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Introduction

During the last decades, the image of Babylonia after its conquest by Alexander
the Great in 331 BC has radically changed from that of a decadent, dying world
into that of prospering—though at times war-torn—cities where dynamic,
innovative scholarship and science thrived, the cuneiform literary tradition
and the ancient religious cults continued to be practised, and the elite fam-
ilies navigated successfully between Babylonian, Aramaic and Greek cultural
spheres.! The largest and most important city of southern Babylonia was Uruk,
which once more became the influential local capital that it had been three mil-
lennia earlier. Recent studies have clearly outlined the distinction between on
the one hand Neo-Babylonian and early Achaemenid Uruk, when the Eanna,
the temple of the goddess Inanna/I$tar, was the centre of religious and eco-
nomic life, and on the other hand late Achaemenid, Seleucid and Parthian
Uruk, when the god Anu and his spouse Antu had become the city’s patron
deities. During the latter period, cultic worship, scholarly activity and temple-
related legal affairs were moved to the new sanctuaries, Anu’s Bit Ré$ and Istar’s
Irigal. New publications and editions of different collections of source texts and
archaeological finds from primarily Seleucid Uruk continue to appear, along-
side various articles that shed more light on the historical background of Anu'’s
rise to supremacy, on the ‘antiquarian’ interests that influenced the develop-
ment of the new city cults, on the interaction between the ruling families of
Uruk and the Seleucid court, and on the policy of different Seleucid kings
towards the temple organisation and economic administration of Babylonian
cities.

Among the texts both professionally and illegally excavated from the ar-
chives and libraries of Seleucid Uruk is a small number of prescriptive ritual
texts for the cultic worship of Anu and Istar. They contain detailed, step-by-step

1 A comprehensive history of Hellenistic Babylonia remains a desideratum. The still indispens-
able, classic overview of sources pertaining to Babylonian history and culture in the Seleucid
period is Oelsner 1986. The history of Seleucid Iran is discussed in Bickerman 1983 and Plis-
chke 2014; Kuhrt/Sherwin-White 1987 and 1993 are respectively a collection of articles and a
monograph on the Seleucid empire, with a special focus on the ancient Near East. For the
city of Babylon in the Hellenistic period, see Boiy 2004; for a brief introduction to Hellenistic
Uruk, see Clancier 2011, Kose 2013a and 2013b and the articles by Frahm, Pedde and Lindstrém
in the latter volume. Articles on the transition from Achaemenid to Macedonian rule in the
ancient near East are collected in Briant/Joanneés 2006. Recent introductions to the Seleucid
and Parthian Near East include Joannes 2004, 226—260; Austin 2005; Grajetzki 2om1.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2018 DOI: 10.1163/9789004364943_002



2 INTRODUCTION

instructions in the second and third person for the performance of particular
aspects of the daily offerings, monthly celebrations and yearly festivals, written
by and for specific types of priests. Together with several similar works as well as
anumber of so-called cultic commentaries related to the city of Babylon, those
texts are the only currently available sources about the exact performance of
the rites of worship in first-millennium Babylonian temples. That makes them
of immense value to the study of ancient Near Eastern religious history. Still,
although the sanctuaries of Seleucid Uruk are discussed in various publications
which focus on their architectural style and layout, the prebendary system of
their priestly personnel, and the lives, scholarly occupations, and genealogy
of various individuals employed by the temples, the religio-historical analy-
sis of the cultic rituals that took place in the Bit Rés$ and the Irigal has mostly
remained restricted to cursory remarks in footnotes and brief discussions in
the context of studies with a different subject.?

That apparent lack of academic focus is not due to the significance of the
sources, but to their condition. Most of the ritual tablets from Seleucid Uruk
are broken or even fragmentary and they only offer insight into a small por-
tion of the entire yearly cultic calendar: various aspects of the daily meals for
all the gods, both half-yearly akitu festivals that focused on Anu, another akitu
festival focused on I$tar, a nocturnal ceremony in the Bit Rés involving torches
and bonfires and a non-regular citywide ritual against the evil effects of a lunar
eclipse. The tablet describing the daily meals also contains alist of regular cultic
activities throughout the year (e.g. ‘clothing ceremonies’ (lubustit) or ‘lighting
of braziers’ (kinuni)), but, like the surviving cultic calendars and prebendary
sale deeds, that list gives no more information about those activities than their
names.*

2 The term ‘prebend’ is the conventional Assyriological translation of gis.Sub.ba / isqu (‘allot-
ment’), defined by Van Driel (2003—2005, 518-519) as “the customary function-related income
of the Mesopotamian institutional clergy in combination with a task in the cult of the gods, in
which the degree of direct contact with the divine was of special importance”. Prebends could
be bought and sold like other commodities, but only those who fulfilled very specific purity
requirements were allowed to perform the associated duties. Failing to meet those require-
ments meant that one needed to hire a replacement, even though one could still derive an
income from the prebend and join the temple’s council of prebend owners.

3 Exceptions include several reconstructions of the city’s cultic calendar (McEwan 1981, 169—
182; Linssen 2004 passim) and pantheon (Beaulieu 1992; Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 136-143), as
well as the occasional use of the Urukean material for more general studies of daily temple
worship in Mesopotamia (e.g. Oppenheim 1977, 183-198) and of the spring akitu festival in
particular (e.g. Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 42—47 and passim; Cohen 2015, 402—407).

4 Anew edition of the Uruk temple rituals was recently published by Marc J.H. Linssen (2004),
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Another complication is that we possess very few similar texts from other
cities with which the Uruk ritual texts could be compared, nor have any sources
survived from Uruk itself which could reflect the rituals’ historical reality. With
the exception of a small handful of documents, no administrative archive from
either the Bit Rés or the Irigal has yet been unearthed, so it is not possible
to connect the ambiguous, normative and deliberately archaising content of
the ritual texts to dated records of cultic activities that have actually been per-
formed.5 For the Neo-Babylonian period, with which the Hellenistic material
should first and foremost be compared, the situation is reversed: the archives
of the Eanna have yielded many thousands of administrative records, but not
a single source that reveals more than a glimpse of how exactly the cultic cere-
monies in the IStar temple were performed.® Finally, the only other prescriptive
ritual texts from first-millennium Bc Babylonia that have been preserved are
from or related to the city of Babylon; with the exception of the akitu festival,
the celebrations and processions they describe are all unique and, it seems,
unconnected to the cult practice at Seleucid Uruk.”

Yet the situation is not quite as bleak as it may appear. Several of the Uruk
ritual tablets are relatively complete and although the entire text may not have
been preserved, the instructions they provide form a consistent whole. The rit-
uals they describe were to be performed during a short period of time, of which
the beginning and the end are demarcated in the respective ritual texts, which

who added the prescriptive texts for the akitu festival from Babylon and a number of texts
found at Uruk which describe temple-related occasional rituals: the creation of a new cultic
kettledrum, building rituals for renovating the temple and rites repelling the evil portended
by omina observed in the temple. All the texts in the latter group can be shown to have
belonged to an older, interregional tradition and were thus neither specific to Uruk nor to
the Hellenistic period. The remainder of Linssen’s book presents an overview of the cultic
calendars of Babylon and Uruk in the Hellenistic period and strictly descriptive summaries
of the different religious rites.

5 The recently published collection of prebendary sale deeds from Seleucid Uruk (Coro 2005)
offers a wealth of information about the city’s pantheon, the cultic calendar and the individ-
uals involved in the cult practice, but sheds no light on the festivals described in the texts
edited by Linssen.

6 The only Neo-Babylonian ritual text from Uruk, LKU 51 (Beaulieu 2003, 373-377), though a
very valuable document, is in bad condition and written in an extremely concise style. It pro-
vides a cultic calendar for the entire year and gives only brief sketches and summaries of the
activities per month.

7 See Cagirgan 1976; Cagirgan/Lambert 1991-1993; George 2000. The only other richly detailed
and informative text on ancient Near Eastern cultic practices is the book of Leviticus in the
Hebrew Bible.
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means that their temporal scope is accounted for. Moreover, the information
offered by those texts is precise enough to allow a detailed, comprehensive
reconstruction of the rituals in question, which can form a solid basis for a more
thorough investigation. One of those rituals is the nocturnal fire ceremony
(TU 41),® which lasted one entire night every year, starting with the first night
watch and ending 40 minutes after sunrise the next morning. That ceremony
is the subject of the present study, which will provide an extensive analysis of
it and present an interpretation of its Sitz im Leben.

As tools for undertaking such an analysis, there are more possibilities than
a comparison with ritual instructions or administrative records related to the
regular cult practice in (Late) Babylonian temples. The entire corpus of Meso-
potamian ritual texts is many times larger; it comprises substantial collections
and lengthy cycles of incantations and their accompanying rites for a broad
variety of purposes, including but not limited to purification, healing and exor-
cism of persons and spaces, the aversion of evil portended by a negative omen,
induction and transformation of objects and buildings into the divine realm,
appeasement of angered deities and the ablution and re-investiture of the
Assyrian and Babylonian king during regular festivals as well as crisis situa-
tions.” Despite the different contexts in and for which they were composed,
those rituals display a remarkable similarity with regards to the materials,
locations, participants and ritual actions involved and much of their frame-
work is constituted by a shared set of fundamental principles.!® Most of the
texts, though the products of long processes of development, date to the first

8 Linssen 2004, 245—251.

9 Publications and studies of ancient Mesopotamian ritual texts and incantations are man-
ifold and a comprehensive bibliography cannot be given here. Essential text editions
include Abusch 2015; Abusch/Schwemer 201-2016; Cagirgan 1976; Cagirgan/Lambert
1991-1993; Farber 2014; Frankena 1953; Geller/Vacin 2016; George 2000; Heef3el 2002;
Linssen 2004; Maul 2000; Reiner 1956, 1958; Schramm 2008; Starr 1983; Walker/Dick 2001.
Useful introductory articles are Farber 1995; Sallaberger 2006—2008b; Schwemer 2011 (and
cf. p. 436 ‘Further Reading’); and the various contributions on ancient Mesopotamia in
Johnston 2004.

10  Important monographies and articles that provide, or even focus on, an analysis of the
underlying system include Abusch 2002; Abusch/Van der Toorn 1999; Ambos 2004, 2013b;
Berlejung 1998; Farber 1989b; Groneberg 1997; Maul 1994; Oppenheim 1966; Pongratz-
Leisten 1994; Reiner 1995; Schwemer 2007; Scurlock 2005; Tsukimoto 1985; Van der Toorn
1985; Wiggermann 1992; Zgoll 2006. The University of Heidelberg has started a series of
editions of unpublished scholarly texts from Assur, of which the first is Maul/Strauf 2o11.
Recent edited volumes with a comparative approach to (ancient) rituals which include
essays on the ancient Near East are Ambos et al. 2004; Ambos/Verderame 2013.
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millennium Bc¢. Many were found in the libraries of Seleucid Uruk and testify to
the continued knowledge and practice of such rituals during that period. They
were compiled and performed by the same experts who were responsible for
the regular worship in the temple, and the cultic ceremonies are for the greater
part shaped by the same features and composed in the same ritual ‘language’!
Thus, they can be meaningfully compared to Mesopotamian rituals of various
other types, and it can safely be assumed that the functionality and effectivity
of their composite elements were understood by the participants in the same
way. Once such parallels within the sphere of Mesopotamian ritual literature
have been established, it also becomes fruitful to look at comparable phenom-
ena in other cultures belonging to or in contact with ancient West Asia, such
as Israel, Egypt, Greece, and India. Finally, an assessment can be made of the
cosmological and sociopolitical significance of the ritual’s performance in its
own space and time through a careful application of anthropological models
and aspects of ritual theory.

The present study will begin with an overview of the historical context in which
the text known to Assyriologists as TU 41 found its way to clay. It is a unique doc-
ument and its editorial history cannot be traced, but the ceremony for which
it provides instructions was part of the Anu cult and was performed in and
around the Bit Reés. Therefore the first step towards a better understanding of it
must be to examine all the available evidence about the Anu cult as a whole. In
Chapter 1, the chronological development and historical setting of Anu’s rise to
supremacy at Uruk during the late Achaemenid and early Seleucid period will
be traced in detail, focussing especially on the changes and innovations that
took place with respect to the ‘long sixth century’ BC.!2 This includes the intel-
lectual climate at Uruk that emerges in the sources from the late Achaemenid
period onwards, the political relationships between the Urukean city officials
and the Seleucid court, the evidence through which we can trace the first cultic
activity related to Anu and Antu, the different building phases of the city’s new
temples, and the new pantheon and cultic calendar. Chapter 2 will explore the
theological and cosmological concepts that have influenced the cult and pan-
theon of Hellenistic Uruk and examine their literary expression in the Urukean
sources.

11 For the concept of ritual ‘syntax’, introduced by Frits Staal, and its applicability to ancient
Near Eastern rituals see Hays 2013.
12 612—484 BC; see Jursa 2010, 4-5.
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Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6 will focus on the nocturnal ceremony itself. Chap-
ter 3 will deal with the acquisition and publication history of TU 41, review
its treatment in previous academic studies and offer a new translation of the
text. In Chapter 4, the ceremony’s temporal framework will be determined by
means of the available evidence about the date on which it was performed each
year: presumably the 16th of Tebétu (month x), which was either the next or
the second-to-next full moon after the winter solstice. This will include a dis-
cussion of the significance of that day and month for Mesopotamian religion
and specifically for first-millennium Bc Babylonian temple cults. Chapter 5 will
then present a detailed analysis of the nocturnal ceremony. Starting out from
the text, the ceremony will be divided into smaller clusters of individual rites
and activities which can arguably be grouped together on the basis of shared
conditions such as the time of their performance, the location and the par-
ticipants involved. Each of those sets of activities will be compared with their
occurrence in other Mesopotamian ritual literature and, secondarily, in sources
from other cultures, and on the basis of that evidence an interpretation will be
offered of their meanings and purposes as perceived by the compilers of the
ritual text.

Finally, in Chapter 6, the acquired evidence from the previous chapters
will be synthesized and analysed. A model will be proposed for the noctur-
nal festival’s internal structure which comprises as its core what I call the “fire
ceremony”—the kindling of the torch atop the Anu ziqqurrat, the offering rites
taking place there, the procession of the torch down into and then around the
Bit Res, the lighting of bonfires throughout the city, and finally the participa-
tion of the Urukean citizens through dining and singing—as well as an outer
framework of introductory and concluding rites that were performed on cer-
tain (or all) other nights as well: the night vigil (bayatu), meals for all the city
gods, the ‘well-being of the temple’ ceremony (salam biti), and the closing and
later celebratory reopening of the sanctuary gates (dik biti and pit babi). The
defining aspects of the fire ceremony will then each be examined for their cos-
mological and sociological significance. These are 1) the central role of fire and
the contrast between darkness and light; 2) the extensive use of purifying and
exorcistic rites; 3) the three-tierd division and implied hierarchy between a)
the Bit Res, its divine residents and priestly personnel, b) the other temples of
Uruk with their gods and priests, and c) the rest of the city and its inhabitants;
and 4) the midwinter date. I will separately discuss the question whether or
not the ceremony was also the occasion for interaction with the dead, which is
very likely but for which there is no direct evidence. As I will argue, the com-
bination of fire symbolism, an important exorcistic element, and a calendrical
setting related to the winter solstice strongly points to an interpretation of the
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fire ceremony as a yearly renewal festival, during which first the temples and
then the entire city of Uruk were cleansed of supernatural pollution and the
presence of Anu in his temple was celebrated as a bright star illuminating the
darkness. Further, the ritual underscoring of the aforementioned divine and
human hierarchy served as an ideological tool for the priesthood of Anu, whose
members derived from the traditional Urukean nobility, to (re-)establish their
cult as the central source of spiritual well-being for the citizens of Uruk and
themselves as the indispensable mediators between the city’s patron god and
his subjects. As the only known Babylonian renewal festival that took place
during the winter—the other two being the akitu festivals around the spring
and autumn equinox—and one of the few religious celebrations with such
an active involvement of non-priestly participants, it remains a unique phe-
nomenon in ancient West Asian religious history and many questions it raises
must for now be left unanswered.

A few remarks on the use of terminology in this book: I use ‘religion’ and ‘reli-
gious’ to refer to a belief system which, in ancient Mesopotamia, involved the
notion of a divine realm and divine beings dwelling within it, with whom
human beings stood in a particular relationship that entailed, among various
other aspects, the human duty to provide those divine beings with regular
nourishment, shelter, and expressions of worship. ‘Cult’ and ‘cultic’ refer to the
sphere of activity in which those duties were fulfilled, primarily in a sanctuary
dedicated to a specific deity. Since the present study focuses on the cult of a
particular deity, the word ‘rite’ will indicate a discrete act that was aimed at ful-
filling those duties or aiding their fulfilment, such as sprinkling water to purify
alocation, slaughtering a sacrificial animal, presenting a meal to a deity in her
cella, or singing a hymn. Naturally, the boundaries that define one ‘single’ activ-
ity are fluid and must be examined per individual case. I use the words ‘ritual’
and ‘ceremony’ as synonyms to refer to longer sequences of rites that together
form an integrated whole with the same purpose or purposes.!® Somewhat arbi-
trarily, a ‘ritual’ becomes a ‘ritual cycle’ when it lasts longer than one entire day
or one entire night. Finally, a ‘temple’ or ‘temple complex’ is the entire clus-
ter of rooms and courtyards within a sacred precinct, including workshops and
storage rooms, whereas a ‘sanctuary’, such as the Anu-Antu sanctuary in the
Bit Ré&S, is purely the inner sanctum in which the main deities of that temple
dwelled, which was separated from the rest of the temple by an entrance gate

13 See §5.1.2 for a more precise definition of ‘ritual’ that takes Mesopotamian terminology
into account.
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and a courtyard that lay in front of it. A ‘shrine’ is either the same as a sanctuary,
or a small place of worship not integrated into a larger temple complex. Finally,
‘theology’ and ‘theological’ indicate a system of ideas regarding the identities
and characteristics of, and relationships between, deities and divine aspects
of the cosmos, e.g. mythical realms and temples, which is distinct from other
forms of religious thought through the intellectual effort that gave it shape, evi-
dent from the explicit reflection upon those ideas in the sources.

Regarding the historical background of the material under discussion, the
‘Neo-Babylonian period) and consequently the adjective ‘Neo-Babylonian’ for
textual finds and the information derived from them, refer to the abovemen-
tioned long sixth century B¢; in the case of Uruk, everything after 484 BC will be
called ‘Late Babylonian’ (or more specifically ‘Late Achaemenid), ‘Seleucid’ etc.).
Where other Babylonian cities such as Babylon and Borsippa are concerned, it
is difficult to date non-administrative cultic texts on the basis of their content
and palaeography more precisely than to the second half of the first millen-
nium B, especially since the pantheon and cult practices of those cities did
not—as far as we are aware—undergo such a radical transformation as those
of Uruk did after 484 BC. Those texts will therefore also be referred to as ‘Late
Babylonian), since ‘Neo-Babylonian’ is more narrowly defined. For third- and
second millennium dates, I will use the middle chronology. All dates are BC
unless otherwise specified.

For proper names, I will use the conventional Assyriological spelling that is
the most recognizable to the non-Assyriologist; e.g. Inanna, not Inana(k); Uruk,
not Unug or Erech; Sennacherib, not Sin-ahhé-eriba etc. I spell Akkadian words
in cursive and Sumerian words expanded, except for words that have become
conventional Assyriological terminology (e.g. namburbi, su-ila, balag). These
are of course subjective issues and lead at times to seemingly arbitrary deci-
sions. Finally, copies of all the Uruk ritual texts can be found through their
conventional publication code (TU 38, BRM 1V 6 etc.) and the new editions by
Marc Linssen have now been in print for more than ten years. Thus, I will not
refer to them by the page numbers on which they can be found in Thureau-
Dangin’s Rituels accadiens (1921), and would like to express my hope that my
colleagues will also finally refrain from doing so.



CHAPTER 1

The Historical Background of the Anu Cult

For an understanding of the Anu cult as it existed at Uruk during the late
Achaemenid and Seleucid period, it is necessary to take into account the mil-
lennia of divine worship at Uruk that preceded it—a history of which the Hel-
lenistic priests of Anu were well aware and which influenced their religious
convictions in different ways. During most of that period, the city’s main deity
was the goddess Inanna/Istar. Since that was no longer the case in Seleucid
times and she is not the main subject of this book, a brief summary of the his-
tory of her cult will suffice here. The primary focus will be on the development
of Anu’s role in the local pantheon and his significance for the city of Uruk
throughout the centuries.

11 A Brief Religious History of Uruk

Uruk is one of the oldest Mesopotamian cities.! It was founded in the late Ubaid
period (ca. 4500—-4000BC) and gave its name to the Uruk period (ca. 4000—
3100 BC), during which it was the main force of urbanisation in southern Mes-
opotamia. The city possessed two separate sacred districts, which may origi-
nally have been independent settlements: the western Kullaba, the precinct
of the elevated sanctuary called by archaeologists the “White Temple”, and
the eastern precinct of the Eanna, the main temple of Inanna (Akk.: Istar),
goddess of war, sexual love, and the concomitant human passions. The con-
nection between Uruk and Inanna goes back to very early times. Texts from
the late fourth millennium point to four different manifestations of the god-
dess worshipped at Uruk, including “Inanna of the morning” and “Inanna of
the evening”, which indicates that a fundamental part of her identity from the
very beginning was the association between her and the planet Venus.?

The White Temple dates to the Uruk 1v period (3500-3100BC), but the ter-
race had possessed monumental architecture since the late Ubaid period. In

1 Seefor the mostrecent, comprehensive and accessible overview of the early history of Uruk—
and some aspects of the later periods, including a richly illustrated chapter by Arno Kose on
the Hellenistic period—Criisemann et al. 2013, and for a more in-depth study Liverani 2006
[1998].

2 Beaulieu 2003, 104.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2018 DOI: 10.1163/9789004364943_003
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its last building phase, it consisted of 21 different construction layers and was
15 metres high. Directly beside the White Temple terrace lay what the exca-
vators call the “Old Terrace”, an area of 173,6 x200,5 meters, which dates to
Uruk 111 (3100-2900BC) or 1v. No building remains from either of those peri-
ods have been found on it.3 The White Temple may have been dedicated to
Inanna’s (great-grand)father, the sky god and divine allfather An (Akk.: Anu),
who appears in later sources as a member of the Uruk pantheon. However,
although the White Temple terrace is conventionally referred to as the “Anu
ziqqurrat” in archaeological publications, no material finds from that site can
be connected to him. Neither can his presence in the archaic texts be deter-
mined with complete certainty, because of the ambiguity of the cuneiform
sign AN, which can also be read as ‘heaven’ and ‘god’ (dingir).# If An was
already worshipped at Uruk during the Uruk period, he may also have shared
the Eanna, the ‘House of Heaven’, with Inanna.

From the Early Dynastic period (ca. 2900—2330BC) onward, both An and
Inanna are attested as divine residents of Uruk. By that time, Inanna had
become the city’s most important deity and the Eanna the primary temple
complex of Uruk, in which An seems to have received offerings as well. His
consort during that period appears to have been the creation goddess Namma,
mother of Enki.> The cohabitation of Inanna and An within the Eanna contin-
ued until the early second millennium. Literary and administrative texts from
the Ur 111 period (2112-2004 BC) present a close relationship between the active,
“dynamic” goddess Inanna and the king, her en-priest, but continue to men-
tion An as a passive, yet still present patron deity of the city and of the Eanna.
Royal inscriptions from the early Old Babylonian period (2004-1792B¢) also
acknowledge both An and Inanna and hail the Eanna as the dwelling place
of both deities.6 The Old Babylonian version of the ‘Epic of Gilgames’ even
describes the Eanna as exclusively the “dwelling-place of Anu",” which in the
Standard Babylonian version has been replaced by “dwelling-place of Anu and
Istar”.8

Different Sumerian-language literary texts from the third and early second
millennium, including several of the hymns composed by Enheduanna, daugh-
ter of Sargon of Akkad (r. 2334—2279B¢), allude to a mythological tradition

Heinrich 1982, 35—45, 61—67; Eichmann 2007, 409ff.
Beaulieu 2003, 105.
Neumann 1981, 78—80; Frayne 1997, 423.
Beaulieu 2003, 106-108; Richter 2004, 281283, 297—299.
Pennsylvania Tablet 11 60 (George 2003, 174).

0N oUW

sB ‘Gilgames$’ 1 217 (George 2003, 550551 with note 40).
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according to which the Eanna was originally the temple of An; however, Inan-
na’s power began to overshadow his and she usurped his temple and throne, or
intimidated him into giving them to her.? Thus Innin Sagurra 106-108:1°

Great An feared your precinct and was frightened of your dwelling-place.
He let you take a seat in the dwelling-place of great An and then feared
you no more, saying: ‘I will hand over to you the august royal rites and the
great divine rites.”

In his study of the texts in which that mythological tradition is reflected, Jan
van Dijk has interpreted Ninmesarra 86—87 along the same line:!!

You have indeed stolen the Eanna temple from An, you have not feared
An the king.

Most clearly, Inanna’s seizing control of the Eanna and bringing it from heaven
down to earth is described in a literary composition, probably meant for a per-
formance in the cult of Inanna and An, of which the oldest manuscripts are
dated to the Old Babylonian period.’? Also known as ‘Inanna and An, it was
dubbed ‘Inanna raubt den grofien Himmel’ by Van Dijk, but Annette Zgoll in
her newest edition suggests the title ‘Inana holt das erste Himmelshaus auf die
Erde’!3 The text, though very incomplete, recounts how Inanna sets her mind
to “capturing the great heavens™# and tells her brother Utu that “the House of
Heaven [Eanna] should be captured from An [or: heaven]”15 She then travels
by boat to the Eanna and, with the help of Utu and a divine fisherman named
Adagbir, seemingly succeeds at pulling the temple down from the sky. It tum-

9 Beaulieu 2003, 111-115.

10 106 an gal-e mus-za ni-bi-te ki-tus-zu im-mi-hu-luh 17 ki-tus-an-gal-la-ke, dur
ba*-e’-gar su nu-mu-e-da-zi-zi 198 §arza mal garza gal-g[al] Su-zu ga-mu-un-si
(tr. and tr. Sj6berg 1975, 188).

11 86 an-da é-an-na ha-ba da-an-kar 87 an-lugal-da ni ba-ra-ba-da-te (Van Dijk 1998,
10; this translation Beaulieu 2003, 113). Zgoll (1997, 1 and 395-400) and the ETCSL edi-
tion consider the subject of the sentence to be not Inanna, but Lugal-Anne, Enheduanna’s
political enemy who features prominently in the hymn.

12 Zdlyomi 2000.

13 Van Dijk 1998, 12; Zgoll 2015.

14  an-gal kar-re-dé géstug-ga-ni ba-an-gub (Van Dijk 1998, 13: 27-30).

15 an-da é-an-na ha-ba da-k[ar-X] (ibid. 13: 44).
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bles into the reed beds below. An is greatly upset, since establishing such a heav-
enly abode on earth has made Inanna greater than himself, but eventually he
accepts what has happened and ordains a glorious destiny for the Eanna. In
Zgoll's interpretation, the story is a prototypical founding myth of a Sumerian
temple, which were considered to have been created in heaven before having
been brought to earth by divine means.16

Allusions to myths concerning Inanna acquiring or laying claim to the Eanna
also appear in first-millennium texts. On Tablet 16 of the great exorcist’s hand-
book Udug-Hul/Utukki Lemniitu, in a passage describing the division of power
in heaven, we find the line “IStar took up residence with (Lord) Anu in the pure
abode and plotted for the rulership of heaven”!” A list of mythical antediluvian
sages which is attested in two different scholarly texts states that during the
reign of Enmerkar, the legendary king of Uruk and grandfather of Gilgames, the
sage Nungalpiriggal brought Istar down into the Eanna.!® None of these tradi-
tions, however, is easy to reconcile with the earliest textual evidence available
from Uruk, which already refers to the Eanna as Inanna’s abode and indicates
that she was the patron goddess of Uruk from at least the late 4th millennium
onward. Rather, the literature describing her attainment of supreme power may
be considered a form of praise, a reflection of theological speculations on her
astral nature—the prominence of the planet Venus in the sky—and perhaps of
later historical developments.!®

16 Zgoll forthcoming. She points out that the text shifts stylistically from an emphasis on
Inanna’s stealing and “taking away” the Eanna from heaven/An to a positive and in retro-
spect legitimate “fetching” of the Eanna to earth.

17 32dinanna-ke, an-da ki-tus$ kit mu-un-ri nam-lugal-la an-na-§é ir-pag mu-un-ak|
dis-tar it-ti Ya-nim $ar-ri $ub-ti ku-ti ir-mi-ma ana lugal-ut an-e i-kap-pu-ud (Geller/Vacin
2016, 508; my tr.). The line seems a bit out of place in that context and may have been
inserted on the basis of another source. Geller translates “Istar, with the consent of Lord
Anu, occupied the holy residence and was plotting against the rule of heaven”; he suggests
the line may be a corrupted quote of ‘Inanna and Ebily 116 (Attinger 1998, 174).

18  SpTU 11 8, obw. 1 14-15; BaM Beiheft 2 89: 8—9; see also §2.3.4.1. Some scholars translate
the line in question with Istar as the subject and Nungalpiriggal as the object (cf. Van
Dijk 1962, 45; Lenzi 2008, 142). In terms of both grammar and content, that is a less likely
reading, since in bit meseri it forms a literary parallel with the actions of the three other
human apkalliz, some of which involve deities, but never as the primary actor: Piriggal-
nungal angers Adad, who then stops the rain for three years; Piriggalabzu annoys Ea in
the Aps(i; Lu-Nanna drives a dragon out of an Istar temple (cf. Reiner 1961, 4; Van Dijk
1962, 49 note 120; Borger 1974, 192; Van Dijk 1998, 10).

19  Beaulieu 2003, 14-115.
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In the later Old Babylonian period, after the southern Babylonian revolt
in the tenth and eleventh regnal year of Hammurabi’s successor Samsuiluna
(1739-1738 BC), the priests of Uruk retreated to Ki$ and took the city cults with
them.20 Textual records dated to this period from the palace of Sin-kasid at
Uruk and from Ki$ mention a 4inanna, but also the compound an-dinanna,
both names sometimes supplemented by -unugk! (“of Uruk”) in the sources
from Kis. An is not attested by himself. Scholarly opinions are divided as
to whether the compound An-4Inanna refers to the deities An and Inanna
together or to a particular manifestation of Inanna alone. The second option
would mean that there is no mention whatsoever of An in the later Old Baby-
lonian sources related to Uruk, which is unlikely. Nonetheless, the sign com-
pound an-dinanna may in some cases have been used as a frozen form to
denote only Inanna.!

During the Middle Babylonian period, the Urukean priests were able to
return the cults of Uruk to their native city. To that period dates a literary com-
position known to scholars as ‘The Exaltation of Istar, which again describes
IStar’s rise to power, but this time on Anu’s initiative: he selects her as his
spouse, elevates her to the status of his first wife Antu, and offers her all his
royal prerogatives.22 From that period onwards, Babylonian and Assyrian royal
inscriptions related to Uruk almost completely cease to mention Anu.23 The
Eanna, on the other hand, remains present in the sources as the main sanctu-
ary of Uruk and Istar acquires the title “Lady-of-Eanna”. The temple was rebuilt
by the Kassite kings Karaindas$ and Kurigalzu 1 (1ate fifteenth—early fourteenth
century).

After their inscriptions follows a long gap in the textual record. The next
evidence for a restoration project of the Eanna is an inscription of Marduk-
apla-iddina 11 from the end of the eighth century.?* However, according to
several Neo- and Late Babylonian literary sources, the statue of Istar had been
abducted some time during the eighth century by a destructive king—allegedly
either Eriba-Marduk or Nabii-Suma-iskun—and replaced by a goddess who
“did not belong” in Uruk.?5 The goddess dwelling in the Eanna is referred to

20 Charpin 1986, 403—415; Pientka 1998, 179-187 & 375—388.

21  Beaulieu 2003, 109-110.

22 Hruskaig6g.

23 The only exception is the ‘Donation of Kurigalzu an alleged building inscription of king
Kurigalzu 1 in which the Eanna is described as the residence of Anu and I$tar. Some schol-
ars believe, however, that the text is a forgery from a later period (Beaulieu 2003, 117).

24  Ibid. n5-u7.

25  Ibid. 129-138.
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in the seventh- and early sixth-century administrative texts as “Istar”, but also
as “Beltiya’, traditionally an epithet of Zarpanitu, the spouse of Marduk, patron
god of Babylon. For that reason, Paul-Alain Beaulieu proposes that the unwel-
come new goddess may have been a form of Istar-of-Babylon who was syncre-
tised with Zarpanitu. The kings of Babylon may have exchanged Istar-of-Uruk
with her in order to extend the supremacy of Marduk over the ancient south-
ern city and deal a blow to the local identity of Uruk’s citizens.26 The original
statue—or a renewed version—was not brought back to Uruk until the reign
of Nebuchadnezzar 11 (see below); from that moment onwards, the Urukean
sources refer to Istar almost exclusively as “Lady-of-Uruk’, as if to emphasize
that now the true, proper Istar was meant, who belonged at Uruk and protected
the city.

Uruk was an important city to the Neo-Assyrian kings and maintained good
relations with them. Sargon 11, Esarhaddon, and Assurbanipal all contributed
extensively to the maintenance of the Eanna and the Istar cult. After AsSurba-
nipal had conquered Elam, he returned the statue of the goddess Nanaya to
Uruk, which had been carried off by the Elamites.2” Moreover, the White Tem-
ple terrace was renovated for the first time since its decay in the late fourth
millennium and rebuilt into a stepped ziqqurrat. Since a building inscription
of Esarhaddon commemorating the renovation of the Eanna was found in one
of the ziqqurrat walls, it is assumed that the building’s reconstruction was
supervised by that king.?8 During the Neo-Assyrian period, the Old Terrace was
also provided with a new mantle which followed the orientation of the origi-
nal Sumerian construction. No trace of the buildings erected there, which we
may suspect formed the ‘Tieftempel’ to the zigqurrat, remains today;?® thus it
is again uncertain whether or not those religious buildings were dedicated to
Anu. Still, it is probable that they were, since the Seleucid Anu-Antu temple
and its ziqqurrat were later built in the exact same location.30

During the Neo-Assyrian dominance, Assyrian troops and officials were
probably stationed at Uruk and may have introduced a cult for the god Assur.3!
In that period, AsSur’'s name was often written 4an-$ar. The primordial god
Ansar was traditionally considered to be the father of Anu, but is also equated

26  Ibid. 76—77.

27  Scurlock 2006, 455.

28  Kose 1998, 427 Lfd. Nr. 73 (ed. Leichty 2011 no. 139).

29  Ibid. 107109, 187. Falkenstein (1941, 9) and Heinrich (1939, 30) believe that Esarhaddon’s
constructions on the Old Terrace remained unfinished.

30  See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2 and below.

31 Beaulieu 1997; id. 2003, 331-333.
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with Anu himself in the standardized god list An = Anum (1 8).32 A small inde-
pendent shrine for a dan-§aris attested at Uruk during the Neo-Babylonian and
early Achaemenid period and a Neo-Babylonian legal document mentions per-
sons with an Assyrian background involved in that cult. According to Beaulieu,
the name dan-$ar in those cases should be interpreted as the god Assur. He
proposes that the cult of AsSur was installed at Uruk by a Neo-Assyrian king
and that it found acceptance among the citizens of Uruk through the equa-
tion of Assur with AnSar/Anu. According to him, the cult persisted even after
the end of Assyrian dominance and may have contributed to, or at least have
been an aspect of the gradually growing popularity of Anu (see below). It must
be noted, however, that it remains unclear when the worship of Assur at Uruk
first began. The introduction of the cult may also have taken place after the fall
of the Neo-Assyrian empire. Further, the priests of Uruk may have accepted the
cult of the numen loci of the city of A$sur more easily if he was equated with
the ancient deity Ansar, but there is no evidence that they also understood that
syncretised figure as a form of Anu. Equation of divine fathers and sons from
different historical layers of cosmogonic myths is a typical aspect of the kind of
theological speculation we see in An = Anum, but the same conceptions were
not necessarily the basis of those deities’ temple cults. In any case, the Neo-
Babylonian text corpus from Uruk shows that, by that time, dan.§ar and Anu
were worshipped separately from each other in small sanctuaries in the city.33

Like the Assyrian kings, the Neo-Babylonian dynasty also supported the cult
of Istar, but they exercised a strict control over the organisational affairs of
the Eanna.34 Nebuchadnezzar 11 claims in his inscriptions that he returned the
original statue of IStar from Babylon to Uruk, reinstated the proper cultic rites
and renovated her temple, a feat which is also commemorated in an inscription
by Nabonidus.?> The god Anu was no more than a minor deity at Uruk during
that period, worshipped at a small, independent sanctuary.36 It was probably
the intent of the Neo-Babylonian dynasty to keep the cult of Anu small and
insignificant, since they—with the exception of the last king, Nabonidus—
strove to impose the supremacy of their own patron deity Marduk upon all
the cult centres of Babylonia. According to the Marduk theology, developed
during the late second to early first millennium and expressed primarily in the

32 That equation also occurs in several colophons from Hellenistic Uruk; cf. Frahm 2002, 86—
88.

33  Beaulieu 2003, 330-333.

34  Kleber 2008.

35  Beaulieu 2003, 129-131.

36  Ibid. 330.
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mythological poem Enama Eli$, the young warrior god had replaced Anu and
Enlil as king of the gods after his victory over the primordial monster Tiamat.
In some mythological traditions, Marduk had even vanquished Anu, Enlil and
Ea, consigned the latter two to the netherworld and brutally killed Anu him-
self.37 In cult practice, Marduk’s superiority over Anu and Enlil was asserted
during the great akitu festival at Babylon, when the divine symbols of the lat-
ter deities were covered during the recitation of Enuma Elis.38 In the context
of that religious program, the worship of Anu could only be tolerated up to a
certain limit in any part of the empire, since it would have been a sign that
the power of Marduk of Babylon was not absolute.3? Istar, on the other hand,
played an important role in the pantheon of Babylon as Bélet-Babili, Marduk’s
mistress, so it was considered appropriate that her cult be supported elsewhere
as well, as long as it remained closely connected to that of Marduk. Thus, a
symbol of Marduk was set up in the Eanna and priests from northern Babylo-
nia were settled at Uruk to supervise and control the temple organisation on
behalf of the Babylonian court.#?

1.2 The Development of the Late Babylonian Anu Cult

121 Uruk under the Achaemenid Empire

When the Persian king Cyrus the Great invaded Babylonia, Nabonidus moved
the statues of several deities of Uruk, including I$tar, together with the gods
of a number of other cities and a part of their priesthood to Babylon.#! Once
Cyrus had conquered Babylon and established his rule over Mesopotamia, the
gods and priests of Uruk were sent back to their own city. A fragment of a build-
ing inscription from the Eanna points to reconstruction activity on the temple
in the new king’s name.#? Nevertheless, Cyrus’ primary interest in the cultic
practices of Mesopotamia was for the royal ideology that could be expressed
through them. He and his son Cambyses participated only once in the akitu fes-
tival at Babylon, during which Cambyses was handed the sceptre of kingship in

37 Livingstone 1989, no. 37:19', 32'-34’; 38: 8—26; 40:1-14.

38 RAcc 127-154 + BM 32485 (Linssen 2004, 219—220) 280-284.

39  For the enduring religious conflict between Babylon on the one hand and Nippur and
Uruk on the other, see Scurlock 2012.

40  Beaulieu 2003, 75—77; Kessler 2004.

41 Beaulieu 1993a; Zawadzki 2012.

42  Beaulieu 198gb.
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the sanctuary of Nabti sa haré.*3 Interestingly, either Cambyses or, more proba-
bly, Cyrus himself participated in the ceremony dressed in “Elamite”, i.e. Persian
garments, which is often interpreted by modern scholars as a display of cultural
hegemony which the priests of Babylon may have considered offensive.

During the chaotic period surrounding the accession of Darius 1, two Baby-
lonians using the names Nebuchadnezzar 111 and 1v organised revolts, which
Darius put down. The extent of his response is not entirely clear, but he appears
to have replaced temple officials in cities like Sippar and Borsippa with people
from Babylon. Towards the end of his reign, the temples seem to have become
more autonomous and insofar as a royal representative (gipu) was still present,
that function was fulfilled by persons from local priestly families.** At the same
time, Darius ignored the duties which the king of Babylonia was expected to
perform. Instead of participating in the akitu celebrations, he held court at
Susa each year at the beginning of spring and summoned officials from north-
ern Babylonian cities there to fulfil labour and tax duties.*> Because of those
yearly meetings, the officials and their families were able to forge a close net-
work, which is visible in their archives through a steady increase in marriages
and business transactions among them over the course of three generations.*6
Although no general financial crisis is discernible in the sources pertaining to
the early Achaemenid period, a letter from Borsippa shows that in the last years
of Darius or perhaps the first year of Xerxes, all prebendary payments from the
Ezida temple were interrupted by a royal official. That intervention had great
repercussions for the economic and social well-being of the priestly class.#” In
484B¢, the second year of Xerxes, the northern Babylonian ‘network of resis-
tance’ revolted twice more.

Again the insurgences were unsuccessful, however, and Xerxes quickly retal-
iated. It is still debated whether or not he deliberately destroyed Babylonian
(temple) buildings,*® but he certainly uprooted the entire social layer responsi-
ble for the uprising by dismissing all members of those families from their reli-
gious and administrative offices. That development is reflected in the abrupt
ending of the archives of the affected temples and families in or shortly after

43 ‘Nabonidus Chronicle’ 111 24—28; cf. George 1996, 379-385 and Zgoll 2006, 24—25.

44 M. Jursa, Xerxes: the Case of Sippar and the Ebabbar Temple), lecture at the workshop
‘Xerxes and Babylon), Leiden, January 16-17, 2014.

45  Waerzeggers 2010b; Jursa 2013.

46  C.Waerzeggers, ‘The Network of Resistance), lecture at the 58th Rencontre Assyriologique
Internationale, July 17, 2012; ead. 2014, 102, 107.

47  Jursa 2013, 7-10.

48  See for a summary of the current debate ibid. 1—2.
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the year 484B¢.4% As a replacement for the rebels, Xerxes appointed members
from Babylonian families who were more loyal to his rule. The city of Uruk had
not participated in the revolts, but the Urukean private archives demonstrate
the same wholesale replacement of cultic personnel that must have taken place
in all major Babylonian cities.>® Many of the families involved in the manage-
ment of and worship at the Eanna had been of northern Babylonian descent,
probably having been installed in those functions under the Neo-Babylonian
dynasty. Their names carried northern Babylonian theophoric elements such
as Bel/Marduk and Nabii. After 484 B¢, such names vanish almost entirely from
Urukean documents. Instead, one either finds names with no theophoric ele-
ment at all, or with IStar, Nanaya and Sama$, who remained important local
deities, or, most notably, with Anu.5! Names with the theophoric element Anu
can be traced back in the texts from Uruk to the early Neo-Babylonian period,
but their number is relatively small. However, from the second year of Xerxes
onward, they steadily increase in number until they finally completely domi-
nate the Urukean textual record.>?

Thus it seems that at Uruk, Xerxes’ intervention led to the rise in power of
a local group of families who had a special personal connection with the god
Anu. It is very well possible that they were the descendants of an elite group
which had been allied with the Neo-Assyrian court and had not welcomed
the Neo-Babylonian kings, their religious policy, or the northern Babylonian
priests who were settled at Uruk to supervise the cult of IStar. Although, as we
have seen, Inanna/Istar’s role as patron goddess of the city dated back to the
Sumerian period, her cult during the eighth through sixth centuries was closely
connected to that of Marduk and thereby to the political power exercised by the

49  Waerzeggers 2003/4; Oelsner 2007a; Baker 2008a; Scurlock 2012, 375; Jursa 2013; id. 2015.

50  The temple archive of the Eanna does end abruptly, but earlier (Dar 2 = 521/20Bc) and
was deposited due to internal affairs (Jursa 2005, 138). Nonetheless, it is well possible that
the living archive from Dar 2 to Xer 2 was removed from the Eanna for safety and stored
elsewhere in Uruk, from whence it has not yet been excavated.

51 Kessler 2004. (For some remaining Bél- and Nabii-elements in the Urukean onomasticon,
see Boiy 2011 and note, interestingly, the young asipu of the Ekur-zakir family, Bél-aha-
iddin, scribe of SpTU 1 69 and 111 91.)

52 Oelsner 1978, 103; 1981; 1994; Stolper 1990, 561-562; Beaulieu 1992, 54—55. Note especially
SpTU v 299 and 300, which date to Xer 6 and g respectively and mention in total nine
individuals with an Anu-name who belong to three generations (Beaulieu, ‘Uruk Before
and After Xerxes) lecture at the Leiden 2014 ‘Xerxes and Babylon’ workshop). Those peo-
ple were of course born a few decades earlier, which clearly points to an increase in the
devotion to Anu at Uruk already during the Neo-Babylonian empire.
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Babylonian royal court. To reinforce their sense of independence and superior-
ity over Babylon, the Urukean priestly families chose instead to consider Anu
the city’s true divine father.53

Like Inanna/Istar, Anu'’s archaic roots at Uruk were frequently described and
alluded to in the literary and religious texts which the sons of priestly families
read during their scribal education; moreover, the remains of his ancient tem-
ple still stood in the middle of the city and local traditions probably ascribed
those ruins to his worship in Sumerian times. Thus, a revival of the cult of
Anu also meant an assertion of the venerable antiquity of the city of Uruk as
compared to Babylon and the cult of Marduk. Since the control of the Neo-
Babylonian kings over the Urukean cultic affairs prevented the followers of Anu
from creating a more extensive cult for him than in a small, insignificant shrine,
they opted instead for naming their children after him as a clear marker of their
adopted identity. With the revolts of 484 BC and Xerxes’ subsequent retaliation,
the role of the Eanna as the main temple complex and economic centre of Uruk
was at an end. The new priestly elite seized the opportunity to develop a city
cult which focused primarily on Anu and his spouse Antu and only secondarily
on Istar and Nanaya.

Late Achaemenid texts from Babylonia pertaining to temple administration
or to specific historical events are relatively scarce. It is therefore difficult to
determine where and how religious activity took place at Uruk directly after the
collapse of the organisation of the Eanna, or by which in-between phases the
worship of Anu developed into the flourishing cult which we encounter in the
sources from the Seleucid era. The political significance of Uruk as a regional
centre does not seem to have diminished during the late fifth and early fourth
century. Under Darius 11, it was the city where newly recruited soldiers were sta-
tioned; for that reason, Joachim Oelsner considers the city to have been “eine
Art ‘Unterzentrum’”5* In 407 BC the gates of Uruk appear to have been barri-
caded, but it is not clear against whom or to what purpose.>®

1.2.2  Scholarship at Uruk

One thing that does become apparent in the sources from the later Achaeme-
nid period onwards is that Uruk was an important centre of scholarly research.
The theological fundaments of the new Anu cult were established in a dynamic
intellectual environment, of which one important aspect was the increasing

53  Beaulieu 1992, 67-68 and id., ‘Uruk Before and After Xerxes..
54  Ebeling 1952, 209: 12, 16; Oelsner 2001, 487.
55  Stolper1990, 571-572.
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interest in astrology and astronomy that characterised Late Babylonian schol-
arship and science.56 The latter development will certainly have played a role
in the increasing worship of Anu;%” after all, Anu was the god of the heavens
and presided over one-third of the starry firmament, the “path of Anu”, while
the two other paths traditionally belonged to Enlil and Ea.>8 Since the worship
of stars and planets specifically played a large role in the yearly nocturnal cere-
mony which is the main focus of the present study, we need to take a closer look
at the astrological and astronomical research with which the main participants
in that ritual regularly occupied themselves. Considering that the changes in
the Babylonian astral sciences—to which the scholars of Uruk contributed sig-
nificantly®®*—took place over the course of several centuries, we will step out
of our chronological framework for a moment and take the entire second half
of the first millennium into account. This subchapter will only offer the infor-
mation necessary to understand the various scholarly occupations of the Anu
priests and the cultural context of a possible ‘astral’ dimension to the Anu cult.
That dimension itself and the pertaining evidence will be examined in a later
chapter and in more detail in a forthcoming article.6°

1.2.2.1 Celestial Science and Divination

Over the course of the first millennium B¢, the discipline of astrology emerged
as the primary form of divination in Mesopotamia and became more widely
and regularly practised than extispicy, even though the latter was still employed
to confirm the meaning of significant celestial omens. As a result, the obser-
vation and calculation of the behaviour of heavenly bodies became one of
the most important occupations of Assyrian and Babylonian scholars.®! That

56  Cuneiform texts are characterised as “astronomical” by modern scholars when they
describe or predict the motions and attributes of stars, planets and constellations without
making an explicit connection between those phenomena and events happening on earth
(this includes the Astronomical Diaries, which imply but never address that connection).
Texts that do make such a connection are dubbed “astrological”.

57  Rochberg 1993, 33-35; ead. 2004, 226—236; Frahm 2002, 91; Beaulieu 2004, 315.

58 Horowitz 1998, 243—258.

59  See Britton 1993 and Beaulieu/Britton 1994.

60  §5.4.5; Krul forthcoming a.

61 See Brown 2000, who argues that during the later Neo-Assyrian period a paradigm shift
took place from the notion that celestial phenomena could be interpreted as portents of
earthly events in the future to the realization that the behaviour of the moon and planets
itself could be predicted through observation and calculation (which would thus lead to
more accurate divination of the future).
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development is clearly discernible in the correspondence between the Neo-
Assyrian kings and the divination- and ritual experts employed at their courts,
who used their insight into the messages from heaven to guard the well-being of
the king and to determine the correct dates for ritual performances and cultic
festivals. After the fall of the Neo-Assyrian empire, the astral sciences contin-
ued to be practised in Babylonia, presumably also at the royal court, although
the evidence for that period is meagre. Eventually all astrological and astro-
nomical research came to be performed at the temples of the different cities.
When exactly and under which circumstances that change occurred cannot be
determined on the basis of the extant sources, but it is likely that it was con-
nected to the Persian conquest in 539 B¢, since from that moment onwards the
kings of Babylonia no longer required the aid of Babylonian diviners.52

Neo- and Late Babylonian astronomy is divided by modern scholars into
observational and mathematical astronomy, i.e. respectively record keeping
of past movements of celestial bodies and mathematical calculations to pre-
dict their behaviour in the future.53 The latter type developed roughly around
500BC, together with zodiacal astrology, which included birth horoscopy and
astral medicine. Over the course of the Achaemenid period, those new disci-
plines became part of the expertise of the tupsar Entima Anu Enlil (‘scribe of
the celestial omen series When Anu and Enlil’), who in the Neo-Assyrian period
had been primarily responsible for interpreting astrological omina and super-
vising the correct rituals against negative events portended by the stars.64 An
Achaemenid-era administrative text from Babylon shows that no less than four-
teen tupsarra Enuma Anu Enlil worked at the Esagil at Babylon and received
regular food rations for their service.®> A legal document from the same tem-
ple dating to the Parthian period demonstrates that persons of that title were
still employed there; moreover, the latter text makes clear that the duties of
the tupsarra Eniuma Anu Enlil involved both observational and mathematical
astronomy. Also, it suggests that they were responsible as a team for performing
all forms of astronomical and astrological research.®¢ Evidence shows, however,
that many scholars at Babylon and Uruk were trained in the celestial sciences

62  Assertions about aspects of cuneiform culture taking place “only at the temples” in the
Late Babylonian period, even when it is historically plausible, must be made while keep-
ing in mind that our view on that period is distorted, because the temples are the only
institution from which we have any sources.

63  For the mathematical astronomical texts see now Ossendrijver 2012.

64  Rochberg 2000 and ead. 2004, 219—236.

65  YBC11549; Beaulieu 2006.

66  CT 49 144; Rochberg 2000, 370-375.
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and possessed tablets belonging to those disciplines without referring to them-
selves as tupsar Enuma Anu Enlil. Thus, the term appears to have indicated a
sector of activities rather than a distinct professional title.67

An important example of a text group belonging to the category of obser-
vational astronomy, which as a whole makes up the bulk of the extant Neo-
and Late Babylonian astronomical sources, are the so-called Astronomical
Diaries. First attested in the seventh century Bc and deriving primarily from
the city of Babylon, the Diaries combine precise observations of astronomical
and meteorological phenomena with records of noteworthy events on earth
such as market prices, the level of the Euphrates, unusual behaviour of ani-
mals, the performance of cultic rites and festivals and the developments and
effects of wars, e.g. movements and fighting of troops, sieges of cities, famine
and disease.®® The Diaries clearly served the discipline of astronomy, since
the astronomical data gathered in them were used for predicting lunar and
planetary movements as well as developing new predictive models and meth-
ods. Concerning astrology, the Diaries never explicitly address the relationship
between the observed events in heaven and those on earth and modern schol-
ars are in debate about the extent to which they served a divinatory purpose.
Yet many of the observations correspond to protases—celestial and meteo-
rological phenomena, strange appearances and behaviour of animals, cultic
performances—as well as apodoses—market prices, war, disease—of omen
handbooks, especially the aforementioned Enitma Anu Enlil. In any case, it
is clear that the Diaries are the products of an intellectual climate in which
interpreting celestial phenomena as portents about the future and perfecting
mathematical models for understanding and predicting lunar and planetary
behaviour were equally valued.6?

67  Notealso that, despite the fact that the temple seems to have been the primary employer of
the ¢. EAE and those duties were fulfilled by members of the elite priesthood, it was never a
prebendary function. The reason is probably that all prebends were related to the personal
handling of sacred materials—foodstuffs for the divine meal, construction materials for
the temple, the clothing and jewellery of the divine statue etc.

68  Sachs/Hunger 1989-1996 (hereafter: AD). For the usefulness of the data in the Astronom-
ical Diaries to the ancient historian, see e.g. Van der Spek 1993 and id. 2000 (and other
works by the same author).

69  Rochberg 2011, 629-633.
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1.2.2.2 The Sangii-Ninurta and Ekur-zakir Tablet Collections
The same climate was present at Late Babylonian Uruk. Although we have
very limited evidence of Diaries being composed there,” the pursuit of all the
celestial sciences by the scholars of Uruk is evident from the large number of
astronomical and astrological texts both illegally and professionally excavated
there. The earliest text corpus derives from a house on the eastern edge of the
site Uruk-Warka, in grid square Ue xv1111 (hereafter: U18).7? There, the archaeol-
ogists of the German Archaeological Institute (hereafter: DAr) discovered the
tablet collection of two successive families of asipus:? firstly, Samag-iddin of
the Sang(i-Ninurta family and his sons Rimiit-Anu and Anu-iksur, whose tablets
are dated to around 400B¢,”® and secondly Iqi$a and his son I$tar-suma-éres,
descendants of Ekur-zakir. Insofar as Iqisa’s tablets can be dated, they date to
322-316, probably even to 301BC—i.e. a century later than the previous occu-
pants of the house.™

The ‘libraries’ of both families comprised an extensive corpus of literary,
theological, astrological-astronomical, divinatory and medical texts, the stan-
dardized handbooks necessary for the profession of asipu as well as new com-
mentaries to those works. It is important to point out that most of the tablets
from u18 were not copied and collected as a personal or professional reference
library; they are the products of the advanced scribal training that was offered

70 Only one Diary is attested with certainty from Uruk (AD -463; BaM Beiheft 2, 84) and one
other may also derive from there (AD -99; BM 140677).

71 Clancier 2009, 30—33 and see Pedersén 1998, 207 plan 98. The excavations took place dur-
ing the 27th, 2gth and 3oth campaign of the DAI between 1969 and 1972.

72 The asipuwas aritual specialist whose activities included healing, divination, purification
and exorcism and can generally be characterized as the interpretation and restoration of
disbalances between the human and the divine realm. Some scholars argue that in late
Babylonian sources the Sumerogram for that occupation, '"mas.mas$, should be read mas-
massu, not asipu (Frahm 2002, 83); however, the asiputu prebend is attested in syllabic
writing (e.g. BRM 1116 obv. 3 (a-$i-pu-t-tit) (ed. Coro 2005, 146-147)).

73 Oelsner 1983, 248—249; id. 2000, 798.

74 Frahm 2002, 81. The tablet collections of the gangﬁ—Ninurta and Ekur-zakir families cor-
respond to ‘Uruk 9’ and ‘Uruk 10’ in the system of Pedersén (1998, 212). For an overview
of the tablets belonging to the Sangti-Ninurta and Ekur-zakir families according to their
colophons, those from U18 that cannot be assigned to either family and their various tex-
tual genres, see Clancier 2009, 387400 (ordered by publication) and 400-406 (ordered by
genre). A number of the illegally excavated scholarly texts which were probably stored in
the Bit Ré3 (see below) also belonged to Iqisa, which means it is important to distinguish
between his ‘library’, i.e. the collection found at u18, and the complete corpus of tablets in
his possession (Clancier 2009, 44—46).
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at the ‘asipu house’. The attested members of the Sangti-Ninurta and Ekur-zakir
families all went through a period of apprenticeship before they attained the
status of proficient scholar and began to teach others in turn. The tablets in
their possession reflect both those stages of their career. Thus, the content of
the tablet collection may to a certain extent give an impression of the personal
scholarly interests of for example Anu-iksur or Igi$a, but it primarily reflects
the curriculum that they considered essential for their pupils.”

The Sangi-Ninurta and Ekur-zakir tablets clearly demonstrate that the
Babylonian written cultural heritage continued to be transmitted after the fall
of the Neo-Babylonian empire. Moreover, they show that Late Babylonian rit-
ual experts were trained to reflect with criticism and an innovative perspective
upon their own professional literature, as well as on a broader spectrum of
scholarly subjects.” The same scholars who practised the scribal art by copying
lexical lists and literary classics also studied rituals and incantations, medicine,
divination, and astronomy. Concerning the celestial sciences specifically, the
Sangii-Ninurta collection contains copies of Enima Anu Enlil, tablets dealing
with observational as well as mathematical astronomy and texts pertaining
to zodiacal astrology.”” In other words, Samas-iddin, Anu-iksur and the junior
scribes they instructed were already familiar with all the forms of research that
characterized the Babylonian astral sciences during the last centuries of the
first millennium.”® Iqisa’s collection likewise contained astronomical texts and
innovative works on astrology.” Still, the combined tablet collection of U18 as
a whole is composed for the greatest part of teaching material for cuneiform,
the Sumerian language, and the profession of the asipu.

75  Clancier 2010, 1-15.

76 Oelsner 2000, 798; Frahm 2002, 85.

77  SpTU1v161 and v 243 (Ossendrijver, ‘The Reign of Xerxes and the Development of Baby-
lonian Science), Leiden 2014 ‘Xerxes and Babylon’ workshop).

78  Itis interesting to note that two of Samas-iddin’s tablets, both containing sections of the
ritual cycle bit rimki, are designated in the colophon as “property of the Eanna” (SpTU 111
66 and 1v 127). That demonstrates that the Eanna originally possessed a temple library
with ritual and scholarly texts, which has for the most part been lost to us. Also, in spite
of the cultic changes that had taken place since the collapse of the Eanna organisation, it
was not (yet) considered inappropriate to copy that temple’s name from the colophon of
an older tablet. The phrase does not appear on any of Sama-iddin’s sons’ or later tablets.

79  Frahm 2002, go-91.
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1.2.2.3 The Scholarly Tablets Stored in the Bit Res

During the campaign of 1959-1960, a collection of 158 tablets was discovered
in the Bit Rés, the monumental new temple built for Anu and Antu in the early
Hellenistic period (see below). The tablets were found in grid square Le xv1 3,
in a plastered room close to the southeastern ‘Grand Gate’ (ka.gal) which had
first served as an additional gateway, but was later closed off from the outside.8°
The site had been plundered in the early twentieth century and was probably
already disturbed in antiquity, since only eight tablets were found in storage,
whereas the rest lay broken and scattered across the floor of the room.8! For the
greater part, the tablets found in Le Xv1 3 are of a scholarly, religious or liter-
ary nature and bear colophons that mention members of the Sin-léqe-unninni
family as owners and scribes, of whom the best known is Anu-bél$unu the elder
(fl. ca. 230-175BC).82 Further, a small number of texts deals with the private
affairs of the Sin-léqe-unninni family. The tablets all date to the short period
of ca. 190-160BcC. Since the collection does not include teaching material of
the type found at U18 and nearly all the scholarly tablets are related to the pro-
fession of kalti,33 Philippe Clancier concludes that the tablets belonged to the
professional library of the kaliis of the Bit Res.8* In the Hellenistic period, that
office had become the hereditary privilege of the Sin-léqe-unninni family, just
as the function of asipu came to be fulfilled primarily by Ekur-zakirs, such as
IqiSa. Thus it stands to reason that the library in the Bit Ré$ belonged exclu-
sively to the Sin-léqe-unninnis and that they also used the room to store some
of their contracts and letters.

By far the largest amount of scholarly tablets from Uruk was not officially
excavated, but surfaced on the antiquities market after illicit digs in the early
twentieth century. Most of the astronomical texts, which form the bulk of that
group, were published by Otto Neugebauer in his Astronomical Cuneiform Texts
(1955), although a part still awaits publication. The religious, scholarly, and lit-
erary texts from Uruk that were acquired by the Louvre in Paris and the Musées

80  Van Dijk1962. The collection is ‘Uruk 4’ in the system of Pedersén (1998, 209—210) and ‘Rés$
B’ or ‘Sin-léqe-unninni B’ according to Jursa (2005, 139-140). Copies of the tablets have
been published in Van Dijk/Mayer 1980.

81  Clancier 2009, 36-37.

82  Pearce/Doty 2000. Of the fourteen scholarly tablets bearing his name, eight are astronom-
ical.

83  The kalii was a ritual expert who specialised in the performance of Emesal prayers, the
ritual creation of instruments for those performances and overseeing the restoration of
dilapidated temples and broken cultic objects, of which the temporary impurity—which
could anger the gods—had to be neutralised through prayer (see § 5.1.2).

84  Clancier 2010, 16.
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Royaux du Cinquantenaire in Brussels were published by Francois Thureau-
Dangin in Tablettes d’ Uruk a l'usage des prétres du Temple d’ Anu (1922),%° while
those that ended up in Yale have appeared in Babylonian Records in the Library
of J. Pierpont Morgan Vol. 1v (1923), edited by Albert T. Clay. As indicated by
their colophons, the tablets from all three collections belonged to members of
the Sin-lége-unninni as well as the Ekur-zakir families. On the astronomical
tablets, not only the same families, but also the same individuals appear, and
those persons are also attested on a fourth group of tablets excavated close to
the Bit Rés in 1912—1913. At least one join exists between one of the latter (U 126)
and an illegally excavated astronomical tablet (TU 22; published together as
ACT 100). For those reasons and because the area in Le xv1 3 shows clear signs
of disturbance by clandestine excavations, modern scholars generally assume
that the Urukean tablets acquired on the antiquities market and those found
in 1912—1913 were originally also stored in the Bit RéS$ in the vicinity of the
kalii library. The earliest tablets among them date to the early Seleucid period,
whereas the Sin-léqe-unninni collection is dated to the first half of the second
century BC, which means that the Bit Ré$ libraries were probably in use for the
entire duration of the temple’s existence—unless the astronomical texts were
only moved there at a much later date than when they were copied.

1.2.2.4 The Network of Urukean Scholars

On the basis of the names of the scholars attested on the astronomical tablets
from Uruk, Mathieu Ossendrijver has reconstructed their professional and edu-
cational network between ca. 252 and 162 BC.86 Each colophon mentions both
a “scribe” (gat pN1, “by the hand of PN1”) and an “owner” (fuppi PN2, “tablet
of PN2”), which in Ossendrijver’s view indicates a teacher-student-relationship
and reflects the educational context of the tablets’ production. On the basis of
the preserved dates, a career of apprenticeship and subsequent professional
activity can thus be established for each attested individual.8” Eleanor Robson
has undertaken a similar study to reconstruct the professional relationships
of the scholar Samag-étir//Ekur-zakir8® and his family members across five

85 See §3.1.

86 Ossendrijver 2ona and -b; schematic of the network in English on 20ma, 216 and in Ger-
man on 2omub, 641.

87  See also Pearce/Doty 2000, 340-341.

88  Ithasbecome standard practice in Assyriological publications on the first millennium Bc
to render personal names in the format PN;/PN,/ PN3//PN,, where PN, is the biological
father (and PN the grandfather etc.) and PN, is the remote ancestor whose name marked
the kinship among all his descendants (i.e. the ‘surname’).
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generations (ca. 214-176 BC).8% The results of Robson’s and Ossendrijver’s re-
search clearly show the close collaboration between four of the major elite
families at Seleucid Uruk—Sin-léqe-unninni, Ekur-zakir, Ah'tu and Hunzti—
and confirm that many scholars who were active in the celestial sciences also
fulfilled priestly functions in the temples of Uruk,?° such as asipu, kalit and ahu
rdbu (Sum. '“$es.gal, ‘big brother, usually translated as ‘high priest’).%

Several interesting sociopolitical connections emerge as well. For example,
Anu-balassu-igbi//Ah’litu, who fulfilled the important political offices of rab
$arés ali (‘head of the temple administration’)%2 and paqgdu $a bit ilani (‘temple
delegate’) and was at the top of the socioeconomic hierarchy at Uruk, owned
one astronomical text written by his son Tanitti-Anu and two scholarly tablets
written by the asipu Nidinti-Anu//Ekur-zakir. His second son, Anu-bél$unu, in
turn owned a tablet written by his namesake, the aforementioned Anu-bélsunu
senior of the Sin-leqe-unninni family. Thus, the Ah'Gtu’s were active as schol-
ars as well as politicians and maintained good relationships with the two most
important priestly families of Seleucid Uruk. Another interesting figure who
appears in this old boys’ network is Anu-aha-usabsi/Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir,
who was both asipu and ahu rabu of the Anu-Antu-temple and also called him-
self tupsar Eniima Anu Enlil. He was not only the owner of two scholarly and
two astronomical-astrological texts copied for him by his sons, but also of four
tablets related to the worship of Anu which are all dated to the pivotal 250s—
240sBC. We will return to him and Anu-balassu-igbi below.

1.2.3  The Earliest Building Phases of the Bit Res

Let us first continue the chronological reconstruction of the Anu cult. The
clearest evidence for the historical development, geographical scope, and prac-
tical performance of the cult is offered by the archaeological remains of the

89  Robson 2007.

90  See also Rochberg 2000, 366-367.

91  Earlier transcriptions of Babylonian ritual texts have rendered this word as urigallu,
which still occasionally appears in (esp. non-Assyriological) descriptions of the great akitu
festival at Babylon, where the afu rdbu played an important role. The office seems not to
have been an exclusive one in Hellenistic Uruk, contrary to the Neo-Babylonian period (cf.
Waerzeggers 20103, 45—-46), because at least three different individuals from the same gen-
eration call themselves afu rdbu in the sources from Seleucid Uruk: Anu-aha-usabsi/Ina-
qibit-Anu/Anu-uballit//Ekur-zakir, Samasg-étir/ Ina-qibit-Anu/ gibqat—Anu/ /

Ekur-zakir, and Anu-aha-iddin/Nidinti-Anu/Anu-bélsunu//Ekur-zakir (Ossendrijver
20113, 216).
92  See note 133 below.
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monumental temple of Anu and Antu, the Bit Res, as well as by the building
inscriptions commemorating its renovation.%® However, the excavation meth-
ods used by Julius Jordan in 1912—1913 make it difficult to gain detailed insight
into its exact stratigraphy.®* In the eastern corner of the Bit Rés, remnants of
buildings were found which were probably houses connected to temple offices
at the Eanna that fell out of use after 484 B¢.9° The oldest element of the Bit
Res itself, or perhaps better said the oldest version of it, is a temple complex
built across the northeastern side of the Old Terrace, which the excavators call
the “Schiefer Trakt". It contained three courtyards (Hof 111 and 1v and Osthofx1)
and a sanctuary in typically Babylonian style (rooms 69—70—71), with antecella,
corridor to the cella, cella and cult niche for a statue, perhaps for Anu.%¢ Its ori-
entation corresponds to the houses which it replaced and which in turn were
oriented along the same axis as the Eanna. The Schiefer Trakt probably formed
a unity with another structure which possessed a central gate; the two parts
of the building were later separated by a thick wall when the western half was
incorporated into the temple complex built in 244 BC (see below). As a whole,
the Schiefer Trakt must date to the (early) Seleucid period, since both sides con-
tain bricks with triangle stamps that have so far only been attested for buildings
from the Seleucid era.%7

The first large-scale monumental building project at Seleucid Uruk was
probably the renovation of the Anu ziqqurrat. Again the construction work
cannot be dated exactly; only the last regnal year of Esarhaddon (669BcC),
the building’s previous renovator, can be taken as an absolute terminus post
quem. However, it is very likely that the next phase of renovation work on the
ziqqurrat did not begin before the early Seleucid period, because its north-
western facade cuts through an older water canal made of bricks bearing the

93 See Figures 1 and 2. In the sources, the temple’s name is written ¢sag and ¢re-es, but also
merely re-e$ in divine and personal names with the temple name as an element, which
suggests that the building was simply called ‘Ré§’ and that the sign é should be read as
a determinative (Falkenstein 1941, 4). Thus, many modern scholars refer to it as “the Rés
temple”. Nonetheless, I prefer to say “Bit Rés”, because it is more in keeping with the Assyri-
ological tradition of including the element é (‘house/temple of ...") in transcriptions of
Sumerian temple names: Eanna, Esagil, Ezida etc.

94  Kose1998, 93. The stratigraphy of the new temple for I$tar, the Irigal, is even more difficult
to determine and thus cannot be used as a reference for comparison (ibid. 198).

95 Ibid. 109; Baker, ‘The Babylonian temples: continuity, change and politics’, lecture at the
Leiden 2014 Xerxes and Babylon’ workshop; see also Baker forthcoming.

96  See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.

97 Kose 1998, 14 fig. 64, 134-135.
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typical Seleucid triangle stamp.98 Arno Kose assigns the zigqurrat to construc-
tion phase 2y, which is the one directly after that of the Schiefer Trakt (28). A
probable terminus ante quem is 251B¢, since the high shrine of the ziqqurrat,
the Esarra, is mentioned in a hymn to Anu dated to that year (see below).%?
Measuring approximately 105m?, the Seleucid Anu ziqqurrat was the largest
ever built in Mesopotamia in terms of length and breadth, only comparable in
size to the Middle-Elamite temple tower at Al-Unta$ (modern Coga Zanbil). It
followed the alignment of the Neo-Assyrian mantle, which was in turn based
upon the orientation of the archaic Old Terrace. The walls of the lowest level
were between 11.5 and 15 m. high and perpendicular, unlike the tapering walls of
older ziqqurrats; the central staircase extended from the southeastern facade,
with two additional ones approaching it along either side of the wall, and two
other staircases ran parallel to the building’s northeastern and southwestern
flank. Nothing is known about the number or shape of the higher levels.1°0
During the same building phase, a smaller and a larger courtyard (Hof x111
and 1x) with two shrines and four “rooms with a cultic purpose” connected to
the latter were developed in the area between the ziqqurrat and the Schiefer
Trakt. Both shrines had an antecella (rooms 105 and 111), a cella (rooms 110 and
12) and a cult niche. A postament for a divine statue was found in room 112.101
One can only guess which two deities were housed in those new shrines, but
they may well have been Istar and Nanaya, the second most important god-
dess of the Eanna in the Neo-Babylonian period, who were waiting for the
construction of their own new temple, the Irigal.!92 Other likely candidates
are Enlil and Ea, considering their close connection with Anu in older Baby-
lonian religious traditions,1%3 or possibly Sin and Samas, the moon- and sun
god who were prominent members of the panthea of all Babylonian cities and
who would remain residents of the Bit RéS in its final two building phases. In
addition to those two courtyards, another one was created to the northwest of
them (HofX1v), in the middle of which a small new sanctuary for Anu and Antu

98  Ibid.13s5.

99  BRMIV 8: 112 (Cohen 1988, 729 and see below pp. 33-34).

100 Kose 1998, 137-138, 140-141. For a more detailed history of the Anu ziqqurrat and schol-
arly theories concerning the possible shape of its higher levels and their cultic use, see
§5.41-2.

101 See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.

102 Most scholars choose to render that name as the more neutral variant E$gal; for my con-
siderations, see below.

103 Note also Iqisa’s focus on that group of three gods in the protective clauses of his colo-
phons (see below).
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was built. Only traces of that building remain today, since it was later replaced
by a much larger structure. Finally, walls to support and improve the Old Ter-
race were added along the Terrace’s southeastern flank, extending towards the
ziqqurrat, and around its western corner, probably in preparation for the build-
ing project of Anu-uballit~Nikarchos (see below).

1.3 The Anu Cult during the Seleucid and Parthian Period

Under the rule of the Seleucid dynasty, southern Babylonia flourished econom-
ically and gradually emancipated itself from the north. Uruk, which developed
into a regional capital, entered a new and last era of wealth and prosperity and
once again filled the city walls that had been erected around it during the third
millennium. That economic development was partly due to the extensive trad-
ing activity of the southern Babylonian cities in the Persian Gulf,'%4 and partly
to the elaborate system of canals around Uruk and its hinterland, the con-
struction of which had already started in the Neo-Babylonian period.1%5 Also,
like other important—primarily Anatolian—religious centres, Uruk may have
enjoyed a special status among the cities of Babylonia.!°6 The habitation pat-
tern was now primarily concentrated in the northern and eastern parts of the
site’s total circumference, which means that the relative location of the main
sanctuaries had been moved from the centre to the western border of town.107
Land sale contracts from Hellenistic Uruk show a great number of new city
districts and gates, whose names hardly overlap with the topography of Neo-
Babylonian Uruk.198

1.31  Early Textual Evidence for the Anu Cult

Where the text sources are concerned, the earliest post-Neo-Babylonian tex-
tual evidence for an organisational structure surrounding the god Anu at Uruk
already dates from one generation after the revolts against Xerxes. An unpub-
lished promissory note from the reign of Artaxerxes I (465-424BC) deals with
an amount of barley which is “the property of Anu” and will be repaid “by the
measuring standard ($¥masihu) of Anu”1%% The document not only mentions

104 Leisten 1986, 335—336.

105 Kose 20133, 324-325.

106 Joanneés 2004, 244—245.

107 See Pedersén 1998, 207 plan 98, Baker 2005, 35 and ead. forthcoming.

108 Baker, ‘The Babylonian temples: continuity, change and politics’ (Leiden 2014 lecture).
109 YBC 1632 (Tattannu archive, which is attested between Darius I and Artaxerxes I and thus
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four individuals with Anu-names, but also three members of the Hunzi and
Ekur-zakir families, which would become part of the elite of Hellenistic Uruk.
A similar text from year 33 of Artaxerxes I or II—but probably also —mentions
dates from the “orchard of Anu” and involves six more individuals bearing an
Anu-name.0 A tablet of Emesal prayers also dated to Artaxerxes I invokes Anu,
but still calls him “he of the shrine Eanna”!! A sale contract for barley from
year 8 of Darius I1 (416 BC) is signed by an Anu-zér-iddin, “scribe of Anu”, which
suggests employment at a temple or sanctuary.'2 Finally, the scholars Samas-
iddin and Anu-iksur call themselves asipus of “the district of Anu” (i.e. Uruk),
demonstrating their religious and patriotic sentiments.!!®

Sources from the early Seleucid era are already much more extensive and
informative. IqiSa states in a colophon that he is a “temple enterer (érib biti)
of Anu and Antu”"* The documents in his library include a contract record-
ing his possession of a brewer’s prebend for a temple in the city and his pay-
ment to someone else to take over that task.!’> He also possessed a copy of
the ‘Exaltation of I$tar’ made by a certain IStar-Ssuma-eres, son of Balatu, who
describes himself as “singer of Emesal prayers (kali) of Anu and Antu”.116 All
three sources point to a regular and well-organised cult for Anu during Iqisa’s

makes a dating under Artaxerxes 11 unlikely); discussed by Beaulieu during his lecture
‘Uruk before and after Xerxes’ (Leiden 2014). His edition of the text is forthcoming and I
quote it here with his kind permission.

110 Kessler1984a, 269—270.

111 TU 56 obv. 6 (€8 é-an-na-ta); Gabbay 2013, 111.

112 SpTU v 28, 20; Joanneés 2006, 118.

113 That Anu was already the patron deity of Uruk during Anu-iksur’s lifetime, i.e. around
400BC, is also shown by his invocation of Anu and Antu in the standard protective clause
that appears at the end of most Urukean colophons “he who fears DN will respect / not
remove [this tablet]” (palif DN liSagir / la itabbal; cf. SPTU 133, 51,126; 11 8; 111 90; V 241, 242,
248, 254). Quite frequently, however, Anu-iksur and his father invoke Anu and Istar (SpTU 1
39, 45, 48, 49; 111 69, 84) and on one medical tablet Gula (SpTU 1 47). Iqisa usually invokes
the traditional divine triumvirate Anu, Enlil and Ea, as well as Adad and his spouse Sala.
For the meaning of these clauses in the context of Babylonian notions of Geheimwissen
and intellectual property, see Stevens 2013.

114 SpTU194,56.

115 SpTU 1128. Hunger reads the name of the temple als é re$??, which has led Kose to claim
(Kose 1998, 186; id. 20133, 326) that the name Bit Rés is first attested in 317 BC, the date of
the document. However, the sign after é does not resemble either sag or re (R1), though it
might be ré (URU).

116  SpTU1128:19.
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lifetime, involving those priestly functions—temple enterer, brewer, kalii—
which were the most necessary as well as the most prestigious. The temple
where they performed their duties was probably still a relatively small sanc-
tuary, perhaps the one inside the Schiefer Trakt or already the one in Hof
xrv.l1?

The earliest unambiguous attestation of the name Bit Ré$ itself is in the
ritual text TU 38. According to its colophon, that tablet was written during
the first half of the second century BC, but was based on an older copy dat-
ing back to “the reign of Seleukos and Antiochos’, i.e. either the co-regency
of Seleukos 1 and Antiochos 1 (292/1—281/0BC) or of Antiochos I and his son
Seleukos (280/79—267/6BC).1"8 The circumstances surrounding that earlier
copy and its alleged discovery in Elam are disputed,!!® but there is no reason
to doubt either of the copying dates themselves. However, TU 38 is a composite
text, based at least in part on Neo-Babylonian material which was altered to
reflect the Seleucid situation,'2? and the only version available today is the late
copy from the 2nd century Bc. Thus, the names of the Bit Rés$ and other tem-
ples and deities of Seleucid Uruk may have been added some time between that
period and the ‘copying in Elam’ a century earlier. More reliable is an admin-
istrative document dated to 253/2 B¢, which records the delivery of different
fabrics that were hung at the “exit gate over the crossbeams of Anu and Nanaya’,
decorated the statue of Nanaya and “the dais, the postament, the tiaras and the
crossbeams of Anu and the diadem and the (...) of Nanaya’, were granted to the
“sanctuary of Antu” and “spread out inside the Bit Rés”.!2! At that time, appar-
ently, Nanaya lived in the same temple as Anu; such was perhaps the situation
until the Irigal had been completed.!?

Finally, three documents pertaining to the Anu cult which mention the Bit
Rés date to 252/1BC (SE 61), clearly a productive year for the cult’s development.
Another one was copied or composed in the following year. The first group con-
sists of a ritual text describing the akitu festival in month vi1 (BRM 1v 7); a hymn
to Anu, to be performed during that same festival (BRM 1v 8); and an historical

117 Interestingly, a few land sale contracts from the early Hellenistic period also still refer to
arable land as “the property of the Lady-of-Uruk’, i.e. of Itar as she was known at Uruk
during the Neo-Babylonian period (OECT 9 1: 4, TCL 13 234: 7).

118 Linssen 2004, 172.

119 See §2.3.4.5.

120 Waerzeggers 2010a, 115-118.

121 Beaulieu 1989a, 69—70.

122 Alternatively, the Nanaya mentioned in this document may have been a different mani-
festation of the goddess who resided in the Bit Rés instead of the Irigal.
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text in which king Sulgi of the Third Dynasty of Ur is portrayed as an evil ruler
who changed the ordinances of the Anu cult and accordingly met with an
unhappy fate.1?3 The text dating to 251/50 BC is a bilingual hymn to the sun god
Samas, to be performed in the early morning by priests beginning their work in
the workshop for cultic objects (bit mummi).12* According to their colophons,
all four tablets were stored in the Bit Ré$ and were owned by the same person,
whose sons had made the copies: Anu-aha-u$absi/Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir, who
describes himself as a tupsar Eniuma Anu Enlil, an “asipu of Anu and Antu”, and
a “high priest (ahu rabti) of the Bit Reé§”125 He must have played an important
role during this formative period of the Anu cult, although how and to what
extent remains difficult to assess.

The hymn to Anu for the akitu festival is particularly important for the dat-
ing of the various sanctuaries of Uruk which are enumerated in it and for
which the terminus ante quem of their construction can thus be established
at 252/1BC:126

Lord, Great An, you are exalted

Lord of Uruk, you are exalted

Lord of the Bit Rés, lord of the Enamenna, you are exalted

Lord of the Esarra, lord of the high shrine, you are exalted

Lord of the Irigal, lord of the palace of heaven and the netherworld, you
are exalted

Lord of the Eanna, lord of the Eulmas,'?? you are exalted

123 SpTUI12,aka.the ‘gulgi Chronicle’; see § 2.3.4.4.

124 W 18828 (Falkenstein 1959, 36-37).

125 Another tablet belonging to the collection of that priest is k 3753 (ed. McEwan 1981, 174—
178), a fragmentary calendar text which combines astronomical events with cultic cele-
brations and is dated to SE 65 (248/7BC).

126 2*5umun an-gal-e za-e mah-me-en / be-lu 460 gal-i at-ta si-ra-at *+6 umun-unugkt
za-e mah-me-en [/ be-lu t-ruk at-ta si-ra-at ®¥7 umun-é-re-e§ umun-é-nam-en-na
za-e mah-me-en / be-lu é re-e§ be-lu é.nam.en.na at-ta si-[ra-a]t 2*8 umun-é-sar-ra
umun-béara-mah za-e mah-me-en / be-lu é.84r.ra be-lu bara.mah at-ta si-ra-at 2+9
umun-é-é$-gal umun-é-gal-an-ki-a za-e mah-me-en / be-lu é8.gal be-lu é.gal an-
e u ki-ti at-ta si-ra-at *1° umun-é-an-na umun-é-ul-ma$ za-e mah-me-en / be-lu
é.an.na be-lu é.ul.mas at-ta si-ra-at ! umun-é-an-ki-ke, umun-é-gis-hur-an-ki-a
za-e mah-me-en / be-lu é.an ki.ke, be-lu é.gis.hur.an.ki.a at-ta si-ra-at **12 za-e lugal-
me-en za-e m|ah-me-e]n / at-ta $ar-ri at-ta si-ra-at (Cohen 1988, 729; Gabbay 2014, 226
argues that, though similar in style to a balag, this is probably an original Hellenistic com-
position, made up of quotes from earlier balags).

127 The Eulmas was the temple of Inanna/I$tar at Ulmas in Agade, well-known from various
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Lord of the Eanki, lord of the Egishurankia,'?® you are exalted
You are king, you are exalted

The ritual text for the akitu festival also mentions the Enamenna (‘House of
Lordship’, Anu’s shrine in the Bit Ré$), the Grand Gate (kd.mal), a ceremonial
gate through which Anu left and re-entered his temple during processions, and
the akitu house outside the city gates.!2?

1.3.2  Building Initiatives by Local Officials

In 244Bc, one Anu-uballit/Anu-iksur//Al’itu, who possessed the additional
Greek name Nikarchos and had been appointed saknu (‘governor’) of Uruk,
supervised the construction of an enormous temple complex of unbaked mud-
bricks directly upon the archaic Old Terrace, where a sanctuary for Anu of
unknown size already stood. Not much of those building phases of the Bit
Rés remains today, because already in 201B¢ the entire complex was replaced
with a new temple of baked brick. Still, Nikarchos” work is known to us in
some detail from a clay cylinder with his own building inscription. The cylinder
belongs to the Yale Babylonian Collection and was probably deposited in the Bit

cultic and literary texts, and of Annunitum at Sippar-Annunitum (George 1993, nos. 1168—
1169). A temple of the same name is mentioned is an undated, fragmentary Emesal prayer
to Istar (1v R? 19 no. 3; Maul 1988, 353: 7'-8'). According to George (ibid. no. 170), the lat-
ter is identical to the sanctuary mentioned in the hymn under discussion and hence a
“shrine of Anu and I$tar at Uruk’, but Maul asserts that the prayer refers to the temple of
Inanna/I$tar at Agade. Still, a shrine named Eulmas clearly existed at least at Late Baby-
lonian Uruk, since it also appears—in broken context—at the beginning of the Seleucid
ritual text for the akitu festival for IStar (TU 42+ obv. 4').

128 The Eanki and the Egishurankia also seem to be names of sanctuaries for Itar. In a late
Babylonian cultic calendar, a Bélet-Eanki is mentioned directly after Istar of Uruk and
Istar of Agade (BRM IV 25: 24) and an Eanki is listed as a temple for I$tar in the ‘Canonical
Temple List’ (George 1993, 17: 378). The Egishurankia was the temple of Bélet-Ninua (i.e.
Istar of Nineveh) at AsSur and Babylon, known from different Babylonian topographical
texts, royal inscriptions of Esarhaddon and the aforementioned cultic calendar (George
1993, no. 409). Granted, the same name appears once in Tintir (1118') as a seat (without
é) of Anu in the Ubsukkinnaku at Babylon; nonetheless, the evidence about the Eulmas,
the Eanki and the Egishurankia taken together leads to the conclusion that in the hymn to
Anu, where they are addressed directly after the Irigal and the Eanna, they are all meant
to refer to places of worship for IStar, over which Anu had gained authority through his
rise to supreme power at Uruk.

129 BRMIV7:1,2, 24, 28, 40, 41 (Linssen 2004, 209—210). See § 5.2.1 for an extensive discussion
of the sacred rooms and courtyards of the Bit Rés.
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Rés, although no information about its precise findspot has been recorded.!3¢
The inscription reads as follows:!3!

Month Nisannu, year 68 of the reign of Seleukos; Anu-uballit, son of Anu-
iksur, descendant of Alytitu, governor of Uruk, to whom Antiochos, king
of the lands, granted the second name Nikarchos, has built to completion
the Bit Re$, the house of Anu and Antu; the Grand Gate, (which is) the
large gate, the station of Papsukkal, the entrance to the Bit Rés; the Great
Gate, the station of Nuska—two gates which open towards the northeast;
the Gate of Plenty, which brings in the produce of the mountains; alto-
gether three gates which open outward; seven courtyards surrounding the
courtyard in which the Dais of Destinies is set; the enclosure wall of the
Bit Rés, the workshops, the shrines of the great gods and their courtyards.
He made doors of fragrant wood and installed them in their doorposts.
He surrounded the temple with a battlement. He fashioned a golden bolt
and a golden crown and placed them on the outside of the Grand Gate. He
built it to completion for the lives of Antiochos and Seleukos, the kings.
On day 8 of Nisannu, he led Anu and Antu inside and in the Enamenna,
their sanctuary, he let them sit down upon their seats for all eternity. He
established ginii- and sattukku-offerings within, just as it used to be.

The following major construction phase of the Bit Re§ was supervised by
another Urukean public official with a Greek secondary name: Anu-uballit~
Kephalon.'®2 He was also a member of the Ah'litu family, the head of the
city administration (rab $a rés ali) and overseer (Satammu) of the temples

130

131

132

YOS I 52; Falkenstein 1941, 4 note 7: “Die Inschrift ist gewif} bei Ausgrabungen im Anu-
Bezirk gefunden worden.”

Litibar mu.$u.8.kdm si-lu-ku lugal '460-din-if dumu $d '460-ik-sur a 'Ses-u-u-ti 2
Yigar-nu $d unugki §d lan-ti-i-i-ku-su lugal kur.kur™es 3 Inj-ki-qa-ar-qu-su mu-si Sa-nu-
U is-kun-nu 4 é re-es é 460 u an-tu, ké'.mah ka.gal man-za-za 4pap.sukkal 5 né-re-bu é
re-e$ ka.gal man-za-za ‘Nuska ka né-re-bu 6 "2 ka '™ $d a-na id-di **'%kur.ra bad-i 7
ka.hé.en.gal.la k& mu-Se-ri-ib* (text: i) hi-sib kur-i  pap 3 ka™e* §d a-na kd-an-na bad-
7 é.turg™es 9 id-di é.tury §d bara.nam™e* ina lib-bi $ub-11 10 é.bad é re-es é dul-lumes é
pa-pa-himed §a dingirmes galmes 1 g é.turg™es-§ti-nu du-us-ma u-Sak-lil 12 i¥igmes js-gi (-
ri-$t duyg.ga dUu-us-ma ina sip-pimes-§ii v-ret-ti 3 ki-il-li-li é nigin-mi* sik-kur ki.gi aga
ku.gi du-us-ma ina kéd.mah a-na ka-an-na gar-nu'® a-na bul-tu i 'an-ti-i-i-ku-su 'si-lu-ku
lugal™e® du-us-ma t-Sak-lil 18 ibar u,.8.kdm da-niu &t an-tuy kuy-ma'? ina é.nam.en.na
é pa-pa-hi ina Sub-ti-$i-nu'® a-na da-ra-a-ti u-$ib-bi gi-nu-i sat-tuk-ku ' ki-ma mahp-ri-im-
ma u-kin'*-ni gé-reb-sii (Falkenstein 1941, 4-5; my tr.).

Following Monerie 2014, I write double names separated by a swung dash (~).
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of Uruk.!33 His work on the Bit Ré$, finished in 202 B¢, is also recorded in a
cuneiform building inscription of which three different versions of respec-
tively thirteen, fifteen and eighteen lines are attested.!3* The inscriptions were
stamped and in some cases inscribed on many of the bricks used for the walls
of the Bit Rés. They were found in situ and in layers of debris in and around
the temple complex. Unfortunately, the bad quality of the bricks makes the
inscription difficult to decipher. The authoritative edition was made by Adam
Falkenstein, with significant improvements later provided by Van Dijk; a new
edition of the bricks is in preparation by Claus Ambos.!35 The longest variant
of the inscription reads:!36

Anu-uballit, whose second name is Kephalon, son of Anu-balassu-igbi,
head of the city administration of Uruk. The Enamenna (var.: the foun-
dations of the Enamenna), sanctuary of Anu, and the Egasananna, the
dwelling (var.: sanctuary) of Antu, (both) of the Bit Res, which Oannes-
Adapa once(?) built, I have now!'3? (...) demolished. In the month

133 The title rab $a rés ali has been interpreted by Joannes (1988) as a strictly temple-related
office. Monerie (2012, 348) points out that the documentation from Seleucid Uruk makes a
distinction between rab $a rés ali sa Uruk, which was the function Kephalon fulfilled, and
rab sa rés ali sa bit ilani, to which it changed only between 168 and 155Bc. For Kephalon
bearing the title Satammu, see Clancier/Monerie 2014, 236—237 (A0 6498: 2'); the latter is
another indication that the function of rab $a res ali Sa Uruk extended beyond temple-
related duties.

134 Kose 1998, 170; see ibid. 423-539 for an overview of the bricks and brick fragments and
their finding spots.

135 Falkenstein 1941, 6-7; Van Dijk 1962, 47; Ambos forthcoming.

136 My tr; the following reconstruction combines the collated transcriptions by Ambos of
bricks w.io1.a-b, Ph.W.36(= w.27?) and w.471, which he generously shared with me (sup-
plements and variations derived from bricks w.290, w.435, w.1361 and w.13185): 1 146 0-din-
it $d Sum-$u 2 $d-nu-tl "ki-ip-lu-{un-nu] 3 a §d 1160-din-su-e 'gal 4 sag iri §d unugk[!
é.nam.en.na] (var. te-me-en é.nam.en.na) > é pa-pa-ha 460 "u" é.[gasan]."d 60 (var:
é.gasan.an.na/é.gasan.na) "é"(var.: é pa-pa-ha) [$d] ¢ [an-t]u, $d [é.sag $d i*-na’ mah*-
ri*] 7Tu,.960 DA x x ME’ E? i-'pu’-[us] 8 en-na a-ga-a x x x-di-[la]-x (var.: i*-te*-ni-i-ma) ®
[aq]-qur-ma ina ''NE.ZAG.GAR u,.2.k[am ] 1® mu.1.me.10.kam a-na ‘muh’-hi [bul-tu sd]
Wlgn-ti--i-ku-su lugal (var: lugal kur.kur) ina mup-hi 12 "te’-me-en-na-si-nu sumun™es-
tu, dagal® ¢rim.babbar.ra” me-&i-nu AD*-du * dU-us-ma x-x-ta-nu -Sak-lil > s¥eren ta
kurmah®-x-x $a-du-tt 1 dan-nu gis’-am’-ma u-sal-lil-Si-nu-ti 17 81ig? mes? gi¥eren dan-nu-
ti..] Bxx(x)tid]..]

137 Reading enna agd with AHW 219 as “jetzt gerade” and not “genau dieses’, as does Falken-
stein 1941, 7. A temporal meaning fits the immediate context of the broken sentence. With
“now”, i.e. the time in which he lives rather than any particular day, Kephalon emphasizes



THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE ANU CULT 37

Nisannu,!3® on day 2, in the n1oth year, for the life of Antiochos the king
(var.:king of all the lands), my(?) lord,  have expanded their ancient foun-
dations and their gypsum (...). I have built to completion the (...). I have
brought cedar logs from the mighty mountain Mah-(...) and built them a
roof. Doors(?) of magnificent cedars (...).13°

Nikarchos and Kephalon took upon themselves the role traditionally fulfilled
by the Babylonian king, i.e. to contribute to the maintenance of temple build-
ings and to commemorate those deeds in an inscription. Thereby they placed
themselves in a long Mesopotamian tradition of governors who undertook
renovation projects and composed building inscriptions for kings who were
unable or unwilling to involve themselves personally.*? Their choice of mate-
rials for the inscriptions also fit the traditional pattern: in Kephalon’s case
stamped bricks that were used in the construction of the temple itself, and in
the case of Nikarchos a clay cylinder, probably also encased in the temple wall.
The clay cylinder was the medium par excellence for first-millennium Baby-
lonian royal inscriptions, but already in the early Neo-Babylonian period two
cylinders were produced with building inscriptions by private individuals.!#!
Nikarchos’ cylinder was the last of its kind. Its only precedents after 539 BC
are the Cyrus Cylinder from Babylon and the cylinder of Antiochos 1 from Bor-
sippa, both assertions of royal authority in a local style by the (co-)creator of
a new empire. By contrast, neither Antiochos 11 (261-246 BC), nor Seleukos 11
(246—225BC), nor Antiochos 111 (223-187BC) assumed direct responsibility for
the building projects at Uruk by means of an inscription, although they are
still noticeably present in the inscriptions composed by the two governors. In

the distance between the ancient times in which the mythical Oannés founded the Bit Rés
and his own day in which he undertook the renovation of that building. That connection
establishes him as Oannes’ heir as Bauherr (see § 2.3.4.1).

138 The scribe has mistakenly rendered the month name as iNE.ZAG.GAR, with which he
could either have meant itibar.zag.gar, Nisannu (month 1), or itine.ne.gar, Abu (month
v). Nisannu is more likely, since as the first month of the year and thus the occasion of the
spring akitu festival, it was the most fortuitous time to consecrate a new temple building
and introduce its divine inhabitants into it (cf. the Nikarchos inscription cited above). The
month Abu, on the other hand, was associated with drought and death.

139 Falkenstein reconstructs lines 17-18 as 17 8¥igmes gi¥eren dan-nu-ti ina ka $d pa-pa-hi-si-
nu 18 i-re-et-ti, “I installed doors of magnificent cedars in the gates to their sanctuaries”.

140 Cf. Schaudig 2010, 142-143 (first-millennium Babylonia); Blocher 2001, 301-304 (Neo-
Assyrian period); Fitzgerald 2010, 45-47 (Old Babylonian period).

141 Frame 1995, nos. B.6.14.2001 and B.6.15.2001.
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both cases the temple was dedicated to the kings’ lives and well-being. More-
over, Nikarchos and Kephalon both had a Greek as well as a Babylonian name,
and Nikarchos claims that his Greek name was granted to him by the king—
probably Antiochos 11—himself. That points to close communication between
him and the Seleucid court, rather than utter disinterest on the part of the
rulers, but also to a remarkable degree of autonomy in the role of city- or temple
administrator during this period.*?

The ambiguous message conveyed by the inscriptions of Nikarchos and
Kephalon raises the question of the political factors that played a role in the two
last renovation phases of the Bit Rés, and in particular of the extent of Seleu-
cid involvement in the temple organisation of Hellenistic Uruk. Those subjects
are still heavily debated by Assyriologists and ancient historians, especially
because there is very little evidence to support any theory. The sociopolitical
relations at Uruk are not the main subject of the present study, but since the
Anu cult was part of that larger historical whole, it will be useful to briefly con-
sider the issues involved.

1.3.3  Seleucid Religious Patronage in Babylonia
The Seleucid empire was, like most large empires, in its core a military organ-
isation which controlled strategic geographic points like trade routes, offered
protection to vassal kings and exacted tribute in return. Since the royal house-
hold was always on campaign with the army, there was no single capital or
centrally located administration. The kings held court wherever they arrived
and ruled indirectly through elaborate networks of friendship and kinship with
local governors and elite families. Further, they established a system of city
patronage by paying personal visits to regional cult centres, participating in
religious festivals during those visits, and providing financial support for cultic
activities and temple renovation projects.!43

One of the cities that seems to have received such attention was Babylon. As
crown prince, Antiochos I (co-ruler 291281, king 281-261BC) ceremoniously
entered the old Babylonian capital and brought offerings to Sin;'## on another
occasion, he cleared away the debris of the Esagil and brought a Babylonian
offering and an “offering in Greek style” on its ruins.*> As king, he renovated
both the Esagil and the Ezida, the temple of Marduk’s son Nabi at Borsippa.

142 However, as Clancier and Monerie point out, the Seleucids did maintain a close control
over local tax payment (2014, 190-191, 210); see also below.

143 Strootman 2011, 68-71.

144 ‘Antiochos and Sin Chronicle’ (BCHP 5) obv. 6-13.

145 ‘Ruin of Esagila Chronicle’ (BCHP 6) obv. 4'-8'.
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That feat was commemorated in the form of a traditional building inscription
in Babylonian language and script, the so-called Antiochos or Borsippa Cylin-
der (see below).14¢ Further, king Seleukos 111 (225—223 BC) ordered offerings to
be brought in his absence on the occasion of the great akitu festival at Baby-
lon,*7 while Antiochos 111 participated in the festival himself upon his return
from Bactria and later brought offerings in the temples of Babylon and Bor-
sippa, just months before his death.!48

Until the late 1980s, the abovementioned evidence, and in particular the
Borsippa Cylinder, have been interpreted as examples of how the Seleucids
adopted local traditions in order to conform to ancient West Asian kingship
ideology, in which temple building and the maintenance of local cults had
always played an essential role.*® More recently, scholars have proposed that
it was not merely a strategy of adaptation, but also of careful incorporation of
existing cultural patterns into a unique Seleucid ideological framework. The
religious patronage of the Seleucid kings seems to have focused specifically on
local gods and goddesses who they could equate with their own dynastic deities
Zeus, his daughter Artemis, and especially his son Apollo, who was associated
with the reigning king.

In a number of recently published articles on the subject, the argument
is put forward that the Borsippa Cylinder subtly hints at the identification of
Nabii with Apollo and that it is therefore a product of cultural entanglement
and negotiation between imperial and local authorities, rather than an exam-
ple of unaltered continuity of ancient Babylonian traditions.!>° The issue is
further complicated by the lack of evidence regarding the dissemination and
intended audience of the Cylinder’s content;!5! also, since Antiochos 1 grew up
in Babylonia and the Cylinder is a unique document, his religious policy should

146 Kuhrt/Sherwin-White 1991.

147 ‘Seleucus 111 Chronicle’ (BCHP 12) obv. 3'-8'.

148 AD -204;-187 rev. 7'—13',17'—18".

149 Kuhrt/Sherwin-White 1991, 85-86.

150 The text makes repeated use of the Sumerogram ibila, indicating the Babylonian word
aplu, ‘son/heir’;in the Late Babylonian dialect, it will have been pronounced as apal, which
arguably evokes Apollo both in sound and meaning (Teixidor 1990, 72—73; Dirven 1999,
128-146; Erickson 2011; Strootman 2013, 87—90; Beaulieu 2014; Stevens 2014; Kosmin 2014).

151 Clancier/Monerie 2014, 193-195. Although many Assyrian and Babylonian royal building
inscriptions contain political messages about contemporary situations and have evidently
been composed in different versions for different cities (cf. e.g. Porter 1993, 95-117), most
Assyriologists remain sceptical that they were intended for any other place than the tem-
ple foundations and for any other audience than future kings and the gods.
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not be regarded as representative for a general Seleucid atittude towards local
cults. Nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume that the Seleucids’ imperial ide-
ology was a blend of traditional values from different cultural backgrounds and
their own newly developed identity markers, rather than a faithful adoption of
the language and symbols of the various peoples with whom they interacted.152
As we shall see below, a hybrid identity also became characteristic of the local
elites who interacted with the Seleucid court.

In the case of Uruk, there are no sources that can positively confirm that any
Seleucid king extended his religious patronage to the cults of Anu, Antu, Istar,
or Nanaya.!5? Still, most scholars believe that the massive building projects
undertaken at Hellenistic Uruk, i.e. the extensive renovation of the Bit Reés,
the Anu ziqqurrat, the Irigal, possibly also the akitu houses and the restructur-
ing of the Eanna ziqqurrat (see below) could not have been achieved without
some form of financial support by the Seleucid court.’>* Three arguments are
generally put forward to support that hypothesis. Firstly, it must have been an
extremely costly undertaking, for which even the prosperity of Uruk during
that period may not have been sufficient. However, in his recent study of the
economy of Hellenistic Babylonia, Julien Monerie argues on the basis of the
low sale prices of prebends in mid- and late third century Uruk that prebend
owners did indeed provide the primary funding for the building projects, just
as they had been obligated to do during the Neo-Babylonian period.’> Espe-
cially in the case of Kephalon’s renovations, the steep drop in prebend prices
during that time suggests a heavy financial burden for the priestly community
and little support from outside.

Secondly, as described earlier, several Seleucid kings rebuilt temples and par-
ticipated in the offering rites and festivals of Babylon and Borsippa; in other
parts of the empire they also actively supported local cults.’>¢ Unfortunately,

152 Strootman 2013.

153 One interesting exception is the repeated claim in one of the ritual texts for the spring
akitu festival, KAR 132, that the towboat in which several deities are transported is a “gift
of the king” (1 obw. 6, 16, 24; Linssen 2004, 201). It remains unclear at present whether
that phrase was copied from a Neo-Babylonian text and thus reflects a gift of the Neo-
Babylonian king to the Eanna, or expresses wishful thinking on the part of the Hellenistic
scribe, or actually refers to a donation of a boat by a Seleucid ruler to the Bit Res.

154 Kuhrt/Sherwin-White 1991, 85; Kuhrt/Sherwin-White 1993, 154-155 (drawing a parallel
with British imperial involvement in the temples and cults of India); Downey 1988, 45;
Oelsner 2007b, nr. 16; Lenzi 2008, 158; Monerie 2012, 331; Baker 2013, 56—57.

155 Monerie 2013, 419-427.

156 Strootman 2007, 289—298, 305—314.
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there is only a handful of attestations of such religious patronage in Babylonia,
which means that they can be interpreted in two opposite ways: as exemplary
of a regular, continuous pattern, or rather as exceptional activities to balance
politically precarious situations.’®? As at Uruk, there is ample evidence of pri-
vate persons at Babylon making donations for clearing away the debris of the
Esagil, renovating the temple, and maintaining the cult.158

Finally, it is sometimes suggested that Anu was equated with Zeus.15® The
authors who make that suggestion do not clarify whether they mean that the
Seleucids made such an equation themselves and thus had a reason to invest
in the cultic changes at Uruk, or that the Urukean priest-scholars convinced
their new kings of the similarity between the two gods in the hope of receiving
funds for the temple renovations, or even that they genuinely believed that Anu
and Zeus were the same. As discussed earlier, the growing devotion to Anu at
Uruk during the Neo-Babylonian period was first and foremost an expression of
local pride and independence in response to the imposed Marduk cult, which
the Neo-Babylonian kings used as a political control strategy. The notion of a
specifically Urukean identity, connected to the millennia-old cult of alocal god,
remained essential and was further elaborated in the Hellenistic period.!60 At
the same time, however, the priests of Uruk will certainly not have been blind
to the universal appeal of a god who ruled the entirety of the heavens.’6! That
quality made him comparable with the divine overlord of their previous impe-
rial rulers, Ahura Mazda, who seems to have been viewed as a sky god by the
empire’s non-Persian subjects.!62 If Anu was on a par with Ahura Mazda and
Zeus as allfather and lord of the heavens, Uruk’s cosmological importance—
from their own point of view—within the broadly expanded boundaries of
first the Achaemenid and then the Seleucid empire would greatly increase.
That universalistic ambition is clearly expressed in the final lines of the ‘Uruk
Prophecy’, which places Uruk at the centre of a new world order as the seat of
an imperial dynasty faithful to Anu and his cult.163

Nonetheless, we simply lack any evidence that the temple administration of
Hellenistic Uruk made the conscious effort of suggesting the identification of

157 Cooper 2008, 104-105; Baker 2013, 56—57.

158  CT 49, 5-6; Stolper 1993, 68—70; Jursa 1997 no. 51; Boiy 2004, 110—111 (reign of Alexander the
Great); AD -321 B rev. 14; -273 rev. 34'—38'; 181 C rev. 11-12; passim in -105; -103 A 13'.

159 E.g. McEwan 1981, 187-188 (with some reservations); Robson 2011, 561; ead. 2013, 51.

160 See Chapter 2.

161 Berlejung 2009, 86; see also §1.3.8.1.

162  Kuhrt 1987, 151; Frahm 2002, 101-104.

163 Frahm ibid. 103; see for the ‘Uruk Prophecy’ § 2.3.4.3.
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Anu with Zeus to the imperial authorities, similarly to the scribes of the Bor-
sippa Cylinder. As for the Seleucids themselves, even if Antiochos 1 was indeed
inspired to rebuild the Esagil and Ezida because he equated Nabii with Apollo,
he must have been at least as motivated by his efforts to consolidate the empire
through friendly diplomatic relations with the cities in its economic heartland.
His successors Seleukos 1T and Antiochos 111, under whose reigns the temples
of Uruk were transformed into impressive monumental structures, were bus-
ier fighting wars than building temples.'64 Only when Antiochos 111 returned
from Bactria in 204 BC and celebrated the spring akitu festival in Babylon, he
brought back with him an enormous amount of war booty and tribute. Some
of those treasures may have been invested in Kephalon’s renewal of the temples
of Uruk, but that remains speculation.

1.3.4  Local Representatives of the King at Uruk

Even if the sources remain silent regarding the extent of the Seleucids’ involve-
ment in the renewal of the Bit Ré$ and the Irigal, the evidence does allow us to
reconstruct the relationship between the Seleucid court and the Urukean lead-
ing families.!6> The clearest source is Anu-uballit~Nikarchos’ proud claim that
his Greek name was given to him by king Antiochos 11, which at least shows that
he considered himself to be on very good terms with the royal household. That
relationship is confirmed by his function as $aknu (‘governor’), which made
him a direct intermediary between the king and the people of Uruk. Although
the exact meaning of saknu in the Hellenistic period is not well understood,
Nikarchos’ role as royal delegate apparently involved rebuilding the Bit Res and
the Irigal in the king’s absence. In fact, temple organisation may well have been
his sole realm of responsibility. We have no records of the administration and
governance of the rest of the city, since they were written in Aramaic and/or
Greek on leather scrolls and have not survived. Thus, the extent of power of the
local officials who we encounter in the cuneiform sources remains unclear.156
Still, it is certain that they were not completely left to their own devices; the
Seleucids directly monitored the taxation of various commodity sales, which

164 The rebuilding of the Bit Rés under Nikarchos in 244 B¢ took place during the Third Syrian
War between Seleukos 11 and Ptolemy 111. It is even possible that the project had origi-
nally been initiated or at least supported by Antiochos 11, with whom Nikarchos had had
such pleasant personal contact, but that Antiochos’ death and the outbreak of the war
had interrupted that support and had possibly even delayed the finishing of the building
project.

165  Seerecently on this topic Boiy/Mittag 2011; Monerie 2012; Clancier/Monerie 2014, 204—210.

166 Monerie 2012, 338-339.
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were to be registered with the local chreophylax.!5” The latter seated in the bit
Sarri or basilikon, a Seleucid fiscal institution which also employed a dioiketes
and which at Uruk housed an archive for legal documents written in Greek on
leather.168

Under Antiochos 111, the wealthy Al'titu family was able to seize control over
the most important offices in the Urukean temple organisation, which may
have granted them power in other sectors of the city administration as well.
For several generations, they kept those offices within the family, thus estab-
lishing a local oligarchy with dynastic traits. The oldest member of that family,
who is attested in two documents from 221Bc, is Anu-balassu-iqbi//Al’(itu.169
As we have seen earlier, he was also a scholar and scribal tutor to an appren-
tice from the Ekur-zakir family. Instead of saknu, he possessed the two titles
rab $a res ali Sa Uruk (‘head of the temple administration of Uruk’) and pagdu
$a bit ilani (‘temple deputy’). He passed on those two offices to his sons Anu-
uballit~Kephalon and Anu-bél$unu, who, together with the temple bookkeeper
(ganzabarru $a bit ilani) and unofficially also their brother Timokrates, recre-
ated the type of ‘triumvirate’ that had been in charge of the temples in the Neo-
Babylonian period.!”° Their duties, as can be deduced from legal documents,
were to maintain and renovate the temples, safeguard the correct performance
of cultic duties, and appoint fields and unbuilt house plots in the temples’ pos-
session to their employees and dependent workers. Kephalon took the first of
those tasks upon himself, which resulted in the transformation of the Bit Ré$
and the Irigal into their most monumental form.1”!

Apart from the building inscription describing his work on the Bit Res,
Kephalon decorated the new cella of Istar in the Irigal with a row of glazed
bricks that bore the Aramaic inscription “Anu-uballit, whose second name is
Kephalon” twice on each brick. The row ran along the wall of the cult niche
of the I8tar cella, behind the postament on which the divine statue stood.172

167 Ibid. 329—330 with further literature.

168 Kose 2013a, 325—326.

169 Although he and Anu-uballit~Nikarchos were both members of the Ah'Gitu family, it has
thus far not been possible to determine their kinship more precisely.

170 Monerie 2012, 334-335.

171 See Kose 2013b, 335 figs. 59.3 and 59.4. The sons of Kephalon and Anu-bél$unu, Anu-
balassu-igbi~Diophantos and Anu-uballit, again inherited their father’s functions. Under
Antiochos 1v, the Alytitu’s lost their influence to the Hunz{’s and finally local government
at Uruk became more restricted altogether (Monerie 2012, 333-339, 346—348; Clancier/
Monerie 2014, 220—223).

172 Kose 1998, 226 and Tf. 113.



44 CHAPTER 1

It was quite a remarkable act of self-confidence to decorate not just the Itar
sanctuary, but the very cult niche of the goddess with nothing but his own
name—no mention of the king or even the briefest dedication to IStar herself.
Moreover, it was the first time that an inscription was made in such a sacred
location, inaccessible to all but the highest members of the priesthood.'”® Like
Anu-uballit~Nikarchos before him, who wrote his building inscription on a
clay cylinder in the traditional style of first-millennium kings of Babylonia,
Kephalon seems to have considered himself not merely as a representative, but
even as a surrogate for the Greek overlords on a local scale.

The inscription also clearly demonstrates the complexity of Kephalon’s eth-
nicity and self-representation. It offered the reader his traditional Babylonian
name and the one he probably used when moving in the circles of the royal
court,'”* but it was written in the language that he—and all the inhabitants of
Uruk—spoke in everyday life.1”> He and Nikarchos belonged to those members
of the provincial elite who adopted a double or even triple identity to express
their loyalty to the crown and mark their distinction from the local commu-
nity. When they were in contact with the Seleucid authorities, they made sure
to adopt an attitude of respect and subordination, but in their own cities they
could pose as local rulers.176

The last document dealing with Kephalon’s work as Bauherr is a cuneiform
inscription in which he asks Sama$, Adad, Zababa, and Sadarnunna to reveal
their opinion regarding the creation of the Istar statue through the behaviour of
a bird.1”7 In line 5-6, he refers to himself as “Anu-uballit, whose second name is
Kephalon and whom the people call [x]-pitu” If, as is likely, that last name was
Aramaic, we find here another clear indication that Kephalon moved between

173 Kose 20133, 327.

174  Unlike Nikarchos, Kephalon had not received his Greek name from the king, but had prob-
ably either been given it at birth, or selected it himself. In either case, it is certainly not a
coincidence that Kephalon (KepdAwv), derived from the Greek word for ‘head’ (xegoy),
has the same meaning as Ré$, the name of Uruk’s main temple. He is chronologically the
first of nine attested Urukean individuals bearing the name Kephalon, of whom those with
attested clan affiliation were all members of the Ah’titu family (Monerie 2014, 146-148).

175 Monerie 2012, 342; see for questions of ethnicity in Hellenistic Babylonia also Van der Spek
20009.

176  Strootman 2011, 66; Baker 2013, 52—56. Baker proposes that Nikarchos and Kephalon were
among the persons buried in the prestigious Macedonian style burial mounds excavated
just to the north of Uruk, dated to the mid-third century; Kose (1998, 21—22) also suspects
that the occupants of the graves were local Urukeans rather than people of Macedonian
descent.

177 McEwan 1980, 65-66.
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three different cultural spheres. In other words, he was “a trilingual individ-
ual who spoke Akkadian (and even Sumerian) to his gods and his colleagues,
Aramaic to his children and Greek to his tax collector”17® Kephalon will also
have spoken Greek to his in-laws, since he had married a woman called Anti-
ochis, daughter of Diophantos, a Seleucid official or Greek merchant living in
the neighbourhood. Diophantos was probably an affluent man himself, as is
suggested by a purchase of part of a prebend by Kephalon’s son Anu-balassu-
igbi~Diophantos for twenty to thirty times the amount usually encountered in
prebend sale deeds from that period.'”®

Perhaps the combined assets of Diophantos and the Ah'litu’s were enough
or nearly enough to finance the rebuilding of the temples and ziqqurrats of
Uruk. In fact, although Kephalon dedicated his reconstruction of the Bit Res to
the life of Antiochos 111, probably acquired the king’s approval and may have
persuaded him to contribute some of his war spoils to the project, his building
activities at Uruk primarily appear to be a classic example of euergetism—a
wealthy citizen and powerful politician asserting his social status and prestige
by generously donating to a public cause.!®0 His inscriptions in the Irigal were
not deposited to be found by later generations, but so conspicuously placed
that the temple enterers of the IStar sanctuary were always reminded of the
names of their benefactor: a Greek name, which demonstrated that his politi-
cal influence extended to the level of the royal court, and a Babylonian name,
which showed that he was still one of their own. He even added a frieze with a
Greek inscription along the top of the sanctuary wall and the two central gates
of the Bit Rés, an otherwise traditionally Babylonian building (see below).

In that context, finally, we may reconsider Kephalon’s choice for bird divina-
tion to learn the will of the gods regarding the IStar statue. As a less popular
form of divination, ornithomancy is attested in Mesopotamia from the early
second millennium onwards. Thus, Gilbert McEwan interprets Kephalon’s use
of it as a conscious choice for a venerable Babylonian tradition, even as an act
of resistance against “foreign influence”.!8! However, ornithomancy was a popu-
lar method for predicting the future in ancient Greece, probably more so than

178 Westenholz 2007, 293, paraphrasing Geller 1997, 45.

179 BRM II 55; Monerie 2012, 340—341. For Kephalon’s family tree, which includes many other
Greek names, see Doty 1988, 100, to which Anu-balassu-igbi should be added as the Baby-
lonian name of Diophantos junior (cf. Coro 2012, 157: 3).

180 In the Hellenistic Greek cities, euergetism was an essential factor in the local economy
and benefactors were publicly praised and honoured for their generosity (Billows 2003,
211-213).

181 McEwan 1980, 69.
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it had ever been in Mesopotamia.’®2? Furthermore, if it had been Kephalon’s
intention to resort to a typically Babylonian form of divination, he would have
chosen astrology, for which Uruk was a centre of expertise and which was
regarded in the Greco-Roman world as a Babylonian invention.!3 Instead, we
may surmise that releasing a bird to divine the proper features of I$tar was
another strategy of Kephalon to integrate the different cultural aspects of his
life at Uruk and his role as chief temple administrator of an ancient city in the
heartland of the Seleucid empire.

1.3.5  The Construction and Renovation of the City’s Temples

Now that we have considered the political background of the building projects
undertaken in the third century B¢, we can look more closely at the archae-
ological evidence for the main temples of Uruk in the Hellenistic period and
the renovation work undertaken by Anu-uballit~Nikarchos and Anu-uballit~
Kephalon. Since the text of TU 41 includes references to many gates, courtyards
and other features of the Bit Res, it is especially important to understand the
temple layout during its different building phases, both for the reconstruction
of the processional movements during the ceremony and for the dating of the
tablet.

1.3.5.1 The Bit Rés

The temple complex of Nikarchos (construction phase 2¢) was in essence
traditionally Babylonian in lay-out and decoration style, even though it was
remarkably large: 210 x162 meters, nearly five times as large as the Esagil in
Babylon. Nikarchos began by surrounding the area with a wall which incor-
porated the Schiefer Trakt, Siidhof 1x, Hof X111 and X1v and the existing shrines
in or adjacent to those courtyards. The thus enclosed space covered most of
the Old Terrace, but left out a strip of land to the northwest and the south-
east and extended beyond the Terrace in the northeastern direction.!84 Nikar-
chos replaced the Anu-Antu-sanctuary with a much larger one, so that nothing
remained of Hof X1v except a passageway (Hofgang 117) leading around the
back and the northwestern side of the sanctuary to the front gate. Between
Hof x1v, the Schiefer Trakt and the new northwestern wall, he created four

182  In the Hellenistic period, copies of Hesiod’s Works and Days circulated together with the
poetic divination treatise Ornithomanteia (Johnston 2008, 7 and 128-130). At the Neo-
Assyrian court, on the other hand, expert ‘bird watchers’ (dagil issuri) had to be imported
from Northern Syria and Anatolia (Radner 2009, 226—227).

183 Rochberg 2010, 143-144.

184 See Kose 1998, 95 fig. 33 and id. 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.
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large new courtyards (Nordhof 11, Hof v, Mittelhof vi and Westhof vi11). Those
courtyards were surrounded predominantly by sanctuaries, both single cellae
and shrines with a cella, a corridor and an antecella, as well as several archival
rooms where clay tablets were stored together with parchment rolls (29a—d,
25—26, 55, 82, 89). An immense courtyard in the middle of the entire complex,
Mittelhof v1, connected that new northwestern flank of the building with the
southeastern corner, the Schiefer Trakt and the new Anu-Antu-sanctuary.185
Osthof X1 in the Schiefer Trakt remained a courtyard with a cultic function,
but Hof 111 and Siidhof 1x and the rooms surrounding them were transformed
into workshops.

Finally, Nikarchos created the three gates he mentions in his inscription:
one in the northwestern wall, a large gate on the northern side of the north-
eastern wall, and another one on the southern side of that wall. In addition, a
passageway (later reduced to Torgasse 79b) was made in the southeastern wall,
which Kephalon would later transform into a monumental fourth gate. The two
gates on the eastern side of the temple complex are traditionally interpreted as
Nikarchos’ Grand Gate (k4. mal, with the station of Papsukkal in rooms 23-24)
and Great Gate (ka.gal, with the station of Nuska in room 39), from which it
would follow that the northwestern gate was the third one mentioned by Nikar-
chos, the Gate of Plenty (kd.he.en.gal.la). An older, fifth gate already existed
between the two gates in the northeastern wall, which led to Hof 111 and 1v in
the Schiefer Trakt. None of the gates was particularly monumental in style.186

In a recent study on the cultic topography and spacial organisation of the
Bit Res, Heather Baker proposes to identify the southeastern passageway as the
Gate of Plenty, despite its having been of modest proportions after the Nikar-
chos building phase, because the description “which brings in the produce
of the mountains” is better suited for a gate on the eastern side of the build-
ing.'87 However, that would mean—as Baker acknowledges—that Nikarchos
does not mention the significantly larger northwestern gate in his inscription
atall. Baker identifies the latter as the Main Gate (ka.sag), which is known from

185  For the current debate on where to locate the Grand Courtyard, the Ubsukkinnaku, the
Dais of Destinies and other features of the Bit Ré§ which are mentioned in the text sources,
see §5.2.1.

186 Kose 1998, 144-149.

187 Baker 2013, 22. Indeed the mountains were always in the east in the southern Babylonian
perspective, but the phrase need not be interpreted so literally. There may have been prac-
tical reasons to deliver large quantities of produce via the northwestern gate, which was
not connected to a city quarter, but to lower-lying farmland and an old main canal (Kose
2013b, 336). “From the mountains” may simply mean “from distant regions”.
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the ritual text describing the nocturnal ceremony.!88 Finally, she points out on
the basis of recent archaeological finds that Nuska’s shrine at the Great Gate
cannot have been room 39, which was not directly accessible from the gate,
but rather room 118, which lay to the right of the gateway, like the shrines at the
other major gates of the Bit Ré$ and Irigal 189

Kephalon’s version of the Bit Rés, the one which has remained until today,
is reminiscent of the Esagil at Babylon, which has led several scholars to con-
clude that it was modelled on the latter.!99 Kephalon completely replaced the
Anu-Antu-sanctuary of Nikarchos with a new building of baked bricks.1! It
was larger than Nikarchos’ version and blocked the passageway between Mit-
telhof vi and Hofgang 117, which could now only be accessed via Hof x111 and
the Pure Gate (ka.sikil.la) behind the Anu cella (room 12).192 Although there is
evidence that Antu had already possessed her own cella in an earlier version of
the sanctuary (see above), it is likely that her dwelling place was now expanded
into a complete shrine with cella, corridor, antecella, a side room accessible via
the antecella and a private courtyard (rooms 16—-17-18 and Hof 1a). Kephalon’s
inscription is the first source which provides its name, Egasananna (‘House of
the Lady of Heaven'); older sources all refer to the Enamenna as the sanctu-
ary of both Anu and Antu. Kephalon probably also added Antu’s bedroom, the
Enukusi (‘House of the Golden Bed’), which according to Falkenstein was either
side room 18 or possibly room 15 between the cellae of Anu and Antu.!93 He
applied a decorative frieze of glazed tiles along the top of the sanctuary’s wall,
directly underneath the roof gutter.!%% As mentioned before, such a frieze is
not typical for Babylonian architecture and more reminiscent of Dorian and
Ionian temples. Yet the motifs depicted on the tiles were traditionally Baby-
lonian: lions, lion-griffins, seven-pointed stars and rosettes.!95 The frieze tiles
along the southwestern facade of the building also bore a Greek building- or
votive inscription, albeit in such small letters that it was not readable for some-
one standing underneath.'%6 Further, Kephalon rebuilt the Gate of Plenty and
the Great Gate in a more monumental style and replaced the southeastern

188 TU 41rev.12.

189 Baker 2013, 23.

190 See §2.3.1.

191 See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.
192 TU 41 0bv. 34; see §5.5.7.

193 Falkenstein 1941, 26.

194 See Kose 2013b, 335 fig. 59.4.
195 Kose 1998, 162-169.

196  Kose 2013b, 337 and fig. 59.8.
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passageway with the massive new Main Gate, adding the same frieze to the
latter two with which he had decorated the Anu-Antu-sanctuary.'®? Finally, he
newly paved Mittelhof vi and placed fourteen postaments—for divine stat-
ues?—in the western corner of the courtyard.198

1.3.5.2 The Anu Ziqqurrat
Since the late fourth millennium, the district at Uruk named Kullaba had pos-
sessed a terrace with a temple at the top, dubbed ‘the White Temple’ by its
excavators. No positive evidence exists that it was dedicated to An, but it is
very likely, because the worship of An at Uruk is attested as early as the Uruk 1v
period and the district of Kullaba is consistently referred to in Sumerian litera-
ture as the dwelling place of An.19% The White Temple formed a visual contrast
with Inanna’s temple, the Eanna, which was built on the ground level and
expanded horizontally. Centuries later, during the reign of Ur-Namma in the
early Ur 111 period, a ziqqurrat was built beside the Eanna as well. Both ziqqur-
rats were probably no more than two storeys high.200

With the decline of Uruk that set in after the fall of the Ur 111 dynasty, the
Kullaba terrace deteriorated and was not reconstructed again until almost a
millennium and a half later. Esarhaddon used the conical stump of the old
ziqqurrat as the core of a new one and built a new mudbrick mantle around it.
During the Neo-Babylonian dynasty, when the Eanna formed the centre of the
Urukean city cult and Anu was only worshipped as a minor deity, his ziqqurrat
was allowed to crumble again. Finally, in the Seleucid period,?°! it was rebuilt
once more as the temple tower and high shrine (bara.mah) accompanying the
Bit Rés.292 The Hellenistic builders used bad quality bricks and sloppy build-

197 See Figure 3.

198 Kose 1998, 173-176.

199 Beaulieu 2003, 103-115.

200 Kose 1998, 140. The first stepped ziqqurrats were built in the Ur 111 period and were only
two levels high. Ziqqurrats with four levels and more did not develop until the Middle
Babylonian period. The first ziqqurrat that may have had a total of seven storeys is that of
Sargon 11 in Dur Sarrukin, later followed by those in Babylon and Borsippa as they were
rebuilt by Nabopolassar and Nebuchadnezzar 11.

201 Kose 1998, 135 argues that, although formally the last building phase of the ziqqurrat can’t
be dated more precisely than between 68oB.c. (the accession year of Esarhaddon) and
244B.C. (the final year of the building project of Anu-uballit~Nikarchos), it is likely that
the construction took place in the early Seleucid period, since its northwest fagade cuts
through an already existing water canal made of bricks bearing the typical Seleucid trian-
gle stamp.

202  See for a discussion of the high shrine and its possible layout and function § 5.4.1.
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ing methods and nothing of the structure survives today except for the base
level, which with its approximately 105 m? makes it the largest Mesopotamian
ziqqurrat in terms of length and breadth. The original height of that platform,
however, is estimated at no more than 10 meters, whereas that of Marduk’s Ete-
menanki in Babylon was more than 30 meters high; further, the ziqqurrat as a
whole cannot have possessed as many stories as the ones that were built in the
Neo-Babylonian period.203

1.3.5.3 The Irigal

The new temple for Istar and Nanaya, the Irigal, also acquired its final, most
monumental shape and size under the supervision of Anu-uballit~Kephalon.
Measuring 198 x 205 meters, it was even larger than the Bit Rés. Because of its
sheer size, the debris mound of more than 10 meters high which covers it and
the relatively small amount of excavation work performed on it, its construc-
tion history is even more difficult to determine than that of the Bit Rés. Also,
again only the temple complex built by Kephalon and later Parthian additions
have survived until today.

A terminus ante quem for the existence of the name Irigal can be deduced
from the occurrence of the personal name Ina-Irigal-ramat in a legal docu-
ment from 301/300BcC (SE 11).2%% Furthermore, it has been established that
the Kephalon building phase was preceded by at least two phases, the earli-
est of which rests upon layers of debris containing earthenware and terracotta
objects dated to the Neo- to Late Babylonian period. Thus, construction work
on the Irigal probably did not begin until the Achaemenid period.2°5 The evi-
dence that Kephalon was responsible for the largest version of the Irigal is
provided by the two sources discussed earlier: the row of glazed bricks with
his name written in Aramaic which ran along the wall of the Istar cella, and the
cuneiform tablet with his request for a divine message regarding the creation
of the IStar statue. Pieces of a life-size wooden statue have indeed been found
inside the main cella.2%¢ Its postament in the main cella was built directly on
top of the previous one, even though Kephalon’s temple lay 6,10 m. above its
predecessor.207

The Irigal was built directly across from the Anu ziqqurrat. Its northwest-
ern facade ran parallel to the ziqqurrat’s southeastern facade at a distance of

203 Kose 2013b, 333.

204 OECT 92 obv. 2,13, rev. 3.
205 Ibid. 214-215.

206 Ibid. 227—228.

207 Kose 20133, 327.
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61-62 meters, and its northwestern main entrance lay on the same axis as the
temple tower’s central staircase.2%® The area where it was built was probably
already hallowed ground, considering the antiquity of the Itar cult which was
being moved there and the general Mesopotamian tradition of building new
or reconstructed sanctuaries directly on top of older ones, which would ensure
that the site was already sacred and had not been tainted by secular use.299
Kephalon’s Irigal was very similar in lay-out to his version of the Bit Rés, except
that the main courtyard was divided in two by an additional wall, the inner
sanctum had four shrines instead of two and the overall number of courtyards
was smaller. As we learn from one of the ritual texts, the sanctuary of Nanaya
was called Ehilianna, ‘Heavenly Pleasure House, and her bed chamber Ehi-
likuga, ‘Pure (or: Bright) Pleasure House’2!? The inner sanctuary was decorated
with glazed blue bricks and adorned with the same frieze as the Anu-Antu-
sanctuary.2!!

1.3.5.4 The akitu House
Half a kilometer outside the city walls of Uruk lay an architecturally eclectic
building of 140 square meters, whose function was at least partly a religious
one.?12 [t contained several shrines, including one with offering hearths and
material remains of offerings, and its outer walls were decorated with niches,
as is typical for Babylonian sacred structures. Because of those features and its
location outside the city walls but close to the Royal Canal, it has been tenta-
tively identified as an akitu house, the building to which a major Mesopotamian
deity travelled with his/her retinue during an akitu festival and from which
s/he returned several days later in a festive procession.?!3 If that identifica-
tion is correct, it is the only Babylonian building of that type of which the
remains have been discovered, and it is not similar in layout to the one at
Assur.214

The building’s primary excavation was conducted by Heinrich Lenzen and
Adam Falkenstein during the 1954-1955 campaigns of the DA1.215 It consists of

208 Kose 1998, 197-198.

209 Falkenstein 1941, 34—35. The Bit Ré$ was built on the remains of the Old Terrace for the
same reasons (see §2.3.1).

210 TU 39 obv. 4 (Linssen 2004, 184).

211 Kose 1998, 227—228.

212 Ibid. 277-289.

213 Ibid. 286.

214 Miglus 1993, 205.

215 See for an overview of the excavation history Kose 1998, 277—281.
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an enormous courtyard, surrounded by three composite sanctuaries and a large
number of interconnected rooms which have been interpreted as either offices
or houses, perhaps for the temple personnel who stayed at the akitu house
during the days that the gods resided there. The excavators have been able
to distinguish three building phases which cannot be dated, but which point
to an extended period of use, probably going back into Achaemenid or even
Neo-Babylonian times.?'6 However, Lenzen argues that the final building phase
dates to the (early?) Seleucid period because of the building’s exceptional size,
comparable only to the Bit Rés$ and the Irigal, the floor plan which combines
the varied elements into a unified whole, and the similarity of the sanctuaries
to the Anu-Antu-sanctuary in the Bit Rés. Several graves dating to the late Seleu-
cid or early Parthian period indicate that the building lost its original purpose
around the same time as Uruk’s other main temples, if not already before.21”

The great akitu festivals of first-millennium Babylon, Borsippa and Uruk—
and presumably other Babylonian cities—were seasonal (‘New Year’) celebra-
tions, taking place around the vernal and autumnal equinox, i.e. in months 1
and viI. Central to each festival was the journey of the city’s patron deity to the
akitu house outside the city walls, from which s/he returned several days later
with great pomp and circumstance. That ritual cycle is usually interpreted as a
reenactment of the deity’s first entering and settling in the city in primordial
times—in other words, a calendrical renewal festival.2!® Moreover, the spring
akitu of Marduk at second-millennium As$ur and Nippur and first-millennium
Babylon was the occasion for the annual reinvestiture of the king, the gods’
determination of the world’s destiny for the coming year, and at Babylon also
the celebration of Marduk’s triumph over Tiamat.?!®

However, by the first millennium BC, most Mesopotamian cities held more
than two akitu festivals a year, sometimes even several in one month, and for
more deities than just the city’s tutelary god or goddess. The main function
of an akitu in this period seems to have been, as mentioned, a reenactment
and celebration of that particular deity’s settlement in his/her earthly abode.
This means that in most if not all cases, those deities also each possessed their
own akitu temple, or at least their own shrine inside a central akitu house. Neo-
Babylonian sources from Uruk already mention akitu houses for the goddesses

216 Miglus 1993, 207.

217 Kose 1998, 289.

218  For the historical background and layers of religious and political meaning of the akitu
festivals, see most recently and comprehensively Zgoll 2006; for the half-yearly nature of
the festival, see Ambos 2013b.

219 Cohen 2015, 313-314, 389-394.



THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF THE ANU CULT 53

IStar and Usur-amassu, as well as “the akitu house of the steppe/countryside”
(akitu $a edin), which may be identical with either of the other two, or the cen-
tral complex that housed them both.220

Where the Hellenistic period is concerned, the Urukean ritual texts describe
both the spring and autumn akitu festivals for Anu as well as one for I$tar in an
unknown month.?2! A prebend sale deed unambiguously mentions two akitu
houses among the city’s main temples:222

(...) his kurummatu rations and 1/gth of his shares in the Sammanda meat
of the bull of the Irigal, the Bit Rés, the akitu house of Anu and the akitu
house of Istar (...)

The tablet dates to 235BC (SE 78), which means that both sanctuaries already
existed at Uruk before the major building project of Anu-uballit~Kephalon.
According to one the ritual texts, the akitu house of Anu was called Bit Ikribi,
‘House of Prayer’223 Another prebend sale contract from 160BC (SE 153), how-
ever, mentions only one akitu house:224

(...) his treasury enterer’s and goldsmith’s prebend pertaining to the tem-
ples of Uruk, i.e. in the Irigal, in the Bit Ré$ and in the akitu house (...)

Since no other structures have so far been discovered which may have fulfilled
the same function,??5 it is unclear how we should interpret this discrepancy:
were there originally two separate akitu houses of which one fell out of use?
If so, which one remained? It is conceivable that after the cultic reorganiza-
tions under Kephalon (see below) the larger one of the two—perhaps the one

220 Linssen 2004, 72 note 351 with further lit.

221 TU 39—40, TU 42+A0 8648+A0 8649, TU 43, KAR 132, BRM IV 7 (Linssen 2004, 184—214, 238
244).

222 2 $uk.hi.a-"su’ 9- ha.la-su §d ina “*"$d-am-ma-an-da™e* 3 $d gu, "4’ ¢iriy,.gal fre-e$
é a-ki-tu, $d 460 u é a-ki-tu, * $d Y'inana’ (YOS 20 39 obv. 2—4); see also BiMes 24 2 obv.
6 (SE108), VS 15 19 obv. 3 (SE 109), and BRM 1 98 // CM 12 7 obv. 3 (SE 122), where there is
mention of “the akitu houses” (é a-ki-tu,™*). BiMes 24 1 obv. 3 mentions solely the “akitu
house of Istar” (é a-ki-tu, $d dinana).

223 BRM IV 7 obv. 24 (Linssen 2004, 210).

224 2gi§.Sub.ba-su"i[k]u, "é ad.hal-v-ti” [u] "kt [dim-u-tid] 3 [$d] "ik-ka$ -Si-du-a-$ii ina
émes dingirme® §d unugh! §d "ina’ [¢ir]ij,.gal ina ¢sag u é a-[ki-tu,] (OECT g 60 obv. 2-3
(Coro 2005, 346)).

225 Downey 1988, 35-38.
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that has been excavated—was designated as akitu house for both Anu and
IStar, whose akitu festivals never coincided anyway.226 More probably, how-
ever, the “akitu houses” of Anu and IStar had always been different sanctuaries
inside the excavated building beyond the city walls, which in fact housed sev-
eral semi-independent complexes with cultic, domestic, and organizational
functions. Peter Miglus points to different architectural similarities between
the building and the Egipar, the palace for the priestesses of the god Sin at
Ur rebuilt by king Nabonidus in 554/53BC.227 He categorizes the building as
halfway between palace and temple and proposes that it had an autonomous
organisation and housed a permanent staff.228 That description is at least com-
patible with an institution known from a Hellenistic legal document as the
‘palace in the steppe/countryside’ (é.gal edin), where the goddess Bélet-séri
(‘Lady of the Steppe’) resided.?29 If that was the same as the Neo-Babylonian
‘akituhouse in the countryside) its palace-like features may have been designed
to accommodate the king, should he ever deign to participate in the akitu fes-
tival as he was officially supposed to.230

Finally, a possible feature of the akitu house at Seleucid Uruk was a sacred
date palm orchard (8%kirig hallatu), of which the cultivation was connected
to an unnamed prebend attested in legal documents.?3! Denise Coquillerat has
shown that hallatu gardens typically lay outside the walls of first-millennium
Assyrian and Babylonian cities and close or adjacent to the premises of an akitu
complex and/or the canal leading to it from the city, and may thus have been
associated with the former in terms of sacred topography.232 When excavating
what may have been the akitu house outside Uruk, Lenzen identified a green

226 Itis unlikely that IStar’s akitu festival simply ceased to be celebrated, since the long pre-
scriptive text for its performance was probably copied or composed together with the oth-
er Urukean ritual texts after the reorganizations of the late third century Bc (see below).

227  Miglus 1993, 208-209.

228 Ibid. 210—211.

229 BRMII12 obv. 2 (Cor0 20054, 412). For an overview of the cult of Bélet-séri at Late Babylo-
nian Uruk and an analysis of her role in that pantheon, see Krul forthcoming b.

230 Cf. the ritual instructions for the akitu festivals from Seleucid Uruk (TU 39—40 (Linssen
2004, 184-196); KAR 132 (ibid. 201-208)), which feature the king as a prominent partici-
pant. These texts only present an ideal version of the festival, since, as we have seen, there
is no evidence that any Seleucid king ever came to Uruk in person to participate in a cultic
event.

231 BiMes 2412 (Coro 20053, 369-370); BRM II 4, 12 (ibid. 408—409, 412-413); BM 105198 (ibid.
425-426); BM 109942 // 3oug (ibid. 422—425); BM 109943; TCL 13 244 // BM 109944 (ibid.
417-419); VS 15 4 (ibid. 410-411); wzJ 19, go5-912.

232 Coquillerat 1973-1974.
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area around the building, divided into squares, as the “akitu gardens”233 How-
ever, the prebendary sale contracts from Seleucid Uruk pertaining to the hallatu
orchard never associate it with the akitu house, but rather with the temple
of Belet-seri—named ‘the countryside palace’ in one source, and later iden-
tified by means of its proper name, é.dur.sag.ga.ni.23* Still, as argued above,
the contracts may in fact be referring to one and the same area, which com-
prised the fallatu gardens, the akitu house with the festival residences of IStar
and later Anu, and finally, from the late Achaemenid period onward, also Belet-
séri’s shrine.

1.3.5.5 The Eanna
The Eanna, I$tar’s original temple, was also renovated in the Seleucid period,
but the changes cannot be connected to a particular date or to any Urukean
individuals responsible for them. The outer enclosure of the sanctuary was
rebuilt and the outer facade of the enclosure wall decorated in a style typi-
cal for Babylonian religious architecture. Mostly the Neo-Babylonian walls and
shrines around the easternmost court were still standing in Seleucid times and
the main base of a Middle Babylonian Istar sanctuary in that same court shows
bricks with Seleucid triangle stamps. Changes with a non-religious purpose
were also made, as is demonstrated by the ruins of the Ningiszida shrine inside
the Eanna. First erected in the Ur 111 period, it was renovated by Marduk-apla-
iddina 11; later construction levels have been dated by Ludwig and Lenzen to
Sargon 11, Nebuchadnezzar 11 and Nabonidus.?35 In the Seleucid period, the
shrine was transformed into an elevated terrace or a corner bastion, where sev-
eral Hellenistic- and Parthian-era cuneiform tablets have been found.236

Most importantly, the temple tower of the Eanna was completely rebuilt and
changed from a single structure into a three-tierd stepped ziqqurrat of circa
sixteen meter in height, with the two lower levels built around the older tower
and its original top forming the highest level. That remarkable development
makes the impression that the builders strove to render the temple complex
more ‘typically Babylonian’ in appearance.?3” The new, lowest level completely
filled the original zigqurrat court and the ground-level sanctuary of Istar and
Nanaya was buried beneath it. This monumental embellishment of the Eanna

233 Kose 1998, 277—278.

234 BM109943; BM 109944 [/ TCL 13 244; BiMes 24 12.
235 Kose 1998, 269—270.

236  Ibid. 270, 273, 276.

237 Downey 1988, 32—34.
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may be an indication that the temple retained its function as a religious com-
plex, although Kose suggests that the ziqqurrat became associated with the
Irigal instead.238

1.3.6  Consolidating the Cultic System

From the archaeological and textual evidence just discussed, it becomes clear
that the temple cults of Late Babylonian Uruk continued to develop throughout
their existence, and that the centuries during which Anu was the city’s patron
deity should not be regarded as a homogeneous period in terms of pantheon
and cult practice. Most importantly, it was only around the turn of the sec-
ond century BC that the primary sanctuaries of Uruk had become such massive
temples that they could accomodate dozens of divine residents and host festi-
vals and ceremonies on the scale described in the ritual texts. Many more gods
and goddesses could now, and probably did, take up residence in the Bit Rée$
and the Irigal, which means that henceforth the routine of their daily offerings
would take place there. The courtyards and monumental gates of the new tem-
ple complexes allowed all those deities to gather together and move around in
festive processions; likewise, the availability of more storage spaces and work-
shops presumably called for a redistribution of their use among the temple
functionaries. In short, we may expect a certain reorganization of the cults to
have taken place at Uruk around this time—or rather a settling of the system
into what will have been perceived as its proper, ultimate form.

Indeed the Urukean corpus of prebendary sale contracts attests to several
changes and developments around the last decades of the third century BC.
The prices of nearly all prebends, which had been rising steadily since the mid-
dle of the century, dropped radically around 215B¢ and only began to climb
up again after 200 BC.23% Furthermore, the deities to whom the prebendary ser-
vices pertained are grouped differently in the texts than before, which points to
areorganization of the rotary system of temple worship. The period 215-200 BC,
or at least the second half of it, corresponds directly to the temple renova-
tions under Anu-uballit~Kephalon, which according to his building inscrip-
tions were finished in 202B¢ and will have taken five or six years to com-
plete at the very least.249 A similar, though somewhat slighter drop in prebend

238 Kose 2013a, 326.

239 McEwan 1981, 112; Monerie 2013, 419 (with graph). An exception is the prebendary service
in the sacred orchard and sanctuary of Beélet-séri, of which the price climbs and falls only
slightly during that period and continues to fall in the first half of the second century Bc;
a probable explanation for this will be given below.

240 Monerie 2013, 426.
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prices can be observed in the years 250-240BC, when the earlier temple ren-
ovations under Anu-uballit~Nikarchos took place. As Julien Monerie has con-
vincingly argued, prebend ownership may have become less attractive during
those two periods because prebendary priests were required to lend finan-
cial support to the building projects, just as they had been in Neo-Babylonian
times.24!

Regarding the changes in the daily patterns of worship, Monerie has shown
that the groups of gods were in fact rearranged twice, once during the period
215—-205BC and once afterwards. For example, until ca. 215B¢, the treasury
enterer’s and goldsmith’s prebend (erib bit piristiutu & kutimmautu) pertained
to Anu, Antu, IStar, Nanaya, Beltu-§a-Rés, and either Bélet-séri or garrahitu;242
between ca. 215 and 205 BC the associated prebendary duties were split up into
two services, one before Anu, Enlil (who was originally grouped together with
Ea and others), I$tar, Nanaya, and Beltu-$a-Rés, and the other before Antu,
Belet-séri, Papsukkal, and §arrahitu;243 and finally, after ca. 205 Bc, all the afore-
mentioned deities formed a single group of recipients, which now also included
Ea.24* Presumably, then, preparations for Kephalon’s building project necessi-
tated a temporary division of the prebendary task force into two teams which
were each supervised separately. After the new Bit Rés and Irigal had been fin-
ished, the administration of the Bit Rés (re)integrated the daily worship at the
different temples and shrines of the city into a single system. A sale deed of
the erib bit piristutu & kutimmitu prebend from 160 B, already quoted earlier,
clearly demonstrates the latter:245

(...) his treasury enterer’s and goldsmith’s prebend pertaining to the tem-
ples of Uruk, i.e. in the Irigal, in the Bit Re§, and in the akitu house—that
prebend which is before Anu, Antu, Enlil, Ea, Papsukkal, IStar, Bélet-séri,
Nanaya, Béltu-$a-Rés, Sarrahitu and the gods of their sanctuaries (...)

The other prebends seem to have undergone the same development; however,
the entirety of permutations of the groups of divine recipients in the Urukean

241 Monerie 2013, 424—426; cf. Waerzeggers 20104, 337-345.

242 E.g. OECT 9 33 (Coro 2005, 334—335) and 44 (ibid. 348-350); the latter two goddesses are
omitted by Monerie in his discussion.

243 E.g. OECT 9 42 (ibid. 352—354).

244 E.g. OECT g 60 (ibid. 346-348).

245 See note 224; 4 gi§.§ub.ba mu™e* §d ina igi 460 an-tu, "%é-a’ Ypap.sukkal 5 dinanna
dgasan.edin %na-na-a 4gasan §d sag 9Sar-ra-a-"hi-tu," u dingir™es "é"-§u-nu (Coro 2005,
346-347).
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legal documents remains to be examined and will yield more insight into the
cultic reforms around 200 BC.

Considering that at least under Kephalon the substantial rebuilding of the
Bit Rés and the Irigal entailed a revision and perhaps expansion of the daily
cultic routine, the Sitz im Leben of the extant ritual texts becomes clearer and
more meaningful. Although it is still unclear why the Mesopotamian cuneiform
corpus comprises so few temple rituals, festivals, and ceremonies, this seems
at least partly due to the fact that such information was usually only recorded
in writing when the rituals had changed significantly with respect to the rou-
tine that the participants had known and orally transmitted for centuries. The
relative abundance of ritual texts from Hellenistic Uruk may therefore well be
related to the cultic innovations that took place there during that period.2+6 We
have already observed that the earliest available cult-related tablets date to the
years directly preceding the renovations under Nikarchos, and that they were
all commisioned by one of the highest-ranking priests at that moment, Anu-
aha-u$absi//Ekur-zakir.24” Of the remainder of the extant instruction tablets
for periodical rites of worship, the three with intact colophons were all copied
by the same scholar: gamaé—étir/Ina—qibit—Anu/ Sibqét—Anu/ /Ekur-zakir.248 He
was a consecrated asipu by 195/94BC (118 SE), and his scribal education must
therefore have taken place around 200 B¢, just before or after the completion
of Kephalon’s construction work.24? We may therefore presume that he was
closely involved or even played a leading role in the composition of the col-
lection of ritual tablets for the Bit Ré$ that comprised TU 38, TU 39—40, TU 41,
and originally many more. In fact, as we will see further on, the nocturnal cere-
mony in the form in which it survives today and thus the tablet TU 41 itself must
certainly have been created after Kephalon’s renovations were finished.259 In
short, the copying of the ritual texts from Seleucid Uruk and perhaps even the
design of the rituals as we know them may well have gone hand in hand with
the two phases of temple redesign.

1.3.7  The Regular Cult Practice at Seleucid and Early Parthian Uruk

The textual evidence about the daily cult practice and regular festivals at Seleu-
cid Uruk consists primarily of two types of texts: the prescriptive ritual texts,
which offer step-by-step instructions to various priests about how to proceed

246 Berlejung 2009, 85; Gabbay 2014, 122.

247 BRMIV7and BRM IV 8 (both 252/51BC); W 18828 (251/50 BC); K 3753 (248/7BC); see above.
248 TU 38 (Linssen 2004, 172—183) and TU 39—4o0 (ibid. 184-196).

249 For an overview of Samas-étir’s colophons, cf. Robson 2007, 440—445.

250 See §3.1.
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during particular cultic ceremonies,?>! and the legal contracts which record
the sale of prebends and the disbursements of offering leftovers to which the
prebend holder was entitled, including a brief indication of the days and divine
recipients of those offerings.?52 Only a small amount of administrative texts
have been found, but several do offer a glimpse of activities taking place and
goods being stored at the Bit Res.253

Of the ritual texts from Seleucid Uruk, only a handful give insight into the
daily, monthly and yearly cultic activities that took place in the city during that
period; the others pertain to the activities of the kalii priest and their con-
tent is not specific to Uruk or its cults.254 Several documents deal with parts
of the akitu festivals in Nisannu and Tasritu (TU 39—40, 42+ and 43, KAR 132,
and BRM IV 7), one provides a description of a nocturnal fire ceremony (TU 41),
one is a calendar for the performance of Emesal prayers (TU 48), and one
presents detailed instructions for the preparation of the gods’ four daily meals
(TU 38). To those sources can be added a fragmentary cultic-astrological calen-
dar (K 3753),25% and two broken prescriptive texts, one with clothing instruc-
tions for certain priests and the king (w 18728), and one containing a hymn
to Samas to be sung by priests starting their work at the workshop for cultic
objects (bit mummi) in the early morning (w 18828).256

The prebendary sale deeds also give dates for various monthly and yearly
offerings to particular deities. Finally, TU 38 provides a list of the different types
of regular, non-daily cultic events that took place at Uruk:257 travels of the
gods to other cities, gugqii offerings,?58 es$esu celebrations,?% clothing cere-
monies (lubustu),?6° purification rites, night vigils (bayatu),?6! brazier festivals
(kinunu),?5? divine marriages (has$adu)?63 and offerings provided by the karibu

251  Most recent edition in Linssen 2004, except for two already published by Falkenstein
(1959)-

252 Most recent edition in Coro 2005; copies of additional tablets in Doty/Wallenfels 2012.

253  Oelsner 1986, 146-156; Beaulieu 1989a, 57-60; Weisberg 1991; Wallenfels 1998.

254 Mayer 1978; Van Dijk/Mayer 1980; Linssen 2004, 252—320.

255 McEwan 1981, 174-178.

256 Falkenstein 1959, 36—44.

257 TU 38 obv. 35-38, rev. 35—-38.

258 See Linssen 2004, 163-164.

259 Seeibid. 45-51and § 4.3.

260 See ibid. 51-56.

261 Seeibid. 56-58 and § 4.2.

262 Seeibid. 87 and § 5.5.4.2.

263 See ibid. 70-71.
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citizens and by the king.264 Unfortunately, we lack the administrative docu-
ments which might have provided us the exact dates of those events. Also, it
must be pointed out again that the Seleucid kings did not regularly participate
in Babylonian temple rituals; there is no evidence that they ever came to Uruk
for such an occasion, which means that at least one aspect of the akitu festivals
cannot have been carried out the way it is described in the texts.26> The same
may be the case for other elements of the different cultic rituals, although, as
will be argued below, the texts possess enough Hellenistic features that they
cannot be dismissed as completely anachronistic.

The cultic calendar of Seleucid Uruk that can be pieced together on the basis
of the existing documents has been described in detail by Marc Linssen and will
not be repeated here.266

1.3.8  The City Pantheon

1.3.8.1 Anu and Antu

The patron deities of Uruk during the Seleucid period were Anu and his spouse
Antu. Traditionally, Anu was lord of the heavens and shared rulership with
Enlil and Ea over the other gods and humankind. Together, they also ruled
the starry sky, which was divided into the ‘paths’ of Anu, Enlil and Ea.267
As divine allfather, Anu was associated with the primordial ancestors of the
gods, a complex and ambiguous group whose theogony coincided with, or
brought about, the creation of the universe.268 In various mythological and
scholarly texts, Anu and Enlil are described as the offspring of several gener-
ations of those divine beings; at the same time, Anu is partially equated with
them, in particular with his father Angar.269 In several god lists, such as An =
Anum, and in some litanies of god names in first-millennium incantations,27°
Anu and Antu are the very first deities in the list of primordial ancestors and
are even equated with each other.2”" Anu’s close relationship to that oldest

264 See ibid. 161-162 and § 5.7.4.

265 That was in fact already the case in the Neo-Babylonian period; the king was not always
able to come to Babylon for the festival and there is no attestation of a Neo-Babylonian
king celebrating it in any other city.

266 Linssen 2004, 23-87; overview on pp. 88—89.

267 Horowitz 1998, 115-116, 156—166, 169—177.

268 Lambert 2013, 405—426.

269 Ibid. g422.

270 Seee.g. Ebeling1953, 381: 5ff. (“Gattung 11"): Anu—Antu followed by Ansar—Kisar, Duri—
Dari, Lahma—Lahama, Alala—Belili etc.

271 E.g. An = Anum 11-3: “An = Anum; An = Antum; An-Ki (‘Heaven and Earth’) = Anum and
Antum” (Litke 1998, 20).
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generation of gods also finds expression in the mythological tradition accord-
ing to which Marduk gained rulership not by slaying a monster, but by van-
quishing his elders.2”2 Anu’s death at the hands of Marduk gave him the addi-
tional aspect of a netherworld deity.23

With the revival of Anu’s cult at Uruk, local scholarship attributed an even
greater cosmic authority to the venerable sky-god than he had previously
known. In an uranography composed in 216/15BC (SE 97), not just the stars of
the path of Anu, but all the heavenly bodies and constellations are described
as subordinate to him, thereby positioning him as the lord of the entire fir-
mament.?’# Several other scholarly and ritual texts, which will be discussed
in more detail in the next chapter, expand upon the universal character of
Anu and Antu’s divine rulership. Moreover, the divine couple was now associ-
ated with two circumpolar stars, called Great Anu and Antu of Heaven, which
received offerings and other rites of worship separately from their earthly coun-
terparts in the ziqqurrat shrine appropriately named Esarra, ‘House of Heaven’
or ‘House of the Universe'275 The extension of Anu’s divine authority to encom-
pass the entirety of the heavens was the core development of the Urukean
religious reforms—providing the city’s scholarly elite with a patron god of the
celestial sciences, and endowing a unique local deity with universal qualities
that could parallel those of the imperial god Marduk and later perhaps also
Ahura Mazda and Zeus.276

1.3.8.2 Deities Attested in the Legal Documents

The most important source for the entire pantheon of Late Babylonian Uruk is
the corpus of prebendary sale contracts. Each of those documents includes a
list of deities before whom the duties associated with the prebend (or preb-
ends) in question were to be performed. Depending on the nature of the

272 Livingstone 1989, no. 37:19', 32'-34'; 38: 8-26; 40: 1-14; cf. Lambert 2013, 208-209.

273 E.g. in KAR 307: 23 (Lambert 2013, 245), Antu is described as making funerary offerings
(kispu) to Anu.

274 MLC 1866 (see Beaulieu et al. forthcoming and Krul forthcoming a).

275 See §2.2.1, 5.4.4 and Krul forthcoming a. In the lore of the kalii-priests of Seleucid Uruk,
the netherworld aspect of both Anu and Antu also still played an important role (0 175
passim; Livingstone 1986, 187—204, and see also the sophisticated new analysis in Gabbay
2014, 124-139). However, it is unclear whether this was kaliitu-specific theology or a more
general element of the understanding of the two deities at Uruk during that period (con-
tra Leick (1991, 5), who states without further nuance that “the theologians” of Seleucid
Uruk “identified the sky-god with chthonic deities”).

276  Berlejung 2009, 86.
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prebend, gods and goddesses could be included in or left out from the contract,
or even, as we have seen, split up into different groups, but they are always listed
in exactly the same order:277

— Anuand Antu
— Enlil

— Ea

— Sin

— Samag

— Adad

— Marduk

— Papsukkal and his consort Amasagnudi
— Istar

— Belet-seéri

— Nanaya

— Beltu-sa-Res
— Sarrahitu

Paul-Alain Beaulieu has argued that this order is based on that of the canon-
ical god list An = Anum and that it expresses the divine hierarchy within the
Hellenistic Urukean pantheon.2’® However, that would mean that I$tar (posi-
tion 10), for example, had become less important than Marduk (position 8),
which would be surprising in the light of Uruk’s recent emancipation from
the political influence at Babylon and the fact that Istar’s local cult was as
old as the city itself. Uri Gabbay has recently pointed out that the list is also
divided by gender and comprises in its entirety first all the major male deities,
then all the major female deities of Uruk. The only exception is Antu, who is
always listed directly after Anu and before all the other deities, which proves
her continued inseparable association with her spouse.2”® This division into
two sections probably reflects contemporary cultic practice, since the city’s

277 Seee.g. OECT 9 610bv. 6—7 (Cord 20053, 263—-264) for the entire list excluding Amasagnudi,
who is only mentioned in two contracts pertaining to her and Papsukkal alone (BRM I1 29
obv. 4; TCL XIII 242 obv. 5; Coro 20054, 363-367).

278 Beaulieu1992, 59-60. For the influence of An = Anum on the composition of the pantheon,
see §2.1.

279 Cf. Gabbay 2014, 205 with note g2. As seen above, during the period when Anu and Antu
were divided over two groups, she was listed first of her group, followed by Papsukkal and
then the other female deities. Likewise, a lislim-formula preceding a ritual text evokes Anu
and Antu together before Enlil and Ea (BaM Beiheft 2, 12: header).
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gods and goddesses were also grouped by gender during processions and in
the litanies of Su-ila prayers.289 It shows that the Hellenistic Urukean priest-
hood did not arrange their pantheon into a single hierarchical system, but
into two separate ones. I$tar ranked first among the goddesses of the city and
was in all likelihood seen as the most important deity of Uruk after Anu and
Antu.

The continued significance of IStar and Nanaya is also strongly suggested by
the sheer size of the Irigal, which surpassed that of the Bit Ré$ itself, and the fact
that both temples were transformed into such monumental complexes around
the same time. The onomastic record, furthermore, shows a continued popular-
ity of the theophoric elements I$tar and especially Nanaya in personal names—
at least among those individuals attested in the cuneiform documents.?8! The
yearly akitu festival for IStar and her entourage is remarkably similar to the
spring and autumn akitus of Anu described in two other ritual texts.282 More-
over, during one of the latter, IStar was to be fetched from the Irigal by the
king himself to join the divine gathering, which again suggests that she had
a special status within the city pantheon.?83 Other cultic texts support that
hypothesis. The instructions for the four daily divine meals (TU 38) mention
not only Anu and Antu, but also Istar and Nanaya by name before moving on
to “the other gods”;28* also, the calendar of Emesal prayers (TU 48) lists Anu
and different manifestations of Istar and Nanaya as the intended audience for
the performances. Finally, the fact that the ‘Exaltation of Istar’ and various
hymns to her were still copied by Urukean scholars points to their continued
interest in that goddess—although especially the ‘Exaltation of Istar’ will also

280 Gabbay 2014, 204-207 and 224—225. For processions of deities grouped by gender at Hel-
lenistic Uruk, see § 5.2.3.

281 The HBTIN Names Glossary (http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/hbtin/qpn-x-people; ac-
cessed 14-09-2017) shows that the three most frequently attested personal names are
Nidintu-Anu (1403 times), Anu-uballit (993 times), and Nanaya-iddin (942 times). It must
be noted that the amounts of attestations of specific names in the Glossary are much
higher than the number of historical individuals bearing those names, since many attes-
tations in fact pertain to the same person, across texts as well as within a single source.
However, since that discrepancy holds true for all the recorded names, the differences
between the amounts still roughly reflect the relative distribution of the names in terms
of usage.

282 TU 42 + AO 8648 + A0 8649 (Linssen 2004, 238—244); akitus of Anu: TU 39—40 (Linssen
2004, 184-196) and KAR 132 (ibid. 201-208).

283 KAR13210bv. 23-30. Needless to say at this point, the king probably never actually did so.

284 TU 38 obv.17-18, 2324, 30; rev. 1—2 (Linssen 2004, 173-174).
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have played a role in their reconstruction of Uruk’s religious history and the
primacy of the Anu cult.?85

The other male deities of the late Urukean pantheon who were included
in the standard lists of temple service were, as we have seen, Enlil, Ea, Sin,
Samag, Adad, and Marduk—all major gods who were worshipped throughout
Babylonia. Sama$ of Larsa was of old an important local god at Uruk and in
the Hellenistic period the cults of Larsa were probably still controlled by the
Urukean temple administration.?86 The continued cult of Marduk at Late Baby-
lonian Uruk shows that political resentment towards Babylon did not result in
a total abandonment of its patron deity.287 Papsukkal was introduced as the
vizier of Anu and primary guardian of the Bit Rés.288 The goddess listed directly
after IStar was not Nanaya but Bélet-séri, the scribe of Ereskigal, queen of the
netherworld. She was also newly introduced and dwelled in a sanctuary of her
own outside the city called é.dar.sag.ga.ni,?8? which, as discussed above, was
surrounded by a date orchard and probably part of the akitu complex. The
establishment of her cult was probably partly motivated by classical incanta-
tions like Maglii where she works together with Anu and Antu to banish evil
witches, but it may also have been a response to popular demand. As a media-
tor in matters of life and death, Bélet-séri was especially popular outside of the
traditional priestly elite.290 Beltu-$a-Rés already had a cult at Neo-Babylonian
Uruk and was well in place as eponymous protective goddess of the Bit Res.29!
Finally, the introduction of the cult of Sarrahitu is not immediately explainable
and requires further research.

A deity who doesn’t occur in the standard god list of the legal documents, but
whose prebend sales were recorded separately, is the healing goddess Gula.292
According to those texts, in which she is also called Belet-balati and Belet-
mati,2%3 she resided in a sanctuary called Egalmah, which lay next to the Eanna.

285 See §2.3.1.

286 Monerie 2013, 332; note, however, the predominance of Greek names among the witnesses
in alegal document from Larsa (OECT g 26; Clancier/Monerie 2014, 223-224).

287  Gabbay 2014, 216 note 81.

288 Beaulieu1992; see §5.2.2.1.

289 BiMes 2412 obv. 3; BM 109944 // TCL13 244 obv. 3 (Coro 20053, 369-370, 417—419).

290 See Krul forthcoming b for a complete study of Bélet-séri’s cult at Uruk.

291  For her Neo-Babylonian cult, cf. Beaulieu 2003, 216—226. The origin of her name remains
unclear, considering that no sanctuary by the name of (Bit) Rés is attested for that period.

292  Oppert 5 obv. 8 (Coro 20053, 379); BRM I1 36 obv. 6 (ibid. 396; read 9me.me, not Yanu igi;
cf. McEwan 1981, 76 note 216); BM 105188 obv. 15 (ibid. 387).

293 Cf. Beaulieu 2003, 312—313.
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Another distinct group of deities recorded in the prebendary contracts are the
“gods of the sky”;294 these were probably the seven heavenly bodies, which
we also encounter as recipients of offerings in the ritual texts (see below).295
Finally, the sale contract of a workshop (bit gati) in the Bit Ré$ describes it
as adjacent to the shrine of Nergal, god of pestilence, chaos, and death, and
one of the most widely venerated deities of Mesopotamia during the first mil-
lennium Bc.2%¢ Both he and Gula were already worshipped at Uruk during the
Neo-Babylonian period.

1.3.8.3 Deities Attested in the Ritual Texts

The second group of sources providing information about the deities wor-
shipped at Seleucid Uruk are the ritual texts. Karlheinz Kessler has pointed out
that, unlike the prebend texts, the rituals may have been at least partly copied
from older originals and may not accurately reflect the pantheon of Uruk in
the Hellenistic period.2%7 That is certainly true, but as argued before, the rea-
sons for copying those texts were probably contemporary changes in the cultic
ordinances, not merely the need for preservation or scribal exercise. Moreover,
each of the ritual texts clearly shows revisions or additions that can only have
been made in Hellenistic times. For example, the text describing the akitu fes-
tival for IStar features Papsukkal, Nuska and Usmti acting as a trio, which is also
the case for the other Seleucid-period ritual texts, but not compatible with the
Neo-Babylonian evidence.?%8 Likewise, the chariot of Anu and another cultic
object named ‘Anu’s throne’ play a role in the ritual;2%° they were obviously
introduced after Anu’s ascent as patron god of Uruk and are not attested in the
inventory of the city’s Neo-Babylonian temples. Finally, nearly all of the minor
goddesses mentioned in the text as IStar’s companions are directly derived from
the canonical god list An = Anum, which was used extensively by the priests
of Seleucid Uruk for their revision of their city’s pantheon (see below). Thus,
whether or not the festival was ever celebrated the way it is described in the
text, the priests at least went through the trouble of adapting that description
to their own religious programme. In short, we may reasonably consider the
Urukean ritual texts as reliable sources for the contemporary pantheon, if not
unequivocally for the actual cultic practice.

294 Oppert 2 obv. 3 (Cord 20054a, 156); ibid. 4 rev. 2'—3' (ibid. 375); OECT 9, 51 obv. 8—9g (ibid.
383).

295 See also §5.4.4.

296 Vs15 48 obv. 6 (Falkenstein 1941, 14; Baker 2013, 27).

297 Kessler 2006, 279.

298 TU42+rev. 5.

299 TU42+rev.7, 9,29
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TU 41, which was certainly copied or composed after 200 B¢,3%0 presents us
with several other divine residents of the Bit Res: Nuska, Usm, Pisangunug,
Bélet-li, the Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk. As will be argued
below, Nuska, the vizier of Enlil, Usm{, the vizier of Ea, and Pisangunug, “herald
of Kullaba”, served as guardians of the Bit Rés alongside Papsukkal.30! Bélet-
ili, a mother goddess with a long mythical tradition and history of worship
throughout ancient Mesopotamia, shared a courtyard with Sin, Samasg, and
Adad, around which their shrines were probably grouped.3°2 From TU 38 we
learn that the shrines of Samas and Sin also housed their respective sons, the
animal gods Sakkan and Ningublaga.3%3 That same passage mentions Ereski-
gal together with Bélet-séri; however, the bit dEreskigal—a cemetery?—was
neither in Belet-séri’s sanctuary nor close to the shrine of her spouse Ner-
gal, but in the Market Gate District.3%4 The Daughters of Anu and of Uruk
were two pairs or groups of not otherwise named female deities, who prob-
ably represented the unmarried daughters of Anu’s household and thus in
all likelyhood also resided in the Bit Ré$.395 Further, both TU 41 and TU 38
attest to the regular worship of the stars Anu and Antu of Heaven and the
other seven heavenly bodies—the sun, the moon, and the planets Nebéru
(Jupiter), Dilbat (Venus), Sihtu (Mercury), Kayamanu (Saturn), and Salbatanu
(Mars).306

The akitu texts, finally, provide the reader with a long list of all the divine
and human participants in the festive processions. The main prescriptive text
for the akitu of Anu in month vi11, TU 39—40, primarily details activities inside
the Bit Rés and we may therefore assume that the deities mentioned all resided
there, as long as there is no reference to their arrival from somewhere else.
Apart from the ones already discussed above, these are: Lugalbanda and Nin-
sun, the deified father and divine mother of Gilgames;3°7 Kusibanda, the gold-
smith god;3%8 Kusu, the purification deity, acting in a group with Nuska and

300 See §3.1.

301 See §5.2.2 and §5.6.4.

302 TU 41TevV. 21-22.

303 TU 38 rev. 40—41.

304 BRMII 54 // BiMes 24 28 obv. 2—-3; w16405d (unpubl,; Falkenstein 1941, 51).

305 See §5.2.3.

306 TU 41 obv. 14-31; TU 38 rev. 29—34; see Krul forthcoming a.

307 Firstattestation in the text: TU 39 obv. 6. In the following discussion, only the first mention
of each deity in the source text in question will be noted.

308 TU 39 obv. 10. Formerly read Guskinbanda, he was the “Ea of the goldsmith” (Walker/Dick
2001, 23 note 67).
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Usmi1;399 Sala, the spouse of Adad, Ninurta, and Palil (‘1G1.DU), a form of Ner-
gal, “rising and emerging from their shrines” together with Adad, Sin, Samas,
Pisangunug, Lugalbanda, and Ninsun;31° Aya and Bunene, the wife and son of
Samas, acting together with Samas as part of a larger unidentified group;3 and
Subula, a son of Nergal, in the broken next line.32 Adad, Sin, Samas$, Ninurta,
Pisangunug, Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmfi, Kusu, Lugalbanda, and Ninsun are later
mentioned as a group again,3® which strengthens the suspicion that they were
among the core residents of the Bit Rés, together with Bélet-ili. The document’s
catchline gives Ehenunna, ‘House of Abundance’, as the name of Adad’s shrine
and informs us that Misaru, the personified Justice, also dwelled there.31#

KAR 132, the prescriptive text for the akitu of Anu in—presumably—month
1, also begins with activities inside the Bit Ré$ and then moves on to the public
procession to the akitu house. We hear of cultic objects carried in the pro-
cession: the “divine symbols, sun disks, and chariots”3!5 Later on, the chariots
are identified as those of Anu, Ninurta, Samas$, and the constellation Char-
iot (mulgigir), among other gods whose names are broken off.316 Among the
gathered male deities, we encounter the warrior gods Sulpae, Meslamtaea
and Lugalirra; Alammus, the vizier of Sin and counterpart of the latter’s son
Ningublaga;3'7 the fire god Girra; the major northern Babylonian god Zababa
of Ki$; and the lord of the wilderness, Amurru.3!8

To the assembled goddesses, the text adds Sadarnunna, the spouse of Nuska;
Ninirigal, an ancient Urukean goddess probably reinvented as protectress of
the Irigal;31® Asratu, the spouse of Amurru; and Sarrat-amé, ‘Queen of the
Heavens, a manifestation of Istar.320 In the Irigal, we find among IStar’s com-
panions the Daughters of Eanna; Ninsianna, the manifestation of Istar as the

309 TU 39 obv.18.

310 TU 39 obv. 20-21.

311 TU 40 rev. 1.

312 TU 40 rev. 16; cf. Michalowski 2012.

313 TU 39 rev. 17-19.

314 TU 39 rev. 26. Mi$aru was associated with both Samag and Adad and also resided with the
latter in the Esagil in Babylon; cf. Krebernik 2006-2008, 354—356.

315 KAR13210bv. 5-6: si5tukulme® dutumes [3] si¥gigirmes,

316 KAR132 III rev. 4—.

317 KAR13210bv. 9—11. While Meslamtaea and Lugalirra formed the constellation ‘Great Twins’
(mulmas.tab.ba gal.gal), the ‘Little Twins’ (™*!mas.tab.ba tur.tur) were Alammus and
Ningublaga (Mul.Apin 11 6; cf. Krebernik 1993-1995b, 365).

318 KAR13210bv. 11-13.

319 See for third- and second millennium Bc attestations of her Conti 1993.

320 KAR13210bv. 14-16.
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planet Venus; Ninigizibarra, Itar’s cultic lyre (balag);3?! Ninmeurur, a servant of
IStar already known from the Old Babylonian period;322 I$artu, the personified
Legal Order and feminine counterpart of Migaru;323 (Nin-)Sagepada, possibly
to be equated with a goddess from the Ur 111 period;3?# and the not otherwise
attested Abeturra and Sarrat-parakki.325 Later on, these ladies are joined by
Bau,326 while the gods now also include Hendursanga, the “night watchman’,
who was associated with Samas, Nergal and the latter’s vizier ISum,327 and Ner-
gal’s seven divine soldiers known collectively as the Sebetti.328 We encounter
the goddess Usur-amassu, one of the major deities of Neo-Babylonian Uruk,
in the company of the otherwise unknown Ninurbu; Ninimma, the spouse of
Kusibanda;32° and Silamkurra, a daughter of Ninsun according to An = Anum
(v 4).330

Finally, after the arrival of the divine procession at the akitu house, the
golden quivers of Anu and Antu join the ranks of the cultic objects.33! Alammus
and Ningublaga are followed by “the Twins”, a word written first in Sumerian
and then again in Akkadian (Ymas.tab.ba dtu-ma-mu), so those are probably
an epithet of the pair just mentioned, not a third group of divine twins.332 A few
lines later might be mention of Sirsir, the boatsman/divine boat of Ea and Mar-
duk; near the end of the tablet, ISum is mentioned, and may here be identical
with Hendursanga.333

TU 42+, lastly, offers instructions for the akitu festival for IStar. It is to a great
extent similar or even identical to KAR 132, but it contains many additional
divine names, including several deities who were already worshiped at Neo-
Babylonian Uruk: the mythical sage Adapa;33* Urkayitu, ‘She of Uruk’, probably

321 An=Anum1v 73 (Litke 1998, 153); cf. Gabbay 2014, 103-109.

322 Cavigneaux/Krebernik 1998-2000a.

323 Krebernik 2006-2008, 356.

324 Cavigneaux/Krebernik 1998-2000b.

325 KAR13210bv. 27-29.

326 KAR132II0bv. 5.

327 Edzard 1972-1975; George 2015.

328 KAR132 II obv. 11-12.

329 Ninimma had a long and complex history; she had begun as a Nisaba-like scribe of Enlil
with aspects of vegetation and growth and later became equated with Gula, adopting her
healing qualities (Focke 1998—2000). In late Urukean kalii theology, she was one of the
seven children of Enmesarra (Livingstone 1986, 190, 200).

330 KAR132 II obv. 14; Krebernik 2010b.

331 KAR1321IIrev. 8.

332 KAR132IIIrev.12.

333 KARI132IVIeV. 24.

334 TU 42+ obv. 3'; Beaulieu 2003, 326—327.
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originally an epithet of I$tar;33% Kilili and Bariritu, two female demons con-
trolled by I$tar;336 Belet-Eanna of Udannu, a local form of I$tar venerated in
a nearby town;337 Kanisurra, a goddess from the entourage of Nanaya;33® and
possibly Annunitu, an important goddess of Sippar.33° Further, we encounter
a number of maidservants of I$tar listed in An = Anum: Silabat, Igibarluti,
Kabilusig, Ada, and Esapar, the “five translators of Istar”,3*? Ninsigaranna,
another balag of I$tar;3*! and Ninhenunna, En(me)uranna and 4§ES.AN.TUR.342
Finally, the text lists several less clearly identified deities such as the two divine
high priests (2 95e$.gal);343 Lama-edin, ‘Protective Spirit of the Wilderness)
whose sanctuary is mentioned;34*4 Lamasigga, ‘Good Protective Spirit, perhaps
of the Irigal;3*5 and the unknown Galgamunasummu.34¢ Connected to the
sanctuary of Lama-edin were four urmahluliis (‘lion men’); the word is not
given a divine determinative in the text, but they may nonetheless have been
the same divine beings as the durmahluliis attested at Neo-Babylonian Uruk.347
Likewise, the “mighty woman of the Bit Res” (munus $d sag kal-t) is not des-
ignated as a deity and may have been either a cultic actor or a semidivine figure;
the latter is more likely, since she is listed among a large number of gods and
goddesses.348

A last, obscure and fragmentary ritual text is X 7353, which combines a Mid-
dle Babylonian cultic calendar with Hellenistic astrological theology.34° The
information it provides on cultic events is thus at least partly much older than

335 TU 42+ obv. 6" ds-ka-...], which are the first two signs of the various writings of the name
Urkayitu; cf. Beaulieu 2003, 255—265.

336 TU 42+ obv. g’; cf. CAD B 111; Lambert 1976-1980; Beaulieu 2003, 219—220.

337 TU 42+ obv.13’; Beaulieu 2003, 289—295.

338 TU 42+ rev. 12'; Beaulieu 2003, 316-319.

339 TU 42+ rev. 12'; Beaulieu 2003, 311.

340 TU 42+ obv.12'; An = Anum 1v137-141: 5 inim bal-bal dinanna.ke, (Litke 1998, 158).

341 TU 42+ rev.10; An = Anum 1v 74 (ibid. 154).

342 TU 42+ obv.13'; An = Anum 1v 97-98, 160 (ibid. 155, 160); cf. Krebernik 2010a.

343 TU 42+ rev.2'.

344 TU 42+ obv. 10; perhaps this is meant here as a name for Bélet-séri. See also Foxvog/Heim-
pel/Kilmer 1980-1983, 451.

345 TU 42+ obv. 11; see also Lambert 19801983 for the little known cult of a deity named
Lamasigga.

346 TU 42+ obv. 7.

347 TU 42+ obv.10’; Beaulieu 2003, 367-368.

348 TU 42+ rev. 4.

349 Ed. McEwan 1981, 174-178. Much of the cultic content is similar or identical to Astrolabe
B; see in more detail Krul forthcoming a.
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the Seleucid period and not specific to Uruk, but apart from the added astro-
logical elements, it may also have been updated in religious terms by its lat-
est copyist, Anu-aba-utér/Anu-aha-usabsi//Ekur-zakir. The only deities men-
tioned in the text which are not also encountered in other Urukean ritual texts
are Ningal, the spouse of Sin, and the I$tar-like goddess Ishara, seemingly resi-
dent in the sanctuary of Beélet-li.350

1.3.8.4 Deities Attested in Personal Names

The final source for the cults of Seleucid and early Parthian Uruk are the
theophoric elements in the names of the city’s inhabitants. Personal names are
among the very few relatively reliable sources for the religious sentiments of
individuals and the local presence of certain gods and worshipping practices;
however, such conclusions must be drawn with caution, since namegiving was
influenced by numerous other, non-religious factors, such as immigration and
the practice of papponymy. Nonetheless, the occurrence of a certain deity in
more than one theophoric name attested at Uruk does increase the likelihood
of his/her local worship, especially if that deity also occurs in the ritual texts.
Since I will discuss the onomasticon of Seleucid Uruk and its implications
about local cults in detail in a forthcoming article, only the results will be pre-
sented here.35!

The most frequently attested gods and goddesses in the Late Urukean ono-
masticon are also known from the legal documents and their cults thus require
no additional proof. These are Anu and Antu, I$tar, Nanaya, Papsukkal, Bélet-
séri, Enlil, Ea, Sin, Samas$, Adad, Marduk,352 and Nergal 358 Secondly, deities

350 McEwan reads é dbe-lit dingirme® 4i§-ha-[ra] as “the temple of the mistress of the gods
I$hara’, but “the sanctuary of Bélet-ili” seems to me a more straightforward reading and in
keeping with the other ritual texts from Uruk.

351  Krul forthcoming c. My primary source for this study were the HBTIN Names Glossary
(http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/hbtin/qpn-x-people) and the 2016 HBTIN database at
the Berkeley Prosopographic Services (http://berkeleyprosopography.org/corpora/corpus
?id=163), both curated by Laurie Pearce. For caveats concerning the use of those data, see
note 281.

352 A small number of texts contain names with the theophoric elements Bél (‘Lord’) and
Béltiya (‘Lady’). In the Neo-Babylonian period and generally in Babylonian literature,
these titles referred to Marduk and his spouse Zarpanitu. However, considering the lim-
ited importance of those two deities at Late Babylonian Uruk, it is not unlikely that in that
context such names refer to Anu and Antu (cf. the Neo-Babylonian use of Béltu for Istar;
Beaulieu 2003, 123).

353 Notattested among the currently known Urukean names are Gula, Amasagnudi, Béltu-sa-
Res, and Sarrahitu.


http://oracc.museum.upenn.edu/hbtin/qpn-x-people
http://berkeleyprosopography.org/corpora/corpus?id=163
http://berkeleyprosopography.org/corpora/corpus?id=163
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attested in the ritual texts who also occur in personal names at Uruk are Sala,
Bunene, Ninurta, and Bau (the latter attested only once). Finally, we encounter
quite a few deities in the onomasticon who are not attested in other sources:
the important northern Babylonian gods Nabi and Madanu, whose cults were
already present at Uruk in the Neo-Babylonian period;3>* the netherworld
god Ningiszida, whose shrine inside the Eanna was restructured for a non-
religious purpose under the Seleucids;3> 4AMA.ARHUS, possibly a form of Gula
who occurs mainly in the names of the cuneiform-literate elite; the otherwise
unknown 9§E3.ES; the Elamite Suginak; the West Semitic divine names Ilaha
and Baraqa; and the Egyptian/“pan-Hellenistic” Isis. There is no sufficient proof
for a (continuing) cult for any of these deities at Seleucid Uruk, but the non-
Babylonian gods and goddesses do attest to the city’s cultural and religious
diversity.

1.3.8.5 Summary

Allin all, the sources provide us with the following list of deities who were cer-
tainly, probably or possibly worshipped at Seleucid Uruk. As discussed, we may
consider the evidence in the legal documents beyond doubt, that in the ritual
texts very likely, and that of the personal names only reliable insofar as they are
corroborated by the contracts and/or ritual texts.

Name Legal Ritual Onomasticon Cultat
texts  texts NB Uruk

Anu X X X X

Antu X X X X

Anu and Antu of Heaven X

Papsukkal x x x

Amasagnudi x x

Istar X X X x

Nanaya X X X X

Bélet-séri X x x

Béltu-sa-Res x x X

Sarrahitu X x

Enlil x x X X

Ea X X x X

354 Beaulieu 2003, 342—344.
355 Kose 1998, 270, 273, 276; see §1.3.5.5.
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Name

Legal
texts

Ritual
texts

Onomasticon

Cult at
NB Uruk

Sin
Ningal
Ningublaga
Alammus
Samas
Aya
Bunene
Sakkan
Adad
Sala
Misaru
Marduk
Nabii

Gula / Belet-balati / Béelet-mati

Nergal
Subula
Ninurta

“gods of the sky” (= sun, moon, and

five planets)
Nuska
Sadarnunna
Usmil
Kusu
Pisangunug
Bélet-ili
Ereskigal
Daughters of Anu
Daughters of Uruk
Lugalbanda
Ninsun
Kusibanda
Palil/ d1G1.DU
Sulpae
Meslamtaea

Lugalirra
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Name

Legal
texts

Ritual
texts

Onomasticon

Cult at
NB Uruk

Girra

Zababa

Amurru

Asratu

Ninirigal

Sarrat-amé

Daughters of Eanna

Ninsianna

Ninigizibarra

Ninsigaranna

Ninmeurur

ISartu

(Nin-)Sagepada

Abeturra

Sarrat-parakki

Bau

Hendursanga / Isum

Sebetti

Usur-amassu

Ninurbu

Ninimma

Silamkurra

Sirsir(?)

Adapa

Urkayitu

Kilili and Bariritu

Bélet-Eanna of Udannu

Annunitu(?)

Silabat, Igibarluti, Kabilusig, Ada,
Esapar

Ninhenunna, En(me)uranna and
d$ES.AN.TUR

Kanisurra

Lama-edin

divine urmahluliis (?)

Lamasigga
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(cont.)

Name Legal Ritual Onomasticon Cultat

texts  texts NB Uruk

Galgamunasummu x

“mighty woman of the Bit Res” (?) x

I$hara x

Madanu x x

Ningiszida X x

dAMA.ARHUS (= Gula?) x

dSES.ES x

Ilaha X

Baraqa X

Suginak X

Isis X

divine high priests (48e$.gal) x

divine symbols (8tukulmes) x (x)356

sun disks (dutumes) x

chariots (of Anu, Ninurta, Samas, and x (x)357
the constellation Chariot)

golden quivers of Anu and Antu x (x)358

If we disregard the cultic objects and the non-Babylonian deities only known
from the onomasticon, the table above contains 85 divine beings, of whom

35 (i.e. ca. 40%) are also attested in the administrative documents of Neo-

Babylonian Uruk. However, since we do not possess ritual texts from that

period with comparable lists of procession participants, some of the minor
gods and goddesses listed in the Hellenistic akitu texts may also already have
been present in the Eanna, without ever being mentioned individually in

356 It is unclear which deities were represented by these symbols; at Neo-Babylonian Uruk,

the symbols of Bél and Nabii were worshiped separately from the gods themselves (Beau-

lieu 2003, 267—268), but those probably fell out of use after 484 Bc.

357 In Neo-Babylonian Uruk, a divine Chariot (4(¢i¥gigir), probably of I$tar, was worshiped;

it had a shrine of its own and received offerings there (Beaulieu 2003, 295). The cultic

paraphernalia of Marduk’s sanctuary also included a chariot (ibid. 269).

358 There may have been a divine Quiver of Istar at Neo-Babylonian Uruk (Beaulieu 2003,

353).
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sacrificial records. In fact, most of the new additions to the Seleucid panthe-
on—insofar as they were indeed new—can be explained through their roles
as spouses, children, viziers, and servants of already existing divine inhabitants
of the Bit Rés$ and the Irigal. Anu and Antu were given their Daughters of Anu
and of Uruk; Papsukkal was newly introduced as Anu’s vizier, together with
his wife Amasagnudi; Nuska and Usm{ more strongly assumed their roles as
viziers of Enlil and Ea,35 and Nuska was joined by his spouse Sadarnunna; Sin,
Samas and Adad were joined by their spouses and sons Ningal, Ningublaga,
Aya, Bunene, Sakkan, Sala, and Migaru respectively; Nergal by his son Subula,
his vizier [5um/Hendursanga (who was also seen as the son of Samas), and his
warriors the Sebetti; Lugalbanda by his wife Ninsun; and Amurru by his spouse
Asratu.

Secondly, a diverse, but by no means obscure group of gods and goddesses
was introduced for reasons that—although they remain speculation—also
seem relatively straightforward. Pisangunug and Ninirigal had ancient ties to
the temples of Uruk;360 Bélet-li is described in An = Anum as the wife of Anu
and equated with both Antu and Itar;36! Belet-séri is closely connected to Anu,
Antu, and Pisangunug in ritual incantations;362 and Girra, Kusu, and Kusibanda
were important gods of cultic craftsmanship and indispensable in the rituals
of both the asipu and the kalii priest. Thirdly, most of the other new deities
attested in the ritual texts are goddesses who were associated with Istar, either
through a (partial) equation with her, like Ninsianna and I8hara, or because
they could be found in god lists and other religious handbooks as part of her
extensive entourage.

Finally, the most remarkable and innovative new cult was that for Anu and
Antu of Heaven, the astral counterparts of the divine couple of the Bit Res, and
for the sun, the moon, and the five planets as the collective “gods of the sky”.363
That increased focus on astral aspects of the divine may also explain the intro-
duction of Alammus, who together with Ningublaga could add the astral Little
Twins to the Great Twins Meslamtaea and Lugalirra, and of gulpae, who apart
from being the more regular husband of Bélet-1li was equated in the first mil-
lennium Bc with Jupiter at its heliacal rising.364

359 Seealso §5.2.2.

360 See §5.6.4.

361  An =Anum 1 25, 29-31 (Litke 1998, 24—25); for the use of An = Anum as a sourcebook by
the Urukean priests, see § 2.1.

362  See Krul forthcoming b.

363 See also § 5.4.5 and Krul forthcoming a.

364 Delnero 2012.
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This leaves several deities attested in the sources still unexplained or even
unidentified, but the overall picture is clear. The pantheon of Seleucid Uruk
was large, diverse, and very traditionally Babylonian. Even if we disregard the
ritual texts, the legal documents lead to the same conclusion: religious practice
at the Bit Re$, Irigal, Egalmah and other sanctuaries of Uruk was still polytheis-
tic and focused on a core group of Mesopotamian gods and goddesses, most of
whose cults were continuations of those at Neo-Babylonian Uruk. At the same
time, as we will see further on, certain scholarly texts from the period engage
with the notion of Anu and Antu’s equation with or supremacy over all other
deities, but such theological works should be considered separately from the
daily historical reality of the cultic temple service.

1.3.9  The Late Seleucid and Early Parthian Period and the Decline of Uruk
During the course of the second century B¢, Seleucid policy towards local self-
governance changed and the autonomy of the city and temple administrations
of both Babylon and Uruk was severely curtailed. It is generally assumed that
Babylon was changed into a Hellenistic polis, henceforth governed by the citi-
zen body, the politai, at whose head stood the royally appointed epistates/pahat
Babili. The Esagil lost all jurisdiction over anything other than internal cultic
affairs.365 Clancier and Monerie propose that the same happened at Uruk.366
From the reign of Seleukos 1v (187-175 BC) onwards, the authority of the pagdu
and the rab sa rés ali became restricted to the temples and those functions
were henceforth designated as sa bit ilani, ‘of the temples’. The kinistu mar bané,
i.e. the assembly of privileged citizens which seems to have formed the main
administrative body at Uruk in the third and early second century Bc, was dis-
mantled and replaced by the kinistu $a bit ilani Sa Uruk, ‘temple council of Uruk’,
whose primary function was the close supervision of the correct performance
of prebendary duties. The powerful Alyitu family lost their monopoly on the
highest administrative positions, which fell into the hands of the Hunzi fam-
ily; this, too, may have been a royal intervention aimed at preventing local elites
from escaping the crown’s control.367

After the last major construction phase of the Bit Re$ and the Irigal under
Anu-uballit~Kephalon, some renovation work on both temples is attested for
the late Seleucid and early Parthian period, including the corner towers of the

365 Clancier/Monerie 2014, 210—220.
366 Ibid. 220—223.
367 Ibid. 222.
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Bit Rés.368 In 141 BC, the Parthian army invaded Babylonia. After several unsuc-
cessful attempts by the Seleucid kings to regain control over that province and
plunderings in the south by local dynasts who took advantage of the conflict,
Babylonia became a definitive part of the Arsacid empire by 1258¢.369 Under
Mithridates 11 (123-88 BC), the Bit Ré$ and the Irigal were transformed into one
enormous fortress. Shortly after 88/87 Bc, the year of Mithridates’ death, major
parts of the Bit Res and the Irigal were destroyed in a fire.37° Historians have
long dated that catastrophe to around 141B¢, i.e. during or directly after the
first Parthian invasion, but archaeologists have now been able to move that date
to more than 50 years later. Moreover, the publication of a prebend sale deed
from 108 BC has shown that temple business continued as usual under the first
decades of Parthian rule.37! An Astronomical Diary dated to 100 BC may derive
from Uruk, and the city is mentioned in several Diaries from Babylon dated to
the first century BC.372

After the fire, the Bit Ré$, the Irigal and the Eanna were once more rebuilt as
fortresses and their walls and gates were renovated. The Anu-Antu-sanctuary
remained a ruin, but a small, late Parthian-period temple was built against
its southeastern facade and a new cultic postament was placed between two
older ones in one of the shrines (room 95).37® That points to a continued
use of certain parts of the building as places of worship, though presumably
not of Babylonian deities. Houses were built inside the Bit Rés and on and
around the Anu ziqqurrat.3’4 A deposit of bronze coins of Gotarzes 11 (40—
51AD) was found in the ruins of the Bit Rés$ on top of the debris blocking the
passage between Mittelhof vi and room 2, which suggests that life at Uruk con-
tinued in some form until at least the middle of the first century Ap. A few
decades later, the city seems to have regained some level of prosperity and a
large new temple was constructed in the south, presumably by Dollamenes
who had been brought there from Adiabene by Vologases I (51-78AD).375 It
has an eclectic, partly Romanising style and was dedicated to a not otherwise

368 Kose 1998, 122.

369 Joannes 2004, 234—235.

370 Kose 1998, 133.

371 Kessler 1984b.

372 Oelsner 2005, 34. A diary from 83 BC mentions that the king (Gotarzes 1) was in Uruk in
the spring of that year, but the context is too fragmentary to interpret (AD -82 A obv. 20").

373 Kose (1998, 64—65) suggests the small temple may have been a synagogue.

374 Ibid. 125-133. A golden ring with a female figure was found in one of the houses; cf. Kose
2013a fig. 57.8.

375 Westenholz 2007, 300.
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known god named Gareus, according to a Greek inscription dating to 111AD that
was found at the site.376

Recently, an astronomical almanac found at Uruk has been reedited by Her-
mann Hunger and Teije de Jong and dated to 79/80AD.377 That makes it the
latest known cuneiform tablet, a status which was long attributed to a text in
the same genre from Babylon dated to 75AD.378 More importantly, if the date
is correct, it would mean that not only cuneiform writing, but also the celes-
tial sciences were practised at Uruk in some organised form for a much longer
period than has been believed until now. After the late first century AD, how-
ever, there are no more remains of Babylonian culture that can be attributed
to the site of Uruk-Warka. Generally, the cuneiform script and Babylonian cul-
tural traditions are believed to have declined rapidly and finally disappeared
between the second and third century AD with the conquest of Mesopotamia
by the Sassanians.37°

376 Kose1998,291-335; SEG18:596; Meier1960. See Pedersén 1998, 207 plan 98 and Criisemann
etal. 2013 fig. 35.8, 57.3 and 65.3.

377 SpTU 199, excavated from the uppermost layer of U18; Hunger/De Jong 2014.

378 Sachs1976.

379 Joanneés 2004, 236. For a lively discussion on how to determine the end of Babylonian cul-
ture, which for example lived on much longer in the worship of several Mesopotamian
deities, but not in the use of cuneiform, see Geller 1997 and the response by Westenholz
2007; see also the sophisticated contribution by Dirven 2014.



CHAPTER 2

Theological and Ideological Aspects of the Anu
Cult

The previous chapter provided an overview of the historical development of
the Anu cult and the sources that reflect its practical organisation. We will now
look at the evidence for the theological considerations that shaped the new
pantheon and cultic worship at Uruk, and the legitimation strategies employed
by the cult’s priest-scholars for their new religious programme.!

2.1 Antiquarian Theology

As we have just seen, the pantheon of Uruk was not only altered after 484 BcC
with respect to I$tar’s replacement by Anu as the city’s patron deity, but it
underwent an extensive transformation. Many deities were newly introduced,
others abandoned. A striking aspect of those changes was what Paul-Alain
Beaulieu has dubbed “antiquarian theology”: gods and goddesses were revived
who had not been actively worshipped at Uruk in many centuries, and the
priests made use of theological handbooks dating back to the second millen-
nium BC to find such deities and learn about their attributes and relationships.2
Beaulieu has demonstrated that the priests of Anu primarily made use of the
god lists An = Anum and An = Anu Sa ameli to determine the most important
gods of the new pantheon.? The servant god Papsukkal, who was a relatively
important divine messenger and gatekeeper in different Assyrian and Babylo-
nian cities, but had never worshipped at Uruk before, was introduced as Anu’s
vizier because he is equated in An = Anum with the original vizier of An, Nin-
$ubur.# The obscure goddess Amasagnudi, listed in the same section of An =
Anum (1 46) as Papsukkal’s consort, was reunited with her spouse. Another
example are the many minor goddesses who, according to the ritual texts,

1 The topics in this chapter are also the subject of a thorough study by Angelika Berlejung
(2009).

Beaulieu 1992, 68.

Beaulieu 1992, 55—60.

An = Anum 1 41—42 (Litke 1998, 26); see §5.2.2.1.

[S20 VI V)

TU 42+ obv. 12'-13'; 25; rev. 10'-13'; KAR 132 11 obv. 7.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2018 DOI: 10.1163/9789004364943_004
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accompanied Itar during her akitu processions and who, as mentioned earlier,
are all listed in An = Anum among the lesser deities and servants of Istar: Nini-
gizibarra and Ninsigaranna (4 = 4 1V 73-74), Se$antur (1v 97), En(me)uranna
(1v 98), Silabat, Igibarluti, Kabilusig, Ada, and Esapar (1v 137-141). Whether or
not they already served I$tar in the Eanna cannot be determined, since they
are not mentioned in the administrative texts on which the study of the pan-
theon of Neo-Babylonian Uruk depends. Still, it is more likely that the priests
of Uruk perused An = Anum to find every single one of Istar’s divine subjects
and thus provide her with as grand and complete a retinue as possible for her
festive induction into the Irigal.6

The familiarity of the scholars of late Babylonian Uruk with An = Anum and
their interest in it is further demonstrated by the fact that several tablets of the
compendium have been found in the tablet collection of the Sangi-Ninurta
family. More specifically, several references to it occur in the colophons of Anu-
iksur. He and his son Anu-usallim enjoyed replacing the names Anu and Antu
with the names of the primordial deities with whom Anu and Antu are equated
in An = Anum and other obscure, archaic gods and goddesses. With those little
‘rebuses), they could demonstrate both their proficiency in cuneiform writing
and their intimate knowledge of the theological associations established in the
classical god list. Moreover, they emphasized the profound antiquity of Anu
and Antu themselves and, indirectly, the subordination of Istar and Marduk
to them, since the latter belonged to a younger divine generation.” These refer-
ences to An = Anum suggest that Anu-iksur, and probably his father and brother
as well, were directly involved in the development of the new Anu pantheon
and its underlying theological structures.®

Playful spellings of divine names are not found in the tablets of Iqisa, but
his contribution to the Anu cult clearly speaks from several works in his posses-
sion.? Like the esoteric colophons just described, several of Iqi$a’s texts are typi-
cal examples of Babylonian ‘hermeneutics’, which usually involved speculative
or mystical interpretations of the different logograms in Sumerian divine and

6 Itisimportant to keep in mind, however, that An = Anum may have been a significant, but cer-
tainly not the only source for the pantheon of Seleucid Uruk. The worship of certain deities
will also have been influenced by sociocultural and demographic factors, such as the pres-
ence of nomadic tribes and traders from other parts of the Near East and, most importantly,
the influence of West-Semitic and Hellenistic culture on late first-millennium Babylonia.

7 Berlejung 2009, 79-80.

8 Farber 1989a, 239—240; Frahm 2002, 86-88.

9 Frahm 2002, go.
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temple names and literary passages.!® It appears that one of Iqisa’s interests—
or one of the assignments he enjoyed giving to students—was to excerpt pas-
sages referring to Anu from existing theological works, rituals, and incantations
and to combine them into new reference texts. SpTU 111 109 is a list of deities,
partly compiled from passages in An = Anum and partly written in the style of
that work, which gives an overview of several gods of battle and medicine, most
of whom were either equated or closely related to each other in Sumerian reli-
gious tradition. Their connection to Uruk is established via the first two deities
on the list, Lugalbanda and Ninsun, the deified father and divine mother of Gil-
games. Both they and nearly all the other gods on the list—Gula, Lugalirra and
Meslamtaea, Zababa, Pisangunug, Belet-séri—are attested as members of the
pantheon of Seleucid Uruk.

A second, similar text, SpTU 1v 132, is a fragmentary list of children and
servants of Anu, several of whom are again derived from An = Anum.! Inter-
estingly, and perhaps in accordance with Igisa’s astrological interests, “the
exalted Sihtu” (4gu,.ud, the planet Mercury) is one of the deities listed as
Anu’s son.”? Thirdly, SpTU 111 72 is a compilation of quotes not only from
An = Anum, but also from the exorcistic ritual series Maqlt, Surpu, Lamastu,
and Utukkit Lemniitu as well as several ‘hand-raising’ (Su-ila) prayers. All those
quotes form parallel, identical or nearly identical pairs of phrases, of which
one addresses or refers to Anu (and sometimes Antu), the other Enlil (and
sometimes Ninlil). The entire compilation appears to have been made for the
purpose of demonstrating the similarity and equality between the two gods
and the two divine couples respectively.!3 A final text belonging to the Anu-
theology corpus, though not from the Ekur-zakir collection, is a speculative
exegesis of various ceremonial names and epithets of Antu, strongly reminis-
cent of the fifty divine names of Marduk and their explanations at the end
of Enima Eli$* Like the latter, the list serves to demonstrate the complex-
ity and universal authority of the goddess.)> The only manuscript currently

10  George 1993, 49 note 51 with further literature.

11 SpTU1v132:15-16 (‘Lugalanna, ¢Kataranna, ¢Antasurra, 9Kigula) = An = Anum 17778, 80—
81; together with a fifth deity. the constellation ™u'iki, they form the “5 cultic musicians of
Anu”.

12 SpTUIvig2:14.

13 Farber1989a, 233-236. SpTU 111 63 and SpTU 1178, the latter of which was written by an
Enlil priest, may also have belonged to this syncretistic study (Frahm 2002, 89 note 71).

14  MLC189o (ed. Beaulieu 1995).

15  Beaulieu1ggs, 88.
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available was copied in 225 BC by a member of the Sin-léqe-unninni family, but
the text may have been composed earlier.

2.2 Henotheistic Tendencies?

Joachim Oelsner has argued that the extremely high percentage of Anu-names
in the Hellenistic Urukean onomasticon, which far exceeds the popularity of
local patron deities in Neo-Babylonian naming trends, may point to henothe-
istic tendencies in Hellenistic Babylonia—a preference for the city’s tutelary
deity in the personal piety of the inhabitants and perhaps also a greater focus
on him/her in the cult.’® As we have just seen, the priestly nobility of Uruk—
who almost exclusively dominate the available sources—indeed endeavoured
to establish Anu, or the divine couple Anu-Antu, as an all-encompassing divine
principle. However, such speculative theology was by no means a new phe-
nomenon, buthad been an important aspect of Assyrian and Babylonian schol-
arship for many centuries. Moreover, it remained restricted to a small layer of
the intellectual elite.l”

Furthermore, the predominance of the local main deity in the onomasticon
of Late Babylonian cities should be seen as part of a broader development away
from the previous “Babylonisation” of local expressions of worship and towards
favorisation of local temples and cults.!® Like the emergence of the Anu cult,
these changes had not only a religious but also a political dimension, having
been catalysed by the fall of Babylon as the centre of political power in Babylo-
nia between 539 and 484 Bc.!® Uri Gabbay has shown that at Uruk and various
other Babylonian cities during the late Achaemenid and Hellenistic period, the
standard litanies in the Emesal prayers of the kalii priests were replaced with
the names of local deities and sanctuaries.?® At Uruk specifically, the names
of Anu and Uruk were first added to the existing litanies, various goddesses

16 Oelsner 1994, 493. He observes similar developments at Ki§ and Cutha, although the
amount of sources from those cities is too small to be certain.

17 Compare the syncretistic hymns and other speculative texts which describe all major
Mesopotamian deities as mere aspects of one single god, such as Marduk, I$tar, or Nin-
urta (Lambert 1975; id. 2003—-2004; Foster 2005, 692, 713—714; Beaulieu 1995, 188-189). For
a discussion of heno- or even monotheistic speculations centred on the god Assur, see
Parpola 2000 and the response by Porter (2000).

18 Gabbay 2013, n17-118; id. 2014, 209—218.

19  See §1.2.1.

20 Gabbay 2014, 218—227.
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were replaced by Inanna/I$tar, and Marduk and Nab(i were changed into Enlil
and Ninurta. In the third century B¢, when the new temples of Uruk had been
completed, the “bridge” via Enlil was skipped and Marduk and the Esagil were
directly replaced by Anu and the Bit Rés.2!

Finally, in terms of cultic practice, the supremacy of Anu at Seleucid Uruk
was far from unchallenged by other important deities, IStar and Nanaya in par-
ticular. The daily and monthly offering cycles for all local deities continued at
Uruk as they had throughout Babylonia for many centuries. As pointed out ear-
lier, the third most popular name at Uruk after Nidintu-Anu and Anu-uballit
was in fact not an Anu-name, but Nanaya-iddin.?2 The juxtaposition of the Bit
Rés/Esarra and the Irigal with their respective divine residents, both in their
architectural alighment and in the ritual texts, does not point to a city reli-
gion exclusively centred on Uruk’s two tutelary deities, but rather to a dualistic
theology according to which Anu and Antu ruled the heavens and IStar the
netherworld (see below).23

2.3 Anchoring the Cult in the Historical and Mythological Past

The diligence with which the scholars of late Achaemenid and Seleucid Uruk
studied classical religious and ritual texts for the creation of the Anu pan-
theon was not only born of a respect for the millennia of religious tradition
reflected in those sources; it was also a necessary strategy to legitimize the very
late addition of a completely new cultic and theological system to that tradi-
tion. In ancient Mesopotamia, as in the entire ancient world, innovation and
change were not considered positive developments in themselves, but were
only accepted if they were anchored in the past—if it could be demonstrated
that the new practice or concept in fact had ancient roots and was not newly
introduced, but merely revived.2* A well-known letter from a Neo-Assyrian
priest to his king expresses in no uncertain terms how a recently developed
ritual was valued by those expected to perform it:25

21 Cf. BaM Beiheft 2 21: 6-12; Gabbay 2013, 109—-112. The replacement of Marduk by both Anu
and Enlil in Emesal prayers from the late Achaemenid period may be connected to the
scholarly collaboration between Uruk and Nippur; see § 2.3.2.

22 Cf. Chapter1note 281.

23 See §2.3.1.

24 Berlejung 2009, 72—73; see also http://www.ru.nl/oikos/anchoring-innovation/anchoring
-innovation/.

25 o4 [itixx]| % ud.16.kdm ina sa-"har’ [ud-me 15)] ¢ ina $a [ka.]gal ra-"bi’-te tal-[ lak x x|
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In [the month of ...], on the 16th day, in the even[ing, Istar] will g[o]
through the great gate [and] descend into the canall ...]. There is a rit-
ual [ /e will perform]. She will then come up from the canal, go under the
gate of the temple of Nabi, and take a seat in the shrine’s gate. [Th]ere
is a [ritual] ke will perfo[rm]. She will then go d[own] from the shrine’s
gate in[to the ...] of the palace which faces the [...] of the drinking place.
He will fin[ish] 3 libation jars. This is not a ritual; this is nothing. It is not
ancient—your father introduced [it].

The priests of Seleucid Uruk themselves were no aliens to those notions. While
they made use of forms of literary propaganda which may strike the mod-
ern reader as wilfully deceptive, their striving to prove that Anu had in fact
been worshipped at Uruk in the earliest days of Mesopotamian civilization was
sincere. In order to establish a continuity—partly invented, partly factual—
between the Anu cult as they had created it and various stages in the religious
history of their ancient city, they employed a number of different methods.
Firstly, as already discussed above, they adopted deities into the pantheon of
Uruk who belonged to Anu’s retinue according to time-honoured, authorita-
tive handbooks such as An = Anum. Secondly, they sought cultic locations and
ceremonial names for such locations that had either been in use at Uruk in ear-
lier periods, or evoked associations with other important Mesopotamian cult
centres. Finally, they made explicit claims in various texts about the historical
roots of the Anu cult and the priestly families involved in its organisation.

2.31  Modelling Temples and Temple Names on Venerable Cultic Locations
The existence of a cult for Anu at Uruk during earlier phases of the city’s history
was not a flight of fancy of Seleucid-era scholars. As summarized in the previ-
ous chapter, the worship of An/Anu is attested at Uruk since the Early Dynastic
period. Although modern archaeologists have not been able to prove whether
or not the White Temple and the Old Terrace were originally dedicated to him,
it is clear that they were considered as such by the citizens of and visitors to
Uruk in later periods. Uruk had flourished under the rule of the Ur 111 dynasty,
but after the dynasty’s demise, the two terraces had fallen into decay. During the
next 1300 years, they had turned into an impressive ruin mound on the western

7 "tu-ra’-ad ina $a hi-ri-[te x x] ¥ dul-lu i-ba-ds-si [e-pa-ds] ¥ ta ugu hi-ri-te ta-"la’-[ka] 1
ina $ap-la ka.gal $a é dpa ¥ "tal-lak ina k&" suk-ki tu-"$ab* ¥ [dul-lu {]-"ba’-ds-si e-pa-[ ds]
13’ ta ka suk-ki ina "$a” [x x x] rev-1 $a é.gal $a pa-"an’ [x x x] 2 $a mas-qe-e tu-[ra-ad’] 3 3
pa-gi-li i-gam-[mar] # la dul-lu la me-me-e-"ni* 5 la-a la-bi-ru su-"i" ¢ ad-v-ka us-se-li [x x]
(Cole/Machinist 1998, no. 135: obv. 4-rev. 6).
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side of the city, which, as impressive ruins do, developed more and more sym-
bolic value over time. They became a lieu de mémoire, a geographical node of
local associations with the historical and mythical past and a projection plane
for contemporary sentiments concerning that past.26

In Sumerian literary compositions, which all Late Babylonian scholars read
as part of their higher education, An and Inanna are plainly described as resid-
ing at Uruk together, but later stories tell of the venerable sky god transferring
his power to his granddaughter.2” Since Iqisa possessed a copy of the ‘Exaltation
of Istar’, we may assume that those myths were also still known to and studied
by the scholars of Late Babylonian Uruk. In their eyes, Anu had clearly been
the city’s original patron deity, and where else could his dwelling have stood
but on that immense, abandoned sacred precinct? Already Esarhaddon con-
sidered the Anu ziqqurrat worthy of reconstruction and it is hard to imagine to
which other god he may have wanted to dedicate it. In any case, the building of
the Bit Res directly on the remains of the Old Terrace is tangible evidence that
the Seleucid-era Urukean priests believed that those ruins belonged to Anu.28

Apart from the fact that the Anu temple was founded on existing sacred
ground, the lay-out of the Bit Rés and the ceremonial names for several of
its features were carefully chosen to correspond to those of other major cult
centres of Babylonia.2® The most important—but certainly not the only—
inspiration appears to have been the Esagil, the temple of Marduk in Babylon.30
Susan Downey has demonstrated that the general layout of the Anu-Antu sanc-
tuary follows that of the Esagil and two other temples at Babylon, the Emah of
the goddess Ninmabh (Bélet-1li) and the unidentified Temple z.3! Textual sources
confirm that those similarities are not accidental. A tablet in the library of Iqisa,
dubbed by Andrew George ‘The Bricks of Esagil, lists the number of bricks used

26  Ambos 20133, 59—63. For the analytical concept lieu de mémoire, see Nora 1984-1992; for
its application in the field of ancient history, see Hélkeskamp/Stein-Hélkeskamp 2006.

27  See §11

28  Ambos (20133, 61-63) points out that, like the modern archaeologists, the people of Uruk
may also have found cuneiform tablets from the fourth and third millennium Bc on the
ruin mound. In the first millennium, the archaic cuneiform script was believed to date
from the mythical time before the flood, as AsSurbanipal states in one of his inscriptions
(Streck 1916, 256: 18).

29  Ithank Claus Ambos for discussing several nuances of this issue with me.

30  George 1995, 194-195; 1996, 374.

31 Downey 1988, 38-39. The greatest difference between the Bit Rés$ and the Esagil is that
the latter possessed only one large courtyard, whereas the Bit Ré$ had seven large ones as
well as a number of smaller ones. That grand lay-out style may have been inspired by the
Eanna.
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for various architectural features of the Esagil.32 Further, another important
Urukean scholar who was active between 231 and 185 B, Anu-bél$unu senior of
the Sin-léqe-unninni family,33 made a copy for his scribal tutor of the so-called
‘Esagil Tablet, an overview of the idealised schematics of two outer courtyards,
the ziqqurrat, and the ziqqurrat shrine of the Esagil 34

It is unlikely that the priests of the Anu cult were interested in literature
concerning the cult or the temple of Marduk unless they had a specific practi-
cal purpose for it. Indeed, four of the names of gates of the Bit Ré$ occur on the
‘Esagil Tablet’ (lines 12—15): the Grand Gate (kd.mah), the Great Gate (ka.gal),
the Gate of Plenty (ka.he.en.gal.la) and the Pure Gate (ka.sikil.la). The Grand
Gate and the Gate of Plenty offered access into the temple complex from the
northeastern and western side respectively, just as in the Esagil, but the location
of the other two gates differed completely from their namesakes at Babylon.3>
In addition to the names of the gates, the akitu house of Anu was called Bit
Tkribi, a direct Akkadian translation of the name of Marduk’s akitu house, the
Esiskur.36 Finally, the Bit Ré$ possessed an Ubsukkinnaku, a divine assembly for
the half-yearly gathering of the members of the pantheon to discuss the fate of
the world, and a Dais of Destinies, upon which Anu and several other major
deities were seated for that occasion.3” The courtyard in the Bit Rés most likely
to have been the Ubsukkinnaku is Mittelhof vi, which means that it lay directly
to the east of the Anu-Antu-sanctuary proper and that the lay-out of the temple
complex was in that respect identical to that of the Esagil.38

Such borrowing of names and features from another major temple was not
unique to Uruk and Babylon respectively, but a recurring practice in Mesopota-
mia when a sanctuary was built for a god who had risen to supremacy over—at

32 SpTU 1v 220 (George 1995, 195-197).

33 About that scholar, his grandson, and the Sin-léqe-unninni’s in general, see Pearce/Doty
2000; Beaulieu 2000.

34  TU 32; George 1992, 109-119; see § 5.4.1.

35  The Great Gate of the Bit Rés was in the northeastern wall below the Grand Gate, whereas
at the Esagil it was located inside the Bél-Béltiya-sanctuary, between the Courtyard of Bél
and his antecella; the Pure Gate, in turn, was a passageway between Anu’s cella and the
Anu ziqqurrat at the Bit Res, only accessible to temple enterers, whereas at Babylon it was
the gate which provided entry into the entire sacred precinct of Marduk, which comprised
the Esagil, the Marduk ziqqurrat Etemenanki, several spacious courtyards and sanctuaries
to other deities (George 1992, 85-91; see for the Pure Gate §5.5.7).

36 BRM IV 7 obv. 24; George 1993, no. 993.

37 See §5.6.5.

38  Seealso §5.2.1.
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least—his local pantheon and whose authority over more ancient divine lead-
ers had to be emphasized. The Esagil itself, as well as the Esarra (‘House of the
Universe’), the temple of the god Assur in the city of AsSur, were in turn mod-
elled on the Ekur, the venerable temple at Nippur of Enlil, king of the Sumerian
pantheon.3® The Ekur had possessed the original Ubsukkinnaku (Sum. ub-$u-
unkin-na) and the name ESarra belonged to a part of the Ekur, as well as to
a cosmic abode of Enlil described in mythological texts.#? In the famous pas-
sage in Entima Elis where Marduk splits the carcass of Tiamat in two to create
heaven and earth, he proceeds to settle Anu in the upper layer of heaven and
to create a lower layer called EsSarra in the sky for Enlil, as a mirror image of Ea’s
“great sanctuary” (€$.gal.la) in the subterranean Apsti.#

In Sumerian literature, the Ekur is described as the earthly counterpart of
Enlil’s divine palace in heaven and thus as the centre of the world, which was
later also propagated for the temples of As$ur and Marduk. By adopting ele-
ments from the Ekur, they would become the new Ekur and take over the lat-
ter’s status and authority. In Neo-Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian literature, the
Esagil of Marduk was “the equal of the Aps(i” and his ziqqurrat Etemenanki
“the equal of the ESarra’, the latter having become by that time a synonym for
heaven as a whole.*? The same ideological development took place at Seleu-
cid Uruk. The adoption of ceremonial topographical names from Babylon and
other Mesopotamian cities for the temple of Anu should not be seen as an
“acknowledgment of E-sagil as the supreme manifestation of the earthly abode
of the king of the gods”*3 but as a strategy to transfer that very status to the
Bit Res. For the same reason, the name ESarra was given to Anu’s ziqqurrat
sanctuary. No copies of Enuima Elis have been found at Seleucid Uruk, which
is understandable given the likely disinterest of the local priesthood in literary
exaltations of Marduk; still, it is remarkable and perhaps not a coincidence that
the new temple of IStar was called Esgal/Irigal (es/iri,,.gal.la), a name which
evokes both the term ‘great sanctuary’ and a name for the netherworld (Irkalla,
written iri;,.gal, irij;.gal, urugal or irugal).** Together, the ESarra of the sky

39  George1995,194-195.

40  George 1993, n0. 1034.

41 Enuama Elis v 143-146 (Lambert 2013, 94); cf. Livingstone 1986, 79—81.

42 Lambert 2013, 199—200.

43 George 1995, 194.

44  The primary indication that the name of the Istar temple should be read Irigal and not
Esgal is the Uruk ritual text KAR 132, which (1 obv. 23) provides the temple’s name (written
e$-gal-la) with the gloss iri;;-gal. A sanctuary of the same name existed at late third-
/early second-millennium Uruk (Conti 1993); it was connected to (or possibly part of) the
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god Anu atop the ziqqurrat and the Irigal of I$tar, a goddess closely associated
with the netherworld, may have been considered a representation in sacred
architecture of the totality of the universe.

2.3.2  Scholarly Exchange with Nippur and Der
The scholars of Seleucid Uruk not only possessed topographical texts related
to Babylon, but also to Uruk itself and other cities. At U18, the site which has
yielded the tablet collections of the Sangii-Ninurta and Ekur-zakir families, the
‘Uruk Shrine List’ was found, a list of shrines in the Eanna copied from a tablet
from Babylon.#> Another explanatory list of shrines of—probably—Istar was
found in the library of the kaliis in the Bit Rés itself.46 Further, IqiSa possessed a
copy of the Nippur Compendium, a collection of esoteric knowledge ranging
from obscure epithets of the divine inhabitants of Nippur and hermeneutical
explanations of the names of the city’s sanctuaries to lists of demons, festivals,
and connections between deities and birds, directions of the wind, and days
of the month.# Finally, he was probably also the owner of a list of gardens
and other localities of the city of Dér found at the site of his tablet collec-
tion.*8

The fact that the last two texts deal with the cities Nippur and Dér is not
a coincidence. A number of other texts—all with lexical and divinatory sub-
jects—which have been found in grid square U18 belong to the stratigraphical
layer of Iqisa’s library, but according to their colophons they were written at
Nippur. Several other Late Babylonian tablets, which were acquired on the
antiquities market but were arguably discovered at Uruk, also have colophons
naming scribes from Nippur.#® In one of his colophons, Iqisa states that he has
made the copy himself from “an old wax table from Nippur”5° Eckart Frahm
has shown that the texts which, according to their colophons, originated at
Nippur were written by several priests of the Ekur who were both asipu and
brewer, just like a group of scholarly texts from Nippur itself that are now in the
Louvre (although the latter were written by different individuals). Iqi$a him-
self also fulfilled both those prebendary functions at the Anu sanctuary. Frahm

Eanna and associated with the protective goddess Ninirigal, “mother of Kullaba”, who also
appears in the ritual texts from Hellenistic Uruk (Krul 2013, 65-67).

45  SpTU1136 (George 1992, no. 25).

46 W20030/20 (George 1992, no. 31).

47 SpTU 11 29 (George 1992, no. 18).

48  SpTU1v18s.

49  Frahm 2002, 93.

50 SpTU 11 34 rev. 28—-30.
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argues that he had good connections with his colleagues at Nippur and may
have travelled there in order to exchange knowledge and copy tablets, or have
them copied for him.

Friendly contact between the priests of Uruk and Nippur is not a surpris-
ing phenomenon, because both cities were considered venerable centres of the
ancient Sumerian religious tradition. Also, they shared the fate of having been
allies with the Neo-Assyrian empire in different phases of the latter’s history
and having opposed the supremacy of Marduk and Babylon. What'’s more, the
compilation made by (or for) Iqisa of quotes from various texts to demonstrate
the similarity between Anu and Enlil (SpTU 111 72, see above) even makes the
impression that IqiSa, perhaps assisted by the scholars at Nippur, endeavoured
to develop a syncretism between their two gods.5! The same is suggested by
the Emesal prayers from Uruk dated to Iqisa’s time which replace Marduk and
Babylon with both Anu/Uruk and Enlil/Nippur, as if they were a product of
priestly collaboration between the rwo cult centres.>?

A similar intellectual relationship may have existed between the scholars at
Uruk and those at Dér, a city on the eastern side of the Tigris. As mentioned,
one of the texts found in U18 was a topographical text related to Dér; an Eme-
sal prayer also discovered in that findspot was written by a scribe from Dér.53
Together with four more texts acquired on the antiquities market, they consti-
tute the only known Late Babylonian cuneiform documents from that city. All
seem to have belonged to the same priestly family, with which Iqisa may have
been in contact.5*

The patron deity of Dér was the chtonic god IStaran, who had both neth-
erworld- and astral connotations. He had originally belonged to a group of
deities dubbed by Frans Wiggermann “transtigridian snake gods”% together
with whom he is listed in An = Anum (v 213—295). In the late Babylonian period,
both he and Anu were associated with the constellation Hydra (™v!mus).56 His
close connection with Anu is most clearly expressed by the variant spelling of
his name dan.gal / danu rabi, ‘great Anu, and the scribes in the colophons of
the six texts just mentioned bear names with the theophoric element Anu as
well as I§taran.5” Thus, though the evidence is not as clear as in the case of Anu

51  Frahm 2002, 89—94.

52  Gabbay 2014, 222—223.

53 SpTU 1v125.

54  Oelsneriggs.

55  Wiggermann 1997.

56  Walker/Hunger 1977, 30: 9.

57  The name IStaran evokes an association with the name I$tar and may have developed



90 CHAPTER 2

and Enlil, the scholars of Uruk and Dér may have worked on establishing the
similarities or even a syncretism between Anu and I$taran. According to Frahm,
such striving toward religious unity between Uruk, Nippur and Dér may have
had a political dimension as well, since Dér had also been under direct control
of the Neo-Assyrian empire and the three cities may have been allies during
that period.>8

2.3.3 The Name Bit Rés

As just described, the names and lay-out of various sacred locations at Seleu-
cid Uruk harked back to an old and widespread Mesopotamian tradition, but
the origins of the name Bit RéS itself are still somewhat unclear. One would
expect that it was also somehow derived from sources dealing with a much
earlier chapter in the history of Uruk, but the evidence that a sanctuary named
é res or é-sag already existed at Uruk before the Hellenistic period is meagre at
best. The clearest indication is the goddess Beltu-$a-Rés who was worshipped
at Neo-Babylonian Uruk.5° She belonged to the closest companions of Itar and
lived with her in the Eanna. Together with the other residents of that temple
(IStar, Nanaya, Gula, 41G1.0U, Usur-amassu and Urkayitu), she was included in
the pantheon of Seleucid Uruk and moved into the Irigal. Her name suggests
that she was the protective deity of a sanctuary named Rés; however, no such
building is attested in the Neo-Babylonian sources. The small sanctuary that
Anu possessed during that period is always simply referred to in the sources as
é da-nu, “the temple of Anu”.

Apart from Bit Ikribi, the name of the primary akitu house at both Seleucid
Uruk and Babylon, Bit Ré$ is the only attested temple name written in Akkadian
instead of Sumerian. That hasled Adam Falkenstein to argue that it cannot have
been derived from a sanctuary existing before the first millennium, because
Sumerian ceremonial temple names were a millennia-old Mesopotamian tra-
dition and Uruk lay in what was originally the heartland of Sumerian culture.6°
Nonetheless, one could assume that it was taken from a temple named E-sag,

under the influence of that association, even if the etymological relationship between the
two remains a matter of dispute (some scholars believe that it derives from a non-Semitic
name *Staran or *Stran; cf. Litke 1998, 194 note 287 with further literature).

58  Frahm 2002, 98.

59  See Beaulieu 2003, 216—226. Her name is written gasan sd sag, gasan §d res-§i and gasan
§d re-e$-stt in Neo-Babylonian documents and gasan $d sag, gaan §d ¢sag and gasan §d
re-e$ in the Seleucid documents.

60  Falkenstein 1941, 4.
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which for unknown reasons eventually became translated into Akkadian and
spelled syllabically. In that case, the only possible candidate is a temple E-
sag for the divine Lugalbanda, who is described in Late Babylonian texts as
the “king of Kullaba” or even “Enlil of Kullaba”6! The temple is attested in the
district Kullab at Babylon,%2 but not in Uruk itself. It is referred to in a Neo-
Babylonian legal document as the bit res akitum, which George interprets as
the “starting point of the akitu”. Since that designation does not fit the known
route of the procession to the akitu house at Babylon, he suggests that it may
instead derive from the function of a Lugalbanda-temple of the same name
at Uruk.®® That is not very likely, since an akitu procession always began at the
temple of the patron deity of a particular city; at Seleucid Uruk, that was the Bit
Rés, but that is no indication that the same sanctuary had originally belonged
to Lugalbanda.

More convincing is the proposal by Beaulieu and Ambos to interpret the
name Bit Ré$ as ‘house of the beginning’, referring to the ancient times in
which—according to first-millennium Urukean scholars—it was originally
constructed (see below).5* If that name was not invented in the Seleucid
period, but given to the new sanctuary which Esarhaddon built on the Old Ter-
race, it could explain the existence of the goddess Beltu-$a-Rés at Uruk during
the Neo-Babylonian period. As one of I$tar’s companions, she continued to be
worshipped after the fall of the Neo-Assyrian empire, while the cult of Anuhim-
self was greatly reduced in importance and moved to a small shrine outside of
the Eanna precinct.5% Through the cult of Béltu-$a-Rés and perhaps through an
oral tradition which has been lost to us, the knowledge that the Anu temple on
the Old Terrace had once been called (Bit) Ré$ remained alive at Uruk and was
duly implemented when the worship of Anu took new flight a century and a
half later.

2.3.4  The Textual (Re)construction of the Cult’s History

Apart from the new temples, their names and architectural styles, the priests
of Uruk sought to establish continuity between the new Anu cult and the city’s
famous historical and mythological past through the production of a number
of texts of different genres. Those documents not only link Anu, the Bit Rés,

61 Falkenstein 1941, 33.

62 George 1993, no. 953.

63  VASV5, 4; George 1993, no. 940.

64  Beaulieu 2004, 317; Ambos 20133, 63.
65  See §1.1.



92 CHAPTER 2

the Irigal and the cultic rites performed in those temples to ancient origins,
but also provide at least one of the priestly families themselves with along and
illustrious history.

2.3.4.1 The Legacy of Oannés
The first text to be discussed here is the cuneiform building inscription of
Anu-uballit~Kephalon.®¢ In lines 6-7, he says: “the Bit Rés, which Oanneés-
Adapa built, I have now demolished”. That statement refers to an Assyrian and
Babylonian mythological tradition of the late second and the first millennium
BC. According to that mythology, seven sages (apkallit), of whom *Um/wanna
(Greek: Oannes) was the first and most important, had lived before the Flood
and had originally possessed the ritual expertise which had later been transmit-
ted down to Mesopotamian scholars (ummaniz) and become their professional
domain.®” The apkallus were creatures of Enki/Ea, the god of wisdom and sweet
water who resided at the ancient city of Eridu, and they had the appearance of
fish with human heads and feet. During the course of the first millennium, the
knowledge attributed to them and in particular to their leader Oannes grew to
include other scholarly crafts besides the performance of ritual, such as divina-
tion and literature. Oannés came to be considered the author of several omen
handbooks and literary works.68

The notion of the apkallus as the original founders of the city of Uruk and its
main architectural features is already present in the Standard Babylonian ‘Epic
of Gilgames:69

Go up on the wall of Uruk and walk around,
survey the foundation platform, inspect the brickwork!

66  Translated in full in the previous chapter, §1.3.2.

67  Cf. Lenzi 2008, note 3 with further literature; De Breucker 2012, 359—361. In several first-
millennium texts, among which the Kephalon inscription, the name Oannés is combined
with Adapa, another sage, ritual expert and priest of Ea with a different mythological back-
ground. The two may have become equated at a certain point, or the name Adapa may
have become an epithet meaning “the sage” (Michalowski 1980, 78; Streck 2003—2005, 1—
2).

68 Lambert 1962, 64 I: 5—7; Streck 2003—2005, 1-2; Rochberg 2010, 216—-217; De Breucker 2012,
306—309.

69  Be-li-maina'ugubad sd unugki# (text: IM)-tal-lak'® te-me-en-nu hi-it-ma sig, su-ub-bu 2°
Sum-ma sig,-si la a-gur-"rat’ 2' u us-su-$u la id-du-1i 7 "mun’-tal-ku (sB ‘Gilgame$’ 118-21,
addressing the listener; repeated—addressed to the boatsman Ur-$§anabi—in X1 323-326;
tr. George 2003, 539).
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(See) if its brickwork is not kiln-fired brick,
and if the Seven Sages did not lay its foundation!

Thus, by the time the Late Babylonian Anu cult was developed, it was a centu-
ries-old and—considering the popularity of ‘Gilgames’ throughout the ancient
Near East—a well-established notion that Uruk itself had been built in a
primeval era by Oanneés and his colleagues. Furthermore, in Hellenistic Baby-
lon, a description of Oannes was included in a chapter on the origins of Baby-
lonian culture in the Greek historiographical work Babyloniaka, attributed to
a Babylonian priest called in Greek Berossos. According to the Babyloniaka,
Oanneés had taught humankind everything that was necessary to lead a good
life: not only the esoteric knowledge of the priest-scholars that allowed them
to contact the gods and interpret divine messages, but also writing, agriculture,
architecture, cultic worship, law, measuring land and ruling a state. After him,
nothing new was ever invented.”® In short, by the Hellenistic period, Oannes
had become the mythological embodiment of the beginning of Mesopotamian
civilization, which since then had always remained the same. Thus, by claiming
that Oannés was the one who had orginally built the Bit Rés, Kephalon estab-
lished a continuity of the temple’s history from his own age back to the dawn
of time. He had created nothing new—he had mere restored what had already
existed since the world had come into being.

Apart from the growing significance of the figure Oannés and the knowl-
edge attributed to him, the apkallu tradition developed another important
aspect during the first millennium. Several ritual and literary texts allude to
the idea that the arcane lore and literary expertise brought into the world by
the apkallus had been transmitted in an unbroken line to the ummdnu, the
human scholars. Consequently, the ummanus were the direct intellectual heirs
and worldly counterparts of the mythical apkallus, and their scholarly author-
ity was founded in the divine origin of their craftsmanship. Alan Lenzi calls this
the “mythology of scribal succession”.”!

That bring us to another text from Uruk which deals with the historical back-
ground of the Anu cult and especially with that of the priestly families respon-
sible for it: the so-called ‘Uruk List of Kings and Sages’.”? The tablet on which it
is written was discovered in the kalii library of the Bit Rés and was both copied
and owned by Anu-bel$unu junior of the Sin-leqe-unninni family, an important

70 De Breucker 2012, 224.
71 Lenzi 2008, 143-153.
72 BaM Beiheft 2 8g; first edition Van Dijk 1962; most recent edition Lenzi 2008.
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Urukean scholar who was active during the first half of the second century B¢.”3
It presents a list of partly mythological, partly historical Mesopotamian kings,
from seven antediluvian kings via Enmerkar and Gilgame$ down to Nebuchad-
nezzar (1?) and Esarhaddon. Alongside each king, a wise advisor is listed: for
the antediluvian kings, these are the seven mythical sages, and for all the other
kings, these are human ummdnus.” Thus, though relying on an older tradtion,
the List of Kings and Sages is the first text in which the transition of schol-
arly wisdom and authority from apkallu to ummanu is presented explicitly and
anchored in an historical timeframe. Further, the text not only treats the profes-
sion of ummanu as derived directly from divine forerunners, but also as distinct
from the role of the king, yet indispensible for the proper exercise of kingship.
The message is that a king cannot rule without a scholar by his side. Such claims
were frequently and eloquently made by the scholars at the Neo-Assyrian court,
who already traced the origins of their profession back to the primeval apkallus;
however, in the List of Kings and Sages, that ideology is backed for the first time
by a systematic presentation of the ‘evidence’. Moreover, such claims acquired a
new significance in Seleucid Babylonia, where the scholars, ritual experts, and
diviners no longer worked at the royal court, but in the temple, and the king’s
interest in their work was not self-evident anymore.

In short, one of the reasons for the priests of Seleucid Uruk to compose the
List of Kings and Sages was to legitimize their own activities—including the
development of the Anu cult—by demonstrating the antiquity and divine ori-
gins of their profession. It also provides Kephalon’s claim about Oannes with a
more solid background, since in the List of Kings and Sages Oannes is again the
first of the apkallus. In fact, the first section of the List is based on an older text,
which also provided the blueprint for Berossos’ discussion of the seven sages:
a passage from the exorcistic ritual series bit méseri.”> In both the bit meseri
passage and the List of Kings and Sages, the seven antediluvian sages have the
same names and are listed in the same order. Also, both texts make the same
statement about the first human sage, Nungalpiriggal: he brought IStar down
into the Eanna.”® After that, however, the List—in a rather broken passage—

73 Pearce/Doty 2000.

74  Another passage from the Babyloniaka (De Breucker 2012, F3a—d) presents a slightly less
explicit, but similar notion: the six sages who followed Oannes are listed together with the
kings during whose reign they appeared from the sea.

75  SpTU 11 8, obv. 11—29; BaM Beiheft 2 89: 1—9; Van Dijk 1962, 47; De Breucker 2012, 374. The
Late Achaemenid scholar Anu-iksur possessed a copy of it and perhaps his Hellenistic
colleagues did too, though none has been found until now.

76 Lenzi 2008, 161; see § 1.1 for a discussion of the mythological tradition surrounding Inanna/
I$tar and her rise to supremacy at Uruk.



THEOLOGICAL AND IDEOLOGICAL ASPECTS OF THE ANU CULT 95

has some more to say about Nungalpiriggal: he fashioned a bronze cultic lyre
(balag), which was placed before Anu. In other words, according to the List of
Kings and Sages, the first human sage was already a faithful servant of Anu, who,
we may deduce, had lived in the Eanna before IStar was brought down into it
from heaven. Thus, the existing apkallu mythology was expanded by the com-
pilers of the List of Kings and Sages for the sake of demonstrating the antiquity
of the Anu cult.

The other human sages on the List are all legendary scholars, many of whom
we know through the Neo-Assyrian ‘Catalogue of Texts and Authors) in which
they are accredited with the authorship of important scholarly and literary
compositions.”” Again, their names were carefully selected in accordance with
the ideological programme of the Anu priests.”® The first ummanu mentioned
directly after Nungalpiriggal is none other than Sin-léqe-unninni, who is listed
in the Catalogue of Texts and Authors as the author of the ‘Epic of Gilgames.”®
According to the List of Kings and Sages, he was also the sage at king Gilgames’
court.80 It is, of course, not a coincidence that Sin-leqe-unninni also happened
to be the clan ancestor of Anu-bél$unu, the scribe and owner of the List of Kings
and Sages itself. In fact, as we have seen in the previous chapter, the Sin-léqe-
unninni’s were one of the most important priestly families of Seleucid Uruk
and its members specialized in the profession of Emesal singer (kalit). They
had already been active as kalils, scribes, astronomers and overseers of live-
stock at the Eanna in Neo-Babylonian Uruk, and during the Seleucid period
they came to monopolize the function of kalti in the Anu cult. Clearly, then, by
projecting Sin-léqe-unninni himself back to the court of king Gilgames as the
latter’s learned advisor, his Hellenistic descendants provided themselves with
a millennia-old legitimation of their high social status at Seleucid Uruk, their
scholarly and cultic activity and their perceived role as the heirs and keepers
of a venerable intellectual tradition, which, like the Bit Rés, went back to the
beginning of history.!

Finally, in the very last line of the List of Kings and Sages, not a king and
a sage are listed, but only, after several broken signs, a single name 'ni-ga-qu-
ru-su*-. Van Dijk has interpreted that name as (Anu-uballit~) Nikarchos, the

77  Lambert 1962, 64—67.

78  That also counts for the different kings mentioned in the list, but it would go too far to
elaborate on them in the current context.

79  Lambert 1962, 66: VI 10.

80  BaM Beiheft 2 89: 12.

81  Beaulieu 2000.
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governor of Seleucid Uruk who supervised the first major renovation phase of
the Bit Res. That reconstruction is generally accepted, but it is still a matter of
some debate why Nikarchos was included at the bottom of the list, whether he
was imagined in the role of ‘king’ or ‘sage’ and whether it means the text was
composed during his lifetime, or rather in the mid-second century Bc, when
the only extant copy of it was made.82 Those questions cannot be resolved here.
What is important is that the List of Kings and Sages represents a final devel-
opment in the “mythology of scribal succession’, because it establishes a direct
connection between the Babylonian scholars and the divine source of their
wisdom, and that it has been compiled or edited to weave that long sequence
of kings, sages and scholars together with a mythologized history of the Anu
cult—from Nungalpiriggal’s lyre for Anu via Sin-léqe-unninni’s advisory role to
Gilgames$ down to Nikarchos, rebuilder of the Bit Ré$, as the only Hellenistic
individual on the list. It is likely that the text as we know it was composed by
a member of the Sin-léqe-unninni family, considering the prominence it gives
to their illustrious ancestor. Finally, we may observe that by placing Nikarchos
alone at the end, the List of Kings and Sages expresses the notion that the rela-
tionship between rulers and advisors was different under Seleucid rule than
it had been throughout history. There was no kingship in the traditional sense
anymore, only the authority of the highest local administrator.83 Unfortunately,
as long as we have only one copy of the text which is broken in the very line
that could have revealed its historical context, every interpretation will remain
speculative.

2.3.4.2  Proper and Improper Royal Behaviour towards the Anu Cult

The subject of kings and the extent of their involvement in the cults of Uruk
brings us to three texts of another genre, which have been excavated in grid
square U18 from the house of the asipus Samas-iddin and Anu-iksur of the
Sangti-Ninurta family (ca. 400 BC) and Iqi$a//Ekur-zakir (ca. 300 BC). Each text
presents an account of history which focuses on the attitude of particular kings
towards Uruk and the Anu cult.

82  Van Dijk 1962, 52; Lenzi 2008, 163-165; Monerie 2012, 350.

83 It would be very fruitful to compare the loss of indigenous kingship and its effect on elite
and religious culture in Hellenistic Babylonia to the same situation in Greco-Roman Egypt;
cf. Van den Hoven 2014 for an example of a coronation ritual that was radically trans-
formed when it could no longer be guaranteed that the king would participate.
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2.3.4.3 The Uruk Prophecy

The first is the so-called ‘Uruk Prophecy’ (SpTU 1 3), one of the five Akkadian
literary texts which have been designated ‘prophecies’ by modern scholars.8+
They all describe a series of reigns of unnamed kings, expressed in the form
of predictions, and classify each reign as either positive or negative, with sub-
sequent effects on the well-being of the land and the people. Thereby they
present a schematic view of history in which kings have the final responsi-
bility for the fate of the world and cycles of terror and neglect are followed
by eras of prosperity. The last prediction is always of a final Heilszeit which
will be heralded by a particular event contemporary to the text’s composition.
Thus, the prophecies are usually interpreted as vaticinia ex eventu of historical
situations and as a legitimation for the event—or sentiments regarding that
event—which is predicted in the final section. In the case of the Uruk Prophecy,
that event is the establishment of the Anu cult at Uruk.

Only the reverse of the tablet is decipherable and the colophon is miss-
ing, but it is thought to have belonged to the tablet collection of the Sang-
Ninurta’s.85 If that assumption is correct, the text as we know it was a product
of the late fifth century BC and belonged to the first stages of the development
of the Anu cult. The Uruk Prophecy has been edited and translated a number of
times and different suggestions have been put forward for its interpretation.86
It will suffice to provide a summary here.

The Prophecy describes eleven kings in total. The information about king
1is too fragmentary to read, except that he appears to be from the Sealand
dynasty. King 2 is evil, which in the Uruk Prophecy is consequently described
as “he will not provide justice for the land, he will not make the right deci-
sions for the land”37 Among his various transgressions, which leave Uruk in
ruins, king 2 “will take away the old protective goddess (4lama) from Uruk and
make her dwell in Babylon. He will make a protective goddess not belonging
to Uruk dwell in her sanctuary and dedicate to her people not belonging to
her” Kings 3-8 are likewise evil and not specified further, except for king 8
who “will take the property of the land of Akkad (i.e. Babylonia) to the land
of Subartu (i. e. Assyria)”. King 9, again evil, is also particularly powerful: “he
will rule the four quarters of the world; at the mention of his name the world

84  The others are ‘Prophecy A} the ‘Marduk’ and ‘Sulgi’ prophecies and the ‘Dynastic Proph-
ecy’; see Beaulieu 1993d, 41 with further literature.

85  Clancier 2009, 71.

86  See Scurlock 2006, 449—452 with further literature.

87  Translations are based on Beaulieu 1993d, 43—44.
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will tremble”. Finally, the good king 10 will arise. He “will permanently estab-
lish the rites of Anu in Uruk. He will take away the old protective goddess
of Uruk from Babylon and make her dwell in Uruk, in her sanctuary. He will
dedicate to her people belonging to her. He will rebuild the temples of Uruk.
He will restore the sanctuaries.” Then his son, king 11, “will arise in Uruk and
rule the four quarters. He will exercise [ruler]ship? and kingship in Uruk. His
dynasty will endure forever. [The king]s of Uruk will exercise rulership like the
gods.”

Since none of the kings is identified in the text itself, various scholars have
attempted to relate their descriptions to known historical events. Such a recon-
struction depends for a great part on whether one assumes that kings 1-10
actually succeeded each other directly as rulers of Babylonia, or that the Uruk
Prophecy gives a more abstract summary of the time that has passed since king
1, in which for instance kings 4-8 (summed up in the text with “ditto, ditto, ditto,
ditto, ditto”) represent unsympathetic dynasties rather than historical individ-
uals. Of particular interest is the “protective goddess” whose statue was taken
away to Babylon by king 2 and replaced by an unwelcome foreign deity, but
eventually returned to her proper sanctuary by king 10. As we have seen in
the previous chapter, the statues of Istar and Nanaya both seem to have been
removed from Uruk at a certain point and returned during the course of the
first millennium.88 According to an inscription by AsSurbanipal, he discovered
Nanaya in Elam—where, he states, she had been brought from Uruk 1635 years
earlier—and he brought her back to the Eanna with her companions Usur-
amassu and Urkayitu.8® Further, Nebuchadnezzar 11 claims to have reinstated
the “original cultic characteristics and venerable rites” of Istar-of-Uruk and to
have returned the “guardian god” of Uruk and the “protective goddess” of the
Eanna on that occasion.®

Those last claims may simply refer to the traditional topos in royal inscrip-
tions of bringing a cult back in proper shape. Nebuchadnezzar certainly did
much renovation work on the Eanna. Yet according to an inscription by Na-
bonidus, IStar had indeed been abducted by the eighth-century king Eriba-
Marduk and replaced by an inappropriate goddess, but she had been restored
in her former glory by a unnamed king,® whom Beaulieu believes to be

88  §11

89  Streck 1916, 58: 107-124; ibid. 220: 21-35; Scurlock 2006, 455.

9o  Langdon 1912, 92: 54-55; Beaulieu 2003, 129.

91 Schaudig 2001, 51-176: 111 11'-39". The text (ibid. 40'~43’) even goes on to call her “Istar,
the lady of Elam, the princess who dwells in Susa”—if that line is not in fact a change of

subject and a reference to a different deity. What follows is broken.
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Nebuchadnezzar 11. The words used in Nabonidus’ inscription to describe the
abduction of Istar by Eriba-Marduk recur almost literally in a Late Babylonian
text from Uruk (SpTU 111 58) describing the many terrible misdeeds of another
eighth-century-king, Nab(i-Suma-iskun.9? Beaulieu, combining that evidence
with the sudden change in the names used for I$tar in the Eanna records from
the second half of Nebuchadnezzar’s reign onwards, concludes that the evil
king 2 in the Uruk Prophecy is probably Nab(i-Suma-i$kun and king 10 must
then be Nebuchadnezzar 11, who brought Istar back where she belonged. That
would make the evil and terrifying king 9 Nebuchadnezzar’s father Nabopolas-
sar, who is also accused of misdemeanor towards the cults of Anu in another
Seleucid-period text from Uruk (see below).?3 JoAnn Scurlock, on the other
hand, asserts that the abducted goddess featured in the Uruk Prophecy as well
as in the Nabonidus inscription and SpTU 111 58 is Nanaya, and that the good
king 10 who brought back the “protective goddess of Uruk” must therefore be
Asgurbanipal %4

In the current context it is important to point out that the Uruk Prophecy is
an expression of wishful thinking by Urukeans who were not only concerned
about statues of goddesses residing there, but also had a stake in the cult of Anu,
which according to the Prophecy would be “established permanently” by king
10. The only first-millennium king who, as far as we know, actually made such
an attempt was Esarhaddon (681-669Bc), who rebuilt the Anu ziqqurrat and
probably also a temple for Anu on the Old Terrace.® Thus, we could argue that
the description of king 10 refers to him. It is easily conceivable that the image
he propagates of himself in his inscriptions as saviour and restorer of the glory
of Babylonia is reflected in the Uruk Prophecy as “he will rebuild the temples of
Uruk, he will restore the sanctuaries”. The prediction of the return of the protec-
tive goddess under his reign can also be explained in various ways. One or more
absent goddesses may indeed have been returned by Esarhaddon rather than
AsSurbanipal; letters from his envoy Mar-Issar state that statues of Nanaya and
Usur-amassu were being fashioned for induction into Uruk and were almost
ready.%¢ Another option is that an earlier version of the Uruk Prophecy was

92  ‘The Crimes and Sacrileges of Nabti-Suma-iskun’ (SpTU 111 58): 31—38. Like the Uruk
Prophecy, that text is known from a Hellenistic copy excavated in the asipu house at U18.
See for an extensive edition and commentary Cole 1994.

93  Beaulieu1993d, 46—47.

94  Scurlock 2006, 455.

95 See §1.1.

96 Porter 1993, 61—62.
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in fact written during the reign of Esarhaddon and expresses the wish for the
return of Nanaya and I$tar, both of whom were still missing at the time. Also, it
would not be unsuitable from a Babylonian point of view to describe Esarhad-
don’s father Sennacherib or his grandfather Sargon 11 as someone who ruled all
four quarters of the world and at the mention of whose name the world trem-
bled.

In any case, regardless of the identity of the goddess and the various kings
mentioned in the text, the ultimate purpose of the (Late Babylonian version
of the) Uruk Prophecy was to demonstrate that a good king who took proper
care of Uruk would also ensure the continuing existence of the Anu cult. The
final king 11 and his dynasty are a product of pure fantasy: kings whose seat of
kingship would be at Uruk, who would rule the four quarters of the world with
Uruk as its centre—something which had not happened since the third mil-
lennium Bc. It is not a statement to be taken literally, but a fanciful description
of the Heilszeit that would begin once the worship of Anu at Uruk had been
properly established. Beaulieu speculates that a translation of the Prophecy or
a summary of its contents was brought to the attention of Antiochos 1, the only
Seleucid king who is attested as having rebuilt temples in Babylonian cities,
as a petition to extend his patronage to Uruk.®? Experts on the composition
of the tablet hoard from grid square U18 now assign the tablet with the Uruk
Prophecy to the Sangt-Ninurta collection and thus to the late Achaemenid
period. That makes it more likely that it was written by and for the circle of
scholars who were breathing life into the Anu cult without any royal support
and began to develop literature that, like the later Uruk List of Kings and Sages,
would demonstrate that the unfolding of history ultimately and inevitably led
to the proper worship of Anu at Uruk.

2.3.4.4  The ‘Sulgi Chronicle’ (SpTU 1 2)

Another, comparable text from u18, the ‘Sulgi Chronicle’ (SpTU 1 2), focuses
more specifically on a single king from a distant past: Sulgi, the second ruler of
the Third Dynasty of Ur (ca. 2100—2050 BC). According to the tablet’s colophon,
the text was copied for Anu-aha-us$absi/Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir, asipu of Anu
and Antu and ‘high priest’ (ahu rabii) of the Bit Rés, by his son Anu-balassu-
igbi in 251B¢, a year in which three other documents pertaining to the Anu
cult were also copied for the same priest. It begins and ends with a ‘catchline’
referring to Ur-Namma, Sulgi’s predecessor, and Amar-suen, Sulgi’s successor,

97  Beaulieu1993d, 49-50; see §1.3.3.
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respectively, which suggests that the text was part of a longer series describ-
ing the exploits of the kings of the Ur 111 dynasty and perhaps other historical
figures. Jean-Jacques Glassner regards it as a chronicle text.98

According to the text, Sulgi rebuilt the city walls and the temple of Sin
at Ur and strenghtened the foundations of the city. He also conquered sev-
eral kings of the land Subartu and plundered the enemy lands. Apart from
those commendable feats, however, he worked together with the famous blind
scholar Lu-Nanna to “remove the property of the Esagil and Babylon as booty”
(obv. 7) and “improperly disturb the rites of Anu (garza YAnutu), the regu-
lations (gis.hurme®)?9 of Uruk and the secret wisdom of the scholars (nisirti
Yiymmana)” (obv. 13—14). Together they “composed untruthful stelae and inso-
lent tablets regarding the purification rites of the gods and left them (for pos-
terity)” (obv. 16-17). Finally, in the last fragmentary lines, “Anu the king, whose
decisions are grand, regarded him with anger” and “(for?) his grave misdeeds
[...] covered his body [with ...]” (obv. 18—20).

The text is full of anachronisms: in Sulgi’s time, Babylon was still an insignif-
icant town and Sulgi would hardly have been interested in the Marduk sanc-
tuary or its property. Likewise, although An was one of the gods worshiped
at Uruk in the late third millennium B¢, the primary deity whose cultic ordi-
nances Sulgi would have changed, should he have had the intention of doing so,
was Inanna. Furthermore, the Ur 111 kings, who considered themselves direct
kinsmen of Gilgames, in fact treated Uruk with care, undertook large-scale
renovations of the city’s monumental architecture and supported its scribal
culture. Thus, the purpose of the Sulgi Chronicle is not to give an accurate
rendering of history, but to convey an ideological message: kings who med-
dled with the cults of Marduk and Anu and altered the ritual texts were evil
and would ultimately perish. The bad ruler who disturbs the cultic worship of
Marduk and meets with an unhappy end is a recurring motif in Babylonian
literature of the late second and the first millennium. Sulgi is cast in that role
in two other literary texts: the so-called ‘Weidner Chronicle) a school text in
the form of a letter which circulated widely in first-millennium Babylonia,!®

98  Glassner 2004, no. 48; my tr. below. See Waerzeggers 2012 for a new classification of the so-
called ‘Babylonian Chronicles), which form two separate groups from different cities and
periods.

99  The word gis.hur/usurtu, ‘design’, can refer to a design for a building of the street plan of
a city, but also to rules, regulations and the designs the gods have for a person or place, i.e.
its fate.

100 Grayson 1975, no. 19; see Waerzeggers 2012, 289 with further literature.
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and the ‘Chronicle of Early Kings) a Neo-Babylonian text from Borsippa with
a collection of anecdotes about ancient kings which are partly based on the
Weidner Chronicle.10!

Thus, the notion of Sulgi’s impious behavior towards certain cults is not
an invention from Seleucid Uruk, but the ‘Sulgi Chronicle’ adds two new ele-
ments which make it unique. Firstly, Sulgi’s ultimate fate is described as some-
thing with which Anu “covered his body” (zumursu ulabbis). That element of
the story has been interpreted as a possible forerunner to the Hellenistic Jew-
ish legend of king Nabonidus who was afflicted with a skin disease until he
acknowledged the superiority of the Jewish God.!°2 In fact, the entire charac-
ter of Sulgi in the Sulgi Chronicle is probably a thinly disguised Nabonidus,
since the only divine cult he does treat with respect is that of Sin, which fits
the text neatly into the Persian-Hellenistic narrative about Nabonidus’ religious
obsession with the moon god.13 Further, and more importantly in the current
context, the Sulgi Chronicle is the only text in the genre which not only presents
Marduk, but also and especially Anu as the god whose rites of worship must
be respected by every king. Like the Uruk Prophecy and Tu 38 (see below), it
uses the words paras (garza) Aniitu to describe the rites and regulations of
the Anu cult, a literary phrase that can also mean more generally the offices
of supreme godhead.!* Furthermore, like the Uruk List of Kings and Sages, it
lays special emphasis on the importance of scholars, their esoteric knowledge
and the correct transmission of ritual texts, for which they were responsible.
Thus, the priests of Uruk who composed or at least edited the Sulgi Chroni-
cle created a modified version of the widely known ‘evil-Sulgi’-narrative, and
added it to their collection of documents that provided an ideological founda-
tion for the Anu cult and for their self-perception as the keepers of its ritual
lore.

2.3.4.5 TU 38

The last text that can be considered one of the building blocks of the ideol-
ogy created around the Hellenistic Anu cult, and which has received the most
attention from modern scholars, is TU 38, one of the illegally excavated tablets

101 Grayson 1975, no. 20A; Waerzeggers 2012, 292. For the literary tradition around the figure
of gulgi after the Old Babylonian period, see also Neumann 2014, 46 note 85 with further
literature.

102 Described in the Qumran-text The Prayer of Nabonidus (4Q242) and reflected indirectly in
Daniel 4 and 5; cf. Beaulieu 2007, 138-139.

103 Cavigneaux 2005, 70—71.

104 See §5.1.2.
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that probably derive from a storeroom in the Bit Rés. It contains sets of instruc-
tions for the preparation and presentation of the four daily divine meals for
“Anu, Antu, I$tar, Nanaya and the (other) gods living in Uruk”105 The text is
divided into three main sections (drinks, cereal products and meat), written in
somewhat different styles, and ends with a number of shorter sections describ-
ing various exceptional rules and taboos. The instructions are clearly based on
multiple sources from different periods; for example, the types and amounts of
bread, cakes and other cereal products to be served daily to the gods of Uruk
(obv. 21-50) are very similar to those described in the temple archives from Neo-
Babylonian Borsippa.l6 Thus, at least part of the tablet may have been copied
from texts related to the daily worship in the Eanna and rewritten to include
Anu and Antu as the recipients of the food.1°” The special rules and taboos,
such as the daily and monthly offerings to the sun, moon and five planets (rev.
29-34) and the food regulations for Belet-séri and Ereskigal (rev. 42) are almost
certainly Hellenistic; neither those heavenly bodies nor those goddesses are
attested as recipients of offerings in Neo-Babylonian Uruk.

For the ideological background of the Anu cult, it is the colophon of TU 38
(rev. 43—50) which is of particular interest:198

Hand of Samas-étir, son of Ina-qibit-Anu, son of Sibqat-Anu. (Copied
from a) writing board containing the cultic ordinances of Anuship, the
sacred purification rites and the rites of kingship, including the divine
purification rites of the Bit ReS, the Irigal, the Eanna and all the sanctuar-

105 TU 38 obv. 23—24, 49-50.

106 Waerzeggers 20103, 115-116.

107 Onthereverse of the tablet, not just the major deities, but also the main temples of Seleu-
cid Uruk are enumerated: “Anu, Antu, I$tar, Nanaya and the (other) gods living in the Bit
Ré3, the Irigal and the Esarra, the high shrine on the ziqgqurrat of Anu” (TU 38 rev. 1-2; rev.
1314, omitting Itar and Nanaya). In the second-to-last section (rev. 35-39), the Eanna is
suddenly mentioned as well. It is the only textual evidence from the Seleucid period that
implies the continued use of the Eanna as a sanctuary and may very well be a leftover from
an earlier version of the text.

108 43 gat dutu-sur a §d lina-qi-bit-960 a §d '$ib-qdt-160 ** #¥da garza 960-u-tii Suluh.ha kumes
sak-ke-e lugal-i-tu a-di Suluh.ha dingirra $d é re-es é8.gal 45 é.an.na &t é™ tiran.nakt al-
ka-ka-at "'mag.magmes Mgalames y narmes i dumu™e’ um-man-nu *6 nap-har-$ii-nu $d egir
YipAP? a-na ma-$e-e ma-la $d "“Saman.mal.ld kul-lu, ki-i pi-i fup-pime® 47 $d Yag-a-tru lugal
kur tam-ti ta gé-reb unugh' is-lu-lu-ma i-nu-u$ 'ki-din-460 "unugki-a 48 Yimag.ma$ 960 u
an-tu, "%$a.bal.bal 1é.kur-za-kir "$es.gal-i §d é.sag tup-pi™es mu™es 49 jnq kur elam.maki ip-
pal-lis-ma ina bala-e se-lu-ku u lan-ti-'i-ku-su lugal™e* 50 i§-tur-ii-ma a-na gé-reb unught
U-bi-il (my tr.).
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ies of Uruk; the ritual activities of the asipus, the kaliis, the musicians and
the craftsmen, all of those who are subordinate to the [...], except for'®®
everything concerning the apprentices, in accordance with the tablets
that Nabopolassar, king of the Sealand, took away'® from Uruk. At that
time, Kidin-Anu the Urukean, the asipu of Anu and Antu, the descendant
of Ekur-zakir, the ahu rdbu of the Bit Rés, examined the aforementioned
tablets in the land of Elam. During the reign of Seleukos and Antiochos,
the kings, he copied them and brought them back to Uruk.

Both of the priests mentioned are well-known from the scholarly circles of
Seleucid Uruk. The scribe, Samas-étir//Ekur-zakir, is attested in the first half
of the second century B¢, which means our copy of the text can be dated
to that same period. He was a pupil of Anu-uballit/ Nidinti-Anu//Hunz( and
the teacher of Anu-aba-utér/Anu-bélsunu (senior)//Sin-léqe-unninni. At the
height of his career he was an asipu of Anu and Antu, an ahu rdbu of the Bit
Res and a tup$ar Enuma Anu Enlil™! As a scribe he also copied the ritual text
for the autumn akitu festival (TU 39—40) and wrote the cuneiform copy of a sale
contract of a share in the gersegqiitu prebend in 194/93Bc.!'2 The six attested
tablets copied for him by his pupil Anu-aba-utér all treat aspects of mathemat-
ical astronomy.113

If an earlier copy of the text was indeed made during the coregency of
Seleukos 1 and Antiochos 1 (SE 20-31, i.e. 292/1—281/0BC) or the coregency
of Antiochos 1 and his son Seleukos (SE 32—45, i.e. 280/79—267/6BC) by a
Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir, then it is very likely that he was the father of Anu-aha-
usabsi/Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir. The latter also bore the titles asipu of Anu and
Antu, ahu rdbu of the Bit Re$ and tups$ar Enuma Anu Enlil; we have encoun-
tered him several times before as the owner of various texts pertaining to the
Anu cult that are all dated around 250Bc¢, among which the just discussed
Sulgi Chronicle.™ All in all, the colophon clearly demonstrates the depth of
the involvement of the Ekur-zakir family in the ritual practice as well as in the
forging of the ideological framework of the Hellenistic Anu cult.

109 Lit. “to forget” (ana masé); cf. Thureau-Dangin 1921, 86 and CAD M I 399b, and note
Linssen’s somewhat misleading “not to mention” (Linssen 2004, 179).

110 Lit. “plundered” (isluluma).

111 See §1.2.2; for a thorough reconstruction of Samas-étir’s scholarly activities and personal
network, see Robson 2007.

112 VS15, 32, dupl. HSM 913.2.181 (Wallenfels 1998, no. 6; Coro 2005, 196-197).

113 Neugebauer 1955, nos. 171 F, 163 H, 600 L, 601 M, 651 0, 803 N.

114 Linssen 2004, 172.
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Although Kidin-Anu may have examined and copied tablets during the
reigns of Seleukos and Antiochos that eventually led to the compilation of
TU 38, most scholars agree that his claim to have discovered the originals in
Elam is less than likely and probably constitutes a pia fraus—another sub-
tle rewriting of history to provide the Anu cult with an ancient, venerable
background and conceal the innovations that contributed to its Hellenistic for-
mat.1!5 If there is any truth to the story, the tablets in question will certainly
not have had the exact same content as TU 38, which presents Anu and Antu as
the most important deities of Uruk and the Bit Res and the Irigal as the city’s
main sanctuaries. Furthermore, it is too much of a coincidence that the priest-
hood of Uruk would endure the loss of their essential ritual tablets for three
centuries and only found the opportunity to copy them in Susa after the fall
of the Persian empire, even though they had probably maintained good rela-
tions with the Achaemenid court, especially after 484 BC. Finally, the “land of
Elam” had been Assyria’s and Babylonia’s powerful neighbor for millennia and
the Elamites had carried off people and property from Mesopotamian cities
on numerous occasions, as well as the other way around; ancient monuments
like the Stele of Naram-Sin and the Codex Hammurabi still stood in Susa in the
late first millennium BC and were only removed from there by modern trea-
sure hunters.!’® Thus, if someone like Kidin-Anu wanted to claim that he had
rediscovered antiquities which had been lost for centuries, it was only too con-
venient to state that they had been in Elam during that time.

The depiction of Nabopolassar as an evil king who plundered Uruk and
removed the ritual tablets fits the legitimation narrative employed in the Uruk
Prophecy and the Sulgi Chronicle: the Anu cult was not newly created, but
properly reinstated after it had been disrupted by a bad ruler in the nearby or
distant past. The choice for Nabopolassar might be explained by the fact that he
was the founder of the Neo-Babylonian empire, which had brought an end to
the good relations between Uruk and Assyria. The rise of the Neo-Babylonian
dynasty had meant the imposition of the worship of Marduk on the Eanna and
the reduction of the Anu cult, against which—in Beaulieu’s reconstruction—
thelocal priestly families had counterreacted by adopting Anu as their personal
deity. Beaulieu also points to a passage in one of the Neo-Babylonian chron-
icles from Borsippa, according to which Nabopolassar “returned to Susa the

115 E.g. Beaulieu1993d, 47-50; id. 2004, 315-316; Lenzi 2008, 160; Waerzeggers 20104, 115.

116 Harper/Amiet 1992. The colophon of a sixth-century copy from Sippar of the prologue of
the Codex Hammurabi states that the scribe copied the text directly from the monument
at Susa (Fadhil 1998).
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gods of Susa whom the Assyrians had carried off and settled in Uruk”!” Per-
haps the gods of Susa, or deities that Nabopolassar had considered as such, had
become so important to the Urukeans that the event had permanently dam-
aged Nabopolassar’s reputation among the local elite. '8

As emphasized at the beginning of this chapter, the documentation that was
developed by the scholars of Hellenistic Uruk to provide the Anu cult with a
respectable background should not be regarded as pure invention of tradition,
completely detached from ‘actual’ historical circumstances. The choice of the
local priestly elite for Anu as their patron deity and eventually as the supreme
lord of their pantheon was partly motivated by the very antiquity of his cult
at Uruk, for which various forms of evidence were still available, from Sume-
rian literary compositions to the ruin mound of the White Temple and the Old
Terrace. Furthermore, it might be more accurate to see texts like the Uruk List
of Kings and Sages and the colophon of TU 38 as part of a much longer ‘tradi-
tion of invention’ that was fundamental to the cultures of Mesopotamia—the
continuous, careful recreation of the past and its relationship to the present by
weaving each change and innovation into the multi-patterned fabric of history.

117 Grayson 1975 no. 2, 16-17.

118 Beaulieu 1993d, 47. Scurlock, taking a step further, assumes that one of the gods that
had been brought from Susa to Uruk by the Assyrians was Nanaya. The Elamites, hav-
ing become convinced that she was their own native goddess, demanded her back from
Nabopolassar in return for their help in overthrowing the Assyrian empire. To compen-
sate Uruk’s loss, Nebuchadnezzar installed a statue of “I$tar of Elam, the princess who
dwells in Susa” in the Eanna (cf. the Nabonidus inscription quoted above), which only
aggravated the situation (Scurlock 2006, 454—456; ead. 2012, 372). For the worship of the
goddess Nanaya at Susa, see Goodnick Westenholz 1997, 79-80; Ambos 2003, 248-255;
Drewnowska-Rymarz 2008, 159-162.
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The Tablet (A0 6460) and the Text (TU 41)

31 Publication History

TU 41 (AO 6460) is a single-column, two-sided tablet, 15cm in height and 9,5cm
in width. It was acquired by the Louvre on the antiquities market in 1913 as
part of a large collection containing tablets A0 6449—6496, which had been
illegally excavated at Uruk-Warka in the early twentieth century. From its con-
tents, a nocturnal temple ritual, it is clear that TU 41 derives from Uruk and
was related to the cultic worship in the city’s most important temple during
the Hellenistic period, the Bit Res. Several features of the ritual itself also point
unmistakeably to the Seleucid era, as will be shown below. One of the short
sides of the tablet is broken off, so the colophon is missing. Still, a guess can be
ventured as to its scribe and/or owner. Of the temple ritual texts from Uruk
of which the colophons are still intact, the texts related to the regular tem-
ple cult were all copied by members of the Ekur-zakir family and owned by
them and the Hunzii's.! Together, those two families were mainly responsible
for the profession of asipu at Seleucid Uruk.?2 On the other hand, the occa-
sional temple rituals,® such as the kettledrum-, building-, and eclipse rituals,
were in the possession of the kalils of the Sin-léqe-unninni family. Thus, TU 41
was probably also copied and perhaps owned by a descendant of Ekur-zakir.
The likeliest candidate is Samas-étir//Ekur-zakir, who also copied Tu 38 and
TU 39—40 in the context of his work as asipu and ahu rdbu of Anu and Antu.
If the tablet was written a generation earlier, it probably belonged to Anu-
aha-u$absi/Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir, another asipu and ahu rdbu of the Bit Res
who owned many texts pertaining to the Anu cult, among which BRM 1v 7. As
argued earlier, the entire process of entrusting the instructions for the tem-
ple rituals to clay may in fact have been occasioned by the expansions and
renovations of the Bit Ré$ and the Irigal under Anu-uballit~Nikarchos and Anu-
uballit~Kephalon.# It is generally assumed that the Bit Rés possessed a temple

1 TU 38, TU 39—40 and BRM IV 7. TU 39—40 was written for Anu-uballit/Nidinti-Anu//Hunz;
the colophon of TU 38 does not mention the owner.

2 Onedescendant of Gimil-Anu is also attested as “a$ipu of Anu and Antu” (Oelsner 2000, 800).

3 See for the categorization of Mesopotamian rituals § 5.1.2.

4 See §1.3.6.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2018 DOI: 10.1163/9789004364943_005
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library and that all the illicitly excavated tablets from Hellenistic Uruk, includ-
ing the ritual texts, were originally stored there.5

Not only the probable findspot of the tablet, but also the locations and
divine figures that feature in the ritual itself show that it was written and
probably also composed in the Seleucid period. Two of the ritual’s most cen-
tral elements—the processions into and around the temple—focus on the
gatekeeper deities, primarily Papsukkal, who was introduced into Anu’s royal
household as his vizier and had not been part of the pantheon of Uruk before.®
The cellae, courtyards and gates of the Bit Ré§ described in the text corre-
spond to the lay-out of the temple complex after at least its first renovation
phase, the project undertaken by Anu-uballit~Nikarchos which was finished in
244BC. Little of what Nikarchos built can be reconstructed today, because it was
replaced almost entirely during the next renovation project supervised by Anu-
uballit~Kephalon and finished in 201B¢, but there are several indications that
the latter date is in fact the ritual’s terminus post quem. The Egasananna, the
elaborate shrine for Antu with a cella, a bedroom and a courtyard of its own?
was probably developed under Kephalon. Moreover, the Main Gate, through
which Usmi and probably also Pisangunug and the Torch ceremonially re-
entered the Bit Re$ after their circumambulation of it,® had been an unimpres-
sive passageway until Kephalon transformed it into a monumental gate.®

A copy and first edition of what was then still known as A0 6460 were pub-
lished by Francois Thureau-Dangin in his classic Rituels accadiens (Paris 1921),
in which he categorizes the ritual under “Le rituel du temple d’ Anu” and dubs
it simply “une cérémonie nocturne dans le temple d’ Anu”!? The book being
purely a text edition, Thureau-Dangin offers no comments on the content of
the ceremony, except for drawing attention to the central role of the night vigil
(bayatu). A year later, his copy of the tablet appeared as no. 41 in his publica-
tion of all the then-known religious and scholarly texts from Seleucid Uruk,
Tablettes d’Uruk a l'usage des prétres du Temple d’Anu au temps des Séleucides
(TCL 6, Paris 1922, known henceforth as TU or TCL 6). That book consisted
almost entirely of the Louvre collection discussed above and a few tablets
acquired separately by the Louvre and the Musées Royaux du Cinquantenaire
at Brussels, some in the same year and some in 1920. Thureau-Dangin remarks

See §1.2.2.
Beaulieu 1992, 68.
TU 41 obv. 6-8.
TU 41 rev. 11-12.

© 03 O U

See §1.3.5.1.
10  Thureau-Dangin 1921, 18-125.
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there that the tablet contains a “fragment du rituel du mois de [?]” and that it
may have belonged to the same collection as no. 39, one of the tablets describ-
ing the akitu festival in month viI. A German translation of TU 41 by Erich
Ebeling was published soon after in Hugo Gressmann'’s Altorientalische Texte
zum Alten Testament, for which he followed that of Thureau-Dangin to the let-
ter, save for a few small corrections.!!

In 1941, Adam Falkenstein combined archaeological and textual sources for
his book on the topography of Seleucid Uruk, which goes well beyond that par-
ticular subject and offers reflections on many aspects of the cults of Seleucid
Uruk that are still relevant today. The chapter on the Anu ziqqurrat includes a
translation of the section of TU 41 dealing with the activities on the ziqqurrat
(obv. 14-34), which again differs from those of Thureau-Dangin and Ebeling in
a few details.1? Falkenstein adds the remark that the offerings to Great Anu and
Antu of Heaven, as described in TU 41 and TU 38 rev. 32—34, prove “daf in der
Spétzeit auf der Ziqurrat des Anu der Kult den obersten Gottheiten in ihren
astralen Erscheinungsformen gewidmet war”.® Moreover, he uses the many
topographical indications in the ritual text as evidence for his reconstruction
of the layout of the Bit Res.14

The first English translation of TU 41 appeared in James B. Pritchard’s 1952
Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to the Old Testament (ANET) and was made
by Abraham Sachs.!> Sachs’ readings differ in certain places quite strongly

11 Gressmann 1926-1927, 316-319. Ebeling translates bit papaha (obv. 9) poetically with
“das Allerheiligste”; he reads sippé (obv. 10) as “Tiirfiillungen’, where Thureau-Dangin is
still unsure; he translates bayat ibat (obv. 13) very neutrally with “man iibernachtet”; he
reads paramafu (obv. 14), which Thureau-Dangin leaves untranslated, as “grofies Thronge-
mach”; he reads Anu rabti Sa Samé (obv. 15) as a superlative, “Anu, der grof3ste der Himmel".
He translates kima mahrimma in rev. 24 with “wie frither”, which seems to imply not earlier
that night, but at an earlier point in history. He reads 934 (i.e. Usmfi) not as “Sa” but as “Ara”
and leaves the priestly terminology mostly untranslated, where Thureau-Dangin finds cor-
responding Catholic terms: “der Mahhu-Priester” for lumahhu (obv. 28; Thureau-Dangin:
“pontife supréme”); “Der Ober-erib-biti-Priester” for Yerib biti rabti (obv. 33; Thureau-
Dangin: “archiprétre”); “die Sang(i-Priester” for "Sangut (rev. 14; Thureau-Dangin: “pon-
tifes”) etc.

12 Falkenstein reads the poetic phrases in obv. 16-17 as a single hymnic incipit, interprets the
“good oil” (i-gi§ duig-ga) in obv. 29 as “Olivendl” and recognizes that izi ki-a da-engur
(obv. 30) should be read “Schwefelfeuer”.

13 Falkenstein 1941, 29.

14  Ibid.10—26.

15  Pritchard 1969, 338-339.
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from those of both Thureau-Dangin and Ebeling.!'®* Much more recently, Marc
J-H. Linssen included a new transcription and translation of and commentary
to TU 41in his recent The Cults of Uruk and Babylon.\” He also added a summary
of the ritual, which he regards primarily as an important source on the bayatu
and the salam biti ceremony.!® Further, he draws attention to the appearance of
what he calls “the ‘you’-figure” in obv. 17—27, which is not attested in the other
texts describing annual festivals.!® Finally, Arno Kose offers an extensive sum-
mary of the ritual in his recent museum catalogue article on the history and
archaeology of the Bit Ré$.20 The summary is based on Thureau-Dangin’s edi-
tion of TU 41 and serves to demonstrate the “cultic connections” between the
different rooms and areas of the temple complex.

The only extensive analysis of the entire ritual has been undertaken by
Giuseppe Furlani in his 1940 Riti babilonesi e assiri.?! The first section of his
chapter on what he calls “la festa del fuoco sacro” is an interpretative sum-
mary of the ritual which contains, besides the inevitable outdated research,
many profound and accurate insights into the ritual’s structure, its core ele-
ments and their symbolic value. Those observations will be discussed where
they are relevant in Chapters 5 and 6. The second half of Furlani’s analysis con-
sists of an attempt to demonstrate the formal and historical parallels between
the nocturnal ritual at Seleucid Uruk and the ceremony of the Paschal candle,
particularly the Miracle of the Holy Fire at the Church of the Holy Sepulchre
in Jerusalem and the subsequent distribution of that Fire to other Orthodox
communities.??

Apart from the abovementioned text editions and summaries of TU 41 and
Furlani’s treatise on the subject, nearly all scholarly reflection on the content of
the ritual has remained restricted to short descriptions, remarks and footnotes
in articles dealing with other subjects: “eine religionsgeschichtlich sehr inter-
essante Nachtfeier aus Anlaf} des Aufleuchten des Anu- und Antugestirns”;23

16  He reads ana pani idaggal (obv. 1) not as “he waits for”, but “he pays his respects to”; the
asipu as the subject of bayat ibat (obv. 13); ina panisu (rev. 1, 4) not as “before it [i.e. the
torch]”, but “in his/her presence” [i.e. Anu and Antu respectively]; and “*“zag-lu (imittu,
rev. 7) not as “shoulder”, but as “thigh”.

17 Linssen 2004, 245-251.

18  Ibid. 122-124.

19  Ibid. 124.

20 Kose 2013b, 338-339.

21 Furlani 1940, 137-149.

22 Furlani 1940, 149-158.

23 Ebeling 1928, n7.
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“beachte die interessante Fackelprozession in Uruk (...) die wohl auch kathar-
tischen Zweck hatte”;2* “the eve of an es$esu festival (...); apparently an exuber-
ant greeting of the city’s temples in anticipation of the feast-day ahead”;?5 “the
late Babylonian bonfire festival of Anu during the course of which the deity was
lured down from the night sky to take residence in his temple and city”;26 “the
ritual for purifying the temple”;?” “das Fest zum Erscheinen Anus”;?® “the use
of fire suggests disinfection and decontamination (...); in the case of the Uruk
ritual it might have also provided the households with fire”;?? “a major festival
(...) in which the central act was the lighting of bonfires throughout the city”
(...) “a variation on the theme of the brazier festival—the ensuring of warmth
during the cold winter months”.3? These quotes illustrate the variety of possi-
ble interpretations of the ritual’s different aspects; none of them are mutually
exclusive and all will be discussed in detail in the following chapters. The only
recent exception to the brevity of most scholars’ remarks is Beate Pongratz-
Leisten’s 1994 book on the akitu processions in first-millennium Babylonia and
Assyria. She devotes a brief section of one chapter to a reconstruction of the
procession of the Torch, Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi, and Pisangunug around the
Bit Res (rev. 2-14).3!

In short, many Assyriologists appear to have developed their own opinion
of the nocturnal ceremony’s Sitz im Leben, but thus far no research project has
been devoted to a detailed, comprehensive analysis of all its different elements.
That analysis will be undertaken in the present study. Below, a translitera-
tion and translation of TU 41 will be presented, with comments in footnotes
where my reading deviates from that of Linssen or my translation requires
clarification. Chapter 4 will investigate at which time of the year the ritual pos-
sibly took place, since the seasonal setting of a cultic ceremony can already
offer important clues as to its overall religious and social function. As we will
see, the evidence strongly points to the conclusion that the nocturnal cere-
mony took place in the middle of winter and was connected to the winter
solstice.

24  Id.1957, 2.

25  George 1992, 222 note 3.

26 Scurlock 2002b, 401.

27  Joannes 2004, 242.

28  Sallaberger 2006-2008b, 424.

29 Pongratz-Leisten 2006—2008, 101.
30  Cohen 2015, 440.

31 Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 45-47.
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In Chapter 5, the ritual text will be examined line by line in order to establish
which various individual cultic acts and participants can be distinguished and
to offer an explanation of their role in the ritual. We will seek that explanation
on the basis of their immediate textual context, parallels in other Mesopota-
mian ritual texts and iconography, and—in a few cases—comparisons with
similar phenomena in other ancient cultures. This study of the ceremony on
the level of its ritual components will then allow the reconstruction of an
explanatory model for TU 41 as a whole, which will be discussed at the start
of Chapter 6: a yearly recurring fire ceremony embedded in the framework of
a night vigil which was held regularly during the winter months and which
entailed various offerings and other rites—e.g. the ceremonial closing and
reopening of the temple gates—that were not specific to the fire ceremony
itself.

The remainder of Chapter 6 will be devoted to an analysis of the most impor-
tant religious and sociopolitical features of the fire ceremony: the nocturnal
and midwinter setting, the fire and light symbolism, the central role of exor-
cism and purification, the focus on Anu as lightbringer and protector of Uruk,
and the hierarchy established by the order in which the fire was distributed
from the Bit Rés to the other temples and then the private houses of Uruk.
The possible participation of ghosts, which one would expect but which is not
explicitly mentioned in the source text, will be discussed separately. All taken
together, these key elements will allow for the conclusion that we are dealing
with a seasonal renewal festival, which at Seleucid Uruk must have fulfilled a
function that the akitu festivals could not.

3.2 Transliteration, Translation and Commentary
obv.

1 inamuhp-hi|[...] [a-n]a pa-nisi¥nig.gidru i-dag-gal ki-ma | ...]
2. 8¥nig.gidru i Se-e-nu zi™S-nim-ma dingir™e® & innin™e® ki-ma mah-ri-

[im-ma]
3. inapa-ni-$iu egir-$u gin-ak a-na kisal.mah e;;™-ma a-na 460 lé-as
4 '""mag.ma$ £®nig.gidru d-hab®-ma ku,-ma ina Sub-ti-$u tus-ab dpap

.sukkal dnuska

5. ud3ainakisal 460 ina muh-hi Su-bat™e* tus-ab u se-e-nu ddumu.salmes
460

6. u ddumu.sal™e® unughl gur-ru™e-nim-ma se-e-nu a-na é.nir é &¥nu
ku.g[i]

7. $d an-tuy kuy-ma ina muh-hi gir.gub.bu i§-Sak-kan 4ddumu.sal™e* 460
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10.

11.

12.
13.
14.

15.
16.
17.
18.
19.

20.
21.

22.

23.
24.
25.

26.

27.
28.
29.
30.
31

32.
33.
34.

rev.

u 4ddumu.sal™me® unugki ina kisal an-tu; ina muh-hi Su-bat™* tus-ab
gestin u1.gi§ dug.ga

is-te-nis he.he-mainaka é pa-pa-ha a-na 460 an-tu, udingirme® du.a.bi
i-nag-qa

sip-pimed $d ké é pa-pa-pa s¥ig™es i ka™es ii-lap-pat nig-na-ga™e* ku.gi
u-mdl-le-e-ma siskur gu, & udu.nita a-na 460 an-tu, v dingir™e* du.a
.bibal-[¢{]

kin.sig §d li-lat a-na 460 an-tu, u dingir™e® du.a.bi i-gar-rub

[u]l dug-dr ba-a-a-at i-ba-at ka ul ut-ta-dal a-na dingir™** ma-la ina kisal
[as-bla nap-tan i-gar-rub ina en'.nun.usan ina u-ru bara.mah zig-qur-
ra[t]

$d é re-es ki-ma sd mul 460 gal-ii $d an-e it-tap-ha an-tu, gal-tu, $d an-e
ina™'mar.gid.da it-tap-ha a-na tam-$il zi-i-mu bu-un-né-e mul $d-ma-mi
da-num lugal it-ta-sa-a sa-lam ba-nu-t s¥bansur ku.gi a-na 460 u an-tu,
$d an-e tu-kan-nu a™e* $u" a-na 460 u an-tu, $d an-e {l-§i-ma

gi8hansur ta-rak-kds uzu gu, uzu udu.nita & musenti-2 ta-rak-kds kas
re$-tu-u

a-di gestin $ur.ra tu-kan-nu gurun 8%kirig du.a.bi tu-Sar-ra-ah
gideren.sig u zi.mad.ga ina muh-hi nig-na-qa ku.gi ta-sar-rag-ma
ma-aq-qu-u ku.gi gestin $ur.ra ta-nag-qa ina muh-hi 7 $¥bansur mah
ku.gi

a-na 9sag.me.gar 4dil-bat 4gu,.ud dgenna u 9sal-bat-a-nu 430

u dutu ki-ma $d in-nam-mar a™e® §u" il-§i-ma 8¥bansur ta-rak-kds

uzu gu, uzu udu.nita & musenbi-2 ta-rak-kds kas res-tu-ti a-di ge$tin
Sur.ra

tu-kan-nu gurun 8¥kirig du.a.bi tu-$ar-ra-ah ina muh-hi 7 nig.na-qa
ku.gi

zi.mad.ga u lu-uk-si ta-sar-rag-ma ma-aq-qu-u ku.gi gestin $ur.ra
ta-naq-qa 1a-mah $d t98ib-14 rak-su gi.izi.la gal-u $d $im.hi.a
su-un-nu-u$ 1.gis$ dug.ga sal-hu & ka.luh.i.ud.da su-pu-us

ina izi.ki.a 4d i-qa-dam-ma a-na tar-si #¥bansur i-tar-ra-as-ma

$u"-su a-na da-nu gal-i $d an-e il-§i-ma mul 460 e-tel-lu Sa-ma-mi
naq-bit i-gab-bi s¥bansur mah duh-dr-ma a™e® $u" il-si

liku,.é gal-iZ $u" gi.izi.l4 ina '"mas.magmes ligalames g linarmes

ta zig-qur-rat dib-bat-am-ma ka.sikil.la $d ku-tal pa-pa-ha ana kisal
.mah ku,-ma

it-ti ki.zdlag.ga a-na 460 14-as 48ha-ru-u ina igi-su ib-bat-ta-qa
naq-bit i-qab-bi ku,.é gal-ui Su" gi.izi.la dpap.sukkal 9nuska 43a
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3. u9mes.sag.unugki dib-bat-ma a-na é pa-pa-ha an-tu, du-ak.mes-ma

4 a-naan-tuyla-as ha-ru-u ina pa-ni-su ib-bat-ta-qa dpap.sukkal

5. 9nuskad8au 9mes.sag.unugki it-ti gi.izi.la ana ub-su-ukkin-na-ki

6. emenim-ma ina da bara nam™e* gu, ina pa-ni-§u-nu im-mah-ha-as
izi.ha.mun

7. tagi.izi.la ina ub-Su-ukkin-na-ki in-nap-pa-ah “#“zag.lu gu, a-di kus-su

8. it-ti-irmaisu 2.3 $d ab-ri-i i-lap-pat 4pap.sukkal dnuska 43a

9. u9mes.sag.unughiit-ti gi.izi.la ta ub-su-ukkin-na-ki ka.mah

0. a-na su-t-ga €m*-nim-ma Ymes.sag.unugki ina pa-ni-§u dpap.sukkal
dnuska

n. u98ait-ti-$i du-ak.mes-ma é nigin' (text: DIB)-t gur-ru™es-nim-ma

12.  9pap.sukkal ina kd.mah dnuska ina ka.gal &t 48a ina ka.sag

13 liku,-é ta gi.izi.ld izi.ha.mun ina pa-ni-si-nu i-sd-as-ba-at-ma

14. a-dizdlag tus-ab'sanga™es §d émed dingirme® tir.an.naki §d-nis ku,-
é dingirme* du.a.bi

15 nu-drtagi.izild i-qdd-du-ti-ma a-na é dingirme’-§ii-nu il-si-ma

16.  $d-lam é ip-pu-usizi.ha.mun inakd é dingir™es-si-nu i-nap! (text: SAB)-
pa-ah

17. 460 us-ta-pa-a ina nap-par kur.kur u it-ta-sa-a sa-lam ba-nu-it nag-bit i-
gab-bu-u

8. gi.izi.ld u dmes.sag.unugki gur-ru-nim-ma a-na kisal an-tu, kuy-ma

19. a-naan-tu, la-as ""mas.mas ina ame® duga giib.ba kas sag ga gestinu
1.gis

20. gi.izi.l4 d-na-{an}-ah 4mes.sag.unugk du-ak-ma ina ub-su-ukkin-na-
ki

2. a-dina-ma-ri tus-ab 4im 430 dutu u be-let dingir™e® ina kisal

22.  a-di na-ma-ri tu$-ab un™e* kur ina é™*-§ii-nu izi.ha.mun i-nap-pa-ah

23.  siskur gé-re-e-ti a-na 460 an-tu, u dingir™e® du.a.bi i-nag-qu-tt

24.  naq-bit ki-ma mah-ri-im-ma i-gab-bu-v 'en.nun uru ina su-i-ga™es

25.  usila.lim.ma izi.ha.mun i-nap-pa-ah ka.galme® unugki a-di na-ma-ri

26.  ulup-hi-ir'en.nun ka-galmes giuri.gal™e¥ 150 2.3

27.  $d ké.gal™e® t-zag-ga-pu ab' (text: NAB)-ri a-na na-ma-ri ina ka.galmes i-
nap-pa-alh]

28.  udaz.kdm 10 u$ u,-mu egir kur-pa dutu ka ina pa-ni 460 u an-tu, bad-
te-ma ba-a-a-a[t]

29. dug-ar nap-tan gal-i §d Se-rim a-na 460 an-tu, u dingir™e* du.a.bii-gar-
ru-ub

30. gal-tt dug-ma tar-den-nu i-qar-ru-ub nig-na-ga™e® ku.gi ié-mdl-le-e-ma

sis[kur]
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3. guzuudu.nita bal-gi"nar™es i-za-am-mu-rue.lum gu, stin.nais-s[ak-
kan)32

32.  inaigidingir™e® du.a.bi nig-na-ga™e® v-mdl-le-e-ma siskur gu, & udu
.nita ba[l-¢{]

33 Su" dim 430 dutu Ymes.sag.unugki i dbe-let dingirme? ina $id-di [ ...

°bv-10n the [...] he will wait for33 the Staff, just as [...] 2 The Staff and the Shoe
will rise and the gods and goddesses 3 will go before and behind them3* respec-
tively, just like before. They will proceed down to the Grand Courtyard and take
up position facing Anu.3> 4 An asipu will purify the Staff, which will then go
inside and take up its seat. Papsukkal, Nuska 5 and Usm will take up their seats
in the Courtyard of Anu. The Shoe, the Daughters of Anu 6 and the Daughters
of Uruk will turn around;36 the Shoe will enter (1. 7) the Enir, the ‘House of the
Golden Bed’ 7 of Antu, and be placed on a footstool there. The Daughters of
Anu 8 and the Daughters of Uruk will take up their seats in the Courtyard of
Antu.

He (the asipu?) will mix (1. 9) wine and good oil ® and make alibation for Anu,
Antu and all the gods at the gate to the sanctuary. 1° He will smear the door-

32 For this reconstruction, see Gabbay 2008, 426.

33 The phrase ana pani, litt. ‘before’, may give dagalu ‘to await’ the added nuance of ‘to wait
attentively, facing the direction from which the awaited person/object will arrive), i.e. ‘be
on the lookout for’; thus we may expect that the Shoe, if it is indeed the subject of this line,
was already turned towards the place where the Staff would enter the Shoe’s location.

34  The suffix -$u ‘him/it’ should probably be read as a mistake for -$unu ‘them’, since the Staff
and Shoe are the subjects of the first part of that sentence. The probable order of the gods
going in front of the two divine objects and the goddesses behind them is discussed in
§5.2.3.

35  Both cAD T 212b and AHW 1326b suggest that a priest is the subject of itarras ‘he takes up
position, but that is unlikely, since no priest has been mentioned in the previous lines and
the text is not that ambiguous about the subjects of the various activities. Also, in the rest
of the text it is exclusively the divine objects which take up position facing deities and
never the priests. Save for being ‘taken by the hand’ on occasion, the deities and cultic
objects are described as if they move around autonomously. Thus, I agree with the other
translators that the singular verbal form is a mistake and should be read as a plural, as
occurs a number of times in this text (cf. Linssen 2004, 249).

36 I follow Thureau-Dangin’s reading of iturranimma as “s’en retourneront” (and Ebeling’s
“kehren um”), i.e. the statues are turned in a different direction to proceed from the
Courtyard of Anu into the Courtyard of Antu. I prefer this intepretation over Linssen’s
“will return’, which suggests that they were somewhere else in the meantime. (Moreover,
instructions about the precise positioning of the statues was clearly considered necessary;
cf. the many instructions in this text for deities to take up position facing Anu or Antu.)
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frames of the gate to the sanctuary, as well as the doors and gates (inside the
sanctuary), and fill (1. 11) the golden incense burners. ! A sacrifice of a bull and
a sheep will be brought before Anu, Antu and all the gods. 12 The evening meal
will be presented to Anu, Antu and all the gods. 13 It will not be cleared away.
The night vigil will be held the rest of the night. The gate will not be bolted.

To the gods, as many as are in the courtyard, 4 a meal will be presented.
During the first night watch, on the rooftop of the high shrine of the Bit Ré$
ziqqurrat, 1 as soon as the star Great Anu of Heaven has risen and Great Antu
of Heaven 16 has risen in Ursa Maior, (there will be a performance of the hymns)
‘Like the Beautiful Glow of the Stars of Heaven, 17 Anu, the King'®? (and) ‘The
Beautiful Image Has Come Out’3® You will set down (1.18) a golden table for Anu
and Antu '8 of Heaven. You will lift up water towards Anu and Antu of Heaven
for (washing) their hands 1 and set the table. You will present (a meal of) beef,
mutton and various birds. You will put down (1. 20) beer of the best quality 2° as
well as ‘pressed wine’. You will create a sumptuous arrangement with all kinds
of garden fruits. 2! You will sprinkle cedar needles(?) and mashatu-flour on the
golden incense burners 22 and libate ‘pressed wine’ from a golden libation ves-
sel.

On seven large golden tables you will place3? (l. 24) water 22 for Nebéru
(Jupiter), Dilbat (Venus), Sihtu (Mercury), Kayamanu (Saturn) and Salbatanu
(Mars), Sin 24 and Sama$, at the appearance of each, for (washing) their hands
and you will set the table. 25 You will present (a meal of) beef, mutton and var-
ious birds. You will put down (1. 26) beer of the best quality as well as ‘pressed
wine’. 26 You will create a sumptuous arrangement with all kinds of garden
fruits. On seven golden incense burners 27 you will sprinkle cedar needles (?)
and mashatu-flour and you will libate (1. 28) ‘pressed wine’ from a golden liba-
tion vessel.

37  Note that like’ is a somewhat imprecise rendering of ana tamsil, the latter word meaning
specifically ‘equal’, ‘counterpart, ‘mirror image’, but I choose it for the sake of the transla-
tion, to let the incipit sound more like the first line of an English song or hymn could be
phrased.

38  Falkenstein regards the entire string of title words as a single incipit, whereas Linssen
translates Yanum lugal ittasd salam banu (obv. 17) as one hymn: “Anu, the king, has risen,
the beautiful constellation”. Neither reading can be correct, because ittasd salam banu is
mentioned separately as a hymn in rev. 17. Moreover, the scribe has left a large space open
between the signs lugal and it. Whether or not ana tamsil (...) lugal should be read as
one or two incipits remains unclear. Thureau-Dangin, Ebeling, Furlani and Sachs connect
danum lugal to the preceding words.

39  Litt. tanassi, ‘you will lift up’.
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28 The lumahhu-priest, wearing a wrap,*® will use sulphur fire to ignite (1. 30)
a large torch which has been perforated (1. 29) with all kinds of aromatics, 2°
sprinkled with good oil and on which the mouth-washing rite has been per-
formed. 3° He will place it opposite the table, raise his hands up towards Great
Anu of Heaven 3! and recite the prayer (l. 32) ‘Star Anu, Lord of Heaven'. 32 He
will clear the large table and lift up water for (Anu of Heaven’s) hands. 33 A
senior temple enterer will ‘take the hand of’ (1. 34) the Torch and together with
the asipu, the kali and the musicians 34 (he will bring it) down from the ziqqur-
rat. (Through) the Pure Gate, which is behind the cella, it will enter the Grand
Courtyard - ! and at the Place of Brightness it will take up position*! before
Anu. A pot will be breached before him. 2 He will recite a prayer. The temple
enterer will ‘take the hands of’ (1. 3) the Torch, Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi 2 and
Pisangunug*? and they will go into the cella of Antu. 4 It will take up position
before Antu. A pot will be breached before her.#3

Papsukkal, > Nuska, Usmii and Pisangunug will go out (of the sanctuary)
(L. 6) together with the Torch (and) into the Ubsukkinnaku. 6 Beside the Dais of
Destinies a bull will be slaughtered before them. A brushwood pile 7 will be kin-
dled with the Torch in the Ubsukkinnaku. (A priest) will remove (1. 8) the right
shoulder of the bull along with the hide 8 and touch the right and left side of

40  For this translation see § 5.5.2.

41 It is probable that itarras here is actually meant as a singular form, since, as discussed
before, instructions about taking up position facing certain deities in this text always refer
to other deities or cultic objects, not to the priests holding or carrying them. Thus, the sub-
ject of rev. 1 must be the Torch.

42 Sachs and Linssen read gi.izi.l4 dpap.sukkal ¢nuska 98a & dmes.sag.unugki as a gen-
itive construction: “the Torch of Papsukkal, Nuska” etc. I see no reason to translate the
line that way, since it does not contain any grammatical markers which would necessitate
such a reading; moreover, the textual context even makes it unlikely. The Torch has been
created independently on the rooftop of the zigqurrat shrine, brought by means of a pro-
cession into the Anu-Antu-sanctuary and is only there joined (temporarily) by the four
guardian deities; it would be an odd, out-of-the-blue development to suddenly regard it
as belonging to those four deities when the text has given no previous indication of such
a relationship. Furthermore, the Torch is not subordinate to Papsukkal and his colleagues
in terms of importance in the ritual, but is arguably the ritual’s main protagonist. Thus, I
prefer to follow Thureau-Dangin and Ebeling and read the list of participants as of equal
grammatical status, which is the possessive case dependent on $u' ... isabbatma: “he ‘takes
the hands of” the Torch, of Papsukkal, of Nuska” etc.

43  This reading of -Su implies that it is a mistake for -sa. Whether the Torch or the respective
deity is the primary focus of the pot-breaking is difficult to establish and only a difference
in nuance, since the rite of breaching the pot in fact involves them both (see §5.6.3).
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the brushwood pile (with it). Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi ® and Pisangunug will go
out (. 10) with the Torch from the Ubsukkinnaku and (through) the Grand Gate
10 into the street. Pisangunug will go (1. 11) ahead of it and Papsukkal, Nuska 1!
and Usmu alongside it. They will circle the temple and then return: 12 Papsukkal
into the Grand Gate, Nuska into the Great Gate and Usmi into the Main Gate.
13 A temple enterer will light a brushwood pile before them with the Torch. 4
They will remain there until dawn.

The sangii of the temples of Tiranna, alternatively the temple enterers of all
the gods 5 will light a fire from the Torch, carry it to their temples 16 and per-
form the Salam biti ceremony. They will light brushwood piles at the gates of
their temples. 17 They will perform the hymns ‘Anu Shines Forth Through All
the Lands’ and ‘The Beautiful Image Has Come Out. '8 The Torch and Pisan-
gunug will turn around, enter the Courtyard of Antu !° and take up position
before Antu. An asipu will extinguish the Torch (. 20) with water from the rit-
ual water basin, good beer, milk, wine and oil. 20 Pisangunug will go into the
Ubgukkinnaku 2! and remain there until dawn. Adad, Sin, Sama$ and Bélet-ili
will remain (1. 22) in the courtyard 22 until dawn. The people of the land will
light brushwood piles at their homes. 23 They will present a geritu-meal to Anu,
Antu and all the gods. 24 They will perform hymns as before. The city guard will
light (1. 25) brushwood piles in the streets 25 and at the crossroads. Until dawn,
the great gates of Uruk 26 will not be closed(?). The guard** at the great gates
will erect (1. 27) reed standards right and left 27 of the great gates. Until dawn
he will keep brushwood piles burning® at the great gates.

28 On day 17, 40 minutes of daytime after sunrise, the gate (to the sanctuary)
will be opened before Anu and Antu and the night vigil 2° will be brought to an
end. The large morning meal will presented to Anu, Antu and all the gods. 3°
The large one will be removed and the second one presented. (A priest) will fill
the golden incense burners and bring (1. 31) a sacrifice 3! of a bull and a sheep.
The musicians will play. The hymn ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’ (will be performed).
32 (The priest) will fill the incense burners before all the gods and bring a sac-
rifice of a bull and a sheep. 33 (He will ‘take) the hands’ of Adad, Sin, Samas,
Pisangunug and Bélet-1li (and lead them) between the curtains [...].

44  This must actually be meant as a singular, since the Sumerograms in this text are conse-
quently marked with MES in case of plurality.
45  Litt. inappah, ‘he will kindle'
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The Ritual’s Calendrical Setting

41 Introduction

The only thing we can learn from TU 41 itself about the ritual’s temporal set-
ting is that it took place in the night between days 16 and 17 of an unknown
month (rev. 28). Also, it was a night on which a night vigil (bayatu) was held
(obv. 13) and the salam biti ceremony was performed (rev. 16). Yet one other
source may offer additional information about the month in which the noctur-
nal ceremony took place. TU 38 rev. 32—34 reads:!

On the 16th day of every month, 10 first-class, fat, pure sheep, perfect of
horn and hoof, will be offered as boiled meat to Anu and Antu of Heaven
and the seven planets on the occasion of the cleansing of the hands, in
the high shrine of the ziqqurrat of Anu, just as on the 16th of Tebétu.

“Just as on the 16th of Tebétu” suggests that on that day something took place
which was similar, but not identical to the activities of the 16th day of other
months. Perhaps, considering that it was only once a year, it was something
more elaborate, more spectacular than on the other occasions. That special
event may very well have been the nocturnal ritual described in TU 41.2 It con-
sisted of all the elements listed in the passage quoted above—an offering of
a meat dish to Anu and Antu of Heaven and the seven planets, including a
hand-washing ceremony, which took place on the 16th day on top of the Anu
ziqqurrat—but it had many additional, particularly festive features, such as the
procession of the Torch and the lighting of bonfires throughout the city.

Below we will examine the cultic significance of both day 16 and the month
Tebétu and what we know about their respective roles in the cultic calendar of
Seleucid Uruk. First, however, we will look at the Neo-Babylonian, Seleucid and
Parthian sources on the night vigil and the additional evidence they may offer
about the day and month on which the nocturnal ceremony is likely to have
taken place.

1 32ud.16.kam $d iti-us-su 10 udu.nita sag-i-ti ma-ru-ti dadag.ga $d si &t umbin Suk-lu-lu 33
a-na 460 & an-tu, $d an-e u Yudu.idim™e® 7-§u-nu a-na sa-al-qa i-na 3* te-bi-ib-tu, $u'l i-na
bara.mah zig-qur-rat 460 ki-ma $d ud.16.kam sd itlab dd.us (Linssen 2004, 175; my tr.).

2 Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 45; Linssen 2004, 7.
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4.2 The Night Vigil (bayatu) and Its Occurrences

The Babylonian secular day started and ended at sunset. It was divided into
three day watches and three night watches (massartu), varying in length
according to the seasons, and twelve standard-length double hours (béru). The
cultic day, however, followed a different schedule. It began during the last dou-
ble hour of the night with the ceremonies for waking the temple (dik biti) and
opening the temple gate (pit babi).> During the course of the day, the gods
received the first and second meal of the morning, which were then cleared
away again, and later the first and second evening meal.#

The cultic day could end in two ways: either with or without a night vigil.
When there was no night vigil, the cultic day ended with the clearing away of
the second evening meal, followed by the closing of the temple gate. When a
night vigil was held, the second meal of the evening was not cleared,’ probably
because the gods were considered to remain awake, just like their personnel.
The temple gate was closed and the vigil itself was held as the last cultic event
of that day, even though it took place during the night and only ended at dawn
after the performing of the dik biti ceremony.® More precisely, then, one should
say the night vigil continued into the next cultic day.

Apart from the Uruk ritual texts TU 39 and TU 41, the bayatu is attested in var-
ious Neo- and Late Babylonian administrative documents from Uruk, Babylon,
Sippar and Borsippa:?

3 Linssen 2004, 25—26; McEwan 1981, 169—171. The 2nd-5th day of the akitu festival in Babylon
were an exception to this: they started 1/3d of a double hour (i.e. 40 minutes) earlier each
day, until on the 5th day the priest had to rise 1 double hour earlier than usual (Linssen 2004,
215ff.). For the dik biti and pit babi ceremonies, see § 5.8.1.

4 McEwan 1981, 170 prefers to translate lilatu with “afternoon’, i.e. before sunset, not “evening’,
i.e. after sunset.

5 TU 39rev. 9; TU 41 obv. 13.

6 Cf.TU 39 rev.10-11.

7 This list is based on the one provided by Linssen 2004, 56, to which I have added seven more

sources.
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Document Provenance Period /date Calendrical information
on tablet

LB 15508 Uruk(?) Nbk 2? 4-X1

LB 1575 Uruk(?) Nbk 3 16-X

BIN 2129: 5 Uruk Nbk 19 month X1

UCP 9/123: 2—3 Uruk Nbk 39 17-1X

BIN 1170: 25 Uruk Nrgl 3 one month (probably x1), one day
(unknown)

YOS 6 39: 31 Uruk Nbn 3 one month (probably x), one day

AUWE 5 80 rev. 8 Uruk NB; no date broken context, probably one
month, one day

GCCI2371:10 Uruk unknown one month (probably x11b),

king, year12  unknown days

(mentioned in a list: ginil, guqqi,
[...], nigé Sarri, bayatanu)

YBC 3927:110 Uruk NB;nodate  “the entire year”
(mentioned in a list: essesu,
bayatanu, pit babi, lubustu)

SWU 27 rev. 4’ Uruk NB; no date month x11
(mentioned directly after a list of
deities receiving offerings)

SWU 35 rev. 1-2 Uruk NB; no date broken, possibly month x
(for Usur-amassu)

SWU 37 1ev. 4 Uruk NB;nodate  broken, possibly month 1x

SWU 62 rev. 2 Uruk NB;nodate  broken, but either month x, x1, or
XTI

8 LB 1550 and LB 1575 are Neo-Babylonian administrative texts in the Liagre Bohl collection

(Leiden), which in all likelihood derive from the Eanna archive. They will be published by
Cindy Meijer, who kindly provided me with these data in advance.

9 Reconstructed by Gehlken on the basis of BIN1170 and YOS 6 39, since all three documents

mention a group of bakers with the same personal names. Also, both BIN 1170 and YOs 6

39, which are very similar in content, deal with the distribution of dates and raisins to said

bakers for the production of beer and cakes for different festivities. In both texts the same

baker, Nabii-etir-balatani, is responsible for the bayatu.

10  Cf. Beaulieu 2003, 36.
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Document

Provenance

Period / date Calendrical information
on tablet

VS 6 268 rev. 18

Peiser, Vertrdige 107: 511

George 1992, no. 38 obv. 4

CT 49 150 rev. 4412

RT 17 (1895) 31: 2—3
Amberst 23813

Babylon

Babylon

Babylon

Babylon
Sippar
Borsippa

Moore, Michigan Coll. 52:14 unknown

NB;nodate  broken, but either
- month 111, different days
—1-IX
- 21-X
or more/all of those
(mentioned in a list: sattukku, [...],
essesu, bayatanu)

Dar 26 “the entire year”
(in the I$hara temple in Suanna;
mentioned in a list: nigé sarri,
niqé karibi, ginil, guqqu, essesu,
bayatanu, salam biti)

- no month or day indicated
(mentioned in a list: gugqil, essesu,
Salam biti, bayatanu)

93BC 16-1X; 3-X1I

- “the entire year”

Dar 23 29-1X; 16-X; 3-X1I
(all in the Mar-Biti temple)

NB; no date broken context

In these documents, the bayatu is often listed together—though in varying

combinations and order—with celebrations we know were held at least once
a month, such as the lubustu (clothing of the divine statues), essesu (‘all tem-
ples’), salam biti (‘well-being of the temple’)* and nabrii'> ceremonies, as well
as the ginti and guqqil offerings'® and the offerings of the king and the common

11 Ed. MacGinnis 1991-1992, no. 7.

12 Ed.Van der Spek 1998, no. 13.

13 Cf Ungnad 1959-1960, 77; Waerzeggers 2010a, 27—-28 and 139.

14  Cf Linssen 2004, 45-55 and 59—61; for the $alam biti ceremony see § 5.7.1.

15 See §5.5.4.3.

16 Cf. Linssen 2004, 162—-164.
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worshippers (karibu).}” Moreover, it was an occasion for which certain food-
stuffs were provided, such as bread and butter, Dilmun dates, raisins, sesame,
barley, beef and mutton. It seems likely, therefore, that the bayatu itself was also
a monthly recurring ceremony and that it included offerings to certain deities.
We may assume it usually took place together with several of the ceremonies
listed above in one longer celebration, just as it was one of the many features
of the akitu festival at Uruk in month vI1.1® Furthermore, the sources suggest
that the bayatu took place only once a month, since all documents either list
expenses for the entire year, among which several bayatanu, or they deal with
the expenses for one specific month, in which case always only a single bayatu
is mentioned. An exception is GCCI 2 371, which gives day 23 of the intercalary
month X11b as date and then lists different bayatanu, but the context is broken
and may have referred to other months besides month x11b.

TU 38, the list of daily offerings at Seleucid Uruk, confirms the monthly char-
acter of the bayatu. It lists the ritual as one of many monthly or even daily
occurring ceremonies for which additional foodstuffs would be needed, i.e.
apart from those offered to the gods of Uruk during their four daily meals:1®

... the travel provisions for the gods (siditu ilani), the gugqii-offerings, the
essesu ceremonies, the opening of the gate ceremonies, the clothing cer-
emonies, the ritual water basin ceremonies, the night vigils, the brazier
ceremonies (kinzinu), the rites of divine marriage (hasadu), the offerings
of the karibus and the additional offerings of the king ...

According to TU 39 (rev. 9—11), the bayatu was held during the night of day g and
continued into the morning of day 10 of month v11, Tasritu. If we combine that
information with the 16th day mentioned in TU 41 and the data in the admin-
istrative texts discussed above, we can determine the following months and
days on which the bayatu took place in Neo-Babylonian, Seleucid and Parthian
Uruk, Babylon and Borsippa:

17 Cf. Linssen 2004, 161-162.

18  TU 39 rev. 9; Linssen 2004, 57; Waerzeggers 20104, 139. An administrative document from
the Bit Rés confirms that at least a clothing ceremony for Anu and Antu also took place
on 16-X (see below).

19 36 (..) si-di-i-tu, dingir™e® gu-ug-qa-né-e ud.es.esme¥ bad-te kame® lu-bu-sa-at 37 dug
a.gib.bame ba-a-a-atmSki.ne™es garza.garza ha-$d-du ka-ri-bi™ e 38 i tar-di-i-tu, lugal
(...) (TU 38 obv. 36—38 and rev. 36—38; the travel provisions for the gods are omitted on the
reverse; my tr.).
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City Period Certain Likely/possible
Uruk NB 17-1X 16-X
month X1 4-X1
month X11 month x11b
Seleucid  9-vII (akitu festival) 16-X
unknown month, day 16
Babylon  NB month 111
month 1x
month x

Arsacid 16-1X
3-XI

Borsippa NB 29-I1X
16-X
3-XI

From this table a pattern emerges: the night vigil was only observed during the
darker months of the year, when the nights were longer than the days. This
hypothesis is not backed unambiguously by all the sources, but there is none
that speaks directly against it. In RT 17 31, YBC 3927 and TU 38, there is mention
of “the entire year”, but in reference to the total of different festivities for which
the foodstuffs described in the documents were needed. That does not nec-
essarily mean that the bayatu itself also took place during all twelve months
of the year. In vs 6 268 there may be mention of a bayatu held in month 111.
The broken text lists a number of different offering ceremonies—the sattukku
offerings, five occasions of the essesu festival, and the bayatanu—and then dif-
ferent days of different months on which those ceremonies took place: month
111, day broken until day 29; month 1%, day 11, month X, day 21 etc. Since the
text does not differentiate further, it may be that the bayatu took place on all
of those days, including several in month 111, or only on the last two months
mentioned, i.e. in months 1x and x. Considering the rest of the evidence, the
latter option is more likely.

What exactly the bayatu entailed, other than that it took place during the
night and included offerings to specific—or perhaps all—deities, is unknown.
It is not likely that the ritual text TU 41 is a description of a regular bayatu, as
is sometimes assumed.20 If that had been the case, the specific statements in

20  Most recently Pongratz-Leisten 2006—2008, 101.
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the text about its beginning (obv. 13) and ending (rev. 28—29) would have been
redundant. Moreover, if the entire nocturnal ceremony had been an event of
the monthly variety, it would not have been written down in a prescriptive for-
mat at all, let alone with the mention of a date. Rather, the bayatu in TU 41
should be compared to the bayatu held during the night of day g of the akitu fes-
tival in month vII: one cultic event among many that took place in the context
of an elaborate ritual cycle spanning several days.?! Furthermore, the products
offered to the various gods in TU 41 are different from those mentioned in the
Neo-Babylonian administrative texts. Anu and Antu of Heaven and the five
planets received beer and wine, meat and various kinds of fresh fruit, but not
the dates and raisins that recur in many of the Neo-Babylonian documents. The
evening meal, which according to TU 38 did include dates, was brought before
Anu and Antu and the other gods inside the Bit Ré3, but that was before the
bayatu had even started.??

4.3 Day 16 and the Lunar Cultic Calendar

What can be said about the cultic significance of day 16? Traditionally, the
cities of Mesopotamia had lunar cultic calendars based on an ideal model of
the moon’s phases, according to which the moon was half on day 7 and full
on day 15 of every month.23 This is clearly demonstrated by one of the oldest
Mesopotamian monthly festivals, the esSesu- or ‘all temples’ festival, which was
originally celebrated monthly on day 1, the day of the first moonlight, day 7, at
half-moon, and day 15, at full moon.?* Sources from the Ur 111 and Old Baby-
lonian period also offer evidence for other monthly festivals taking place on
the first, seventh and fifteenth day.25 As the first day of the second half of the
month, day 16 also bore cultic significance and is sometimes attested instead of
day 15 as a date of ritual activity. For example, the offerings for the (royal) dead
during the Ur 111 period took place on the 1st and 15th of the month, whereas

21 Anight vigil was also held during month vi1 in the temples of the city of A$$ur in the early
Neo-Assyrian period. A royal decree from 809 Bc lists large amounts of foodstuffs for what
must have been an elaborate banquet for the gods (saa X11 69: obv. 18—26).

22 TU 410bv.12.

23 Theideal month of 30 days, with full moon on day 15, is also described in Enama Eli§ v 12—
22 as part of the order of time established by Marduk.

24  Linssen 2004, 45 with further literature. Between the Ur 111 and Old Babylonian periods,
day 25 was added to those monthly occurrences.

25  Steele 2007, 133-134.
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in Old Babylonian Mari such rites were performed on the 1st and 16th.26 In the
‘Theogony of Dunnu), a fragmentary mythological text about several genera-
tions of divine rulers, days 1 and 16 of different months are mentioned as dates
upon which new divine kings and queens acceded their thrones.?”

In the later Assyrian tradition, the dates for the essesu festival changed com-
pletely to the 4th, 8th and 17th of the month, with a nocturnal celebration,
a nubattu, on the eve of the 17th. However, that may not have been the case
in Babylonia.?8 Different collections of sources show that the cultic calendars
of Neo-Babylonian cities were still primarily lunar. According to a calendar
text for the performance of Emesal prayers in the temple of Sama$ at Neo-
Babylonian Sippar, the performances took place on day 8(!), day 15, day 20, the
day sacred to Sama$, and thus probably also on day 1.2° The broken cultic cal-
endar from Neo-Babylonian Uruk, LKU 51, lists the “duties of the kaliis and the
musicians” on days 1, 2, 6, 7, 14 and 15 of each month.3° Moreover, a number of
sheep was sacrificed each month at Neo-Babylonian Uruk on days 1, 2, 7 and
15, as well as a goat on days 6/7, 13/14, 21/22 and 27/28.3! Likewise, a fragmen-
tary Astronomical Diary from Hellenistic Babylon lists days 1, 3, 7, 15 and 16 as
the dates for an unspecified ritual.3? At Seleucid Uruk, finally, Emesal prayers
were also still performed on days 1/2, 7, 15 and 20 of every month (with addi-
tional performances on the 15th of month 1, the 14th of month vi(?) and 18th
of month v111).32 It must be noted that in reality the month could be either 30
days (a “full” month) or 29 days (a “hollow” month), which meant that the moon
could be full on days 11-15, and most frequently on days 13 and 14, due to the
month length and the irregular motions of the moon itself.34 The priests of the

26  Lambert 2013, 390—391. Funerary rites at Mari sometimes also took place on the 7th/8th
and 3oth, i.e. at half-moon and dark moon, and even more rarely also on the 4th and gth,
probably during months when the threat of the disruptive presence of ghosts was greater.

27  ‘Theogony of Dunnu’ obv. 20, 24, 36 (ibid. 392). The only known copy is dated to the Neo-
Babylonian period, but the contents may be much older.

28  But note the unknown ritual attested performed on “the night of the 17th and the 17th” of
month X1 at Hellenistic Babylon (AD -229 B obv. 11').

29  Mauliggg, 303.

30  Beaulieu 2003, 373-375.

31 Robbins 1996, 78-79.

32 AD-229 Brev.13 (month X11).

33 TU 48; Linssen 2004, 30—34.

34  Traditionally, the first day of a Babylonian month was determined through the first obser-
vation of the new moon sickle. If that observation was indeed possible and the moon not
obscured by clouds, the occurrence of the full moon fluctuated between days 12 and 15;
if the observation was one day too late, the full moon could occur as early as day 11. Day
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Babylonian city cults responded to these fluctuations by shifting the dates of
cultic events back and forth as needed.35 Thus, the lunar cultic calendar was in
itself an ideal model, and in practice it was continuously adapted to the moon’s
changing behaviour.

Since the cultic calendars of Neo- and late Babylonian cities were clearly
still based on the phases of the moon, it is likely that the e$$esu celebrations
continued to fall—or again fell—on the most important days of that ideal
cycle. The few sources from Neo-Babylonian Borsippa which refer to the ess-
esu festival mention days 7(?)-8, 19—20 and 24—25 of different months, dates
that correspond nicely to the cultic calendars of Neo-Babylonian Sippar and
Neo- and late Babylonian Uruk.26 The Neo-Babylonian texts from Uruk that
mention the essesu festival list up to 11 occurrences per month, without offer-
ing any exact dates; however, that large amount is explained by the fact that in
first-millennium Babylonia the essesu festival spanned two consecutive days,
as shown by the evidence from Borsippa. The full list was probably days 1—2,
7-8,14-15/15-16, 19—20 and 24—25 and perhaps one or two additional dates, for
instance 14-15-16, during specific months. The prebend sale deeds from Seleu-
cid Uruk mention the essesu days together with the ginit and gugqit offerings,
which again makes it difficult to determine which of the dates listed in the
prebend texts refer to which type of cultic event. Moreover, the lists reflect a
system of distribution of prebendary duties which did not overlap perfectly
with the dates of complete festivals. Nonetheless, if we assume that the dates
of the essesu festival at Uruk had remained unchanged during the Achaemenid
and into the Seleucid period, that means the nocturnal ceremony described in
TU 41 either took place during the last night of such a celebration, or the night
directly following it (depending on whether it spanned days 14-15 or 15-16).37
In that case it will not have been a regular essesu festival, but a special celebra-
tion which, like the nocturnal ceremony, took place only once a year, perhaps
spanning days 14 through 16.

16 is not attested at all (M. Ossendrijver, personal communication). However, J. Steele has
argued that by the Seleucid period, month lengths were no longer determined by obser-
vation, but calculated in advance (Steele 2007, 143).

35  Beaulieu1993b.

36  Waerzeggers 2010a, 139-140.

37  This is also suggested by George (1992, 222 note 3), although he assumes that the essesu
festival would not precede, but follow the ceremony and take place on day 17, as in the
Neo-Assyrian cults.
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4.4 Cultic Aspects of the 16th of Tebétu

If the nocturnal ceremony did indeed take place on day 16 of month X, is there
any other evidence of that day being a significant date on Uruk’s (or gener-
ally the Babylonian) cultic calendar? Apart from TU 38, the 16th of Tebetu is
mentioned on an administrative record from the Bit Ré$ as the date of a cloth-
ing ceremony (lubustu) for Anu and Antu, which suggests an especially festive
occasion.38 Further, a prebend mentioned in the sale deed Iraq 59 no. 38 gave
the owner the right to receive part of “the large sheep” which was presumably
slaughtered “on the 16th of Tebétu (and?) of [...] before the brushwood pile of
Anu”39 That large sheep may have been sacrificed as part of the ‘bull-and-sheep
offering’ which took place at the beginning of the nocturnal ceremony, before
the gods’ evening meal was served.#? The phrase “before the brushwood pile
of Anu” is more problematic. Irag 59 no. 38 is heavily damaged in the middle,
so it cannot be said with certainty whether “the brushwood pile of Anu” refers
to the same ritual or even the same day as the “large sheep”. Moreover, if both
phrases indeed refer to the ritual described in TU 41, then they describe two
separate events, since the bull-and-sheep-offering took place much earlier in
the evening than the kindling of the brushwood piles began (TU 41 rev. 6-7).
We can only observe that TU 41 is the only extant ritual from Seleucid Uruk in
which the lighting of brushwood piles plays an important role. Moreover, the
first of those brushwood piles, which was lit in the Ubsukkinnaku, may well
have been considered “the brushwood pile of Anu’, since it was the only one
burning in his temple, as opposed to the fires that were lit at each of the other
temples. It cannot be proven that Irag 59 no. 38 refers to the nocturnal cere-
mony, but the text does clearly mention the 16th of Tebétu as a date of a special
yearly offering of a large sheep, which may also have involved a “brushwood
pile of Anu”.

More circumstantial evidence is offered by the Neo-Babylonian administra-
tive records from Uruk analysed by Ellen Robbins. The records deal exclusively
with the amount of sheep and goats disbursed each day from two types of
stables or cattle pens for the daily sattukku offerings at the Eanna, as well as
certain—but not all—additional festivities that took place on some of those
days. In comparison to the regular minimum of nine, the number of sheep
increased vastly on certain days and in most cases the number remained the

38 BM 105231: 1-22 (Monerie 2013, 407).
39  Jursa1997, no. 38, obv. 10-11.
40  TU 41 0bv.11; see §5.3.3.



THE RITUAL'S CALENDRICAL SETTING 129

same on those particular days for each recorded year. That statistic informa-
tion has allowed Robbins to recreate an aspect of the cultic calendar of Uruk
during the period between the fifth regnal year of Nabonidus and the sixth of
Cambyses. One of the dates on which a great amount of additional sheep—
between twenty and thirty—was required each year is the 16th of Tebétu.#! That
confirms that day as one of cultic significance both in Neo-Babylonian and in
Seleucid Uruk. Unfortunately, Robbins’ material does not offer any informa-
tion about the character of the ceremony that took place that day or whether it
changed during the Achaemenid period with the introduction of the Anu cult.

Finally, the 16th of Tebétu is mentioned in scatttered sources from other
cities and earlier periods. In Neo-Babylonian Borsippa, as mentioned above, it
was the date of a night vigil in the temple of Mar-Biti, which was also performed
two weeks earlier (29-1X) and two weeks later (3-x1), and of a festival for Samas
at his shrine in the countryside, again already performed two weeks before (28-
1X) as well as a few months earlier (between 4-v1 and 6-v1).42 Further, 16-x was
the starting date of a festival for Istar of Nineveh, probably introduced by Sen-
nacherib, on which she “brightened” the Emasmas.#3 The brightness of Istar
in Tebétu is also reflected in the astronomical treatise called ‘Astrolabe B’ by
modern scholars, which was compiled during the Middle Assyrian period by a
Babylonian scribe, but may have been derived from older sources. According
to that text, month x was the month of I$tar’s “awe-inspiring luminosity” (nam-
rirrit).** It is unclear whether this refers to the brilliance of the planet Venus,
whose periods of visibility fluctuated greatly with respect to the Babylonian
calendar across a cycle of ca. eight years and were not connected to any month
in particular. It cannot be proven that the nocturnal ritual at Seleucid Uruk was
in any way connected with either the Borsippean or the Assyrian ceremonies,
which rather demonstrate that the tenth month, called in Assyria Kantinu, ‘bra-
ziers), was a time of festivals of light throughout Mesopotamia.*> According to
Astrolabe B, it was also the month of the “grand festival of Anu”, a celebration
which is not attested in any other Assyrian or Babylonian sources. A connection
between that festival, whatever it may have been, and the nocturnal ceremony
at Seleucid Uruk is not impossible, but can only have been established through
a conscious choice of the Anu priests to use Astrolabe B—or the cultic tradi-
tions it reflects—as one of the guidelines for their cultic calendar.

41 Robbins 1996, 69 and Table 4.

42 Waerzeggers 20104, 134-137.

43  SAAIII7:10.

44 KAV 218 a I1I: 12, 18 (Reiner/Pingree 1981, 152).
45  See§55.4.
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4.5 The Winter Solstice

If we assume that Tebétu was indeed the month in which the nightly cere-
mony was performed, that means that the ritual took place in the middle of
the winter—more or less around the time of the winter solstice. Like the ideal
30-day month with full moon on day 15 on which the cultic calendar was based,
an ideal year model of 12 x 30 = 360 days is attested in pre-Seleucid astronomi-
cal cuneiform texts. Within that year, the equinoxes and solstices all fell on the
15th of a month and exactly three months apart. Regarding which months, two
different systems appear to have been in use: firstly an older Babylonian system,
which is primarily attested in second-millennium texts and re-emerges in the
late Babylonian period, and according to which the cardinal phenomena fell
on day 15 of months 111 (summer solstice), vI (autumn equinox), IX (winter sol-
stice) and X1I (vernal equinox), and secondly a system attested in Neo-Assyrian
texts, according to which all four events occurred one month later, i.e. on the
15th of months 1v, vi1, X and 1.46 Accordingly, the celestial divination handbook
Enuma Anu Enlil X1v Table c assigns the winter solstice to month 1%, Kislimu,
and offers the comment “night is giving way to day; the days grow longer, the
nights shorter”;*” but according to early first-millennium astronomical litera-
ture such as Mul.Apin (+ 1000-750B.C.),*® the summer solstice ideally took
place on the 15th of month 1v, Du'uzu, (1ii 42—43) and the winter solstice on the
15th of month x, Tebétu (1 iii 7—9). The latter dates are also mentioned in the
astronomical section of the difficult commentary text i.nam.gis.hur.an.ki.a,
which is either derived directly from Mul.Apin or based on the same mate-
rial.#® We know that at least Mul.Apin itself was still in use in the Seleucid
period: the Sulgi Chronicle5® quotes from it and an uranography dating to

46 Horowitz 1996, 42. Interestingly, the Old Babylonian literary composition ‘Inanna and An’
(Van Dijk 1998) includes an aetiological passage, according to which the variation in the
length of days and nights throughout the year was caused by Inanna’s capturing the Eanna
and removing it from the sky (see §1.1). The length of the day and night at the equinoxes
are described in the poem as 3 units each, which means that the literary text draws on the
same ideal year model as Enama Anu Enlil x1v (Brown/Zélyomi 2001).

47  giganaur-rui-na-palu,™es gidmes gigmes lagud™e® (Al-Rawi/George 19911992, 57: 20).
In two of the three manuscripts, that comment is connected to the 16th day, i.e. the day
after the solstice has—ideally—occurred.

48 Hunger/Pingree 1989, 10—12; Brown 2000, 245.

49 K 2164+2195+3510 rev. 7-8, 19—20; Livingstone 1986, 25-27, 43.

50 SpTU 1 2; see §2.3.4.4.
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SE 97 (214/13BC) also contains various citations from the text, with additional
commentary and excerpts from other sources.?!

During the course of the first millennium, more sophisticated methods for
calculating the dates of the solstices were developed.52 By the time of the Seleu-
cid period, the astronomers of Uruk were using the so-called ‘Uruk scheme),
which was based on the recurring 19-year intercalation cycle that they had
adopted: SE 76—94, SE 95-112 etc. The scheme was used to calculate the date
of the summer solstice, which was then used to determine the dates of the
winter solstice and the equinoxes in turn.5® From ca. 350 BC onwards, Babylo-
nian astronomers always calculated the dates of the equinoxes and solstices by
means of the Uruk scheme and there is no evidence that they were still empiri-
cally observed as well. The Astronomical Diaries from Babylon, which primarily
report observed celestial and earthly events, also record dates of the cardi-
nal phenomena which are consistent with the Uruk scheme.5* The calculated
dates, according to the Uruk scheme, on which the winter solstice ‘occurred’
within the span of one 19-year cycle fell 7 times in Kislimu, 12 times in Tebétu
and covered the range of 13-1x at the earliest and 11-x at the latest; thus never
as late as 16-x.55

However, it is unlikely that the cities’ yearly cultic calendars depended on
dates of astronomical events which shifted back and forth on the civil cal-
endar over the course of 19 years. Moreover, even in the late period, Babylo-
nian astronomers still used Mul.Apin and related texts for specific purposes—
for example, since there were no separate names for each of the individual
equinoxes and solstices, one astronomical text refers to “the equinox of month
viI” and “the solstice of month x” to indicate the autumn equinox and winter
solstice, even though the text as a whole refers to events occurring on the real
calendar.56 Thus, like the monthly cultic calendars, which were based on an
ideal system of the moon’s phases and could be adapted to actually occurring
deviations from that system, the yearly festivals were probably still based on
the ideal year model described in Mul.Apin. After all, the half-yearly akitu fes-
tival was still celebrated in the first weeks of months 1 and v11 because of the

51  MLC1866 (Beaulieu 1992, 63 and Beaulieu et al. forthcoming).

52 Hunger/Pingree 1999, 199—202; Britton 2002, 30—-43.

53  Slotsky1993, 360—362. A remaining inaccuracy in the scheme was the underlying assump-
tion that the seasons were all of equal length (Britton 2002, 53).

54 Britton 2002, 43.

55  Neugebauer 1975, 362, Table 3; Britton 2002, 44, fig. 7.

56 SpTU v 264, rev. n—12. For the range of uses for Mul.Apin in the late first millennium Bc,
see Steele forthcoming.
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spring and autumn equinox, even though those phenomena would regularly
occur in the preceding month.57 Likewise, a winter festival may well have been
held in the middle of month X on the ideal occurrence of both the full moon
and the winter solstice.

The difference between the longest and the shortest day of the year is not
as great in the Middle East as it is in regions further north of the equator, and
there is very little evidence that the solstices constituted significant events in
the cultic calendars of ancient Mesopotamia, which were primarily agricultural
in origin. There are, however, a few exceptions. including one from the reign
of the Third Dynasty of Ur and one from late Babylonian Borsippa and Baby-
lon. According to a study by Mark Cohen, the great cultic festivals of Ur, city
of the moon god Nanna/Sin, were determined during the Ur 111 period by the
notion of the sun and the moon battling for dominance of heaven throughout
the year.58 When the sun was longer in the sky, the nights—in which the moon
was visible—were shorter and the other way around. At the equinoxes, the two
deities were in harmony, which was celebrated in both cases by an akiti festival.
At the summer solstice, the sun was at its height of superiority over the moon,
while at the winter solstice the moon was supreme and the Great Festival of
Nanna was held.>® Cohen tentatively suggests that the Festival of the Boat of
Heaven (ezem-ma-an-na), attested at Ur 111-period Uruk and Old Babylonian
Larsa, was also connected to the equinoxes and the solstices, since at Uruk it
fell in months vi1 and X and at Larsa in months 1 and v11.6°

Where the late Babylonian period is concerned, a cultic commentary dated
to 137 BC describes how two goddesses, the Daughters of the Esagil ! went from
Babylon to Borsippa on the eleventh of Du'uzu; likewise, the Daughters of the
Ezida went from Borsippa to Babylon on the third of Kislimu. Those events are
explained as follows:62

57  Britton (1993, 68) argues that after 502Bc the older model of months XII-111-vI-IX was
consciously readopted so that the akitu festivals would always begin on the first full moon
after the spring and autumn equinox. However, that development may have had a spe-
cific political background and was in any case not universal; as we have just pointed
out, the Mul.Apin model also continued to be used (John Steele, personal communica-
tion).

58  Cohen 1996, 13—20. The cultic and secular calendar themselves were still lunar, not solar.

59  Sallabergeriggs, 191-193.

60 Cohen 2015, 219—221.

61 For pairs of goddesses called ‘Daughters of DN/TN/CN), see § 5.2.3.

62  *a-na muh-hi mi-ni-i ki-i il-la-ka-a’ ina {9$ 0 mu-$i ki-i i k-ru]-i 5 ana ugu ur-ru-ku $@ mu-si
dumu.salme’ é.sag.il ana é.zi.da it-tal-ka-ni ® é.zi.da é mu-$i $u-ii ina tigan uy-mu ki-i
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Why do they go? In Du'uzu, when the nights have become short, the
Daughters of the Esagil go to the Ezida to lengthen the nights. The Ezida
is the temple of the night. In Kislimu, when the days have become short,
the Daughters of the Ezida go the Esagil to lengthen the days. The Esagil
is the temple of daylight.

The same text associates more half-yearly cultic and mythological events with
the solstices. In another section, it is stated that Nergal went down to the
netherworld on the 18th of Du'uzu and rose up again on the 28th of Kislimu,
being “one” with Samas; furthermore, “weeping” is mentioned for the gods
Dumuzi and Lugaldukuga in Du'uzu and for Enmesarra in Tebétu.6® In both
passages, the traditional mythical events of ‘dying gods’ descending to the
netherworld at the height of summer and emerging from it again in winter are
clearly connected to the occasions of the summer and winter solstice. Another
late Babylonian text, a calendar for the cult of Nabti which seems closely con-
nected to the commentary text just discussed, also describes the exchange
ritual of the Daughters of the Esagil and the Ezida and mentions the weep-
ing of the goddess Gula for Enmesarra, this time in Kislimu.®4 It must be noted
that both sources clearly originate from the interconnected cultic sphere of the
cities Babylon and Borsippa and may not be related to the religious practices at
Hellenistic Uruk. Nonetheless, the dates they mention seem to be based on the
Uruk scheme rather than on Mul. Apin;% in other words, they reflect the con-
temporary developments in mathematical astronomy that were taking place at
Babylon and Uruk at the same time.

Finally, an astrological-historical commentary dated to the early Hellenis-
tic period and probably also from Babylon mentions a “music festival” (ezen
nam.nar) on the 17th of the month “Tappatu”.66 The previous line in the text
states that “because Ninurta rises [...]", which considering the astrological con-

ik-ru-t 7 dumu.sal™e® é.zi.da ur-ru-ku $d uy-mu ana é.sag.il it-tal-ka-a’ 8 é.sag.il é u,-mu
Su-ti (BM 34035: 4-8; Livingstone 1986, 255).

63  BM 34035: 33—35, 52—53; Livingstone 1986, 256—257. The rising of Nergal from the nether-
world in Kislimu is also mentioned in Astrolabe B (KAV 218 a I11: 2-3, 8).

64  SBH VIII rev. V 35—47 (Cagirgan 1976, 179-180). For the question of whether the calendar
refers to Nabi’s cult at Babylon or at Borsippa, see Boiy 2004, 84 with literature.

65  Note that the Daughters of the Esagil and the Ezida went on their journey on a later day
than the latest possible date for the summer solstice (7-1v) and on an earlier day than the
earliest possible date for the winter solstice (13-1X) respectively, perhaps to be on the safe
side each year.

66  BM 55466+55486+55627 rev. 26 (Koch 2004, 108).
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tent of the entire tablet must refer to Ninurta’s star Sirius and more specifically
its acronychal rising around the winter solstice. Johannes Koch therefore inter-
prets the festival as a winter solstice celebration. Although Benno Landsberger
previously understood “Tappatu” to mean the month Tebétu, Koch argues it
must be Kislimu, since the only day 17 on which the winter solstice fell accord-
ing to the Uruk scheme is 17-1x.57 However, as just pointed out, the priest-
scholars of Hellenistic Babylonia were still using the ideal scheme in Mul.Apin
for various purposes, and it is likely that these included yearly recurring cul-
tic events. Moreover, the month Tebétu is also referred to unambiguously as
itigh in the same text a few lines earlier.68 Therefore, the music festival for the
occasion of Sirius’ rising may well have fallen on 17-X, two days after the ideal
winter solstice—and if so, it may even have been the counterpart in Babylon
of the festival on 16/17-x at Uruk.

4.6 Conclusion

Itis as good as certain that the nocturnal ceremony at Seleucid Uruk took place
in one of the winter months, since the night vigil, an important feature of the
ceremony, was only held during those months. From TU 41 itself it becomes
clear that the ceremony took place in the night between days 16 and 17, but the
month cannot be established with complete certainty. However, the reference
in TU 38 to a yearly cultic event on the 16th of month x, Tebétu, which included
offerings to Anu and Antu of Heaven and the seven major heavenly bodies,
makes that the most likely date by far. Other sources from Seleucid and Neo-
Babylonian Uruk show that the 16th of Tebétu was in any case a special day on
the cultic calendar of Uruk and involved other offerings besides the standard
daily amount.

External evidence that might explain the choice of 16-X as a date for a yearly
cultic ceremony can be found, but remains somewhat circumstantial. Day 16
seems close enough to the full moon, but would have been one day too late on
both the cultic and civil calendar. The sources show that in Seleucid Babylonia,
the cultic calendar was still lunar, which meant that a ‘cultic full moon’ was
celebrated monthly on day 15; furthermore, the actual date of the full moon
fluctuated between days 12 through 15 and occurred most frequently on days 13

67 Koch 2004, 110.
68  Ibid.rev. 4.
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and 14.5° However, the nocturnal ceremony may well have taken place during
the final night of the traditional lunar essesu festival, which at least in the Neo-
Babylonian period could span two or three consecutive days and was always
celebrated on and around full moon.

The fact that Tebétu was a midwinter month is also significant, but can the
ceremony have been related to the phenomenon that marked the middle of
winter on the solar calendar, viz. the winter solstice? According to the Uruk
scheme used by Hellenistic Babylonian astronomers to calculate the dates of
the equinoxes and solstices, the winter solstice fell in month X in 12 out of the
19 years in one 19-year-cycle, but never later than day 11-x. Still, it is more likely
that the yearly cultic calendar was not based on the Uruk scheme, but on the
ideal year model described in the astronomical handbook Mul.Apin, accord-
ing to which the winter solstice fell on day 15 of month x. Moreover, different
sources show that the winter solstice was an important event for the cults of
late first-millennium Babylon and Borsippa. Thus, it is again well imaginable,
though not proven, that the event had a similar significance at Uruk and that
the cultic date 16-x was also connected to the winter solstice—the final night
of a two- or three-day essesu festival which culminated in the nocturnal cele-
bration described in TU 41.

Such a reconstruction, attractive as it may appear, must remain speculation
as long as we only look at external sources that concern the role and signifi-
cance of day 16 and month X in late first-millennium Babylonia. However, closer
scrutiny of the features of the nocturnal ceremony itself may shed more light
on the possible meaning of its midmonth- and midwinter setting. Those fea-
tures will be analysed in detail in the following two chapters.

69  Only the fragmentary horoscope text TU 14 assigns the full moon to day 16 (see above).



CHAPTER 5

Analysis of TU .1

5.1 Method of the Analysis

511  Methodological Considerations

In this and the following chapter, a comprehensive analysis will be presented of
the nocturnal ceremony described in TU 41. A few remarks of a methodological
nature must be made beforehand. Firstly, the concept of ‘ritual’ is the subject
of an ongoing academic debate which addresses, among many other problems,
the limits of its definition and whether or not it should be defined at all, or
purely understood in the participants’ own terms.! In the present study, which
focuses specifically on cultic practices, the words ‘ritual’ and ‘ceremony’ will
be used interchangeably to refer to—in my definition—a sequence of inter-
connected activities which become meaningful in relationship to a concep-
tualised divine realm and for which the order, timing and precision of their
performance is considered crucial in fulfilling their purpose, which is to define
the boundaries of and establish contact and exchange with the divine realm.
However, such modern definitions should only be applied to the phenom-
ena encountered in the Mesopotamian sources when one takes equally into
account how those sources themselves, and in our case primarily the texts from
Seleucid Uruk, refer to routine cultic performances, define their characteristics
and establish different subcategories. The latter subject will be discussed fur-
ther below.

Secondly, as all scholars of ancient religion are aware, several insurmount-
able barriers lie between us and the rituals of our interest. We are not able to
experience an ancient religious ceremony or festival first-hand, but must rely
on scarce and ambiguous archaeological remains and textual sources which
differ wildly in accuracy and reliability and often hamper even the complete
reconstruction of a ritual’s content, let alone its role within the broader frame-
work of that particular cult and its social impact on the community. The
sources stand between us and the actual event. Moreover, in the case of pre-
scriptive texts like those from Seleucid Uruk, we are not dealing with obser-
vational reports or literary descriptions of rituals that have taken place at a

1 See for arecent overview of that debate and an analysis of its underlying preconceptions Bell
2009b.

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2018 DOI: 10.1163/9789004364943_007
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specific moment in space and time, but with instructions for the performance
of rites and ceremonies. The texts do not reflect an occurrence of a ritual, but
express a wish for a ritual to be performed in a particular manner. They cannot
in themselves be considered as evidence that the rituals have ever really taken
place in the way the compiler(s) of the texts would apparently have preferred
it.

In the case of TU 41 specifically, as we have seen in Chapter 4, all the evi-
dence for the actual performance of the nocturnal ceremony remains circum-
stantial. Thus, the analysis presented in the following chapters is of a ritual
which is described in a text compiled by the priests of the Anu cult and which
they intended, at least, to be included in the cult’s yearly sequence of festivals.
Whether or not it was ever actually performed and if so, whether or not it took
on the exact form in which it has been transmitted to us remains unknown
at present. However, bearing that in mind, for the sake of the argument it will
nonetheless be assumed here that it was indeed performed at least once.

Finally, it must be noted that caution is imperative when considering possi-
ble relationships between deities, hymns, offerings and religious locations in
ritual texts from the Late Babylonian period and those in second- or third-
millennium sources. However, that does not mean that the distance in time
between them renders them incomparable. The shifts in meaning that such
religious phenomena have undergone during that immensely long period due
to changing political and socioeconomic circumstances and gradual develop-
ments in popular as well as scholarly worldview should never be underes-
timated; yet at the same time, Mesopotamian culture is characterised by a
remarkable continuity and the underlying framework, the ‘grammatical struc-
ture’, of Mesopotamian religious rituals has changed about as much or as little
as the Akkadian language itself. Moreover, as we have seen in Part 1, in the
case of the Anu cult of Seleucid Uruk, antiquated elements were consciously
adopted and reinvented by the priesthood. Forgotten gods were revived with
the help of standardised texts such as An = Anum and An = Anu sa ameéli;?
it is very unlikely that the same thing did not happen with ritual practices.
Thus, even if they became embedded in a new cultic context, the connection
between those elements and their historical origins need not necessarily be
dismissed as coincidental.

2 See §2..
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5.1.2  Categories of Religious Ritual in the Akkadian Sources
Scholars of Mesopotamian religious ritual usually distinguish between on the
one hand rituals which belonged to the regular cycle of cultic worship and
were performed on fixed dates according to a particular temple’s cultic cal-
endar, and on the other rituals which were performed only when the need
arose and which could be performed anywhere from the temple, the palace
or a private house to a garden, the riverside or the wilderness. The functions
and goals of the latter type, sometimes called ‘occasional rituals,® were mani-
fold, from repairing a cultic object or a house to healing a sick person, averting
the evil portended by a bad omen or driving out a ghost or demon. Their pur-
pose can generally be described as restoring the balance between the human
and the supernatural realm which had been, or threatened to be, disrupted by
a specific, temporary situation.# Daniel Schwemer further divides such rituals
into a) induction- and transformation rituals, i.e. the preparation of objects
and persons for contact with the divine sphere,® b) defensive rituals against
evil supernatural beings, witchcraft, curses and negative events portended by
omina and c) “aggressive” rituals, i.e. rites performed to procure personal gain
for the participants—riches, power, winning in court, sexual attractiveness and
potency, and so on.®

The source texts themselves, however, apply a different set of terminology
and categories. Concerning the notion of ‘(religious) ritual’ as such, the single
word in the Akkadian cuneiform sources which comes closest to that mod-
ern concept is the Sumerian garza (PA.AN), rendered in Akkadian as parsu.
Apart from indicating a specific ceremony performed in a sacred environment,

3 Some occasional ritual texts explicitly state that the ritual should be performed “in an aus-
picious month, on an auspicious day” (e.g. TU 45 obv. 2). An exception is the anti-witchcraft
cycle Maglii, which was to be performed together with the yearly festival for the dead on the
28th of the month Abu.

4 Jean Bottéro (2001, 114-115) makes a slightly different distinction. He calls the daily care and
feeding of the gods in their cellae the “theocentric cult” and distinguishes it from the “sacra-
mental cult’, which was focused on human needs and desires and aimed at understanding
and influencing a god’s attitude towards a particular human being or the community as a
whole: learning his intentions through divination, appeasing his anger, currying favour with
him and procuring his aid in the alleviation of illness and misery.

5 Presumably he also assigns the Mesopotamian building rituals to this category, which pro-
tected a house that was being repaired or newly built against evil intruders and guided it
through the process of its (re)construction with the help of craftsman deities. In the specific
case of a temple, it was also a question of inducing it into the realm of the sacred. (For an
edition and interpretation of the extant first-millennium building rituals, see Ambos 2004.)

6 Schwemer 2011, 426—433.
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garza/parsu could also refer to the whole of the cultic ordinances of a par-
ticular divine dwelling, i.e. the rules of conduct established for it to which all
men and gods must adhere, as well as the behavioural characteristics of a deity,
which included the way her worshippers should approach her as well as her
own divine powers and offices. A secondary meaning is ‘custom’ or ‘practice’
in a more general sense, including any non-religious social traditions.” Thus,
the range of meaning of the word §arza/parsu overlaps, but is not identical
with that of English terms like ‘rite’, ‘ritual’ and ‘cult practice’. A comparable,
less frequently attested word is alaktu (pl. alkatu/alkakatu), derived from alaku
‘to go’, of which the meaning ranges from ‘gait’ and simply ‘acts’, ‘deeds), ‘ways’
to ‘customary behaviour’, ‘proper conduct’ and, when referring to priests, rit-
ual activities'® Words used as synonyms for parsu are three other loan words
from the Sumerian, meésu, sakki and pelludii, and in the first millennium also
dullu, ‘service’, ‘duty’ (which is also frequently attested in a non-ritual context).
Apart from such single terms, Mesopotamian prescriptive ritual texts usually
distinguish between two types of activities to be performed during a ritual: the
legomena, i.e. what is to be said, and the dromena, i.e. what has to be done.?
The legomena are referred to as Sum. ka.inim.ma, the ‘words to be spoken, or
én, ‘recitation) and the dromena as Sum. ke.keé.bi or du.du.bi, ‘its accompa-
nying activities’ (cf. the Akkadian loan words kikkittil, kidudii and dudubit), or
AKkk. epistu or nepesu/u, from epeésu, ‘to do’, ‘to make’10

Beyond such general terms, specific rituals are distinguished from each other
in several ways. Firstly, rituals and ritual series are identified by their titles,
which are derived from their main features (e.g. bit méseri, house of confine-
ment’; bit sala’ mé, ‘house of water-sprinkling’; mis pi, ‘mouth-washing’) or the
purpose of their performance (e.g. magqlii, ‘burning’; nam.bur.bi, ‘its undo-
ing’; $ep lemutti ina bit ameéli parasu, ‘to block the entry of the enemy into a
man’s house’). Within a series of ritual tablets, for example the rites for a par-
ticular temple cult for the entire year, a reference system of ‘catchlines), taken
from each tablet’s first line (e.g. “month Nisannu, day 5”), was used to dis-
tinguish the individual rituals from each other and determine their internal
order.!! Secondly, apart from the bariutu, the specific lore of the haruspex, the
source texts—at least in the first millennium—distinguish between the profes-

7 Cf. cAD P 195—202.

8 CAD A1297—298.

9 Scurlock 2005, 3.

10 Sallaberger 2006—2008b, 421.

11 The catchline-system was not restricted to rituals, but used for all longer tablet series, such
as the omen handbooks Summa Alu or Eniima Anu Enlil.
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sional realms of the two main types of ritual specialist: the asipu, often trans-
lated as ‘exorcist’ or ‘incantation priest’ due to his activities as healer and his
expertise in repelling demons and other supernatural evils, and the kali, often
translated as lamentation priest’ due to his responsibility for the performance
of prayers in the Sumerian Emesal dialect aimed at calming the gods’ easily
angered hearts (so-called ‘cultic lamentations’).1? The actual realm of authority
of both professions extended much further and comprised—among others—
building rituals, the creation of divine statues and a range of purification rituals
for both regular festivals and occasional crisis situations.!®* Moreover, asipi and
kalit were usually involved together in the regular ceremonies in the temple,
respectively performing rites of purification and singing Emesal prayers.1#

5..3  TU 41inthe Context of Its Textual Genre

Although none of the texts describing the regular temple cult of Seleucid Uruk
have been found by means of official excavations, it is likely that they belonged
to the temple library of the Bit Ré$;'> moreover, they were probably part of a
larger series of tablets offering ritual prescriptions for the entire cultic year.
That series is alluded to in the colophon of TU 38, which gives instruction for
the arrangement and preparation of the daily divine meals:¢

(Copied from a) writing board containing the cultic ordinances (garza)
of Anuship, the pure purification rites and the rites of kingship, including

12 Gabbay 2014, 15-16.

13 The asipu appears to have been responsible for the new creation of sanctuaries and divine
statues, whereas the kalil supervised the renovation of existing ones (Berlejung 1998, 187).
Even during induction rituals for dilapidated temples and broken statues, the primary role
of the kali: appears to have been the performance of Emesal prayers to calm potentially
angered gods while the object in question was brought back from its incomplete, liminal
condition into full functionality and ritual purity. The creation of the cultic kettledrum,
however, belonged exclusively to the realm of the kalii, probably because it was a musi-
cal instrument that accompanied the Emesal prayers and because it played an important
role in another (Hellenistic) kaldi ritual, the mourning rites for a lunar eclipse (see § 5.7.4).
Apart from the obvious distinction between ‘incantations’ on the one hand and ‘Eme-
sal prayers’ on the other, however, the exact distinction between the asipu and the kalti
remains subtle and complicated and requires further research.

14  Seefor example TU 41 obv. 33—34: “A senior temple enterer will ‘take the hand of’ the Torch
and together with the asipa, the kali and the musicians (he will bring it) down from the
ziqqurrat.”

15 See §3.1.

16 TU 38 rev. 44—46. See for a translation of the entire colophon §2.3.4.5.
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the divine purification rites of the Bit Ré$, the Irigal, the Eanna and all the
sanctuaries of Uruk; the ritual activities (alkakatu) of the asipa, the kalz,
the musicians and the craftsmen, all of those who are subordinate to the
[...], except for everything concerning the apprentices. (...)

Anotherhint as to the relationship between the extant ritual tablets from Seleu-
cid Uruk is offered by TU 39, a tablet containing instructions for the akitu festi-
val in month vi11 (Tasritu). After the last instructions follow a summary, then a
horizontal rule, the ‘catchline’ of the next tablet and finally the colophon:!”

These are the cultic ordinances (garza) of the month Tasritu, completed.

Month Arahsamna, day 5: Misaru will rise from the Ehenunna, the shrine
of Adad, and (come) here. From an older writing board, a copy from Uruk:
copied and collated. (...)

In both passages, the word garza/parsu is used to refer to the contents of the
tablet as a whole, which is the most explicit statement about the texts’ genres
as perceived by their compilers that we can expect to find: the proper, estab-
lished behaviour to be displayed towards the god Anu at all times, but especially
at designated moments of the day, month and year. The addition Anitu, “(of)
Anuship’, is a poetic term which, when used for other gods than Anu himself,
could also more generally mean “supreme godhead”; in a literary context paras
Aniitu can thus refer to all the divine offices associated with that status. To give
a few examples: in the epic of Marduk’s battle with Tiamat, Entima EU, the
same phrase is used to refer to the high function to which the god Qingu is ele-
vated;!® in two inscriptions of Esarhaddon,'® I$tar is described as a goddess who
“possesses” or “gathers unto herself”20 the paras Anuitu; and in an inscription of
Nabonidus it is Sin who “gathers the offices (parsu) of Anu, exercises the offices
of Enlil and takes up the offices of Ea”2! A Neo-Assyrian text with a bilingual
incantation for the creation of the kettledrum, of which the Sumerian and the

17 % an-nu-i §arza $d Yidug.ku al.til 26 [line break] tiapin.dug.a ud.5.kam dmi-sar-ri ta
é.hé.nun.na é dim zi-am-ma ? ta ¢¥da sumun-bar gaba-re-e unugk sar-ma ba-igi(...)
(TU 39 rev. 25—27; Linssen 2004, 187).

18  Enuama Eli$ 1v 82: taskunis ana paras denuti, var. “An[uti] (Lambert 2013, 9o).

19  Leichty 20m, 271: 2; 274: 2.

20  hamamu, a verb often used to describe how a deity acquires parsu and mé, the rules that
determine the cosmic order; cf. CAD H 59.

21 Schaudig 2001, 492: 1111618 (= 2 11 24—26).
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Akkadian version were to be whispered into respectively the right and left ear
of the bull, includes the lines “you were created for the work of the great gods;
in heaven, your image [...] for the paras Aniuitu"?>—in that case, since that text
deals with the creation of a cultic object, the phrase should probably be inter-
preted as “the rites of the highest divine order”.

In other words, the phrase paras Anutu in the colophon of TU 38 has been
cleverly chosen to summarize the daily duties of the priesthood of Anu and at
the same time adopt a well-known literary description of divine supremacy and
power.23 Moreover, it demonstrates the close connection in the range of mean-
ing of the word garza/parsu between the rules of conduct with regards to a
deity and the attributes and divine offices of that deity himself. If TU 38 and
TU 39—40 were indeed part of a series of ritual texts that spanned the entire
year, it is very likely that TU 41 was also a part of it and that it belonged to the
section on the month Tebétu; and in that case, the activities described in TU 41
can be counted among the paras Anitu, the “cultic ordinances of Anu’s divin-
ity” as well. Thus, even when we refrain from applying modern categories and
take into account the fact that TU 41 offers no paratextual information, we can
reasonably establish that its contents were considered by the tablet’s compiler
and intended audience to belong to the sphere of regular cultic worship of their
city’s patron deity.

5.1.4  Division and Approach of the Material

As shown in the table below, TU 41 can be divided into different segments that
can be considered distinct units within the ritual. Instead of attempting to iso-
late each individual element, I have grouped together those activities which
form a unity either because, according to the text, they take place in the same
location, because the same participants are involved or because they appear to
serve the same purpose. For example, even though in rev. 12—27 many different
activities take place—various deities take up position in their gates and court-
yards, the Salam biti ceremony is performed, different prayers are spoken, the
Torch is extinguished and bonfires are lit in the temples, then people’s houses
and finally various public places—all those events are centred on the trans-
mission of the Torch’s fire to the medium of the bonfire and its subsequent
distribution in several stages throughout the city. Moreover, like the Torch itself,

22 KAR 50 obv. 5-6 (Linssen 2004, 267); the missing verb may have been ‘was fashioned; ‘is
suitable’ or something similar.

23 It also occurs in two other texts which express ideological notions about the Anu cult, the
Uruk Prophecy and the Sulgi Chronicle (Beaulieu 1993d, 4850 and see § 2.3.4).
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the deities of the Bit Res ceased their activity and took up positions as temple
guardians for the remainder of the night.

Segment Divine participants Ritual activity Location

obv.1-8 the Staff, the Shoe, procession from an unknown
Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi, location to the Grand
the Daughters of Anu Courtyard and into the
and the Daughters of Courtyards of Anu and
Uruk Antu respectively

obv. 8-13 Anu, Antu and the other the evening meal for the  the Anu-Antu-sanctuary;
gods of the Bit Res gods of the Bit Rées and the entire Bit Res§

preparational activities
obv. 13—28 Anu and Antu of change of location; start  the roof of the ziqqurrat

obv. 28-rev. 1

rev. 1-14

Heaven, Sin, Samas and

the five planets

Anu of Heaven, the
Torch

the Torch, Papsukkal,
Nuska, Usmi and

Pisangunug

of the night vigil; hymns
and offerings to Anu and
Antu of Heaven and the
seven major heavenly
bodies

final hymn to Anu of
Heaven, activation

of the Torch as ritual
participant, procession
back down to the temple

complex

procession inside and
around the Bit ReS,
lighting of the first
bonfire, return of the
gatekeepers to their gates

sanctuary

down from the ziqqurrat,
through the Pure Gate
into the Grand Courtyard

from the Grand
Courtyard via the Place
of Brightness to the
cella of Antu; via the
Ubsukkinnaku out
through the Main Gate;
around the Bit Ré$ and
back into the Grand-,
Great and Main Gates

respectively
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(cont.)
Segment Divine participants Ritual activity Location
rev. 14-27 the Torch, Adad, Sin, each deity taking up the gates and courtyards
Sama$ and Belet-ili their final position, of the Bit Re, the gates
bonfires lit at the other of the other temples of
temples, salam biti Uruk, the houses of the
ceremony, extinguishing  people, the gates, streets
of the Torch, bonfireslit ~ and crossroads of the city
throughout the city
rev. 28—32 Anu, Antu and the other end of the night vigil; the the Anu-Antu-sanctuary;
gods of Bit Rés morning meal the entire Bit Res§
rev. 33 Adad, Sin, Samasg, return to cellae from their courtyards to

Belet-ili and Pisangunug the room between the

curtains

For each of these segments, a short summary of its contents will be offered, as
formulated by the text itself. Next, we will discuss a number of questions about
the participants, locations and activities involved. Firstly: what do we know
about him/her/it? Is the person, deity, object, place or action known from other
sources related to the three-millennium-long history of Mesopotamian religion
and ritual practice? Secondly: can we reconstruct his/her/its historical back-
ground before the Seleucid period? Can he/she/it be traced back to religious
practices of earlier periods at Uruk or elsewhere, or does he/she/it appear to
have been newly introduced for the Hellenistic Anu cult? And finally: what does
all that information tell us about the role of the participant, object, location or
activity in the ritual? Why was that activity performed, that location chosen
or that participant involved, why at that specific moment and which religious
and social purposes can that element of the ritual have served? A synthesis and
interpretation of all the findings from this chapter will be undertaken in Chap-
ter 6.
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5.2 Obv.1-8

Itis unclear how much time has elapsed since the start of the ritual itself when
the activities described in obv. 1-8 begin. At the very least there has already
been a procession with the Staff, the Shoe and various gods and goddesses, as
is indicated by the phrase kima mahrimma, “just as before” (obv. 2). If the sub-
ject of line 1 is the Shoe, that means it has become separated from the Staff
and is waiting (literally “on the lookout”) for the latter to return. Once they
are reunited, they rise together, i.e. they are lifted up by their carriers and,
again accompanied by “the gods and goddesses”, they are brought from their
unknown position down to the Grand Courtyard of the Bit Rés.2* The gods and
goddesses in question, as is revealed a few lines later, are Papsukkal, Nuska,
Usm, the Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk (obv. 4-6). Presumably
the three divine viziers go before the Staff and the Shoe, while the goddesses
go behind them (obv. 3).2

After the group has entered the Grand Courtyard, the Staff is purified, but
the Shoe is not (obv. 4). The Staff continues with the others towards the court-
yard of Anu and “enters”, presumably into the cella of Anu, since the Shoe then
continues with the Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk and enters the
bedchamber of Antu, to be placed on a footstool there (obv. 6-7). The gods sit
down in the courtyard of Anu, the goddesses in that of Antu. After that, neither
the Shoe and the Staff nor the goddesses are mentioned again.

5.21  The Rooms and Courtyards of the Bit Res

Since the earliest excavations of the Bit RéS, there has been no doubt that the
shrine of Anu, the Enamenna, is to be located in rooms 11—12—13 and the shrine
of Antu, the Egasananna, in rooms 16-17-18.26 However, scholars’ opinions dif-
fer about the identity of several of the other features of the temple mentioned
in TU 41 and the other ritual texts: the Courtyard of Anu (kisal 460), the Grand
Courtyard (kisal.mah), the UbSukkinnaku, i.e. the divine assembly where Anu
determined the fate of the world, and the Dais of Destinies (bara nam™e?/

24  For this and the following locations, see Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.

25  Cf. Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 136-140 for a reconstruction of the processions of (one of) the
akitu festivals of Seleucid Uruk, during which Anu, Enlil and Ea were preceded by a group
of male deities and followed by a group of female deities. For the division of deities by
gender in the cultic processions of Seleucid Uruk generally, see below.

26  See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2; for the identification of those rooms see BRM 1v 7:1 (Linssen
2004, 209); BRM IV 8: 6 (see §1.3.1); Falkenstein 1941, 6: 4—5; Kose 1998, 190.
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parak simati) upon which he was seated on such occasions.?” For the follow-
ing discussion is it important to keep in mind that the Bit Ré$ was extensively
renovated several times during the Hellenistic period and it is often unclear
to which of the building phases—before Nikarchos, after Nikarchos or after
Kephalon—the Uruk ritual texts refer. As argued earlier,?8 it is likely that TU 41
reflects the building phase of Kephalon, but that cannot be proven. The tem-
ple of Anu at Uruk probably possessed typical features of Babylonian temples
such as an Ubsukkinnaku, a Dais of Destinies and a Place of Brightness2? at all
times during its existence, but they may well have changed shape and position
between one building phase and the next.

In his Topographie von Uruk, Adam Falkenstein relies primarily on the
ancient text sources. He makes a distinction between the Grand Courtyard
and the Ubsukkinnaku, arguing that they are treated as separate locations in
KAR 132, a ritual text in which one of the akitu festivals of Seleucid Uruk is
described.30 He proposes to locate the Grand Courtyard in Hof1, the courtyard
closest to Anu’s cella, and the UbsSukkinnaku in Mittelhof v1, in which four-
teen postaments—for the assembled deities?—were found lined up against
the northwestern wall.3! Nonetheless, Falkenstein prefers to locate Anu’s Dais
of Destinies not in the UbSukkinnaku, but in the Grand Courtyard (i.e. Hof 1),
since the ritual texts seem to suggest that the Grand Courtyard was the most
important room in the building and Anu-uballit~Nikarchos states in his build-
ing inscription that he has built seven courtyards around the courtyard in
which the Dais of Destinies stands.32 A large postament was found in Hof 1
near the southwestern gate, for which the Dais of Destinies would be a suit-
able identification. Furthermore, according to Falkenstein’s interpretation of
KAR 132, the Dais of Destinies was the first station of Anu’s akitu procession

27  Various important Neo-Assyrian and Neo- and late Babylonian temples possessed a Dais
of Destinies, but no architectural feature of any excavated sanctuary has been positively
identified as one, so it is uncertain what size and shape it may have had. For the cultic and
mythological background of the Ubsukkinnaku and the Dais of Destinies, see § 5.6.5.

28  §3.1

29 See §5.6.2.

30  KAR13210bv.2—4 (Linssen 2004, 201). The text offers no information on whether the festi-
val took place in month 1 or month v11, although both Cagirgan (1976, 51-63) and Linssen
(2004, 201) simply assume that the akitu festival is month v11 is meant.

31 Falkenstein 1941, 13.

32  YOS1I52, 8—9. Falkenstein does not take into account that Hof vi, the postaments and the
sanctuary with its Hof 1 as we know it date to the building phase of Anu-uballit~Kephalon,
finished in 201B¢ (Kose 1998, 190).
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after his own cella and the room between the curtains.33 Falkenstein concludes
that the Courtyard of Anu must be located in room 11, since it is the only other
room between Hof I and the Anu cella.

Beate Pongratz-Leisten also locates both the Grand Courtyard and the Dais
of Destinies in Hof 1. However, she reads the difficult first lines of kAR 132 differ-
ently and interprets the term ‘UbSukkinnaku’ as the function of a certain area,
namely the place where the divine assembly gathered, but not as its proper
name. Therefore, according to her, the UbSukkinnaku was either the Grand
Courtyard (i.e. Hof 1) itself, or the large postament on its southwestern side,
which is large enough to have held several divine seats. One of those will have
been, in Pongratz-Leisten’s opinion, the Dais of Destinies.34 She provides no
identification of the Courtyard of Anu, nor a function for Mittelhof v1.

Andrew George, finally, argues that the Courtyard of Anu cannot have been
room 11, since that room is clearly an antechamber to Anu’s cella and antecham-
bers are never referred to by the Sumerogram kisal in first-millennium texts.
More probably, according to him, the Courtyard of Anu was Hof 1.3% Consider-
ing that many of the names of cultic locations in the Bit Ré$ and elsewhere in
Seleucid Uruk correspond to those in the Esagil, the temple of Marduk in Baby-
lon, and were probably deliberately borrowed from there, George proposes that
the lay-out of Anu’s temple complex was also at least partly modelled on that
of Marduk.36 Thus the Grand Courtyard will, like that of the Esagil, not have
been part of the Anu-Antu-sanctuary proper, but have lain somewhere outside
of it. The Ubsukkinnaku and the Dais of Destinies, which just as in Babylon
will have been in the same area, should be located in Mittelhof vi, the temple’s
eastern annexe, where the Ubsukkinnaku of both the Esagil and the Esarra at
Assur were also situated.?”

Doubtlessly the Ubsukkinnaku and the Dais of Destinies were located in
the same place, since their functions were intertwined. The Dais of Destinies
was the elevated platform upon which the supreme deity—Marduk in Babylon,
Anu in Uruk—was seated when he decreed the destiny of the world before the

33  Falkenstein 1941, 23; KAR 132 I11 rev. 20—21 (Linssen 2004, 202). For the room between the
curtains (birit Siddr) see §5.9.1.

34  Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 59-60. The latter assumption is faulty in any case, since evidence
shows that the Dais of Destinies was not solely Marduk’s throne, but offered room to sit
for a whole number of deities; see § 5.6.5. Thus, if anything, the large postament can only
have been the Dais of Destinies as a whole.

35 George 1996, 371-372.

36  Cf Downey 1988, 38—39 and see in more detail § 2.3.1.

37 George 1996, 373.
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assembled deities of Babylonia; the UbSukkinnaku was traditionally the court
for that assembly. The similarities between the Bit Res and the Esagil, as demon-
strated by Downey and George, lead to the same conclusion and make it very
likely that the Ubsukkinnaku was situated in Hof v1. Another sign that Hof 1was
probably the Courtyard of Anu and that the UbSukkinnaku was not a part of the
Anu-Antu-sanctuary, but lay directly outside of it, is given in TU 41 rev. 5-6: the
Torch, which has just visited the cella of Antu, and the guardian deities, who
have been waiting in the Courtyard of Anu, “come out’, i.e. out of the Anu-Antu-
sanctuary, into the Ubsukkinnaku (ana ub-su-ukkin-na-ki é™**-nim-ma).38

However, that evidence does not necessarily exclude the possibility that
both the Ubsukkinnaku and the Grand Courtyard must be sought in Mittelhof
V1. Pongratz-Leisten could still be right in assuming that the Ubsukkinnaku and
the Dais of Destinies were only one specific aspect of the Grand Courtyard as
a whole. The description of the Torch’s procession in TU 41 also suggests that
the Grand Courtyard was either Mittelhof v1 or the not completely preserved,
but certainly impressively large Siidhof 1x on the southern side of the Anu-
Antu-sanctuary, which was accessible through the appropriately named Main
Gate. A definitive conclusion about its location remains impossible to draw at
present.

Finally, TU 41 and other Urukean ritual texts3® mention another courtyard,
simply named “the courtyard” (kisal): in obv. 13 a group of deities seems to
have assembled there to receive their evening meal and in rev. 21-22 it is the
place where Adad, Sin, Samas and Bélet-ili remain seated until dawn. We know
of two temples of Neo-Babylonian cities, the Eanna of Uruk and the Ezida of
Borsippa, where the major deities of the Mesopotamian pantheon lived in cel-
lae grouped around the same courtyard and were referred to by the epithet
“of the courtyard” (sa kisalli), while the city’s patron deity resided in a sepa-
rate inner sanctuary.*? In both temples, that courtyard was the central temple
court, although the Eanna also possessed several other large courtyards sur-
rounded by shrines.*! It cannot be determined at present whether the “court-
yard” of the Uruk ritual texts should also be considered identical with the Grand
Courtyard—especially as long as the latter’s location has not been positively
identified—or rather with one of the other large open squares inside the Bit

38 Downey 1988, 26—27.

39  TU3grev.2;KAR13210bv. 3 (Linssen 2004,187, 201). The Irigal also had a ‘courtyard’ (kisal),
a ‘grand courtyard’ (kisal.mah) and an ‘inner courtyard’ (kisal $a.ba); cf. TU 42+ obv. 2/,
1, 22'-23' (ibid. 238).

40  Beaulieu 2003, 30; Waerzeggers 20104, 10-11, 24.

41 Heinrich 1982, 259—261.
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Rés. Both Nordhof 11 and Westhof viil are connected to a large number of sanc-
tuaries; those to the west of Westhof v111 all possess antecellae and are large
enough to have been occupied by several deities—say, a major god and his
son.

5.2.2  The Guardian Deities

Three gods guarded the three main gates of the Bit Rés: Papsukkal the Grand
Gate (kd.mah), Nuska the Great Gate (ka.gal) and Usmi the Main Gate
(ka.sag).4? Apart from their role as gatekeeper, they served as viziers to Anu,
Enlil and Ea. It was primarily Papsukkal’s role to lead Anu in the various proces-
sions during the akitu festival, but he was joined on several of those occasions
by Nuska and Usmi, as well as a fourth minor deity, Kusu, the divine purifi-
cation priest of Enlil.#3 Kusu may have been the guardian of another gate of
the Bit Res, the Gate of Plenty (ka.hé.en.gal.la), which is listed in the building
inscription of Anu-uballit~Nikarchos, but is not mentioned by name in any of
the Uruk ritual texts.#4

5.2.2.1 Papsukkal
Papsukkal first became prominent during the Old Babylonian period, living in
Ki$ as the vizier of Zababa.*> During the Kassite period, he became assimilated
with the two-gendered Sumerian deity NinSubur, the vizier of An and Inanna,
who was equated with the Akkadian god Ilabrat. Eventually Papsukkal came to
replace Ilabrat as archetypical vizier (sukkal/sukkallu) of all the gods.*6 He is
associated with the constellation Orion (mtlsipa.zi.an.na, Sitadallu) in Astro-
labe B 1 30—40 & 45—47 and Mul.Apin I ii 2, where he is the “vizier of Anu and
IStar”; interestingly, in a Seleucid uranography based on Mul.Apin, this has been
changed to “vizier of Anu and Antu”4’

As the most important servant in the divine court, Papsukkal also func-
tioned as a mediator, guarding doors and gates, listening to prayers, and inter-
ceding with his masters on behalf of visitors. A second name for his consort

42 See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2; cf. YOS 1 52, 4-5; Falkenstein 1941, 5, 10-11; Pongratz-Leisten
1994, 45.

43 TU 39 0bv.16-18, 27; TU 40 obv. 13—14, rev. 6 (Linssen 2004, 185-186).

44  See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2; cf. YOS 1 52, 7; Falkenstein 1941, 15; Kose 1998, 144-149 and 189.

45  Wiggermann 1998-2001, 492—493. The name is a combination of the Sumerian signs pap
‘older brother’ and sukkal ‘vizier'.

46  Beaulieu 1992, 49—50 and 61-64.

47  MLC1866 (Beaulieu 1992, 62 and Beaulieu et al. forthcoming).
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Amasagnudi was 9nin.ka.gal, ‘Lady of the grand gate’*8 In Neo-Assyrian and
Neo-Babylonian art he is depicted as an anthropomorphic figure with horned
cap, robe and long staff, often standing on a podium.*® The staff symbolised
his office and that of other viziers (in Surpu 1v 97 he is described as bél hatti,
“the staff bearer”),50 but his personal symbol on Middle- and Neo-Babylonian
kudurru’s and Persian-period seals was a walking bird.

From the first millennium onward, there is evidence for the worship of Pap-
sukkal at Kis, Babylon, Assur, Bit-Bélti and Arbela. As far as we are aware, Pap-
sukkal had no cult at Uruk before the Seleucid period, so it appears he was
introduced there as part of the new Anu pantheon, together with his spouse.>!
Apart from his cella in the Bit Re§, which was probably Room 24 (with antecella
in Room 23) next to the Grand Gate,>2 he possessed two ‘stations’ (manzazu),
one in the Grand Courtyard called é.ka.ke$.hu.hu, and one in the cella of Anu
called é.gu.bi.du;o.ga.53 In addition to his function as escort for Anu in the
akitu processions (see above), he and Kusibanda received an offering on the
morning of day 7 of the akitu festival in month vir.5* A sacrificial meal was
served to him on day 17 of month vII and to him and Bélet-séri on day 13 of
every month.5%

48  An=Anum147.

49 In those periods, a figurine with that form was often buried in a brick box beneath
the dais of cult statues, again symbolizing the role of the sukkallu as guardian, advisor
and gatekeeper; cf. Ellis 1967, 51-61; Borger 1973, 176-183; Wiggermann 1985-1986, 3—4.
Beaulieu 1992, 63—64 summarizes the discussion about the function and identity of the
figurines, arguing that in the first millennium the syncretism of Ninsubur and Papsukkal
had advanced so far that the question whether the objects depict one god or the other is
irrelevant.

50 Reiner 1958.

51 Beaulieu1992, 68; absent from the material analysed in Beaulieu 2003. However, Nin§ubur
was worshipped at Uruk from the ED 111 to Ur 111 periods (Wiggermann 19982001, 499).

52  See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2; cf. Falkenstein 1941, 15; Kose 1998, 144.

53  TU 39 obv. 17, 26. The name é.gu.bi.du,,.ga, ‘House, Its Word Is Sweet), is reminiscent
of a gatehouse, an introductory room leading to the temple proper—the area for which
Papsukkal was responsible. Cf. An = Anum 1, 48, where among the family and servants
of Ningubur/Papsukkal a 4é-gt1.bi.du,¢.ga is mentioned and characterized as the “door-
keeper (udug) of the temple”.

54  TU 39 obv. g-10.

55  OECT 9 40, 42, 44, 45/46, 60; Oppert Doc. Jur. 5 (Cord 20053, 337-341, 346-350, 352-354,
378—381).
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5.2.2.2 Nuska
Nuska was a god of fire and light, the son and vizier of Enlil. He was identified
with Gibil/Girra, the fire god of the Eridu pantheon, and through association
with the latter also a son and sometimes vizier of Anu.56 In the first millen-
nium he came to be considered the son of Sin of Harran.57 As vizier of Enlil,
Nuska plays a minor role in both the Old Babylonian and the first-millennium
manuscripts of the narrative poem about the flood, Atrahasis. When the gods
revolt against Enlil in protest against their harsh working conditions and sur-
round his house in the middle of the night, Nuska wakes his master to warn him
and then runs back and forth to carry messages between Enlil and the angry
mob.58

Nuska's role as bringer of brightness and warmth made him an important
participant in various prayers and rituals. As light-bearer he was called upon to
protect the sleeper at night from evil agencies and to ensure that the sleeper’s
dreams would bring him good portents.5® As cleansing fire he was invoked in
curses and prayers against human enemies and his aid was required to exorcise
the disease from a sick man and to drive away the evil effects of witchcraft.6°
Like Girra, Nuska was associated with the torch, an essential element of purifi-
cation rites, and his fire was considered indispensable for providing the gods
with meals and incense. Finally, he acted as keeper of law and order during the
nightly absence of Samas.

A prayer to Nuska from the healing ritual cycle bit meseri illustrates his role
as protector against evil beings in the night:5!

O Nuska, king of the night, who lightens the dark,

you stand forth in the night, you examine the people,

without you no judgment or verdict [is rendered].

The Genie, the Watcher-Demon, the Net, the Oppressor, the Constable,

the Law-Enforcer, the Evil God, the Demon, the Male Ghost, the Female
Ghost,

56  SGLII 5: 20; KAR 58 obv. 31; Maglii 1122, 11 5 (Abusch 2015, 291, 293). The etymology or
meaning of his name is uncertain.

57 Streck 1998—2001, 630.

58 Foster 2005, 232—234: 76—165; 257:67—259:50.

59 BER 4 152, 27; Bauer, Asb. 38: 4; KAR 58 obv. 3950, rev. 19—36; Butler 1998, 313—319.

60  KAR 58 obv.1-24; Magqlil 1 73-134, 111-17, 111135, V 20, 144 (Abusch 2015, 288-291, 293—294,
312, 330, 337). In Maglii he and Girra are closely related and fulfil the same function.

61  Mayer1976, 485-486 (Nuska 4); this tr. Wiggermann 2007, 108.
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they all hide in corners.

By means of your divine light drive out the Supporter-of-Evil,
expel the Demon, overcome Evil,

and Sulak, the nightly wanderer, whose touch is death.

I look upon you, I turn towards your divinity,

supply me with a guardian of health and recovery,

put a protective spirit and a healing god at my disposal.

Let them be looking out for me all night until daybreak.

O Nuska, perfect one, lord of wisdom,

let me proclaim your greatness before Samas every day.

As vizier of Enlil, Nuska was attributed with all the typical aspects of that func-
tion, including those of advisor, gatekeeper, overseer and judge of the personnel
of the divine court and mediator between Enlil and human supplicants. Like
Ninsubur/Papsukkal, he is called Yen.gidri, “the staff-bearer”, and described as
carrying a “just staff” in several royal inscriptions. An inscription of the Assyrian
king Tukulti-Ninurta I includes an image of the king praying before a staff ele-
vated on a sockle which is interpreted as Nuska.52 From the late Kassite period
onward, Nuska is symbolized both in the visual arts and in good-dream rituals
by alamp and is even addressed as “the Lamp” in certain prayers.53

Because of his close connection to Enlil, Nuska had various temples and
shrines at Nippur, which go back to the Early Dynastic period. In the first mil-
lennium, when he became associated with Sin, the centre of his cult moved to
Harran and he acquired a cella in the Esarra at As$ur, a cella and a seat in the
Esagil at Babylon and a seat in the sanctuary of Ningal at Ur.64 He became a
deity of some importance in Neo-Babylonian Uruk, during which period he
possessed a small independent sanctuary (ekurril) there, the é 4Nuska, and
had his own $ang.5% In Seleucid Uruk he had a cella in the Bit Ré$ close to
the Great Gate, possibly Room 118, together with his consort Sadarnunna.66
The priests of Seleucid Uruk may have attributed greater value to the tradition
which describes him as a son and vizier of Anu and may to a certain extent
have equated him with Papsukkal. That is suggested by the astrological text

62  Tallqvist 1938, 294; Wiggermann 1985-1986, 10 (with literature).

63  KAR580bv.1-24.

64  Streck1998—2001, 632—-633; George 1993, nos. 42, 284, 402, 763, 764, 767, 917, 1030 and 1055.

65 The only known holder of that office is Nabti-usallim/Balatu//Sin-léqe-unninni; Beaulieu
2003, 303—307.

66  See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2; cf. Falkenstein 1941, 15; Kose 1998, 148; Baker 2013, 23.
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SpTU 1v 159, which associates parts of the liver with different months and con-
stellations; according to that list, Orion is the constellation of Nuska, not of
Papsukkal.6”

5.2.2.3 Usmi

Usmi (Sum. Isimud) already appears as the vizier of Enki in Sumerian poems
such as ‘Enki and Ninhursag’ and ‘Inanna and Enki. On Mesopotamian cylin-
der seals from the Akkadian to the Kassite period, as well as on seals from
Cappadocia, Syria and the late Hittite empire, he is depicted as a two-faced
male deity, both alone and in introduction scenes with Ea.68 At least from the
Old Babylonian period onwards, he was equated with the deity Ara, who in
Old Babylonian Emesal prayers is described as female; this gender ambiguity
may have been connected to his double-faced appearance and was perhaps a
reflection of a similar tradition surrounding the divine vizier Ninsubur (see
above).59 In Enuma Elis 1v 83, Usmi still fulfils the function of messenger
for Ea, and as such he also received offerings in first-millennium B¢ building
rituals.”? In the first-millennium BC manuscripts of Atrahasis, Usmi is sent
by Ea to Atrahasis to warn him of the dire future for the land and the peo-
ple.”!

It is not entirely certain if Usmti was worshipped in Neo-Babylonian Uruk,
but in a ritual from Babylon from the Neo- or Late Babylonian period he
leads different priests and cultic actors to and from various temples.”? There
is no textual evidence of temples or sanctuaries dedicated to him anywhere in
Mesopotamia, but in Seleucid Uruk he must have had a cella in the Bit Res close
to the Main Gate, since he functioned as its guard. Falkenstein, who tentatively
identified the northwestern gate of the Bit Rés as the Main Gate, considers it
likely that Usmii’s shrine was located in Room 48, which with its cult niche and
pedestal was clearly the shrine of a deity.”® Kose does not offer a suggestion;
Baker concurs with Falkenstein.” If one identifies the southeastern gate with
the Main Gate, as I will do in the current study, Usm{i may have dwelled in the

67  Cf. Reiner 1995, 78. Perhaps comparably, the excerpt text SpTU 111 72 quotes from a Su-ila
to Orion, but ends with an invocation of Nuska (Farber 1989a, 236).

68 Boehmer 1976-1980, 197-180.

69  Gabbay 2014, 44 note 183.

70 Ambos 2004, 98:13", 114: 1, 119: 25, 31.

71 Foster 2005, 264: 99—108.

72 Cagirgan/Lambert 1991-1993, obv. I1 72, 84, 87, rev. 111 89—91, 111, 114.

73  See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2; Falkenstein 1941, 16.

74  Baker 2013, 23.
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small room 79b, which in Baker’s view was the cella of Kusu, the fourth and
lesser known guardian of the Bit Res.”5

5.2.3  The Staff, the Shoe, the Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk
The Sumerogram £¥(nig.)gidri is variously translated as ‘sceptre’ and as ‘staff’,
which reflects the different functions attributed to the object by cuneiform
authors as well as modern scholars. The sceptre was a symbol of power through-
out Mesopotamian culture, first and foremost of the royal power of the king.76
However, the king received his sceptre in turn from the gods, who thereby trans-
ferred to him the right and obligation to rule.”” Likewise, the staff was a typical
attribute of both the human and the divine vizier, which was handed to him by
his master and represented the responsibilities associated with his function.
As noted above, both Nuska and Papsukkal were associated with the staff by
virtue of their profession, which entailed—among other things—delivering
messages and admitting or even introducing visitors into the living space of
their divine master, i.e. into the realm of the sacred.”® The sceptre of kingship
was symbolically derived from the staff of the shepherd; the king as shepherd
of his people is a common topos in Mesopotamian literature.” Since the object
involved in the procession under discussion does not bear the epithet “of king-
ship” and appears closely connected to the activities of Papsukkal, Nuska and
Usmi (see below), I will use the word ‘Staft’ instead of ‘Sceptre’.

75  She points out that Nikarchos doesn’t mention a guardian deity for the Gate of Plenty,
which can be explained if one interprets the southeastern passageway as that gate, which
only acquired a cella for a divine guardian (namely room 79b) after the renovations by
Kephalon. However, it may also mean that at the time of Nikarchos, it had not yet been
decided that the Bit Ré$ should have a total of four guardian deities, among whom Usmi
and Kusu.

76  Cf. the many examples sub CAD H 154-155, § 11 377—379. The Sceptre of Kingship is one of
the four insignia of kingship (along with the loop, mace and crown) which were presented
to Beél during the well-known ceremony of the akitu festival in Babylon with the so-called
negative confession of the king (RAcc 127-154 + BM 32485 415—-452; Linssen 2004, 222—223;
note the alternative interpretation by Sallaberger/Schmidt 2012, contra which Ambos in
the addenda to 2013b). It also plays a role in two rituals from Seleucid Uruk, the akitu fes-
tival in month vII (TU 39—40) and the akitu-like festival for IStar (TU 42+), both of which
also ideally involved the king himself.

77  Wiggermann 1985, 13 with note 41.

78  Wiggermann 1985, 18—20; actual introduction scenes with a divine sukkallu in art are
restricted to the Old Akkadian period, but in later literature he remains the intermedi-
ary between his master and his master’s servants.

79  Wiggermann 1985, 15-16 with note 46.
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The Shoe, whose role in the nocturnal ceremony described in TU 41 is a
unique one, is more difficult to categorize. It also evokes associations with
travel, perhaps over long distances, as messengers and shepherds do. One
is reminded of the winged shoes of the ancient Greek messenger god Her-
mes.8% CAD § 11 291b quotes the passage in TU 41 under “gods’ apparel’, but in
Mesopotamian iconography divine statues are never depicted with footwear.!
Linssen comments that the attribute of the god Nuska was “a lamp in the shape
of a shoe”82 but even if the scribe of TU 41 made that same association, it
is improbable that he would call the object “the Shoe” instead of simply “the
Lamp”, as elsewhere. Moreover, it is unlikely that Nuska, who was not a major
god and already present in person, would additionally be represented by his
attribute. Rather, the function of the Staff and the Shoe in TU 41, as they led the
two groups of deities into the respective courtyards of Anu and Antu, appears to
have been to fulfil and visually symbolize the very same task that Papsukkal and
Nuska usually carried out: that of messenger and guide, accompanying deities
as well as mortals on the way to and introducing them into a (more) sacred
space.83

A comparable divine Staff resided and was worshipped at Neo- and late
Babylonian Borsippa.84 It occurs in a late Babylonian ritual from Babylon,
where it joins Bél and accompanies the Daughters of Esagil and the Daugh-
ters of Ezida in a procession to Kis to visit the god Zababa.8> Another Shoe as
a ritual participant features in the text corpus known in its composite form
as ‘Marduk’s Ordeal’, which enumerates ritual actions taking place in Babylon
and interprets them in terms of mythological events. Line 83 reads: “The shoe
which they take to the temple of the Lady of Babylon: it is a standard (ithur).
He sends it to her because they will not release him and he cannot go out.”®6 In

80  Cf. the “silver sandals” of Nab(i, who was associated with the planet Mercury (Yos 19 212:
6; Beaulieu 2003, 343-344), and the epithet which Inanna gives her vizier Nin§ubur in a
late version of a city lament: “my pure minister of the lapis lazuli shoes”, probably also
referring to the vizier’s arduous travels in her lady’s service (Volk 1989, 70).

81  Berlejung 1998, 52. There must have been certain exceptions, as is demonstrated by Neo-
Babylonian administrative texts about payments to blacksmiths for shoes for Adad and
Sala (Nbn 673, 4-7) and for the abovementioned sandals of Nabi.

82 Linssen 2004, 249.

83  Wiggermann 1998-2001, 498.

84  Waerzeggers 2010a, 23.

85 George 2000, 293—294.

86  Livingstone 1986, 219: 83. The line is known from only one manuscript, called by Living-
stone “Version I1” (K 6330+6359+9138 dupl. Rm 275). The Lady of Babylon (Bélet-Babili)
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other words, Marduk sends Bélet-Babili a message and the shoe, which func-
tions as a standard, is his messenger. The Assyrian word ithuru can also mean
“royal standard”; thus, the object replaced by the shoe in Marduk’s Ordeal is
probably a symbol of Marduk’s royal power.8” That replacement is necessary,
because Marduk is a captive: powerless, invisible, stripped of his sovereignty—
“they will not release him and he cannot go out’—and therefore not in the
position to make use of its regular insignia. Instead, he sends a shoe, which will
‘run’ to Bélet-Babili and convey his message to her.88

In the nocturnal ceremony at Uruk, the Shoe did not replace the standard,
but worked together with it. The procession clearly has a gendered aspect: the
Staff accompanies the three male gods Papsukkal, Nuska and Usmi and enters
the courtyard of Anu, whereas the Shoe follows afterwards, accompanying the
Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk, and not only enters Antu’s court-
yard, but proceeds into the innermost part of her living quarters, her bedroom,
where it appears to have been at home. Like the shoe which the captive Marduk
sent to his mistress, it seems to have been connected with the private sphere of
women. The Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk remain with Antu
as well, though not in her living quarters, but in the courtyard in front of it.
Thus, the Staff and the Shoe were not only messengers, but they were assigned
to two different parts of the divine household: the chambers of the husband
and those of the wife.8% Such a division of deities according to gender is also
known from other ritual texts from Seleucid Uruk, including the description of
one of the akitu festivals.9° Further, as we have seen earlier, it also occurs in the
lists of deities in the prebendary sale contracts from Uruk, and in the litanies
of $u-ila prayers from different Babylonian cities, which suggests that it was a
more widespread practice in the late period.?!

was a local manifestation of Istar. Another occurrence of a shoe in a cultic context, but in
a damaged passage, is George 1992, 45: obv. 1'.

87  Cf.capi1z2g6a.

88  Considering the association between feet and intimacy in many cultures, the fact that
Marduk sends his divine mistress a shoe may have charged that gesture with a certain
erotic quality; removing one’s sandal seems to have a sexual gesture in Mesopotamian
poetry as well (Nissinen 2001, 109).

89  Nissinen (2001, 109), in the context of a broader discussion of sacred marriages between
Babylonian deities, asserts that “obviously ‘Sceptre’ and ‘Sandal’ are nicknames of Anu and
Antu”.

9o  Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 140; KAR 132 I obv. 5-17 and ibid. 11 obv. 1-15 (Linssen 2004, 201—
202).

91 Gabbay 2014, 204—207; see §1.3.8.2.



ANALYSIS OF TU 41 157

Collectives or pairs of Daughters of various gods, temples and cities existed
all over Babylonia.%? According to the Uruk Shrine List, the Daughters of Uruk
were already part of IStar's household in the Eanna;®® clearly they were
‘adopted’ by Anu and Antu sometime during the Seleucid period. The presence
of such goddesses in the different divine courts of first-millennium Babylo-
nia may have developed in analogy to young, unmarried daughters as a social
group in Neo-Babylonian human households and society.%* It is tempting to see
another analogy between the gender segregation in the temple ritual under
discussion—Anu and his three guards on one side of the sanctuary, Antu
and the unmarried daughters on the other—and that of separate living quar-
ters for men and women respectively in the palace and/or in private houses,
as has been the custom in many parts of West Asia in later periods. How-
ever, there is no conclusive evidence that men and women lived separated
from each other in ancient Mesopotamian private houses; moreover, the pos-
sible existence of a ‘women’s wing’, ‘harem’ or the like in ancient Near Eastern
palaces—depending also, of course, on the historical period and geographical
region in question—is still the subject of extensive debate.9> Moreover, in the

92  Cf. Cavigneaux 1981, 79.B.I / 20 1—7, which lists pairs of Daughters for seven different tem-
ples, among whom the Daughters of the Esagil and the Ezida also mentioned above.

93  George 1992 no. 25. Cf. KAR 132 I obv. 29 (Linssen 2004, 201), which demonstrates that in
the Hellenistic period the Daughters of Uruk as well as the Daughters of the Eanna had
moved together with Istar to the Irigal.

94  George 2000, 295. The Daughters of Anu, who also appear in the procession of Anu on day
9 of one of the akitu festivals of Seleucid Uruk (KAR 132 11 obv. 4), should be viewed sim-
ilarly. Anu had many daughters in different mythological traditions, among whom Istar
herself and various demonesses such as Lamastu. Evil witches with supernatural powers
are also described in different texts as Daughters of Anu (cf. Magli 111 63 (Abusch 2015,
308)). Additionally, a benevolent group of “daughters of Anu of heaven” (marat Ani sa
Samé), described as carrying beautiful pots with which they draw clean, soothing water
from rivers and seas, are often invoked in magical-medicinal texts, including one from
Seleucid Uruk (SpTU 1 44; Farber 1990, 299-304; and cf. the Marat Anim-Street in Old
Babylonian Larsa (Farber1999)). In two prayers to the constellation Wagon, the “two heav-
enly daughters of Anu” are the Wagon'’s side-pieces (Reiner 1995, 71); in the anti-witchcraft
incantation Magqlil, they hold the mooring-rope of heaven and descend along it to earth
(Maglii 111 3134 (Abusch 2015, 306); for the cosmological significance of the Wagon, see
§5.4.4). However, the collective Daughters of Anu living in the Bit RéS, i.e. in Anu’s own
home, functioned first and foremost as a representation of the god’s unmarried female
children. The priests who developed the new Anu pantheon may have drawn upon the
medical texts as proof that a group of positively valued Daughters of Anu already existed
and that it was therefore only natural to incorporate them into his divine household.

95  For the Neo-Assyrian palaces, for example, David Kertai argues that a separate living area
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case of the Anu-Antu-sanctuary in Seleucid Uruk, the respective cellae, antecel-
lae and courtyards of the city god and his spouse were situated closely together
and connected via corridors and anterooms. The separation of their sanctuary
from the rest of the temple complex seems to have been more important than
the fact that Anu and Antu each had their own private chambers within their
shared home.

Nonetheless, it is clear that the division of a group of deities into subgroups
on the basis of gender was a significant aspect of the cultic processions at Seleu-
cid Uruk, of which the nocturnal ceremony is a good example. The Staff and
the Shoe functioned as messengers for Anu and Antu and perhaps represented
the respective realms of power and authority of each deity within the divine
household. Why the Staff was purified upon arrival in the Grand Courtyard,
whereas the Shoe was not, remains unclear, but it may reflect a status difference
between the two objects within the whole of the Urukean temple cult. Finally
it must be noted that Papsukkal, Nuska and Usm{, being the guardian deities
of the temple complex, later participated in another important part of the rit-
ual,% whereas the Daughters of Uruk and the Daughters of Anu remained with
their mother for the duration of the nocturnal ceremony. Thus, although it is
not clear where they were before and the text does not specify exactly at what
time of the evening those events took place, we may reasonably conclude that
the Daughters were brought inside their own home to be safe for the onset of
night.

5.3 Obv. 8-13

After the Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk had taken their seats in
the courtyard of Antu, a priest—probably the same asipu who had just puri-
fied the Staff—mixed wine and good oil and made a libation with it for Anu,
Antu and all the other gods® at the gate to the sanctuary.’® He then smeared

for women did not exist (let alone a ‘harem’); more generally, he regards the presupposi-
tion that the palaces were divided into a ‘public’ and ‘private’ sphere as anachronistic and
instead proposes an approach focusing on access to persons and spheres of power (Kertai
2013, 195-199).

96  Cf §5.6.6.—7.

97  In the Babylonian cult, the libation, a small offering of liquid, was poured with and into
special libation vessels (magqit). Anu’s cella possessed 5 golden Sappu-containers that
functioned as such and were used during the four daily meals (TU 38 obv. 9; Linssen 2004,
172).

98  The word é papaha, ‘house of the cella’ or ‘sanctuary house’, usually refers to a single unit
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the doorframes of the gate to the sanctuary and of the other doors and gates of
the Bit Reés. The golden censers were lit and an offering of a bull and a sheep, or
perhaps more than one of each, was brought to Anu, Antu and the other gods
of the Bit Rés, after which they all received their evening meal.

5.31  Smearing the Doors and Doorframes
Smearing doors and doorframes, in the temple and palace as well as the pri-
vate house, was a common feature of namburbi’s, i.e. rituals against the evil
portended by a negative omen, and other rituals of protection and exorcism.%?
It was intended to drive away evil forces and change the fortune of the build-
ing and its inhabitants for the better.l% Different substances could be used:
blood, gypsum and bitumen or scented 0il.1°! A person could be rubbed with
oil to make them ‘shiny’, i.e. give them a positive aura that would attract positive
influences. Likewise smearing a door with oil would change its bad condition
into a good one.102

According to Stefan Maul, the combination of gypsum and bitumen, i.e. a
white and a black substance, symbolized the struggle between good and evil,
as is suggested by the ritual commentary text BM 34035, 14-15: “the gypsum and
bitumen which they smear on the door of the sick man: the gypsum is Ninurta.
The bitumen is Asakku. Ninurta pursues Asakku”103 Apart from the context of
illness, the door of a house could also be smeared with gypsum and bitumen
as the final act of a namburbi.!®* However, the rite performed by the asipu in

in a building, consisting of one or more rooms and dedicated to one particular deity and
his/her spouse (cf. CAD P 101-105). Since the sanctuary referred to in this passage had a
gate, it was probably not just the cella of Anu, but the entire inner sanctum of the Bit Rés,
comprising both the courtyard and cella of Anu and the courtyard, cella and bedchamber
of Antu (see Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2).

99  Seee.g. Utukku Lemnitu 1X 75'—76' (Geller/Vacin 2016, 314).

100 Cf.caDL86.

101 The smearing of doorframes with blood is also well known from Exodus 12: 22, where the
people of Israel smear their doors with the blood of the Passover lamb to keep the plague
from entering their houses (Albertz/Schmitt 2012, 417). In Mesopotamia blood was only
used on rare occasions. When the king had become unclean through a bad omen and
needed to undergo the purification ritual bit rimki, the first rites were performed inside
the palace; then the exorcist slaughtered a sheep, smeared the doorframes of the palace
gate with its blood and left with the king for the countryside (BBR 26 111 19—21; Farber
19861991, 248).

102 Maul 1994, 99.

103 BM 34035, 13 (Livingstone 1986, 172).

104 LKA, Tev.11.
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the nocturnal ceremony was a purely apotropaic one, not a means to fight an
already active and present evil. Moreover, scented oil was used during the very
similar rite of smearing the doors of Nabii’s cella at the Esagil in Babylon during
the preparations for Nab{’s arrival for the occasion of the akitu festival.1%5 Thus
it is likely that the asipu in the Bit Ré$ also used oil, or perhaps the mixture of
wine and oil which he had just used to make a libation.106

5.3.2  The Evening Meal
TU 38, the list of products needed for the daily offerings in Uruk, offers a
detailed description of the contents of the four daily meals that the gods and
goddesses of the city received.l%” Both the primary and secondary evening meal
of Anu consisted of thirteen Sappu-containers with different types of beer, four
Sappu-containers with ‘drawn wine’ (obv. 1-6) and seven sibtu-loaves (obv. 29).
Antu received fourteen sappu-containers with beer (obv. 17) and also seven
sibtu-loaves (obv. 30). The text does not specify the meat offerings per deity;
in total, for the main and second meal of the evening four, fat, pure, barley-fed
sheep,1%8 one kalii sheep, five sheep of lesser quality and ten turtle doves were
offered to the gods and goddesses living in the Bit Ré$ of which Anu and Antu
both received a specific portion (rev. 18—23). In addition, all the gods of Uruk
were brought different types of cakes, dates, figs, raisins, flatbread (kusipu),
pressed oil and a product named hissastu'®® (obv. 38—41, 48—49).

A. Leo Oppenheim has reconstructed and elegantly summarized the proce-
dure of the divine meal on the basis of the Uruk ritual texts:11

First, a table was brought in and placed before the image, then water for
washing was offered in a bowl. A number of liquid and semiliquid dishes

105 Linssen 2004, 221: 350.

106 Cf.cADLgo.

107 Not listed, but probably included, were products that varied according to season, such as
fruit and vegetables (Lambert 1993a, 199).

108 The logograms used in that text, udu and udu.nita, do not specify the age or sex of the
animals, but the standard sacrificial animals in the Neo-Babylonian and Persian periods
were male lambs, of which 3-4000 were slaughtered at the Eanna on a yearly basis (Kozuh
2006, 260).

109 Thureau-Dangin 1921, 83 does not offer a translation of this word. Linssen 2004, 135 and 177
reads “hissasatu-cakes (?)". CAD H 203b suggests the word may be derived from hasasu, a
verb connected to breaking or cutting reeds and constructing objects with them, and thus
reads “the h.(-mats?)”. The latter is not unlikely, considering that what follows next in the
list is the tabnitu, the arrangement of tableware.

110 Oppenheim 1977,188-192.
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in appropriate serving vessels were placed on the table in a prescribed
arrangement, and containers with beverages were likewise set out. Next,
specific cuts of meat were served as a main dish. Finally, fruit was brought
in in what one of the texts takes the trouble to describe as a beautiful
arrangement, thus adding an esthetic touch comparable to the Egyptian
use of flowers on such occasions. Musicians performed, and the cella was
fumigated. Fumigation is not to be considered a religious act, but rather
a table custom to dispel the odor of the food. Eventually, the table was
cleared and removed and water in a bowl again offered to the image for
the cleansing of the fingers. (...)

The table on which the food was placed as well as the image itself were
surrounded by linen curtains set up for that period when the god was sup-
posed to be eating what was offered to him. After the meal was done, the
curtains were removed; they were drawn again when the god was to wash
his fingers—every contact between the world of physical reality and the
world of the god was hidden from human eyes.

In the Hellenistic period, the daily divine meal was commonly called naptanu,
ginit or sattukku.! The main and the second course of the meal were distin-
guished by the terms (naptanu) rabii and (naptanu) tardennu.'? As in earlier
periods, the entire evening meal was referred to by the Sumerogram kin.sig.!3
Yet TU 41 obv. 12 informs us that the kin.sig $a lilat is served to Anu, Antu and
all the other gods of the Bit Res. It is likely that the compiler(s) of TU 41 used
the expression the same way as it is used in TU 38 and that line 12 thus states
tautologically that the gods receive “the evening meal of the evening”, i.e. the
entire meal, not only the first course. That would be consistent with the fact
that immediately afterwards (obv. 13) the reader is told that the meal will not
be cleared, which was standard procedure with regards to the second course
on nights when a night vigil was held.

In that respect it is remarkable that according to line 14 another naptanu,
i.e. an entire two-course meal, is served to the gods who are “in the courtyard”.
It would be odd if naptanu were used in this context to indicate the second
meal of the evening, which it otherwise never does. If the kin-sig in line 12
does indeed refer to both the first and the second course of the evening meal,

111 Linssen 2004, 163-164.

112 Linssen 2004, 130; TU 38 obv. 1, 6, 28—29, rev. 3—4, 13, 18, 21; TU 41 rev. 29—30.

113  Glassner1987-1990, 260; TU 38 obv. 29, gal-it &t tar-den-nu $d kin.sig; rev. 18, nap-tan gal-ii
$d kin.sig; rev. 21, nap-tan tar-den-nu $d kin.sig (Linssen 2004, 173-174).
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then the mention of another naptanu two lines later is redundant. According
to Furlani, the text emphasizes in this way that on that particular night a cer-
tain group of gods took their meal in the courtyard, whereas on other nights it
was served to them in their cellae.!* That is very likely, especially since we later
learn that four major deities of the Bit Res—Sin, Samas, Adad and Bélet-ili—
did indeed spend the entire night in their courtyard.!’> Moreover, it isimportant
to keep in mind that one of the functions of Mesopotamian ritual texts was to
record unusual or infrequently performed procedures that deviated from the
daily routine; anything that was self-evident to the participants was usually not
written down at all. Thus what may appear to us as an inconsistency or even a
mistake can have had any number of practical purposes for the compilers and
readers of a ritual text, who were familiar with the ritual procedure to begin
with.

5.3.3  The ‘Bull-and-Sheep’-Offering
Before the evening meal was served to the gods, a separate offering of at least
one bull’® and one sheep (siskur gu, & udu-nita) took place (obv. 11). The
same rite was performed both before and after the secondary morning meal
that was served in the morning after the nightly ceremony,!’” as well as during
the akitu festival in month viI on day 9, when it took place while the main meal
of the evening was being consumed by the gods.!'8

A sacrifice of a bull and one or more sheep is in itself not remarkable, since
oxen and sheep were the two standard types of sacrificial animal used for reg-
ular offerings. However, it seems peculiar that additional animals would be
slaughtered and prepared as a meat dish exactly before or even during the time
when the gods were already eating. Moreover, beef was not part of the regular
evening meal in the temples of Hellenistic Uruk. Could the killing of the bull
and the sheep have served a different purpose? Since the text offers us no other
clue about the function of the rite than the designation siskur, any attempt at

114 Furlaniig4o, 142.

115 Rev. 21-22.

116 Thesigngu, does notspecify whether the bovine in question was a bull or an ox. In ancient
Mesopotamia, bulls and oxen had a different practical and symbolic value: oxen were draft
animals and their meat was used in the gods’ daily meals, while bulls were considered pow-
erful, beautiful creatures that represented masculinity, physical strength and pride. Thus,
we would expect that the choice was a bull when the sacrifice was not a regular one, but
a luxurious gift to the gods for a special occasion.

117 TU 41Tev. 30-32.

118 TU 39rev. 6-7.
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its reconstruction would necessitate a comparison with all the different (Late)
Babylonian forms of animal sacrifice. That, in turn, would require a complete
survey of the various aspects of ritual slaughter in ancient Mesopotamia as well
as a discussion of the use of the term ‘sacrifice’ to describe those phenomena,
which are still urgently needed, but go beyond the scope of the present study.
Nonetheless, we can at least take a look at the possible uses and meanings of
siskur in the Uruk ritual texts and see whether that can elucidate the nature of
the bull-and-sheep-offering under discussion.

The Sumerogram siskur is a duplication of the single sign siskur, which in
turn consists of the sign amar, ‘calf’, and the sign Se, ‘barley’, written inside it.
Seleucid scribes, however, will not have read it as the Sumerian word siskur, but
mentally translated it into one of the Akkadian words associated with that sign.
The most common one is niqu, derived from the verb nagq, which originally
meant ‘to pour out’ and in religious context ‘to libate’, but later came to mean
any type of food offering to a god, including one of meat.!® The alternative
Akkadian readings are karabu, ‘to speak words of praise, sullii, suppil, teslitu,
temiqu, teninu, all terms for spoken words addressed to a god, and nufhu, ‘to
appease’20 In other words, the logogram siskur in Akkadian texts referred to
cultic acts by which the worshipper attempted to make contact with the gods
by means of a food offering, an animal sacrifice or spoken words—although
a prayer unaccompanied by a food offering was very unusual.!?! That range of
meaning included the killing of a sheep for the performance of an extispicy; the
gods involved there—primarily Samag and Adad—were not offered the meat
of the animal, but it was dedicated to them before it was slaughtered and they
were expected to write their answer to the priest’s questions directly into the
sheep’s intestines. Afterwards the sheep’s meat was not offered to the gods, but

119 The verb nagil itself is usually rendered in late Babylonian texts with the Sumerogram
bal, ‘to turn upside down, ‘to rotate’, ‘to pour’, and used in texts as the verb associated with
siskur (as in TU 41 obv. 11: siskur gu, & udu.nita a-na 460 an-tu, & dingirm™e® du.a.bi
bal-[g{]).

120 Lambert1993a, 195.

121 Limet (1993) argues that the Sumerian word siskur originally referred to an act of wor-
ship unique to Sumerian culture, in which a food offering was brought to a god and a few
words were spoken, not to plead for help of a particular kind, but simply to invite the
deity to accept the offering, for which the worshipper did expect a general benevolent
attitude on the part of the deity in return. A moment of contact with the divine was thus
the focal point of the act. The Babylonians, being unfamiliar with that particular rite, did
not assimilate the word siskur in an ‘akkadianised’ form such as *siskurru, but adopted
the Sumerogram to refer to a combination of sacrifice and prayer.
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eaten by the bari, the haruspex, and perhaps also by the bél nigi, the provider of
the sheep. Thus, in Akkadian texts, the Sumerogram siskur referred to a ritual
act, which could include animal slaughter, intended to establish contact with
the divine and, moreover, to invite the gods to involve themselves actively—by
accepting a food offering, listening to prayer and in some cases even responding
with a message of their own.!22

If we look at the occurrences of the sign siskur in the Uruk ritual texts,
the most common context seems to be the occasional temple rituals, such
as the creation of a new kettledrum (see below), namburbi’s against the evil
portended by ominous events in the temple, and building rituals for induc-
ing a newly built or renovated temple into the realm of the sacred. Those texts
mention numerous, usually multiple offerings (written with the verb nagi) of
sacrificial lambs brought to various gods, both major deities of the pantheon
and minor gods associated with different crafts.>® The context of such offer-
ings is described in detail in the following lines:124

In the morning, on the roof of that deity’s temple, you will sweep that
place. You will sprinkle pure water. You will set up three portable altars
for Ea, Samag and Asalluhi. You will place three linen sheets on their seats.
You will put down mirsu (made with) honey, butter, dates, sasgii-flour and

122 In the administrative texts, chronicles and Astronomical Diaries from Hellenistic and
Parthian Babylon, siskur is mainly used as a short form of udu.siskur, ‘sacrificial sheep),
thus referring to the animals themselves rather than the cultic act performed with them.
See e.g. the ‘Seleucus 111 Chronicle’ (BCHP 12) obv. 8; AD -126 A rev. 18; -133 B/C 23'—24" and
passim in the Parthian-period Diaries, where it is part of the standard formula 1-en gu, &t
x siskur(™e?), “one bull and x sacrificial sheep” (were provided to the person wishing to
make an offering); see below.

123  Forthe kettledrum ritual see TU 44 11 3, 5, 33; ibid. 11118; probably also implied in ibid. 1 31—
32; BaM Beiheft 2: 5 obv. 13 (Linssen 2004, 253-254, 270). First the different gods supervis-
ing the entire proceedings receive such a meal, then Lumha, the divine manifestation of
the harp that accompanied the kettledrum in other rituals, and finally, on the next occur-
rence of the 15th day of the month, Ea, Samas, Asalluhi, Lumha and also the now divine
kettledrum itself. The same offerings play an important role in building rituals in Hellenis-
tic and older sources, where they are brought to the various deities involved in the process
of renovating a temple; cf. SpTU 1117 111 7' (Ambos 2004, 114); K 48+20, 27 (ibid. 118); Si. 12,
9', 15’ (ibid. 132); K 2000+38 (ibid. 160); TU 46 obv. 5, 9, 16, rev. 4 (Linssen 2004, 293—294);
BaM Beiheft 2: 10 obv. 3, 6, 14 (ibid. 299); Weissbach Misc. no. 12 obwv. 4 (ibid. 301). TU 45is a
collection of building rituals and various namburbi’s, all of which involve sheep offerings,
identically phrased: obv. 23, 10,18, 20, 2526, rev. 6, 9, 11-12, 17-18, 21 (ibid. 283—285).

124 TU 45 obv. 6-14 (Linssen 2004, 283).
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pressed oil. You will set up three adagurru-vessels with beer of the best
quality, wine and milk. You will put down an incense burner with juniper.
You will sprinkle all sorts of barley seeds. You will offer three sacrificial
sheep (udu.siskur tanaqqt). You will present shoulder meat, fat tissue
and roasted meat. You will make a libation with beer of the best quality,
wine and milk. You will set up (a basin filled with) water. You will draw
the curtain shut.!?® [Several Emesal prayers] will be performed for Ea,
Samas and Asalluhi. (The performance) will cease. You will lift up water
for (washing) the hands and open the curtain.

This type of food offering is quite different from the daily meals that were
served to the gods in their cellae. It did not take place in the inner sanctum of
the temple, but on a location suitable for the occasion—the temple workshop
in the case of the kettledrum creation, or a secluded outdoors area like the tem-
ple rooftop or the riverside. None of those spaces had a permanent function as
offering site, so they had to be properly prepared and purified first. The food was
not presented on an offering table (8©¥bansur/passiru), which we know were
sometimes made of gold and thus extremely heavy,126 but on a portable, easily
removable table (gi-dug/patiru) made of reed. Moreover, the recipients of the
offering were not the deities dwelling in the temple for which the ritual was
performed, but gods who were invoked in order to involve them directly in the
ritual process itself—purification deities like Kusu and Ningirim, minor gods
of craftsmanship, or the three major deities invoked during the performance of
any ritual intended to effect a change in the supernatural realm: Samas, god of
justice, and Ea and Asalluhi, the patron deities of ritual knowledge and perfor-
mance. In fact, the entire offering sequence is analogous to the offerings made
in the context of occasional rituals focused on aiding the troubled individual—
healing, exorcism, namburbi’s related to omina witnessed in a public space or
private house, appeasing an angered personal god and so on.

The question remains, however, what the sacrifice of the udu.siskur that
took place during the offering type under discussion exactly entailed. Since
there were sheep involved and the texts give instructions for presenting roasted
meat, it seems self-evident that siskur here refers to slaughter—but does that
mean that live animals were brought to the offering site and killed on the spot?

125 Actual curtains will probably only have been available in temple locations where such rit-
uals were regularly performed; outside the temple, for example on the rooftop of a private
house or at the riverside, a ring was created with strands of wool or a line of flour (cf. Maul
1994, 55-56).

126 TU 41 0bv. 17, 22.
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Maul concludes that this was in fact what happened during the namburbi’s.1??
Indeed, the texts he has analysed not only maintain a strict unity of location,
describing only activities performed at the temporary offering site, but also
use straightforward words for slaughter instead of the ambiguous siskur/nagi.
Thus a namburbi against the evil portended by lightning that has struck a
house:!28

You set up two portable altars for Ea and Asallubi. You sprinkle dates
and sasqi-flour. You put down a basket and put mirsu in it. You slaugh-
ter (tanakkis) a virgin female kid and place shoulder meat, fat tissue and
roasted meat on the altar. You set up a sarti-vessel. You prepare an incense
burner, approach the braziers and remain standing there until they have
finished burning(?). When they have created charcoal, you place the fat
tissue of the female kid on the seven braziers.

The writing style of the temple ritual texts points to the same conclusion: they
also maintain unity of location and describe a continuous sequence of short,
discrete tasks that were probably meant to follow each other directly or at least
as soon as possible, without longer interruptions.!?® In the passage from TU 45
quoted above, the “presenting” of shoulder meat, fat tissue and roasted meat
also directly followed the “sheep offerings” without too much time elapsing
in between. That strongly suggests that the killing and dismembering of the
animal was an element of the ritual itself. If this was indeed the case, the sac-
rifice can be compared to the Greek thusia offering, for which a bull was killed
inside the circle of participants, its blood splattered on the altar and parts of its
body were immediately removed and roasted or burned for consumption by
the deity involved.130

However, it cannot be established for certain that such a practice also existed
in first-millennium Mesopotamia. Unlike in ancient Greece and Israel, splatter-
ing blood was not an essential element of animal sacrifice, but merely an incon-
venience which may even have been seen as a disruption of the sanctity of the
offering site. Thus, as in the case of the Biblical selamim offering,!3! the sheep

127 Maul 1994, 54.

128 Maul 1994, 133: 77-81.

129 There are a few exceptions, such as TU 41 rev. 16, “they perform the $alam biti ceremony”,
which we may assume was a complex affair, or ibid. rev. 31, the performance of the balag
‘Honored One, Wild Ox’, a composition of several hundred lines (see §5.8.2).

130 Ekroth 2008.

131 Lew. 3; Eberhart 2002, 89-112.
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may have been slaughtered elsewhere and only the bits of meat brought to the
offering site which were needed there. One of the meat portions presented on
the reed table is called “roasted” (and sometimes “boiled”) and the brazier itself
is never mentioned in the ritual texts as part of the offering arrangement. That
does lead to the conclusion that, even if the animal was killed and its meat pre-
pared near the offering site, it was not directly within the sacred circle itself.132
In short, how and where exactly animal slaughter took place in the Babylonian
temples of the first millennium is still an important problem which cannot be
resolved within the context of the present study. For now, it is safest to read the
word siskur in the texts under discussion simply as ‘dedication’: the animals’
lives were offered up to the deities involved, which resulted in their shoulder
meat and fat tissue being roasted on a brazier and presented as a meal.

Apart from the occurrence of siskur in the context just discussed, it also
appear twice in the sources with an additional specification. At the end of TU 41,
the citizens of Uruk perform a siskur geriti for the gods of the city (rev. 23).133
The explanatory geritu, ‘banquet, clearly points to a shared festive meal. It is the
only attestation of the combined use of those two terms.'3* Another unusual
type of siskur was the siskur merditu of a bull and a sheep, which was per-
formed in the Bit Rés on day 8 and in the morning of day g of the akitu festival
in month vi1, as well as in the Irigal during the akitu festival for I$tar.!3> The
term merditu generally refers to a libation which was not poured on the ground
or in a libation vessel, but over other offering materials.*¢ Both in the Bit Ré$
and in the Irigal, the rite took place in the room between the curtains directly
adjacent to the deity’s cella, in the presence (ina pani) of Anu/Istar, at a place
called ki-siskur-gaba-ri, “the place of making (the deity) accept the siskur’,
which was first sprinkled with aromatics. After the ‘dedication’ of the two ani-
mals, the heart of the bull and the head of the sheep were removed and placed

132 Maul 1994, 55 and cf. the schematic on p. 59.

133 See §5.7.4.

134 Linssen 2004, 250. However, note the mention in the Neo-Assyrian text STT 300: 21 of a
magic spell for “inviting a god or goddess to a banquet (ana geré)” on days 16 and 17 of
Tasritu (Geller 2014, 46).

135 TU 39 obv. 30-31; TU 40 obv. 21; TU 42+ obv. 29’ (Linssen 2004, 185-186, 239). The latter text
adds ina panisu and consequently Linssen 2004, 241 has translated “before him”, but the
context leaves no doubt that I$tar is meant.

136  Scurlock 2005, 44—45. Libating over the head of a slaughtered animal is also attested in
other contexts, such as Assyrian cultic rituals and extispicy (Heimpel 1987-1990, 3); cf. for
example the Neo-Assyrian relief of Assurbanipal libating wine over the heads of several
lions he has killed (Maul 1994, 58 fig. 2).
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before the deity (or, in the IStar version, at the ki-siskur-gaba-ri). Mashatu-
flour was then sprinkled over the bull’s heart and a libation of wine was made
over the sheep’s head—the act of the merditu itself. Again it is not completely
certain whether the animals were killed in the room between the curtains—
a small area where it may have been difficult and even dangerous to bring a
living bull—or the temple slaughterhouse, nor what happened to the rest of
their carcasses afterwards. Their meat may have been eaten by the prebend
holders at some point, but it was clearly not consumed as a meal by the deities
involved. They only received the bull's heart and the sheep’s head, a symbolic
rite which may have been related to the dedication of the animals’ lives; the
head and heart were those parts of their bodies which could represent them in
their entirety as living beings.137

Apart from the regular meals in the temple, the ad hoc sacrifice presented
on the reed table and special practices such as the geritu and merditu offering,
it is useful to point out that the Hellenistic Babylonian ritual texts also include
many instances of ritual slaughter in the temple where the animal’s carcass
was not presented as food to the gods in any way, but was used for other cultic
purposes. An important example is what scholars call the ‘kettledrum ritual,
during which a new cultic kettledrum was created by killing a bull and cover-
ing a bronze drum body with its hide.!38 It is known from a number of different

137 Inmany cultures, the slaughter of an animal is determined by specific ritual customs that
dictate exactly how and which parts to cut, which parts are destined for human and/or
divine consumption and which must be disposed of. The latter are often regarded as vital
elements that must be treated with care, so as to do justice to the slaughtered animal;
compare the Biblical notion that “the blood is the life” (Lev. 17) and thus must be poured
out on the altar, not simply spilled on the ground. The merditu offering in particular is
reminiscent of a passage in the Sumerian story ‘Lugalbanda in the Mountain Cave’, where
the young king of Uruk kills a bull and two goats, then offers the bull’s heart to Utu and
piles up the heads of the two goats and lets their blood flow into the offering pit (365-368,
reading lipi$-bi im-ta-an-zi with George 2003, 476 as “he tore out its heart” and sag-du-
bi(...)im-ta-an-dub with Black1998,183 as “heaped up (...) the heads”). He then creates a
festive meal for An, Enlil, Enki and Ninhursag with the “best part” of the animals, the livers.
The offering of the bull’s heart to Utu, who doesn’t share in the sacrificial meal, appears
to have been an ancient element of bull sacrifice in Mesopotamia which requires further
investigation; cf. int. al. the Standard Babylonian ‘Epic of Gilgame$), where Gilgames and
Enkidu remove the heart of the vanquished Bull of Heaven and offer it to Sama$ (vi 147—
150; George 2003, 626—628). During the first-millennium kettledrum ritual (see below), the
heart of the slaughtered bull was placed and burned before the music god Lumha or the
divine kettledrum itself (TU 44 1116-18; KAR 60 obv. 15-16; BaM Beiheft 2, 5 obv. 23; Linssen
2004, 253, 263, 271).

138 Linssen 2004, 97—-99; Gabbay 2014, 124-130. The kettledrum (lilissu) was an important
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manuscripts from Seleucid Uruk as well as from Neo-Assyrian libraries, and
existed in at least two different versions. During the first phase of the ritual, the
living bull was transformed by means of mouth-washing (mis pf) and incanta-
tions into a divine creature and then ceremonially slaughtered. According to
one tradition, described in the Urukean text TU 44, the carcass of the bull was
then wrapped in a red cloth and buried facing the West, i.e. in the direction of
the netherworld (1116-19). Another version, known from the Neo-Assyrian text
KAR 60, merely states that the chief kalii was not allowed to eat the bull’s meat;
perhaps this means that the other priests were and did, but more probably the
contrary—no one, not even the highest-ranking kalii, could consume any part
of the bull, since it had become a sacred animal. Its burial ensured that it would
remain in the divine realm, just as the tools and materials used for asipu rituals
were afterwards thrown into the river, which would carry them to the nether-
world.!3 Interestingly, two other texts from Seleucid Uruk, BaM Beiheft 2: 5 and
7, follow the Neo-Assyrian version, but although no. 5 also instructs the priests
to bury the bull’s carcass (rev. 31-33), no. 7 appears to copy the prohibition from
the Assyrian text. Thus we cannot determine which tradition was followed in
Seleucid Uruk or whether a definitive choice was made at all. In any case, and
more important in the current context, no part of the bull’'s body was offered as
a meal to a deity. Instead, sheep offerings (udu.siskur) of the type previously
discussed were presented to a number of deities at various stages of the ritual.

A second occasion where an animal was killed because parts of its body were
needed for the performance of other rites was during the nocturnal ceremony
in the Bit Rés. In the Ubsukkinnaku, beside the Dais of Destinies, a bull was

cultic instrument during the first millennium and was played in a broad variety of Assyr-
ian and Babylonian cultic ceremonies, usually to accompany the performance of Emesal
prayers by the kalil (Gabbay 2014, 98-102; 18-123; 141-142).

139 Gabbay 2014, 127-128. A. Leo Oppenheim (1942, 122 n. 1) has argued that the chief kalii
was not allowed to eat the bull’'s meat because he was responsible for its death. For the
same reason, the priest who performed the actual killing uncovered his head in penitence
and recited phrases to indicate that not he, but the gods had killed the animal. Judith Paul
(1992, 242) and Uri Gabbay (2014, 126 note 429) disagree with Oppenheim’s construction
of the slaughter of the bull as a “crime”. Paul suggests that the gods had to be reminded
of their own involvement in the killing, lest they regard the death of the sacred animal as
sacrilege. Gabbay, on the other hand, points out that the kalii’s denial of responsibility for
the bull’s death mirrors the utterances by the craftsmen in the mis pi ceremony for cre-
ating a divine statue that not they, but the gods have built the statue (Walker/Dick 2001,
66:179-186, 76: 52). Thus the focus here is not on the destruction of a sacred animal, but
more generally on effecting change upon divine materials, which ideally only the gods are
capable of doing.
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killed in the presence of Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi, Pisangunug and the Torch;
the priest then removed the bull’s right shoulder and used it to touch the right
and left side of the bonfire which had just been kindled with the Torch.14° The
sacrifice seems to have focused on the preparation of the bull’s shoulder as a
cultic object by bringing it into contact with the sacred fire, but it is unclear
which purpose the object would then serve. No mention is made of the ulti-
mate fate of the bull’s carcass, but we may imagine that it was the same as in
the case of the kettledrum bull, and that it was ceremonially buried.

Finally, to name an example from Babylon, on day 5 of the akitu festival in
month I, the shrine of Nabfi at the Esagil was purified in preparation of the god’s
arrival. For that occasion, a sheep’s head was cut off and the shrine was cleansed
with the sheep’s carcass.!*! The carcass was then thrown into the river, but the
sheep’s head was taken out into the open country by the slaughterer. That prac-
tice is only one of many examples of Mesopotamian rituals in which the bodies
of living or dead animals were used to attract and absorb bad influences, which
could then be disposed of together with the animal.'#2 The sheep was no longer
considered edible for either god or man, since its head and body had been used
to ‘soak up’ all evil that had pervaded the temple. The only correct way to dis-
pose of them was to take them as far away from the sacred precinct as possible.

The acts of ritual slaughter just described are distinguished in the sources
from meat offerings to deities by the terminology used. None of the killings is
referred to as siskur; instead the texts only describe the act of slaughter itself
(TU 44, 1116; KAR 60, obv. 15; BaM Beiheft 2, 5 rev. 22—23: gu, sasu tapallagma,
“you will slaughter that (bull)”; KAR 50, rev. 9: gumahu tanakkisma, “you will
cut open the choice bull”; TU 41, rev. 6: gu, ina panisunu immahhas, “a bull will
be slaughtered before them”; RAcc 127-154 + BM 32485, 353: rés udu-nita ibat-
tagma, “he will cut off the sheep’shead”). Thus, based on the available evidence
from the late Babylonian ritual texts, we may conclude that if a rite involving
animals was called siskur, the animals in question were not only killed for use
inside the temple, but their bodies were dedicated to a deity, who then either
received their meat as a meal or specific body parts as a gift. That is consis-
tent with the more general range of meaning of siskur as a ritual act aimed at
establishing contact with a divine being.

Until now we have examined the attestations in Urukean ritual texts of the
sign siskur, which is used in the line under discussion for an animal sacrifice,

140 See §5.6.7.

141 RAcc. 127-154 + BM 32485 353360 (Linssen 2004, 221).

142 Scurlock 2002a, 371-387. The carcass of a male goat was used to rub the king in bit rimki
and a patient in a healing ritual.
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and contrasted it with the terminology used in the ritual literature for other
types of animal slaughter in a cultic context. The chronicles and Astronomi-
cal Diaries from Hellenistic and Parthian Babylon also regularly mention the
cultic slaughter of a bull and several sheep, but refer to that ritual with the
Sumerogram nidba, i.e. Akkadian nindabii, food offering’#3 As mentioned
before, siskur is used in those texts to denote the sacrificial sheep themselves
rather than the act of killing them. It is essential to note that in nearly all
the—reasonably reconstructable—attestations of such offerings, they are per-
formed by or on behalf of the Seleucid king or representatives of the Seleucid
or Parthian court—satraps, high generals, the chief of the king’s guard, a Greek
citizen of Babylon'## fulfilling a political office or a messenger carrying a let-
ter from the king.145 In the Parthian-era Diaries, the ritual in question is always

143 The Sumerogram nidba is composed of pad, food ration, and 4inanna, ‘Inanna/Istar’
The word originally indicated an offering of bread or cereal to a deity (for the etymology
cf. Lambert 1993a, 196), but the context in which it occurs in the Late Babylonian texts
clearly shows that it could also refer to a meat dish during that period (McEwan 1981, 168).
The word is not attested in the Uruk ritual texts, except in the—probably much older—
incipit of a hymn sung to Sin at the time of a lunar eclipse (BRM 1V 6 obv. 12'-13'). The
frequent use of nindabi: in the Diaries may be due to the influence of Aramaic, which
originally borrowed the word from the Akkadian (Kessler 2006, 279).

144 The term politai (pu-li-te-e) is used in the Late Babylonian chronicles and Astronomical
Diaries to indicate the people living in the Greek polis at Babylon, which was probably
established under Antiochos 111 (Clancier/Monerie 2014, 211). Scholarly opinions differ as
to whether those people were ethnic Greeks and Macedonians, or ‘Hellenised’ Babyloni-
ans, or both (Van der Spek 2009).

145 AD -273 B obv. 1'—12’ (general); -204 C rev. 1419 (Antiochus 111, on the occasion of the
akitu festival); 187 A rev. 5'-14’ (ditto); -178 C rev. 18'—22" (general, possibly also for akitu
festival); -171 B rev. 1'—upper edge 2 (general); -158 B rev. 17'—22' (satrap); -144 obv. 15’ (mes-
senger/general); -137 D rev. 23—24 (satrap), 26—27 (general); -136 C rev. 12’13’ (a polites,
perhaps with a public function); -133 B/C rev. 22'-25' (satrap); -132 B obv. 27'-28' (satrap),
D2 rev. 22'—23' (royal messenger); -129 A2 obv. 17'-19' (a polites, newly appointed as gover-
nor of Babylon), rev. 14'—16’ (satrap and(?) general); -129 A obv. 9’ (chief of king’s guard), B
rev. 5'-8' (general); -124 A rev. 19'—20' (general), B obv. 4'—5' (satrap), rev. 19'—20’ (royal mes-
senger); -123 B obv. 15’ (satrap); -111 B rev. 8'—10' (satrap); -107 C rev. 16'-20’ (“a Subarean’,
who not only sacrifices but also steals from the Esagil); -87 A obv. 14'-15' (“a well-known
man from Uruk”); -77 A obv. 26'-28' (a polites, newly appointed as governor of Babylon),
rev. 29—31 (a polites, newly appointed in a function related to the bit sarri); ‘Arsacid King
Chronicle’ (BCHP 19) 5'-10' (person from Media, newly appointed as governor of Baby-
lon). There are two exceptions, one where the Satammu of the Esagil himself requested
the offering (AD -105 A obv. 14'-15") and one where the “Borsippeans and Cutheans” came
to perform a sacrifice in Babylon (-77 A obv. 29'-30").
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described with a standard formula, which allows for a few minor variations and
the omission of one or more elements, and can be reconstructed as follows:
“That day / on day X, the Satammu of the Esagil and the Babylonians of the kin-
istu of the Esagil provided him / the aforementioned [official] with one bull
and x sacrificial sheep at [one of the entrance gates to the Esagil].146 He made
a food offering for Bel, Béltiya, the great gods, for the life of the king and for his
own life. He prostrated himself.”

Apart from the few instances in which a Seleucid king or general contributed
to the akitu festival, the timing of those offerings was not determined by the cul-
tic calendar of Babylon, but by the occasions on which the royal representatives
were able to visit the city—usually while involved in a military campaign in and
around Babylonia, or, in the case of a messenger, when he had come to inform
the politai of political developments that the king wished to communicate. In
other words, the sacrifice of the bull and the sheep frequently attested in those
texts was not part of the regular offering schedule, but a special event. A royal
delegate was in town, or one of the politai was appointed governor or overseer
of the palace, and that person took the opportunity to celebrate the occasion
by honouring the gods, showing respect towards Babylon’s patron deities and
praying to them for the king’s and his own well-being. The temple administra-
tion provided him with animals and a prebendary butcher probably took care
of the actual killing and preparing the meat,'4” while the person officially per-
forming the sacrifice was instructed by a specialist to say the correct words and
make the right gestures. The entire ritual was never performed inside the Esagil,
which no one but the priests and the king could enter, but always at one of the
main gates of the temple complex. That suggests that even the slaughter itself
took place there on or beside a portable altar, as was probably also the case in
the occasional rituals discussed previously.1#8

146 Note that the actual slaughter of an animal in the cult of YHWH also took place to the
north of the temple near the entrance to the courtyard (Lev. 1:11; Eberhart 2011, 27).

147 In the Seleucid period, we still find the persons who request the offering arranging for
their own sacrificial animals, such as Diary -273 (B obv. 11'-12'), in which a general himself
“provided a bull and [...] sheep for the regular offerings (gini) of Bél’, and the ‘Seleucus 111
Chronicle’ (BCHP 12), in which the king provides money and a great number of animals for
asacrifice during the akitu festival, which he cannot attend in person (obv. 3'-8'). The same
is suggested by the ‘Antiochus and Sin Chronicle’ (BCHP 5), in which the crown prince
offers a sheep to different manlfestations of Sin at Babylon (obv. 8-12).

148 Compare the Neo-Babylonian ritual text from the Eanna LKU 51 obv. 9": “eight sacrificial
sheep are slaughtered at the gates of the Eanna before her” (8 udu.siskur ina kadme’ §d
é.an.na ina igi-st ut-tak-k[a-su ...]) and probably again in line 17'.
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Itis far from certain that the bull-and-sheep-offering mentioned in the ritual
texts from Uruk is in any way similar to the one attested in the Diaries and the
Late Babylonian chronicles. The former’s incorporation into the yearly recur-
ring akitu festivals and nocturnal ceremony already shows that it belonged to
the regular cultic rites and was not an ad hoc performance for the benefit of
a visitor. Nonetheless, it may likewise have been prepared and served at one
of the temple gates rather than inside the temple complex. It may even have
represented a gift to Anu, Antu and the other gods by city officials who had no
priestly status, but were influential enough to arrange for their offerings to be
presented to the gods during important festivals. The use of a bull, the most
prestigious and luxurious animal one could sacrifice in ancient Mesopotamia,
was suitable for that kind of grand statement and for such a festive occasion.

One the other hand, the only other non-daily/monthly sacrifice of a bull
and a sheep known in any detail from the Urukean ritual texts is the merditu
offering, which was not meant to provide the gods with food, but to present
them with parts of the animals’ bodies. Since the text TU 39—40 mentions the
“bull-and-sheep offering” without further explanation,#° but also gives elabo-
rate instructions for the performance of the merditu,'° it is unlikely that the
former was exactly the same as the merditu, but it may have been a similar rite
which focused on a symbolic presentation of certain parts of the animals to the
deities. Sadly, the evidence does not point specifically in either direction, so the
exact nature of the bull-and-sheep offering that took place directly before the
evening meal of the gods of the Bit Ré§ must remain unknown at present.

5.4 Obv. 13—28

After the evening meal, the night vigil began. The meal was not cleared and
the gate to the sanctuary remained open. The priests went to the roof of the
high shrine on top of the Anu ziqqurrat. Once the stars Great Anu of Heaven
and Great Antu of Heaven had come out, two hymns were performed: ‘Like the
Beautiful Glow of the Stars of Heaven, Anu, the King’ and ‘The Beautiful Image
Has Come Out. The two deities were offered water to wash their hands and a
luxurious meal was presented to them. Afterwards the incense burners were
ignited. Then the procedure was repeated for Sin, Samas and the five planets.

149 TU 39 rev. 6—7 (Linssen 2004, 187).
150 TU 39 obv. 30-33; TU 40 obv. 21-rev. 3 (ibid. 185-186).
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5.4.1  The High Shrine of the Zigqurrat

The high shrine of the Seleucid Anu ziqqurrat is referred to by textual sources as
the Esarra (‘House of the Universe’).1! The only comparable first-millennium
structure about which we possess any documentation is the sanctuary of Mar-
duk on top of the Etemenanki, his zigqurrat at Babylon.152 It is described on the
‘Esagil Tablet, of which one copy dates to the Seleucid period and belonged to
the archives of the Bit Res.153 That tablet lists, in the context of various math-
ematical calculations the reader is asked to perform, the measurements of dif-
ferent parts of the Esagil, the temple complex in Babylon dedicated to Marduk.
Included are the different shrines on the ziqqurrat: the cellae of Marduk, Nabt
and Tasmetu, the cellae of Ea and Nuska “facing north”,'5* the shared cella of
Anu and Enlil “facing south” and finally, “facing west”, a stairwell and an area
called a tu'um, consisting of an inner and an outer chamber with a bed in the
latter, perhaps for Marduk and Zarpanitu.!5® In his recent monograph on the
Etemenanki, Hansjorg Schmid—Ilike most scholars before him—has recon-
structed those shrines as forming a single sanctuary at the top of the ziqqurrat,
with the different cellae arranged around a roofed courtyard according to the
indicated cardinal directions.!56

151 TU 38rev. 2 (Linssen 2004, 174); BRM IV 8, 11-12 (see §1.3.1). It is improbable that, as George
(1993, no. 1036) suggests, ESarra was the name of the Anu ziqquurat itself. In that case
the %’ in TU 38 rev. 2 would have been placed between ‘é.84r.ra’ and ‘bara.maly, mak-
ing ‘bara.maly’ the last item in the list, and not between ‘¢§.gal’ and ‘é.84r.ra. It is more
likely that what follows, ‘bara.mah zig-qur-rat 460, is a dependent clause referring back
to ‘é.84r.ra.

152 Evidence for the existence of that sanctuary, as well as that of Nabti on the zigqurrat at
Borsippa, can also be found in a building inscription of Nebuchadnezzar 11, who reports
that he has renovated the zigqurrats of both cities and built shrines “on their shining sum-
mits” (VAB 4 114: 43).

153 AO 6555, dupl. BM 40813; George 1992, 1o—119. Since its discovery, the ‘Esagil Tablet’ has
been the subject of many different interpretations. Most are attempts to use it as a basis for
areconstruction of the Esagil’s and Etemenanki’s shape and proportions. George believes
it to be a description of a mathematical exercise about a theoretical ‘Esagil’ that does not
reflect the properties of the actual temple complex of Marduk in Babylon (George ibid.,
110—111; 2005—2006, 77).

154 See for the reading of the indicated cardinal directions as “facing north/south” etc. instead
of “in the north/south” etc. Baker 2008b.

155 The possible meaning of that word is discussed by George 1992, 426—427, who suggests the
translation “double chamber”.

156 Schmid 1995, 142-146.
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Wilfrid Allinger-Csollich has also analysed the ‘Esagil Tablet), but developed
a different theory. By comparing the exact dimensions of the archaeologi-
cal remains of the temples of Babylon and Borsippa and their accompanying
ziqqurrats with text sources that offer the measurements of those buildings, he
has concluded that at least the Neo-Babylonian ziqqurrats were not simply tow-
ers with a sanctuary on top, but formed a complete sanctuary in themselves: a
‘folded-out’ version of the horizontally oriented temple complex they belonged
to. According to Allinger-Csollich, there were different shrines on each storey,
corresponding to the floor plan of the temple below, and only the main cella
stood at the top, just as it was located in the innermost centre of the ziqqurrat’s
horizontal counterpart.’>” He points out that the only Mesopotamian ziqqurrat
of which the second level has been excavated, the ziqqurrat of Uy, also pos-
sessed a sanctuary on that level, i.e. not at the summit.’8 In Allinger-Csollich’s
reconstruction, a temple tower’s staircases corresponded to the gates of the
temple; those along the sides led to the sanctuaries on the different levels and
the central staircase lead directly to the main cella at the top.1>°

If we accept Allinger-Csollich’s theory, we should assume that the Anu
ziqqurrat in Uruk was constructed similarly, at least in its Seleucid building
phase. That would mean that the ESarra was an exclusive sanctuary for Anu
and Antu and possessed the same dimensions as the inner sanctum of the Bit
Rés. There would have been shrines on the storey or storeys below for the other
major inhabitants of the Bit Rés: Enlil and Ea, Sin, Sama$ and Adad, Belét-li,
perhaps Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmfi, Kusu, Pisangunug and Béltu-$a-Rés, includ-
ing the spouses and minor gods that belonged to the entourage of each of
those deities. A considerable building would have had to stand on each side
of each platform. Unfortunately, as mentioned before, the archaeological evi-
dence cannot support either theory. Barring discoveries of new textual sources
from the period, who exactly was worshipped in the ESarra and/or elsewhere
on the Anu ziqqurrat will probably never be known.

157 Allinger-Csollich 1998, 314 ff.

158 He goes on to interpret the tablet published by Wiseman 1972, 141-147, which shows a
schematic drawing of a ziqqurrat with measurements written on and beside its different
levels, as a model of the parallels between the ‘Hochtempel’ and the ‘Tieftempel’. Accord-
ing to him, the phrase written on the second storey, pani Subat 4an.sar, “front(-view) of
the dwelling of Ansar’, may indicate that a sanctuary for the god Ansar stood there.

159 Schmid 1995, 18 proposes instead that the stairs of Neo-Babylonian ziqqurrats were
located inside the building above the second level.
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5.4.2  The Cultic Use of Ziqqurrat Sanctuaries in the First Millennium Bc
To which extent were rites of cultic worship on a city’s temple tower still com-
mon practice in the first millennium Bc? As far as the Anu ziqqurrat of Seleucid
Uruk is concerned, the only cuneiform texts that inform us about its role in
the cult are TU 41 and TU 38. According to the latter source, both the ziqqur-
rat itself and the “god of the temple of the ziqqurrat” (dingir é $d zig-qur-
rat) received sixteen loaves of bread each day, distributed over the four daily
meals.!60 At Neo-Babylonian Uruk, Borsippa and Sippar, the deified ziqqurrats
of I3tar, Nabti and Samas respectively also received regular food offerings, but
there is no evidence of any of the cultic activities which must have taken place
there.16!

Outside of Uruk, four first-millennium documents related to the temple
cults of Babylon refer directly or indirectly to religious activities taking place
on a ziqqurrat. The first is a description of an elaborate festival in the month
Kislimu, connected to the date harvest. After a very damaged passage, there
is mention of flour being sprinkled on braziers before Bél and another deity,
whose name is broken away, and a torch being kindled before that same deity.
The high priest then ascends the ziqqurrat—Cagirgan and Lambert add in
their reconstruction ana bit, “to the temple of”—and lights another brazier
there.162

The second text is Marduk’s Ordeal, a source we have discussed earlier.163
Line 13 of the composite text reads: “that which they do on the ziqqurrat [...]".164
The exact meaning is unclear, but since the general format of Marduk’s Ordeal
is a list of different ritual activities taking place in the city of Babylon, which are
then paralleled with mythological events, it is very probable that in that line,
too, a rite of some type or other is referred to which was apparently performed
on “the ziqqurrat’, i.e. the Etemenanki. Thirdly, a list of the positions of different
divine images during an unknown ritual event in Babylon mentions one loca-
tion “before the ziqqurrat sanctuary” and another one at the Nun-Abzu Gate,
which was one of the gates of the ziqqurrat sanctuary.'%> Finally, according to
a fragmentary Neo- or late Babylonian cultic calendar, day 4 of month 1x was

160 TU 38 obv. 32 (Linssen 2004, 173).

161 Bongenaar 1997, 122 (but cf. Zawadzki 2013, 32 note 69); Beaulieu 2003, 31; Waerzeggers
20104, 32.

162  Cagirgan/Lambert 19911993, 100: rev. IV 150-155.

163 §5.2.3.

164 Livingstone 1986, 236.

165 BM 38293; George 1993, 227: 40.
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dedicated to “Marduk and Zarpanitu of the Etemenanki”!66 That seems to sug-
gest offerings or other rites involving manifestations of Marduk and Zarpanitu
who dwelled inside the ziqqurrat sanctuary. Although it is undisputed that a
form of the two deities did indeed live in the Etemenanki shrine, that epithet
is not known from any other sources.

Apart from Babylon, an astronomical diary describing the autumn akitu fes-
tival of the year 188 BC, in which king Antiochos 111 participated, states that
the king went to Borsippa on day 13, after which “the ziqqurrat of the Ezida” is
mentioned in a fragmentary context pertaining to day 14.67 Finally, a judicial
protocol from Neo-Babylonian Sippar deals with the theft of silver (and proba-
bly cultic) objects from the ziqqurrat; moreover, administrative texts from the
Ebabbar mention a non-prebendary and possibly a prebendary official “of the
ziqqurrat temple”, as well as the delivery of oil for the “service (dullu) of the
ziqqurrat’, linen for a number of deities including the deified ziqqurrat, clasps
for the doors of the ziqqurrat temple and bronze for its tariku-ornaments.168
Outside of Babylonia as a whole, two Neo-Assyrian documents refer to a cultic
functionary named mar $angé who was associated with a ziqqurrat, perhaps
one of the two at A$$ur.'69 To conclude, the evidence about the performance
of cultic activity at ziqqurrat sanctuaries is still very meagre, but it was clearly
a common feature of Neo-Assyrian, Neo- and Late Babylonian cities and cer-
tainly not unique to the cult of Seleucid Uruk.

5.4.3 Rituals on Rooftops

The roof of a house or temple was a common location for different types of
Mesopotamian offering rites. Most importantly in the current context, ritu-
als were performed on rooftops when, as in TU 41, they needed to take place
at night because the stars or deities of the night sky like Sin and IStar were
involved in the process. The preparation of certain magical potions required
the substance to stand overnight on the roof, allowing it to absorb the stars’
influence.l’? The Neo-Assyrian text BBR 1-20 gives instructions for an extispicy,
including, “when the first star appears’, offerings on a rooftop to Marduk and
the personal deities of the person making the request.!”* Another important
aspect of the ritual procedure of extispicy was to let the slaughtered animal

166 BRM IV 25 (dupl. sSBH VvII), 18 (Cagirgan 1976, 192).

167 AD-187 Arev.13.

168 Bongenaar 1997: 152, 253, 257, 284, 349, 377, 379

169 Menzel 1981, 197-198.

170 Maul 1994, 45; Reiner 1995, 48—56; Ambos 2004, 138-141.
171 BBRP. 98; Fincke 2009, 534.
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spend the night beneath the stars, so that the gods of the night could prepare
its intestines for receiving a truthful answer from Sama$ and Adad the next
morning.172

Furthermore, the roof was used as an offering site in building rituals, which
directly involved the house or temple itself of which the roof was a part, and in
various namburbi’s for which the participants were required to withdraw to a
relatively remote location.!”® When one wished to be closer to the stars, as for
the offerings described in TU 41, the roof of the high shrine of a ziqqurrat was
the closest one could possibly get—unless one travelled into the mountains,
but they were considered wild and dangerous territory, especially during the
night.

5.4.4  Offerings to Great Anu and Great Antu of Heaven, Sin, Samas and
the Five Planets

The nine divine heavenly bodies to whom a meal was served on the rooftop of
the Esarra in TU 41 formed a singular group of deities within the pantheon of
Seleucid Uruk, who not only received offerings together during the nightly cer-
emony, but also on a daily and monthly basis. According to TU 38, rev. 32—34,
the boiled meat of ten first-class sheep was offered to Anu and Antu of Heaven
and the “seven planets” in—not on the roof of!—the high shrine of the ziqqur-
rat on the 16th day of each month, just as on the 16th of Tebétu. In addition,
lines 29—31 state that every day another ten first-class sheep were slaughtered
for “Nebéruy, Dilbat, Sihtu, Kayamanu, Salbatanu, the rising of Samas$ and the
appearance of Sin’, as “voluntary offering” in a room or building called the bit
mahassati.'" Further, several prebend sale deeds from Seleucid Uruk refer to
“the gods of the sky” as recipients of offerings.'”> That may refer to the major sky
gods Anu, Antu, Sin, Sama$ and I$tar, but since in one of those sources the dates
of the offerings are days 16 and 17, it is more likely that Sin, Samas, the five plan-
ets and the two stars are meant. Finally, the calendar for Emesal prayers, TU 48,
mentions the performance of a prayer for “the gods of the night” during the
‘awakening of the temple’ (dik biti) ceremony on days 1, 7 and 15 of every month;
however, considering that the ceremony in question celebrated the coming of

172 Fincke 2009, 554-555.

173 Ambos 2004, 114: 7, 15; 116: 9'; 178: 7; 180: 5; 190: 8; 196: 16; Maul 1994, 48.

174 Linssen 2004, 175; probably the designated area within the temple complex for the slaugh-
ter of sacrificial animals (Waerzeggers 20104, 257). Zadok 1982, 116 demonstrates that the
word’s etymology points to a space closed off by partition walls or curtains.

175 Oppert 2 obv. 3; Oppert 4 rev. 2'—3; OECT 9, 51 obv. 8—9 (Coro 20054, 156, 375, 383).
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dawn, those gods may well have been all the stars in the sky rather than a few
specific ones.!76

Thus, each appearance of the moon, of the five known planets and of the
stars Anu and Antu of Heaven in the night sky and each rising of the sun at
dawn was celebrated with a meat offering. The meal served to those nine deities
during the nightly ceremony described in TU 41, however, was a more special
occasion; it consisted not only of mutton, but also of beef, fowl, beer, wine
and fruit, similar to the evening meal that Anu, Antu and the other gods had
just received in the Bit Rés below. In their regular as well as their more fes-
tive form, the offerings probably lasted the whole night, since the meals were
brought before the different gods “as soon as each one appears” (obv. 24). That
means that the final offering cannot have taken place earlier than at sunrise,
the appearance of Samas. The fact that the table with the meal for Anu and
Antu of Heaven was cleared when the Torch went down from the ziqqurrat
(obv. 32), but the seven tables for the other heavenly bodies weren't, supports
this, as does the phrasing in TU 38 rev. 30—31 “for (...) the rising of Samag and
the appearance of Sin” (see above). A few priests must have remained on the
roof of the ESarra to take care of that final meal.

It is unclear whether or not the nine deities were represented on the rooftop
of the ESarra by statues or standards, as was common in Babylonia for offer-
ings brought in other places than a major temple, but it seems unlikely. Since
the text explicitly states that the offerings were brought the very moment that
the deities appeared in the sky, the priests seem to have focused their attention
purely on those heavenly images themselves. Perhaps such standards were used
when the offerings were brought inside the Esarra, as described above.

5.4.4.1 The Stars Great Anu and Great Antu of Heaven

As their names clearly suggest, Great Anu and Great Antu of Heaven were the
astral manifestations of Uruk’s most important god and goddess, who at this
stage of the ritual had already received their evening meal.!”” They are only
given the epithet “great” in TU 41 obv. 15; in obv. 17-18 and in TU 38 rev. 30 and

176  TU 48 obv. 18 — rev. 6 (Linssen 2004, 31-32). For the dik biti ceremony, see § 5.8.1.

177 From the Old Babylonian period onward, it was common to give (mostly astral) deities the
epithet “of Heaven” (§a §amé): Samas of Heaven, Sin of Heaven, Adad of Heaven (Rochberg
2009, 48—49). (Great) Anu of Heaven, however, is not attested outside the ritual texts from
Seleucid Uruk. A hand-raising prayer for I$tar found in Uruk (SpTU 111 76: 31) and Maglii
111 31-32 mention “the Daughters of Anu of Heaven” (marat “anum $a samé; Abusch 2015,
306), but in both cases it can be argued that the epithet refers to the Daughters, not to
their father (Beaulieu 2003, 346 note 94).
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33 they are simply “Anu and Antu of Heaven”. The offerings to both stars in TU 41
took place as soon as they had risen in the Wagon (Ursa Maior), which suggests
that the two deities were not simply considered to be somewhere out there, but
associated with two individual stars.

The likeliest candidate for Great Anu of Heaven is a star which is described
with exactly that name in Mul.Apin I 1 19: ™“!mu.Bu.kés.da dAnum rabi sa
$amé: “the Hitched Yoke, the great Anu of Heaven”.1”8 It is listed in that section
of Mul.Apin together with other stars belonging to the constellation Wagon
or standing close to it, which corresponds to the location of the star in TU 41.
mulmu.BU.ke$da was the 18th star in the Path of Enlil and has been tentatively
identified with o Draconis, i.e. Thuban, a relatively dim circumpolar star which
was the pole star until ca. 1900 BC.1”® On the Middle Babylonian Astrolabe B, it
is associated with Enlil himself.!80 The Wagon, being a circumpolar constella-
tion and thus visible in the night sky the entire year, was considered the centre
of heaven and is described in different sources as the ‘Bond of Heaven’, the cos-
mic mooring rope that held together the entire universe. Its counterpart on
earth was originally Nippur and specifically the Ekur, the temple of Enlil; in
Mul. Apin it is connected to Enlil's consort Ninlil. The status of the Ekur as cen-
tre of the universe was later transferred to the temple of Marduk and the city
of Babylon;'8! the same seems to have happened with the stars that were asso-
ciated with Enlil and Ninlil. In the hymns of praise sung to Bél and Béltiya, i.e.
Marduk and Zarpanitu, on day 5 of the Late Babylonian spring akitu festival in
Babylon, Marduk is addressed as ™"'mu.BU.kes$da, “who carries sceptre and
loop”, and Zarpanitu as the Wagon, “the centre of Heaven”.!82 Great Antu of
Heaven does not appear in any sources outside the cultic literature of Seleucid

178 The name should probably be read Mudulke$da or Madalke$da. $¥mu.BU /¥ ma.BU, to be
read 8®¥mu.dul,o/¢¥ma.dul,, is attested in an Early Dynastic lexical text with the mean-
ing ‘draft pole of a vehicle), Akk. masaddu (Civil 2008, 108 no. 233). The latter is used in
later texts to refer to the pole of the constellation Wagon (caDp M I 351). The same word is
attested as £*BU, read as $¥madal or #¥mudul (Veldhuis 1997, 120-123; Steinkeller 1987,
92-93; Civil 1968, 13). MU.BU can also be read as mudrag, ‘dirty’ (Akk. warsu), but that
seems unfitting in the present context.

179 Hunger/Pingree 1999, 273. Note that there appears to be some overlap in the sources
between ™*!mu.BU.ke$da and ™*!Sudun, both rendered in Akkadian as niru, ‘the yoke’
(CAD N 11 264).

180 KAV 218 II 22, 30 (Reiner/Pingree 1981, 152).

181 Huxley 2000, 118-119. Likewise, its connotations with divine kingship and the centre of the
cosmos were referred to by the Gate of the Wagon, added by Sennacherib to the temple
of Assur.

182 Linssen 2004, 220: 302; 221: 330.
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Uruk, nor does any other star associated with Antu. That is somewhat surpris-
ing, considering that many other goddesses, including consorts of major gods
like Ninlil, Zarpanitu and Aya, were also connected with a star or a constella-
tion.183

Neither the wordings of the hymns ‘Like the Beautiful Glow of the Stars of
Heaven, Anu the King’ or ‘The Beautiful Image Has Come Out), nor of ‘Great
Anu, Star of Heaven, which was sung before the meal for Anu and Antu of
Heaven was cleared away, nor of ‘Anu Shines Forth Through All the Lands),
which was sung by the priests and inhabitants of Uruk as they lit bonfires at
their temples and homes, is known from any other sources. They were probably
new compositions, written for the nightly—or perhaps only the monthly—
offerings to Great Anu of Heaven. Perhaps ‘Anu Shines Forth Through All the
Lands’ was even only sung on the unique occasion of the nightly ceremony.!8+
The only possible parallel with a known literary text is that between ‘Like the
Beautiful Glow of the Stars of Heaven, Anu the King’ (ana tamsil zimu bunné
mul §amami danum lugal) and a text fragment, CT 13, 31, which seems to
describe how the gods arranged the paths of the stars in the sky by means of
mathematical calculations.’®5 Only the first few words of each line of the tablet
are preserved, of which line 3’ reads mul™es tamsil zim bunné [ ...], i.e. “the stars,
like the beautiful appearance [...]". Although the exact Sitz im Leben of the text
fragment is unknown, it clearly combines creation mythology with mathemat-
ics and, especially considering the almost identical phrasing of line 3" and the
hymn for Anu of Heaven, we can well imagine that the priests of Seleucid Uruk,
many of whom were active as astronomers, were inspired by compositions like
CT 13, 31 for their hymns to the god of the heavens.!86

5.4.5 Prayers and Offerings to Stars and Planets in Mesopotamian Ritual
Literature

5.4.5.1 Occasional Prayers and Offerings to Stars and Planets

There are many instances in Mesopotamian ritual literature of so-called ‘Pray-

ers to the Gods of the Night, i.e. invocations of various groups of stars, planets

and constellations, together with deities associated with the night, such as

183 Mul.Apin I i 1, 15, 18. New insights concerning the identification of Anu and Antu of
Heaven and certain other stars will appear in forthcoming publications by Wayne Horo-
witz.

184 See §6.2.1.

185 Horowitz 1998, 147-148 and id. 2010, 79—80; see now also Lambert 2013, 178-179.

186  See Krul forthcoming a.
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Nuska. The largest group of texts in that genre is formed by prayers (ikribu)
spoken by the barii to invoke the influence of the stars and planets over the ani-
mal upon which he was to perform extispicy. The oldest manuscripts of such
prayers date to the Old Babylonian period. One example is Erm 15642:187

The princes are closely guarded,
The bolts are lowered, rings set in place.

The noisy people are silenced,
Gates, once opened, are locked.

The gods of the land, goddesses of the land,
Samas, Sin, Adad, and I$tar,

Have gone off into the ‘lap of heaven’.
They are not giving judgment, they are not deciding cases.

Veiled is the night,
The palace, its chapel (and) sanctum are dark.

The wayfarer calls out to (his) god, the petitioner is fast asleep.

The judge of truth, father of the destitute,
Samas has gone to his cella.

O Great Gods of the Night,
Brilliant Girra,

Heroic Erra,

Bow, Yoke,

187  pu-ul-lu-lu ru-bu-i 2wa-as-ru-u si-ik-ku-ru si-re-tum sa-ak-na-a 3 ha-ab-ra-tum ni-su-i sa-
qu-um-ma-a*pe-tu-tum ud-du-lu-i ba-a-bu 5 i-lima-tim is-ta-ra-at ma-a-tim ® dutu den.zu
dim @ dinanna 7 i-te-er-bu-ti a-na u-tu-ul Sa-me-e 8 v-ul i-di-in-nu di-na-am d-ul i-pa-ar-
ra-si a-wa-tim ® pu-us-sti-ma-at mu-$i-i-tim 1© é.gal-tum Sa-hu-ur-$a ku-um-mu ad-ru-it
W rq-li-ik ur-hi-im dingir-lam "i-sa’-si u Sa di-nim us-te-bé-er-re Si-it-tam 2 [d]-a-a-an ki-
na-tim a-bi e-ki-a-tim '3 dutu i-te-ru-ub a-na ku-um-mi-su ** ra-bu-tum i-li-i mu-si-i-tim 15
na-wa-ru-um 4bil.gi 16 qu-ra-du-um 4ér-ra\? gd-as-tum ni-ru-um '8 si-ta-ad-da-ru-um mu-
us-hu-us-su-um ' ¢¥mar.gid.da in-zu-um 20 ku-sa-ri-ik-ku-um ba-as-mu-um 2! li-iz-zi-(zu)-
t-ma 22 i-na te-er-ti e-ep-pu-"su’ 22 i-na pu-ha-ad a-ka-ar-ra-bu-u. 2* ki-it-ta-am su-uk-na-an
(ed. pr. Silejko 1924, 144-152; this tr. and tr. Horowitz 2000, 196-198).
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Orion, Dragon,
Wagon, She-Goat,
Bison, Horned-Serpent
Stand by.

In the extispicy which I am performing,
In the lamb which I am offering,
Place truth.

Such prayers were spoken at twilight to invite the stars to come out, while offer-
ings were brought to Anu, Enlil and Ea, the gods representing the three paths
in the night sky over which all stars were divided. Individual stars and constel-
lations were invoked by name, but did not receive offerings themselves. During
the night, while the stars and planets watched over the sheep and kept it safe
from evil influences, Samas in his function as divine judge presided over a trial
concerning the question posed by the provider of the sheep. The next morning
at his rising, he “wrote” his verdict in the sheep’s intestines and his light made it
possible for the barii to read it.188 Exactly which heavenly bodies were invoked
varied from prayer to prayer; ikribii to one single star or planet are also attested,
as well as extispicy sheep dedicated to different stars.!89

A related category of Prayers to the Gods of the Night are those that were
recited during namburbi rituals against the evil that loomed when the outcome
of the extispicy was negative.!%% Namburbi’s against other types of bad omina
also involved prayers and offerings to the Gods of the Night, both as a collective
and as individual heavenly bodies, usually but not always together with other
deities. The stars as a collective were invoked against the ominous behaviour
of birds; a male goat was sacrificed and prayers were recited to the Pleiades
when a fungus had appeared on a person’s house; the constellation Sagittarius
received a food offering when a man had fallen on his face and started bleeding.
The evil portended by a bow could, by analogy, be averted by the sacrifice of a
kid to the Bow star and the Kidney star received sacrifice and prayers against
the evil portent of “cult city and sanctuary”¥! In the ritual series Surpu and
the comparable ‘lipsur litanies’, intended to absolve the evil that had ‘bound’ a

188 Fincke 2009, 547-555.

189 Ibid. 550-551.

190 Ibid. 552 with literature.

191 Reiner 1995, 8688 with literature.
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person because he had unintentionally trespassed against the will of the gods,
several stars and planets are among the list of deities called upon to release the
victim from his curse.92

The phrasing of such prayers demonstrates that the stars were considered
mediators between man and god, messengers who would hear the words of
the supplicant and transmit them to his or her personal deity.'2 From descrip-
tions of the complex ritual cycles bit rimki, bit meseri, mis pi and bit sala’ mé
(see below), as well as from correspondence between Assyrian scholars and
their kings, we know that a different, more elaborate type of prayer, the su-ila
(‘lifting of the hand’), was also addressed to different stars, planets and constel-
lations. The words of those prayers are not preserved, although their intended
recipients and the ritual contexts in which they were spoken can sometimes be
reconstructed.

The aid of heavenly bodies could also be invoked to undo the effects of
witchcraft. For example, when a person had been cursed with ‘life-severing’
(zékurudti), a ritual was performed on a rooftop before the Wagon, which
received a prayer and an offering.!% The Gods of the Night are also the first
deities invoked at the start of the anti-witchcraft ritual series Maglii (1 1—4),
which began when evening had fallen:195

Incantation: I call upon you, Gods of the Night,
With you I call upon Night, the veiled bride,

I call upon Twilight, Midnight, and Dawn,
Because a witch has bewitched me.

According to a Neo-Assyrian letter, Maqlii was to be performed before Sin,
Samas, the five planets, Bél-matati, Sirius, Antares, Bélet-balati, the Pleiades
and the god ISum, probably also in his astral form.196 Conversely, the list of evil
enchantments against which Mag/ii invokes the god Girra includes the casting
of zikurudii in the presence Sin, Jupiter, Cygnus, Lyra, Leo, the Wagon, Scor-
pio, Orion or Centaurus.'? Finally, several of the incantations against ‘any evil’

192 Reiner 1956, 129-149; §urpu 11180-184.

193 Reiner199s, 15-17.

194 PBS1/2,121; Mayer 1976, 429; Seidl/Sallaberger 2005-2006, 71-72.

195 1én al-si-ku-nu-$i dingir.mes mu-$i-"ti" 2 it-ti-ku-nu al-si mu-$i-tuy ka-la-ti kut-tim-tu, 3
al-si bar-ra-ri-tu, qab-li-tu, u na-ma-ri-tug * ds-su ™urvsus;,.zu d-kas-sip-an-ni (tr. and tr.
Abusch 2015, 231, 285).

196 SAAXIII 72 (ABL 648) obv. 8-rev. 5.

197 Abusch 2015, 321-322.
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that might have befallen a person, known collectively as Hul-ba-zi-zi (‘Evil
Be Gone!), address the evil in the name of Sirius, Jupiter, the Pleiades and the
astral deity Erragal.198

In short, prayers to stars, planets and constellations were a common element
of divination, apotropaic and healing rituals since the Old Babylonian period,
if not earlier. The stars were considered able to dispel black magic and avert all
kinds of evil portents, to watch over a sheep intended for extispicy during the
night and to influence holy water and magical mixtures with a positive power.
In nearly if not all cases, the prayers were accompanied by a food offering.

5.4.5.2 Stars and Planets Worshipped in the Regular Temple Cults
The Babylonian and Assyrian temple cults became more focused on the lumi-
naries of the night sky during the course of the first millennium Bc. Offerings
and prayers to stars and planets in the context of cultic worship are attested
from the early first millennium onwards. In a short section on astral omina
in Mul.Apin, it is stated that once the constellations Eridu (parts of Puppis
and Vela) and Su.pa (Boétes) have become visible, offerings must be made to
them; the same is said about the five planets a few lines later.199 Stars, planets
and constellations as divine beings were an integral part of the pantheon of
the Neo-Assyrian empire. In several of their vassal treaties, Esarhaddon, Assur-
banipal and Sin-$ar-iskun invoke the five planets and Sirius as witnesses to
the concluding of the treaties themselves and in the curse section among the
deities who will ruin the life of anyone who destroys the document.2%° Further,
the names of the gates of the eastern annexe of the As$ur temple constructed by
Sennacherib, which include the Gate of the Firmament, the Gate of the Path of
the Enlil-Stars and the Gate of the Wagon Constellation, were chosen to evoke
an association between the temple and the geography of heaven. That choice
reflected not only astronomical insights of the period, but also the theological
view that the north, represented in the sky by the constellation Cancer, was the
realm of kingship where the throne of Assur could be found.2%!

However, not much material from Assyria has been preserved which might
indicate that stars and planets were also recipients of regular worship in the
city’s temple cults. In the Neo-Assyrian ritual text K 252, the king is described

198 Reiner 1995, 19—20.

199 Mul.Apin 11 i 29-30, 42—43; cf. ibid. iii 35-37, where one is instructed to wake the entire
household on the appearance of the divine star Lisi (¢lig-si,) and pray to it in order to
experience success.

200 SAAII 6:13-15, 428-432; 8: €.26; 11: 6, 14: 0bv. 1 4, 111/, rev. 11 11'; Parpola 1972, 22 rev. 29.

201 Huxley 2000, 1m-19.
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as making offerings to “the stars”, followed by a list of major deities whose astral
forms are probably meant and two individual stars, Sirius and the Yoke star («
Bootis).202 The Assyrian ‘Offering Bread Hemerology’ names for each day of the
year the appropriate deity to whom one should bring a food offering, includ-
ing the planet Venus and the constellations Orion, Sulpae, Pisces and Pleiades;
likewise, the royal hemerology ‘Fruit, Lord of the Month'’ instructs the king to
sacrifice to, among others, Orion, the Wagon, the pole star, the Pig star, Venus,
the Plough star and Pisces.2%3 An important divine collective worshipped in
the regular temple cults at Nineveh and Kalhu were the Sebetti, the seven war-
riors of Nergal, who were related to the constellation Pleiades in the same way
that Sin, Sama$ and I$tar were associated with the moon, the sun and the planet
Venus. On Neo-Assyrian cylinder seals, those three heavenly bodies are very fre-
quently depicted together with the Pleiades, whose rising coincided with the
harvest.204

Apart from the evidence from Seleucid Uruk, no sources exist that point
to regular offerings provided to stars and planets in the temple cults of first-
millennium Babylonian cities. However, three ritual texts give evidence of the
invocation of stars on special occasions. Firstly, in one of the late Babylonian
manuscripts describing the akitu festival in Babylon in month 1 (Nisannu), the
high priest (ahu rabi) is instructed to address Bél and Béltiya each morning
with a long prayer during the ‘awakening of the temple’ (dik biti) ceremony.205
On day 4, the prayer to Béltiya describes her as a star or planet which moves
brightly across the sky:206

Zarpanitu, most brilliant of the stars, who resides in Eu(d)ul,
most attractive(?) of the female deities, whose garment is light,
who crosses the Heaven, who watches over the Earth,
Zarpanitu, whose (heavenly) station is sublime,

bright is Beltiya, exalted and sublime!

Likewise, the prayer to Bél, which is partly broken, describes him as a “bright
light” and also uses the phrase “who crosses the Heaven, who watches over the

202 K252 (3R 66) XII: 12,17 (Frankena 1953, 9; Menzel 1981, T 125).

203 Livingstone 2013, 107-150, 201-234.

204 Cf. for example Collon 2001, 14.

205  For the dik biti ceremony see § 5.8.1.

206  RAcc 127-154+BM 32485, 252—256; tr. Linssen 2004, 228. The star in question may be the
planet Venus, which would mean Béltiya is equated here with Istar.
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Earth”.207 After speaking both prayers, the priest went out into the Grand Court-
yard and praised the Esagil itself in a short address in which the temple was
equated with the Field Star (ikd, the constellation Pegasus), typically associ-
ated with the city of Babylon. Finally, on day 5, the morning prayer to both Bél
and Beltiya consisted of a long list of different stars and planets, with which the
two deities were equated.208

Secondly, several first-millenium texts offer partial descriptions of the Baby-
lonian ritual cycle bit sala’ mé, which was performed during every akitu festival
in month vir (Tasritu) and required the king to cast off his royal status and
spend one night in a symbolic prison of reed in the wilderness, during which
he recited a long series of prayers to the planets and various stars and constel-
lations.2%9 Like the extispicy described above and many occasional rituals for
private persons that took place during the night, the king’s nightly sojourn in
the reed hut was conceived of as a legal trial. While he waited in his prison, he
pleaded with the stars and planets to mediate between him and his angered
personal gods, who had turned away from him due to transgressions he had
unwittingly committed; the next morning, the three divine judges Samas, Ea
and Asalluhi would decree a verdict and the king would be ceremonially rein-
stated in his office. The series of prayers which he spoke during the night started
with an offering and a prayer to Jupiter, the planet representing Marduk, to
Su.pa, the constellation representing Enlil, to the planet Saturn, the moon god
Sin and an unidentified star; then followed offerings and prayers before the
Wagon to the six major gods of Nippur, then before the Field Star to the six
major gods of Babylon, and finally to a third group of important heavenly bod-
ies: again Jupiter, Sirius, the Pleiades, the Bull of Heaven (Taurus),?° Orion,
Eridu, Venus, Mars, Mercury, an unidentified star and as last, collective recip-
ients the entirety of the stars of heaven.2!! The Pleiades, the Bull of Heaven,
Orion and Eridu are mentioned in the order of their heliacal rising as listed in
Mul.Apin—an interesting example of the reflection of the astral sciences in
Babylonian ritual texts.

207 RAcc 127-154+BM 32485: 230—231, 240 (Linssen 2004, 227). Again the description may be
a reference to Jupiter, the planet traditionally associated with Bel/Marduk.

208 RAcc 127-154+BM 32485: 302—315, 325—332 (Linssen 2004, 229-230).

209 Foranew edition and extensive analysis of the texts pertaining to bit sala’ mé, see Ambos
2013b.

210 gug.an.na can also indicate a smaller constellation named in Akkadian is (¢, ‘Bull’s Jaw’,
which consisted of a Tauri and the Hyades.

211 The king also spoke a series of prayers to several deities and a number of stars and con-
stellations during bit rimki (Koch-Westenholz 1995, 112).
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Finally, an elaborate series of offerings to the five planets and various stars
and constellations is attested in the Neo-Babylonian version of the mis pi, i.e.
‘mouth-washing’ ritual, which constituted an essential element in the creation
of a statue of a deity, infusing it with divine life. The manuscript describing it,
BM 45749, was intended for the library of the Esagil in Babylon and dates to
the Neo-Babylonian or Achaemenid period. Additionally, four Seleucid-period
duplicates were found in the Bit Res$.?12 On the evening of the first day of the rit-
ual, after the mouth of the finished divine statue had been washed twice, it was
placed inside a circle of reed standards in a garden. There its mouth was washed
a third time and offerings were brought first to Anu, Enlil, Ea, Sin, Samas,
Adad, Marduk, Gula, Istar and “the stars”, then to the group of craft-, birth- and
purification deities involved in the making of the statue.?!3 Finally a series of
offerings was brought to the five planets, grouped in pairs with other heavenly
bodies: Jupiter—Venus, Moon—Saturn, Mercury—Sirius—Mars, followed by
many other constellations and finally all the stars of the night sky together.
After each round of offerings, the statue’s mouth was washed again.?# Contrar-
ily, in the Neo-Assyrian version from Nineveh, Anu, Enlil, Ea, Sin, Samas, Adad,
Marduk, Gula and Istar also receive offerings, clearly in their role as deities of
the evening sky—in the texts Istar is called Ninsianna, the name of her mani-
festation as the masculine evening star, and the priests are even instructed to
place the offerings before “the evening star” in the next sentence.?!> However,
the entire list of offerings to other individual stars, planets and constellations
that follows in the Neo-Babylonian version is missing.

From the discrepancy between those two versions of the mis pi ritual, Erica
Reiner concludes that in the period between the development of the first and
the writing down of the second version, the stars came to be regarded to a
greater extent as individual deities: “Itis (...) only in the Babylonian, late version
that the process takes on the character of what may already be called ‘astral reli-
gion’”216 Francesca Rochberg, however, does not believe that Mesopotamian
religion should be called ‘astral’ at any point in its history.2'” She argues that
the divinity of the stars, planets and constellations which received prayers and
offerings in private, state and temple rituals always remained connected to the
various gods of the Mesopotamian pantheon to whom they were connected.

212 BaM Beiheft 2 no. 1—4.

213 Walker/Dick 2001, 60 note go.

214 BM 45749 obv. 1-35; Walker/Dick 2001, 70-72.

215 Composite text 100-108 (Walker/Dick 2001, 44—45).
216 Reiner 1995, 143.

217 Rochberg 2009, 90.
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In my opinion, it is indeed legitimate to recognise an increasing astral dimen-
sion in late Babylonian temple religion; it is undeniable that certain stars and
constellations, whether or not they were primarily equated with deities of
the pantheon, were incorporated into offering rites which had excluded them
before and that astral aspects of major deities were emphasized more strongly
in hymns and prayers. That development seems to have culminated in the reg-
ular offerings to the stars Anu and Antu of Heaven, the planets, the sun and the
moon at Seleucid Uruk.2!8

In the case of the nocturnal ceremony in the Bit Rés, the names Great Anu
and Antu of Heaven leave no doubt that the two stars were regarded as Anu
and Antu’s direct counterparts in the night sky. Thus it is possible that the five
planets, too, received the festive meal in their capacity as star-shaped repre-
sentatives of different major deities of the Babylonian pantheon: Istar (Venus),
Nergal (Mars), Marduk (Jupiter/Mercury), Nabti (Mercury) and Ninurta (Mer-
cury/Saturn).2!® On the other hand, in the prayer spoken to Bel and Beltiya on
day 5 of the late Babylonian akitu festival in month 1 at Babylon (see above), Bél
was not only equated with Jupiter and Mercury, but also with Saturn, Mars, the
sun and the moon, while Béltiya was equated with the planet Venus instead
of I8tar.220 Thus, it is more likely that at Seleucid Uruk, too, the seven major
heavenly bodies were all considered to be manifestations of Anu and Antu
themselves, rather than of the different deities named Sin, Sama$ and so forth.
As discussed earlier, such equations of one major deity or divine couple with
all the others in the pantheon was a widespread feature of first-millennium
Babylonian religion. Perhaps the lyrics of one of the hymns, such as ‘Star Anu,
Lord of Heaven), if they are ever discovered, will give more insight into the exact
theology behind those offerings.

Asdiscussed above, the luxurious meal that the two stars and the seven other
heavenly bodies received was brought to them in a similar, less elaborate form
each night, so it was not a unique aspect of the nocturnal ceremony. Neverthe-
less, there was clearly a connection between Anu, Great Anu of Heaven and the
Torch, which becomes particularly clear through the fact that the hymn prais-

218  See Krul forthcoming a.

219 Rochberg 2009, 58-63, 73. Considering the different traditions surrounding the divine
identity of several of the planets, it will be hardly possible, and probably pointless, to
speculate which specific deity they represented in the eyes of the priests of Seleucid
Uruk.

220 RAcc127-154+BM 32485: 305-308, 314—315, 325 (Linssen 2004, 229).
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ing Anu of Heaven's brilliant appearance, ‘The Beautiful Image Has Come Out),
was sung both during the offerings at the high shrine and during the lighting of
the bonfires.22!

5.5 Obv. 28—rev.1

The lumahhu, who was wearing a wrap, ignited the Torch, which had under-
gone the mouth-washing rite and been prepared with various aromatics before-
hand. He placed it opposite the table with the meal for Great Anu and Antu of
Heaven, recited the prayer ‘Great Anu, Star of Heaven, cleared away the meal
and offered the divine pair water to wash their hands again.?22 A senior tem-
ple enterer (érib biti) led the Torch in a procession together with the asipa, kali
and musicians down from the ziqqurrat and through an entrance called the
Pure Gate, behind the Anu cella, into the Grand Courtyard.

5.51  Thelumahhu
Apart from the passage in TU 41 where he ignites the Torch, recites a prayer
to Great Anu and Antu of Heaven and performs the rites that conclude their
evening meal, the lumahhu (10-mal, ‘grand/distinguished man’) is mentioned
in one other ritual text from Seleucid Uruk, the description of the akitu festival
in month vII There he takes care of the water for the washing of the hands of
different priests and deities.?23

The lG-mah is better known from Sumerian documents from the Early
Dynastic to Old Babylonian periods as a cultic functionary of the greatest
importance. Within the temple organisation of a particular city, the ld-mah
was the chief cultic official in charge of the cult of the city’s patron deity, or at
least of a major god or goddess in that city. Together with the isib and the eres-
dingir, he belonged to the small circle of high-status priests and priestesses
whose offices were determined through extispicy.224 The function of ld-mah
and that of en priest seem to have been equal in status and mutually exclusive,
whereas a deity could have both ali-mah priest and an ere$-dingir priestess,
the former probably being higher in rank. Almost all deities forwhom ali.mah

221 Seealso §6.2.1.

222 There is no mention of the meals of the other heavenly deities being cleared away, proba-
bly because it would still take the rest of the night for each of those gods to come out and
eat his/her portion (see above).

223 TU 40 obv. 2 (Linssen 2004, 185); the passage is broken.

224 Renger 1969, 129; Steinkeller 2003, 623-624 and 632—637.
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is attested are female, except for Sara of Umma, so no definitive conclusion can
be drawn about the gender of the persons who could hold the office of i-mah.
In the ‘Lament over the Destruction of Ur, a [t-mah of Nanna is mentioned:
“your li-mah no longer wears linen in your holy giguna.”?25 It is well known
that Nanna also had an en priestess, so the ld-mah may have been a priest of
Nanna’s consort Ningal rather than of Nanna himself.226 The passage suggests
that the activities of the lG-mah of Ur typically took place at the giguna, the
high shrine of the ziqqurrat.

The li.mah appears in various Sumerian literary texts, such as in ‘Enmerkar
and Ensubke$dana, where EnsubkeSdana, the king of Aratta, convenes an
assembly consisting of i§ib, li-mah and gtda priests and temple attendants
and takes counsel with them.?2” In most literary compositions where the 11-
mah is mentioned, he is listed together with the en, the isib, the lagar and
the eres-dingir as a group of dead cultic officials who dwell in the nether-
world, receive funerary offerings and are encountered there by deceased kings
such as Gilgames and Ur-Namma.?28 Regular funerary offerings to dead priests
and priestesses are also attested in administrative documents from the Ur 111
and Old Babylonian period. Thus, once they had passed away, high-status cul-
tic functionaries were counted among the collective ancestors who protected
the living kings and received regular offerings of bread and water from them in
return.229

The Sumerian word 1G-mah was borrowed in Akkadian as lumahfu. The
only attestations of that word before the two rituals from Seleucid Uruk are in
the Standard Babylonian ‘Epic of Gilgames’, in a passage describing the nether-
world which was directly inspired by the texts just mentioned,?3° and in the
lexicon of obscure and uncommon Akkadian words Malku = $arru.?3! The lat-
ter proves that by the time of that text’s compilation, the cultic function of

225 ‘Lament over the Destruction of Ur’ 352 (Romer 2004, 74).

226 Steinkeller 2003, 636.

227 ‘Enmerkar and Ensubke$dana’ 17-119 (Vanstiphout 2003, 34).

228 ‘The Death of Gilgames’, Meturan version 103-106 and 193196 (Cavigneaux/Al-Rawi 2000,
29, 32); ‘The Death of Ur-Namma' 78 (Fliickiger-Hawker 1999, 15); ‘A Hymn to Inanna
as Ninegalla’ 70—75 (Behrens 1998, 32); Cohen 1977, 10: 58-59 (but cf. the translation by
Steinkeller 2003, 635).

229 Behrens 1998, 107-109; Goodnick Westenholz 2013, 262. The deification of the en- and
la-mah priests is also shown by the entries “E-gipar, seat of the divine en-priest” and “E-
lumal, seat of the divine lu-mah-priest” in a first-millennium temple list (Tintir 11 6’7,
ed. George 1992, 52-53).

230 SB ‘Gilgames’ vi1198—203 (George 2003, 644).

231  Malku = Sarru 1v 4 (Hrti$a 2010, 92).
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lumahhu was no longer a phenomenon a Babylonian scholar was automati-
cally familiar with. In Malku, the function lumahhu is equated with pasisu, a
cultic office which was in use from the Old Babylonian period until the early
first millennium and had certainly died out by the Neo-Babylonian period.232

Thus, by the time the function of lumahhu was introduced at Seleucid Uruk,
ithad been obsolete for many centuries and was known to the Anu priests only
through classical Sumerian and Akkadian literature related to Uruk’s mythical
and historical heyday. Clearly its revival was another element of the attempt to
trace the Anu cult back to its perceived ancient roots. The role of the lumahhu
in the nocturnal ceremony demonstrates that his social and religious status
must have been a very high one. Firstly, he would not have had access to the
rooftop of the ziqqurrat sanctuary or to a consecrated object like the Torch
unless he was a temple enterer (érib biti), which already means he belonged
to the top of the hierarchy of temple personnel, just as he did in Sumerian
times.233 Thus—at least in the Seleucid period—he was certainly not, as the
Chicago Assyrian Dictionary suggests, a “lower ranking cultic functionary”.234
Secondly, he was there especially for the task of lighting the Torch, even though
there were at least two asipus present who had already fulfilled other tasks and
could just as easily have performed his. Thirdly and most importantly, however,
the lighting of the Torch was a very important moment in the ritual and the
Torch’s fire one of its essential elements, being carried through and around the
Bit Rés and finally distributed by means of bonfires throughout the temples,
private houses and streets of the city. The task of creating that first, sacred light
will not have been fulfilled by just anyone.

In spite of its high status, the function of lumahhu is not recorded in the
substantial corpus of prebend sale deeds from Seleucid Uruk. Perhaps, as in
Sumerian times, the holder of the office was appointed from among the tem-
ple enterers by extispicy. One is reminded of the daughter of Nabonidus, whose
installation as en-priestess of Sin at Ur was legitimized through astrology.235
For Nabonidus, that appointment by means of divination was also a conscious
act of intervention in the temple organisation at Ur, but for the independently
operating priests at Seleucid Uruk, that time-honored procedure may well have
been considered the legitimate means to incorporate the ancestral cultic office
of lumahhu into the organisational structure of the Anu temple.

232  CAD P 253—255; Waerzeggers 20104, 40.

233 Cf. the lunar eclipse ritual, in which a temple enterer kindles the torch with which the bra-
ziers are lit (BRM IV 6:16'; Linssen 2004, 306 ). For the function of temple enterer see § 5.7.4.

234 CADL244.

235 Beaulieu 1989c, 127-129.
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5.5.2  The Wrap (nébehu)

TU 41 obv. 28 explicitly states that when igniting the Torch, the lumahhu should
be wearing a wrap (*¢ib-14, nébefiu). The nébefu is attested from the Old Akka-
dian period onwards; it was a clothing accessory made of wool, linen, and
leather and is generally rendered in English as “belt”, “sash’”, or “girdle”.236 Three
other texts related to the temple cults of Seleucid Uruk mention cultic officials
wearing a nebefu: one participating in the akitu festival in month viy, lifting up
the Sceptre of Kingship before Anu as he proceeded from the Grand Courtyard
to the room between the curtains, and another in the akitu festival for IStar,
in broken context, but clearly as one of the many cultic functionaries assist-
ing with I$tar’s procession to the akitu house.?3” UVB 15 40, a late Babylonian
text from Uruk with ritual instructions for an unknown ceremony, focuses espe-
cially on the different clothes and jewellery to be worn by the king and priests
on that particular occasion. Rs. 2—7 describe different unidentifiable partici-
pants wearing a nebehu around their hips, but those were covered by other
garments, so they could not have had any visual symbolic function. The nébefu
of the king, however, is listed after the different robes and among the outwardly
visible paraphernalia which the king had to wear or hold: a garment draped
around his neck, standards in different colours, necklaces and so on.

Various late ritual texts from Babylon also mention the néebefu. The com-
mentary text BM 54312 lists the different garments to be worn by a cultic actor—
identified by Andrew George as a kulu'u—during days 5-11 of the akitu festival
in the month Nisannu and equates each garment with a member of the pan-
theon.?38 Among various other items, the actor wore two nebehus around his
waist, which are equated in the text with Papsukkal and Anu. Further, in the
broken first lines of the text describing the date harvest festival in Kislimu, an
unidentified person is dressed with different cultic accessories, among which
anebehu.?3% The person could be either the statue of Bél or the priest active in
that part of the ritual, a unique figure called the dumu.nig.la.la. Finally, when
Nanaya and Bél set out to visit Zababa in Ki§ on the 28th of Sabatu, Bél brought
various special garments with him for the occasion, among which a nébefu.24°

The nébehu was a common feature of divine apparel. Administrative texts
from Neo-Babylonian Sippar demonstrate that Sama$, Adad, Bunene and

236 Waetzoldt 1980-1983, 23; CAD N2 143-144.

237 TU 39 obv. 28 (Linssen 2004, 185); TU 42+ rev. 7' (ibid. 239).
238 George 2006, 180-181.

239 Cagirgan/Lambert 1991-1993, 93: 8.

240 George 2000, 293: 11.
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Annunitu each possessed one woollen nébefiu and in Neo-Babylonian Uruk
IStar had one decorated with 15 golden lions.?#! Traditionally the word is trans-
lated as “belt” or “girdle”,242 but Stefan Zawadzki argues that, considering the
weight of a nebefiu according to the sources and the fact that in one late Baby-
lonian cultic calendar text a brazier is wrapped with (literally “dressed in’, ill-
abbis) a nebehu on two occasions, it might be more appropriate to imagine the
garment as a type of apron.2*3 He adds that “the meaning ‘belt’ seems to be
unavoidable” in two cases, one being the above-mentioned UVB 15 40, where
the nébehu is wrapped around the hips, and another the text BM 50209+, in
which the bow of Samas is attached to his nébefu.

Even those two descriptions are not incompatible with the image of a much
larger piece of cloth which is hung around the hips and tied at the back or
side—a kind of loincloth or sarong, either reaching down to the knees or to
the ankles. One could either use such a garment as an apron for protection
against fire or spattering liquids, as Zawadzki suggests, or, when made from a
more luxurious fabric, as a decorative final touch to an outfit, not unlike a shawl.
To cover both possible functions, it seems more accurate to translate the word
nébehu with “wrap”. When worn by deities, such as Istar with her nébehu deco-
rated with lions, and probably also in the case of the various priests and cultic
actors we encounter in the sources just described, the garment’s function was
the latter of the two.

It is also likely that the nébefu wrapped around the brazier had a ceremo-
nial, not (only) a practical function. Since the brazier was open only at the top, a
piece of cloth hanging around it will not have kept the sparks from flying every-
where, unless it hung so high that it was in danger of being scorched. Moreover,
the extremely concise style of the calendar text makes it unlikely that any of the
instructions included in it are of a purely practical nature. Finally, according to
the next line after one of the two statements, the brazier in question was not
only “dressed in” a nébehu, but also a red garment, the function of which will
certainly have been ceremonial.

Finally, in the case of the lumahhu lighting the Torch, the function of the
nébehu will also have been both a practical and a symbolic one. It will have
kept the priest from being hit by burning embers or soot, but at the same time
it must have been connected to his function in the ritual, which was to perform
the most important rite of the whole ceremony (see above). It is not surprising

241 Zawadzki 2006, 118-119.
242  Cf. Waetzoldt 1980-1983, 23.
243 SBHVIL 12,30 | BRM IV 25: 28, 46 (Cagirgan 1976, 194, 200); Zawadzki 2006, 120.
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that he would wear a visual marker on his body to identify him as the one with
that unique status.

5.5.3 The Torch

Throughout Mesopotamian ritual literature, the torch appears together with
the censer and the holy-water pitcher as the designated tool for ritual purifi-
cation. In namburbi’s, healing rituals, bit rimki and all other practices which
required the elimination of ‘intangible’ unclean influences, the torch, the
censer and sometimes also the sacred-water pitcher were swung past the per-
son or object that needed to be purified.2** The cleansing fire, the pleasantly-
smelling incense and the fresh river water, prepared with various beneficial
herbs and stones, would cause the ‘stain’ of evil to disappear.24> Particularly
the torch and the censer as a pair symbolized the evil-dispelling power of
purification. In An = Anum 11 343—345, a divine torch and censer (9nig.na and
dgi.izi.l4) are listed as counsellors of the fire god Gibil; the late collection of
cult commentaries BM 34035 states “the censer is Kusu, the torch is Nuska”.246
Kusu was a purification deity with both a female and a male aspect and served
as a purification priest (singa.mah) of Enlil;?#” Nuska, as discussed earlier, was
a god of light and fire who offered protection in the night.248

244 The ‘unclean’ in this case should not be conceived of as actual dirt, but as the invisible
stain of disruptive phenomena such as negative omina, death, disease, the presence of
ghosts or evil spirits and so on, of which a person or place had to be purified to enable
his/her/its continued functioning in society and particularly any future contact with the
realm of the divine.

245 Maul 1994, 95-96; Conti 1997, 253. An example in a Late Babylonian ritual is the purifica-
tion with torch, censer and water pitcher of the Esagil during the akitu festival in Babylon
(RAcc 127-154 + BM 32485: 347-348; Linssen 2004, 221). The influence of the fire was a
symbolic one, since it was not supposed to actually burn anyone or anything; the water,
however, was actually used to wash or sprinkle a person or place, such as the floor and
door of a house or an offering location, as a purifying measure (Ambos 2004, 138: 11", 15",
178: 8, 190: 9, 196: 16; Maul 1994, 48, 97—99; cf. in the Uruk ritual texts for instance TU 39
obv. 23 (Linssen 2004, 185), KAR 132 I1I rev. 18 (ibid. 202), TU 42+ obv. 32’ (ibid. 239) and
elsewhere in those same texts, where the priest sprinkles the king and the other people
present).

246  BM 34035, 23—24 (Livingstone 1986,172). More common in late commentaries is the combi-
nation of Kusu and Girra as gods of the censer and the torch respectively (cf. Michalowski
1993, 158), but Girra and Nuska were very closely associated.

247 Conti1gg7, 256—257.

248 See §5.2.2.2.



196 CHAPTER 5

5.5.4 Mesopotamian Festivals with Torches and Braziers

5.5.4.1 Celebrations for the Dead

As a symbol of light and safety from the darkness and the evils that lurk within
it, the torch fulfilled various ritual functions by itself—carried during proces-
sions, illuminating places of worship, but also as the focus of religious cere-
monies. Apart from the Torch that lead the procession in the nightly ceremony
in Seleucid Uruk, a divine Torch (dizi.gar) resided in the Ezida, the temple of
Nabi in Borsippa, though we have no information about the rituals in which it
participated.?4?

Festivals with torches and braziers are attested in Mesopotamia from the
Early Dynastic period onwards.25° In Nippur, the fifth month was originally
named itine-izi-gar, ‘month of braziers and torches), referring to a festival of
light which, as suggested by a line from ‘The Death of Gilgames was related to
the care for the dead:25!

In the month ne-izi-gar, at the festival of the ghosts, no light shall be pro-
vided before them without him.

The festival seems to have been an occasion on which the dead rose up from
the netherworld during the night and were guided by torches to the homes of
their families, where they would receive the kispu (Sumerian ki-si-ga), the spe-
cial meal served to the ghosts of dead relatives.?5? Toward the end of the third

249 Nassouhi 1924-1925, 98:7; George 1992, 113 no. 644.

250 Kutscher 1983, 60; Cohen 2015, 135-140.

251 iti ne-izi-8ar ezen gidim-ma-ke,-ne e-ne-da nu-me-a igi-bi-a ud hu-mu-na-an-
$4a'-84 (‘The Death of Gilgames’ version N1, column v: 10-11; Cavigneaux/Al-Rawi 2000:
16); Cohen 2015, 139. Other Sumerian cities such as Ur knew an offering called ne-izi-gar,
made in the context of other celebrations and at other times of the year. A ne-izi-gar
taking place in Ur during the Ur 111-period involved offerings to the deceased and deified
king Su-Sin, as well as to other deities connected with the netherworld (Sigrist 1989, 502).

252  Cohen 2015, 139. Katz 2003, 42 is doubtful that the dead were indeed thought to rise up
from the netherworld, since literary texts describe this as impossible, and because the rit-
ual activities during the festival—pouring a libation through a tube into the ground and
sharing a meal with a figurine representing the deceased—rather point to the idea that
the ghosts stayed below and the figurines served as their proxies on earth. In my opinion,
the contradiction that Katz observes is a typical aspect of rituals and religious festivals;
providing the dead with water through their libation tubes was a regularly observed rite,
and the fact that once a year they travelled to the world of the living may not have been
seen as a reason to interrupt an activity so fundamentally connected to their well-being.
Futhermore, the notion found in Mesopotamian mythological texts that there is no return
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millennium B¢, the month ne-izi-gar, which fell in the middle of the summer,
acquired the Akkadian name Abu, derived from a celebration at Ur that also
involved providing food to ancestors and the recently deceased.?53

The Middle Babylonian astronomical compilation text Astrolabe B offers an
interpretation of the Sumerogram for Abu, which by that time had been short-
ened to itine:254

Abu is the month of Sirius [i.e.] Ninurta. Braziers are kindled and a torch
is raised for the Anunnaki. Girra descends from heaven and becomes the
equal of Samag. It is the month of Gilgame; on the gth day the young men
hold wrestling- and athletics matches in their city quarters.

The Anunnaki were—from the mid-second millennium onwards—the col-
lective gods of the netherworld and they often represented people’s distant,
anonymous ancestors, especially in ritual texts. Further, there was a widespread
mythical tradition that Gilgames, upon his death, had become an important
divine judge in the netherworld; as such he frequently occurs in ghost-related
rituals. Thus, the mentioning of the Anunnaki and Gilgames in Astrolabe B in
the context of the month Abu suggests there was still a relationship between
that month, the realm of the dead and cultic activities which included kin-
dling braziers and lighting a torch. Royal letters from the Old Babylonian period
point to an elaborate version of the kispu held during that month, which further
demonstrates that Abu was the designated month for contact and interaction
between the dead and the living.25% The last, moonless nights of that month,
when the darkness was deepest and the ghosts who had dwelled with their liv-
ing descendants had to return to the netherworld for another year, were the

from the netherworld should, I believe, be seen as a literary expression of the irreversibil-
ity of death, which did not preclude the possibility of roaming the earth once one had
become a ghost—as is of course also clear from the many extant rituals against hauntings
and ghostly violence (cf. Scurlock 2006).

253 Sallaberger 1993, 206, 250—-251.

254 ii ! [iti.ne mul.kak.si.sd] dnin.urta.ra 2 [ki.ne ba.sAr.sA]R.re.ne 3 [x] [gi.izi.]4]
da.nun.na.kes.ne ¢ ¥ nim.nim.mu.dé 4 dKAXNE am.ta.e;;.dé ki dutu.ra (mu.da.
sa.e’) 6 iti dbily.ga.mes 7 ud.g.kam @ % gurus ge$ph.lirum.ma ¢ ® kd.ne.ne &7
a.da.min 8 itine Su-ku-du 9nin-urta ki.ne™e 9 ut-tap-pa-ha di-pa-ru a-na 4a.nun.na.ke,
10 jn-na-ds-si 4bil.gi ! is-tu an-e ur-ra-dam-ma 12 it-ti dutu i-Sa-na-an 3 iti 4gis.gim.mas
tu-$u-"i * ud-mi et-lu-tu ina ka.mes-$ui-nu v-ma-ds-u-ba-ri ul-te-su-ii (KAV 218 A 11 1-15;
Reiner/Pingree 1981, 151; my tr.).

255 Tsukimoto 1985, 40—48.
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appropriate time to perform rituals against evil ghosts and witches, who could
be sent along with the benign ghosts back into the Land of No Return.256

5.5.4.2 The Brazier Festival
Another festival in which burning fires played a central role and which was cel-
ebrated throughout the history and geographical region of Mesopotamia was
the kinunu, the brazier festival, which took place around the onset of winter.257
As Marc Cohen describes it, “braziers throughout many of the temples of the
city were ritually lit as a part of a city-wide ritual to mark the use of braziers and
other types of heating devices throughout the coming winter to counteract the
cold and early darkness”. In the Old Babylonian period both the festival and
the month name Kintanu are well attested. The 7th month was named after it
at ESnunna, Tell Rimah and Chagar Bazar, as well as the gth month at second-
millennium Nuzi and the 8th at late-first-millennium Palmyra. In Mari there
seem to have been several such celebrations in one month, though it is not cer-
tain which one. In Assyria, at least during the Neo-Assyrian period, there was
a brazier festival on the 19th of month 1%, as well as on the 10th—12th day of an
unknown month, probably month X, which was even called Kaniinu instead of
Tebétu.258

Administrative documents from Neo-Babylonian Sippar indicate that the
so-called kiniinu festival was by that time (also) performed with torches;259 it
is attested for that city and period for the 18th of month vii1 and the 25th of
month x11.260 The only cultic calendar that has survived from Neo-Babylonian
Uruk, LKU 51, mentions a kinanu for I$tar, Usur-amassu, Urkayitu and “all the
gods” in the month Kislimu.26! The word kininu can mean a single brazier as
well as an entire fire ceremony, but even the phrase “the braziers of all the
gods” already suggests a more elaborate ritual. In another fragmentary Neo-
or late Babylonian cultic calendar, BRM 1v 25 (dupl. SBH VII), a ceremony is
mentioned on the 18th of month vi11, Arahsamna, which included offerings

256 Cohen 2015, 420—421.

257 CAD K 393; Cohen 2015, 282—284.

258  Hunger 1992, no. 371 rev. 10; Cohen 2015, 438-439. A Neo-Assyrian ritual text describing
a royal banquet mentions the lighting and maintaining of fires by servants, the “duty of
Tebétu” (MVAG 41/3 62 11: 6-15 (braziers), 64 111: 37—42 (torches)).

259 Bongenaar 1997, 21.

260 Zawadzki 2013, no. 117: 5-6. Note that torches were also used in the sanctuary of Annunitu
on day 16 of month v1 (ibid. no. 217), but their purpose is not mentioned and may have
been a purely practical one.

261 LKU 51, rev. 1418 (Beaulieu 2003, 374).
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for Samas, a procession and the kindling of braziers.262 According to that text,
there were also rituals involving braziers for several individual gods on the gth,
16th (var.:17th) and 22nd of Kislimu, and on the 10th of Tebétu a brazier festival
was organised for “all the gods”, including Istar of Uruk.263 The only mention of
kinuni in the sources from Seleucid Uruk is in a list of various non-daily cultic
events (TU 38 obv. 37 and rev. 37). Considering that context, the word (written
ki.ne™e%) should probably also be read “brazier festival” and not simply “bra-
ziers”. However, the text offers no information as to whether that celebration
took place once a year or more often. It is not mentioned in any of the other
ritual texts or prebend sale deeds.

5.5.4.3 The nabrii Ritual

Finally, a ritual of unclear content, well-attested from the Ur 111 period to
the second millennium B¢, which may have involved a display of lights is
the nabril. Its performance is attested in month viir at Ur during the Ur 111
period, in month x at Subat-Enlil and month 1x throughout Old Babylonian
Mesopotamia, during which time it gave that same month its name.26# That
evidence suggests that the ritual was, like the kinanu, related to the winter.
The word may derive from bart, “to observe omens”. Cohen interprets it as a
divination ritual which took place during the winter months to determine the
city’s destiny for the next year with regard to planting and harvesting. Originally
it may have been performed only once, in the month which was named after
it, but in the course of time it became a recurring winter phenomenon. First-
millennium references to the nabrii are scarce, but two administrative texts
from the Eanna at Uruk, BIN 2,129 and YOS 6, 239, make mention of it. The for-
mer offers no date, but according to the latter the ritual took place in month x.
It is also mentioned without a date in a text from Borsippa, BM 29411, where is
it listed as an occasion of food offerings together with the travel provisions of
the gods (sidit ilani) and different gugqii offerings.265

5.5.5 The Mouth-Washing Rite (mis pi)

In Assyrian and Babylonian religion, it was essential that all people, animals,
places and objects be purified before they were brought into contact with
the divine realm (see above). One such method of purification was the

262 BRM IV 25 obv. 4-10 (Cagirgan 1976, 190); Linssen 2004, 87-88.

263 BRM IV 25 obv. 26-33, 41-42, 46, 50-53; SBH VII rev. 3—6 (Cagirgan 1976, 194—202).
264 Cohen 2015, 285-287.

265 Waerzeggers 2010a, 140.
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mouth-washingrite (mis p?). Its primary context was the ritual cycle of the same
name in which a statue of a deity was ‘brought to life’, i.e. changed from being
the image of a god to being an actual manifestation of that god, and thus pre-
pared for residence and everyday worship in a temple. During that complex
ceremony, which lasted two days and one night, mis pi was performed a num-
ber of times on the statue, followed by the mouth-opening rite (pit pt).266

As ameans of cultic purification, a single mouth-washing could also be per-
formed on various other recipients: human beings such as the king, a priest
preparing himself for cultic activities, or a layman about to participate as a
patient in a namburbi; animals such as bulls or sheep about to be sacrificed
or killed for cultic purposes; even inanimate objects that did not actually pos-
sess a mouth, such as a leather bag to be used for divination and the newly
created kettledrum.267 Likewise, the Torch which participated in the nocturnal
ceremony at Seleucid Uruk had its ‘mouth washed), i.e. was ritually cleansed
before it could be kindled and thereby assume its function as light-bringer in
the ritual taking place in and around the Bit Res.

5.5.6 Aromatics

Apart from the mouth-washing rite, the Torch was also sprinkled with good
oil and the wool wrapped around it was perforated with a variety of aromatic
plants (§im / rigqu), so that its smoke would be fragrant. Sweet-smelling smoke
was an essential element in all types of rituals that aimed to please or appease
the gods, an offering as fundamental as their daily meals. As one of the incan-
tations recited in the mis pi ceremony states:268

This statue cannot smell incense without the ‘Opening of the Mouth
Ceremony’;
it cannot eat food nor drink water.

Similarly, in Maglii 11 10 it is said of the fire god Nuska:26°

Without you the great gods would not smell incense.

266 Seealso § 5.4.5.2. For a summary and interpretation of the entire ritual see Berlejung 1998,
247-259; for a new edition of the text sources see Walker/Dick 2001.

267 Berlejung 1998, 182-184.

268 70 "a-lam ne-e ka'-nu-"dub-u'-da na-izi n{u]-urg / sa-lam' an-nu-u i-na la pi-it pi-i
qut-ri-in-na ul is-si-in ™ 0 nu-kd a nu-un-nag / a-ka-la ul ik-kal me-e ul i-sat-ti (STT 200
70-71; Walker/Dick 2001, 151; my interpunction).

269 i-na ba-li-ka dingir™e* gal™es ul is-si-nu qui-rin-nu (Abusch 2015, 293).
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Fumigation was also a means of purification; as the pleasant scent of the
smoke literally drove away bad smells, so it also assisted in dispelling evil that
lingered around a person or place.?70

Usually the sweet smoke was produced by burning incense—i.e. tree resin or
wood shavings—on a censer or by throwing aromatic wood and plants on the
fire burning in a brazier.2”! However, when torches were used in a ritual con-
text, they could also be made from or perforated with aromatic wood. Apart
from TU 41, that practice is attested in a namburbi against the negative influ-
ence of lightning that has struck a house and set it on fire, which was regarded
as a sign of the wrath of the god Gibil/Girra. In the course of an offering to Girra,
Ea and Asalluhi, seven braziers were set up and from them a torch was lit which
was wrapped in red wool and into which pieces of cedar wood, cypress wood
and sweet reed had been stuck.22

Similarly, in a nightly healing ritual for a private patient with offerings to
Marduk and Erua, two torches wrapped in white and red wool and perforated
with cedar wood, cypress wood and sweet reed were used to kindle two brush-
wood piles, one for each deity, for which the same wood types had been used.?”3
Finally, a Neo-Assyrian ritual which focused on a diseased or dead person on
a bed required a torch made of sweet reed to be held high and carried around
the bed.?7# If those three sources are any indication, cedar wood, cypress wood
and sweet reed may also have been the aromatics used for the Torch in the noc-
turnal ceremony at Uruk.

5.5.7  The Pure Gate (ka.sikil.la)

The Pure Gate (ka-sikil-la), which must have beenlocated in the southwestern
outer wall of the Bit Ré$ behind Anu’s cella and led from there to the ziqqurrat,
has not been discovered through archaeological excavation and has probably
not been preserved at all. However, a rain groove which breaks the wall exactly
at that point behind the cella does very strongly suggest the original existence
of a doorway there.27> A ramp led up to the gate from the southeast, running

270 Maul 1994, 95.

271  Meyer 1975, 153.

272 Maul 1994, 129: 7-9, 133: 76—77.

273 KAR 26, 21-22 (Mayer 1999, 154).

274 K 164: 3, 19. The ritual has been subject to many different interpretations, including the
funeral of a king or queen or a healing ritual for a sick crown prince, possibly embedded
in the yearly mourning rites for Dumuzi; cf. Scurlock 1992, 53-67 (with previous literature);
Deller/Millard 1993, 232.

275 Lenzen 1955, 43.
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parallel to the outer wall. Its exit lay in the supporting wall of the terrace, close
to the southern corner of the temple.27¢ Kose suggests that it offered access
to the unroofed passage 117, which was connected to Hof x111 and, until the
Kephalon building phase, also Court v1.277

There was at least one other Babylonian temple complex which possessed
a Pure Gate: the Esagil, the temple of Marduk at Babylon. On the basis of the
topographical text Tintir = Babylon, which calls it the “outer gate” of the Esagil,
and different Neo-Babylonian literary sources which describe it as the gate
through which the king enters the temple complex or Marduk leaves it dur-
ing a procession, Andrew George concludes that the Pure Gate must have been
the main entry into the Esagil.2’8 Clearly the designers of the Bit Ré$ adopted
the name of that gate, but not its function. The gate through which Anu and
other inhabitants of the Bit Ré$ entered and left the temple complex during
processions was the Grand Gate (ka.mah).27® On the other hand, the location
of the Pure Gate of the Bit Re$ is analogous to the gate directly behind Mar-
duk’s cella in the Esagil, which also led to a passageway around the temple’s
inner sanctum.280

5.6 Rev.1-14

Having arrived in the Grand Courtyard, the Torch and those accompanying it
proceeded to the Place of Brightness and took up position before Anu there.
A jar was breached before Anu and a prayer recited for him. The Torch was
brought by a temple enterer—perhaps the same one who had led it down from
the ziqqurrat—into the cella of Antu, where a jar was breached before her as
well.

On the way back, the Torch was joined by Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmii and
Pisangunug and the group continued on its way out of the temple complex via
the UbSukkinnaku. There, next to the Dais of Destinies, a bull was killed before
them. The first brushwood pile was kindled there with the Torch and a priest
touched the right and left side of the bonfire with the bull’s shoulder.

Finally the Torch and the four deities went out through the Grand Gate into
the street. They made a procession around the temple and each gatekeeper

276 Kose 1998, 136, 189.

277  See Kose 1998, 154 and id. 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.
278 George 1992, 421.

279 BRM IV 7:2 (Linssen 2004, 209); TU 411ev. 9.
280 See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.
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deity entered the Bit Ré$ again via his own gate (i.e. Papsukkal through the
Grand Gate, Nuska through the Great Gate and Usmii through the Main Gate),
remaining seated there to guard it for the rest of the night. A brushwood pile
was kindled before each of them with the Torch.

5.6.1  The Torch Taking Up Position before Anu and Antu

The first ‘action’ of the Torch after it had been kindled atop the ziqqurrat and
brought down into the Bit Ré$ was to take up position before Anu at the Place
of Brightness and before Antu inside her cella. Such a ‘visit’ makes the impres-
sion of a formal greeting, a gesture of reverence towards the two most impor-
tant inhabitants of the temple complex. However, there is no evidence that
divine cultic objects, even though they could receive offerings, were regarded
as anthropomorphic to the extent that they would need to adhere to the rules
of conduct that dictated interaction among humans and between humans and
deities respectively. It is more likely that the sacred flame which had been lit in
the presence of Anu and Antu of Heaven needed to be brought into the pres-
ence of their counterparts on earth as well, because they had the authority to
grant the Torch its cleansing and exorcistic powers. Moreover, once the fire of
the Torch had been infused with the divine power of Anu and Antu of Heaven
and Anu and Antu of the Bit Rés, it could do more than serve the usual purpose
of torches in purification rites; it represented the divine presence and author-
ity of the divine couple within the temple complex and throughout the city of
Uruk as a whole. The relationship between the Torch and the (astral) deities
will be explored further in the next chapter.

5.6.2  The Place of Brightness (ki.zalag.ga)
The form and location of the Place of Brightness (ki.zalag.ga), where the Torch
and company stopped to take up position before Anu, are unclear. Its name,
which clearly refers to the brightness of light and fire, suggests that it was the
Torch’s official seat in the Bit Rés. The divine Torch active in the Ezida possessed
a seat or shrine with the same name.?8! Finally there was a seat or shrine in the
Esagil at Babylon with that name, but nothing else about it is known.282 That
evidence suggests that a Place of Brightness, and thus perhaps also an accom-
panying divine Torch, was a common feature of (first-millennium) Babylonian
temples.

As with the other architectural features of the Bit Rés, a consideration of
the exact location of the Place of Brightness within the temple complex is

281 George 1992, 113 no. 644.
282  George 1992, 113 no. 642; Cagirgan/Lambert 1991-1993, 96: 70.
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dependent on the building phase under discussion, since its position may have
changed as a result of the various renovations. As mentioned before, it is likely,
but not completely certain that the description of the Bit Res in TU 41 reflects
the situation established by Anu-uballit~Kephalon, i.e. after 202 BC. According
to the text, the Place of Brightness was the next processional station after the
Torch and the priests had entered the Grand Courtyard, so it may have been
situated there. Pongratz-Leisten, for instance, states: “[the Torch]| bewegt sich
durch das Tor KA.SIKIL in der Riickwand der Cella in den Hof k1sAL.MAH und
nimmt dort auf dem ihr reservierten Sitz K1.ZALAG.GA Platz”283 George also
calls the ki.zalag.ga “a shrine in the Grand Court of the bit rés”284 In the Grand
Courtyard, the Torch will have been in a direct line of sight from the entrance
to Anu’s cella and could thus indeed be described as positioning itself “before
him” there, even though they will have been separated by at least one room.285
Since there are no shrines around Hof 1 or vi which face Anu’s cella directly, it
will have been a free-standing sockle or dais of some kind, perhaps the large
postament directly opposite Anu’s cella in Hof 1.

When the Torch proceeded to offer a similar greeting to Antu, it entered as
far as into her cella itself, which means that it remained at a remarkable dis-
tance to Anu as compared to his wife. Perhaps Anu’s supreme godhead was
such that a subordinate divine entity like the Torch could not approach him
directly; otherwise the Place of Brightness may very well have been closer to
Anu’s cella, for instance in Room 11, or even inside the cella itself. The concisely
formulated temple rituals from Uruk do not always explicitly describe move-
ment from one processional station to the next, unless something relevant like
the singing of a hymn took place on the way; thus the Place of Brightness may
have been somewhere between the Grand Courtyard, the Torch’s previous sta-
tion, and Antu’s cella, the next.286

5.6.3  Breaching a Vessel

When the Torch positioned itself before Anu and again when it had entered the
cella of Antu, a haril vessel was breached before the deity in question. The sarti
was a large earthenware (or sometimes bronze) container used to store barley
or wine, but is attested primarily in ritual contexts.287 Several sources refer to

283 Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 45.

284 George 1992, 113 no. 643.

285 That would have been the case regardless of whether one locates the Grand Courtyard in
Hof 1 or Hof vI (see § 5.2.1), because one lay behind the other (cf. George 1996, 372).

286 See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.

287 CADH7.
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the filling of harii vessels before the king or a deity, and it was used during the
spring akitu festival in Babylon, where it had to be opened by the king as part
of a sequence of tasks he had to fulfill during the procession toward the akitu
house.?88 During the nocturnal ceremony in the Bit Rés, however, the harii was
not merely opened (petit), but broached or smashed open (bataqu), probably
to release its contents.?89

The image of broken jars and the spilling of their contents occurs frequently
in ancient Near Eastern literature. In the Old Babylonian version of Atraha-
sts, the thunderbird Anzi rips open the heavens and breaks the earth “like a
pot”, after which the Flood pours forth from the sky and the ground.29° A ‘lipsur
litany’ which uses a long list of similes to describe the absolving of the patient’s
sins, such as the peeling of an onion and the unravelling of a mat, includes “may
my sin, like a potter’s broken pot, never return to its former state, may my sin be
shattered like a potsherd”.2%! The irreversible destruction caused by breaking a
ceramic vessel is employed in different rituals as a technique to permanently
destroy an enemy, or to absolve an unwanted situation by means of analogy.
Maul has discussed the practice in the context of namburbi’s and interprets
it as the last symbolic undoing of the negative situation which has just been
overcome through the namburbi.?92 For instance, after a namburbi was per-
formed to restore the relationship of an estranged married couple, three jars
were smashed between them to symbolize that the tension had been broken.
In a namburbi intended to dispel the evil portent of a wrongly performed cultic
rite, the priest broke one or more pots in the outer gate of the affected temple
or house and proclaimed: “absolver of the guilt (var.: absolvers of my guilt)!".
In exorcistic rites, the practice was used to break the influence of evil over the
patient. It even appears in legal procedures, such as the liberation of a slave,
whose slave status was ‘destroyed’ through the smashing of a jar. The act was
thus also binding in a legal sense.

In a building ritual intended to drive out the brick god Kulla from a house
after its construction, different purification rites were performed inside the
house, among which the breaking of a vessel at the gate. Once Kulla had left

288  Kessler 2002; Zgoll 2006, 34. The connection of the hari vessel to the sacrificial rite named
hari and to the god Nabti-8a-haré remains in need of further investigation.

289 The unexpected use of the verb bataqu, ‘to breach/pierce) instead of hepil, ‘to break’, will
be discussed below.

290 OB Atrahasis 111 iii 9—11; see for a study of this and other Mesopotamian literary passages
referring to clay and ceramics Polinger Foster 1991 and 2010.

291 Reiner 1956, 140:15'-16', 31'—32".

292 Maul 1994, 82-83.
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the house, seven more jars were broken at the outer gate.293 In the latter case,
the act clearly functioned to sever any last ties between Kulla and the house, a
procedure similar to those described by Maul. In the first case it may have had a
similar function, i.e. to break any influence that evil beings may have had over
the house, but it may also have symbolized the outright destruction of such
beings, as is Ambos’ interpretation.294

Other sources confirm that breaking a jar was considered a magical means
to effectuate the destruction of a human or supernatural enemy. In a ritual
to dispel the evil influences attracted by thunder, the priest smashed a jar in
the temple while reciting the incantation ‘You Are Evil'2% One Utukki Lem-
nitu incantation expresses the wish that the various evil demons be “smashed
like a pot and poured out like water”.2%¢ The performance of that incantation
was no doubt accompanied by the act it describes. Karen Polinger Foster sug-
gests that the evil beings were first transferred into the vessel by the asipu and
then eliminated through the destruction of their containers.2%7 Sargon 11 may
also be referring to such rites when he uses the image of smashing pottery
in his inscriptions to describe his crushing of the enemy lands.2%8 Likewise,
the destruction of hostile countries and even of rival gods “like empty vessels”
occurs in Hittite literary and ritual texts.2%° Finally, a similar ritual must have
been known in Israel, as is demonstrated by Jeremiah 19: 10-11: “Then the LORD
told me to break the jar in front of those who had gone with me and to tell them
that the LORD Almighty had said, ‘I will break this people and this city, and it
will be like this broken clay jar that cannot be put together again’”.300

The nocturnal ceremony in the Bit Rés is the only known occasion on which
jars were breached before the statues of major deities. The verb bataqu is dif-
ficult to translate in this context, since it can mean ‘to cut off’, ‘to pierce’, and
‘to divide into halves’, but never ‘to smash into pieces’3°! If the pot was broken

293 Ambos 2004, 98: 5"; 102: 72"-75".

294 Ambos 2004, 90; see also his discussion of magical analogy in id. 2010b.

295 LKA108:7.

296 Tablet vi:120'—21',133', 146 (Geller/Vacin 2016, 238-239, 240, 242).

297 Polinger Foster 1991, 398. The sound of the crash will also have played its part in chasing
away the unwanted creatures; cf. the sounding of the gong during the purification of the
cella of Nabii during the spring akitu festival at Babylon (Zgoll 2006, 26).

298 Maul 1994, 83.

299 Polinger Foster 1991, 398.

300 See also Psalm 2: 9: “you will break them with an iron rod, you will shatter them in pieces
like a clay pot”.

301 CAD B161-165.
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completely, one would expect the verb hepil, as is used in the ritual texts which
involve breaking pots. Another meaning of bataqu is ‘to cut through’, said of
dikes and canals, i.e. causing a breach through which water will flow. Consid-
ering that the sari vessels were not small portable jars, but large, presumably
heavy storage containers usually filled with barley or wine, it is more likely that
they were not completely shattered, but were breached open on one side in
order to let their contents pour out.302 Alternatively, if they contained wine,
they may not have been smashed at all, but their lids may have been broached
so that the drink could be tapped.

This second interpretation of either smashing or piercing a smaller hole in
the hart (resp. its lid) leaves us with several possible options regarding that
act’s symbolic value. Its immediate ritual context, the procession of the Torch
through and around the Bit Res, was probably—as I will argue below—a rite
of purification intended to rid the temple complex of evil influences. If that
was indeed the case, the fariis may have been smashed open in order to seal
the elimination of the supernatural forces lurking in the Anu-Antu-sanctuary.
That is likewise suggested by the literary and ritual evidence discussed above,
which points to a strong symbolic association between broken pottery and the
irreversible destruction of anything unwanted.

On the other hand, since the act itself was in fact rather different from the
complete destruction of earthenware in the various abovementioned rituals,
its symbolic meaning may have been a different one as well. The use of a hari
vessel during the New Year (akitu) festival, and especially the fact that it had to
be opened by the—at that point already reinvested!—king, points to a seman-
tic context of celebration and renewal. The king’s opening of a single storage
vessel may have been a ceremonial version of a very fundamental celebratory
act: breaking out the wine for the occasion. At Seleucid Uruk, the calendrical
context was the middle of winter rather than the beginning of spring, but the
use of the saril may have been a similar one: the stored barley was now ‘bro-
ken out’ and would provide people with sustenance during the remaining cold
months. The image of the barley pouring out from the large vessels once they
were opened will have been one of welcome abundance; even more so if it
was not barley, but wine, in which case Anu and Antu also received a copious
libation, in anticipation of the festive meals shared by the people of Uruk and
offered to the gods later that night.303

302  Suggestion Marten Stol, personal communication.
303 See §5.7.4.
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A suitable comparative parallel for this last interpretation is the Anthesteria
festival at classical Athens, celebrated during three consecutive days just before
the start of spring.394 Dedicated to Dionysos, it was a festival of new wine, but
also a period during which the collective, anonymous dead rose up from the
netherworld. On the first of the three days, entitled Pithoigia (‘Pot-opening’),
the male Athenian citizens ceremonially opened caskets of new wine at their
homes. On the next day, Choes (‘Cups’), feasting and drinking began in earnest
and included a drinking competition and a ‘crowning’ rite for small children
who had reached a certain age. That second festival day was at the same time a
polluted time period, presumably because of the roaming dead, and all temples
except one particular shrine of Dionysos were closed. On day three, offerings
were made to Hermes Chthonios, who would guide the ghosts back into the
netherworld. The festival dates were not connected to specific turning points
of the solar or agricultural year, but in aitiological terms the Anthesteria were
associated with the end of the mythical flood, when the water receded and
human life on earth could resume once more. The point of comparison with
the nocturnal ceremony at Uruk is the combination of festive banquets shared
by the citizens at their homes (see below) with an awareness of ‘supernatu-
ral’ pollution which must be expelled, and a sense of newness and renewal for
which the ritual purification was a prerequisite. If these elements were indeed
all present in the ceremony at Uruk as they were in the Anthesteria, it is at least
a possibility that the broaching of the hari vessels in the Bit Rés constituted a
similar ‘pot-opening’, which symbolically anticipated the public celebrations
that would follow as soon as the entire city had been secured against demons
and ghosts.305

5.6.4 Pisangunug

The god Pisangunug (dpisan/pisans2t.unugki(-ga)) appears in Mesopota-
mian texts from the Early Dynastic period onwards, such as the god lists from
Fara and Tell Abu Salabih.396 As his name demonstrates, he was always asso-
ciated with the city of Uruk and especially the district Kullaba, which was

304 Parker 2005, 290—316.

305 The complicated question of whether or not the nocturnal ceremony at Uruk was also an
occasion on which the dead walked among the living will be discussed in § 6.2.3.

306  This section is based primarily on Krebernik 1993-1995a. There is much debate about the
correct reading of the god’s name, especially whether the first sign $1D / $1DxA should
be read me/mes or pisan/pisan and whether the second sign sag is a phonetic gloss or
not, which leads to renderings of the name ranging from Messagunug or Mes-sanga-unug
to Pisangunuk or Pisansagunuga (cf. Cooper apud Biggs 1974, 54; Geller 1985, 89; Lambert
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dedicated to Anu and often appears in literary texts as a pars pro toto for Uruk
as a whole. Lugalzagesi of Uruk calls himself “he of Pisangunug” in his inscrip-
tions, suggesting Pisangunug was one of his personal gods, and a puzzle text
from Lagas calls the god “the great ensi of Inanna”. The ‘Nippur Compendium,
which lists among the gods worshipped in Nippur a group of “divine may-
ors” (bel-aliya) of other cities, mentions Pisangunug as the divine mayor of
Kullaba.3%7 Similarly, in the first-millennium versions of the balags ‘Fashion-
ing Man and Woman' and ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’ and in the standardized
ritual series Utukku Lemniitu, he is the “herald” (nimgir) of Kullaba.3%8 Accord-
ing to KAV 46 and 63, Pisangunug seems literally to “circle” Anu. In short, he
may have been considered a divine servant of either Anu, Inanna/Istar, or
both, the focus having perhaps shifted over time. In Tintir= Babylon, the great
first-millennium temple list of the city of Babylon, two sanctuaries for Pisan-
gunug are mentioned, the E-urgubba and the E-esirkalamma,3%9 both in the
city quarter of Babylon which was called Kullab after the celebrated district of
Uruk. Unfortunately, no shrine at Uruk for the god is known from any period,
although, according to an Old Akkadian cylinder seal, he had his own en-
priestess.

Pisangunug appears to have been a warrior god associated with Ninurta and
Nergal and was perhaps considered as a local manifestation of either one. The
Weidner god list places him after Papsukkal, Ningirsu and 4Sag-kud (who is
part of Anu’s entourage in An = Anum 183 and elsewhere associated with Nin-
urta), and before Bau, Lugalbanda and Ninsun—i.e. among a group of gods
related to Anu and Enlil, Uruk and Nippur respectively. KAR 142 (the ‘Archive
of Mystic Heptads’) obv. ii 5 mentions a temple or shrine dedicated to Pisan-
gunug where the cult sockle of one of the seven Asakku’s slain by Ninurta was
located. A Neo-Babylonian school text simply attributes a weapon-like function
to Pisangunug.®1° Based on Pisangunug’s close relationship with Kullaba and
his apparent equation with Ninurta, Paul-Alain Beaulieu proposes to read Stan-
dard Babylonian Anzi 111151, a line which appears in the context of a syncretis-
tic praise of Ninurta, not as [mu ur.Jsag.unug*i im-bu-u ina kul-aba®, “in Kul-

1993b). The general consensus currently rests with reading the first element of the name
as Pisan-, which I therefore also adopt here.

307 Steible 1982, 11: 316: 30, 336: i’ 3'; Biggs 1973, 29: 8'; George 1992, 150: 24"

308 Cohen 1988, 240: c+345, 309: c+219; Geller/Vacin 2016, 104: 111 67. In the Old Babylonian
version of ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’, Pisangunug is simply “the god of Kullaba” (Cohen 1988,
289: e+261).

309 Tintir 1v 26, 39 (George 1992, 60).

310 Cavigneaux 1981, 138: rev. 3—4.
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laba they called you by the name ‘Hero of Uruk’”, but as [mu mes.]sag.unugki
im-bu-u ina kul-aba', “in Kullaba they called you by the name Pisangunug”.3!!

Similarly, at least in the third millennium BcC, Nergal seems to have been
equated with Pisangunug at Uruk, where he was the divine land registrar.3!2 In
the balag ‘Flood Which Drowns the Harvest’ and the erSemma ‘Woe the Strong-
man, Pisangunug also appears as a manifestation of Nergal.3!3 Finally, from the
early Seleucid period, a list of deities closely related to Uruk as well as to each
other mentions him again among Lugalbanda, Ninsun and Bau/Gula, as well as
the latter’s consorts, the warrior gods Pabilsag and Zababa, and finally Lugalirra
and Meslamtaea, who were also associated with Nergal.3'4 In a ritual text from
Seleucid Uruk describing the akitu festival in Tasritu, Pisangunug is mentioned
once between Ninurta and Nergal and once directly after Ninurta in a list of
gods attending a ceremony in the Grand Courtyard.3'

The primary reason for Pisangunug’s inclusion in the pantheon of Seleucid
Uruk is probably the fact that his very name evokes his ancient connections
with the city. His introduction—or rather re-introduction—was doubtlessly
considered a revival of one of the cults that had existed at Uruk ‘at the begin-
ning of time’, when the city was founded. As the sources demonstrate, that con-
ception was not altogether faulty. Pisangunug’s epithet “herald/mayor of Kul-
laba” was still known and will also have been an important factor; manuscripts
of the ‘Nippur Compendium’ as well as ‘Fashioning Man and Woman’ and ‘Hon-
ored One, Wild Ox’ were found in the libraries of Seleucid Uruk.3!6 Finally his
association with Ninurta and Nergal may have played a minor role, as becomes
clear from the abovementioned ritual texts in which he is directly associated
with both gods.

Like Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi and Kusu, with whom he also appears together
in most of the ritual texts, Pisangunug was one of the primary servants of Anu
and the Bit Res.31” More specifically, after he had completed the procession

311 Beaulieu 1993c; also translated as such by Foster 2005, 576.

312 Cohen 2015, 224.

313 Cohen 1988, 501: 7, 506: a+96; id. 1981, 93: 9.

314 SpTUIII109:15.

315 TU 39 obw. 20; rev. 17 (Linssen 2004, 185-187).

316 ‘Nippur Compendium’: SpTU 11 29 (W 22758/s; library of Iqisa, or at least of the Ekur-
zakir family); ‘Fashioning Man and Woman’: BaM Beiheft 2: 18, 20 and 23 (W 20030/21,
W 20030/60 and w 20030/22+; all found in the library of the kaliis in the Bit Rés); ‘Honored
One, Wild Ox’: BaM Beiheft 2: 20. The latter was sung in the morning after the nocturnal
ceremony, while the gods consumed their second morning meal (TU 41 rev. 31; see §5.8.2).

317 AO 8648+A0 8649 rev. 5' (Linssen 2004, 239); TU 41 rev. passim.
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around the temple with Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi and the Torch, the first three
took their places at their respective stations to guard the temple gates until
dawn, while Pisangunug similarly spent the rest of the night standing in the
Ubsukkinnaku. Thus he may well have been the guardian deity of that impor-
tant cultic location, just as his colleagues were the gatekeepers of the entire
temple complex.3!8 His cella was probably room 4, which Arno Kose interprets
as the station of a “Torhiitergottheit”.31%

5.6.5  The Ubsukkinnaku and the Dais of Destinies

The Ubsukkinnaku is the Akkadian term (derived from the Sumerian ub-su-
unkin-na, ‘Court of the Assembly’) for the meeting place where the gods gather
to hold banquets and to decree the fate of the world. Originally that assembly
was presided over by the supreme deity Enlil, who had to justify his decisions
before his divine subordinates and required their approval to execute his plans.
The organization of the divine world thus corresponded to the political struc-
ture of the early Sumerian city states.32° The Ubsu-Ukkinna not only existed
in the divine realm, but was also the name of one of the courts of Enlil’s most
important temple, the Ekur at Nippur. When Enlil and the divine assembly con-
vened in the Ubsu-Ukkinna, they were seated on the dug-ki, the ‘Pure Mound,
probably named after the mythological dwelling of the gods in the eastern
mountains.32!

Towards the end of the second millennium, Marduk had gradually taken
over Enlil’s role as head of the Babylonian pantheon and came to preside over
the divine assembly as well, both in the heavens and on earth. In Enama EL,
the account of his rise to kingship, he tells the gods that he is willing to attack
the monster Tiamat if, upon his victorious return, they will convene in the
Ubsukkinnaku and appoint him as their supreme leader (11 155-162). They
gather together and surrender their authority to him even before he marches

318  One might argue against this that the major gods Adad, Sin, Samag and Beélet-ili, who can-
not be regarded as temple guardians, similarly spent the rest of the night standing in ‘the
courtyard’ The next morning they were brought back inside, together with Pisangunug
(TU 41 rev. 21-22, 33).

319 Kose 1998, 157.

320 Sallaberger 2003-2005, 299.

321  George1993, 154 no. 1159. The only other Ubsu-Ukkinna known from Sumerian sources was
in the Eninnu, the temple of Ningirsu at Girsu, and also bore the epithet dug-ku (George
1993, 155 no. 1161; Gudea Cylinder 4, vi1114 (Edzard 1997, 74)). This may reflect the original
independence of the Sumerian city panthea, in which each city’s main deity possessed his
or her own Ubsu-Ukkinna (Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 56).
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off to meet the enemy (111 129-1V 34). After Marduk has vanquished Tiamat
and arranged the world according to his divine will, the gods convene again
to establish Marduk’s kingship once and for all and to proclaim his fifty names
(VI 95-VI1 144; the Ubsukkinnaku is mentioned once more by name in vi162).

The Ubsukkinnaku as it is described in Enuma Eli§ also had a counterpart
on earth in Marduk’s primary temple, the Esagil at Babylon. Many of the cul-
tic locations and ceremonial names of the Esagil were deliberately adopted
from the temple of Enlil, to emphasize that Marduk been elevated to the status
which Enlil had originally possessed.322 Each year during the akitu festival in
the month Nisannu, in which Marduk’s ascent to supreme rulership in Enama
Eli$ was reenacted by the Babylonian king, Marduk and the other gods of Baby-
lonia convened in the Ubsukkinnaku, first—on the 8th day—to grant the king
the authority to battle the enemy and later—on the 11th day—to establish his
kingship for the rest of the year.323 Like Enlil’s seat in the Ubsu-Ukkinna at Nip-
pur, the platform on which Marduk’s throne stood for that occasion was called
dug-ku, but its Akkadian name was parak simati, the Dais of Destinies.324 In
spite of Marduk’s supremacy in the ‘Reichspantheon’, several other temples in
Babylonia also possessed a Dais of Destinies, very likely always in imitation of
the original one at Nippur.325

322 George 1993, 154 no. 1160; 1996, 374; see § 2.3.1.

323  Zgoll 2006, 65-66.

324 George 1992, 288; 1993, 77 no. 180. That more than one deity could be seated on the Dais
of Destinies is demonstrated by a ritual text from Babylon, in which the assembly of the
gods in the Ubsukkinnaku and on the Dais of Destinies is described and Nabii is said to “sit
in front’, i.e. presumably in front of Marduk (Lambert 1997, 60: 15-18). A commentary on
Enuma Elis also refers to Nabi sitting on the Dais of Destinies “in front” on the 6th day and
“behind Bel” on the nu1th (ibid. 57). The list of seven gods that follows in the ritual text—
Anu, Enlil, Ea, Samag, Ninurta, Nabti and Marduk—presumably indicates all the deities
seated on the Dais of Destinies on that occasion.

325 George 1992, 288-290; 1995, 194. Nabii possessed his own Dais of Destinies in the Ezida at
Borsippa, where he sat before and after his journey to Babylon to participate in the akitu
festival (Zgoll 2006, 27). The ‘Archive of Mystic Heptads, KAR 142, lists a Dais of Destinies
for seven different Mesopotamian cities: Nippur, Babylon, Daru, Uruk, Agade and Hur-
sagkalama (obv. 11 11-15). The one in Uruk will probably have been in an Ubsukkinnaku
inside the Eanna, which is not attested in the sources. However, considering that KAR 142
aims to offer lists of seven of all the items it discusses, it may not be historically reliable.
Sennacherib’s remodelling of the Egarra, the temple of As$ur at As$ur, which included
the construction of an Ubsukkinnaku and a Dais of Destinies, was probably based on the
Esagil rather than the Ekur and was part of Sennacherib’s transfer of the Babylonian cultic
traditions—particularly the akitu festival—to Assyria (George 1995, 194 with literature).
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Like many gates, shrines and courtyards of Marduk’s Esagil were borrowed
from Enlil's Ekur, at least in name and function, so the Bit Rés, the proces-
sional road and the akitu house of Anu in Seleucid Uruk were at least partly
modelled on those in Babylon, not only in terms of names but probably also
of architectural layout.326 Thus, like the Esagil, the Bit Res possessed its own
Ubsukkinnaku and a Dais of Destinies. If they were situated in the same part of
the temple as those of the Esagil, i.e. in the eastern annexe of the temple directly
beyond the main deity’s personal courtyard, then they should be located in Hof
v1.327 In that case the Dais of Destinies itself has not been found.

In analogy to Marduk’s yearly meeting with his divine subjects during the
akitu festival in Nisannu, one expects Anu to have throned in the Ubsukkinnaku
on that occasion as well to decree the fate of the world. However, no sources
have been preserved that can confirm or disprove that assumption. KAR 132
describes an undated akitu festival in Uruk which may or may not have been
celebrated in Nisannu. It mentions Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi and the king lead-
ing Anu away from the Dais of Destinies, but the previous section, which may
have described the ceremony taking place there, is lost.328 TU 40, one of the rit-
ual texts related to the akitu festival in Tasritu, briefly describes how Anu takes
a seat on the Dais of Destinies on his way back from the akitu house, but does
not mention any details, except that the same rites are performed as the day
before.329 During the akitu procession of Istar, which was very similar to that
of Anu taking place in Tasritu, she also sat on the Dais of Destinies—another
one in the Irigal?—at a certain point, but again the context is broken.330 Never-
theless, all the sources just mentioned clearly demonstrate that in the temple
cults of Seleucid Uruk, almost all the great gatherings of deities took place in
the Inner Courtyard (kisal.$a.ba) of the Irigal and in the Grand Courtyard of
the Bit Rés, not the UbSukkinnaku (unless Beate Pongratz-Leisten is correct in
assuming those were one and the same area).33! Of the Urukean cultic rituals
currently known, the UbSukkinnaku and the Dais of Destinies feature the most
prominently in the nightly ceremony described in TU 41; not as a meeting-place,
but as the location where a bull is sacrificed and the first bonfire is lit.

326 See §2.3.1and 5.2.1.

327 George 1996, 373; see Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.
328 KAR132 III rev. 20—21 (Linssen 2004, 202).
329 TU 40 obv. 9—u (ibid. 186).

330 A0 8648+A0 8649, obv. 36' (ibid. 239).

331 Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 59-60; see §5.2.1.



214 CHAPTER 5

5.6.6  The Procession

The movement of the Torch through the most important rooms of the tem-
ple complex and its circumambulation of the entire building calls to mind
the purification of a house or temple with torch and censer in namburbi’s,
exorcisms and building rituals. In the case of the nocturnal ceremony, the
text does not mention a censer being carried along with the Torch, but the
Torch itself had been perforated with aromatics to make its smoke suitable
for fumigation. In her rL4 article on processions and processional roads, Beate
Pongratz-Leisten discusses the various functions of ritual circumambulation,
which included the protection of a city or building from evil influences as well
as the ritual purification of a designated space. She assigns the procession of
the Torch in TU 41 to the latter category,332 but it is more likely that it fulfilled
both those purposes. Certainly, a ritual purification was the immediate goal of
the procession of the Torch through the rooms and courtyards of the Bit Rés,
but the fact that it took place during the night, when evil beings were more
active and likely to strike, and that apotropaic rites were a central element of
the nocturnal ceremony as a whole—the smearing of all the doors and door-
frames of the temple complex, the breaking of vessels before Anu and Antu and
the lighting of bonfires at the temple gates, the city gates, the crossroads and
in the streets (see below)—suggest that the cleansing by fire of the Bit Rés was
only part of a more elaborate ritual procedure to rid first the temple of Anu,
then the other temples of Uruk and ultimately the entire city of pollution and
malignant entities. The prominent participation of the deities whose duty it
was to guard the Bit Rés strengthens that hypothesis.

5.6.6.1 Itinerary

Since the Torch’s ‘tour’ of the Bit Rés included its round through the courts and
cellae of the temple complex, the place where it was ritually activated—i.e. the
roof of the ESarra—should be considered the starting point of the procession.
The identifiable locations along which the procession can be traced are the fol-
lowing:

332 Pongratz-Leisten 20062008, 101: “The exorcists and other cultic specialists take a torch
and first make a tour within and then around the temple. (...) The use of fire or incense
torches suggests disinfection and decontamination, a procedure for getting rid of bad
odours and infecting elements.”
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-

the ESarra

the Torch is lit

2. the Pure Gate the Torch enters the Bit Ré$
3.  the Grand Courtyard
4.  the Place of Brightness a pot is broken before Anu
5.  the cella of Antu a pot is broken before Antu
6.  the Ubsukkinnaku and the Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi and Pisangunug join the
Dais of Destinies Torch; a bull is killed before them; the first bonfire
is lit and touched with the bull’s shoulder
7. the Grand Gate the Torch leaves the Bit Rés
8.  the Grand Gate (afterthe = Papsukkal takes up his position as gatekeeper; a
circumambulation) bonfire is lit before him
9.  the Great Gate Nuska takes up his position as gatekeeper; a
bonfire is lit before him
10. the Main Gate Usmi takes up his position as gatekeeper; a
bonfire is lit before him
[11. the Main Gate (?) the Torch and Pisangunug re-enter the Bit Res]
12. the cella of Antu the Torch is extinguished
5.6.6.2  The Pure Gate and the Grand Courtyard

From the Esarra, the Torch descended the main staircase of the ziqqurrat and
entered the Bit Ré$ through the Pure Gate, directly behind the cella of Anu. The
Pure Gate did not offer access to the cella itself, but to the unroofed passageway
117, aremnant of a Hof x1v in which a smaller, free-standing Anu-Antu-temple
had stood before the sanctuary was replaced by a much larger one during the
Nikarchos building phase.333 That passageway in turn led around the south-
western and northwestern wall of the Anu-Antu-sanctuary to Hof X111 on the
southern side and Mittelhof v1 on the northeastern side. From Hof X111 one
could continue through rooms 116, 107 and 106 to reach Hof 1x, which, although
its northern corner and northeastern side have not been discovered, must have
offered access to Hof vI as well via rooms 2 and 67. During the Kephalon build-
ing phase, the Anu-Antu-sanctuary was again replaced by an even larger struc-
ture. The northern corner now touched the wall of room 52, blocking the direct
passage between Hof vi and passageway 117, which means the only way to reach
Hof v1 from the passageway was via the southeast through Hof x111 and 1x.

333 See Kose 1998, 144, 154 and id. 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.
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Since the description of the Bit Ré$ in TU 41 probably refers to the Kephalon
building phase, it is likely that the Torch took the latter route.

The full sentence in TU 41 which deals with this part of the procession states
that the Torch “enters the Grand Courtyard [via] the Pure Gate”33* Theoreti-
cally, the Grand Courtyard can have been any one of the great courts of the tem-
ple complex, including for instance Hof 11, which was the first one all visitors
to the Bit Res entering through the Grand Gate encountered. Falkenstein and
Pongratz-Leisten locate it in Hof 1, whereas George offers no specific sugges-
tion, but believes that, in analogy to the Grand Courtyard of the Esagil, it must
have been one of the courts surrounding the Anu-Antu-sanctuary itself.33> The
line in TU 41 just quoted strongly suggests that either the Pure Gate offered
immediate access to the Grand Courtyard, or at least that the route from the
Pure Gate to the Grand Courtyard was a direct and logical one. Thus the Grand
Courtyard must have been either Hof 1x, which was large enough for such
a function and accessible via the appropriately named Main Gate (ka-sag),
Hof v1, or Hof 1, which could be reached through Hof v1 and lay on the route
towards the cella of Antu, where the Torch was headed.

5.6.6.3 The Place of Brightness, the Cella of Antu and the Ubsukkinnaku
The Torch’s next action was to “take up position before Anu” at the Place of
Brightness, which must have been at least in Anu’s line of sight, i.e. somewhere
along the southwest-northeast axis running through Anu’s cella, room 11, Hof 1,
room 1 and Hof vI1. It may even have been a postament in Anu’s cella itself.
The Torch then proceeded into the cella of Antu. By presenting itself to the
divine couple, it acquired the necessary authority to rid the Bit Rés of evil influ-
ences.

Next Papsukkal, Nuska and Usmfi, who had been waiting in the Courtyard
of Anu (cf. obw. 5), and Pisangunug, whose cella was probably room 4 inside
the Anu-Antu-sanctuary, came out of the sanctuary together with the Torch
and entered the Ubsukkinnaku.336 A bull was sacrificed for them and the first
brushwood pile ignited with the Torch, after which the fire was touched with
the bull’s shoulder (see below).

334 Obv. 34: ka-sikil-la ana kisal-mah ku,-ma.

335 See§5.2.1.

336 That statement makes clear that the Ubsukkinnaku cannot have been inside the Anu-
Antu-sanctuary (see § 5.2.1).



ANALYSIS OF TU 41 217

5.6.6.4  The Circumambulation

Finally the Torch, preceded by Pisangunug and flanked by Papsukkal, Nuska
and Usmi, went out through the Grand Gate at the upper northeastern side
of the Bit Rés.337 As the text states, the group made a circle around the build-
ing and then went back inside. Pongratz-Leisten has reconstructed the route of
the deities from the Grand Gate to the gates through which each re-entered the
building.338 Her overview somewhat misleadingly shows the return of each of
the deities to his respective gate, but not the circle that the group first made
around the temple complex, thereby making it appear as if Nuska and Usmit
only participated in the procession for a part of the way. In the preceding page
she does offer a correct description: “sie umschreiten den Tempelbezirk und
kehren anschliefSend jeder durch ein anderes Tor zuriick”.

That the whole group first circled the entire building before they returned
one by one is not only suggested by the Sumerogram nigin used in the text,
but also by the purpose of the circumambulation, which was probably an
apotropaic one. The complete circle that the Torch made around the tem-
ple complex is comparable to the protective circle (‘Bannkreis’) created by
Mesopotamian ritual experts to keep demons and other supernatural threats
from reentering a designated space that had just been purified, for example a
temporary ritual location for prayer and offerings, a bed or room with a sick
person who had just undergone treatment or a newly renovated house from
which the brick god had just been driven out.?3® Such a circle could be created
by drawing a line of flour or wool and setting up protective standards and/or fig-
urines. In the case of the Bit Res, from which all pollution and malicious beings
had just been expelled, the circle drawn around the building by the procession
of the Torch and the protective deities of the Bit Re§ may have fulfilled a similar
function: to seal it off against any evil and polluting influences that threatened
to creep back inside. In that case the intended effect would only be produced
if the circle was complete.

337 See Kose 2013b, 334 fig. 59.2.

338 Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 46.

339 Sallaberger 2006-2008b, 423. The ritual practice of encircling places to keep out malig-
nant forces can be observed in many cultures. In ancient Cambodia, following a ritual for
the banishment of evil, a consecrated rope was placed around the city walls; in Japan,
ropes of rice-straw are still used today to surround spirit-inhabited trees, rocks and so on,
or to protect an area from illness and evil spirits (Bodde 1998, 78).
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5.6.7  The Sacrifice of the Bull and the First Bonfire

The second role of the Torch, apart from the purification of the Bit Res, was
to light the first of the many bonfires that would illuminate the city that night.
That significant event took place in the UbSukkinnaku, after the Torch had been
joined on the way there by Papsukkal, Nuska, Usmi and Pisangunug. Detailed
instructions for building a ritual bonfire are given in the Neo-Assyrian ritual
text KAR 26, in the context of a nocturnal offering rite and prayer to Marduk
and Zarpanitu that could be performed to fight all sorts of afflictions:340

You move away (from the offering table) and and smear fabii-earth on
two bricks. You place one of each on the right and left side of the offer-
ing arrangement. You place branches on them; you stick cedar wood,
cypress wood and sweet reed inside. You keep a flame going in an unfired
burzigallu-bowl. You stick cedar wood, cypress wood and sweet reed into
two torches; you decorate them with white and red wool; you kindle them
with sulphur and throw them on the brushwood piles.

For both the torches and the brushwood piles, different kinds of fragrant wood
were used, of which the pleasant scent would mingle with the heavy fumes of
the incense burners. Earlier in this chapter I proposed, on the basis of the same
text, that the “aromatics” with which the Torch was pierced before its kindling
atop the Anu ziqqurrat were the same types of wood that the Neo-Assyrian
asipu used for the torches in the nightly healing ritual described in KAR 26.
Since in the case of TU 41 the Torch was not thrown on the fire, but carried out
of the temple in a procession, it makes all the more sense to assume that the
brushwood pile feeding the bonfire in the Ubsukkinnaku was also filled with
cedar wood, cypress wood and sweet reed, which will have created an agree-
able, reassuring smell.

Before the bonfire was lit, a bull was killed before the five divine entities next
to the Dais of Destinies. Its right shoulder was removed including the hide and
once the bonfire was kindled, the right and left side of the fire were touched
with the bull’s shoulder. Earlier in this chapter we investigated the use of the
sign siskur in Late Babylonian ritual texts and found that when referring to
animal slaughter, it is used specifically for ritual killing which is aimed at estab-
lishing contact with a deity, whereas the killing of an animal for other cultic
purposes is described in terms that refer only to the act of killing itself: palaqu

340 KAR 26 rev. 19—22 (Mayer 1999, 153-154).
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‘to slaughter’, batdaqu and nakasu ‘to cut open’3# The killing of the bull before
the Torch is an exception to that distinction. The text merely states that the bull
“will be killed” (immahhas); nonetheless, the act was performed directly before
a group of deities, which means they were personally involved. Even though no
part of the animal’s meat was presented to them as an offering, the slaughter
itself took place in their immediate presence and thus positioned them as the
observers and recipients of the sacrifice.

The purpose of that sacrifice and the ‘touching’ of the fire with the bull’s
shoulder is difficult to assess. As mentioned earlier, a bull was a costly and
prestigious animal to slaughter, which suggests that the rite entailed more than
purely the animal’s death itself. Moreover, the killing took place in the court-
yard which functioned as UbSukkinnaku—i.e. not in a temple slaughterhouse
but in an area in which deities could be present—and more specifically beside
the Dais of Destinies, which played an essential role during the akitu festivals.
It seems to have functioned as a location for other cultic activities on occasion,
but those instances are not well-known. The key to the rite under discussion
appears to be the bull’s shoulder, of which we read only that the right and left
side of the bonfire were touched with it. What function can that act have ful-
filled?

JoAnn Scurlock compares it to a sacrifice described in a Middle Assyrian
text from AsSur related to the akitu festival, where a living lamb was cut in two
before Marduk and the two halves placed on a brazier, which was then heaped
up with aromatics. The king then poured out an entire vessel of wine and one
of beer on either side of the brazier.342 According to Scurlock, that ritual may
be seen as a ‘covenant sacrifice), intended to finalize the bond between Mar-
duk and the people of AsSur, who regarded their relationship to their gods in
terms of loyalty oaths. The akitu festival was an appropriate occasion for such a
‘contract renewal’ Similarly, she asserts, the covenant between man and god in
the Hebrew Bible was confirmed, according to Genesis 15: 8—21, through Abra-
ham’s vision of a smoking brazier and a flaming torch which passed between
halves of animal carcasses that he had laid out opposite each other beforehand.
Scurlock suggests that the sacrifice of the bull in the Ubsukkinnaku during the
nocturnal ceremony at Uruk contained “echoes” of the akitu-related ritual and
the Biblical one; there was no cutting in half of an entire animal and flanking
a fire with the halves, but instead a single part of the sacrificial animal’s body
was removed and the fire was symbolically touched on both sides with it.

341 TU 44 11 16; KAR 60 obv. 15; BaM Beiheft 2, 5 rev. 22-23; KAR 50 rev. 7; RAcc 127-154 +
BM 32485, 353 (Linssen 2004, 221, 253, 263, 267, 271).
342 Scurlock 2002b, 400—401.
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Scurlock’s comparison of the first two rites, though understandable where
the ritual activities themselves are concerned, is rendered problematic by the
fact that the Middle Assyrian text is interpreted by most Assyriologists as refer-
ring to the akitu celebrations in Babylon, where the notion of a covenant with
deities was not part of the religious worldview. The cutting in half of the lamb
is included by Annette Zgoll in her reconstruction of the sard-ritual, a series
of symbolically charged tasks that the king had to undertake during Marduk’s
procession to the akitu house.3*3 She proposes that the cutting in half of the
lamb was associated with Marduk’s cutting in half of Tiamat in Eniama Elis
and his creation of heaven and earth with the two halves. Thus, the sacrifice
of alamb by the Babylonian king and the vision of Abraham did not have any-
thing in common apart from the fact that sacrificial animals were cut entirely
in half. In the case of Genesis two types of fire did indeed pass between the
halves, but in Babylon they were simply placed on a brazier to be roasted, which
does not suggest that the fire had anything other than a practical function. In
short, no specific ‘fire-between-the-halves’-ritual existed in the ancient Near
East which the bull sacrifice in the Ubsukkinnaku of the Bit Ré§ could have
implicitly reflected.

It is not possible, however, to develop an alternative interpretation based
on the available evidence. Since the bonfire was lit directly with the flame of
the Torch, it acquired the same sacred character and purifying qualities. Thus,
touching it with the bull's shoulder may have had the purpose of transferring
those qualities in turn upon that particular part of the sacrificed animal’s body.
The fact that the slaughter of the bull was not designated as siskur and that
only the shoulder was brought into contact with the bonfire suggests that the
shoulder was intended to fulfil a specific cultic function, whereas the remainder
of the bull’s carcass was probably either buried or distributed as meat among
the entitled prebend holders.34* Unfortunately, and in remarkable contrast to
the otherwise quite detailed instructions, TU 41 does not provide information
about either the subsequent use of the shoulder or the final destination of the
dead bull.

343 Zgoll 2006, 35-36, 43-60.

344 A clue may be derived from the ‘Epic of Gilgames), where Enkidu, having slaughtered the
Bull of Heaven together with Gilgames, tears out the Bull’s shoulder and throws it down
before IStar, whereupon she arranges for weeping over it (B ‘Gilgames’ vir154-159; George
2003, 629).
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5.7 Rev. 14—27

After Papsukkal, Nuska and Usmi had each taken up their position at their
respective gates and a bonfire had been kindled before each of them, the Torch
went back into the temple, still accompanied by Pisangunug (cf. rev. 18). The
text does not specify through which gate they entered the complex. Priests from
the other temples of Uruk arrived, lit torches of their own with the fire of the
Torch and carried them back to their temples. The text states that the priests
in question should be either the sangi or, if those were unavailable, temple
enterers of those particular sanctuaries.3#> There they performed the ‘greeting
of the temple’ (Salam biti) ceremony and lit bonfires at the temple gates. They
sang the hymns ‘Anu Shines Forth Through All the Lands’ and ‘The Beautiful
Image Has Come Out, the latter of which had also been performed on the roof
of the E8arra for Anu and Antu of Heaven.

Pisangunug and the Torch then returned to the cella of Antu, where an asipu
ceremonially extinguished the Torch with a mixture of holy water, beer, wine
and oil. Pisangunug went back to the Ubsukkinnaku, where he would remain
to guard it until dawn. A bonfire was already burning there, so it was not neces-
sary to kindle one before him, as in the case of his three colleagues. The other
major deities living in the Bit Rés, Sin, Samas, Adad and Beélet-li, joined his vigil
in their courtyard.

Finally the citizens of Uruk all lit a bonfire at their respective homes. They
offered an elaborate meal to Anu, Antu and all the gods of their city and sang
the same hymns the priests of the different temples had sung.3*6 The city
guards lit bonfires in the streets, at the crossroads and at the city gates, which
they kept open and on each side of which they erected standards.

345 From the Neo-Babylonian period onwards, priests with the office of sangii were respon-
sible for the cults of secondary deities (Waerzeggers 20104, 43). Cf. also the text for the
lunar eclipse ritual, which provides a shorter alternative version performed by the sangu
instead of the kaliz and the asipi (BRM 1v 6 rev. 38'—41'; Linssen 2004, 307).

346 The word geritu signifies an elaborate, festive meal, a banquet, which could be served as
an offering to deities, but also consumed by mortals in a secular context (cf. AHW 917-918;
CAD Q 240-241). It is well-known from Assyrian rituals (Van Driel 1969, 161; Menzel 1981,
21-23), but is only attested in one other late Babylonian text (SBH V111, 2: 10 and 22; context

broken).
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5.71  The $alam biti Ceremony

The salam biti,*” which can be translated as either ‘greeting of the temple’- or
‘well-being of the temple’-ceremony is attested twice in Neo-Assyrian and very
frequently in Neo-Babylonian sources, which means it may have been a first-
millennium invention.348 It took place at least once and often several times a
month, the exact dates depending on the local cultic calendar. A Neo-Assyrian
letter and administrative texts from Neo-Babylonian Uruk and Babylon show
that the Salam biti ceremony was connected to the bayatu and the essesu fes-
tival.349 That connection is confirmed at least partly by the nightly ceremony
described in TU 41, in which the $alam biti ceremony took place during the final
hours of a bayatu which was possibly also part of a two- or three-day essesu fes-
tival.350 At Sippar, the Salam biti on day 12 of the month Simanu coincided with
a “temple celebration” (isinnu biti) for Sarrat-Sippar, Gula and Annunitu, and a
number of $alam biti ceremonies took place on days 1(?), 2, 6, 8,10, and 11 of the
month Nisannu, i.e. during the course of the akitu festival.

None of the sources offers any insight into the exact rites that were per-
formed during the salam biti ceremony, but a few observations can be made
about it nonetheless. The occurrence of the ceremony in TU 41 makes clear
that it took place during the night, at least several hours before dawn, and the
Neo-Babylonian administrative texts show that it involved libations and food
offerings of cereal products, beef and mutton.35! The Ebabbar texts describe
the delivery of large quantities of flour, produced by the prison and a varied
group of minor temple employees, to the temple storehouse for the purpose
of the salam biti.352 Further, the administrative sources from the Eanna con-
tain a group of inventories of cultic utensils retrieved from and returned to
the bit urinni; in three cases their purpose is indicated, which on two docu-
ments is the salam biti and on one “for cleaning”, which may have been neces-
sary before their employment for the salam biti.3%3 One of the lists specifically
mentions one silver platter, seven silver malitu bowls and one golden libation
bowl (magqqit) “for the salam biti"35* In another one, the list of utensils is fol-
lowed by the names of a group of people; the first person named is the scribe

347 The administrative texts from Neo-Babylonian Uruk give sullum biti (Joannes 1981).
348 Linssen 2004, 59—-61; Waerzeggers 2010a, 141; Zawadzki 2013.

349 SAAX 352; VS 6, 268; MacGinnis 1991-1992, no. 7; George 1992, no. 38.

350 See §4.3.

351 Zawadzki 2013, 31-32.

352 Bongenaar 1997, 120-123.

353 Joanneés1981; Zawadzki 2013, 40—41.

354 HE145:7-8,17.
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Nab@i-mukin-apli, descendant of Sin-léqe-unninni, while another person on
the list, Nanaya-éres, was a musakil alpé $a sarri, feeder of the royal bulls’ From
that combined evidence—the utensils of precious metal, the elite scribe men-
tioned on one of the inventory tablets and the indirect connection with the
king’s sacrificial animals—and the frequent occurrence of the salam biti dur-
ing the akitu festival at Sippar, Zawadzki concludes that the ceremony was “of
great importance in the cultic calendars of the temples”.355

5.7.2  The Streets, the Crossroads, and the City Gates
In many ancient cultures, liminal points such as doorsteps, gateways and cross-
roads, i.e. places of passage between one defined area and another, were consid-
ered uncertain places, where the identities of the areas they separated and the
rules pertaining to their distinction became diffuse.3%6 In her article on the sig-
nificance of crossroads in ancient Greece, Sarah I. Johnston distinguishes two
fundamentally different ways in which the crossroads’ detachment from civi-
lized life could be dealt with: a) seeking protection against it, for instance by
bringing offerings there to the goddess of crossroads, Hekate, and b) exploiting
it by leaving (ritually) polluted waste there or using the location and/or objects
found there for performing magic and making contact with the restless ghosts
and evil spirits which tended to gather there.357

In Mesopotamia, too, doorways and crossroads were places where contact
between the world of man and the realm of the supernatural was greater and
more easily established. In temples, palaces and private houses, both the front
gate and the inner doors were protected by apotropaic figurines buried beneath
the doorstep.358 There are not many examples of either protection against or
use of the liminal character of the crossroads in Mesopotamian sources, since
it it usually the steppe (edin / séru) to which such threatening, but exploitable
properties were attributed. However, the evidence we possess points to the

355 Zawadzki 2013, 41.

356 Ambos 2009—2011.

357 Johnston 1991, 217. The association between liminal points and the spirit world can be
observed not only in classical and ancient West Asian antiquity, but in many cultures and
beliefs up to the present day (cf. the very illustrative and comprehensive, although aca-
demically outdated overview in MacCulloch 1910). The West African trickster vodun Legba,
for instance, was worshipped at crossroads and provided access to the spirit realm. Stories
about him have influenced the popular African-American folk theme of the blues musi-
cian who meets the devil at the crossroads and sells his soul in exchange for supernatural
musical talent (Smith 2005, 183-188).

358  Rittig 1977, 225—226; Wiggermann 1992, 4; Ambos 2004, 76—77; Otto 2006, 244.
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same approach of crossroads that can be observed in the ancient Greek sources,
although it is all of the ‘exploitative’ type. Dust from a crossroads could be used
against the affliction ‘hand of a ghost), against a stroke which caused a twitch in
the cheek and against witchcraft which had been sighted in a person’s house.359
A pottery shard taken from a crossroads was used in protection rites against
the baby-snatching demoness Lamastu and in the performance of the great
anti-witchcraft ritual Maq/i.369 Witches themselves, too, were thought to bury
figurines of their victims at crossroads or at the entrance to the city gate.361 The
water which had been used to cleanse a patient in a healing ritual was poured
out at a crossroads while the patient said: “I received (the evil from them, now)
let them receive it from me”362 Bathing in urine at a crossroads also helped to
repel ghosts harassing a person.363

The most elaborate ritual involving a crossroads is one to make a woman stop
having miscarriages, which were thought to have been caused by witchcraft.
After a number of other rites, a package of bread, meat and grain—a surrogate
for the baby she had lost—was placed by the head of the woman’s bed and
remained there during the night. The next day before sunrise, she deposited it
at a crossroads, i.e. “in a secluded place”, as the text adds, and said: “the ones
with names have given to me; the ones without names have received from
me”.364 The “ones without names” were the restless, neglected ghosts dwelling
at the crossroads, whereas the “ones with names” were her dead ancestors,
those whose names were still remembered and who could change their female
descendant’s fortune for the better. Later on in the same ritual, the woman
returned to the crossroads, where she undressed and got dressed again so as
to get rid of her negative condition and leave it behind there. She left loaves of
bread for the sorcerer or sorceress who had inflicted the condition upon her,
in order to return their evil gift to them. She also left a dead female mouse
swaddled in wool like a baby, another symbol of her miscarriages. Finally,
Sigusu-grain was scattered at the crossroads and collected later; the woman was
rubbed with it and on the day of her labour pains it was made into a dough and
used in a rite to assist the birth itself.365

359 Scurlock 2005, no. 165: 1; AMT 76/5, 5'; K 72+3400+9648 rev. 24 (Schwemer 2007, 57).
360 SpTU 111 84, 58; 1V 128, 61.

361 Lambert 1957-1958, 292: 37—38.

362  BAM 417, 17-19; Scurlock 2002¢, 211.

363 Scurlock 2005, no. 324: 2.

364 SpTUV 248, 5-11; Scurlock 2002¢, 216—217.

365 SpTU Vv 248: 26-34, 38—41; Scurlock 2002¢, 221-223.
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In short, crossroads in ancient Mesopotamia were through their liminal
nature intimately connected with the realm of ghosts and spirits. That qual-
ity was exploited by witches and sorcerers, but likewise came to good use in
rituals intended to undo the effects of witchcraft and to drive away ghosts that
were doing a person harm. At night, the city streets as a whole were consid-
ered places where demons, ghosts, witches and stray animals roamed freely and
could attack the lonely traveller.366 The lighting of bonfires with the sacred fire
of the Torch in the streets and at the crossroads of Seleucid Uruk during the
nocturnal ceremony marked those locations as places of passage between the
human realm and the netherworld. They kept restless ghosts and demons at a
distance and provided safety for the people, who by means of exception were
awake the whole night and active outside. At the city gates of Uruk, fires even
burned every night, as is demonstrated by administrative texts which deal with
the regular supply of wood for that purpose.367

5.7.3 Reed Standards
Reed standards (8iuri-gal/ urigallu) are known from various types of rituals,
primarily healing and purification ceremonies, for which a temporary sacred
space had to be created, for instance on a roof (when involving the stars), in a
private person’s house (bit meéseri), in a garden (mis pt), in the steppe (bit rimki)
orin a field (against field pests).268 They were set up to delineate the boundary
of the sacred space, closing it off and protecting it from evil influences. Both
their creation and their setting up at the proper location were accompanied by
incantations which emphasized the origin of reed in the Apsi, the sweet sub-
terranean ocean that was the realm of Enki/Ea, god of esoteric wisdom and
the effectivity of ritual. In the steppe they were placed along a circle made
with flour (zisurrdt). Different sources suggest that the standards were deco-
rated with coloured wool and/or smeared with gypsum, bitumen and oil.369
After the ritual had been completed, they were thrown into the river together
with the other ritual materials, since they had been in contact with the divine
and could not return to the human realm.

In the house of a sick person, no actual reed bundles were erected, but they
were drawn with gypsum on the bedroom walls. Additionally, gypsum figurines

366 Cf.cAD S 403.

367 McEwan 1981, 142.

368  See the comprehensive study by Walter Sallaberger in Seidl/Sallaberger 2005-2006, 61-74.
369 See §5.3.1.
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of protective spirits holding an urigallu in the direction of the patient and
holding out a fist in the direction of any unwanted visitors were placed by the
bedroom door. Such protective decoration of a human living space with what
must have looked like symmetrical groups of branches has led Ursula Seidl to
conclude that the famous “sacred trees” found on the walls of Assyrian palaces
are also depictions of urigallus.37°

In that context it is very likely that the reed standards placed at the city
gates of Uruk during the nightly ceremony were also intended to protect the
entire city from harm.3”! During another ritual from Seleucid Uruk, to be per-
formed on the occasion of a lunar eclipse, the city gates were also closed and
protected by reed standards, a black and a white cord and a line of flour, as can
be deduced from the instruction to the priest to throw all materials into the
river the next day at the reopening of the gates.372 That text and TU 41 are the
only descriptions of reed standards protecting city gates, so that expansion of
their function may be a Hellenistic development, but it is impossible to say for
certain.

5.7.4  Participation of Citizens in Babylonian Temple Rituals

One of the most remarkable aspects of the nocturnal ceremony is the active
involvement of the citizens of Uruk, who repeated several important religious
acts which the priests had just performed at the Bit Rés and the other tem-
ples of the city: they lit bonfires outside their homes, sung the same hymns
that the priests had sung and cooked a festive banquet for Anu, Antu and the
other gods, of which they doubtlessly shared the ‘leftovers’ among themselves.
Those elements of the nightly celebrations, as well as the fact that they are men-
tioned in a ritual text written by and for the temple personnel of the Bit Res,
are all the more striking because of the apparently strict, and in Assyriolog-
ical literature often emphasized, dichotomy in Babylonian religious worship
between the official temple cult and the religious practices of private persons.
How unique is the description in TU 41 of a citywide religious ritual in which
all the inhabitants played an active role?

370 Seidl/Sallaberger 2005-2006, 59—61.

371 Seidl/Sallaberger 2005-2006, 73.

372 BRM IV 6 rev. 31'-32 (Linssen 2004, 307). Another text from Seleucid Uruk, which lists
cultic materials needed for the night of a lunar eclipse and the nights following it, also
mentions 14 reed standards for the night of the eclipse itself, but does not indicate where
they were to be placed (SpTU 1v128, 38).
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As a rule, Neo- and late Babylonian sacred buildings were not open to the
public and non-consecrated persons were not involved in the acts of worship
taking place there. Even among the temple personnel, an internal hierarchy
determined who had access to which parts of the temple complex. The work-
shops and storage rooms of the temple complex were open to all members of
the priestly staff, but only those who owned the prebend of temple enterer (érib
biti) were allowed to set foot in the divine sanctuary itself. They were the ones
who performed the actual tasks of serving the gods their meals, playing music
for them, purifying the sacred rooms, clothing and repairing the divine statues
and guiding them out of and back into their cella on days when they travelled
to another temple or city. The érib biti prebend gave its owner the right and duty
to present the gods with meals, but usually it was combined with an additional
prebend for the performance of other tasks, like those of the asipu and kali1.373

Private citizens, on the other hand, practised religion and worship in differ-
ent, but numerous ways. ‘Family religion’ focused primarily on the cult of a fam-
ily’s personal god and the care for deceased ancestors by means of the monthly
kispu.37* Further, people paid reverence to local gods at pedestals and altars
close to the temple gates and in the city streets. Many street shrines were dedi-
cated to goddesses and seem to have been frequented primarily by women.37
Although a private person, as mentioned, was not allowed to enter the tem-
ple complex, minor deities such as divine gatekeepers (Sedu/lamassu), viziers
(sukkallu) and probably other intermediary figures comparable to the Assyr-
ian ‘mouth-and-tongue’-symbol could intercede between a human supplicant
and a major god or goddess.376 Further, when a private person was anxious to
learn the wishes and intentions of the gods, he could request the performance
of an extispicy by a diviner. Likewise, when he suffered from a supernatural
affliction, he could enlist the assistance of an asipu to bring offerings to his
ancestors, his personal god, the divine stars, all of whom could intercede with
major deities, or the great gods of healing, exorcism and justice themselves—
who in turn could influence an angered personal god—and plead with them to
undo his state of misery and bring his life back on track. Finally, wealthy citizens
donated sacrificial animals or money to the temple, so that a meal would be

373 Van Driel 2002, 88—90.

374 Van der Toorn 1996, 42—93. His work is mostly based on Old Babylonian and later second-
millennium material. The changes and developments in ancient West Asian family reli-
gion into and throughout the first millennium are not well documented and have not yet
been examined in detail.

375 Baker 2011, 545-546.

376  Oppenheim 1966; Foxvog et al. 1980-1983; Wiggermann 1985-1986.
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offered to the gods on their behalf; such ‘sponsors’ are referred to in the temple
administration and ritual texts as karibu (‘one who prays’, ‘one who dedicates
an offering’).377

Despite the spacial dichotomy between worship inside and beyond the tem-
ple walls, there were different occasions on which the inhabitants of a city were
involved, either as spectators or in some cases even as participants, in cultic
rituals that encompassed an entire city or even the whole empire. The best-
known example is the half-yearly akitu festival, during which the city’s patron
deity left the temple complex and travelled in a festive procession to the akitu
house beyond the city gates (or, in the case of Nab{i, to Babylon). Though as far
as we are aware the inhabitants of the city did not perform any cultic tasks of
their own during that event, nearly everyone must have lined up along the pro-
cessional street to bask in the image of the deities passing by. Similar jubilant
crowds will have gathered on other occasions when a deity made a proces-
sion through public space, such as when she left for or returned from a visit
to another city,3"® or when she was induced into the temple after the latter had
been renovated, after the deity’s statue had been renewed or when it returned
from a period of exile in hostile territory.37° When Nabi had arrived in Babylon
on the fifth day of the akitu festival and spent the night at the Uras gate, all the
people prayed to him.380 Finally, during the three days of the new year’s festival
that the gods spent at the akitu house, sumptuous banquets were organised, for
which such an abundance of food and drinks is described in the sources that
is it very likely that the general public shared in the feast, though probably not
inside the akitu house itself.38!

377 Linssen 2004, 161.

378  Cf. for instance ‘Inanna and Enki’ 224—248, where Inanna declares upon her return from
Eridu to Uruk: “Today I have brought the Boat of Heaven to the Gate of Joy, to Uruk Kul-
laba. It shall pass along the street magnificently; the people shall stand in the street full of
awe” (Farber-Fliigge 1973, 50: 27-30: §e,6-€ ud-da /mé\ an-na abula nig-ul-la unugki
kul-aba,ki-se [sila]-a mah [...] hu-mu-un-dib [...] /sila\-a mah hé-em-da-sug-
sug-[ge-es)).

379 A well-known first-millennium example is the spectacular bonfire-lit procession of the
restored statue of Marduk from Assur back to Babylon, which was first unsuccessfully
attempted under Esarhaddon and then undertaken in its entirety under Assurbanipal
(Porter 1993, 146—148).

380 ‘The Exaltation of NabQ’ obv. 15'-16": “Their prayers go to the son of Bél of the Aps(; [...]
all the black-headed people kiss the ground” (ana dumu 9en sa apsé illaku suppusun [...]
gimir salmat gaqqadi unassaqa qaqqaru).

381 Zgoll 2006, 38-39.
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Apart from celebrations and festivals, the entire empire could observe a
period of public mourning when a member of the royal family had died.382
The Hellenistic ‘Nabonidus Chronicle) for example, tells us (111 23—24):383

In the mo[nth Addaru], the king’s [Cyrus’] wife died. From the 27th of
Addaru until the 3d of Nisannu, a period of mourning [was observed] in
Akkad. All the people bared their heads.

In the first millennium, kings were not deified and thus, strictly speaking, pub-
lic mourning rites were not religious ceremonies. However, elements of the
same practices were reflected in certain rites of affliction which involved the
entire community.384 At Neo- and Late Babylonian Uruk, for example, a ritual
was performed on the occasion of a lunar eclipse which required the “people
of the land” to removed their headdresses, pull their garments over their heads
and sing lamentations, clearly in solemn acknowledgement of the dismal fate
portended by the eclipse.385 Public mourning in response to an eclipse is also
described in an extispicy request:386

Should I not stretch out my hand, should the people of the land not go
out, not look at it, not mourn, in (...)-cloth should they not squat down in
the place of mourning for the lunar eclipse of this month, should in this
month the lock not be closed?

A report from early Achaemenid Larsa to the temple administrators of Uruk
about the performance of (what was probably) the same ritual states: “all the
inhabitants of Larsa saw with us the playing of the copper kettledrum’, again
indicating the involvement of the whole community in the attempt to avert the
eclipse’s evil effects.387 Further, when a divine statue had become dilapidated
and needed to be repaired, public mourning was (expected to be) displayed by
the king and the royal family as well as the other inhabitants of the city:388

382  CAD B 224-225; AHW 125D.

383 Glassner 2004, 238—239; http://www.livius.org/cg-cm/chronicles/abc7/abcy_nabonidus3
html (my tr.).

384 Cf. Bell 20093, 115-120.

385 BRMIV6obv.22'—23' (Linssen 2004, 307). The ritual also involved funerary offerings (kispu)
for the fields lying fallow, the dried-up canals and for the Anunnaki, the collective gods of
the netherworld. (obv. 19'-20").

386 Koch-Westenholz 1995, 111.

387  Beaulieu/Britton 1994, 74.

388 Walker/Dick 2001, 232-233: 15—20.
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The king of the land together with his family prostrate themselves on the
ground. They do not hold back their moanings. The city and its people
prostrate themselves in lamentations in the dust before the temple. You
shall install skilled craftsmen whose bodies are pure. Until the work of
that god is completed, let the lamentation priest (involved in) the work
not cease offerings and intercessions.

An Old Babylonian custom related more directly to death and funerary offer-
ings in which all inhabitants of a city participated equally was the festival of
ghosts at the end of the month Abu, a special form of the kispum-rites dur-
ing which people lit fires to invite and guide their deceased ancestors to their
homes and shared a communal meal with them.38 According to the Middle
Babylonian Astrolabe B, the month Abu was also the time when “the young
men hold wrestling- and athletics matches in their city quarters”, perhaps in the
context of the same festival.3%° No such rites in Abu are attested for the Neo-
Babylonian period, but royal inscriptions and curses in the colophons of private
contracts show that the regular kispu as such was still observed; moreover, sev-
eral first-millennium hemerological texts make the impression that not Abu,
but Tebétu had become the most important month for the care for the dead.3!
Further, as I already discussed, fires were probably also lit throughout the city
on the occasion of the brazier (kininu) festivals in the early winter months,
which were celebrated throughout all of Mesopotamian history. However, we
do not know anything more about those observances than what their name
suggests.

The cuneiform sources offer many more hints and indications of Mesopo-
tamian religious rites in which private worshippers played a role than can be
discussed in the context of the present study. To give a few examples: firstly, the
well-known, but still elusive cult of the ‘dying and rising’ god Dumuzi/Tammuz
most certainly included observances taking place outside the sphere of the
priesthood and the official temple cult. They involved a combination of practi-
cal activities related to the seasonal cycles of animal husbandry and agriculture
as well as more symbolic and explicitly religious rites. A Neo-Assyrian cultic
commentary describing aspects of the Dumuzi cult, for instance, describes
events taking place in the fields outside the city, among which reeds bundles
being tied, women roasting grain, picking up and carrying stones and being

389 See §5.5.4.1.
390 KAV 218, a 11 5-7, 14-15 (Reiner/Pingree 1981, 151).
391 Tsukimoto 1985, 118-124; see §6.2.3.
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themselves carried into the fields to scatter seed there—all activities which
appear to have belonged to a more popular level of the cult, directly connected
to the preparation of the fields for a new growing season.392 Secondly, the rites
and festivals for the goddess Istar, with their playful, carnevalesque character,
sexual overtones and elements of reversal not only involved the entire commu-
nity, but—like the Dumuzi rites—probably originated in folklore.393 In fact,
one source states that among the ritual participants were a group of “women”
and “men”, whereas another refers to “young men and girls” and simply “the
black-headed people’, all clearly indicative of regular citizens who joined in
a procession of various cultic actors. The women dressed as men and both
genders wore attributes associated with the opposite gender, i.e. the women
carried weapons and the men flowers, thimbles, a ‘small lyre, shells and cos-
metic soda.3%* The young men and women held combat matches and perfor-
mances and one of the attested rituals culminated in “a general folk festival
with music”.3% Finally, a text which offers another glimpse of a citywide cele-
bration with a public character is an incantation against the virgin demoness
Ardat-lili, which describes her as a young girl who never married, enjoyed sex
or had children, and “who never had fun with the other girls, who never showed
herself at her city’s festival (isinnu)”396 The latter line, rather than alluding to
the presence of young girls at festivals in general, more probably points to a
specific festival that included an event focused on the unmarried girls of the
community, perhaps a ‘début’ of sorts, or a public wedding (cf. the following
line “nor ever raised her eyes”). That ritual will no doubt have had a religious
dimension as well.

In short, the participation of the public in religious ceremonies and festi-
vals in ancient Mesopotamia was a widespread phenomenon, even though the
evidence is scarce and scattered across the entire cuneiform corpus. It is in
fact very likely that for most or even all of the great festivals that took place
in an Assyrian or Babylonian city over the course of the cultic year, the pri-
vate free citizens performed rites and held celebrations of their own, ranging
from symbolic rituals representing seasonal and mythical events to communal

392 SAA 3 38; Cohen 20m (and cf. Scurlock 2017).

393 Groneberg 1997, 131-154 (sources from the Old-Babylonian period); Sallaberger 2006—
2008b, 424.

394 Groneberg 1998. Different cultic actors like the kurgarri, assinni and zikkara dressed as
women and/or carried feminine attributes, but the non-priestly male participants did not.

395 Groneberg1997,148.

396 SpTU 11 7: 5-6; Geller 1988, 15: 39.
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activities such as feasting and fasting,397 competitions, performances and gift-
giving. After all, even if direct contact with the gods was restricted to a small
group of elite temple personnel, many ancient West Asian festivals were con-
nected to seasonal or calendrical events which were significant moments of
the year for the entire community; indeed, many of the institutionalised cultic
practises were probably (partly) rooted in popular rituals, originally developed
to create a ‘safety net’ against the changes, insecurities and arbitrary occur-
rences in life. The connection between those two levels of ritual experience
sometimes seems to become visible just below the surface of the descriptions
in the temple ritual texts, such as for example the activities with plants and
fruit during the date palm festival at Babylon in the month Kislimu, when dif-
ferent cultic actors carried date palm fronds and leaves, deposited them at
different locations around the temple and let them float on the river before
gathering them up again, and during the celebrations for Istar of Babylon in
the month Simanu, when a kurgarrii and a group of female temple attendants
hurled apples and pomegranates at the walls of the sanctuaries.398 Such playful,
and in the case of the fruit even slightly disruptive acts involving orchard pro-
duce make a strong impression—though there is no evidence to support such
a claim—that they echo age-old folk rites related to the date harvest and (sex-
ual) fertility respectively. To conclude, the participation of the inhabitants of
Uruk in the nocturnal ceremony described in TU 41 was more rule than excep-
tion, even though the text’s explicit focus on it is still remarkable. In fact, the
entanglement of popular celebration and official temple ritual in the noctur-
nal ceremony may offer an important clue as to its historical development—a
question which will be discussed in the next chapter.

5.8 Rev. 28—32

The next morning, 40 minutes after sunrise and the start of day 17 of that cultic
month, the gates of the Anu-Antu-sanctuary were opened and the night vigil
was ended. The large and second morning meal were served to all the gods of
the Bit Res, followed by fumigation and a bull-and-sheep-offering. The musi-
cians and kalti priests performed the hymn ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’, after which
the censers were lit for the second time and another bull-and-sheep-offering
took place.

397 An important example are the periods of fasting before the akitu festivals, indicated by
hemerologies (Van der Toorn 1985, 33).
398 Cagirgan/Lambert 1991-1993; George 2000, 270—280.
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5.81  The dik biti and pit babi Ceremony
Although the text does not specify it, the first rite performed just before dawn
must have been the dik biti, i.e. ‘awakening of the temple’ ceremony, which in
Seleucid Uruk took place at the start of every cultic day. It was followed by or
included, as is indicated briefly in rev. 28, the pit babi, i.e. ‘opening of the tem-
ple gate’ ceremony. The dik biti was characterized by the performance of Emesal
prayers; the pit babi must have involved a food offering of sorts, since several
texts connect the event to the delivery of foodstuffs.39° Zgoll envisions the dik
biti as a waking ceremony analogous to the ones that must have taken place
in Mesopotamian palaces, consisting of the three stages of getting up, dressing
up, and receiving breakfast. According to her, the temple variant can be traced
back to the 21st century B¢, since the oldest descriptions of morning rites in the
temple can be found on the Gudea Cylinders.#0°

If a night vigil had been held during the previous night, it was concluded
after the dik biti and pit babi ceremonies. As such it is described in rev. 28—29.
Since the balag ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’ was performed while the gods con-
sumed their second morning meal (rev. 30-32), i.e. long after the conclusion of
the vigil, it cannot have been part of the dik biti ceremony and must have been
an additional performance. Unfortunately, no other sources inform us about
the Emesal prayers performed on day 17 of any month at Seleucid Uruk.40!

5.8.2  ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’

‘Honored One, Wild Ox’ (e.lum guy.sun) is a well-known Emesal prayer
(balag) for Enlil, which is attested in both an Old Babylonian and a New Babylo-
nian version. Like all balags, ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’ is not a composition with
a consistent subject or style, but rather forms a collection of songs and prayers
of independent origin. Some are actual laments, others are more jubilant in
tone and invite the gods to enjoy a festive meal. The Neo-Babylonian version,
of which one manuscript was found in one of the libraries of the Bit Rés,*02
shows some revision of the original composition to adapt it to a changed cultic
context. The names of certain deities have been replaced to shift the prayer’s
focus from the cults of Enlil and Enki/Ea and the cities of Nippur and Eridu to

399 Linssen 2004, 27—38.

400  Zgoll 2006, 22.

401 TU 48, a text from Seleucid Uruk which lists various Emesal prayers to be performed
throughout the month during the dik biti ceremonies, does not mention day 17 of any
month.

402 BaM Beiheft 2, 20 (W 20030/60).
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Marduk, Nabt, the cities of Babylon and Borsippa and, secondarily, the entire
pantheon of first-millennium Babylonia.#%3

In the Old Babylonian period, balags were only performed occasionally dur-
ing festivals, elaborate offering ceremonies and the renovation of temples, but
in the first millennium they became part of the temples’ cultic calendars and
were performed regularly to ensure “tranquillity for a city ever afraid it might
unknowingly commit an offence against the divine powers”4%4 In his studies
of a Sumerian Su-ila known from Neo-Assyrian copies, the Neo-Assyrian spring
festival and the cultic calendar of the Samas temple at Neo-Babylonian Sippar,
Maul has shown that it was quite common for first-millennium temple cults
to incorporate hymns and prayers that had originally been written for a differ-
ent deity.4%> Apart from the morning following the nightly ceremony in the Bit
Rés, ‘Honored One, Wild Ox’ was performed for Anu of Seleucid Uruk each year
on the first day of the first month Nisannu, as well as for Bél’s spouse Beltiya
in the month Kislimu during the date palm festival at late first-millennium
Babylon.#%6 It is hard to determine why that balag in particular was sung in
the morning following the nightly ceremony, especially since the rites of the
rest of that day are not preserved. Nevertheless, if the fact that it was also per-
formed on the first morning of every new year is any indication, it may have
been associated in Seleucid Uruk with a new beginning, starting afresh. That
would make it appropriate for the ritual cleansing of the city which had taken
place the night before.

5.9 Rev. 33

According to the last remaining line on the tablet, Adad, Sin, Samas, Bélet-li,
and Pisangunug, who had spent the rest of the night standing outside in their
courtyard, were brought back inside to the room between the curtains.

5.9.1  Between the Curtains

The room ‘between the curtains’, birit siddi, was the passage between a deity’s
cella and her antecella. Being the area directly beyond the cella, it was passed
by the deity every time s/he left or entered the cella and it was the first and

403 Cohen 1988, 40. For a full survey of the transformations of the litanies in Emesal prayers
between the Old Babylonian period and the first millennium Bc, see Gabbay 2014, 38-58.

404 Cohen 1988, 22.

405 Maul 1998; 1999, 308—309; 2000, 402.

406  TU 48, 8—9 (Linssen 2004, 31); Cagirgan/Lambert 1991-1993, 100.
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the last station of any procession the deity undertook.*%7 As the name indi-
cates, the area could be closed off by curtains on both sides, hiding from view
any cultic activity taking place there. Inside stood a throne on which the deity
could be seated while offerings were brought and prayers recited to him/her.

On day 7 of the akitu festival in Tasritu, Emesal prayers were sung for Anu
in the room between the curtains and on days 8 and 9, Anu took place on his
golden throne there and received the merditu offering of a bull's heart and
a sheep’s head.%8 I$tar participated in the same ritual during her akitu fes-
tival.#%% During the date harvest festival in the month Kislimu in Babylon, a
‘craftsman’ (dumu.sag umman) took place between the curtains, was sprin-
kled with water by the high priest, sounded a gong and recited a $u-ila for
BEéL.#10 Finally, according to two commentary texts to the akitu festival at Baby-
lon, birit siddr was the first processional station of Marduk/Bel after the cella
itself.#!! Those last texts offer no information about the cultic activities taking
place there, but the other evidence suggest that the presence of a deity between
the curtains was always an occasion for offerings and/or musical performances.
Thus it is likely that in the case of the nocturnal ceremony, too, Adad, Sin,
Samas, Bélet-ili and Pisangunug underwent a special treatment for as long as
they remained in that secluded area. Unfortunately, the evidence is too scarce
to permit any speculation as to the nature of that treatment.

407 Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 52.

408 TU 39 obv. 29—35 (Linssen 2004, 185); see §5.3.3.

409 TU 42+ obv. 26'—33' (ibid. 238—239).

410 BM 32206+ obv. 11 73—77 (Cagirgan/Lambert 1991-1993, 96).
411  Pongratz-Leisten 1994, 40.



CHAPTER 6

Interpretation of TU 41

6.1 The Organisation of the Ritual

What we have so far called the ‘nocturnal ceremony, i.e. the entire sequence
of cultic events described in TU 4z, is in fact a complex ritual, composed of two
different layers. The inner layer is a core of interconnected rites, which took
place in its entirety during the night of the 16th cultic day of the month Tebétu.
I'will call that core the ‘fire ceremony’. It consisted of six stages: a) the offerings
and hymns to the stars Anu and Antu of Heaven and the seven major heavenly
bodies; b) the lighting of the Torch on the rooftop of the ziqqurrat sanctuary;
c) its procession down to, inside and around the Bit Ré$; d) the lighting of bon-
fires with the fire of the Torch at the Bit Rés$ and the other temples of Uruk; e)
the lighting of fires at the homes of the people and f) the lighting of fires in
the streets, at the crossroads and at the city gates. That elaborate, yet coher-
ent event was the focus of the night following day 16-x on the Urukean cultic
calendar and it will be the main subject of the interpretations offered in this
chapter.

The outer layer of the ritual described in TU 41 was a framework of cul-
tic activities which were not directly related to the fire ceremony, but were
performed that night because they belonged to the regular temple cult of Seleu-
cid Uruk and took place every month, several times a month or even every
night. The most important element of that framework was the night vigil (bay-
atu), a monthly event at least in the winter months, during which the temple’s
divine inhabitants and human personnel remained awake and watched over
the sacred precinct until sunrise. Furthermore, before the vigil began, the daily
evening meal was served to the gods of the Bit Rés and an accompanying bull-
and-sheep offering was made. The ‘well-being of the temple’ (Salam biti) cere-
mony, which was connected to the night vigil, was performed later that night.
Finally, as every morning, the ‘awakening of the temple’ (dik biti) and ‘opening
of the gate’ (pit babi) ceremonies took place just before and after sunrise. Then
the vigil was brought to an end and the gods of the Bit Re$ were served their
morning meal, which was again combined with several bull-and-sheep offer-
ings.

Although the serving of a festive meal to Anu and Antu of Heaven and the
seven major heavenly bodies at the ziqqurrat sanctuary was not a unique event
either, but was repeated on the 16th night of every month, it will nonetheless

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2018 DOI: 10.1163/9789004364943_008
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be considered as the first part of the fire ceremony. The first appearance of the
star Anu of Heaven not only marked the start of the offering procedure which
would continue on the rooftop of the Esarra the rest of the night, but it was also
greeted with the hymn ‘The Beautiful Image Has Come Out’. That same hymn
was performed later when the priests of the temples lit bonfires at their tem-
ple gates and a third time when the people lit bonfires at their homes, which
points to a continuity in the ritual from the moment Anu of Heaven appeared
in the night sky until the moment that all fires had been lit. Moreover, as will
be discussed in more detail below, it suggests that the god Anu, the star Anu of
Heaven and the fire of the Torch were associated with each other and that this
association was evoked and celebrated throughout the ceremony.

6.2 The Fire Ceremony

The fire ceremony as it is described in TU 41 consisted of many symbolically
charged elements. Those can be grouped into four fundamental characteris-
tics: the use of fire symbolism, rites of exorcism and purification, a focus on
renewal and the demonstration and affirmation of a four-tierd geographical,
religious and social hierarchy. Since we assume that the ceremony took place
during a full moon festival that coincided with the ideal date of the winter sol-
stice, the calendrical setting will be an important factor in the interpretation of
the ceremony as a whole and will be discussed separately.

6.21  Fire Symbolism
One of the clearest and most fundamental elements of the fire ceremony is
the symbolic use of fire and in particular of the contrast between light and
darkness. The entire ceremony took place after sunset, i.e. when darkness had
already descended upon the city. Different luminaries of the night sky, among
which the astral manifestations of the deities Anu and Antu, received worship
by means of an elaborate food offering and a performance of hymns. Then a sin-
gle torch was kindled on the rooftop of the ziqqurrat sanctuary; it was carried
in a procession down to and around the temple complex and finally bonfires
were lit with the fire of that same torch throughout the city. All those events
were interconnected, because they all contributed to evoking the same associ-
ation: that of a direct relationship between the god Anu, the star Anu of Heaven
and the fire of the Torch.

When the star Anu of Heaven appeared in the sky, the hymn ‘The Beautiful
Image Has Come Out’ was sung, together with ‘Like the Beautiful Glow of the
Stars of Heaven, Anu the King, later followed by the lumahhu’s performance of
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‘Star Anu, Lord of Heaven'. It was performed again when bonfires were lit at the
gates of the other temples and once more when the people kindled fires at their
homes. The second and third time ‘The Beautiful Image Has Come Out’ was
performed, it was combined with a different hymn, ‘Anu Shines Forth Through
All The Lands’. The lyrics of none of the hymns have been preserved, but their
incipits already convey a clear message: they refer to Anu not only as “the king”
and “lord of heaven’, but also as a “beautiful image” and more precisely a “star”
which “comes out’, is “equal to the beautiful glow of the stars of heaven” and
eventually also “shines forth through all the lands”. That imagery establishes a
connection between the light of the star Anu of Heaven, which was in turn an
astral form of Anu himself, and the fire of the Torch, which was kindled in the
very same place where the priests had just made contact with Anu of Heaven
by invoking him with hymns and bringing him offerings. Moreover, through the
subsequent distribution of the Torch’s fire via other torches and then bonfires
throughout the entire city, that same sacred fire was made to “shine forth” as
far as the eye could see—perhaps not literally through all the lands, but at least
everywhere within the walls of Uruk, i.e. the area inhabited by the community
of worshippers of Anu.

Rather than being a direct manifestation of Anu (or Anu of Heaven) himself,
the Torch should be understood as a sacred object dedicated to Anu and with
a divine power sanctioned by Anu and Antu.! Directly after the lumahhu had
kindled the Torch, he placed it opposite the offering table, raised up his hands
towards Anu of Heaven and recited a prayer to invoke the god. Next, after one
of the temple enterers had carried it down the steps of the ziqqurrat and into
the Bit Res, it was placed before Anu at its own station, the Place of Brightness.
A prayer was spoken to Anu and the Torch continued into the cella of Antu.
In both cases, a harii vessel was breached before the deity. In other words, the
Torch was not treated as if it represented Anu or assumed his role in the ritual;
to the contrary, it was brought into direct contact with Anu of Heaven and Anu

1 There is no reason to assume that the descent of the Torch from the rooftop of the Esarra
down to the Bit Reés represented the god Anu himself being brought down from heaven into
the temple (so for example Scurlock 2002b, 401), where in principle he was present already.
His statue was not moved once during the entire ceremony and was even visited by the Torch,
which does suggest a relationship between the god and the cultic object, but a more com-
plex one than equation. Furthermore, the yearly reenactment of a deity’s taking residence in
her abode was arguably one of the core elements of the Babylonian akitu festival, which was
also still celebrated twice a year at Seleucid Uruk. Unless the nocturnal ceremony was part of
either one of those festivals, which the evidence doesn’t suggest, there would have been no
need—and no historical precedent—to act out that event yet a third time (see also below).
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and Antu of the Bit Ré§ while the priests performed hymns and spoke prayers
to the gods to invoke their blessing. The breaching of a hari vessel while the
Torch stood before Anu and Antu, a difficult to interpret, but powerful ritual
gesture, emphasised the significance of that moment in which the Torch was
acknowledged and sanctioned by the divine couple. Although the Torch had
already been ritually activated beforehand by means of the mis pi ceremony,
only now could its fire be employed in name of the three deities to cleanse the
temple complex of the stain of evil, and to offer all the citizens of Uruk a con-
nection with their gods through their personal bonfire, derived directly from
the flame of the Torch.

The striking image of a single flame appearing in the darkness was and is
employed in rituals throughout the world to represent a moment of renewal,
such as the restoration of the calendrical order, the rebirth of a divine figure or
the return of light itself and its ultimate triumph over darkness. Apart from its
close relationship with Anu and his divine authority, the kindling of the Torch
during the fire ceremony at Seleucid Uruk may also have functioned as the visu-
alisation of such a yearly occasion of return. Which occasion that may have
been will be discussed further on.

6.2.2  Purification and Exorcism
As discussed at several points in the previous chapters, one of the most impor-
tant functions of the torch in Mesopotamian ritual was that of purification. In
the Mesopotamian worldview, temples, palaces and houses alike were perpetu-
ally threatened by various types of evil beings and could become infected with
ritual pollution. Malevolent non-human forces such as demons and restless
ghosts were considered responsible for a great part of all human misfortune.
They were more active and powerful at night and could roam the empty city
streets, invade the homes of the sleeping people and stalk through the temples
where all activity had ceased. Further, a location where unclean objects had
been present, such as materials which had been used for an exorcism or had
been in contact with death, or where people had upset the worldly balance by
unintentionally angering the gods, became tainted with invisible pollution.
The Mesopotamian temple complex and the activities performed inside it
were regulated in terms of purity.2 Members of the temple priesthood, regard-
less of their function and status, needed to fulfil strict requirements of phys-
ical and moral perfection upon their initiation and each day when entering
the temple. Moreover, the temple complex was divided into different areas

2 See for a general overview of and current research into that subject Sallaberger 2006—2008a.



240 CHAPTER 6

with varying degrees of purity: the workshops and storerooms, in which non-
consecrated personnel were allowed to perform their duties; the central court-
yard(s),® into which only the priestly personnel could enter; and finally the
divine sanctuary, only accessible to the temple enterer (érib biti).* Recent schol-
arship has emphasised the fundamental significance of the notion of purity
for the Mesopotamian conception of the sacred. For example, Beate Pongratz-
Leisten proposes that the use of different terms for different types of purity and
cleanliness in Sumerian and Akkadian literary texts points to a twofold defi-
nition maintained in the sources: one of inherent perfection, which the gods
possessed (described with Sum. kg, originally derived from the lustrous qual-
ity of precious metals, and Akk. e/lu), and one of purity in the sense of having
been ritually purified or declared unblemished through divination or a legal
verdict, i.e. a state which could be attained through transformation (described
with Sum. dadag / sikil and Akk. ebbu).> The temple complex belonged to the
latter category: neither the personnel nor the different rooms and courtyards
were pure in and of themselves, but they needed to be kept in a state of ritual
cleanliness through regular purification rites.

Another cultural ‘sphere’ which was regulated by strict purity rules was the
body, person and life of the king. According to the cosmology reflected in the
majority of the Mesopotamian sources, human society existed to serve the gods
and cities and states were in the first place religious communities, centred on
the cultic worship of their patron deities. The king was appointed by the gods to
be responsible for the correct observance of those duties. He formed the con-
nection between the divine and the human realm; the well-being of the peo-
ple depended on his unblemished health and impeccable behaviour. At fixed

3 The Bit Reés probably had more than one courtyard of that function, since the texts mention
a Courtyard of Anu (kisal 460), which must have been directly connected to the Anu-Antu
sanctuary, a Grand Courtyard (kisal-mah) in which the deities of Uruk convened on impor-
tant locations, the Ubsukkinnaku or ‘Divine Assembly’ and finally another Courtyard (kisal)
around which several major deities lived and in which they spent the night during a bayatu;
all of those must have had strict access regulations, since they were all locations where deities
could be present on occasion (see § 5.2.1 for the scholarly discussion on the identity of those
different areas).

4 Waerzeggers/Jursa 2008.

5 Pongratz-Leisten 2009, with a survey of the recent debate. She then argues that in later
sources (i.e. from the second millennium onwards), the meaning of the word (or the approach
to the notion of) ellu changes, since from then on it is also applied to the temple itself and its
building materials, apparently to emphasize their brilliant appearance rather than the ritual
process of purification they have undergone.
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moments of the year, primarily during the two New Year festivals, and when-
ever a crisis situation arose, the king went through a complex ritual cycle of
purification and ablution, during which any evil beings that might have seized
him were exorcised and he repented for any sins he might (unwittingly) have
committed in the eyes of the gods.®

Although the king’s physical and moral purity affected the condition of the
entire realm, he could not absolve any other sins than those he had personally
committed. If a religious community such as a city had collectively angered the
gods and become tainted with evil through the wrongful deeds of its inhabi-
tants, the entire population—or rather the local mediators between the people
and the gods—needed to take action in order to restore their relationship with
the divine. A particular affront were mistakes made during the performance
of rituals, usually unintentional and sometimes even unnoticed.” If recognised
in time, the looming misfortune provoked by such an error could be averted
through a counterritual, but it was never possible to be aware of each and every
mistake and undo its effects immediately. Thus, at fixed moments during the
year, the community as a whole had to atone for all its possible transgressions
and attempt to calm the gods’ moods, lest they abandon their subjects and let
the city fall into ruin. The responsibility for reestablishing goodwill between the
gods and the people lay with the temple. One well-known strategy employed
by the priests for that purpose was the regular performances of Emesal prayers
orso-called cultic lamentations, which were not necessarily expressions of sad-
ness or mourning, but a genre especially suited to soothe a god’s angered heart.®
In the first millennium, such performances were part of the cultic calendar and
took place in the temple several times a month, as well as numerous times dur-
ing the yearly festivals.®

Further, although it is not directly attested, a purification ritual involving the
entire city may have been carried out in Babylonia at certain turning points of
the cultic and/or the secular calendar, such as the New Year celebrations. Con-
cerning the month Tasritu, during which the autumn akitu festival took place,
Astrolabe B states:10

The Yoke star (™*!mu.BU.ke$da), Enlil. The houses are purified; the peo-
ple and the ruler are cleansed. The pure yearly offering of all the lands is

Ambos 2010a, 22—28.
For a recent study of ritual failure in Mesopotamia see Ambos 2007.
Gabbay 2014, 15-16.

© N O

Lohnert 2011, 412—414; see §5.8.2.
10 KAV 218 II 22-37 (Reiner/Pingree 1981, 152).
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brought to the Anunnaki. The gate of the Apsii is opened. The funerary
offering of Lugaldukuga, Enki and Ninki.!! It is the month of the grandfa-
ther of Enlil.

The fire ceremony at Seleucid Uruk took place many centuries after the com-
position of that menology and its allusion to a communal cleansing; yet the
procession of the Torch through and around the Bit Ré, the kindling of brush-
wood piles with its fire at strategic points throughout the city and the numer-
ous additional rites that were performed before and during the ceremony all
suggest a similar purpose.l? The Torch was carried through the most impor-
tant areas of the temple complex, just as an asipu would carry a torch and a
censer through any divine or human dwelling which had become haunted or
polluted. The mouth-opening rite (mis p) had been performed on the Torch,
which provided it with the ability to incorporate divine power and influence
immaterial beings, and it had been presented to Anu of Heaven and Anu
and Antu of the Bit Ré$, who had actually granted it that power. Further,
although no incense burner was carried along with it, it had been perforated
by fragrant wood and thus spread a strong, agreeable smell through the build-
ing.

With its warmtbh, its bright light, the cleansing qualities of its fire and the
pleasant fragrance of its smoke, the Torch drove out any ghosts or demons
that may have been lurking in the shadows in the various rooms, corridors and
courtyards of the Bit Rés. Moreover, it dissolved all the impurity that had accu-
mulated there over the course of the previous year due to mistakes made by
the temple personnel and the accidental neglect and misbehaviour they had
displayed towards the gods. After it had made its round inside the temple com-
plex, it proceeded in a complete circle around the building together with the
gatekeeper gods of the Bit RéS, in order to seal it off against any evil that may
have wanted to creep back inside. When the circle was complete, each of the

11 Compare the entry on the 2gth of Tasritu in the Middle Assyrian ‘Offering Bread Hemerol-
ogy’: “He should place his offering bread for Lugaldukuga, Enki, EnmesSarra and the West
Wind, and it will be acceptable” (Livingstone 2013, 139).

12 A possibly similar rite alluded to in Sumerian literary and administrative texts from the
late third millennium Bc is izi-14, “letting a (purifying) fire spread out”, attested for tem-
ples, temple foundations and the entire city; cf. for an example of the latter Gudea A x111
1-12: “the ruler cleansed the city, he let (purifying) fire go over it” (énsi-ke, iri mu-kug
izi im-ma-ta-l4; tr. Edzard 1997, 77). In Ur 111 documents the rite is attested in com-
bination with the regular offerings (sa-dug,) and three major festivals for the god Sara

(Sallaberger 1993, 240—241).
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divine gatekeepers of the temple complex took up position at his own gate to
guard the building during the rest of the night.

Before, during and after the procession with the Torch, several auxiliary rites
were performed, all of which are well-known from namburbi’s and exorcism-,
healing- and building rituals for their purifying and apotropaic functions. First,
the doors and doorframes of the Anu-Antu sanctuary had been smeared with
oil, a treatment which helped rid a person or a building of the ‘stain’ of evil and
to attract positive influences. In the case of the doors of the sanctuary, it may
also have had an apotropaic use: a door thus treated will have been more diffi-
cult for a demon, ghost or other malevolent being to enter. After the procession,
the cleansing, protective light of the Torch was transferred to another medium:
the bonfire. The first bonfire was lit inside the Bit Ré$ itself, the ones that fol-
lowed were kindled at the other temples, then at people’s homes and finally
in the streets, at the crossroads and at the city gates. The empty city streets at
night were considered dangerous, particularly because they could be haunted
by ghosts, demons and witches. Further, crossroads and city gates, both places
of passage, were more easily accessible to evil beings from beyond the human
inhabited world. Thus, lighting fires there probably had an apotropaic function
as well.

Finally, reed standards, urigallus, were placed next to the city gates, Those,
too, are well-known from all types of healing and purification rituals which
did not take place in a closed-off room, but out in the open: on a rooftop, in
a garden, in a field and so on. Urigallus were placed in a circle or a square
in order to create a temporary sacred space, inside of which the ritual could
safely be performed. During the fire ceremony at Seleucid Uruk, that protected
space was expanded to encompass the entire city. In short, one of the func-
tions of the fire ceremony was clearly that of a yearly, city-wide exorcism and
purification ritual. The ritual cleansing of the city of Uruk was perhaps an occa-
sion for its inhabitants to perform a ‘winter cleaning’ of their own houses as
well.

6.2.3  Relationship to Funerary Rituals

One subject which has not been discussed until now, but which warrants seri-
ous consideration, is the relationship between the fire ceremony and Mesopo-
tamian celebrations for the dead. Since there is no explicit reference in TU 41 to
ghosts, ancestors or rituals like the kispu, that issue has not been addressed in
the analysis in the previous chapters, nor been involved in the main argument
of the current chapter. Still, there are several reasons to take the possibility into
account that the fire ceremony was also the occasion for—or perhaps even the
starting point of—a period of interaction with the dead.
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The most important indication is the lighting of fires at people’s homes
and throughout the city. Thus far, we have interpreted that rite as a defense
against unwelcome spirits and as an expression of the protective power of Anu,
but it also bears great resemblance to the yearly festival of ghosts attested
in Mesopotamia primarily between the Early Dynastic and the Old Babylo-
nian period. As described previously,!3 different Sumerian cities knew a festival
called ne-izi-gar, ‘braziers and torches’ According to ‘The Death of Gilgames),
the ne-izi-gar was a “festival of ghosts” during which light was “provided for
them”* In Nippur, the fifth month was originally named ne-izi-gar after that
festival, but towards the end of the third millennium it acquired the Akkadian
name Abu, which was derived from a similar Amorite ceremony for the dead.'®
The evidence strongly suggests that the fires were kindled to guide the ghosts
from the netherworld to the homes of their descendants, who would honour
them with the kispum (Sum. ki-si-ga), a ritual that involved pronouncing their
names in remembrance and sharing a festive meal with them. Numerous Old
Babylonian sources provide evidence for a monthly kispum during the last,
moonless nights of the month, as well as an elaborate yearly kispum at the
end of the month Abu, performed by families in their homes and more grandly
at the royal court.!® The concise description of the month Abu on the Middle
Babylonian Astrolabe B suggests a continuation of that practice at least into
the later second millennium Bc. It also assigns a role to a single torch: “Bra-
ziers are kindled and a torch is raised for the Anunnaki. (...) It is the month of
Gilgames”'”

If the fire ceremony at Hellenistic Uruk was based on or adapted from
another, older ritual, then a festival for the dead, with fires lit at people’s houses
and festive meals served by private persons to their deceased kin, is a very
likely candidate. After all, the last part of the nocturnal ceremony corresponds
exactly to that description, particularly if we assume that “all the collective

13 §5.5.4.1.

14  ‘The Death of Gilgames’ version N1, column v: 10-11 (Cavigneaux/Al-Rawi 2000, 16).

15  Cohen 2015, 271—272.

16  Tsukimoto 1985, 39-56.

17 The matter is further complicated by the description on Astrolabe B of the month Tasritu,
which apparently also involved offerings of the first harvest produce to the Anunnaki, a
yearly purification of the people and their houses and even a kispu for the deities Enki,
Ninki and Lugaldukuga (see above). Those activities seem to have been connected to
the autumn akitu festival. However, any interpretation of the menologies of Astrolabe B
depends on the exact historical context in which that text was composed, which is still
obscure and cannot be investigated here.
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gods” (dingir™e® du.a.bi)!® to whom the people of Uruk served a luxurious
offering also included personal gods, close ancestors and the Anunnaki. Fur-
thermore, the care for the dead was a fundamental practice which was of equal
importance to each individual and unconnected to the cult of one specific deity
or to a particular political constellation. It formed a suitable foundation upon
which a dramatic and ideologically charged public performance could be built
that would establish a direct link between the festivities taking place at people’s
homes and the official temple cult of Uruk.

There is, however, very little evidence that such a yearly festival for the dead
still existed in first-millennium Assyria or Babylonia. References to the kispu
in royal inscriptions and colophons of private contracts do show that at least
the monthly tradition was still widely and regularly practised.!® The word kispu
also frequently occurs in exorcistic ritual literature as a technique to subdue
harmful ghosts and elicit the aid of a patient’s deceased family members, which
means that it was still understood as a rite to appease the dead by means of food
offerings.20 The latest attestation of the word ki-si-ga/kispu is in two texts from
Seleucid Uruk: a bilingual hymn to Samag, in which he is praised as guardian
of the dead and their regular offerings,?! and the mourning ritual for a lunar
eclipse, where a kispu is performed for the dried-up canals, the fields lying
fallow—places where ghosts and demons could gather during an eclipse—and
the Anunnaki themselves.22

Further, it appears that the final days of the month Abu were still con-
sidered the designated period for interaction with the dead. Numerous first-
millennium ritual texts against evil ghosts and witches, such as the anti-witch-
craft series Magqlii, had to be performed during the last days of Abu, usually on
the 28th, so that the unwanted beings could be sent back to the netherworld
along with the benign ghosts.2? Some texts explicitly mention one of the last
days of Abu as the appropriate day for the ritual performance.2* A performance
of Maglii in Abu is attested in a Neo-Assyrian letter, which also mentions other
“rites of [the 28th of] Abu” that involved a statue of Gilgames, presumably in

18  TU 41rev. 23.

19  Tsukimoto 1985, 110-115, 18-123; Fahdil 1990, 471: 3—4.

20  See Scurlock 2005.

21 Falkenstein 1959, 36: 10-11; the words used for ‘offerings to the dead’ are ki-a-nag (‘place
of libating water’) in Sumerian and a rare loan word, kisegil, in Akkadian.

22 BRMIV 6 obv.19'-20' (Linssen 2004, 306).

23  Cohen 2015, 420—421; Scurlock 1995; Abusch 2002, 108-110.

24  E.g. Gurney 1960, 224: 27.
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his role as netherworld judge.?> The ‘Offering Bread Hemerology’, attested in
texts from the late second millennium and the Neo-Assyrian period, includes
an elaborate ritual for the 25th of Abu, a day of “communal sorrow”, for transfer-
ring one’s transgressions of the past year to a figurine representing a deceased
family member and making it “cross the Hubur”.26 Likewise, a ritual text for
necromancy instructs the reader to rub his face with a mixture of oil and herbs
and to recite an incantation on the 2gth of Abu, in order to be able to “see a
ghost” and “speak with the Anunnaki”2? Finally, in the microzodiac from Seleu-
cid Uruk, the constellation Leo, which was the zodiacal sign of the month Abu,
is associated with making a libation for the Anunnaki.?8

On the other hand, there are a few indications that the month Tebétu may
also have been considered a suitable month for netherworld-related rituals,
in the first millennium as well as earlier. Apart from the ne-izi-gar, another
observance for the ancestors in the third and early second millennium was
the ab(a)-¢, which at Nippur took place in month x and whose name became
the Sumerogram for month x throughout southern Mesopotamia from the
Old Babylonian period onwards.?® A kispu in month X, possibly for deceased
kings specifically, is also attested in several Old Babylonian administrative doc-
uments.3? Further, according to the first-millennium ‘Offering Bread Hemerol-
ogy’ and the royal hemerology ‘Fruit, Lord of the Month’ (inbu bél arhim), the
user of the text could not leave the gate on the 29th of Tebétu and a kispu had
to be performed that day.3! Likewise, the ‘Prostration Hemerology’ instructs the
reader to libate water for the Anunnaki on the 2oth of Tebétu.32 Finally, a frag-
mentary Late Babylonian ritual tablet states: “this is what is recited on the 11th
of Tebétu [...] until the kispu is performed”.33

25  SAAX274.

26  Livingstone 2013, 132. The Hubur was the river between the human realm and the nether-
world.

27  Scurlock 1988, no. 82: 59—63.

28  Weidner 1967, 24.

29 Cohen 2015, 153154, 236, 380.

30  Stol 2008.

31 Tsukimoto 1985, 123—124; Livingstone 2013, 145. The ‘Offering Bread Hemerology’ adds “for
the ghost of the street reach”. Livingstone (ibid. 158) points out that the tablet’s scribe
attempted to make sense of a broken original, leading to a “nonsensical” phrase; the “ghost”
(lil) may have been derived from Enlil, since ‘Fruit, Lord of the Month’ adds “Enlil will
grant you your desire” (ibid. 226).

32 Livingstone 2013, 166.

33 CLBT B4 IV 6—7; Tsukimoto 1985, 124.
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In short, the fire ceremony at Seleucid Uruk seems very similar to the festival
of ghosts known from third- and early second-millennium sources, and it may
directly or indirectly have borrowed aspects of it, but the gap in the evidence
is too great to say for certain. Also, the evidence suggests that up to and includ-
ing the first millennium, it was first and foremost the month Abu, not Tebétu,
when the boundaries between the realms of the dead and the living temporar-
ily dissolved. For scholars who live further north of the equator and have grown
up trick-or-treating in late October or early November and igniting fireworks at
New Year's Eve, it may be tempting to associate winter and especially a winter
fire festival with the proximity of ghosts and spirits; yet as mentioned earlier,
even the longest nights in the Near East are not particularly long and it was
midsummer, when the sun is hottest, the rivers retreat and the fields are dry,
which in ancient Mesopotamia was the time of death and desolation par excel-
lence.

6.2.4  Hierarchy and Participation within the Religious Community

The fire ceremony consisted of four different stages, each of which further
expanded the physical and symbolic space which the performance of the cer-
emony encompassed. The first stage of the celebration took place within the
boundaries of the city’s main temple complex and involved only the temple
enterers, i.e. the highest-ranking priests of the Bit Res. Still, when the Torch
was lit on the roof of the ziqqurrat sanctuary, carried down from there to the
Bit Ré$ and made a procession around the building, it was already visible from
the outside, so that everyone in the city could witness its appearance, entry
into and movement around the temple complex. During the second stage, the
Torch’s fire was brought to the other temples, which were subordinate to the
Anu temple, but still superior to the homes of the gods’ mortal subjects. During
the third stage, the “people of the land” (un™e* kur)3# joined in the celebra-
tion by lighting their own fires, presenting their own food offerings to Anu,
Antu and the other gods and singing the same hymns that the priests had just
performed. Though it is not stated explicitly in the text, we may assume that
the fires that burned outside people’s homes were derived from the smaller
sanctuaries, since in that case the distribution of the sacred fire which had
begun with the Torch continued until it had reached the entire city. Finally,
during the fourth stage, bonfires were lit throughout the city in places not
of residence, but of passage: in the streets, at the crossroads and at the city
gates.

34  TU 411ev. 22.
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Thus, the order in which the Torch’s fire was first lit at the Bit RésS and then
distributed to the other sanctuaries, to people’s homes and finally throughout
the city was determined by the hierarchical relationships within the religious
community formed by the city of Uruk. Above everyone else stood Anu, ruler
of the gods, his spouse Antu and his temple, the Bit Res, sacred centre of the
world; below him the other divine members of the pantheon of Uruk and
their temples and finally the city’s mortal inhabitants and the private houses
and public places in which they lived their lives. On a social level, the same
hierarchy existed between the priesthood of the Bit Ré3, the cultic person-
nel of the other sanctuaries and the city’s population. Thus, by following that
hierarchy, the distribution of fire from its sacred source throughout the city
functioned as a visual display and thereby as a reinforcement of each of those
groups’ dependency upon the one(s) superior to them for their safety and well-
being.

At the same time, the participation of all members of the community in the
fire ceremony must have evoked powerful emotions among them. A flame from
the sacred Torch, blessed by Anu, was brought to their own houses, and every
family, regardless of whether or not they had ties with the priestly clans, con-
tributed actively to the celebration. The festive atmosphere which the private
citizens helped to create by lighting bonfires, singing hymns and preparing a
grand offering meal will have strengthened their feeling of belonging to the
group with whom they shared those activities. Indeed, they may have shared
other, personal rites with their families and friends, such as dining together, giv-
ing gifts and playing games, which are not attested in the sources because that
information had no practical value for the priests using those texts.

Moreover, although the citizens had to wait until it was their turn to join in
the celebrations, they may eagerly have anticipated the start of the ritual, which
was marked by the lighting of the Torch atop the ziqgqurrat and its descent from
there to the temple complex of Anu. Witnessing that procession will also have
contributed to a strong sense of participation among the spectators, especially
if they knew that it was that same sacred fire which later on in the night would
reach their own homes. In ancient Babylonia, the inhabitants of a city were
able to look upon the divine image only a couple of times a year: during the
two-yearly akitu festivals, and occasionally when a temple had been renovated
or the god had been travelling and a festive procession took place to lead him
back inside. Seeing a deity’s physical manifestation, being noticed by his all-
perceiving vision at the same time and knowing oneself to be part of the world
which was blessed by that deity’s presence must have made a profound impres-
sion upon a Babylonian individual, which will have been deepened by the fact
that the sensation was shared in that same moment by an entire congregation
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of worshippers.35 Being present at the kindling of the Torch may very well have
been a similar experience, especially considering the associations which were
made between the Torch and Anu himself.

Of course, no communal festival is complete without its rivalries among dif-
ferent groups of participants and struggles for personal influence and prestige.
The phrase “the people of the land” does not provide further differentiation
within that group, but the situation may well have been more complicated. The
order in which the fire was distributed among the private houses at Uruk may
have been determined by further social stratification; for example, the families
of prebend-holders may have been the first to kindle bonfires, and the first city
quarter to receive the fire may have been the district owned by the temples and
inhabited by temple employees.3¢ Such nuances escape our perception.

6.2.5 Midwinter
The lastimportant aspect of the fire ceremony is the time of the year at which it
was performed. As I have argued in Chapter 4, the bayatu was observed primar-
ily or even exclusively during the winter months 1x—x11; for that reason alone,
it is very likely that the fire ceremony took place at some point in winter. Its
probable date, the 16th of Tebétu, has still not been established with absolute
certainty, but is strongly suggested by the Uruk ritual text TU 38. That date was
in any case significant for Uruk in the Neo-Babylonian as well as the Seleucid
period.

It is not self-evident that a festival taking place in winter is also associated
with the seasonal aspects of that time of year and with themes like cold and
darkness, but the prominent role of fire in the ceremony at Seleucid Uruk does

35  In Hinduism, perceiving the divine and being perceived by it at the same time is a cen-
tral aspect of the religious experience of the common worshiper. That moment of contact
through sight is called darshan (Sanskrit: darsana) and, in popular terminology, is ‘offered’
by a deity or holy man and ‘received’ by the onlooker. “Since, in the Hindu understanding,
the deity is present in the image, the visual apprehension of the image is charged with
religious meaning. Beholding the image is an act of worship, and through the eyes one
gains the blessings of the divine. (...) The prominence of the eyes of Hindu divine images
also reminds us that it is not only the worshiper who sees the deity, but the deity sees the
worshiper as well” (Eck 1998, 3-8). The gaze of a deity is so central to Hindu concepts of
the divine that the final act of creation of a divine image, even after the establishment
of the breath of life (prana) within it, was and still is today the eye-opening ceremony, in
which the eyes are given sight by painting them or piercing them with a needle. It would be
very fruitful to make more thorough comparative studies between the polytheistic temple
religions of India and those of ancient Mesopotamia.

36 Baker 2014, 198-199.
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point strongly in that direction. It is unlikely that it was connected to the start of
winter and the necessity to provide shelter in the home through the use of fire;
in Seleucid Babylonia, as in earlier periods, that seasonal change was celebrated
with brazier (kinunu) festivals. As their name implies, those public events were
marked by the lighting of braziers which were also used inside houses and tem-
ples, not the large outdoor bonfires that featured in the fire ceremony attested
at Uruk. Evidence suggests that in the Neo-Babylonian period, different kin-
unu festivals took place in months vi11, 1X and X, although it is not always clear
whether the texts refer to the festival itself or to other cultic ceremonies involv-
ing braziers.

Instead, the fire ceremony was probably connected to another seasonal
event which took place in the very heart of winter: the winter solstice. At Seleu-
cid Uruk, as in other first-millennium Babylonian cities, the 15th of each month
was celebrated with a two- or three-day full moon (essesu)-festival. The 15th
of Tebétu was traditionally the day of the winter solstice, which means that
the fire ceremony probably fell on the last day of the midwinter es$esu. Fur-
thermore, Late Babylonian cultic commentaries associate both the months
Kislimu and Tebétu with the winter solstice, mark them as a period of mourn-
ing for netherworld deities and even describe a ritual of exchanging goddesses
between Babylon and Borsippa to make the days and the nights equally long
again. Thus, the winter solstice was clearly a significant moment of the year on
the Late Babylonian lunisolar cultic calendar.

In Mesopotamia, the lengthening of the nights is not as dramatic as in
regions at a greater distance from the equator, and for the largest part of ancient
Mesopotamian history there is very little evidence for festivals which focused
on the winter solstice as a return from cold to warmth and from darkness to
light. Nonetheless, there are a few examples of rituals which not only took place
at or around the longest night, but also had its darkness as their theme. Mark
Cohen proposes that the great cultic festivals of the city of Ur in the Ur 111
period were based on the equinoxes and solstices and culminated yearly in the
Great Festival of Nanna at the winter solstice.3” According to his theory, that
festival was connected to the longest night because it meant the longest vis-
ibility of the moon. Although it celebrated Nanna’s triumph over Utu, rather
than the latter’s return, the winter solstice as the turning point of lengthen-
ing nights and shortening days was still the focus of the ceremony. Moreover, it
had a clear renewal aspect in the extensive purification rites for Nanna himself
which formed the central cultic activities of the ritual.

37  Cohen1gg6.
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Secondly, as mentioned, the solstices were incorporated into the cults of
Babylon and Borsippa in the Late Babylonian period through the processions
of goddesses between the cities, in order to bring the lengths of days and nights
respectively back into balance. That practice was not related to the festival at
late third-millennium Ur and does not reflect a sense of triumph at the winter
solstice, but rather one of disharmony which can be overcome through ritual
means. If a similar notion had emerged at Uruk, the development of the fire cer-
emony may well have been the response. Its probable date, the 16th of Tebétu,
and the fire symbolism employed in it both point strongly in that direction.38

6.2.6  Cosmological and Social Renewal

To summarize our observations so far, the core of the nocturnal ritual at Seleu-
cid Uruk was formed by a fire ceremony, which was characterised by the ritual
purification of the entire city and the use of fire symbolism through the kin-
dling of a single flame at the highest point of the city and the distribution of
fire among the city’s temples and inhabitants. It followed a hierarchical sys-
tem which reinforced local divine and political authority and at the same time
incorporated the participants into a single social order. Moreover, external evi-
dence strongly suggests the ritual took place in winter and, more precisely, on
a full moon which was associated with the date of the winter solstice, which
makes it probable that it was related to that seasonal turning point. The focus
on light symbolism in the ritual itself and the cultic events connected to the
solstices which were performed elsewhere in late first-millennium Babylonia
strengthen that last assumption.

All those different aspects of the fire ceremony point to the same conclusion:
that it was a renewal festival with both a cosmological and a social dimension.
The renewal which was celebrated was that of the light of the sun, which after
sinking further and further towards the horizon each day would once again
begin its daily ascent up to its highest point, which it would reach half a year
later at the summer solstice. The return of light was symbolized by the kin-
dling of the Torch on the rooftop of the Esarra, a single flame appearing in the
night. At the same time, the fire of the Torch was associated with Anu him-

38  The description of the nocturnal ceremony in TU 41 also starts with a procession of the
Daughters of Anu and the Daughters of Uruk, accompanied by Papsukkal, Nuska and
Usmd, the guardians of the Bit RéS. It is not clear where they might have been and there
are attestations of temple Daughters joining divine processions on other occasions; yet
in this case, like the Daughters of the Ezida and the Esagil during their daylight-changing
movements, they were travelling alone, only ‘chaperoned’ by three servant deities and two
divine objects. A parallel with the Babylon-Borsippa exchange of goddesses is not proven,
but the similarity is at least worth noting.
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self, his divine kingship and the supremacy of his cult in the city. That fire was
then multiplied and distributed among the religious institutions and private
homes of Uruk—a symbolic demonstration of how the gods’ protective influ-
ence would reach every building and each individual. Thus, the fire ceremony
was also one of the occasions in the cultic year—the others being the two akitu
festivals in Nisannu and Tasritu—on which Anu’s supreme authority was ritu-
ally confirmed and renewed. That aspect of the ceremony is also reflected in
the performance of the Emesal prayer ‘Honored One, Wild Ox), which in Seleu-
cid Uruk otherwise only took place in the morning of the first of Nisannu, the
first day of the new year.

Finally, the procession with and distribution of the Torch'’s fire was combined
with rites of purification and the banishment of malicious supernatural influ-
ences beyond the city gates. Throughout the year, the possible negative effects
of any ritual performance were routinely minimized by the destruction of the
materials that had been used; moreover, when suspicious occurrences or ill-
ness in a palace, temple or house pointed to the presence of a demon or of ritual
pollution, an asipu could perform arite to exorcise the source of the threat. Nev-
ertheless, the inhabitants of a Babylonian city could never be entirely certain
that each private house, public space and sacred building was completely free
from the stain of the unclean and the forces of darkness. Therefore, only a sys-
tematic, city-wide purification ritual, like the spring cleaning of a house, could
ensure that all the evil which had accumulated over the course of the year was
thoroughly removed. A festival that focused on seasonal renewal, took place
during the night and featured processions with torches was the ideal occasion
for such an undertaking. As we will see, renewal festivals are very often paired
with an extensive purification ritual, since they mark the start of a new calen-
drical cycle and when the natural world and the divine realm start afresh, so
should the human community, lest any evil lingering in people’s houses and
hearts bring the world in disbalance.

6.2.7  Anthropological Context

Until now we have restricted our interpretation of the fire ceremony at Seleucid
Uruk to the information offered by the ancient Mesopotamian sources: firstly
the description of the nocturnal ceremony in TU 41, and secondly the other
available material on the temple cults and occasional rituals of (primarily first-
millennium) Babylonia and Assyria. In the previous chapters, the latter were
presented in order to provide the context and explain the function of many of
the activities that took place during the nocturnal celebrations. The different
aspects of the fire ceremony itself already suggest, as argued before, that it was
arenewal festival on the occasion of the winter solstice. However, that hypoth-
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esis can be strengthened further through comparison with different renewal
festivals in other premodern and modern cultures.

The Encyclopedia of Religion (L. Jones ed., 2005) provides a summary of the
shared characteristics of a specific type of renewal festival, the New Year festi-
val, in its different manifestations throughout the world:

Whereas New Year ceremonies vary widely from culture to culture, their
meaning is essentially concerned with the phenomenon of transition or
passage in its two aspects of ‘elimination’ and ‘inauguration’. What is old,
exhausted, weakened, inferior, and harmful is to be eliminated, and what
is new, fresh, powerful, good, and healthy is to be introduced and ensured.
The first aspect finds expression in ceremonies of dissociation, purifica-
tion, destruction, and so on. These involve washing, fasting, putting off
or destroying old clothing, and quenching fires as well as the expulsion
of sicknesses and evil powers (demons) through cries, noisemaking, and
blows or through the dispatch of an animal or human being on which are
loaded the sins of the previous period of time. The ceremonies may also
reintroduce chaos through the dissolution of the social order and the sus-
pension of taboos in force at other times (...). In addition there is often a
temporary suspension of the division between the world of the living and
the world of the dead, with a return of the latter to the houses of the living,
where they receive sacrifices and food but from which they are ceremo-
niously dismissed at the end of the festival period.

The second and positive aspect of the passage from old to new is seen
in the donning of new clothes, the lighting of a new fire, and the draw-
ing of fresh water as well as green branches and other symbols of life, in
initiations (...) and in orgiastic joy that leads to many kinds of excesses
(...). Only rarely, however, are all these elements found conjoined. In any
case, a purely phenomenological approach is inadequate and can even be
misleading, because it presumes a fictitious universality. A phenomeno-
logical consideration of the traits common to New Year festivals must
therefore be supplemented by a detailed examination of the form they
have taken in the context of particular cultures.3?

In ancient Mesopotamia, the new year was traditionally celebrated through
the half-yearly akitu festivals, which coincided with the spring and autumn
equinox respectively. On those occasions, the king’s rulership was reestablished
for another half year, the gods assembled to decree the fate of the world for the

39  Henninger/Antes 2005, 6590.
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duration of that period and spent several days of celebration in the akitu house
outside the city walls, after which they took renewed residence in the city’s
main temple by means of a spectacular procession. The ritual texts from Seleu-
cid Uruk show that those traditions had not been altered with the development
of the Anu cult; instructions have been preserved for both akitu festivals for
Anu and for an undated, very similar one for IStar. In other words, the fire
ceremony at Uruk was not a New Year celebration, not does it display any char-
acteristics which might lead to the conclusion that it was modelled on the akitu
festival. However, because of its focus on another seasonal transition, namely
the winter solstice, it did possess the same fundamental features: the elimina-
tion of the old and a symbolic expression of the arrival of the new. Rites were
performed to destroy evils that had accumulated over the year and to purify
the city’s most important building—the Bit Ré§—and the city as a whole; at the
same time, a new fire was kindled and then distributed among the participants.
That fire represented the renewal of the patron deity (i.e. Anu’s) protection of
the community and of all the participants’ membership of that community.*°
Another type of renewal festival is the new fire ritual: the yearly, or at least
regular rekindling of the hearths in a community’s temples and households,
which may or may not coincide with New Year’s celebrations. Again, the fire
ceremony at Seleucid Uruk incorporated the form of such a ritual, but not its
practical function. As far asitis described in TU 41, the fire of the Torch was used
exclusively for lighting bonfires, which could only burn outside and would die
down in a matter of hours. A yearly hearth renewal festival would not have been
out of place in ancient Mesopotamia, where the uninterrupted burning of the
hearth fire was associated with the continued well-being of the family;* per-
haps that was in fact one of the purposes of the kiniunu festival, of which we still
know little more than its name and its calendar throughout the millennia. How-
ever, unlike in for instance classical Greece,*? the hearths in Mesopotamian

40 A well-known renewal ritual which shares many aspects of the ceremony at Uruk, but
does not employ the same city-wide geographical staging, is the Service of Light, the first
part of the Paschal Vigil Service of the Roman Catholic Church. A candle is lit from a New
Fire, carried in a solemn procession through a completely darkened church and its fire
is distributed among the congregation, while words are spoken by the priest and the lay
participants—the Lumen Christi and the Exsultet—which establish an associative con-
nection between the candlelight and Jesus Christ, whose Resurrection is being celebrated.
The similarity ends at the third part of the service, after the Liturgy of the Word, which
involves the baptism and confirmation of all new candidates and the renewal of the bap-
tismal vows by the rest of the congregation, after which all receive the Holy Eucharist.

41 Van der Toorn 2008, 27.

42 Parker 2005, 13-15, 404.
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private houses, sanctuaries and palaces seem not to have been associated with
a central, sacred fire, so the source of their replenishment did not need to be
created or maintained at a temple like the Bit Res.

In other words, the fire ceremony was a renewal festival which had the
appearance of a New Year celebration and a new fire ceremony, but was in fact
neither. Moreover, its content and meaning were not only determined by the
seasonal occasion of the winter solstice and the cultic activities associated with
such a time of year, but also by the ritual’s specific historical context: the theo-
logical fabric of the Anu cult and the political situation at Seleucid Uruk. As the
authors quoted above emphasise, a phenomenological comparison between
rituals which on the surface seem to share certain features only has heuristic
value and is in itself not enough to understand their Sitz im Leben.

6.3 Comprehensive Analysis

The nocturnal fire ceremony at Hellenistic Uruk is known from only one pre-
scriptive tablet. The contents of that tablet offer a detailed overview of the
ceremony’s performance and allow us to develop a plausible interpretation of
its key features and their symbolic value. Many of its elements can even be
traced to other Mesopotamian rituals of healing and exorcism, induction and
cultic worship which are attested in contemporary as well as earlier texts. Fur-
ther, the religious context in which the ritual was performed, the cult of Anu at
Hellenistic Uruk, can now be reconstructed to a reasonable degree, including
its development from the Neo-Babylonian period onwards, its political context
in the Seleucid period and the cultural trends and religious concepts by which
it was influenced, such as the antiquarianism of the later first millennium Bc
and the scholarly focus on the celestial sciences during that period.

The available evidence points to the conclusion that the fire ceremony was
a renewal ritual, performed as the climax of a two- or three-day essesu festival,
i.e.amoon phase celebration—in this case for the full moon—that involved all
the temples of the city. The es$esu festival in question probably coincided with
the ideal date of the winter solstice, the 15th of month x (Tebétu), and contin-
ued into the night of the 16th, when the fire ceremony itself was performed.
Thus, the renewal aspects of the ceremony were in all likelihood connected to
that turning point of the solar year. The fire ceremony consisted primarily of a
city-wide ritual purification and a distribution of new, sacred fire among all the
city’s temples and inhabitants, starting with the kindling of a sacred Torch atop
the roof of the ziqqurrat sanctuary and ending with bonfires lit at all the sanctu-
aries and houses of Uruk. Interwoven with those two main rituals were different
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sacrifices and food offerings to the patron deities of Hellenistic Uruk, primarily
a luxurious meal for the divine heavenly bodies Anu and Antu of Heaven and
the five planets, which was also served on the rooftop of the ziqqurrat shrine.
An associative relationship was established between the fire of the Torch, Anu
of Heaven and Anu and Antu of the Bit Re§ through the presentation of the
Torch to those deities and the wording of the hymns that were sung at differ-
ent moments during the celebrations. The systematic distribution of the fire of
the Torch by means of bonfires from the Bit Rés to the other temples, then to
the houses of the citizens of Uruk and finally throughout the public spaces of
the city emphasised the hierarchical relationship between the people and the
gods, and at the same time between all living beings, gods included, and the
supreme god Anu, allfather and ruler of the universe.

That hierarchy not only existed in the religious sphere, but was also a direct
factor of the division of political power at Late Achaemenid and Hellenistic
Uruk. The priesthood of Anu, the scholarly elite of Uruk and the city’s gover-
nors and administrators were all drawn from the same group of old aristocratic
families, who had risen to power at Uruk after the temple councils of Babylo-
nia had been forcibly reorganised by Xerxes 1in 484 BC. Especially in the second
half of the third century B¢, the local dynasty of the Ah'litu’s kept all the offices
of the temple administration and the representation of the Seleucid king at
Uruk—except for the Greek taxation office—within the family for several gen-
erations. The fire ceremony described in the extant ritual text was intended to
be performed in and around the monumental Bit Ré$ as it had been rebuilt
by the ambitious Anu-uballit~Kephalon//Alh’litu in 202/1BC. He and his father,
brothers and sons, though they formed the head of the temple council, did not
themselves fulfil priestly functions, but through the network of scribal educa-
tion they maintained close relations with the families who did. Kindling the
Torch at the high shrine of the Anu ziqqurrat, a place where only the highest-
ranking priests were allowed to set foot, and giving flames of that same fire to
the people for lighting bonfires was a gesture of benevolent superiority of the
city’s elite towards the general population and a clear visual demonstration of
where the centre of power lay.

The fire ceremony’s focus on the Anu ziqqurrat, which was rebuilt in the
early Seleucid period, suggests that it was already performed around 300BcC.
Otherwise, we unfortunately remain in the dark about the ritual’s background
or historical development. The use of the torch and the bonfires may point to
an adaptation from a festival for Itar, the evening star who is described as
the “torch of the sky” in various literary texts, and the ceremony may equally
have incorporated elements of the summer celebrations for the dead—fornow,
such reconstructions are still complete guesswork. What does emerge from
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the present analysis, however, is that numerous rites and ritual gestures were
embedded in the fire ceremony at Hellenistic Uruk that belonged to the tra-
ditional repertoire of the Mesopotamian ritual experts—from basic, universal
elements of Mesopotamian rituals, such as purification with fire and incense,
food offerings to gods and the drawing of a protective circle, to complex activi-
ties only suitable in specific contexts, such as processions and the performance
of an Emesal prayer. Even if we assume that parts of it were newly designed or
transformed for the purpose of the Anu cult, that process of creation and adap-
tation took place within the dominant ritual categories. The fire ceremony, and
for that matter the entire Anu cult, were products of a highly elaborate schol-
arly and scribal culture that had many centuries of authoritative literature to
look back upon and from which to distil ritual patterns that were experienced
as meaningful through their antiquity as well as their continued everyday use.

It has become clear that a temple ritual like the fire ceremony always evokes
the question of its relationship to the other official rituals—cultic and other-
wise—and unwritten traditions of the same culture: the degree of similarity,
influence and adaptation between them, their respective status within a cer-
tain textual corpus and the effect of historical circumstances such as regional
differences and changes in cultic focus within a particular city over time. In the
case of the fire ceremony, the central role of purification and renewal, the abun-
dant celebration of the supremacy of Uruk’s patron deity and the active par-
ticipation of the city’s entire population place it in an interesting relationship
with the akitu festival, traditionally the most important half-yearly renewal fes-
tival of the Babylonian cultic calendar. Of course it was possible for several
such festivals to be celebrated during the year, especially since the content
and background of the akitu festivals was completely different: the gods with-
drew from the city into the akitu house, they determined the fate of the world
before and after that journey and ideally the king was present and participated
actively. Much remains unclear about the akitu festivals of Neo- and Late Baby-
lonian Uruk. It is uncertain whether or not they required the king to undergo
the same reinvestiture rituals as in Babylon,*3 whether they were connected to
other myths and epic poetry instead of Enima Eli§ and in which month of the
year at Hellenistic Uruk the akitu celebrations for I$tar took place.** The ques-
tion of how the akitu festivals, which were performed at the spring and autumn

43 The Uruk ritual texts pertaining to the akitu festivals (TU 39—40; TU 42+; TU 43; KAR 132;
BRM IV 7; Linssen 2004, 184—214) are fragmentary and only describe processions of deities
and the accompanying activities by the priests and the king, such as sprinkling water, mak-
ing offerings, singing hymns and leading the gods “by the hands”.

44  TU 42+ (Linssen 2004, 238-244).
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equinox, and the fire ceremony, which probably took place at the winter sol-
stice, were understood in relation to each other within the cultic calendar of
Hellenistic Uruk must also remain unanswered, but we should at least be aware
of it.

Finally, the fact that certain elements of the fire ceremony are reminiscent of
the ancient funerary festival in Abu may indicate that the ceremony was indeed
influenced by that festival at a certain stage of its history, even if at no point
the conscious choice was made that the fire ceremony should be an occasion
for taking care of the ancestors and the recently deceased. Rituals can change
radically in form and meaning over time; the kispu itself, for example, was tradi-
tionally a monthly offering of bread and water for the dead in the netherworld,
but during a lunar eclipse ritual attested in a Hellenistic text it was performed
for the dry riverbeds and fallow-lying fields where restless ghosts and demons
might gather. The connotations with the dead remained, but the offering itself
had become a symbolic gesture, not meant for actual consumption by the rivers
and fields.*> Likewise, the circle of reed standards (urigallus), traditionally used
to form a protective barrier around an offering site of a few meters in diame-
ter, was expanded during the Hellenistic fire ceremony to enclose the entire
city of Uruk. Where the funerary aspects of the fire ceremony are concerned, it
may have been the form rather than the meaning which was retained—lighting
fires at people’s houses in the middle of the night and serving a festive offer-
ing to “all the gods” may well reflect a substrate of the ritual which was once
related to inviting the ancestral spirits to a meal, but was no longer experi-
enced as such. If one were to ask a citizen of Hellenistic Uruk participating
in the fire ceremony whether he thought the ritual involved making contact
with the dead, it would be rather like asking a modern American at Halloween
whether or not she believes the dressed-up children to whom she hands out
candy represent the ghosts of the ancestors. The answer would in most cases
be “of course not’, even though to many cultural anthropologists and scholars
of religious history the connection may seem as clear as daylight. Thus, it is
useful to understand the fire ceremony of the Hellenistic Anu cult as indirectly
related to Mesopotamian celebrations for the dead, but we must keep in mind
that it may not have been seen as such from the emic perspective.

45  BRMIV 6 obv.19'—20' (Linssen 2004, 306).



Summary

The primary aim of this study was to develop an analysis of one of the temple
rituals of Hellenistic Uruk, the nocturnal fire ceremony known from the pre-
scriptive ritual text TU 41. The interpretation of that ritual covers Chapter 3, 4,
5, and 6 of this book, but firstly we have examined its historical background
and religious context in Chapter 1 and 2. The fire ceremony was part of the cult
of the sky god An/Anu, which emerged at Uruk during the later Achaemenid
period and flourished during the Seleucid and early Parthian period. To be able
to interpret the ritual’s Sitz im Leben, it is essential to understand the historical
factors that played a role in the shaping of the Anu cult.

During nearly the entire three thousand years that Sumerian and later Baby-
lonian deities were worshipped at Uruk, the city’s patron deity was the goddess
Inanna/I$tar. Although she remained one of the most important members of
the Urukean pantheon during the Late Babylonian period, it is very difficult to
chart the extent of the influence of her cult on that of Anu. Hardly any ritual
texts pertaining to her worship have survived, while the handful of adminis-
trative texts from the Hellenistic Anu temple, the Bit Rés, can hardly be used
for comparison with the enormous Neo-Babylonian archive extant from IStar’s
temple, the Eanna. The shared history of the two cults begins with the earliest
attestations of the worship of An and Inanna in the late fourth millennium Bc,
when the Eanna and the so-called White Temple were built, and continues into
the third and early second millennium, when An and Inanna were worshipped
together in the Eanna. Probably around the mid-third millennium, the mytho-
logical tradition developed according to which the Eanna had first belonged to
Anu and was later appropriated by I$tar, as in the Old Babylonian composition
‘Inanna Fetches the First House of Heaven, or given to her by Anu as a wedding
gift, as in the Middle Babylonian ‘Exaltation of Istar’

Under the Old Babylonian king Samsuiluna, the citizens and cults of Uruk
were forced to move north to the city of Ki§ and were only able to return dur-
ing the Kassite, i.e. Middle Babylonian period, when the ‘Exaltation of Istar’ was
composed. After that, the cult of Anu disappears from the textual record. In the
eighth century BC, the statues of I$tar and her divine companion Nanaya were
abducted, allegedly replaced by “foreign” and “improper” goddesses and even-
tually returned, presumably by As$urbanipal and Nebuchadnezzar 11 respec-
tively. The turbulent fates of those statues later became the subject of differ-
ent literary texts from Hellenistic Uruk dealing with the correct and incorrect
behaviour of kings towards the cults of the city (e.g. the ‘Uruk Prophecy’ and
the colophon of TU 38; see below). Signs for a reemerging interest in Anu are

© KONINKLIJKE BRILL NV, LEIDEN, 2018 DOI: 10.1163/9789004364943_009
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first detectable under the Neo-Assyrian king Esarhaddon, who rebuilt the dilap-
idated Anu ziqqurrat, which had once housed the White Temple, and prob-
ably also the accompanying ground-level temple on the so-called Old Terrace.
Under the rule of the Neo-Babylonian dynasty, Anu possessed a small, indepen-
dent sanctuary at Uruk, but the gradual increase of personal names bearing the
theophoric element Anu during that period shows a greater interest in the deity
than his minimal daily worship might suggest. After the Babylonian revolts
against Xerxes I in 484 BC led the latter to discharge all Northern Babylonian
priestly families from the temple councils of Babylonia, the organisation of the
Eanna finally collapsed and its use as a temple complex came to an end. The
scarce evidence from the later Achaemenid period reveals that the priesthood
of Istar was replaced by a group of priest-scholars from local elite families, who
more and more frequently bore Anu-names and began to develop an organised
cult for Anu and his spouse Antu in a sanctuary named the Bit Rés.

By 300BC, the cult appears to have been completely functional. Extant
copies of several ritual texts date to the early and mid-third century BC and by
244BC the first archaeologically attested renovation of the Bit Rés took place
under the governor ($aknu) Anu-uballit//Ah'Gtu, who had been given the sec-
ond name Nikarchos by king Antiochos 11. Forty-two years later, the head of
the temple administration (rab sa rées ali) Anu-uballit//Ah'ttu, whose second
name was Kephalon, again rebuilt the Bit Ré$ and the new temple for Istar,
the Irigal. He transformed both into magnificent monumental structures that
were mostly traditionally Babylonian in style, but bore a Greek frieze along-
side the tops of their walls and were of a spectacular size that was more in
keeping with Hellenistic trends than with earlier temple architecture in other
Babylonian cities. Apart from the Bit Ré$ and the Irigal, a large structure with a
courtyard and numerous shrines has been excavated to the northeast of the city
and identified as the akitu house known from the Uruk ritual texts. That identi-
fication remains uncertain, however, and the building may not have been in use
as a sanctuary beyond the early Seleucid period. Finally, several shrines in the
Eanna were reconstructed and the Eanna ziqqurrat was rebuilt completely and
greatly expanded. It was probably used in conjunction with the Irigal, which
had no ziqqurrat of its own.

The question whether or not the Seleucid kings contributed financially to
the building projects at Uruk remains unsolved for lack of conclusive evidence,
but at least a great part of the renovation costs must have been carried by
the population of Uruk itself. A building inscription by a Seleucid king, like
the Antiochos Cylinder found at Borsippa, is conspicuously absent from Uruk,
while instead we find inscriptions by Nikarchos and Kephalon themselves. Dur-
ing Nikarchos’ governorship, king Seleukos 11 was engaged in the Third Syrian
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War against Ptolemy 111. When Kephalon began renovating the temples, king
Antiochos 111 may have contributed money from his war booty from Bactria;
on the other hand, the wealthy Ah'itu’s had by that time managed to appro-
priate all the important functions in the temple administration of Uruk and
Kephalon profiles himself in his inscriptions as something of a local ruler. His
and Nikarchos’ inscriptions may dedicate the temple renovations to the lives
of the kings—a standard phrase in Hellenistic cuneiform texts, also attested in
the Astronomical Diaries in the context of offerings by state officials—but in
practice, the Seleucid overlords seem to have kept at a distance from the cultic
affairs of the southern Babylonian city.

Apart from the new sanctuaries for Anu, Antu, IStar and their respective
entourage, the development of the Anu cult can be reconstructed in terms of
its theological and ideological framework and how such concepts were rooted
in the intellectual soil cultivated by the priest-scholars in Hellenistic Babylo-
nia. That scholarly environment becomes tangible through the three major
cuneiform libraries from Late Achaemenid and Hellenistic Uruk: the private
libraries of the gangﬁ—Ninurta and Ekur-zakir families, who lived in the same
house in grid square U18 around respectively 400 and 300B¢, and the profes-
sional library of the kalil priests of the Bit Rés dating to ca. 190-160BC. The
profession of kalti was monopolised by the Sin-léqe-unninni family, who had
also stored a small family archive in the same place as the kaltitu tablets. The
Sang(i-Ninurta and Ekur-zakir libraries in particular, which mostly consist of
material used for and produced during the cuneiform schooling that the elite
boys of Uruk enjoyed at that house, show the wide range of literary, religious
and scientific subjects studied by Hellenistic Babylonian scholars and the con-
tinuing innovative nature of their work, especially in the fields of astronomy,
astrology and medicine. The colophons of such texts demonstrate that most
Urukean scholars were active in important priestly functions in the cult of Anu
as well as in different sectors of the celestial sciences, a discipline which under-
went a growth spurt in the second half of the first millennium Bc. Also, through
the scribal tutoring system, the priest-scholars formed a close network which
they shared with members of the political elite such as the Ah'titu’s, who in
turn were in regular contact with the Seleucid court and with Greek officials,
merchants and the like who lived in and around Uruk.

Different ideological aspects of the Anu cult that were developed during the
many years of its creation include the ‘antiquarian theology’ which inspired
the selection of new deities for the Urukean pantheon from the canonical
god list An = Anum; the local theological trend to envision Anu and Antu
as supreme, all-encompassing divine beings, a centuries-old phenomenon in
Mesopotamian scholarship that may have been employed to endow the divine
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pair with the universal character of imperial gods like Marduk and perhaps
Zeus; and the relationship of the Bit Rés to older Mesopotamian temples in
terms of lay-out and ceremonial names for gates and sanctuaries. The similarity
of the Bit Rés to the Esagil of Marduk at Babylon does not imply an emulation
of the Marduk cult in particular, but the adoption of general Mesopotamian
notions about ruler gods and the characteristics of their temples, which are
ultimately derived from the Ekur at Nippur.

Further, a number of text sources from Seleucid Uruk serves the purpose of
anchoring the Anu cult in a remote, partly mythical past, so as to legitimate its
revival by endowing it with great antiquity. On the one hand, the archaic back-
ground of the Anu cult was a historical fact, since it is attested from the early
third millennium onward and an earlier Sumerian temple for An had actually
once stood on the ruins on which the Bit Ré§ was finally built. On the other
hand, the Hellenistic texts embed that history in a narrative about the fate of
the Urukean cults throughout the centuries, which is constructed to demon-
strate the importance of the Anu cult and its priesthood. Thus, texts such as
the Kephalon building inscription and the ‘Uruk List of Kings and Sages’ trace
the worship of Anu back to the time before the Flood, when the mythologi-
cal sage Oannés came from the sea to teach mankind about civilization, while
the ‘Uruk Prophecy’, the ‘Sulgi Chronicle’ and the colophon of TU 38 deal with
named and unnamed historical kings who allegedly mistreated the statues of
Uruk’s goddesses—a reference to the abovementioned abduction and return
of Istar and Nanaya—and the cultic ordinances of Anu. The ‘Uruk Prophecy’
and TU 38 conclude with the triumphant reemergence of the Anu cult during
the early Hellenistic period.

The remainder of this study is devoted to the analysis of the nocturnal fire cer-
emony described in TU 41, starting with the publication history of TU 41, a new
transcription and translation of the tablet, and a consideration of the time of
the year in which the ritual was probably performed. TU 41 itself only provides
the date: the night of the 16th and the morning of the 17th. During that night, a
night vigil (bayatu) was performed. An analysis of all the Neo-Babylonian, Hel-
lenistic and Parthian administrative documents that record the bayatu shows
that it only occurred during the winter months 1%, X, X1 or X11, which limits the
performance of the nocturnal fire ceremony to that same period. Further, the
list of daily offerings for the cults of Hellenistic Uruk, Tu 38, refers to a monthly
offering to Anu and Antu of Heaven and the seven major heavenly bodies,
and to another such offering which took place yearly on the 16th of month x
(Tebétu) and may thus have been more exclusive or festive. Since that offering
was one of the main features of the nocturnal ceremony, but was accompanied
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by various other ritual activities that continued the entire night, it is very likely
that it is exactly that ritual to which TU 38 refers.

The date 16-x places the ceremony one night after the ideal full moon and the
ideal date of the winter solstice. Such ideal dates belong to a simplified system
for the phases of the moon and the lengths of the seasons which was developed
in the early first millennium B¢ and still provided useful points of reference for
the Babylonian cultic calendars into the late first millennium, since the dates of
the full moon, the equinoxes and the solstices fluctuated too much on the sec-
ular calendar. The nocturnal ceremony on 16-X probably took place on the last
night of a long essesu festival, which in Babylonia took place around new, half
and full moon each month and could last several days, and was connected to
the winter solstice as one of the major turning points of the solar year. Several
ritual and commentary texts suggest that the solstices were considered to be of
cultic and cosmological importance at Late Babylonian Borsippa and Babylon,
so a similar focus on them in the cults at Hellenistic Uruk can be considered
reasonably likely.

Chapter 5 offers a step-by-step analysis of all the different aspects of the
nocturnal ceremony recorded in TU 41, including ritual activities, locations
and participants. The division of the ritual into different discrete elements is
based on the text of TU 41 itself. Subjects that receive more elaborate treat-
ment are the bull-and-sheep-offering that was performed before and during
the regular evening and morning meals of the gods of the Bit Rés; the evi-
dence for worship at ziqqurrat shrines in the first millennium Bc¢; the history
of the worship of stars and planets in Mesopotamian religion, with again a
special focus on the first millennium B¢; the use of torches and braziers in var-
ious Mesopotamian religious festivals; the lumahhu priest; the procession of
the Torch in and around the Bit Rés and the breaching of farti vessels before
Anu and Antu; the slaughter of a bull and touching of the right and left side
of a bonfire with its shoulder; the significance of thresholds and crossroads
in Mesopotamian and other ancient cultures; and the participation of citizens
in Mesopotamian religious and other public festivals. The general conclusion
that can be drawn from the material presented in those two chapters is that
nearly every aspect of the nocturnal ceremony is also attested in other, older
Mesopotamian ritual texts and points to a continuation of Mesopotamian cul-
tic and ritual traditions at Hellenistic Uruk. The only exceptions are the offer-
ings and hymns for divine heavenly bodies in the context of the regular temple
cult, the slaughter of a bull whose right shoulder is cut off and used to touch
both sides of a bonfire, and most importantly the sequence of activities which
I consider to be the core of the entire ritual: the kindling of a sacred Torch at
the rooftop of the sanctuary on the Anu ziqqurrat, with which a procession was
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made in and around the Bit Ré$ and whose fire was then distributed by means
of other torches and bonfires throughout the temples, houses, streets and gates
of the city. I propose to call that central part of the ritual the fire ceremony.

Chapter 6 provides a synthesis of all the findings in the previous chapter
and offers an interpretation of the fire ceremony’s organisation and its ritual
framework, the cosmological and social relationships expressed and recon-
firmed by it, and the most important rites performed and symbolism employed
for that purpose. Of special interest is the similarity and possible connection
between the fire ceremony and Mesopotamian torchlight festivals for the dead,
which are primarily attested between the Early Dynastic and the Old Babylo-
nian period. Those festivals, in particular the elaborate yearly version of the
monthly kispum offering for the ancestors in the netherworld, took place in
the hottest period of summer, at the end of month v (Abu). That tradition
does not appear to have changed in the first millennium Bc, although only the
monthly kispu is attested in the sources from that period, not the yearly festi-
val. There are some indications, dating between the third and first millennium,
that month x (Tebétu) was also a suitable period for a kispu, but they are few
and far between. Thus, any connection with the fire ceremony at Hellenistic
Uruk, which presumably took place in the middle of Tebétu, remains conjec-
tural and indirect at best; nonetheless, it is very well possible that the festival
for the dead influenced the shape of the fire ceremony or contributed to its his-
torical development, even though its funerary aspects were not or no longer an
explicit part of the celebrations of that night.

Finally, the two central elements of the fire ceremony itself were an exor-
cism and ritual purification of the entire city by means of a divinely sanctioned
fire and a systematic distribution of that same fire over all the sanctuaries and
homes of Uruk. After the evening meal for the gods of the Bit Res and for the
divine entities in the night sky, which belonged to the temple’s regular cul-
tic observances, the fire ceremony began when the Torch was kindled by the
lumahhu priest on the rooftop of the ziqqurrat sanctuary. It was first presented
to the star Anu of Heaven by the lumahhu priest, then brought down by a
senior temple enterer into the Bit Rés, placed opposite the cella of Anu at the
suitably named Place of Brightness and finally presented to Antu in her cella.
During those moments of contact with the patron deities of Uruk, the Torch’s
fire acquired the divine power necessary to cleanse their temple and subse-
quently the entire city of the taint of demonic influences and inappropriate
human behaviour.

The purification of the Bit Ré$ was performed by means of a procession of
the Torch through the building and then a circumambulation around it, which
sealed off the temple complex against evil forces. Then the fire of the Torch was
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transmitted to a different medium, a bonfire lit in the UbSukkinnaku of the Bit
Rés. The bonfire was touched on the right and the left side with the shoulder
of a bull which had been slaughtered beside the Dais of Destinies—a ritual
which remains difficult to interpret, since it is unknown whether the shoulder
was eaten afterwards by prebend holders or regarded as inedible. The fire of the
bonfire and thus of the Torch itself was brought by means of other torches first
to the other temples of Uruk and then to the houses of the citizens. At each of
those places another bonfire was lit. Thus, a central, sacred fire was distributed
over all the cultic shrines and among all the inhabitants of Uruk, who further-
more participated actively in the ceremony by offering a festive meal to all the
gods and singing the hymns ‘The Beautiful Image Has Come Out’ and ‘Anu
Shines Forth Through All The Lands) which had also been sung by the priests
of the other temples when lighting their bonfires. Finally, bonfires were lit by
the city guard in the streets, at the crossroads and at the city gates, a continua-
tion of the purification rites which drove the unwanted elements further away
from the city and finally beyond the city wall. Reed standards (urigallus) were
then placed beside the city gates in order to create a protective circle around
the entire city of Uruk.

The ritual makes extensive use of fire symbolism, in particular through the
powerful image of the single Torch lit atop the zigqurrat in the nocturnal dark-
ness and the gradual spreading of its fire throughout the city. The presentation
of the Torch to Anu of Heaven and Anu of the Bit Rés establishes an associa-
tive connection between the fire of the Torch and the patron deity of Uruk,
which is supported by the incipits of the hymns performed at various moments
during the ceremony, especially ‘The Beautiful Image Has Come Out’ and ‘Anu
Shines Forth Through All The Lands’ The participation of the citizens of Uruk
and especially the distribution of fire add a sociopolitical dimension, since that
distribution followed a hierarchical order which emphasised the power and
authority of Anu over the other gods and their worshippers, and at the same
time of the priesthood and temple organisation of the Bit Rés, and thereby
the Urukean intellectual and political elite, over the rest of the city. The dis-
tribution of sacred fire is not attested elsewhere in the modest extant corpus
of Mesopotamian city festivals, but is a well-known phenomenon from numer-
ous other cultures and usually connected to a moment of calendrical and/or
cosmological renewal.

The combined evidence of religious fire symbolism, the multiplication and
distribution of a single, sacred fire throughout the community, and an exten-
sive, city-wide exorcism as central elements of the fire ceremony at Hellenistic
Uruk allow for the conclusion that it was in fact a renewal festival for a turning
point of the cultic calendar. Strong circumstantial evidence suggests that the
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turning point in question was the winter solstice. There is little evidence that
the solstices were important events for the Mesopotamian temple calendars in
earlier periods, but that changed in the Late Babylonian period at least at Baby-
lon and Borsippa and may have changed at Uruk as well, perhaps as another
result of the interplay between astrology and religious practice in Hellenistic
Babylonia. However, even if in the future sources are unearthed which prove
that the date of the fire ceremony was at another time of the year, that does
not change its central form and meaning as a renewal celebration, expressed
through an elaborate purification of the entire city and a distribution of sacred
fire among the city’s inhabitants—a phenomenon thus far unique to Babylo-
nian culture.

The fire ceremony raises many questions which cannot be answered at this
point, but should be taken into consideration during future research on the
cults of Seleucid Uruk and Late Babylonian religion in general. How was the
ceremony related to the akitu festivals, which were celebrated at the spring
and autumn equinox and were traditionally the Babylonian purification and
renewal festivals par excellence? If the fire ceremony was indeed performed at
the winter solstice, it may have been regarded as complementary to the akitu
festivals and may even have had a counterpart at the summer solstice. Alter-
natively, it may have replaced one or both of the akitu festivals at a certain
point. In both cases, however, it is remarkable that there is no single mention
of the king in TU 41. The latter’s role in the akitu festival was essential in Baby-
lon, but was that also the case in other Babylonian cities, where he could, of
course, never be present at the same time. The ritual texts for the akitu festi-
vals of Hellenistic Uruk describe the king’s activities as if his participation was
self-evident, but did any Seleucid king ever travel to Uruk in person? At a more
fundamental level, the relationship between the extant Hellenistic copies of
ritual texts, including TU 41 and the tablets pertaining to the akitu festivals, and
the actual cultic calendar of Seleucid Uruk is still very unclear. They are unmis-
takably products of their own time, containing many elements that could not
possibly have been present in pre-Seleucid variants, and were probably com-
piled on the occasion of the third-century temple renovations; nonetheless,
there is no possibility at present to even estimate how much of their content
predates the Late Babylonian period, and when and how often the rituals they
describe were actually performed. Those issues can only be resolved if more
material is found and studied which can elucidate the historical development
of the Anu cult at Hellenistic Uruk.
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Figures

FIGURE 1 3D reconstruction of the Bit Ré$ and the Anu ziqqurrat as built by
Anu-uballit~Kephalon
© ARTEFACTS-BERLIN.DE; MATERIAL: GERMAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL
INSTITUTE

|Illl

FIGURE 2 3D reconstruction of the Bit Ré$ and the Anu ziqgqurrat, zoomed in on the
Anu-Antu-sanctuary
© ARTEFACTS-BERLIN.DE; MATERIAL: GERMAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL
INSTITUTE
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FIGURE 3 3D reconstruction of the northwestern gate of the Bit Res with the Kephalon frieze
© ARTEFACTS-BERLIN.DE; MATERIAL: GERMAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL
INSTITUTE
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42+A0 8648+A0 8649

43
44
45
46
48

56
UCP9/123

Udug-Hul

150, 154, 162, 167,
173,190, 193, 195,
210, 213, 235, 257
4,5,6, 46, 48, 58—
59, 66, 107-112, 119,
120, 123-125, 127—
128, 134-137, 140,
145-146, 148, 155,
161-162, 165, 167,
170, 176-180, 190,
193, 201-202, 210—
211, 213—214, 218,
220, 222, 226, 232,
236-237, 243, 245,
247, 252, 254, 263,
266

53,59, 63! 651 68—
69, 79,148,154, 167,
193, 195, 210, 213,
235, 257

53,59, 257

164, 169170, 219
138, 164, 166

164

59, 63,126, 178, 233,
234

31

121

see *Utukku Lem-
nutu

Uruk List of Kings and Sages

Uruk Prophecy

Uruk Shrine List
Utukka Lemnutu
UVB 1540

VAB IV114

v(a)s vs

93—96, 100, 102,
106, 262

41, 97-100, 102, 105,
142, 259, 262

157

12, 81, 159, 206, 209

193,194

174

91
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v(A)s VI 268 122, 124, 222
v(a)s xv

4 54

19 53

32 [/ HSM 913.2.181 104

48 65
Weidner Chronicle 101-102
Weidner God List 209

Weissbach Misc. 12 164

Woe the Strongman
(u Ia.lirum.ma)

WZJ 19 905-912

YOS
152
V139
VI 239
XX 39

You Are Evil

210

54

35,146,149
121

199

53

206

299
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1 Cities and City Districts

Agade 33, 212

Arbela 150

AsSur 34, 51-52, 877 125,147, 150, 152, 177, 180r
212, 219, 228

Athens 208

Babylon 2, 8,14-16, 19, 2122, 34, 37,

39-42, 46, 48-50, 52, 64, 76-78,

82, 85-91, 97-98, 101, 120, 122124,
126, 131135, 147, 152, 154—155, 160,
170-172, 174, 175, 177, 180, 187189,
202-203, 205, 209, 212, 220, 222,
228, 232, 234—235, 251, 257, 262—263,

266
Bit-Belti 150
Borsippa 8,17, 38-40, 49, 52,103, 105, 120,

122-124, 127, 129, 132-133, 135, 148, 155,
175-177, 196, 212, 234, 251, 260, 263, 266

Chagar Bazar
Cutha 82

198

Déer 88-g90
Dur Sarrukin 49
Daru 212

Eridu 92,151, 228, 233
E$nunna 198

Fara 208

Girsu 21

Harran 151-152
Hursagkalama 212

Jerusalem 110

Kalhu 186

Ki§ 13, 67, 82,149-150, 155, 193, 259
Kullaba o, 49, 66, 88, 91, 208210, 228

Laga$
Larsa

209
64,132,157, 229

Mari 126,198

Nimrud see *Kalhu

186
Nippur 52, 83, 87-90, 152, 180, 187, 209, 211~
212, 233, 244, 262

198

Nineveh

Nuzi

Palmyra 198

Sippar 17, 34, 69, 120, 122, 126127, 176177,
193, 198, 222234

Suanna 122
Subat-Enlil
Susa

199
17, 91, 105, 106

Tell Aba Salabih
Tell Rimah

208
198

Umma 101
Ur 54,101,152,175,191-192, 196-197, 199,
250—251
Uruk 1-3, 5-10, 12, 1516, 18—21, 23, 2528,
30-31, 3338, 4042, 44-46, 49, 51-54,
56, 58—61, 63—65, 68, 70—71, 74—76, 78—
82, 84—90, 92—100, 102112, 118-120,
123-124, 126—129, 131, 133-136, 140—141,
144—146, 148-150, 152—154, 156, 160, 168,
169, 175-177, 181, 186, 189-190, 192—194,
196, 198—201, 203—204, 207—214, 221—222,
225-226, 228-229, 233—234, 236, 239,
242-245, 247-252, 254—258, 260261,
263-266
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2 Divine Dwellings and Temple Features
Apsit 12, 87, 225, 228, 242 Esiskur 86
Edarra 29, 33, 61, 83, 87,103,147, 152, 174—

bit 9Ereskigal 66

Bit Ikribi 53, 86, 9o

Bit Res 1-3,5-7, 25, 28, 29, 31-38, 40, 42, 43,
45-53, 56-59, 63-67, 75-77, 83, 86-87,
90, 92—93, 95—96, 100, 103-105, 107-112,
116, 123, 125, 128, 140-141, 144150, 152—
154, 157, 159-162, 167, 169, 174-175, 179,
188-189, 200—208, 210, 213—214, 216—218,
220, 226, 232—234, 236, 238—240, 242—
243, 247—248, 251, 254—256, 2590—265

Courtyard of Anu
240

115, 145, 147-148, 156, 216,

Dais of Destinies 35, 47, 86, 145-148, 169,
202, 212—213, 215, 218—219, 265

Eanki 34

é.ddr.sag.ga.ni

é.gal edin 54

Eanna 1, 3, 9-16,18-19, 2829, 31, 33—34, 40,
49, 64v 7L 74 T 8o, 85r 88, 90-91, 94—
95, 98—909, 103, 105, 121, 128, 141, 148, 157,
172, 222, 259—260

Ebabbar 177, 222

E-esirkalamma 209

Egalmah 64,75

Egasananna 36, 48,108, 145

Egipar 54

Egishurankia 34

Ehenunna 67,141

Ehilianna 51

Ehilikuga 51

Ekur 87,180, 211, 213, 262

Emah 85

Emasmas

55, 64

129

Enamenna 33-36, 48, 145

Eninnu 2n

Enir 15

Enukusi 48

Esagil 21, 38, 42, 46, 48, 76, 83, 85-87, 101, 133,
147-148, 152, 160, 170, 172, 187-188, 195,
202-203, 212—213, 216, 262

175, 178-179, 212, 214—215, 221, 237238,
251
Esgal see *Irigal
Etemenanki 50, 86-87, 174, 176177
Eulma$ 33-34
Eurgubba 209
Ezida 17, 38, 42,133, 148,177, 196, 203,
212

Gate of Plenty 35, 47, 48, 86,149, 154

Great Gate 35, 47, 48, 84, 86, 149, 152, 203,
215

Grand Courtyard 47, 143, 145-148, 150, 158,
187, 190, 193, 202, 204, 210, 213, 215—216,

240
Grand Gate 25, 34, 35, 47, 86, 149-150, 202—
203, 215—217

1-3, 28-29, 32-34, 40, 42—43, 45, 48,
50-53, 5658, 63, 67, 69, 7577, 80, 83,
87-88, 90, 92,103, 105, 107, 141, 148, 157,
167, 213, 260
Irkalla 87

Irigal

Main Gate 47, 49,108, 118, 143, 148-149, 153,
203, 215—216

Old Terrace 10, 14, 28-30, 34, 46, 51, 84-85,
91, 99, 106, 260

Place of Brightness 143, 146, 202—204, 215—
216, 238, 264

Pure Gate 48, 86,143, 190, 201-202, 215—
216

Templez 85

UbsSukkinaku 34, 47, 86-87, 117-118, 128, 143,
145-148, 169, 202, 211-213, 215216, 218—
220, 240, 265

White Temple 9, 49, 84,106, 259—260
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1 Deities, Heroes, Mythical Creatures, and Cultic Objects

Abeturra 68

Ada 69,73, 80

Adad 12, 31, 44, 6263, 66, 67, 70, 72, 75, 118,
141, 143, 148, 155, 162—163, 175, 178, 182,
188, 193, 211, 221, 234235

Adagbir n

Adapa 68,73

Ahura Mazda 41, 61

Alala 60

Alammu$ 67-68, 72, 75
dAMA.ARHUS 71,74
Amasagnudi 62, 70-71, 75, 79, 150

Amurru 67,73, 75

An see *Anu

an-dinanna 13

Annunitu 34, 69, 73,194, 198, 222

AnSar 14,15, 60,175

Antasurra 81

Antu 1,5,7,13-14, 25, 28-33, 35-36, 40, 46—
49, 51-52, 57, 60-64, 68, 70-71, 75-77,
80-83, 100, 103-105, 107-108, 115-118,
123, 125, 128, 143-145, 148—149, 155161,
173, 175, 179, 181, 202—204, 207, 214—216,
226, 232, 237-239, 242—243, 247-248,
256, 260—261, 263—264

(Great) Antu of Heaven 61, 66, 71, 75, 109,

116, 119, 125, 134, 143, 173, 178—181, 189,

203, 221, 236, 256, 262

1-2, 5-7, 9—13, 15-16, 18—20, 25, 28—

36, 38, 40-42, 46—49, 51-57, 6066,

68, 7071, 75-77, 79-91, 93, 95-98,

100-101, 103-109, 111-112, 115-119, 123,

125, 128-129, 137, 142—152, 155-161,

167-168, 173-176, 179, 183, 188, 192—

193, 202—204, 207, 209—210, 212—216,

226, 232, 234-235, 237-239, 242—243,

247-249, 251-252, 254—256, 258—261,

263-265

(Great) Anu of Heaven 61, 66, 71, 75, 109,
16117, 119, 125, 134, 143, 173, 178181,

Anu

189-190, 203, 221, 236—238, 242, 256, 262,

264—265
Anunnaki 197, 229, 242, 244-246
Anz(i 205

Apollo
Ara 153
Ardat-lili 231

Artemis 39

Asakku 159, 209

Asalluhi  164-166,187, 201
Asratu 67,73, 75

AsSur 14, 15, 82, 87,180, 185, 212
Aya 67,72,75,181

39, 42

Baraqa 71,74

Bariritu 69, 73

Bau 68, 71, 209, 210

Bél see Marduk

Bél-matati 184

Bélet-balati

Bélet-1li 66, 67, 70, 72, 75, 85, 118, 143, 148, 162,
175, 211, 221, 234—235

Bélet-mati  see *Gula

Bélet-séri 5457, 62, 64, 66, 69—71, 75, 81,103,
150

Belili 60

Beltiya see Zarpanitu

Béltu-$a-Ré$ 57, 62, 64, 70-71, 90—91, 175

Bunene 67, 71-72, 75,193

see *Gula

Censer (Ynig.na) 195

Dari 60

Daughters of Anu 66, 72, 75, 115, 143, 145, 156,
158, 179, 251

Daughters of Eanna 67, 73

Daughters of Esagil 132-133, 155, 157, 251

Daughters of Ezida 132133, 155, 157, 251

Daughters of Uruk 66, 72, 75, 115, 143, 145,
156-158, 251

Dionysos 208
Dumuzi
Duri 60

133, 201, 230—231

Ea 10,12, 20, 29, 31, 57, 60, 62—63, 66, 68, 70—
71,75, 87, 92, 141, 145, 153, 164-166, 168,
174-175, 183, 187188, 201, 212, 225, 233,
242, 244
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Enki
Enlil

see *Ea

16, 20, 29, 31, 57, 60, 62—63, 66,

68, 70—71, 75, 81, 83, 8991, 141, 145,
149, 151-152, 168, 174175, 180, 183,
187-188, 195, 209, 211-213, 233, 241—

IStar-of-Agade 34
IStaran 89—90
ISum 68, 75,184

Kabilusig 69, 73, 80

242 Kanisurra 69, 73
EnmesSarra 68,133, 242 Kataranna 81
Enme(ur)anna 69, 73, 80 Kigula 81
Ereskigal 64, 66, 72,103 Kilili 69,73
Erra 181 Kisar 60
Erragal 185 Kulla 205
Erua see *Zarpanitu Kusibanda 66, 68, 72, 75, 150
Esapar 69,73, 80 Kusu 66-67, 72, 75, 149, 154, 165, 175, 195,

210
Galgamunasummu 69, 74

Gareus 78 Lahama 60
Gibil see *Girra Lahma 60
A gigir 74 Lama-edin 69, 73
Gilgame$ 12, 66, 81, 94-96, 101, 168, 191, 197, Lamasigga 69, 73

244245 Lamastu 157, 224
Girra 67, 73, 75, 151, 181, 195, 201 Legba 223
Gula 31, 64-65, 68, 70-72, 81, 90, 133,184,188, Lugalanna 81

210, 222 Lugalbanda 66, 67, 72, 75, 81, 91, 168, 209, 210
Guskinbanda see Kusibanda Lugaldukuga 133, 242, 244

Lugalirra 67, 72, 75, 81, 210
Hekate 223
Hermes 208 Madanu 71,74
Hendursanga 68,75 Mar-biti 122, 129
Marduk 14,16, 18-19, 38, 41, 50, 52, 61-63, 68,

Igibarluti 69, 73, 80 70, 72, 74, 80—83, 85-89, 101-102, 105,
Ilabrat 149 125, 141, 147, 154-156, 172, 174, 176177,
llaha 71,74 180, 186-189, 193, 201—202, 211-213, 218—
Inanna see *IStar 220, 228, 234, 262
Isis 71,74 Meslamtaea 67, 72, 75, 81, 210
ISartu 68 Messagunug see *Pisangunug
I$hara 70, 74-75,122 “mighty woman of the Bit Rés” 69, 74
Istar 1,2, 8-16,18-19, 28-31, 33-34, 40, Misaru 67-68, 72, 75, 141

43-46, 50-51, 53-55, 57, 62, 64-65,
67-71, 74-75, 79-80, 82-84, 87-9,
94—95, 98-101, 103, 106, 141, 149, 154—
157, 167-168, 171, 176179, 182, 186,
188-189, 193194, 198, 209, 213, 220,
231-232, 235, 254, 256—257, 259, 260—

Nabli 18, 38-39, 42, 71-72, 74, 83-84, 133, 155,

160, 170, 174, 176, 189, 196, 228, 234
Nabt $a haré 17, 205

Namma 10

Nanaya 14,18-19, 29, 32, 40, 50-51, 55, 57,

262 62—-64, 69, 7071, 83, 90, 98-100, 103,
Belet-Babili/Istar-of-Babylon 14, 16, 155, 106, 193, 259, 262

156 Nanna see *Sin
Bélet-Eanki 34 Nergal 65, 67-68, 70, 72, 75,133, 189, 209,
Bélet-Eanna of Udannu 69, 73 210

Bélet-Ninua/I$tar-of-Nineveh 34,129

Ningal 7o, 72, 75,152, 191
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Ningirim

Ningirsu

Ningiszida

Ningublaga

Ninhenunna

Ninhursag

Ninigizibarra

Ninimma 68

Ninirigal 67,73, 75, 88

Ninki 242, 244

Ninlil 81,180-181

Ninmah see *Bélet-1li

Ninmeurur 68

Ninsianna 67, 73, 75,188

Ninsigaranna 69, 73, 80

Ninsun 66-68, 72, 75, 81, 209—210

(Nin-)Sagepada 68

Ninurbu 68

Ninurta 67, 71-72, 82—83, 134, 159, 189, 197,
209-210, 212

165
209, 211
55 7L, 74
66, 67, 68, 72, 75
69, 73
168
68, 73, 80

Ninsubur 79, 149-150, 152-153
Nisaba 68
Nungalpiriggal 12, 94-96

Nuska 35, 47-48, 65-67, 72, 75, 11, 115,
117-118, 143, 145, 149, 151156, 158, 170,
174-175, 182, 195, 200, 202—203, 210—211,
213, 215—218, 221, 251

Oannes(-Adapa) 36, 37, 92—94, 262

Pabilsag 210

Palil/ 91G1.DU 67, 72, 90

Papsukkal 35, 47, 57, 62, 64-67, 70, 71, 75,
79,107, 111, 115, 117-118, 143, 145, 149—150,
152-156, 158, 170, 175, 193, 203, 209—211,
213, 215—218, 221, 251

Piriggalabzu 12

Piriggalnungal 12

Pisangunug 66-67, 72, 75, 81,108, 111, n7-118,
143-144, 170, 175, 202, 208—210, 215—218,
221, 234235

Qingu 141

Sadarnunna 44, 67, 72, 75, 152

dSag-kud 209

Sceptre of Kingship 193
Sebetti 68, 75,186

Shoe 115,143, 145, 155-156, 158
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Sin 29, 38, 54, 62—63, 6667, 70, 72, 75,
101-102, 118, 132, 143—144, 148, 151, 162,
171-173, 175, 177-179, 182, 184, 186188,
191-192, 211, 221, 234—235, 250

Sirsir 68,73

Staff 115,143, 145, 154, 156, 158

Sakkan 66,72, 75

Sala 31,67, 71-72, 75, 155

Samas 11, 18, 29, 33, 44, 62—63, 66—68, 70, 72,
75, 118, 126, 129, 133, 143-144, 148, 151—
152, 162—165, 168, 173, 175-176, 178-179,
182—184, 186-188, 193, 197, 199, 211212,
221, 234235, 245, 250

Sara 191,242

Sarrahitu 57, 62, 64, 70, 71
Sarrat-parakki 68
Sarrat-Sippar 222
Sarrat-8amé 67,73
d3E$.AN.TUR 69,73, 80
dSE$.ES 71,74

Silabat 69, 73, 80
Silamkurra 68,73
Subula 67,72, 75
Sulpae 67, 72, 75,186

Suginak 71,74

Tasmeétu 174

Tiamat 16, 52, 87, 141, 211, 212, 220

Torch (‘Wgi.izi.la/ dizi.gar) 108,111, 117-19,
140, 142-144, 170, 179, 189190, 192, 194—
196, 200, 202203, 207, 211, 214—221, 225,
236-230, 242, 247-249, 251, 254-256,
263-265

Urkayitu 68, 90, 98,198

Usmt 65-67, 72—73, 75, 108-109, 111, 115, 117—
118, 143, 145, 149, 153-154, 156, 158, 170,
175, 202—203, 210—211, 213, 215218, 221,
251

Usur-amassu 53, 68, 9o, 98—99, 121, 198

Utu  see *Samas

West Wind 242

Zababa 44, 67,73, 81,149, 155, 193, 210

Zarpanitu 14, 16, 70, 86, 172, 174, 177, 180181,
186—187, 189, 201, 218, 234

Zeus 39, 41, 42, 61, 262
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2 Stars, Planets, and Constellations
Antares 184
Bison 183

182-183
Bull of Heaven

Bow
187, 220

Centaurus 184

Chariot 67
Cygnus 184
Dragon 183
Eridu 185,187

Field 81,187
Horned Serpent 183
Jupiter 66, 72, 116, 178, 184185, 187-189
Kidney 183

Leo 184,246

Lisi 185
Lyra 184

3 Historical and Legendary Individuals

Abraham 219
Alttu family 27, 35, 4345, 76, 256, 261
Amar-Suen 100
Antiochis/Diophantos 45
Antiochos1 32, 38-41,100, 104-105, 172
Antiochos 11 35, 37-38, 42, 260
Antiochos 111 37, 39, 42—43, 45, 171, 177, 261
Antiochos1v 43
Anu-aba-utér/Anu-aha-usabsi//Ekur-zakir
70
Anu-aba-utér/Anu-bél$unu/Nidintu-Anu//
Sin-leqe-unninni 104
Anu-aha-iddin/Nidintu-Anu/Anu-bél$unu//
Ekur-zakir 27
Anu-aha-usabsi/Ina-qibit-Anu/Anu-uballit//
Ekur-zakir 27
Anu-aha-u$absi/Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir 27,
33, 58, 100, 104, 107

305

Mars 66, 72, 116,178, 187189

Mercury 66, 72, 81, 116, 155, 178, 187-189
mulmy,Bu.kesda 180, 241

Orion 149, 153, 183-184, 186187
Pig 186

Pisces 186

Pleiades 183-186

Plough 186
Pole Star 186

Sagittarius 183

Saturn 66, 72, 116, 178, 187189
Scorpio 184

She-Goat 183

Sirius  184-188, 197

Su.pA 185,187

Venus 66, 72, 116, 178, 186-189
Wagon 157,180, 183-184, 186-187
Yoke 182,186

Anu-balassu-igbi//AR’tu 27, 43
Anu-balassu-igbi~Diophantos/Anu-uballit//
ARGt 43,45
Anu-balassu-igbi/Anu-aha-usabsi/Kidin-
Anu//Ekur-zakir 100
Anu-bélsunu/Anu-balassu-igbi//Ah’ttu 43
Anu-bél$unu/Nidintu-Anu/Anu-bél$unu//
Sin-leqe-unninni 93, 95
Anu-belsunu/Nidintu-Anu/Anu-uballit//
Sin-leqe-unninni 25, 86
Anu-iksur/Samag-iddin//Sangti-Ninurta 23—
24, 31, 80, 94, 96
Anu-zér-iddin/? 31
Anu-uballit/Anu-bél$unu/Anu-balassu-
igbi//Ab’Gtu 43
Anu-uballit/Nidintu-Anu//Hunzli 104
Anu-uballit~Kephalon/Anu-balassu-igbi//
Ab’litu  35-38, 40, 42-48, 50-51, 53,
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Anu-uballit~Kephalon/Anu-balassu-igbi//
Al’itu (cont.) 56-58, 76, 92—94,107-108,

146, 154, 202, 204, 215—216, 256, 260—262

Anu-uballit~Nikarchos//Al’itu 30, 34-35,
37-38, 42, 44, 46-49, 57-58, 95-96, 107~
108, 146, 149, 154, 215, 260—261

Anu—uéallim/Anu—iksur//Sangﬁ—Ninurta 8o

ArtaxerxesI 30-31

AsSurbanipal 14, 85, 98-99, 185, 228, 259

Bél-aha-iddin//Ekur-zakir 18

Berossos 93-94

Cambyses 11 16-17, 129

Cyrus 11 (‘The Great’) 16-17, 229
Darius1 17,30

Darius 11 19, 31

Diophantos 45

Ekur-zakir family
261

23-27, 31, 43, 81,104, 107,

Enheduanna 10

Enkidu 168, 220

Enmerkar 12,94

Ensubke$dana 191

Eriba-Marduk 13, 98, 99

Esarhaddon 14, 28, 34, 49, 85, 91, 94, 99-100,
141, 185, 228, 260

Gilgames see s.v. “Deities
Gimil-Anu family
Gotarzes1 77
Gotarzes 11 77
Gudea 242

107

Hammurabi 13
Hunz( family 27, 31, 43, 76, 107
Ina-Irigal-ramat/Nidintu-Anu/Nanaya-iddin
50
Iqi$a/Istar-Suma-éres$//Ekur-zakir
31, 80-81, 85, 88—89, 96
IStar-Suma-ére$/Balatu 31
IStar-Suma-éres/Iqisa//Ekur-zakir 23

23-25, 29,

Karainda$ 13
Kidin-Anu//Ekur-zakir
Kurigalzu1 13

104-105

INDEX OF NAMES

Lu-Nanna 12,101
Lugal-Anne 11

Lugalbanda sees.v. *Deities
Lugalzagesi 209

Marduk-apla-iddina 11
Mar-Issar 99
Mithridates 11 77

13, 55

Nabonidus 15-16, 54-55, 98—99, 102, 129, 141,
192
Nabopolassar 49, 99, 104-106

Nabti-etir-balatani (Eanna baker) 121

Nab(i-mukin-apli//Sin-léqe-unninni (Eanna
scribe)

Nabii-$uma-iskun

222-223

13, 99

Nabt-usallim/Balatu//Sin-léqe-unninni 152

Nanaya-éres (Eanna feeder of the royal bulls)
223

Nebuchadnezzar1r 94

Nebuchadnezzar 11 14-15, 49, 55, 98-99, 174,
259

‘Nebuchadnezzar 1ir 17

‘Nebuchadnezzar v’ 17

Nidintu-Anu/Anu-bél$unu//Ekur-zakir 27

Ptolemy 111 42, 261

Rimﬁt—Anu/gamaé—iddin//gangﬁ-Ninurta 23

Samsuiluna 13, 259
Sargon of Akkad 10
Sargon1I 14, 49, 55,100, 206
Seleukos1 32,104, 105
Seleukos (son of Antiochos 1)
Seleukos 11 35, 37, 42, 260
Seleukos 111 39,172
Seleukos1v = 76
Sennacherib 8,100, 129, 180, 185, 212
Sin-kasid 13
Sin-leqe-unninni  95-96
Sin-leqe-unninni family
96,107, 261
Sin-Sar-iskun 185
Samag-étir/ Ina-qibit-Anu/ §ibqat-Anu //Ekur-
zakir 26, 58,103-104, 107
Samaé—iddin/Nédin//gangﬁ—Ninurta 23-24,
31, 96
Sangﬁ—Ninurta family 23-24, 80, 97, 100, 261

32,104

25-27, 82, 86, 95—
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Su-Sin 196 Ur-Namma 49, 100, 191
Sulgi 33, 100-102

Vologases1 77
Tanittu-Anu/Anu-balassu-igbi//Ah’itu 27
Timokrates/Anu-balassu-igbi//Ah’tu 43 Xerxes1 17-18, 30, 256, 260
Tukulti-Ninurta1 152
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ab(a).e 246

adagurru 165

apurdbu 27,133,100, 104,107, 186

a.ki.ti 132

akitu  2,7,16-17, 27, 32—34, 39—40, 42,
51-55, 57, 59—60, 63-68, 74, 80, 86
90-91, 104, 109, 111112, 120, 123-125,
131132, 141, 145-146, 149-150, 154, 156—
157, 160, 162, 167, 170-173, 177, 180,
186-187, 189-190, 193, 195, 205—207,
210, 212213, 219—220, 223, 228, 232,
235, 238, 241, 244, 248, 254, 257, 260,
266

dAniitu  101-102, 141-142

alaktu 139,141

apkallu  92—95

assinnu 231

asipu 18, 23-25, 27, 31, 33, 58, 75, 88, 96,
99-100, 104, 107, 115, 117-118, 140141,
158-160, 169, 190, 192, 206, 218, 221, 227,
242, 252

asiputu 23

balag 8,33, 68-69, 95,166, 209210, 233—234

bara.mah 49

barit 163,182-183

barutu 139

bataqu 205-207

baydtu 6, 59, 108, 119125, 222, 236, 240, 249,
262

belaliya 209

beélnigi 164

beru 120

birit $iddi 234235

bit mahassati 178

bit mummi 33,59

bitqati 65

bitsarri 43,171

biturinni 222

burzigallu 218

dadag 240
dagil issari 46
dik biti 6,120, 178-179, 186, 233, 236

dingir 10
du.du.bi 139
dug-ku  2m-212
dudubii 139

dullu

139,177

dumu.nig.la.la 193

épapaha 158

ebbu
ellu

240
240

en 10,190-191, 209
én 139

epistu

139

ereS.dingir 190-191
erib biti 31,190, 192, 227, 240
erib bit piristutu & kutimmitu 57

e¥.gal

Ja 87

esSesu 59, 111, 121-122, 124127, 135, 222, 250,

255, 263

ezem.ma.an.na 132

ganzabarru sa bit ilani 43

garza

101-102, 138-142

gerseqqitu 104

gigun
gint

a 101
35, 121122, 127, 161, 172

gis.hur 101
gis.sub.ba see *isqu

guda

191

guqqit  59,121-123, 127,199

habii

218

hamamu 141

hari

166, 204—205, 207—208, 220, 238—239,
263

hasadu 59,123
hissastu 160

ikribu

182183

irij.gal 87

isinnu
isqu
isib

izi.la

222, 231

2

190-191
242
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ka.inim.ma 139

ka.gal see also *Great Gate 25, 47, 86,149

ka.he.en.gal.la see also *Gate of Plenty 47,
86,149

ka.mah see also *Grand Gate 34, 47, 86, 149,
202

ka.sag seealso *Main Gate 47,149, 216

ka.sikil.la see also *Pure Gate 48, 86, 204

kalti 25, 27, 31-32, 59, 61, 68, 75, 82, 88, 93, 95,
104, 107, 117, 126, 140—141, 169, 190, 210,
221, 227, 232, 261

kali 160

kalitu 61,261

karabu 163

karibu  59,122-123, 228

ke.ke.bi 139

ki.a.nag 245

ki.si.ga 196, 244—245

ki.zalag.ga see also *Place of Brightness
203-204

kidudii 139

kikkitti 139

kin.sig see *naptanu

kinistu 172

kinistu mar bané 76

kinistu $a bit ilani 76

kinunu 2, 59, 123,198-199, 230, 250, 254

gifkirig hallatu 54, 55

kisal 147-148, 240

kisal 460 see also *Courtyard of Anu 145,
240

kisal.sa.ba 148, 213

kisal.mah see also *Grand Courtyard 145,
148, 204, 240

kispu  61,196-197, 227, 229—230, 243—-246,
258, 264

kiu.g 240

kulvu 193

kurgarru 231232

kurummatu 53

kusipu 160

lagar 1091

dlama 97
lamassu 227

lil 246

lilissu 168
liglim-formula 62
la.mah 190191

lubustu 2, 59, 121-122, 128

309

lumahhu 117,190-192, 194, 237, 238, 263—

264

malitu 222

manzazu 150

maqqi 158, 222

mar $angé 177

mashatu 116,168
massartu 120

8i%masihu 30

mé 141

merditu  167-168, 173, 235
mesu 139

mirsu 164,166

mispl 169, 200, 239, 242

nam.bar.bi 8,139,159, 164, 166, 183, 195, 200,

214
nabrii 122,199

naptanu 161

naqit 163,164,166
ne.izi.gar 196, 244, 246
nébehu 193-194

népesu 139

nimgir 209

nindabti 171

niqé karibi  see *karibu
niqé sarri.  121-122

niqic 163

nubattu 126

nubhu 163

pahat Babili 76

paqdu sa bit ilani 27, 43, 76

parak simati see also *Dais of Destinies
212

parsu  see *garza

pasisu 192

passuru 165

patiru 165

pelludit 139

pitbabi 6,120-121, 233, 236

pitpi 200

gatPN 26
geritu 118,167,168, 221

qipu 17

146,
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rab sarésali 27, 35-36, 43, 76, 260
rigqu 200

sd.dugy 249

sakkit 139

sanga.mah 195

sasqi 164,166

sattukku 35,122, 124,128, 161
sikil 240

siskur 162-164, 166-167, 169-171, 220
sukkallu 149-150, 154, 227
sulli 163

suppii 163

seru 223

siditu ilani 123,199

sibtu 160

Saknu 34, 42, 43, 260

salam biti 6, 118-119, 122, 141, 144, 166, 221—

223, 236
sammanda 53
Sangii 118, 221
Sappu 158,160
Satammu 35, 36, 171-172
sedu 227
dges.gal 69,74

2 Greek Terms

Anthestéria 208

basilikon 43

Choes/Choai 208
chreophylax 43

dioiketés 43
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liges.gal see *ahu rabu
$u.il.la 8, 63, 81,153, 156, 179, 184, 234235

tabnitu 160

tariku 177
téemiqu 163
teninu 163
teslitu 163
gistukul 74
twum 174
tuppi PN 26

tupsar Enuma Anu Enlil ~ 21-22, 27, 33,104

ub.$u.unkin.na see also *UbSukkinaku 87,
211

ummdnu 92-95

un™e kur 247

urigallu (priest) see *afu rabu

urigallu (reed standard) 225-226, 243, 258,
265

Dyrmahluli 69,73

dutu (sun disk) 74

zikkaru 231

zikurudii 184
zZisurric. 225

epistatés 76
kephalé 44
Pithoigia 208
politai  76,171-172

polites 171

thusia 166
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