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Chapter 8
Sumerian in the Middle Assyrian Period
Klaus Wagensonner

8.1 Introduction

Sumerologists are in the fortunate position that their research is based on a huge and long-
lasting corpus of royal or votive inscriptions, lexical, literary, liturgical, legal, and adminis-
trative texts, to name just a few of the main textual categories. If we take the archaic tablets
from Uruk into account, for which a Sumerian background is not more than an unsubstan-
tiated hypothesis, we are facing roughly three millennia of Sumerian scribal lore.! Given
this enormous timespan, which includes periods of actively compiling texts in Sumerian as
well as ones in which older scribal lore was copied and transmitted, it is imperative to con-
sider that there are not just “as many Sumerian languages as there are Sumerologists,”? but
indeed there are as many Sumerian grammars, or grammatical nuances, as there are periods
or places where Sumerian was transmitted. Maybe this view is too exaggerated consider-
ing that the basics of Sumerian language remained more or less the same. However, over
such a vast amount of time no language stays untouched or is resistant to modifications and
changes in its structure, syntax, or lexicon, let alone to influences from other languages.’
And, of course, there is the texts’ orthography that frequently may conceal grammatical de-
tails and, hence, obstructs our perception of Sumerian grammar.* Often, peculiar spellings
were coined “errors” or “mistakes,” but this notion should be widely abandoned. Language
contact is one, but not the exclusive, motivator for such changes.” In this respect, let us
consider K. David Harrison’s view, when he states:

Languages are highly complex, self-organizing systems in constant flux. [...]
We all participate in constant change, but no individual speaker controls the
speed, trajectory, or character of change. A process of emerging complexity—
not yet well understood—gives a language its constantly changing and charac-
teristic shape.®

1See Thomsen (1984, 26-33) and Michalowski (2004) for a brief chronological overview of the attestation of
Sumerian.

2For this saying of linguist and Sumerologist Igor M. Diakonoff, see Diakonoff (1976, 99).

3This is of course quite apparent dealing with compositions that were copied and transmitted throughout a long
period of time and at different places, as well as by scribes who were at different stages in their career. The best
case in point is the composition “Ninurta’s Exploits” or Lugal-e; see section 8.3.3 below. For linguistic change,
see with previous literature, for example, Brisch (2007, 91-94).

4See Edzard (2003-2005) and Edzard (2003-2005, 132): “‘Rechtschreibung’ ist ein fiir jedes Schriftsystem un-
abdingbares Prinzip, das der Summe der Benutzer ein gemeinsames Verstdndnis ermoglicht.”

SLanguage contact is already recognizable in texts dating to the first half of the third millennium. For the latest
study about loanwords and their origin, see Civil (2007).

6See Harrison (2007, 207).
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This does certainly not mean that Mesopotamian scribes, and young ones, in particu-
lar, made no mistakes; scribal errors do exist, quite frequently at times, but every peculiar
spelling must be treated with utmost care.” Stefan Maul argued that the scribes working on
bilingual texts during the first millennium BCE were not necessarily unable to comprehend
the Sumerian, but that the interpreter or commentator instead wanted to introduce a new
text layer, which subsequently led to discrepancies between the Sumerian and Akkadian
versions.®

From a grammatical point of view, the Sumerian language and its written lore are fre-
quently treated in relative homogeneity, almost concealing the fact that grammar and lexicon
may show important differences between sites and periods. Grammarians often deal with
linguistic phenomena in texts that cover either long periods of time or whose manuscripts
originate from various places or even different scribal milieus.® Such a treatment is certainly
reasonable when dealing with a language overview as, for instance, in Marie-Louise Thom-
sen’s Sumerian Language'® or Brahm Jagersma’s A descriptive grammar of Sumerian,'" or
within a greater linguistic framework.'?> There are, nonetheless, important studies as, for
example, Jeremy Black’s Sumerian Grammar in Babylonian Theory,'® which provides a
more close-up view of the Sumerian language with a focus on a specific period on the one
hand and on a specific kind of dataset, namely the rather artificial framework provided by
the so-called Old Babylonian Grammatical Texts (short OBGT), on the other.'*

The Old Babylonian period, which is often perceived as a pristine example for the study
of scribal education and transmission of knowledge, does not present a coherent treatment of
the Sumerian language either. Grammatical lists, such as the Old Babylonian Grammatical

7Since a majority of literary and lexical texts came down to us through school exercises, there are plenty of cases
of apparent scribal errors and erasures. Nonetheless, each supposed error need to be evaluated individually.

8See Maul (1997, 266—267).

9 Almost all major Sumerian literary compositions originate from rather diverse findspots. Dealing with the often
rather variant orthographies in single witness texts and the sometimes painstaking task of providing scores instead
of composite transliterations is a first step in understanding the complex stream of tradition. I will not attempt in
this study to discuss the question of textual criticism regarding Sumerian literary compositions. A study about the
variation in compositions dating to the early second millennium was recently undertaken by Paul Delnero (2012b).
10Thomsen (1984).

" Jagersma (2010).
12Gee, e.g., Michalowski (2004).
13See Black (1991 [1984]).
14The major text source for Black’s study is the Old Babylonian Grammatical Texts (abbrev. OBGT) that comprise
arather important source for the Old Babylonian linguistic view of Sumerian grammar. In the review of Seminara’s
treatment of the Akkadian version of “Ninurta’s Exploits” Markham J. Geller tries to compare the verbal forms in
OBGT with those of the literary text and concludes his comparative approach as follows: “[W]hile bilingual texts
represent translation of Sumerian into idiomatic Akkadian, and that use of an appropriate Akkadian verbal form was
determined by context and meaning, rather than by any mechanical or fixed correspondence between a Sumerian
and an Akkadian verbal form. The paradigms, on the other hand, have no context with which to determine the
Akkadian translation, and the patterns are often unusual or exaggerated, which might suggest that the grammatical
paradigms are functionally unusable for deciphering Sumerian texts. However, the paradigms cannot be altogether
discounted, since they were intended to establish the form rather than the meaning of Sumerian verbal forms”
(Geller 2005, 124-125). See also Veldhuis (2005) and Huber (2007). For this notion, see also Krispijn (1982,
145): “In der rezenten Forschung misst man dem sonstigen Korpus der zweisprachigen Inschriften aus dieser
Periode, der sogenannten OBGT und ihrer spiteren analytischen Uberlieferung NBGT, ziemlich viel Bedeutung
bei. Die Schwierigkeit ist, dass die in diesen Texten vorkommenden Verbalformen ohne Kontext sind, uns also
nichts néheres iiber die Syntax iibermitteln, und dass obendrein viele Formen nur hier belegt sind.” Niek Veldhuis
subdivides the grammatical lists into “Verbal Paradigms” and “Grammatical Vocabularies”; see Veldhuis (2014,
194-199).
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Texts published in the fourth volume of the Materialien zum Sumerischen Lexikon are mere
glimpses and simply treatments of single verbs or morphological elements. All in all, they
do not provide a full-fledged paradigm that can be exploited in order to deal, for instance,
with narratives or even the syntax of a sentence.'” Recently Paul Delnero discussed the
variation in a rather coherent group of Sumerian literary texts, which was copied in the Old
Babylonian period at various places.'®

This paper deals with a period in which copying Sumerian scribal lore was still at its
peak. Scholarly texts deriving from various sites in Babylonia reached its northern periph-
ery. Unfortunately, exactly how texts are transmitted is often unclear. Colophons of the
time offer a few clues, but it is clear that sources reached the north under very different
circumstances. The title of this paper might imply a comprehensive treatment of Sumerian
grammar in the Middle Assyrian period in an area north of the Mesopotamian core and there-
fore at its periphery. But this is certainly not attempted here because of exactly the reason
stated above. Furthermore, the Sumerian found in these texts is usually the Sumerian of the
sources. An exception are texts that were compiled in Assyria proper, such as a few texts
praising the Assyrian king.!” The main objective of this paper, however, is to pinpoint some
observations on Sumero-Akkadian bilingual texts and subsequently the relationship between
the late tradition of a Sumerian source text and its Akkadian translation. The Middle Assyr-
ian period contributes significantly to our understanding of the ancient scribal lore, which
is often insufficiently preserved in the areas a majority of the compositions were imported
from. The reasons for this temporal—and also geographical—limitation are mostly based
on our meagre knowledge about the transmission of lexical and literary texts in the late sec-
ond millennium BCE on the one hand, and the extraordinary good state of preservation of
the Middle Assyrian scholarly texts on the other.

8.2 Translating Sumerian

In order to deal appropriately with translations from the late second millennium, let us first
provide some general remarks on the physical appearance of bilingual texts. By the Middle
Assyrian period, bilingualism fully infiltrated scholarly texts. Among the many Sumero-
Akkadian texts dating to this period there are large numbers of lexical lists, which are already
more or less parallel to the tradition of the respective lists in the first millennium BCE. On the
other hand, we are dealing with a slightly smaller corpus of bilingual literary compositions.'®
Except for lexical texts, which distribute the Sumerian and Akkadian versions in columns,
bilingual texts in the Middle Assyrian period conventionally use an interlinear distribution,
which means that each Sumerian line is followed by its Akkadian equivalent."®

15See Vanstiphout (1979, 119-120) and Civil (2010, 246).

16See Delnero (2012b; 2012a).

170ne among these is briefly discussed on page 274 below.

18For the latter, see the list in Cooper (1971, 1-2, note 2).

190n interlinear translations in Mesopotamia, see the keyword “Interlinearbilinguen” in the Reallexikon der As-
syriologie (Krecher 1976—1980) and Cooper (1993, 80).
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As has been attested previously,?’ and in particular during the first millennium BCE,
indented lines for the Akkadian equivalents are a widely absent feature in the Middle As-
syrian period. In those instances in which the Sumerian version retains a rather short form,
the scribes frequently saved space by putting both versions on one single line and separating
Sumerian and Akkadian by a so-called Glossenkeil (e.g., %, %, %).2! The famous tablet of
the “Astrolabe” B in its Middle Assyrian version KAV 218 represents a subtype of interlinear
translations. Due to the tablet’s layout and the division into three columns, the scribe had
to break each version several times. In order to keep the Sumerian and Akkadian versions
apart, all lines except for the first are indented.?> This subtype, however, still belongs to
the category of interlinear translations. Similar to lexical texts, some bilingual compositions
distribute the Sumerian and Akkadian versions into separate columns with the Sumerian text
on the left and its Akkadian equivalent to the right.?® It is difficult to decide whether this
kind of layout derived from the source used by the copyist, or whether it was restricted to
certain genres of scholarly texts. In any case, this type of layout is rather scarce in the Middle
Assyrian period outside the genre of lexical texts.

In quite a few instances, both versions demonstrate a tendency towards segmentation
into smaller (syntactical) units. The separation of a line into two halves is well attested
in literary sources of the first millennium BCE, but is relatively uncommon in the Middle
Assyrian period. In the subsequent example attested on VAT 9710 (Lugale 1X—XII, line
421), the following segmentation can be observed:

O ii 07 nam-ugs-ga-mu mu-un-kus-da-[gin]
08 a-na na-ri-ia ki-i ta-at-ta-"ma’-[an-ni]

More common are segmentations in even smaller units such as in line 9 of Nin-Isina's
Journey to Nippur 24

20See the rare example MS 2624 dating to the Old Babylonian period and compare footnote 61. Although full
translations already exist from the first half of the second millennium BCE, they are relatively scarce compared
to the overwhelming majority of monolingual Sumerian compositions. Quite frequently, Sumerian texts of this
period contain glosses, which annotate certain signs, words, or expressions. Besides providing semantic variants
or indicating the syllabic reading of a (difficult) sign, these annotations usually contain Akkadian equivalents in a
certain idiomatic use. A good example is UET 6, 175, containing both pronunciation glosses as well as Akkadian
equivalents. UET 6, 176 comes from the same scribal context, but omits these glosses, despite adding a partial
translation to the colophon; for a discussion of this text and exegetical literature, see now Civil (2009, 67-68).
Glosses are quite rare in the Middle Assyrian texts discussed here and limit themselves to phonetic indicators, such
as in copies of lexical texts; see, for instance, VAT 8875 obv. i, 10: dili i3’-ni-mag"“-a : i-di-i§-$i-"Su"-ma. For a
gloss in a copy of a literary composition, see VAT 10565 obv. 13: [...] ™im, [...].

21n the examples of bilingual texts given below, Akkadian equivalents are separated by  : * from their Sumerian
version, irrespective of the presence of a Glossenkeil.

22The tablet’s scribe Marduk-balassu-&re$ marked these indentations with additional vertical ruling on the tablet;
see the hand copy of VAT 9416 in Wagensonner (2014b, 474-475). Similar subdivisions by ruling can be found
in copies of lexical texts, such as VAT 9713, on which the scribe inserted an additional ruling in order to separate
the classifier GIS. One can compare this layout to lexical texts from Ugarit. In a version of Ura XXI (RSO 7, 57),
for instance, the scribe subdivided the Sumerian column into three subcolumns. This part of Ura contains place
names. The place names are classified by preceding uru and following k1, which are separated from the lexeme
by the aforementioned dividing lines. Is uUru omitted the scribe, nevertheless, starts in the first subcolumn.
23Examples are KAR 4 with an additional preceding column containing the so-called Silbenalphabet A (see section
8.3.6 below), or VAT 9833 (+) BM 130660 where the same layout can be observed.

24The transliteration follows manuscript A; for a new hand copy, see Wagensonner (2008, 292).
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o 17 dudug-sa6-ga a-a “en-lil,-la,  zi-da-na mu-un-bpu
18 dubuc.sag.Ga  a-bi YENLIL,  im-nu-Sa il-"lak®

A similar kind of segmentation can, of course, occur in the aforementioned column-
based bilingual texts as well. The following example comes from tablet VI of the lexical
series Ana ittisu:>

O i 12 mins-na-ne-ne ki-lal-lu-Su-nu
13 3(di§)-a-ne-ne Sa-la-as,-ti-Su-nu
14 uj3 kuz-babbar u3 i+na Ku,.BABBAR
4(dis)-kam,-ma-ta er-bit-ti-Su-nu
15 kaskal-Se; i5-sug-ge-€$ a-na har-ra-ni il-li-"ku’

Sometimes a text became too long to fit one line. In such a case the scribe needed
to abandon any kind of segmentation. Another noteworthy feature concerns the so-called
“firing holes.” This frequently attested feature of late /ibrary texts, which is produced by
punching deep holes into the clay body using a round s#ylus or pin, requires an in-depth study.
Whereas it is perfectly feasible to interpret such holes on large tablets to reduce the strain on
the tablet during the firing process, their purpose to do so on smaller or medium-sized clay
tablets appears to be negligible and further explanations are possible. Very occasionally the
placement of these holes appears to take the syntax of the text into account.?®

The relationship between the Sumerian and the Akkadian versions of a composition
quite often pose a certain amount of difficulties, which was pointed out by Markham J.
Geller:

Like any good translation, Akkadian translations of Sumerian literature had to
be cast in idiomatic Akkadian, which often makes it difficult to match the Akka-
dian and Sumerian texts grammatically.?’

Elsewhere Geller challenges the necessity of our separate treatment of the Sumerian
and Akkadian versions of a literary composition, in order not to judge the ability of the
ancient translator to understand the Sumerian source correctly:

On the other hand, it is questionable whether one must translate each version of
a bilingual text independently, which assumes a priori that the ancient translator
has failed to grasp the sense or even spirit of the original text.?®

25For a new hand copy of VAT 8875, see Wagensonner (2014b, 470-471). For current images of the tablet, see the
Digitale Keilschrift Bibliothek (see footnote 105). The modern line count represents the physical appearance on
the tablet. Every ten entries—not lines—are marked by a Winkelhaken.

26This can be observed, for instance, on the copies of Nin-Isina’s Journey to Nippur, and is discussed in Wagen-
sonner (2008, 278).

27Geller (2010, 98).

28Geller (2005, 122).
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The Middle Assyrian scribes had all the necessary tools, such as lexical texts, special-
ized vocabularies,?” and even paleographical lists>® at their disposal. These reference works
play a pivotal role in the transmission of scholarly texts, but whether they were used as tools
for an interpreter is difficult to judge based on the textual record.’!

In terms of their transmission in the last third of the second millennium BCE both ver-
sions should be considered as one unit.*> The Middle Assyrian scribes were mostly not con-
cerned with translating the Sumerian of older compositions into Akkadian; they had already
copied a bilingual text. However, the advantages of stand-alone translations of either the
Sumerian or the Akkadian version are not always self-evident.>* Henri Limet summarises
these issues as follows:

La traduction est I’art de presenter [...] dans une langue un texte qui a été écrit
ou prononcé dans une autre. On passé donc d’une langue A, dite “de depart,”
le sumérien, a une langue B, dite “d’arrivée,” appelée aussi “langue cible,”
I’accadien. La difficulté vient, non seulement de ce que les deux langues A
et B different dans leur vocabulaire et leur grammaire, mais aussi de ce que le
texte 32‘14 traduire a été congu dans une culture qui n’est pas celle de la langue
cible.

Some bilingual compositions of this late stage appear to have been compiled from an
Akkadian perspective. The Sumerian of such texts frequently demonstrates a great variety
of unusual spellings, which frequently seem impenetrable and almost of arcane and crypto-
graphic nature. Fluent translations of such texts seem to be impossible without the Akka-
dian equivalent. However, the Sumerian language received the status of a pseudo-original
by placing it first.3

The textual record of the Middle Assyrian period remains rather silent about the means
of transmitting scholarly texts. Any information about the origin of a source can be gleaned

29Gee, for instance, the Emesal vocabularies found in Assur. One of these vocabularies was copied by Sin-$uma-
iddina of the Ninurta-uballissu family (Ass2001.D-586); see Frahm (2002, 60—61). The tablet can be added as 3.1.3
to the inventory given in Wagensonner (2014b, 460). Its colophon is intriguing because it is the only hitherto known
text written by this young scribe to add an eponym. It shows that Sin-Suma-iddina copied this tablet contemporary
to his brothers. In the same eponymy, his brother Marduk-balassu-&res§ copied the third tablet of 4a and the sixth
tablet of 4i. B&l-aha-iddina copied the second tablet of Diri in the same year. The other known colophons on tablets
written by Sin-Suma-iddina do not add a date and differ from the customs used by his two other brothers. Whether
this fact indicates that he received his education from another individual remains unanswered.

30We may refer here to the paleographical sign list written by Marduk-kabit-ahh&su, which collects significantly
older sign forms; see the photos in Meissner (1927, plates III-IV). The entries in this list follow the sequence of the
Silbenalphabet A. The scribe added to each entry the contemporary equivalent in smaller script. For its colophon,
however, he clearly used archaizing sign forms, maybe as additional practice. The same scribe was also responsible
for copying VAT 9833 (= KAR 24) containing incantations from Utukkii lemniitu. This tablet is said to be part of
BM 130660 edited in Geller (1980); see section 8.3.7 below.

311n late commentary literature of the first millennium BCE, lexical texts were occasionally cited or quoted, but
there is no evidence for this practice in the Middle Assyrian period.

32Jerrold S. Cooper states that after the Old Babylonian period the “Akk. translation gradually became a standard
and standardized accompaniment to all Sum. texts” (Cooper 1978, 46).

3For such an approach see, for instance, Wagensonner (2008, 284-286).

34Limet (2000, 607).

3 Wilfred G. Lambert, for instance, in discussing BM 98496 hypothesized: “The difficulty of this piece, and no
doubt the reason for its neglect hitherto, arises from the loss of most of the Akkadian. Where it is preserved the
sense is clear, but the Sumerian, which is what mostly remains, is obscure in the extreme. The author obviously
thought and wrote first in Akkadian, and then produced a totally artificial rendering” (Lambert 1976, 86). For an
Old Babylonian example, see footnote 61.
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from the colophons.>® The so-called “Astrolabe” B with its sophisticated astronomical
menology of the month names is available in its full form thanks to the Middle Assyrian
tablet VAT 9416. Most other text witnesses and parallels date to a significantly later date
and are much more fragmentary.’” A textual analysis of the Middle Assyrian tablet clearly
favors an earlier date. Some of its verbal forms show features of Middle Babylonian texts.
As we will see further down, the Sumerian of this composition shows an array of peculiar
or at least arcane spellings.®

The colophons on Middle Assyrian tablets, as far as they are preserved, may provide
information on the origin of a source text or the family background of the copy’s scribe,>”
but colophons never include information on the responsible translator of a Sumerian com-
position. This is mainly due to the fact that the translated source in its bilingual setting was
considered as one inseparable entity.*’ A rather different case presents itself through two
copies of the lexical series Ea. The colophons on Ass. 523 as well as VAT 10172 both refer to
the source as being an “old A.A series” (Ass. 523: A.A™-fu L1BIR.RA™®-1u and VAT 10172:
GES.GAR; A.A™ LIBIR.RA™®). Indeed, both tablets contain archaizing sign forms. One can
contrast this kind of lexical tradition with another tablet dated from the Middle Assyrian
period which also contains a copy of the first tablet of Ea lacking any older sign forms.*!
Note that both the paleographical sign list AfO 4, plates III-IV written by a certain Marduk-
kabit-ahh&su as well as the Middle Assyrian copy of the creation myth KAR 4 (see section
8.3.6) go back to “old sources.”

Some information can be gained through textual analysis, which might provide clues
as to the origin of the source text used by the copyists.*> However, even such analyses
provide mere glimpses, but fail to give the whole picture and thus many issues persist. An
unfortunate fact is the lack of information regarding both the translators of Sumerian texts as
well as the exact circumstances of the process of translating these texts.** The colophons are
generally ignorant about these highly intriguing aspects and limit themselves to the scribes,

36Frauke Weiershiuser recently investigated the dependence of lexical texts found in Assur and possible ways of

their transmission; see Weiershauser (2008).

37See Cagirgan (1985). In the meantime new text witnesses became known, one among them dates to the Middle
Babylonian period. For a new edition of this text together with duplicates and parallels, see now Horowitz (2014).
38Despite the addition of an Akkadian translation, this composition might go back to a significantly earlier date;
see section 8.3.5 below.

391t should be noted that the level of data provided by colophons varies from scribe to scribe and might even be
related to the respective scribe’s education. Very often a colophon does not go beyond identifying the copied text.
For the exceptional case of the family of the royal scribe Ninurta-uballissu, see now Wagensonner (2011; 2014b).
40 An intriguing case is provided by the composition “Nin-Isina’s Journey to Nippur” preserved now through four
manuscripts, among which two were written by Middle Assyrian scribes. A fragment of the Sumerian text dates to
the Old Babylonian period and originates from Nippur. Another manuscript dating to the Old Babylonian period
has now come to light in the London private collection. It contains the complete Sumerian text (see Cohen 2017).
There is no direct evidence for the transmission of this text in the centuries between the Old Babylonian and Middle
Assyrian periods. When was it translated? Who was its translator? The scribes were not concerned with these
matters. But the colophons on the Middle Assyrian copies at least provide some clues to a previous scribe or owner
of the source; see footnote 44 below.

41See Wagensonner (2011, 662, 1.1.1; 676-677, 3.1.1); for a new hand copy of VAT 10172, see Wagensonner
(2014b, 476-477) and a photo is found at the Digitale Keilschrift Bibliothek (see footnote 105). For a new hand
copy of BM 108862 (= CT 35, plates 1-8), see Wagensonner (2014b, 478-479).

428ee footnote 8.3.5 for some Middle Babylonian characteristics.

43We have seen above that the Old Babylonian period and to some extent the Middle Babylonian period attest to
a rich corpus of glosses added to Sumerian texts. Though partial in nature, such annotations can be considered as
early attempts to provide interlinear translations.
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who already had a bilingual copy at their disposal.** Nonetheless, it can be taken for granted

that the Middle Assyrian scribes were not the translators of Sumerian compositions, neither
lexical nor literary.*’

In Emar, whose texts date slightly earlier than the Middle Assyrian texts from Assur,
the colophons on copies of scholarly tablets are separated by a double ruling from the actual
“base text” as well. Over the double ruling the sequence BE MAN BE is written in smaller
script. Yoram Cohen notes that besides Mesopotamia and Emar this notation is also known
from Ugarit and Hattusa. At least for Mesopotamia or Assyria, in particular, it seems rather
plausible to see in BE a notation that stands for Sumerian til. This is somewhat verified by the
parallel al.til also written over the double ruling on VAT 8876. maN, on the other hand, still
poses some problems. An interpretation of BE for bélu, “lord,” and maN for Sarru, “king,”
appears too far-fetched. Cohen emphasizes that in the Western periphery, this notation may
have lost any semantic affiliation and kept only a symbolic value.*®

A few redactional remarks such as hepi, “it is broken,” not only show that the Middle
Assyrian scribes attempted to produce a faithful copy of their sources, but moreover that
they did not have to bother with translating or interpreting Sumerian compositions.*’ If
such remarks also occur in the Akkadian version, it is quite clear that the Middle Assyr-
ian scribes already copied from a bilingual source. Such a source text quite certainly can be
traced in a center of learning such as Nippur of the slightly earlier Middle Babylonian period.
Amid the scarcity of Middle Babylonian literary sources, N 6286 is a comparatively well-
preserved bilingual source of “Ninurta’s Return to Nippur,” whose layout puts the Sumerian
and Akkadian versions into columns.*® Another issue is the fact that we know almost noth-
ing about scribal education in the Middle Assyrian period. There should have existed some
means of transmitting the know-how of writing and dealing with “old” scribal lore, either
affiliated to an institution* or within the private sphere of skilled scribes or officials in the

440One intriguing exception are the colophons on KAR 15 and KAR 16, both containing the bilingual version of
“Nin-Isina’s Journey to Nippur.” Its colophon deviates from the usual array of data provided and adds the following
information on the source tablet’s provenience: “According to the wording of the written tablet of IqiSa-Ninkarrak,
son of Ninurta-bani, it is written” (KAR 16, rev. 29-30). However, it remains uncertain whether this Iqisa-Ninkarrak,
whose name contains the Akkadian form of the goddess Nin-Isina, was the translator of the Sumerian version or had
this tablet only at his disposal. For the latest edition of this composition, see Wagensonner (2008) and for further
remarks on the colophons of the Ninurta-uballissu family, see Wagensonner (2011; 2014b). Frequently the double
ruling that separates the colophon from the body of the text contains the remark TIL or sometimes even AL.TIL, that
is, a Sumerian expression for Akkadian gati, “(the source) is complete/finished.”

4SFor discussing the possibility that the Assur scribes “composed and redacted Mesopotamian literary texts, and
thus actively contributed to the process of canonization,” see Geller (1990, 210 and passim).

46See Cohen (2009, 59-60).

47See for this remark Worthington (2012, 25-27). This remark is attested, for instance, on KAR 4 and appears there
in three consecutive lines almost at the top of the tablet’s reverse in both the Sumerian as well as Akkadian columns.
This might indicate that Kidin-Sin’s source text from which he copied had significant damage at the upper part of
the reverse or even a broken bottom edge.

48For a photo of this tablet, see Cooper (1978, plate XIV, text Aa) and see http:/cdli.ucla.edu/P280051, accessed
April 7,2017. The Middle Assyrian copy of KAR 4 (see footnote 47) follows the same pattern.

49For the “tablet house” bit tuppate, see Jakob (2002, 255-256), who concludes: “Es muf angesichts der vorgestell-
ten Belege letztlich offen bleiben, ob