In more recent decades the oral tradition
school has relied heavily on non-Israelite models from Arabia,

13 The distance

Iran, Greece, and as far away as Iceland.
in time and/or space cf these models from Biblical Israel
has been one of the chief impediments to the wider acceptance

of the theories associated with them.14

Ancient Mesopotamia is free of this impediment, and in
view of the numerous parallels and affinities ancient Israel
shares with Mesopotamia at almost every level of cultufe it
is no surprise that scholars have begun to look in that

direction for literary-critical models (see below). To what
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extent the presumed relevance of Mesopotamian models is
justifiable remains to be discussed, but first let us see

what Mescpotamian literary criticism has to offer.

Once cuneiform literature was deciphered in the latter

half of the nineteenth century - the heyday of Biblical

criticism - it was subjected to the same type of critical
% Aanalysis being applied to Biblical literature. Although,
E with rare exceptions,15 no one went so far as to identify
the documentary sources of cuneiform literature by chapter
and verse, conclusions similar to those of ﬁiblical
criticism were reached: many cuneiform literary compositions
were also composite and the products cf a long evolution.
Not surprisingly, a leading exponént of this approach was
Morris Jastrow, Jr., who was active in Biblical as well as
cuneiform studies;16 his work will be cited frequently
below as representative ofvthe critical analysis of

cuneiform 1iterature.17

By the accident of discovery - since in its first
decades Mesopotamian archaeology concentrated on northern
Mesopotamia - the first large body of cuneiform literature
which become known was from the late (seventh century)
libraries of Assyria, so that, as in the case of Biblical
literature, it was the latest versions which were subjected
to critical analysis. But unlike Biblical literature, cunei-
form literature was generally written on imperishable

. 18 . .
material, so that it was always possible that earlier forms

J
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of this literature would someday become available, thus
enabling literary criticism to be based on documentary

evidence rather than speculative critical analysis. And

this is precisely what has happened. Copies of cuneiform
compositions dating sometimes from almost two millenia

19 .
and we now have in the case

earlier have come to light,
of some compositions versions dating from several iﬁtervals
over a span of nearly two thousand years. One of the first
compositions to be investigated carefully on the basis of
this evidence, the Gilgamesh Epic,20 was characterized by
S. N. Kramer, the author of the study, as presenting
the earliest example of literary evolution known to
man, and...in spite of the high antiquity of the
material, it is based on direct and concrete
evidence, and does not involve complicated hypotheses
and tenuous assumptions.
The Gilgamesh Epic is by no means unique in this respect,
for many other cuneiform compositions are amenable to
evolutionary study of this type. Whoever wishes to study
the history of a cuneiform compositibn often has at his
disposal not only the final product he is investigating,
but also earlier recensions and even individual episodes and
motifs in the forms in which they existed before the compo-
sition as a whole was created. Here, in sum, is a laboratory
in which the Biblical scholar may discover what can bhe
jearned about literary evolution in a field where, unlike

his own, conditions are so favorable for empirical investi-

gation.
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‘The present "literary-critical studies in the Gilgamesh
Epic® represent the beginning of such an investigation,
based on a small part of a single but exemplary compésition.
To those studies we now preface a survey, which makes no

attempt to be exhaustive, of some of the resources cuneiform

literature offers for_answering the Biblical critic's

questions.

B. Materials for recensional history

Let us begin with compositions whose evolution is
attested by a number of recensicns spread over several

centuries. Examples from various genres may be cited.

“"The Descent of Ishtar/Inanna to the Nether World"
exists in at least two Sumerian and at least three Akkaaian
recensions.?2 Kramer compared the Sumerian and Akkadian
versions and concluded that they agreed.only in general
outline while varying in details, style, and tone.23
This conclusion was later to be repeated for Enuma Eli¥
and what Kramer believed to be its Sumerian prototypes24
and for the Sumerian and Akkadian versions of the various
Gilgamesh tales.25 More recently Falkenstein studied the
various recensiéns of the "Descent of Ishtar/Inanna“26 and
noted that the Sumerian versions themselves disagree on
whether Dumuzi's consignment to the Nether World was
deserved or not; the text of Dumuéi's plea to Utu differs

in each version in accordance with its view on this question.

Falkenstein suggested that the myth of Inanna's descent was
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created to account for Dumuzi's death, which remains un-
explained in the older nature-myth which narrates it.
Another composition, "The Myth of anzu"27 has a Sumerian

forerunner and 0ld Babylonian and Assyrian recensions, and

the identity of the hero varies among them.28 "Etana" has
01d Babylonian, Middle Assyrian, and Neo-Assyrian
recensions.2? The flood story exists in a Sumerian fore-
runner of the Atrahasis Epic, in the 0ld Babyl-nian and
Neo-Assyrian recensions of the latter, in fragmentary

Middle Babylonian texts from Nippur and Ras Shamra, in the
eleventh tablet of the Gilgamesh Epic, and in Greek para-
phrase in Berossus.3? The versien in Gilgamesh was compared
by Laessde with those parts of the Atrahasis version avail-
able at the time.31 He noted various differences between
the two, but concluded that the Atrahasis version was

"a primary source on which an editor of‘Gilg. 11 dependcd:"32
Now that so much more of the 0ld Babylonian version of
Atrahasis has been recovered it will be possible to compare
the various recensions of this composition as a whole.33
Laessge observed that the Sumerian flood story may actually

34

be a forerunner of the Atrahasis Epic as a whole, and more

recently T. Frymer has studied several Sumerian texts and
motifs which appear to be forerunners of the first tablet
of Atrahasis.3® Another epic composition whose evolution
has been illuminated recently is the "Naram-Sin Legend,"36

Following Gurney's edition of the Neo-Assyrian fragments37

Finkelstein re-examined the epic's 0ld Babylonian precursor38
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and concluded that while certain points of similarity

unmistakably showed the two texts to be related, the

differences were sc great that the older text could not be
i | regarded as the 0ld Babylonian version of the younger. It

was rather to

be conjectured that there was in circulation by the

013 Babylonian period a series of more or less

3 legendary episodes about the misfortunes of Naram-

F Sin. These could be incorporated into different types
of compositions which might otherwise be unrelated,

much as identical material about Sargon is found

both in the chronicles and in omen texts. Column III

of the Morgan fragment [the 0ld Babylonian precursorx

of the Naram-Sin Legend] and lines 85-93 of the

Assyrian legend could conceivably represent just

such an episode.

While column iii of the Morgan fragment and lires 85-93

of the later legend "must derive ultimately from some sinale

source,“40 Finkelstein's remarks imply that the Morgan
fragment is an uncle rather than an ancestor of the later
P. legend. Other questions, such as the scope of the composi-
tion to which the Morgan fragment belonged, remain un-

answerable.

In the genre of divine hymns we have the Nisaba hymn
"Ooh Lady colored like the stars of heaven" (nin mul-an-gim
dar-—a),41 on a stone tablet from Lagash from about the

time of Gudea (latter half of the 22nd century), four

Ur tablets, two of them hilingual, from about three
hundred years later, and a Yale priswm (perhaps from the
time of Samsuiluna [1749-1712], but recensionally closer

to the lagash tablet than the Ur texts are);'Hallo compared

the Lagash _and “ater versions and pointed out a number of
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modifications iﬁ the latter\of theological and cultic
significance as well as simply orthographic. In the course
of this study he noted that its stone medium marks the
Lagash tablet as monumental in ﬁature, intended as a
dedicatory inscription or the 1ike; and he suggested that
the divine hymns in general, like some other genres, origi-

42

nated in monumental form. In an earlier study Hallo traced

private individual prayer from early monumental form in

votive objects and inscriptions, through Neo-Sumerian
 letter-prayers (OB period), then a Middle Babylonian tran-
sitional phase, and finally the penitential psalms (ggggf
hungd’s) of the first millennium; in the course of this
study he noted changes in form and content as well as

Sitz ig.Leben.43 For the genre of conagregational laments

R. Kutscher has recently studied the recensional history of
the Suwerian lamentation "Oh'Angry Sea” (a-ab-ba hu-
1up—ba).44 In addition to tracing various developments in

length, structure, mood, and Sitz im Leben (the latter estab-

lished for some periods on the basis of entries in liturgical
célendars) from the Oldeabylonian to the Seleucid periods,
Kutscher suggests that in its original form the composition
was devoid of specific references to events and cities, so
that it could be used without modification at any temple
demolition and rebuilding ceremony in any city, and that in
later recensions it was adapted for different cities and

used in the worship of their respective gods. A similar use

: / ’
of a Su-il-1a prayer has been demonstrated by J. S. Cooper.45
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Comparing five ﬁeo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian manuscripts
of one hymn originally composed for Marduk, he shows that
in the Nimrud manuscript the hymn was adapted for Nabu by
inserting additional references to that god and his city
Borsippa, with the original par£s'of'the hymn remaining
unaltered, while in & fragment from a%ur the hymn was

apparently adapted for that city's god not by the addition

of new references, but by substituting references to asfur

and his cult for the original references to Marduk and his

cult. On the basis of ritual calendar references Cooper
shows that hymns could even be adopted for different gods
outright, with no modification at all.46 The samé
phenomenon of adaptability is attested in mythological

literzture in the well-known substitution of the god a¥¥ur
for MayCQuk in some parts of the 2%%ur version of Enuma
Elish,47 and in the varying identity of the hero in the

different recensions of "The Myth of Anzu," as noted above.

For the genre of incantations Oppenheim discovered an
example of redactorial creativity in "A New Prayer to the
Gods of the Night."48 In comparing several versions of a
standard invocation he found that the redactor of one ver-
sion had lent it a new, personal meaning by shifting the
order of the standard structural elements, changing one
key sentence, and introducing several new elements in

order to accomodate the changes he had made.
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From the field of wisdom literature Lambert has

compared tbe “three very diverse recensions" of "The

Tamarisk and the Palm! 0ld Babylonian, Middle Assyrlan,

and early Neo—Assyrian. He has noted that certain sections
are variously present or lacking in each, that certain cor-
responding sections are dissimilar to each other, while

others correspond closely.49

In the genre of royal annals, several recensions of the
same king's annals are frequently available; Tadmor has been
_active in comparing recersions and accounting, where possi-

ble, for sometimes significant differences.so

Omen literature provides us with examples of extremely
couplex recensional hisiories. Tie astrological series

Enuma Anu Enlil is represented in one 0ld Babylonian text,

several texts from the middle and late second-millennium,
and numerous Neo-Assyrian and Neo- and Late Babylonian texts.>l

v
In the introduction to The Omen Series Summa 1zbu°2 E. Leichty

notes indicatiouns of a pre-0ld Babylonian, pessibly oral, tra-
dition of birth omens, 0ld Babylonian forerunners to the canon-
jcal version, canonical texts from Aggur, Babylon, Borsippa,
Nineveh, Nimrud, and Uruk ranging from roughly 1100-100, and

non-canonical texts in Akkadian, Hittite, Hurrian, and Ugari-

tic from Boghazkdy, Ras Shamra, Sultantepe, and Susa ranging
from c. 1450 to beyond 600. The distribution of the material
enabled Leichty to offer suggestions as to how the earliest

material was expanded, how the fuller tradition was organized and

i
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lé
bt o] goudioiian fhtonso bt}

crystallized first into two separate series and finally

further expanded by the addition of a third section.

Ssimilarly complex is the receﬁsional history of the
lexical texts.>3 To cite only the most recently published
example, the history of the series 1 5 = §§§4 includes
"rparly Dynastic Lé—Lists,“ *0ld Babylonian Proto-Lé,“
"peripheral and Secondary Versions of Proto-Lé,“ "The
Canonical Series L6 = gg," "The 0l1d Babylonian LﬁwSeries,"

/
ae well as "Miscellaneous LU—Lists."55

. C. Evidence of compositeness

In additinn to offering such materials for the study
of recensional history, cuneiform literature often permits
jdentification of once-independent sources and traditions
which arz combined in the final product. There may be some
r eviaence in scribal terminology and in colophons for the
composite nature of certain cuneiform compositions. Two
of the terms used for composing literature are Sumerian
KA-ke¥da and the synonymous Akkadian kasaru, literally
“tie, join, gather" - in connection with a work of litera-
ture, "compose.“56 The English "compose" means etymolo-

gically the same thing, as do Hebrew habber57 and Arabic

’allafa,58 which are likewise used for composing works of
literature. The fact that rhap- in Greek rhapsode may
mean "stitch" (the rhapsodist being one who stitches epic

songs together) has been jnvoked in the discussion of
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the compositeness of the Homeric epics.59 The question

il gir v oiey u..ummmmrj

which interests us here is whether in the cuneiform texts
it is distinct literary elements (episodes and the like)

whose "gathering together" is referred to by these terms,
or rather simply words and phraées,so or literary cliches.

Sumerian KA-kefda might be considered evidence for the

latter possibilities, since the element KA can mean "mouth”
(read ka) or "word" (read inim), so that the term may mean
"bind in the mouth" or "bind words;:" but since the KA appears
in KA-ke¥da even in mesanings which have no conceivable oral
aspect, such as gathering troops and tying knots,61 no
semantic significance can be attributed to it. The meaning
"bind words" or "bind (with) words" does appear in Sumerian
inim-KA-ke¥da. but the meaning of this complex is restricted
to contracts and promises, and the Akkadian equivalent of

its verbal element is rakasu rather than kas3dru.62 That

the gathering referred to in the scribal terminology applies
rather to literary units or the like is shown by the fact
that in two of the four attested occurrences of the cuneiform
terms the direct object of the verb is a word for tablet:
Sargon's daughter Enheduanna describes herself as the
10-dub-KA-kéS-da, "compiler of the tablet(s?)," of the col-
lection of forty-two Sumerian temple hymns (in the next line
she speaks of "giving birth" to it) - a composition which

is clearly composite even though §ome unity may have been

lent to it in the process of redaction;63 at the end of
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the Erra Epic; Kabti-il3ni-Marduk, son of Dabibi, describes

himself as k&sir kammesu, “"compiler of its {or of his

- - .
[Erra'sf) tablet(s?)."6% The other two occurrences of these

- . Vd
terms are: Gudea's reference to_en-du-KA—keg—du-mu, "my

yorvor mnmmmmmllmmnlj

compiled (collection of) sor»xgs'-'65 - the context makes it
clear that the cbmpilation is a written one (though it does
not rule out its having originally been compésed orally):
and the reference to the {astronomical) series ug-SAR-an-

den-1i1-1a66 gg iksuru Adaplal , "which Adapa composed,"67

on the whole this usage resembles that of hibber in
_medieval Hebrew literature, where it is the component ele-
ments {laws, teachings, exegetical comments, explanations,
and the like) which are said to be compiled into the
compositions (hibburim) in question; however, the more
general mraning "to author" seems sometimes apparent in the
Hebrcew uvsages, so that if one is to argue from analogy,

this aspect will have to be kept in mind.

Evidence of compositeness may also be implied in
certain colophons which state that the texts which they
accompany are based on more than one criginal, although the
subject is moot enough to call for caution. The most
important text relating to this subject is the much discussed
Nazimarruta¥ (1323-1298) colophon ih KAR 177: Obv. IV,
25 ££.68 KAR 177 is a "Sammeltafel" - itself a type of
composite text; it contains in its eight columns hemerologies

copied from a number of smallz2r tablets, including the
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E oriéinal colophons of the latter. The colophon following
E éne section reads:
E IV,25.UD.MES DUG.GA.NES6S xa 7 propitious days according to
a[p?-kal?-1i7] the seven g[gkallub];
26. GARA.RL SipparKI NippurKI Original (s) of Sippar, Nippur,
27. BabiliKI EEEEEFI Babylon, Larsa,
28. urif! Uruk™t E.Eri4—9310KI Ur, Uruk, and Eridu;

. / . -
29. um-ma-a-ni u-na-as-si-hu-ma The scholars excerpted and

’
30. u-na-as-si-qu-ma ' selected and

. v
31. a-na Iggfgifmﬁiu—u[t-talg gave to Nazimarrutas,

32. ¥ar ki¥¥ati iddinu King of the world.

Vdn Soden took this colophon to indicate the preparation
of a canonical text incorporating the best readings of
seven exemplars. He construed the verbs nasahu and
nas3qu to govern the "originals” listed in 11. 26-28 so
that it was these originals which were subjected to
excerpting and selection. A verb like nasaqu, meaning
"select," does indeed seem to imply a weighing of variants;
nasalu, “excerpt,“?0 can, conformably, refer to copying
out the preferred variant into the new canonical version.
Here, too, we cannot tell what precisely is being selected
and excerpted -single words, whole sentences, or full
sections. We know that mantic literature distinguished
between what was canonical (damqu, "good; " 71 gg_i§5§£i,
"belonging to the series v72) and non-canonical (ghﬁ,

"external, additiondl;“73 la ¥a i¥kari, “not belonging
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-to the series"74), and that these designations applied to
both sirngle lines and full tablets.75 Scribal activity
clearly involved decisions about individual words as well. 76
Hunger imagines the colophon's seven originals to have all
covered the same material, the seven being consulted for

such purposes as restoring lacunae.

Lambert subsequently challenged von Soden's interpre-
tation of the colophon by noting that it would be anoma-
lous for the verbs nasahu and nasaqu to be syntactically
related to the "originals"™ of 1l. 26-28, since lists of
originals in other colophons are never connected
syntactically with the rest of the colophon. Vhile this
observation is not necessarily harmful to von Soden's
view, it does open up the possibility, suggested by
Lambert, that the process of excerpting and selecting
refers not to canonical activity which producedthe final
text, but to the process by which the original text - a
digest of propitious days (for royal consultation) - was
created. As for the seven originals, Lambert's suggestion
is a bit unclear, but he seems to argue as follows:
Citation of several originals from different cities refers
elsewhere to links in a manuscript tradition: manuscript A
was copied from manuscript B which was copied from
manuscript C, and so forth. TQe seven originals of our
colophon are a way to trace the text back to the seven |

):77

antediluvian sages (apkallus since each livei in a

y

R Famp i .
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different city, the only way the text can be credited to

all of them is to credit each with a part - thus the seven

P PR ey mﬂmmﬂi'ﬁ

originals. This seems to imply a composite text incor-
porating seven sources. But since Lambert invokes the
notion of the manuscripts follbwing upon each other, a
chronological sequence is implied, so that we should have
to imagine each sage adding to what his predecessor had
written, until the £final, much expanded, version was
produced by the last antediluvian sage; in other words,
growth by accretion. Since the antediluvian sages were
supposed by the later traditions to have lived at
different times’8 such a chronological sequence seens
preferable. Since the first sage, Adapa, is associated
with Eridu’® (as is the first antediluvian klnggo), and
since in one tradition Sippar is the home of the last
ante luvian sage81 and the 51te where the sages'
teachings were huried for safekeeping just before the
£1lood,82 the cities of the seven originals in our
colophon may be listed in roverse chronclegical order

so that the final version of our text was thought to have
been composed in Sippar (and recovered there after the

flood).

More recently liunger has challenged Lambert's se-
quential view by noting that (1) citation of several
originals from several cities refers to a chronological

sequence only when it is explicitly stated that each was

copied from its predecessor; numerous examples show that
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"copied from A which was copied from B" was a standard

formula, attested at Assur as well as Nineveh, so that when,
as in KAR 177, the formula is absent, chronolegical sequence
may be presumed not to be intended; (2) comparable to our

list of seven originals are statements in other colophons

such as kI pl 2 tupp&ni labiriiti Yatir, ®"written according

to two old{er) tablets," which cannot be construed to
refer to a chronological sequence but must refer to
“contemporary" tablets; the same, Hunger argues, must be
concluded for lists of tablets stemming from several
cities. On the basis of these points Hunger returns to

voen Soden's theory of canonical activity.

For the present wve must lcave the guestion open, but
we may conclude by referring to an observation made by
S. Talmon®3 that textual and redactorial activity (of
the types supposed by von Soden-Hunger and Lambert) are
not necessarily different in érinciple: each involves the
sifting of variants, at times the dropping of one in
favor of the other, and at other times retention of both;
whether the activity is done on a single reading, a sentence
or an entire literary unit, the activity remains in
essence the same. Finally it should be noted that even
if the seven originals of the Nazimarruta¥% colophon are
fictional (as suggested by Lamb&:t), the colophon

‘undoubtedly reflects real scribal practices.

One of the best-known cases of a literary composition

which combined once distinct elements is the Gilgamesh

i
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Epic, which will be discussed in detail below, Ch. I-VI.

A much earlier example, which permits us to speak of spe-
cific documentary sources rather than simply "elements" or
"traditions," is the Sumerian King List. Th. Jacobsen
showed that the section listing the antediluvian kings

was a later addition to the list, which originally began
with the post-diluvian section. He demonstrated this on
the basis not only of internal stylistic (formulaic and
grammatical) differences between the two sections (which
hérmonists night explain as purposeful), but also on the
basis of the existence of copies of the list which omitted '
the antediluvian section, and the existence of independent
copies of the antediluvign section. In addition to noting
the stylistic differences, which show that the scribe who
first incorporated the antediluvian section did not wholly
adapt it to the post-diluvian section's style, Jacobsen
pointed to several other details where some adaptation did
take place.84 The antediluvian section itself was examined
by Finkelstein, itho compared the various King List manu-
scripts as well as the later versions quoted by Berossus. 82
He noted that while the various witnesses are relatively
unanimous regarding the names, and sequence of the cities,86
there is less unanimity on the number, names, and sequence
of kings, and wide divergence on the length of their reigns

and the total length of the antediluvian period.

What could be one of the most fascinating cases of
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the.301n1ng of independent literary compositions involves
a Neo-Assyrian version of the Atrahasvs Eplc.87 A certain
[ reconstructed Heo-Assyrian tablet from Nineveh (7th
century), K4175 + Sm57 + 80-7-19,184 and 82-3-23,146,88
like its older duplicate from Assur (late 12th or early
11th century), 555.4, contains in its left-hand columns
the so-called "Silbenalphabet" or "syllabic alphabet,"
a list of Sumerian syllables beginning with me-me
pag-pag; while its right-hand columns contain a
bilingual version of the creation of man.%2 The Nineveh
tablet's colophon identifies the entire tablet as the
second of the composition me-me [pa4—p]a4 ifli,go while
the colophon of the Assur duplicate states at the end of
the creation story that tne composition is at an end
(AL.TIL).91 ﬁow the Silbenalphabet is known as an
independent composition in copies from as early as the
01d Babylonian period.92 We have, then, in the Neo-
Assyrian texts a clear case of a new composition created
by the joining of two originally independent compositions.
Landsberger long ago suggested that this joining of a
syllabary and a creation story may have involved a
midrashic explanation of the syllables as the first
utterances of human speech.93 What is especially
interesting, however, is what may be the next stage in the
history of this composition. While in the Assur copy
the text ends as the colophon states, with the creation

story, the catchline at the end of the Nineveh copy

indicates that in that edition the text was followed by
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i another téblet (or tablets). The catchline of the recon-
Gadd plausibly restored as e-nu-ma- i-lu, ~[g§7;3§],94
the beginning of the Atrahasis_Epic, which narrates the
creation and history of mankind down through the flood.
This identification is further supported by the results
of a collation of the catchline recently undertaken by
Sollberger at my request. He writes that "the a- of
awilum and even the beginning of -wi- shows clearly on
the fragment Sm 5?."95 From this colophon it nias been
concluded that "an edition of the Atrahasis Epic was
available in the Nineveh Library" which consisted of
(1) the Silbenalphabet, (2) the bilingual creation

story, and (3) the Atrahasis Epic 96

-- three originally
independent texts now combined into a single literary
composition. However, plauéibie though this seems, a

97 wWhile catchlines

note of caution must be registered.
certainly do refer to successive tablets of a single
-series,98 they sometimes refer to successive series, the
succession implying nothing more than proximity on a
library "shelf" or in a school curriculum.3® It has not

been demonstrated that in the case of our texts the

catchline serves the former rather than latter function.

Another case of juxtapposition of originally indepen-
dent materials may be found in the Laws of Hammurapi.
J. J. Finkelstein has recently suggested on the basis of

some documentary evidence (admittedly not univocal) that
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“from an early date, perhaps contempecraneously with
Hammurapi himself, the laws [of Hammurapi] circulated as a
text without the prologue, which, in all likelihoecd, was

originally an independent composition.“100

Finkelstein
suggested, again with some documentary support, that.
"the 'prologue' [to the Laws of Hammurapi] was an
adgptation of an already known Hammurapi hymn for the
monumental purpose of the stela."101 In an earlier
study Finkelstein suggested “that the sources of the
structural elements of this [the 'Law Code'] genre...
were varied," and he called attention specifically to
permanent economic reforms in the codes which may have
been part of the midarum act at the beginning of the
king's reign, and to hypothetical legal cases which
were derived from the school cerriculuml®2 rather than
real legal practice.103 The latter study is also of
significance for the form-criticism of the law corpora.
In it Finkelstein tries to determine the Sitz im Leben
and the sequence in a king's reign of the mi¥arum act,
the mifarum text, and the law corpus, and to trace the
development of these forms over a period of several

centuries.lo4

The decipherment of Sumerian literature has permitted
the tracing of the antecedents of several Akkadian
compositions. Shortly before his major study of the
Sumerian sources of the Gilgamesh Epic (see below, Ch. I,A)

Kramer pointed out briefly the Sumerian roots of several

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.com



22

motifs in Enuma E1i¥, and pointed out new meanings lent

to the oid material by the Akkadian adaptcrs.lo5 He

sunmarized his conclusions as follows:

i In the Sumer of the last half of the third
millennium B. C. there were current numerous
creation myths; in the course of centuries that
followed the contents of some of these myths were
combined and modified by the Babylonian scribes to
evolve a myth more in accordance with their own
Semitic heritage and temper; the present text of
Enuma eli¥_ represents the culmination of this
evolution.

More recently some of these conclusions have been

challenged by Jacobsen, who argues that the story of the

battle between Marduk and Tiamat actually originated on
the Mediterranean coast, where it is reflected in the

Ugaritic myth of the battle between Baal and Yamm.107

For our purposes it is important to note that this debate

is conducted on a levei different from that permitted by

internal analysis alorz; in the latter circumstance the
alleged source is a hywothetical construct, while here

each scholar can poin: to real texts which emnbody or

reflect the source he alleges.

D. Intercultural literary borrowing

Whether Jacobsen's theory is correct or not, it brings
us to the subject of literary borrowing between cultures.
In preparing the following studies in the Gilgamesh Epic
we have often been led to examine and compare material
from the llittite translation of the Epic. This has
raised a more general gquestion 6f possibly far reaching

significance for comparative Biblical-Near Eastern studies:
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In what form was cuneiform literature known in areas
peripheral to Mesopotamia? Whencuneiform literary composi-
tions were known in Anatolia, Syria, Palestine, and Egypt,
whether in the original tongues or in translation, how
similar were these versions to those known from Mesopotamia
itself? The importance of this guestion may be gaugéd by
reference to some well-known cases of presumed literary

borrowing. The famous carpe diem passage in Eccl. 9:7-9

has long been thoughtto have been influenced by Siduri's

advice to Gilgamesh in the 01d Babylonian Meissner frag-

108

ment of Gilgamesh X, iii. This view was challenged by

R. Gordis, who pointed to classical and modern parallels
as well as the Gilgamesh passage and the Egyptian "Song
of the Harper,"109 and concluded:

It is obvious...that there can be no question of
borrowing in sc universally human a context, unless
there were some unusual feature in common, or at
least the same sequence of details. None of these
factors obtains here. The Babylonian poet speaks

of the joy of children, which is lacking in Koheleth,
while the Egyptian poet lacks the reference to the
love of woman found in the Hebrew sage. Virtually
the only feature in common is the emphasis upon
clean clothes (and even the fine oil mentioned is
missing in the Babylonian poem). In addition, the
long interval of time separating these poems from
Koheieth rules out the possibility of borrowing,
though it is quite conceivable that the theme was

a conventionally popular one throughout the orient.}10

Gordis here adopts the criteria set out by Albright (for
stories) several years earlier:
Even when story motifs can be found in different
contiguous lands, it is not safe to assume original

relationship or borrowing exceEt where the motif
is complex, forming a pattexn. 11

. .
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The very same criteria were implicitly accepted by
Speiser in arguing that the Ecclesiastes passage was
indeed borrowed from Gilgamesh:
...the proof that the Biblical passage must be
literarily (even if not directly) dependent on
the Babylonian one is the_identical order in which
the ideas are presented.
£ However one may evaluate Gordis' and Speiser's re-
spective estimates of the evidence, it is clear that
both aéree with Albright on the importance of the com-
piexity of a parallel and of a pattern. The same principle
has been invoked in favor of another widely accepted
parallel, that between the Priestly creaiion story in

Genesis 1:1-2:4a and Enuma Elish. Heidel113 and Speiser114

pointed to eight points of contact between the two

narratives {each noted differeunces as well) and stressed
especially their identical cxder in each. But in the
year following the appearance of Speiser's commentary,

W. G. Lambert denied the relevance of some points of con-
tact and concluded that "The differences [between Biblical
and Mesopotamian accounts of origins in Gen. 1-11] are
indeed so great that direct borrowing of a literary form
of Mesopotamian traditions is out of the question," and
concluded that what borrowing did take place probably
occurred during the Amarna age and reached the Hebrews in
oral form; the bearers of the tréditions may have been
the Hurrians.115 Shortly thereafterAWeinfeld argued that

"there exist many differences between Babylonian myth and

i
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Genesis 1 which are difficult to explain if we assume
direct borrowing from Babylonian material®ll® (a point
substantially admitted even by earlier advocates of a
relationship) and expressed his~approva1 cof S. Hermann's
argument in favor of Egyptian inspiration for Gen. 1,
citing especially the detailed similarity of a cosmogonic
passage in "The Instruction for King Meri-ka~Re."ll7

Here again we find several scholars implicitly accepting
the criteria of complexity, or detailed correspondence,
and pattern; even those whose case does not satisfy those
criteria concede that their failure to do so prevents a
precise explanation of the relationship between the

parallels.

_Quite obviously, however, in the case of both
examples, advocates of these comparisons, including those
who accepted Albright's criteria, were prepared to
accomodate some differences in details, feeling that these
differences were not significant enough to damaée their
cgses.118 The principle is thus not absolute. How much
divergence one may allow between materials which are
allegedly related is obviously a!subjective matter. The
question I wish to raise here is whether we can find any
guidance in this matter from the Mesopotamian literature
which we have in copies and translations from peripheral
areas. How much do the peripheral versions resemble thé

native Mesopotamian versions to which they are indisputably
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related? Mﬁch material from the peripheral areés is now
available for comparison with Mesopotamian originals. For
the Gilgamesh Epic we have Akkadian texts from Boghazkéyllg
and, of special significance for biblists, fron Megiddo,lzo
as well as Hittite and Hurrian translations.121 Numerous
other compositions are also found in peripheral copies

or translations, of which we shall mention only a few of
literary character. At least one Hittite fragment of
Atrahasis has recently been discovered.l22 A prayer to
Ishtar-is now known in a Neo-Babylonian copy. & fifteen-
line fragment from Nineveh, an Akkadian version from
Boghazkdy, and a Hittite translation from the same site;123
some trilingual versions of Mesopotamian literary works,
with versions from peripheral sites are known as well.124
Recent finds from Ras Shamra include a fragment of the
flood étory.125 From Tell-el-Amarna in Egypt we have 2
version of the myth "Nergal and Ereshkigal," now known
also in a ﬁéo—Assyrian recension from Sultantepe.126

"the Myth of Anzu" is known in copies from Susa as well
as Assur, Nineveh, and Sultantepe, with a Sumerian fore-

127

runner from Ur. "Etana" likewise is known from Susa

as well as Assyria.lzs3

several of these peripheral versions have been found
to differ markedly from their native Mesopotamian counter-

parts. For example, Gurney had this to say about the

relationship between the Sultantcpe and Amarna versions of
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“Nergal and Ereshkigal:"

The essential outlines of this story are already
present in the Amarna version, but whereas the

latter presents a bald, concise narrative of hardly
more than a hundred lines, the Assyrian version is
a literary composition enlivened by much incidental
conversation and containing passages borrowed from
other works; moreover, the whole of Nergal's first
journey to the Underworld and his return to heaven
are found only in the later {i.e. Sultantepe] text.
Yet we cannot be sure that these additions are of
late origin. Most Assyrian manuscripts of such
poems are in the direct line of descent from 0Old
Babylonian originals, and the Amarna tablet may
well represent an abbreviated local version, like
that of the Gilgamesh Epic found at Bogazkby.l29
Lambert went even further in his assessment of the
differences between the two recensions and concluded that
the Amarna version
is so completely different from the traditional
Mesopotamian one as to give the impression that
oral tradition alone will explain it.
mre Hittite version of the Gilgamesh Epic, as Gurney
noted, is far shorter than the Mesopotamian versions - its
first tablet covers the material narrated in the first five
tablets of the Neo-Assyrian version.}3l It abbreviates some
episodes and omits others entirely, including those which
involve descriptions of Uruk and were of little interest
to an Anatolian audience.132 The journey to the Cedar
Mountain and the battle with Huwawa receives a great deal
more attention presumably because its locale was close
to Anatolia and the events provoked interest on the part

of Anatolian listeners.133 Otten has pointed to one of

the variants' reflecting Anatolian religious ideology.134
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The Hurrian recension from Boghazkdi actually entitled
one of its tablets “"Huwawa" rather than “Gilgamesh"

128
{(as it entitled another) .> 7~

In Ch. II, below, we will
have occasion to compare the 0ld Babylonian, Eittite,
and Neo-Assyrian recensions' descriptions of Enkidu
before he became civilized. There we will note that the
Hittite version says nothing of Enkidu's hairiness and
clothing, or lack of it, and that it adds that the wild
animals "raised" him, which is missing in the corresponding
section of the Neo-Assyrian recension (but found in the
jatter's VII,i,3f.); it shares with the Neo-Assyrian
version only the statement that Enkidu lived in the
steppe and grazed and watered with the animals, but it
terms the latter "wild animals" instead of "gazelles."
Now no one will deny that these descriptions are
ultimaﬁely related, since they are each other's councer-
parts in two versions of the same composition. But if we
were to apply the exacting criteria exemplified in Gordis'
argument against borrowing in Ecclesiastiecs, we might have
to conclude that the similarities petween the Hittite and
Neo-Assyrian versions of Enkidu's early life are not great
enough to support a case for a relationship between them!
It will do no good to object that the comparison of the
Hittite and Neo-Assyrian recensions is invalid since the
Hittite recension may reflect an earlier and divergent

136

Mesopotamian recension. We have no control over which

recensions of a composition reach foreign territory. The
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fact is simply that the Hittites had a version which
differed from the canonical Neo-Assyrian version, and
these are the versions which are available for compérison.
To state that the Hittite version differs because it stems
from a different recénsion is simply to explain the

difference, not to render it irrelevant for our argument.

The'great difference which can exist between two ver-
sions of the same text has unsettling implications. It
means that an alleged relationship between a Biblical text,
or motif, and a Mesopotamian one (or any other ancient Near
Eastern one, for that matter), cannot be refuted simply
by pointing to differences between the two. How, then,
can such allegations be examinod criticaliy? We will have
to consider degreeé of probability: clearly, the fewer
such differences, the more plancible the allegation will
seem. We will also have to consider circumstantial
criteria, such as the likelihood of a given author being
familiar with motifs or literature stemming from a certain
foreign provenance - in other words, with the question of
"channels of transmission."137 Another circumstantial
criterion would be the number of parallels from the same
source found in the same author or in the same period.

The latter seems applicable to Eccl. 9:7-9, for Ecclesiastes
contains another parallel to the_Gilgamesh Epic,

‘Eccl. 4:9--12,138 while another book from the same-~post-
exilic--period contains yet another parallel to the epic,

Dan. 4:30.13% these parallels suggest that the Gilgamesh
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Epic may have been known in the Palestinian area during
the post-exilic period. In discussing the first of the
Ecclesiastes passages Ginsberg expressed a suspicion
that Koheleth may haveseen an Aramaic version cf the
advice of Siduri.}40 The likelihood of both this
suggestion and that of knowledge of Gilgamesh in
Palestine during the post-exilic period is enhanced when
oné considers that another composition of likely
Mesopotamian origin,l4l the Tale of Ahigar, made its
way, in Aramaic, as far west as Egypt by the Persian
period.142 To the extent that one can gather circum-
stantial evidence of this sort in support of alleged
literary parallels one wili have greater confidence in
making the allegations. But neither the absence of

such evidence nor differences between a Biblical passage
and its alleged antecedent or source will by thenselves

constitute a strong argument against the allegation.

E. Previous statements on our subject

Scholars have not failed to note how studies of
cuneiform literary history may provide insights into the
development of Biblical literature. As has_often been the
case, one of the first to suggest this was W. F. Albright.

As early as 1940, in From the Stone Age gg_Christianity,l43

Albright made some general remarks on this approach in
the section on "The Transmission of Written Documents" in

the chapter entitled “"New Hoxizons in History,"l44 and
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offered observations in four areas:145

1. Gattungsgeschichte, or the categories of literary

style. The anonymity and stereotypicality observable

in Biblical literature are paralleled to an even greater

extent in Egyptian and cuneiform literature.146 There

stereotypicality so predominates over individual traits -

in other words, authors use traditional, not personal
vstyles147 - as to "give sufficient warning against

using canons of style and vocabulary too rigidly in

trying to determine authorship of passages in the 0ld

Testament." Originality was not totally lacking, however.148

2. Literary forgery. "There is hardly any evidence at

all in the ancient Near Ec¢st for documentary or literary
fabrications," so that the likelihood of "pious fraud" in
Biblical literature appears to have been exaggerated ocn

the basis of analogy from the classical world.

3. Textual revision. Scribes generallv updated the

spelling and grammar of older textsl49 (sometimes
[incompetent] archaizing also took place, which we now
know to have been true of Biblical literature as well.

", ..scholars have frequently come to grief in trying to
take the present Hebrew text as reflecting the orthography

of its prototype."lso

4. Analysis of sources. "The tendency of ancient Oriental

scribes and compilers to add rather than to subtract"151 -
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in other words, the fact that literature tends to become
expanded by addéitions, including variants, commentaries,
and glosses - "has a direct bearing on such guestions as
the method" followed in the compilation of the Pentateuch.
It implies that whatever divergences we find between J and
E represent all the variants that existed: if there were
other variants they would not have been subtracted.152

The process of growth by addition also implies "“that much
of the expansioh evident in legal and liturgic passages

is not due to literary doublets but to the normal swelling
of the text by the accretion of commentaries or of sub-

sequent court decisions, etc."153

Ahout a decade later C. H. Gordon suggested some
implications of ancient Near Eastern, especially Ugaritic,
literatiuve for Biblical criticism: He argued that since
Ugaritic literature evidences the use of several names
for the same character in one and the same text, "The
criterion of variant names (specifically for God) as an
‘indication for differences of authorship must be dras-
tically discounted...in the light of Ugarit"154 (he later
added Greek evidence as well).155; He further argued that
differences in style in the same composition can also be
found in Ugaritic and Akkadian sources, so that, too,
cannot be a cfiterion of disparate authorship. These
changes are rather due to changes of topic.

No one denies that diverse antecedents make up any
literary composition; but the rediscovery of the
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lost literatures of the Bible World shows us

that most Biblical books could be accepted in
Israel as single compositions, in much the same
way as the Gilgamesh Epic, with all its stylistic
diversity, was in Mesopotamia. The importance of
clarifying this subject warrants another clear-
cut example: No one questions that Hammurabi's
Code is a single composition [note now, however,
the view of Finkelstein cited above] in spite of
the fact that the prologue and epilogue are not
only written in poetry (as against the prose of
the laws) but in a different dialect from the
laws, because the poetry calls not only for
different style but even for different grammatical
forms.

Gordon also noted the relevance of this material for the
structure of the book of Job:

The ABA pattern of Hammurabi's Code (whereby

the prologue and epilogue are poetry; but the

laws, in between, are prose) must be borne in

mind when we deal with the book cof Job. Job, too,
follows the ABA pattern; though, since the main
part of the book is poetry, the prologue and
epilogue are prose. Stylistically, then, the pro-
logue and epilogue are part of the original book
of Job, precisely as the prologue and epilogue

of the Code are part of lUsmmurabi's original stela.
To separate the prose from the poetic parts by
centuries is as unjustified in the one case, as in
the other, as far as literary form is concerned. 157

Goxdon concluded:

The magniiicent structure of 0ld Testament higher
criticism is not to be brushed aside; but its indi-
vidual results can no longer be accepted unless they
square with the Hebrew text as we can now understand
it in the light of parallel literatures from the
pagan forerunners and _contemporaries of the Hebrews,
in the Bible Lands.l> ’

In the following years Albright reached similar con-
clusions on the inadmissability of composite language as

evidence of composite authorship,159 and then took up the

question of the growth in length of the various literary

genres:

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.com



34

Following the analogies of [Mesopotamia and Egypt],

as well as of Asia Minor and Greece, we should ex-
pect to have long compositicons as well as short at

any given period. We should, accordingly, reject

the evolutionary strait jacket imposed on early
literatures by H. Gunkel and some of his successors,
according to which short compositions are generally
earlier than long compositions in the same category.160

In 1957 G. E. Mendenhall, in discussing the reliabil-
ity of the Pentatcuchal sources as historical documents
pointed out that evaluation of the sources' historical
worth had heretofore been largely hypothetical:

The value of literary analysis for history and
its success in convincing the scholarly world
today depend upon the isolation of more adequate
criteria for judgement than has evidently so far
been produced by its adherents. The results,
consequently, must be judged to fall in the cate-
gory of hypothesis, not of historical fact. For
the reconstruction of history itself, something
more than literary analysis is needed, valuable
and necessary as hypotheses are.

As one possible source of criteria for'evaluating the
historical accuracy of written traditions Mendenhall
suggested the study of cuneiform literary history:

Since some religious traditions of the ancient werld
can be traced over periods of many centuries, we can
see how the ancient scribe conceived of his task; we
can at least have preliminary insights into the
circumstances under which changes in the religious
“(or legal) traditions took place. Even here we can-
not mechanically transfer into Israel all the
characteristics of the Babylonian scribe, but we
shall at least have some comparable material which
would be far more adequate than that on which 19th-
century assumptions were based...

A few years later, in another discussion of the historical
reliability of the Pentateuch,163 m, Greenberg raised a

fundamental question about some of the very suppositions
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of source analysis. Two of these suppositions are:

that an interruption of chronological order or
a mixture of styles indicates composition -
resting on the assumption that original creations
in biblical times were chronologically ordered and
stylistically homogeneous.

that composition implies lateness...

Greenberg called for tapping

the materials of ancient near Eastern literature...
by tradition and form criticism...a study of their
literary styles and habits, especially with an eye
to the differences between our expectations and
their performance, would put solid ground under the
feet of the man who would speak confidently about
what may and may not be expected in a piece of
ancient near Eastern literature...until we have
solid studies of the styles of ancient near
Eastern writing, how can we speak with confidence
about what is in and out of order, an editorial
excrescence or an original "awkwardness" -

from our viewpoint - in biblical writing? Not,
mind you, that one has any right automatically

to equate biblical style with extrabiblical.

But if the evidence goes the way I suspect it will,
the same sort of verisimilitude that Mari, Nuzi,
and Hammurabi have given the customs of patri-
archal times is likely to be lent to the present
styles of biblical writing, changing our concep-
tion of the editor's hand in creating them.

The recurrent theme of these comments has been the hypo-
thetical nature of Biblical literary criticism. This was
the starting point of a study by Hallo in 1962 in which
he offered the "comparative method" as the

one approach which seems to offer some prospect of
objective, verifiable data against which to test
biblical hypotheses... In the area of literary
techniques, the evidence from the literate neigh-
bors of ancient Israel is not only relevant to the
Biblical problems, but also enjoys a scholarly
consensus based on a maximum of facts and a mini-
mum of theories.

The possibility presents itself of tracing the
growth of a Mesopotamian literary composition

i
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through two millenia, from its first written
fixation, through its creative adaptation to

new forms and even new languages, tc its finpal,
orderly incorporation into an official canon.
VWithout this basic knowledge, all higher literary
criticism remains hopelessly hypothetical. With
it, the foundations are laid for a comparative
approach to biblical criticism.

The approach suggested by these scholars was taken
up by K. A. Kitchen in a study which showed that the
approach might yield conciusiohs which are unfavorable to
current‘Biblical theories.1®7 Besides seconding
Albright's strictures upon the form-critical view that
compositions always evolve from shorter to longer entities,168
he sought to refute the basic criteria of source analysis
by showing that they would lead to absurd conclusions if
applied to other anéient llear Eastern compositions which
have known histories.16?

...the documentary theory in its many variaticic
has throughout been elaborated in a vacuum without
any proper reference to other Ancient Oriental
literatures to find out whether they had been
created in this singular manner. ... [Failure to
compare these literatures] is a most serious
omission, because - in the forms actually pre-
cerved to us in the extant 0ld Testament - Hebrew
Jiterature shows very clese external stylistic
similarities to the other Ancient Oriental litera-
tures among which (and as part of which) it grew
up. Now, nowhere in the Ancient Orient is there
anything which is definitely known to parallel the
elaborate history of fragmentary composition and
"conflation of Hebrew literature (or marked by just
such criteria) as the documentary hypotheses would
postulate. And conversely, any attempt to apply
the criteria of the documentary theorists to
Bncient Oriental compositions that have known
histories but exhibit the same literary phenomena
results in manifest absurdities.
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This is not the place to ask whether all of Kitchen's
arguments against the documentary hypothesis are convincing.
Since Kitchen is one of the first, if not the first, to
have undertaken to employ compa;ative material on literary
composition in some detail, what interests us here is
whether his methods in employing it are sound. One
assumption in particular seems mistaken. Kitchen implies
that since the alleged method of composition of Biblical
literature_cannot be paralleled elsewhere in the ancient
Near East, this constitutes an argument against its

having been employed in Israel either. This implication
violates Mendenhall's caveat against mechanically trans-
ferring “into Israel all the characteristics of the
Babylonian scribe." The absence of a technique elsewhere
in tke ancient Near East may make tﬁe assumed Israelite
teckhnicue seem anomalous, but Israelite literature is
unique in several other respects, too. If the documen-
tary hypothesis seems convincing on other grounds (Kitchen
denies this), then its uniqueness would call for explana-
tion rather than denial. The emerging availability of
comparative data has not ipso facto made critical analy-
sis passé or invalidated its conclusions: what is anoma-

lous is not by that very fact refutedil7l

The virtue of Kitchen's study lies in the fact that
it goes beyond the séage of programmatic suggestions and

compares specific ancient Neax Eastern documents. But
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his use of ancient Near Eastern materials seemrs too super-
ficial to be decisive. What he means by "compositions
that have known histories” usually refers to "monumental...
texts that had no prehistory of hands -and redactors,"172
The assertion of "no prehistory" begs the gquestion. At
least in the cuneiform sphere the fact that a text is
monumental does not mean it had no prehistory in the sense
of drawing upon materials from different sources. This
is in fact implicitly recognized by Kitchen in a different
section of the chapter we are surveying. 1In commenting
on the possible growth of the Hammurapi law corpus by
accretion he notes that
* [Hammurapi's] laws are known from a monument of
his own time in his own .name; therefore, any
accretions of laws in his collection occurred before
his work. Furthermore, there are apparent contra-
dictions or discrepancies in the Hammurapi 'code'
that are ‘no less glarirg than those which serve
as the basis of analysing strata in the Bible.'
These obviously have no bearing on the historical
fact of Hammurapi_having incorporated them in
his collection.”
Kitchen fails to realize that his remarks also imply that
the fact of a text's being the monument of a single

individual does not prevent that text from having incor-

porated materials of diverse origin.

The methodological flaw in Kitchen's study, then, is
that in invoking supposedly comparable ancient Near
rastern materials he fails to take account of the literary

criticism of those materials. That is the sine qua non

of this type of comparative study, as recognized in
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several of the programmatic statements quoted above.
The present dissertation is intended as one study which

satisfies that sine gua non.

F. The direction of future research

At this early stage in the comparative investigation
of Biblical and ancient Near Eastern literary evolution
the starting point of investigation should be the cunei-
form material, not the Biblical. Kitchen's study shows
that when one takes the latter as a starting peint there
may be a tendency to simply cast about for apparent
parailels which will confirm preconceived hypotheses
(in Kitchen's case, negative hypotheses), thus utilizing
the ancient Neér Eastern material in the most superficial
way. When this is done, there is no likelihood that
the ancient Near Eastern material will make us aware of
new possibilities. At the present time the task of
research is to gain a thorough understanding of literary
evolution in those areas of the ancient Near East where
documentary evidence is available on a large scale,
primarily Mesopotamia. We will need studies of the
literary history of several compositions before we can
begin to create a typology of literary evolution. De-
tailed application of the results of the present study

to Biblical criticism would therefore be premature.

However, some studies of this type have already

been published, giving us an idea of the sorts of
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comparison which will become possible. At the very least
these studies can overturn certain a priori assumptions
(as illustrated by some of the comments of Gordon,
Albright, and Kitchen referred to above - I mean to take
no position here on the ultimate correctness of their
views) or, on the other hand, show that certain tyées of

literary development presumed by Biblical criticism, did

take place in the ancient Near East.

An outstanding example of documentary composition
is represented in the combination - if that it is - of
the Silbenalphabet, the bilingual creation story, and
the Atrahasis Epic. The fact that this text includes
two separate creation stories, one after the other, in
its narration of the primeval history of mankind,
irmediately calls to mind the place of Genesis 1:1-2:4a
and 2:4b-24 in the Biblical primeval history. Lik¢ the
Biblical stories, these two Mesopotamian stories differ
from each other on a number of points:174 unlike
Atrahasis (I,i, lff.), in KAR 4 the gods' ?rimordial
labor is merely implicit in the text and is not viewed
as oppressive; the bilingual account adds Shamash (1.7)
to the triumvirate of Anu, Enlil, and Ea, who are involved
in the decision to create man in Atrahasis; the bilingual
version has man created from the blood of more than one
god (1.25),175 while in Atrahasis he is created from the

flesh and blood of one god (I,173);17¢ in the bilingual
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version, unlike Atrahasis (1,189££.), there is no descrip-
tion of the creatioﬁ of mankind by Aruru: her only iole
js to ordain the destinies of men (rev. 17f£.); while

such a description might have been found in the break at
+he end of the obverse, rev. 20 implies rather that man
originated in a process of emersio rather than formatio; 177
the statement of man's function in K2R 4 (obv. 27-break
after 41; rev. 1-10, 13-24) is far more extensive than
that in Atrahasis (1,191,195-197). There are, to be sure,
many points of contact between the two texts - especially
in the conception of man being created to serve the gods -
and these points may have facilitated their being joined;
much exegetical ingenuity may well have been exercised

in antiquity to harmonize the discrepancies.178 But no
cuneiformist will deny that we are dealing with two
sto:les which were originally independent of each other
and refiect in many respects differing viewpoints. This
situation is in principle identical with the assumptions
of Biblical literary critics regarding the two creation

stories in Genesis.

Likewise similar in principle are the composite nature
of the Laws of Hammurapi, which is in some respects com-
parable to the relationship of Biblical law corpora and
their narrative frameworks,l79 and of the congregational
lament a-ab~ba—§u—lub~pa whose incorporation of two dis-

tinct elements resembles the composite Biblical psalms.180

EA
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The growth of ancient Near Eastern literary compo-
sitions by accretion, or supplementation,181 recalls the
“supplementary hypothesis" of Pentateuchal composition.182
"Rofé has recently called for a return to this hypothesis

at least in some cases,t83 and in view of the widespread

attestation of the process of supplementation outside

the Bible this deserves very serious consideration.

The adaptability of liturgical compositions such as
“Op.Angry Sea" . - and Yu-{1-14 prayers for use in the
cults of different gods in similar to what is presumed to
be the case with Psalm 29: that it was originally a
Canaanite, specifically North-Syrian, psalm to Baal,
which was borrowed with some modification for use in the
cult of YHWH;184 it still retains many features appro-
priate to Baal. The adaptibiljiy of myths and mythological
motifs represented in the asSur version of Enuma Elish
and in several versions of “The Myth of Anzu" resembles
what is presumed to be the case with Biblical and post-
Biblical references to YHWH's defeat of the sea:185 this
motif is thought to be related to the Canaanite myth of
Baal's defeat of the sea as well as Enuma Elish=186 if
Jacobsen is correct, Enuma Elish involves a Mesopotamian

borrowing of the very same myth.

For the history of genres we may note a possible
parallel in Biblical studies to the monumental origin of

certain cuneiform liturgical genres. In 1945 l. L. Ginsberg,
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calling attention to the many phraseological parallels
between certain Biblical and other ancient Near Eastern
inscriptions of petition and acknowledgement, noted that

Isa. 38:9 (the miktab [inscription] of Hezekiah) and the

oldest recorded interpretations of miktam in the super-
scriptions of Pss. 16 and 56-60 all imply that Biblical
psalms, too, could take monumental form.187 This does

not yet imply a monumental origin for this genre in

Israel, but the monumental origin of the cuneiform genres
combined with this evidence at least raises the possibility,
and even if it is not borne out for Israel we may at least
gain some understanding of the parallels which exist be-

tween the psalms and the monuments.

what is significant about the literary-historical
paralla2ls we find in cuneiform literature is not simply
their similarity to presumed Biblical theories, which
lends some plausibility to the lattér, but especially
the fact that, since in cuneiform literature the original
materials are often available for comparison with the
later, often combined, forms we can gain some conception
of the methods used to combine them - how they were or were
not adapted, how harmonization was or was not achieved,
and the like. Several of the studies referred to above
have done just this - among them Jacobsen's study of the
Sumerian King List, Oppenheim's of a motif in the Prayer

to the Gods of the Night, and Cooper's of the adaptation
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of a fu-il-la prayer.

G. The relevance of Mesopotamian materials for Biblical
literary criticism

Comparative Biblical-cuneiform studies in general
raise the question of the channels of transmission of
Mesopotamian culture to Israel.188 Oppenheim has
described Palestine as "a region that was apparently
only slightly touched by the radiations of Mesopotanian
civilization," and notes that "the crucial period during
which one could have observed the effect of Mesopotamian
influence (middle of the second millenium) is not covered
by any primary evidence in the 0ld Testament;" "Mesopo-
tamian influence on the 0ld Testament is either secondary
(via Ugarit or other, still unknown, intermediaries) or
accidental. 189 Oppenheim stresses that it was local
elewents which shaped the culture of the Levant:

All told, very few and then mainly secondary
cultural achievements of Mesopotamian civilization
wvere preserved and incorporated in the general
trend of development that ran westward. This...
places in proper relief the miraculous intensity
and strength of that light that originated in the
backland hills along the easternmost shores of

the Mediterranean.}90

The relevance of the closer levantine culture is
stressed especially by Dahood who notes that with the
accumulation of literary documents from that area
biblists' dependence on more distant civilizations can

be reduced.l9l pBut no matter how optimistic one may

be about the multiplication of such documents in the
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future, their present paucity in comparison to the vast-

ness of the Mesopotamian literary remains forces us to

remain dependent on the latter.

The question of channels of transmission thus remains
with us, and the challenge is increased by Oppenheim's
denial of extensive Mesopotamian influence on the cultures
of the Mediterranean coast. Although Oppenheim's denial
may be unduly extreme, the fact that such a position can
be taken illustratesAthe uncertainty caused by our failure

to discover such channels.

Because there is so little evidence available to
help answer this guestion, the comparative approach has

often been forced into a Dosition of "if the shoe fits,

wear it:" similarities are obvious, therefore compariscon
and mutual illumination of the parallels are justified,
whether or not we can explain the historical connection
between them. This seems acceptable so long as we
distinguish between comparisons of the sourt just mentioned,
which restrict themselves to phenomenological descriptions,
and comparisons which involve claims of borrowing,.influ~
ence, and the like. It is the latter sort of comparison
for which failure to account for channels of transmission

is especially harmful.

The question raised by the present study is slightly

different than that usually raised by comparative studies.
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Here we have not to account for the transmission of
ideas or literature, but to justify the implicit assump-
tion that Israelite scribal - specifically, litérary -
techniques resembled those of the Mesopqtamian academies.
We have already quoted Mendenhéll's caveat about such an
assumption. Is there any evidence which suggests that

Israelite practices were at all similar to Mesopotamian?

One approach to this question is to ask whether
Israelite scribal practice may ever have been exposed to
Mesopotamian. Cuneiform scribal activity in the Syro-
Palestinian area during the second millenium is abundantly
attested by the archival finds from that time and region.
Material from inland areas, from Mari westward to
Alalakh, cannot be considered because its distance from
Israel renders it largely irrelevant for the present
discus.ion. Two letters and an administrative document
from Maril92 are relevant, however, since they mention
delegations of ambassadors traveling betwéen Mari (and
even further east) and Hazor (and even further west).
'while the ambassadors are not said’in these letters to be
carrying written communications, this is quite possiblé,
even probable; cuneiform writing is attested in Hazor at
this time (18th century), as we.shall presently note. By
far the most extensive archival evidence is that of the
Amarna letters, a large number of which involve correspénd¥

ence with North-Syrian, Phoenician, and Palestinian
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qities, including Byblos, Beirut, Sidon, Tyre, Hazor,
Acco, Megiddo, Jerusalem,; Gezer, Ashkglon, Lachish,
Séhechem, Pella, and the Hebron district.193 oOther

discoveries have added documents from Tell-el-Hesi (Eglon?),
94

|

Taanach, and Jericho. Scribal schools may be presumed
for every site where archival finds have been made .193
The cuneiform medium of this material attests ultimate
Mesopotamian connections, while orthographic, paleo-
graphic, and linguistic peculiarities attest the develop-
ment of individualized local scribal traditions and

. practices.196 albright in fact takes one cuneiform
letter from Séhechem to have been written by a teacher -
whether of the scribal art or of music and dancing or

some other subject cannot be determined - to the parent

of some students.l97

At least some of these scribal schools produced or
uéed canonical as well as archival cuneiform texts. The
oldest cuneiform text so far found in the area is a
cuneiform syllabary discovered at Byblos; this text, of
a type used in scribal education, dates from before the
Ur III period.198 This discovery dovetails with that at
Hazor of a small fragment of gm»ra;ggggllg, a lexical
text likewise used in scribai education. The fragment,
as yet unpublished, was discovered on the surface at
Hazor; Tadmor, who called my attention to it, dates the

text by palecgraphy to the late 0ld Babylonian period.199
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These tell-tale signs of scribal education, combined with
other texts of the same type from Ugarit200 in the north
and Tell-el-Amarna20l in the southwest, add impressive

documentation to our picture of scribal education in this
region during the millenium or so preceding the Israelite

conguest of Palestine.

Hazor has also yielded school texts of a different
type, fragments of inscribed liver models of the type
used in training specialists in divination'(although
Landsberger left "undecided whether [the scribes who
produced these fragménts] belong to the ;upgarru [scribe]

profession; or to the b3re [diviner] profession).202

Landsberger dated this model to the late 0ld Baby-
lonian period, roughly the second half of the seventeenth
century. This element of professional education is also
attested in uninscribed liver models from Hazor and from
13-12th century Megiddo,203 and possibly the inscribed
models from Ugarit.204 Following a comparison of the
model to its counterparts, both in Mesopotamia and in
other peripheral areas, Landsberger concluded:

Scribal craft and probably also learned extispicy
(barutu) spread from Mari to the Kingdom of
Hazor. Though on a very low level and in small
dimensions, a local school of scribes identical
with or different from the liver experts existed
here, and continued until the collapse of the
o[1ld]B[abylonian) cultural provinces (such as

Halab, Alalah) and perhaps even longer, as in
Hattu¥a¥.
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One further cuneiform inscription from Hazor consists of
a personal name incised on a jar of the 18th or 17th
century: II¥%-me-9adad or Ir¥-me-Ilaml@®; the Akkadian
rather than West Semitic (Iasmal) form of the predicate
has uncertain implications, as it may indicate either
Babylonian influence on the local onomasticon or simply
that the owner of the jar was a Babvlonian, not-a

native.206

Turning finally to literary texts we note the Megiddo

207

fragment of the Gilgamesh epic. The tablet dates from

the Amarna period or slightly earlier.208

Its script is
close to that of the Phoenician Amarna letters,209
showing the copy to be a local product rather than an
import, thus further attesting the cuneiform scribal
school in this area.?10 Purther to the west, in Tell-el-
Amarna, as we have already notecé, there have been found
copies of several literary coﬁpésitions (Adapa, Nergal

and Eréshkigal, gar Tamhari [the Sargon Epicl)as well as

syllabaries and lexical texts.

This survey suggests that Mesopotamian scribal influ-
ence on Israel may have come not only by way of Ugarit but
by way of Palestinian cities such as Hazo;:211 and Megiddo
as well @s the many other cities from which Amarna-period
letters are attested. Anong these cities Jerusalem

stands in a unique position since its scribes diverge
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from Canaaﬁite linguistic features in several respects,
following instead pracfices known from texts of Hurrian
and Assyrian provenience.212 Whatever scribal influence
came in through Jerusalem may thus have come through

Hurrian hands.

Does this evidence of cuneiform writing and the
education it required imply that scribes along the
Mediterranean coast also learned and practiced the
creative redactional techniques of the Mesopotamian
scribes? It is true, as we have seen, that peripheral
versions of Mesopotamian literature have undergone
extensivé modification, but it has yet to be demonstrated
that this modification involved redactorial techniques
similar to those of the Mesopotamian scribes. In some
cases the modifications are of a noticéably different
type. Thus while Laessge can observe that in Mesopotamiz

whenever we are in a position to contrast an
early version of a literary composition with a
later parallel, we discover that the later version
is much more elaborate in its language,213
we find that peripheral versions often abridge their
Mesopotanian originals.214 While it is certainly possible
that western scribes learned Mesopotamian redactorial

techniques along with writing, it has yet to be shown

that,they actually did.

Some slight evidence to this effect may be dis~-

cernible at Ugarit. There we have abundant evidence of

4
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a scribal acédemy which produced texts in Sumerian,
2kkadian, Hittite, and Hurrian, as well as the local
Northwest Semitic language, Ugaritic,215 written in
alphabetic cuneiform, in both classical literary and
later prose/spoken dialects.216 The syllabic cunei-
form texts include not cnly the standard syllabaries

and lexical texts, but several literary compositions

as weli.2l7 Most important for our purposes, however,
are the literary texts written in alphabetic cuneiform.
Here we have native Northwest Semitic literature pro-
duced by Northwest Semitic scribes who, while they may
not have considered themselves ethnically Canaanites?18
shared, in spite of their distance from Israelite
Palestine, a literary tradition whose connections with
Biblical literature are well-known.2l9 Whatever we can
discover of literary techﬁiques and evolution at Ugarit
will clearly be relevant to our study. And if it can be
shown that Ugaritic scribes used techniques which
resemble those found in Mesopotamia, then we may well be
able to bridge the gap between Mesopotamian and Israelite

literary techniques and evolution.

This is an ambitious expectation which évailable
evidence cannot possibly fulfill. Nevertheless there
are a few signs that point in the desired direction. .A
few Ugaritic texts are now available in duplicate thus

permitting comparison. For example, the eleven line
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obverse of RS 24.293220 guplicates I*aB I, 12-22,221
but the latter contains three lines not found in the
former; the extra lines in I*AB consist of parallels to

the lines which precede them (e.g. to I*AB's

thm bn ilm mt (which corresponds to RS 24.293's

w y© ny bn ilm mt) there is added the synonymous

hwt ydd bn il dzr. to which nothing in RS 24.293 cor-
responds). This suggests the well-attested phenomenon
of development by expansion - we can even specify ex-
pansion by parallelism - which has been observed in
Mesopotamia, too. In discussing the varying recensions
of a number of Ugaritic texts Cassuto wrote:

At times the poets related in greater detail,
in separate poems or in an expanded reccnsion;
subjects which appear only in short form_in the
recension described above (i.e., V AB).

After comparing two particular duplicates of Ugaritic
texts Cassuto observed:

These two fragments are extremely important in
that they teach us something about the system

of different recensions in Ugaritic literature.
We learn from them nct only the fact that there
were different recensions of the epic poems in
Ugarit, which were parallel to each other in con-
tent, but also the nature of the differences be-
tween the recensionsin the order of the subject
ratter, in the use of synonymous words, in
greater length in certain places and abridgement
in other places, and the like. We find a system
similar to this in other oriental literatures,
too, such as Akkadian literature [in a footnote
he referred to H. Otten's Die Uberlieferung des
Telepinu-Mythus for a Hittite example], and it
will be possible to learn about this from one
literature to another. For Biblical studies, too,
we will certainly be able to benefit from careful
investigation of this system.
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One note of.caution, however, must be entered here:
while the chronolegical relationship bketween the shorter
and longer versions is often manifest in the base of
Mesopotamian texts, the Ugaritic texts are roughly con-
tenporary and no evidence for the relative earliness vs.
lateness of the two has been discovered.224 Another
phenomenon which recalls Mesopotamian analogues is con-—
prised by tablets which appear to contain two separate
texts. R§ 22,225 contains on its obverse a mythological

erisode about Baal and Anath,225

while its reverse con-
tains a syllabary.226 RS 24.257 contains on its obverse
what appears to be a mythological narrative {though it

is possibly a liturgical text),227 while its reverse con-
tains a list of the kings of Ugarit.228 It is quite
possible that these are nothing more than students'
exercise tablets containing sections of texts on which
they practiced. Regarding Rg 22.225 Nougayrol suggested
that it was written by a scribe who was more advanced in
Ugaritic than in Akkadian so that he wroie a literary
Ugartitic text on one side but only simple elementary
primer on the other,229 But when one keeps in mind the
combination of the Silbenalphabet with a bilingual
creation myth which we discussed above - its existence in
two copies shows it to be a literary phenomenon, not
merely a student's exercise - one must consider the

possibility that these Ugaritic texts, too, represent
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literary combinations, perhaps supported by some midrashic
or more obvious explanations of the reasons for combining

the texts.

After the Israelite conquest of Palestine in the late
13th—-early 12th century conditions for Israelite exposure
j to Mesopotamian scribal techniques appear non-existent.
Cuneiform writing, and with it a possible channel of
Mesopotamian influence, was abandoned in favor of the
ﬁest Semitic alphabet. The few cuneiform texts which
appear in the first millenium represent either foreign
products, such as the.Sargon stele from Ashdod,230 or
the direct results of Assyrian administration after the
fall of the Kingdom of Israel.?31 For the final redaction
of the Torah and the literary techniques involved therein
one may well think of even later and direct Mesopotami.an
influence, since this redaction appears to have been the
work of Babylonian Jews in the time of Ezra, possibly
carried out in Babylonia itself.232 But for the pre-
rmonarchic and most of the monarchic period whatever
exposure there may have been to Mesopotamian techniques
must be due to the legacy of the second millennium. The
Bible itself hints at the intellectual influence of auto-
chthonous sages in attributing the composition of some
psalms Eo Ezrahites, 233 and this way well reflect ongoing

intellectual traditions from the pre-Israelite period.234

When all is said and done, direct evidence for
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Isfaelite scribes having been exposed to Mesopotamian
literary techniques is, at least for the present,; not
great. While some of the Ugaritic evidence might be
construed as showing similar techniques, even as showing
a West Semitic channel of transmission of Mesopotamian
techniques to Israel, the Ugaritic material is too
limited, and what it shows is too general, to be of

'great help at the present time.

Is there any circumstantial evidence which could
at least makeASuch exposure seem likely? The Hsbrews had
economic, diplomatic, and military contact with
Mesopotamia before and after their settlement, and
these contacts undoubtedly facilitated exposure to
nurterous features of Mesopotamian culture. Ixamples of
loanworus, literary styles and motifs, theolégical
notionsg, pottery styles, and the like which made their
way westward are too well known tovneed documentation.

vThat part of this traffic included scribal techniques now
appears likely in light of Gevaryahu's discovery of
colophons within the Biblical text235 - a scribal
technique well-known in Mesopotamia. But redactional
techniques are a unique phenomenon which would not
necessarily be passed along with the more prosaic
procedures of the scribal trade. That this may indeed _
have happened is not, of course, ruled out. Studies of
'the sort we are undertaking here may ultimately uncover

similarities which cannot be explained otherwise.
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But if we concede that for the time being we cannot
demonstrate exposure to Mesopotamian techniques, we
ought to ask whether there exists any other circumstance
which could have caused similarity of techniques. The
usual alternative to "influence" is to speak either of a
common Semitic mentality236 or the common Semitic cultural
heritage.237 Either of these, however, must stem from a
time and place when literature was still oral, not
written, although oral literature may well have been
technically'similar in many»respects to written.238
Investigation of Arabic literature could help demonstrate
some common Semitic features,239 on the one hand, but
similar investigation of Sumerian literature may broaden
the picture to one of common Near Eastern technigues.
What similarities have been shown with classical litera-
tur=24Y proaden the picture yet further. When one
reckons with possibilities so broad and general, one must
begin to ask whether we are not rather dealing with
techniques so universal that illustration may indeed be
sought anywhere that conditions were roughly the same.241
And if so the Mesopotamian material would have to be
viewed as simply illustrative of'literary techniques and
evolution in general. If we must thus wonder whether the
Mesopotamian material has exclusive or nearly exclusive
relevance, still none will deny that it does illustrate
“how some men have treated their literary heritage and

created new literature, thus lending a semblance of
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plausibility to some theories of Biblical literary history
and opening our eyes to other possibilities that internal
critical analysis of Biblical literature might never have

suggested by itself.
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Gilbert Murray found "the most instructive example
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ancient ccnditions” to be "in the Hebrew scriptures,”
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R. Culley, Oral Formulaic Language in the Psalms.
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(Galaxy paperback ed.; 1960),; iii. Cf. the Sanskrit
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and S. Greengus, JAOS 89, 529.

63. See Sj8berg, TCS III, Introduction. Cf. Hallo and
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“part of the combination.

64. Erra V, 42. For discussion see L. Cagni, L'Epopea
di Erra, 254; Oppenheim, Orientalia 19, 155.
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66. For ug-SAR = ug-sakar, see J. Cooper, Iraq 32, 60:15;

But this fitle for Adapa's comp051t10ﬂ
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72. CADA;, 2l2a.

72. 1Ibid., a-b. (To the definition "additional" cf. the
rabbinic term tosefet for a tannaitic statement out-
side of the MiShna, and tosefta for the collection
of such statements.) In ABL 453 rev. 15, quoted by
CAD, the term gurbu occurs along with agﬁ, and in
Virtue of its position in the context as well as its
etymology one might think it is antithetical to the
latter and is thus another term for "canonical."
However, both the CAD and Oppenheim (Centaurus 14,
98) render it “pertinent," apparently bkecause
another word for "canonical" (damgu) already occurs
earlier in the sentence.

74. CADA;, 212a.

75. Like rabbinic baraita (an individual tannaitic state-
meiic not included in the Mishna) and bigan (with
reference £o non-canohical or heretical books the
prezise referent of the term is debated [sce Sid Z.
Leiman, The Talmudic and Midrashic Evidence for the
Canonization of Hebrew Scripture, unpubl. Penn-

4 sylvania Ph.D. dissertatiocn (1970), 189ff.] and
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[Canticles Rabba €:%] witnL re=ference to the Tosefta
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3 literature were collected zand at times consulted,
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(cf. references collected in CADA], 212a-b, and

cf. Oppenheim, Centaurus 14, 123).
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76. See Lambeit, An. St. 20, 110, for double readings
and what Lambert calls “"perhaps the earliest appara-
tus criticus;" cf. BWL 102:80; Sachs JCS 6, 67:32.
For double readings in the Massoretic Text see
Talmon's article by that name in Textus 1, 144-184.

77. Cf. F. Jacoby, Die Fragmente der Griechische

: listoriker, IIIC, No. 680, pp. 369ff.; Heidel, §§2,
J 116-119, Lambert-Millard, Atrahasis, 134-137;

J. J. A. van Dijk, SsA, 17-21; UVB 18 (1962), 44-52
and pl. 27; E. Reinexr, Or. 30, 1-11; Hallo, JROS 83
(1963), 174-176; Lambert, Bi. Or. 13 (1956), l44;
D. O. Edzard in Haussig, WbM I, s.vv. "Abgal,"
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(NUN.ME = apkallu), cf. I. M. Diakonov, AS 16,

347 with n. 20. I have studied the agkallu—tradl—
tions in an unpublished paper "Biblical and Mesopo-
tamian Antediluvian Traditions" (1968). See now
Hallo, JCS 23, 57-67 (but contrary to p. 65 n. 103),
Lambert refers to antediluvian apkallus [JCS 11,9].

78. Cf. the Berossus fragments in Jacoby, op. cit., and
the list published by van Dijk, UVB 18, p. 44,

72. C£. the Adapa myth (ANET, 101ff.), fragment A,
pa551m, in UVB 18, 44:1 he is connected with A-a-lu,
who is the Alulim of the King-list (van Dijk, 1b1d=,
p. 47), the king of Eridu.

80. Jacocbsen, SKL, 70:3.

81. The last agkallu is connected in UVB 18, 44:7 with
Enmeduranki, King of Sippar (Jacobsen, SKL 74: 26;
Lambert, JCS 21, 126ff).

82. Heidel, GEZ, 117f.; Lambert-Millard, Atrahasis,
l35ff., Lambert, Jcs 21, 127. Jewish tradition also
described attempts to preserve wisdom during the
flood; cf. L. Ginzberg, The Legends of the Jews,

I, 122, 157.

83. In a lecture entitled "The Structure of Biblical
Books and Mesopotamian Scribal Customs," delivered
at Yale University, March 1, 1971.

84. Th. Jacobsen, The Sumerian King List, 55-65. Ccf.
the new textual evidence published by Finkelstein,
JCs 17, 3%9-51, and his further discussion of the
stylistic discrepancies; Hallo, JCS 17, 54 and 56f.
(for the last note the strictures of Lambert-
Millard, Atrahasis, 25).

85. 1Ibid.
86. Cf. Hallo, JCS 23, 63.

87. For the following see C. J. Gadd, Iraq 4, 33f;
J. Laessge, Bi. Or. 13, 98-101; A. K. Grayson, ANET3
512¢f.

88. For the join cf. Landsberger, AfO Beiband I, 170,
177; Weidner, AJSL 38, 209; Leichty, Catalogue,
p. 92 sub K4175+; LamberL—Mlllard Atraha51s, 35.

89. For a translation of the better preserved KAR 4
see leidel, BGZ, 68-71. T
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90. 80-7-19, 184 (CT 18: 47) and 82-3-23,146 (RA 17, 189);
Lambert-Millard, Atrahasis, 35.

91. KAR 4, colophon; transliterated and translated in
H. Hunger, Babylonische und assyrische Kolophone,
no. 50; on AL.TIL cf. E. Leichty, "The Colophon,”
Oppenheim AV, 149. '

' 92. Landsberger, AfO Beiband I, 170-178; in M. ¢i¥ &
H. Kizilyay, Zwei Altbabylonische Schulbficher aus

E Nippur, 97-116; E. Sollberger, AS 16, 21-28;
3 J. Nougayrol, ibid., 31-39.

93. AfO Beiband I, i77f.; in ¢i§ & Kizilyay, op. cit.,
116; Gadd, Irag 4, 34.

. Iraqg 4, 33.
95. Lettexr of March 22, 1971,

96. Laessge, Bi. Or. 13, 99, preceded by Gadd, Iraq 4,
5 33, and followed by Grayson, ANET3, 512f., Hallo,
] IEJ 12, 24 n. 52, is less certain, referring only
3 to "a kind of series."

2 97. The following stricture is my own, but it was pre-
ceded in all essentials and discussed in detail by
Peter B. Machinist, "'Silbenalphabet A,' a Bilingual
Account of the Creation of Man, and the Atrahasis
gpic" (1968, unpubl.). He also exposes the fallacy
of the generally held view (e.g. Laessge, Bi. Or. 13,
S9, Grayson, ANET3, 512f.) that the alleged Nineveh
version had "“Silbenalphabet A" as its first tablet
and the bilingual account as its second, by recalling
the fact that these two texts occur in both copies
on a single tablet, and both of them constitute the
second tablet of their series. Machinist argues
that the catchline refers to a separate series. I
differ from him only in holding that the common view
which considers Atrahasis part of the same series
is not less plausible.

98. Leichty, "Thé Colophon,"” 148.

; 99, Cf. Hallo, IEJ 12, 24.

100. JCS 21, 42 with n. 5, and Addenda, 48. Cf. below,
n. 156.

101. 1Ibid. 42 n. 5. The presumelhymn may also have origi-
nated on a stela; c7. illallo, XVII® RAI, 121.

102. Cf. his remarks in ANET3, 525.
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103. JCS 15, 103f.; cf. also JAOS 86, 367f.
i04. JCS 15, 100-104.
105. JBOS 63, 69-73. The same was done on a more

extensive basis for the first tablet of the Atrahasis
Epic by Tikva S. Frymer (above, n. 35).

106. JAOS 63, 70 n. 3.

107. JAOS 88, 104-108.

108. Meissner, MVAG 7/1; ANET 90. The comparison is
cited by G. Barton, Ecclesiastes, who credits
H. Grimme, OLZ 8, col. 432ff., with the observation.

109. ANET 468.

110. R. Gordis, Koheleth: The Man and His World3, 304.
Gordis' sweeping denial of similarities between
Eccl. and Gilgamesh is unjustified by _ihe text
itself.

111. From the Stone Age to Christianity {(Anchor EBooks ed.}.
67.

112. Apud H. L. Ginsberg in A. Altmann (ed.), Biblical
and Other Studies, 58f. (the wording is Ginsberg's).

113. BG2, 129.
114, Genesis, 9f.
115. Journal of Theologidal Studies 16, 287-300. On

Hurrian intermediacy cf. Speiser, Oriental and
Biblical Studies, 265-269.

116. Tarbiz 37 (5728=1967/1968), 1ll2f.
117. ANET 417d.

118. Ginsberg,~gg. cit., 59; ileidel, §g2, 130-139,
especially 139. A

119. KUB 1Iv:12 (GETh, 43f.).

] 120. A. Coctze and S. Levy, ©Atiqgot 2, 121-128. The
alleged Gilgamesh fragment from Ras Shamra (Nougayrol,
Ugaritica V, 304-310) is probably not related to
Gilgamesh (7. von Soden, Ugaritforschungen I, 195).

A
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124.
125.
126.

127.

128.

129.
130.

131.

| 132.
: 133.

134.
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For Bibliography see GSL p. 9, b, nos. 25-32a;

A. Kammenhuber, Miinchner Studien zur Sprachwissen-=
schaft 21, 45-58; E. von Schuler, in Haussig, Wb,
165f. For the latest fragments see KBo 19,

nos. 114-125. :

KUB 36, 74 (see J. Siegelova, Ar. Or. 38 [1970] 135-
139).

E. Reiner and H. G. Gliterbock, JCS 21, 255-266.

Laroche, RA 58 (1964), 69-78; Nougayrol and Laroche,
Ug. Vv, 310ff. and 773ff£.

Ugagigicarv, No. 167, pp. 300-304; Lambert-Millard,
Atrahasis, 131-133.

J. Knudtzon, EA, 9G9ff.; Gurney, An. St. 10 (1560),
105-131.

See the introductory notes by Speiser and Grayson
in ANET, 111 and 514; Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia,
263.

Introductory note in ANET, 114; Oppenheim, Ancient
Mesopotamia, 263.

An. St. 10, 107.

Journal of Theological Siuties N. S. 16, 300. These

and tne following exampies should lay to rest objec-

tions such as those raised by A. R. Millard, Tyndale

Bulletin 18 (1967), 17, against the view that the

Biblical flood story was borrowed from Mesopotamia.

He argued:
All who suspect or suggest borrowing by the Hebrews
are compelled to admit large-schale revision,
alteration, and reinterpretation in a fashion which
cannot be substantiated for any other composition
from the Ancient Near East or in any cther Hebrew
writing.

To Millard the true explanation for the similarities

between the Biblical and Mesopotamian flood stories

is that both remembered similar details of the same

historical event.

E. von Schuler, in Haussig, WbM, 166.

H. Otten, Istanbuler Mitteilungen 8, 96.

Ibid., 119f.
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135. Otten, in GSL, 140; von Schuler, in Haussig, WbM,
' 166.

e ot e nb e

136. Oppenheim, in Analecta Biblica 12, 292, asserts
that "all literary texts in Akkadian that come
from the Hittite capital...preserve an old Babylonian
original," though the wording is often somewhat
garbled. However, this question has never been
thoroughly investigated. See below, Ch. I,B.

137. .See below, 8§ G, especially n. 188.

S i e il

; 138. A. Shaffer, ©Eretz Israel 8 (1967), 247-50 (Hebrew;
3 Eng. summary, 75%) and 9(1969), 159f. (Heb.:; Eng.

; sum., Eng. sect., 138f.); Tigay, JBL 79, 184 n. 37.
Shaffer's suggestion is dismissed all too quickly
by Landsberger, RA 62 (1968), 109 n. 37. The motif
of "three" is uncalled for in Eccl's disguisition
on friendship; it can be explained only as having
‘been taken over along with the more relevant
imagery with which it was originally associated

in the Gilgamesh passages or some common forerunner
{cf. shaffer, Eretz Israel 8, 248).

139. The parallel is to the description of Enkidu's early
life in GE I, ii. See J. Tigay, "Garden of Eden,"
in the forthcoming Encyclopedia Judaica. The
parallel was already noted by P. Jensen, Das
Gilgamesch-Epos in der Weltliteratur I, 195ff.;

C. A. Williams, Oriental Affinities of the Legend
of the Hairy Anchorite i, 50f. (ref. court. Prof.
T. H. Gaster).

140. Ginsberg, loc. cit. (above, n. 112).

141. Ginsberg, ANET 427; Reiner, Or. 30, 7f.; van Dijk,
UVB 18, 51f.

1 i42. A. E. Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century

: 143. Abbrev. FSAC. References are to the second edition
J (Doubleday Anchor Books, 1957).

144, P. 76

145. 1In their brevity some of Albright's remarks are
difficult to understand, and I have had to resort
in some cases to paraphrase to express what I be-~
lieve he intends. :

146. For some exceptions to the general anonymity of
cuneiform literature cf. llallo, IEJ 12, 14ff.;

YNER 3, 1-3; and Lambert, JCS 11, 1-14; 16, 59-77;

ik
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cf. above, n. 65. For further acrostics with the
author's name see now R. F. G. Sweet, 0r.38, 459f.

The royal authorship of law collections cught to be
considered in this connection, too. See most recently
S. Paul, Studies in the Book of the Covenant, 8. On
stereotypicality in cuneiform literature cf. Oppen-
heim, Analecta Biblica 12 (above, n. 48).

147. Cf. H. Gunkel, What Remains of the OT, 58f.; cf.
AFinkelstein, JCS 11, 88 for a cuneiform example.

148. Cf. Oppenheim, op. cit.
149. Cf. A. Falkenstein, CRRAI 2, 13.

150. Cf£. Albright in AJA 54, 163. This principle under-
lies the subsequent efforts of Albright and his
students to reconstruct the presumed original
orthography of Biblical poems by ignoring the
matres lectionis and the masoretic vocalization.

See Albright in H. H. Rowley (ed.), Studies in
OT Prophecy, 1-18; HUCA 33/I, 1-39; JBL 63, 207-233;

] F. M. Cross, Jr., and D. N. Freedman, JBL 67,

] 191-210; 72, 15-34; Cross, Studies in Early Yahwistic

] Poetry. This procedure has been carried to its

extreme development in the work cf M. J. pahood.

For a critique of the approach see D. W. Watson,

Text-Restoration Methods in Contemporary U. S. A.

Biplical Scholarship (1970; unavailable to me) .

151. ©Fsac, 79f.;cf. A. L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia,
729. fTadmor has noted independently that this is
true of the royal annals: they develop by expanding
rather than shrinking (oral communication). Kramer
notes that the Kish tablet of "Gilgamesh and the
Land of the Living" "seems to have a much more
expanded text than our reconstructed version" (JCS I,
7); Cf. Laess@e, Pedersen AV, p. 210 (quoted below,
above n. 213).

152. M. Greenberg, Understanding Exodus, Part I, 103,

understands Albright's remarks to imply that
...a primary principle of the redaction, in all
of itsstages, seems to have been preservation of
every significant aspect of any given matter.
Insignificant tradition-variants were omitted,
with the result that the presznt text may be
regarded as exhibiting the maximal variations
and the maximal riches of old Israel's stock of
traditions.

Cf. also ibid., 196.

‘i.
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153. For cuneiform evidence of this procedure add to

' Albrlght s note 57: J. J. Finkelstein, JAOS 86,

368; for omen literature cf. idem., PAPhS S 107,

: 465f., n. 17; Leichty, TCS IV, 20-26. The Decalogue
4 is presumed by many to have grown in this way; cf.
1 J. J. Stamm-M. E. Andrew, The Ten Commandments in
Recent Research, 18-22; E. Nielsen, The Ten Command-
ments in New Perspective, 96-105; note the section
on abbreviations, pp. 105-112; C. Koch, The Growth
of the Biblical Tradition, 44-48.

154. C. H. Gordon, Ugaritic Literature, 6.

155. Idem., HUCA 26, 97.

156. Idem., Ugaritic Literature, 6£; cf. also Albright,
AJA 54, 163. The dichotomy between frame (i.e.,
prologue and epilogue) and corpus in the law
collections and several other genres has now been
studied by S. M. Paul, Studies in the Book of the
Covenant in the Light of Cuneiform and Biblical Law,
1i-26.

157. Gordon, op. cit., 132.

158. Gordon, op. cit., 7.

159. Albright, AJA 54, 163.

160. AJA 54, 163f.; cf. also VIT III, 4.

161. BANEZ, 30.

162. Ibid., 31.

163. In Hyatt (ed.), The Bible in Modern Scholarship,
37-43.

le4. 1Ibid., 41ff.

l65. IEJ 12, 12f.

l66. 1Ibid., 26.

167. Ancient Orient and 0ld Testament (1966) This book
originated in two lectures delivered in 1962, which

were eventually worked into a Gernan book in 1365,
then thoroughly revised into the 1966 English work.

168. 1Ibid., 131.

q 169. Ibid., 116-129.

I
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170. TIbid., 114f.

RUDPRET U L —— ";=QJ

171. If one seeks an “extrabiblical" example of the kind
of documentary conflation presumed by the documentary
hypothesis, one can hardly do better than refer to
the Samaritan Pentateuch's version of the Sinai-
Decalogue pericope in Exodus, which incorporates much
material from another "source" - Deuteronomy's version
of the same events, also adding material from Deut. 27.

172. Kitchen, op. cit., 117, 121, 123, 124, 125, 126.
173. 1Ibid., 134.

174. Here, too, my remarks were anticipated by Machinist
(see above, n. 97).

175. FPossibly two gods; cf. Heidel, BGZ, 69 n. 52.

176. This remains true even if the meaning of i¥té&n

in this line is "leader" (W. L. Moran, BASOR
200, 51f.) -

- hede O F @

177. On the two methods cf. van Dijk, Acta Orientalia 28,
23. :

178. Their methods may well have resembled those of
Kitchen, op. cit., 118f. with n. 19, and of Cassuto
in The Documentary Hypothesis and in his commentaxies.

Cf. M. Paul, Studies in the Book of the Covenanm
in the Light of Cuneiform and Biblical Law, 11-42.

=2
~3
O
L]

180. On these psalms see R. J. Tournay, RB 54, 521-542;
56, 37-60.

181. Above, nn. 151, 153, and below, n. 21i53.
182. Rowley, OTMS, 47; Hahn, OTMR, 4; R. H. Pfeiffer,

Introduction to the OT, refers to it as the "develop-
ment hypothesis.”

183. Above, n. 2.

184. 1. L. Ginsberg, Atti del XIX Congresso Internazionale
degli Orientalisti (1935), 472-476; Kitbe Ugarit,
129-131; 7. H. Gaster, Thespis?, 4437746; Dahood,
Psalms I, 174-180. Note the strictures of Gordis,

r
i JOR 61, 24f. and esp. 100f., regarding channels of
4 transmission.

185. See Cassuto, The Goddess Anath [liebrew], 29f., 55f.

1
W

.
.

1
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186. Cassuto, lbld., 55f.; Sarna, JBL 81 (1962), 160ff.
; and literature cited there; Gaster, Thespis?,

4 442fFf.; Y. Kaufmann, The Religion of Israel, 62;

; Lambert, Journal of Theol. St. 16, 290; Dahood
Psalms IIXI, XXIIT.

187. Louis Ginzberg Jubilee Volume, 159-171.

188. R. Gordis, Koheleth,3 415; JQR 61, 94f., 100f.;
Lambert, JThS 16, 299f. speaks of Hurrian inter-
mediacy in n the Amarna period; C. Gordon, Before the
Bible, 19f. and passim, considers the Amarna
period the most important period of borrowing; on
channels of transmission in general see Gordon's
chapter by that name, pp. 22-46.

] A 189. Cppenhein, Ancient Mesopotamia, 72f.

190. 1Ibid., 73.

191. Dahood, Psalms I, XXVI-XXVII; Psalms III, XXII-XXIV.

192. A. Malamat, JBL 79, 13ff.; Glueck AV, 164f.

193. J. A. Knudtzon, Die ;L Amarna-Tafeln; A. F. Rainey,
El Amarna Tablet, , 359-379 (A.0.A.T. 8; 1970);

Albright, ANET, 453-490, with notes. On a letter
(or letters) from Ugarit see Albright, BASOR 95, 30-33.

194. Albright, CAH2, fasc. 51, “The Amarna Letters from
Palestine," 3.

195. A. Rainey, "The Scribe at Ugarit," Proceedings of
the Israel Academy of Sciences and the Humanities
3, 126.

196. Albrlght cau2, fasc. 51, 4. See his articles
listed in the blbllography there, 21.

197. BASOR 86, 28-31 and ANET 490; against this inter-.
pretatlon, B. Landsberger, JCS 8, 59 n. 121;
Albright's rejoinder, BASOR ;39, 22fF.

198. Albright, BASOR 163, 45; Prof. Hallo believes the
text probably is pre Ur-III, not Ur-III as stated
in bis name ibid., n. 46.

199. See now A. Malamat in Eretz Israel 9, 103, and
Glueck AV, 166€f.
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200. J. Krecher in Ugaritforschungen I.

201. Knudtzon, EA, nosS. 348, 350-354.

202. Landsberger and Tadmor, IEJ 14, 201-218. The quota-
tion is from 213 n. 34.

203. Ibid. 205, 208 n. l6.

204. Schaeffer, AfO 20, 215; Virolleaud, CRAIB 1963,
93f. The texts read as inquiries, but this does
not necessarily rule out their being school texts.

205. Landsberger-Tadmor, Op. cit., 216.

206. See the discussion of Malamat, JEL 79, 18 with
nn. 32f., and Glueck AV, 168.

207. A. Goetze and S. Levy, CAtigot 2, 121-128.

208. 1Ibid.., 128; Landsberger, IEJ 14, 214,

209. Goetze and Levy, Op. cit., 128.

210. Albright, CAH2, fasc. 51, 4.

211. Cf. Malamat, Glueck AV, 164-177.

212, Moran, gggg?, 79 n. 42.

213. Pédersen AV, 210.

214. Above, text to nn. 129, 131, and 132.

215. - Rainey, op. cit., 129f.

216. Gordon, UT §§ 9.3; 13.46-50, 106; M. Held, JAOS 79,
174f. with nn. 95-107; B. A. Levine, JCS 17, 110f.;

Albright, Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan, 8 with
n. 21.

217. gggritica VvV, 265-31S.
218. Rainey, IEJ 13, 43-45; 14, 101.

219. ©See, e.g., Albright, Yahweh and the Gods of Canaan,

4-8; Gordon, UT S8 14.3-4; 17.3-4; Dahood, Psalms I,
XXXIII-XXXV; Ginsberg, BA 8/2 (1945), 41-58.

220. Ug. V, Ch. III, No. 4, 559f.

221. UT 67.

ke
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222. The Goddess Anath [Hebrew], 54.

223. Ibid., 105E.

224. In fact, the longer I*AB contains the archaic
feminine ending -y (see J. C. de Moor, Ugarit-
forschungen I, 186 sub Obv. 6) while RE24.293

Ccontains the normal ending -t, so that one might

argue that the longer version is the earlier,

though this is hardly compelling.

225. Virolleaud, CRAIB 1960, 180-186.
226. Nougayrol, AS 16, 29f.
227. gg. Vv, Ch. III, No. 5, pp. 561f.

228. Virolleaud, CRAIB 1962, 94f.; Afo 20, 214f.;
M. Drower, CAHZ, fasc. 63, 5. '

229. AS 16, 27.

230. Tadmor, Eretz Israel 8, 241-245.

231. R. W. Hamilton, “Gezer," IDB II, 389c.

212. TFor the date cf. Kaufmann, History of Israelite
Religion (Heb.) IV, 343f. Note, by the way, the
designation of Ezra as sofer mahir (Ez. 7:6), which
is paralleled in Ps. 45:2 &nd in the Elephantine
Ahigar papyrus, line 1: swfr hkym wmhyr. Now
that the alleged Egyptian derivation of this term
has been challenged (A. Rainey, JNES 26, 58-60),
one may compare the frequent statement in Mesopo-
tamian colophons that the scribg has copied or
excerpted a text quickly (hantig; see Hunger,

Kolophone, glossary, S.V.).

233. Ps. 88:1; 89:1. For Ezrahite meaning "autochthonous,
aboriginal," see Albright, ARI4, 210 n. 95.

234. See Albright, ibid., 125ff.; Yahweh and the Gods of

’ Canaan, 244-253. Albright's discussion stresses
the musical activity of the autochthonous sages,
but I Ki. 5:11 connects Ethan the Ezrahite with
proverbial wisdom, too. For the mediating role of
cities not destroyed in the Israslite invasion of
the remark of M. Smith, JBL 88 (1969) ,27.

235. Beth Mikra 93 (1970), 368-370.
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236. Cf. Th. Bowman, Hebrew Thought Compared with Greek
(. T. 1960).

237. Cf. W. Robertson Smith, Lectures on the Religion
of the Semites? (1914); S. Moscati, Ancient Semitic
Civilizations (1957).

238. Eissfeldt, The OT, 6; Nielsen, Oral Tradition, 33.

239, See recently J. R. Porter, "Pre-Islamic Arabic
Historical Traditions and the Early Historical
Narratives of the 0ld Testament,” JBL 77, 17-26;
on the parallel Islamic and Israelite conquest
traditions cf. the comments of Greenberg in
The Bible in Modern Scholarship,39f.

240. Above, nn. 10-13.

24%. Thus mitigating the objections expressed above in
the text to n. 1l4.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



|

Ch. I. The Literary Criticism of the Gilgamesh Epic

The Gilgamesh Epic, "the most significant literary
1

creation of the whole of ancient Mesopotamia,"™ is best
'attested irn a "canonical" version ({abbreviated GE) from the
library of Assurbanipal (668-627) in Nineveh, with more or
iess closely related, roughly contemporaneous, texts from
Assur, Sultantepe and Babylon. Besides the late canonical
version we have, from the second millennium, substantially
different Akkadian texts of the Middle Baby}onian period
from Megiddo2 and Boghazk8i, Hittite and Hurrian transla-
tions of the same period from Boghazkdi, Akkadian texts of
the 01d Babylonian period from several sites, and Sumerian
texts of the same period, but presumably copied from older
tablets.3 It is generally agreed today that the cancnical
version was composed in the las®: hnlf or quarter of the
second millennium, prcbably in tha Kassite period.4 A
literary catalogue attributes the epic, presumably in its
canonical version, to one Sin—liqi—unninni,5 and Lamberxrt
has shown that this name goes back to the Kassite period6
(although one very late text considers Sin-ligi-unninni a
contenrporary of Gilgamesh himself7). The catalogue refers
to ES.GAR dGilgame¥: %a pi-i Tdsin-li-gi-un-nin-ni...,
"the series of Gilgamesh, by Sin-ligi-unninni," but the
precise meaning of %a pi is uncertain® and so, too, is the

nature of Sin-ligi-unninni's contribution.9

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



77

A. The Sources of the Epic

Since S. N. Kramer's'1944 study "The Epic of Gilgame¥
{ and its Sumerian Sources: A Study in Literary Evolution"10
it has become commonplace that the Gilgamesh Epic is a
composite based on originally uncornected single episodes
first joined together into a literary whole, with a unified

11 As Xramer himself stressed,12

theme, by later hands.
the persuasiveness of his study lay in the actual availability
of copies of the earlier sources, so that it was unnecessary
to 1ely solely on critical analysis of the final epic, which
remains hypothetical no matter how rigorously argued. On the
basis of the latter technique, however, the composite nature

of the Gilgamesh Epic had been suggested several decades

earlier by M. Jastrow.13

. . . . . 14
Jastrow discerned four main elements in the epic:™~

Actual adventures of Gilgamesh: 1. "the conquest of
Erech, his victory over Khumbaba, the killing of the divine
bull, and the strangling of the lion."15

Episodes originally unrelated to the epic:

2. The story of Enkidu, the hierodule and the hunter.16

3. “"The story of Gilgamesh's wanderings to [Mt.] Mashu
and his encounter with" Utnapishtim17 (the latter's narrative
being itself compositelg).

4. The twelfth tablet, a scholastic addition to the
epic which is really a doublet of Gilgamesh's wanderings in

the earlier tablets.19
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Jastrow concluded that "Gilgamesh is merely a peg
upon which various traditions and myths are hung,"20
"a medium for the perpetuation of various popular tradi-

tions and myths;"21 Gilgamesh was "a favorite personage,

to whom floating traditions were attached, in part by pop-

A WWM.MN%

ular fancy and in part by the deliberate efforts of

literary compilers."22

mwo decades later, following the discovery of the
Pennsylvania and Yale tablets of the 0ld Babylonian version

of the epic, Jastrow revised his analysis.23 He now con-

cluded, inter alia, that it was in fact Enkidu who was the
original hero of the Huwawa and Bull of Heaven episodes,
which were transferred tc_Gilgamcsh only secondarily.
Gilgamesh and Enkidu were both fakled conquerors of parts
of Babylonia. The epics narrating their exploits were com-
bined into a single epic. He outlined "four main currents that
flow together in" GE:
1. The adventures of Enkidu;
2. the adventures of Gilgamesh;
3. nature myths and didactic tales transferred to
Gilgameéh and Enkidu; and
4. the process of weaving all these together, in
the course of which Gilgamesh became the main

hero.

Although P. Jensen registered a brief objection to

Jastrow's original analysis of the epic,24 analyses of the
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same type were offered subsequently by such scholars as

R. Campbell Thompson25 and A. Leo Oppenheim.26

Several of Jastrow's original hypotheses were con-
firmed, with textual evidence, by Kramer in his 1944
study. There Kramer surveyed all the Sumerian Gilgamesh
material, published and unpublished, known to him at the

time, and described the contents of the six27 compositions

it formed: (1) Gilgamesh and Huwawa - later?8 renamed
Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living, (2) Gilgamesh and
the 'Bull of Héaven,' (3) The Deluge - not really a
Gilgamesh piece in its Sumerian form, (4) The Death of
Gilgamesh, (5) Gilgamesh and Agga of Kish, (6) Gilga-
mesh, Ennidu and thé Netherworld - formerly called
'Gilgamash and the Lmluppu—tree.29 Comparing the plots
of the rirst two episodes with their later Akkadian
countexrparts (in GE II-VI) Kramer concluded that the
Sumerian compositions were undoubtedly sources of the
Akkadian but that, just as in the case of the Sumerian
and Akkadian versions of Inanna/Ishtar's Descent to the
Nether Worla30 their similarities were limited to the
broad outlines of the plot, with details varying so
widely that the basic relationship is at times difficult
to recognize.31 The Sumerian Deluge episode had nothing
to do with Gilgamesh but was a narrative beginning with
creation and continuing through the flood to the immortal-

ization of 7ziusudra (the Sumerian name of GE ¥I's
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Utnapishtimf. The Akkadian version in the'Gilgamesh Epic
had omitted the material on creation and changed the
third—pe?son style of the narrative to first—persbn so that
Utnapishtim himself could be the narrator. 32 Several
other details, again, were different.33 The remains of
the fourth composition, The Deathof Gilgamesh, begin with
a reference to Gilgamesh seeking immortality, as he
allegedly was in Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living, so
Kramer considered it possible that this was in fact the
continuation of the latter composition, whose end was
still missing.34 Since Kramer later changed his view

that Gilgamesh was seeking immortality in Gilgamesh

and the Land of the Living,35 and since the end of

that composition was subseguently discovered and seen to
have nothing to do with The Death of Gilgamesh,36 this
suggestion was clearly erroneous.3’ The Death of Gilga-
mesh included a statement to Gilgamesh by an unknown speaker
that kingship, heroism, and the like, had been granted him,
but not eternal life; it then described his death. Kramer
concluded that this poem displayed "an indubitable source
relationshi? to portions of" GE IX-XI "which contain
Gilgameg's-plea for eternal life, and the rejoinder that
it is death, not immortality, which is man's fate."38
Strangely, however, GE mentioned nnthing of Gilgamesh's
death. The fifth composition, Gilgamesh and Agga, had no
counterpart in GE. 39 Finally, the sixth Sumerian compo-

sition was seen to be the forerunner of GE XII, but with
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these differences: GE XII set in only in the middle of
the original story, the first half beigg omitted;4q X1t
was a-literal translation of the Sumerian text rather than
a creative;adaptation, as other parts of GE were4.l Knovr~-
iedge of the entire composition, with its contradictions
of GE itself, confirmed that GE XII was an inorganic
appendage to the eleven tablets which constitute the

original Akkadian composition.

At the outset of his study Kramer had posited three
questions which he now answered on the basis of the above
evidence:

(a) 1Is there a_Sumerian original of the Babylonian
Epic of Gilgameg as a whole. Obvicusly not. The
Sumerian poems vary considerably in length, and
consist of individual disconnected tales. The plot
sequence of the Babylonian epic by means of which
the several episodes are so modified and connected
as to form a reasonably integrated unit, is clearly
a Babylonian innovation and achievement.

(b) Are we in a position to identify those epi-
sodes in the Babylonian epic which go back to
Sumerian prototypes? Yes. -The Huwawa episode
{Tablets III-V of the epic), the ‘bull of heaven'
episode (Tablet VI), portions of the 'quest for
immortality' episode {Tablets IX, X, X1), the
‘deluge' story (Chapter XI), all have their Sumerian
counterparts. As repeatedly stressed, however, the
Babylonian versions are no slavish reproductions

of their Sumerian originals; it is only the broad
outlines of the plot that they have in common.

(c) But what of those portions of the FEpic of
Gilgame¥ for which no Sumerian prototypes are yet
at our disposal...? Are these of Babylonian origin,
or do they, too, go back to Sumerian sources?

Kramer then offered for the third question a number of
suggestions which, because of the limited evidence, he re-
garded as hypothetical. Since the epic's prologue is un-

paralleled in Sumerian literature, Kramer held it to be a
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Babylonian innovation. The chain of events culminating

in the friendship of Gilgamesh and Enkidu is intended to

——

motivate that friendship; since the friendship is absent
in the Sumerian version, where Enkidu is always Gilgamesh's
slave,43 the chain is not likely to have existed in Sumerian
Gilgamesh texts, although some of its elements may have
existed separately and not necessarily in connection with
Gilgamesh tales.%%4 (This presumption is confirmed below,
Ch. TV-VI.) The epic's version of the death of Enkidu,
concluded Kramer, was not of Sumerian origin, since
Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and the Netherworld had a different
version of Enkidu's demise. |

The incident of the death of Enkidu was invented

by_the Babylonian authors of the Epic of Gilgs—

me¥ in order to motivate dramatically Gilgames's
guest for immortality which climaxes the poem.

Krame

=

summed up the results of his research as follows:

of the various individual episodes comprising the

Epic of Gilgame¥, several go back to Sumerian
prototypes actually involving the hero Gllgameg.

Moreover, even in the case of those episodes which
jack such Sumerian counterparts, most of the de-
tached, individual motifs reflect sumerian mythic
and epic sources. In no case, however, do the
Babylonian poets copy slavishly their Sumerian
material; they so modify its content, and mold

its form, in accordance with their own tempex and
heritage, that only the bare nucleus of the Sumer-
ian material remains recognizable. As for the
plot-structure of the epic as a whole, the forceful
and fateful episodic drama of the restless, ad-
venturous hero and his inevitable disillusionment,
it is definitely a Babylonian, rather than Sumerian,
development and achievement. In a very deep sense,
therefore, the Epic of Gilgameg may be truly des-
cribed as a Semitic creation.

Kramer had stressed, as we noted, that the persuasiveness

of his study lay in the actual availability of the
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earlier sources so that it was unnecessary to rely solely
on critical analysis in investigating the epic's literary

1 prehistory. In this respect we may consider Kramer's study
representative of an “"empirical” approach to literary
history and contrast it with the “theoretical” approach
which 19th centdry critical analysis, typified by Jastrow's
study, was forced, in the absence of documentary evidence,
to féllow. Since Biblical literary criticism has not been
able to advance beyond the theoretical approach, and pro-
bably never will47 (except in relation to extrabiblical
versions of a motif48 or genre49), it will be of some in-
terest to see to what extent the theoretical approach has
been confirmed by the empirical approach. And indeed,
Kramer's study does in part vindicate the former approach.
Of the three elements (nos. 2-4 , above) Jastrow held to

be originally unrelated to Gi'!gamesh, Kramer confirmed

that Utnapishtim's narrative (part of no. 3) and the 12th
tablet (no. 4)50 were indeed originélly independent.

Kramer could only speculate on the ultimate origin of the
chain of events culminating in Gilgamesh and Enkidu's
friendship, which partially overlaps with Jastrow's

“Story of Enkidu, the hierodule and the hunter" (no. 2),
but we shall offer further evidence for their independent
origin belonw, Ch. IV-VI. Even the compositeness of GE XI
has been supported more recently by Laess@ge on the basis
of what appears to be one of its sources, Atrahasis III.51

Not cvery one of Jastrow's suggestions has heen confirmed--
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no further evidence has developed for a separate epic of
Enkidu {see below, Ch. VI); neither, however, has any of
his basic suggestions been disproved. In a general sense
Kramer's view that The Death of Gilgamesh was a source
of the 'quest for immortality' episode of the epic

(GE IX-XI) might by implication contradict part of
Jastrow's third "non-Gilgamesh" element, "the story of
Gilgamesh's wanderings [in quest of immortalityl." This
was, however, the least convincing part of Kramer's
argument and when a few years later Kramer's article was
summarized by Ranke he considered The Death of Gilgamesh
to be one of the two Sumerian compositions (the other is
Gilgamesh and Agga) which “"remain of no significance for

the Babylonian Gilgamesh Epic.“52

B. The Origin of the Integrated knic

One important point on which Kramer's evidence was
not vet unequivocal was the indépendence of the Sumerian
episodes from each other (question a). Kramer held open
the possibility that Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living
and The Death of Gilgamesh were parts of the same episode,
but we have already noted‘that this position must be aban-
doned. But what is the evidence against some of the epi-
sodes having been joined in an epic sgquence? Kramer
peinted only to the fact that "the Sumerian poems vary con-
siderably in length, and cqnsist of individual, disconnected

l153

tales. The latter point of course begs the question,
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while the former, the variation in length, is of no sig-
nificance when one considers that even in the canonical
version of the epic, the cedar mountain episode covers three
tablets (III-V) while the Bull of Heaven episode covers only
one (VI). Further evidence for £he non-integration of

the Sumerian episodes was clearly needed.

Some evidence for this was adduced by L. Matou¥ in
1958.54 He pointed to the mythological introductions, re-
ferring back to creation, of Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and the
Netherworld and of the flood story, as evidence that these

. compositions were not the sequels of some earlier episodes,
since such descriptions of creation are typically ét the
beginnings of the compositions in which they appear.55 The
unique character of Gilgamesh and Agga attested its indepen-
dence 2% the other Gilgamesh material. Furthermore, the
first ard third of these, along with Gilgamesh and the Land
of the Living, are listed by title in a Sumerian literary
c;atalogue,s6 thus confirming their independenée of episodes
which might have preceded them.?? 1In sum, four compositions--
Giigamesh and the Land of the Living, Gilgamesh, Enkidu and
the Netherworld, the Flood, and Gilgamesh and Agga--were
clearly independent of any preceding episodeé, so that only the
remaining texts--Gilgamesh and the Bull of Heaven and the two
fragments of The Death of Gilgamesh could possibly have formed

the sequel to some other text. Matou$ argued at length,'on the

analogy of the sequence of events in the Akkadian epic and on

the basis of some epithets of Gilgamesh which appear in both
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compositions, that Gilgamesh and the Land of.the Living

was indeed followed by Gilgamesh and the Bull of Heaven,

| and that these two were followed, possibly by The Death

of Gilgamesh fragment A, and probably by The Death of
Gilgamesh fragment B which allegedly really described
offerings by Gilgamesh on the death of Enkidu;°8 this
Sumerian "Gilgamesh Epic" was the germ of the later

Akkadian CGE; however, Matou® acknowledged, when he published
this argument in 1960,°2° that the rug had been pulled from
under him by the publication in the meantime of the end

60

of Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living. The possibility

remains that Gilgamesh and the Bull of Heaven and the
Death of Gilgamesh fragmentglmay someday be combined with

each‘other or some other texé? but there is no present

evidenra for doing so. In principle, Kramer's claim of
the indcpendence of the Sumerian episodes is largely con-

3 o 3
flrmea.c“

Beyond the level of the individual composition it would
be interesting to know whether the Sumerian scribes con-

64 Sumerian

ceived of thesc as forming a Gilgamesh cycle.
literary catalogues which list Gilgamesh compositions in
succession or near each other may have some such implication.

This evidence cannot be dismissed as reflecting a self-

understood method of classification, for the collocation

of compositions dealing with the same character is not

something always to be taken for granted in Sumerian
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literary catalogues. For example, the catalogue ULT
vVi/1, 123,65 which does collocate a number of texts

66 nevertheless

dealing with the same character(s),
separates others: it lists Inanna and Ebig as no. 13

but Inanna's descent as no. 27; two texts about Enlil

are entered as numbers 16 and 51, while two Ninurta

myths (nos. 41-42) are separated from the “Instructions
of Ninurta" (no. 35). Clearly other criteria than the
identity of the hero aré operative in these cases, %7

so that the latter criterion should have some signifi-
cance when it appears. This very catalogue lists two
versions of Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living together
(nos. 9-10)-showing, incidentally, that two versions of
the same composition might be current in one place simul-
taneously-followed by a text ertitled ¥ul-mé-kam (no. 11)
which Kramer guessed, on the pasis of its position, may
be a Gilgamesh text (though for us to use this argument
would be circular reasoning), followed by Gilgamesh and
Agga (no. 12). The same sequence is partially observable
in catalogue P68 yhere Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living
version A (no. 10) is followed by ¥ul-me-ka (no. 11) and
Gilgamesh and Agga (no. 12), then by an unidentifiable
text (gud—dam—si—sé, no. 13),69 followed by Gilgamesh

and the Land of the Living version B (no. 14). 1In cata-
logue B70 the two versions of Gilgamesh and the Land of
the Living appear as nos..14 and 16, separated by an un-

identifiable *text. On the other hand, catalogue L7

|
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lists Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living version A as
no. 10, but éul—me(gig)—ka and Gilgamesh and the Land of
the Living»version B as nos. 38 and 39. The catalogues
list up to threé different compositions with the incipit

u4-ri—-a,72 one of which is likely to be Gilgamesh,

Enkidu, and the Nether World, which has this incipit;73
all of these are separated from the other Gilgamesh

3 incipits by two or more places. This fact may reflect,
5 even in the Sumerian ﬁatérial, the anomalousness of

this composition within the Gilgamesh tradition; on the
other hand Kramer cautiously identified the entry as
"probably the first complex ofn74 Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and
the Nether»World, rather than the entire composition,

i and since Shaffer has subsequently suggested that the

| three sections of this composition were originally inde-
pend:nt of each other,’/” the incipit's position in the
catalogues could reflect the period before the section
dealing with Gilgamesh was combined with the first section.
A full evaluation of this evidence will have to await

study of the principles of arrangement of the catalogues.76

A further factor to be considered, uncertain though
it be, is the end of line 118 of Gilgamesh and the Land
of the Living, as read and interpreted by van Dijk:77
ab-ba e-da?, “qui s'en va sur la mer." If this interpre-
tation is correct--and van Dijk claims no certainty on this78

~-it implies at the very least an awareness on the part of
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the author of Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living of
other adventures of Gilgamesh; and if, as seems natural,;

this crossing of the sea refers to Gilgamesh's journey

to Utnapistim as narrated in GE X and its 014 Babylonian
counterpart,79 one will have to consider the possibility
3 that this Sumerian reference already presupposes the
entire sequence of events which, in the Akkadian version,
: motivated that journey. Enlil's anger at Gilgamesh and
Enkidu for killing HuwawaAmay also presuppose the ensuing
death of Enkidu,80 unless one agrees with van pijk that
Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living itself contains the

punishment for that act.8}

This leads us to the question of the status of the
Gilgamesh literature in the 0ld Babylonian period. Do
he 01d Babylonian fragments constitute parts of an intc-
grated epic, or simply isolated episodes as seems to be

the case with the Sumerian compositions?

our knowledge of the 0ld Babylonian Gilgamesh litera-
ture has been considerably augmented recently; the texts
presently known to me are the following, arranged accordéing
to the place of their counterparts in the canonical

version:
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Corresponding -
to GE: OB Text Place of Publication
I, ii 2N-T79 Three lines transliterated
by Shaffer, p. 23n, see be-
low Ch. II, C.
I and II Pennsylvania Langdon, UM X/3; Jastrow-
Tablet (abbre- Clay, YOS 1V, 3.
viated GEP)
II and III Yale Tablet Jastrow-Clay, YOS IV/3.
(abbreviated GEY)
\ (A) Harmal van Dijk, Sumer 15, 9f.,
Fragment Pl.- 3f.
(B) Harmal van Dijk, Sumer 13, 66
and 91.
(c) 1¥da1li Bauer, JNES 16, 254-62.
Fragment
X (A) Meissner Meissner, MVAG VII.
Fragment
(abbreviated
GEM)

(B) Supplement Millard, CT 46:16 and

to Meissner Iraq 26, 99-105.

Fragnent

(abbreviated

GEM Supp)
One additional small 0ld Babylonian fragment from Nippur
now at the University Museum in Philadelphia was called to
my attention by E. Leichty. It contains an address by

Gilgamesh to Enkidu.

That this material consituted an integrated epic al-
ready in the 0ld Babylonian period has often been assumed . 82
The uncertainty of this assumption was noted by D. O. Edzard
in 1965,83 and in 1969 by H. N. Wolff who attempted briefly

to adduce some evidence which might overcome these doubts. 84
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She noted the use of a "week-long suspension” followed by
a “change cf the character and outléok of the person con-
cerned" twice in the 0ld Babylonian version at strategic
points in the narrative (GEP ii, 6ff.; GEM ii, gff.), as
indicating "the work of an authér pursuing a specific
line of thought;" she conclﬁded, however, that this evi-
dence shows at most a single author and was in addition

subjective.

For our question the important facts about the
0l1d Babylonian material are: (1) 2N-T79 describes the
creation of Enkidu to contend with Gilgamesh; (2) Enkidu
is Gilgamesh's "“friend" (ibru) throughout the 0ld
Babylonian material (GEY ii, 40; iii, 14; iv, 5,26;
v, 21f.,41?) Harmal B 3, 10; I%¥&1i obv. 14; rev.
[1: ra’uw) 5; GEM ii, 7; GEM Supp. iii, 4') and is "like"
Gilgamesh (kima, GEP i, 17; ma¥il, v. 15); (3) GEM and
GEM Supp. and its supplement narrate Gilgamesh's journey
to Utnapishtim, and have that journey motivated by
grief over Enkidu. Each of these facts makes sense only

85

in the context of the unified epic. As Dossin has

noted
the Epic of Gilgamesh presents a real unity of
composition, and...that unity is assured for it
as ruch, if not more, by the role given to Enkidu
as by that of Gilgamesh.

Gilgamesh's search for immortality is, as GEM and GEM Supp

make clear, motivated by Enkidu's death;87 but in order

for Enkidu's death to have this effect on Gilgamesh,
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Enkidu should be mcre than a servant, and to this end the
epic makes him a friend and equal.88 It is true that

even in the Sumerian Gilgamesh, Enkicdu, and the Nether
World Gilgamesh grieves over Enkidu's capturé by the Nether

World; he truly cares for Enkidu, éervant though he is,89

and tries to recover him; but there Gilgamesh's emotional
response is not one of distraction, and does not issue in
an attempt to escape death himself. Finally, it is only
Enkidu's status as a friend and equal which creates a
literary need to account for his origins. In sum, all
those developments in the character and role of Enkicdu
which constitute the integrating factor in the epic are
already present in the Old Babylonian version, which de-

serves thereby to be considered an epic.

Theoretically it is conceivable thét some of these
developments appeared in Sumerian forerunners which are
unavaiiable to us. Kramer considered this possibility in
a lengthy footnote?? and concluded that it was highly un-
likely, since the texts of Sumerian compositions had be-
come standard by the early 921d Babylonian period; one
would therefore have to assume, if this possibility was
to be preferred, that the epic was created no later than
the Ur II1 period and that the redactor “consistently
made use only of those versions which failed to become the
standard text in the Isin~Larsa period," which is unlikely.

Kramer's argument is convincing. For ouxr purposes, howcver,

H
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even if he should be wrong, this weuld affect only the

MW“.J
1
’

question of the period and the language in which the in-
tegrated epic was created, rather than the process where-

by this was done.

It is the latter subject which ié of greatest interest
to literary criticism. Now that we have idéntified'the
elements which constitute the integrating factor in the
epic, we can begin to view the role of the redactor with
some clarity. It is he who transformed the separate
episodes into én integrated whole with a new meaning.

In the following chapters we shall examine more of his
contributions - the epic's structure, its message, and

new moiifs which he was the first to introduce. He appears
to have recast his source material into his own style.

He is no were anthologizer, nor even a harmonizer, but
rather a creative adapter who thoroughly transformed his

source material on every level.

A word ought to be said about the status of the
Gilgamesh materials at Boghazkdi. The Akkadian fragment
KUL 1V, 1291 covers on its obverse part of the journey
to the cedar mountain,92 while ité reverse contains part
of the Bull of Heaven episode. These two cpisodes were
therefore combined by the 14-13th century, the date of this
fragment.93 whether this reflects an 01ld Babylonian or
early Kassite period forerunner must await consideratioh

of the larger question of the derivation of Akkadi=an
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literary texts found at Boghazk&i.94 'Von;Soden has
characterized KUB IV, 12, on the basis of its text and
implied tablet-division, as “pre-canonical." _95 If
one could accept this characterization, it.would'then

follow that the combination of episodes is earlier than

the canonical version. But KUB IV, 12, could just as

96

well be “"non-canonical" as "pre-canonical.

In the Hittite recension97 a number of tablets
likewise cover several episodes each. The first tablet
of the Hittite recension covers in abbreviated form the

" material narrated in G I-V. T“he events of GE VI
(as well as III-V) are presupposed by KUB VIII, 48 4 49

and their partially overlapping duplicate KUE XVII, 3,

which begin with Enkidu's dream in which the gods condemn
him tc 4death for his part in killing Huwawa and the Bull
of Heav=rn; the tablet continues through Gilgamesh's
mourning over Enkicdu and his meeting with Siduri. These
tablets clearly bespeak an integrated epic. The Hittite
Gilgamesh fragments date to the 2nd half of the l4th

century,98 giving a terminus ad quem for the integration

of the epic. Can one, however, argue that the Hittite
recension goes directly back to an 0ld Babylonian

Vorlage, and thus adduce it as an additional argument
for an 0ld Babylonian epic? This is difficult to say

since the derivation of the llittite versions of Babylonian

literature has not been studied in detail. Presumably
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the Hittites could have obtained copies of 0ld Babylonian

texts when they sacked Babylon in 1595, much as Tukulti-

WM“.J
l.

Ninurta I (1244-1208) did later,’’ ~ and translated them

into Hittite. However it is often assumed that the

Hittites received their versions of Akkadian myths from
the Hurrians,loo and A. Kammenhuber has adduced evidence

in favor of this view for the Gilgamesh material; she

holds that the material came to the Hittites c. 1400.10l

Now there are three Gilgamesh fragments in Hurrian, two

102

presently published. Each of these has a title in-

_ scribed on its left edge: one is "Fourth Tablet of

Huwawa. Incomplete,” the other: [?th tablet] of

“103

Gilgamesh. Incomplete. This has led H. Otten and

Kammenhuber to raise the possibility that the Hurrian

Gilganesh naterial still consisted of separate episodes,lo4

altbongh it has yet to be demonstrated that a single com-

position cannot be referred to by different titles.10%

Others have suggested that naming one episode after

Huwawa simply reflects the Anatolian interest in an

episode which, on the testimony of the 014 Babylonian

106 ana the Hittite,lo7 took place in nearby

108

version
north Syria. If this title does indeed reflect a
separate episode, it will still have to be asked whether
this constitutes evidence for an 0ld Babylonian fore-

runner, or rather a Sumerian one, or perhaps is of no

significance beyond the Hurrians. The situation is

rendered more complicated by the fact that the text
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enfitled "Huwawa" may narrate the mortal illness of
Enkicdu and Gilgamesh's meeting with the ale-—wife,109
in which case it would have to be viewed as the title

for the epic as a whole.11l0 The same would be implied by
the Hittite text KUB XXXIII 124, which belongs to the
ur€anabi episode, if Otten is correct in reading the
title {Huwaw]a,lll against Laroche who reads it
[GILGAME]g.112 Whatever may be the case with the Hurrian
fragments, it is impossible to believe that the Hittite
scribes created a sequence of episodes indentical to

that of the Akkadian epic independently of native Meso-
potamian influence. The only question is the date of that
influence. But whatever may be the answer regarding the
Hittite material, the 01d Babylonian version itself pro-

vides enough evidence to justify the conclusion that it

already constituted an integrated epic.

C. The framework

The integrity of the eleven tablets which comprised
the original canonical version of the epic is expressed

by the literary frameworkll3

which envelops it (I, i, 1-19
or more; XI, 303-307). These passages deserve special
attention, since their prominent position suggests the

importance the final editor must have ascribed to their

contents.

The introduction consists of three parts which are

distinct on both chronological and thematic grounds:
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(a) lines 1-8 give pride of place to Gilgamesh's experi-

ences, culminating in his inscribing them on a stela; the
events menﬁioned occurred at the end of his adventures;

(b) lines 9f. refer to his building the walls of Uruk and
the temple Eanna; this must have taken place before
Gilgamesh's adventures, since the wall is already built
when Gilgamesh returns to Uruk in XI, 303ff. (cf. also

VI, 157£.); (c) lines 11ff. invite the audiencell4’to behold
+hese walls with wonder; it is these lines which are

partially repeated at the end of XI.115

It is a commonplace that GE is about the hero's quest
to overcome death.l1® This theme of Gilgamesh's life is
mentioncd in a collection of omens about Gilgamesh where
he is said to have "sought for life like ziusudra; " 117
the coll~ction also mentions the defeat of Humbaba and
the cutting of the cedar forest.l18 The latter adventure,
the slaying of the Bull of Heaven, and other adventures
like these are frequently mentioned by Giiéamesh himself
in the course of lamenting Enkidu and searching for
irmortality (vIII, ii, 10-12; X, ii, 35-37, 39-42; etc.).
Of all this the epic's introduction says nothing. The
search for immortality is subtly passed over; in its place
is mentioned the outcome of that search--the understanding
that Gilgamesh gained. The importance of the latter theme
is underlined by the frequency of the verbs "see" and

"know," and the nouns "wisdom," "sacret (s)" "hidden
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19

thing(s)," in the opening section (a).l The great deeds

which were traditionally regarded as tne means of pexr-

120

petuating one's name, by which Gilgamesh himself had

sought in the course of the epic to achieve this goal,121
are ignored in favor of the wisdom he acquired. As
Shaffer observed, "it is this latter aspect of Gilgamesh
which the poet prizes over and above the heroic exploits

that take up a good part of the epic."122

The culmination of this passage is Gilgamesh's
inscribing "all his toil" on a stele (gggﬁ). _The epic
itself, with its third-person narrative, is not a piece
of gggﬁ literature,123 which, as the recently proposed

designation “"poetic autobiography"124 indicates,

; typically consists of a first person narrative. But
Oppenheim has suggested that the informétion narrated in
the epic may_have been understood to be derived from
Gilgamesh'g stele.lZS A close parallel to the lesson of

his adventures (GEM iii; GE X, vi)126

which Gilgamesh's
stele-inscription would have contained is found in the
Legend of Naram-Sin,127 a gggﬁ_inscription which also

shows the role of such didactic inscriptions in perpetuating
their author's name. Naram-Sin wrote this inscription to

128 the lessons of his

convey for his successors' benefit
own sad experience:
147. Whosoever thou art, whether governor or prince
or any one else,
148. whom the god shall call to rule over a kingdom,
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149. I have made for thee an ivory (?) tablet and
inscribed a stele for thee,

150. and in Cuthah, in E-meslam,

151. in the shrine of Nergal I have deposited it

] for thee.

j 152. Read this document and

E "~ 153. listen to the words thereof.

154, Be not bewildered, be not confused,

155. be not afraid, do not tremble,

156. stablish thyself firmly,

157. enquthyselfl29 in the bosom of thy wife,

158. strengthen thy walls, ;

159. f£ill thy trenches with water,

160. thy chests, thy corn, thy money, thy goods
and thy possessions

161. bring into thy stronghold,

162. tie up thy weapons and get thee into a corner

163. spare thy warriors and take heed for thy
person.

164. Though he wander through thy land, go not out
to him,

165. though he slay thy cattle, go not nigh him,

166. though he eat the flesh of thy......

167. thocugh he (.. i

168. be meek,. be hum[blel,

169. answer them (!) “"Here am I, my lord,"

170. respond to their wickedness with kindness,

171. to kindness with gifts and exchanges,

172. but do not go forth before them.

173. Let wise scribes read aloud thy stele.

174. Thou who hast read my stele and kept out of
trouble,

175. - thou who hast_blessed me, may a future one
bless thee.l3

130

Thus leaving such advice for posterity will, in addition
to the normal function of a stele in perpetuating the

132 secure for the author the grateful

aﬁthor's name,
blessing of future rulers who benefit from the advice.
This is underlined by Naram-Sin's earlier statementl33
that the failure of Enme(r)kar to leave a similar inscrip-
tion had cost him Naram-8%in's blessing, as a result of

which Enmerkar and his family were not faring well in the

Nether Viorld. Gilgamesh's own stele, with its similar
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didactic content as reflected in the epic, would have had
the same purpose. This is one way in which Gilgamesh hoped

to achieve a kind of immortality.

Section (b) describes another, building the walls of
Uruk. Royal building projects,l?’4 with their accompanying
inscriptions, served to perpetuate the name of the builder.

Note for example the statement of Takil-ilifu of Malgium

(c. 1840):135

(The temple) Enamtila...allaround with a great
mantle of baked brick I surrounded, and (thereby)

I surely established_the eternal name of my_ king-
ship ([g]umam dariaml36 [gla garrutiya ;g'agkun).l37

In the additional fragments of the Death of Urnarmul38 re-
cently published by C. Wilcke,139 a promise is made to the
dead Ur-Nammu that his name will be pronounced, that the
speaker will summon Sumer and Akjind to Ur-Nammu's palace,
show them the canals he dug, ikz fields and fortified
settliements for which he had been responsible, and (thus)
cause them to pronounce his nane (forever?).140 whether
the Sﬁmerian Death of Gilgamesh, which may be of the same
genre as the Death of Ur~Nammu,141 ended with a similar
promise cannot be determined, but certainly in GE we see
the narrator doing for the dead Gilgamesh, in section (c)
of the prologue, precisely what the speaker in the Death
of Ur-NMammu promised that king: to perpetuate his name

by showing his enduring achievements to later generations.

If this rehearsal of the dead king's name and achievements
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could be shown to demand a cultic context, such as the

royal funerary cult in which mention of the names of the

142

dead kings is a prominent feature, this might constitute

A *——umJ
‘ |

evidence for a cultic Sitz im Leben for the epic. On

this more presently.

It is this third section which is partially repeated
at the end of the epic (XI, 303 f££f.). It has often been
noted that the reference to the walls points to "the only
work of the hero that promised, even guaranteed, his

immortality."l43

In fact, Gilgamesh was remembered as

the builder of the wall of Uruk in an inscription of
AN-am, a later king of that city.144 As a literary device
the reversion to this theme at the end of the epic has a
powerful effect. By having Gilgamesh's adventures end on
the note with which they began,145 the éoet thus shows

fhe futility of all the intervening efforts. 46 More-
over, by placing the words in the mouth of Gilgamesh him-
self upon his return to Uruk the poet shows us the change

in Gilgamesh's own person.147

He whose entire career
consisted of attempts to overcome death in ever more uncon-
ventional ways, ultimately points with pride and acceptance
to one of the most conventional ways - the way with which
his career.had begun and the rejection of which had first

motivated his adventures.148 ©To this is added the writing

of a stele, the other conventional method.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanwy.manaraa.com



102

Even aﬁ the beginning of his career Gilgamesh's
efforts for perpetuating his name were extraordinary,
if conventional. Thus the walls he constructed are such
that none can equal them (I, i, 12, 15). He then turred
to another standard method, performing.a great deed;149
other kings adopted this method--Shulgi, for example,
claims té have run from Nippur to Ur and back in a single

day “that my name be established unto distant days, that

—— Mk p S -—-—-*1
|
\

it leave not the mouth of men, that my praise be spread
wide in the lands, that I be‘gglggiggg in all the lands"!>C
--but Gilgamesh's deed was to be no ordinary "great

deed": he would defeat the fearsome Huwawa, divinely-
appointed guardian of the cedar forest, and thereby

banish all evil from the land; so daring was this attempt
that Gilgamesh's name would endure because of it even if

he shoﬁld fall (GEY iv, 13-15). (According to one treais-
lation this adventure was motivated in the Sumerian version
by an explicit rejection of the kind of immortality

offered by building achievements: Wilche suggests, with
reservations, that Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living,
line 4 is to be translated: "Das kostbare Ziegelwerk

'Leben' hat noch niemand ﬂberragt."lSl) The moment of
Gilgamesh's greatest glory - the triumphal prxocession
through Uruk after the slaying of the bull of lieaven -

was foilowod at once by the dream portending Enkidu's death.
Once the passing of his beloved friend Enkidu gave Gilga-

mesh a first-hand experience of death, a change took place
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in the ways in which he scught to transcend death. He would
no longer be satisfied with the conventiohal methods, but
sought instead unique ways of overcoming death literally. He
first vsought to learn the secret of immortality from Utnapig—
tim, who with his wife was the only mortal previously to

escape death; finally he sought to overcome death by a plant of

152 ¥hen all this failed he returned to Uruk

rejuvenation.
and accepted once again the conventional ways by which death
can be only indirectly overcome, enduring building projects

153

and didactic stele-inscriptions.™ Thus the epic "exemplifies,
\ - p p

through a single legendary figure, the various attitudes to

death that humans tend to adopt...""‘:‘q

The foregoing remarks may help to account for some of the
epic's significant omissions. 7Two episodes of the Sumerian
Gilgamesh material have no countexparts in the epic--"Gilga-
mesh and Agga" and the "Deatlh of Gilgamesh." Kramer supposed
thefirst tohave been omitted in part because its characters

155 Whether Gilgamesh or Agga won the

were exclusively human.
wrestling match ie debated,156 but Gilgamesh's ultimate recog-
nition of Agga's authority was hardly a heroic outcome and

was not the sort of achievement likely to immortalize his name.
The epic's omission of Gilgamesh's death157 forces Gilgamesh
to live with what he has learned, an apt conclusion for a text
whose introduction gives that lea;ning SO prominent a place.158
The epic's complete silence on Gilgamesh's role, of which the

author must have bhcen awafe, as king of the Netherworld

may reflect similar purposes, for its inclusion would have
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devnrived Gilocamesh's resignation of its poignancy.
ep g g g Y

Regarding possible antecedents of the "rhapsodic
description of [the] walls” Kramer concluded that since
“in none of the Sumerian epic matexial known to date
do we find a parallel stylistic feature" the introduction

v159 In the absence of

was a “"Babylonian innovation.
proof that such a stylistic feature was attested in
Akkadian literature this concluéion was premature. How
several pieces of Sumerian literary evidence will require
a modification of it: (a) Already available in 1944

was the composition “Gilgamesh and Agga," which contains
something similar to the literary framework of GE. In
the course of encouraging Gilgamesh to resist Agga, the
assembly of the "men®” of his city addresses Gilgamesh as
follows:

Erech, the handiwork of the gods,

Eanna, the house descending from heaven--

It is the great gods who have fashioned its parts--
Its great wall touching the clouds,

Its lofty dwelling place established by 2Anu,

Thou hast cared for, thou who art king (and) heroq.

O thou...-headed, thou prince beloved of Anu...L160

After the narrative has ended161

this address is repeated
A ‘ in the section which gives the reason for which Gilgamesh's
praises are sung, with the addition of two lines describ-

ing the outcome of the conflict. Like the framework of GL,

| ‘ then, a passage from the course of the narrative has bLeen
excerpted and placed in the narrator's mouth where it is

used to sum up the theme of the composition; but here the
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early in the narrative and being quoted at the end. Although
the first of the two parallel passages does not appear pre-
cisely at the beginning of the text, neither, in fact, is

this the case in CGE.

(b) ZAnother of the epic compositions about a king of
Uruk, the Lugalbanda Epic, ends with a "bewundernde
Beschreibung“le of the city Aratta which is stylistically
similar to Gilgamesh's description of Uruk to Urshanabi:

Aratta's battlements are of green lapis lazuli,
its walls (and) its towering brickwork shine red;
their clay is "tin-stone,"
it is nipped off from the mountain range of the
hasur-cypresses.
Whether this passage recapitulates one earlier in the
epic depends on whether the Lu¢albanda epic is in reality
the second part of a longer epic,; of which Lugalbanda

164 if so, this passage

and Hurruw-kurra is the first part,
may have its counterpart in the missing first part of

the latter, which included a campaign against Aratta.l65

(c) The passage from near the end of the "Death of
Ur-Nammu" cited above presupposes just such a summons to
behold the dead hero's works as we find in section (c) of

the GL prologue.

(d) Similar rhapsodic descriptions occur in the

Sunierian temple hymns published by Sjbberg and Bergmann
and Gragg.166 For example, Temple Hymn No. 10, describing

the house of Asarluhi in Kuar, begins:
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City, from/in the Abzu....... like grain,

Plain (with) heavy clouds, taking the m e 's from
its midst,

Kuar, to the foundatlon of your shrine

The lord; who does not hold back his goods, goes
amazed,

The Seven Wise_Ones have enlarged it for you
every&here?

‘The last line recalls one in GE I, i, 19: "Did not the
Seven [Sages] lay its (=Uruk's) foundations?" The very

" temple which is mentioned in the introduction to GE, the
Eanna of Inanna in Uruk, is the subject of Temple Hymn
No. 16, which begins:

House with the great m e 's of Kulaba, .....,
(its) ....has made the temple flourish,

Well grown with fresh fruit, marvelous, filled
with ripeness,

Descending from the midst of heaven, shrine,
built for? the steer,

Eanna, house with seven corners, lifting the
'seven fires' at night,

Surveiégg the seven.....

The same epithet of the Eanna, "(house which) has descended
from heaven," occurs, as Sjbberg noted,169 in Gilgamesh
and Agga line 31. The Ke¥ Temple Hymn contains a parallel
to the invitation in GE I, i, 11ff. to the listener to
behold Uruk's walls:

To the city, to the city, man, approach!

To the Ke$ temple, to the city, man, approach!

Its hero A¥¥ir, man, approach!

Its lady Nintu, man, approach!

(Well-)constructed Kes {75 g%ir, praise.

...hcg Nintu, praise!

In light of this material it will have to be granted

that in style and content iruch of GE's framework can in-

deed be paralleled in Sumerian literature, including some

compositions which relate to the Sumerian Gilgamesh cycle.
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D. Literary classification

As with any work of literature scholars have sought

to assign the Gilgamesh Epic to a literary genre. Its

conventional modern title “the Gilgamesh Epic" reflects
a distinction commonly made by Assyriologists between
myths, in which divine characters predominate, and epics

ir which human characters predominate.l7l

Other classi-
fication systems are possible; thus Gaster considers the
Gilgamesh Epic a tale because there is no evidence for

its cultic use, as against a myth, which is recited in

the cult.172

The system of classification adopted depends upon
one's purpose in making the classification. For philolo-
gists, who are interested in describing and comparing the
ancient genres in their own historical context,}’3 the
ancients' own systems of classification can serve as a
valuable guide. What can be said of the Gilgamesh Epic

in this regard?

The Sumerian Gilgamesh compositions offer some evidence
for their literary classification. Of the six Sumefian
narrative compositions which relate to Gilgamesh,174 the
ends of five are preserved, and they alliconclude with
zg—m{ (-2u dﬁg—ga~am), “(your) praise (is good),"175 the
standard ending of hymns.l76 The same is often true of
texts which we consider myths, and of other genres as

177

as well. We should not niinimize the differences between
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the various genres which have this conclusion. The Sumerian
texts themselves indicate that zé—m{ may appear in different
genres. For example, Dumuzi and Enkimdu concludes with

the doxology "...0 maid Inanna, thy praise is good (za-m{—
zu dulo-ga-am),“ and then adds *it is to be recited anti-
phonally" (bal-bal-e-dam, presumably = bal—bal—e—ed—ém),l78

the term translated "recite antiphonally” being the
17¢9

4

name of the genre bal-kal-e. It is true that za-mi
is not used in these concluding doxologies as a generic
classification in the manner of such generic names as
adab, tigi, and the like. The standard formula for

these is: adab/tigi DN-ak—Em, “jt is an adab/tigi of

the god so-and-so."180 Nor do we find zE—m{ as the

name of a category in Sumerian literary catalogues, in
the manner of the standard categories.181 Hartmann
argues, following Falkenstein, that the term z3-mi in
fact indicated originally a type of musical accompaniment

182

- rather than a literary genre. This argument appears

to be based in part on the lexical equation gigzé—m{ =
gi¥tanittu,183 on the basis of which it is assumed that
zawm{ vas originally the name of a musical instrument.
But to assume that tanittu was originally the name of a
musical instrument, which later came to mean "praise" in
general, scems the very reverse of what must have been

184

the case, since the derivation of tanittu from the

verb pa’adu, "praisc," seems clear.185 Even if one grants,

/
L however, that za~mi originally referred to a type of
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musical accompaniment, this is not mutually exclusive with
generic significance: sucﬁ undisputed generic titles as
adab and tigi are also at bottom the names of musical in-
struments; Hartmann lists éa—mi with these as generic
names derived from musical instruments, and holds that

the term ultimately gained a more general generic meaning
of "praise" (Lobpreis),186 so we may consider the composi-
tions ending za-mi to comprise, as it were, a broad

"supercategory."”

Nor should we minimize the differences between the
Gilgamesh (and other) narratives and hymns in the strict
sense. The latter are often typified by strings of
epithets and cliches hardly comparable to the narrative
compositions we are considering. Nevertheless the royai
hymns often contain a good deal cf narrative content,187
and it is to these hymns in particular that we will com-
pare the Gilgamesh texts below: We actually have the
text of a short bhvmn, in the stricter sense, to

188

Gilganesh. It lists “"some of the deeds for which

[Gilgamesh] was famous in Sumerian history and literature,"189
including a victory over Enmebaragesi of Ki¥, recalling the
composition Gilgamesh and Agga, which describes Gilgamesh's
confrontation with Enmebaragesi's son. The hymn is re-

cited to Gilgamesh by Shulgi who “"praises him in his

night (nam-kala-ga-na mu-ni-in-i-i) (and) calls upon him

1
E
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in his heroism (nam—ur—sag—gé;na mufni—in~p5-p§—dé),“lgo
The terms "might” and "heroism" may refer to nothing more
than Gilgamesh‘s personal qualities here, but it is worth
noting that "heroism" (nam-ur-sag) also appears in the
name of a type of royal hymn, Xir—nam—ur—sag-gélgl so that
it could conceivably have generic significance here. The

text offers no information on its Sitz im Leben. Jacob-

sen speculated that "it may have referred to the intro-
duction of the cult of Gilgamesh into the temple-complex
or - more likely - to a visit by gULgi(r) to Gilgamesh

already installed in that temple."192

The grouping of epics, myths, and hymns into a single
category. hymn, also appears in Akkadian literature, where,
for example, the Atrahasis Epic, the Erra Epic, and Enuma
Elish are all called zamaru, “"song, hymn.“193 This
categorv may sceem too heterogeneous to suit modern tastes,
but its functionality in the ancient context is attested
by the fact that in Akkadian all three genres shared a
single literary dialect, the so-called "Hymnic-Epic" dia-
léct.194 However, it remains to be determined whether in

this sense zamaru means anything more than "poem."

There is no direct evidence for the Sitz im Leben of

the Sumerian Gilgamesh compositions. Kramer assumed that
if they were recited at all, it is likely to have been

“in the palaces on the occasion of royal feasts and ban-
w195

quets. But what are we to make of their hymnic
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endings? Iﬁ is worth comparing to these "epics" another
type of Sumerian composition, with the same hymnic ending,
which deals with episodes in its subjects' lives, namely
the royal hymns. Hallo has noted that these hymns "add
up to a kind of hymnic biography of the monarch. "196

There are two types of royal hymns; one, replete with

MWM“|“IU‘

liturgical notations, was obviously at home in the temple
cult; the other, in which such notations are lacking,

was ‘'probably at home in the courtly ceremonial rather
than the ternple cult."1%7 1t is plausible that the

epic "hymns“ are the counterparts for long-dead royal

198

heroes of the second type of royal hymn. It is the

latter type, by the way, which contains the concluding
19¢

/ .. . . -
doxology with Z23-mi . The similarity in contcnt ana

possibly structure between The Death of Gilgamesh and

200

The Death of Ur-Nammu recently noted by Wilcke, seans
to imply just such a similarity, at lecast for one type of

text.

Now we know that offerings were made to Gilgamesh
in several Sumerian towns during the Ur III period.201
The same is true for Early Dynastic Lagash, and Gilga-
mesh is included in a list of gods from Early Dynastic
Fara. Personal names with Gilgamesh as the theophoric
elément appear as early as the nkkad period (in a seal

inscription from Ur), and are frequent in the Ur III

period. In the available documentation it is the kings

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



112

202 who stressed their ties with

in several texts refer to Gilgamesh as their brother
and Ninsun as their mother, Shulgi also referring to

203

Lugalbanda as his father. Whatever the Ur III kings'

204

motives for stressing these ties, their interest was
ample, and several scholars have concluded on these and
other grounds that the cycle of epics dealing with the
kings of Uruk's first dynasty was composed or at least
given its present form in the Ur I1II period.205 What

we would like to know, however, is the use to which

these "hymns" were put, and it seems plausible to connect
the Gilgamesh "hymns"” with the cult of Gilgamesh carried
on in that period. The absence of liturgical notations
in these "hymns" would seem to zrgue, as in the case of
the royal hymns of this type, acizinst a connection with
the temple; more precision on this will have to await better

of Ur III especially
Uruk and its first dynasty. Both Ur-Nammu and Shulgi

understanding of the nature of the Gilgamesh cult in Ur III.

Some later texts must be considered in this connection.
A letter to a Neo-Assyrian king (ABL 56) contains the
following instructions:

(obv. 7-8) ¥4 nu-bat-te malag-lu-u ¥arru e-pa-a¥

(9-rev. 1) ina sip-par-ra-a-te ri—ig—gg_[...dul?]Jlé? garru

e-pa-a%

(rev. 2-4) u ([a-nal)?) anggﬁg}[ggl ITU&EE_:é‘x[.....] in-ni-

Egjgﬁ—ﬁ—nf‘

l
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\
Fi? —ba-a¥-¥: ina 1lib-bi il-lak

-(5-6) salam dgilgamed

A
At evening the king will perform the maglu-ceremony

]

In the morning the king will perform the remainder
[0f the ritual(?)]

And ([for]?) the rites of the month Ab which/of
[...] are to be performed.

There will be a statue of Gilgamesh; it will serve

in (these ceremonies)‘206

The connection with a ggglﬁ_ceremony recalls the mention -

of Gilgamesh in Magld I, 37f.,207

and a statue of Gilga-
mesh is implied in other late texts.208 ceremonies con-
nected with Gilgamesh in the month of Ab are also men-

tioned in “"Astrolabe B," which describes this month in

part as follows: 209

/’
5....guru§ gespi-lirum-ma 13 arah dg1¥.7U.BAR tu-Eu-2-u

6 itu dGig—bil—ga—meg 14 ﬁﬁimi et-lu-tu ina bEbEniMEg—
kélne—ne .Egﬁgg
7 u4~9—kam a-da-man 15 ujggjé§ Efgé"fi B}jzg—gujg

———

Month of Gilgamesh. For 9 days young men contest

in wrestling and athletics in their city quarters.210
That this text relates to an early practice is suggested by
a passage in The Decath of Gilgamesh which, in spite of
numerous difficulties, displays several striking similari-
ties with it, mentioning athletics and the month of Ab in
211

connection with Gilgamesh:

. V4
alan-bi u4—3£—li—a—¥§ a—ba~da-§2—dim~e(!?)

¥ul (})-kalag igi—§g8 E4~sakarxa -gim zag-dug
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jgi-bi-a gedpl lirum-ma si a-ba-da-ab-sa

itu-NE-NE-GAR ezen(?)—gidim(?)—ma~ke4-NE

Tentative translation:

When? their/his image has been made unto‘eternity,

Mighty youth(s), observing, like the new moon will
verily make (lit. do, =jump?) the threshold.

When before them/him wrestling aﬁd athletics are
conducted,

In the month of Ab, the festival (?f of the spirits(?),

NOTES

a. For SAR = sakar, see J. Cooper, Irag 32, 60:16 and 67
sub 16.

b. Taking a as the prospective preformativee(ﬁ>'a before
ba, Falkenstein, Das Sumericchie, p. 50, 834.4edk).

Apparently Gilgamesh's dréam or vision is now beindg re-
viewed by an interpreter who then adds the interpretation
of the dream. Gilgamesh saw in this dream what appear
to be at least in part memorial ceremonies, which are
interpreted to forebode his death: an image (of him?)

212

will be made, which will last forever; some other ob-

scure cercuonies will be performed; wrestling and athletics
will be conducted (in his memory) in Ab, the "month of

spirits (?)." Athletic activities in the cult are attested

elsewhere in honor of MNinurta and an unidentified goddess,213

but for a connection with memorial rites one would have

214

to resort to classical parallels; perhaps we should
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simply take them as one form of culiic activity, not

necessarily memorial. At any rate it would appear to be .

—

the ceremohies mentioned in the Astrolabe and ABL 56
which Gilgamesh's vision foreshadowed. Possibly during
these nine days of ceremonials some text (i.e. "hymn")
about Gilgamesh was read--perhaps the Death of Gilgamesh,
as the aetiology of the ceremony; or perhaps some re-
hearsal of his achievements such as that found at the end

of The Death of Ur- Namm.

When seeking comparable evidence for the Sitz im Leben

of the Akkadian epic we do not have such helpful hints as
the hymnic doxology and characterization of the text as

a zamaru. In view of the widespread use of the latter
term for "myths" and "epics," it seems likely that the
Gilgawcse!ll Epic, too, was soO considered, and this would
justify our speaking of the "Song of Gilgamesh" rather
than the "Epic of Gilgamesh," just as the well-known
Hittite text was entitled giR dUllikummi,“"The Song of

w215 gome evidence of this classification may

Ullikummi.
be present in the second half of the epic's incipit, if

the missing word is really a first-person precative verb
in the semantic range of “proclaim, rnake known, praise,"

or the like,216

for this is a standard type of incipit in
Akkadian hymns.217 Whether the epic was used as a hymn
is difficult to say. The refercnce to a statue of

Gilgamesh in ABL 56 rev. 5 implies that he was still
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worshipped in the Neo-Assyrian perioa, and the use of a
hymn iﬁ that context is plausible. The Astrolabe passage
referring fo ceremonies in honor of (?) Gilgamesh may
also imply the usage of some text concerning Gilgamesh.

put what may be implied is not necessarily the epic.

]

The evidence presently available is far from sufficient

for any conclusions.
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NOTES TO Ch. I

1. ZKramer, History Begins at Suwmer, lSOf.

2. Goetze and Levy, CAtigot 2, 121-128 and pl. XVIII.

3. See Landsberger and Kupper and Otten in GSL, 31-36,
97-102; 139-143; Falkenstein, CRRAIL 2 (1951), 12-27;
Karmenhuber, ref. below, n. 97,

s wwmIAA

4. Von Soden, MDOG 85, 23; ZA 40, 187; 41, 129f.;
Lambert, JCS 11, 1-14; B®hl, Het Gilgamesj-Epos?, 16;
cf. Hallo, IEJ 12, 15f. Landsberger dates GE about
1250, Matou¥ about 1100 (GSL, 34, 93f.). According
to Stamm, As. tud 6, 13 n. %9a, Bb6hl finds the
canonical version's terminus ad quem in the reign of
Tiglath-Fileser I (1112-1074 according to Stamm
[1115-1077 according to Brinkman apud Oppenheilmn,

AM, 346}), to whose library Bdhl believes the
canonical ASSur fragment KAR 115 to belong. However
Thompson, GETh, 7, and Frankena, GSL, 114, date the
fragment to the ninth or eighth century.

5. Lambert, JCS 11, 11:K9717, rev. 11; JCS 16, 66:VI,10.
7. Van Dijk, UVB 18, 44:12.

8. Lambert, JCS 16, 76f; Shaffer, 3 n. 1; Bdhl, Het
Gilgamesj—Eposz, 100.

9, See n. 8 and also Landsberger, GSL, 34; Hallo, IEJ 12,
15f.

10. JAOS 64, 7-23,83.

11. Ranke, ZANF 49, 45-49; Heidel, GB2 13f; Speiser,
ANET, 73a; Laessge, Pedersen AV, . 211; BShl, MVEOL 7,
145-177; Het Gilgamesj-LposZ, G7f.; Landsberger, GSL,
32; MatouZ, GSL, 83-94. :

12. BASOR 94, 3 n. 2; cf. Hallo, IEJ 12, 14.

13. 7The Religion of Babylonia and Assyria (abbrev. REA,

ch. 23; cf. AJSL 15, 193-214; cf. Barton, AJSL 10,14;
15,246.

14. RBA, S514f.

15. Ibid.
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16. Cf. YOR 4/3, 39-47 and AJSL 15, 193-214.

—

17. RBA, 514f.; cf. Gressmann-Ungnad, Das Gilgamesch—

Epos, 190.

18. Ibid., 493f.; see Jastrow, ZA 13, 288-301 and cf.
Poebel, PBS IV/1, 51 n. 2 and Laessge, Bi. Or. 13,
80-102.

19. Cf. Jastrow, YOR 4/3, 51; Gressmann-Ungnad, op. cit.,
231; Oppenheim, AM, 262.

20. RBA, 4%4.
21. Ibid., 513.
22. AJSL 15, 198.

23. YOR 4/3, 32-55.

24. OLZ 1921, 2682

25. GETh, 7f.

26. Or. 17, 17-58 passim.

27. For a seventh see now UET 6/1, no. 60.
28. JCs 1, 4.

29. Kramer, AS 10; now fully edited by A. Shaffer, fumcrian
Sources of Tablet XII of the Lpic 9§_Gilqg@g§ (unpubl.

Ph.D. dissertation, University of Pennsylvania, 1963).

30. JROS 64, 14f.
31. RA 34,97.

32. Cf. the first-person narration in the Ras Shamra frag-
ment, Lambert-Millard, Atrahasis 132f.: 6-10.

33. JACS 64, 15f.

34. Ibid., 16 n. 2, 18 n. 82; BASOR 94, 3 n. 4; ANET,
50 n. 1.

35. JCS 1, 4 n. 2.

36. Van Dijk, GSL, 69-81.
37. Cf. alrcady Matou$, GSL, 85-87.

38. 'JnOS 64, 16£.; cf. Matou¥, GSL, 90.
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39. JAOS 64, 17f. It was later pointed out, however, that
Gilgamesh's consultation with the elders of Uruk does
provide a counterpart to that theme in GEF v and vi
and GE III, i, which is absent in Gilgamesh and the
Land of the Living (Bdhl, MVEOL 7, 170).

40. JAOS 64,22.

41, Ibid., 23 n. 118.

A SO A L AN SO SRR OO EREY "'4

42. 1Ibid., 18. Langdon had claimed earlier that the
Sumerian material already constituted an epic (JRAS
1932,912).

43. JAOS 64, 14 n. 49; for some exceptions in Gilgamesh,
Enkidu, and the Nether World see Shaffer, 22.

44. TFor some further sources of the epic cf. Heidel,
§§2 (a2 borrowing from "Ishtar's Descent" in GE VII)
and possibly Gadd, Iraq 28, 118-121 and van Dijk
in S. Hartman (ed.), Syncretism, 176 (on the
"things of stone motif" in GEM and GE X possibly
being related to Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and the Nether
World and other myths).

45. JAOS 64, 19.

46. Ibid. For the same phenomenon of creative adaptation
in Biblical vis-2-vis ancient Near Eastern litera-

ture, cf. N. Sarna, Underctauding Genesis: passin.

47. Cf. Hallo, IEJ 12, 13.

48. Documentation of this phenomenon is barely necessary.
Among examples which remain fairly close to their
ancient Near Eastern prototypes we may rention the
flood story with its Mesopotamian prototypes and
the second part of Ps. 104 and Prv. 22:17-24:22
with their Egyptian prototypes (ANET, 370f. and
421-424, respectively). As recently stressed by
S. Loewenstamm, The Tradition of the Exodus in its
Development [Hebrew; 1965], apocryphal, pseudepi-
graphical, Hellenistic, and midrashic sources can
often be used in the same way (cf. the comment of
N. Sarna, JBL 85 [1966], 244).

49. TFor a recent example cf. Weinfeld's dating of the
covenant form of Deuteronromy on the basis of the
different forms current in the second and first
millennia (JBL 86 [1967], 255 n. 34) and Paul's
study of the prologue and epilogue of the Covenant
Code by comparison with the same phenomenon in
cuneiform law corpora, Studies in the Book of the

1
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Covenant in the Light of Cuneiform and Biblical
Law, 11-42.

50. The Greatness...371. But this conclusion was not
accepted by Opnenheln, Or. 17, 20; Dossin, Bull.
Academie Royale ce Belgique 42, 587f.; cf. the
earlier explanation “of Jensen, Das Gilgamesch

Epos in der Weltliteratur I, 50f.

51. Bi. Or. 13.

52. ZA 4%, 46 n. 1. However Shamash's staﬁement in GEM
i, 8 may be related to Death of Gilgamesh A, 35; see
Matou¥, GSL, 90.

53. JAOS 64,18.

54, Published in 1960 in GSL, 87f.

55. See Castellino, VTS 4, 117f. for a list of texts,
and cf. the comment of Speiser, Genesis, LVII.

56. Kramer, BASOR 88, 10-19. See now the additicnal
catalogue entries cited below.

57. Fowever Wilcke, Lugalbandaepos 8, challenges this
type of argument.

58. GsSI.. 88-90.

5. GSL, &% n. 3.

60. Van Dijk, TLB II,4 and GSL, 69-81.
6l. Cf. now Kramer, GSL, 67f.

62. Cf. above, n. 27.

63. B8hl's suggestion for combining Gilgamesh, Enkidu,
and the Nether World and Death of Gilgamesh B
(cited by Matous, GSL, 88) is apparently ruled out
by Shaffer's edition of the former, in which the
last line (303) ends with za-ni {(Shaffer, 95), but
in view of the fluidity of the textual tradition of
Gilgamesh, Inkidu, and the Nether Vorld until a
late date (ibid., 38) certainty on this score is not
possible.

64. Cf. the possibility of a Lugalbanda cycle discussed
by Wilcke, Lugalbandaepos, 5-8; c¢f. also M. Lambert,
RA 55, 181.
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65. Kramer, RA 55, 169-176.

66. Nos. 1-2 (WNisaba), 41-42 (Ninurta), 44-45 (the city
of Ur) 16-17 (Enlil); cf. also 26 (Peath of Dumuzi)
and 27 (Inanna'‘'s Descent) -~ but in the reverse order
of what we would expect; other compositions are
grouped together by genre.

67. C£f. Kramer, BASOR 88, 19 with nn. 45f.; RA 55,

170 n. 5 for a discussion of various principles of
arrangement apparently followed in the catalogues.

68. BASOR 88, 15.

69. Cf. Kramer, ibid., n. 11. EHowever this is not the
incipit of the text to which he refers. According
to Goetze this incipit may appear, poorly preserved,
on YBC 9860, a hymn to 9KU-BU (=su?).

70. UET 5, 86; Bernhardt-Kramer, WZJ 6, 394 n. 4.

71. BASOR 88, 17-19.

72. BASOR 88;15:7,20,21; 7f.: 7,14,15; WZJ 6, 389:6;
RA 55, 171:29, see Kramer, ibid., 175.

73. Kramer, GSL, 66.

74. BASOR 88, 15 n. 7.

75. Shaffer, 44.

76. Cf. M. Lambert, RA 55, 179f.

77. GSL, 71 and 74.

78. Ibid., 79; the uncertainty of this reading is under-
scored by Shaffer's refraining from transliterating
the end of the line in his unpublished MS of the
text. If van Dijk is correct cf. also Death of

Gilgamesh A (BASOR 94,7):10.

79. GEM and its supplement published by Millard, Iraq 26,
99-105.

80. Cf. the reasoning of Bauer with regard to the 1¥¥a1i
' fragment, JHES 16, 261f.

8l. G3L, 8l. Contrast Kramer's rendering of the curse,
GSL, 65.

82. L.g., Heidel, ggz, 15; Jacobsen in l. & II. A. TFrank-
fort (eds.), hefore Philosophy, 223; Speiser, ANET,
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83.

84.
85.

86.

87.

88.

89.

90.
91.
92.
93.
94,
95.
96.
917.

98.
99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

S 188

122

73; Bauer, JNES 16, 261; Landsberger, GSL, 33f.;
Kupper, 1b1d., 102; Saggs, The Greatness...370;
Stamm, As. S. Stud. 6,12.

Edzard in Haussig, WbM, 72; Gadd, Teachersand
Students..., 7f.

JAOS 89, 393 n. 2.
Ccf. also Bauer, JNES 16, 261f.

Acadenie Royale de Belgigue: Bulletin de la Classe
des Lettres...Se Serie, 42, 588; cf. Shaffer, 19, 719, 21-25.

Cf. Oppenheim, AM, 260ff

cf. Kramer, JAOS 64, 19; Shaffer, 25; G. S. Kirk,
Myth...,144.

Cf. Shaffer, 22f.; servant needn't mean menial here -
cf. Falkenstein, CRRAI 2, 20.

JAOS 64, 16 n. 60.

Thompson, GETh, 43f., 79f., 81f.

ANET, 82d.

otien, GSL, 139; cf. Landsberger-Tadmor, IEJ 14, 215.
Sea Oppenhein, quoted in introduction n. 113.

MDOG 85,22.

Cf. Kupper, GSL, 99f.

J. Friedrich, ZANF 5, 1-82; H. Otten, Istanbuler
Mitteilungen 8, 93-125; E. Laroche, RHA 82,7-24;

A. Kanmenhuber, Minchner Studien zur SB;achw1qsenschaft
21 (1967), 45-58.

Kammenhuber, 46.
Lambert, AfO 18, 44:2ff.
E.g., H. G. Gliterbock in S. N. Kramer (ed.), Hythologies

of the Arncient World, 154; Otten, GSL,139; see the
next note.

. cit., 46,55.

cit., 47f.

cit., 47f.
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104. Kammenhuber, op. cit., 47; Otten, GSL, 140.

105. Variation of “title" and incipit is common, as in GE
itself (ES.GAR Cgilgame$ vs. Sa nagba imuru), Erra
(ES.GAR CErra vs. sar gimir dadmé), and the Laws
of Hammurapi (inu Anum sirum vs. gimdat or dinani
$a Hammurapi; however see Finkelstein, JCS 21, 42,
on the significance of this particular variation);
but this is admittedly not the same thing as

J naming the same epic after two different heroes -

antagonists at that!

106. 1%¥¢31i frag., rev. 13.

107. Ist. Mit. 8, 109:2' mentions the Euphrates on their
journey; cf. ibid. p. 122f. and 1¥%31i frag. 1. a.
Notwithstanding the views of the OB and Hittite
versions, the episode may have been conceived in
the Sumerian version to have taken place in the
nountains east of Mesopotamia(Xinnier WwWilson in JSS
7, 174). Bauer, on the other had held that the T
Surmerian version thought only of an unspecified
mythological land (JNES 16, 260; cf. Lambert, BWL,
12).

108. L. von Schuler, in Haussig, WbM 165; cf. Ungnad,
ZANF 35, 138.

109. According to von Schuler, ¥bM 165; Otten, GSL,
141. However, this is not the view of Kammenhube.,
op. cit., 47. But if Kammenhuber is correct in
suggesting divine criticism of Gilgamesh and
Enkidu for killing liuwawa, this may presuppose
a sequel in which Enkidu dies - see above, text
above n. §80.

110. Cf. Ungnad, 2ZA 35, 138.

111. GsL, 140.

112. RHA 82, 20.

113. Cf. L. Liebreich, HUCA 27, 190-192; JOR 47, 128-138.

114. Cf. Oppenheim, AM, 259 on the possibility that
the audience addressed was a reading audience, as
against his earlier remarks in Or. 17, 17-20.

But the passage from the Death of Ur Ranmu about
to be cited may support the earlier view of an
oral address inviting the audience to hehold the
deceased king's works.
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115.

1le.

117.
118.

119.

120.
121.
122.

123.

124,

125.

126.
127.
128.

129.

130.

131..

124

Cf. the paean of praise to Jerusalem and her forti-
fications in Ps. 48, where v. l4b may even reflect
the enduring name such fortifications were expected
to secure for their builder in Mesopotamian ideology
(see below).

Cf. Kramer, JAOS 64,8; Heidel, GEZ, 5; Speiser, ANET,
72; Oppenheim, AM, 257; Jacobsen in E. and H. A.
Frankfort (eds.), Before Philosophy, 223-227; Lambert,
BWL, 11f.

Lambert in GSL, 44f.
Ibid.

Oppenhein, Or. 17,18; cf. also Borger, Bi. Or. 14,
192b for a suggestion that nagha in the o openlng
line also refers to "deep wisdom." For the wisdom
involved in "bringing back a report of before the
flood" cf. Assurbanipal's claim to have read in-
scriptions from before the flood, quoted by
Lambert-Millard, Atrahasis, 27.

F. R. Kraus, JRBLS 19, 128-131.
GEY iv,v.
Shaffer, 20.

Nr which see Gliterbock, ZA 42, 19-21, 62-86;
0. R. Gurney, An. St. 5 (1955), 93.

Grayson and Lambert, "Akkadian Prophecies," JCS 18
(1964), 8;cf. Hallo's reservations about the term
nara literature" in HUCA 33 (1962), 2 n. 18 and

9 n. 63.

Oppenheim, AM, 258.

Compare to GEM iii, 13 Naran—51n Legenu (see next

note) 157 (to the problcmatlﬂ gll cf. GEM iii, 14),
on vwvhich see Hoffner, JCS 23 (IY70), 18f.

Gurney, An. St. 5, 93-113; 6, 163f.

For other texts written for posterity cf. CADE, 420f.;
Leichty, Oppenheim AV, 153.

Hoffner, JCS 23, 18f.
Ibid., 119.

Gurney, An. St. 5, 106- 109; 6, 163f., with modifica-
tions by hoffner, JCs 23, 18-20.
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132. Xraus, JKES 19, 128-131; S. Dean lcBride, The
Deuteronomic Name Theology, unpubl. Harvard
Ph.D. thesis (196%), ch. 2; R. S. Ellis, ¥YNER 2;
166%L.

133. Lines 23-30; cf. Gurney's comment, An. St. 5, 109
sub 27.

134, For the limitation of inscriptions and building
deposits to temples and royal and public buildings
see Ellis, op. cit., 16§f.

135. Jacobsen, AfQC 12, 363-366.

136. AfO 12, 364f.: 12-21.

137. The concept of "an eternal name" is discussed in
detail by McBride, ch. 2, where this passage is
cited (93); cf. Kraus,JNES 19, 128-131.

138. Kramer, JCS 21, 104-122.

139. Actes de la 17% RAI, 81-92.

140. Ibid., 90£f.: 221-230.

141. Ibid., 82,84.
142. J. J. Finkelstein, JCS 20, 114-116; McBride, 152.

143. Oppenheim, AM., 257; Ellis, YNER 2, 167 n. 27;
. McBride, 150 n. 67.

144, Below, ch. IV, A.

145. Cf. alsc the Hittite version's statement after the
creation of Gilgamesh “All lands Lie roams...he comes
to Uruk" (Otten, Ist. Mit. 8,98f.: 10f.), which could
as well describe the second half and end of GE.

146. Oppenheim, AdM, 257. For the futility of the re-
curring and cyclical cf. Eccl. 1l:9.

147. Cf. B8hl, Het GilgamesjEpos, 148f.; Stamm, As.St.6, 21.
148. To claim that in this way the poet “betrayed" his
character (Wolff, JAOS 89,393) can only come from
the imposition of alien categories of the “"heroic"
upon the epic.

149. Kraus, JNES 19, 128-131.

150. ANLT, 585:36f.
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152.

153.

154.

155.
156.

157.

158.
159.
160.

161.

l62.
163.
164.
165.

166.
167.

168.
169.

170.

126

Actes de la 17® RAI, 91. Contrast, however, van
Dijk in GSL, 79 bkottom; Shaffer, 154 sub 298.

Oppenheim, Or. 17,55f., detects two more attempts
in XI; cf. also Gressmann-Ungnad, Das Gilgamesch-
Epos, 140; B&hl, Ar. Or. 18, 118.

For several fine insights on the progression of
the episodes see Stamm, op. cit., 21f.; Inglott,
¥elita Theologica, 17, 1-18.

Kirk, Myth: Its Meaning in Ancient and Other
Cultures, 1l44f.

History Begins at Sumer, 192.

Kramer, JAOS 64, 17f.; AJA 53, 15f.; Jacobsen, ZA 52,
116-118, n. 55; W. Heimpel, “"A New Look at the
Heroes of Sumer," address delivered to the 1971
meeting of the A0S (no. 13 in "Abstracts of
Commuplcatlons")

This omission is regarded by Ranke, ZA 49, 49 n. 3,
as one of the epic's finest features.

cf. Stamm, op. cit., 26.
JAOS 64,18.
ANET, 40:30-36.

So Kramer, AJA 53, 16, against his earlier assump-
tion in JA0S 64,18; so too Bbhl, MVEOL 7, 171,175.

Wilcke, Lugalbandaepos, 221 sub 413.

Ibid., 129:413-416.
_I_}D_i._d;a r 5“8.
cf. Kramer, The Sumerians, 275; for the possibility

of a literary framework see the comment of Wilcke,
Lugalbandaepos, 16 sub P.

The Collection of Sumerian Temple Hymns (TCS 3;1969).

Ibid., 25:135-139.
Ibid., 29:198-202.
Ibid., 91 sub 200.

Ibid., 175:126-131.
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172.
173.
i74.

175.
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176.

177.

178.
179.
180.
181.

182.
183.

184.

185.

186.

127

H. W. F. Saggs, The Greatness that was Babylon,
371; cf. Wilcke, Lugalbandaepos, 2f., n. 12;
Kramer, BaNEZ, 34%4 n. 12, 346 n. 40.

Gaster, Numen 1, 198.

Cf. Hallo, JAOS 88,72.

I exclude the flood story and include UET 6/1 no. 60.
Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living, 191f., Death

of Gilgamesh B, 42; Gilgamesh and Agga, 1ll4f.;
Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and the Netherworld, 303; UET

6/1, 60:17; cf. Lugalbanda 417.

See H. Hartmann, Die Musik der Sum.‘Kultlr (1960) .,
212-215; Ssjb6berg, Or. 35, 299.

E.g., the ends of "Enki and Ninhursag" (Kramer,
BASOR SS 1, 20:278); "Inanna's Descent" (PAPhS
107, 515a:15); “Inanna and Ebih" (quoted by
Falkenstein, ZA 57 [1963], 124 sub 283; for the
syntax of these doxologies see ibid¢. and Hallo-
van Dljk, YNER 3, 63); on this classification of
myths cf. Hallo, 17¢ RAI, 117. Disputations can

1o end this way, e. g., van Dijk, SSA 50:309;
69 143.

Ven Dijk, SSA, 69:142ff.; ANET, 42c.

See the discussion of the term by Landsberger,
THES 8, 295 n. 151 and Kramer, Bi. Or. 11, 171 n.

€:; Hartmann, op. cit., 227-229.

Cf. the examples collected by Falkenstein, ZA 49,
89-91, 1l02.

cf. Bernhardt-Kramer, W2J 6, 392:6, 82; Hallo, JAOS
83, 170:32a.

Hartmann, op. cit., 212.

v

SL 332:129.

Landsberger, 2ZA 42, 156. Falkenstein misrepresents
Landsberger's position by reversing the direction of
the development (An. Or. 28, 4 n. 1).

Bezold, 186.

Hartmann, op. cit., 192—219, especially 212ff. For

the “almost gencric force" of the texm sce also

Hallo, Bi. Or. 23, 240,241.
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187. Cf. for example, Shulgi A, The King of the Road, in

188. SLINi. 79: 49-62: studied by Edzard, ZA 53, 20-22.
There is also a later, Akkadian, incantation to
Gilgamesh: Jensen, KB 6/1, 266ff.; Lambert, GSL,

40; see ibid. 43 on Rm. 908, which Jensen (op. cit..
268f.) considered possibly a hymn to Gilgamesh.

189. EKramer, SLTHNi, 26 sub Ko. 78.
190. Edzard, §§.53,.20f.:51f.

191. Romer, SKIZ, 135:228; Hartmann, op. cit., 224-226.

192. Jacobsen, BASOR 102, 15f.

193. Atrahasis III,viii,15; Erra V, 49,59 (cf. tanittu,
52); En. El. VII, 161; cf. Lambert-Millard,
Atrahasis, 7. CI. also the Agugaya poen (RA 15,
180:vii,23) and the Adad "hymn" CT 15, nos. 3-4:23
(R6mer in Falkenstein AV, 185).

194, Von Soden, ZA 40, 163-227; 41, 90-183; for sub-
sequent bibliography see Rdmer op. cit., 185 n. i;
JAOS 86, 138-147; WdOo 4, 12-28.

195. BARNEZ, 342 n. 6.

196. 17° RAI, 118.

197. ;bid.,All7, with reference to Falkenstein, ZA 50,
91].

198. Cf. Hallo, 17€ RAI, 117.
199. Hallo, Bi. Or. 23, 241.
200. 17% RAI, 82,84.

201. For this and the following, see Lambert, GSL, 47f£.
To the private votive inscription YOS I, 3, cited
ibid. (on the date cf. Ldzard, za 53,24), add RA 10,
101 (private votive) and UET 8, 21 (vase dedicated
to Gilgamesh by Ur-Nammu on the occasion of building
Nanna's temple; to this association with Nanna cf.
the first part of SLINi 79. treated by Sjbberg,
MNS 108ff.).

H 202. Preceded by Utuhegal of Uruk, who termed Gilgamesh
his "protective spirit” (magkim = rabisu), Thureau-
Dangin, RA 9, 115: iii,1-3; dupl. RA 10, 100:7.
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203. Falkenstein, ZA 50, 75-77; cf. Hallo, JCS 20, 136f.;
Jacobsen, AS 11, 89 n. 128; Shaffer, 10-12.

204. See Hallo, JCS 20, 136f.

205. Schott, Kahle AV (1935), 1-14; Castellino, ZA 52,
8: RSO 37, 132; cf. Falkenstein, CRRAI 2, 18;
on all the foregoing see Matou¥, Bi. Or. 21, 5;
see also Hallo, JCS 20, 137 (for the general question
of “the antigquity of Sumerian literature" see Hallo,
JAOS 83, 167-176); Wilcke, Lugalbandaecpos, 1-4;
Landsberger and Matous, GSL 32 and 93, respectively,
simply refer to "circa 2000. However J. Klein
has recently asserted that "the generally accepted
theocy that these [Sumerian] eplcs were composed
in their present form already in the Ur III period
probably will have to be modified, once a number
of existing Ur III duplicates will be published"
(Jaos 91, 297).

206. ABL 56, ob. 7-rev. 6; transl. follows R. Pfeiffer,
SLAB no. 269; CADS, 202b; Lambert, GSL, 42.

207. G. Meier, AfO Beih. 2, 8:37f.
208. Sece Lambert, GSL, 42f.

209. KAV 218:7A,ii, 5-7, 13-15; Weidner, Handbuch der
Bab. Astronomie, 86: II,5-7, 13-15.

21.0. The text is translated in CADA;,38 lex.; Aoy, 358 lex.;
E,409c; cf. Lambkert, GSL, 56.

211. Kramer, BASOR 94, 7:29-31; see the revised trans-
lation in ANET, 5-52 and the study of Jestin,
Syria 33, 113-118.

212. Cf. Gilgamesh's image of Inkidu in GE VIII, ii,
26 (Gurney, JCS 8, 94:19). For statues lasting to
eternity cf. Lugal-e XI, 14 (quoted in CADB, 84b;
S, 7%a; cf. Falkenstein, CRRAI 2 (1951}, 14).

213. BWL, 120: rev. 6f. References to the hib-bi-ne$/
hquu playing a role in the cult (Dossin, RA 35,
7:20-22; Klpqsbury, HUCA 34, 10f. :96) may also
be relevant, espccially if thc term means
“acrobats” (so CADH, 240b) rather than “"dancers"

(Goetze, JCS 1, 82f.).

214. Seyffert, chtlogaly‘of Classical Antiquities,
ed. Nettleship and Sandys, 246c, 253d (gladiators),
4274 (Pelops' funcral games; possibly the Olympian

games) .
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215. Gtterbock, JCS 5, 141, 160. ©Note how the intro-
duction to the song, if correctly understood
(see the discussion of Gliterbock, p. 34), resem-
bles the introductory lines of GE with their relative
clauses (followed by a verb, if the frequent restora-
tion of GE I,i,1lf. is correct - but see the next
note).

216. VWhether the verb is first-person precative depends,
of course, on whether it begins with the prefix
lu-. Von Soden, ZA 59, 221, and CADI/J, 334,
guote the line as if the lu is preserved, but no
lu is shown in the copies of Haupt, Nimrodepos,
p. 1, and Thompson, GETh. pl. I. At my reqguest
E. Sollberger kindly collated the tablet and wrote
as follows (letter of May 12, 1971):

...you were of course right to guery the
existence of that lu. It is not preserved
anywhere and I suspect its story can be
reconstructed as follows

(1) ¢cap 7, 33: lu—[ge]—’éq—di comes fromnm

(2) von Soden, ZA 53, 221: lu[-%e-e!l-di,
where the bracket after lu is due to
a misprint (note the position of the
‘hyphen), since von Soden refers to

(3) Oppenheim, Orientalia 17, 17: [Let me
make knlown, which implies restoration
of lu and specifically refers to

(4) Campbell Thompson: [lu~ge~i]d—di.

In the absence of a preserved lu there is no assur-
ance that the line contained a “veil. B8hl's re-
storation, [adi $£ilddi mdti, "[to the enlds of the
land" (llet Gilgamesj-Epos?, 102; accepted by
Speisexr, ANET, 73; cf. Heidel, GL2 16: "[within
the conf1]nes(°) of the land"), is not less plausi-
ble than those which assume a verb (besides Thomp-

son cf. Landsberger apud Schott, ZA 42, 93 n. 1).

217. E.g., the catalogue of hymn incipits KAR 158: i,5?,
20, 21 bis, 22, 28, 30, 41; ii, 30 bis, 33; rev. iii,
13,19 (cf. also the first peison singular present-
future verbs in i,7; ii, 6,7; rev. iii, 20,23). The
"myth" of Anzu has a similar beginning (see E.
Reiner, RA 51, 107:1-4); cf. also Nergal and
Lreshklgal STT I,28: i, 1'-4' (Gurney, An. St. 10,
108f.: i,1',3%; AJL£3 40d; cf. Gurney, op. cit.,
106, top).
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Ch. II. The Beginnings of Gilgamesh and Enkicu

(GE T,ii, 1-41): _
F : Texts and Frevious Suggestions.

This section of the epic is chosen to illustrate the
combination of independent traditions because of (1) the
apparent availability of several of the antecedent tradi-
tions, (2) the exemplary complexity of the antecedent ma-
terial, which goes beyond anything suspected on the basis
of critical analysis alone, and (3) the inherent interest

of parts of this section for biblists.l

. Texts

1. The late recension

After an introductory statement of theme (I,i,1-8)
and a description of the inimitable walls of Uruk and the
temple Eanna which Gilgamesh buvij+ (9-19), the remainder
of the first column of rablet I Lreaks off. Part of the
missing section apparently described the creation of Gil-
gamesh (see below), the description concluding in col. ii,
1-3 (and followiny?). After a gap of a few lines the text
sets in again with a description of Gilgamesh's oppressive
treatment of the inhabitants of Uruk and their complaint
to the gods (lines 6 or 7ff.). Precisely whét Gilgamesh
was doing is noﬁ altogether clear. In response to the
Urukites' complaint the gods decide to create Enkidu as
Gilgamesh's equal, intending thereby to check his tyranny
(lines 18-32). Enkidu is created in the steppe, living

at first an uncivilized existence with wilc nimals (33~-41).
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E & hunter, whose traps Enkidu had been filling, bringé a
prostitute to draw him away from his animal COmpanions

and toward civilization. After seven Gays of cohabitation
with her Enkicu undergoes a profound change. How sexual
intercouse had this effect on him is not clear,2 but he
now becomes civilized, and in due course is brought to

Uruk to meet Gilgamesh (from 42 through II [Rm 289],ii).

In the following inguiry we will seek the literary
antecedents of GE I, ii, 1-41l. The text we follow is the
composite of Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian fragments
presented by Thompson,3 with some more recently discovered
ad@itions.? This composite text is justified since where
the texts overlap we can see that beyond a few orthographic
variants there is no substantial difference between them,
at least in this section of the epic; this is the situa-
tion which usually seems to obtain vherever we can comparc
the two recensions.S ~The text reads as follows:

1. Yit-tin-%¢ ilu(DINGIR)-ma [%u-lul-ta-8y¢ amelltu]®

2. sa-lam pag-ri-3d [ ]
3. [ull-te-es-bi tla? )
4. [ ] da? = . ]
5. [ 1- lam [ ]
! 6. i-na si-mat x[ x x x] x tum? [ }
7. i-na su-pu-rlul ¥& Uruk(©wue)®! Su-d it-tla )
8. ug-da-ds-$4-dr®  rirma-ni¥ Ya-qd-f xi-I ]

h
9. ul i-¥u géngfgggfgg te-bu-d GISEgk:é(TUKUL.MEg)—[géj
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. ' C-/y
10. ina pu-ug-gi-

7

ru-Zu-slu

n<

{{=1N

s , —C
u te-bu-

11. [it]- ta-ad-aa -ri et1é (GuruS.NES) ¥4 Uruk (UNUA T

ina ku-[ 1
A /
12, ul é;mag—[géx d]Gilgame¥ (GI§.GIN.MA§) maru (DUKU) ana

ab[i] (A[D1) - [¥d]

13. [ur-rla u (moB1i(1686513) i-kad-dir ¥e-xI )

14. {dGilga]mcg({dGIEquﬁ.]MAE?) %[u-é'ré’]u ([SIPA]ID)

ga Ux uk(”"IUG)KI su-[pu-ril
15. gg—é rée u(SIPAD)[ﬁEE? gag -ru gu—pu—u nL—du—u]

l16. ul é;mag—ga{r dgilgame¥ batulta ana  um- Ei -£a

17. ma-rat qu-r[a-di hi-rat et-1i]

18. ta-zi-im-ta- 51—na {;b te- nlm—mc 113nil

19. ilani(DINGIR.MEs) $a-me-mi bEL(EN) Uruk (urue) [¥I....]

20. tul- tab-gl ma-a ri-ma kad-ra [ ]

i e e e ——— o———— —

22. 1na pu-ug fg_-gu te'b—bu~u [xru-’ u~su 1
23. ul d-ma¥-¥ar dGllgameg(Glg.GIN.mAg) mara (DUMU) ana

abi (ap)-¥d: ur-ra u mui(GE 1 1837]) i-kad-dir ¥e-xl ]
24. Yu-f r&’u(s1pap)-ma ¥4 Uruk (unue)*T [su-pu-ril
25. u-d re-2-d-¥i-na-ma u | )
26. qag -ru gu—pn—u mu—du—ﬁ %[ ]

/
27. ul G-ma¥-Yar Gcilgamed (GIZ.GIN.MAY) batulta (SAL.KALAG.

TUR) a-na [un-mi-Ea)

28. ma-rat qu-ra- d1 hl -rat e%—[l}]

29. ;gfgifimfga—di~na i¥-te-nin-me illgg;?](DINGIR[.MEg? 1)

tan)

30. dA—ru -ru is-su- u rabltan(GAL at-ti éA~£g—gg

tab-ni-[i amela €]

A
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. . s . . s
31. e-nin-na bi-ni-i 21—k1r-§g:

ana um(UD =i} llb Dl—gh lu-u ma-[hi ir/8i1?]

32. ll% -ta—-an~na-nu-ma Uruk(UVUG)hI ll% -ta E—[Eig]

33. dA-—ru—ru an- nl ta 1na ge—me—ga.

4; v
zik-ru sa “A- nimn 1D ta-ni ina llbbl(&AG4) 53

W
1=

. [dA] -ru-ru im-ta=-si qa;a(SU )-gg:

35. [ina 591)17 ({EDI]N?) dgn-ki-dd ib-ta-ni qu-ra-du:

i- t—tl ZIR-ti ki-sir

Ninurta (NWIN. IB)

36. [gu]—ﬁﬂ- ur far-ta ka-lu zu- —um-ri-gd:

upepu—us pi-ri-tu kima(GIM)51n—n1¥—Ei

37. 1 tl 1q pl 1r tl—Xu uh-tan- -na-ba ki-na dVlsgba

38. la i-di nigg(UN.MES) u ma-tam-ma:

lu-bu-u¥-ti la-bi¥ klma {GIM) dSumuqan

39. it—ti sabatl(HAY DA. ME§)~ma 1k~ka—la gam—ml

40. it-ti bu-lim mag—qa a i-tip-pir

s
41, . it-ti nam—mag—gi—g ne (A. DFE i-tib 11b-ba-%u

1. Two-thirde of him is god, [one-third of hir is human]

2. The form of his body | ]
3. I clompleted [him ]
a. | | . ]
5. [The florm of [his body ]
6. In the mark of [ ‘ ]
7. At/in the wal[ll]l of Uruk he [ ]

8. He establishes himself supremef like a wild bull,

lofty I ]
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9. The onslaught of his weapon[s]vhas no equal.

10. His fellows stand (ready), waiting for his (command) .9

11. The young men of Uruk are worried in their ...l[ 1

12. Gilgamesh does nct rel[easej the son to his
fat[her]

13. [baly and [nighlt [ ] rages

14, Gilgamesh - he is the shepherd of walled Uruk!

15. He is [our? ] shepherd, mighty, preeminent,
wise!

16. Gilgamesh does not relealse the young woman to her
mother}.

17. P The warrior's daughter, the young man's spouse -

18. {The gbds heard] their outcry.—h

19. The gods of heaven [called] Uruk's lord (Anu) :

20. "Did you not create the mightywild bull?

21. The onslaught of his weapons has no equal.

22. His fellows stand (ready), waiting for his
(command) .

23. Gilgamesh does not release the son to his father.
Day and night [ ) rages.

24. He is the shepherd of [walled] Uruk

25. He is their shepherd and [ ]

26. Mighty, preeminent, wise! [ ? ]

27. Gilgamesh does not release the young woran to

{(her mother],
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—

28. The warrior's daughter, the young man's spouse -

29. The god[s] heard their outcry

30. They called the great Aruru: "You, Aruru, created
{ the man (Gilgamesh) ]

31. Now create his counterpart!; his stormy heart

let him [ ]

32. TLet them contend, that Uruk may have ealsel].”

33. When Aruru heard this, a/the....j of Anu she con-
ceived within her.

34. [Alruru washed her hands, pinched off clay and
spitk upon it.l

35. [On the plailn? she created Enkidu, the valiant:
native/offspring of ce N, R )
Ninurta.

36. [Shalggy with hair is his whole body, he is en-
dowed with a head of hair like a woman's.

37. The locks of his hair grow abundantly like
Nisaba. |

38. He knows neither people noxr (civilized) land:
he is garbed in a garment like Surwugan.

39. Wwith the gazelles he feeds on grass;

40. With the wild beasts he jostleso at thé watering
place;

41. With the teeming creatures he sates his thirst

with water.
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NOTES

E a. Restored from IX, ii, 16 (Jensen).

b. Cf. kI rimi ugdaSaru eli niff, "like a wild bull he
establishes himself supreme over the people" (I, iv,
39, 46; translation follows CADG, 56a.

c- =-c. Following Landsberger, WZKM 56, 125 n. 49; see
discussion below, ch. IV, D.

d. Following Thompson; see discussion below, ch. IV, B.

e. Restoration apparently confirmed by 0ld Babylonian ver-
sion, below ch. II, C. ’

f. See note b. Grayson, ANET3, ad loc., translates
"is made fearful;" since ANETS retained Speiser's
translation "lords it' in the related passages I,
iv, 39, 46, the nearly identical wording of the
three passages is obscured.

g. ©See note ¢~ -c.

h- -h. To construe line 17 as the continuation of line 16
would unbalance the apparent parallelism of 16 with 12;
it would also create some confusion in that 17 would not
specify to whom Gilgamesh does not release the war-
rior's daughter and the noble's spouse, unlike 12
and 16. Following the lead of the Sumerian source,
where it is females who raise the outcry (see below,
ch. IV, D), it seems best to construe line 17 as
casus pendens, anticipating line 18. Although
Oppenheim (Or. 17, 22) construed 17 as the continuation
of 16, he realized that it was the wouen who complained,
concluding this from the feminine suffix on tazzimtaSina;
however, this in itself could bhe a grammatical impre-
cision in the text, to judge from similar passages
quoted below (ch. III, A: K3657: 10; Nabonidus
Cylinder: 9; Vision of the Netherworld:61l) where -¥ina
is used with no possible feminine antecedent.

i. The context seems to demand something like "image,
counterpart, replica" (CaADZ, ll6e following Oppenheim,
or. 17, 23), but the philological justification for
this rendering is uncertain. Schott-von Soden trans-—
late "that which he (Anu) commands," but this based
on the erroneous assumpticn that the break in line 30
mentioned Anu; see note e, ahove.

j. This line is hardly clarified by line 31, where it is
Gilgamesh's zikru which Aruru is to create. Elscewhere

l
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Enkidu is (or is like) Anu's kisru (I,iii,4 and 31,vi,
23; Heidel, JNES 11, 140:7), @nd I suspect that this

may be the intention here. :

This translation is confirmed by the meaning of th
related passage Atrahasis I, 234: ru-u’-tam id-cdu-

e-lu ti-it-ti. For a different conception of the

operation Aruru performs on the clay see Hallo,
17 RAI, 128:8 and the notes thereto on pp. 130,134.

———

c
s
Y

This translation (rather than "in the plain")
follows from the previous note.

This word is variously read as zirti ("begotten,”
GETh 72 sub 35), qulti (*"silence," von Soden, ZA 53,
222); kulti ("Lehmicht?" Schott, ZA 42,95}, kulti <

~ kulti ("herb,“ Dossin, Academie Royale de Belgidue...42,

588 n. 2). Speiser, ANET, 74, and CADI/J, 72c sub b
are noncomnital.

See the discussions of Speiser, ANET, 74 n. 1l4; GETh
73 top; von Soden, AHw, 48Sb sub 9.

See Schott, ZA 42, 96f. and Speiser, ANET, 74 n. 18.

The Hittite Version

Pl

ga—am—ni—ya—an—ta-an UR.SAG—i& “xI ]
dGILGAME%-un ALAM-an Ba-au-ni-ir-ma [fal-la-u% Dmeg~ug(?)].
dgrrcanEl-un ALzt-an Guru BA-up-p-i%- [$i Lé-na-tar(?)]
[p]a—a—ig dU—a¥~ma—a§—¥i UR.SAG~-tar pa—a-ig ¥a[-am-ni-
ir-ma]

Yai-1a-u¥ pReb-yus dGInCAMES-un ALAN-3i palr-ga-a%-ti]

11 AM-MA-TUM. GAB-ma-a%-$i pal-ha-a-a¥-ti 9 wla-ak-$ur(?)]

UZUj | —pi-ub-ma-a%-%i da-lu-ga-a%-ti 3 [ ]

. - mek / Vg s .
(nul KUR.KURmcg hu-u-ma-an-da u—e—ge—es—kl—lz~z[1 na-
v ., - ’
as-kan]
. A\ v Vd
Urly —~ra-ga URU-ri a-ar-as na-as-za-kdn x| ]

\YA
nu-za UD.KAM—-ti-1i %A YWWy-ra-ga LUMES K[AL ]
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P 74 . . R P
i 13 tar-ah-hi-ig-ki-u-wa-an da-a-i¥ nu SMA[H ]
w v -

v y ) v -
14 na-a¥-kdn 9GILGAMES-2¥ IMteS_a¥ an-dia

(=]

15 d[M]Ag—aX—ma?[ 1x~-an a-ug—t[a ]
v .
16 [n]a—a[g—za S]ibl—ig?-gii? kalr-tim-mi-

ya[-at-ta-at]

: - ‘
17 nu DMeS §u—u—m[a—an—te—e§ pldr-ra-an-tal ]
i8 tu—li—ya—ag p[fldi (?) -aln pa-it nuf ]
19 u-ni-in-wa ku-[in dGILGAMEg—un (?) g]a—am—ni-ya—at—

t[e?-en?]

20 nu am-mu-uk | ) g]a—am—ni—ya—nu—
uln ]
v . .
21 na-afs-1x|{ ' aln-da im-mi-y[a- ]
1 [nu Dme]g gu—u~ma—an—te-[eg. ]
v
2 [UR.5AG-iln 9GILGAMES-un| ]
a. WY Yy ‘mes
3 ["GILGAMES-u)s-sa-wa LU -~ K[AL X X X X ]
4 ' —a]g e—ni—ég—ga—a[n ig*ta—ma—ag—ta nu—kéh

Suian-a)%

5 ~a]z-za mi-i-tar ar—ga da—a—ag na~ég~k51n i-yal-
. v
an-ni-es
. 4. . 4 . v
6 U]JR.SAG-in En-ki-ta-an LIL-ri an-da sl[a-alm-
ni-ya-at
.V . v ot .
7 UR., }81.G-1is dEn—k1—~ta—as LIL-xi an-d [a]?

ra'd v > v . v V.
8 . [na-an MAS.]amnskbi:a ¢al-la-nu-us—kan-zi nu-us-si x
.2 .
9 x[-x-x]zi nu ku-e-cz MAS . ANSERT -2 d-e-¥i ~[ya-u-wa-

an-zi]

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.com



10 i-yla-at?-lta-ri dEn—ki-d[u—u]§—§%-ma—a§—ta [GAM-an

i-ya-at-ta-ril

_—

11 ;[a—ku—r]u—u—wa—u—wa—an—zi—ya [ku~e-ez i-ya-at?-ta-ri]

12 [dEn—k]i—du—ga—ag—ma—aE GAM-a[n i-ya-at-ta-ri 1

3. (When he was) created, the heroic god[s? ]

4. Gilgamesh's form. [the great gods] made

5. Gilgamesh's form. The heavenly sun-god to him [man-
liness({?)]

6. gave. The storm-god gave him heroism. Crleated]

7. the great gods Gilgamesh. His stature (lit. form)
in height ‘ .

8. (was) eleven cubits; his chest was nine w[akngs(?)]

wide;
9. his ... (part of body) was three [ ] long.
1C. All lands he kept roaming. [ ]
11. %o the city of Uruk he came. EHe did... | ]

12. Daily the young men of Uruk
13. He kept on besting.® The mothler]- goddess| ]

14. And in/among the winds (of?) Gilgamesh [ ]

L

15. %he [molther-geddess saw [

16. And [ ] in her heart she becanme éngry.
17. Al[1l] the gods [went] across/beyond | ]
18. To the pllace?] of assenmbly | ] she went

[and said?]

19. “"that [Gilgamesh whlom] ylou(?) (pl)] have [clreated,

E
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i 20. I have [clreated [his equal(?) "]
% _ 21. She nixed [tlogether [ ]
: 1. All [the godls [ : ]
2. [The valian]t Gilgamesh (accusative} [ 1:
3. "And [Gilgamesh] the yolungl men (accusative)
[ M
4. [ ] thus she heard. And the mother-goddess
5. {from ] took away growth(?) and she went
(away [?])
6. | the valliant Enkidu she created in the
steppe
7. 1 the vall}iant Enkidu in the steppe

8. '[and the wild] beasts raise him, and to him

9. they [ 1. Whercver the wild beasts to

grlaze]
10. glol, Enkidu goes [with] them,
11. and [wherever they go] to water,

12. [Enklidu [goes] with them.

NOTE

a. The verb is tarh (without the particle -za) "triumph;"
while the verb is frequently used in military contexts,
the adverb "daily" suggests a contest or single com-
bat; in Gurparanzahu 23' the verb is used for winning

A an archery contest. .See discussion below, ch. III, C.
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3. 014 Babylonian material

The 0ld Babylonian version of part of this section
came to light about twenty years ago at the University
Museum in Philadelphia. The text is 2N-T79, which I

have in transliteration by E. A. Speiser.7

L ] is-su-u ra-bi-[tam]
[ ] a-wi-lam ma-a-dal
[ 1-su ¥a da-an e-mu-ga

-

—— —— — — r—

1li- lSj -ta-an-na-an-ma UruaKI li—ig—[gggﬁgi—igl

[ 1-zu a - ha - Egg

[ J-ti-ma iz - za - kar

[ iJa-a-ru tab-ni-i a-wi-lam

Lines 1-4 correspond with the Neo-Assyrian version's
lines 30-32, though line 3 represents a substantial
variant from the latter's 31. da-an e-mu-ga recalls the
Neo-2ssyrian version's I, iii, 3f.; v, 3; vi, 2, all
describing Enkidu, and v, 18 describing Gilgamesh as

danna enmuga eliki i¥i, *mightier in strength than you

(Enkidu) .* Here in the 0ld Babylonian text this quality
Aof‘Enkidu's is one of those prescribed for him before his‘
creation, and the passage clearly intends to make him
Gilgamesh's equal in this respect kor almost so). Lines
I 5-6 have no counterpart in the Neo-Assyrian version;

line 7 may repeat line 2.

TP

E Much of the 0ld Babylonian version's picture of Enkidu

is inferrable from its description of how he becomes civi-
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lized (GEP cols. ii and iii). Enkidu's life with the
animals is mentioned by the prostitute in ii, 12f.:

. . . . v - . s
am-mi-pim it-ti na-ma-as-te-e Why with the wild creatures

;g—g;—gg—[gi}—;g—gg se-ra-—am do you range over the steppe?

From ii, 27-30 where the prostitute clothes Enkidu, and

from iii, 26, jlbag libgam, we learn that he was until now

naked. His diet is described in iii:

1. gi-iz-ba ga na-ma-ad-te-e The milk of wild creatures

e B Do Stan  Gr——— — —— O,

2., i-te-en-ni-ig he was wont to suck.
6. u-ul i-di dEB‘Ei‘@ElO Nothing does Enkidu know
7. aklam (NINDA) a-na a-ka of eating bread;
lim
V. _~ . .
8. sikaram (KAS) a-na Tc drink strong drink

ga-te-e-em

—— — Omm————

9. la-a lum-mu-ud o ‘he has not been taught.
The end of ccl. ii, which immediately precedes the lines
just guoted, may have described Enkidu's erstwhile food -
likely grass, as in the late recension. Col. iii, 22f.,
apparently refer to his hairiness:

: ul-tap-pi-it [ma-1i)-i®

¥u-hu-ra-an pa—ga—ar—gu
— W

—— i Bas o Greninitn S—

He rubbed [the shaggy growlth,

The hair of his body.

The general picture conveyed in the 0ld Babylonian

recension agrees with that of the late recension; there
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are variations in detail, but none is necessarily con-
tradictory. Both recensions agree that Enkidu ranged the

steppe with wild animals and was hairy; both agree that

WWW«J

he was unaccustomed to human food, but whether the missing
section of the 0ld Babylonian recension specified, like
the late recension, that he ate grass and drank water can-
not be stated with certainty, although it seems implied;
the 0Old Babylonian recension adds that he drank the milk
of wild creatures, presumably in infancy; the guestion of
clothing is uncertain: the late recension's “garbed in

a garment like Sumugan" has been taken to mean naked,? in
agreement with the apparent implication of the 0ld
Babylonian recension, but the phrase “"in a garment"

seems to imply some sort of skin garment.l0 It must be
kept in mind when comparing the ivo recensions on the
appearance of Enkidu thaﬁ we are not comparing sections

11 The

which correspond to each other in the narrative.
late recension's parallel to Enkidu's meeting with the
shepherds, where he was first introduced to the ways of
civilization, was publiéhed by Heidel in 1952,12 but is
too poorly preserved to reveal what its versioﬁ of these
details was; while the 0ld Babylonian version of the
description of Enkidu at creation is still unavailable.

We thercfore cannot judgé whether each recension was in-
ternally consistent on these details. The Hittite version

ignores Enkidu's hairiness and clothing or lack of it

and specifics that he grazed and drank where the animals

E
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did, as does the late recension; one additionzal detail is
unfortunately obliterated. The Hittite version's state-

ment that the wild animals "raised" Enkidu is not

—

paralleled in those sections of the Akkadian versions

which we have been discussing, but is paralleled in the

. . 3
late recension, VIII, i, 2ff !

d

2. En-[ki-du ib-ri ummla-k sabitu a-ka-a-nu a-bu-ka

. v
ilb-nu-ul-ka ka-z-sa

4. [§éri?] a-di kal me-re-e...

Enkidu, [my friend] your mother a gazelle, a wild-
ass your father, produced you;
They whose mark is their tails reared thee, and the

cattle [of the steppe] and of all the pastures...l4

B. Literary antecedents and affinities:
r Suggestions to date.

Probably because of its poor state of preservation
little work has been done in seeking literary antecedents
of the late recension's description of the creation of
Gilgamesh. Oppenheim,15 however, was able to observe
that the traces in line 3 permit the restofation {gli§]~
te-es-bi (he added the suffix-s[ul); he then pointed out

the resemblance to Fnuma Rlish I, 91 which employs the

same verb in a similar situation. Although he added
that Gilgamesh's mother (whom he believed to be the sub-

ject of the verb) scemed to have followed the example of

-
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what was done in Enuma Elish, he offered no conclusions

on the literary relationship between the two passages.

—

Beczuse of the better condition of the Hittite recension

at this point, Otten16

was able to point out several rele-
vant parallels, including the endowing of qualities by

the gods in other Hittite texts and the predetermination
of the hero's bodily dimensions in the Sumerian inscrip-

tion of Eannatum on the Stele of the Vultures. He, too,

however, drew nc literary-critical conclusions.

The rest of our passage has received considerably

more attention. In his 1944 study17

‘ramer divided the
chain of events culminating in the friendship of Gil-
gamesh and Enkidu into seven sections: (1) The Tyranny

of Gilgamesh, (2) The Creation of Enkidu, (3) Enkidu and
the Trapper, (4) The 'Fall' of Enkidu, (5) The Dreams of
Gilgamesh, (6) The Civilizing of Enkidu, (7) The Strugglcg18
In searching for prototypes of these themes Kramer suggested
that for "The Tyranny of Gilgamesh, with its pukku motif,

we may find its Sumerian source in the poem 'Gilgamesh,
Enkidu, and the Hether World‘."l9 For the rest Kramer was
unable to point to specific sources, although he felt that

"the mytho-epic motifs in The Creation of Enkidu (note the

Sumerian god-names Ninurta, Nidaba, and Sumugan) , The

Dreans of Gilgamesh, and The Struggle, certainly reflect

20

Sumerian sources." As for the remaining episodes,

Enkidu and the Trapper, The 'Fall' of knkidu, and the
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Civilizing of Enkidu, no sources or provenance could be

suggested.

Kramer argued that the chain of events as a whole,

"J
=)
!

as it appears in the late recension, was created ad hoc
for the purposes of the epic, and that therefore "we may
safely assume that we will find no Sumerian counterpart
of the chein of incidents as linked in the epic.“21 But
he presumed that prototypes would be found for individual
incidents in the plot chain, and that these need not

always be Gilgamesh tales.22

Several decades earlier Jastrow had argued on the
basis of his internal analysis of the epic (or what was
then available of it) that most or all of the episode of
“Enkidu [called Eabani in those day523], the Hierodule,
and the Hunter" was actually taken from an independent
tale of Enkidu that was originally unrelated to Gilga-
mesh.24 Jastrow supposed, in fact, that a complete “Eabani"
narrative once existed.2® Jastrow's view agrees with
Kramer's in assuming that the source was not (or not en-
tirely) related to Gilgamesh tales. On the other hand,
it is unlike Kramer's in implying that several elements
of the plot chain were already linked in the source.
Jastrow argued that the description of Enkidu was influ-

26 while

enced by mythological ideas of hybrid bheast-men,
Enkidu's creation recalls the Diblical creation story

in CGen. 2; we seem to have in this episode
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an ancient legend forming part of some tradition
regarding the beginnings of man's history, and
which has been beought intc connection with the
Gilgamesh Epic.2

We...recognize in the story of Enkidu...an attempt
to trace the evolution of primitive man from low
beginnings to the regular and orderly family life
associated with advanced culture.

Stripped of the connection with the Gilgamesh Epic
the Eabani-Ukhat [the former reading of the o
prostitute's name or profession, now read gamgatzJ]
episode reverts to some popular tradition Yecalling
the separation of man from the early savage state
when he lived his life with the animals about
him...the figure of Enkicdu is as close an approach
to the 'first man' as one can expect to find in
Babylonian literature.3

Jastrow argued his case on the basis of both
internal and external evidence. The argument from within
the epic is as follows:

1. The name Eabani implies that its becarer was
create? Ly Ea, but the epic has him created by Aruru;
hence traditions have been mixed here.3!

2. Who Enkidu originally was we cannot say, "but he
has been used as an appropriate personage to whom to
attach conditions that aim to recall the primitive state
of the human race." The description of Enkidu shows “that
he belongs to an entirely different period of culture from
the one represented by Gilgamesh, who belongs to a different
age.n32

3. "The course of the narrative is not affected by

the narrative of Enkidu's career, which has been deliberately

and rather artistically forced into connection with

633

Gilgamesh.
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—

4. “We should expect a hero like Gilgamesh to pro-
ceed directly against Enkidu. The introduction of
[the hunter in an intermediary role] is a further cause

’

for suspecting the original existence of an independent
Eabani story.“34
5. When Enkidu is taken to Uruk and Gilgamesh, the
episode of Enkidu and the prostitute comes to an abrupt
end, with no reason given for her disappearance.35
6. Enkidu takes no difect part in the adventures
on which he accompanies Gilgamesh: in the fight against
Huwawa Gilgamesh alone is celebrated as victor. Enkicdu
really has nothing to do with the insult to Ishtar and
the Bull of Heaven episode. And why should Enkidu suffer
stiffer punishment than Gilgamesh, the real of fender?36
- Latexr, as noted above in ch. I, A, Jastrow reversed this
argu.ent, holding that Enkidu was the original hero of
the Huwawa and Bull of Heaven episodes, which were secon-
darily transferxed to Gilgamesh.37
7. Although Gilgamesh bewails Enkidu's death, his
career proceeds undisturbed; Enkidu's disappearance is as
superfluous as his introduction so far as the adventures
of Gilgamesh are concerned. 38 |
Jastrow concludes that the "Eabani-Ukhat" episode is
attached to the career of Gilgamesh just as the flood story
is at the end of the epic. le compares the method of com-

position of the epic to that of the Arabian romance of

| Antar and The Thousand and One Kights.3
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Jastrow's argument .from external evidence is based

on the Biblical account of the creation and fall of man

—

in Gen. 2-3.32 He noted the following simiiarities:

1. Enkidu and Adam are createé of earth, to which
both return at death. |

2. 1In the original form of the "Eabani Epic”
Enkidu recognized in the prostitute (rather than in
Gilgamesh) a companion, as Eve was a "mate" worthy of
Adam,.

3. Enkidu and Adam are led away from affiliation
(sexual) with animals into sexual contact with their
women.

4. Fnkidu and the prostitute are naked, the latter
unabashed, as Adam and Eve are naked and unabashed.

5. Adam is led by Eve and tie serpent to awareness

of his human dignity and péwex,.apd Enkidu is led by the
prostitute and the hunter to a higher form of existence.

6. In Genesis this attainment eventually leads to
death; Enkidu cuises the prostitute and the hunter for
bringing death upon him.

7. The names Eve (kKhawwa)and "Ukhat" are related.

8. The hunter brings the prostitute td Enkidu, much
as the serpent brings Eve to Adam. Both women take the
initiative and conguer the men by arousing their sexual
passion or instinct.

9. The prostitute prbmises Enkidu that he will

become divine,40 much as the serpent prowmises Adam and Eve.
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Jastroﬁ concludes that the “Eabani-Ukhat" episode
qonstitutes “a Babylonian counterpart to certain phases
of the Biblical story of Adam and Eve," Stemming from a
common tradition "regarding the beginning of things, and
man's early adventures and method of life,” whiéh tra-
dition was developed by Israel and Babylonia each in its

own peculiar way.42

In the seven decades that have passed since Jastrow
first published these arguments, fuller knowledge of the
text of the epic has not surprisingly weakened or nulli-
field a few of his arguments. Those Qased on the name
“Ukhat® fell when its correct reading, gambat, was
recognized.43 It is not true that Enkidu's death has
no effect on Gilgamesh's career; it is, in fact, the

44 Jastrow himself later

turning point in the cpic.
modified his original theory in several respects, as

noted above. We needn't review these modifications in
detail, since here we are concerned only with the argu-
ments concerning the creation and early life of Enkidu,

which remained unchanged: Enkidu reflected traditions

concerning the rise of mankind to civilization.

Several writers after Jastrow accepted the view that

Enkidu somchow reflected Mesopotamian notions of the

carly history of mankind. S. R. Driver saw the parallel
between Enkidu, Adam, and the original state of mankind

as described in the Sumerian Lahar and Ashnan - a text

|
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whose relevance we will stress below.%? Xramer noted in
a general way that "the civilizing process which Enkidu
underwent [may reflect] a Babylonian view of human develop-

ment in general.“46

More recently van Dijk held it
possible that the creation of Enkidu reflects an Uruk
version of the creation of mankind by An; he cites other
references to the creation of the seed of mankind by

Aruru. 47

On the other hand, a similarity between the descrip-
tion of Enkidu and certain stock descriptions of
Amorites has been noticed by some writers. Already
Jastrow and Clay, in arguing for Enkidu's Amorite
origins, stated vaguely that I, ii, 39f. and parallels
("He ate herbs with the gazellez,/Drank out of a trough
with cattle") "may rest on a tradition of an Amorite in-
vasion of Babylcnia.“48 Jensen saw Enkidu as a wild
nomad and pillager, his friendship with Gilgamesh re-
presenting the uiion between urban king and the - perhaps
sedentarized - bcdouins,49 while Thompson saw their
meeting as expressing the superiority of the city over the

desert.50

In a study of the character of Enkidu Dossin
took the entire epic to symbolize the meeting of the
civiliéed urban dwellers of Mesopotamia, represented by
Gilgamesh, with the plundering, uncivilized Amorite |
nomads, represented by Enkidu.Sl Oppenheim, too, referred

to "the milieu of the Arorite rulers before they moved into

the capitals of Mesopotamia...when the desert was still

|
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their home...%32 Similar views have been expressed more
recently by Gadd and Reiner. In the next four chapters

we shall evaluate these suggestions in the course of

seeking the literary affinities and especially antecedents
of the four episcdes into which GE I, ii, 1-41 may be
divided: the creation of Gilgamesh (ch. III), the oppression
of Uruk (ch. IV), the creation of Enkidu (ch. V), and the

early life of Enkidu (ch. VI).
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NOTES TO Ch. II

1. For the parallels with the Biblical Eden narrative
see Jastrow, AJSL 15, 193-214; Bailey, JBL 89,
137-156. For the parallel with the description of
Nebuchadnezzar in Dan. 4 see Tigay, "Garden of Eden,"
in the forthceming Encyclovedia Judaica (already
noted by Jensen, Das Gilgamesch-Epos in der
Weltliteratur, Vol. I, 195ff. C. A. Williams,
Oriental Affinities of the Legend of the Hairy
Anchorite, Part I, 50f. [ref. courtesy of Prof.

T. H. Gasterl]).

2. The prostitute's human intelligence is transferred to
Enkidu through intercourse; one is reminded of the
notion of transfer %f gualities through intercourse.
See Gaster, Thespis® 257f.; IDB I, 13lb. For another

explanation see Stamm As. Stud. 6, 23f.

. 3. GETh. pl. I.

4. The NB fragment LM 34248 is recopied and joined with
Rm 785 by Lambert in CT 46:19, adding some parts of
lines previously unknown.

5. So Kupper, in GSL p. 99, on the basis of admittedly
‘meager evidence (but he seems to have ignored BM
34242} .

6. TFor the text, including restorations, Otten, Istan-
buler Mitteilungen 8, pp. 98f., 118-120; Laroche,
RHA &2, 121f. For an earlier study see Friedrich, ZANF 5,
2-5, 32-39. Translations and notes are given by
Friedrich and Otten; translations of parts are found
in Heidel, GE2 17; and Schott-von Soden, Das Gilga-
mesch-Epos, 19f. Not being a Hittitolcgist I am
dependent on the above works for translation. Proz.

" Hoffner reviewed the material with me and supplied a
more literal translation to facilitate comparison with
the Akkadian text; the final wording, however, is my
own responsibility. :

7. Kindly provided by 2. Sjbberg and Eichler; I first
learned of the text from the reference by Shaffer,
p. 23.

8. Schott, 3A 42, 104f.; Speiser, ANET, 77 n. 49.

9. Jasirow, AJSL 15, 200; Albright, JAOS 40, 320.

10. Oppenheim, Or. 17, 24 n. 4.

|

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



11. As Oppenheim, ibid., 26-29, may have assumed.

12. JNES 11, 140-143.

13. Pointed out by Otten, Ist. Mit, 8, 121, § 6.
14. Gurney, JCS 8, 92, 94; Speiser, ggggz, 5144d.
15. Or. 17, 20f.

16. Ist. Mit. 8, 118-120.

17. “"the Epic of Gilgamesh and its Sumerian Sources,"”
JROS 64, 7-23,83.

18. 1Ibid., 18.

19. Ibid., 19, 20. This suggestion was seconded by
Ranke, ZA 4%, 47 n. 2, and later by Shaffer, but re-
jected by Bbhl, MVEOL 7, 174, and, by implication,
Landsberger, WZKH 56, 125 n. 49.

20. Op. cit. p. 19.
21. Ibid.
22. Ibid.
. 23. For the shift to the reading Enkidu see Jastrow-

Clay, YOS IV/3, 24 with n. 21, with reference to
Ungnad, OLZ 1910, 306.

24. Jastrow, RBA, ch. 23; AJSL 15, 191ff.; YOR IV/3,

32-47; 272 13, 288-301; cf. Lambert, GSL, 51.

25. AJSL 15, 217,

26. RBA 474f.; AJSL 15, 200.

27. RBAL 476-478; cf. AJSL 15, 197-204.
28. YOR IV/3, 40; cf. AJSL 15, 200.

29. See Jensen, KB VI/1, 375f. sub 2.6.
30. AJSL 15, 204.

31. Ibid., 199f.

F 32. Ibid., 200.

33. 1Ibid.

i
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r 34. ;g;g.»

35. Ibid. 202f.

36. Ibid. 203.

37. YOR 1IV/3, 36ff.

38. AJSL 15, 203.

39. TIbid., 203f. For Jastrow's analysis of GE XI see ZA
F 13, 288-301.

40. AJSL 15, 198f., 205-214. The relationship to the
B1b11cal narrative was accepted by Driver, Genesis,
41 n. 2; it was rejected by Stade, ZAW 23, 174f.;
Gordon, The Early Traditions of Gene51s, 56f£.;
T. K. Cheyne, Traditions and Bellefs, 73 n. 3;
P. Heinisch, Gene 1s, 132, TFor the most recent study
see Bailey, JBL 89, 137-150.

41. AJSL 15, 202 n. 33.
42. 1Ibid. 214.

43. Above, n. 29.

44, See above, ch. I, B.

45. Driver, Genesis, p. 41 n. 2; he refers to SRT p. 28:

19-24 and Burrows, JRAS 1926, 319.

46. JnOS 64, 9 n. 5; cf. N. K. Sandars, The Epic of
Gilgamesh, 31.

47. Act. Or. 28, 24. BA4ad now: Hallo, 17°RAI, 128:8.
48. YOR IV/3, 25.

49, OLZ 1929, 651.

50. GETh, 7.
51. G. Dossin, Bull. Academie Royale de Belgique 42,
589 Dossin argued that the bedouin motif was in fact
abylonlan reinterpretation of the orlglnal Sumerian
Ver51on s picture of Enkicdu as a MaCdan.

r 52. AM, 372 n. 41; cf. Or. 17, 24 n. 5.

53. Irag 28, 108 n. 13.
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54. Languages and Areas, 118. However, Reiner is more
cautious thnan her predecessors on this Su‘)JQCL,
distinguishing betwecen hurmenizing and urbanizing as
two separate steps in Enkidu's develcpment.
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Ch. III. Literarv Antecedents and hffinities
of the Creation of Gilgamesh

The description of the birth of Marduk in Enuma
Elish, cited by 0ppenheim,l resembles the creation of
Gilgamesh in several respects. Both passages describe

a hero's birth or creation, use the verb guteggg, are

interested in the subject's bodily appearance, and in
portions or types of divinity. Gilgamesh is "two-thirds

god, one third human,"” while Marduk is given ¥Yunnat ilussu,

"Yunnatu of his2 divinity.“3 The meaning of the latter
. . . 4
- is debated, some taking Yunnatu as "equality,"  others as

"3 others as "different® (in his

"a double portion,
divinity, from the other gods).6 Nor is the meaning of
Gilgamesh's being "two-thirds god, one third human®

entirely clear; its closest parallel seems to be with

Lu-Nznns, who was 2/3-bi NUN.ME-e-ne: ¥inipat apkalli,

“two thirds gpkallu.“7 Nevertheless the general similarity
between the Gilgamesh and Enuma Elish passages scemrs

fairly clear.

However it cannot be confidently suggested that
Enuma Elish served as a source from which the Gilgamesh
Epic drew this description. Lambert has argued in recent
years that Enuma Elish was only composed after Nebuchad-
nezzar I (1124-1103) recovered Marduk's statue from Elam;8
there are, in fact, no texts of Enuma Elish antedating

the first millennium BC; on the other hand the canonical

‘ -
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version of the Gilgamesh Epic is thought to go back to the
Kassite period,9 and a date at least as early as c.1400
for the passage under discussion - though not for the exact
wording of the text - is assured by the presence of a cor-
responding section in the Hittite recension.lo The early
date of this section urges caution regarding possible de-
pendence on Lnuma Elish. Furthermore, the additional ma-
terial found in the Hittite recension increases the number

of details which may serve as a basis for comparison, and

leads to a different conclusion.

In comparing the Hittite and the late recensions
what stands out most prominently is the Hittite's
E ALAmmggfgi, " (his) form," menticned three times (lines 4,

5, 7), corresponding to the late recension's §a1am pagrigu,

"the form of his body" (line 2, perhaps 5). Not much can
be made of the correspondence of amélitu (GE I,ii,1)

and the restored Eéfgg~§§£.(ni£tite, line 5), even
supposing the rostoration to be correct, since Lﬁ~na~tar

means "manliness," corresponding to Akkadian etlutu,

zikgﬁtu,ll vhile am€lutu means “humanity." The term

Xutesbﬁ also implies a context similar to the Hittite

version: divine endowment of a king's features and qual-
jties before or at his birth. This is the context in

which the verb occurs in Enuma Elish I, 79ff. BApart from

12

I
an obscure passage where a.snake gutegbub a man, the

Enuma Elish and GL passages are practically the only cases
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) ‘- -~ V o .
where the object of sutesbu is a person.13 Elsewvhere

this form of the verb refers to the construction of
buildings (once to sacred rites),l4 and this is what
Speiser seems to have had in mind in his note on Enuma
Flish I, °1 (where he translated "rendered him perfect")

’0
stating that "the technical term ¥utesbu refers primarily

to the final inspection of their work by craftsmen be-

"15

fore it is pronounced ready for use. But the D-form

of the same root (gubbﬁ; the D-stem of a root can oftén

be similar to or synonymous with the ¥ stenl®) is used
with persons in contexts similar to our own - the birth
sections of royal inscriptionsl7 - and it is rather this
usage to which our cases seem related. In these inscrip-
tions the kings often describe how various gods endowod

them with their qualities and features, which is pre-

cisely what we finc in the Hittite recension. Assurbanipalt,
for example, describes himself as one
! 5. [%a 9a¥dur] ab iléfnir"‘Eg ina 1ibbil% ummi-ia ¥i-mat

6. [Eg_dNin]~lil ummu rabi-tu a-na be-lut mati u

LS P r . .
niSe¥ES taz-ku-ra [ni-bit-su?]

7. [ Fec %an alam-dim-ne-e b8lu-u-ti u-gab-bu-u u(?)-...
g. [ 91sin ilu cl-lu a%-%u e-pe¥ Yarru-ti-ia u¥-tak-1i-

ma S2lganigti it-tla~a-a-ti....]

] 3 . / . . . .
9. [¥anas 9adad?lpa-ru-td ¥i-pir la in-nin-nu-u

Vs -
d-mal-lu-u qattl-u-a
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MES

10. [%Mar)duk apkal il&ni uz-nu ngggfggfgg

- L~ 7 . . . . . . 1v .
E 11. 9wabd fup-Yar gim-ri ih-zi ne-me-gi-%u i-gi-Sa-an-ni
a-na gif-ti

12. 9ginurta %Nergal dun-ni zik-ru-ti e-mu-gi la ¥a-na-a

u-far-2d-u gat-ti

5. [For whom Assur], father of the gods, decreed a kingly
destiny while I was still in my mother's womb,
6. [Whose name Nin]lil the great mother (of the gods)

E named for the rulership of the land and people,

7. [ Jwhose features the mother-goddess made into the
image of a lord...;

8. [2)Sin, the holy god, caused me to see good omen[s]
that I might exercise sovereignty;

9. I[srzmash and Adad] entrusted to me the never-failing

crai+t of divination;

10. [Mar]duk, sage of the gods, gave me a gift of great
intelligence and broad understanding;

ll.A Nabu, the universal scribe, made me a present of the
precepts of his wisdom;

12. WNinurta and Nergal endowed my -body with heroic strength

ﬁ and unmatched physical vigor.18

Line 7 of this inscription contains the verb gubbﬁ with

the object alamdinrmu, "inage," similar to galmu used in

. . s . . s A .
F GE I, ii, 2 (and 57?); other inscriptions use subbu with
the similar nabnitu, “"form, feature;" thc noun salmu is

uscd with this verlb once, though referring to an engraved
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E image rather than the King's endowrents. 1’

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
E 17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23,

24,

inscriptions of

bodily dirensions:

162

This topos can be traced back to Sumerian royal

23

. Gres 7 s
iv,9. [%Eiln~-gir-su-[kleyg

[a]ré’—[an]—na—tﬁm
[$a-gal
[Sul-ba-ni-du,-ga
[dNin—pur—sag~ge]
[i-tud]
[ﬁ—an—na—tﬁh—da]
[dNin—gur]—s[ag]
mu-da-hil
dInanna-—ko4

/ . .
a! nmu-ni-dib

N

E-an—na
dInanna

/7
eb-galag—ka—ka—a—tum
nu mu—ni—sa4
dNin—Qur—sag—ra
\ o =
dug zid-da-na

mu-ni-tud

Stele of the Vultures2l (iv,9—v,15)22 is strikingly

Ningirsu

the seed of Eannatum
in the womb
implanted

(and) HNinhursag

bore (him).

COvzir Bannatum
Ninhursag

fejoiced.

Inanna

the pre-Sargonic period.20 The descrip-

F tion of Eannatum's (25th or 24th century) birth on the

similar to the description of Gilgamesh's birth in the

Hittite version, with its stress on divine endowment of

took hinr in (her) arm/by (his) arm

4~ vpanna-
Inanna-
Ebgalakakatum““a
she named hini.
For Ninhursag

on her (Ninhursag's)

she seated him,

right knee
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27. dNin—}‘}ur—sag-ge and Ninhursag
i 28. ubur-zid-da-ni with her right breast
E 2. d —[kgl nursed himn.
E v,1l. f—an—na—tém Over Eannatum,
I 2. a—gg—ga gu—dull—ga the seed implanted in the womb
3. dNin—gir—su-ka—da by Ningirsu,
4. Nin-gir-su Ningirsu
5. mu—da~§61 rejoiced.
6. dNin—gir—su—ke4 Ningirsu
7. zapayb—ni his span
8. mu-ni-ra placed upon him;
é 9. ku¥ iélame (to a height of) five cubits
10. kﬁg—afﬁe his forearm
1l1. wmu-ni-ra he placed upon him,
12. kud-id . zapah asa (making his total height) five
cubits and one span.
13. Nin—gir—su—ke4 Ningirsu
14, nam-gal—gﬁl—da in great joy
15. | ] Augal'? [ 1 king(2)...
NOTES
a- -a. bMeaning: “Fit-for-the-Eanna (-Temple)-of Inanna-

b. For this reading of %u.BaD see Landsberger, WZKM 56,
l0°f.

i All this suggests that the description of Gilgamesh's

creation is modeled on such sections of royal inscriptions.

This is certainly clear from the Hittite version and enough
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remains of the late recension to point unmistakably to

the same conclusion for it. Something very much like

s emems

these descriptions is found in GE I, v, 21f:

d.. v dv. v .
Gilgamed “Sama$ i-ram-fu-ma

. ¢ . 7
2-nu-um En-1i1 u %Ea u-rap-pi-fu w-zu-un-¥o

Gilgamesh--of him Shamash is fond,
Anu, Enlil, and Ea have broadened his wisdom.
A few lines earlier (16-18) Gilgamesh is described as:

et-lu-ta ba-ni bhal-ta i-%i

zu->-na [ku-ulz-ba ka-lu zu-um-ri-fu

dan-na e-mu-gae...

radiant with manhood, vigor he has,

with ripeness gorgeous is the whole of his body.
Mighty in strength...
Otten called attention to these lines as a possible basis
for restoring what is missing in the Hittite recension.24

They are equally suggestive of what may have been found

in the breaks in the late recension in I, ii, 1£ff. Other

passages in the late recension may likewise repeat ma-
terial which was in I, ii, 1ff. Especially deserving

of attention because of its immediate connection with

“two thirds of him is divine, one third of him is human”

o o= .MEY
(IX, ii, 16, as in I, ii, 1) is I, ii, 14: ¥&r i1&ni"FS

gg—musjgg, "his body is the flesh of the gods.” Another
passage which speaks of a divine endowment is IIXL, ii, 10
(addressed to Shamash): _;ipfg;_lg sa-li-la te-mid-su,

“you endowed him with a restless heart.” That these
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descriptions of the hero in the course of the epic should

echo the descripticn of his creation is natural.

That the Hittite version of Gilgamesh's creation
goes back to a Mesopotamian original is further suggested
by the absence of such motifs in Hittite literature fiom
which the Hittite scribe might have drawn. The only thing
of the sort is found in a myth of Hurrian provenance, the
very text upon which Laroche based the restoration men-

o o . 25
tioned above, "Xingship in Heaven.'

In the relevant
passage the as-yet unborn storm-god declares:

The earth will give me its strength, the sky will
g give me its valor, Anus will give me his manliness,
Kumarbis will give me his wisdom, Naras will give me
his..., Napsaras will give me his...26

This passage, however, says nothing of the divine endownent

F of dimensions, such as we find in the Hittite version.

otten refers2/ to two passages which describe creatures'
dimensions, but these say nothing of divine endowment at
birth. If any degree at all of non-iesopotamian influence
may be detected in this section of the Hittite version,

_ it is to be found not in the basic outline but in variant
details such as the prominent position of the storm-god

in the endowment section.28

We conclude, then, that the description of the
creation of Gilgamesh gocs back at least to the Middle

Babylonian period, as evidenced by its presence in the

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:-owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanw.manaraa.com



166

Hittite version; that the Akkadian Vorlage of this part
has been substantially preserved in the late recen ion,
with which the Hittite version appears to be in agreement;
and that this Vorlage was modeled on the sections of royal
inscriptions which describe the divine endowment of kings'

gualities and features before or at their birth.

Tn view of the numerous parallels between royal

inscriptions and royal hymns,29

and of the biographical
content of the latter,30 it would not be surprising to
findé this Egggg in the royal hymns as well. The hymns
do indeed contain numerous formulas of the tvpe "endowed
with such-and-such a quality by the goi’ so-and-soc." TFor

-

example Shulgi describes himself as one who was
ds'.l >€n"e. «c e

_ s nd ¥
ham-ur-sag nam-kal-ga nam-ti-ni-dujg sag-e-es

. % N a .
r1g7—ga a-mah-si-ma-- nu-nam-nir-ra

-

granted heroism, might, and life in joy by Sin....,
s . .3
endoved with outstanding power by Nunamnir. 1
R In a hymn of Lipit—Ishtar32 we find a series of such epithets
which is quite comparable to the series recited in the Ashur-
banipal inscription guoted above:’ Lipit-Ishtar was given
his royal crown by An, scepter by Enlil, a favorable
destiny by Ninlil, enduring chaxms by Nintu, was spoken

to faithfully by Nanna, clothed in fearsomeness by Uta’ulu,

granted wisdom and royal power by Enki, and had his head

elevated by Inanna. I have not found these in pre-natal
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or birth contexts in the hymns. The hymns do speak of

T

the king possessing certain of his qualities from the
womb.33 and it would not be unexpected for such an endow-
ment scene to be discovered in one of the royal hymns.

If this should happen we would have to modify our con-
clusion regarding the model for the birth of Gilgamesh,
broadening it to include the royal hymns as well as in-
scriptions. For the present, however, our evidence comes

only from the 1a‘cter.34

The same sort of model may be suggested for the
description of Marduk's birth in Enuma Elish, and this
would account for the similarity to the description of

Gilgamesh's birth which Oppenrhein noted. Such features

in Enuma Elish I as Maruk's nursing at the breast of
goddesses (85f.),35 his divine Ifaiher rejoicing over

himn (90),36 divine endowvment of gualities (91),37
superiority over his ancestors (92, 99),38 and naming by
the divine parent (lOlf.)39 are typical features of royal
inscriptions. This genre must, then, have served as the
nmodel for both the GE and the Enuma Elish passages we

have been considering. Explaining similar passages in
literature by assuming a common model or source is a stan-
dard procedure in the study of ancient literature; here
we have the good fortune of being able to sugyest just'what

that model was.
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Excursus. A late account of the creation of Gilgamesh

. 40 s .
A much later account of Gllgamesh's-o pirth is related

in Claudius RAelianus' (c. 200 A.D.?) De Natura Animalium

xrI, 21:4%

A love of man is another characteristic of animals.
At any rate an Eagle fostered a baby. And I want to
tell the whole story so that I mag have evicdence of
my proposition. When Seuechorus“? was king of
Babylon the Chaldeans foretold that the son born to
his daughter would wrest the kingdom from his grand-
father. This made him afraid and (if I may be
allowed the small jest) he played Acrisius to his
daughter: he put the strictest of watches upon
her. TFor all that, since fate was cleverer than
the king of Babylon, the girl became a nother,
being .pregnant by some obscure man. SO the guards
from fear of the King hurled the infant from the
citadel, for that was wvhere the aforesaid girl was
imprisoned. MNow an Eagle which saw with its
piercing eye the child while still falling, before
it was dashed to the earth, flew beneath it, flung
jts back under it, and conveyed it to some garden
and set it down with the utmost care. But when
‘the keeper of the place saw the pretty baby he
fell in love with it and nursed it; and it was
cailed Gilgamos and became king of Babylon.

Jacobsen suggested that Aelian's account “probably
derives ultimately from Berossus."43 Zimmern suggested
that in substance the account probably went back to the
Etana myth, but contained also an aédmixture of the Greek
Danae 1egend44 (Aelian hiwself, in his “jest" comparing
Acrisius, recognized the affinity to the latter 1egend45).
Most recently kdzard noted the absence to date of a

Babylonian prototype for this tradition.46

The story is
certainly older than Aclian himself, since he incorporated

it only to exemplify the kindness of eagles to wmankind - a
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motif which must therefore have been in his souxce.. But

when this story is comparedé with numerous other stories

s
47

about the birth and abandonment of future heroes one

notes that many of its motifs are paralleled in classical

TIPSO 5 FOTR TR S8 WY Y Y e

sources which could have been known to Aelian, so that an
assumption of ultimate dependence on.a Mesopotamian

. . . . - . . 48
original is not compelling. The prophecy of usurpation,
the child's mother being the threatened king's daughter,49

50 51

her isolation, impregnation by an unseen father,

i . 52
casting from a tower,

rescue by an eagle,53 rearing by
a gardener,s4 ultimate fulfillment of the prophecy55 - all

these motifs appear elsewhere, mostly in classical sources.

f | One, however, is apparently paralleled only outsicde of
classical sources - the child's foster parent being a
gardener. Apart from Indian and Indochinese exanples of
this, which are not likely to have influenced Aelian.,
there is one source for this motif which immediately comes

to mind ~ the birth legend of Sargon of Akkad (2334-2279).

r The beginning of the legend relates as follows: 20

l. Sargon, the mighty king, king of Agade am I.

2. My mother was an égg*priestess,a ny father I knew not
F (var.; a father I had not).

3. The brother(s) of my father loved the hills.

4. My city is Azupiranu, which is situated on the banks
of the Euphrates.

5, 1liy mother, the enu-priestness, conceived ne, in sccret
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she bore me.

6. She set me in a basket of rushes, with bitumen she
sealed my 1lid.

7. She exposedb me in the river, which rose not over me.

8. The river bore me up and carried me to Akki, the
gardener.

9. Akki, the gardener lifted me out as he dipped his
efwelr.

10. BAkki, the gardener, [took me] as his son {and)
reared ne.

11. Akki, the gardener, assigned me to gardening for

him.

12. While I was gardening, Ishtar granted me her love,

13. and for four and [ ] years I exercised kingship.

NOTES

a. The 2arlier interpretation of enetum as entu,
"high priestess” (Jensen, RLA I, 322; Meissner, Buh I,
70), rejected for a time (Gliterbock, 22 42, 62 n. 2;
Speiser, ANET4, p. 119: “changeling (?) "), is now wicely
accepted (CADE, 173a; Hallo-van Dijk, ¥YNER 3,6;
Lambert-Millard, Atrahasis, 165 sub vii, 8-%; Astour,
JBL 85, 193.

b. See M. Cogan, JKES 27 (1968), 133f.

. ' , A
The legend terms Aikki, who rearea Sargon, dalu

(wf.a.BaL) 27

swater drawer, gardener.“ Sargon himself
is later appoiunted by Zkki"to his gardening service"

3 - . 4 - o " »
(ana ggggg}ygggigg [LU.NU.GIRIlz—tl—gg]). Much earliex,

the Sumerian King List had described Sargon as one....-ba-ni

nu-giriy,, “whose.... was a gardener.“58 There have nat-
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ORI B YN T T

urally been many suugestions for restoring the beginning

of this line,; among them ab, “"father," and (i)-dib, "foster-
father“ or "Rufnehmér," but they remain conjectural.59

The Neo-Assyrian sources are sufficient to offer themselves
as sources of the later tradition which, transferred to
Gilgamesh, is reported by Aelian. Another feature of the
Sargon legené may also be relevant in this regard: the
statement "my father I knew not" (line 2). This resembles
Aelian's statement that Gilgamos' father was "some obscure
man® - the Greek term aphanous literally meaning “invisi-
ble" and thus referring to his simply having been unde-
tected, rather than to humble circumstances. In similar
classical legends the father's not being seen is due to

his being a god who succeeds in impregnating the mother

because he is able to slip in invisibly.60 The Gilgamos

story is somevhat exceptional in not accounting for the
father's “invisibility® in this way, and in this detail,

5 too, could therefore go back to the Sargon legend. How-

ever there is another plausible explanation, proposed by
Langdon, which connects the “obscure man" mentioned by
2elian with the Sumerian King List's statement that Gilga-

mesh's father was a }il;q~demon.61

That Aelian's account of Gilgamos' birth should have
appropriatcd elements of the Sargon legend would not be
surprising, since several other motifs in the Gilgamesh

literature may have bcen originally Sargonic.G2
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ROTES TO Ch., III
i .
1. Or. 17, 20f.
2. Various mss. identify Marduk's ancestor mentioned
here as Lahmu, Anu, or Ea.
3. So the text given by Lambert and Parker, Enuma E1i¥
...The Cuneiform Text [1966], ad loc. Previously
the text was read Su-un-na-at ili us-gi-ip-su.
4. Bezold, 280a; cf. CADAy, 172c (¥innat/Bunnat
apkalli).
‘5. Speiser, BNET, ad loc.; CADS, 227c.
6. Cf. Erra I, 23 and Cagni, ad loc.
F 7. Reiner, 0r.30, 3:24', 26', contra Lambert, JCS 11,7.
8. 1In the Meek AV, 3-13. Lambert was anticipated in
advocating a late date for Lnuma Elish by A. Schott,

MVLG 30/2, 123, who dated the epic after E800.

ampert's argument is basically that there is no
evidence that the "exaltation of" Marduk, which
the epic presupposes, took place before the reign
of Nebuchadnezzar I. However van Dijk has adduced
some such evidence for the late 01d Babylonian
period (gzg 12, 57-74).

9. 2bove, ch. I, preceding section A.

10. There can be no doubt that this section refers to
the creation of Gilgamesh, not Enkidu; see Matous,
Bi. Or. 2i, 8 sub S. 147.

¢
11. Cf. Hoffner, JBL 85, 327 n. 4 on LU-natar.

12. CT 38, 34:19 (CRDG, 227 sub 5). Lambert suggests that
the meaning there could be “"look upon" (IO 12, 49
sub 12).
b d
13. Lambert (ibid.)mentions one further possibility
where, however, if the referecnce is to a person the
reaning of the verb is probably "look upon" (cf. pre-
vious note). »

14. CADS, 227b.

15. ANRT, 62, n. 32.
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16. GAG 88 §8c, 89d. Lxawples are by no means limited
to stative verbs - see, e.g., Aliw s.v. kullumu,
lamaau, etc.

17. Ixamples using qubbu are collected in CADS, 226i. sub
3. For the topos in general see Labat, L° caractére

religieux, 57-63; Jacohsen, ZA 52, 116 top, 126 with
n. 80; Seux, hpwtnenes Royales, 19

18. Assurbanlpal 4 in Streck, Asb., 252ff.; translation
in Luckenbill, ARAB II, § 986; both modified by
collations in Bauer, IWA II, 84 n. 3 and translations
in CAD.

? | 173
|
|
|

i9. 253 4, 286: x, 37 (CADS, 227a). For other passages
of the type we are descrlblng cf. the entries col-
lected in CAD s.vv. gattu, bupnahu zikrQtu, zumru;

Allw s. vv. “1&nu, nin3tu, mesreth nabnitu.

20. See Labat, Le caracﬁéte, 61, for Sumerian and 0Old

Babylonian ehamolcs.

E 21. See Sollberger, RLA III, 1%4f. for summary and
bibliography.

22. Jacobsen, JHES 2, 120f.; Xramer, The Sumeriens,310;
Sollberger, Le System Verbal, pp. T79, 98, 124.

23. Pointed out by Otten, Ist. Mit. 8, 118-120.
24. 1Ibid., 119.

25. Laroche, Cat. #238; ANET,120%.

26. ANET, 12la, Par. 2.

27. .];_%Eo rlit. 8' ].].Sf.

28. Ibid., 119 § 3.

29. Hallo, 17%RAI, 118f.; cf. the comment of Falkenstein
in SANG, 371 sub 28.

30. Hallo, op. cit., 118.

31. Falkenstein, 2A 50, 70£.:97-99; transl. also in SAIIG,

118; Kramer, in Q\L@3, 586.

32. SAHG, 127:43-58.

33. E.g., SALG, 115:1; 126:1; HNallo, JCS 20, 141:9. Note
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published bj Castellino, ZA 53, 12? £3-49, but note
that the divine endownent (of wisdom; lines 60f.) is
separated from it by several lines.

34. Cf. also the inscriptional passages describing the
king's divine predestination for kingship while still
in the womb, collected by S. M. Paul, JAOS 88, 184f.

35. See the Stele of the Vultures (=STV) iv, 27-29
(above) ; Hallo, Early Mesopotamian Roval 7Titles,
136f.; M. J. Seux, Qﬁ}the -es Royales Akkadiennes et
Sumeriennes, 419 sub kd; Labat, op. cit., 64.

36. CE£. STV v, 1-5; Ra 11, 109:5.

37. Cf. STV v, 6ff.; Assufaanlpal passage quoted above
and others referred to in sources listed in nn.
17-18; RA 11, 109:5- -11.

38. E.g., CT 36, 6: i 5 (Kurigalzu; CAD Al,72ab); IR
36:38 (Sargon; CADHL, 127a).

i especially the birth section of the Ur-Nammu hymn

36, STV iv, 20-23; Hallo, Titles, 133f.; Seuz, Iulthepes,

175-8, 205, 370f., 433f., 438 s.vv. nabu,nibitu,
zakdru, p a, and s a4.

40. 2 few have expressed reservations whether Gilgamos
iz “eally Gilgamesh: Gadd apud Budge, The Baby-
loaian Story of the beluge, 41 n. 1; i6fer in
Roscher, L°y1non, IV, 789 ("gweifelhaft"); Jere-

mias, 1L1d TI, 774 denies it outright.

41. Eng. tr. by A. F. Scholfield, On Animials (LCL),
III, 38-41; German paraphrase in Schott-von Soden,
Das Gilgamesch Epos, 17; summaries in Jacobsen,
AS 11, 89 n. 128; bdzard, in Haussig (ed.), WbMyth,
73; Thompson, GETh, 9f.; Langdon, OECT 2, 12 n. 3.

42. Apparently Enmerkar. See Jacobsen, AS 11, 87 n. 115
(see Hallo, JCS 17, 52), Schott-von Soden, op. cit.
17; Edzard, op cit., 73. This text makes Eilrgmeon
the immediate success or of Enmerkar, a conception
appearing also in the scholia of Theodor bkar Koni

(see Jacobsen, &S 11, 87 n. 115).
43. AS 11, 87 n. 115.
44, In Schrader, KAT3, 565 and n. 3.

45. Sec Scholfield, op. c1t., 39 n. a; Bindex, Dic

Aussetzung des Lénln Rln‘eo Kyros und RomuWUQ, g 8.
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-

0. Rank, The Hyth of the Birth of ‘the Hero and
Other Essays; Stith Thompson, Motif Index, R 131,
S 300-399.

47. See ReGford, Numen 14, 209-228; Binder, op. cit.;

48. Redford, Section II (nos. 15-27).
49. E.g., Binder, € 8 (Perseus), 8 7 (Telephos), and
Cyrus.

50. E.g., Binder, 88 7,8.
51. Binder, E 8.
52. Pausanias iv, 18 (2bout Aristomenes).

53. Binder, 8§ 60; cf. the preceding note. Compare also
Gaster, Myth, Legend, and Custom in the OT, 319f.
The Etana myth (cited by Zimmern [above, n. 44])is

f irrelevant, since Etana's flight on an eagle is not

a rescue.

54. Stith Thompson, MI, R 131.8.2. All cases listed therxe
of the foster parent being a gardener are from India
and Indochina.

55. Redford, section II, passim.

56. CT 13, 42f.; CU 46, 46; ed. by King, CCEEK II,

87-96; cf. Jensen in RLA I, 322-324; Glterbock,

A 42, 62-64; CADD, 57d (on lines 8-1l); trans. by
Speiser, with revisions by Grayson, §§§23, 119.

On the text's genre cf. Grayson and Lamber§ JCS

18, 8; on its relationship with Moses' birth story
see Childs, JBL 84, 109f.; Greenberq, Understanding
Exodus, 198f.

57. CADRD, 57b lex.

r 58. AS 11, 110:32. On the term 1ﬁ—nu—giri12 see most
recently Gadd, RA 63, 2; Edzard, 2ZA 55, 91ff.

59. It has recently been suggested that the term
"gardener" may have been applied as an epithet to
kings or their substitutes in the sacred marriage
of the New Year's ritual (llallo and van Dijk, YNER
3,6). If the original meaning was technical it was
nevertheless taken literally by the later tradition
which clearly considers Akki a real gardencr (Sargon
legend, lines 8f.). Cf. Speiser, Genesis, 27, for
"derivative material...sometimes [being] taken more
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literally than the original sources intended.”
60. E.g., Redford, cp. cit. nos. 21, 22, 26; cf. no. 2.

H 61. Langdon, OLCT 2, 12; cf. Thompson, GETh, 9f.;
Shaffer, 10f.

62. Matou? in GSL 93; A. Malamat, AS 1G, 373 n. 42.
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_ Ch. 1IV. .
Literary antecedents and affinities of the Oppression of Uruk.

i How Gilgamesn oppressed Uruk is one of the most elusive
problems of the epic. By far the most common view is that
the oppression consisted at least in part of imposing

corvée labor upon the people of Uruk, a view which has been
expressed almost (but not guite) as long as the text has been
known.l Once the Pennsylvania tablet of the 0ld Babylonian
recension became known most scholars agreed, on the hasis of
its lines 154-156, that Gilgamesh had also been demanding

the jus primae noctis (or, to use the term more befitting

. 2 .
Gilgamesh's status, the droit de seigneur). Before searching

for the literary antecedents of the oppression of Uruk, we
shall have to examine these and other theories.
A. corvée

At #n early stage in the research for this dissertation
I entciiained seriously the theory that Gilgamesh was imposing
the corvéé. If this is what the text means, it would have
attractive literary-critical implications. For to our conclusion
that the creation of Enkidu is modeled on the Atrahasis Epic's
creation of mankind (below, Ch.V), we would be able to add that
the events lecading up to the creation of Enkidu in GB were
nodeled on the events leading up to the creation of man in
Atrahasis: just as man was created to relieve the gods of
their corvée, so Enkidu was created to relieve (albeit in a
different way) the Urukites of theiré. Our comparison of the

two texts (below, Ch. V) would then begin with the following:
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GE I,ii Atrah. I
7-16 Urukites oppressed, at 1-38 Igigi-gods oppressed
least partly, by forced ‘by forced labor impesed
labor imposed by Gil- by Anunnaki gods
‘ gamesh (Gilgamesh oppresses (night and day: mugl u
day and night: urra u misi). urra)
17-29 Complaint (tazzimtu of 3%-- 191 Igigi complain (utta-
women of Uruk brought to zzamu), then go to
[Anu], who is (by inference) Enlil; conplalnL even-
sympathetic. tually communicated

to Anu and Enki, who
are sympathetic

In view of the striking correspondences which the contin-
vation of this comparison displays (below, Ch. V), this would have
provided a very satisfactory model for several features of the
oppressicn of Uruk and, like GE's indebtedness for the creation
of Enkidu to traditions reflected in Atrahasis, would have
conformed with GE's similar indebtedness to traditions reflected
in Atrahasis' version of the flooa3 (n.b. especially the re-
ference to Utnapishtim as Atrahsis in GE XT,187, and the fact
thai GC XI, 15-18 guote Atrah. I, 7-10 almost verbatimn).

Thore is no question that, like Atrahasis, GE begins with
acts which lead to a complaint to the gods. What may be said
in favor of the view that the oppression in GE included the
corvée? On historical grounds it is indeed plausible that
Gilgamesh built the wall of Uruk, a project which naturally
involved forced labor. The epic itself refers to his building
the wall (I,i,9-19; XI, 303-305); by placing these references at
the beginning and end of the epic and thus enveloping it, the
epic surely stresses the importance of this achievement.4 An

5

inscription of AN-am,” a later king of Uruk (c. 1821—1817)6
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LY C4 L4 d v

-

refers to the wall as ni-dim-dim-ma-libir-ra Gilgamesa-lke4.,

i

| “the ancient structure of Gilgamesh.“7 Accordincg to Xramer an
unpublished fragnent of "The Death of Gilgamgsh" fseems to
speak of a corvee (zi-ga)laid on the people of Erech and
Kullab, and of the building of a structure with varicus

kinds of stone and with some sortof gold ornamentation.”

Znother building activity of Gilgamesh was the construction of

O

the chapel of Enlil in Nippur. Since archacological evidence

agrees that the wall of Uruk was built in the Early Dynastic

period, 10 and since the second Early Dynastic period, in
f : 11
which Gilgamesh himself apparently lived, is especially

12
characterized by the wide-spread appearance of great city walls,

this tradition has historical plausibility. It was this period
. . 13 s .
in which royal power grew strong, and it 1s no surprise that
the emergent exercise of this power was remembered as tyrannical,
just as later in Israel the reigns of Solorwon and Jeroboam I
14
were so regarded,
The picture of Gilgamesh as a tyrannical ruler may also
appear in omen literature. Although this genre is credited
15
with a relatively high degree of historical reliability, it has
been doubted that this applies in the case of Gilgamesh omens.’
The mention of Gilgamesh in these omens is anomalous since the
continuvous tradition of historical omens scts in only with the
16 17

Akkad dynasty. Gliterbock belicved the collection(s?) of

omens about Gilgamesh to have been derived from the epic
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20
traditions about Sargon. However, Lambert, though sharing
21
the negative evaluation of the collection's reliability,

18 1S

% itself,  and Finkelstein added that some were borrowed from

noted that some of its apodoses refer to events neither in the

22

epic or likely to have been in it. Whatever may be the

antiquity and reliability of these omens, the meaning of their
v 23

picture of Gilgamesh depends on the meaning of sarru dannu

Vo 24 7
and LUGAL SU in their apodoses. The most common Gilgamesh

. - . v v v I - .yh
omen is amug»ﬁgllgames Sarru dannu sa mahira la ifd, “omen of

. - . v .
Gilgamesh, the dannu king, whe had no rival." In Summa izbu

- 3 - - T AR
11,6 the apodosis is amut dGi{ggmeg La mata ibel LUGAL 80 ina

=, 2. VV. : . 5 .
mati ibagci, “"omen of Gilgamesh who ruled the land, (meaning)

. Ve . . .
there will be a SU king in the land." Usually dannu is taken
. I w25 v/ . . . VUV
simply as “"mighty and SU as having its usual meaning kissatu,

*(king of) the universe."2%

However Leichty, following CADD,98a,
v ; .
translates dannu as "harsh,” and translates $G as “despotic."

The latter translation is based on the gumma izbu commentary, I,

7-9:
- LUGAL %0 ina RUR cAL-¥i
80 & kiS-¥d-ed
g6 - a-hu-u 27
Presumably Leichty understands %0 to have its second reading,

A . . . - - .
ahu, "hostile," in the present context. Now there is a sylla-

bically written apodosis Eggéé,Eilliﬁilgéiﬁim.iﬂﬂmméﬁim ibbaSsi

0

in YOS X, 17:8; 56:1,37 and iII,25,33,20 and one might ask why

v, ,
i that reading of SU, meaning "(king of) the universe,” 1s not
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considered at least ecgually possible here; indeed, the place of
xi¥-¥£-td before a-hu-u in the coumentary might even make that
reading preferable. On the other hand, a commentery on gpmma
— . Yeo, .
alu (CT 41,30:14) explains LUGAL SU in the latter series thus:

V.4 Ve / v VIR Ve /
LUGAL SU: LUGAL SU: LUGAL a-hu-u: SU: kis-sa-tu,: SU: a-hu-u.

PusnliBE < aiheisiiot —_— sl 7 St
In other words, even thcugh the reading giggégg precedes ggé,
. ve . Ve A .

the meaning of SU in LUGAL SU is ahu, "hostile.” If the
interpretation of one or both of these terms is correct, we
would have Gilgamesh's tyranny attested in omen literature, but
whether this reflects an independent tradition or an interpreta-
tion of the epic we cannot say. Nor would the simple adjectives
“harsh"” and “"despotic" necessarily help us tc define the nature
of the oppression of Uruk.

Nevertheless the above discuscion makes it entirely plausible
on & priori grounds that Gilgamz=ch should be represented as
imposing corvee on the people of Urak. But whether this is
actuzlly intended in the epic must ultimately be demonstrated from
the text of the cpic itself. The corvee theoxy appears to have
originated with Jensen when he realized that I,i,9 refers to
Gilgamesh's building the wall of Gruk30 {Jastrow and Jeremias,
writing before Jensen, did not think Gilgamesh had imposed

corvee3l)

; subsequently reference to the walls was made by
several advecates of this theory.32 Oppenhein in fact remarked

how “"Very skillfully the author...links the description of the

marvelous seven walls of Uruk [in I,i,9-18] to the story of their
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construction. He tells...how Gilgamesh compelled the men of

Uruk to do villein service...®33 But already in 1911 Gressmann

had doubts about this connection, reasoning that if I,i,9-13 belong

to the epic's introduction (rather tnan the plot) it would be
F doubtful whether the inhabitants of Uruk were really complaining

about the drudgery of building the wall.3* Now, especially in
view of the epic's conclusion (XI, 303-205) there can be no
doubt that I,i,%-19 do stand apart from the plot and comprise a
part of the framewcrk. To this it ought to have been added that
(contrary to Oppenheim's statement about the linking of the two
sections) more than thirty ﬁow~missinq-lines separate that
intrcduction from the description of the oppression, and that
in between these two sections was a description of Gilgamesh's
birth (I,ii,1-3 and the parallel Hittite version I,3ff.) The
assumed connection of the Oppression with the building aciivity
described in I,i,9ff. is thus baseless.

Such a connection might be argued today on the basis of
I,ii,7, of which a few more signs have ncw been recovered,
giving the reading: i-na su-pu-r [i] ¥4 uruxKI ¥o-d it-tfa
],35 "at/in the wall of Uruk he ...[...]36 Not rnwuch

can pe learned from such a broken line. Nothing in it suggests
anything oporessive, and the fact that the gods' ¢escription of
the offense (lines 20-23) covers only what‘is reported in lines
9-17 suggests that line 7 may not be an integral part of the

offense.
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Some twe decades after Gressmann, Jacobsen scrutinized the
s 3 S P W4 oY 2] 37 <y
corvee theory and found it wanting on several grounds. Since

the available text does not make the nature of the oppression

clear, Jacobsen reascned that, in view of the gods' creating

l-_—-—wm—m-\—-l

Enkidu to put a stop to the oppression, our starting point must
be in asking what Enkidu put an end to.

As to the supposed building activities Engidd did in

.no way interfere with them, as far as our knowledge

goes, not even by turning Gilgamesh's attention towards

warfare and exploits. As for the latter, he even sought

to hold him back when he wanted to go towards Humbaba. 38
This objection is true so far as it goes, but it is inconclusive
since much of the Neo-Assyrian version of Tablet II is missing.
In a footnote Jacobsen referred also to

the most extraordinary vdemccratic” attitude of the gods

who - if the current [corvéé] view is correct - want to

hinder the building of the city wall because of the la-

bour which it inflicts upon the common people; an atti-

tude which would be without parallel in ancient literature.3°
The latter argument is without foundation, for this attitude is
reflected in the divinely-protected kidinnutu status?0 by which
certain old and important cities were exempt from the corvéé,
some or all types of military scrvice, and sone taxes.?l The
cities most prominently said to enjoy this status in later times

are Sippar, dippur, Babylon, Assur and Harran, 42 but Oppenheim
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suggests that the concept has roots as old as the Ur III period.
In the myth of Adapa such a status is granted to Eridu by Anu.43
Mitigation, if not abolishment, of the corvee even found royal

advocacy in the institution of andurdru, which is attested from

late pre-Sargonic times on.4%4

That the gods should act to deliver
Uruk from a harsh corvée would thus not be surprising.

Such a theme would have cuneiform literary parallels. The
fragmentary text K3657%4° includes motifs whose similarity to

parts of Atrahasis was noted by Finkelstein.46

This similarity
would be significant for our discussion if we should conclude

. . c 4 x / .
that Gilgamesh's oppression did include the corvee. The first

column of the text reads as follows:

1. [ ] x nu ab x x

2. [ J-ti- Xu lib-ba- éh ££~Eg—gg na

3. [ ] Tatbi Eg—lg . DINGIK. MLS i-zi-ru
4. [ t]i-83 lib-ba-Su il-te-em-na

el m e e S manee  sevn e Goewvm S e S

5. [mat Nippuri (°)a] Sa—ml 10 a-na il~ki-im

7. [mar KA].DINGIR.RAKl sa-mi-id a-na il-ki-im

———— wma—s  Dmn  Gmsm—n e Seeena e—ee

8. [seher (2)1 u ra-bu- q u~ba -al-lu dul-la

—— @—. ——

v v
9. [i-na ilm-ma-as- si-na ka-la u4~m1 i-su-us

10. [i]-na ta-az-zi- Jm—L1-¥i~na i-na ma-aja-1i

13. u~u1 u- gat-ta s:-lt ta

12. [i—nla ug-ga-ti su -fa ne-me-ga-am i-sa-pa-ah

13. [a-na] Su-l -ba-al-ku- ui pa lc -e pa- ni-sy 1¥ -ku-un
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( P x 1 ] ra a-lak-ta ip-tar-sa
[ispun ] x PI oPI-ta pa-ra-ak-ki

[ ] x BIL? ak-ku- X

© 8 66 ® € C 8 608 8 C S ¢ e ECEE O PEELESETEOCLOECEESTOE

teecsesesssesssuasssssne became angry

ceessacnan the father of all the gods became hostileP

S 1= bécame angry

[The citizens of Nippur(?)a], compelled® to (perform) corvée-labor-
[small and grleat performedd the service; |
[the citizéns of Ba]bylon, compelled® to (pefform) corvde-labor-
[small and glreat performedd the service;

[at] their "How long!?" ()€ he was disturbed all day,

[be]éause of their outcry, on his bed

sleep could not overcoﬁe him.

L Y14

[Iln his anger he "scattered (their)f sense;
he determined [to] overturn the dynasty.
[he dis]tracted (their)f reason, perverted their counsel.

e ettt reereteeeaseeshe blocked the road(s)

[l-le CaSt dQ‘-‘?I] (?)g] q¢ooc»t.O‘ooouqcoo...ood"’Q].lj.ngS

NOTES

Tf this verb can be construed as a stative; contrast King:
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"he hated the father..."

c. Teking samid as passive.

e ———

d. Deriving éfééfé}fig from (w)abalu, rather than balu/bullu (so

Finkelstein, JBL 75, 330 n.7: "abolished the rites".)
e. In view of the parallel tazzimtu some word for “outcry"

seens demanded; I take this as a nominalized (adi) immati.

For the addition of a pronominal suffix to a nominalized
interjection cf. the examples with the synonymous (see BWL
50:37 Comm.) ahulap cited in CADAj, 213f.

g. Cf. Finkelstein, JCS 11, 86:6: alani tilani u parakkeé ispun,

"it swept away cities, tells and dwellings.®

A similar pattern appears in Cyrus' cylinder inscription47

which opens with a description of Nabonidus' offenses which led

#Marduk tc reject him in favor of Cyrus. After describing Nabonidus'
- . . \ 43 .

removal of the imeges of the gods from their thrones, ana several

other religious offenses, the text states that:

L s sy —— 2t by — bwmmma Sor——

Vs
8. li-nu-ut-ti all su [i-te]l-ne- eo—gu"us u-mi-sd-am-ma na- {

—v-_ MES .
nisel’ i-na ab-%a-a-ni la ta- ap-

— ——— —— Gt o w—— oo————— o —

4
gﬁngg—tim u-hal-liqg kul-lat-si-in

. . <\ .
lZ"Zl_—l}) l-gu-ug-na...

d. . . M
9. a-na ta-zi-im-ti- gi-na En-1il ilani™™

8. Daily he used to do evil against his (Marduk's) city...
- s . R . 4 .
lie tormented iis inhabitants with corvee-work (lit.: a yokea)
without relief, he ruined them all.

S. Upon their cowplaints tne lovrd of the cods became terribly
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ll
b. Translation from Oppenheim, AKET, 315c.

"A Vision of the Fcthcvvorl“'so includes the following

i |

warning from Nexrgal to the prince Kumma:

60. [la? talme- [tla -Si-ma la tu-ma¥-far-an-ni-ma di-in ka-
-rqui-i ul a- gg -am i-na ql—blt dga—mag ep-pe-ru da-gsa-a-ti

« 1
?-te-nis lid-di-ba-ni-ka-a-ma ina hu bu-~ rl %1 -nlal

-

(.o. ..2!) [s]lam-ra-a-ti a-a ir-hi-i-ka si Xw-ln t[u]

Forget and forsake me not, and I will not impose the death

sentence; (yet) at the command of Shamash, shall distress,

oppression, and disorders

“ee shall together blow thee down; because of their fierce

uproar sleep shall not engulf thee.

Hexe the cause of the uproar, or outcry, is not specifically
forced labor but rather scveral types of oppression and/or
disorders.

In each of these passages we find the pattern: oppression-
outcry-divine response. Like Gilgamesh (and Atrahasis), the
oppression in K3657 and the Cyrus cylinder is (or is at least
partially) corvée labor; in both of the latter as well as the

“Wision of the Netherworld" the victims' outcry disturbs the
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gods' .sleep (as in Atrahasis, but not Gilgamesh) Identification

i
‘ . . 51
of this pattern52 enables us to view the Gilgamesh passage from
a broader perspective. But when this is done we find that
Gilgamesh conforms to the pattern imperfectly. On the one hand,
F the Urukites' complaint dces not disturb the gods' sleep. And
on the other, the consistent use of unegquivocal terms for corvee
in most of the other passages which really intend corvee simply

highlights their complete absence in GE. These passages use

T . Y . . .
the terms ilku, dullw, ab¥annu; Atrahasis uses the latter two

. . .V
plus ¥/§yg¥1kku, glpru, and iskaru. Ncne of these, nor other

related terms such as dikutu, kudurru, zabbilu, allu, marru, or

the like appears in GE. On the other hand the Cyrus Cylinder
and the “"Vision of the Netherworld" show that the pattern is
not limited to corvée but may occur with other types of oppression

in the Cyrus Cylinder various acts of sacrilege, and in the

"yision of the Netherworld" ippiru, das&ti, and §§§gﬂ§§§i,
"distress, oppression, and disorders."53
A telling example of how much commentators would like to

find a term for corvee in the GE passage is Oppenhein's inter-
pretation of i-kad-dir in 1l. 13 as i:;gd—dagx, allegedly from

the verbal base of kudurru, "earth basket; forced labor.">*
Akkxadian does indeed have deverbal nouns of the type purussu.

The semantic developrent posited by Oppenheim would be paralleled

in the derivation of another term for carth basket, zabbilu,

from the common verb zabalu, "carry." But the case is not so
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simple, since we are confronted on the cne hand with a noun,
kudurru, which is widely attested, and for which von Soden
(AHw 459d) considers a Hurrian derivation possibie, and on
the other hand an alleged verbal root which is nowhere else

attested. It seems more likely to assume that kudurru, like

Im———————————EE P T

other terms for forced labor (dullu, tupgikku, allu, marru},

began with the basic meaning of an implement used in agriculture
or constructicn and developed by metonymy into a term for the

(forced) labor in which it was used. Oppenhein's proposed

etymology of GE's ikaddir (allegedly *ikaddar) might have more
l hope if it were viewed as a denominative frem the noun kudurru
in its meaning of forced labor, much aé the homonym kudurru II,
"border," developed a denominative verb EEQ%EE III, "delineate"
AHw, 4l9b).55 But in any case Oppenhecim's suggestion is a counsel
of desperétion which to my mind simply highlights the difficulty
of finding any term for corvée in the passage.

Other attempts to find such a meaning might be made. Thus
the verb Eggﬁ (1,ii,10 and 22) can be used for being mobilized
for the corvee,56 while gﬁgg%%ggg (lines 12,16,23,27) can be used
of release from it.57 But since these terms can be used for
several other types of mobilization or distraint and release they
are no evidence by themseclves. In the Pennsylvania tablet of
the OB version IV,l?,58 the signs DUP (so read by Langdon and
Jastrow~Clay) .SAK.KI.I were once taken as EER§§EEE' assunedly a

w59

. v, : .
bi-form of tupsikku, “workbasket; corvee labor; so the signs
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y von Soden,60 as 1961 by

o

were understood as recently as 1958

i
Diakonoff,61 and as 1966 by Schmokel.G2 Hlowever, CADS, 132,
following Landsberger, has corrected this reading on the basis
o . me v Yy v ,g _
of the photograph PES X/3, pl. 70 to passur (GIS.BANSUR) sak-ki-i,
"festival platter" (Landsbherger: “festival table“63), and in view
. - ~ 7 . . s
of the unusual form tup%aﬁku would represent, the new reading ougnt
to be accepted.

. . . . ’
Finally, one micht try to make a case for corveec on com-

parative grounds. We have referred above to certain similarities

w8

n the way Gilgamesh and Solomon and Rehobecam were remembered
by later traditions. These similarities are part of a larger
context of transition from “primitive democratic" to monarchic
government which lesopotamia, and, much later, Israel underwent.

4 .
64 betvieen the two

Enough similarities have been poinini out
cultures in this stage of develupment to justify a hope that
Biblical material might shed some light on our subject. The
description of the oppression of Uruk is reminiscent of Samuel's
famous descripticn of the oppressive practices of kings in I San.
8:11-18:

This will be the mannex of the.king who will reign over

you: he will take your sons and put them in his chariots,

and will make them his horsemen, and they shall run before

his charicts. 2And he will appoint them as captains of

thousands and cantains of fifties, and to do his plowing and

harvesting, and make him arms and chariot-equipment. Ile will
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e b b L

take your fields, your vineyards, and your best olive
yards, and give them to his servants. He will take a tenth
of your seed and your vineyards and give them to his officer§
and servants. He will tazke your male and female slaves,
F your best young men (emend.: cattle) and asses and put

them to his work. IHe will take a tenth of your flocks.

And you shall become his slaves. And then you shall cry

out because of the king you chose for yourselves, but the

Iord will not answer you then.
It is striking to note how the oppression in this passage even
concludes with an outcry to God, thus conforming to the pattern
noted above. Since the sequence oppression—oﬁtcry nust have been-
and still is - a universal and natural one,65 no literary
relationsnip is necessarily implied (cf. also Ex. 1:11-14; 2:23-
25; beut. 26:6f.; etc.); it is the situations themselves whose
similarity is underscored.

Since Samuel's warning is hypothetical (as far as Israel
in his time was concernedGG) it includes more types of oppression
than does GE, which is written from a post-facto perspective.
It includes conscription of "sons® for both military and agricul-
tural service as well as manufacturing, and‘of ”daughtérs” for
other types of service. I. Mendelsohn noted the similarity of
this warning to practices known from second millemium Ugarit
67

and Alalakh For our prescnt purpose it is moxe important

. . : . .. 68
that similar practices are known from lMesopotamia itself.

i
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In mentioning the conscription of both sons and daughters the
Biblical passage recalls Gilgamesh's not releasing “the son to
his father...the daughter to her mother” (lines 12, 16) and
raises the possibility that GE, too, refers to conscfiption of
both sexes; further, it reminds us that the conscription even of
the males need not have been limited to construction but might
have included military or agricultural or other services.

We shall return to I Sam. 8 below, but for now we need
only note that this approach, too, has not sexrved to confirm
the corvée theory of Gilgamesh's oppression of Uruk. I believe
it fair to say that we have considered every possible argument
in favor of this theory and have not found one which is truly
encouraging.

B. Jus primae noctis

69

In spite of numerous difficulties in GEP IV, 22-29, the

passage upon which the jus primae ncctis theoxry is based is

clear enough to justify this theory:70

YV _ ., Vi =, . . . . -
assat simetim irahhi He cohabits with the betrothed?
bride
an - .
gg pananumma - he first,
mutun warkanu the husband (only) afterwarxds.
NOTE

Lit. “destined," i.e., for somcone else.

For us, however, the question is whether this theme is xre-
. \ . e . . . L. . - .71
flected in the description in GE I,ii. Oppenheim doubted this:

The 01d Babylonian version scems to have accused the king

i
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of claiming what is termed in medieval Euxcdpe ius prima

®

noctis, while in the Nineveh version the interruption o

Hh

sex-life, caused by the segregation of the male population,
led to the complaint of the women. It is likely that the

author introduced the old saga-motif of royal building-

L O P TS R LA AN SO S ETT T T

craze in order to avoid a motivation which would have
failen short of the moral and ideological standards of
:his public.72

The latter point is incorrect, since the Neo-Assyrian

version (II,ii,44ff.) also contains a passage describing the

bit emUtim scene which describes the jus primae noctis in the

OB version. But the rest of Oppenheim’s remarks, which imply
that there is no indication of the practice in I,ii, 16, are
harder to deny. That passage spcaks not of an offense committed
on the "first nicght," but of net releasing at all. Unfortunately
the text is broken at the point where it identified to whom
Gilgamesh does nctrelease the "nubile girl."73 Thompson restored

. . . 74
Egg}ga, " (to) her mother;" Oppenheim, “their husbands;" CAD
w15

"her lover. On literary grounds Thompson's "hexr mother" seems
most likely, in view of its counterpart "Gilgamesh does not
release the son to his father" a few lines earlier (line 12);
relating sons to fathers and daughters to mothers is a standard
fcature of ancicnt Near EBEastern litcrature.76 In our notes to

the text, above, we have expressed doubt that in the next linec

(17) "the daughter- of the warrior, the wife of the youny man®
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b

continues the direct cbject of ul umassar, “"does not release,”
thus ruling out the possibility that Gilgamesh was confiscating
wives, too. This is not, of course, certain. To judge from
David's behavior with Bathsheba (II Sam. 11l: 4) and Abraham's
and Isaac's fears about the kings of Egypt and Gerar (Gen. 12:
11f.; 20: 11; 26: 7) such high-handed behavior by kings towards
s et , o o sqsa 77
their subjects' wives must be considered a possibility. One

way or the other, however, there is nc indication that what

is being described refers to jus primae noctis. One might think

of simply confiscating the girls and perhaps wives for Gilgamesh's

78 One must admit that the text does not even.SPecify that

harem.
the purpose for which they are taken is sexual; as we have seen,
the "law of the king" in I Sam. 8:11-18 suggests that the females
as well as males could have been drafted for royal service.

Withoui ruling this out, it is hard to believe, since the NA

version did include the later 7jus primae noctis passage, that

the latter is not at least part of what the text has in mind.

C. The Evidence of tgg_yittite Version

"In the Hittite version the oppression of Uruk is condensed
into two lines (I,1la-13b), of which only one and one half are
clear: "Daily the young men of Uruk ﬁe kept on.besting." This
constitutes the carlicst exegesis we have of our section, and
as such deserves serious consideration. Since the Hittite
version is quite abbreviated, the absence from it of motifs

which have peen thoughtpresent in the NA version does not
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constitute evidence against those motifs; but the Hittite
version can shed light on those features of the NA version

Hittite version of

Qs
o)
0
]
e
®
by

which it does include. How, then
our passage accoré with the canonical version?

The Hittite version implies an ongoing contest between
Gilgamesh and the young men of Uruk. Iiow already in 1898
Jastrow had stated that Gilgamesh was apparently the conqueror
of Uruk and that he had apparently triumphed over its werriors
in single combat.’9 Jastrow's view has the advantage of coming
from a tiﬁe before Jensen had (correctly) interpreted GE I,1i,9
as referring to Gilgamesh's building the wall of Uruk, and
having thus resulted from a direct consideration of the text
itself, free from the influence of the wall-building passagdge.
Three additional pieces of evidence can be adduced in supporit of
Jastrow's.theory: (1) the obscurity of Gilgamesh's origins,
reflected in the Sumerian King List's statement that his faiher
was a lillu-demon, suggests that he may not have succeedead to
the throne legally (Thompson80 compares thc late tradition in
Aelian about Gilgamesh's obscure origins; see, however, the

Excursus at the end of Ch. II); Shaffer suggests that Gilgamesh's
r filiation through Lugalbanda in the Sumerian and Akkadian epic
compositions is a secondary, propagandistic development of the
Ur IIXX period;gl (2) possible Ilamite affinities of the name

82

Gilgamesh; (3) in the Hittite version, between thc narrative

of Gilgamesh's birth and the oppression of Uruk, there appears only
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the statement: "He roams through a2ll the lands and comes to the
city of Uruk. 83

There is a parallel in Hittite literature to the motif of
a contest in which the hero bests the young men of a city. In
the Gurparanzahu tale Gurparanzahu defeats the men of Akkad

4 - . ' s
84 It might be claimed that the Hittite

in an archery contest.
version of Gilgamesh borrowed that motif from the Gurparanzahu tale
rather than finding it in the Gilgamesh epic itself, so that the
Hittite version is no evidence at all for the meaning of the
Akkadian épic. >However, since the setting of that tale is in
Akkad, the story itself may go back to a Mcsopotamian original,85
thus obviating this objection. Be that as it may, the value of
the Hittite version of Gilgamesh in this case lies more in its
interpretive suggestiveness than i1 its possible attestation of
some more original and explicii verssion of the Akkadian passage.

On this score the Hittite version accords perfectly with
the import of GE I,ii,9, "the onslaught of his weapons has no
equal,"86 and the cimile "like a wild ox" (line 8) also suggests
combat (cf. I, iv, 38f., 45f., and GEP vi, 11,16;87 Hanmurapi
terms himself rimum kadrum munakkip zairi, "wild bull who gores

" ‘s 88 vV
LH prologue iii, 7-977); as does the verb gasaru

"

the foe,
in line 889. This interpretation gives these phrases an
integral place in the storxy, functioning as more than simply
standard royal epithets. Following the lead of the Hittite

version we must understand these lines to refer to an ongoing
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situation, “daily nhe kept on besting the.young men of Uruk.”
This implies, as noted, constant matches with Uruk's young men,
perhaps contests. This also accords perfectly with Enkidu's
announced intention (I,iv, 47-v,3):

I will challenge him [and will bolldly address him,

[T will] shout in Uruk: “I am he who is mighty!

[I am the] one who can alter destinies,

[ (2e) who]l] was born on the steppe is mighty; strength

he has."?9 |
This accofds especially with the fact that what transpires at
Gilgamesh and Enkidu's first meeting is a wrestling match
(GEP vi = CE I1I, ii, 46ff.).9l This interpretation satisfies
Jacobsen's methodological criterion that the oppression
can be identified from what Enkidu in fact does to Gilgamocoh;
and it makes most pointed the goés' statenent of their purpnse
in creating Bnkidu (I,ii,32 and 2N-T79:4):
1. KT

ov .!J‘ v.
lis-ta-an-nu-ma UruX lls—tap—[51§],

"let them (i.e., Gilgamesh and Enkiduv) fight92 with

each other, so that (the rest of) Uruk may have peace.”

li§j2§—3£~§§"§3—m§ also counters I,ii,9, where the same root gananq

v
; -V
appears in ul iS4 ¥aninamma tebu OIS kakxa[sul "the onslaught

of his weapons has no egual."

A further detail in the epic which implies a contest
between Gilgamesh and Enkidu has been suggested by Gadd. In
a Middle Babylonian fragment of Enkidu's deathbed curse Enkidu

Vv v . .
refers to the huntex s& la u-sane-ga-an-nu ma-la ib-ri-i,
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i “who did not allcow me to find as nuch game as my friend.®
Gadd tcok this to refer to a hunting contest betwecen Gilgamesh
and Enkidu. This would imply that Gilgamesh was a lover of
competition in general, and that he had been engaging the

| young men of Uruk in contests of several different types.

It is conceivable that the references to wrestling and
athletics ip honor cf Gilgamesh in the Astrolabe and the Death
of Gilgamesh can be related to this suggested “love of competition.”
Lambert suggested that the wrestling ceremonies were modeled
85

(at least in later eyes) on Gilgamesh's fight with Enkidu.

But it is just as plausible that Gilgamesh was remembered as

a competitor par excellence and was for that reason commemorated

with such events.

Be that as it may, with his love of competition Gilgamesh
embodizc that "ambitious, competitive, aggressive, and seemingly
far from ethical drive for pre-cminence and prestige, for
victory and success" which Kramer sees as deeply rooted in

: 6
Sumerian life. Another personality who expressed these

values in similar athletic feats was Shulgi (2094-2047), who
boasted of his prowess in “wrestling and athletics® (gegpd, lirum)
and running in at least two of his h&mns, claining that no one
could measure himself with him.97 Others have already noted

the possibility that some elements in the Gilgamesh tradition
were inspired by the Ur ITI kings,98 and it 1is conceivable

that Gilgamesh's athletic prowess and competitiveness are

actually modeled on Shulgi's. Bul we cannot éismiss out of
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hand the reverse possibility

a literary fiction or in fact, tc erulate his

Lo

[

~ 2 —-
Gilgames

W

+ renains to be asked why Gilgamesih'

s demands that the
young men of Uruk compete with him in contests should have
been considered oppressive. Are we to assume that Gilgamesh's
seizure of the sons and daughters of Uruk, described in the

following lines (GE I, ii,11-17 = 21-28), is his prize for

winning these contests? Some sort of contest of champions

Qg '
may be involved here”~ - these often result in the enslavenent
. . . ,.__100 .
of the Ioser and those he represents to the victor - although
I do not wish to press this particular term too rmuch. There
are also many cases in folkloristic literature of contests in
. . . . . 101 _,
which the winner wins a bride, ilhe most famous example
being the suitors' archery contest for Penelope in Book XXI of
the Odyssey, to which some have compared the Gurparanzahu
story. '

Unless we are tc assume that the details of the oppression
are unrelated to each other, some such contest theory secmns
the most plausible interpretation we can give to the oppression
pericope. Such a theory accords with an interpretation of
the pukku incident which has been advecated in recent years,

so we shall now turn our attention to that.

D. The pukku incident.

In dealing with this passage we are confronted with one
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of the most difficult cruces in cuneifcrm literature. We

cannot attempt a reinvestigation of the entire question here;

S N

but shall content ourselves with a survey of the most im-
portant views which have been expressed.

The crucial question is the meaning of pukk/qg Jenscn
jeft the word untranslated in our passage and took it to
possibly mean “Fangnetz” in XII,l, etc. though he gave no
other indication of considering the word in XII aifferent from
that in 11103 This interpretation was advocated as late as

12930 by Thompson in commenting on I,ii,lO.104 But in 1933

-

S$. Smith showed this interpretation to be fallacious,lOD and

it has not been seriously advocated since.

Smith's own view was that both pukku and nlLLu referred

. . e . , 106
to musical instruments, specifically wind instruments. By

this time Gadd had published the first part of the Sumerian

. s _ 107 . .
original of GE XIJ.,l and Swith was able to point to the

apparent interchangability there of GISL AG (=m1kku) and

KA.DI, allegedly a mvsical instrument that produces a

sound called tagrihtum, and to the variant reading Ii.DI,

-3

where the element DI could allegedly refer to a flute.

In the following year Landsberger's first opinion on

108

the subject was mentioned by Ranos zek: pukku was a per-

¢ - L3 A 3 -
cussion instrument, perhaps a drum, while mikku was 1ts drum-

. 109 . . .
stick. A few years latexr F.W. Galpin, 1in his study The

110 . .
Music of the oumerlJnn, endorsed Smith's view, adding some

l
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distant comparative philclogical evidence. In the most recent

. . . 111
study of Sumerian muslc

I " -
pukku and mikku are not nentioned -
presumably they are not taken by its author as musical instruments.
The demise of this view is probably due largely to Lands-
perger himself, who withdrew this suggestion in 19606, noting
that despite its wide acceptance he nad never, in fact, proven
- A -‘
it. He now suggested that pukku and mikku werc playthings,
b1 11 -3 113 4 1- 1t W L = 11 | 1 1] 1 i - 112
hoop" and “"stick” ("Reifen” and Stecken") respectlvely.
A year later he adduced further evidence that the pukku was
round and rollable; on this basis he suggested it might be
a "Holzkugel," and the game in which it was used something
. 113
like polc or croquet.
Following this Jacobsen tentatively suggested that in
the evpic ilgamesn
Leeps the young men of the town in service all the
time, toughens them up with rough games and allows
X . ‘s . . . 114
them no time for their families and sweethearts.
If this suggestion should be combined with the evidence of

the Hittite version, one would see here a contest in scme

game employing the pukku, in which Gilgamesh forced the

young men to participate and in which he constantly defcated
them. Elsewhere in the epic it is wrestling and hunting
contests in which Gilgamesh participates, while in 1,11,9‘~
weapons are mentioned. Conceivably the pukku could have

115 .. Ca
been used as a weapon, but it is harder to reconcile 1t
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with wrestling. So the most one can say is that several
di.fferent types of contest may have heen involved.

However, the view that the pukku is a rmusical instrument
still has advocates,116 among them van Dijk.117 His argument
is based on comparative-religious considerations. The
huluppu-tree, from which the pukku and mikka are made, is,
according to van Dijk, a “cosmic tree;" since in shamanisn
the shaman's drum is always made from the cosmic tree, van
Dijk concludes that.drumnmstBEﬁki meaning here. The incident
involving the pukku was a frenzied dance around the cosmic
trece, while the beating of the pukku was for the purpose of
establishing contact with the dead. It would be Gdifficult
as well as unfair to attempt a full evaluation of van Dijk's
view here, since for the most part I am dependent on notes
frem bis oral presentation at Yale on May 2, 1%68. For the
present we can only express the view that van Dijk's compara-
tive-religious argument awaits the support of philological
evidence more appropriate than that offered by Galpin some
years earlier.

The most recent first-hand study of the pukku incident

N

in the Sumerian "Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and the Netherworld" is

-

that of Snaffer. le translates the passage in question {:hus:118
151. He worXks the pukku, he brings it out in the broad
square.
152. Working the '....', he brings out the ‘....' in the
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153. The veung men of the city who were playin§ with
the pukku,

154. He, a group of widow's children . . . ,

155. *Oh, my neck, oh, my hips," they lament.

156. He who has a mother, she brings her son bread.

157. He who has a sister, she pours out water for

her brocther.

159. He drew a mark at the placé where the pukku was
set down.

160. His pukku, he carried before him and took it to
his house.

161. At daybreak where he had drawn the mark,

162. At

ot

he widow's accuszaiion,
163. 2t the young girl's outcry,
164. His pukku and his mikk@ fell down to the recalm bf
the netherworld.
Here are Shaffer's comments on the episode:

v, ..we have a description of what is done with these
objects in the city square, involving perhaps, a game
or contest of sorts, but, this is highly problematical.
The result, however, is discomfort znd pain for a group
of orphans, who set up a lamecnt, perhaps complaints of

thirst and hunqger; thosc who have mothers and sisters
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are given food and drink by them.

In the evening the place where the pukku is set
pe ] -

at rest/comes to rest is marked, seemingly by Gilgame¥
who carries it home. In the morning there is an
'accusation,' an 'outcry (to Utu for justice}' from thc
widows and young girls, whereupon the pukku and the

kG fall intc the netherwo::ld.ll9

ficult to go beyond Shaffer's cautious statement.
When one considers this and other interpretations which have
been suggested for the Sumerian episode, a number of diffi-
culties arise in attempting to relate them to the pukku passage
in the Akkadian epic. How do these possibilities fit with the
use of the preposition ina ("into?" “out of"?) and the verb

v
St

a . . A - .
tebu in GE i,ii,10: ina puggifu tebu ru?u[sul? Landsberger

sensed thése or some other difficulties and wrote, after pro-
posing his interpretation of the Sumerian passage:

I am not inclined to assume our word either in Gilg.

I ii 10 = 22 or in [GE]P IV 30. The first passage:

. .V A 2V M 2 _ . - .
ina pugqgisu tebu ru’usu, "his companions stand (in

readiness), awaiting his command® ., . 120

This interpretation of pugqu was already assumed by Huss-

. . 121 s N
Arnolt in 1905. Recently Grayson agreed that Landsberger's
reading 1is possible for line 10, but not for line 22, “where

. . . 22
the text reads: ina pu-uk-ki ggfgg—gg—é [...}.”1

Howveverl:,

there can be no guestion but that lines 10 and 22 must be
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harmonized by emendation, as Landsberger presumed and von

Soden actuaily asserted.123 The latter emended line 10's

. - 7 N7 7 . . .
£e to ut, yielding gu/su—ut—bu~u in both lines, but in view

of the gé in line 10 it would seem more likely to construe
that sign as a suffix than as the beginning of a word, where
it is used far less frequently;124 thus it seems preferable
"to us to emend line 22's ut to te and follow Landsberger's
reading in both lines. But I do not believe Landsberger's
interpretation would be seriously harmed by the alternative.
Landsberger's interpretation seems to fit the syntax
and make the most sense out of the context. But whatnare we
to make of the inevitable conclusion that the Sumerian passage
does not mean the same thing as the Akkadian? We certainly
cannot conclude that they are unrelated. For, as already
suggesicd by Kxamer,lzs in tﬁe Sumerian passage we have the
ultimate scurce of the Akkadian epic's pukku motif. This
is hade certain not by the mere presence of the word pukk/qqu
in both passages, but by a number of similar details. Not
least of these is the episodes' concluding with an accusation and
outcry (Sum. Yu-au-au [GEN 162] and especially i—dUtu [GEN 163])
= tazzimtu [GE I,ii,18=29]) against Gilgamesh's behavior.
Several other details seem tellingly similar, even if not
identical: thus in GEN 153 the young nen (gurug) of the city
play with the pukku and a group of widows' children are hurt,

while in GBE I,ii, 10f. Gilganesh's "companions" arec involved
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it .

roung men” of Uruk are scmehow adversely
affected by his behavior; in GEN 162f. it is the yoﬁng girl

and widow who protest against Gilgamesh, while in GE I,ii, 17f.
=28f. it is, on our interprectation, the daughter of the warriox
and the wife of the young man whb protest; the involvement of
children in the Sumerian episode and its mention of actions

occurring at evening and daybreak recall the involvement of

passage. These very details seem to confirm the ultimate
relationship of the Sumerian and Akkadian passages, but the
obvious differences point either to a radical evolution of
the episode over centurics of literary transmission or to

a serious misunderstanding of the Sumerian by the Alkkadian

-
2 O

author.lL the Akkadian epic would seern to have prescrved and
even expended the motif of athletic competition which may be
present in the Sumerian original, but ironically, it misunder-
stocd the very word, pukku, which stood at the center of that
motif in the orxriginal.
E. Summary

With all due reserve we may summarize the results of our
inquiry as follows: The nost commonAtheory of the oppression
of Uruk, which holds that Gilgamesh forced the city to perform

corvée labor, caanot be supported by the text itself. His

demand for the jus primee noctis is clear in the sccond

tablet and its 0ld Babylonian forerunner, and may be reflected
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in I,ii, as well. Tor what purpose Gilgamesh held the young
men and women of Uruk cannot be stated, although some sort

of service is plausible. It is possible that Gilgamesh came
to Uruk as a conqueror, and that this status was involved in
his oppression of the citizens. It seems clearer that he
cons*antly fought them and demanded that the young men of

the city engage in various types of athletic competition with
him, possibly paying a heavy price when they lost. That price
nay have been the freedcm of their sons and déughters, whom
Gilgamesh won in these contests. A contest may have been
described in the Sumerian original of the pukku episode, but
that original appears to have been transformed or misunder-—
stood in the Akkadi.an epic. There can be no doubt, however,
that we have the ultimate souxrce of the oppression, at least
in part, in the pukku episode ¢I "Gilgamesh, Enkidu, and the
Netherworld."” MNot only the pukku mctif itself but its out-
come in a protest by the people of Uruk against Gilgamesh's

behavior are found already in the Sumerian text.
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Atrahasis, 11; Jastrow, 2A 13, 288-3C1.

4. See above, Ch. I, C,.

h
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5. The reading An-am is preferred for this name by Falkenstein,

Bagil 2, 35n. 155, while Kraus, Bi.0r. 22, 288f., favors
Dingir—ém. For some other possibilities see Hallo, Bi.O:.

18, 14 agd 28.

6. Falkenstein, Bagi 2, 18-22.

7. SAKI, 222:2b; Edzard, 273, 156 n. 831. {Prof. Hiallc informs
me that R.J. Tournay apprised him of the discovery of another
version of this inscription.) Another tradition apparently
considered the wall to have been built before the time of

Gilgamesh; see Wilcke, Lugalbandacpos, 205.

8. GSL, 8. VYor zi-ga = “"levy" see Poebel, AS 14, 71£f.;
Falkenstein, SAHG 151f. (Gudea Cylinder A, 14:7-27):
“Aufgebot." In Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living 2,
line 45 (unpubl. MS of Shaffer) the zi-ga imposed by Gili-
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9. Sollberger, JCS 16, 42:6f.; cf. Lambert, GSL, 48; Kraner,
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rendered Hhumun- oY gumunburra (e.g., Kramér, GSL, 61f. CADE,
109b). The text of lines 6f. reads dbil4--ga—-me's dul
ﬁLGUG4~bur~ra / bara den~l£l—15 in-du. Prof. Hallo proposes
the rendering: "GilgameshAbuilt the chapel of Enlil on the
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109c; Aliv 6394 s.v. meb /purkun) .
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41-45; cf. the next note.
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Simpson, The Ancient Near East: A History, 46.

12. Jacobsen, PAPhS 107, 479; ZA 52, 120, with reference to
Falkenstein, CHi I/4, 807.

13. Jaccbsen, PAPhS 107, 479; ZA 52, 1206.

14. Bright, A History of Israel, 199-203, 207-210; E. Neufeld,

HUCH 33, 37-41; cf. Bailkey, Am. Hist. Rev. 72, 1211-1236.

15. Finkelstein, PAPhS 107, 461-472.
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1944-45, 5-41; CGoetze, JCS 1, 253-265. There are two other
pré-Sargonic kings mentioned in omens, Am/IEnmeluanna of
Bad-Tibira and Btana of Kish (seé Veidner, op. cit., 227f.) .
The very practice of extispicy is not yet attested as early
as Gilgamesh's times (Second Barly Dynastic Period; see n.ll).
The carliest evidence is from the time of Ur-Nanshe of Lagash

(25th century, Third Early Dynastic Period), in the statement
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41. Ipbid., 120-125; with reference to Gi: Or. 17, 21 n. 1.
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spiegel, BWL, 112-115: 23-30, 55~-59.

42. Oppenheim, 21, 120.

43. MAéapa, fragment D:10 (ANET,102d; cf. Speiser's n. 12 there.).

44. This is CAD's second type of andurdru; see examples listed

in CAD2,, 1l7c. TFor the Lipit-Ishtar code scez Tvans, JAOS

83, 20ff. On the institution in gencral see .T. Lewy, Eretz

l—l
,J
}..1

rael 5, 23%if.; Finkelstein, JCS 15, 104 n. 19; further

bibliogrephy in CAD, loc. cit.

45. King, STC II, pl. 73€.; I, 219f.
46. JBL 74, 32%f., n. 7.

47. AYET, 315f.

48. Cf. Weinfeld, JNES 23, 202-212.

49, Translation from Oppenheim, ANET, 315. Compare to Marduk's
reaction the threat in the FUISLOD el, BWL 114:55-5%.

50. ANET, 109f.; leidel, Gu2, 132-136.

51. For a discussion of the motif of noise disturbing the sleep
of the gods see Pettinato, O0r. 37, 184-198; against the
latter's interpretation of the motif in Atrahasis see Moran,
Biblica 52, 51-61. Depriving the gods of slecp is not in
every case evil; sec curse of Agade 24, %A 57, 51; note also
Erra IV, 51 where the éﬁkﬁ LDanna, “"awakencrs of Fanna,"
are probably cultic officials who awaken Is shtar each morning
(cf. Jewish and Eqgyptian counterparts discussed by 5. Liebernan,
liellenism in Jewish Palestine, 142 £.)

52. The pattexrn occurs also in the crcation account in Enki and

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.com



r . ’ 214

Ninmah (van Dijk, Ac. 95.-28, 24-30); cf., in a non-
creation context, Lugal-e VIII, 1-6 (Radau, BE 2%/I, no.
2=3:1-6).

53. So Speiser in ARET; ci. CAD D, 118d:"disturbance, dishonesty
and rebellion,“ 1/3, 165b: “"troubles;"” etc.).

54. Or. 17, 22 n. 4.

55. For the noun t?pe purussu see GAG EB55g. For zabpilu and

zabalu see CADZ, s. VV. and Held, JA0S &8, 90-96. For

another denominative verb from a néun meaning “"forced labox"
cf. perhaps CADD, 47c (daldlu B from dullu?}.

56. Note the use of gggggg for mobilization in Fﬁrstenépiegel
line 23, as emended by Diakonov in VDI 1946/4 (cf. RA 44,
101); AS 16, 348; cf. BUWL, 112n: see also ARM II, 101:7£.

57. F.R. ¥rzas, SD V, 45 ‘s-_li‘g_ B; cf. I:.n Ll. VI, 34.

5§. PBS X/3, 216:17 = YOS IV/3, 66:1.47.

59. Held, JAOS 88, 95; von Soden, Or. 38 (1969), 420 n. 1:
- Salonen, Bi.Or. 27, 176f.

60. Schott-von Soden, Das Gilg. Epos, 30:147: "ZiegelkOrbe" -

but in italics.

61. Bi.or. 18, 62.

62. Das Gilgamesch-¥pos, 38:24

63. Symbolae David II, €3 with n. 1, 104 botten; Landshergex

notes von Soden's rejection of this reading on 82f. For
the etymnology of sakku (< Sum. zag) and another view of its

meaning sec A. Salonen, Mobel

4

182, 190.

i
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64. See the literature cited by Tadmor, CHi 11 {1968), 2 with
nn. 5 and 7 (but Tadmor docs not accept all the conclusions
of these studies - see ibid., 13}

65. For the outcry of the oppressed in non-literary texts cf.

UMBS V, no. 74:VI, 14-VII, 17 (Kraus, JCS 5, 35f.); TCL
15, nd. 9:v, é?f. (CADI/J, léda lex.); ARM 1, 6:34. Tor
a Biblical example see II Ki. 8:3.
66. lendelsohn showed that the warning was not necessarily
late and based on Israel's actual experiences with kingship
(BASCR 143, 17-22).
67. Ibid.
68. Cf. Oppenheim, A, 120f.
69. Cf. Dossin, Qgﬁﬁ§}g§§;§L§25jggg_and the review of Schott,

OLZ 1933, 518-522; Ravn, Bi.Ox. 10, 12f. and Ac.Or. 22,
46£. ; iandsberger in §XE?9}§9“9§K3§ II, 82-84, and the review
of Finkelstein, JA0S 90, 251f.

70. The objections of Ranoszek, ZD#G 88, 210, are too vague to
be debated; that cf Diakonov, Bi.Or. 18, 63, is subject to
the same criticism as that of Landsberger, §Xﬂ?9}§§”9531§'
82ff., in that by making Gilgamesh's behavior lawful it
leaves Enkidu's anger unexplained (Finkelstein, JAOS 90, 251).

71. Diakonbv, Bi.Or. 18, 62f. also sees a differcnce between the
two passages.

72. Ox. 17, 23.

73. CADB, 173d; not "women," as Oppenheim held (0x. 17, 22 n. 7).

i
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The motif of releasing sons and daughters to their parents
calls to mind the literal meaning of the Sumerian equivalent

of

)}

If

nduraru, namely ama—ar—gi(é), "returning to the mother.”

S—

In view of such passages as the Urnammu hynmn TCL 15, 12:
III, 56 (Castellino, ZA 53, 122; cf.lnettexr . Prayer Bl' last
line), where ama-uL...gl[ 314 is used as a finite verb,
this etymclegy deserves to be taken seriously (see Hallo,
Bi.Or. 16, 236, with reference to Edzaxd, 428, 95f.)

74. Or. 17, 22.

75. CADB, 173d.

76. Cf. Keret B (=UT 128}, iii, 23f.: "the sons of Keret...
the daughters of Hurriva...;" Ruth 1:8; Cant. 3:4; 8:2; Gen.
24:28; cf. also Cassuto, The Geddess Znath (Heb.), 36f.
For Akxadian examples Prof. llallo calls my attention to
Exrs ITc, 33f.; I1I, 9f.; cf. Atrahasis S:v, 18-21 = vi, 7-10.

77. Skinner. Genesis (ICC), 249, considers such behavior

typical of “"Oriental despotism.”
78. ¢f. Deut. 17:17. Others specak more generally of “taking

irls for himself" (Goxdon, The A Ancient icax Last, 46 ;
g

Kirk, Myth, 133) or Gilgamesh's "Rabelaisian sex appetite”

'3

(Kramer, History Begins at Sumer, 184).

79. RBA 473f.; also YOR /1, 27, 30.

80. Grih, Sf.

81. Jacobsen, AS 11, 00f,:18;: cf. Shaffer, 1ll.
g82. Cf. Lamberi in GSI, 47.

83. Lines 10f.; cf. Otten, Ist. ! Mit. 8, 120.

i
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14, 86f.: 18'-23"'.

RS

e 3 1.
84. Guterbock, ZA

85, Idem. in Kramer (ed.), Mythologies of the 2ZAnc >ient Vorld,

,

154; cf. Gurney, The Hittites, 194.

86. For parallels to this epithet see Seux, Eolthetes...,

— - ”
s.vv. SanZnu and tebu.

87. For a Ugaritic parallel to these lines cf. IAB (=UT 49):
vi, 17-18.
88. Lipit-Ishtar uses a similar epithet with the same nuance,

SKIZ 30:9.

89. Cf. CADG, 56ab for examples with this overtone.
90. Speiser's translation (ANET, 75).
91. On the wrestling match see Oppenhein, Or. 17, 23f.;

Gordon, JHES 7, 264; Irag 6, 4f.; Ravn, Ac.Or. 22, 47;

Offnar, RA 56, 31-38; opinions are expressed more briefl
'3 14 p h

by add apud Budge, The Babylonian Story of the Deluge, 43:

Xramey, JAOS 64, 9; Jastrow-Clay, YOR IV/3, 34f.: Jacodsen,

Ac.Or. 8, 7; Sagys, The Greatness..., 373.

92. So this passage was understood by Delitzsch, Ass.liwb., 676D:

Muss-Arnolt, 1074b; Stamm, As. Stud. 6, 6.

93. Gadd, Irag 28, 105:6; so translated also by Grayson, QNF“3

506a.

96. Kramer, The Sumerians, 264-2068.

97. Shulgi A (AuBg3, 585f.), 36-78; Shulgi C rev. 3%, 11'-14',
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19" (numbering according to unpubl. M5 of fallo) = sSTVC
50 rev. 3, 13, 14 cited by Landsberger, Wzxi 57 (19¢81),
22 sub "Zu 2. S. 116;" for lines 12'-14' see already van
pijk, Bi. Ox. 11, 8&7.

98. See Matou¥, Bi.Or. 21, 5.

99. This pcssibility was raised in connection with the fight
between Gilgamesh and Enkidu by Hoffner, CBQ 38, 220 n. 1.

100. E.g., Enuma Elish IV-V;I Sam. 17:9; see de Vaux, Biblica

40 (1959), 495-508.

101. Stith Thompson, Motif-Index, H326.1.2; 331.2; 331.4; 335.

a8

i, 3.

102. Forrer, quoted by Guterbock, Zn 44, 83f.; Barnett, Journal
of Hellenic Studies 65, 100f.; but see the remarks of
Gliterbock, op. cit., 89.

103. KB vIi/1l, 521.

104. GLTh. 72, sub 10.

105. RA 30, 162f.

106. Ibid., 153-168.

107. RA 30, 127-143; abbreviated below as GIN.

108. ZDNG 68, 210.

109. Rccepted by Schott-von Soden (in Das Gilg. Epos), Speiser

(in ANET), von Soden (Or. 16, 87; Ailw 642d, 878a), Kramer,

JAOS 64, 20 n. 3; van Dijk, in Hartman (ed.), Syncretism,
174,
110. Pp. 21-25.

111. . Hartmann, Q;euﬁqgikm@ér Sumerischen Kultur. The Handbuch

i
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der Orientalistik fascicle on music by H. Hickmann and W.

112, WZ¥e 56, 124-126; Grayson, AHL”3 507 translates "Reifen”
as “wheel.'

113. WZK4 57, 23; cf. also Goxrdon, JCS 12, 62 sub 5.93.

114, Jacobsen expressed this opinion in his ACLS Lectures on
the History of Religions for the year 1966; I quote from
the unofficial record published in J. Heusner (ecd.), Report

of the 1965-1966 Seminar on Religions in Antiquity (Dart-

mouth College Cecmparative Studies Center, September, 1968), 8l1.
115. Cf. the proverb "lie became angry like a dog which had been

struck by a block of wood” (GléELLAG = pukku [MSL II, 128:9]),

Gordon, JCS 12, 62, no. 5.53.

116. M. Schneider, Antaios 9, 262-283; cf. V. Schneider, Gil-
gamesch, 82-893.

117. In S.S. Hartmann (ed.), Syncretism (1969), 174.

118. Shaffer, 105f.

11%. Ibid., 31f.

120. W2Kd 56, 125 n. 49 (ay translation); cf. Grayson, AKRE T? 503.

121. W. Muss-Arnolt, A Concise Dictionary of the Assyrian Langua ce,

II, 819h. The lexical evidence for this meaning is found in
Diri III, 65-70 (Meissncr, AS 4, 89):

gi-iz-zal : gig.zal «..: ha-si-su

ni—ig—mu"u

qu- q lu

i
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ga-a-lu

port

d-te-qutu

pu-uk-ku ‘(poss. var.: [pu-ug-gjul.
Cf. Smith, RA 30, 156-158; Jacoksen in Gorden, SP, 4G6E.
sup line 143. See now AHw 875 cd s.v. puqqu.

122. ANET3, 503.

123. za 59, 221.

124, All the exemples quoted in von Soden-R6llig, Das Akkadische

Syllabax, 58, no. 296, are third person masc. sg. suffixes.
125. JROS 64, 20.

126. Due to the similarity of pukku and pugqu. For misunder-

standing of Sumerian texts by Akkadian scribes note the
nistranslations sometimes found in the Akkadian part of
bilingual texts (cf. Falkenstein, LSSKNF 1, index [p. 192}

s.v. Akkadische Ubersetzung, Fehler der).

i
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Ch. V. Literary Antecedents and Affinities of the Creation

It was mainly on the basis of the similar Biblicel account
of the creation of Adam that Jastrow sought to demonstrate
that the creation of Enkidu reflected an account of the
creation c¢f man. However, ncting that Enkidu was created by

1

Aruru, he also referred— to another cuneiform text in which

foo]

Aruru played a role in the creation of ma

dMIN (=Aruru) Eégngpélﬁti ittidu ib

(.1.

anu

. .. . 2
Aruru created the secd of mankind with him (Marduk).

......-u--..----nunmln-m-uunull--“-*“"JI

|
H

10

zt-h

ks

=3

- |

(e}

o
i
i
i
]
H
i

The immediately preceding lines state that the chief role in
the creation of man was Marduk's:

1 o - - .
(line 17: “AMAR.UD)...(19) ameluti ibtani

Marduk...created mankind.
Jastrow arqgued that Marduk's presence in this text was simply
introduced by the theologians of Babylon who could not afforxd
. . 4 .
to ignore their patron god,”  and that the account naming
Aruru, as well as the account of Enkidu's creation, reflect
- . s 5 . . . -
an Uruk tradition of creation. The same view was cxpressed
... O C oy -
more recenily by van Dijk. Neither, however, argued for
the literary dependence of the creation of Inkidu on that
text. These texts have in common only the common theological
S 1 7 . . .
motif of Aruru as the mother-goddess, which by itself 1s no
sign of literary relationship.

Another motif in the creation of Enkidu which is paralleled

elsewhere is his creation from clay (tittu, I,ii, 34F ).
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This is paralleled in Atrahasis, where the mother-goddess 1is
. g . X .
involved again (Atrahasis I, 189-289),° in the Sumerian fore-
e s . N S
runner of the latier, Enki and Ninmah, as well as several

10 le.ll

other cuneiform texts and the Bib But here, too, while

the parallel motifs have been noted, this has not led to a

uggestion of

lltera"“ dependence.

What has not been noted is the verbal similarity between
certain lines in the creation of Enkidu in the Gilgamesh Lpic
and the creation of man in Atrahasis. Most striking is the

nearly identical address instructing the mother-goddess to

create respectively, Enkidu and mankind:

Ge I,ii,30f%. Atrahasis T, 194f.
atti 9aruru tabni [améla) attima Zassuru baniat awcluti
. . -~ - . v . - A
eninna bini zikirsu binima lulla...
You, Arura, created [the man/ You (are) the wowmb/creator-
mankindl2]: goddess,13 creatress of mankind:
iWow create his counterpart Create manl4...

The comnand in Atrahasis is followéd immedistely by the statement

- . V- e . . .
of purpose: libil absanan, “"that he may bear tne yoke" i.,e.,

15 Cs s .
of the gods' labor thus cstablishing the gods' freedon
(andurarum, Atrahasis I, 243). Corresponding to this in GE is

the statement of the ultimate purpose of bnkidu's creation in

5 . . .V, _ V. .
the next part of the address to Aruru: Uruk listapsily, “that
Uruk may have calsel" (GE 7,ii, 32) - i.e., from the tyranny

of Gilgamesh.

Once this correspondence is noted, a structural similarity
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between the first part of Atrahasis and the events culminating

83}

in the creation of inkidu becomes apparent: K ch pericope opens
with oppression; the victims then complain to the gods; the
mother-goddess then creates, at the gods' command, (a) man

to relieve the victims of their suffefing, Beyond the parallelisnm

of structure there are a number of similar details, as the

following chart shows:

GE I,ii Atrahasis I
7-16 Urukites oppressed by Gil- 1-38 Igigivoppressed by
gamesh day and night anunnaki, forced to labor

day and night

17-29 Complaint (tazzimtu) of 39-191 Igigi complain (uttazamu),
women of Uruk brought to then go to Enlil; complaint
[Anu], who is (by in- eventually communicated to
ference) sympathetic | Anu and Enki, who are

sympathetic

30a Gods summon mother-goddess: 192f. Gods summon mother-goddess:

dAru ru 1ssu rabitu iltan issu i¥alu

tabsut ili ¢ erlgtam Héﬁi

30b-3Ila Instruct her to create a 194 f£. Instruct her to create

man: mankind:
7 @ i [ang Yasshru biniat avilits
attl “Aruru tabni [andlal attima sassuru Denidk adlubi
. 4 . - A
cninna b lnl zikirsu binima lulla...

(Enkidu later described as

1u1]u“awolu, I,iv,06,13, 19 )

31b-32 State purposc: 195h-197 State purpose:

A
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-— V..
ana_um lloa?éu ]h ma[hlr/§117] eveesslibil absananm

.37, - L V= . 7o s
listananuma Uruk 11% ao[glnl_ abSznam 15bil ¥ipir © ,nl¢l

(corresponding passages in
En.El. [VI,8,26,131,135; VII,
10] use Dagghu)

33 b Mother-goddess makes plans 128-219 Gods make plans
or preparations
34a lMother-goddess washes hands 221f. Enki makes purifying bhath
225f, Hother—-goddess mixes clay

34b Mother-goddess nips off clay: 256 Mother—goddess nips off clay:

titta iktaris [klirsi...uktarris

B e O B e

v
1
@]

Mother—goddess spits on clay: 233f. Gods spit on clay:

lttduJ ina sB8ri rultam ] 1duu elu titti

<

35 Motlicr—-goddess creates Enkidu S obv.iii, 8-13 Birth-god-
desses create seven couples
The Hittite version (H) of the creation of knkidu also
preserves details similar to the Atrahasis creation narrative,
and in some places is even closer to Atrahasis than the
canonical version of Gilgamesh is. There, too, the mothex-
goddess (d II) is the creatress (H,lé, etc.) The refercnce
there to the assembly (ii,18) corresponds to the asscroly of
the gods in Atrahasis at which the decision to create man was
made (Atrahasis I, 218). The mother-goddess declares that
she has created man before actually doing so (i, 20), as she

does in Atrshasis (I, 237-243). She mixes clay hefore creating.

1
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Enkidu (I, 21), as the gods do in Atrahasis (I, 228). The

Hittite version assures the existence of this periccpe at least
as early as the Hiddle Babvlonian period, and aleng with the
01ld Babylonian material surveyed in Ch. II,C, creates a strong
presumption for its existence in the 01d Babylonian version.
Wwhat is more, it suggests that the latter version was closer

in many respects to Atrahasis than the later canonical version

is.

+h

of a literary dependence of the

[N

What is the likelihco
creation of Enkidu on Atrahasis? In spite of the similarities,
structural and detailed, apparent in the chart above, there are
‘obviously numerous differences. The guestion of dependence
rests on whether the similarities are so commonplace as to

requite no direct relationship, or whether there are unusual;

fete

unexpected similarities which cannot be supposed to have
occurred spontaneously.

some features shared by the two texts are commonplace, as
we have seen: creation by the mother-goddcss and creation from
clay. Othexrs seen very general, containing no or only a few
verbal correspondences, such as planning, purifying, nipping
(xar&su) off clay, spitting ([ru’tam] Rﬁﬁﬁ)' creating. But
several other similarities are unique - on the basis of prescnt
evidence - to the Gilgemesh kpic and the Atrahasis Epic or
to the circle of traditions to which Atrahasis belongs., These

include the creation's becing in response to an outcry of

oppresscd subjects and its purpose in relicving their suffering.
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This pattern, culminating in the creation of a deliverer, 1is

unigue to the Gilgamesh Epic and creation texts, of which

Atrahasis and perhaps its Sumerian forerunner Enki and Ninmah

are the loci classici. Outside of these contexts the closest

parallel is found in such passages as the Cyrus cylinder,
where Cyrus is sent by HMarduk as a deliverer in response to
; o ~E . . le .
the outcry of the oppressed Babylonians. But there the new
hero is sent, not created, and he defeats and replaces the
oppressor, rather than simply "contending® with him and diverting
him.
Most impressive, however, are the very similar addresses
to the mother-goddess. Even here it is just possible to con-
ceive of a non-Atrahasis model for the address. Just as we
. s . 8 nices I _ . s
have incantations to aid difficult Liwths, and others to relieve
. 18 e . . s —
male impotence, so there must have been incantations to relieve
19 X e Ao s .
female barrenness and perhaps simply to implore divine aid
in conception. We know that incantations often referred to
the addressed gods' past achievements in the course of re-
. s - 20 . . . X
questing a repetition of thosc. It is quite plausible that
a line such as "you, Aruru, created mankind: now create a
child® could be found in such a prayer. For example, the
jncantation to the river known as atti naru opens with the

address attl naru banat kalama, "you are the river, creatress

21

4+

of all But if the address to Aruru in GI is modeled on such
a prayer, this nust be true 6f Atrahasis I, 194f. as well.

70 denv interdependence of the two passages one must believe
A b A ]
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that these two compositions independently borrowed several
details of the creation process from creaticn texts, similar ad-
dresses to the mother-goddess from, perhaps, a prayer for

childnirth, and the pattern oLpre351on~outcry—éreation of
(a) deliverer(s). This taxes credibility. One must rather
assume, at the very least, a source common to both texts,
in which these elements had already been brought together.
But since most of the common details as well as the pattern
are most frequently attested as a group in creation literature,
to which genre Atrahasis belongs, ultimate inspiration must
come from that genre, if not from Atrahasis itself.

Future discoveries may someday bring us a model which
is morc similar to Gilgamesh. But recalling that the eleventh
tablet of the Gilgamesh Epic drew upon the flood story, whose

locus «lassicus in Akkadian literaturec is Atrahasis IIXI, we

may confid¢ontly expect that the ultimate model will be no

farther removed from Atrahasis than the source of Gilgamesh

. L s . s ) . 22

¥I is from the Atrahasis version of the flooa.
. Further support for our conclusion that the creation

of Enkidu is modeled on the creation of mankind is found in

the next chapter, in which the model for Enkidu's early life

is found in the early life of mankind.
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KOTES TO CH. V

Al

RBA, 474, 448; AJSL 15, 189f.

King, CT 13, 36:21; cf. CADZ, 96d sub 5a; van Dijk, Act. Or.

28, 19 n. 44; Heidel, BGZ, 63:21. For '"seed of humanity" =

“humanity" see Jensen in RLA I, 33. The Sumerian reads

d . . . 4 . ’ .
A-ru-ru numun Ki-min (=nam—lﬁ—ux—lu) AMN-da bi-in-mu. King

read AN-da as dingir-ta (better:da), "with the god” (followed

by Heidel, op. cit., 63 n. 13), van Dijk as ARn-da, "tcgether

with 2n (?...)...% (loc. cit.}. 1In either case the Akkadian

rendering "with him," with the obvious antecedent "Harduk,"
is at best imprecise, undoubtedly due to the uncertain'
meaning of the Sumerian (ﬁo refer to Marduk as "the god”
seens pointless, while refercnce to An as the creator con-
tradicts the previous line's reierence to Marduk). However,
this is not the place to go inte the meaning of the Sumerian
column, since we only quote the passage because of Jastrow's
reference to it.

King, CT 13, 3&: 17,20; cf. CADZ, 56d sub >a; A,, 58 lex.
The Sumerian rcads: QGI.LIM.MA... nam»ld—ux—lu ba-dd.

AJSL 15, 199.

REA 448,

Ac.Oxr. 28, 24.

On Aruru sce F. Ebeling, RLA I, 160; Zimmern, ZANE 5 (1930),
252f.; Rdzard in Haussig (ed.), Whiiyth, 105; for a new

example see Hallo, 17% RAI, 124:8.
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8. Otten (Ist. Mitt. §, 120f.) discusses the differences be-
tween the OB and NA versions of Atrahasis on this point.

¢. Van Dijk, Ac. Or. 28, 26:33; see 30 n. 77.

10. BWL 88:277; Heidel, BG2, 65:26.

11. Gen. 2:7; Job. 33:6.

12. Like amelutu, amelu can also mean “mankind,” as in, e.qg.,

Atrahasis I,1.
13. Cf. Lambert-Millard, Atrahasis, 57: V obv. 1, etc.
14. For the meaning “primordial man” see below, Ch. VI.
15. cf. Atrahasis I, 1%1, 187, 24C, etc.
16. Cf. Judges 3:9 and passim; I Sam. 12:8-11.
17. W.G. Lambert, Irag 31, 31f., 34f.

\ s . . . . .
18. R.D. Biggs, A, 41.GA: Ancient Mesopotamian Potency Incantations

(PCs TIT: 1967); H. Hoffner, JBL 85 (1966), 326-334.
19. Cf. Ber. 25:21; 1 Sam. 1:10&£.

20. O. Eissfeldt, The 0ld Testament: An Introduction (Eng. tr. 1965},

112; W.G. Xunstmann, Die Babylonische GebetsbeschwOrung (LSS uF

2; 1932), 12; cf. Lambert, Iraq 31, 31ff.
21. The most complete text is STT I, 72:77. The title is quoted

in the ritual text KAR 294:5 (Bbeling, Tod und Leben, 91:5).

22. Laessg@de,Bi. Ox. 13, 96; cf. Kramer, JAOS 64, 19 n. 87.

|
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CH. VI. Literary hntecedents and Affinities of Enkidu's Early Life
A. Aror ccg'
Stock descriptions about the Amorite way of 1ife in the
‘Ur III periodl do bear some resemblance to the description of
Enkidu. The subject matter of these descriptions includes the
Amorites' habitat, shelter, diet, and dress, and the phraseclogy
generally includes a refercnce to "not knowing" (Sum. nu-2zu,
akk. ;g i&ﬁﬁlﬁ%l some feature of civilization. The fullest
statement is found in the Sumerian composition "The Harriage
of dFKR.TU“z where the latter, the cponymous deity of the
Amorites, is described in a difficult passage as:
Rev. ii, 24. za“lam—gar~ti,IM-IH~¥ég—[ga}...siskur~siskur~[ ]
25. hur-sag-gé tus-ed......P[ 1
v
26. 14 uz[ul-diri kur-da nmu-un-ba-al-la dhg—gam~vu—zu—5m
27. uzu—nu—geg6—g£ al-ki-e
28. u4—ti—la—na ¢ nu-tuku-a
29. u4~ba~ng(BAD)-a—na ki—nu—tdﬁ—mu*dam
24. A tent-dweller [buffeted (2)] by wind and rain...
25. Dwelling in the mountain...
26. The one who digs up mushxooms at the foot of the
H nount vln who does not know how to bénd the knec;c
27. Vho eats uncooked meat;
23. who in his lifetime does not have a house;
29. Who on txe day of his death will not be buried.
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supported by the copy in SBEX 58, rev. iv, 25.

the land)," while Chiera (SRY, p. 20:24) took the phras

221
NOTES
- : /¥ ‘e n - : -
a. CE. hur-sag-ga tus- cited hy Buccellati, 331.
“
o - . : . v o .
b. Kramer's reading (Genava HS 8§, 281 n. 34) ki-tus 1is not

c. Roux (Anc. Irag, 161) adds interpretively:"{to cultivate

c

to mean “he knows no submission” (cf. ...mata t; darrani...

Languages and Areas...l119 n. 7;

v

4

a people plotting destruction,like beasts, like wolves..
A later text suggests the Amorites' cress:

[mar-tu-glin

o Vv . . . [4
5 edin-na kus mi-ni-[in-la]l:

. - v, .
klma a- mar' (tex ux)“rl 1 in sezl [maska raksaku]
- v c— — — N B m ima e s 8 ee®. wems e mmmman nm e

J I have ticd a skin around nyself in the steppland 1i

an Awrorite.?

v

1

others state that he “does not know/has never known a house,

At fivst signt it is tewpting to relate these vassagy

- — .+ oA % 7 - o
¥a kanzfa la idu, "lands of kings...w: ho/which do po* kn
submission," AKA, 64: iv, 51 [Tiglath- eser I}, cited

CAD I/J 28c, translated ARRB I, 81; sibd hur¥ani 1a kanfuti,

"unsubmissive mountain peoples,” OIP 2, 64:20 ([Sennacherib],

cited CAD3, 52a). Civil: “restless” (apud B. Reiner in

. . ] ) , . 3
Severzl texts sveak of the Awmorite's home in the mountains; >

né The

statemant that “he does not know grain™ is frequcnt.s One text

. / . . .
terms the Amorites lu ha-lam-mfal dim-na ur-ra-ging ur-bar-ra-ging,
~

vy

ke

s to

Gh's description of Inkidu as one who "knows neilther people
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nor (civilized) lard;"he is"garbed in a garment like Sumugan”

(r,ii,38), "a fellow who has come from the hills" (iii, 2 and

parallels), who "knows not" the eating of (human) food (GLP iii,

6f.). But closer scrutiny brings out significant differences.

Thile the Amorite eats uncooked meat, Enkidu eats grass (GE I,

ii, 39). HMost features in Enkidu's description are not found

in the literary tradition about the Amorites. Most importantly,

. . - A - 4 4 . . 8 .
Enkidu is pictured as living with andé like wild animals™ (cf.

GL VIII, 2ff., quoted above, end cof Ch. II, &, 3) while the

Amorites, on the contrary, are described, with the exception of

the animal simile just quoted, as primitive bedouins living in
tents. Enkidu becomes not only “civilized® but ”humanized”g‘

- .v . - “1m - . . e . - L3R
(awelis ive, GEP 105). The description of Enkidu is unlikely

therefore, to have becn medeled on the Amorites.

Parallels to a few details of the description of Enkidu

where the similarityv to animals is explicit may be found in

curse formulas and in laments - provenances which testify to

a view that these conditions are misfortunes. One Sumerian curse

r©

expresses the wish that "like a sheep (An) may gather grass for

(the enewmies') mouth to eat, may give their throat water to

10

drink." In the lament for ilippur it is said that when Nippur

was destroyed "the black-heads ate all (sorts of) grass like sheep

12

An obscure passage in the later text K7268 which belongs to

13

the dingir.dib-ba rituals reads:
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"What are my sins? [ 1:
What is my wrong? | 1;
I am an ox, I eat grass I 1
I am a sheep, I | ]..."l4

Comparisons to animals are in fact quite common in laments; these
similes express different types of suffering and debasement, in-
cluding loss of intelligence.15 Especially striking is this
passage from a lament in a letter prayer: gud gisdydul-a
nu—ub—ga*za lé—a—ginx edin-e ba-ab-du-de-en, "like an oz, tied
to a rope which it cannot bcar, I wander about on the steppe."l6
The curse sections of #iddle Babylonian kudurrus refer to the
violator being driven from society (due to leprosy) and roaming
the steppe liie a wild znimal (umam §§£i) or a wiléd ass (§i££§ﬁh7
v ~
cf. GE VITI obv. 2) or gazelle (HAS.DA, cf. GE I, ii, 39).
To the mcntion of Enkidu's hair one might compare, albeit from
a much later source and without comparison to animals, the
length of rhiqar's hair (and nails) after his long incarceration
in the Tale of Ahiqar;l8 from earlier times one might even cite
references to sages, gods, young women, and demons letting

their hair hang loose (sig-bar-ra...dug = pZrtan wuStury;

”~

~f. the description apparently of bnkidu in GO IT, iv, 6:

7
w¥-Fur-tu, pe-re-tu) .17

Finally, since Enkicdu's qualitics are

. . P ..
the embe iment of igncrance (la idi, GE I, 11, 39; @GP iii, 6;
la lurtnud, GEP iii, 9) we may comparc the complaint in Sun.

. e ¢ '
Letter Prayer H:25:na-gd-ah-%& ba-kuy-re-en,"I have been turned

|
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into an ignoramus,” ¢ ana tn

o

curse expressced in the epilogucs

of the Laws of Hammurapi: loss of intelligence and understanding

(uznaa w nimeqan) .

We do not find these curses in a single ccntext, but rather
scattered around separately. It is not inconceivable that the
picture of Enkidu was created by the gatherirg of these clichés -
this is a method of composition known elsewhere in the ancient
Near Last and Burope.22 put it is problematic that the picturec
should have been drawn largely from punitive contexts. Why
would the poet have wished to call up such punitive associationé
in his description of Enkidu?

C. Primordial lan

.

A more satisfactory scluticn is offered by texts which
describe the life of the first men «s animal-like. The epic
itself gives us reason to believe that Enkidu is modeled on

. . . . o A - .
primordial man, for it terms Enkidu lullu amelu (I,iv, 6, 13, 19).

As an epithet of men this term appears elsewhere only with

23

reference to man when he is first created. This in itself

is enough to establish a connection between knkidu and primordial

: . 24 A3
man. The term has often been taken to mean "savage;" von Soden
was nore non-commital in defining it as "urspringlicher iensch. 29

1

Lambert, noting that the term is probably borrowed from

- 4 . e - . . .
Suerian lu-u,.-lu, objects that tne translation "savage" is
based solely on the use with Enkidu and asks, on the bhasis of

“the Sumerian etymoloay,
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why is it not cnough simply to render 'man'? Thie com-
1.2 . A o . . v 3 - .
Lination lullu-anelu is simnly the Sumerian...and 1ts

rkkadian equivalent, and it is an exact parallel of the

Wew Testament 'Abba father.' In the same way a proper

26

1

A - - i
1ulla armZlu would be 'Lullu-man'.

)}

rendering o

But this argument, in relying solely on etymology and a rwch

»1
Al

later koiné Greek parallel, ignores Akkadian idiom. For com-

pounds in the form x-ams 217

1 are widely-attested in Akkadian,
and are especially favored in the Gilgamesn Bpi028 (Oppenhein
suggests they may express a "psychological typology"” in the

29), and in each case the first element functions ad-

epic
. - 3 . 3 6
jectivally. So an adjectival meaning for lullu can hardly

Py s ;A -
b enied in the compound lullti-amelu. If we share Lambert's

(@]
Cu

.

objection te “savage", we must nevertheless admit that von
Soden's “ursprunglicher Mensch," with all the adjectival
overtones that Mesopotamian tradition (sce below) saw in that
concept, is precisely the rendition the evidence calls for.30

A late reflex of the tradition that primordial men lived
like animals is found in Berossus' quotation of flexancer
Polyhistor:

At Babylon an enormous mass of éeople had scttled,

and they lived in an unrestrained manner like animals
who lack reacon, and (like) wild cattle.31

he text then goes on to narvate how Oannes energed from the

Persian Gulf and taught men the arts and sciences of civilization.
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The older form of that part of the tradition which
intérests us at present --- the animal-like life of the first
men --- appears in a text which was long ago adduced as a

s . 32 .
parallel to the description of Enkidu.”® The Dispute between
Cattle and Grain,33 or Lahar and Ashnan as it is sometimes
called after its protaconists, begins, as such compositions
frequently do,34 with a mythological prologue whose theme is
the creation of the protagonists, the goddesses of cattle and
grain. The prologue sets in after ZAn had created the Anunna-

gods on ‘"the mountain of heaven and earth. 3>

Because the god-
desses Ashnan (grain36), Uttu (clothing and weaving37), and
Lahar (cattle/sheep38) did not vet exist (the text lists also
“the loxrd dAGA.SI,"39 "the loxd d(alkal,”40 and “Sunmugan, the
god of the plain"41), no sheep were born, the various types

42

of grain did not exist, and garments did not exist. Because
of this:
10-u -1 i-a-k
nam-lu-uy,-lu v, ,-ri-a-key-e-ne
. Y S X}‘
ninda ku-u-bi nu-nu-un-zu-us-an
. v ¢
tug-gar nu4—mu4—b1 nu-nu-un-zu-us -an
Y v, -
kalam gis-gi-na-a kus-bha mu-un-gin
. ; / Y 4
udu-gin, ka-ba u mu-ni-1b-xXu

’ v b . .
a-sar-sar-rxa-ka 1 —iln-nag-nag-ne

Mankind® of that tineP

knew not the eating of bread,

knew not the wearing of garments;

i
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the people went around with

ate grass with their mouths

ol

drank water from ditches.

NOTES

J

a. Not "Like manking"

-~ 2

b. CE.

like

“

cn their kodies

sheep,

(Kramer) ; sce below.

.C
&

I

van Dijk, Act.

Or. 28, 16-34.
c. This line has several variants which have
e

basis of several different translations,

satisfactory; sce Chiera, SRT, Pp. 29:22;

E. Burrows, JRAS 1526, 319; Langdon, Le Poeme,

Jean, RA 26,

served as the

none entirely

>

140:22.

Kramer (c.g., The Sumeriens, 220£f.) does not translate the

line at all.

d. Cf. van Dijk, Ac. Ox. 28, 42, The varian

t a—g?.R—z’EA 2e o =

in UE® G/1, 33:25 translates in roughly the same way; cf.

perlaps [d-ru] [HAR] = hi-ir-re-[tum], CADIH, 199 s.v.
. ol

irru lex.; but note the cautionary comment of the CAD

there.

To remedy the abscence of (small) cattle
deities of those comnodities are created in
which the gods were created,43 in their hous
26). There they provide their produéts for
the Anunna eat and drink these products hut
Therefore "for their good46/for the good of

nam-lu-u,-1lu zi-8347 im—¥i~ib—g51,

48

B . . TN 1
mankind was given zl-sa (sce below).

and grain, the

“+he chamher in
\" .

e dus—ku (line

4
the Anunna;4*

. . . 4
rerain unsatisfied.”

their shecpfolds:"
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Enki and Enlil then cause Lahar and Ashnan to descend from
[N ey s . - \ 4 S

the dug-ku, which 1s a hill (dug) above the mountain of

3 ~49.-| 1 £ T ool oy 2

heaven and eartn. They set up a sheepfold for Lahar and

present her with plants and herbs in abundance (for the cattle

to eat, presumably), and for Zshnan they establish a house

and present her with plow and yoke. Lahar and Ashnan cause

)

abundance to appear on earth, and
] 4 ’
an(var. unken)-na hé-g4l mu-un-ne-gal
. 7N\ 4 ’
kalam-na 21—§a—gal mu—un-ne-gal

. . . . 7/ ’ 50
me-dingir-re—-e-ne si 1m-sa-sa-e-ne

In heaven (var.: the assembly) they brought abundance,

In the land/on earth they brought zi-¥a-gal,

the mes of the god they direct (lines 53-55).
With all the abundance they brought, "they made good the hesrt
- of An and Enlil.* The abundance produced by Lahar and Ashnan
clearly refers to the abundance that they cnabled mankind to
produce; the concluding sentence just quoted implies that
manking succecded in producing enough food to satisfy the
gods' needs.>!

-

At this point the mythological prologue ends.

represented

v

The creaticn of the Anunna is apparentl
here as teking place in the mountainé cast of Mesonotanmia,
where the duG—kh is located. The latter means literally "holy

" mound. 23  Its cosmic rofercnce, as summarized by van Dijk

primarily on the basis of the present passage, is "the holy

l
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hill...on which, in primordisl times, the Anunna gods lived

and on which agriculture, husbandry, weaving, everything

s . A
Like other cosmic tezms (e.g. apsu, which is in fact equated

. . . N - K
with dug-ku in scme lexical (?) tex tsSS), duc~ku is also the

-
name of a part of some temples,JG apparently the chawber in

: : s H s : h] N 4 > - e
which "fates"' are determined; the au6—ku in the Bfengurra o

fact that the month-name Tashritum (Tishre) is sometimes
. A . . . -
wriltten 'uua—ku. The possible association witih mes may

be significant in light of the reference to mds in our text

The most problcmatic passage in this text is line 35,
c VN 2 Ve L / " . . VS oL
nare=14- u,~lu zi-sa im-€i-ib-gal, manxkind was given zil-Sa.

\ TN . \
Tiie noun zi-sa when used with o

~ verb gdl is apparently an
1.1 cpy e = oy P} ’\ 4 1
abbreviated form of the noun zi-sa--gal, perha
R T SUR. | . 3 41 e ro? '_é’ 4 — '.-g-\_
to avoid redundancy; in other woxds, zi-Sa...gal = zi-sa-ga

. . ~ /
...gal. The lexical egquation 21~¥a—gal =

was already xnown>? to the first translators of this passacge
who understood the noun to mean "life-breath” and accordingly
rendered "mankind was created/given life/breath."so Kramer

v . apparently thne first to note the conflict between this

l.ine and lines 12ff. which descripned "mankind when first
61

reated” several lines CJOIO this account cf their creation;

to resolve this conflict he rendercd line 19 as a simile: "like

1
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L}

menkind when first created," and teook the following description

of primitive conditions to apply to the Anunna: it was they

who in primeordicl times “knew not the eating of bread,” etc. -

-

like mankind later on when it was first created, Talkenstein

62

cinted out the impossibility of this soluticn, since
E

the text lacked a comparative

®

particle, and sought to solve
the problem by suggesting that zi- 5...g51 was herc used with

a nuance which did not ceonflict with line 19. He ncted that in
line 54 Lahar‘aﬁd ishnan arc said to have brought zi—gé—gél
1nto the land, while in the preceding line they are said to
have brouaht abundance (gélgél) into heaven; from this he con-
cluded that in line 35, too zi- la...gaT referred to something
like prosperxity, abundance: 03 mankind, which already cxisted,
was now aiven abundance (by the arrival of Lanhar and Ashnan

in theirx midst).G4 Kremer reinained unconvinced, and continucd

. . . . . . 63
to render line 1§ "like mankind" in subsequent publications.

- - , . .V
In 1962 the CAD treated the word under the loan-word zisagalluy,

giving it the meanings “1l. divine encouragement, fortitude
of heart, 2. (greeting foriaula used in addressing a king).”66
Cur line 35 was included under the first meaning and rendered
"they (the Anunnaki) caused cncouragemcnt to bhe among men.”
In the discussion following it was stated: "In the Suin. pas-
sages, the word denotes the encouragemen® conveyed by wo

of mouth, a specific act or by meire presence, from onc god

to another, ox by a god or king to a human being oxr person of
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3 - ] - 1 V. v : >
lesser status...The Akk. rendering by siknat (or sikin) na-

Y A
plStl is due to a confusion with nig.zi.gal which secms to

. / . -
mean something like elan vital (German Lebenscdem).” Falken-

B

"$tein returned to the subject again in 1965 in his study of

the hnunna,67

ané suggested that since man already sisted at
this point, in our passage the phrase means “that the Anun-

na made them capable of rational beha avior"0® (perhaps con-

s
o

. o N . v . - . . . o
sidering that zi-sa = life in the heart ([=mindl). A few

69

g and

years later he studied the word zi- da- ggl at length
discerned four different meanings: 1. the life-breath present
in the body; 2. a DOlng which has life-breath in it; 3. someone
who gives life-breath; 4. something which gives life-breath.
our passage was treated undex the compound veri zi- oa...gal

and translated “they caused mankind to have life-breath witiin
the body.‘J0 Finally, the word was treated by lallo and van
Dijk in The Exaltation of Inanna in 1968.7) They explicit

a nl2
“sustenance’

rejected the CAD's ‘“encouragement" and tra mnslate
in the sense of “food;" they rendered our passage "they gave
sustenance to mankind.“ This interpretation may well receive
support from the variant reading in ET VI/1, 33:33, wnich
v . . o s .

replaces zi-sa in our passage with KA . ¥-0i; unfortunately thne
first sign is difficult to identify.

Any of these alternatives to "was civen life” would resolve

the conflict with line 19: abundance, encouragement (what-

ever that means), rationality, or sustenance. Vhich, if any of
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these, was appropriate to ocur passacge would have renainecd a

matter of guesswork, however, were it not for new teXtual

evidence which clarifies the meaning considerably.

The evidence is in a Sumerian composition entitled "The

. N - 73 .
by its editor, B. Scllberxger. Sollberger

Rulers of Lahash
derives the text from Lagash of the iiiddle 0ld Babylonian

ariod and takes it as
a politico-satirical work written by a Lagash scribc in answer
to the author(s) of the Sumerian King List who had ignored
the rulers of Ligag...[n 2] may have wanted to show...
that...L agag could trace the line of her rulers as far
back as the Flood,..74

The list of rulcrs is preceded by a long nJLnolochaL introduction

describing the restoration of civilization after the flood.
:is account is of interest to us because the restoration of
civilizeticon duplicates in many respects its original intro-

i . s . . 75 v w . .
duction in antediluvian tinmes. Among works "dealing with
the origin and development of civilization® Sollberger supposed
our author was familiar with Enki and the World Order and TLugal-

6 - . . . \
e.7 Of special interest to us, however, is the sxmllar’*

with Lahar and Ashnan. Ashnan's inactivity and subsecauent

return to activity comprises an important topic in the acccunt;
. vy . . . . .

and the worxd 71~f“—qal occurs in an illuminating context. The

scction describing the reestablishmont of agriculturce includes

the fo]]""lng sentence: 17

: - N -
50. 17 cdun-nle-ce]l In oxder to dig canals,
[ v AP A ] LW 34 )
51. e-pag-re s{ul-lul na-dej to dredge dyke-ditches,
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52. a-gar gal-gal-e S[*®stn-na
=N
nag-e—-cel
- ‘¢ ¢ 2 « g
53. gan-ne-gana zi-dle a
. / . -7 N
he-gé&l-la / im[ta-an-dc-de]
L 4
.V .-'V .
54, 1531 S'%mar 9['cusu
;Y
Gl1S .
3+¥anin-cl
. v /
55. zZi-sa-gzl klalan-nal
. s VN, . r v
56. uku-se im-ta-an-[car-re-es]

agriculture, the reverse of the ¢
v v
d, . 4 o i
11. “[niln-[glir-su 918a1 945~

[mar)

[S3AN

. S -
12. 9%Gusu 9 Sapin-e zi-%a-gil

el
<A

kal [an—mal

NN vy
13. uku si-ga sar—-a nu-gar-re-

basis of man's sustenance. This

~ '4

. T
£ 21"§a—gal:

Gefinition ©

v
es-a-ba
b ] - v\ ,
In these sentences zl-sa-gal
"the spade, the hoe, and basket,
with which man produces his food.
life of the land” mus

£t refer to thelir bei

sometining waich gives life

243
to let the noria water thoe
creat irrigation viots,
to let the water of nlenty
water the ficld, the axreble fiel
the spade, tue hog,
the basket, (eand) thz nlos,
(which are) the life-breatn of t
land,

estaplished for

Darlier in the text, prior to the reestablishment of

bove is stated:
TiM et e 78 -].,_, P e
Hingirsu, the spade, the

hoe,

the basket, (and) the plowr,

(which are)

-
oy
g

the lan

Jte

tl

(

v had not (vet) establish

for) the cocuntless overwh

pcople.

kalam-na is Jjuxtapposed to

(and) the plow" - the tools

Calling tools "the

3
H

3g the indisponsable
fits into Falkenstein's fourth
hY

Another
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example of this usage is the description of water as a
. V\ 4 1 -1 1 1. * 1 T . o 5179
zi-$a-gal-kur-kur-ra, “water, the life-breath of all the lands.
. 1 3 . ’
This usage resembles, as Falkenstein notes, that of zi-gal
. A . . . . PRI 1 - s
in describing a river as ig-zi-gel-kalaiua-mai, the river,
. e o - .80 . . - e i VNS ¢
the life-breath of the land. The syncnyny of zi-sSa-gal
. /.. . P S L .
and zi-gal in these phrases suggests that zi-s5a 15 noc basically

different from zi in this usage. Ashnan, the goddess of
J [4
R . s v P ~. a8l
grain is called zi-sag-gig-ga, "life or the blackheeads.

-V -V — sy .
Akk. napistu (followed Dby nigi or mati) is freqguently used

in the same way, often with the same commodities or things.

. - v -V, .
Thus water is referred to as me napsat nisi, "water, the life
w32

of the peoples, as are the Tigris and Luphrates.®3 ost

such usages refer to sustenance which is characteristic of

a0

civilized beings (or their domestinaetoed animals) alone.

4 s 85 . 84 .
i wine,”” and grain®® are referred to as naa%etgl/

1

Thus oeer,8

4 V. .
naDlSLJ nisi. Closer to the usage in The Rulers of Lagash

is the description of fields with the same termgs (cf. also

-he description of a watercourse as mukinnat nupl%ul mat1°9)

The association of this phrase with civilized life calls
to mind other phrases used in similar contexts. Thus while

. . . .V, . _TV. .
strong drink is referred to as napisti nisi, as above, 1in

GuP iii, 14 drinking it is called STHtl MPtl, "the custom of

90

the land; parallel to it is a description of eating human

food as simat Jdlatlw, "the sign of (civilized) life.*?1

Thus the commodities and implements themselves are called
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(s

¥im+u “custom: Pt . 3 nd-1e sarl ®
Simtu "custom; lot", or simtu, "mark”.

We conclude that zi-%a-gdl in both The Rulers of Lagash
and Lahar and Ashnan refers to the bases of civilized life.
While we nead not restrict the meaning in the latter text
to preciscly those implements enuncrated in the former, the
clear relatedness of the two texts suggests that the meaning
is close. 1In view of the description of precivilized conditions
in Lahar and Ashnan in terms of food, drink, and nakedness, it is
likely that zi-¥a- gaT there refers at least in part to dis-

tinctively human food and drink (and to clothing) - in other woxrds,

to those very things which are personified by the deities

jar
[

whose absence was note n the precivilization section of the

. YA / .
text. On the other hand, since zi-sa-gal was given to men for

=
the gods' benefi it, the term must also include the agricuitural
implements with which man was enabled to produce abundance for

the gods (the statement that Lahar and Ashnan Yadministered

-

e gods® could refer to this).gz

bt

the me's of t The text thus

~

relates how nan fir

0N

t acguired human food and drink (and

possibly other staples) and the implements used in producing

them, all of which constitute the distinctive features of
hurian c1v1llzatlon.93 It is not casy to translate a term

okl

ma Lo

,Jo

whicn refers at one and the same ti

o

mplenents and processes
and that which they produce. Perhaps woe nmust regort to some-

thing as neutral and colorless as "that which sustains life.”
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of how mankind was instructed by Oanncs (=Adepa; the first
1 ~ 4 . b > b} o .
apdgl%ug ) in everything which would tend to domesticate
.95 - .
human life. This corresponce of Lanhar and Ashnan with

the apkallu tradition may also extend to the statement that

Leahar and Ashnan "administered the mes of the gods" (line 55),20

since the seven apkallus who were created in the “"river” (this
- L - . - s%e! R .

could refer to the Persian Gulf,”’ from which Oannes-Adapa is

. 1 T 1 -»98 L ] 1t : > .
said by Berossus to have emerged” ) are also said to "administer
1 1 . t b ~ o N ’. 1199 n 4.
the 'patterns' (uguratu) of heaven and earth. The latter

R A 100 __ 4 .
passage occurs in connection with Adapa and recalls the

statement in the ~Adapa myth that Adapa had been given wisdom

for

surat mati kull-lu-mu, "to teach (mankind) the 'patterns' of

1 s 102
10 Lambert has recently argusad

ad

the land" {Adapa fragment A,3).

b

that uguvtu and gimtg both refer to the various norms and con-
ventions of human society or the established oxder of the
1063

universe, and Jacobsen earlier defined m ¢ (Akk. parsu)

similarly as "set, normative pattern (of behavior)," "noram",.

: oy 04 . se o . .
while Aramerl‘; descrived theil more generally as "culture traits

2 aen Y e <105 . ' , Sl A e . »
and complexes. The apkallus have been described as “mediators

1106

-

between the divire Jils and human knowledge. In Lahar and

Msiinan it 1s those two deities who play that role, as do other

goGs of various cowmoditices and sikills in other Sumerian texts 10]

In other woras, the apkallus represent one tradition of how the

nes were transmitted to manking, while in other treditions
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tive of humanity as against sub-human life. Berossus savs
as much by describing Adapa's tecachings as including that

0
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©
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0
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©
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o
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Q
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Q
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]
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[
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o
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0
(a

identical, to the concept of humanity (nam-lu-u,.-

merian wisdom literature. The latter has been described

1

by van Dijk as equivalent to the Latin humanitas in the sense

of “"the complete blossoming forth of human values, hlnanlsn.’log

That concept is at home in the Sumerian scribal aca emies. It
refers to intellcctual ac:hie*v*ez-cxentsll:3 and, with its 2kkadian

’l"tuﬂlll as uscd mainlv in 01é Babyleonian and
112

01d Assyrian letlers, to gentlemanly ethical standeards.
The concevtion we are dealing with is a more basic one, involving
hose features of civilization which distinguish human life
from animal.
‘Returning now to our point of devarture, the description
£ Inkidu, the @escription of primordial mankind in Lahar and
Ashnan presents a likely antecedcnt.' IEnkidu's "not knowing"
the cating of (human) food (GEP iii, 6, 9) is paralleled in
primordial nan's not knowing bread for eating (Labar and nshnen

line 20 ); Dnkidu's nakedness (implied in GLP ii, 27-30;

iii, 26) is parslleled in primordial man's apparent nakedness
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(Lahar and Ashnan lines 21, 222 Iiote alsc the aosence of
Uttu, lines 4, 16). Inkidu's eating grass (G& 1,ii,39) 1is

paralleled in primordial man's eating grass with his mouth
like sheep (Lahar and Ashnan line 23), and his jostling at
the watering place, his heart delighting in water (GE I,ii,40f. )
is paralleled in primordial man's cdrinking water from ditches
(Lahar and Ashnen line 24).

The change in Inkidu is summed up in the OB version by

the statement a‘ﬂl1s iwe, “he became human® (GEP iii, 25).

In the Hdeo-Assyrian version Enkidu is said, after his e: xperience
with the prostitute, to have acquired "[wilsdom, [brlcader un-
derstanding® to have become "[wilse" (GE I, iv, 29, 34). Ve
have noted above that these passages are not each othexr's

early and late counterparts, since the fragment published bv
Heidelll3 éhows that the late version also centained the

scene in which in which BEnkidu meets the shepherds, including
their giving him food and drink (lines 8-11). Consequently

we must understand the scene described in & I,iv to have
preceded in the epic's sequence that described in GEP ii-iii.
fhat GE I,iv described, then, is how Lnkicu first acquired

the intellectual potential to adopt human wavs and imwnlenoents,
while GLP ii-iii describe how he then adopted those ways and
inplements themselves. It is the latzer scens which corresponds
thematically to the passages in Lahar and Ashnan which describhe

. . Vi . \ R -
how man was ¢givein zi- @u(~ga]) i.e., the commoaitles ana
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implements of civilized life. What GE I cwes to the Lahar and
P

Ashnan traditions, then, is its description of pre- civili

conditions in col.ii, not that of how civilization was
achieved in col iv. The source for the latter is beyond the

bt
N
0
o

scope of the present inguiry.

There is no way of telling whether the picture of Enkidu
was drawn directly from Lahar and Ashnan. Bven in the case of
the creation of EZnkidu (above, Ch. V) where we found verbal

sinilarities between GI and an “"antecedent” in Atrahasis, we

source from which GO drew, although certain circumstantial
evidence seemed to make that plausible. iere, however, we do
not even have such verbal similarities. We can claim no more
than tha+ f.-har and Ashnan {and, nore distantly, Alexander
Polyhiztor’s account of primcrdial man) represents a circle
of traditiouns about the life-stvle of priwmordial man before
the devclopment of civilization, and that it is this circle
of traditions from which - as eu3gested by several sciholars -
Gi drew its picture of Enkidu. This conclusion accords with
that of the preccding section, that the account oi i creation
of Inkidu wvas modeled on the account of the creation of mankind,
especially as described in Atrahasis.

There is a possible discrepancy bolween Atrahasis and

nt

Lahar and Ashnan which must be mentioned here. According to

Atrahasis, the god from whose body man is created is a god
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z Ly = H. ] B g g 2
ga ifu tewa, “who had {femu" (I, 223, cf. 239, 243 [text P]l;

IT, vii, 33). Some have taken temu here to refer to intelligenc

Furthermore there is to be a "spirxit (ectemmu) from the god's

- - 3 vye . s - s s
flesh® (I, 215) assu la mus§l, which means either "so that (this)

not be forgotten“*lS or "so that there be nc forgetfulness,

negligence;" the latter translation would be based on Ekn. El.

VI, 109 and 113, where, when nman 1is created, he is to "acclaim
Marduk's ways to the end of days, 1Lhout forgetting (la mauc)
w116

and to "support their gods without forgetting (aia 1ﬂma a) .

In any case both of the Atrahasis p

&

1SS

u’)

ages micht imply that man
was given intelligence, or at least memory, at creation, while
Lahar and 2shnan describes a "pbrutish" kind of life which might
be said to imply a lack of intelligence; in fact, the Gilgamesh

o - oy s . - -~ ) v
tpic, by describing IEnkidu's transformation as 121 te[ma ulrapvas

hasisa...fen .Jnai "he now had wisd[om, brloader understanding...
o . “ . - 1_.1.7 ! 3 1 1 1

you are [wilse" (I,iv, 29, 34), shows itself to have had

precisely such an evaluation of Enkidu's early life and, by

implication, the life of primordial man such as pictured in Laharx

and Ashnan. 5o dozs a later Biblical parallel in Dan. 4 where

a situation icdentical to Inkidu's, and in my opinion likel

[o2]

dependent on the Gilgamesh Ipic's picture of Inkidu, 1is
attributed to the absence of a “"human ‘heart'" (=mind; Dan.
4:13; 5:21) or "Xnowledae™ (4:31) and its revlacenent by the
"Theart' of a bheast" (4£:13).

Now a contradiction such as this between original sourens
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criticism is made. Nevertheless, this is not necessarilyv the

. 118
case here. It c-illard

[ ~ . 119 25N 2 > 1
and oran tha telliqgence.
rnd while {he v, &]

committal about primordial man's mentality. It certeainly does
not imply that man at first lacked intelligence. In this
respact the Gilgamesh Epic adds something to the piciure of

primordial man which was absent {rom Atrahasis but is not

necessarily contradictory to it. The author may well have
shared the view that primordial man lived like aniwals; nis

silence on the subject would be due to its irrxeclevance to bis
thene.

One final guestion nust be mentioned in connection wi

1
(

the literary pre-history of the creation and early life of
Enkidu: did the combination of traditions which we have described
J first take vlace in the Silgawmesh Lnic, or was it prior to their

incorporation in the epic? “The implication of Jastrow's

is that therce nay once have been an independent Inkidu

TN O
0]
cr
jor
o
[
0
)

epic which was perhaps an epic of the first man, which was
secondarily conbrined with traditions aboult Gillgamash to form
the Jilganesh Bnic. This pogssibility ariscs from a sort of

triangulation f[rom the story of Inkidu and the Biblical Lden
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narrative. The same gquestion might indeed be ashed about the
Eden narrative. It clearly combines numercus motifs which are
attested independently in liesopotamian sources,120 and one would
dearly like to know whether the combination took place in Israel,
Mescopotamia, or elsewhere. The cguestion of the story of
Enkidu cannot be pursued here, for this dissertation is on
principle restricted to conclusicns which can be reached or at
least sought on the basis of available documents without
extrapolation. Here we can only note that an inguiry into the
Enkidu and Eden parallel will have to account also for two

121

Indian stories, cited by Albright, which rescmble the story

of Enkidu.

D. “L' u's

Barly Life and the Values of the Ipic

1

It has heen felt by a number of scholars that the narrative
of Enkidn's ecarly life is a sccondary addition to the epic which
was absent in the earliest forms of the epic and its individual

. 2
eplsodes.lz“

This 1is plausible on several grounds. Least
conclusive is the fact that we have no Sumerian version of
this pericope. In the Sunerian episodes Inkidu is Gilgamesnh's

servant, not his -friend or equal, and as such his beginnings

. , 23
woula not have to he accounted for. 123 9he entire series of
events lecading up to the meeting of Gilgamesh and Inkidu scrves

to account for their friendshiv, a motif present only in the

Akkadian version; as iraner arcued, this serics of events was

124

therefora uncalled for in the Sumerian versions. In fact,
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in the Sumerian version of the pulku incident - which in the

a8

~kkadian versicn is part of the situation which necessitates

the creation of Enkidu - Enkidu is

125

o

lready alive, married,

and the father of children. fer has called attention

to a passage which may even imply that in the Sumerian versions
Enkidu was much older than Gilgamesh and had raised him from

.21 N d.126

cunildnoo For all these reasocns it appears likely that

o

eed a secondary

£

[97)

the creation and early life of Enkidu are in

feature of the epic.

-

Why was this extraneous element added? What is its purpose

within the larger cowmposition? This is one of the most important

127

uestions about the epic. In keeping with his view that
3

-

Enkidu rcpresents the Amorite nowmad Dossin held that the
friendship of Enkidu and Gilgamesh aimed at expressing and

supporting literarily the union of nomadic and secdentary,

£

o
urban peoples achieved under the reign of H"“nuraol.l“g In

denying that Inkidu was modeled on the nonad, but rather on
primordial man whose culture was that of the animal, we perceive

F thie contrast as one between human civilization and its absence.

Q
Enkidu is first civilized by the prostitute (parintu) Lam h.t,lz’

A v

who is, it is true, representative of Uruk, which is called

elsewhere al kqa;éﬁi, Xwnﬂ5tu u haTlmdil, "city of courtesans,

hierodules, and prostitutes® (Brra IV, 52; c¢f. GE VI, 166);]'3O

M

and he is subsecquently brought to the city. But his civiliz

»4
[t

ing

experience takes place before he arrives there. It is sumned

i
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up in the phrase awllis iwe, “he becawme human® (GEZP iii, 25),
not Ya city dweller“ (&fib ali, alu). Uruk appears in the
eplic as the locus of human culture - perhaps even the very
best of human culture;l3l ut what 1is stressed throucghout

the epic is the humanity rather than uwrbanity of that culture
Lven if the culture of Uruk is viewed as highecr then that of
the shepherds among wiemnm Enkidu was first humanized - the
latter representing, as it were, only the first step in the

processl32~~thi gradation is of no significance in the epic.13°

0n

Thus conitrast between human and animal culture was per-

ceived by Kirk, who saw it as one of the main themes of t:e ~pic

o}

Onec of the main preoccupations of the Central Brazilian
Indiane was seen to be the relatienshiip beticen nature
and culture, the untamned and the tamcd, the raw and the
cooked, and the tensions, contradictions, and parad . -2s
that o=zrated Jetween these extrenes. I believe the
Gilgzrcsh epic in its developed hkkadian form to be
pz:tly concernaed Wlth xp1or1ng, consciously or not,
sonathing of the same polarity. Men have always been

7

.

precoccunicd with status: with their relations as individua.s
to families, as families to clans, as clans to tribes -
more generally still with their own society's relatior
to the world outside. That world extends from its broadest
coqmolonlca1 aspects (sky and heavenly bodies, for many
the abode of gods or sw»nirits) to the 3MW~€1a“h terrestrial
environment. It is here that the nature-culture contrast
i3 seen QL its most siriking, in differencoes debween the
organization of the village and its surroundince fields,
or the ”1o7ﬁ cultivatad arsa and the enfoldliarf foirest ov

Sy D¢ v : us 0 ¢ owonen and
those arpnlicd botween oninmals; betireen hunan cultural

natural procosses "ngg zcenm to imitate,

c put 1t, or to counteract.t-o=

-

nin the epilc of Enkidu's risce to

SRR IR is made clear in. Shamash's answer to the dying

i
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And made thee have falr Gilgamesh for a comrade?
And has (not) ncw Gilgamesh, thy bosom friend,
liade thee lie on a noble couch?

fie has made thee lie on a couch of honorx,

Fh
o
~

He has placed thee on the secat of case, the scat at the le

That [the prinlces of the earth may kiss thyv fect!

.

Ile will make Uruk's pecople ween over thee (and) lament,

Will £ill [joyful] people with woe over thec.
And, when thou art gone, he will his bodv with uncut hair invest,
1ill don a lion skin and roam over the steppe.135

These are the boons of civilized life as Enkidu experienced

themn in Uruk,

Where people are relsnlendlent in festal attire,

- .

(Where) each day is mede a holiday,
136
b | P

. - . . N { e 2
By not denying Fnkidu charge that Samhat "brouc gat [death?] upon
v

me,"137 Shamash inplies that the life to which Samhat brought

L4

Inkidu was worth living in spite of the untimely death it
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nade

and the Netherworld, vherc Lnkidu, when he
']

led. IHis answer is in spirit and in some detail comparable
the barnaid’sl33 zGvice to Gilcamesh in GZM iii, 6+14:
Thou, Gilgamesh, let full be thy belly,

ilake thou merry by day and by nigat,

e little one that holds on to thy hand,

life. Thelr character as marks of human life is also

clear in G XII and its Sumerian source Gilgawnesh, Inkidu,

-

Pul on clean raimant:

They marked him as an alien;

t7ith sweet oil from the cruse he anointed himself

o140

ew lines later there is a passage mentioning acts of afifection,

as vell as hostility, towards mexbers of mnkidu's JTanily,

-

which recall more indirectly the end cf the bearmaid's remarks:

L

his haloved i

joJ)

e Kisse

——

hated wife:

-...
)
[
62}

fie strucx

=
e
e
tte
0
O
A
o
r—Jv
w

heloved son,
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He styuch his hiated son.™ -
In the context of GE XII these are signs of the living in
contrast with the dead: they are the satisfactions of human

life which will provcke the jealous

\Q
w
H
0
Hh
ct

Ly
[0}
jol)
0]
ot}
joN]
Y
Q

no longer enjoy them.

expleres the nmeaning of life as well as death. Iind this,
I subnit, is the reason for the epic's describing Enkicdu's

early life as an uncivilized animal: by contrasting a life

devoid of humanity, the epic underlines the satisfactions
that hwran life offers - in other words, that minimum amount

"

of "meaning

which is available in life; this is the epic's

'-J-

Ll n the case of Enkiduy,

N
e

message. This is shown mest cuplic

whose rise to civilization is described not only as "becoming

-

hunan” but also as beconing - in the only way possible for

143 o . .
humans, through intelligence and civilization - “godlike"
vV, . - ‘s -

(kima ili tabassi, I, iv, 34; cf. VII, 1iii, 36).

1

The values exnressed in these passages have often been

. L 144 e s . . .
described as "hedonistic. Their philosophy is not unique
. s s , 145 S, s .
in the ancient eay Fast. But it is worth noting an

alternative sct of values attested in the Gilgamesh tradition
which scews dasignedly underplayved in the epic. In the Sumerian
Death of Gilgamash we also £ind a statemert of what the gods
have granted Gilgawmesh in liew of immortality:

¥nlil...

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyz\w\w.manaraa.com



E- ' ' 258

T ",.,._-_.'. 1 _ - o ~3 - 3 E ol -3 - M
Has destined thy fate, O Gilgamesh, for kings!

upremacy over mankind he has granted thee,
Unmatclied...nc has granted thee

Battle from waich none may retreat he has granted thee,

Onslaughts unrivalled he has granted thee,

146

D)

Attacks from wnich none may escape, ne has granted theec.

These are endowments most appropria

r-‘<
o
ot
0O
o

ing; indeed,. wany
of these phrases can be paralleled in roval inscriptionsg*7 The
sense of values capressed Lo this passage i1s thalt swwmed up

in EBErra I, 51:

Tt e Ol
al&i seri %a efluti ki sa isinnumnia,

. . . - . . 48
Taking to the field of manhood is like & holicday. 148

The scame sense of values, subsumnad under the tern av lL 18

expressed also in Shanshi~Adad's famous letter to his son

Yasmah-Addu criticizing him for sleevning with women and urging
L]

him, when he goes with his troops to Qatenum, lu awilat, "he
. . e ‘o . 142 -
a man!' by winning a nilitary victorwv. Yasmah-Addu's
- - v

th

pursuit of a hedonistic rather than militaristic life has a
myvtholocical parallel in the Lrra Ipnic wacre Ishun and the

Divine Seven gsaeek to rouze Lrra to batile while he nrefers to

sleon and rmake love with his shouta Tlamid, Lrra 1s in rfact
followving the advice cipressed by levam- Jin; the letter, it will
v R 3 e e me

be recalled, advisaed his uauJ:nc:, intaer alia, to "enjoy
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[

rourself in vour wife's erbracs? (ina sun sinni

teroud) 122 2nC to "bind up vour weapons an - (them/voursel £153
teppus) , and to "bind up your weapons and put (them/voursel )
. i g - . =54

inte a corner” rukkusna tubgati emid), " just as

srra orders his weapons into a corner (umneda Lquutl}l

i
a3}

§ 3ot i b 188 | A Gt b skl 8 a0 Al e i ot S R RN

S e e e Y v v
and "makes love with his spouse Hawmi® (itti (. ml h*rgtv 1P“u”g
L froniatvatndt N
[ ol
ul;a:“ﬂ).lJO
At the beginning of the Gilgainesh Epic we found Gilgamesh

pursuing hedenistic pleasures to excess. Ilie alseo found satisiac

palidiadioiiie sty

tion in personal feats of valor, defeating his fellouws in
contests of various types. Ilc may have conquercd Uruk in the
first place. 1In his pursuilt of immortality he conguered
lHuvawa and the Bull of lcaven. In the end thesc congucsts

S . . . . \ 157
brougnt him no satisfaction and were, as Shaffer obhscrved, of
no accouni. te the author of the epic. To the author Gilgamesh's

only enturing achievements are tie wall of Uruk and especially

the wisdom he acguired on his journies and left inscribed on

a stele for posteritv. This stole must have included the
"hedonistic” advice he received from Siduri, just as Naram-
Sin's stele contained a similar bit of "hedonistic” advice.

The preference for hedonistic over militaristic values
in the epic nay also explain its endﬁring attraction for

modern readers: while military feat

n

are for the few, the

simple pleasures advocated by Siduri are - as indicated by

i their occursnce outsidz of iesopotamia in non-royal literary
: 1 ..L,.]-SS .} 4 - - ke ™ ]
] contexts - somcthing the comeson man can strive for. And
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ZOTLS FOR CHAPTER 6

FOLU Py

1. Most of these are colleciad, sumnarized, and analyzed in
4 ' 4

Buccellati, The Amorites of the Ur IIX Period, pp. 22ff.,

: 330ff.; cf. J.%. Kupuer, Les Homades, 157; Falkenstein,
Y5 s T

; CRRAI 2, 16-17; D.O. Edzard, 223, 31ff.

! 2. 8Ii1 58: transliteration and translation by Chiera SRT,

o
Q
Q
®
[l
b
ja]
o
| d
N

W
N
P

on which the translation below 1s based;

for some variations in detail see Kramer, Genava NS §, 281

with n. 34; Roux, Ancient Irag, 161.
3. Buccellati, 331.

4. Buccellati, 330 (add: Enki and the World Order, lines 129f.,

246%., and the Nachtrag of Dernhardt and Xramer, Wid 9, 256) .

5. Buccel’ cf. also the proverdb referred to ibid.,
n. 43.

6. Ibica. Y4.

7. SBH, p. 107 rev. 3f., quoted from CADA,, 94a lex.

8. Cf. iienri Frankfort, Cylinder Scals, pp. 62-66.

9. The term is used by Reiner in Languages and Lreas..., 118,

10. W. Heimpel, Tierbilder, p. 224 (#10.14), quoting ZANT 15,
106:24; sec the coamentary a.1., p. 128.
4 -~
11. Ipbid., #10.13. cf. Gordon, SP 1.30: It is (only) a wild ox

-

in the netherworld whiich dozs not eat

cf. Goxdon, JR0O35 74, 83 n. 17;
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12. Bezcld,

14. Oppenheim, who was kind enought to respond to ny inguiry
concerning this passage (sce previous note) reads the noun

as plélruu, whose “meaning varies from '‘secret,' to 'release,

relief,' or the like;" he adds, however that the meaning in

gir.dib-ba ritual genre to which the passage belongs is not .

well understood.

44£.:106£.; 29%4 sub 106-7; AULT, 580:97, 95;

Ps. 73:22; I'. Ali, Sumerian Letters, (1964, Univ. micro-

films), letters B 7 and 8 pacsin.

16. Ali, ibpid, B 7:7.

17. Wiseman, VTE, 60:421.

18. J. Rendel Herris, The Story of Ahikar2, 1xi, 116 n. 4.

19. Cf. Sjoberg, JCS 2i, 73; Hallo, 17% RAI, 132 sud Line 44.
——— v

20. Halle, JMOS 3%, ©3:.25, corrected following a private
suggestion of C. Wilcke.
21. LIl xxvi, %38-xxvii, 6

22. Culley, Oral pormula o Language and the Psalms,; Lord, The

Singer of Tales; Finkelstein, JCS 11, 8S.

23. Atrahasi

U‘
wm

I, 195; G, ii, 9; V, obv. 2, 4; En. El. VI, 6f.

Von Soden finds an additional reference in G X, vi, 33,

where in place of Thompson's andlu-u e-til, translated

IR AL o g T o
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," he reads (ZA

AG - o e . . .
53, 231) 1ulilu? enmflu e-tel, Yder Wildlings-Menscihh 1st cin

t 3

#ann,” taking the term to refer "figuratively” (alw, 562¢)

to Utnapishtim; this requires further study (cf. the in-
terpretation of Oppenheim, Or. 17, 50 n. 4). Other passages

listed in Alr, 562c¢ for this wor

are dismissed py Lambert

(3ss 12, 1

[92]

) as belonging to a different word or as

obscure.
24, Cf. Speiser, MHET 68 n. 85.

562c: but note “Wildlings-iiensch” in 27 53, quoted

above, n. 23.

26. JSS 12, 105,

27. Oppenhceim, Or. 17, 25 n. 4; 13, 129

72f£f., n~. 19, 23, 1256, 170; CADRA,,

5, 7222; cf. 305 n., 1l; Hallo, Dretz-Isracl IX, 66 adds some

carly Snmerian prototypes.

28. Cf. Speiser and Hallo, locc. citt.

29. Or. 17, 25 n. 4.

30. Cf. Finnhelstein in J. Weusner (ed.), Religions in Fnticquity,

11

95, 9%: "proto-man.

31. Translated from Jacoby, Die Fragnente...1II C, 369¢F.

32. wvriver, Genesis (12034), p. 41 n. 2.

33. Yor a Libliographv of texts see Gorxdon, 2i.Or. 17, 145 n.

210, with additions in Borger, KL I, 14 sub Parton, BT

6. M. Civil is wvrepnaring a complete cdition (according
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to Rramey,; JOs 1() ; 40

et

n. 102). Tor secondary literature
ce KL, loc. cit., adding: FTalkenstein, Bi.Or. b

™ O s e DA T SN o T iy B 1 13 o] =
A8 16, 132 with nn. 65-87; Edzard, in laussig (cd.) .

34, Castellino, Vi Supp. IV, 116-137. UL 15¢; Krawmer, 'Ih

Sumerians, 218.

36. Edzard in ibiyth, 68 s.v. "Getreicdegottheiten”: Ashnan = emmer.

37. Ibid., 57 s.v. “Bnki und iinhursanga": Uttu = goodess of

weaving and washing; Jacobsen, J¥LS 5, 143: gocddess of

reaving and/or washing clothes.

33. Ddzard in VWollvth, 94 s.v. "Laher und Ashnan®™: Lahar nay =

a

LIS O

| &8)
\D
s
Y

1=,
o
—
=
5]
-
Ay
:,J
]
=
9]
bt
Fde

:ntificd by some with “Ln-mer-si,

(')

an ecpithet of Tammuz (Burrows, JRAS 1926, 31%; Langdn.a,

Le Poeme, 140 n. 1, with rofercnce to 3L 36 n. 1 and Tammuz

and Ishtar, 28).

40. Por Kalkal, the doorkeeper of the Ekur cf. Lambert, Atrahasis,

note on I, 74.

41. kdzard in Vnlyth, 118,

42. Xramer omits this line (15) in his translations of this text
(c.g. fThe Swaerians, 220).

43. Scc Falkenstein, AS 16, 132, for this translation. For a

borrowing from this text sce € 16, 1l4:iv, 2%, quoted in

j CADB, 317d lex.; discussed by Landsberger, Wd0 II1T, T7.
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BG2 66:33F.): “"to provide abundant regular offerings.

45. Falkenstein, Bi.0r. 5, 165 with n. 15, contra Jacobsen,

JNES 5, 142F.

4G. Cf. Falkenstein, AS 16, 132, contra Kramer, The Sumerians.

But see now also Falkenstein, Z2. 58, 11.

47, Var. KA x 2-bi (EEE_VI/l, 33:33).

42. Text according to Falkenstein, ZA 58, 11. The line is
nisquoted in CADZ, 138c (below, n. 66) .

49, Van Dijk, S8GL II, 134.

50. Text according to Falkenstein, 2ZA 58, 11f.

i8N

.1

51. Bdzard, Wbivth, 94. Tor "make tiie heart good"” = satisfy

(in legal contexts) sce Y. bHuffr, Studies in the Aramaic

Legal Papywi from Elephantinc (8D VIII).
52. Jacobsen, JiES 5, 141 and predecessors listed by him.

Jacobsen rejects Kramer's Yworld mountain;" van Dijk,

SGL II, 133f. scoms to agree with Kramer.

53. Jacobsen, loc. cit.

54. Van Dijk, SGI II, 133f.

55. SIL 439:42a.

5. SGL IT, 134; Sjdberg, TCS III, 50 sub 4.

57. SGL IL, 134; Bdzard, Wblyth, 51; Sjoberg, loc. cit.

58. SL 453:43; van Dijk, 8GIL II, 134 for bibliography.

59. Cf. carlier refercnces collected in 8L 384:56a-b and Pochel,
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6G.

6l.

67.

70.

71.

72.

Chiera, SRT p. 29: “were brought into ex zistence;" Jean,

FA 26 (1S29), 37: “en vie fut mise;" Kramer, Si, 145:

"was given breath.”

His reasoning was understood by Falkenstein, Bi.Or. 5, 165
n. lé4.
Ibid.

rown 17 _ . VS i . - ; 1wt !
In UDT VI/1, 30: rev. 7 zi-sa-gal occurs paraliel to he-g gal,
but on the basis of parallel texts (cf. AfO 16, 60:17; 63)

1‘\

Falkenstein suspects zi-sa- ral to bhe an erronious "Laut-

variant" for zi—sﬁ«ud—gél, "long life® (22 58, 12).
Bi.Or. 5, 165 n. 14.

PPS 145 = HBS 111; The Sumcrians, 220f.

PRERISIE ————

R . ouN . e

CADZ, 138. CAD rcads in ouxr passage zi-¥a-gal, rather then
v . . . , .

ziwSa, referring to "SRT 25 i 20 and duol.,"” but Falkcnste

27 58, 11, lists no such variant.
AS 16, 127-140. In 1549 he had referred to the word's

occurrence in Gudea inscriptions, translating "rLeben,"”

-

(Gran vaatix, p. 64).

;S 16, 132.

ZA 58, 10-15

;b:o., 1l.

YiinR 3, Glossary, p. 85, s.v. zi*ga*ga¢a7; cf. also the

preceding cntry.

This meaning was not ac~"nicu by Kramer in translating

the sawe Inanna hyman in hﬂxli 3581:%2 ("living creavures
X ’ J

ll).
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75. Cf. the similar duplication betwecen Gen. 1 and . In
Atrahasis the aftermath of the flood does not seert to
involve a reinauguration of civilization duplicating the

1), but it does involve

vange in the order of things (III, vi, end, and vii)

77. The translation is Sollberger's.

78. As Sollberger notes, there is a grammatical problem in
assuming that Wirgirsu created these implements {op.cit.,
283 n. 25). But it is worth noting that Wirgirsu is said
to creatc zi- sangal in another toyxt as well (Gud. Cyl. A,
XI,'24, quoted by Falkenstein, Z2 58, 1.

79. SLIWL 16:rev. 8' (ralkens tein, 4A 53, 14).

§0. UET VI/I, 106:33 (Falkenstein, Z%a 58, 13 n. 22, cf. 14 n. 27a).

81. Bnki and tho Vorld Order, 330.

§2. BUL 196f.; AfO 18, 38

()]

:19. Sce refs. in Albw, 738d.

I
co
(5%

Lambert, Atvanasis 42:22, 24: 43: Ass. rec. 6; Reinerx,

15, 134:42,

84, Ludlul 1I, 89,
F 85. Theodicy 22.

86. LI xxvii rev. 11-12.

g87. On the reading nan)“t VS, nublat (At 698a), which would

s - - v -~y 2 N ‘(’\’)
ecan the samne thing, see BUL, 293 sub 89: Blggs, ANLYY,
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. It is not clear whethe

o]

: 1/

s
b

Int

3, 11:10; YOS 2,

1

he corn oOr 1tTS

s

n BL, 126:186 refcrs to

~
)
W
‘.J -
ting
o
:.l «
S
e
“J
o
,.J .
|-J 0]

89. ITn 16:103 (xef. AW 7384d).
90. See Finkelstein, JROS 50, 251 where one of the customs soO

. . . ~ VT . . .
described is marriacge; for simtu as a custom of civilization

(including this passage), seo also Lambert, Or. 39, 175.

Y

i

91. Translation following CADB, 47d; for 15t1 as civilized
=] A

|
|
|

1ife cf. GL I, v, 13. On bread as a mark of civilization

ece Shaffer, 27 n. 3.

63

b

93. Cf. pen Sira's suwmary statements: "The chief thing for
the life (var. adds: of man) is water and bread, and a

garment, and a house to cover nakedness" (Ben Sira 29:21):

he necessities of life for mran arc
K=
L

water and fire, and iron and salt, the fat of wheat, milk

94, Tambert, JCS 16, 74; van dijk, UVD 19, 47f.; ilallo, JMOS €3,

©3. Jacoby, vic Fragne nte...IIT C, 36918,
56. Vor soveral exammles of acministering (¥ 1iouurv) DAY and
usuratu in @ ritual scenso sec Chi, 303ab.
/'!
57, An ara of the Persian 5alf is knom as 1 arratu (sce Streck,

ms. IX, 3235f., n. 15).
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2, elnei,

l

100. Sec Reiner, ibid., 7.

101. Jensen KB 6/1, 92£f£.:3; Speiser, AIET, 101.

r

5. Tor a discussion of me when anplied to gods see lHallo-van

Dijk, YHDR 3, 40f.
106. Van Dijk Ss4, 20; cf. Lampert-#illarg, rtrahasis, 13f.
107. Cf. The Creation of the Pickaxc (Kramer, S4 51-53), How

Grain Came to Sumer 5), Enki and the World

order (W%J 9, 231-253), and simil~xr toxnts.

-~ .

108. Cowpare Sanchunyaton's account G: the origins of civilization

(in X.P. Cory, Ancient Fragm nts, 5-16) and see the YCIAYKS

of Gadad, Ilceas of Divine Rule, 11, ard Castellino, SVT iv,

135 sub 14, who both come close to naking this point.

10%. Van Dijk, SSA, 23-2%; Gordon, Bi.O0xr, 17 (1960), 123 with n.

17; Gadd, Teachers and Students, 13; Xramex, Sumcri s,

110. Van Dijk, Ssr, 23£f.

=

1-1- ~ ) 3

11). “he relevence of the Akkadian term 1s noted by Gordon, Bi.Or.
17. n. 117. Examnples are collectad by Oppenheim, Or. 7, 133;
' X 134¢ St

JA0S 74, 11 and 12£.; Qﬁpﬁz, 55bc, 57d, 62hc.

YIS O
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112. CEf. also PRU III, 20:24 for on example from Ugarit, if

the translation of loran, ANRETI, 629L (contra Fougayrol,

113. JNES 11, 140-143.

114. Von Soden, Cr. 38, 424 ("Verstand®).

-

115. Lambert-iillard ad loc. This is Moran's intention tco

(BASOR 200, 53).

3 116. Since these passages occur in the context of the creation of

man, they are a more apt parallel than En. Bl vV, 76, cited
by lloren, op. cit., 53.

117. Oppenheim (0r. 17, 27 n. 1) prefers to restore [damlgate,

CROIAG oIS ST e,

“you are [becaultiful.

118. Atrahasis, 153 sub 223 ("personality"}.

119. BASOR 200 (1270), 52 (“the plan [of insvrrectionl”).

120. See Ti q«y, "Garden of Iiden," in the Encyclopzdia Judaica

{(in press).

121. JAOS 40, 329-331.

122. Kramex, JAOS 64, 18f.; Lambert, GSL, 51.
123, nbert, GSL, 51.

124, Kramer, JMOS 64, 18f. Cf. the discussion above, p. 82.

— fa

125. Cf. Gadd, Trex 28, 107, for a suggestion that the Akkadian
epic wmay have thought @nkidu was married before he came to

P Uruk.

12G6. Shaffer, 22 n:5.

127. As noted by Kirk, llyth, 145.
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128. bossin, Bull. ncademie Royale L2

122. On the guestion of whether a coimon

novn sec bDiakorneoff, 3i.0x.

130. The translation follows Cagni; compare Spciser in ANET ad

GE VI, 166. But the precise meaning of the terms is quite

uncertain, and CADII, 10lb leaves tnem untranslated.

b 1 y - . LY . . \’\ / e =
131. MNote that Uruk is described as ki-zi-3a-gal-la, liallo,

133. For an anti-urban strain in cunei iform literature, cf. the
remarks of Reiner, ibid., and Hallo,; JCS 23, 57f.
|

134. Kirk, iyth, 145f. 1In this Kirk was anticipated by Ungnad-

Gressman™, DRas Glilgames-1pos, 62-101, followed by Albright,

JANC A0, 320,

135. G2 VII, iii, 35-48%; cf. VI, 25ff.

126. GE I, v, 7f.

135. For a discussion of sabitu and siduri sec Gadd, Iraq 22,

139. Speiser, ALY, ad loc, VYor snmxl v values cf. also the

Pessinistic Dialogue (BUlL, 139- -149) and Jacobhsch in Frankfort

and Frankfort (cds.), Defore ‘Philosophy, 2290, and csupecially

the didactic passage from the MHaram-Sin Ipic quoted ahove

Ch. I, €, to be discussed below,
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140. Transletion based on Speilser, Al 8§:33-35 and Shaffer,

141. Transletion based on Speisexr, AUDT, $8:42 -45 and Shaffer,
110:217 - 110:220.
142. Lendsbergexr, GSL, 33; Shaffer, 19f.

143. Cf. Gen. 3:22%.

144, E.g., GETh., 8; BWL, 12.

145. Compare Eccl. 9:7-9 lsa 22:13; ANET 41338 and 467c (fgyptian).

146. Kramer, ANDT, 50f.

b
tipu.

147. Cf. Seux, Lplt wetes, 154 s.v.

145. Translation by Hallo, JCS 23, 57; cf. Reiner, JNLS 17, 43

and Languages and Arcas;ci. Gilgawmesh, Enkidu and the
Netherworld 229: other examples calling battle a holiday are
cited in CAD 1/J, 197bH; Reiner, JHES 17, 43 n. 8.

149. Awit I, 69 rev. 13'.

150. brra I, 15-2G.

151. %he text is quoted above, Ch. I.

152. MHaram Sin 157.

153. Sec the discussion of Hoffnex, JC3 23, 19.
e

155, wrra I, 17.
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SUMMARY AND CCHCLUSTIONS

In Ch. I, A we reviewed Jastrow's critical analysis
of the Gilgamesh Epic and Kramer's empirical study of the
epic's Sumerian sources. Kramer surveyed five Sumerian
compositions dealing with Gilgamesh, plus the Sumerian
. flood story, all originally independent of each other,
and showed that the Flood story and three of the Gilga-
mesh stories were later taken up, in modified form, intc
the integrated Akkadian Gilgamesh Epic. Kramer presumed
that several elements in the epic's plot chain leading
up to the friendship of Gilgamesh and Enkidu, for which no
Sumerian antecedents had been found, also had Sumerian
forerunners, though not necessarily connected with Gilga-
mesh; at the same time he doubted that the epic's introduc-
tion had a Sumerian forerunner since it was, he believed,
stylistically unparalleled in Sumerian literature. In
Ch. II-VI we examined some of the events leading to the
friendship and were able to confirm sore of Kramer's pre-
sumptions. We agrecd with his identification of the pukku
incident in Gilgamesh, Frkidu, and the Netherworld as a
forerunner of part of the chain (though we concluded that
the Akkadian version had misunderstood the Sumerian origi-
nal), and identified in certain genres and circles of tra-
ditions three more "models" for carly parts of the epic:
the creation of Gilgamesh; the creation of Fnkidu, and the
early life of Enkidu. True to Kramer's expectation, none

of these models was originally related to Gilgamesh. In

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionya\w.manaraa.com



addition, all of them could be traced back to Sunerian

r
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|
%

literature, although in the case of the creaticn of Enkidu
9

F the closest known parallel was found in an Akkadian com-

position. 1In Ch. I, C we found Sumerian models even for

parts of the epic's introduction, which Kramer had doubted

‘could be paralleled in Sumerian literature.

In Ch. I, B we reviewed evidence which corroborated
Kramer's assumption that the Sumerian Gilgamesh tales were
separate and unrelated to each other. This was followed
by a discussion of how their integration had been achieved -
primarily by the changed role of Fnkidu and the related
search to transcend death. In Ch. I, C we saw how the
individual episodes had been arranged in a neaningful
F sequence leading up to, through, and finally awvay from
ihat zearch, with Enkidu's death becoming the turning point
of the epic. In Ch. VI we argued that, as its response to
the desire for immortality, the epic stressed the benefits
r of human life in lieu of immortality and portrayed Enkidu's
early life as animal-like, and then described his rise
to civilization, in order to contrast a life devoid of those

benefits with one enjoying them.

In Ch. I, D we reviewed the evidence available for
deternining the ancient, native literary classification of
the epic and earlier Gilgamesh literature. Ve found, on
the one hand that the ancient catesories were far more

k] >3 »

heterogencous than the modern, but, on the other hand, that
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they corresponded at times to characteristics inherent in
the literature itself, such as an Akkadian literary dia-

1 -

lect typical of the "hyma" genre, and rossibly pointed to

How does our study relate to modern literary criti-
‘cism, both Biblical and general? For some years Wellek

Li eraturel has been a standard

ct

and Warren's Theory

[

th

work in the field. OFf interest to us is their finzl

chepter, "Literary History."2 They insist that the study

<

of literary historv is the study of development rather

than mere change; it traces evolution toward a value or
norm, rather than "ever new but meaningless and incompre-

hensible rearrangementsg“3
[only byl relating the historical process to a
value or norm...can the avparently meaningless
series of events be solit into its essential
and its unessential elements. Only then can we
speak of historical evolution which yet leaves
the individuality of the single event unimpaired.4

As an example of literary evolution Wellek and Warren
discuss the subject of sources and influences.

First of all, parallels must be real parallels, not
vague similarities...Furthermore parallels must be
exclusive parallels; that is, there must be reason-
able certainty that they cannot be explained hy a
common source, a certainty attainable only if the
investigator has a wide knowledge of literature

or if the parallel is a highly intricate pattern
rather than an isolated 'motif' or word.

By a judicious study of sources it is possible to
establish literary relationships. ...Most questions
of literary relatiénships...require for their
solution critical analysis, for which the bringing

i
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together of parallels is merely a minor instrument.
The defects of many studies of this kind lic pre-
cisely in their ignoring this truth: in their
attempts to isclate one single trait, they break

the work of art into little pieces of mosaic. The
relationships between two or more WOIrKsS cf litera-
ture can be discussed profitably only when we see
them in their proper place within the scheme of
literary development. Relationships between
works of art present a critical problem of com-
paring twec wholes, tvo configurations not to be
broken into isolated components except for pre-
liminary study.-

Apropos of the discussion of sources it is observed that

TEITYEING S T

£ an author's originality is not compromised by his use

of "commonplaces (topoi), recurrent themes and inages..."
To work within a given tradition and adopt its de-
vices is perfectly compatible with cmotional power
and artistic value. The real critical problems
in this kind of study arise when we reach the stage
of weighing and comparing, of showing how one
artist utilizes the cCu1e¢cmnn+s of another artic
when we watch the transforming power.

Many of these principles are, or should be, operative
in Biblical studies. The very fact that Biblicel literary
criticism begins with a final product means that by defini-~
tion it is a study of evolution toward a norm. At the

same time Biblists' interest in delineating the unique

characteristics of the original documents protected their

e
e

ndividuality, so much so that another principle - that
literary criticism must compare wholes, not merely isolated
components - tended to bhe ignored. The importance of
pattern in alleged parallels vas stressed by Albright and

several others in the Biblical ficla.’ Finally, the re-

quirement that criticism compare wholes, not only componcints,

i
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has received a gcod

8

eal of attention in Biblical studies

lately.

We may now attempt to relate these and other literary-
critical principles and questions to our studics in the

Gilgamesh Epic.

T YT TSI TSI Y ST T YA ..'Jﬂmﬂmﬂ.-l

1. Sources. Our study, like Kramer's, has been

oriented toward the discovery of “sources" oxr, as we pre-

ferred to describe them, “antecedents." BElready in the

introduction we raised the question cof how similar a
source must be to its alleged derivative to inspire con-
fidence in the allegation. By comparing indisputably re-
lated texts we discovered that the demand for a complex
pattern was not rooted in the reality of literary evolu-
tion, where derivative material is often thoroughly trans-
forrncd. We cannot deny the high probative value of a com-
plex pattern, but neither can we consider its absence
necessarily damaging to an alleged relationship. Our dis-
éussion of this subject was based on literary materials
borrowed fiom Mesopotamia into its periphery, but similar
conslusions apply to inner Mesopotamian borrowing, too,
since Kramer discovered in several cases that different
versions of the same composition had in common little more

than the bare outline of a plot.

These considerations were important in our choice of

terms such as “antecedents" and "wodels" over "sources.'

|
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source® refers to a more or less
lengthy compilation of literary units, which a redactor took
over largely without change (save omissions, shifts of loca-

tion, some attempts at harmoni

N

ation, and relatively few
additions) and joined to other such compilations. In our

studies of the Gilgamesh Epic the "sources" were different

3 enough from the derivative material that, in spite of our

argument that this is not necessarily damaging to a direct

W PO

hat the

ct

relationship, it seemed better judgement to claim

Y

antecedent material reflected specific circles of traditions
from which the derivative material was drawn, rather than
urging that a particular piece of antecedent material which
we happen to know of was the very source from which the de-
rivative material came. Hence oux preference for the teris

"antecedents" and "models.”

2. Anqlggig. Ve noted in Ch. I, A that Kramer's em-
pirical study of the vsources” of the epic vindicated the
"theoretical” approach in principle. This vindication does
not apply to the disentangling of interwoven docunentary
sources, which was not attermpted here,9 but to the identi-
fication of originally scparate literary units an@ motifs.
what is parallclcd is not the source analysis of the con-
pleted Pcntateuch,lo but that of the individual documents

J, B, P, and D. The kind of analytical reasoning which con-

-~

ciudes, for example, that the original unit in Genecsis was

the individual legend, and that legend cycles were only

H
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forined later 11 or that certain legends originally had
i pei

other herces than those with whom they are prescntly con-
12

nected, finds its counterpart in Jastrow's analysis of

the Gilgamesh Epic, so that Kramer's confirmation of the

latter supports in principle the critical analysis of
Biblical literature as well, though allowance must be nade

for differing conditions in different cultures.

3

3. Sources, commcnplaces, and originality. In Ch. III

-

we concluded that the creation of Gilgamesh was modeled on

a standard topos in royal inscriptions and was conposed of

clichés drecwn from that topos. 1In Ch. IV we identified a

literary pattern of oppression - outcry - divine responsc

179 OIS WP

which had been taken up into the cpic with a specific nuance
1 apparently developed within creation literature. In

Chs. V and VI we concluded that the creation and early

1ife of Enkidu were modeled on the creation and early life
of man as described in creatioﬁ literature. The major epi-
sodes of the entire epic, as Kranerxr demonstrated, are all
derived from earlier Sumerian versions. But despite his
profound dependence on antecedent material the epic's re-
dactor transformed that material into an expression of his
r own values (Ch. VI). Ve will have to await a study of the
entirc epic before we can determine to what extent he in-
vented new material and to what extent hic rather modified
0ld material. The motif which dominates the Akkadian epic

as a whole, the search to transcend deatn, was certa inly
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inherent, at least germinally, in the Sumerian material,
so that the epic's theme was not invented out cf whole

cloth by the redactor.

The picture of this redactor as a crecative influence
is at variance with the view prevalent in 1¢th century
Biblical scholarship that redaction was a largely

mechanical operation.l3

But in receant years Biblical
scholars have viewed the redactor's work more sympatheti-
cally. Although not many would go so far as to argue

that the Biblical redactor recast his source matexial

according to his own style and viewpoint14 - a view which
F seens very close to what, following Kramer, we believe
took place with the Gilgamesh Epic - even those vho thinx
his handling of source material was more conservative

agree that his juxtaposition of materials was itself crec-

tive and gave the individuwal units a new meaning in

context.15

rA The redactor of the 0ld Rabylonian Gilgamesh Epic com-
bined two roles which appear to have bheen distinct in the
history of Biblical literature. It was not simply earliex
literary sources which he adapted and combined, but literaxry
sources taken over from another language and culture.lG In
the latter respect his work resembles the Israelite borrowing
of ancient MNear Fastern literature such as parts of the

17

Universal History in Gen. 1-11. When compared to this

: aspect of Biblical literary history the Rkkadian Lorrowing
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anmesh tales appecars to have been every bit
as Creative as the Bibklical borrowing of anclient Near
Eastern literature. ZIZnd as in the latter case, it is not
only in detail but in spirit as well that the borrowing

reshaped the original nmaterial.l8

4. Evolution toward a norm and comparison of

totalities. The evolution of the Gilgamesh Epic was

(Lo

stressed in the very title of Kramex's 1544 essay.1 As

in Biblical studies the fact that scholars began with the

final product imposecd upon students of the Gilgamesh Epic
an interest in studying the evolution of the material to-

ward that norm. Our interest has not been in the various

i3 it ek e o

forms nf Gilgamesh literature over the centuries, though

.

that would be a legitimate study in its own right, but
rather ir those forms which played a role in the develop-
ment of the final epic, or could shed some light on that

evolution.

We have followed Wellek and Warren in rejecting an
approach which considers the investigation complete when
sources and antecedents have been discovered. In Ch. VI
we sought to discover how some of the borrowed material
advanced the message of the epic as a whole. We have not
sought the significance cof the borrowed material in its
original contexts, since our interest was solely in the

epic. By seceking the significance of the borrowed material
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tool in interpreting the meaning the epic mey have had fox

its ancient audience.

5. Genre. Wellek and Warren also discuss the

15

rmeaning of genre:
...we nmust conceive of genrc as a 'regulative'
concept, some underlying pattern, a convention
which is real, i.e. effective because it actually
nolds the writing of concrete werks.
We touched briefly upon the question of literary classifi-
cation in Ch. I, D. There we shared the definition of
genre as something with "actually wolds the writing” by
noting that in Akkadian literature the.several literary
types (which to modern minds are distinct) subsumed under
the category "hymn" or "song" (zandru) share a common

literary dialect. We also attempted, in Chs. I, C and D,

to relate the Sumerian and Akkadian Gilgamesh compositions

to a Sitz im Leben and alluded briefly tc the possibility

that the life situations we considered way have made some

contributicn to the content of the literature.

Beyond these general conclusions, other details may

be of interest for Biblical studies.

6. Compzting versions. The fact that two versions

of Gilgamesh and the Land of tlc Living vere listed in

some literarv catalogues, showing that both versions were
- -
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current simultaneously (Ch. I, B), may have inplications
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greater length. They are certainly interdependent, though
whether the sherter or the longer versionlis the original

has not yet been determined. They show at the very least
that one version &id not drive the other entirely out of
circulation. If it can be shown that the shorter version

was the original, thc “"supplementary hypothesis" will have

a parallel.21 £, on the other had, the reverse should be
shown, Albright's view (above, 31f.) that literature generally
develops by accrection, and that the present documents repre-
sent the maximum divezgences found in the ancient traditions,

would require modification.

7. Selectivity. Speiser and others have stressed

-

that the Dible is selcctive, omitting traditional material
3

which was not useful for its puxposes.2 This phenomenon

was also eancountered in our studies: e of the orxiginal

Sumerian Gilgamesh tales were not taken up into the epic

at all (Gilgawesh and Agga, The Death of Gilgamesh), while

of a third (Gilgamesh, kEnkidu and the Nethexrworld) only a
r single motif was taken up in the canonical version, the

rest being partially incorporated in translation at a

later date (GE XII).

8. MNutual awerencss between independent episodes.

While the Sumerien versions of the individual Gilgamesh
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episocdes vere independent of each other (Ch. I, A and B),
we notcéd some evidence that they may not have been written
in total unawareness of cach other (¢h. I, B). This raises
a similar possibility for Biblical episodes as well, which
would contradict Gunkel's view that *each individual

episode must be interpreted first of all from within."22

In all this and nmore we are far from ready to draw
specific conclusions for Biblical studies. Ve have simply

single compo-

th
jul]

discovered by studying a small part o

1
sition, how much the empirically based literary criticism

of cuneiform literature on the one hand resembles 1its more

E e :
' speculative counterpart in Piblical studies, and on the
i other hand suggests new pessibilities which Biblists,

depending on the Bible alone, might not have considered.
There is no point in prejudginyg tupe question of how much

Israelite and Mesopotaris» technigues resembled each

other. But at the very least we see that Mesopotanmia
provides “livinyg" examples of how works of literature

were created, offering Biblical scholars sonme real models
for their own theories. This conclusion was not unexpected,
put it could not become functional without the flesh and
blood of rcal examples. Ve have made a beginning by

providing a few.
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comparison with the version in Afrghacws. It may be
po""lee to make such an analysis of the long version
(B) of Gilgamesh and the Land of the Living if it can
be ascertained that the shorter version (A) is earlier
tt=L it. Conceivably strands from each of these
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ikradian version of this episoce.

For an extrabiblical parallel to the joining of separate
sources in the Pentateuch,; cf. the reference to the
Samaritan Pentateuch above, INTRODUCTION, n. 171.

Gunkel, The Legends of Genesis, 42-46.

E. g., Abraham and the Sodom legend (. Noth, The
History of Israel, 121 n. 1; ci. N. Sarna, Understanding

143F.).

Cf. even recently the comment of Xoch, The Growth of
the Biblical Tradition (11):

", ..in...the Tetrateuch...

literary types which weve originally independent were
rnerely sirung together, and this has obscured the
esscntial purpose of the book as a whole."

Cassuto, Encyclopedia Migrait,

cited by Hahn, OTHR, 36f.

IT, 319f.; B. Jacob,

Above, n. 8.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright:-owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permissionyyanw.manaraa.com

25.



g 28¢

=i

-

§

E 16. TFor a discuszsion of the extent to which distinct

E Sumerian and Senitic cultures can be dis tinguished

g . : : . S

B see, inter alia, the articles puun¢shca in Genava ©

: (160), 241-283, 287-31l¢; Hallo-van Dijk, YHER 3
6-1); ¥reus, SU“”“Q“ und Akkader; Oppenheim, AH,

48~ 56 Edzard in 4. Bottero, et al (eds.), The Hear
East: The Early Civilizations, 57-64.

e ———

17. Kramer, hlSLO“V Begins at Sumer, 1382, d

@scx
Gilgamesh Epic as Wlhe First Case of Literary

n
il

18. Cf. Xramer, JAOS 63, 70 n. 3; 64, 19; Sarna, Undexr-
standing GV“§szs #xxviif. See Kramer's discussion of
the origin of the differences, JROS 64, 16 n. €0.
Kramer argues that the Babyloni an poetc worked with
Sumerian or1c1n17 quite close to those we have

and that they con scvously introduced the cha naes

which characterize the BRkkadian versions. He argues
against the existence in 0ld Babylonian times of

other written versions which differ markedly from
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arthu that oral tradition played a very small role

in Mesopotamian literature (Studia...Pedersen, 205-218).
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